National Library
of Canada du Canada -

Canadian Theses Service

Ottawa Canada &

K1A ON4

NOTICE

The quality of this microtorm s heavily dependent upon the
quality ot the original thesis submitted for microtiliming
Rvery effort has been made to ensure the highest qualty of
reproduction possible

-1t pages are missing, contact the university which granted
the degree o

Some pages may have indistinct print espectally 1f the
original pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or
# the university sent us an inferior photocopy

Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles, pub
hshed tests, etc ) are not filmed -

Reproductionin full or in part of this microformis governed
by the Canadian Copyright Act, RS C 1970.c C-30

NL-239 (r. 88/04)

Bibliothéque nationale

[}
Service des thoses canadienne:

\S'n manque  des pages, vmnlk&
&
N

AN

A AVIS

v

{ (Hﬂlmlih" de cette nwerotorme depend grandement de 1y
qualite de fathese solmise au nicroblinage Noa<s avonr,
tout tall pour assurer une quahte supetieure de reprodu

(tion -

\HHHUHI(]U(" Ay
sghversite g a confere le grade

L aqualte dmpression de certaines pages peat laisoer o
deésirer, surtout siles pages ongmitles omete dactylogia
phiees a I'aide d'un ruban uge ou silfunversite nous A tat
parvenir une photocopie de qualite infencure

Les documents qui tont déja lobjet dun droit dauteur
(articles de revue. tests publies. et ) ne sont pas
microfilmeés

La reproduction, méme partielle. de celte nucroforme ¢4

sourmuse a la Lor canadienne sur e drot dautear. SR
1970. ¢ C-30

" Canadi



!
THY UNIVERSITY OF AL.BERTA -

Virtue and Moral Authority in Jane Austen’s Fiction
by

John Rowell

. A THESIS
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
L]

IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

]

? OF Doctor of Philosophy

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

1 EDMONTON, ALBERTA

FALL 1987



Permisgion has been granted
to the .National Library of
Canada to microfilm this
thesis and to lend oy sell
copies of the film.

The author (copyright owner)
has reserved other
publication rights, and
neither the thesis nor
extensive extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced without his/her
written permission.

b
L'autorisation a &té accordée
a4 la Bibliothdque nationale
8u Canada de microfilmer
cette thése et de préter ou
de vendre des exemplaires du
film.

L'auteur (titulaire du Adroit
d'auteur) se' réserve les
autres droits de publication;
ni la thése ni de 1longs
extraits de celle-ci ne
doivent @&tre imprimés ou
autreqent reproduits mans son
autorisation écrite.

ISBN 0-315-41028-0

-



\
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

RELEASE FORM

NAME OF AUTHOR John Rowell,
TITLE OF THESIS Virtue and Moral Authority in Jane Austen's Fiction
DEGREE FOR WHICH THESIS WAS PRESENTED D9ctor of Philosophy
YEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED 1987//
Permission is hereby granted to THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA LIBRARY
to reproduce single copies of this thesis and to lend or sell such copies for private,
— scholarly or scientific r?scakh purposes only.
The author reserves other publication rights, and neither the thesis nor extensive
&

extracts from it may be printed or otherwise rcprodutced without the author’s written

permission.

(SIGNED) ...,

PERMANENT ADDR



THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

i
A
J v

-’
A

The uhdersigncd certify that they have read, and recommend to the Faculty of
a"zraduate Studies and Research, for acceptance, a thesis entitled Virtue and Moral Authority

in Jane Austen's Fiction submitted by John Rowell in partial fulfilment of the requirements

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. ‘
/\ g N
............... L Mo
' (
. Supervisor X
......... CT“T%}?'E?[LL;%{..rz..\-f;::f::.’.i.‘......._.‘.........
..,/\c. U\‘ ...... 5)} c.l..‘\:.‘.s.«m ...........
) g e
....... \Y\&MU\( 1&1&4\&&&
n—
............................ R I BRI
External Examiner
pate... [ogeedd 1, 1487



‘ _ Abstract

'

This thesis explores the relationship between Janc Auster’s novels and the moral and aesthetic
lhcofy of Aristotle. While no historical evidenqc is offered that Austen read Aristotle, enough
textual parallels exist to make his influence likely. R,

Remembering that Austen writes ﬁ0vels, not ethical treatises, 1 explore how she
accommodates Aristolle'; ethical philosophy in her art. I begin with a theoretical assessment
of realism in fiction, particularly with respect to how characters can bbth carry the burdcn of .-
é novel's conceptual scheme and seem to operate i;mdependently ‘of it. This dual rolé is )
especially important for Ausign, her novels being moral as well as realistic.

Chapter 11 outlines Aristotle's ethical theory and'tentatively suggests parallels Hetween
his doctrine of the mean-and the way the virtues in Austen’'s novels a;re delineated. Chapters
111 and l\l/ explore in detail the separate virtues in Austen, the ;ormer dealing with virtues of

manner and the latter with virtues of character. Finally, Chapter V places Austen in a

neoclassical aesthetic tradition which has its roots in Arislotl& aesthetics. n

N
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I. lntrodtfcfion

Many commentators assume that Austen is a Christian ar'ld that her novels exemplify
Christian virtues.' While ghe undoubtetdly was a Christian and while there is a Christian cast
tolsomc of the virtues she illustrates in her work, it should not be overlooked that she,is‘falso
a humanist and that her concerns are primarily social. As for her Christianity, it is remarkable
that she hardly ever mentions God or Christ in her works, and her characters hardly ever
discuss religious precepts. This absence may be due to her sense of religious discretion, but it
may also suggest that Austen was not directly inspired to write by religion. Tt;e are
compelling feasons to believe that her moral outlook was primarily Aristotelian, and although
this is not nécessarily iﬁcompan'ble with being a Christian, it does mean that her novels must
have a radically dif ferént emphasissthan one would expect from an author devoted to
Christianity. The connection with Aristotle may appear unlikely if we insist, as Henry James
does,? that Austen i; foremost an unconscious artist creating while she knitted, but if, as’is
now becoming the more prevailing image of her, we see instead a voracious reader‘, someone
in tuﬁe with the ‘intelleétual climate of her time, then the connection is not so unlikely.

’ In twentieth-century criticism of Austen, the Aristotelian connection is first noted by

a philosopher,‘ Gilbert Ryle. Ryle claims that Austen is an Aristotelian in the broad sense that

she is not interested in extremes of good and evil buf™n degrees of right and wrong: she has a

-

'In a recent article, Lesley Willis argues the opposite, saying that in fact most
commentators ignore her Christianity. See "Religion in Jane Austen's Mansfield
Park". English Studies in Canada X111, (March 1987) 65-78. For the record, here
is a list of some of those who believe her Christianity to be fundamental to our
understanding of her as a moralist: Richard Whately, Lionel Trilling, Alisdair
Magintyre, Raymond Wlliams, Wayne Booth, Marilyn Butler, Norman Page,
C.¥Lewis, Rueben Brower, and John Odmark. Willis' evidence for the centrality of
Christianity in "Austen is not very convincing. She seems to believe that because
Austen has her characters utter. oaths with "Gad" in them, this is "an affirmation
of the fundamental importance of God in Jane Austen's fictional world™ (68).
""I"he key to Jare Austen's fortune with posterity has been in part the
extraordifpary grace of hes facility, in fact of Her unconsciousness: as if, at’ the
most, for difficulty, for embarrassment, she sometimeés over her workbasket, her
tapestsy flowers, in her spare, cool drawing room of other days, fell a-musing,
lapsed too metaphorically...into wool gathering, and her dropped stitches, of these
pardonable, of these precious moments, were afterw. picked up as little teucheb
of human truth ®. "Thé Lesson of Balzac” in The/Future of the Novel ed. Leon
Edel (New York: Vintage, 1956) 100-101.- "

w
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wine. taster’s technique of moral discrimination rather than a Cal;'inisl's damned/saved
morality. He says that she was a moralist in a "thick " rather than "thin" sense; she shows in
her work "a deep interest in theoretical questions about human nature and human
conduct” .’ In the "thip" sense, a moralist shows only the ways and mores of a particular

-
group of characters without introducing the possibility that their activities can be generalized.
In the "thick " sense, a moralist portrays characters who represent through their activities
general tendencies in human conduct. By emphasizing what constitutes Auman conduct, 1 hope
' td show that morality for Austen was cssentially a secular activity, that moral fulfillment
could be achieved independently of religious salvation. Her virtuous characters represent the
possibility of fulfillment but are t{lso seen to have t);pical human needs and wegknesses. They
are not iconic as Christ is in the S;riplur’es; their position as exemplary figures is complicated
by an antagonism between the demands of ethical and realistic content. Christ embodies the
virtues in a way fictional characters could never do realistically; he is doctrine in the flesh,
and he is rarely allowed in the scriptures to display a human side, except perhaps in the

oS .
Garden of Gethsemane. Here he displays a characteristic human wedkness because he appears

for a moment to fear death; but we see little of Christ in this position- -actually facingzt;a(
we could recognize as a human dilemma. Christ is a far more effective messenger than
abstract doctrine alone because hé is "flestf*, is seen to live the doctrine he represents;
nevertheless, t;ié effect does not rest on his stepping outside of his exemplary role to appear
human. In realistic fiction, a character cannot appear to emﬁody doctrine to such an extent or
the realistic effect is lost. For this reason we will speak of a tension in Austen's work between
A -

realism and the presentation of her ideals.

Ryle's intuition that Austen's characters are not extremes but shadés of difference
creates the beSt theoretical framework from which to approach the novels. It allows us to
treat her. both as a theorist of human natute as well as a conscious artist and to note how her
anis@ mnéées her tlieory. Ryle, though, was not the first comxﬁentator to connect Austen

. _ R )
with Aristotle. -Inqan 1821 essay, the rhetorician Richard Whately says: "We do not know

3"Jane Austen and the Morxlists" ing English Literature -and British Philog)m; ed.
S.P. Rosenbaum (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971) 168.

»



whether Miss Austin ever M’q-access to the precepts of Aristotle; but there are few, if any,
writers of fiction who have illustrated them more successfully ".* In the course of this work I
will explore the connection between Austen and Aristotle in more detail than either Whately
or Ryle have done, but by examining I.extua} ;alher than historical evidence. The plain truth
is, as both Rylc and Whately say, we juy/do not know whether Austen read Aristotle himself .
She wasfamiliar with 7¥u’gu'sil;n}nc’oclassicism and her Aristotelianism was probably shaped by
hqr knowledge of that movement, especially through her reading of Samuel Johnson.
However, while Johnson was an important influence, my primary aim is to go back to the
original source and uncover paraliels between Auslen's‘n'ovels and Aristotle's moral and-

-

aesthetic theory.
The three primary qualities that emerge f rom an Aristotelian examination of Austen’s

' w;ork are its realistic clergcm. its moral content, and its aesthetic structure. Qur inquiry will
observe how these three elémcnls operate in' five of the major novels. Starting with a general
0ve‘rview of Aristotle's ethical theory, with special attention to the role of. the virtues, we will
- proceed to distinguish in Austen's work two types of virtue: virtues of manner and virtues of
character. An initial distinction between the two types of virtue is that the first pertains to
public behaviour and the second to the actual state of the soul. However, in the final chapter
we will see that a strong connection exists between mannersand character, which accords with
Aristotle's notion of the operation of soul and body. Bodily action is an exp‘rgssion of the soul
in so far asthe body's form is the outcome of the soul's desire to achieve the good, Thus,
there is a_complex interaction between outer and inner, and the final end is an activity, not a
state of mind. In the Aristotelian tradition, the good life is activity which is itself an end, and
such activity can be imitated in fiction by devising a plot which is constituted by the action of
characters and which has as its enc the resolution of the conflicts that have been its
mechanism. This theory of plot js derived from Aristotle's Poetics and is designed primarily to
illustrate the laws of -fragedy. Aristotle considered tragedy to be a model for litersture, but it

’

would be a mistake to think that, because of Aristotle's influence, Austen wrote novels with

‘Jane Austen: The Critical Heritage ed. B.C. Southam (London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1968) 96. .



~
Greek tragedy in mind. She adopts and utilizes a general theory of plot to write her novels,

and this is what gives them'their dramatic quality. )

Aristotle's prescriptions for tragedy are applicable to the novel because they are meant
by him to apply to other genres as weil. Hence he praises Homer for being-the only writer of
epics to achieve cohesiveness of plot. Yel,while Homer appears to fol w the laws of
literature, he does not follow the laws of tragedy--he does not, for exajnple, attempt to creatc
pity and fear. Thus the laws of tragedy in the Poetics should be distinguished from the laws
of literature. The requirement that fragedy creale pity and fear is a requi1emcnl for that genre
alo;le; the law of plot development applies o drama and nartative f iction alike. Austen
follows Aristotelian laws of plot construction; she is a realist in the classical sense that her
pl“ots follow laws of probability. She is also a realist, partially but not wholly, in the s’enSc
mentioned by lan Watt, that her characters appear to be individualized.’ This effect is
achieved primarily by giving characters propé“f names instead of type names--Tom Jones
instead of Mr Badman. According llo Watt, characters in the novel operate in specific time
and place a;md are thus individualizc:d: the novelist is unconcerned with the universal, only -
with depicting the parsticular. Moreover, he says, the particular cannot adequately serve as a
vehicle for representing the universal. Yet Watt's criterion for individualising characters is
already written into the classical aesthetic. Aristotle says in the Poetics that the author should
aim to represent a typé of character "though at the same time he attaches the names of
specific persons to the types” (Poet{cs, 32). In the élassical aesthetic, characters are

"individualized and operate in d‘specif{c time and place, but they also represent the universal.
'i'his is possible in Aristotelian thought because the moral life is a life of action fand becauée
someone who lives the moral life is exemplifying it. When rﬁoral actig‘n is imitated in fiction,
}t is given cohesiveness by being made a necessary part of the plot, which f orms the action of
the work as a unit. |

The plot achieves unity if each significant action contributes towards its uhravelling

~

and seems to follow from what went before. For Aristotle, this typé of cohesion, which he

—— — — el



calls probability and necessity, is the most important type of realistic effect. Significantly
' {Whately praises Austen because her plots have probability. He di}stlnguishég the unnatural and
the improbable in the novel, the former occurring Whgl things happen contrary tc human ‘
nature, and the latter when things happen'against likely odds, where there is "an overbajance
of chance”.® Fielding, for example, includes the improbable, but not the nanatural; indeed, all
novelists of genius avoid the unnatural. Ahusten follows Aristotle's requirement that a plot be
drawn emphasizing the p’robabiliu'es of a certain outcome given a certain situation: given X, y
will be shown to gencrallry follow. According to Whately, a plof should present

the general instead of the particular,- -the probaﬁle instead of the true. And by

leaving out those accidental regularities, and exceptions to genéral fules, which

constitute the many improbabilities of real narrative, present us with a clear and

abstracted [his ehphasis] view of geqeral rules themselves; and thus concentrate, as it

were, into a small compass, the result of wide experi‘ence.7
Evems'are organized according to probability, not just-to achieve a realistic effect, but to .
arrange things so that right and wrong meet their just deserts through a necessary causal
sequence rather than through a series of accidents. Wha;ely argucé that Austen's novels bear
to reality the same relationship that Aristotle contended poetry ought to bear to m;tory: both
select so as to render what is imitated general. Events therefore proceed according to our sense
of poetic justice and do not always allow for the capﬁces of real life.
» As chance plays a part ip real life, there‘ must be an anti-realism present at the same
time-that the ordinary ié depicted. Whately intimates the need for this parallel anti-realism
when he says that the cargful organizafion pf Austen's novels is "'prodlrxced by a sacrifice of
probability: yet ihey have little or nothing which is not probable."® Although Whately does
not clearly bring out the boint. his essay suggests that Austen's novels are both‘natura} in
showing charactt;ristic human behaviounr and probable in showing events which are likely to

happen. They become improbable (noi true to life) only to the extent }ha.t they ignore the

‘Jane Austen: The Critical Heritage, 9. .
Jane Austen: The Critical Heritage, 93. ' »
‘Jane Austen: JFhe Critical Heritage, 95.
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irredularities of life in allowing evcnis to fall lcgcther ina probable sequence. A novelist can
allow partialjy for the irregularities of life by having the sequence of events in his work
probable tather than necessary. So one event will foliow ancther as a likely but not necessary
outeome.

Even ihough the unrealistic elethent of organization is not true to life, it does not
mean that the effett of organization is unrealistic,‘or that readers may not believe in thﬂc
story's plausibilit).' because organization does not allodw for the part normally \plaﬁ in life by
accident. The effect of plausibility in fiction is in part a trick, although no?a trick intended
as a piece of duplicity but an attémpt to play on illogical asséciatiqns. Afistotle specifically
mentions this trick in the Poetics when &peéks of the necessary element of illusion which
makes the impossible seem reasonable: "A sequence of evcnts’which, though actually
impossible, looks reasonable should be preferred by the poet to what, though really possible, .
seems incredible” (Poetics, 80). This is akin to Whately's point about Austen, except that in .
her case it is the improbable that seems reasonable. A poet must tell lies by skill, and he does
this by exploiting our tendency to make false logical moves. };eople suppose that if B must

exist whcnever A exists, then B's existence js grounds for asserting A's existence (that is,*"the

\tree sways whenever it is windy; the tree sways; therefore it is windy" ié a fallacy because
something else could be making the tree sway). According to Aristotle, something like this
happens when we read fiction: the author creates a groundwork of assumptibns (his

’ ccnceptual scheme) and makes certain things consequent on that. He creates the illusion that
bécause the conscqyen?‘s happen, the frame must be true. When the cgusal link is upheld by
the author, the events seem probable. Austen frcqﬁently employs‘ this method of creating
illusion L‘c point where she has been accused of manipulating the plot to secure a

- favourable outcome for the characters who best represent her conceptual scheme. Thus she
creates a conceptual framework, "only marry for love" fet us say. She then makes certain
characters act according to that principle, and in return she rewards them at the end with

happiness in marnagc Thus when she affirms the consequent (Elizabeth Bennet marries

Darcy), we are invited to affirm by the cGnsequent the antecedent moral prmcrplc It might



be quite improbable by real-life standards that Mr Darcy, having rt_gccn rejected once, would
trv agamm; and 1t might be improbable that a woman in Flizabeth's situation, however noble

her sentiments, would refuse such a once as Darcv. But both actions are quite consistent with
\

Austen’s general moral principle of organization that virtue will be rewarded.

At the same time that the erganization is strict, there wili also be those actions which

-

fall into the genctal realm of probability and which are motivated by considerations outside
the author’s conceptual scheme. This helps provide a contrast between ordinary life and the

life of heightened moral awareness governed by Austen’s scheme, but it is also an

acknowledgement of the independence of the real. In the early part of Pride and Prejudice |

for example. Charlotte Lucas refers to Jane Bennet's reserved manners as an imposition on
the public. She means that Jane’s reserve is calculated to win her admirers (PP, 17). We learn
¢ in the course of the novel that Charlotte is entirely wrong ’about Jane being reserved by
design. However, the important point is that Charlotte judges Jane by her own understanding
of human nature. Charlotte is a pr:gmatist, and she feels that everyone else i1s secretly a =
pragmatist, but that they devisc ‘ways of concealing the fact in public. To Charlotte
"Happiness in marriage is entirely a matter of chance” (PP, 18) because each partner is
essentially self -seeking, and harmony will occur only if the self -seeking of each can be made
compatible. Now, in Austen's conceptual f ramew-ork this attitude is extremely debilitating, yet
it is given an anicula’tc voice in Charlotte. Tq Austen, Charlotte's marriage to Collins is
il ;mishmem for having an attitude that will deny her true héppiness. To Charlotte, however,
the marriage is satisfactory because it will afford her as much happiness (compatibility) as
she could find with any man. The way Charlotte 's-views are presented makes them i
understandable, and we afe able to judge them from within the framework of the novel and
also independently as we might judge a real person. Charlotte is not merely functional: she i
given enough life, enough independence from the framework, to mhke her attitude intelligible
and even perhaps appca.ling to some. It is useful to remember also that Charlotte represents
. >

the dire situation-of a single woman in Austen's time with little money and without much

hope of. making an cligibl® miatch. The alternative to marrying Collins is being a burden on



x

her family or being a governess. From this historical point of view she mayv excite our
sympathy, but from the conceptual framework of the book she can cn-‘nc only our sorrow
that she has married a fool and denmied herself the possibility of truc happiness in nmrriaigc~
the happiness that comes from mutual respect and esteem. The example of Charlotte s once of

the rough cdges or complications in Austen’s conceptual scheme. Other examples are the

attractiveness of Marianne in Sense and Sensibility and the charm of Henry and Mary

Crawford in Mansficld Park. Fach of these characters provides an attractive alicrnative to
Austen’s ethical system, and sometimes they make her exemplary characters appear stolid.
Such complications enhance the rcalisli\c cffect because they make less obtrusive the mechanics
of conceptual control.
Conceptual control can therefore be seen as having an antagonistic relationship with

. the realistic particulars of a wqu. William Edinger observes that the tension between realistic
effect and the conceptual scheme consists of a difference between the inductive logic of
probability and the deduc?ivc logic of exemplification:

When realistic particulars are wholly mastered by a single conceptual scheme they

appear "contrived”, for to the extent that they do seem realistic they assert their

autonomous right to the reader's attention, demanding in effect to be considered as

the ground of a moral significance which arises from them inductively, and thus

denying their exemplary function. The conflict, in short, is between the inductive

logic of probability and the deductive logic of exemplification; and wﬁen the i

probability of the fiction is sufficiently compelling, the conflict appears to the reader

in the light of an inductive fallacy: the fictional "example” does not (and of course

\

cannot) "prove" the truth of the formula, which is then seen as an jnadequate

summary of the fiction.* ' ~
Although the inductive process of evaluation is less secure than the deductive, it is more

cha?jging and informative. For the deductive method has already built into it its evaluative

ers, whereas the inductive method allows us to assess the circumstances independently as
| .

* William Edinger, Samuel Johnson and Poétic Style (Chicage: University of Chicago

Press, 1977) 60.

ans
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well as i light of the judgement it gradually reaches. We can sec this difference op.cr'ét‘i'n-g in
deductive and inductive syllogisms. The deductive syllogism begins with a general statement
and concludes by repeating l'hc predicate in its premise, this time attached to a particular (All
men are mortal, Socrates is a man, therefore Socrates is mortal). We do not have to refer to
the world to discover the truth of this syllogism because it is evident in the terms it employs.
The inductive syllogism begins with facts about the world and then draws its conclusion.
The inductive method is important for moral wrilir;g because the particular stands as

the test of validity for the ethical judgement. Edinger says

in moral writing the circumstances must be kept in as full a view as possible because

they are the test as well as the source of a writer's concepts, whose adequacy can

only be miasured against the reader’s independent view of the facts. In deductive

writing, where the examples are "alleged for the discourse’s sake”, no such test can

be applicd. The meaning of the particulars is predetermined, and the question, what

guarantees the validity of the zuthor’s governing concepts? cannot be answered by

the work itself !¢ AN P

Deductive writing, by not appealing to the\ihdependem world of facts, thereby relativizes its
claims even though in forrﬁ it seems absolute. Arguably it is because of the problematic
lcns’i(.)n existing in inductive arguments that we can call it objective. The use of inductive
processes in fiction illustrates this well, for in submitfing to objective reality the author
relinquishes a degree of conceptual control and thereby allows events to assume a logic of
their own. One might call this, rather clumsily, "derelativizing” because it distances fictional
events from the particular individual ultimately responsible for their creation; Deductive
literature is "conceptually overdetgrmined”, and Edinger céntrasts its conceptual bi\s with the
perceptual bias of realism, a perceptual bias that gives us more of tﬁe texture of life. The
question of whether perception can be conveyed without conceptualizing is difficult to answer,
and it iS a matter of contention whether any use of language™s an intentional use in the sense

s

that of necessity it selects and chooses. Even an inductive process of argument will select and
-

'*Samuel Johnson and Poetic Style, 61.
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choose its particulars because it has already an eye to its final judgement regardless of
whether that judgement is made specific. Also, it is essential to remember that whatever is
conventional in realism is not ‘mere convention, but 1s used to create an effect, be it moral,
aesthetic or realistic. So ev@tr'l’wgranting that we may be confined by language. realism points
away from its confinement rather than rejoices in it. |

Given a conflict between arrangement according to conceptual apparatus and creation
of a realistic effect, theoretically-minded novelists are divided over which should be given
priority.'' Two novelists whose comments appear to echo the conviction lh;«;{ the effect of
realism should be the novelist's first priority are Henry James and Joseph Conrad. Neither
says, however, that realism leaves imitation at the level of subjective particularity; rathe,
creating a realistic effect is a first step towards engaging the reader in a cohesive moral view.
James acknowledges that the impression of life is an illusion, and he says that "the air of
reality seems to me the supreme virtue of the novel” '’ James believes that destroying the
illusion involves a predilection from within the novel's structure for emphasizing that it is
"only fiction" and this implies an apology for the art. Wilile deploring the tendency to cxpose
novelistic convention, he goes so far as to say that any rearrangement of life involves a
mechanistic attitude towards the novel: "In pr'oportion...as we see life without rearrangement
do we feel that we are touching the truth; in propo_rtion as we see it with arrangement do wc

at we are being put off with a substitute, a compromise and convention”.!” When
James says in the next breath that art must be selective in order to be inclusive, he tacitly
ackowledges that discrete arrangement preserves both the effect of rmli$n and the informing
mind behind the work. He believes that the novelist who emphasizes technique in his work
betrays his art because it absolves him from conveying the texture of life- -its surface as well
-

as its substance. Handled with skill, sensitivity, knowledge and understanding by someone who

has lived, the portrayal of life's surface allows the reader direct sensual apprehension of the

'For the comments of novelists on realism, see Miriam Allott, Novelists on the
Novel (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966) 59-80 '

"Henry James, "The Art of Fiction" in The Future of the Novel. ed. Leon Edel
(New. York: Vintage Books, 1956) 14.

13"*The Art of Fiction", 20.
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scene depicted. As James puts it: "it takes to itself the faintest hints of life, it converts the
very pulses of the air into revelations”.'* For James the texture of life is not an aesthetic end
in itself; it is a means of invigorating the conceptual apparatus of the fiction.”

The task of the novelist, then, is to recreate through the awareness of his characters
or through the awareness of the narrator our known im;ression of reality (our "ordinary
understanding ") invigorated by the particular perceptions of the comprehending mind. Thus
we get the immediacy of a particular mind's understanding and an attempt to reach others by
transcending the potential subjectivity of such impressions. James likens the novel to a
painting: both forms attempt "to render the look of things, the look that conveys their
meaning, to catch the colour, the relief, the expression, the surface, the substance of the
human spectacle”.!* Capturing the "substance” from the surface matters because we are after
not an unmediated realism (if such a thing were possibie), but a realism in which the sensual
impression conveyed by the texture of reality leads to or is the foundation of a comprehendihg
idea of reality. In the novels of James and Conrad, sensory perception is prior as a foundation
of comprehension, and their readers are allowed a pristine sense of the pure act of perception.
Reality as perceived reality (its texture that creates impressions on our minds) is prior to the
idea of it which we have. Reality imposes itself on our minds- -our ideas or preconﬁeptions
influence our perception of it, but we cannot eliminate the actual being of the thing perceived.
When we refer to the actual being of a thing, we are using language denotatively, and we are
allowing the perceptual effect created by denotative language priority over its possible
conceptual meaning. Roughly speaking, the perceptual effect puts us in touch with how things
are; conceptual meaning puts us in touch with what the author wants us to see. The author's
total conceptual meaning is his concéptual scheme, and the more the scher:le owes to
denotation, the less intrusive it tends to be on the way the reader comes to understand the
scheme.

The priority of denotation is temporal only, but it has the power to unfold to us

gradually a cbnceptual scheme. In the novel, if the conceptual scheme overwhelms the sensory

Yy

*Henry James, "The Art of Fiction", 12.
15"The Art of Fiction, 247. '



recreation of reality, we no longer havé realism. When we can actually sensc, albeit through
the sheer power of the word, a recreated world, we have our way into that world. This is
perhaps why Conrad, at least in his criticism, wants to limit the effect of his work to the
sensory : "That and no more, and it is everything”. Before saying this in his preface to The
_l’ﬂigge_rl(_)[ the Narcissus, he says: . .
All art, therefore, appeals primarily to the senses, an@e artistic aim when
expressing itself in written words must also make its appeal through the senses. if its
high desire is to reach the secret spring of rcsponsi;/e emolions. ..it 1s only through an
unremitting never-discouraged care for the shape afd r'i\ng of sentences lha; an
approach can be made to plasticity, to coloﬁr, and that light of magic suggestiveness
may be brought to play for an evanescent instant over the commonplace surface of
words: of the old, old words, worn thin, defaced by ages of careless usage.'*y
Parz;doxically this response is conveyed by words but is also prelinguistic, for we manage
fleetingly to relive the origins of our knowledge, origin'(s which have been forgotten because we
_ ;are shaping and ordering perceivers: we fit thipgs 1o our purposes, ignoring the sensate
relationship with 'the world on which our ordering process is found. In a subsequent enigmatic
passage from the same preface, Conrad writes: "The task approached in tenderness and faith
is to hold up unquestioningly, without choice and without fear, the rescued fragment before
all eyes in the light of a sincere mood".'” The phrases "without choice” and "sincere mood”
strike a particular chord. It is not throﬁgh choice, 'not through preconception, that the
novelist holds up in his work an evanescent glimpse of the truth of things; it is, rather, the
result of a profound an|d sincere conviction of how things are, how they must be. A "sincere
mood " is one in which the artist faces the truth, not through any will of his own, but because
he must. The artist who does this is not a subjectivist; he cannet argue truth out of existence
by.a conscious choice. Once this fidelity to life is achieved, the writer is free to choosé_ his

form. The commitment to life and truth is therefore a restriction on overconceptualizing the

-——— =

/ $Joseph Conrad, "Preface to The Nigger of the Narcissus” in Three Grcat Tales of
Joseph Conrad (New York: thage Books, no o date) ix. .
1" "Preface”, x.
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novel, but ilj‘ys not mean that the author withholds control. Even the naturalist Zola admits
that the novélist is a "scientific observer” of reality only in the preliminary inspirational
stages of composition.'* The novelist must try to achieve through the representation of the
particular the possibility of generalizing about human nature.

The novelist starts with particulars, but he uses his creative powers to arrange them
into a meaningful smucncc corresponding to his perception of the facts. To restrict himself to
particularity would be to deny the possibility of control by which he makes his idea of reality
felt. Any attempt te restrict art to particularity betrays not a commitment to life, bu; a covert
alliance with materialistic philosophy. Kenneth Burke imagines a naturalistic novel which has
as its motivating force the idea that setting ( "scene” in his terms) has an overwhelming effect
on character, requiring that "the brutalizing situation contain brutalized characters.”

And thereby, in his humanitarian zeal to save mankind, the novelist portrays

characters which, in being as brutal as their scene, are not worth saving. We could

phrase this dilemma in another way: our novelist points up his thesis by too narrow

a conception of scene as-the motive force behind his characters; and this restricting

of the scene calls in turn for a corresponding restriction upon personality or role. **
This restrictive tendency in the naturalistic novel has its analogue in materialist philosophy.
The materialist, in overe'stimat.in_g the influence of the material world on human moiives.
makes human action seem too much like a mere mechanical respdnse tc outside stimuli. The
motivating power of the mind- -of ideas- -is virtually ignored or undergoes reduction. Extreme
idealism on the other hand overestimates the motivating power of ideaé\at the expense of
material reality. Burke realizes that there has been an overwhelming tendency (perhaps o<f’
necessity) that philosophical systems operate from different views of substance. Thus for
materialism, substance is matter, and for idealism subsfance is ideas. The presence of

substance lends clarity and foundation to the system, but it inevitably involves reductionism.

—_

""We start, indeed, from the true facts, which are our indestructible basis; but to

show the mechanism of these facts it is necessary for us to produce and dxtect the
phenomena” (Novelists on the Novel, 70).

"Ker)meth Burke, A Grammar of Motives (Berkeley: Umversxty of California Press,

1969) 9




Some materialists reduce ail mental activity to brain states, so that "ideas™ are merely
mechanical responses to external stimuli on the bfain. If this were the human condition,
Wordsworthian romanticism would be justified in viewing the purpose of art as exciting other
minds into a sympathetic response to the poet's. The stimulus-response view of life
impoverishes the concept of persohhood because it overstates the extent to which our
understanding is determined by automaltic reactions to outside stimuli; and, when used as a
justification for art, this view impoverishes the concept of sympathy, scciné it not as
intellectual kinship but as psychological identification.?® While an author recreates the texture
of life by directly imitating the perceiving mind and how that mind creates its reality, ﬁc can
also contrast the particular perceptions of an individual mind with an ideal, and by doing this
liberate the work from mere particularity. To achieve this liberation, & novel needs an ethical
element which takes the ideal as its goal, and it needs an intellectual element which can
provide a generalizing power whereby the particulars of the work can be associated with
general tendencies in human nature.

A problem connected with generalizing from particular examples--a problem raised by
the new critics- -is that expression of generalizations is inartistic. This is because
generalizations are abstracted from the particular, and the particular is a concrete image which
allows us a sensual and hence aesthetic experience. The generalization cannot be rooted in
immediate sense experience and must be rendered by explicit statement. The new critics

protest that explicit statement is inartistic, and add to this protest the claim that rfo ideas

should be clearly stated in literaiure. In The Well Wrought Urn, for exam‘ple. Cleanth Brooks
argues that poetry cannot be reduced to it‘s propositional content, but he goes on o claim that
. Qtatements in poetry are always tentative and equivocal..Brooks' point is that statement and
ﬁgures compete by their very nature and c;n' never co-operate; we can-come close to oulli(nc
what a poem says only "if we make enough reservations and qualif’ iéations. thus attempting to

come nearer to the meaning of the poem by successive approximations and refinements”.”* On

this view, we come closer to the true meaning of the poem only if in assessing it we use

—

] offer a critique of literary identification .in the conclusion. -
1. Cleanth Brooks, The Well Wrought Urn New_ York: Harvest Books, 1947) 206.

\
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figures similar to the ones it uses, which amounts in the er;d to simply repeating what the
poem says. Brooks argues that the symbol conveys symbolic truth rather than blupl truth: "If
we expand the symbol”, he cites Wilbur Urban as saying, "we lose the sense or value of the
symbol as symbol " . He over]ooks,dh;)wever, ;he possible rhetorical function of the symbol:
is the symbol always inscrutible or is it sometimes meant to convey condensed messages? The
answer would depend on whether the poet is primarily a symbolist or like Yeats, for example,
intentionally didactic.?® Brooks' remarks about the symbol betray an anti-intellectualism
which would deem it unnecessary to interpret symbolic language. And for this reason
commentary on works which have self -enclosed systems such as Yeats' often substitutes
exegesis for criticism.?* This is implied when Brooks says that we cannot approach symbolic
language other than on its own terms. The realistic novel, although shaped and organized in a
way t}le real world can never be, is not self -enclosed because it invites comparison with
everyday life; in realistic fiction there is an implied criterion of the real to be met, for the
realist will frequently mix references to the real world with his fiction. John Searle comments:

In part, certain fictional genres are defined by the nonfictional commitments involved

in the work of fiction. The difference, say, between naturalistic ﬁovels, fairy stories,

works of science fiction, and surrealistic stories is in part defined by the extent of the

author's commitment to represent actual facts about places like London and Dublin

and Russia, or general facts about what is possible for people to do and what the

worldjs like... In the case of realistic or naturalistic fiction, the au&)r will refer:to

real places and events intermingling these treferences with the fictional references,

thus making it possible to treat the fictional story as an extension of \our cxfsting

knowledge. s

A def ining' characteristic of realism is the consistency of its fidelity to nature and to the world

"The Well Wrought Urm, 206.
DSee Yvor Winters' di i
Swallow, 1967) 204 .
“Forms of Diseovery, 205. : .

“John Searle; "The Logical Status of Fictional Discourse” in Expression and Méaning
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979) 72-73. | :

of Yeats in Forms 79_{ Discovery (Chicago: Alan
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and the é‘oh'erence with which it presents the world. A writer of fiction may create any

character or event or object he chooses, but if he intends his fictional world to be accepted as

realistic, as an extension of our existing knowledge of the world, he must accept the limits of
cor;erence imposed by that world.

Seen in this light, realism is a commitment to natural laws, to scientific laws paving
common currency, and to moral and social laws. Any of these laws can, of coursc, be
legitimately challenged, but any serious challenge must proceed from an understanding of how
exislipg laws operate and why they have currency‘. The riotion‘ of what can be legitimately
. challenged is far-reaching, but the stipulation is that criticism must at least address the

assumed values of an audience. A writer is not a r{',alisl if he merely states subjective
preferences which nobody before has seriously entertained. If existing values are not met, the
content of a work is imposed and art is reduced o rhetoric and didacticism. There‘is n
didacticism an impatience with ordinary mortals and the implied belief that the author's )

' priva‘te opinions carry more weight than the ef’ fect.of his art. In short, a realist is committed
to external coherence as well as to, iﬁternal coherence, and the presence of external coherence
raises the issue of reference that Searle discusses in his paper.

Reference is primarily a philosophical issue, and when the term "reference” is used by
a philosopher, it is often to distinguish how language connects with the real world, how it
picks out tflingS in the world, from how language can be used to create imaginary objects,
characters, and worlds. For critical analysis of fiction, reference to human beings is the
central issue be.cause the novelist can make it seem that he is referring te real people which
are in fact creations of his im:agination.‘ And through the creation of this effect, seeming
particulars take on more general significance even though they are not designated as types:
that is, they aré given\ proper names, not type names. Reference to a real, existing person is
usually performed by using a proper name like John or Mary or Aristotle. In a very simple
context, someone may refer to a real John in the sentence "this is John" while at the same

. time indicating John, who is co-present with a third party: He cannot perform the same .

operation with a fictional character, Mr Darcy, let us say. He cannot produce Mr Darcy and



17

refer 1o him in the same way. When he "refers” to Mr Darcy in some expression like "Mr _
Darcy marries Elizabeth Bennet”, his mode of speech is about fiction, not about the world. 1;1 .
the real-life case, he is performing a quite basic operation which the German philosopher
Hcgé calls "naming". In Frege's view, a particular word like "John" denotes in a given

context a unique individual. He contrasts this referential use of language with conceptual use.
When I say "John is a man” 1 am combining a general term or a predicate with a particular:
Frege calls this general lerm’;:oncept. Both concepts and objects are public, unlike ideas and
mental images, which are éssentially private. Generally speaking, concepts will be predicate
expressions: "is a man" in "John is a man" ascribes al predicate to th;z referent "John".

. "John" is grammatical subject of the sentence while "is a man" is the subjective complement.
"John" picks out or designales the oﬁject, "is a man” designates the concept. "Designates” is
a problematic term here because it is still a matter of philosophical controversy what concept
cxpreésions refer to, or whether they refer at all.?¢ The«problem is that while "is a man" or
rather "man” cannot be the logical subject of a statement, it can be the grammatical subject
as in ";nan is born free, but cvcrywhereb he is in chains” or as in "the concept happiness is
empty".

In Frege's view, to be the logical subject of a sentence, the referent must exist, must
be a unique, individual thing. Proper names are the paradigm referring expres;ions, but so too
a1:e names like "the cat” for "Felix” or "Plato's pupil” for Aristotle. Just as the predicate
term cannot be the logical subject, so the referring expression cannot be the logical predicate,
though it can be the grammatical prédicate as in "this is Fred" (notice we cannot say, though,
:‘\this is a Fred"). What is noticeable about "this is Fred" is that it is not predicating

~ "Fredness"” of "this": that is, Fred is not a concept but a referring expression. The difference
between concept and object derives from Frege's distinction between "seénse” and "reference”.
He points out by way of illustration that "the morning star” and "the evening star” have the

same referent (Venus) but different senses. This is clear when one sees that "the moming star

is the evening star” is a statement of :denmy which conveys mformanon while "the mommg

*For a dlscussnon of this question, see John Searle, Speech Acts (Cambndge
Cambridge University Press, 1969) 97-103.

~
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star is the morning star” is a tautology. The "sense” is the mode of presenting the objecl,. and
the same object can be presented by different senses, providing a necessary extehsion of the
paradigmatic referring process. "The morning star” is a referring expression, an act of
naming, but it is already loaded with significance. Now, Frege's view iS that the way we refer
to an object is to say something true about it. Thus I cannot refer 10.Aristotle by saying "the
teacher of Plato” (unless 1 have some ironic intent) because | have misconceptualized him.
When | substitute "the pupil of Plato” for "Agsfotle"_ I have referred to Aristotle because |
have said something true about him. This is the sense in which verifiable existence is a
necessary condition for successful reference: whatever does not exist, I cannot refer to
because 1 cannot say anything true about it. There is no possibility that I could verify my
statement. Unjversals or predicates do not exist, therefore, in the same way that particulars
exist.
Nevertheless, universals play a crucial role in our language and in our unders'Landing,

f or there could not be a gramfnatical language as we know it if universals did not have both a
gramrnatical and a conceptual function. If we speak in Frege's terms about concepts and we
admit that concepts cannot be subject terms, what do we say about the grammaticalness of

&
statements like "the concept happiness is empty "??" The question leads us back to Mr Darcy.

for although Mr Darcy is not a physical object, we can use his name as the subject of a

70On this point, Searle argues that while "the "concept happiness” can be a
grammatical subject, it cannot be a grammatical predicate as in "X is the concept
horse”. He shows that in Frege's,,writingsn there is an equivocation over the use of
the word "concept”. Frege wanted it to mean "property” so that "refer to a ‘
concept” means "refer to a property”; he also wanted "refer to a concept” to mein
"ascribe a property by using a grammatical predicate”. As Searle argues, 1 can
ascribe a property (e.g. "has hooves") without referring to a concept (e.g.
"horseness"). "The expression the property horseness is not", he says, "used to
ascribe a property, rather it is used to refer to a property” (Speech Acts, 101).
Analagously, when "Mr Darcy" is the grammatical subject of a séntence in Pride
and Prejudice, it is not used to ascribe a property to an object but to refer to.a
concept which is a set of properties. Saying that "Mr Darcy” is shorthand for "the
concept Mr Darcy” is also justified by recent studies in semantics, called case
g{ammar, where nouns. are seen as conflations of predicate expressions. Thus "boy”
is- shorthand for "that which is young and male”, Case grgmmar shows that surface
structure can conceal linguistic operations working underneath, and this allows an
author to use surface structure to create impressions not logically justified by the
grammar. . -
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sentence and we can also verify statements about him by consullin‘g the text of Pride and
Prejudice. Searle argues that when we refer to fictiona) characters we commit ourselves to the
truth that they "exist in fiction”, but not to the view that there is a separate realm of being
‘called "fiction”. This is primarily becapse it would be conceptually impossible to admit into

Pride and Prejudice as we know it elements that might appear in a work of science fiction.

Some fictional works allow and play on cross reference, but realistic fiction prccl)udes this
possibility by its commitment to natural laws. So when Jane Austen uses "Mr Darcy” in her
novel as the subjec} of a scntlence, her use is analagous to the way we can use "the concept
happiness” in real-world talk. Therefore, "Mr Darcy” in fictional talk is a shorthand for "the
concept Mr Darcy". Because we can treat "My Darcy” as the grammatical subject of a
sentence, we can also imagine him (conscious}y. or not) to be a logical subject. We can treat
him as if he were a real person, while at the same time he can be used by the author as a
device which enhances the conceptual scheme. The hallmark of realists is that they conceal as
much as possible the character’s function so that the reade{ can treat him as a real person.
Through Frege's theory it is possible to articulate the relationship between the
particular and the universal. He defines particularity and. the concepts we attach to particulars
as con'étiu;ting our objective knowledge of the world. Concepts are not private ideas or mental
images; they are thoughts which potentially many people can share. He defines a thought as
"something for which the question of truth arises”. Truth cannot be ascribed to sense
/impressions because there is no riossibility of comparing one sense impression with another.
Twc; impressions, of red for example, can only be compared if there is something "out there”
which has the property "red". "It is quite incredible”, says Frege, "that I should really have
only my inner world instead of the whole enviromﬁent, in which I am supposed to move and
act”.?* Now it might be assumed that because no true statement can be made about Mr Darcy
"iri the sense described by Frege, nothiné_ true can be said of Mr Darcy, that statements about

him are conceptually void. As we have seen though, Mr Darcy does exist in the sense that true

things can be said of him because he exists in Pride and Prejudicé and that is the source we

"Gottlob Frege, "The Thought: A Logical Inquiry" in The Philosophy of Logic, ed.
-P.Strawson (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967) .30 :
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consult to verify our statements about him. This point becomes clearer if we imagine that the
historical Napoleon made an unlikely entrance into the novel and ended up marrying
Elizabeth. The statement "Napoleon marries Elizabeth” would then be true for Pride and
Prejudice, but false as(; “Statement about the world of the past. So a fictional text can refer to
the real world, but it can also establish its own set of references, not [to things, but to
conceptg.’ And this is where we find in fiction the combination of the universal and the
particular. The combination is not only of the real and the universal, but also of Fhe imagined
real and the universal‘.

The effcctivcness of the referential use of language is that it provides the nccessary
degree of illusion for the realistic effect to work, and not just for specific subject matters: as
Ian Watt remarks, a novel's realism "does not reside in tr;c kind of life it ﬁresems, but in the
way it presents it".?* Watt points to the way the realistic novel individualizes its characters,
and thereby creates the illusion of realism--"a pleasant deceit”, as Locke puts it. The issue
" here is n(:;t to confuse realism with the portrayal of the seamy side of life, but to establish 'é
method of realistic portrayal. The particular setting of the novel is important only in so far as
it enhances its overall effect, although it should be said that the low-life setting of some early
novels is of historical significance since low-life had rarely before been a subject for
literature. The method involves using a high degree of referential language, and referential use
became a defining characteristic of realism. Watt says: "the novel is supposed to be a full and
authentic report of human experience, and is therefore under the obligation to satisfy its .
readers with such details of the story/..which are presented through a more largely ref erential‘
use of language than is common in obher literary forms”.*® That the f ictiomﬂ use of
referential terms is analogous to, but not the same as, referring in the Fregiar sense, is
evident when Watt proceeds to point out that realism in fiction is, after all, a convention and
is not bound to be truer to life than other forms. This is a necessary concession-to make, fgr ‘

the commitment to truth is made by the author and is not an inherent quality of the f orm he

_uses. A writer can use realistic techniques to distort and falsifyi

*The Rise of the Novel, 35



:ﬁ , B»‘hc possibility of distoruion 1s not the same thing as the creation of the
o el :

1

';;féa;giﬂl)lc deceit”, the illusion of realism. Here the writer exploits our ability to treat a

concé‘%hc grammatical subject of a sentence which purports to contain an actual truth

value. 'ﬁhc extent to which this illusion works on us is the extent to which we can treat

smlcmcr“f-{t‘;,aboul fictiona) characters and events as if they were objective statements of truth
e !": .

independent-of the conceptual scheme laid out by the author. This means, as far as characters

u

go. that we are able to judge them as we would a person in real life. To achieve this effect,”
l‘hc autﬁor must as much as possible conceal the way the character plays a role in his l
conceptual scheme. Where the conceptual scheme is strong, as in Austen, the means used (o

/crcalc the effect of concealing conceptual interference (such as transferring judgement from
narraldr to a character) must be as unobtrusive agpossible

Austen's subtlety of presentation indicates her desire to incorporate moral values into

her art. She is not didactic; her work is not matier plus ornament, but shows her to be a

" realist who ‘is at the same time committed to a neoclassical view of tharacter. Classi?ism is not
antithetical to realism but demands a higher degree of conceptual control of character than we
usually Tind in realism. This degree of control should not be confused with didacticism;
Austen is a moralist, but for the most part she resists overt preaching, even though she tells
us in the letters that it was a great temptation to lecture.’’ It is true that her work involves
exphcit judgcfh'e‘}n‘, but she does not leave the impression that she believes n?’ccepts are
best relayed by simple instruction. For one thing, her work does not appeal onlir‘(o reason; it
is not argumentative fn the way an ethical treatise usually is. It appeals as well to the senses
and theemotions, albeit to the aesthetic sense rather than the animal senses and to the ethical
emotions rather than to sentiment itself. In common with all realistic works, the full effect of
Austcn's novels is not directly felt. A reader is not always conscious of realism's effect even
if he is conscious of its overt mcss;gc. There is usually a. gap between the tral"xsmission'of the
message and its moral effect. That is, there may be a gap between the transmission of the

-~

message and whatever moralchange (either in heart or in practice) it causes the reader to

*iJane Austen: Selected Letters, ed. R.W.Chapman (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1955) 134. |




have. Generally, the effect is reinforcement, not persuasion; it is “epedeictit ™ because it
reinforces values already held by the reader.

This reinforcement appeals to the reader’s independent view of the facts, and 1t allows
the conceptual machinery of the novel to be judged by the reader’s conventional
understanding of human nature. Those critics who believe that Austen denies them this
ability, who sce, for instance. her characters as too functional. have already made the
assessment that she is to be judged by realistic standards. The same criticism would be
irrclevant if applied to The Faerie Queen or to a pastoral poem. Thg realist assumes that,

-
while disagreements exist, there are also arcas of agreement about what life is like, what

moltivates people. what people hate and love, what makes them happy or sad. what .

contributes to social cohesion, what makes life tolerable or unbearable. and so on.
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I1. Virtue, Reason and kmotion
If Austen creates the ethical structure of her novels under the influence of Aristotle rather

than fristianity, a prehminary account of Christian virtues will help distinguish them from

M

those recognized by Aristotle. Austen is primarily concerned to promote secular virtues
notwithstanding her private Christian belicfs; as will be argued later, one reason for the
apparent neglect of matters of faith in her novels is the unsuitability of theological issues to
fiction. This i1s the aesthetic reason. The m(;ral reason is that the virtues depicted by Austen
are sccular and are independent of the "theological” virtues, faith, hope and charity, in a way
that the cardinal or na:ural virtues in Christian belief cannot be. What we preceive as
conslituting virtuous activity in Austen's novels does not rely on our having the feeling that
her moral agents have religious sensibility; it relies on our perception of their character.
Character underlies activity, which in Austen's novels is generally mannered activity where
characters behave in a social situation. There ought to be, although there not always is, a
causal relationship between character and manners so that judgements about character can be \
made on the basis of manners. Because Austen's emphasis is on social relat‘ionships_ her
characters never seek .spiritual rewards outside of the social sphere. They achieve spiritual
fulfillment within the community: in marriage and in friendship.

X The religious needs of Austen's characters are muted and overshadowed by needs
connected with marriage and friendship, primarily the need to belong to a group of
like -minded people. For in marrying, her main characters are not isolated from Eheir friends,
and Austen wish:s us to see perfect happiness in this outcome. The Christian view that our
relationships with others are bound to our relationship with God is quite dif’ ferent, and there
appears to be an irresolvable difficulty in a view which insists that two wholly separate types
of relationship can be informed by the same principle. To take the theological virtue of
"cha-ity L as an example, we find some equivocation in the-New Testament as to how this
term should be understood. We know from St.Paul that charity .is the greatest of the

theological virtues, but is it strictly speaking a virtue which bears on our relationship with

God? Paul uses it in the sense of love of neighbour, but he also believes that it is ihspired by

AY
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our knowledge of God's love. In 2 Thessalonians 1:3 he says: " your faith is growing
abundantly, and the love of every one of you for one another is increasing” . Are we to take it
that there is a causal relationship between faith and love, or that both virtues are growing
cpendently? And is the answer to this question a matter of interpretation or must the
causal connection be assumed fundamental to Christian belief? The liberal answer is that

virtue is possible without faith, the conservative's that "charil be prized only if there is

a God: otherwise it is a pathetic delusion” . Thxconserv ve argu ent is that without the

mediation of God's love, charity leads to Mﬁ);)/ Tl;cr s view, a need for human
beings to love something higher than themselves, and the only legitimate outlet is worship of
God or of Christ as God's son. Christ is a legitimate object of worship only il the worshipper
believes that he is the son of God. The vision of Christ's body is a way of knowing GGod in ’
the flesh because Christ is part of the trinity, and it follows, according to Peter Geach, that
"faith in Christ is a pure absurdity unless the believer is convinced that what he himsell
believes by faith, Christ simply knew " >’ Christ himself, that is, cannot possess the virtues of
faith and hope because he possesses‘knowledge.

The liberal view makes matters of faith contingent upon earthly virtue. John, for
example, says "he who does not love his brother whom he has seen, cannot love God whom
he has not seen” (4:2Q). Failure to love one’s fellow man ipso facto may mean failure to love
God. This psychological insight accords with lhe' need just mentioned to love God in the flesh
through love of the human figure of Christ: there is a psychological need 10 love something
tangibie. But the two kinds of love cannot be spoken of in the same terfis. "Charity" or
caritas is brotherly love unaffected by sexual interest or self -interest; love of God, on the
other hand, is love of the divine. It makes sense to say that we can love another human being
altruistically and without sexual interest, but it does not make sense to say that we love God
without these interests: the question doés not arise. Moreover, we might expect our love for
another human being, if reciprocated, to be the basis of friendship. But it is absurd to believe

that love of God could be a basis of winning God's friendship. If the two types of love are

“Peter Geach, The Virtues (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977) 17.

“The Virtues, 70 , <
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different, they fulfill different needs, and the conservative is incorrect to believe that one type
of need (to love God) if unfulfilled spills over into the other type (to love others) and-
becomes idolatrous.

In Austen's novels there is an implicit rejection of the conservative Christian view that
love between human beings needs to be mediated by love of God. Austen was aware of the
temptation to idolatory in portraying Marianne's love for Willoughby. But Marianne's love is
not idolatrous because unmediated b)l' love of God; her idolatory is a fantasy conjured by
self -love. She creates an erroneous image of Willo‘ughby and is unable to penetrate the image
1o recognize his true self. Recognizing semeone’s true self, what lies behind mannered
appearance, and finding there a kindred spirit is essential to Austen's notion of love. It also
guards against idolatory because it is absurd to worship an equal. Acknowledgement of a
kindred spirit should lead to friendship based on equality and mutual respect.

Austen's commitment in her novels to a secular view of virtue and friendship is the
clue 16 her Aristotelianism. She uses Aristotle's ethical theory in her novels to develop three -
principal themes: the notion of virtue, the role of reason and emotion in leading a virtuous
life, and finally the notion of equilibrium a community attains when it collectively upholds
the virtues. The latter theme will be dealt with more extensively in Chapter Three, but some
preliminary remarks abl)ut Aristotle's notions of friendship and political life will help clarify
his theory of the virtues.**

According to Aristotle, "the perfect form of friendship is that between good men who
are alike in excellence or virtue” (NE, 219). When Aristotle proceeds to speak of friendship
as being based on good will, it becomes apparent how different are the terms of friendship
from the terms of religious love. As Geach, who represents the conservative view,
acknowledges: "A friend of God will no doubt have such an excess of joy when he thinks of

God; but the unchangeéble God cannot be said to have an excess of joy from thinking anew

of his friends".** People can expect to be friends only with their equals; an inferior person

“In Chapters Two and Three, wheré 1 discuss the virtues in Austen's novels, 1 will
refer back to key concepts of Aristotle's theory outlined in this chapter.
¥ The Virtues, 71.
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cannot expect to be friends with the great and wise or expect the great and wise 1o be able 0
derive any pleasure from his friendship. Friendship as equality -s crucial for both Austen and
Aristotle because it underlies the system of social cohesion wherein virtue can | ]ourish't a |
system where friends mirror each other, not narcissistically but by mutual recognition of
virtue. Just as Austen has her virtuous characters form a community of friengs_ s0 Aristotle
sees the polis ideally as a community of friends, or gro:ps of friends--both friends who live
together (for example, husband and wife) and “civic” friends, those bonded by good will -
rather than intimacy.’®

Aristotle's account of friends as civic partners presupposes a relationship between
ethics and politics, and he embraces such an assurriplion at the end of the Nicomachean
Ethics.’” The political system provides the essential social conditions in which virtue can be
realized; thus there is a close connection between social conditions and the practice of virtue.
In Jane Austen’s fiction, the relationship between social conditions and ihe practice of virtue
is problematic because she is committed to a realistic portrayal of the life she knew. That life,
however, is not always compatible with the practice of virtue. Her novels not only portray the
struggle of virtue to assert itself in the face of corruption, but they also lay the ground on
which virtue can flourish. This "laying of the ground” is analagous to Aristotle embracing
politics as the ground of ethical practice. So the practical nature of the virtues provides an
essential balance to the idealistic and perhaps unprovable assumption behind both Austen's
and Aristotle's ethical beliefs that human beings have a proper function, a telos which enables
certain action to be called typically Auman action. But while idealistic, the concept of telos is
essential to the belief that obligation implies ought, that moral authority derives from the
force of moral imperatives.

The telos is, therefore, normative, and virtuous activity aims at a good conceived as

an ethical rather than a personal end. All human activities for Aristotle aim at an appropriate

%Richard Bosley advises me that Aristotle views the) concept of friendship as an
analogy; the state could aspire to be a community fof friends, but Aristotle did not
consider that such a staté would likely oceur. -

¥See also Book Six: "One's own good cannot exist without - household management
nor without a political system” (NE, 159).
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end, and the end for human beings is ha;)piness. Some activities, while they aim at a good, do
so only in relation to a higher good: we eat food, not as an end in itself, but for nourishment

. (at least, we should eat it for nourishment). Within the hierarchy of goods to aim for, some
are intrinsically good and some are means to a higher end. "Higher” for Aristotle means that
to which rational beings will strive. The higher goals are ones attained by exercising reason. So
man in fact has goals; his goals ought to be the achievement of excellence in each activity
according to the dictates of reason.

Aristotle Welieves that happiness resides in "a certain activity of the soul in conformity
to perfect virlu::" (NE, 29). What constitutes virtue is therefore central to his notion of
happiness and hence to his notion of what constitutes ethical life. But virtuous activity, as
practised by most people, is not for him primarily intellectual. This is evident from the
distinction Aristotle makes between intellectual and moral virtues. The first pertain to
theoretical wisdom, intelligence, scientific knowledge, skill, and practical wisdom; the second
reflect a person’s character. The rational soul, to which the intellectual virtues belong, has
reason contained within itself; the irrational soul, to which belong the moral virtues, "listens
to reason as one would listen to a father"(NE, 32). Practical wisdom differs from other parts
of the ragonal sou‘l in being concerned with action. It differs from skill (¢techne or
professional know-how) because "production has an end other than itself, but action has not”
(NE, 153). Aristotle means by this that the production‘ of a statue, for example, is not in
itself an end; the end is the form the statue takes (i.e. the work itself is not an end in itself).
Ori the other hand, action is an end in itself: as we will see, the activity of virtue constitutes
happiness and happiness is the end for which men strive. Now thought alone does not have
the power to move people to action: "only thought which is directed to some end and is
concerned with action can do so" (NE, 149). Bécausq practical wisdom is the only intellectual
"virtue concerned with action, it is the only part of the rational soul that is "consulted” by the
irrational part about what action should be taken. Thus moral activity combines practical
wisdom and emotion. Emotion is nc;t uninhjbited. but must be tempered by the practice of -

virtue, by habit, for we should not merely acquire a theoreticat knowledge of vimie, but we

y:
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should actually become good and do good.

Achieving the good ought to be pleasurabl®, but Aristotle is reluctant to associate
happiness with our natural desire to pursue pleasure and avoid pain: his view is not the same
as ethical hedonism. Pleasure and pain are feelings which-act causally on us. The need for
pleasure can make us do base things, and the need to avoid pain can prevent us from acting
virtu()\x;\ly. In spite of this, virtue does not reside in freedom from these feelings; it resides in
seeking pleasure,; and avoiding pa/in in the appropriate circumslanécs. Pleasure and pain affect
only practical wisdom because they\obviously do not affect theoretical knowledge, for
example, that a triangle has three sides. The virtuous humahn being cannot be indifferent 10
pleasure and pain, but for pleasure and pain to be allies of virtous action, the performer must
have certain characteristics: he must know what he is doing, he must choose the action for its
own sake, and his act must spring from an unchangeable character.

The unchangeable in us is what Aristotle calls our characteristics (as opposed to
emotions or capa;ities); our characteristics enable us 1o achieve the proper degree of emption
so that our emotional lives are congruent with moral activity. The difference between
emotions, capacities and characteristics is that emotions are what we experience when we feel

jay, angef, and so on; we also have the capacity to feel these emoti.o;ls, and we attain virtue
as a characteristic when we stand in the riéht relation to the emotions we can and do feel.
Virtue or excellence in man will be a characteristic which makes him a good man and allows
him to perform his function well. This establishes the connection betwgen a characteristic of
the soul and the ability to act; it is no accident thdt a good man _performs hi$ f upction well
because the consist_ency of his performance makes him a good man, makes him have the
characteristic qf virtue.

Aristotle is therefore arguing for two points: that a man has a function, which is the
attainment of excellence; and when he functions with excellence what he does is also excellent.
In other words, virtuous charactenmﬁ lead to virtuous action. But the question of how we

attain vmue remains. Aristotle's answer is that we must seek the mean, which is the middie

point between an excess of performance and a deficiency in it. He distinguishes two types of
: '

A}
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mean, an objective one and one relative to ourselves. The objective mean, that external to us,
is a mathematical point between two extremes. Howeve;, we cannot apply such a point to
ourselves because it does not follow that if fivé apples are too many and one too little, that
three is the right amount for us. Three may be too little or too much (too l'ttle for an athlete,
too much for the average man). "Us" here means the average healthy person, and by analogy

¢

the mean in relation to virtuous activity is whatever the morally healthy person (that is, one
who ha-s practical wisdom) might do. "Thus”, says Aristotle, "virtue or excellence...consists in
observing a mean relative 1o us, A mean which is defined’by a rational principle, such as a
man of practical wisdom" (NE, 43). Therefore, virtue is neither the arithmetical half way
between two extremes (it is never that 9bjective), nor is it the median point determined by an
individual on an occasion (it is never that relativef}he man of practical wisdom is the norm
because he is someone who knows not only what is good for himself, but also what is good

for everyone (assuming that most people have similar basic needs and goals). He is therefore

both an individualist and someone attuned to the general good. The salient point is that he is

)

th like us and exemplary.
~.

~

Aristotle acknowledges that the exact relationship between the mean and its excess and
deficiency is sometimes hard to determine simply from seeing men act.’* The extremes are
opposed to each other as well as to the mean, and the man at either extreme pushes the

middle man to the opposite extreme. Thus a brave man might seem reckless compared to a

coward, but cowardly compared with a reckiess man. Also, there is often a closer relationship

—
between mean and excess than between mean and deficiency. The courageous man has more in

common with th_e reckless man than with the coward; the generous man has more in common
with the extrax:agant man than with the miser. But these ostensible similarities are dissolveQ
when Aristotle points out that the mean is a mid-point only. in relation to its distinction
Metween excess and lack. That is to say, recklessness is not an excess of bravery; it is not
bravery at all. Recklessness can be identified in contrast to the characteristic actions of a

brave man, but it cannot in reality be an extreme because the mean itself is the extreme.
L 4

. As we will see, the discrepancy between assumed and real self is crucial to

understanding Austen's view of manners.

-
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Just as there cannot be an excess and a defi.ciency of self -control and
courage- -because the intermediate is, in a sense, an extreme, so there cannot be a
mean, excess, and deficiency in their respective opposites: their opposites are wrong
regardless of how they are performed; for, in general, there is no such thing as the
mean of z;n excess or a deficiency, or the excess and deficiency of a mean. (NE, 44)
So whatever ostensible resemblance exists between lack and excess on the one hand, and the
mean on the other‘, the character revealed by the activity finally decides what is virtuous and
what is not. But what exactly constitutes the person of practical wisdom, and what is the
relationship between deliberation and choice on the one hand, and action on the other?

As a first step towards describing practical wisdom, Aristotle distinguishes between
voluntary and involuntary actions on the grounds that we are responsible for the first but not
for the second. The latter are performed under constraint or through ignorance, but constraint

.applies only when the force is from without and the agent contributes nothing voluntarily to
the action. An act is involuntary through ignorance only when the agent shows regret (a
nonvoluntary act is when the act is performed in ignorance but without regret). There is also a
difference between acting in ignorance and acting due to ignorance. It is possible to be
ignorant on an occasion (because drunk), but in general to krow how to ac; properly.
Ignorance of the major premise or universal in a moral syllogism is acting due to ignorance;
ignorance of the rninor premise or parficular is acting in ignorance. It is important for our

" later assessment of Austen's characters that we realize immorality is not only ignorance but
also voluntary ignorance because a choice of life has been made. Acting due to ignorance is
;r(ﬁn% from pa/ssforr,—b@ passion is internally motivated, it is not excusable as are actions

a ! .

perf qirie,q/ﬁ/nder external constraint. Acts of passion or appetite are not involuntary because

they are as much a part of human make-up as reason.
Aristotle, however, distingilishes 'actions motivated by pasSion and appetite from those
directed by choice. A morally weak person acts from passion, but only a morally stroﬂi‘

person chooses. Aristotle dissociates passion from choice because choice proceeds from

deliberation about means to an end, and obviously nobody deliberates when they act from

©
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passion. Choice, then, is directed at means not at ends, for ends can be the object of wishes
only. We cannot choose health, we can only wish for it; we can, though, choose the means of
L N
attaining health. Deliberation, as the process of reasoning which precedes choice, is
distinguished from logical and scientific reason: we do not deliberate about matters of sense’
perception or matters of established fact, but only about discovering means as a series of steps
that will lead through a causal chain 1o an end. Moreover, we can deliberate only about things
which we can effect.®® The agent who chooses is therefore an efficient cause, having the
potential to attain a final cause (an end) through his agency. The notion of efficient cause
includes the conception of the end which the agent has as he tries to discover the means
towards it. As moral agents, we have the potential to achieve the good; realizing this potential
makes us fully human. We either act as efficient causes in choosing means to the good or‘we
do nbl; if we do not, we are not absolved from blame (as we are if things act externally on
us) because we have chosen not to seek these means.

The process of reasoning so far is as follows: an end is the object of a wish, and the.
means (o that end are the objects of deliberation and choice; actions concerned with means
are based on choice and are voluntary; activities concerning virtue and vice deal with means;
therefore activities of virtue and vice are voluntary (depend on ourselves). So a given kind of
activity produces a given kind of person. If we choose vice or virtue it affects our moral
characteristics, and it may be that if we originally choose vice, we can no,longer help our
actions.‘However, the original choice was a voluntary act. Obviously some bodily "vices” such
as ugliness are blameless, but if we become ugly through our own actions, we are
blameworthy. Having established the grounds upon which we act virtuously, Aristotle
considers a counter argument: people may seek as ends what appears to them as good, but
they may have no control over what appears to them. His'answer is that if this is true, then
nobody is responsible; and any view which cannot account for responsibility could not ‘be used

to develop a theory of morality. The hypothetical argument could go like this:

the aim we take for the end is not determined by the choice of the individual himself, .

“In embryo, this if the distinction between moral intelligence and intelligence per se
which becomes in the Poetics a distinction between ethos and dianoia.
. 4
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“but by a natural gift of vision, as it were, which enables him 10 make correct

judgements and to choose what is truly good: to be well endowed by naturc means to

have this ?auml gift. (NE, 67)
The individual does not choose the end, only the means to it; his wish for that end, though,*is

a product of his moral seeing. But what of those-who do not have this natural gift? Are their

~ . o

actions voluntary? Aristotle replies that ends are achieved by voluntar} virtuous activity as
much as by moral seeing. A man of high mofal standards performs the actions necessary to

-
" achieve his ends voluntarily; the bad man has the rcquisite abiffty to perform volunlary.
actions even if he cannot formulate his own eﬁds. Moreover, a bad man may see his own
(bad) ends and voluntarily pursue them, just as a'good man voluntarily chooses the means to
his good ends. If the argument is not wholly clear, »\;e should rerrioember“ that Arisiotle wishes
to keep distinct the notion of moral goodness as a éharac&eristic which we develop
imperceptibly as we perform good actions. However, we develop this characteristic out of our
power to behave well or not (out of our original choice of life based‘; on practical wisdom);

therefore, characteristics are voluntary. -

The choices made by a virtuous man are not, however, guaranteed to produce tl‘i’e"‘ M
desired effect: there is an element of uncertainty in choice which marks a difference between
a rational and irrational capacity. An irrational capacity, such as fire's atiility to burn, must’
fulfill its potential just because its nature is-determined that way. A rational capacity, on the
other hand, can choose between two contrary alternatives, which means that the greater
complexity of the rational agent carries with it an element of uncertainty. The very f act that
we deliberate before we choose to act implies this uncertainty.*’

In arguing that moyal characteristics are developed by performing good ictions,
Aristotie believes it to be legitimate to derive normative judgements from facts. He combines
the factual and the normative by saying that if individuals are good, what they ‘wish becomes
intrinsically wishable, for a good person is the measure of all judgement. Seen in this light,

what is wishable is abstracted from what is practised by exemplary people; the actual good

% H.H.Joachim, The Nicomachean Ethics: A Commentary (Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1957) 107-111. .



33

¢

itself is what good people do.*' If there is a telos, then, for human beings, that telos is
informed by actual practice. According to Alisdair Macintyre, positing the telos legitimizes the
otherwise proble,atic logical operation of deriving an "is” from an "ought”, deemed the
"naturalistic fallacy".** Those who maintain that the operation is a fallacy are called
amtievaluationists by Macintyre, and the antievaluationists make the separation between
normative judgements and factual statements because they refuse to see that human life has a
goal.*’> Given this telos, one can legitimately derive normative judgements from facts: this
man behaves in such and such a way; therefore he is a good man because he is fulfilling his
function. The assumption of a human telos is necessary because it is the only general way in
which "ought” judgements would make sense in a moral rather than in a merely

self -interested or prigmatic way. Maclntyre argues this point against "emotivists”, who
believe that moral judgements are r:oLhing but expressions of preference, and who equate
reasons for acting~accordi’ng to a persons's wishes with reasons for acting deriving from moral
'oughts ("do it because I wish it" as opposed to "do it because you ought to do it").* The
emotmsl he says, does not acknowledge um the reference of a moral judgement might be
'qurte different from its sense: 1 may express my emotion by, uttering "X", but it does not 1
necessarily follow that the meaning of "X" is af fec;ed. The emotivist conflates utterer's {
meaning with the meaning of the judgement itself; the "ought”, which refers to an objective
mor‘al imperative, retains its force as an imperative even though the emotivist wants to use it
as a request. The emotivist would like to believe that an expression of a person’s wishes has
as compelling a force as an objective moral judgemcnt; but cledrlyv "I disapprove of this"
provides reasons for acting only wiih reference o myse_lf ; it does dot provide reasons per se

for acting. The assumption of a human telos does not mean that self -'expression does not arise

. ¢ %

“'Martin Ostwald points this out in a footnote to 'his translation of the Ethics,
63-4. This applies equally to Austen, for what her characters do is what makes
virtue become realized; it is not an abstract goal.

“‘Alisdair: MacIntyre, After Virtue (London: Duckworth, 1985) 56-9.

“It is not necessary for this argument that everyone¢ agrees ‘what the goal
constitutes; it is primarily "an argument for thte ability to contemplate what it is to
be human, and once this possibility is admitted the debate over various proposals
for what constitutes humanity can he held.” ‘ )

“After Virtue, 8-9. ) o .
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in "ought” statements, and a personal sanction of a particular imperative may carry some

~ weight with the person being addressed. However, the ultimate appeal of the objectivist is to
the moral imperative and not to his private preference or feeling. The independence of the
imperative from the feelings of the speaker conforms to our ordinary use of "ought”
statements, for we usually distinguish requests stemming from personal desires {rom thosc\
arising from an expression of what we regard as someone's duty or obligation:

This, in outline, is Aristotle's argument for the virtues, and it*remains now as a first
step to apply the theory in a general way 10 Austen's novels. We have seen that the kind of
intelligence a Yirluous person possesses is not sheer mental ability, for mental ability can
sometimes be detrimental to virtue if it is not accompanied by a moral disposition developed
by habit. In applying this distinction to Austen, we can see that she is not concerned with how
bright her characters are, but with\‘ how that brightness is realized in their moral life.** Some
of her more intelligent characters :;re cold and calculating, while some of the weaker minds in
her books display a simplic, good-naturéd type of virtue. The issue of intellectual virtue ,is '
fairly complicated in Aristotle, and the best way to approach Austen's view qf mental ability
(for our primary concern is her view and not Aristotle's) is to raise the issue of intelligence as
it applies to the irrational virtues.

The irrational virtues in Aristotle I will divide into "virtues of human relationship in
speech and action”™ and "virtues of self” (these are my terms, not his); the corresponding
virtues in Austen's fiction will be "virtues of manner” and "virtues of character”. Aristotle's

virtues of human relationship in principle correspond to Austen's virtues of manner because

*This concern is evident in at least one of the intellectual virtues she mentions:
"sensible”. She uses it sometimes ‘in the sense of denoting someone's being aware of
something, as iny "he was sensible of his situation”; but she also -uses it in a sense
that corresponds to sensibility, having moral perception. This is the’ "proper” rather
than the vulgar use that Samuel Johnson mentions in his dictionary: that is, having
moral feeling rather than being reasonable, judicious and wise. She uses it in the
proper sense when she says-of Darcy: "he expressed himself on the occasion as .
sensibly and as warmly as a man violently in love can be supposed to do". (PP,
325). She uses it in the vulgar sense when she says earlier on in the same novel:
"Mr Collins was not a sensible man" (PP, 61). However, it is clear from\ the
latter exgmple that she means to elaborate Mr Collins' character as well as his
weakness “of mind--her perception is that Mr Collins' natural defects exacerbate
whatever defects resulted from his upbringing.
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txﬂf"nrc essentially concerned with public behaviour. But while stmilar in kind, they are not
individually the same virtues. By contrast, Austen’s virtues of character individually resemble
Aristotle's virtues of self. The discrepancy may be explained by the greater emphasis placed
()rbmanncr by Austen than by Aristotle, while the character traits which underlie the
b(:havioral virtues are morc universalizable ** The connection between the diff.ercm orders of
virtue 1s apparent both in Austen and in Aristotle, and it would be a mistake to think that
virtues of sclf for Aristotle or virtues of character for Austen are private in the sense of
"inner” and have no effect on the public sélf . Both types of virtue reflect the state of a
character’s soul in Austen, butl some can be seen as more obviously public because they have a
direct bearing on the social life of lhe. community. The way in which a character behaves in
public lb the criterion by which he is judged by acquaintances. His behaviour may either be a
rcflccliori&‘ of his truc character or he may adopt manners as a pose. Part of Austen's purpose

)
in her novels is to expose the pretentions of the latter group so that she can uphold the
connection between manners and morals.

Although a person’s manners do not play as significant a role in Aristotle's

conception of virtue, his virtues of human relationship (friendliness, truthfulness, and

wittiness) are traits which have ethical significance. The difference between these virtues,

Aristotle explains, "is that one mean concerns truthfulness and the other two pleasantness. Of
. N
the latter, one (wittiness) is found in amusement and the other (friendliness) in social ¢ ¢ ﬂ\
¢ i
relations in life in general™ (NE, 108-9). Truthfulness does not correspond directly to virtues

of manner in Austen, for it is closer to the virtue of character depited in her work that I call

“There is also a connection between Aristotle's virtues of citizenship and virtues in
Austen's novels which involve public_spiritedness and generosity. Citizenship virfues in
Aristotle are ggncerned primarily with the citizen's financial contribution to the
welfare of thd@kstate, and they involve public spiritedness and generosity towards
friends and family. Although ASusten does not dwell on the virtue of generosity, its
lack, stingines$, can be observed in John and Fanny Dashwood in Sense and
Sensibility. The famous chapter in which this attractive couple gradually withdraws
all financial support for Mrs Dashwood and her daughters exemplifies the vices of
stinginess and niggardliness. John Dashwood further betrays his niggardlinel¥ when he
boasts that he has enclosed some land and in the process has apprognated a
tenant's farm. No character in Austen's novels who is stmgy is othetwise portrayed
in a favourable: hght :
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"self -esteem ™. Truthfulness for Aristotle is close to the modern notion of candour ot
frankness. and should be distinguished from Austen’s notion of candour. Aristotle defines the
truthfal man as one who "admits to the qualities he possesses and neither caggerates or
understates them”™ (NE, 105). The self -depreciating man is onc who understates his qualities
and represents the lack; the boastful man is onc who exaggerates his qualities and represents
the excess. The virtue is to be frank about one's own merits or defects cither through same
ulterior motive or because it is in the agent's character 1o be truthful. The latter 1s preferable
for Aristotle: he sees such a man as being "more inclined to understand the truth” (NE,
106). Aristotle does not make it clear what ulterior motives a truthful man might have but
says that honesty involves scrupulous avoidance of falsechood "when no other considerations
are involved® (NE. 106). Presumably, he means whcn other considerat‘ons of a higher order
than honesty are at stake. The boastful man is reprehensible for his motives; if his motive is
honour, his boasting ts excusable, but if the motive is money, he is blameworthy .

. .

Self -depreciation can be an indirect boast, and can usually be seen through easily.
Truthfulness, however, has more to do with character than it does with manners because it is
not strictly relevant to behaviour at public gatherings.

The most important virtue in this respect is friendliness because the friendly man's
concern "seems to be with~the pleasures and pains that are found in social relations” (NE.,
103). This virtue covers our social interactions with acquaintances, associates and strangers. *’
Although Ostwald translates Aristotle’s term philia as friendliness, it is probably mere
accurate to speak of sociable or amiable in Jane Austen's sense. The sociable man exhibits-a
median in his attitude towards others in social and public encounters; all things being equal, -
he will try to maximize the pleasure and minimize the pain of others, but will do~so only if it
is noble or beneficial. He will not avoid giving pain to others if it is ignoble to give them

pleasure. The motive of doing what is noble and beneficial to others is therefore the means of

distinguishing the sociable man from the obsequious man (the excess) and the grouchy man

Y"Friendliness in this sense has nothing to do with the friendship Aristotle discusses
in Books Eight and Nine of NE. As he says, "it involves no emotion or affection
for those with whom one associates” (103).
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(the lack). One wh-o 1s obsequious cither has no ulterior motive and merely wishes 1o be
plcasant. or he has a basc ulterior motive--such as financial gain or social advancement- -and
15 a flatterer. The obsequious man cither has no ulterior motive for his behaviour or he has a
basc onc. The grouchy man simply has no ulterior motive and cares nothing for the pleasure
or pain he causes others. Behaviour in pubiic is therefore primarily the result of character
disposition. one pleasant the other unpleasant. The sociable man's actions are the result of
prudently weighing-up the pleasure and pain he causes with the grcalcr*goods of nobility and
beneficence. This is properly a calculating attitude, for the sociable man must consider the
ulterior motive as he is not here engaged in true friendship. which is disinterested.

Finally, the virtue relevant to amusement in public places is wittiness. Wittiness has
broader social implications than might seem from its relation to the lack (boorishness) and to
the excess (buffoonery). People ought to derive pleasure from social occasions, but not at the
expense of someone else. Wittiness should therefore involve an ulterior motive- -the desire to
be humorous with decorum and tact. Aristotle argues that when this motive is missing- -when
somcone is funny merely for the sake of creating laughter- -he is a buffoon. The buffoon not
only lacks decorum, but has no regard for the pain caused by his jokes.** The boor, on the
other hand, never says anything funny and too easily takes offence when others laugh. Wit ‘
for Aristotle imiplies versatility; like the body, the mind is praised "for the way it moves” /\
(NE, 107). Wit is therefore a cultivated art and not just a charaéter trait.

From this analysis of f n’endliness, wit'tiness, and truthfulness, it is evident that
Aristotle considers tact, decorum, and prudence as necessary motives. Even truthfulness,
which alone among the three can be a character trait rather than a practised art, requires that
one be truthful at the right time and in the right manner. The cultivation and refinement one
achieves by following the mean in human relations should not be seen as underhand, which is
clear if we consider how self -depreciation carries overiones of slyness in comparison with

frankness and hé)ncsty. We might call these manners of excess without motive or with a/base

motive "sham” marfners. They appear akin to virtue because in practice they look like the

*'As we will see later, this becomes an important criterion in assessing comedy,.
which, says Aristotle, depicts ugliness but causes no pain.



R}

virtue, while the lack in each case looks like virtue's opposite. In Austen’s fiction, "sham”™
mannerts, those in excess of the mean, appear as dissimulation; this excess is a display of
manners or is a pose, as if posture represents truc character. A lack of manners covers both
plain rudeness or antisocial behaviour and an unwillingness to play a social role. There is a
legitimate sense in which, as Aristotle observes, a person may be studiedly manncred in public
even if not inclined. "We neither of us perform to strangers”, says Mr Darcy to Elizabeth in

Pride and Prejudice. but the novel's events force Darcy to be more studiedly tolerant of his

) social inferiors.

Comparing Austen and Aristotle shows both believe that manners involve a conscious
decision on how to behave in public. Maclntyre incorrectly says that on Aristotle’s account
"virtues attach not to men as inhabiting social roles, but to man as such. It is the telos of a
man as a species which determines what hfiman qualities are virtues”.*” To repeat. the virtues
of social relations in both authors are relevant to "man as such”, but they are dislinguishablc

in that they deal specifically with the public self, or what we have come to call "manners”. To

take Pride and Prejudice as an example, there is little discrcp/apcy exhibited between thcﬁ‘
character (the "real” self) and the social self by Mrs Bennet and Mr Collins. Both cha;aclcrs
make no effort to discover how to behave properly, and both are unable to prevent their true
character from overshadowing their attempts to emulate acceptable manners. At the other
extreme, Wickham's ability to make the correct decisions as to public behaviour allows him to
conceal his true character. His behaviour is thus motivated, but in an underhand way. The
mean in social relationships is the{r?efore consciously chosen behaviour motivated by goals
higher than the immediate objecti;cs of each particular act. I am friendly to a person not just
because I want to please him, but because friendliness leads to social harmony when it is not
dishonourable to be f r}'endly. For Jane Austen, social harmony was a particulrarly valuable
goal of manners becaixse the community greatly valued its social gatherings, and these

gatherings were for some the primary means of social interaction. So the "calculating” aspect

‘of mannered behaviour is u\n fact concern for others, and this other-regarding quality

“After Virtue, 184.

13



exhibited in both virtues of manner and virtues of character is what justifies the practice of
virtue. 1 will have more to say on the relationship between character and manners, but first

what are the virtues of manner in Jane Austen?
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Appendix~Table of Virtues
AUSTEN ARISTOTLE
Virtues of Manner Virtues of Human Relationships

A

lack/meéan/excess lack/mean/excess
reserye/ease/dissimulation boorish/witty/buftoon
civil/polite/servile self -depreciating/truthfui/boastful
vulgar/elegant/fine grouchy/friendly/obsequioys
inoffensive/amiable/ "aimabie "
Virtues of Character Virtues of Self
self -deny/sensibility/self -indulge self -deny/self -control/self -indulge
apathy/gentle/meddlesome apathy/gentle/short -temper
self -efface/self -esteem/vain petty/high - minded/vain

gullible/candid/suspicious



III. The Virtues of Manner
Still to be neat, still to be dressed.
As you were going to a feast;
Still to be powdered, still perfumed? .
Lady, it is 10 be presumed,

Though art's hid causes are not found,

All ts not sweet, all is not sound. (Ben Jonson)

The virtues of manner in Austen’'s fiction fall into two sets.*® One set, which constitutes
reserve/ease/dissimulation and inof fcnsiveness/amiability/ "aimable”, is distinguishable by the
lack in each case being an unwillingness or an inability to put oneself forward in public, to
express opinions or to make observations. This inhibition is a defect because it increases the
awkwardness of social occasions, and in the case of reserve, encourages people to entertain
false opinions of the character in question. The excess in each case is represented by those
who carry outspokenness to the point of dissimulation in one case, and to egotism in the
other. The mean in each case combines a natural disposition to be friendly and oﬁen with an
ability to discern when both are appropriate. Achieving the mean also implies that the motive
is not self -seeking, but that the character wants to enhance the harmony and pleasure of
social contact. In general, the excess in ﬁﬁs set is far more reprehensible tilan the lack, even
though it resembles the mean much more. In the other set, "servility" is the only excessive

form of mannered behaviour that resembles the mean less than does a deficiency. This set N ‘

\

*The terms used here do not correspond exactly to those used by Austen to
describe each virtue. Certain terms, such as "politeness”, she uses both in a positive
and negative sense, and therefore the virtue I describe as politeness does not mean
that all acts of politentss display this virtue. In short, I am more rigid in my use
of the terms than Austen tends to be. This rigidness serves primafily to clarify. the
moral issues involved rather than to capture the rich use of language in the novels.

. 4]
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comprises civility/politeness/servility and vulgarity/elegance/fineness. Generally in Austen,
those exhibiting vulgarity or servility are unable to present themselves effectively due to a
weak mind; the fault here is a definite inability rather t;xan a characlc\rlrai(. Civilk{ and
fineness on the other hand are moral failings rather than intellectual weaknesses.

—Characteristic of these two defects is coldness and haughtiness; characters in each casc are able
to use the style that accompanies the mean, but in a way that is designed to insult or to
appear superior. The mean in both cases again requires that the motive involves
thoughtfulness and consideration towards others and that the manner displayed is a truc
reflection of the sentiment felt.

Austen views forms of mannered behaviour which are potentially deceiving as the
most reprehensible. She is aware that in a highly mannered society such as her own, the
possibility exists that unscrupulous people could advance their private interests at the expense
of others by copying the accepted form of behaviour. This possibility places an onus on some
characters to be able to distinggish dissimulation from the real thing. Thjs onus Elizabeth |
Bennet tacitly acknowledges when she considers that she should have seen through Wickham's
readiness to condemn Darcy to a stranger. Little things give the dissimulators away, but
particularly their inability to maintain the sham consistently and at the same lime~be
themselves. Ideally, manners should be all that they seem to be, but in a world that is not
ideal the ability to discriminate is itself a virtue. This ability should not be seen as being /
judgemental for its own sake; it is not uncharitable judgement, but judéemem that protects
the unwary from deceivers. Discrimination is therefore a primary intellectual virtue in
Austen's/ novels, but it is tempered by moral considerations.

It is tempting to see the characters with a keen sense of discrimination as policemen
who operate in a community which has no legal means of redress against the unvirtuous.
Austen, of course, is concerned with antisocial behaviour, not with criminal behaviour. But
antisocial behaviour needs to be regulated, and the coercive force operating is ‘the opinion of,

the community. The dissimulators require that good opinion so they can operate freely, and

its withdrawal leaves them helpless. For those whose antisocial behaviour is less threatening,



punishment consists in rendering them less effective- -Lady Catherine and Mr Elton serve as
cxamples here. These consequences are consistent with what Samuel Johnson calls the justice
that should operate in literature® and with the idealistic element in Austen’s fiction whereby

virtue is actually realized in overpowering vice.

Before discussing the separate virtues, let me make two generalizations. The first is
that the more reprehensible vices in the second set. fineness and civility, are not as socially
threatening as are dissimqlalion and gallantry, whi.ch form lhé more reprehensible vices in the
first set. The punishments meted out to the latter two are generally more severe than those
the former receive. The second is that there are no female dissimulators in the sense 1 have
defined that term, although this seems to be merely a contingent fact. On the other hand,
gallantry is by nature a male trait, even though the virtue and the lack associated with it are
not determined by gender. The female trail closest to gallantry is fineness, which is an
attemptl to create a good opinion of oneself on tie basis of appearance and status alone.
Fineness in males is almost indistinguishable!from gallantry, and the model here is Mr Elton.
The justification for separating Mr Eltqn from the other "gallants” is that his role is not to
be a potential rival for the affections of the heroine. That he asﬁires to be Emma’s suitor is
not the same thing because she is never in danger of falling for him, just as Mr Collins’
"gallantry " never thvreatens to sway Elizabeth. The real gallants pose a definite threat to the
heroine's‘happiness because they divert her from her true partner.

To deal with vulgarity/elegance/fineness first, we can distinguish three different senses
of elegance in Austen's fiction. Norman Page points out how Austen's uses of the term
exploit the richness of its meaning in currency at the time:

it can cover a range of senses, from the conventional coquettishnéss which is its
meahing for Mr Collins (and from which the author plainly dissociates herself),
through the attractive dlgmty in appearance and social manner which Emma finds in

*ﬂe Fairfax, to that fine sensitivity and d;scnmmatlon and instinctive good

$* Samuel Johnson, "Preface to Shakespeare” in Rasselas, Poems, and Select ose,
ed. Bertrand H.Brpnson (New York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston, 1958) 249-250



taste ...which constitute elegance of mind.*
True elegance is the last mentioned, for it involves an ability of mind which is specifically a
moral ability; the second meaning is also approbatory, but the fine-honed mental ability seems
lacking in the two characters who represent it best: Jane Fairfax and Jane Bennet. Both
Janes, and especially the latter, seem a little irisipn'd becau;e their reserve does not allow them
to be sufficiently animated to make their elegance seem natural. Yet this second type of
elegance is distinguished from the first because it is not an affectation. The sense in which
Collins uses the term is not the one to emphasize here; "elegance” is, rather, what in a spefial
sense can be called "fineness”. ' X/

This trait is observed by Emma in both Mr and Mrs Elton as a lack, but it is really an
excess even though Emma does not see it in these terms. It is excessive because Elton does not
temper his manners to the occasion but is always anxious.to please; and his attentions are
invariably directed towards women. What Emma sees in Elton is the potential to be thought
elegant by the undiscriminating.

He was Z very pleasing young man whom any woman not fastidious might like. He

was reckoned very handsome; his person much admired in general, though not by

her, there being a want of elegance of fe:ature which she could not dispense with. (E.

31) '
Emma sees in Elton's pleasing appearance and manners a lack of depth. By "feature” she-
means how facial expression is affected by character, régardless of actual physical beauty.
Elton manages to please because he knows how to use his appearance to his social advantage,
illustrating a sense of elegance {ohnson gives in his Dictionary : "pleasing with minuter
beauties”.** This wonderful phrase is passibly meant to parallel Johnson's aesthetic distaste

- for art which concentrates on mffTute detail rather than provides a picture of general nature.
»

S'Norman Page, The Language of Jane Austen, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1972) 66.
In my discussion of the virtues in Austen, I am indebted to Page's assessment of
the special meanimg attached to certain of the terms she uses.

$‘Samyel Johnson, A Dictionary of the English Language 4 Vols. (London:
Lorigman, 1805) Vol.2. All subsequent references to this text will appear in the
‘body of the chapter under volume number.

¢



45

In any case, Elton is overanxious to please, but his methods are too blatantly concentrated. As
John Knightley observes,

"I never in my life saw a man more intent on being agreeable than Mr Elton. It is a

downrighf labour to him where ladies are concerned. With men he can be rational

and unaffected, but when he has ladies to please, every faculty works”™ (£, 101).*
The idea of Intention and labour here shows that Elton's gallantry is not a natural disposition
as Jane Fairfax's and Jane Bennet's elegance are. Elton represemsyaAn excess because his object
is too specific, and Knightley implies in his remarks that Elton is being devious because he is
able to be rational and unaffected with men. In the Dictionary, Johnson gives one sense of
fineness as "subtlety; artfulness; ingenuity " (Vol.2), suggesting that the person who exhibits

the trait knows how l%el,,whav\h‘é wants. Elton knows that his physical beauty adds weight
f

LRI
oo

to his advances 10 wogpd the undiscriminating confuse beauty of presentation with
beauty of soul. And Elton's concentration on women links fineness in males to gallantry. One
definition Johnson gives of a gallant is "a wooer; one who courts women to marry them”

{Vol.2). Unfortunately fo§ Elton, he is not discriminating enough to know that his real object

’

is too discriminating to fall for him.
The éventual Mrs Elton is her husband's counterpart, and she is seen by Emma to
share the same features as Mr Elton.
Emma would not aliow herself entirely to form an opinion of the lady, and on no
account to give one, beyond the nothing-meéning terms of being "elegantly dressed,
and very pleasing”. | \
She did not really like her. She would not be in a hurry to find fal‘xlt, but she
suspected that there was no elegance. She was almost sure that for a young woman, a
stranger, there was too much ease. Her person was rather good; her face was not
unpretty; but neither feature, nor air, nor voice, nor manner, were elegént. Emma
thought at least it’would turn out so. (E, 243)

It does turn out so. The ironic reflection that Emma's judgement is biased does not affect its

*“Note here that Knightley uses "feature” in a different sense than Emma. Here it
means “faculty”, but the underlying suggestion is of surface feature.



accuracy. One can sometimes discriminate accurately even where predisposition is involved.
Once again "feature” betrays character as if character were inscribed upon the face, however
pretty. Emma’s comment helps us to understand the sense in which good looks are distorted
by character, that ugliness of character will show on the face. The comment about case has to
do with assumed ease, which is not the same as unaffected openness. Mrs Elton assumes an
ease with people she does not know, but it is not in her character, as it is with Mr Binglcy,
for example, to be open. Mrs Elton's object is to win friends, as Elton's object is to get a
wife, and she begins her business straight away. Emma's observation reflects Aristotle's
distinction Selwecn ;manncrs towards acquaintances and towards friends; manners towards
acquainmhcés are not disinterested, but cglculalcd to serve a good. One has to choose,
moreover, when it is honourable to be f ficndly and when not, and it is not honourable when
the motive is self -interest or what we now call "social climbing”. Tru¢ friendship is
disinterested and it assumes a know-ledgerf- the friend. Mrs Eltor;, then, behaves in a friendly
mannel; (in the second sense) towards people who merit friendship only in the first sense. Her
presumptions arouse Emma's suspicion that "all is not sweet, a}l is not sound”.

That all is not sound with the Eltons is eventually revealed. One instance will serve to
illustrate that the fineness o'f the Eltqns fs a sham and cannot be consfgtently maintained; it -
also illustrates what true elegance involves. Mr Knightley is elegant in. his thoughtf uiness
towards Harriet after she has been snubbed by Mr Elton at the Westons' ball. Knightley
dances with Harﬁetbafter Elton, despite promptings from Mrs Weston\,_ refuses to dance with
her. "The amiable, obliging, gentle Mr Eltc;n" (E, 295), says Emma to herself with sardonic
reflection.®® Elton's gallantry is not heart-felt; péeved by Emma'’s refusal of his marriage
offer, he wdund’s Harriet by way of avenging hiniself on Emﬁa. If TElton is naturally pettyﬂ
and vindictive and hides it by fake gallantry, Knightley shows genuine concern and js able to

implement that concern because of his natural social graces. Emma observes how well he

dances with Harriet and how he restores her spirits by his ;leganoe and dancing ability. Emma

SThis is an example of\approbatory terms used ironically by Austen. The readés
must be careful in deciding when these terms are used liferally and in their full
moral sens¢-and when not. This is especially true when a character uses words in
' ways Austen would got approve, _ L.

)
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. later reflects that the behaviour, {)f the Eltons "threatened to ruin the rest of her evening” (£,
Al

299). Knightley's gestlire shows not only kindliness and sensitivity to Harriet, it restores the
equilibrium of a sdcial occasion upset b;/ Elton 'serudeness.

in Elton's action we can also see the difference between excess of elegance and its
lack : that a mere show of elegance hides a character defect whereas vulgarity is more a failure
of mindi However; the distinction is complicatcd by the noti(;n of "intellectual” or "mental”
involved. Ag Aristotle suggests, virtuous action cannot be the result of mere cleverness; it has
to be motivated b'y moral principle. il is debatable whether this point.of evaluation can be
ignored and the claim made that a clever person is as m;nially capable as one who uses
intelligence as a means to virtue. Austen apparently wam.s\\,to preserve the distin¢tion, not only
as a point of moral judgement, but alsoas a judgex'nerx; of ;nental caf;aPility. Those who

display fineness (and "display” is the operative word), Mr and Mrs Elton, Lady Catherine de

Burgh, Lucy Steele, the Bingley sisters, Maria and Julia Bertram, are not outright stupid, but * -

they have no depth of mind, no real power of discrfmix{ation or obviously supe%ior mental
ability. This shallowness is, to the discriminating, inscribed upon their f‘a\ces or is e\\ilidem in
their speech and manners. Lady Catherine, for example.’betrays her shali&yy(ness in “tl}e
exchénge with Elizabeth over Darcy's expected proposal of marriage. When \};.eji{abeth\asks
why stﬂlc’ should not accept Darcy if she is his choice, L;ldy Catherine replies: "Because )
honour, decorum, prudence, nay interest, forbid it™ (PP, 315). This assertion, with its
descending scale o]f values, makes iE }ool; as if Lady Catherine understands that they are A

values of different ethical importahce. But in her debased view, each word signifies only a

narrow class interest and this interest‘poses as disinterested valuation. Lady Catherine's ability

to discriminate is corrupted by her debased understanding, Just as Mrs Bennet's understandxng

is partly corrupted by her limited view of what life holds for her The point of comparing

thesg two is to show that status does not guargntee virtue,* and it takes the evepts of Pride and

Prejudice for Darcy to realize-that he has as much grqu’nds io be ashamed of* his own relatives

as Elizabeth has of hers.

Y
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As Emma observes of Mr and Mrs Elton, there is s'on%thing aesthetically unsatisfying
about those who exhibit sham elegance. Gilbert Ryle points out that there is a strong affinity
in Austen's fiction between virtue and aesthetic sense; her ethical vocabulary is stronglyf laced
with aesthetic terms- - beauty of mind, di‘licacy of principle, for example.** The Bingley
sisters, as a case in point, are "very fine ladies”, but as Elizabeth says, "their manners are not
equal to his [Bingley's]” (PP, 12). In spite of their appearance, when compared to Bingley's
genial openness, their coldness and haughtiness seem vulgar. Lady Catherine displays similar
vulgarity in her pushiness at Rosings; and Lucy Steele, Maria and Julia Bertram, all look well
enough, but whatever initial impression they create is soon overshadowed by their lack of
. dignity, not necessarily in the way they express their thoughts (though tha;t sometimes 100),
but in the thoughts behind the expression.

This suggestion ‘of vulgarity gives these characters an affinity with those in the lack
category: the blafantly vulgar, such as Mrs Bennet, Mrs Palmer, Mrs Jennings, Mrs Allen,
and Mr Collins. With the exception of Mrs Jennings, none of these characters displays any

-
moral understanding, or any other kind of understanding fo"rﬂthal matter, except for whatever
falls into their narrow range of desires. These characters are not as clever as those in the
excess category, so it never occﬁrs to them to dress their vulgarity in fineness. Austen clearly
rates these characters the less dangerous because even to the undiscriminating, their true selves
are apparent. Some of them, Mrs Bennet and Mr Collins, for instance, are manipulators like
those in the excess category, but their vdlgarity makes this obvious. There is some degree of
vulgarity in all the characters with whom Austen is out of sympathy, but the blatantly vulgar
are in a class of their"’own. They also seem to disappear after Pride and Prejudice; in the later
novels we get a form of vulgarity softéned by good nature, for which Mrs Jennnzngs seems to
_be the model. For example, Miss Bates, Mr Woodhouse, and Lady Bertram lack intelligence,
but not good qualities. For them, good humour comes naturally. None of these latter
characters has the active moral sense of *Ars Jennjngs: though, and the most glaring fault of

v

Mr Woodhouse and Lady Bertram is their apathy. In manners, Mrs Jgnnings is more like Mrs

-

s¢"Jane Austen and the Moralists”, 180.
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Norris in that she is a busybody, but, as Ryle points out, she is the only character in Austen
»

who combines blatant vulgarity with 3 good hcarl."’

Politeness, the second virtue of manner. is more difficult to define precisely although
the meaning | intend has currency with Johnson. Johnson defines politeness as "elegance of -
manner; gentility; good breeding” (Vol. 3). It is a virtue of manner akin to candour. ini the

) cighteenth-century sense and is best defined initially in relation to its lack and excess.
Politeness is opposed to its lack. civility. where the ritual behaviour asSociated with the mean
is perfgrmed. but where the heart of the petformer is at odds with the ostensible behaviour.
Austen sometimes makes "politeness” and “civility " synonyms, and sometimes she uses
"politeness” ironically as when Elizabeth says "Mr Darcy is al-l politeness"( PP, 22) To
distinguish politeness from civility, it should be observed that civility can be both a disposition
and a way of behaving on a particular occasion if one wishes to make certain feelings known
indirectly. Politeness is observed towards strangers and acquaintances, but if one is polite to
intimates. this is civility in the second sense. Willoughby, when he encounters Marianne in
L.ondon after his romantic association with her, treals/her with strict politeness, which means,
to Marianne's mortification, that he wishes to dissoci&ggimself from her. In a subsequent

\
letter to Marianne, Willoughby again observes a cold, formal politeness, and on reading it,

I:Zlinor reflects on what this entails about Willoughby's character. 4
Thou‘gh aware, before she began it, that it must bring a confession of his
inconstancy, and confirm their separation for ever, she was not aware that such
language could be suffered to announce it; nor could she have supposed Willoughby
capable from departing so far from the appearance [my emphasis] of every
honourable and delicate feeling- -so far from the common decorum of a gentleman,
as 1o send a letter so impudently cruel: a letter which, instead of bringing with his
desire of a release any professions of regret, acknowledged no breach of faith, denied

all particular affection whatever--a letter of which every line was an insult, and

which proclaimed its writer to be deep in hardened villainy. (SS, 159)

s7"Jane Austen and the Moralists”, 180.
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Elinor’s reflections again illustrate the principle that manners towards intimates cannot be the
same as mannets towards acquaintances. And it also illustrates that mere politeness does not
denote good breeding; this is revealed when a character knows when it 1s honourable to be
polite. As far as Willoughby is concerned, although seeming at first to be a passionatc man,
he allows his love {‘\or Marianne to be sacrificed {or a mcrccnér)’ attachment to a wealthy
heiress. Willoughb)J is not usually cold and civil in his manners. but he adopts civility to
conceal his unprincipled behaviour.

Civility of disposition on the other hand is a lack of politeness in a character who is
incipable of warmth or feeling. It is not, as it appears in Mr Collins for example, a grotesque
parody of manners but is an affectation in individuals who are cold and self -centred and for
whom polite small-talk is the only means of social interaction. In Persuasion, Sir Walter Elliot
and his eldest daughter Elizabeth are civil in this sense. In the following passage, Anne FElliot
describes their effect on a gathering that had hitherto beén friendly and animated:

other visitors approached, and the door was thrown open for Sir Walter ahd Miss

Elliot, whose entrance seemed to give a general chill. Anne felt an instant oppression,

and, wherever she looked, saw symplomé of the same. The comfort, the freedom,

the ga‘iety of the room was over, hushed into cold composure, determined silence, or

insipid talk, to meet the heartless elegance of hér father and sister. How mortifying

to feel that it was so! (P, 213)
This "heartless elegance” links civility of disposition to false elegance, and the difference
seemns to be one of mental ability. ** In character there seems not much difference between the
likes of Caroline Bingley and Sir Walter Elliot, but whereas Miss Bingley tends towards
deliberate dissimulation by using cleverness, in Sir Walter there is little disparity between the
real and social self : he is just as cold and heartless among friends as he is among
acquaintances. We assume that Caroline can affect warmth through cleverness as she does
with Jane Bennet, but Sir Walter is not capable of varying his presentation of himself to suit

-

his purpose. For him, civility is the only means open to him, and it is compatible witk his

$*Notice here, as elsewhere, Austen often applies a derogatory epithet.like "heartless”
to denote lacks and excesses which can have .the same name as the virtue.
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character.

This inability to vary is also symptomatic of the excess of politeness or "servility " .*°
The trait closely resembles Aristotle's obsequious man, and. as represented by Mr Collins, it is
a parody of polite behaviour. Servility occurs when a weak mind observes social form and
trics 10 Aimilatc it, but when the imitan’o;l becomes a grotesque distortion of the real thing. Mr
Collins, in reply to Mr Bennet's question whether his "pleasihg attentions” to Lady Catherine
arc the result of impulse or previous study. says they are the result of both.

"They arise chicfly from what is passing at the time, and though | sometimes amuse

myself with suggesting and arranging such little elegant compliments as may be

adapted to ordinary occasions, 1 always wistl to give them as unstudied an air as

possible”. (PP, 60) )
Once more we see debasement of a word, "elegant”, and Austen implicitly invites us to attach
an epithet like "ridiculous™. Oddly enough, it is partially true that Mr Collins" attentions are
"natural” in the sense that they are part of his character. His natural defects of character and
his weakness of mind combine to make his attempts to em:ﬂate politeness look ndiculous.
Collins is the only character in Austen's major fictibn who exhibits servility to this degree,
and in this he is the closest Austen gets to the comic grotesque of Dickens.

While Mr Collins' studied attentions have the ulterior motive of flattery, true
politeness involves Aristotle's notion of an ulterior motive of a higher order than the
immediate effect produced by the act itself. An individual should not be polite merely to
reflect well on himself, but to be decorous: to adhere to social conventions, not for their own
sake, but for the sake of social harmony. This also means that respect for the feelings of
others should be a priority. For this reason Elinor is outraged that Willoughby does not even
give the appearance of delicacy in his letter to Marianne (SS, 159). Even if he no longer loves
her, he is obliged to spare her feelings as much as possible by finding a gentle way to break .

the news to her. His politeness is thus an insult because he has a corrupt ulterior motive. Page

)
**The excess involved in servility can be distinguished from civility because in the
latter case, the person maintains a very minimal degree of politeness, while in the
former he tends to do much more than formal politeness requires.

A}
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by
shows t\)al politeness is a mode of address, and that it is used for equals or superiors in rank.
4

¢* Although not high on Austen’s scale of values, perhaps because it is so easily imitated, the
ability to be polite on the appropriate occasion still distinguishes it from civility. To be polite
is 1o be prudent sather than deceitfui or cold of manfier, and, whercas civility in the second
sense implies condescension, politeness could not be taken as patronizing. It is the correct
manner for the candid person to adopt because it makes people feel that their conversation is
interesting, even‘fl?it is not. Politeness, then, covers both formally correct behaviour towards
strangers, and is a way of inconspicuously distancing oneself from a boring or stupid
acquaintance.

One problem that politeness prevents is the temptation for one of superior abilities to
disdain those of inferior abilities or inferior rank. Mr Darcy, for example, prides himself on
the firmness of his opinions and refuses to feign interest in the concerns of others for the .
sake of social convention. "I certainly have not the talent”, he says to Elizabeth, "of
conversing easily with_those [ have never seen before. | cannolA catch their tone of
conversation, or appear interested in their concerns, as I often see done” (PP, 156). Austen,
one suspects, has some sympathy for Darcy's unwillingness merely to pose as an interested
conversationalist; indeed the general tenor of her critique of manners is to despise whatever is
counterfeit. But the real question here is whether the small deceit that politeness entails is
ignoble; this is the line drawn by Aristotle bxond which “performance” in public begins to
look like flattery. We are meant to see in Darcy's comments a dislike for the way interest is
shown ("as I often see done"); that is, in the actual demeaning of the self which occurs when

)
" someone stoops to flattery. What_Darcy confuses or conflates is the style in which some '
pe(;i)le feign interest in the conéems of others with the true principle motivating such concern.
Darcy is right to believe that the style is sometimes demeaning and ignoble, but wrong to -
think that the act itself is always so. Where the harmony of the occasion is the ulterior

¢
motive, it is not ignoble politely to tolerate the concerns of others. Darcy's inflexibility on

this score makes his manners {ninviting compared with Bingley's affability, and we are told

“The Language of Jane Austen.‘ 68. {
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carly on in the novel that Darcy's manners were "lcominual]y giving offence” (PP, 13).
Although Darcy does not much care about giving offence to those he regards as inferiors, his
refusal to perform almost costs him his happiness. In the scene where he first proposes to
Elizabeth, Darcy is typically inflexible where his judgement is concerned. Torn between his
feclings for Eliyyﬂcth and his judgement that he is compromising his status, Darcy's proposal )

’

is too frank an admission of his dilemma.

He spoke well, but there were fecling.sI besides those of the heart to be detailed, and

he was not more eloquent on the subject of tenderness than of pride. His sense of

her inferiority - -of its being a degradation- -of the family obstacles which judgement

had always opposed to inclination, were dwelt on with a warmth which seemed due

to the consequence he was wounding, but was very unlikely to recommend his suit.

(PP, 168)
That Austen speaks for Darcy in this passage indicates her basic sympathy for him: she will
not allow Darcy to be condemned by his ovjq words as she does Collins when he proposes to
‘Elizabeth.*' Darcy realizes as he speaks that he is "wounding” his cause, and, while there is a
certain nobility in his frankness, he must eventually learn to soften his intransigence where
pride is concerned. That Darcy achieves the mean is shown by his behaviour at the end of thE
novel:

the arrival of [Charlotte} was a sincere pleasure to Elizabeth, though in the course of

their meetings she must sometimes think the pleasure dearly bought, when she saw

Mr Darcy exposed to all the parading and obsequious civility of her husband

[Cotlins]. He bore it, ’however, with admirable calmness. He could even listen to Sir

William Lucas...with very decent composure. If he did shrug his shoulders, it was

not until Sir William was out of sight. (PP, 341)
Politeness is portrayed here as a kind of temperance, as an ability not to get ruffled by the
folly of others. Charlotte Lucas obseryes of Mr Darcy that he has a right to be proud, and he .

exercises that right with a warmth that makes him enemies. By the end, he recognizes his '

“'Collins' proposal is almost a direct parody of Darcy's; Collins’ frankness, though,
does not harm his suit because nothing could recommend it in the first place.

<
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’ obligatgon to be tolerant of those whose inferiority gives him that right to be proud.
l\lﬁom this account, it spould be apparent that Austen attaches less blame to those

vices which involve a weakness of mind: vulgarity and servility are léss blameworthy than
their counterpart vices (dissimulation, aimable) in being the result of natural defects. While
fineness and civility may involve cleverness, however, neither shows moral intelligence or a
sensitivity to moral distinctions. In addition, fineness and civility (except civility of
disposition) involve an ulterior motive at odds with ostensible behaviour.

So far, we have seen that Austen’s depiction of these virtues and vices accords with
Aristotle in the attempt to show that natural defects are more or less blameless provided that
there is little the agent can do about it; in addition we have observed how the presence of the
ulterior motive, either good or base, which is essential to Aristotle's notion of moral
behaviour in public, functions in Austen’s novels. In the second categor)I of the virtues of
manners- -that comprising openness and amiability - -a parallel analysis cannot be so easily
made. This is primarily because reserve, the lack of openness, is exhibile(i by characters who
are clearly in other respects virtuous. The term is applied explicitly to Jane Fairfax and
‘Edward Ferrars and implicitly to Fanny Price. For each of these characters, we are not invited
by Austen to see their reserve as a defect of mind, but as the result of an exte}nal oppression.
In modern terms, we would see them as being depressed, not manically so, but owing to a
specific cause. Inf:ffensiveness, the lack of amiability, presents a ‘separate problem in that it is
obviously not a lack of amiability because inoffensive people are unfriendly or ill-tempered.
Inoffensiveness (and' indeed reserve) com;";bute little or nothing to the happiness of the social

\
event because the ulterior motive is lackmé. An inoffensive person(is friendly or at least
even-tempered by disposition, so the ulterior motive rarely comes into play. Austen's critique
of this type is, like Aristotle's, founded on the belicf that it can be dishonourable to be
friendly, and that the inoffensive are undiscriminating in this respect. At the opposite
extreme, the "aimable” have an ulterior motive for being friendly, but here the motive is
self -interest. The "aimable” tend towards dissimulation, but are less dangerous than those

J
who exHibit complete dissimulation, which forms the excess of openness.
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To approach reserve first--the problem associated with this trait in Austen's
characters is that it never seems to be a vice as such. To understand Austen's attitude towards
the characters who exhibit it, we need to understand why they are reserved and what moral
distinctions should be drawn between their reserve and traits in other characters who can be
legitimately compared with them. In each case, Austen wishes us to understand the
circumstances causing their reserve, and this implies that there is a problem or a lack. Reserve
needs to be characterized generally so that the problem as well as the cause can be described.

Reserve is abstention and ret‘icence, qn unwillingness to express oneself freely and a
refusal to be familiar. These definitions ma-k:rclearer why it can‘%e thought of as a lack, to
use the terms of Aristotle's model. As ostensible behaviour, reserve not only makes the person
seem socially ill at ease, but it also hinders the possibility of intimacy with that person. In the
following exchange [gpm Emma, Frank Churchill and Emma are discussing jéne Fairfax's
Teserve.

"And then, her reserve- -1 never could attach myself to anyone so completely

reserved.” —

"It is a most repulsive quality, indeed, " said he. "Oftentimes very
convenient, no doubt, but never pleasing. There is safety in reserve, but no

attraction. One cz;nnot love a reserved person.”
"Not till the reserve ceases towards oneself; and then the attraction may be
the greater. But I must be more in w;mt of a friend, or an agreeable companion, than
I have ever yet been, to take the trouble of conquering any body's reserve to procure
one. Intimacy between Miss Fairfax and me is quite out of the quesu'qn. I have no
feason to think ill of her--not the least- -except that such extreme and perpetual
cautiousness of word arid manner, such a dread of giving a distinct idea‘abom any
body, is apt to suggest suspicions of there being something to conceal. (£ ,‘1825
While savouring the irony of this exchange.(v; should not be distracted from seeing it as a

useful general description of reserve. The two problems mentioned by Frank and Emma'are

that reserve is not attractive or pleasing, altbon’gh safe, arid-that it is a barrier to intimacy.
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On the one hand, it detracts from the pleasure of social contact, while on the other { hinders
the development from acquaintance to friendship.

In Senscqgnd Sensibilty, Edward Ferrar's reserve makes a similar impression on

Marianne. It is worth remembering that we are speaking here of the way in which a character
. presents himself to those who know him only a little. As Aristotle says, the criteria governing
our conduct towards acquaintances are of a different order than Whal governs our behaviour
towards intimates. In the former case, one performs to an extent, but the performance is
ruled by an ulterior motive of a higher order. Towardlees, such a performance could
rightly be called an affectation. When we do n)( know the person, though, we are

immediately affected by the performanee, not by what we might fathom to be the underlying

real self (this is the key issue in the early part of Pride and Prejudice). Reserve--or lack of

. performance- -may therefore leave us puzzied and suspicious. This is the tenor of Marian;xe‘s
complaint about Edward Ferrars' manners. The motive for her complaint is whether he seems
to be a suitable m?te for her sister: |

he is not the kind of young man--there is something wanting- -his figure is not

striking; it has none of that grace which I should expect in the man who could

seriously attach my sister. His eyes vyanf all that spirit;.that fire, which at once »

announce virtue and intelligence...Mama, the more I know of the world, the more |

am convinced that I shall never see a man whom I can really lové. I require so much!

He must have all Edward's virtues, and his person and manner Amust ornament his

goodness with every possible charm. (SS, 14-15.) -
This critique of Edward is given, of course, strictly Tom the Romantic point of view and not
from Austen's. Edward's lack of animation precludes him in Marianne's eyes from having the
kind of sensitivity towaKts nature that the Romantic spirit demands. Such a spirit demands to
see this sensitivity "at once”: that is,’ on the surface, in the manners of the person. Again,
though, disregarding the implieq criticism of Marianne, reserve can be seen as a lack.

It is plausible {o argue that Austen is partially in sympathy with the criticisms some of

her characters make of Tesgrve. For example, one of the failings of Jane Bennet in Pride and
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Prejudice is that, while she has strong feelings, she never displays them. Her lack of
animation in public almost causes her to lose the man she loves. When discussing this topic of
displaying feeh:ngs, Charlotte Lucas tells Elizabeth: "In nine cases out of ten, a woman had
better show more [Auslen's emphasis] affection than she feels” (PP, 17). Charlotte Wrongly
supposes that Jane's reserve is a contrivance, and her supposition is caused by the pwigmatic
attitude she takes towards human affairs. She assumes that like herselfl, nobody really loves
and that therefore we should make a show of love to catch a mate. Charlotte also reveals that
she believes Jane's reserve to be a form of dissimulation, a skilful manipulation of anglher's
affections. Even though this is a misinterpretation of Jane's character, it demonstrates how
reserve tends to reflect badly'éﬂf' character. Elizabeth, too, is forced to comment
unfavourably on her sister's reserve: "She felt that Jane's fi eelings, though fervent, were little
displayed, and that there was a constant complacency in her air and manner, not often united
with great sensibility” (PP, 185). "Complacency " is used here, not in the sense of obliging
(Austen sometimes uses it synonymously with "complaisant™), bl}l in the sense of
- self -satisfied.

The prejudice against excessive reserve is strong, and nowhere more so than against
Fanny Price in Mansfield Park, although this time the pfejudice is expressed by commentators
rather than by characters in the novel. Fanny has been the object of Wtuperative attacks by

7
some critics, even those who are generally sympathetic to Austen. The attacks are based /ubon

the critics’ own presuppositions of what a heroine should be. Marvin Mudri ample,

sees Fanny as a complacent prig, and his judgement of Fanny's reserve ig sé ‘in spirit to

Y

that made of Jane's in Pride and Prejudice.®? The substance of Mudrick's argument is thé}, in
embodying her ideals in Fanny, Austen fails to doojustice to hef art, which in Mudrick's view
is her irony, by allowing art to be superseded by her ideals. He objects particularly to the
ending where Austen manipulates the plot to achieve a favourable outcome for Fanny anth
Edmund at the expense of Mary and Henry Crawford. A.C.Bradley, although more

sympathetic to Mansfield Park than Mudrick, also fails to see any charm in Fanny. "We can

8

“’Marvin Mudrick, lrony as Defense and Discovery (Princeton: Prmceton University
Press, 1952) 179.
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admire and respect Fanny, but do we care about her?”, he asks.*' Bradley argues that we
should care about characters, that we should be emotionally sympathetic towards them, as we
are towards Flizabeth Bennet and Emma, as well as admire them as studies. The two critics’
judgements of Fanny ccf)o those made of Jane Fairfax and Edward Ferrars from within the
novels: that the inwardly virtuous character requires an open and spirited manner to éndcar
him to others.

These arguments, both from within and without, emphasize the importance of
behaviour as a means of determining character, and. they constitute a natural and justifiable
objection to reserve. Austen wishes to draw our attention to the social problem created by
each character who exhibits reserve. But behind the social problem lies a moral question. which
is obscured if our concern is too much with the expression of virtue rather than with the
actual condition of the soul. Lionel Trilling in his essay "Mansfield Park "** argues that many
objections to Austén arise from "feral repulsion at her attempts to impose restraint on the
individual spirit”. Our imfilse, as Bradley says, is1o prefer Austen's livelier
heroines- - Elizabeth and Emma- -to the less animated Fanny and Anne Elliot, who seem
dcbilitated& comparison. Trilling's defence of Fanny and Anne begins by attempting to traéc
an assocnauon in Austen>s mind between Christian virtue and debility. He contrasts the
debility of Fanny with the spiritedness of Mary and chry Crawford, representing the modern
type who adopt the style of sensitivity, virtue and intelligence, but who are trapped in merely
expressing the gy,l,e. This theme is bolized by the seemingly trivial incident over the
staging of Lo;'ers\' Vows at Mangfeld, which Fanny alone refuses to act in. Trilling
incorrectly attributes Fanny's stance to the belief that impersonating inferior characters harms

the self .** The objections articulated by Edmund (MP, 112-14) seem to be those most

$3A.C. Bradley, "Jane Austen” in A Miscellany (London: Macmillan, 1929) 62.
“Lionel Trilling, "Mansfield Park” in The Opposing Self (New York: Viking Press,
1955) 217.

¢There is no reason why Austen should hold this view, if indeed .it is her own
view expressed through Farny's opposition. We know that she joined in her own
family's amateur theatricals, and there is no evidence of her distaste for acting. As
a piece of circumstantial evidence, Dr Johnson's ridiculing of the view that acting
harms the soul recorded by Boswell might attest that 4t did not have much
currency. James Boswell, The Life of Samuel Johnson ed. Bergen Evans (New
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pertinent to Austen’s critique of the actors. The first is that Maria's delicate situation with
Rushworth may be compromised by her performing in a play that includes Henry Crawford;
the second is that the staging of the play involves taking liberties with the decor of a room in
the house: the third, and more interesting objection from the point of view of manners, is
Edmund's belief that the education and upbringing of ladies and gentlemen makes their acting
painful to waich. Reared by a rigorous sense of decorum, they must struggle to overcorhe that
stiffness so they can play a dramatic part effectively. Their dilemma is thgt they will either
look foolish, or if they succeed, will be guilty of asbreach of decorum. The actors intend ‘not a
{ew hours fun with a play that is at best risque; they fully intend to identify with their parts
by way of carrying on their insidious flirtations. For these reasons, the episode is primarily a
symbolic device aimed at criticizing those "lively” characters who are essentially posers. The
thrust of the criticism is directed towards those whose activity is at odds with the actual
condition of their souls; it is an argument not against activity itself but against unprincipled
activity.

But the portrayal of Fanny in the early part of Mansfield Park should not be
construed as a defence of debility or reserve. Austen does not defend reserve itself, but she
does invite us-to understand the circumstances causing oppression of spirits in those characters
exhibiting the trait. In Fanny's case, while she tends to be reserved by nature, external factors |
also contribute. Fanny's status at Mansfield is ambiguous from the start, thanks largely o
- Mrs Norris' influence. Even Sir Thomas, despite his sense of justice, does not take into
account the possible merits of his adopted daughter: she is destined because of her heritage to
be regarded as inferior. That Fanny proves otherwise is the lesson learned by Sir Thomas. The
Bertrams' judgement of Fanny gives us a clue to her behaviour and expectations. Her
passivity 1s consistent with the status she receives, and her sense of propriety tells her that it
is mappropnate to expect more. Yet pnvately she is angry at the injustice of a situation which
would force‘h,er to take a subsidiary role in Mahsfield because of her heritage. This sense of

justice allows her to take a firm stand on what she believes to be right+-when she refuses to

“(contid) York: The Modern Library, 1952) 483. The view originates in Plato's Thé
Republic Trans. F.M.Cornford (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1941) 83.
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act in the play, when she refuses the hand of Henry Crawford in spite of the cajoling of the ‘

kN

Bertrams and Mrs Neorris.

The opprobrium v;ith which Fanny's refusal of Henry is met entails that ip the eyes
of others she has no rights. Fanny is :orn between her genuine concern not to offend Sir
Thomas and her inability to speak openly of her perceptions of Henry's chéracler because of
the fear of compromising Maria.

Maria and Julia- -and especially Maria, were so deeply implicated in Mr Crawford's

misconduct, that she could not give his character, such as she bcliew'fed‘ it, witﬁobul

- betraying them. She had hoped that to a man like her uncle, so honourable, so gooii,

the simple acknowledgement of a dislike [Austen's emphasis) oﬁ her side, would have

been sufficient. To her inf inite grief she found it was not. (MP, 287)
It may be ingenuous of Fanny to believe that she can escape accounting for her refusal of a
seemingly honlourable proposal by a simple expression of dislikg. Sir Thomas thinks her
marvellously lucky ‘to get an offer and cannot conceive she has private fi eeliﬂgs_ against Henry.
Sir Thomas does, howéver, éllow Maria an opportunity to cxprt;ss her feelings when he
interviews her before the marriage tp Rﬂushworth. The dif feréncc in status between Mari'a and
Fanny makes it imperative that her preferences are consulted before a decision.is made on her
f u‘tufe. Sir Thomas' inconsistency is the indirect cause of Fanny's dilemma in the Crawf ord A
episode: where Fanny must account for herself, Maria could have simply expressed hér '
dislike. The eventual pdint made\ by the novel is that Fanny can emerge from her Teserve only
when she is accorded a fair and just position in tﬁe household.

Jane Fairfax's manneis are similarly oppressed by her cladd,éstine enéagemem to
Frank Chl.éf:hill: an oppression worseged by Frank's coldnéss towards her in public. Jane's
meltnfhé{; is due to. the uncertainty of her futuge; and it is with recognitioxr'of the
unfavourable 1mpress1on created by her reserve that she tells Bmma at the cnd of the novel:"
I know what my manners were to you--So cold and amﬁmal'- -1 had .always a part.to. aci'- It

was a life of deceit! I know that I raust have disgusted you" (E, 417-418). And in Edward

- Fegrars we see a reserve also_caused by his secret engagement which seems to threaten his
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future happiness; his reserve, like Jane's and Fanny's, is softened by the prospect of his
marriage to Elinor. In each case, then, reserve is the zésulg of melancholy which is caused by

external circumstances; yet while each character is blameless, Austen does not ask us to think

of reserve as an admirable or saintly quality, but as antisocial behaviour which each character

must eventually regret.
While reserve constitutes a withdrawal from full social contact, the excess of openness
involvﬁes the appearance of social ease that conceals an ulterior motlive. This is a type of

' dissimulation diff crilng in degree from lhe excess of amiability because the ulterior is almost
cnfirely unfathomable from the tharac{er's behaviour. In addition, the ulterior motive is
avarice, whe'r§as that involving the latter is self -indulgence. To the category of dissimulators
belong Willoughby, Wickharri, and William Elliot. Each of these characters is iniliélly
fascinating to and sexually attractive to the heroine of the respective novels, but the ulterior
motive is in each case revealed by sorffeone with information about their true character. In the
first two cases, the informants- -Darcy and Brandon- -eventually usurp the placé of the
dissimulatpsein the affections of the heroine (joint heroine in the second case); in Persuasion,
the informant against William Elliot is Mrs Smiik, and the other difference here is that the
attraction of Elliot for Anne is very slight. In each instance, the informant has a personal
grudge ‘againsl the dissimulator; in the first two, he has attempted.to seduce a young girl
under the protection of the informant primarily for finadcial gain. Both Darcy and Brand;)n
have reason to be jealous of the dissimulator; although Weatworth is not the informant, he
has reason to feel jealous of Elliot a;ld eventually wins Anne in Elliot's place. Wickham,

° Wllloughby and Elliot all potentially stand in the way of ‘the true happiness of the herome and
must be remov;d before the final unions take place. To characterize them generally, we can
call thesc men "gallants”™ in two senses mentmned by Johnson in The Dxcnongg:
whoremaster, who careises women 'to debauch them; a wooer; one who courts women to
niarry them" (Vol.2). Wickham and Willoughby debauch women because. they a‘ttract them
under false pretences, and legally and morally thlS is an act of debauchery. Elliot is not guxlty A

s of ‘debauchery, but hc is sxmxlarly gmlty of betrayal of trust.
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Nowhere in the literature on Sense and Sensibility is Willoughby's character and

Auslgn's condemnation of it fully understood, primarily, it seems, because he is able to
present himself as a passionate man. But, despite the passion he displays for Marianne,
passion itself is not the motive that controls his character. He is capable of showing passion
when there is noth" g present to conflict with self -_imefést, but by that very fact he cannot
have the true romathispositi&m of -M‘:arianne. Romantic sensibility seeks spiritual salvation
through an intensified sense of beauty; it. is a way of seeing and a way of living- -one cannot
be a romantic and a dilettante. Dilettantism characterizes Willoughby's professed passion for
nature and art. He is essémially} a dabbler. in art as well as in love, and it'is quite wrong to
assume that because he appears chastened later on ip the novel that he is essentially what he
seems to be in the earlier part. His regret.is due mainly to his unfortunate choice of marriage
partner and partly to his recognition of Marianne's genuine love, something he himself can
never achieve. He can recognize her love and what it stands for, but he cannot emulate 1t ﬁy
~the end of the novel, we learn that he is able to reconcile his loss with his domes(ic comforts.
That his loss is not irreconcilable isARyisten's way of showing her coﬁtempf for him.

Wﬂloughby s manners appear to be open and easy, but the clue that there is more to
his character than this 6penness implies is not taken up, evanby Elmor ‘who nevertheless
observes early on in their acquaigtanoe a sho}iéoming in his manners. ‘

In Mrs Dashwood's estimation, he was as faultless as in Marianne's; and Elinor saw

' hothing to censure in him:buit a propensity, in which he strongly resembled and

\
~5

peculiarly delighted ker Sister, of sa}Sn'g t0o much o{ persons or, circumstances. In
hastily forming mrﬂ);lvmg his oplmon of other pcople in sacrificing gcneral ) ’ .-
politeness to the gnjoyment of undivided attention where his heart was engaged, ap‘d
in slighting tgo’easily the forms of worldly propriety, he displayed a want of_ cautfon
which Elinor could nog approve. (SS, 41-42)

i u‘sly not a heinous fault, it is one Willoughby shares with Wickham, his

Altho
terpart in Pride and Prejudice. In Austeén's fxcnon an offence against propncty in .

meone who seem; otherwise rational and agreeable can mdncate that there is something

-~ -
P
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more profound amiss: this is true primarily of both the dissimulators and the "aimable”.
Elinor's complaint againsi Willoughby here is, unknown to her at the time, an observation of
his egotism and self -indulgence, faults which cause him 1o turn to seduction and
manipulation. His freedom in giving his opinion of others allows him, without causing much
suspicion, to disparage Colonel Brandon, who/bm}rsC;gilima(c grudge against him. ‘
Marianne's own lack of caution is not similagly motivated. Her motives are not ulterior at all;
rather, her passion decides when she shali speak. Willoughby is’ undoubtedly clever. but it is a
cleverness that alwavs has an cye for self -interest. His is not a x?wral intclligence because he
can never act on moral prindigles even though he may theoretically understand what right

principles are. This 15 WilloughbyA's downfall and is the only source of sympathy we should

entertain for him. His is the tragedy of (rrist e's akratic, who knows the good in principle
but is unable to act under its influence. }T%rj"{h;t\tﬁere is a superior form of happiness
available to rational beings, but to be utable to attain 11 is the worst fate that Austen metes
out to her characters, with she possible exception of Maria Bertram hawng to live with her

shame in isolation with Mrs‘ﬂorris.

Although Wickham's story is close to Wilioughby's- -they are both unscrypulous and
avaricious kscducers- -his is the more ugly. There is something inveterate about Wickham's
self ~indﬁlgence that makes his complacency of manner more odious than Willoughby 's
dilettantism. Wickham blatantly uses his plausible manners to insinuate himself into the
unsuspecting community at Meryton. His case emphasises the social danger that the
dissimulating character represents: While there should be a tempering of the true self in the
interests of social harmony, manners should at least give us a clue to the true self. There
should be a legitifnalc connection drawn betwee.n the appearance of virtue as revealed through
manners and the actual state of the soul. To.make this connection is an act of trust; we need,
for the sake of hmony. to accept more or lsss at face value what we can infer from the”
particular form of manners adopted. If a person appears 10 be concerned about the well-being

of others, we ought to assume that he is concerned. Yet this type of cafour is often shown

by Austen to be deficient. Because of the possible discrepancy that exists between manners
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and true self, Austen prizes Eighly the discriminating mind. On the other hand, we ought not,
in Austen’s vitw, 1o be so suspicious that we continually refuse to make the connection
normal candour demands we makc. The possibility of a mean between gulliﬁilily and suspicion

is onc that Pride and Prejudice contemplates. Wickham is someone who exploits natural

candour and thereby disrupts the process of making legitimate inferences based on
behaviour.*® To give this a broader implication, Austen portrays Wickham as a kind of demon
whose presence reminds us that we hive in a fallen world and must be uneasy about the trust

we extend to athers.

In Pride and Prejudice, Elizabeth Bennet, who prides herself on her ability to

discriminate, is fooled by Wickham_ not because of candour but because she makes the less
pardonable mistake of confusing a beautiful body with a beautiful soul. That she is attracted
to Wickham is her excuse, because she does not make the same mistake with Caroline Bingley.
Yet in the early part of her acquaintance with Wickham, she rr:akes the kind of mistake her
sense of discrimination should forbid. It is not even that the confusion is the result of
unconscioge association, for she privately avows when lélking to Wickham: "A young man,
like you, whose very countenance may vouch for your being amiable " (PP, 72); and she
gpublicly states to Jane: "Besides, there was truth in his looks" (PP, 77). What she fails to see
in Wickham at this point is the same kind of false openness that Mérianne fails to detect in
Willoughby. Aft'er reading Darcy's letter, Elizabeth contemplates the openness with which
Wickham communicates his grievance against Darcy at their first meeting.

She was now struck by the impropriety of such communications to a stranger, and

wondered it had escaped her l;efore. She now saw the indelicacy of putting himself

fd
forward as he had done...She remembered also, that until the Netherfield family had

quitted the country, he had told his story to no-one but herself; but that after their

“ A modern version of this question is posed by the philosopher H.P.Grice, whose
"co-operative principle” in conversation attempts to articulate maxims of co-operation
in conversation. If these maxims were not tacitly acknowledged, Grice argues,
communication would be virtually impossible. H.P.Grice "Logic and Conversation” in
Syntax and Semantics 111: Speech Acts eds Peter Cole and Jerry L.Morgan (New
York: Academic Press, 1975) 41-58. .
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removal, jt had t;ccn everywhere discussed; that he had no reserves, no scruples in

sinking Mr Darcy's character, though he had assured her that respect for the father,

would always prevent his exposing the son. (PP, 184)
Wickham's openness, like Willoughby 's, is molivated{ by sheer sclf -interest and is really a
form of ignorance. Wickham does not undcrsl\and the moral motivation behind the manners
he adopts. He may appear clever as a manipulator of public opinion, but his cleverness can be
challenged {rom one point of view. Wickham has a knack with ;narmers, to borrow a term
employed in Plato’s Gorgias. Through Socrates, Plato distinguishes an art from a knack on
the .grounds that someone who practices an art knows how 1o give a full account of that art,
whereas someone with a knack merely follows a routine or has a lucky aptitude for
something.*” Because manners can be a routine uninformed by principle, Wickham can use his
knack to follow convincingly the prescribed form of behaviour, just as Plato's false
rhetorician can speak plausibly Jf justice and injustice, good and evil without full
understanding. As Mr Darcy says of Wickham: "Mr Wickham is blessed with such happy
manners as may ensure his making fricnds- - whether he may be equally capéble of retaining
them, is less certain™ (PP, 82). By "happy", Mr Darcy means "lucky” or "felicitous”; that
is, Wickham has a knack for making friends, but the insufficiency of his character does not
allow him to keep them.

The same knack allows the manners of William Elliot in Persuasion to be a front for
his schemes. Though more strictly orthodox in his manners than either Willoughby or
Wickham, Elliot betrays to Anne a lack of warmth, which is not blameworthy in itself, but is
enough to arouse her suspicions. -

Mr Elliot was rational, discreet, polished, - -but he was not apen. There was never
any burst of feeling, any warmth of indignation or delight, at the evil or good (')f
others\ . This, to Anne, was a decided imperfection. Her eaﬂy impressions were
incurable. She prized the frank, the open-hearted, the eager character beyond all

‘others. Warmth z{nd enthusiasm did captivétc her still. She felt that she could so
\

"Gorgias,. trans. W.C.Helmbold (Indianapolis: Library of Liberal Arts, i952) 22-26.
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much more depend upon the sincerity of those who sometimes looked or said a

careless thing, than of those whose presence of mind never varied. whose tongue

never slipped. (P, 152-153)
Anne's views of Mr Elliot here provide a-cluc to the essential character of the dissimulators.
Elliot does not, like Willoughby and Wickham. have ostensibly open manners: his guardedness
is the clue to his real character, which is, as Mrs Smith says, "without heart or conscience”;
Elliot is "a designing, cold-blooded being, who thinks only of himself "( P, 187). Yet this also
precisely describes Wickham and Willoughby, despite the appearance of openness they display .
In other words, the dissimulators are not open at all, but secretly guarded. In two cases this
guard is maintained by sham ease of manner, in the other by the ability to maintain presence
of mind. In both cases we have excesses--an excess of openness and an excess of caution. As
in other cases of excess, though, these characters do not exhibit the virtue to excess, but the
excess conceals a defect.

Anne's words about openness show its full value when compared with reserve and
dissimulation: we see in them the value Austen attaches to the possibility-@f complete trust
whereby manners reflect character. There is no hint in what Anne says that openness is
accompanied by a remarkable intelligence, and in contrasting it with dissimulation Austen
shows that she valu\es simple good nature more than the cleverness of the dissimulators.
Openness is not the same as Darcy's frankness; indeed, Darcy is guilty of some of the faults
Anne describes. He is capable of warmth, but this would hardly describe his behaviour in
general. However, his stiffness is a defect of manner not of character, just as Jal§ Bennet's
lack of animation in public is a defect of manner that does not reflect her true disppsilion.
Mr Bingley's openness rather than Darcy's frankness is the model of openness. Those who
feel that Bingley ‘is not intelligent enough to exemplify a virtue should remember that in 7
Austen's novels virtue cannot be associated with intelligence alone, and while it is true that
Bingley's power of discrimination is not great, his type is valued for the conviviality it

radiates. Early on in Pride and Prejudice, Bingley's openness is contrasted with Darcy's

/

frankness.
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Bingley was endeared to Darcy by the easiness, openness, ductility of his temper,

though no disposition could offer greater contrast to his own, and though with his

own he never appeared dissatisfied.. He [Darcy] was... haughty, reserved, and

fastidious. and his manners, though well bred, were not igviting. In that respect his

friend had greatly the advantage. Bingley was sure of being liked wherever he

appeared, Darcy was continually giving offence. (PF, 13)
The three key terms describing Bingley are easiness, openness and ductility. Easiness denotes a
relaxed, uninhibited manner- -it is difficult to think of an open‘manner that is not at the same
time "easy”. This ease of manner produces a ductility of character, a trait that ts not
exhibited by those who fake openness. "Ductility” is not perhaps wholly complimentary;
Bingley is shown to be too easily led, too reliant on the opinion of others. He is as
overobliging as- Darcy is uncompromising. One thing, though, stands out: while Darcy must
soften his uncompromising nature, Bingley is not similarly obliged by the events of the novel
to harden his ductility. In the community at Pemberley at the novel's end, his good nature is
almost perfect for an idealized world, even though in the real world it can be potentally
exploited.

While Austen feels that ductility is not always accompanied by great understanding,
she values it primarily (as it is accompanied by openness and easiness) for its contribution to
the relaxation and pleasure of the social occasion. At the first ball, Bingle’y obligingly
dances- -as Mrs Bennet related- -with most of the women. This is not fake gallantry; Bingley is
fulfilling a responsibility to try to make sure no woman is left out if women are outnumbered
by men. By ref using to dance with Elgabeth when she is forced to sit out two dances, Darcy
not only slights her, but he is also remiss in his duty. This failure is not simply on¢ of
etiquette: the success of the evening depends on the participation of all of the party. For
women in particular, whose movements are far more restricted than are thoée :)f men, the ball
or party is a necessary relief from domestic tedium. In the following passage, we are shown
ﬁow keenly anticipated is each ball. «

If there had not been a Netherfield ball to prepare for and talk of, the §ounger Miss

-



68
\

Bennets would have been in a pitiable state at this time,lfor from the day of the

invitation, 10 the day of the ball, there was such a succession of rain as prevented

their walking to Meryton once...Even Elizabeth might have found some trial of her

patience in weather, which totally suspended the improvement of her acquaintance

with Mr Wickham; and nothing less than a dance on Tuesday, could have made such

a Friday, Saturday, Sunday, and Monday, endurable to Kitty and Lydia. (PP, 79).
Austen is not merely poking fun here, although one could argue that the picture of bored
females requiring male society for their pleasure makes these women an object of ridicule. But
as these are young, eligible women, they not surprisingly want male company and male
attention. When Darcy refuses to offer them this attention, he is deliberately slighting them
even though he believes 1t is dishonourable to associate with them. Again, this is Darcy"z‘s
confusion between the thing itself and the form in which he sees it done. It is not
dishonourable to be pleaéing when social harmony is at stake, and here Bingiey should be his .
model. Let us be(‘ fair, it is easier for Bingley than for Darcy to fulfill this role because
Bingley is more naturally open; and, while Bingley is 100 undiscriminating in being obliging,
Darcy is overdiscriminating to the point where he cannot ;propcr.ly discern the essential point
in social behaviour.

What emerges about Bingley's gallamry‘ is that it is not self -regarding because egotism
is not his ulterior mc;tivc. While he obviously gairis pleasure from the popularity that being
obliging gains f ;)r him, he is always ready for the most part to consider the pleasure of others.
By contrast, those who-exhibit the other excess, those who are 'aimable" as opposed to
amiable, are primarily interested in self -gratification. There is a strdng connection between
the "aimable” and the dissimulators, the main difference being that the primary motive is

I .
egotisrﬁ rather than avarice. The two examples from the novels are Henry Crawford and
Frank Churchill. Of the two, Henry comes closer to pure dissit.nulation and, like the
dissimulators: he is sexually debauched. But both men are financially secure and need not
feson to outright dissimulation for financial gain. They are both self -indulgent men who are

clever enough to adopt manners that make them attractive to women, and they are thus false

\
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heroes who have the potential to win the heart of the heroine. Neither, though, has the power
10 captivate her; in this they resemble William Elliot, although they differ from him in that
their primairy motive is. not greed and position. Crawford and Churchill are guilty of excess
because their gallantry is merely perfunctory, motivated not by concern for others, but to
make them;elves look good. -

Mr Knightley observes the distinction between the "aimable” and those who are
amiable by pointing out to Emma that Churchill's qualities are "merely personal”, reflecting
only the self.

"No Emma, your amiable young man can be amiable only in French, not in English.

He may be very "aimable”, have very good manners and be very agreeable; but he

can have no English delicacy towards the feelings of other people: nothing really

A amiable about him". (E, 134-135)

Although these comments are motivated by jealousy (Frank has not even'made an appearance
at this point), Knightleylcorrecll; anticipates in Churchill the "practiced politician” who is
able to make everyone aware.of his superiority. We have once again Plato’s false rhetorician,
who is able to pleasg. "crowds, to give them what they came to hear: in short, we have the
flatterer. In the Qggja_é.\flattery is linked to the notion of "the knack" because those with a
knack are dabbling in mere decoration. Thus for Plato make-up is a knack whereas
gymnastics is an art; the gymnast knows what is good for the body, but the make-up artist
just conceals its defects.®® In the same way, the "aimable” character pleases his audience, not
with a view to their (;wn good but in a way that will flatter them and thus reflect well on
himself. The truly amiable man, like the gymnast, has an eye to the good, and he will
dispense his attentions to those who need them and who will benefit by them. He does not
_aim 1o be merely pleasing, and he will speak frankly where frankness is wan;nted. as Mr
Knightley does to Emma. Knightley's remarks characterize the "aimable” when he lforwees
Churchill "dispensing his flatteries around, that he may make all appear like fools compared
with himself!" (E, 135). When Knightley rebukes-Emma, he treats her as a rational being

*Gorgias, 26. ‘ :
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capable Jf improvement; when Churchill flaiters her vanity, he makes her look foolish when
nothing comes of their open flirtation. The flatterer is in the position of superiority because
he is secretly hoodwinking the pers‘\n he flatters.

Churchill and Crawford bothEPrey on the vanity of certain women, and, particularly
in Crawford's case, their attentions are also determined by the need to service their own_
vanity. Henry's wooing of Fanny is a surprising development in Mansfield Park because of -
the contrast in their temperaments and because there had been almost no contact between
them prior to Henry's initial departure. Henry's motivation becomes less surprising when he
tells Mary' that his quest for Fanny's heart is a way for him to 0ccup(y~ his mind for a
fortnight. Henry's vanity cannot countenance that Fanny-could be ins;nsiu'vc to his "charm”
and flattery. Indeed, she is vulnerable, as anyone with her degree of sensitivity would be to a
man of Crawford's ékill in manipulation; Fanny is not an immovable object, cold as stone.
But Crawford cannot understand the depth of her resentment towards him becquse of his
insidious flirtation with Maria and Julia. He does not understand that Fanny's objections to,
him are based on moral principle; they are not mere trifling objections of a petty mind
offended by his lack of decorum. The point at issue is that he deliberately compromised a
betrothed woman and teased her sister in the bargain, not because of any serious love or
affection on his part, but because he wanted to amuse himself and test his powers of
conquest. Fanny cannot therefore trust that there will be a correlation between what Henry
professes and what he feels, so when he seriously falls\/ in love with her, captivated by her
superior mmd she cannot believe him to be serious. |

She consndere&n all as nonsense, as mere trifling and gallantry which meant only to

deceive for the hour; she could not but feel that it was treatnpg her improperly and
unworthily...but it .was like himself, and eptirely of a piece with v:yhat she had seen
befores (MP, 272) . "
Fanny cannot depend upon Henry's seriousnéss because he has alréady failed the first test of
a rhetoncmn to gain the gt)od will of his audience. Without this good\will, however smooth
and plausnble his manners may be, the attentions of the flatterer are irksome. It is no defence

. {
4
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of Henry to say that he was, finally, capable of loving the right person; for a man like Henry,
who like his counterparts is essentially a dilettante in life, love can be li.me more than
infatuation. Al least, it cannot be love in the sense that Austen wishes to convey, a love
founded on the knowledge of the other's true self, not on the way another might present
himselfl in pl{blic. This is a lesson all the heroines must learn in Austen's novels, that however

temptingly a man might present himself, the final impression of him must rest on an

v
-

understanding of his motives.

When we understand this principle ih Austen, our suspicions should always be acute
towards those who in putflic rarely put a foot wrong, who have fio rough edges. Austen had a
keen sense of the aesthetic quality of virtue, but this aesthetic elemgll is not the same as that
produced by the "dandyism” of characters like Crawford. Contrary to what Mr Knightley Says
of Churchill, there is a double sense of the English word "amiable”. Johnson notes in his |
Dictionary that it means in one usage both lovely and pleasing, but pretending love or
showing love in another. Austen never quite uses it in the first sense, but it is partly captured
in Knightley's definition by the term "delicacy”. Delicacy, is an overall effect, for there are
times when the truly amiable character must not always be pleasing. This fits well with
Aristotle’s idea that pleasx_xre should not be given when it is dishonourable to do so. Amiability
is not gallantry for its own sake, but has the well-being of its object in mind. Edmund
Bertram, for example, shows tenderness towards Fanny after her arrival at Mansfield. His
kindness is not required by commen politeness, for her status does not demand that she be
treated the same as others (as Mrs Norris clearly demonstrates). Edmund's attentions are
thérefore the pri)duct of sheer good heart and concern for thé welfare of another. As to the
rough edges of the amiable character, a trivial examﬁle from Mansfield Park shows this well.
Tom Bertram, in conyersation with Edmund and Mary, has just been discussing a Miss
.Anderson, who on "coming :)ut" had behaved in too fomird a manner towards him. Mary,
having scorned Miss Anderson's behaviour, receives this reply from Tom.

"Those who are showing the world ‘;vhat female manners should be", said Mr

Bertram, gallantly, "are doing a great deal to set them right”

| )
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"The error is plain enough”, said the less courteous Edmund; such girls are ill
brought up”. (MP, 44-45)

The example shows again the often ironic way Austen uses a value word. Edmund is "less
courteous” because his impulse.i§ not to employ gratuitoys gallantry 1o please Mz;r)'. but to
point out his moral objections to the young woman's behaviour. It makes Edmund sound
rather priggish and it makes him risk losing his attractiveness to Mary. Mr Knighlley‘runs a
similar risk whén he rebukes Emma on sevgral occasions for her behaviour. So true amiability
shows itself best in the concern that attentions be offered, not to reflect well upon the self
but to show concern for others even if that concerris not required by politeness. Mr
Knightley's gallantry towards Hagr_iet at the Weston's ball is amiability of this order--he was
not required to help her by common courtesy, but he was prepared to act beyond the call of
that very basic demand. Henry's gallantry on the other hand calls to mind Johnson's
whoremaster gallant, one who courts ;/omen to debauch them. Strong words perhaps. but is

not Henry's final act inyhe novel to debauch Maria Rushworth?

The understanding of others needs which characterizés amiaility is wholly lacking in
inoffensiveness, the lack of amiabiltiy in our scheme, not out of morjl failing, but out of

weakness of mind. When compared with the active, often corrective, nyture of the amiable,

.yinoffensive characters seem very timid. As a characteristic, it is closest tQ reserve, but has not

the excuse of external oppression, being itself natural awkwardness 4nd artldssness. Our
specimen is Harriet Smith in Emma, i”or while she ié pretty and good natured) she has no
understanding of people and their differences. She is ready to forsake Robert Martin for
Elton at Emma's prompting without really; knowing what constitutes the real dif ference
“between them. She knows only that Elton is handsomer and richer than Robert. Knightley
provides us with this assessment of her charaptcr. ‘

She is not a sensible girl, nor a girl of any information. She has been taught nothmg

useful, and is too young and too simple to have-acquired any thing hersell' At h®

age she can have no experien', and with her little wit, is not very likely ever to 'havc_

any that can avail her. She is pretty; and she is good tempered, and that is all. (E,
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55)
Knightley is not being mean here but is trying to convince Emma that Harriet is not an
adequate companion for her. Harriet is artless, and while incapable of active harm, is also
incapable of actively doing good. There cap be no intellectual rapport between the two
women, and Knightley is concerned that Emma needs a companion towards whom she will not
feel superior. ‘He feels that Harrriet's inferiority is a form of unintentional flattery.

"She knows nothing herselfT and looks upon Emma as knowing everything. She is a

flatterer in all her ways; and so much the worse because undesigned. Her ignorance is

hourly flattery. How can Emma imagine she has anything to learn herself, while

Harriet is presenting such a delightful inferiority”. (£, 33-34)
Harriet's "delighlful inferiority " has the capability of being pleasing, but it is a passive
capability in the way that a pretty ornament or a favourite pet is capable of pleésing. Rather
than actively giving pleasure to others through a discriminating sense of their needs, Harriet is
the recipient of the attentions of others, ’particularly of Robert Martin and Emma. Whereas
the "aimable” is a male trait in Austen's novels, inoffensiveness is a fernale trait. It is visible
in Isabella, Emma’s sister, and in l.ady Bertram, who are all pretty but vapid Women.

Two major ﬁarallels between Apsten and."ﬁristotle emerge from this account of
manners in the major novels: that Austen upholds the principle of the ulterior motive in
determining what is virtuous behaviour and what is not, and that she sees virtue as action.
The first parallel has been discussed at length in the course of the assessment of ‘manners, but
the second nwd§ further explanation. Aristotle's notion of the action of a moral agent
requires lthat he act from choi_ce which is the result of deliberation; his action can thereby be
called voluntary. More important from the point of view of morality, his action must be
motivated by moral principle. In other words, he must act from practical wisdom. It should
not be assumed that the term "practidal” has any connection with pragmatic or judicious
self -interest; as used by Aristotle, it/neans the way ’we bring ethical principle info being by -
action. By exercising practical wisdom, we will tend to 'find the mean in-our ethical acuvity,

and the more constantly we find it, the more virtuous we will'become and the less
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"calculated " our activity will be; the ability to be vi;’tuous becomes instilled in us by habit, for
we dev%lop moral sensitivity through practice. The question of .whether or pot the virtuous
actually tend to succeed in the real world is ﬁot one which Aristotle addresses in the Ethics,
although we know that they will achieve ﬁappiness if success is measured by personal
fulfillment. Success in the real world, however that is to be measured, is not guarar;tcéd if
vice and self -interest are allowed to flourish. This makes it imperative that the political
system exercises justice. In a very min~imal sensé, the political system must allow the virtuous
10 survive; in a fuller sense, 1t rﬁusl allow them to become cxemptarx\ﬁgures in the 7
community. \/ ) i} \‘\\ |

In Austen's novels no such system exists, and the triumph of viriuous characters is an

act of plot manipulation by the author.*® This manjpulation is tied to her moral intent bccau;&

she is creating an idealized world where only those characters with moral motivation are ‘ g
allowed to succeed. And "success" for Austen includes not only personal happiness, but

elevation in rank and status.’® Those whose prirriary motive is other than moral are never

allowed the same success, and in some cases they are rendered less effective than they were
originally. Thus Charloti¢ Lucas is for her pragmatism condemned to Mr Collins; Mr Collins

and Mrs Bennet are condemned to futility;”* and the dissimulators and "fine lg&' a%

-
condemned to have their schemes shattered. In the full Aristotelian sense, then, virtuous

characters are allowed to act and in acting become effective in Austen's fictional world. The
wider vision of life that the virtuous have makes them much mere complex and their motives
much less reducible to Jple formula. Even a faulty hetoine like Emma cannot be gaid to act

from snobbery or sogre other single motive, for there are much more subtle undercurrents

that affect her bchavibur:” Austen generally allows ng sus subtlety of motive to her

“Mudrick notes as much contemptuously in his account of Mansfield Park. See

Irony as Defense and ‘Discovery, 165. By mampulat:on" 1 do not intend to

attribute underhand motives to Austen. .

"This cannot perhaps be said to apply to Emma, who alreddy has considerable

status and prestige; however, her share of personal happiness is considerably

increased and she potentially becomes more “respectable” in the community. >
""While it is true-that Mrs Bennet gets three of her daughters married, this happens . °
in spite of, not because of, her.

Robert Merrett argues that Emma is wilfully lazy, with the result that she cannot
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unvirtuous characters, even for such good actors like Henry Crawford. The notion of acting
__applies particularly to those in the excess category, for in their case it is acting with the intent
to deceive and create mischief. Their acting consists in playing the part through adopting

..

appropriate manners, and they act as if they know what principles are involved in the role.

Aristotle's description of the morally weak man is apropos here, for it very nearly captures ™~

¢ ;
the eSsence of Austen's "actors”.

Now it is clear that we must attribute to the morally weak a condition similar to that
of men who are asleep, mad, or drunk. That the words they utter spring fr\oﬁ
knowledge (as to what is good) is no evidence to the contrary. People can repeat
geometrical der&)nstrau'ons and verses of Empedocles even when affected by sleep,
madness and drink; and beginning students can reel off the words they have heard,
but they do not yet know the subject. The sixbject must grow to be part of them,
and that takes time. We must, therefore, assume that a man~ who displays moral
weakness repeats the f~rmulae (of moral knowledge) in the same way’'an actor
speaks his lines (NE, 182-83).

AN

/.\s Aristotle suggests, "'rcp‘eating the formulae” does not mean that knowledge is a part of
these chz;r;ctérs; it does not actuzill; motivate their actions. They are trapped by pretense and
cannot make the transition from acting to moral acﬁon; in Austen, only‘ moral action finally )
leads to happiness and success. This entrapment is true of both the dissimulapop, Wickham
and Willoughby, of the gallants, cn)f those who exhibit fineness like Lady Catherine and
CarolinesBingley, even of less dangerous chatacters like Mr Collins and Mrs Bennet. The
esSemt: ’1fferencq between the likes of Mr Collins arid of Henry Crawford is that the fdrmcr
. do ‘no-tva'c‘:t with lthe same degree of finesse.
The nou'on of acﬁng in .the\ full moral sense raises also the question Aristotle poses

about voluntary and mvoluntary action. Aristotle refuses to excuse the morally weak and

morally corrupt on the grounds that they cannot help what they do, and Austen appears to -

"

")(cont'd) strike a balance between imagination and understandmg perceptual and
rauonal ideas. Eventually she must, realize "the condition of being human in an
ethical, as distinct from /psychologxcal manner”. R.Merrett, "The Comcept of Mind
in Emma", English Studies in Canada.'é,al (Spring 1980) 39-55.
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share that view. The point at issue is the original choice in lif e, and even though, as Aristotle
says, it may be that the morally corrupt can no longer help themselves after they have chosen
vice over virtue, they were capable at the beginning of making the right choice. However, for

-

her, part Austen wants to draw a distinction between those who are corrupted Lhrough

weakness of mind (usually those in the "lack " category) and those corrupted by selfishness

and disregard for others. Weakness of mind should be seen as more of an external impediment
and therefore less blameworthy than cleverness which calculates its personal advantage. The
distinction is visible, for example, in the relationship between Lady Calherin%nd Mr Collins;_
he is so dependent on her approval that, as John Odmark remarks, he seems to "discover his
own identity " in her.”® Austen speaks of Cpllins as the product of a naturally weak mind
corrupted further by upbringing and inf 2ior society. His morf‘x_l understanding is thus very
weak, and he has entirely adopted his associates’ narrow vie:tﬁf life. In his narrowness he is
not as single-minded as Mrs Bennet because he can never act of his own volition. Both
characters, though, possess an undersianding almost entirely determined >by external
appearance. Mrs Bennet is "a woman of mean understanding; little information and uncertain

temper...the business of her life was to get her daughters married” (PP, 3). She chooses ends

‘of a very low order, but strictly speaking she does not choose at %The opéning of Pride and

Prejudice makes clear that hers is a "knee-jerk " reaction; she sees automatically a rich,
eligible béchelor as a mate f g’gone of her déughters. Her reaction resembles what Aristotle

calls a nonrational capacity: she spontaneously; igﬂités with the right catalyst. Ulimately her

schemes fail because they cannot effectively oberate in the idealized world Austen creates, a

world which' demands that its players not merely act, but be.

P

Belng. therefore, is the true self which underlies the iJart played in social roles; it is
the state of the soul or the virtues Qf character. The true self is the centre of being and its
e%ternal manifestation is the mannered behaviour of the character. In some, the external
manifestation is so primary that it appears to overshadow the, true self so that the difference

is blur'red For Austen, this is the result of behaviour unmotivated by the moral principles

% John’ Odmark An Undeggtandmg of Jane Austen's Novels (Oxford Basil

4 Blackwell, '1981) 150
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,upon which the state of the soul is constituted. The motives of unprincipled characters are so
. . . . . 4
completely dominated by achievement in a purcly external way that the inner self is

undeveloped and exists only as potential. In some of these characters'the potential is greater
than in others, but in both the scul 1s undernourished. Those rcaders who believe Austen to be
obsessed with manners should compare her vision of humanity with this behaviourist vision:

«

The learned repertoire of roles is the personality. There is ne "core” personality

" underneath the behaviour and feelings; there is no “central”™ monolithic self that lies

beneath the vatious external manifestaiions...the "self " is a composite of many
)

selves. each of them consisting of a set of self - perceptions, which are specific to one
4

or another major-role, significant to the expectations to one or another significant

reference group.™ . :
~

Sounding as it does likc a personality skc?n of Mr Collins, this aulho.r's view would

andoubtedly have made tlane Austen chuckle, for it is precisely when human beings are

reduced to role- playing uninformed by moral principle that her scorn 4s unleashed.

\ | ;
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Orvile E. Brim, IJr., 'Pefson;lity Development as Role-Learning” cited by
A.Wilton Litz, "A Development of Seif: Character and Personality in Jane Austen's
Fiction" in Jane Austen's Achievement, ed. Juliet McMaster (London: Macmillan,

1976) §8. ’
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IV. The Virtues of Character
When we speak of an "inner” or "private” life in Janc Austen’s characters. we are not
spcaking of states of mind that exist to be explored for what can be revealed about \
unconscious or subconscious motivation. Her characters do, auimcs‘ "explote
themselves ™ - -as Elizabeth Bennet and Emma Woodhouse do- -but the exploration is himited to
past conduct and to the factors which influenced that conduct. When Elizabeth, for example.
says: "Till this moment I never knew myself * (PP, 185). she is reflecting on how her
behaviour towards Darcy has been mmivaled} by vanity instcad of reason; in 6lhcr words. she
has sought the underlying principle governing her conduct. Once she has discovered what
ought to motivate her, she is able to amend her conduct and act as a full moral agent, which
includes adjusting her manners towards certain individuals {notably Wickham). To understand
what underlies Austen's picture of correct motivation, we must appeal to another Aristotelian
dislinction':' that between internal and external goods. The distinction is complicated by its
relationship to what constitutes the good for the individual and for the community in which
he acts as moral agent.

-»
" The reason why the inner life of Austen’s characters cannot be seen as private

psychological states is that they never fulfill themselves qua individuals. but ag members of a
community. The idea of community is only fully realized when attached by Austen to some
notion of institution, where "institution” can be broadly defined. Thus in Persuasion. ethical
life is at i .full in the community of friends; not only is Anne Elliot oppressed in the

company of her father and elder sister, but also she is isolated, forlorn, and ineffectual. In

Pride and Prejudice, théinstitution which determines the happiness of the main characters is

marriage; in Mansfield Park, it is the estate; and in Emma it is the village as a community.”’

This is not to say that marriage is not important in Emma or in Mansfield Park, or that the

estate is not important in Pride and Prejudice, but that each novel emphasizes one particular

-

institution. Emma s/ mafriage to Mr Knightley, for example, i$ important in its own right,

”Northanger Abbey and Sense and Sensibility -leave undeveloped the relationship
between individual and institution, primarily because they are dominated by other
‘concerns. Thus while Se;ng and Sensibility is about what the title says it is about,
Pride and Prejudice is really about manners and marriage. ;

>

. N 78 . “‘
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but, because of the terms laid down in the novel, its primary importance lies in its allowing
Fmma to take her rightful place in the community of friends who inhabit Highbury. And. in
marrying Edmund, Fanny realizes her rightful place as the spiritual mistress of Mansfield
Park because she alone has consistently borne its ideals. But whatever institution is
emphasized, the completed vision from these novels is one of a community of like-minded
friends. |

This vision constituies the utopian perspective of her novels whereby, at the end of
each, her ideal becomes embodied in the predominant institution.’ At the beginning of each
novel, then, the ideal remains hidden in the future. Austen makes an initial separation
between her heroine a;ld the institution to which she rightfully belongs becaus;: her plots
depend on this more or less conscious quest of the heroine to find happiness within it; the
qucs! is more conscious in Fanny Price than in Emma, but even in Fanny it is not a matter of
status. Fanny is not driven to seek equal status to the Bertrams because she believes she is

their equal in rank; rather, she upholds the ideals which most of the Bertrams have forsaken

and through that is vindicated by the circumstances of the novel and elevated in rank. Austen

*| use the term “utopian” in the technical sense employed by the Marxist critic
Georg Lukacs. For him, the utopian element in fiction relives, if only as a mental
construct, the type of social harmony envisaged by- Greek philosophy and illustrated
by Greek epic; this element provides a reference point from which a critique of
bourgeois individualism may proceed.

On the one hand we still find a bourgeois-progressive perspective...which is

rooted in, and does not look beyond, bourgeois society. But on the other

hand there is a deeply felt need to go beyond the mere affirmation of

existing conditions, to explore values not to be found in present

society - -values which come to be thought of, necessarily, as hidden in the

Tuture. Thus the utopian perspective serves a double functiom: it enables -the

artist to portray the present age truthfully without giving way to despair.

The Meaning of Contemporary- Realism, trans. John and Necke Mander ,

(London: Merlin, 1963) 6l.
In Austen's novels, the presence of the utopian vision gives the action its goal and
provides the possibility of resolution of the conflicts of each novel. The vision of
*the future life of the community of friends does not allow exploration of potential
problems (otherwise the novels would not end). Marriage, for Austen, is part of,
the resolution only in so far as characters can find happiness in marrying. It would
_be foolish to believe that Austen saw marriage in real life as a resolution of life's
conflicts, or that she aimed to deceive readers into believing that marriage
automatically solves their problems. The :opmn resolution is consistent wnth the aim
of her novels, to look beyond events which resemble the true affairs of ‘the world
"to a vision of the futute where conflicts are resolved. hn

\
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therefore equates the institution with its members: when they betray the ideal, it is
compromised too, even though it still exists as an ideal. Austen may appear here close in spirit
to Burkean conservatism, where Burke in "lLetter to a Noble Lord" declares that no
separation can be made between an institution and the body of opinion that constitutes it.
"The thing itself”, he says. "is a matter of inveterate opinion, and cannot therefore be a
matier of mere positive institution”.”” Burke's point is made in opposition to the Republican
constitution of France: inveterate opinion cannot be changed by lcgislation alone. The
conservative caution is against changing the institution on paper without regard to the change
of heart needed among its members. But, while Austen would have applauded Burke's
cautious approach to change (hers is essentially a notioﬁ of change from within), she is able
to envisage positive institution (butl not mere positive insmution) in the achievement of virtue
by its members. Austen is unconcerned with "inveterate opinion” when that opinion is foolish
or immoral, and she is capable in her novels of casting put those in the institution who fail to
measure up to virtue. Burke, 6n the other hand, is inclined to believe that the institution
would be dismantled if its unw:;rthy members could not be tolerated. In Burke, the burden of
suspicion falls on the institution; in Austen, it falls on the institution's members. This is why
the utopian element is alive in Austen, while in Burke it is firmly rejected.™

Let m;: return to the point about Fanny's recognition at Mansfield: Kad she sbught
merely status or rank she would be seeking external goods; as it happens, her achievement of
status is a recognition of her moral worth, so her quest is one of seeking internaldgoods. The

distinction between external and internal goods is originally Aristptle's and is developed by

‘ . f

""Edmund Burke, "Letter to a Noble Lord" in Eighte¢nth Century English Literature,
eds. Tillotson, Fussell, et al. (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1969) 1307.
Austen, that is to say, can use ‘ideals as mental constructs which serve as criticism
of the world of conflict she depicts. By contrast, Burke believes that ideals Tannot
legitimately be established aside from actual political practice. In his criticism of the

. levellers, he says: "they load the edifice of society by setting up in the air what
the solidity of the structure reguires to be on the, ground”. Reflections on the
Revolution in France ed. Thomas Mahoney (New York: The Litgary of Liberal
Arts, 1955) 55-6. Austen is a.leveller in a sense I will later qualify, but her ideals
are not abstracted from -human life into “nowhere”. Her Aristotelianism is idealistic,
but rooted in ethical potential gleaned from ethical practice.

®
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Alisdair Maclntyre.”® Aristotle distinguishes what is sought as means to an end and what is a
final end or telos. According to Aristotle, the final end must be internal to a person and an
excellence in him which enables him to function well as a human being. This end is happiness
in the special sense Aristotle attaches to that word. For now, the important point to
emphasize is that happiness is not bestowed from the outside but is an achievement gained
from leading a good life. Unlike rank or birth, which are conferred on us, we realize
happiness through (.)ur actions, and we perform the right athions because of what we are. In
his elaboration of Aristotle's-account, Maclntyre defines intérnal goods as intrinsic 1o
activities through which an individual tries to achieve standards of excellence appropriate to
that activity.*® To seek internal goods from an activity is to value it for its own sake rather
than for any personal rewards that may accrue. To seek external goods, on the other hand, is
lo seek rewards external to an activity, for example, power, money, or fame. Austen’s
virtuous characters tend to seek internal goods over external goods, whichsis not to say that
they are always oblivious to external goods. Elizabeth Bennet shows an awareness of external
goods, for example, when she contemplates how she could have been mistress of Pemberley
had her relations{nxip with Darcy been different. Neithcr Austen nor Aristotle are claiming that
human beings are or should be indifferent to external goods; as Maclntyre says, the moral
\ impact on the community depends on a just propoftiron;o; individuals seeking internal goods
T over extegnal goods. '' Those who have'sought and gained internal goods may wish to be -
admired for it and be elévaled to a position of rank and authority in the community. The
. “horally relevant difference between the two types of good, though, is that external goods are
. ;‘xsually restricted in qﬁamity and individuals must comp'et; \or them; internal goods everyone
can >potenlially acqui.re,' and their attainment is co-operative rather than competitive bécéuse
they?:annot be attained in isglation. But here the virtuous activity of the seeker of internal

zoodf’

she

ay“be at Ost with the HAual practice of the comtm:nity or institution to which he or

: ngs. We see this most acutely in the case of Farny Price, who is forced to be virtuous

.

"After Vjrtue, 190-2. . ~ -
“After Virtue, 190. _ _ g
YAfgR Virtue, 181-205. ’

-
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in isolation with the result that she seems priggish and incffectual at the beginning of the
nével. She is able to realize herself only on the inside, and she remains undeveloped because
she cannot act in a world which seems to her, like it seemed to Hamlet, "an unweeded
garden”. *
To summarize, the utopian element in Austen’s novels is realized when at the end the
* heroine takes her rightful place as a member of a community, which, looscly speaking, takes
the form of an institution and which can be a "positive institution” only if its members
practice virtue. The question remains: to what extent are the heroines consciously pursuing
this goal as a ques‘t, which, although firmly set in the author's mind, does not seem at all
evident in theirs? To answer this question, we neea to recall Aristotle's distinction between
voluntary action and characteristics. Aristotle argues that moral action proceeds f rgm‘ cHoice
and choice from deliberation;r this is the way in which our actions are voluntary. Now, in
explaining his notion of characteristics, he says that our actions and characteristicg, are not
voluntary in the same sense. |
- We are in control of our actions from beginning to end, in se far as we know the
) .

“particular circumsténces surrounding them. But we control only the b¢éinning of our

characteristics  the particular steps in their development are imperceptible, just as’

they are in the spread of a disease; yet since the power to behave or not behave iﬁ a

certain way is ours in the first place, our actions\are' voluntary (NE, 68).

As virtue is a characteristic, we attain it imperceptibly: our actions are the result of conscious

-

Maclntyre sees the relationship between virtue and institution somewhat differently .
than Austen. He argues that while activitigs cannot be divorced from institutions,
the institution has a corrupting power on' activities because it is essentially concerned «
with external goods--acquiring money, establishing power and status, issuing rewards.
Institutions and practices characteristically form a single causal order in
which the ideals and the creativity of the practice are always vulnerable to
the oompetmveness of the institution. In this contc/xt the essential function
of the virtues is clear. Without them, without justice, courage and ,
truthfulness, practices could not tcsxst the corrupting power of the - {
institutions. ( After Virtue, 181).-
The difference between this view and Aysten's is that Austen thinks corruption is in
the. individuals who control institutions. She does not see mere “institution itself as a
corrupting force; rather, the institution can be cgrrupted by its members,. as, for
‘example,. the estate can be by the 1mprovers. '« .
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choice, and as we act in accordance with virtue, we come to have the characteristics of a
virtuous person. Virtue, then, is consistency, but it is not in itself a matter of’ choice- -we do
not actually choose to be virtuous, but we do choose the means to virtt;e. Furthefmore, we
become happy through the practice of virtue, and so happiness itself is not something we
choose; it is something we wish for and can attain if we choose the right means.

In the same way, Austen’s heroines choose the right actions, but they do not choose
the happiness that is their reward at the end of each novel. Fdnny Price cannot be seen to
strive consciously for her rightful place in Mansfield, neither can Elizabeth be seen to slruggle
consciously to win Darcy. If this were the case, both would be seen to be pursuing external
goods rather. than internal goods. They do, however, choose the means that eventually lead to
their happiness. It might.be argued that this forces the heroine me\ a passive position: that
where Elizabeth, for example, cannot pursue Darcy, he \sughg The pomt though is
<hat Darcy wins Elizabeth when he proves to her his own WONh»ﬂCSS His first attempt to wm&
her hand is unsuccessful because she believes him to be unworthy. Darcy cannot choose
Elizabeth, but he can choose the m;ans whereby he can eventuz_illy marry her and find his own
happiness. Darcy's initial mistake is to assume that he can choose her regardless of how she

‘

might feel about him. But, while we cannot consciously choose happiness, Austen shows
through some of her minor characters that we can QhQQSL:— the rewards that external gobds
bring. Charlotte Lucas seeks security, so she chooses to accept Collins’ offer of ;rlarriage aa
way of_ .getliné security. As Elizabeth says, though, she cannot be happy in marriage because jt
cannot be based on mutual respect and esteem. For Charlotte, happiness is a matter of
chance, and she thereby denies herself the possibility of choosirig'meéns towards it. Because .
she never acts with this possibility in mind, she{ is morally plind. /

‘ Chérlotte's case dcmonsltrates that intelligence alone does not guarantee that someone
can.make the right choices that lead to hapyiness. As we el{iplore the individual virtu'es.' we
will see that Au‘sten's brimary concern is to sl;ow how virtue is attained by a character having

“‘the right emouonal amtude Here agam the’ connecuon with Aristotle’s theory is marked

because bogh beheve that the v1rtuous person cannot be md;fferem to émotmn This behef
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goes to the heart of Aristotle's theory of the irrational virtues, for he emphasizes that viruvnc
cannot be achieved in a cold, disinterested manner. A virtuous man should take pleasure in
performing virtuous\acts, but he also listens to reason "as one would listen 1o a father™ (NE,
32). This is acting in accordance with r‘éa%l\ as opposed to acting from rtason: actions
stemming from the irrational part of the soul do n@t have reason "contained within them”,
but they comply with reason (NE, 31). Thus, virtues of chafader are not rational ber se.
which does not mean they are unaffected by reason. Of the five "vir{ucs Of, sglf" in Aristotle
(again, this is my category, not his), the three that are di.rectly relevant (o Aysten are
self -control, gentleness, and high-mindedness. Courage and lh.e nameless Virtue between lack
of ambition and overambition are strictly speaking male virtues in Aristotle's ethical system,
a.nd Austen seems to have little interest in them. Courage is concerned with behaviour én the
5altlef ield and ambition is primarily concerned with seeking hoﬂou_rs in civic matters.
Ambition i‘s also closely related to high-mindedness, andimay be sui)stxmed under that virtuc.
IK" Austen’s novels, the three virtues corresponding to the relevant virtues in Aristotle are
sensibility or‘tember, gentleness and self -esteem. A fourth virtue of character in Xusten, but
not in-Aristotle, is caidout; this word in its eighteenth-century meaning signifies a willingness
to think' w.ell of people%h&nce of malice. = . ‘
“Self -control in Aristotle's scheme is concerned with the pursuit of bodily

pleasures- -those pleasures we share with othcr énimals." The exgess of self -control is

~ self-indulgence, and a gelf -indulgent man is driven to seek his pleasures at the éxpcnée of
everything else; he may even feel pain when his appetite for pleasure is aroused. ;Aristotle
believes that the deficiency of self -control, self -denial, is scarcely eve; found because "such ‘
ins,ens;itivity is not human” (NE, 80). ﬁlg self -controlled man forms t ean between
se.lf -denial and self -indulgence mainly in his attitude towards the excess: he finds
selfcindulgence disguéting. Th‘e appetite of the self -controlled man is in accordance with

reason, but not rational it;sélf . By way of illustration, Aristotlé offers the example that the

N

Martin Ostwald, the translator of the Nicomachean Ethics, points out that

self -control is a literal translation of sophrosyne or soundness of mind. It méns
not only "restraint”, but also "mastery”: a selfcontrolled manm™is called so "for nes
feeling pain ay, the absence of or abstinence from his pleasure™ (80).

<
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sclf -indulgent man finds delight in the actual sensation of eating and swallowing, while the
self -controlled man delights in discriminating between tastes. Such discrimination is not an _
exercise of mind, but an exercise of the whole body: "For [the pleasyre] of the self -indulgent
is not [produced by] the touch of the whole body. but by the touch of some specific parts”

(NE, 79). It would be hard to argue perhaps that whoever prefers beer to wine is less

»

rational, but reason tells us it is *prcferable to drink wine because it offers a greater chance to

% exercise diffgrent taste sensations. Thus drinking wine is not more rational than drinking beer

but more in accordance with reason. Aristotle adds that it is more human to desire taste than
touch because beasts are excited by the mere touch of food in their mouths. Self -indulgence is
clearly less civilized than self -confrol, and its main relevance here is that it allows us to more

clearly distinguish the difference between acting in accordance with reason and acting due to

\

s

reasorn. .

When the virtue of self-control appears in Austen's novels, her concern is not so

much with controlling bodily appetites, but with emotional self -control. While it is true that

self -ir;dulgcm characters like Wickham and Willoughby are overly fond of their pleasures,

Austen rarely dwells on this type of fault. In portraying the emotions, she wishes to
emphasize the difference between those emotions allied to reason and those not. In dwelling

on the control of bodily pleasures, Aristotle by contrast is particularly interested in what

~

makes us human: as we are the only animals capablé of self -control in accordance with

~

reasomn, its exercise illust{ates one of our distinctly husnan qualities. In literature, we see
N * : R

| similar concerns raised\in the corhedy of humours, which forms a stihging rebuke of \the
"yahoo" in al‘l of us b équating humours, with particular animal traits. Austen, though,
wishes to err'iphasize the anti-social conscquencés of s;:lf ~indulgence; the real isysuevfgr her js to
o eqhate true emotion or true sensibili'ty with regard for others. ‘ Q
Austen’s view of self -control is\ made evidént early on in Sense and Sen"tx‘, a work
which contrasts the emotional self -indulgence of Marianne, or false sexiéibility, with the true o
" sensibility of 'Elir{or; Many reqde'rs have felt that while Austen's rational self is on the side of .
Elinqr. she is ieally at heart on Mariannc;,’s’ sider But ihis is to su;cumb to the faise dichoto;ny

4

- - . L.
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that the title invites us to entertain; as Mary lLascelles points out, Austen’'s dichotomy in

Sense and Sensibility is not reason against emotion, but "false and true visions that lead to

happiness " ** In the following comparison of Elinor and Marianne. Austen makes it clear that
their difference is not one of feeling but of contrel of feeling. o
She [Elinor] had an excellent heart; her disposition was affectionate, and her feelings

were strong; but she knew how to govern them: it was a knowledge which her

[y

mother had yet to learn, and which one of her sisters had resolved never to be
taught. R

Marianne's abilities were, in many respects, quite equal to Elinor's. She was
sensible and clever, but eager in everything; her sorrows, her joys. could have no
moderation. She was generous, amiable, imercstin}: she was everything but prudent.
The resemblance between her and her mother was great. (SS, 4-5)

The statement that Elinor "knew how to govern” her feelings is in line with Aristotle's notion

‘e

of mastery, and Austen specifi,(fally calls it a form of knowledge which can be taught.*’

Marianne does not lack sense or mtelllgence ( she was sensible and clever”), but she lacks,
~ * ~
prudence or pracucal wxsdom Puttmg the remarks of this passage fogether: true sensibility is

the ability, in accordance with reason, to be prudent about emotions, or, in Aristotle's terms,
having the rightbcmolions 4t the right time dnd in the rjéht place. Marianne is jpdulgent
because her emotions cannot be controlled; moreover, she does not wish them to be
controlled. Her glgulgerice of feeling is self-indulgencé because she considers her feelings and

nothing else to be the moral focus of her being. For this reason, her attitude is willed and
. . .

voluntary.. - . ’ ' . . é

. ' ’ . .
Elinor, saw, with concern, the excess of her sister's-sensibility; but by Mrs Dashwood

r

it was valued and cherished. They encouraged each otper now in the violence of their-

-

Y 3

“Mary Lascelles Jg_g Austen and her Ar (Oxford Oxford Umvetsny Prcss 1939)
120.

*See the opening of Book Two of the Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle says
that . "intellectual virtue or excellence owes its origin and development chiefly to.
teaching, and for .that reason requires experience and time” (33). Elinor, we. learn,
was raised largely under the tutelage of her father; Marianne was pnmanly
mﬂuenwd by her mother. o
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affliction. The agency of grief which overpowered them at first, was voluntarily

renewed, was sought for, was created 'again and again. (SS, 9).

Aristotle calls self -indulgence a more voluntary state than\cowardice, for example, beéause
self -indulgence 1s motivated by pleasure and cow;rdice by pain (we choose voluntarily what is
pleasurable and avoid ;vhal is painful). The violence of Mariann s and Mrs Dashwood's
affliction, though externally motivated oriéinally, is "renewed” internally and recreated as
desire. They actually want to indulge themselves. The .e lernal motivation thereby becomes a
lost causal agent when the indulgence of emotion takes over as the prime cause. And this new
cause becomes the object of their devotion: "They gave themselves up wholly to their sorrow,
seeking increase of wretchedness in every reflection that could afford it,.aﬁd }esolved ggainsl
ever admitting consolation in the future” (SS. 5). In other words, their "wretchednessl_. " is the
sufficient cause for einoli;)n and no outside factor, no original or external cause, can :f fect
the emotional statex. It is left 1o Elinor to face the real cause. "Elinor, too, was deeply

af flicted;‘bul still she could struggle, she could exert herself. She could consult with her
brother, could receive her sister-in-law on her arrival, and treat her with proper attention”

"

N 7
(SS. 5). Elinor's prudence allows her to pay the minimal attention to the external cause of

. their grief thz;l prudence demands. We are not supposed to feel unsympathetic to Mrs

Dashwood's and Marianne's gﬁevance against John and Fanny, but we are supposed to see
through these passages that self -indulgence produces a state of mind which (to yse Freud's

terms) seeks only ego-gratification.

-~

Austen uses here a perhaps trivial example of the lack of sense of reality that extremeb
emotionalism involves, but the tendency becomes more dangerously evident in_ Marianne's
relationship with Willoughby, a relationship which almost brings about ixer dea;th We-ﬁave
already noted how important for Marianne are a man's manners. The actual state of his soul
is not sufficient to ato'use her ardour, for he must be animated, open, romantic in presen_u’ng
himself. This in' itself is not an unreasonable demand, but Marianne plaoes too much ’

1mpbrtanoc on the appcarance of sensx“bxhty and not enough on the inner self Her attachment,

to Wil loughby becomes, like her aversion to John and Fannyp emotlonally sclf~just1fymg
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When Willoughby leaves for London, abandoning her for a rich heiress, Marianne reacts in a

way which emphasizes the behavioural over the emotional. Her induigence draws this sarcastic

. comment from the author. -

.“‘ .-

Marianne would have thought herself very inexcusable had ‘she been able 10 sleep at

all the first night after parting with Willoughby. She would have been ashamed to

-

look her family in the face the next morning, had she not risen from her bed in more
need o

e than when she lay down in it. (SS, 71) .

The retnantic response to lost love is predictable, even contrived. But, as Marianne indicates

~ carlier, the outeLc.lisplay of sensibility is so irhportam' for the romantic disposition. The

display makes ail.the difference hetween a Colonel Brandon and a Willoughby, the one having

all the virtue and the other all the ahpea?ance of it.

. " 3 - ... . .
K The value of self -control is that it prevents self -destructive behaviour and inhibits
N : .
self -induigent emotiohalism.»Austen's point is not that we should suppress emotions, but that
: . A v

we should not indujge them at the expenee of everything else, and especially not at the
expense of the feeltngs ashd well-being of others. Propriety means as much having an
awareness of what is outside you as havmg przcucal wisdom: indeed, for Austen the lwo are

closely linkéd. One can, of course, be practical merely to pursue external goods; but the

i

pursuit of intekpal goods also requires a healthy sense of what is out there. And, this latter

-

sense is necessary to understand the feelings and concerns of others. To take the famous

e ]

example of Emma’s insult to Miss Bates at, Box Hill: Emma here takes the{ opportunity to '

! : . - . : . .
dlsplay her wit at the expense of someone in less fortunate circumstances th own. The

I;Z:mma could not resist” (E, 335) implies her lack of self -control as much as her lack of trae

feehngs for Miss Bates. The full significance of the episode is later provnded by Mr nghlleyu- '

when he chastxses Emma for Her conduct. Emma at first offers lack of seli’-control as an” ,
excuse- - "how couldtfhelp saymg what I did" (E 339)--but nghtley insists on her se‘?ng

the socxal consequences of her action.
P ) .
"Were she a woman of fortune, I would leave every harmiess absurdity to take its

/

chance; 1 would not quarrel with you for any liberties of manner...But Emma...She

»
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is poor; she has sunk from the comforts she was born to; and, if she live to old ége,

must probably sink more. Her situation should secure your compassion”. (E, 339)

- "Her situation should secure your compassion” is the telling sentence; Emma refuses to see

N
Miss Bates' circumstances as reasons for giving her compassion, just as she refuses to
acknowledge at first that Miss Bates fully understood the insult. Compassion is an irrational
or emotional virtue, but it is directed towards another. And a ful sense of the another's

K

circumstances are needed for compassion to be exercised. This illustrates how in- Austen the
. o
Y]

true virtues, while ‘emotion‘al. are stimulated‘t't)y‘{xyernal causes. ;\nd the notion of compassion
here speaks to the way in whiéh regard for others--for the community, for ti')e family, for
friends, and for .acquaimances--is a primary moral obligation in the novels. ' %

As the mean between self -denial and self -indulgence, self -é(;ntrbl is most opposed to
the la‘tter‘ Self -denial, as Aristotle says, 1& hardly human because it n}'can; tha;no emétion or
desire is present. The issue in Austen, 100, is about the social effect of emotion, not about its
suppressxon or denial. And self - control not self -denial, is the moral response to mdulgence

because without emduon we can have no heart to do what is nght This accords with

Arjstotle's,belief that we must not only know what the good is but also want to do it and take

-

pleasurc;, in it. Without deriving picasurc from virtue, we may not want to be virtuous. Hugh
Blair an his Sermons echoes Aristotle when he says that the sentiments and the affections must
be brought to the aid of reason. Passions, he says, "arouse the dormant spirits of the soul".
These passions, which Blair refers to under the rubric "temper”, are not violent and erratic
like the ur'yinhi_bited passion of é Marianne, but are constant although just as irfiense.. s Those
of Ausfen's; heroines who PpOSSESS, constancy--Elino? Fanny, d Anne-fare not required by
the evems of the respective novels to undergo internal change. Eac these heroines achieves

constancy because she is able to be in control of her life, even 1f external circumstances

] -

. 2
* Hugh Blair, "On the Government of the Heart” .(Sermon xvii) in Sermons .. *
{Louisvile: Lost Cause Press, 1964) 266. I cite Blair as another important source of
Austen's concept of the virtues.” Blair shares with Austen the concern that passion
be a motivating force for virtuous action, but that it also be governed.
Significantly, the virtues in Blair's writings are defined in relation to lack and
excess. ° o _ , ' A .
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threaten to disrupt it. *” What is striking about these three heroines is their apparent lack of
lively spirits which makes them seem, cor‘ared with Marianne, Elizabeth, and Emma, to lack

. &
charm. The virtue in question which undetlies this quietismvis gentleness, or what Blair calls

the peaceful temper, that which is "desirous‘ of cultivating harmony am‘ir. ar;liabie‘diScourse"." &
The parallel virtue in Aristotle is also called gentleness by the translator, Ostwald, although
thc%s no exact Greek term for those that occupy the median position bélwecn short-temper
,%Lh)’. Aristotle’s primary concern is with feelings of anger, but in paralleling theevirtue
. with Austen's we will be primarily congerned with feelings in general. The main point in
Aristotie's analysis of thin virtue is again the apprbpriateness of the emotion. He says that
"those who do not show angét at things that ought to arouse anger are regarded as fools; so,
too, if they do not show anger in the right way, at the right time, or at the right_pcrson. Such %
people seemt to have no feelings” (NE 101). Short-tempered people on the other hand "do
not restrain their feelings of anger, but. qelahate in an open way and have done with it" ﬁxe -
mean is aghleved by not allowing oneself to be easily ruf ﬂed and not being driven by‘lhc
emotion, but to find the right occasxon for Jusufxable angcr '? Aristotle adds that a gentie
person is more mclmed to the def iciency because he is ."forgiving rathey than vmdlctwc
. For her part, Aust_en sees gentlenéss as a couaterpart to self -contral: Fanny' s and p
Elinor's ‘quietism; Anne's stoicism, make them-seem ‘deficient in emotion because theirs is-

inner rather than expressive. This i why the emotions of Marianne and the emotions she - g

demandé' in others are essentially mannered, while the emotions of Elinor, Fanny, and Af§
' X A ) . . " ) 5 .

V7 Alisdair Macmtyre consxders constancy to be thc pnmary virtue for Austen arguing
that it' Wrings unity. to a person 's life. so that_ he can uphold -“the commitments and -
responsibilities to the future springing - from past episodes in which obllgauons were
conceived and debts assumed (which) urdite ther present to, past and future in such .
a way as to make human life a Gnity". By contrast, Maclntyre argues, the aesthetic
‘life which Marianne upholdg dissolves into' "a series of separate momehts” (After
Virtue, 242). Macintyre elevates constancy because he wish% to exploge the
relauonshlp between Austen's istianity and her "Aristotelianism"; for him,
constancy is a necessary prerequisite to the important Chris}ian virtue of pancnce "
However, .in looking primarily at-her Aristotelian side, censknncy should be. seen as
a” prcrequlsue of .virtue: the’ virtuous person must cOnsxstently act ‘in accordance with
- virtoe .to be cajled virtuous m thé Atistotelian system. :
#"Sermon xvii", 277. . ‘

*"The dlffcrenoc here is between Elinor's reaction to Fanny and John and that of
Mrs Dashwood and Mariannne. /00

i -

-

S el



. 9
L~ 1

refléct the actual slatc‘qf the seul. Auélcn may alvq Nave been influenced here by Blair, “’/ho
distinguishes betwe::passion and virtuous emotion by referring to the soul. Temper, he savs,
is "the natural velocity of the soul...a sensibility ol‘,thc Pc\ar/\‘lowards lhc. Supreme Being
which springg from tiee deep impression of His goodness on the soul” *° Gentleness is thus.
"inner”, and as such appears not to be an emotion at all because emotion is naturally i
associated with passions cxpr.csscd by agitated behaviour. This ass{ocialivc bias 1\ perhaps (oo
deeply ingrained for gentleness to appear as anything but comblaéency. Blair arguces that

2
passions tend to run to excess even though their object can-sometimes be just‘: the passionate
person tends to have a reaction in excess of the actual significance of the cause. For him, the
gentle person has an intensity of feeling, but becauée there is sufficient control 1o allow
reason a say, such a person tends to direct feclin‘gs towards appropriate ¢bjects. This is
approximately the point Aristotlie makes in his account of anger; he distdhguishes between

LR
justifiable anger and anger directed inappropriately because a persdn is of a grouchy

disposition. Justifiable anger is not manifested in intense passion, but actually resembles the

deficiency or apathy. \5

Austen's depiztion of this trait is best exemplified by the relationship between Fanny
Price, Lady Bertram and Mrs Norri; in Mansfield Park; it is the difference betwges a gentle
disposition which sees and resents in justice, an apathetic one which sees nothing and is moved
by nothing, and a bustling and ;)f ficious energy that is moved by trivial things. Lady
Bertram's apathy has grave consequences for her family because it involves in effect
surrendering the upbringing of her daughters to Mrs Norris. The following passage illustrates
how Lady Bertram's languor denies her the normal pleasures of motherhood as her daughters
emerge into society, and how Maria's and Julia's progress is left to the mean-spirited
attentions of Mrs Norris.

Lady Bertram did not go into public with her daughters.‘ She was too indolent even to

accept a mother's gratification in witnessing their success and enjoyment at the

expense of any personal trouble, and the charge was made over to her sister, who

% "Sermon xvii", 276.
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desired nothing better than a post of such honourable repgesentation, and very

MGioughly relished the means it afforded her of mixing tn society without having

horses to hire. (MP, 30)
While lLady Bertram is harmless and good-natured in herself, her apathy causes harm by
default. She sees no evil in Mrs Norris and is ven grateful that her sister's officiousness
means she does not have to exert herself . Lady Bertram's example shows that mere good.
nature is not enough, and although less blameworthy than the excess, is of such an extreme
that she must be blamed. as Austen frequently blames her, for the consequchCCS she indirectly
causcs. The abnegalion of her responsibility as a parent is seen by Austen as a grave social
fault: it is one shared by Mr Bennet and Mr Woodhouse. While Mr Bennet's abnegalion is
lh‘e result of disillusionment with hxs marriage, Mr Woodhouse and Lady Bertram fail through
weakness of mind. Both in effect become children, mollycoddled aﬁd indulged by their
families. The conse;uenccs of L.ady Bertram's failure are greater, however. Emma, though

selfish and spoilt, has a good mind and is guided by her true father figure, Mr Knightley.

Maria and.Julia have neither the mind nor the guidance, and their downfall and disgrace are

the consequence. ‘

The good nature exhibilc;d by Lady Bertram is not shared by Mrs Norris, whose excess
is nqt too much gentleness but too much* malignity directed at the wrong person and over the
wrong things. Such malignity is really a pervcrsioﬁ of the justifiable feeling of anger or moral
indignation. The excess of such indignation is not moral, but meddlesome and inappropriate.
Thus Mrs Norris tends to get indignani, especially at Fanny's expense, over trivial mattgrs
such as whether Fanny should have a horse, whether the carriage should be called for her, or
whether she should™be allowed to accompany the family on outings. Mrs Norris' temper is
manifested by misdirected energy and by her failing to take responsibiltiy for her actions. Her
imroduct_ion pf Fanny to Mansfield, for which she pretends to take responsibility, is her way
of showing benevolence without actually doing anything benevolent. The supercilious maimngr

in which she makes the proposals to bring Fanny to Mansfield is laced with clues that she will

- eventually evade any responsibility for Fanny's welfare. She tells Sir Thomas: "A niece of



“Be »

s
ours, $ir Thomas, "fay say. or at least of yours. would not grow up in this-neighbourhood
vfithoul many qdvlﬁtéi;ges" (MP, 4--Austen’s emphasis). The not-so-subtle switch of
prsnouns for,elsmws\’ r later refusal to take Fanny in after an initial stay at Mansficld-.-a

N

consequence which, for orfce, Fanny is able to wc’lcomc. Mrs Norris makes the initial
arrangements and assumes xesponsibility for the whole event, whereas in reality she opts out
aflc‘ the initial arrangements are made. In common with Henry and Mary Crawford, the
other characters in the novel who display encigy in gheir affairs. Mrs Norris is motivated by

-

[
apptarances; her fate-is to be preoccupied with the superfluities of the external world but
- ]

finally to fail to make her m‘ark in it. This is consistent with the way Austen denies thosc

-

characters with a narrow view of life full effectiveness in the final outcome of events in her
novels. ' ‘

By contrast, Fanny and Edmund, who are motivated by moral principle, end up
having a brofound effect on the external world despite their initial lack of status. Their
behaviour is not stylish and is sometimes a direct violation of style, seeming awkward and
priggish. This trait in the two leading characters feflects the very nature of Mansfield Park
itself. Lionel Trilling comments that the violation of style is the author's deliberate attempt to
evoke a point: "For the sake of its moral life, it [the novel] must violate its own beauty by
incorporating some of the prosy actuality of the world".”’ He might have said "prosy
ideality",’f or the eﬁ!htial point is Austen’s uncompromising refusal to acknowledge the real

"~ world’s tendency.to prefer style to substance. Fanny may not be lively in any cgnvcnlional
sense, but she is alive. Her intense internal life, in part forced onsher by circumstances,
enables her to see acutely princ;iplesr of conduct that the activists who surround her are unable
to see. She is able to recognize internal goods where her more stylish associates can see only ,
external goods. One example of this occurs when Henry Crawford returns to Mansfield after
Maria's wedding and speaks to Fanny at the Grants' ‘dinner party with nostalgia about the

theatricals.

"I shall always look back on our theatricals with exquisite pleasure. There was such

*'Lionel Trilling, "Mansfield Park" in The Opposing Self (New York: Viking Préss,
1959) 223. '



an interest. such an animation, such a spirit diffused! Everybody felt it. We were ali
alive. There was enjoyment. hope, ﬁolicitude,_ bustle, for évery hour of the day. =
Always some little objection, some little doubt, some little anxtety fo be got over. 1,
never was happier”.

With silent indignation, Fanny repeated to herself."r\ever happier!- -never
happier than Wlen doing what you must know was not justifiable!- -never than when

behaving so dishonourably and unfeelingly!--Oh! What a corrupted mind"! (MP,

-203)

Fanny's silemj internal indignation in contrast to Crawford's open, high-spirited bravado,
shows not only their difference in status, but also the difference in spirit between ’them. The
dif‘ f erence in status is shown because Henry can declare /his theughts openly, while Fanny
must remain silent. Also, Henry can openly boast of e theatricals in front of her, as if she
" did not matter, but not in front of Edmund, even though boll;! were opposed. The difference
in sp;ril is shown by Crawford's placing the external goods derived from the theatricals in
~.___disproportionate "importance to II:IC principles he violated. He places relief of boredom over his

compromising of Maria and the hurt he caused Rushworth, her fiance. Crawford's statement
"we were all alive” should be taken to carry the author’s ignplied addftion "yes, alive in an
unprincipled, bustling and meaningless way". Henry is an example of what Stuart Tave calls
"liveliness without life”, and commenting‘o.n Henry's "we were all alive”, Tave says:

His li\"ely words will change their meaning as he finds himself , unintentionally,

coming closer to a better happiness, but it is true that he will never be happier. What

he does not know is that his is a }iveliness that becomes most interesting as it

becomes, of its own necessities, self -defeating, ironic. Thg seally interesting thing is

u;at life is livelier than Henry‘realizes, lively with ironies. *
The irony, of course, is that his attempt to win a better happinéss through his wooing of
Fanny is doomed io failure. Satisfied for the most part with externalities- -style without

substance- -he senses the finer possibilities in Fanny, but is unable to attain them because his

*’Stuart Tave, Some Words of Jane Austen (Chicago: Chicago University Press,
1973) 165. : _

}



mind is tainted by the shallow pretense that Mas dominated his life. Henry's potential to
achiengher form of happiness will never be realized because he has become an inveterate
seeker of external goods; as Aristotle says, once a cho/ize of life has been made, it may never
be possible to avoid conscibusly the consequences of that choice. Henry is in onc&scnsc
conscious of the al‘lerna‘tives in so far as he is able to see the possibility of a higher form of
happiness (and such seeing is an intellectual capacity), but he cannot use his intellect to
amend his moral character because the life he has chosen has become instilled by habit. ’

Looking gl Henry's example from the point of view of Aristotelian ethics tells us that
he has not fully\_re\dlizcd his human potential. The case of Fanny, on the other hand, raises
THE isSue of what ‘:t:xactly constitutes fully human moral acti‘vily for Austen and how her view
contrasts with Aristo£le's. Fanny's situation is comparable to that of the contemplative man
in Aristotle's theory, and the contemplative life was for him the highest form of human

L]

activity. Aristotle reasons that the pursuit of intellectual goals--that is, the actual activity of
studying and contemplation’--is the only form of activity which is done for its own sake. The
practice of virtue i\s done for the sake of happiness, but happiness itself is not an activity but
a state of being. Moreover, studying is more self -sufficient than vinvuous activity beécause it
requires fewer external goods.

Like a just man and any other virtuous man, a wise man requires the necessities of

life; ‘once these have been adequately provided, a just man still needs people towards

whom and in company with whom 16 act jusﬂy. and the same is true of a

self -controlled man, a courageous man, and all the rest. But a wise man is able 10

study even by himself, and the \yiser he is the more he is able to’/do it.‘(NE , 289)
Aristotle uses the concept of the contémplative man to contrast a lifé\that is close to divine, in
being wholly given up to intellectual activity with~a life that is typically human. As a
composite of mind and body, reason and desire, all but the contemplative will be driven by
thgir suangeét motivating force--the emotions. Although reason, through habit, tempers.the

emotions, the emotions in their tempered form still rule us. This is why, for Aristotle, the

practice of virtue is not itself divine, but all too obviously human.

L4
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As for Fanny, her carly life at Mansfield is almost entirely contemplative. She has a
fine mind and a keen sense of discrimination, but it is altowed only internal play, for she does
not have the necessary external goods- -influence and rank - -to make her views effective. This
lack does not harm her intgllectual abilities; on the contrary it e;lhances them. But she still
suffers as a human from her inability to pass from internal comemﬁlatioh to external e}ctivity.
And Austen sees her position as unsatisfactory from the human point of view, which ig why
she has Fanny pass from the "divine" to the human, frofn contemplation to active
participatibﬁ in life. If we see this, w.é can more safely affirm the sccqlg_r in Austen over the
divine or religious. It is as if she were an Aristotelian without including that part of

Aristotle's thought which would make men behave more like gods-than human beings.

Fanny's gentleness is not from Austen's pgint of view wholly 4 blessing; neve}theless,_ )

Fanny provides a point of contrast because her judgements are informed by Ieason and
principle. Moreover, Fanny's *isnability to judge openly because of her l;c](‘ of status sug'ge§ts

Austen's awareness that moral authority and the authority granted by status and rank ag

<

quite different. If moral authority comes not from reason and the. principles derived from

reason, moral judgement is arbitrary or at best relative to the wishes of 'power toups. %% This
! v ? -7
is best illustrated in Mansfield Park by the episode already discussed in another context:

Fanny's refusal of Henry's offer of martiage. The repercussiams of her refusal rc%c-t Fanny's

3

powerlessness 1o assert principle against the argument for self -irtterest. It shows the .

ineffectiveness or principle to engage approval ig contrast to the rhetoric of self-interest,
which Henry uses to make self -interest appear principled. When Sir Thomas berates Fanny

for her refusal of Crawford, he reveals that his scale of values weighs more favourably the

+

‘effectiveness of Henry's proposal than its merits.

"Here is a young man wishing to pay his addresses to you, with everything to
**How far Austen would be prepared to take this critique ®f mere rank is unclear.
She certainly does not give the impression, either in her fiction or in her letters, of
being a leveller. Mr Wickham, though, is a steward's son, and he is-allowed to
have the appearance of 3 virtue; that he does not have its character is made due to
him, not to his social status. But whether Austen thought a peasant potentially
equal in intelligence and virtue to a Mr Knightley f5 not a consideration’ she ever
seems to have made pubhc .

¢
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recommend him; not merely situation in life, fortune, and character, but with more
than common agreeableness, with address and conversation pleasing 1o everyone”
(MP, 285)
"Pleasing to everyone, that is, but to the person Henry wishes 10 marry. The scale of values by

which Sir Thomas operates is evident here. He cannot imagine that situation in life and

plausible manners may not be necessary conditions for suitability as a marriage partner. He

can, it is true, think such thoughts where his own daughters are concerned, but he seems
v

(,maware that the principles extend to others and even to himself . Havmg himself choscn a

L Y

lifeless doll Sir Thomas will not until the end realize Fanny's wish for him thal hC/ fccl "how

-

wretched and how unpar((onable it was, how hopeless and how wicked it was, u{ marry
_ _.without affection" (MP, 293). She cannot, however, convey l'hese feelings to Sir Thomas
becallse it apgears to her that he will not be swayed by principle.

"Have you any reason, child, to think ill of Mr Crawford's temper”?

"N‘Sir".

She, longed to add, "but of his pr'inciples I have”; but her heart sunk under the

appalling prospect of discﬁééi()n, explanation, and probably non-conviction. (MP,

287) .
The probability of nonconviction comes partially.{rom ,Fannj's ‘unwillingness 10 compromise
her cousins; but the force of this passage is to tell us that the statement of principled belief is _-
unlikely to sway the mind of a man convinced that marriage is more a matter of form than of
love. Sir Thomas is not beyond conviction, but he cannot be so addressed while he, as the

ale authority, holds values contrary to principle.’

This question of the rhetorical efficacy of quietude and principle leads Mudrick to
conlplain that Mansfield Park is contrived; he believes it implaosible and inartistic for gentle
thoughtfulness to triumph at tlle expcnee of superficial liveliness. Behind this view lies a
prejudice in fav_oqr of superficial liveliness that Austen herself was conscious of (Mansf ield

Park, if anything, was certainly her most conscious and deliberate work), as shown when she

has Edmund say about Mary in one of his rarer moments of delusion:
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"The right of a lively mind. ®eizing whatever may contribute to its own amusement
o1 that of others; perfectly allowable, [sic] when untinctured by ill humour or
roughness; and there is not a shadow of either in the countenance or manner of Mary

.

Crawf(;rd, no(hif;g sharp, or loud, or coarse.” (MP, 57-58) e
This attitude allows the inner corruption of the Crawfosds to be overlsakéd, whether because
of love as in Edmund's case or because of moral indifference as in Mudrick's. The "right” of
the Crawfords to seize whatever they can for Fheir own amusement is a licex{ce to use people,
to treat people as means rather than as ends, and it is typically the "cons®her” mentality that
upholds this righl_. Thfs is the way the Crawfords get things done: they act at the expense of
others and, they are essentially consumers of other beople. 94 The.Crawfords are able to exploit
their power as desired company for their own amusement, as Henry does when he proposes to
amuse himself with Fanny. The example of the Crawfords prophetically illustrates the

standards of our own consumerist culture, which the moral culture envisaged by Austen

disdains.” A )

One symptpm of the repudiation of a morAlistic culture that Austen illustrates in her
.

novels is the j bility or unwillingness of characters to congider their own moral worth.
S
Characters sucll as Henry Crawford and Willoughby have ‘sacrificed self -respect to achieve
'y

material success. These two characters possess an imelligence capable of achieving moral

worth, but their potential moral intelligence is never in harmony with their social ambition.

There is a dim reflection in them of this potential and at moments the potential is agitated;
the agitation is temporary, however, and is easily quelled. Henry discovers his potential when
" he falls for Fanny, but seeks solace for her refusal of him in seducing Maria. As for

» . :

Wiﬁoughby. he lxas other resources for consolation:

That his repentance of misconduct, which thus bought its own punishment, was

- %In Affer Virtue, Alisdair Maclntyre adds that.those who treat others as means to
their own. ends rather than as independent moral .agents (he’ cites Gilbert Osmond in
Portrait of a Lady as an example), tend to have the most means, the most
external power, at their disposal. His observation entails the necessity of tempering
external power of status with principle (24-25). ,

"See Alisdair Maclntyre's critique of consumerism i After Virtue, 23-35.
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sincere, need not be doubted;- -nor that he long thought of Colonel Brandon with

N

envy, and of Marianne with regret. But that he was for ever inconsolable, that he
fled from society, or contracted a habitual gloom of temper, or died of a broken
he_art, must not be depended upon--for he did neither. He lived to exert, and .
frequently to enjoy himself . His wife was not always out of humour, nor his home
always uncomfortable; and in his ‘breeding'of horses and dogs, and in sporting of
every kind, he found no inconsiderable degree of domestic felicity. (5SS, 334).

So much for the romantic! And if we look closely at the language describing Willoughby's

remorse we find only "envy” and "regret” in contrast to the list of sufferings the truc

romantic might endure (Austen may well have had The Sufferings of Young Werther in mind
as a contrast). In other words, Willoughby's suffering.is mim’mal‘an’d even then it is tinged
with sentiments that are not wholly moral. By contrast, Brandon, whom everyone sees as
unroma:nic. is alleviated f rolm melancholy only by his marriage to Marianne. Willoughby's -
sense of self is very much bound up with his creature comforts, and unlike the moral man
(Brandon), who can achieve happiness, Willoughby ca.ﬂ"*at best achieve felicity. ™.

Our characterization of Henry Crawford and Willoughby shows that they do not f ully‘
understand themselves: as Tave says,®’ Henry is unaware of the irony of his life, and
Willoughby is equally unaware of therony of his, that he, too, denies himself the possibility
of a greater ﬁéppiness wi‘th Marianne without f ullly understanding that he has trapped himseif
in his quest for superficial pleasures. Everyone deserves a qualitatively better life, a moral
life, and the idea of self -esteem in the virtuous life is that a person understands what he
deserves. If he underestimates those dcsérts, he is. petty; if he overestimates them, he is ;/ain.
This is Aristotle's definition of tt;e virtue, and when we apply it to Henry and Willoughby we
see that while both are vain men, they can equally be accused of pettinéss in ungicrcsﬁmaling

their desérts as moral beings: For Austen, some depth of soul is required in self -esteem, and

this also seems to-be Aristotle’s sense of things, for he characterizes the virtue as

*Felicity is used by Alisten to denmote a minor sort of contentment in contrast to
the happiness of the moral life. It is used by Charlotte Lucas, for example, to
* describe the kind of life she can egpect with Mr Collins. '
""Some Words of Jane Husten, 165. '



high - mindedness ;)r gr%ss of soul. Aristotle, though, equates self -esteem with‘seeking
honour, "the greatest of external goods™ (NK, 94). Yet honour for Aristotle is really a
"crown® for a virtuous person; it is his inner self, his basic goodness that warrants honour.
If he were ﬁl’terly base, [a man] would not_even deserve honour, for honour is the
y
prize of excellence and virtue, antlt)/reserved as a tribute to the good.
Highindedness is thus the crown., as it were, of the virtues: it magnifies them and
cannot exist without them. Therefore, it is hard to be truly high-minded and, in fact,
impossible wm;)ul goodness and nobility. (NE, 95)
The final word of the quotation, "nobility”, is a lransla#ion of the Greek word kalokagathia,
~ which combines kalos and agathds, méaning extelipal and imema! excellence respectively.*®
Aristotle’s meaning is close, though not identical, to Austen's conception of gentleman--and,
' .indeed, lady. Manner§ are a direct reflection of a person's character, and they are not merely
ornémemal but an intrinsic qxpression of the pérson's worth. Here we can see more clearly
why Willoughby and Henry are both vain and petty. They are able to emulate the outer but
not the inner form of a gcmﬁan and so pretend to be better than they really are. On the
other. hand, they lack inner self -worth because they cannot §ctually achieve the noble life.
As the difference between pride and vanity is explici'tly discussed in Pride and
Prejudice, that novel's characters can be the models. Magy Bennet actually makes the
distinction when contriﬁutihg to a discussion of Mr Darcy's pride.
"Pride...is a very common failipg I believe...human nature is partic.ui:rly prone to it,
ar}d there are very few of us who do not cherish a feeling of self -complacency on the
score of some quality or other, real or imaginary. Vanity and pride are different
things, thaugh the words are often used synonimously. A person ;nay. be proud
wi;hout being vain. Pride relates more to our opinion of ouselves, vanity to what we
would have o_th;:rs think of us. (PP, 16)
The last remark echoes what Aristotle says about the high-minded man, that he "must be

open in hate and open in love, for to hide one's feelings and to care more for the opinions of -

"Martin Ostwald, "Glossarf’ of Technical Terms" in his trinsla,tion of Nicomachean
Ethics, 309. ‘ .
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others than for truth is a sign of timidity. He [the high-minded man] ;pcak{and acts openly:
since he looks down upon others his speech is free and thoughtful” (N‘E, 97-98). The
openness that accompanies pride is a sign that lh;re is nothing to hide, while the implicit
deceit in vanity makes it clear that the vain person cares little for himself, only for what
others think of him. This openness characterizes Mr Darcy, although lo some extent itis a
fault in him. When Charlotte says of Darcy that he has a right to bc%xd because of his
obvious superiority and fortune, we should remember that it is not for these alone that pride

is warranted. Aristotle says that the high-minded man, while blessed by f ?r_lune, must be

. virtuous to prevent him becoming haughty and arrogant: "for without viftue it is not easy to

bear the gifts of fortune gracefully” (NE, 96). Daroy is shown to be not always graceful in
this respect, especially -towards his inferiors in birth apd understanding.’® The righi to be
igroud is not an unqualified sight, as Mr Darcy himseyl.f admits to Elizabeth at the end of the
novel. When Mr Darcy leams this, he, {00, has come more fully to “know himself "
Nevertheless, Mt Darcy happens to be invariably right in his assessment of others, and this,
in Aristotle's estimation, gives the high-minded man a justif icatio;bf or looking down on
others (NE, 96). "Looking down", though, should seem more like righteous indignal.ion than
simple disdain, and his contempt for Wickham is more justified ihan his scorn for Mrs
Bennet or Mr Collins. Darcy's sense of discernment, his strong mind and hgs‘unwillingness to
comprorﬁise. are qua.lities which are essential to counter a potentially treacherous misuse of

pleasing mannérs. .

The distinction between justified and unjustified pride is captured in the following

description of the Bingley sisters, who are here shown to be proud on the grounds of

\

possessing external goods alone. « . —
They were ratherhandsome, had been educated in one of the first private seminaries
in town, had a fortune of twenty thousand pounds, were in the habit of spending

more than they ought, and of associating with people of rank; and were ‘therefore in

"Aristotle says in the Nicomachean Ethics that “"there is nothing ignoble about
asserting one's, dignily among the great, ‘but to do so among the lower classes is
just as crude as to assert ome's strength against an invalid” (97):
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every respect entitled to think well of themselves and, meanly of others. (PP, 12)

"In lhi: passage, Austen exposes the false logic of vanity, with its gxag’gerated "conclusion”
("in every respect...”) following its list of attainments that aré simply the gift of rank and
fortune. The contrast is between the honour that the high-minded seek, ‘which is a spirigual
need, and the tybe of "honours” sought by the vain: honour is not 'just a matter of privilege
automatically granted the well-to-do. If we tend to see Austen as a spokesnian for a
privileged class without Fistinguishing her emphacis on spiritual values, we will miss the
essential role her notion of the virtues plays.

Her emphasis on spiritual values here gives us one reason to call her a leveller. In her
novels, we see enough virtues in the lower ranks of society and enough vices in the higher to
make this clear. Yet the notion of within sz;ciety must be maintained to capture Austen’s
/intentions as they are evident in the novels. The connection between virtue and manners is not
incidental, and while there is no evidence that she believed the working classes to be inherently
corrupt, it is difficult to see how they could emulate the sense of social propriety that she
demands of her virtuous characters. When she does introduce virtuous characters outside the
gentleman class, they are usually middle class and close enough socially to be able to know
how to behave properly. We see this, for instance, in Robert Martin's gentlemanlike letfér to
Harriet and in Mr Gardiner's geniﬁmanlike appearance. However, we need not say that
because this applied for her, it need apply as.strictly for us. We do not generally share her
stricter sense of manners, although we do still maintain notions of. propriety or acceptabgiy\
of behaviour. So if our ihtention is to use Austen as a critique of mere privilege, we must be
more flexible in what counts as acéeptable manners. Like her, we feel that virtue is often
accompanied by a noble appearance, but we must also insi—st' that this nobility can be seen in
the "savage” as well as in the English gentleman. | ‘

If we are to follow the parallels between Austen and Aristotle to their logical
conclusion, we need a final or ultimate virtue to which' the others refe}. In so far as the

irrational vir'tues go, and excluding the notion of the contemplative man, for Aristotle the

°

L]

primary virtue is justice; in Austen it is candour. Justice in Aristofle's theory is primarily
' I

a 3
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concerned with the distribution of éoods in the "inner” sense as well as with external goods.
But it is not in this that the similarity between justice and candour resides, but in what they
mean for each author. For both, the virtues are secular, and the sense iﬂ which this is true is
that they are ‘related to the happiness of the community rather than to individual salvation.

The ultimate virtue will then be a summation of this fact so that we see in it all the other

L4

virtues reflected. Thus of justice, Aristotle writes:
. inone ;m\se{ve: call those things "just” which produce and preserve happiness for the
K social and politicat community... And for this reason jlislice 1s regarded as the
highest of all virtues...as the prov as it "In justice ev‘ery virtue is summed
up”...Now, the worst man is he w&raétices wickedness toward himself és well as
his friends, but the best man is noi one' who practices virtue towards himself, but .
who practices it toward othe‘rs, for that is a hard thing to achieve. Justice in this
sense, then, is not a part of, virtue but the whole of exéellence Or virtue. (NE,
113-114)
When Aristotl‘c says that the best man is one who practices virtue towards others rather rlhan
towards himself, he ig not retracting what ‘he earlier says about self -esteem. Because
self -esteem does reflect on the self, it is an "easier” virtue than those which are wholly
other-regarding. _Self-estecm is not like selfishness, and it is very easy to be selfish. But to be
holly concerhed with the well-being of others is extremely diff icult. Indeed, one cannot be
selfless to the point of\self -destruction, and a healthy balance needs to be maintai;xed bctwec;1
seif -interest and regard for others.1® Austen's notion of candour strikes exactly this balance,
but it is not an uncomplicated notion. What exactly constitutes true candour is problematic: . .
must it; de the intellectual virtﬁe of discrimination or must it be primarily en;notivef?
Evidence fro.m'the novels themselvés shc')ws that Austen was familiar with Hugh

Blair,**! and his Sermbns are the most likely source of her fully developed notion of candour.

In his assessment of candour, Blair does not use the word in a technical sens¢, but expatiates

19Aristotle’s notion of justice would seem. to take this into account, for it is
concerned with distribution of goods to everyone. The selfless man is not left out
of the accounting. - ' :

11IMP, 83, NA, 83. )
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upon its common meaning at the time, which was "absence of malice”, "a willingness to think *
well of others™ '*? Blair distinguishes true candour from gullibility-on the one hand and
suspicion on the other; it must also be natural or unfeigned. True candour, he says, s not
that “studied openness of behaviour we often mect with, a smiling smoothness which conceals

\
a vicious heart. True candour is a mean between unsuspicious credulity and suspicion” '** The
truly candid person condemns with regret, for he makes allowances for human faults.

) N
Significantly. Blair says that candour requires information and impartiality because passion

-

and prejudice distort judgement. This is very close to the lesson learned by Elizabeth in Pride
and Prejudize | for it places prejudice firmly on the side of passions. Blair distinguishes
passions from temper or sensibility on the gréunds that passions tend to be excessive, and,
whereas they "rouse the dormant spirits of the soul”, their excessiveness clouds judgement

and causes mental turmoil.

’

A
But the real problem with the passions is that they are essentially self -regarding. This

is only implied in Blair's account Pyl implied strongly by the contrast of passion and
sensibility . The essence of sensibility is that it allows the principles of charity and candour to
be realized; both virtues form the onlyoclimate in which love can grow. Love, says Blair, "is
the chief ground of mutual confidence and union among mer. It prevents animosities which
spring from groundless prejudice.”*** The humane and benevolent man does not regard his
fellow human beings as encmies, but as f riendAs_ and he regards the concerns of his friends
with ardour and sympathy. An envious temper, on the other hand, "wraps itself up in its own
interests".'** Blair’'s principal poim~herc is that because we tend to judge others on the basis
of our ‘sense of self -esteem, a mean person will see meanness in otﬁés.\ *Through this hlind
perversion, he feels he can vent his righteous indignation and believe he is doing service to

God". '** This is the bad temper of a Mrs Norris: a misjudgement based on lack of

self -worth. We can see the trait also in Charlotte Lucas, who believes that nobody can be
\

"It is so defined by Johnson in his Dictionary.

199°Sermon xxv--On Candour”™ in Sermons, 384-85. ,
1%4°Sermion xxv”", 387.

1s*Sermon xvii", 278.

' *Sermon xxv", 392.
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lrhl_v happy becaude she cannot be. A healthy opinion of the self is therefqre essential to
correct judgement. Candour gives us the basis for the type of social cooperation Blair sees as
necessary for a humane society to operate. The conscquences of malice and envy, both
"passions” for Blair, are uphcaval in the family and ultimately in the state. For him.
uphcayalv in the former would signtfy upheaval in the latter, particularly as it ts 1n the family
that ;;eoi)k‘ show their true colours. "It is in ymall incidents”™, he says. "that the system of
human life ts largely composed”™. And the temper is formed in domestic life: "the forms of
life disguise men when abroad [in society]. But within his own family, every man is known to
be what he truly is”.'°" It is unlikely that the wider implications of secmingly trivial domestic
affairs were lost on Austen.

For her, though, the harmonious society was a secular unit, not as in Blair a universal
state bonded by religious belief . This is not to say either that Austen was an unbelicver or that

-

her notion of the virtues is emtirely uninformed by Christian belief; it is prirharily that there is

¥
>

no direct correlation between religious salvation and the happy society in her novels. We sec
this in the differing notions of ultimate virtue in Blair and Austen: for the one it was a
devout mind, for the other it was an open and candid one. '°' Yet both share the conviction
that emotion tempered by reason is the means to ultimate virtue. In Blair, the devout mind is
achieved by reason, ;md the virtues of the devout person are animated by sensibility. The
'aclugl will to be rational is emotional: "The temper allows the principle of benevolence to
become realized, rather than being a loosely formulated abstract idea”. '°* Blair and Austen
associate the rational in morality with regard for others and the irrational with passionate
self -regard. To temper passion by reason is to sec clearly and to understand principle.

In Pride and Prejudice, Austen allows us to see passion modified in Elizabeth's mind

as she contemplates Darcy's letter. What we see here is reason--in this tase clear and

-~

107"Sermon xvii", 277.

19'In addition, the community--at least its virtuous and discriminating
members--serves in Austen's novels as a corrective. Blair was sceptical that secular
force could in practice have this power. " they would prove very feeble instruments
of drder and peace, if there were no checks upon the conduct of men from the
sense of divine legislation” ("Sermon xxx”, 473). . G

19*"Sermon xvii", 277.
/
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impartal judgement- -struggle against her prejudice for Wickham over Darcy. The, pz\\gsagc\
illustrates Blair's point that correct judgement can be achieved with information and
impartality.
What Wickham had said of the living was fresh in her memory. and as she recalled
his very words. it was impossible not to feel that there was gross duplicity on one
side or the other; and, for a few moments, she flattered herself that her wishes did
not err. But when she read, and re-read with the closest attention, the particulars
immediately following of Wickham's resigning all ‘prclcnlions to the living, of his
receiving in licu. so comfortable a sum as three thousand pounds, again she was
forced to hesitate. Shc put down the letter. weighed every circumstance with what she
meant to be impartiality - -deliberated on the probability of each statement- -but with
little ixccess. On both sides it was only assertion. Again she read on. But every line
proved more clearly that the affair, which she had believed it impossible that any
contrivance should so represent. as to render Mr Darcy's conduct in it less than
infamous, was capable of a turn wich must make him entirely blameless throughout
the whole. (PP, 182)
The process of reasoning goes something like this: her mind is initially opened to the
Possibility that blame iies in either direcfion- -this is the résull of Darcy's information; she
;;lcn temporarily upholds her prejudice for Wickham; a close reading of the letter, though,
‘forces her to weigh the circumstances; then she contemplates and deliberates; finally she
concludes that Darcy is blameless even though she had préviously beli‘eved that nothing could
vindicate him. To see clearly here is to overcome one's wishes, which are self -regarding or
flattering to the self ("she flattered herself that her wishes did not err “5. She had previously
opted for Wickham over'Darc,y, convinced that her judgement was sound. Forégd now to
weigh t\he circumstan:es, she sees the two in a different light. This awakening leads her to
reconsider Wickham 's courting of Miss King, which she now views as ®hatefully mercenary”
(183): before she had defended it as "prudent” (137), even :hough she had-prior to that
" condemned Charlotte's agrecmenL_LQ marry Collins as "selfish” rather ihaﬁ prudent (121).

13

\
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Her vanity, her favour towards Wickham, renders her unable to make a clear moral
distinction between the prudent and the mercenary motive. Charlotte marries for security,
Wickham for fortune, but Elizabeth upholds principle only where Charlotte is concerned . In
her moment of awakening, Elizabeth diagnoses her problem.

"Had I been in lo(;g)l could not be more wretchedly blind. But vanity. not love. has

been my folly.- -Pleased with the preference of one. and offended by the ncglect of

the other, on the very beginning of our acquaintance. | have courted prcposscssm‘n

and ignorance, and driven reason away, where either were concerned. Thl this

moment, 1 never knew myself". (PP, 185)
The vanity she speaké of is an association that is flattering to her. Darcy has been too frank,
even in pis proposal 1o her, and her passion for Wickham stems from a need to assert the
worth of one who has flattered her over one who has pointed out the shortcomings of her
situation. Her vanity made her have a good opinion only of her supposed admirer.

Elizabeth's prejudice against Darcy shows a lack of candour, an unwarranted
suspiciousness, while her partiality towards Wickham shows gullibility. In showing this
paruality, she displays the same tendency towards gullibility as her sister Jane. After Wickham
informs her of D;rcy's "malice” towards him, Elizabeth says to herself that Wickham's "very
countenance” vouches for his amiability (71-72). A few pages later, Austen comments of

e:" it was not in her nature to question a young man of such amiable appearance as
kham" (76). The symptoms are the same, but thcb'motivcs are different. Jane's cand;mr is
defined early on in the novel by Elizabeth herself. N
"Oh! you are a great deal too apt you know, to like people in general. You never see
fault in anybody. All the world are good and agreeable in your eyes. I never heard )
you speak ill of a human being in your life...with your good sense, to be so honestly
blind to the follies and nonsense of others! Affectation of candour is common
cnouéh; --one meets it evcrywhgx\But to be candid without ostentation or

~)
design - -to take the good of every E{y's character and make it still better, and say
A .
- \/\ B
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nothing of the bad- -belongs to you alone. (PP, 11-12)°
Jane's unsclfish candour. motivated by goodness of heart, tends, as Elizabeth says. to be too
uncritical. Jane takes the appearance of virtue for the real thing because she relies lop much
on manners as a means of judging. In this respect, Elizabeth's judgement is superior to
Jane's. She can see that the haughtily cold manners ®f the Bingley sisters indicate their vanity
and pettiness, whereas Jane is impressed by their attentions to her and by their fine manners
and clothes. On the other hand. Jane consistently (and against general opinion) refuses to
find fault in Darcy and is subsequently proved right by the events of the novel. Even though
Jane is right more by default than wolition, she has the right emotional equipment to be
candid; Elizabeth has the right intellectual equipment: In AriSlotle's terms, Jane deviates from
the mean in the direction of gullibility; Elizabeth deviates in the direction of suspicion.

The heart of the matter, though, is the extent to which deviations from candour
affect the happiness and well-being of the community, the family, and even that of the self.
The presence of characters like Wickham creates a demand for critical perception, although
that perception must be accompanied by a candid dispositon. In an idyllic world such
perception would be unnecessary, and Jane's uncritical candour would be the ultimate virtue.

In the "real” world of Pride and Prejudice, and in all the novels, the presence of Wickham, of

Willoughby, or of Frgnk Churchill makes candour like Jane's look like complacency. The
charge of complacency is levelled against Jane both by Elizabeth and Darcy, and her lack of
animation in ;Lublic causes Darcy to believe her not té) be in love with Bingley. Reflecting on
this charge, Elizabeth feels that "Jane's feelings, though fervent, were little displayed, and
£ha1 there was a constant complacency in her air and manner, rot ¢ften united with great
sensibility" (PP, 185). Yet by the end of the novel, when Jane's initial candc;ur towarc;s
Darcy is vindicated, the leading characters form their own idyllic community at Pemberley,

away from thewmeed to be "critically candid"“with quite the constancy required elsewhére. This

move towards idyll almost t;anishcs stupid and ho;Lile people, for there peace and love can be

1%Elizabeth’s declaration about affectation of candour parallels Blair's comments cited
carlier. _
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achieved. Schiller, in his essay "On Simple and Sentimental Poetry”. points to the idea of the
idyllic as as one of the ultimate goals of civilization. The idyll portrays, he says. "man in a
state of innocence, which means a state of harmony and peace with himself and the external
world”. He adds that the tlfought of regaining innocence "is the only thing that cap reconcile
man with the evils to which he is exposed in the path of civii‘izaiion:."‘ Austen’s is not a
vision of life separate emi}eiy from the evils of civilization: even at Pemberley ‘ccrlain

unwelcome guests must be tolerated. But in their different ways, her three central novels,

Pride and Prejudice. Emma, and Mansfield Park, each contain the utopian clement despite its

being a denial of the real life of the novels. It is a denial despite life's stupidities and petty
evils being the cause of the virtuous characters coming together and notwithstanding Austen's
reliance on folly when she makes the discriminations that are the moral centre of her novels.

. A
Austen maintains this utopian vision because she would wish in principle to exclude

from her ideal those members of her society who were incapable of meeting ot um:illing to
meet the precepts of virtue. Her utopianism is problematic because li1e virtuous are ;ief ined in
their relationship with those who lack or exceed-the mean; so the desire 10 exclude them is
incompatible with the need to use them as z; means of comparison. Indeed, Aristotle’s ethical
theor;' depends on this point of comparison: the mean is defined in its relationship with lack
and excess. However, Aristotle wrote about the real world, where vice cannot be excluded:
Austen’s world is fictional and can entertain exclusions of Athis kind. By the end of her novels,
the struﬁgl against folly and vice is over: .tlie fools have outlived irheir‘ ¢omic potential and
the viciousz‘ave outlived their usefulness as points of cqmparisoﬁ . The coming together of the
virtuous in marriage and iﬁ their separate estates must be seen as a symbolic "act of union and‘ :
a separation from corruption. |

These symbolic overtones are e§pecially noticeable in Mansfield Park, wheré the union
~of Fanny and Edmund, the exclusion of the Créwfords. and especially the exile of Mrs Norris
and Maria, constitute ﬂa‘m allotment of rewards and punishments. And in Emma, the petty

criticisms of Mrs Elton become irrelevant to the happiness of Emma and Mr Knightley. -

WFriedrich Schiller, "On Simple and Sentimental Poetry" quoted in Lionel Trilling,
Beyond Culture (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1967) 58-59.
-~
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The wedding was very much like other v’vcddingsf where the parties have no taste for

\fine_ri)r parade; and Mrs Elton, from the particulars detailed by her hiusband,

lhmﬁghl it all extremely shabby. and inferior to her own.-- "Very little white satin, -

very few lace yeils; a most pitiful business! Selina would stare when she heard of

it".--But in spite of these deficiencies, the wishes, the hopes, the confidence, the

predictions of the small band of true friends who witnessed the ceremony, were fully

answered in the perfect happiness of the union. ( £, 440).
Mrs Elton's exclusion from the wedding and her exclusion from "the small band of true
friends” indicates that her "inveterate opinion” is of no consequence to the true community
of friends and lovers, and that she is in moral isolation. The community of friends becomes,
in effect, a mini polis similar to the Aristotelian model where rclat.ionships are formed on the
basis of friendship. On this model, different types of human relations have friendship in
common even though the bonds may be different, as the relationship between man and wife
will be different but analqgous' to the relationship between two fellow citizens of good will. In
’ Austen, friendship transcerids the actual social bond l;ecause the bond albne does not .
guarantee friendship, whether it is formed by marriage or blood ties. There is no friendship
between Mr and Mrs Bennet, neither is there f riendshib between Mrs Bennet and Elizabeth.

Friendship, not ‘-ju.st friendliness, is for Aristotle a separate virtue, a cha;acteristic of

some and not others; and we see',‘too, m Austen how some characters are capable of
friendship and some not, and how some are capable, but do not seek it. Aristotle dislix%guishes
true friendship as“ an internal good, from two other kinds: friendship based on mutual
advantage and on pleasure, both of which seek external goods. True friendship is sought for
its own sake and it involves reéogniu‘on of the ether's intrinsic worth, and recognition depends
on that person actually practising virtue. Mrs Bennet, for éxample. cannot have true friends,
not even (perhaps least of all) in her husband and children. Her favourite daughter, Lydia, is
not her friend because Lydia is entirely indifferent to her mother, as she displays on departing

from her after marrying Wickham (PP, 292). Neither Lydia nor Mrs Bennet can understand

true friendship because they never seek internal goods. These gre cases of inability, wliile in

$
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others it is a cflse of unrealized potential. Mr Bennet could potentially be a true friend, but in
his disillusionment has sought compensation in books and his estate. He is affectionate
towards Elizabeth, but friendship between them is never realized because of Elizabeth's
awareness of his lack of responsibility towards his family. Only the virtuous have both the
capacity and the desire to seek friendship, and it is the actual practice that gives them the
necessary characteristic. |

Because the virtue of friendship covers such diverse relationships as being members of
the same political community on the one hand, and being husband and wife on the other,

Aristotle distinguishes friendship and affection. Friendship depends on physical proximity and

ideally jnvolves living together; furthermore, friendliness towards others depends on their good
will towards us (NE, 220). Like the other virtues, friendship is an activity and can be
continually activated only if people live togelher;'however, this togetherness must be B
mutual- -it must be reciprocated so that a feelirig of community exists. We can think of living
together both frem the point of view of the household and the polis. As Aristotle says, the
idea of sharing counts most: "friendship is presept to the extent that men share something in
‘common...for friendship cons'ists in community” (NE, 231). Community, not just being in
clo%e physical proximity, conélitutes friendship. It is possibl;hat one may haye more in
.common with an acquaintance than with a relation, as Elizabeth Bennet has mBre in common
with Mr Bingley, say, than she does with her own mother. Having something in common
means desiripg the good for all of life not just the immediate ‘good. .
The notion of friendship that Austen and Aristotle use is unfamiliar because it is not

primarily informed by emotion and affection. This is not to say that there is no affection

‘ '@volved in Aristotl_e's notion of friendship, but that it must be distinguished f rom f riéndship.

. Affection and friendship differ in the pessib‘ility that we can feel affection but not have it
reciprocated, as when we feel affection for an in‘animate object. The desire for a,,&icnd's |
good, though, is a choice, not an emotion because we can feel emotions regardiess of how the

other feels or in spite of oiiréelves. But we can feel friendship only if the same feefing is

reciprocated. Similarly, friendship is not the same as good will although it involyves good will
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because the good will of one may not be returned by another. To Tepeat our example:
Elizabeth Eannot be the true friend of Mis Bennet because theAatter cannot have an idea of
friendship based on the common good.

. v
By the end of Pride and Prejudice, each of the characters retreats from Meryton and

Netherfield to set up a family polis in the area of Pemberley. It is a place where friendship
can flourish bccéuse it is founded on equality and good will, and it is a place where any -
lingering sense of inequality 1is irgned out. Kitty visits frequently and is improved, the
Gardincfs are free to visit without being regardéd with disdain- -moreover, Darcy overcomes

-

his prejudice and genuinel'y- lovcéithgm. Eliza’octtg is able to maintain a sporiive playfulness
with Darcy, and her examplé encouf\aiges Geoigiana to feel less inhibited ’amo'ng men, an
inhibition that resulted from her sense of her brouet's superiority. "By Elizabeth's
instructions she began to compreﬁcnd that a woman n:ay take liberties with her husband,
which a brother will not always allow in a sister more than ten years younger than himself "
(PP, 345). This is a society of equals and friends and has achieved what Aristotle calls
concord or harmonia: "being of the same mind", "thinking in harmony". Concord renders the
enforcement of justice unnecessary: "When people are friends, they have no need oi" fustice,
but when they are just, they n¢ed friendship in addition” (NE, 215)."? The utopia to which
each of Austen’s novel§ aspires must exclude or limit the influence of those incapable of
concord, for their presence makes policing necessary. In this idyllic state, everyone becomes a
good citizen as well a virtadus person- -¢ivic, social and p}ivate life iy&n harmony. In gn
urnjust system, a good citizen may not bc.virtuous because in being a good citizen he may be
proﬁoting evil; similarly, as we have seen in Austen's novels, someone with pleasing manners
may not b; a good berson because he is promoting his own interest. The just community
provides the context whereby the seeming practice of virtue and the actual practice coincide.

The intuition of both Austen and Aristotle is that the virtuous life ultimately depends on the

"It ‘would be tantalizing to compare Austen's and Aristotle's vision of a community
of friends with the tenets of classical anarchism. Any view that social harmony can
exist without coercion, either through law or power, requires members of a
community to have a well-developed capacity for -virtue and be able to police
theinselves. _

4
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banishment of lies, folly, setf-interest, and moral corruption.

The relationship between Aristotle's theory and Austen’s fiction is in parts so close
that it justifies Gilbert Ryle's assertion that Austen was an Aristotelian. Ryle, Qithoul the
evidence 1 have tried to adduce, allows her this z;scriplion on the weaker claim that she is not
a Calvinist. Thgt is, she is Aristotelian in presenting a pattern of ethical ideas which
represents people as differing in degrees. Her characters are not black or white, démncd or
saved; they are shades of difference., and Austen brings her "Wine taster's technique 0!: moral
discrimination"' to their activities to show these diff erences.''’ It is possible now to make the
sfronger claim that she is an Ari.stolelign in the more direct sense that she uses\his ethical
theory as her method of moral discrimination. Unf ortunately there is no evidence that her

source was the Nicomachean Ethics itself, but there was clearly, as Ryle says, some

"Aristotelian oxygen" in the intellectual almosphgre of her time.
We are now in a position to consider whether Aristotle's influence on Austen goes

further than his ethical thought. In a short article on Austen''*, George Whalley of ers a
parallel between Aristotle'§ poetic theory and the structure of Austen's novels. Whalley argues
that Aristotle's view of traged;', here applied to prose fiction, is that while there should be a
complex interacfion between plot and character, the final goal of the work is pure action.
According to'Whalley this ‘is the aesthetic as well as the rﬁorgl end of drama:

the overt blot and the characters - what is done by whdm, to whom, and why - -is not

the end (or purpose) of the piece but an aspect of what defines the intricate and

finely traced arc of pure action, allows the configuration of action to be traced out in

physically discernible and‘ humanly intelligible terms. (113)
The notion of "pure action” defines ihc relationship between a work's ethical content and its
aesthetic form. The plot is not a contrivance to emphasize various devices at the author's

disposal (as the formalists would have it); it combines with character by way of imitating

what is recognizably human action- -recognizable in its ethical dimension and in its physical

"WGilbert Ryle, "Jane Austen and the Moralists™, 170. .
14"Jane Austen: Poet” in Jane Austen's Achievement, ed Juliet McMaster (London:
MacMillan, 1976) 106-133. . - .
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representdtion of human life. The relationship between pl(.)‘l and character is that a character
has a disposition 1o act, and what he does causes the plot to unfold; reciprocally, as the pfot
unfolds, events force the character's hand. Thus, Oedipus' nature is to seek the truth, and he
finds it through the series of. unfolding events which he partly causes and which’ partly act on
him. The combination of plot and characlér leads finally to the dramatic climax where the
character’s quest is realized. He "becomes”, and there is nothing further for him to do or
become in that particular work. So far we have considered Jane Austen’s novels from a
specifically moral viewpoint: in Aristotle's terms: we have concentrated on the ethos of her

characters. It now rfemains to explore the aesthetic dimension of her works and their

relationship with the Aristotelian aesthetic tradition.



V. Jane Austen and the Classical Tradition

"We are perpetually moralists” (Samuel Johnson)

The first section of this chapter considers the reasons for Austen's alleged moral narrowness
and traces to Sémuel Johnson the belief that extremes of good and evil are not legitimate
subject matters for fiction. Johnson combines gthical and aesthetic considerations in arguing
which ethical matters are fi£ subjects for the novel, where "fit" is considered an acsihctic
criferion of vdramati; representation of human virtues and vices. Aristotle similarly believes
that to evoke sympathetic response, a character must be drawn so that human qualities, as
opposed to divine or demonic ones, arc recognized. In light of Aristotle’s appearing to justify
realistic portrayal of character, the second section considers whether his aesthetic thought is
appropriate to the novel. If characfer, as Henry James tells us,''* is the soul of the ngvel, how -
can Aristotle's subordinatiori‘ of character to plot be reconZiled with novelistic practice? can
any m(;dif ication of this requirement remain within the spirit of Aristotle's aesthetics? The -
final section discusses whether Pride and Prejudice is an appropriate model of neoclassical

,;
realism.

v

A. Social or Transcendent?
We obsc;rved in the last chapter that Blair believed a virtuous sensibility to be the way

of achieving a spiﬁtual rapport with the divine; by contrast, we saw that (whatever her

private feelings might have been) in her novels, Austen sees the practice of virtue as |

essenfially a secular activity independent of religious feeling. Religious feeling is accompanied

15 Henry James, "The Art of Fiction™ in The Future $f the Novel ed. Leon Edel
(New York: Virntage Books, 1956) 15-16. "What is character but the determination
of incident? What is incident but the illustration of character?” -

¢ -
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by a belief that the virtuous life leads to personal salvation, evén though, as Blair sees it,
personal salvation is linked to the welfare of the community and is not merely personal. The
primary thrust of Austen's moral vision is towards social rather than transcendent concerns.
Her characters are neither whollyép’l’hor wholly good: their moral characteristics are
determined by comparison with relevant traits in olheor characters. Gilbert Ryle puts the point
this way: "Jane Austen’s peoplg aanearly always, alive all over, all through and all round,’
displaying admirably or amusingly or deplorably proportioned mixtures of all colours that
there are, save pure White and pure Black".'** Austen hardly ever, if at all, employs the
terms "good” and "evil” in their ultimate senses, preferring to rely on individual virtues for
her sense of right and wrong.

Austen's uncontern with the transcendental is taken by Angus Wilson as a mark
against her; he feel; that she is priman’ly respor;sible for a narrowness that has crept into
subsequent fiction. Her concern with right and wrong rather than good and evil is the
symptom of _this narrowness. Wilson says: 7

The novel today... is becoming provincial and...the novel of manners, strong though

it is, is somehow becoming an increasingly restrictive influence in England. I have

been l.ed to suppose that one Sf the troubles is that we are too much concerned with

right and wrong, and not enough with evil !’
According to Wilson, Austen sets up a "middle class view of right and wrong as being .
sufficient to explain human conduct” (1080). But he fails to discern in Austen's work the
possibility of deriving general human concerns from fictional events which admittedly occur in
specific time and space. Wilson demands that the novel make its chracters representative of
transcendent morality as he believes R_jchardson's' novels do. Richardson, he says, portrays the
struggle of good against evil and is thereby not restricted by the morality of a particular social
group. Wilson argues that the gpvel should n;ove back in the directipn of portraying

transcendent evil because he believes this move will be accompanied by a greater concern for

''¢"Jane Austen and the Moralists”, 178. -
'"’Angus Wilson, "Evil in the English Nevel”, The Listener (December 27, 1962)

1079.
b g
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sex, which he also finds absent from Austen's novels.''* Primarily, though, he wishes to see
fictional characters represent good and evil as Clarissa and Lovelace do. The latier, he says,

"comes very close to being the Devil” (1079). Presumably, Clarissa is Eve in this case, but an

Eve who can actually \resisl temptation. The implication of Wilson's argument is that the
novel should move away from realism towards allegory.

’wilson's inability to consider the wider implications of scemingly trivial events in
Austen’s novels is evident in his treatment of an episode in Mansfield Park, th:onc where
Mary Crawford finds she cannot get a cart to deliver her hafp because it is harvest time. The
author's implied rebuke of Mary shows, according to Wilson, not only Austen's
provincialism, but also a lack of heart. |

Because of a certain smugness, a kind of social superiority, this nafrowness also.

sometimes means a failure of heart; it means that Edmund Bertram in Mansfield

Park can truly, so to speak, score off Mary Crawford, because she does not know

that the farmers will need their cart for harvesting: she is somehow regarded from

tha1~momem as being morally defcc;ive because she does not know the ways of the

country.!’
It is unclear from reading the passage in question (MP, 62) how Edmund can be said to
"score off " Mary when he simply explains that carts cannot be spared at harvest time. In any
case, we are supposed to see.in Mary's ignorance a broader implication. This is the same
technique that Austen uses elsewhere: to take a trivial ihdiscretion as a symptom of something
larger, as she does with Wickham'g denunciation of Darcy or with Willoughby's tendency to_‘
speak his mind too often. In the present case, Mary's. assumption that people's services ¢an be ,
bought at a price regardless of priorities indicates her inability to switch from city values to
country ones. It shows how the city is separated from its economic roots in the country, from

quite literally its source of food. Country activity is motivated by economic neccessity; ci}y '

activity, at least that type of activity represented by the Crawfords, is sheer play. It is

'8exual interest is there, as when the party of couples in Mansfield Park break
through the fence into the woods while touring Rushworth's estate. Wilson probably
" requires its presence to be more explicit.

19"Evil in the English Novel”, 1080.
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A_'.i,‘essmlial“lo Austen's meaning that we arc sensitive to the deeper significance of what often

‘f'\!} X . ) . - . .
‘&em Io Q trivial events, otherwisc we will sec in her work only a surface realism. Here we

-,

aVc qlgmﬁmm ttack on the lcis;m‘ class secing the working class as simply functional. at
thet v@mmx '

Wllson associates Austen's "provincialism” with her countrified and middle-class
h]Ot&]itAQES this is the usual sense of the term. However. apart from failing to bring out the
slgniflcancé of‘“lhc events that supposedly illustrate this morality in Austen, Wilson fails to
_consider the wider implications evident in the contrast between the novel of transcendence .:md
the novel of manners. He confuses the notion of manners in Austen's work with middle;class
etiquette, as if manners, rather than being a public expression of self, were for her the mores
of lh¢ provinces. As we have seen, rﬁanners arc an expression of an internal
state- -character- -which has b'ee‘n formed frotﬁ't\i the choice of the moral life. When Wilson
indicates that the fdovel has become too imcresled.in‘ moralily and not enough in good and
evil, we might wOndér: is morality not concerned with good and evil? .

A Jirst step in articulating the distinction betwéen moralil); on the one hand and good
and evil on the other comes from T.S Eliot, whose essay "What is a Classic?" raises the issue
of nar.rowness in literélure and sees in provincialism a rejection of religious intensity. '*° In
this essay, Eliot speaks of the classic as the product of a mature age, a mature language, and
a mature mind“(‘thal is, the author's); moreover, a classical period is marked by a maturity of

*

manners an(;‘is "more pélished and less provincial” than nonclassical eras Wiot uses
"provincial " in the restricted sense of being uhpolished or having rough edges‘!most
importantly, though, he mleans that those writers who are provincial are indiw;idual talents
un%’f ected by cultural standards (this is an essential addition because he wants to call
Shakespeare and Milton "provincial"). For Eliot, a nonclassical era is signified by individual
genius, idiosyncratic style, and an intensity of religious belief: Shakespeare and Miltox) are
pro;incial because they belong to eras of relative immagrity of language and culture, and,

while both can be said to have developéd the language, it was not developed by them in a way

'What is a Classic? (London: Faber and Faber, 1945).
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that contributed to a common stock of linguistic facilitv. A classical era. on the other hand,
tends towards the development of a "common styvle”, not simply a convention of writing, but
a "community of taste” (13). This "community of taste” exhibits what Fliot calls a
catholicity or amplitude: an all-embracing cultural ideal.
The classic must, within its formal limitations, express the maximum possible of the
whole range of feeling which represents the character of the pco;ﬂé\’who specak the
language: It will represent this at its best, and it will also have the widest appedl;
among the people to which it belongs. it will find its response among all classes and
conditions of men ' A
Typically, of a classical work we will not say "this is a man of genius using the language ™.
but "this realiz’es the genius of the language™. One might assume that Eliot would fyd h;s
criteria fulfilled in the neoclassical period of English Literature i{\ the eighteenth century;
however, he finds in the neoclassicists only the formal limitations of the classic without its
L
catholicity .

In particular. Eliot cites Johnson as one whose picty was evident, but whose writings
lacked any evidence of religious intensity. In essence. he criticizes Johnson as Wilson does
Austen for being a committed Christian who reduces questions of good and evil to questions
of right and wrong. Of Johnson, Eliot says: .

there are evidences of a deepe} religious sensibility in the poetry of Shakcspcarve {than

in the work of Johnson)...and.. restriction of religious sensibility itself produces a

kind of provinciality...the provinciality which indicates the disintegration of

Christendom, the decay of a common belief and a coinmon culture.'”?
Johnson's piety in this matter arises partly from his beliéf that it is indecent to dispiay -
religious fervour; for hixq, religio;l is esSentially a private matter, inwardly felt and intense,

.

but not a subject to parade. More important, though, is his belief that fiction has other goals

to meet. Religious experience is not a fit subject for fiction because "the ideas of Christian

Theology are too simple for eloquence, too sacred.for fiction, and too majestic for

'"What is a Classic?, 27
117What is a

Classic?, 18 ‘ .

i .



120

ornament " ! Johnson's position was that fiction should represent Auman nature. Thus he
complains that Paradise 1.ost "comprises neither human actions nor human manners” '
Milton's_poem cannot evoke human sympathy bccaus'e there is nowhere in it for the reader to
plade himseH'; its truths are too well known to be surprising or moving, so its affective force
1s severly limited, and the pleasure a reader may expect from it is minimal.

Whether this is fair to Milton is another question, but it illustrates an important

consideration in the debate over the virtues of the novel of transcendence and the novel of

n
manncrs. The latter is primarily humanist, teaching human virtues in a familiar setting, and

aided, not by wonder, but by curiosity about the familiar. Such fiction evokes a natural
delight at imitation of the life we know. Having the power 1(; excite, fiction, Johnson believes, -
is better placed than didactic instruction to teach the virtues. He warns, though, that it must
not overexcite its readers:

these familiar histories may perhaps be made of greater value than the solemnities of

professed morality, and convey the knowledge of vice and virtue with more efficacy

than axioms and definitions. But if the power of example is so great, as to take \

possession of the memory by a kind of violence, and produce effects ;llmOS[ without

intervention of the will, care ought to be taken that, when the choice is unrestrained,

thg best examples only should be exhibited.'*
The idea that the familiar excites passion does not contradict what he says about the opposite
effect of familiar religious truths. The young and ignorant, to whom fiction is primarily
directed, have a ready capability of being moved by fancy (hence the need‘ to conttol the
effects of iCliO?]); but, as Johnson says in "Milton", the images from the scriptures actually
obstruct fancy because "the good and evil of Eternity are too ponderous for the wings of wit;
the mind $inks under them in passive help;cssness, content with calm belief and humble
adoration” (463). In these passages, Johnson's concern is that the human mind be in control

h Y - .
of itself, even though the imagination should be strongly affected by literature. Partly, this

'1"Life of Waller”, cited in William Edinéer, Samuel Johnson and Poetic Style, 178

— e TN
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intensitv is achieved by recalling to the reader his own understanding of reality so that he
receives pleasurc from the imitation, and partly the effect is achieved by the force with which
the images strike the reader. Poetical images must be both pleasurable and intense, but they
must alsn allow the r;ader to exercise his will: "poetical pleasure must be such as the human

imaginauon can at least conceive, and poetical terror such as human strength and fortitude

may combat”.'** The terror of evil is so strong that the human mind finds it hard 10 endure,

and coupled with the affective force of fictional cx:r::clc/sﬂﬁc pxesence of evil in [iction
would be overwhelming. Fiction, [hercfore% entratc op the moral nature of human

N

life as a guide to understanding the virtues. Johnson fi ssicist model created by Eliot
in his concern with questions of civilized human action and manners. Indeed. he ésscns that
knowledge of right and wrong is a religious as well as a moral duty.

Whether we provide for action or conversation,... the first requisite is the religious 4

knowledge of right and wrong ... we are perpetually moralists ... Our intercourse

with intellectual nature is necessary: our speculations upon matter are voluntary.'”
This statement is in line with Johnson's belief that Auman truths are essential to us: that—-
religious understanding, while vduable&i}n’lually, must bear on morality. He places stronger
cmptlasis on the moral aspect of civilization than Eliot does, and, where Eliot is concerned
with maturity of manners, Johnson is more concerned that the underlying moral character is

displayed by manners.'?* Eliot's emphasis is on spiritual catholicity in classical literature and

as a result he downplays moral considerations. He seems to assume, like Wilson, that morality

1¢"Milton", 463.

17"Life of Milton" cited in Walter Jackson Bate, From Classic to Romantic

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1946) 4.

1F R.Leavis criticizes Eliot for being overly concerned with manners and for

debasing the word "maturity":
What is significant here is the completeness of Eljot's surrender to the
consecrated and current nonsense about supreme wit, consummate prose, and
perfection of lightness in ‘The Way of the World..."Maturity of manners”:
what can it mean when manners are isolated in this way--what can
maturity of manners be if not something to be discussed in terms of
relation between manners and more radical things (moral values, shall we
say?) lying behind them?

"T.S.Eliot as Critic" in "Anna Karenina" and other Essays (London: Chatto and

Windus, 1967) 186

39 AN
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is tied to the attitudes of particular classes and can never achieve the transcendence of
religious belief. But the connection between maturity of manners and the expression of
religious intensity is arbitrary or at best incidental because such intensity is, as Eliot says,
evident in the great writers of nonclassical eras. However, the true classical period has the
catholicily of belief he speaks of, and it also happens to be a period in which language and
manners have matured. On the other hand, the connection between morals and manners that
the neoclassicist (and thereby "prpvincial" for Eliot) Johnson makes is essential. The form of
human action is an adequate expression of the seif\ | .

For Johnson, this connection must be maintained in the depiction of fictional
characters if mere realism is to be avoided- -a realism, that is, which is simply a mirror of ~
life. The fiction writer must emphasise the triu;nph of virtue over vice by a necessary
discrimination between the best ar;d worst aspects of human life. On the other hand, says
Johnson: "If the.world be promiscuously {that is, indiscriminately] described, ! cannot see of
what use it can be tqQ read the account; or why it may not be as safe to turn the eye
immediately upon mankind, as upon a mirror which shows all that presents itself without )
discrimination”.!?* Discrimination or selectivity is essential for realism of this kind, a;ld it
- forms a mean between "promiscuous” realism and the literature of transcendence. Johnson
finds fault in the latter, \as exemplified by Milton, because "the want of human interest is

always felt” ("Milton”, 464). The problem posed by Paradise Lost is the depiction of good

and evil, where there exists a confusion between spirit and matter. Pure good and pure evil
are inhuman and cannot be embodied in character as human virtues and vices can,
He [P\.dil’ton] saw that immateriality supplied no images, and that he could not show
angels acting but by instruments of action; h¢ therefore invested them with form and
matter. This being necessary was therefore defensible; and he should have secured the
consistency of his system by keeping immateriality out of sight...[but]...his infernal
and celestial pou;ers are sometimes pure spirit and sometimes animatéd body. (464)

The confusion arises when we see spirits performing both human and superhuman activities.
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Spirits are "causes” (465); human beings are agents artd can be both causal agents and subject
to cause ;hemselves. Because human agents have both body and mind, we see them acting and
.-._peing acted upon. Spirits, however, cannot be seen to act unless they are embodied. and if
they are embodied, they cease to be spirits. The essential point here is one of dramatic
representation, for what cannot be embodied cannot be dramatically rendered. Johnson admits
that allegory can "exalt causes into agents”, but allegorical figures can only perform their
office and retire: "To give them any real employment or ascribe to them any material agency
is 10 make them allegorical no longer, but to shock the mind by ascribing effects to ‘
non-entity ".1°
Johnson's criticism of allegory is tied to his belief that vice and virtue must bg seen to
be dramatically embodied in human action. The principle is originally Aristotle's. The
question of the rep{csentation of good and evil, although an issue in the Republic of Plato,
was first connected to dramatic ac[ionv by Aristotle. It derives first of all from his notion of
the effect of the plot. In discussing tragedy, Aristotle argues that the eff ect of the drama
must be to arouse pity and fear ("terror” in Johnson's terminology). While we must. kecp
tragedy and realistic fiction distinct, the effect of Aristotle's remarks bears on both forms
because he is concerned that we recognize ourselves; or our possible selves, in the agents of
drama. Each genre may then be said to have its particular effect or element of "surprise”, as
Johfison puts it, which appeals to the imagination and gives u$ pleasure. In realistic fiction
this element is attained by our recognizing the original being imitated; however, the power of”
the example is great and requires the ethical content to temper what could potentially
overexcite the fancy. Aristotle connects the attair\ment of pity and fear in tragedy to- the type
of character represented, who can be neither too godq nor too evil. If tfagedy befalis someone

too good, ouf response is not pity and fear, byt reﬁulsion; and the defeat of villainy is also
\

130"Milton", 465. Yvor Winters points out tts\t allegorical figures often have an
arbitrary relationship to the virtue or vice they are supposed to represent. He cites
examples if Spenser and Dante where only a vague association exists between the
figure and the attribute he represents, and Winters shows this to be a failing in
the allegorical method itself. Yvor Winters, The Function of Criticism (Denver: Alan
Swallow, 1957) 40-47.

/
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untragic because we cannot feel pity when evil meets its just deserts. '*' In order to feel pity
we must recognize in the protagonist some of our own possible shortcomings, and in order to
feel fear we must be able to acknowledge that such a fate could befall us. The relevance of
this account to realistic fiction is that even in tragedy, which represents men as better than
they gencrally are, ethical effect must be connected to what is recognizably human. It follows
that in realism. which represents men as they are, the need to stay in the realm of ordinary

~
human failing is even greater. In both genres, characters must attract in.us a sense of fellow
human feeling, which we cannot feel when extremes of good and evil are represented.

Ny §

B. Character, Plot and Action

N

It now remains to be seen, once the necessit)" of restricting character representation to
human vice\and virtues is admitted, how the ethical element is realised in a work of
literature. In Aristotle's aesthetics, the ethical element in drama must be subordinate to the
plot, whith is the soul of a work. By emphasizing this hierarchical relationship, Ariétotle asks
of a writer that he integrate the ethical elem?:nl into the work's aesthetic structure so that a
connection is established between the choices characters make and the action which results
from their choices. The action constitutes the plot, while the ethical element or ethos provides
motiva¥on for the action.!*? .Thc ethos of a character is important because it reveals his moral
nature, but for Aristotle moralhlif'e must be, ultimate]y, activity. Activity arranged as plot
* should be the telos of a dramatic work. Aristotle insists on the distinction between plot and
et‘hos because the effectiveness of drama depends on activity: witl;out activity there cannot be
drama in the precise sense he advocates. But does the distinction apply as strictly to the novel,

particularly to Austen's? In spirit, Aristotle's distinction ought to be upheld because it

.

11§ H.Butcher adds: "Goodness, with its unselfish, self-effacing tendency, is apt to
be immabile and uncombative. In refusing to strike back it brings the action to a
standstill®. Aristotle's Theory of Poetry and' Fine Art (New York: Dover, 1951)
p.310.

¥!Stephen Halliwell argues that- ethos "is a specific moral factor in relation to
action, not a vague or pervasive notion equivalent to modern ideas of personality or
individuality- -least of all to-individuality, since ethos is a matter of generic qualities
(vices and virtues)". Aristotle's Poetics (London: Duckworth, 1986) 151.

22
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represents a;l attempt to render a work's ethical quality simultaneously an aesthetic quality.
Aristotelian aesthetics tacitly opbose the "Ramist” tendency to disparage literature by secing it
as an ornament by which ethical matter can be conveyed more sweetly than by nonartistic
means. Art on this view becomes a mere plaything for childish minds rather than a serious
adult activity. While upholding Aristotle’s distinction, we shall try to emphasize the
connection between plot and ethos rather than their separateness. »

\ The passage in the P_og_t}g which draws the distinction between plot and cthos makes
levidenl the influence of the Ethics on Aristotle's aesthetic thought.

Tragedy in its essence is an imitation, not of men as such, but of action and life, of

happiness and misery. And happiness and misery are not states of being, but forms

of activity; the end for which we live is some form of activity, not the realization of

the moral quality. Men are better or worse, according to their moral bent; but they

become happy or rhserable in their actual deeds. In a play, consequently, the agents

do not perform for the sake of representing their individual dispositions; rather, the

display of moral character is included as subsidiary to the things that are done. (24)

133 .

N

The connection between the Poetics and the Ethics is évident from Aristotle's belief that
literature imitates the moral life to show how rﬁen act because the primary dramatic interest is
in seeing them perform good or bad deeds: 'We get a sense of their happiness or misery when
we observe how their moral qualities are made evident by action. Aristotle is not disparaging
chatacter, but he is concerned to show that t;agedy must have an en(}. whict; is to represent

action, and it does this by having a well-constructed plot. But even though action is the aim

of tragedy, tragedy as a whole, as opposed to particular plays, ought to include moral and

133Aristotle's reasons for elevating plot become clearer in a subsequent passage in
which he speaks of contemporary drama which lacks character but has plot, and
then that which overemphasizes character at the expense of plot. The tragic ‘effect
will be achieved without charactef\ but not without plot; nevertheless, lack of
characterization is a serious defec and usually involves the representation of mere
stereotypes or "flat" characters without any inner substance. This passage (24-25)
shows that Aristotle did not believe that all tragedy has plot and characterization, «
“but that it should have both.
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intellectual elements. The moral element will include one of the intellectual virtues (practical
wisdom ), but will be strictly separated from the intellectual element per se ((’iianoia), which
has no bearing on moral choice: happiness- is attained by moral quality (the irrational virtues)
with the aid‘ of practical wisdom. Ethos and dianoia are respectively the moral and intellectual
virtues (the former including practical wisdom). Two things are capable in tragedy of
displaying moral and imelle_ctual character: action and speeches. Action reveals the ethical
element, but not the intellectual: speeches can sometimes reveal the ethical element, sometimes
the intellectual, but they will be mutually exclusive.

The intellectual element [dianoia] must be clearly distinguished from the ethical

element [ethos] in the drama, for the latter includes only such things as reveal the

moral bias of the agents- -thcirilcndency 10 choose or avoid a certain line of action in

cases where motive is not otherwise évident. And hence the poet has no need to

employ the ethical element in speeches where the agent is neither choosing nor

avoiding a line of action. The intellectual on the other hand, is manifested in

>
everything the agents say to prove or disprove a special point, and in every utterance

/ . they make by way of generalization. (26) '**

The distinction between ethos and dianoia is clear if we bear in mind the argument of the

Nicomachean Ethics that, within the rational soul, the power to affect ethical action belongs
to practical reason alone and not to its other parts. '** Moreover, practical reason underlies
virtuous action, but-emotion is the actual motivating force: through the moral virtues

' themgelves, through having the right moral bent, we make the right choic;es and becpme

happy. Practical reason is a means towards having the right moral character, but we do not

a “In his "To Be or Not to Be" speech, Hamlet deepens the intellectual content of
the play, but the speech reveals nothing about the choices of action he must make.
Hamlet is not here contemplating suicide because he has already rejected that course
as being against God's law (i,ii,131:132). He is therefore making generalizations
about the condition of man. If we could correctly suppose\him .to be contemplating
and rejecting suicide, then we could say that his ethos is being revealed.
V**However, there is considerable controversy among scholars of the Poetics who
-know Greek as to what Aristotle means exactly in this passage and Whether he
consistently maintains the distinction between ethos and dianoia; For a discussion on
this, see Gerald F. Else, Aristotle's Poetics: The Argument (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1957) 251-274. 1 follow Else's reasoning in what follows.
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actually deliberate or choose to have the characteristics we do. Thus in tragedy, as in life.
dianoia has nothing to do with choice but is éevealed when characters construct argiments and
make generalizations where there is no moral choice 1o be made.

This is Aristotle's justification for the distinction between ethos and dianoia; it is
based on his theory that the intellectual part of the soul (excluding practical reason) does not
influence ethical choice. But it should not be assumed that tlor Aristotle, there is no
connection between virtue and intelligence. He points, for example,’ when introducing the
general topic of dianoia, to a change that took place in the history of tragedy up to his time:
Third in importance comes the intellectual element. This corresponds to the power of
the agent to say what can be said, or.what is fitting to be said, in a given situation.

It is that element in the speeches of a drama which is supplied by the study of

Politics and the art of Rhetoric; for the older tragic poets [Sophocles, for example]

made their heroes express themselves like statesmen whereas the modern [including
éuripides] make theirs use the devices of the rhetoricians. ( Poetics, 26)

The antithesis between speaking politically and speaking rhetorically has repercussions for the
separation of ethos and dianoia: it is not that Sophocles' characters speak like pdliticians as
we know them, but that they say what is appropriate to reveal their ethical bent. In having
characters reveal their moral selves in speeches, the "political” dramatists complicate the
distinction between ethos and dianoia. Their characters are intelligent and powerful speakers
who shdw their ‘moral intelligence more than their wit and rhetorical abilities; Where the
statesman reveals his ethical self through his speeches, the rh;:torician gives the impression
that he has a particular character as a means of enhancing the persuasive effect of his speech.
He does r;ot have to bg the character he suggests he is in order to persuade successfully. ,
Aristotle says that modern tragedies are characterless, and we can now say what one meaning
of this term might be: those plays where ethos is sir:xpty an effect of speaking w;:ll emphasize

the image or manners of an agent over his ethical character.'** Moral choice happens to be

13¢The contrast with those characters in Austen's novels who play on manners
without the underlying character traits that manners imply immediately suggests itself
here.

o
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predominantly motivated by habit, but behind habit lies the moral intelligence of the agent.
The “political™ play, unlike the "rhetorical” play, willishow its characters to be high-minded
and not simply plausible speakers. v \

In noting the subordination of dianoia to ethos in certain plays, Aristotle is concerned
that tragedy include strong characterization. Nevertheless, that the tragic effect needs only a
'charactcr lype'*’ is a clear indication of the primary importance of plot over character. A

Wlolless drama would have no linking thread enabling each event to be seen in causal

relalionoship with each other. So although Aristotle says that the universality of tragedy resides
in its depiction of character types, clearly for him it is not their character but what they do
and how their actions are lhreade'd‘ together that enables the work to represent in cohe;cm
form an aspect of human life. We can, however, detect from Aristotle's nostalgia for thé
"ethos” represented by the older poels compared to the "rhetoric” of his contemporaries that
he values ethos highly. The importance of the role of character should be upyheld despite
Aristotle’s clear insistence that plot is not only the goal of tragedy, but the only justifiable
point on which different plays can be comparéd.”' At stake is the audience's capacity to
respond sympathetically to a character's plight.*** While character type is important in that it
brings universality to a work (and is, of course, the means by which a plot is generated)
individualizing a character is also significant because we respond more sympathetically to a
fully-rounded character than to a type. The classic, therefore, will achieve as its primary goal

- ’ .

an integration of type and character: thag is, it will have a plot which develops

137"the representation of what a certain type of person is bound to say or do in a
given situation” (Poetics; 31-32).

ViCritics, he says, should compare comphcauon denouement, reversals, and other
aspects of plot--see Poetics, 61.

¥De Quincey feels that sy sympathy for characters in Greek drama is difficult because
they are bound by fate: " the central pivot.of character was obliterated, thwarted,
cancelled by the dark fatalism which brooded over the Grecian stage...Powerful and
claborate character would have been wasted, nay would have been defeated and
interrupted by the blind agencies of fate.” Quoted by Butcher in Aristotle's Theory
of Poetry and “Fine Art; 356. Yet there is also a sense of wilfulness about the way
Greek tragic ic_heroes put on the mantle of fate, as if they realized that, they had a
particular destiny to fulfill. Oedipus for example, is determined to face the truth
about himself, and although he is naturally enough fearful of the consequences, he
does not shirk from' this sense- of responsibility. Our sense of a hero's tragedy
depends on his being responsible for his own shortcomings.

$ -
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characterization within its structure.

The demand for fully-rounded characters is explicit in Johnson's criticism of Milton's
figures, in Winters' critique of representation in allegory, and in Edinger's assessment of what
he calls "conceptual overdetermination” in allegory, where a character's désliny merely fulfills
the conceptual scheme of the author. This type of representation occurs when an author limits
character l(yresem a lype-. No psychological e“xplanalion is offered for why the character is
what he is: he just stands for a particular quality for the purposes of moral

- exemplification.’*® We are not invited to read into the character any complex motivation, and - -
what-the charac‘ter does is determinc;d by His type. The representation of ethos in classical
literature, on the other hand, can be seen as both individualised and integrative. Walter

.

Jackson Bate speaks of classical notions of sculpture whereby the classicist aims at achieving a

finished ideal by representing the particular. This is not abstraction, as in allegory, but

\ e

integration.
It [classical sculpture] endeavours...to picture, in the light of an ideal, the total
capacity of the human Tigure, and to endow it with that_completeness avhich would
have (iriginally been formed and determined only by multifarious and rounded it
activities. It seeks to offer a concluded and integrated synthesis of all ideal human

aspects, which since they cannot be articulated in single performances without the

~

exclusion of some of them and the loss of completeness and unison, are presented, as

-

it were, potenliallyA rather than kinetically, and as in perpetual readiness rather than
in active execution...The spirit, the ideal, is neither a means nor a reaction: it is an
end, a fruition. It signifies the ethos or "character"--which is eternal and |
changeless--rather than the pathos or feeling, which is passing and in flux. And from

the revelation of the potentialitics of this fruition, of this changelesé ethos, and from

the subduing and disciplining of these potentialities to the consonance and decorum

[

of the ideal, arise the inherent finality, the repose, and serenity, which are the-

1°As Winters says, it is sometimes difficult to see how the figure exemplifies the
quality because, as is typical of allegory, he does not act in a way that suggests
the qualities he is supposed to represent, he just appears.
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properties of classical sculpture, architecture, and writing.'*!
This perpetual readiness for integration, if applied to fictional charzéte\rs, shows their
potential to achieyg) the ideal- -for in the course of a narrative, their rea‘iizau'on of the ideal is
in the future, at the end when everything comes together. And Bate's remark that statues are
presented "potentially rather than kinetically” does not mean that characters should be static

rather than active. The point is that "single performances”, the representation of individuals.

is at odds with integration of that individual into a type--there is a tension between the

universal and the particular. The stasis is achieved at the end of the narrative, but the process

of the narrative sees the character, as potential, struggle towards the ideal. And the final
imcgratioh is one of character as ethos with plot and ideal, or, to put it another way, the
integration is of the human, the aesthetic and the moral.

The beginnings of this integration can be seen in the notion of proportion: the ideal in”~
the scalpture is partially expressed through proportion, and correct proportion is a necessary
condition for achieving beauty in the plastic arts. In consideﬁng how beauty depends upon
prﬁportion, Aristotfe in the Poetics draws an analogy between proportion in living creatures or
in natural objects and the plot of tragedy: " as an inariniate -object made up of parts, or a 8
living creature, must be of such a size that the parts and the whole may be easily taken in by {
the eye, just so must the plot of tragedy have a proper length "(Poetics, '2’9). Proportion and
length of plot are somewhat artif icial demands because they both depend on the subject being
imitated. ?evertheless we can speak of correct length and proportion in terms of what the
human eye or human endurance can tolerate. Just as beauty relies on proportion, so unity of
action relies on proportionate length: in fact, as Aristotle proceeds to remark, the natural
limit of imitated action is what makes it possible to achieve "a series of incidents linked
together in a probable or inevitable sequence” (Poetics, 29). When action is in proportion, its

parts fit together to cteate a unified, aesthetic whole, And this whole is the achievement of

]
universality.

”»

! From Classic to Romantic, 19-20.




131

We can now begin.to unravel why Bate says that classical representation is potential
rather than actual. When the classical writer creates a character, he attaches a proper name to
him (Hektor, for example) and individualizes him by giving him a certain ethos (in this casc,
a mixture of Bravado and caution in battle). Now ii is not enough to render the characler\
typical at the start, that is, static and unchanging. He becomes typical in performing cerlair\l
actions and saying certain things so that, as Aristotle says, he becomes what a certain type of
person is likely or bound to do in a certain situation.’*? In "doing", the character integrates
himself into the action, into the plot. What he does is not isolated from the whole, and it is
this integration that makes all action morally relevant to the whole story. Moreover, the
universality of classical art depends on its closedness. Aristotle marks poelry as more universal
than history.because history must ignore unity and causal relationship between events for the
sake of depicting real events chronologically with no necessary or probable connection between
them. A work of literature contains the universal and does not look beyond itself, whereas
gistory must include all that actually happens.'** The idea that literature does not look beyond
itself parallels what Hegel means when he says of classical art that the "sensible expression” is
adequate to ‘the idea that it gives expression to and does not point vaguely beyond itself: "In
sculpturés of the human body- -the ideal is realized in the form itself".'** So the parallel »
between integrated representation in sculpture and unity of plot can be seen in the way plot
causes a character's actions to be integrated. By being part of the plot, a character's actions
work towards the ideal. This is not to say that plot, in its aesthetic aspect, pretends to attain
the kind of visual beauty achieved by thé plastic arts in a statue of the human figure.

Nevertheless, the character in classical drama is supposed to represent his ethos not only as

42Hektor, for example, does on the battlefield in the Iliad what a great warrior is
supposed to do--kill a" lot of his enemies. However, he also knows when the odds
are against him, and he feels no qualms about retiring when it is prudent. He
typifies Aristotie's courageous man rather than the reckless man.

13This notion of history would not 'sit well with modern theorists who stress the
selectivity of history and its use of narrative techniques. Aristotle means presumably
that if something of historical importance happens, thehistorian is bound not to
ignore it. He probably had no idea that historical events nught be 1mpopant for
some and not for others.

1eG W-F. Hegel, "Lectures on Aesthetics” in The Philosophy of Hegel ed. Carl
J.Friedrich (New York: The Modern Library, 1953) 377. .
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-hl\ inner self, but also as his outer form.

& The importance to classicism of the outer form s emphasized by Hegel when he
disunguishes classic from romantic and symbolic forms of art on the grounds of character
representation . In symbolic forms. which would include fable and allegory (although Hﬁegel 1$
thigking primarily of myth). characters appear as personifications, simple abstractions or
"$piritual generalities™ . Virtue is not represented in character itsell, but characfer, as a
svmbolic object, refers away from itsell to an order beyond. The symbolic form is thus close
10 the Platonic view of the world where the sensible world is j(psl an indicator of a truth
outside it rather than a container of truth. The classical form and its world view is closer to
Aristotie's system whereby truth is revealed in the world itself . In classicism any external
representation - -any concrete or bodily form--contains an idea, or, in Hegel's terms. a spirit.
From this analysis emerges Hegel's idea of character. The archetype of the classical form is
the rcpresc:n\tation of the Greek gods; the gods. says Hegel, "are not sir'nple
abstractions- -mere spiritual generalities- -they are genuine individuals" (his emphasis). The
Gods have clearly defined natures or‘characlers, and “"the attributes, the specific qualities
L:vhich result therefrom, constitute the distinctive character of each divinity " .'** Accofding to
Hegel, the Greek gods are both representative and individual. In his terms they represent a

%, dialectical antagonism of sorts between the universal and the particular. In theory, classicism

e
i

is the only form in Hegel's (admittedly broad) categories where the tension between universal .
. - "y
n U .

‘ and partticular may be seen. , ‘ AT
Where the classical form must uphold in its characfers the value of decorum and
manners, romantic art depreciates classical notions of beauty - of proportion and
harmony- -and introduces the "storm and turmoil” of the subject, which includes

representation of the ugly.'** In the novel of subjectivity, classital notions of form, especially

145 The P_h_xl_oﬁy of Hegel, 347. Hegel may be thinking here primarily of the way
gods are represenited in Homer, who individualizes them by not only giving’ them
definite bodily characteristics ("grey-eyed Athena™), but also by giving them specific
temperaments--Zeus tends to be hot-tempered, Posiedon vengeful, and so on.

14But romanti does not, as classical literature does, imitate horror an&
immorality inescapable facts of life; rather, it deliberately distorts becaus® it
wishes to-violate the order and harmony upheld by classical art. .
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plot structure. theme and characterization, are deliberately violated to explore the inner spirit
of the individual. In its romantic form, the novel presents the world only as 1t is sensually
apprehended by the subjécl,-and 1t 1s here that the opportunity to distort reality arises. The
romanftic novelist no longer allows the external world to be independent of w.ﬁm Hegel calls
the subject’s "freaks of imagination and caprice”™ **" Hegel's word for this spiritually

sclf -centred being is subjectivitar, a concept which includes the notion af subjectivity or what
it 1s that individualizes a person. The difference between the romantic concept of individual
and the classical 1s that the latter must include what Hegel calls "the external element™ as well
as an inner self . This "external element™ amounts in the classical idea to treating the external
world and one’s role in it with utter seriousness. The classical emphasis is on the human
form, and Hegel maintains that the human form must be employed in a way that corresponds
1o its mnjn‘d: "The outer shape must...be qualified to express itsclf completely in the physical
form of man, without projecting into anather world beyond the scope of such an expression
in sensuous and bodily terms”.'** Classicism requires that a character have material form
which represents an idea. This creates an analogy bclw;:en characterization and the plot of a
work, and it also creates an essential connection between them. The character represents an
idea and in so doing takes a certain shape; body (shape) and soul (idea) are thereby
harmonized. The soul is prior to the body in that the soul gives it its shape and causes it to
act; in the same way, the plot is the "soul” of tragedy since it is prior to and since it shapes
the action. This is substantially the analogy George Whalley noies, and to it must be added
the connection that the character's actions are the shape of the tragedy which has been
dete?mincd by its plot.'** Thus the complete character (body and soul) shapes the drama. or

rather his actions are the shape of the drama which has already been formed by the plot. .

'The Philosophy of Hegel, 382. For all its brilliance, Wuthering Heights is perhaps
an example of such "distortion. But Emily Bronte appears to wish future Heathcliffs
and Earnshaws to get a grip on the world.

“Philosophy of Hegel, 379.

George Whalley, "On Translating Aristotle's Poetics”, Studies in Literature and the
Humanities (Kingston and Montreal: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1985) 71.

Pd
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In essence, the relationship between plot and character is reciprocal in that plot cannot
cxist without lhc~ action of characters, but action cannot have form without plot. Yet this
reciprocity can be maintained only within a system of priorities such as Aristotle's. He makes
plot prior 1o action because plot is an actuality and action is potentiality; analogously, the
soul is an actuality while the body is a potentiality. This means that plot and soul are the
Jform into which action and the body are respectively shaped. Form, for Aristotle, is not the
same as the matter which constitutes it, but is what matter becomes when it takes shape. A
statuc’s matier is bronze, or marble. or stone and this matter is what persists; the end
designated for the matter, however, is to lake a definite shape, which is its form. According
to Aristotle, "matter exists in a potential, just because it may come to its form: and when it
exists actually, then it is in its form” (Met._ 1050a 15-18). Everything in Aristotle's system
has an end. and that end is action, but "action” in a special sense: "For the action is the end,
and the actualily is the action, which is why the word Tactually” is derived from "action” and
points o the complete reality” ( Mer., 1050a 22-25). The distinction be\ivecn actuality and
potentiality is derived from the ability of substances to act causally: allsubstances have
power, and a substance is what can be individuated or separated from qualities that owe their
existence to it- The power of the substance derives from its potency to change things.

For everything that changes is something and is chariged by something into
somethimg. That by which it is changed is the immediate mover [the efficient cause);
that which is changed, the matter [the mat'erial cause]; that into which it is changed,
the form [the formal cause]. (Met., 1069b 36--1070a 2)
Although matter is substance's most endurable quality and is what makes substance
identifiable to the senses, it is still a quality and therefore dependent on the substance's
existence. The form of a substance is its soul, which in turn is its realization or actuality.
Once the substance realizes its form, it has fulfilled its function. As we know, the function
for man is normative ahd is the subject of' the Ethics. We also saw that man realizes his

function becaﬂse other men have realized theirs: the form of man is a universal abstract€d
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from particular men who have cartied it (albeit temporally) in them.*** And 1o be a form is
also to be a self -sufficient, concrete individual--a combination of soul and body with soul
driving the body towards actuality.
For a human substance to achieve realization in life depends on his acting causally 10
fulfill his function. There are, of coursc, many ways he can go wrong. The difference between
the uncertainty of human life and the moulding of life that takes place in a fictiona! narrative
is that in literary fiction, the author oversees the process of potentialities becoming actualitics.
His conception is the goal to which his characters move--their end is the final cause which is
in the mind of the author when he conceives the plot. In life, however, an uncertainty exists
because of the very nature of what it is to be a rational rather than an irrational potency.
Remembering that in Aristotle’s system the principle of potency is to change or be changed,
the two types of potency differ in this: that while the irrational can achieve only one result,
acting or being acted upon, the rational potency can admit of contraries. A hot thing can
produce only heat, but a doctor can use medicine to produce both health and dis /se. Now a
rational potency does not want to produce both contraries, but only one. So wher( it comes
time to act, the rational agent acts on desire and choice: - ’. -~
For whichever two things the living being desires decisively, it will do, when it is
present, and meets the passive object, in the way appropriate to the potency in
question. Therefore, everything that has a rational potency, when it desires that for
which it has a potency and in the circumstances in-which it has the potency, must do
this. (Met., 1048a 11-15) *

Desire or purposé must therefor&'intervene to prevent the rational potency from doing

1*°H.H.Joachim, Aristotle: The Nicomachean Ethics (Oxford: The Clarendon Press,
1951) 182. For Aristotle, the form of humanity exists in individuals -but cannot be
equated with particular human beings. Each person can possess the fully realized
form, but the form itself is timeless, while human beings are mutable. This provides
the sense in which human beings can be both individualized and exemplary. Still,
Aristotle believed that to understand mam per s¢, we must understand the form--we
will not understand the form by examining one particular individual. Or, to put it
another way, an individual like Socrates may carry with him the form, but he is
not identical to it. :
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contrary things. As Joachim points oul;*** § rafiomal capacity cannot react without desire to a
\

catalyst otherwise both contraries will occur at the S/Ame time. But does Aristotle mean that
,

once desire intervenes, the alternative chosen nece*sarily occurs? or that the desired outcome

ts always of necessity uncertain? The passage { rom\hc Metaphysics makes it look as though

the first alternative is the correct one. But Joachim rgmarks that the original distinction
N\
between rational and nonrational potencies depends gn a strict difference between those that

cannot be otherwise and those that can: "In the lafter sphere, within which all human action

falls, there are no necessary laws, but at most general rules, regularities and uniformities

"admilling, indeed involving, exceptions, breaches of the uniformity” (Aristotle: The

Nicomachean Ethicé, 111)."** If the telos of human activity is devised by humans alone,

without the aid of God, the element of uncertainty will remain however well-planned theii
jjycs may be; they can find the best way to happiness, but not the certain wéy.

> In fiction, the author can remove this element of uncertainty and "play God" by
/ k;ving his characters fulfill whatever goals have been preordained in the conception of the

plot. In ordaining a certain outcome for the novel's action, thelot is a whole which

represents the realization of the action. But the plot is not gfilly a whole; it is also a process:

while the novel is being read, the plot unfolds gradually as characters appear to make their
choicgs and cause the action. The agency of action appears not to be the plot as a whole (that
is, the author’s conception), but character and fate. If the plot is not contrived or obvious,
the reader will not be able to see where it is logically leading. The author ensures that the plot
has its own logic in that while it is ultimately under his control, events may suggest other
events or may entail other events even if the author wishes an alternative outcome. He can in
general secure a favourable outcome for his favourite characters, but’if he does so as deus ex
machina, his presence will be too obvious and the plot seem too much under his control. The

Y1Aristotle: The Nicomachean Ethics, 108-111. ) ‘
'$'This accords with the nature of what constitutes the ethical life outlined in the

Nicomachean Ethics. Practical wisdom, which leads to the good life, is concerned
with things that can be other than they are: things that can change from
something to something else. The very possibility of becoming human in the full,
normau’rc sense¢ that Aristotle attaches to that term depends on there being ends,
which 1 turn implies a direction towards change. : .

4




trick 1s to imitate life to ftheigxtent that control appears to be absent.

Two factors advance creation of the effect of realism: authorial distance and
character development. Authorial distance will produce a sense that events unfo\ld according to
their own logic, and strong characterization will make it appear that characters have some
control over the outcome as they make their choices and act. Speaking of the logic of events
means that an element of chance should be allowed for- -in practice, no "logic” at all, but a
sense that things do happen beyond human control as they seem to sometimes in life. The
author thus arranges matters so that characters can be both efficient causes and also
experience things out of their immediate control. Their mettle will be tesied by how they act
as causes and how they react to destiny. Alluding to the "erosions of contour” which Nietzche

praises in a work of literature, Edwin Muir speaks of the importance of a fiction writer

trying to create too symmetrical a plot which makes it look as if he were too much in coptrol.
The lines of action must be laid down, but life must perpetually flood them; ben
them...If the situation is worked out logically without any allowance for the free
invention of life, the result will be mechanical, even if the ct}araclexs are trué. 133
Allowing life’s caprices does not mean that the novel becomes merely a reflection of life, but
rather thg,!ogic of the plot comes to life by seeming as natural as possible. The demands gf
realism, in short, conflict with the demands of conceptual control, but the conflict is lessened
as the author appears to relinquish control.

If thé conflict between conceptual and realistic demands is important to understand
the motive for various authorial techniques of disguise, the conflict should not be overstated.
It never arises because there is a burning need in most authors to be in absolute control of
their puppets. Nor is this need perpetually in conflict with their readers’ demand that events
be portrayed in a sequence as disconnected as life. Few authors want that much control, few
readers that much incoherence. The authot relinquish::s the possibility of total control to

appeal to the reader’s need for realistic content. The need for realism is tied to sympathetic

engagement; the first principle of imitating human life is that characters appear to be i’

' i



138
!

/
. /
control of their lives, not someone’s puppets. When we see a character appear to act as an
independent agent, we sympathize; when we see one ﬁder the control of mechanical forces,

we laugh. When We laugh, as we do at characters like Mr Collins, we distance ourselves from

’

themn.
*

An author, then, ‘increases the possibility of creating sympathy for his characters if he
cmploys indirect methods of presentation. The effectiveness of indirect methods in this respect
creates an artistic problem for an author who, like Austen, wishes to create through her work
the possibility of generalizing. A work must not be given over to generality to the extent that
its characters lose their affective power. But as an "artistic" meth(;d, the generalizing power )
of characterization is diminished the more a character is individualized and does not do what
is typical. Because Austen's virtuous characters are dynamic, they are less typical of virtue
than her unvirtuous are of vice. Those who lack virtue are static by nature, but the virtuous
must not seem so too if sympathy for them is to be maintained. In being dynamic, they must
appear incomplete. Sometimes Austen will distance herself from her virtuous characters, so

that she as narrative voice, and not they, stand for the complete system of virtue. As we will

see, Pride and Prejudice loses some of its generalizing power when the narrative voice partially

withdraws af ter the climax. Austen is inconsistent in her technique in this novel, creating
problems not evident either in Mansfield Park, which is more consistently direct, or in Emma,
which is more consistently indirect.

The need to accommodate the active role of the narrator in the moral novel requires a
modification of the hié}archical structure of plot,-ethos, and dianoia. An integrative approach
to the questio‘n. such as that taken by R.S. Crane, allows a more flexible treatment of the
three elements as they occur in the novel and does not insist on a parallel with tragedy.**
Crane amends Aristotle's tendency tt; see different elements of drama as mutually exclusive.
While it may be disputed that Aristotle is exclusivist, and, as we have seen, possible to see '
from his theory of tragedy as a whole that each part works in harmony, he nevertheless

considers it a serious defect to have character, for example, more central than action. Crane

'“R.S. Crane, "The Plot of Tom Jones" in Essays on the Eighteenth Century
Novel, ed. Robert Spector (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1965) 92-130.
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manages to by -pass this question but remains within the spirit of Arisl~otle's aesthetics. To
understand the difference between the spirit and the letteér, we can compare Crane's view with
that of Edwin Muir, whose Structure of the Novel is a more convsqtio~nal Aristotelian
apprpach to the novel. Muir is exclusivist in that of the three types of no(tel he \
distinguishes- -the novel of aclio‘n, the novel of character and the dramatic novel--only the
latter is truly Aristotelian. In Muir's categories, the novel of action is comprised of detective
stories or other action novels where "we are not in_lerested in the main character but in what
happens to him". Our curiosity is aroused by such stories and we take an "irresponsible
delight in [their] vigorous events”(20). These hovels evoke curiosity by situating events out of
the normal run of civilized life, and are mere fantasy spectacles. In Aristotle's terms, they
woulid correspond to the characterless tragedies he complains of, especially those which
emphasize spectacle as well as plot. The second category comprises novels of character, in
which "the plot is improvised to elucidate the characters” (27). Muir cites as an example
Vanity Fair, whose plot Thackeray apparently made up as he went along. Finally, there is the
dramatic novel, whose plot is based on the laws of tragedy (the novel ‘of character owes a
similar debt to comedy )‘ even thb’ilgh thc‘y are often resolved by marriage. In the dramatic

’

novel, there is no merely mechanical plot as in the novel of action, "all is character and all is
at the same time action”(43). There is a definite reciprocal relationship between character and
action that is not present in the other types of novel, which emphasize one at the expense of

.
the other. A change in situation always involves a change of character, and the dramatic p‘vel
"will have an inner truth in so far as it traces the unfolding of character, and an gxtemal
truth in as much as it is a just development of the action” (46).

While there is a correspondence between Muir's cateéories and Crane’s, Crane does

not show an obvious preference for one type of _plot over another; He categorizes each type,

moreover, not as types of novels, but as types of plot. The point is to emphasize that even

predominantly character novels still have plots. In each plot (of any novel) "the particular

" temporal synthesis affected by the writer among the elements of action, character, and

thought...constitutefs] the matter of his invention” (96). The plot is the final end which

-

/
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\'**"The Plot of Tom Jones", 96-98.
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allows everything in the novel to make sense. Crane loosens the meaning of plot from the
mechanically worked out sequence of events oa synthesizing principle of aption_ character,
and thought. The plot of action has as its synthesizing principle a completed change in the
protagonist determined by character and thought; the plot of character is a completed process .
of change in the moral character of the protagonist, precipitated or moulded by action, and
made manifest both in it and in thought and feeling; finally, the plot of thought h;is as its
principle a completed process of change in the thought of a protagonist and cbnsequemly in
his feelings, conditioned and directed by character and action.'*’

If we were o situate Austen”s novels according to Muir's categories, all her novels
would fall under the description of "dramatic novel”; indeed, Muir explicitly fefers to Pride
and Prejudice as the first dramatic novel. He distinguishes two types of character in the
dramatic novel: those who are capable of change and hence capable of moving the plot, and
those who are static. Those capable of change are also in some respects unchangeable, and
this is why we scé them &bolh respond to evefits that occur independcntly of their agency and
act as agents of chaﬁge themstlves. Tms accords with Aristotle's sense of what it is to attain
the mean: that the virtuous cﬁéracier is unchangeable to the extent that virtue is a reflection
of his character, but changeable in that 1h¢‘ proéess of attaining happipess is one :vherc a-

potential becomes an eictuality through his own agefxcy. In the major novels, though, the

process of change is sometimes inward amd sometimes outward. Here ;ve need to refer to
Crane's ries because Emma, for example, is much like his plat of character while
Mansfield Park js more like his plot of aCtion. The sysnthesmng process of Emma is Emma’s
moral development (her external sttuation does vary too, but the process of change within her
is the most significant development). In Mansfield Park, on the ogher hand, the change in

Fanny's situation, influenced by her character and thdught provides the final solution. O\(\

- the other novels, Sense and Sensnbxhty is a mixture of both because Marianne's change fs .

prima”!nner while Elinor's is primarily external. In Pride and Prcjudx there is again a

E

' m'ixture: up to the climax where she reads Darcy's letter, Elizabeth undergoes internal change;

-

.
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subsequently, though, the process of change is external as she has completed her internal
change. Finally, Persuasion shows Anne-'s external change from her lack of romantic
attachment to her becoming the wife of Wentworth. But whatever the orientation of the
processes of change that takes place, it could not be said of any of the novels that plot is
sacrificed to character or character to plot, and this accords with the spirit of Crane's
categories because he explicitly rejects the idea fhat on principle one particular emphasis need
involve the 6bliteration of another. Part of Austen’s genius is that she can work her matgrials
towards a synthesizing end and not an end which excludes c¢lements necessary to an

encompassing vision. : .
k]
C. Plot, Characterization, and AuthorialPresence in Pride and Prejudice

Pride and Prejudice combines both plot of action and plot of character according to

(Crane’s categories, and it also illustrates some techniques of authorial presence that allow
Austen to comment both directly and indirectly. It cannot be claimed, though, that her

methods in this particular work are typical, for she is not tied to any partiéular formula of

"

narrative presentation. As Wayne Booth comments, Austen's "technique is determined by the

needs of the novel she is writing”.!** To say that she looks back to a specific moral and.

aesthetic tradition does not mean that she slavishly follows conventions without regard to the
requirements of her particular theme. Austen's novels are examples where a moral viewpoint
( -

functions within the limits imposed by novelistic art. The novel traditionally allows direct

authorial comment, but there is an artistic and unartistic way to comment directly. Austen's

way is artistic and Pride and Prejudice suffers' when she withdraws much of her direct

commentary.

~

The plot of Pride and Prejudice cannot be reduced to a sequenée of primary events; a

network of interrelated occurrefices allows Austen to develop the different parts of her‘thcmc.
The intricacies of plot make it distinguishable from story: the story is a sequence of causally

related events, while the plot is the means through which the reader is acquainted with the \ .

N

1s¢ The Rhetoric of Fiction (Chicago: Chiczigo University Przss, 1961) 250.

&
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story. '*’ The story is the bare boneg of the novel, while the plot constitutes all the methods
used by the author to present the story and its connecting themes. Given this distinction, the
author may halt the progress of the story to develop characterization, intellectual content,

description Of setting and other matters. An extreme example of halting the story is Tristram

© Shandy. where Sterne has characters freeze in the midst of a particular action so that Tristram

. can embark on one of his'digressions. Such halting serves to illustrate the difficulty of

S

reducing plot to stoiy, and it might even be said that story is simpl;'an aspect of plot because

it may often seem that the story itself can be causally cohesive only with reference to plql

3

devclopr}xcnls} in Pride angd Prejudice, the ‘ordering of events is directly relevant to the
ordering of plot. : .

The story's‘rele\gnce‘ to plot is seen in\the difference betwéen causal and accidental

- R

plot developments. We S%in the last sectjon‘that events must seem to happen according

C-3

: 4 LS ¢
repercussions, not only o/n subsequerit evems( but also on the ethical sttucture of the novel. A
causal'developrﬁent thmugh-.dianoia will occwy when a particular tOpE gets discussed or when

‘ . . @
a character contemplates moral questions. Accidémtal plot devél nts occur when

~.p R

circumstances throw chéracters together, and our interest is in- how Lhey react to the situation.
Thus Elizabeth's refusal of Mr Collins bears on subsequem actions as it allows him to marry
Charlotte, and it also leaves Elizabeth free to marry Mr Darcy pvcmually As an act it also
bears on Elizabeth's charac;er in contrast to Charlotte's: the one standing fi'fm against social
préssu,res to marry for conver;ien'ce, the other 'su.bmitiing to th‘oseAprcss{xres. In turn the action
bears on one of the themes of* tﬁe book, namely the ri\g_ht and wrong reasons for marrying. A
development through dianoia occurs when characters discuss issues related to the theme- - this
is poftrayed in Auswten pnmanly throu.gh’dialogpe,,b\xt also Ehrough private contemplation
such as Elizabeth's over. Darcy’s letter. An example of dianoia throug.h dialogue would be the

£

3 L4 .
* "'Victor Shklovsky, "Sterne's Tristram Shandy”: Stylistic Commentary" in Russian
. Formalist. Criticism --Four “Essays (Lincoln: University of Nebrask_g Press, "1965) 57.
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discussion between Jane and Elizabeth subsequent to Charlotte's acceptance of Mr Collins'
proposal. In this case, the discussion makes explicit what was imptied by Elizabeth's rcfusal’ of
Collins, that "principle and integrity” are at stake (PP, 121). finally, an accidental plot
development would be when the Gardiners take Elizabeth to Dérbyshire and are the indirect
cause of herbbeing united with Darcy. Here is a situation which occurs in spite of Elizabeth's
wishes, and our immediate ix;terest is in how Darcy and Elizabeth react to their chance
encounter. Austen specifically mentions this incident at the end of the novel as the cause of
their being united; d¥ course it does provide the actual physical means, but the marriage is the

resolution of all the conflicts in l))e novel that have acted causally towards that end.

A plot summary of Pride and Prejudice will therefore be an account not of the

/

sequence of events but of the causal interaction of events. Causal interaction cannot but help
include the effect of events on characters and how characters /re developed in the course of
the novel. But the summary should also show how characters themselves affect the action,

both wittingly and unwittingly. In Pride and Prejudice, the plot of ethos dominates events

until the climax, Elizabeth's reali%alion of her mistake about Wickham and Darcy. The
revelation occurs just after the half -way point in the novel, and is a climax of ethos. The f irst
half of the novel is a plot of character, while the second half is a plot of action which
determines the change in Elizabeth's situation. However, because th® plot of action Ec{urs
between the climax and denouement, the action is anticlimactic even though intensified by
Elizabeth's trip to Derbyshire and the elopement of Wickham and Lydia. Elizabeth's internal
conflict has been the main focus up to now, and interest is suddenly made to switch from her

ethos to her situation. Unlikg Emma, for example, where the internal climax and the external

resGlution are almost simultaneous, in Pride and Prejudice there is a prolonged journey

towards the external resolution of Elizabeth's conflict with Darcy. And when ethos becomes
less and less the vital force behind the plot, some of the intellectual content goes with it, the
plot being devoted now to action ax;d resolution. After the climax, events are seen much more
duo;lgh Elizabeth's mind than was previously allowed, but in doiqg this the novel loses much .

of its generalizing power because the focus becomes too much on Elizabeth winning'he'r man. )



LA
The narrator becomes more disC(ciet, preférring to allow Elizabeth to speak for her. At the

beginning of Chapter Nineteen of Volume Two, the narrator begins to draw on the
consequences of unhappy marriages from Mr Bennet's example. In the next paragraph,

Elizabeth takes over, but she cannot be impartial and is forced to reflect on the situation with

pain in so far as it affects herself and her family:

Had Elizabeth's opinion been all drawn from her own family, she could not have
.. L 4

formed a very pleasing picture of conjugal felicity or domestic comfort. Her father
captivated by youth and béauty, and that appearance of good humour, which youth
and beauty generally give, had married a woman whose weak understanding and

illiberal mind, had very early in their marriage put an‘end to all real affection for
B A

, 3
her. Respect, esteem, and confidence, had vanished for €ver; and all his views of
s

domestic happiness were overthrown...
Elizabeth, howeveg, had never been blind to the impropriety of her f ather's

behaviour as a husband. She had aways seen it with pain; but re§pecting his\abilities,

\ L}

and grateful for his affectionate treatment of herself, she endcavo'u\re\d to forget what

she could not overlook, and to banish from her tvhoughts that cominu:;rl\ breach l“"of
—t \ﬂ:\

conjugél obligation and decorum which, in exposing his wife to the contempt of her .

own children, was so-highly reprehensible. But she had never felt so strongly as now,.

the’disadvan‘tagcs that must attend the children of so unsuitable a marriage. ( PP,

209-210) |
Elizabeth feels Mr Bennet's disillus'ionment directly, but she is not in a position to articulate ™
from his example the wider issues surrounding unhappy and unequal marriages. This is
practically the last time a gener;l moral issue gets aired in the novel, which is now geared’ A |
afmost exclusively to bringing Elizabeth and Darcy (and Jané and Bingley) together. The
cémrast tyg%rx the author's impressions a?d those of- Elizabeth illustrates the point that
chargcters may not always.be in a position to make the necessary generalizations, and where it
woﬁld be implausible to have them do it, the best recourse is for the author to comment

directly. As Wayne Booth points out, "No character in Tom Jones, no character ini Bleak
g .

a
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House, The Scarlet Letter, or War and Peace, knows enough Kg:oul the meaning of the whole

1o go Beyond his personal problems to any general view".'** There is a parallel betwcen‘th;
narrative voice in fiction and the chorus in Greek drama. Just as fictional characters cannot
always plausibly explain the full sign‘ii icance of what happens to them, so it would be
implausible to have dramatic characters analysing events as they occurred. Here, the dramatist
can use his own voice through the chorus.

An alternative to direct judgement is irony, but a question exists as 1o whether irony
is truly such an alternative, or, as Marvin Mudrick sees it, 2 means by which Austen can
distance herself. According to Mudrick, irony as distance {s the substance of her art, which
she is capable of destroying through direct judgement. For Mudrick, Austen's first condition
for writing was a detached irony, a refusal to commit herself, and a refusal to sympathize:

If Jane Austen's irony appears at times almost inhumanly cold and penetrating, and
her smile begins to resemble a rictus, it may be because we are accustomed to the
> soft and sentimental alioying of most irony. Sympathy is irrelevant to irony. Jane
Austen's compulsion and_ genius is to look only for incongruity; and it delights her
wherever she findstit:}* -
Mudrick does ﬁot say that Austen has no s/y:pihy. but that her art is destroyed because she
had no aesthetically satisfying way of showing it. When she does show it, she does so through
direct commentary énd direct intervention in(}mouiding the plotfor her moral purposes. In
)Kf\ort, she destroys her art with her sympathy. But it is a moot point whether all such
interventions are necessarily inartistic. Certainly Aristotle thought they were because the point
of art is to imitatellife, not to present the private opinions of ‘the author. The real question,
though, seems to beMer such intrusions are motivated, justified by the needs of the plot
considered as an integrative unit. What bothers Mudrick is not so much intrusion because

ironic reflection is itself a form of intrusion, but direct intrusion. And direct intrusion

appears to undo, uncreate, the artistic subtlety of irony and other forms of indirectness.

i"WaynezBooth, The Rhetoric of Fiction (Chicago: Univérsity of Chicago Press,
-1961) 198. : :
Irony as Defence and Discovery, 2.
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let us take the opening chapter of Pride and Prejudice as an example. The author

mlroduccs.lhc immediate events of the novel by spca!(ing ironcally in the assumed voice of
the neighbourhood wives, who act as if‘lhey cxpected all wealthy bachelors who come 1o the
arca to marry one of their daughters. After the ironic preliminaries, the chapter proceeds
without transition to the conversation between Mr and Mrs Bennet. Mrs Bennet acts as if she
believes the universally acknowledged truth; Mr Bennet acts as her foil.

"Why, my dear. you must know, Mrs l.ong says that Netherfield is taken by.a young

man of large fortune from the north of England; that he came down on Monday in a

chaige and four to see the place, and was so much delighted with it that he agreed

with Mr Morrns immediately; that he is 1o take possession b;forc Michaelmas, and

sontc of his servants are to be in the ‘house by the end of next week."

"What is his name?”

"Bingley ".

"Is he married or single?”

"Oh! single, my dear. to be sure! A single man of Jarge fortune; four or five

thousand a year. What a fine thing for our girls!” .

"How so? how can it affect them?”

"Mr dear Mr Bennet”, replied his wife, "how can you be so tiresome! You must

know that I am thinking of his marrying one of them".

"Is that his design in settling here?”

"Design! nonsense, how can you talk so! But it is very likely he may. fall in love with

one of them, and therefore you must visit him as soon as he comes”. (PP, 1-2)
The conversation not only confirms, in the person of Mrs Bennet, the irony of the opening
sentence, it also has Mr Bennet furthering the fun by pretending to be ignorant of the
significance for them of Bingley's arrival. Mr Bennet is Austen's ally here in poking fun at

. Mrs Bennet, and the passage shows how the author can comment airectly in her omniscient

ironic voice and also indirectly through one or more of her chgracters. Although we learn a

-

lot about Mrs Bennet through these indirect means, the matter does not end there, for she is
: “
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summed up at the end of the chapter directly:

She was a woman of mean understanding, litti€ information, and uncertain temper.

When she was discontented she fancied herselfl nervous. The business of her life was

to gel her daughters married; its solace was visiting and news. (PP.3)
Presumably Mudrick would feel that this last passage is unnecessarily intrusive because we
have already gained enough knowledge of Mrs Bennet from the irony. But does the irony do
the whole job? It makes Mrs Bennet an object of fun, and it certainly involves our own, the
author’s, and Mr Bennet's assumption of superiority to Mrs Bennet. In and of itself | though,
it does not begin to reveal some of the dangers that will be apparent in Mrs Bennet's
char.aclcr- -dangers that almost ruin her daughters’ happiness. The direct judgement, though
restrained, shows Austen's hostility towards Mrs Bennet where her irony had simply made her
an object of ridicule. Mrs Bennet's "mean understanding” is stupidity, her "little
information” is ignorance, and her uncertain temper is neqrosis. All these qualities point to
the potential dangers of a person like Mrs Bennet, who although ultimately ineffectual, has
the power to affect the lives of others. '*° The unspoken judgement conveyed by the irony is
not specific enough to inaugurate the type of general point Austen needs to convey, which she
does through direct judgement. '

The objection, though, that direct intrusion is unartistic ought to be addressed because
it has its roots in the model we have been working with. Arisfotle argues that the dramatic
mode itself should contain enough inferences to prompt the reader to make generalizations; it
is therefore up to the reader, not the author, to make such inferences. Primarily we yakc
these inferences through observing the dramatic representation of character, how the
characters reveal themselves (eihos), and what generalizations they themselves make in their
speeches (dianoia). This is the gist of the passage in the Poetics where Aristotle praises
Homer for not speaking in his own voice apart from making a few preliminary remarks
(Poetics, 79). Homer was appatently untypical among epic writers for not speaking in his own

voice; as such, he was closer tothe tragic mode than were his counterparts, and Aristotle ‘uses
i

1°As we will see, Mrs Bennet's power is of a different order than that bestowed
on the virtuous characters.
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Homer as his exemplary illustration of the epic form. Aristotle’s insistence on the "dramatic”
narrative form seems due partly to his allegiance to the epic’s least typical representative. and
partly to his belief that tragedy was exemplary among the literary arts.'®

The real issue should be not whether narrators intervene, but their reasons for
intervening: do they restrict their interventions to developing the plot in its broadest sense. in
which case they are still imitative artists, or do they speak directly without any special artistic
purpose? The writers of epic poetry in gencral, according to Aristotle, talk too much, and
merc talk is not imitation. not universalizable artistic content, but special pleading. For the
narrative voice to be part of the artistic whole, it must be part of the plot: not necessarily
part of the fictional story (unless the narrator is also a character), but part of the integrated
unit we have called the plot. The narrator can be absent only in an abstract sense, since the

very organization of events implies his presence, as much for Ulysses as for Tom Jones:

even whcfc the characters are all dramatic, the narrative may appear in t'hc

disposition of scenes, as when one scene follows another with an effect of irony, or

when one scenc is set as a foil to another, and this sequence is not strictly probable.

And, to go to the limit, we must say that any shift of scene at all introduces the

narrator into the plot, since it distracts from the immediate presentation.'®?
Tl;e "immediate presentation” is the logic of events themselves, and this is preserved in drama
by the three unities. But the scope of narrative fiction is, as Aristotle recognizes, much wider
and more obviously requires the direct controlling hand of the author: the coherence of
tragedy is 3\uilt into the form by observing the unities, whereas narrative fiction can :
potentially cover a large amount of ﬁlaterial. Homer, for example, could have written about
the whole Trojan war in the [liad, but chosee instead to concentrate on the rivalry of Achilles
and Hektor. This rivalry is the f ocus of the work and is always a potential development, but

it does not constitute the work. The narrative builds up to this rivalry and is climaxed by the.

duel between the two generals. Such condensing requires, if not the vocal aid of the author, |,

-~

1Gerald Else, Aristotle's Poetics: the Argument, 621.
'’Paul Goodman, The Structure of Literature ;(Chicago? University of Chicago Press,
1954) 160.
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then his organizational abilities. Yet the realistic description of the battles and lhc}\arallcl
rivalry of the gods are two of Homer's most striking pieces of invention, even lhéugh not
directly relevant to his focal rivalry. The battle between Achilles and Hector gives The lliad
unity, but Homer enriches it by exploiting the resources of epic writing. Just as the épic need
not have all the qualities of a play. so the "dramatic nov:l" should be defined only by analogy
with drama. If we are to make plays the models for novel writing, the novel will lose its
distinctness as a genre. Novelists should consider all the devices at their disposal. not just
limit themselves“?o those of an alien genre. So while it remains true that a dramatic novel will
dramatize, it does not mean that it will limit itself entirely 1o the resources of drama.

Furthermore, in considering Austen's partiality for direct judgement, we should
consider the preferences of her more immediate literary heritage. If we are right in tracing this
to the Augustans, we may say of her as F.R. Leavis says of Johnson, that for him "a moral
judgement that isn't stated isn't there”. '** Leavis' comment does not apply to Austen to the
extent that it applies to Johnson, but it indicates that her immediate intellectual influences
gave her the impulse 10 make direct statements, and she mana.gcs this impulse with some
restraint in her novels. Her direct voice is used primarily as a generalizing device, where other
means would be implausible; and her indirect yosce is not, as Mudrick would have it,
diametrically opposed to the direct ohc, but is an ally.

The alliance between her ironic and mora}hvoices \suggcsts that she is not as an artist
disengaged, fearful of commitment, but a creative moralist. Mudrick associates the "real”
Austen with Elizabeth's claim that "Follies aid nonsense, whims and inconsistencies do
[Austen's emphasis) divert [my emphasis] me, I own, and I laugh at them whenever I can”
(PP, 50). Notice that Elizabeth does not say that this jocular spirit is her reason for being,
bui that it is a diversion. A diversion from what? Elizabeth tells us immediately beforehand:
"I hope I never ridicule what is wise and good". Her primary reason for living is to discover
what is wise and good, and her reason for saying what she says is Darcy's preceding remark,

1
which is the true Austen speaking. "The wisest and best of men, nay the wisest and best of

'F R.Leavis, "Johnson and' Augustanism” in The Common Pursuit (London: The
Hogarth Press, 1984) 111.
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their actions, may be rendered ridiculous by a person whose first object in life is a joke". ?

i
Austen would not say that her first object in life is a joke; she does not ridicule out of an

acute sense of the absurd, but as part of her quest to discover the best in us. As | have

"~

argued, this is the classicist in.her.

Indeed, it is not Austen or her surrogate Elizabeth who is the detached ironist of Pride
and Prejudigé. but Mr Bennet. Both Elizabeth and Austen are critical of the consequences of
Mr Bennet's detachment, especially of his lack of responsibility as a father. Mr Bennet has
become the detached ironist out of disappo‘imrnem with his marriage partner. His solace, like
the true philosopher, is not women or drink, but his library and his estate. Mr Bernet is not
pathetic, but neithef is he a model. He is indebted to his wife only in so far as 'k;er ignorénce

r
and folly had con.tributed to his amusement” (PP, 209). Mudrick's point is that Au‘sten is
really like Mr Bennet in that she frees herself to laugh "at every exhibited incongruity of
social behaviour without becoming.involvcd or responsible”.’** But this ignores Austen's
criticisms of Mr Bennet's refusal to try and improve his wife, just as it ignores A_uslen's '
attempts to discover ideals. )

Nevertheless, Mudrick 's analysis leads him to an important distinction. He says that
Austen’s freedom to ridicule arises because the objects of ridicule are not real people, but
stock characters, and there is no damaging consequences in such laughter. The detatched
ironist, he says, seeks incongruity, not as in life between essence and pretension, but betwee;
"the character as he is by literary convention and (explicitly and implicitly) the character as
he would appear if we could bring him up against the world's own standard of behaviour"."’
But what Mudrick fails to bring out clearly is that while we.can laugh at the comic aspects of
the Bennets' relationship, we are also supposed to see the serious side. Mrs Bennet is a figure
of fun, but at times she is made to seem positively destructive to the happiness of her family.
Even Mr Collins, who comes closest to being a figure of pure fun, has his dangerous side. He

has a definite worldly power which is a potential threat to Austen's moral fabric, and the

threat is diminished because Austen designs things so that the moral fabric will survivé against

'““Irony as Defense and Discovery, 3. .
'“lrony as Defense and Discovery, 7. _ . .



151

the real threat of moral ignorance and moral indifference.

Mudrick's assessment provides an important clue to understanding the relationship
between the real and the ideal in Austen's work. He cites Darcy as the primary failure of the
novel, arguing that he never bccpmes more than a character borrowed from Fanny Burney
(Onville, to be precise). "Darcy remains unachieved”, he says, "we recognize his effects upon
Elingclh, without recognizing that he exists indepentently of them”.'** The primary argument
for this point is that Darcy is not animated enough, and Mudrick devotes a substantial
portion of his chapter to contrasting Elizabeth’s vivacity with Darcy's stiffness. What we get
in effect is Mudrick 's preference for .the lively characters (we get it also when he discusses
Mary Crawford and Fanny Price later on), but not an argument showing that Darcy is
derivative other than that he acts as saviour in the end. The stiffness that Darcy exhibits is
something we could meet with in real life, and if surely cannot be for this trait that he falls
under Mudrick's category of stock character. In fact we learn from Darcy himself that his
stiffness andlhis sense of superiority is a product of his upbringing; he is self -conscious
enough to recognize this and to be capable of more flexibility under Elizabeth's guidance. And
his stiffness is a function of character, of ethos, for it creates one of the primary clashes that
gets the plot moving. He is stiff, he is "Mr Darcy” the concept, but his stiffness does not
-define him any more than we would say that in real life a jealous man is defined by his
jellousy.

'If fiction attaches concepts to characters as part of the ;uthor's plan for the novel,
they can nevertheless exist independently of the plan if it is not realized in a way that makes it
look planned. The problem of ,éombining realistic effeets with artistic and moral effects is
exaoérbated by thg fact that a character is a creation, and as such cannot really have a being
apart from what the author has prescribed for him. We are dealing with an illusion, not a

reality, and the difference is, as Martin‘)ri'ce says, that fictional characters "lack“ the

substantial, opaque solidity of real persons”.!'*’ Real people can never be reduced to universals

“‘Irony as Defense and Discovery, -117.
167"The Other Self” in Imagined Worlds eds Maynard Mack and Ian Gregor 2
(Londen: Methuen, 1968) 292.
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because in their very concreteness they can only carry, they cannot be, the universal. The
classical model in fiction emulates the way which in real life we attach general concepts to
individuals, but the model can never surrender its owﬁ laws to allow the characters full
freedom of operation as if they did not have a function to serve. And perhaps only
unwarranted philistinism would insist that art do what it can never do- -recreate the world as
it is. The illusion, though, can be artistically rendered‘, and its creation has much to do with
how the author allows as much as possible the sense that events unfold and characters behave
according to the laws of probability: as mudl as possible because the effect of realism is one,

»
not the only, resdurce of fiction. = /'r

In contrasting fiction with the worid we must assume that the world is largely
disorganized and haphazard, whereas fiction encloses its world, however inconspicuously, in a
moral framework. This commonplace assumption should be asserted against those who believe
they can formally disorganize the novel in order to imitate life directly. But, as Johnson says,
it is for its organization, its sense of discrimination, that we /éo to a novel instead of turning a
mirror onto l‘he world. Characters do not exist apart from this organization, but in so far as
we do not see the mechanics of the plot in operation as we read, these charaétgr?:vill appear
to be acting independently of the novel's end. In Austen’s case, the creation of this effect is
helped by the very nature of the virtues themselves: virtuous activity is pure action, not
activity determined by a goal which has a lower order of ulterior motive.

Our sense of the independence of fictional characters is enhanced by the choices they
make in action, so it seems that they, not the author, propel the plot. We see them act, and
their action is given form in their being accorded a certain way of acting- -their ma(Zmers We
are then invited to probe beneath this surface, from the presentation of self to the“gctual state
of the character's soul. We see the causal mechanism underneath the polished surface as when
we take a clock apart to see how it works. We may fipd“no discrepancy between mahners and
character, as in the case, say, of Fanny Price. When we do find discrepencies, the quest of

) : .

the novel will bewto dissolve the conflict between appearance and reality. We find such

discrepencies in Mr Darcy at first, but a chastened Mr Darcy later self -consciously recognizes
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his change when he says to Elizabeth: ,
"What 1 do not owe to you! You taughl- me a lesson, hard indeed at first, but most
advantageous. By you I was properly humbled. I came to you without a doubt of my
reception .”;;u showed me how insufficient were all my pretensions to pleasc a
woman worthy of being pleased”. (PP, 328)
On Darcy's confession hinges the theme of choice. He once believéd that he could cho-o/se
Elizabeth regardless of whether he deserved her or not. The way choices are made ailows us to
distinguish in Austen's novels her conceptually static Wr conceptually dynamic characters.
All characters exercise choice, even if understood only in a limited sense of lhci.r\

choosing external goods. Choosing exter K)gds is acting towards something that is external

to the act itself : the act is a meape-fowards a determined end. Seeking internal goods means
that activity and purpose are one and the same. The comrést can be illustrated by analogy
with Aristotle's distinction between movement and action. The end of movement is an obj‘ecl
other than itself, as in the exai(ppie of sculpting; action, on the other hand, is an end in itself
because through action we become happy or unhappy. A choice dirécled l.owards external

goods does not therefore produce action (that is, moral actipr) because it advances an

external rather than an internal good. This is a@s much as to say that we cannot morally choose

< .

external goods when those external goods are legitimately bbund up in moral relalioi:lg. We
cannot legitimately choose a wife or a husband by f\ﬁ(in_g thém as our object and attaining
them as we would some property. Our relationship with people is what ‘gjv'es us happiness; we
" can choose only the means to happiness--we cannot choose happiness itself. n
Generally, those characters pursuing external goods actuglly choose their ends. This is
illustrated in Mr Collins' attempts to find a wife, and he behaves .és if marrying were simply“a
question of choosing. In the following passage, Mr Collins, having come to Longborn to
-generously offer himself: | to one of the Bennet gitls u: recompense for inheriting the estate, is
immediately smitten by Jane: "and for the first evenihg she [Austen's emphasis] was his ‘\

settled choice [my emphasis]."On being told by Mrs Bennet that Jane was not available: "Mr '

Collins had only to change from Jane to Elizabeth--and it was soon done- -done while Mrs

{
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Bennet was stirring th fire.\EliLabclh. eqlglly next to Jane in birth and beauty, succeeded her
of course™ (PP, 62). Mr Collins’ choice is made regardless of its objects’ wishes, as if he
were engaged in some kind of barler in the slave trade. When he finally comes to propose to
Elizabeth, the word "choose” and ss'nonymous words figure prominently: "Coming to
Hertfordshire with the design of selecting a wife”, "Chnse properly, chuse a gentlewoggan”, ”
could not satisfy myself. without resolving to chuse a wife"’, and (with different connotations)
"1 shall chuse o auril)ule it [Elizabeth's refnsal of him] to your wish of increasing my lovc' by
suspense” (PP, 94-98). Mr Collins' wilfull choosing is more like arbitrary selection than °
choice; even his decision to seek a wife was not his choice but Lady Catherine's. The
significance attached to choice which prompts moral action is of a different order. To choose
is to choose the means to something without regarding the end s a certainty. There is no
necessary cornnection between means and ends, and this element of uncertamty is present in
Aristotle’s drsunctron between rational and irrational agents. The rauqnal agent does not
assume that the object of his choice will occur automatlcally as if choice necéssitates

(
attainment. Mr Collins is perhaps an egregious exa;nple in the novel of an irrational agent,
" but the same assumptions work with Mrs Bennet andﬂeven with the more "rational”

+

Wickham. Wickham knows how to choose the qneans towards whar he wants, but he assumes

»

(presumably because it works) that his abilities to please will get hr\m what he wants The

difference between Collins and chkham is that Wrckham is not deceived about hls abrln‘res

Lydra ,Both men are mdrfferent (and this is the essennal point) te what i
human relationships. Bo;h seek relationships for reasons other than wlratielationships}are
ideally supposed to' bring- -liun;an connection. Wickham is as changeable in the objects of : his
choice as Collins is, depending on what he thinlrs he can get out of thenr.

The case of Wickham also invplves the connection between manners and cl‘raraQer:
the way character shapes the type of person that is presented to the world. The discrepancy

that exists in Wickham whereby he can copy the characteristics of a moral person's manners

without being moral is not like the lncongruence between the manners of a virtuous person

. N P \
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and his character. The virtuous can move towards a congruence, either between self and
appearance or between self and theirvrigh(ful place in the wotfd, whereas Wickham is doomed,
if he is to maintain his facade, to incongruity. But there is an interesting _lwisl to this
suggested by the example of Mr Collins. Incongruence in Collins can be Tannered. but he
continually betrays.himself at the same time. His "correct”, ritualized, behaviour revcz}ls his
stupidity. That aspect of his manner is what he owns himself and which cannot but help
reflect his true character. This could also be said of Wickham: cteverer than Collins. he can
deceive for a time, but his true self is inevitably revealed. What was inilially‘sccn és charming
in his manners eventually becomes irksome. As Mr Bennet observes, ';He is such a fine
fellow...as I ever saw. He simpers, he smirks, and makes love to us all. I am prodigiously
proud of him" (PP, 292). The incongruity between Wickham's character and his manncré can
be resolved because the moral forces working beyond him in the novel eventually éxpose him
so that in the end he comes to seem like Mr Collins. Here, wé might say, lack and excess end
up as being mirror imag;s of each other, and neither has an effect on the resolution of events
because moral considerations are outside their sphere of operation.

The overt causality that typifies the actions vof those who seek external goods is a‘bscnl
from the actions of the virtuous characters, who act causafly on the plot, but do so in a way
that makes it look I’ke things happsn to thc;m. This has led to the charge against Austen that
she manipulates her pﬁ)ts. But the virtuous cannot be seen to act causally towards their goals
because this would make it look as jf they had direct ulterior motives in acting, whereas acting
is an end in Eé;lf .14 Elizabeth péfuses Collins out of principle, not l;ecause she contemplates
marrying Darcy in the end. Her action is thus moral in and of itself and is not guided by a
definite end (other than to be rid of Mr Collins' unwanted attentions). Her principled stand is

p v
a contrast to Collins' because he believes that a proposal is merely a ritual and tha‘t’her

refusal is conventional. Elizabeth is forced to assert the principle (with anyone else it would

have been unspoken) when she says to him: "Do not consider me now as an elegant female

1¢In some cases, an ulterior motive is necessary to make the act a moral one, for
example, when one is friendly to enhance the pleasure of others. An ulterior motive
is morally questionable, though, if the intention is to appear moral while really
seeking external goods.
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‘3
intending to plégue’ you, but as a rational greature speaking the truth from her heart” (PP,

98).'Considered‘as an act, Elizabeth's refusal does not make her happy immediéiely but is a

. means towards her eventual happiness. dn effect she is happy although she does not know it

~

because her happiness has not yet materialized, which illustrates Aristotle's point in the Ethics
3 ®
that happiness mag be something we acquire without knowing it as we choose consciously only
- 41’
-

the means, not the end. T

At this point in the aetion, Elizabeth must still undergo an imeénal change which

. e

signifies her ability o respond to circumstances in a~way compatible with her moral characier.

Edwin Muir speaks of a trait In true dramatic characters who respond to events in so far as

~

- . / : .
they are unchangeable (because their tharacter$ are formed), but who also allow the plot to

progress in sO far as they are changeable. The dramatic charicter ¢an be neither so fixed that |

he is unchangeablé, nor so accommodating as to fluctuate at every move. A tension exists in

. < ' . .
_these.characters *between their completeness seen as fate, and their progression seen as

developmcnt".3°’ There could not be a dramatic noveﬂ!} about Mr Wickham because change in
him could not develop the plot if he were the determining actor. His actions do not reflect a
mdral potential, but are governed by his (morally indifferent) self -seéking. There is nothing
larger than his-own material needs that his char’éct‘ould illustrate, except in contrast to a
character who could develop and who, in dramatic f iciioq, would perforce become central.
A virtuous character may develop from moral potentiaf to actuality and in so doing
exem;;lify a virtue. Because those who are not virtuous cannot share this moral poter-nial, the
virtuous are independént of them, even though virtue is defined theoretically in relation to
lack and excess. Aristotle stresses this independence when he says that despite certain
ostensible similarities between some virtues and their lacks and excesses, virtuous activity is
itself an excess. Virtue is independent of those activities which may resemble it, as when the
reckless 'man resembles the courageous man. This resemblance is due to the need to define

particular virtues by arresting them as if they wére independent of a larger conoeptionIOf

humanity. Courage is needed to defend friends and family, and this need springs from a value

——— —— Sl
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for friendship and kinship which points to a larger sphere beyond the courageous act itself .
Because there exists something beyond the particular action, it is hard to say the courageous
represent courage as if they represented nothing else as well. Moreover, from the point of
view of virtue, we have to stop 1o e;amine characters in action to make discriminal'ions from
which we can benefit. If anything is artificial about the classical model, this is it. When
virtuous activity is imitated in fiction, a whole is represented by a particular- -as Walter
Jackson Bate suggests in his comments about classical sculpture, a series of activities are
combined into a single moment. Similarly, when Elizabeth refuses Mr Collins, she is not just
refusing Mr Collins, but combining varipus aspects of her character imo one act. Muir says as
much in speaking of the limitations Austen imposes on her novels:

Without its built-in arena one c;)uld not evoke such a range of absoluteness of

experience in its figures. Without the unchangeability of its types the other could not

show us such/ clear-cut diversity of character and manners. It is here the static

definition, the completeness of every character at every moment, that points to the

diversity and makes it self-evident. To see sharply the difference betwqen a mulmudé

of living things we must arrest their movement. They must not changyhile we look,

or the change will confuse our sense of distinction: difference will ;x\mrge at times

into idcmit‘y, to disentangle itself and merge again.!”*
Muir captures the essence of what is "contrived” about the class\ical model of literature: a
contri?ance that a{ once encloses the arena of its operation but simultaneously suggests wider
possibilities. It is a question of focus, of noting, as Mary Lascelles remarks, how the narrow
can reverberate to the lérger "like a stone dropped into a pool”: "the narrator can show
circles speadmg out from that point--can even show how these encounter windflaws that were
dlstu!btlfg t'ﬁe surface before the stone entered the water”. '™ The most obvnous act of closure
in Ausycn s novels is her endings, which are the most difficult to achieve without being

mechanical because all the conflicts have to be resolved almost with a stroke of the pen.
. o

”°The Structure of the Novel, 61.

— .

1"Mary Lascelles, Jane Austen and her An_ (Oxford Oxford University Prcss 1939)
196. e
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Perhaps endings in any form of literature, save those works which have no resolution, are the
most difficult to contrive artistically as so much has to be brought together. The endings of

moral novels probably can never be artistic in the way prescribed by advocates of the indirect

method. J



Conclusion

—y
Au\élen is part of a neoclassical tradition of literature with its roots in Aristotelian moral and
aesthetic theory; her goal is to represent, throﬁg-h a realistic portrayal of eighteenth-century
rural life, ethic;al ideals that dfrivc from the Aristotelian tradition. But, while she is accurate
in her depiction of cdgtain manners and customs of her class, we should not assume that these
mores alone inform her moral outlook. Even if we grant this accuracy, Austen’s England was
~——
" not the real England, except, as Lionel Trilling points out, "as it gives her a licence to imaginc\
the England we call hers”. We should not, he warns, "f dx(l to recognize the remarkable force
of the ideal that leads many to make this confusion”.?’ The dynamism of Austen's noveTs lies
in representing the ideal through Aristotle's account of the virtues, not in their factual
accuracy. When Aristotle distinguishes poetry from history, he argues that the former
\pomays the universal while history can address only factual pafticulars. Literature in the
Aristotelian tradition is therefore primarily aiming not to gather facts, but to represent
artistically an idealized worid; if a work in this tradition f;lils. it fails in its representation of
the ideal, in its artistic conceptioﬂ, not in its failure to be historiéally accurate. Aristotle says
as much in the Poetics when he speaks of what might constitute artistic failure. - | A \
When an error.is found, oge must always ask: is the mistake adventitious, arising :
from ignorance in éomé special field of knowledge, or does .il concern the art of 4
imitation as such? If a paiqter thinks a female deer has horns, for example, that is
less of an error than to t“axi, to represent his actual conception. ( Poetics, 85)~
If the mistake is intrinsic to?i)e work of art itself--ifit is a failure of artistic conception--it

fails in the realm of the ideal, which is ‘the dyﬁamic force behind the work. Aristotle's final

fer the artist an excuse to fail to represent the real accurately becausd he

sentence does not |
‘pref'aces thisstatement by saying that the artist should if p0§§ible make no mistakes at all.
But to fail to depict the ideal accuratefy is an artistic fault because the ideal is bound up with

the artistic organization of the work.

a4 o

2] jonel Trilling, "Emma” in Beyond Culture (Harmondsworth: Peregrine Books,
1967) 61. | e
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We will not find in Austen’s novels description for description’s sake even though the
comic form affords the writer an opportunity to dwell on the physical details of character and
setting to create a comic effect. What description we get is almost always subordinated to
advancing our knowledge of a character’s valu;s or to developing the theme. Like Johnson,
she was against minute description for its own Asake- -the business of the poet is to examine
the species, not the individual. Thus in Mansfield Park. when the party is approaching

. Sotherton in carriages, an opportunily arises to describe e grounds because Sotherton's

—

"improvement " has been a topic of conversation. But the only dcs,g\riplion we get 1s a highly
motivaied one from Maria Bertram, who anticipates being mistress of the estate.
"Now we shall have no_rrNugh road, Miss Crawford, our difficulties are over.

The rest of the way is such as it ought to be. Mr Rushworth has made it since he

succeedéd to the estate. Here begins the vi . Those cottages are really a disgrace.
The church spi‘re is reckoned remarkably :z’me. I am glad lt;c church is not so

close to the Great House as often happens in old places. The "annoyance of the bells

must be terrible. There is the parsonage; a tidy locking house, and 1 understand the

clergyman and his wife‘re very decent people. Those are alms-houses, built by some

of the family. To the right is the steward's house; he is a very respectable man. Now

we are _co;Tling to the lodge gates; but we have nearly a mile to go through the park

sﬁll. It is not ugly, you see, at this end; lhcfe is some fine timber, but the situation

of the house is dreadful. We go downhill to it for half-a-mile, and it is a pity, for it

would not be an ill-looking piace if it had a better approach. (MP, 74)
Austen is much more concerned to tells us about Maria, about "improvement”, and about
enclosure than she is to describe the’ surroundinés._Maria shows herself to be more concerned
with minor annoyances than she is with the well-being of the community over which she shall
be mistress: it is an attitude symptomatic of the mentality of "improvers™. The passaée has ~
an immediate human significance, even though i this case it appears to be of local or '
historical signfficance. Bcl:ind this local significance lies a mbre general issue: Maria's attitudé

_ A [ 4
reminds us of a primary duty that we do not treat others as means to an end, but recognize



161

that others have their own ends. Austen hersell was not against imptovement, but she takes
[ ]

the opportunity to make a moral point at the expense of historical detail.

A S
So, if the presentation 9f realistic description is subordinated in Austen’s novels 10 the
]
ideal, 1t is not plausible to aygue, as Angus Wilson does, that the mores of her class were the
source of her moral values | The evidence from her novels suggests. rather, that her own world

rarcly iived up to the moral\standards set by the novels. Her culture was much 100

preoccupied with money and\status; it subordinated women to a position of domestic

drudgery. and it treated marr’jv a}\an economic rather than moral necessity. On top of this,
she seemed 10 have litEle igércst in the major historical events of her time- -at least to the
extent of including them in her novels. Considering that the Napoleonic wars, the industrial
revolution, social and political upheavals were part of the life of Englaﬁd during her time,
historical events rarely, if ever, play a significant part in her theme. She has been called a
Marxist before Marx because in Mansfield Park she shows that Sir Thomas Bertram's fortunc
has been made partly by his holdings in the West Indies. But this fact is mainly significant for
the plot: it gets Sir Thomas out of the way so that Mansficld can become a playground fci
trifling ygung aristocrats ku his absence.

Austen’s uncomprolising moral integrity shows her having more affinity with Samuel
Jahnson ihan with her own tilkge. This affinity is with the principle for novel writing stated by
Johnson in Rambler 4, that where historical truth has no place in a novel, the novelist ougm
to present the ﬁighest and purest form of beauty that humanity can attain. Johnson's view
amounts to a simplification of human virtues and vices, for he advocates a much stricter
separation of virtue and vice than is ever found in the real world. Johnson regards this
simplif’ iéatioh\as essential to the riovel's moral purpose, especially b/?:causc of its power to
influence untutored minds. This attitude infuriates those who believe it to be the first duty of
the novelist to make his moral outlook as complex as possible, but it was Johnson's belief that
novel readers were primarily the young and ignorant; he probably had no notion that it was to

»>

become read mainfy by the academically sophisticated in future centuries. And the literary

novel has, in our time, become so complex that it is virtually impossible for the ordinary
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reader 10 understand it without the aid of a university course.

But even though the neaclassical novel may be said to be a simplification of life, it
does not mean that its practitioners were simple-minded or uhaware of what they were doing.
My purposc throughout has been to emphasize how the neoclassicist aesthetic presents a
theoretical and moral framework by which to judge the acti}dns of characters in particular
works. And by these standards, some of those\characlers seem pitiful indeed especially when
little attempt is made to excuse or redeem them. In fact, it is presumably the neoclassical
acsthetic that George Eliot addresses when she says in an astde in Adam Bede that moral
idcalism has had a chilling effect on the novel. -

I would not, even if I had the choice, be the clever novelist who could create a world
so much better than this, in which we get up in the morning to do our daily work,
that [sic] you would be likely to turn a harder, colder eye on the dusty streets and the
common green fields- -on the real breathing men and women, who can be chilled by
your indifference or injured 4)y your prejudice.!” ﬂ

Eliot admits that art needs the exemplary "divine beauty of form”, but she requires us to love
- "that other beauty too, which lies in no secret of proportion, but in the secret of deep human

sympathy” (177). The novel has generally followed Eliot's example rather than Austen's,

making Austen the last of the great neoclassicist writers; in the process, moral idealism has
made way for sympathy and tolerance.
: If we have given up idealism for sympathy and tolerance, it is worth asking what price

we have paid for the sacrifice; and it is also worth asking how much sympathy and tolerance

is usually denied for idealism. As to the first question, what we sacrifice for tolerance and

\

sympathy is judgement and intellectul discrimination. The liberal/romantic tendency to
accept any values as inevitable facts of the human condition and any judgement as
undemocratic betrays, according to Lionel Trilling, "an almost intentional intellectual

weakness " and

a nearly conscious aversion from making intellectual distinctions, almost as if out of

'"George Eliot, Adam Bede (New York: Signet, 1961) 175.
~
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the belief that an intellectual distinction must inevitably lcad to social discrimination

or exclusion. We might say that those who most explicitly assert and wish to practice

the democratic virtues have taken it as their assumption that all social facts- -with the

exception of exclusion and hardship- -must be accepted...that no judgement must be

passed on them.'™
It would be fair to claim that the liberal impulse not 10 judge carries less socially harmful
consequences than over zealousness, but there should be a mean between the two. The impulse
to judge should be one thét is exercised by persuasion rather than coercion- -this is the limit
to interference imposed by John Stuart Mill in On Liberty. And if Austen is judgemental in
her novels, she is so in the spirit of persuasion, not coercion. To refrain from judgement and
discrimination, as illustrated in the character Z Jane Bennet, is seen by Austen to be a serious

)
weakness if circumstances demand that {udge ents be made. Judgement is the only means

~

correction available in a community Wﬁich does not allow other forms of social policing.
{

The other question to address is whether sympathy and tolerance are destroyed by
judgement. The answer is that they must be, partly, but that there must be !imils to the
potential harm caused to those being judged. In Austen’s novels, the invelc};nxe sinners are
condemned by harsh judgement and become isolated from the moral centre of the community.
Austen does not waste much sympathy on the likes of Mrs f\lorris or George Wickham- -they
deserve their fates. The serious moral question is the author’s attitude towards those
characters whose fault lies in weakness of mind, who generally fall under the "lack” category
in her moral scheme. The general tendency is to laugh at these characters, and the mo’gal
problem involved is whether such laughter is harmful- -whetl;cr it carries over from the novel
into the world so that we are tempted to laugh at real people who exhibit weaknesses similar
to those we meet with in fiction. While there never has been strict criteria drawn for what
constitutes socidlly harmful ridicule, there are moral limitations. Congreve mentions such in 7
his letter of dedication which prefaces The Way of the ﬂg_rl_d:

fhose characters which are meant to be ridiculous in most of our comedies are of

1"*Lionel Trilling, "The Kinsey Report" in The Liberal Imagination (Londo)(: Mercury
Books, 1961) 241-2. . .

-
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fools so gross that...they should rather disturb than divert the well-natured and

reflecting part of the audience; they are rather objects of charity than contempt; and

instcad of moving our mirth, they ought very often 1o excite our compassion.

This reflection moved me to design some characters which should appear

ndiculous, not so much through a natural folly (which is incorrigible, and therefore

not proper for the stage) as through an affected wit; a wit, which, at the same time

t'hal it is affected, is also falsc.'™ .
The prescription is against laughing at someone's natural defects, he type of contemptible
activity th'al was once typified by those who went to insane asylums to laugh at the inmates.
The essence of the comedy of manners, though, is to invite laughter at the social pretentions
of those who presume more intelligence than they actually have. The corqedy of manners
creates stock characters who represent such pretensions, but who are not individualized
sufficiently to be taken as realistic portrayals of real-life individuals. As Marvin Mudrick
says, they cannot be held up against the world's standards because they are purely fictional
creations designed to expose particular human traits. People in life may aspire to be wits when
they are not, but there are no Witwouds in real life, just as there are no Mr Collins'.

Aristotle also says that laughter ought not to cause harm. In the Nicomachean Ethics

he distinguishes the witty man from the buffoon: the witty man does not try to create
laughter for its own sake, wherc::s the buffoon makes jokes without regard to the harm he
might cause. This criterion has repercussions in the Poetics, where Aristotle speaks of comedy
including the ludicrous: )

The ludicrous is a species or part, not all, ot; ‘ihe ugly. It may be described as that.

kind of shortcoming which does ngt strike us as painful, and causes.no harm to -

others; a ready example is afforded by the comic mask, which is ludicrous, being ugly

and distorted, without suggesting any pain. ( Poetics, 14) \

There are several incidents in Jane Austen's novels which indicate that she draws the line

where laughter can cause actual harm, the most famous being the Box Hill incident where

“William Congreve, "The Way of the World" in Restoration and Eiggteenth-cerg‘ tury
ngedx. ed. Scott McMillin (New York: Norton Critical Edition, 1973) 153-54.!

-

|
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Emma insults Miss Bates. Aristotle’s limit to laughter is echoed through Mr Darcy's
statement that the wisest of us may be made to look foolish by someone who is always
looking to make jokes (PP, 50). Austen's irony is not detached from her moral purpose. and
that is the real clue to the limit she imposes on lauéhler, Austen is not Aristophanes; her work
transcends the simple\classical dichotomy where comedy presents the low life and tragedy the \
noble. The low and the noble are counterparts in her novels, and they even belong to the same
class. The low are present in her novels not simply to be laughed at, but as a way of pointing
to a moral contrast.

If her humour is tied to her moral pl;l'pOSC, s0 (oo is the emotional involvement she
demands of her reader. We are not inviled.byAusten to indulge easily felt sympathetic
emotions in favour of the virtuous characters and correspondingly hostile ones towards th‘;:
bad. Her design in presenting a character is not to offer an exhibition of personality, but to
show through a character’s action where moral activity leads. We are not therefore asked to
identify with a charact‘er, but we should be moved by the rqoral activity he represents; we
should, as Mary Lasc;“elles says, feel "imaginative sympathy" lowérds Austen's characters. The

difference between identification and imaginative sympathy lies in the potential abuse of the

reader's capacity for emotional involvement with charadters. Lascelles argues that
identification precludes critical understanding and is akin to daydreaming:
Certainly the novelist's draft upon imaginative sympathy, when it is presented in the
name of affection and compassion, has this twofold possibility of outcome. The

—_—

power- generated may be used in an active, a creative, partnership between storyteller
and reader; or it may dissipate itself into daydreaming.!" B

In the first case, the reader is tacitly invited to keep his mind alive and his responses are
active and critical; in the second, he is lullec:l into feeling untﬁinkingly and his responses are

mechanical. Johnson, we recall, makes a similar point: that fiction has the power to captivate

us so that we lose our will to withstand its impact.'”” Complete absorption in a literary work

2

17¢Mary Lascelles, Jﬂg(( Austen and her Art (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1939)
213. )

77"Rambler 4", 62. \_/

-
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. is a form of daydrwﬁing. an escape from confronting a possible antagonism between our
desires and what reality offers us by way of fulfilling those desires.!” We tend to identif'y
with a charactér whose worlld is replete for him, who possesses the objects we cannot possess.
In fantasy we see ourselves in that character's place; we allow ourselves to become him and

the real problem of our own frustrated desire is evaded. Thus literature must carry a

-~

corrective 1o the possibility of identification; it must, in Johnson'§ view, be certain of its

~effects. For him, this certainty can be achieved by the author having strong moral convictions

L4

and a firm undersvlanding of the difference between virtue and vice. This difference must be
clearly shown in his work even though .lif e itself affords us few opportunities to make an
uncomplicated separation between virtui and vice. |

. Johnson here affirms the classical requirement that a work of literature fulf il its
moral obligations at the expense of simple mimesis, for mimesis is not simply i;.n imitation of
life, buvl of the highest possible ideals that are humanly attainable. The inclusion of possible is
css;emial; |:t feaves room for thaj neccsszfry sympathetic attachment we must have towards
human moral endeavour. Such attachment is possible only if characters behave lik¢ men an_d
not like gods- - Aristotle's conception>of the tragic hero is built upon the possibility that.we

: may recognize heroic action as human action. The difference between identification and the

P

moral affinity arising from sympathetic attachment is that the former aliows us to take the
individual character as a focus of sympathetic attention, whereas the latter requires us to see

beyond the display of character and to view his actions as a subject of praise and blame. Here

? »

we need our critical moral faculties as well as our capacity for sympathy and abhorrence.
Aristotle requires from a work the possibility that the moral life itself - -the pursuit of

happiness--will come under the scrutiny of the reader. Because the moral life is action, our

3 LI

-

"""Freud observes that identification "with another is an infantile regression. It first
occurs in. lifer in the post-Oedipal stage, where the infant, realizing he cannot
possess the parent whom he desires, identifies with the parent who does possess
what he wants. Freud argues-that such identification involves loss of sense of self
and actually retards development Freud's well known criticism that fiction by nature
encourages daydreammg is discussed by Lionel- Trilling i# "Freud and Literature” in
The Liberal Imagination, 34-57. For Freud on identification see On Metapsychol
IL Theory of Pslisngg ysis (Harmondsworth: The Freud Pelican Library vol.ll,
1984) 258-259, 367ff N '

-y
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affinity myst be primarily toward a character's disposition, his tendency to make choices
about how to act, not primarily to his exhibitien of selfhood. Aristotle defines the limits of
identification when he says that action and plot are more important than ethos: it is not when
a character revéals himself that he epresems what is typical about human nature, ‘bul when
his role in the action is moulded in& a whole by the plot. The plot creates the impression of
unity, of there being nothing outside what is represented, by linking the events of the story
according to causal relationships. However, character is by no means unimportant, for it is to
the characters that we tum our s‘ympalhetic attention. The revelation of the universal is not
itself emotionally charged (except for philosophers); our emotions are evoked when a
character experiences the consequences of the choices he makes.

Such is the way our sympathy f or characters is regulated by Austen in her novels: we
are to feel for them according to their moral bent. If we sympathize with Mary Crawford, we
have missed the point; if we fail to sympathize with Fanny Price, we have missed the poiﬁl.
Misguided sympathy for Mary aod misguided hostility towards Fanny is a failure of reading
because neither character is an drtistic misrepresentation. Austen did not create a meek Fanny

by accident or create a saucily charming Mary without regard to the possible effect such a

4

contrast might l;a_ve on the presumed bias of the average reader towards the livelier character.
_Austen knew that her average reader woold' prefer Mary, and she plays a psychological trick
' on them. We have to care for characters, as A.C. Bradley tells us;'”’ but he overlooks the
point that our carmg must be more than simple liking or personal preference. Austen spells
‘out moére than once the difference between liking based on personal preference and true
aff inity\in Elizabeth Bennet's hostility towards Darcy’and ‘partiality for Wickhem. and in
Emma's relationehip with Harriet and Ffank Churchill Bradley nevertheless falls into
Austen's trap. He does not.care for Fanny even though he knows the author expects him to,

<

and he even admns he is at f ault for not carmg 13¢ Bradley shows hlmself unprepared, because

IS
, Of his bias, to be xmagmauvely' sympathetic: he will not forgo his bias towards the livelier

*heroines to discover the possibility 6f symi)dihy Jwith another type. Braiiey's refusal to care

" Jane Austen”, 62. e N ,
19"rane Austen”, 62. ’
K
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itllustrates the difference between idemificatign and imaginative sympatHy; the one invites us
to relive our prejudice, the other to consider an alternative. This is why (he one is
self -gratifying ana the other imaginative.

If we respond to literature in a way that is flatiering to the self, literature loses for us
its potentially humanizing effect a,n_dl becomes merely wish-fulfillment. John Stuart Mill sees
this problem in his Autobiography when he tells us of his search for poetry that will relieve
his depression. He first tfies Byroﬁ, but rejects that author because: "The poet's state of
mind was 0o like my own". But in Wordsworth's poems he finds the ‘possibility that
happiness gdn be achieved, Jven though he believes, in his depression, that no such happiness
is possible. In reading Wordsworth's poem:s

_ I'seemed to draw from a source of inward joy, of sympathetic and imaginative
¢ pleqsure, which could be shared by ail human beings; which had no conngxion with
struggle or imperfection, but would be richer by every improvement in the physical
or social gondiiiori of mankind. From them I seemed to learn what would be the
perennial source of happiness, when all the greater evils of life shall have been
removed. And‘l felt myself at once better and ha;f;/)i'er as I came under their
influence.'*! v
Mill's test(menl is not only .10 the personal healing power of the poetry, but also to the
"possibility of universal happiness that could derive from a symbathetic response o
Wordsworth. Similarly, Austen creatss in her work a vision of an ideal for humanity. She
involves her readgrs emotionally with that ideal, which is as powerful an answer as any to the
scoffs of the cynic. She is an idealisi; éhe shows that she is not an angst-ridden, isolated .soﬁl,

an artist who would damn humanity before giving it a 'chance to respond to the potentially

humanizing effect of her art.

-

[y

E Y v A
] S Mill, Autobiography (Boston: Riverside Editions, 1969) 89.
, . ,
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