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tiness and constraining decorum of the lives she describes. Others, such as
Alistair Duckworth and Marilyn Butler, understand her as a thoughtful
upholder of the prevailing order of class and gender. Feminist critics and
biographers (Nina Auerbach, Claudia L. Johnson, Susan F raiman, Deborah
Kaplanj have engaged the question of how Austen’s fiction fits with and
acts on the political culture she knew, as have commentators on the ten-
sions and accommodations of class in Austen’s fiction (David Sprng,
Edward Ahearn). The different answers their readings offer to the question
illuminate the complexities of Austen’s fiction and of the political moment
in which it was written and first read.

In the selection of essays and chapters from books included in this edi-
tion, I have tried to represent these ethical, psychological, social, and politi
cal understandings of Austen in general, and of Pride and Prejudice in
particular. 1 have also included some remarks on the recent BBC video
version of the novel, which tells us a great deal about what we make of
Austen at the end of the twentieth century, and some essays and passages
from books by Dorothy Van Ghent, Stuart Tave, Susan Morgan, and Tara
Choshal Wallace that in their close attention to Austen’s craft—another
traditional topic in the commentary on her novels—call up social, moral,
and epistemological issues. I am grateful to the authors of all these com-
mentaries for their permission to reprint them. When I have deleted pas-
sages not immediately relevant to Pride and Prejudice or to the topics of
the conversation about Austen I wanted to reproduce in this edition, I
have tried to preserve the shape and force of their arguments. If | have
failed, it is not because the arguments are loose or weak.

The text of Pride and Prejudice reprinted in this edition is fundamentally
that of the first edition of 1813. The type for the novel was completely
resct for its second edition, published in the same year. Austen had no part
in the second edition, but I have adopted some of the changes in its text
that are obvious corrections of misprintings in the first edition. [ have also
incorporated some changes entered by her sister Cassandra Austen in her
copy of the first edition, and corrected a passage in which, Jane Austen
complained in one of her letters, the faulty punctuation of the printers
had made two speeches into one. Finally, I have corrected some obvious
typographical errors of the 1813 first edition still uncorrected in the second
edition, some in spelling (“propect” for “prospect,” for example), others in
the punctuation of dialogue in which quotation marks were either absent
or incorrectly added. In the few instances in which 1 have changed one
word for another (“time” for “mite” in Darcy’s speech in Volume I, Chapter
II, for example) I have preserved the 1813 text in a footnote. I have not
changed Austen’s characteristic spellings of such words as “ancle,” “stile”
(for “style”), and “staid” (for “stayed”). Nor have I modernized the exces-
sive, to our eyes and ears, punctuation of the 1813 text. Pride and Prejudice
was read aloud, before and after it was put into print, by Austen and mem-
bers of her family. The punctuation of the 1813 printing gives us an idea
of how it sounded, to her and to them.

The Text of
PRIDE AND PREJUDICE
N
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» * * Mr. Bennet is not actually a bad father—just a modern one.
Smooth-browed advocate of instruction over discipline, user of reason
instead of force, he typifies the benevolent father proposed by John
Locke in his often reprinted tract, Some Thoughts Concerning Educa-
tion (1693). » = « Apparently benign to the point of irresponsibility,
Mr. Bennet may seem to wield nothing sharper than his sarcasm, but
what he actually wields is the covert power of the Lockean patriarch,
which is all the more effective for its subtlety. This aloof, unseen power
of Mr. Bennet’s suggests to me, for several reasons, the peculiar power
of an author. As evidence of his literary disposition, Mr. Bennet takes
refuge from the world in his library, prefers the inner to the outer life,
chooses books over people. He asks two things only: the free use of his
understanding and his room, precisely those things Virginia Woolf [in
“A Room of One’s Own”] associates with the privilege of the male
writer and privation of the female. Above all, among women whose
solace is news, Mr. Bennet keeps the upper hand by withholding infor-
mation—that is, by creating suspense.

In the opening scene, for example, Mr. Bennet refuses to visit the
new bachelor in town, deliberately frustrating Mrs. Bennet's expecta-
tion and desire. In fact, “he had always intended to visit him, though
to the last always assuring his wife that he should not go; and till the
evening after the visit was paid, she had no knowledge of it.” Like any
writer, Mr. Bennet relishes the power to contain his reader’s pleasure
and then, with his dénouement, to relieve and enrapture her. But the
suspense is not over, for Elizabeth’s father continues to be as stingy
with physical description as some fathers are with packet money. He
controls his family by being not tightfisted but tight-lipped, and in this
he resembles Austen herself. George Lewes! first noted the remarkable
paucity of concrete details in Austen, her reluctance to tell us what
people, their clothes, houses, or gardens look like. If female readers
flocked to Richardson for Pamela’s meticulous descriptions of what she
packed in her trunk;? we may imagine their frustration at Austen’s

t From Unbecoming Wamen: British Women Writers and the Novel of Development {New York:
Columbia University Press, 1993) 69-87. Copyright © 1993 Columbia University Press.
Reprinted with the permission of the publisher. Some references have been revised to a form
consistent with bibliographic citations in this volume.

1. George Henry Lewes, “The Novels of Jane Austen,” Blackwood’s 86 {1859) 99-113.

2. See lan Watt's comments on the “wealth of minutely described domestic detail” in Samuel
?‘g'}inlié?n’s Pamela {1740): The Rise of the Novel (Berkeley: University of California Press,
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reticence about such matters. So Mr. Bennet only follows Austen when,
secretive about Bingley’s person and estate, he keeps the ladies in the
dark. Their curiosity 1s finally gratified by another, less plain-styled
father, Sir William lLucas, whose report they receive “second-hand”
from Lady Lucas. For much as women talk in this novel, the flow
of important words, of what counts as “intelligence,” is regulated
largely by men; in this verbal economy, women get the trickle-down of
news.

The scene following Mr. Collins's propesal to Elizabeth offers
another instance of this, as Mr. Bennet again contrives to keep his
female audience hanging. In a stern prologue he pretends to support
his wife—insisting that Lizzie marry her clerical cousin—only to
undermine Mrs. Bennet in a surprise conclusion: “An unhappy alter-
native is before you, Elizabeth. From this day you must be a stranger
to one of your parents.—Your mother will never see you again if you
do not marry Mr. Collins, and 1 will never see you again if you do.” Not
only this particular coup but the entire episode demonstrates the ef-
ficacy of paternal words. Throughout his proposal, much to Eliza-
beth’s distress and the reader’s amusement, Mr. Collins completely
ignores her many impassioned refusals. He discounts what she says as
“merely words of course,” for even his dim, self-mired mind correctly
perceives that a lady’s word carries no definitive weight. Mr. Collins
accuses Elizabeth of wishing to increase his love “by suspense, ac-
cording to the usual practice of elegant females,” yet creating sus-
pense is exactly what Elizabeth, rhetorically disadvantaged, cannot do.
She has no choice but “to apply to her father, whose negative might
be uttered in such a manner as must be decision.” Mr. Bennet’s power
resides, as I say, in his authorial prerogative, his right to have the last
word,

Though Mr. Bennet uses this right to ridicule and disappoint his
wife, he uses it in an opposite fashion to praise, protect, and apparently
enable his daughter. Like so many heroimes in women’s fiction, Eliza-
beth has a special relationship to her father. She is immediately dis-
tinguished, both as a family member and as a character, by his
preference for her and hers for him. Entail aside, she is in many respects
his heir, for Mr. Bennet bequeaths to Elizabeth his ironic distance from
the world, his habit of studying and appraising those around him, his
role of social critic. Colleagues in this role, father and daughter scan
Mr. Collins’s letter together, dismissing man and letter with a few,
skeptical words. Mr. Bennet enables Elizabeth, in short, by sharing with
her an authorial mandate that is Austen’s own: the need and ability to
frame a moral discourse and to judge characters accordingly. Through
her father, Elizabeth gains provisional access to certain authorial pow-
ers. But Mr. Bennet also shares with her, illogically enough, his disdain
for women, He respects Elizabeth only insofar as she is unlike other
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girls, so that bonding with him means breaking with her mother or
even reneging on femaleness altogether. In this sense Elizabeth is less
a daughter than a surrogate son: like a son, by giving up the mother
and giving in to the father, she reaps the spoils of maleness. Freud’s
charting of female development supplies an alternative view. In this
scheme, girls turn, disillusioned, from the mother to the father out of
penis envy. To complete their oedipal task, however, they must cease
to identify with the powerful father, come to accept their own “castra-
tion,” and learn to desire a baby as a substitute for the phallus.® In
these terms the cocky Elizabeth of the book’s first half is charmingly
arrested in the early phase of male-identification, victim of what Freud
would call a “masculinity complex.” And in either case—whether one
sees her as an honorary boy who has completed his oedipal task or as
a backward, wayward girl who refuses to complete hers—Elizabeth’s
discursive power arises from an alliance and identification with her
father. As the scene with Mr. Collins shows, the force of her words is
highly contingent, any authority she has merely borrowed. Like a
woman writing under a male pseudonym, Elizabeth’s credibility
depends on the father’s signature.

* * * For in Austen the male bonding between father and daughter
is set up to collapse. Sooner or later, what Adrienne Rich calls “com-
pulsory heterosexuality”—a conspiracy of economic need and the ide-
ology of romance-—forces Elizabeth out of the library, into the
ballroom, and up to the altar. The father’s business in this ritual is, In
every sensc, to give the daughter away. If Mr. Bennet is supportive up
to a point, her marriage obliges him to objectify Elizabeth and hand
her over. At this juncture, he not only withdraws his protection and
empowerment but also gives away her true “castrated” gender, reveal-
ing her incapacity for action in a phallocentric society.’ This cere-
mony—posing father as giver, daughter as gift—could be said to
underlie and ultimately to belie the relation of fathers to daughters in
Pride and Prejudice.

w

. The relevant essays are “The Dissolution of the Oedipus Complex” (1924}, “Some Psychical
Consequences of the Anatomical Distinction between the Sexes” {1925), “Female Sexuality”
{1931), and "Femininity” (1932). Nancy Chodorow [in The Reproduction of Mothering
{Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978)] offers a helpful recapitulation of Freud on
fathers and daughters (94-99); see also Sarah Kofman [The Enigma of Woman: Women in
Freud's Writings, trans. Catherine Porter (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983)] fora further
glossing of the Oedipus and masculinity complexes (199-206).

4. Adrienne Rich, “Compulsorv Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence,” Signs 5 (1980): 631-
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- In a letter to a favorite nicce, Austen more explicitly and bitterly represents marriage as a
loss, for women, ushering in a period of inactivity: “Oh! what a loss it will be, when vou are
married. You are too agreable in your single state, too agreable as a Neice, | shall hate vou
when your delicious play of Mind'is scttleg down into conjugal & maternal affections” (fane
Austen’s Lelfers, 3rdped.. ed. Deirdre Le Faye [Oxford and New York: Oxford University
Press, 1995), 20-21 Feb 1817, 329.
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In his discussion of marriage and the incest taboo, Lév.i-Straussﬁ
famously proposed that the exchange of women among kin groups
serves, like the exchange of money or words, to negotiate relationships
among men. He explained that women function as a kind of currency,
their circulation binding and organizing male society {61}, and I am
suggesting that Pride and Prejudice may offer a similar anthropology.
Here, too, marriage betrays the tie between father and daughter in
favor of ties among men with agendas of their own, involving both
male sexuality and male class ambitions. To belgm with t,he‘ frst, 1
appeal to Georges Bataille” regarding the (bestowing) father’s libidinal
investment in the marriage ceremony:

Marriage is a matter less for the partners than for the man who
gives the woman away, the man whether father or brother who
might have freely enjoyed the woman, daughter or sister, yet
who bestows her on someone else. This gift is perhaps a substitute
for the sexual act. (218)

According to Bataille, marriage substitutes for the incestgous hetcro—
sexual act a homoerotic exchange in which the father gives his own
flesh, as it were, to another man. Dropping the daughter from the
sexual equation except as a mediating term, this substitution italicizes
male sexuality at the expense of female sexuality. Revising 'Ba'tallle,
one might say that marriage is at once an expresm.on_;'renuncmtmn of
the father’s desire for the daughter and the renunciation of the daugh-
ter's right to a sexual agenda of her own. As anthropologist Gayle Rubin
observes in “The Traffic in Women," the systematic exchange of
women imprisons female desire 1n a “debt nexus™

It a girl is promised in infancy, her refusal to participate as an
adult would disrupt the flow of debts and promises. It would be
in the interests of such a system 1f the wornan in question did not
have too many ideas of her own about whom she might want to
sleep with. {152}

* n *

The fathers’ other interest in the daughter’s circulation concerns, as
1 say, class ambitions. Mr. Bennet's obvious interest in the Elizabeth-
Darcy match is similar to Elizabeth’s own. He may laugh at Mrs. Ben-
net's schemnes, but the fact remains that he, too, will benefit from a
noble connection. And despite his philosophic detachment, Mr. Ben-

] ' inski b iti lated by
) Lévi-Strauss, The Elementary Structures of Kinskip, revised edition, trans Y
: g]:':geHar]‘el Belr]a,u]ohn Richard von Sturner, and Rodney Needham (Boston: Beacon Press,
1969). -
lity: A Study of Eroticism and the Taboo (New York: Armo, 1977).
g E\e'?'t::vaa:g as;:gs:;t:o;ofogyz Women, ed. Royna R. Deiter (New York: Monthly Review Press,
1975).
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net is not without a streak of pragmatism—after all, he has always
intended to visit Mr. Bingley. Capable of being impressed by wealth
and rank, he is frankly delighted that Darcy has used his money and
influence to straighten out the Lydia-Wickham affair. “So much the
better,” he exults. “It will save me a world of trouble and economy.”
Sounding even, for a moment, strangely like Mr. Collins, Elizabeth’s
father consents to her marnage with little of his habitual irony. “I have
given him my consent,” he tells her. “He is the kind of man, indeed,
to whom 1 should never dare refuse any thing, which he condescended
to ask.” Though Mr. Darcy’s class interests may seem to rule against a
tic to the Bennets, they too are subtly at work here. Eighteenth-century
Cinderella matches not only brought titles to the middle class but also,
by distributing merchant profits, put oft-needed cash into the coffers
of the well-born. Only with Persuasion’s Sir Walter Elliot does Austen
fully represent the material as well as moral impoverishment of her
landed contemporaries; yet by Sense and Senstbility she has already
given us one Willoughby who, unsure of his aristocratic heritage, leaves
Mananne for a certain Miss Grey with fifty thousand pounds. Of
course, in Pride and Prejudice capital flows the other way, but even here
a decline in aristocratic welfare is nevertheless suggested by the sickly
Miss De Bourgh. It may well be the enfeeblement of his own class that
encourages Darcy to look below him for a wife with greater stamina.
As a figure for the ambitious bourgeoisie, Elizabeth pumps richer, more
robust blood into the collapsing veins of the nobility, even as she boosts
the social standing of her relatives in trade. Most important, however—
to the patriarchs of both classes—she eases tensions between them.
By neutralizing class antagonisms, she promotes the political stability
essential to industnal prosperity and the fortunes of middle-class and
noble men alike. What does it mean, Pride and Prejudice encourages
one to ask, for female development and destiny to be thoroughly entan-

gled in patriarchal enmities and interests so far beyond the purview of
any one girl?

E ] * ]

This brings me to Mr. Darcy—a father by virtue of his age, class,
and a paternalism extending to friends and dependents alike, A man
given to long letters and polysyllables, a man with an excellent library
and even hand, Darcy may also be seen as an aspiring authorial figure.
1f Mr. Bennet sets out to create suspense, Mr. Darcy hankers to resolve
it. They are literary as well as sexual rivals, and Elizabeth is the prize—
or would be, were this surrogate son, father’s heir, not herself a con-
tender for authorial status. In these terms, Elizabeth’s and Darcy’s
matching of wits, more than flirtation, is a struggle for control of the
text. There are two heated and defining moments in this struggle:
Elizabeth’s refusal of Darcy's first proposal and the morning after
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when he delivers his letter. The st begin,s with Ellzab::ith ]aloge at
the Collins’s house in Kent, studying Jane’s letters. Suddenly Darcy
bursts in and blurts out a proposal; the chapter clpseg b[y re;t):mmg
Elizabeth’s internal dialogue, “the tumult of her mind” after harcgrs
departure. But where has the reader been throughout th}? c }?p ;:5
if not in the heroine’s formidable mind? By all n.ghts this slofu

be Darcy’s scene, his say, while in fact Austen trar}scnbes relative yb ew
of his actual words. His amatory discourse is quickly taker,l (])ver y a
narrator who represents the scene and ‘rer}ders even Dar-cyfs 'an%uage
wholly from Elizabeth’s point of view: “His sense of he‘i |r11 eriority -
[was) dwelt on with a warmth which . .. was very unlikely :o rt]:co "
mend his suit.” The text of Darcy’s proposgl 18 compl(;,teyi gos:}c;e
and glossed over by Elizabeth’s response to it. Of her refusal, otnt.

other hand, Austen includes every unmediated word, a dlrecthquo ::tlomn
four times as long as that permitted Darcy, and this sets the pa ccle "
for what follows. Each time Darcy opens his mouth, he is 5‘-‘}1:?'53 es_
by a speech of greater length and vehemence. She answers his c;ul:: :
tion—why is he so rudely rejected?—with a tougher question of he

OWn.

I might as well enquire . . . why with so evident a design olf ]?fgend—
ing and insulting me, you chose to tell me that you like hr::
against your will, against your reason, and even against your C'I?
acter? Was not this some excuse for incivility, if I was uncivil;

: o of
ding nothing, she accuses him at some length of everything: o
bcrzglifng ]Ene's heagrt and unmaking Wickham’s fortune, of earm;1g zgxedr
continually confirming her own dislike. She betters his sdcorn hgrk i
family by scorning him. “I have every reason in the world to dt in t
of you,” she declares. Her language, her feffll.ngs, and her ju gmc]ent f
overwhelm his and put them to shame. Driving poor Darcy to pla ;r
tude, apology, and hasty reéreat, they leave Elizabeth the easy winn
i rhetorical round. .
Of’:"}}l]l: {fi;:ltowing day, however, Elizabeth 1s obsessed by Darcg: It tw:ﬁ
the impossible to think of anything else.” As the man crow sllouther
other thoughts, so the letter he delivers soon crowds out a L:; !
words, monopolizing the narrative fgr the next seven paggls.. brﬁ] '
than the entire preceding chapter, it completely dispels iza ester
inspired performance of the day before. If Darcy was ]not 1l'na fer
enough” of himself then, he regains his mastery now. In a }E) aytD
literary hegemony (to be author and critic both), he recovers his s lry
and manages its interpretation. The letter establ_lshes, for example,
that Darcy’s judgment of Jane was entirely impartial:

That I was desirous of believing her indifferent is certain,—but I
will venture to say that my investigations and decisions are not
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As for Wickham, the letter documents Darcy’s early suspicions and the
events that follow, proving him right. It demonstrates, too, Darcy’s
i::lt(l';egz mﬂuenci 'upfon ojhﬁrs, the moral sway he holds over Bmgl}:ay
: orglana: his friend has “a stronger dependence on g
ljudg:lnent than on his own”; his sister, fe:ﬁ'mg bi[; brother’s dis:lill:));:g{asl]
ccides not to elope after all. Only after Darcy's unabridged text do ,
the narrator describes Elizabeth’s reaction to it. She reads “with o
eagerness which hardly left her power of comprehension, and froan
impatience of knowing what the next sentence might briné was incls-llj
{aable of attending to the sense of the one before her eyes’.” Darcy’s
Zt;er saps her power to comprehend, disables her attention. Sheyis
?1-0 re;sed as reader -recall with what certainty she dispatched a letter
El'mb er previous sﬂu:tqr——only to be indisposed in this role. At first
izabeth protests: “This must be false! This cannot be! This must b
the grossest falsehood!” She rushes through the letter and resolves te
put it away forever, but the text, unrelenting, demands to be taker(:
OE?'t, to be read and read again. Against the broad chest of Darcy’s logic
E 1zzllbeth pounds t“he ineffectual fists of her own. She puts the pag er
: l'l'};l y down,l then weighed every circumstance with what she mesnt
© be impartiality—deliberated on the probability of each statement
but with little success.” Resolutions, procrastinations, do nothing:o-

stop the inexorable dri ' 3 .
L, ve of Darcy’s narrative to its foregone conclu-

L L) [

Soon after receiving Darcy’s letter, Elizabeth meets i
ind Lydia. Qfﬁcer—crazy as ever, Lydia gushes on aboutlg:'i:gv]'llilc:nKz::g
er plans to join the regiment there for its summer encampment. Thi
first reference to Brighton unfolds into an unexpectedly eal:nest s..ecluclf
It}on plot—la.tent perhaps_ in Lydia’s very character, throwback to ear-
b1¢=:rl,{-t0o sentimental heroines—that might be more at home in a novel
‘ grf ;g?z:lrod:,oz :cll' ]?il.;:;(ier{;'t]"h?t sucha siemingly anomalous plot should

. e tor more than seven chapters i i-

gzntal.t,F or one thing, the Lydia-Wickham fiasco servI?es tf) :'i\l;::{;tl l;;::)(t:;']
f r]}lne s 1nac!equagy and Darcy’s capacity. Elizabeth first doubts her
bz:t er regarding his decision to let Lydia go to Brighton, and she
thamef hlm b.lttcrly for the subsequent scandal. For Darcy, b},l contrast
¢ calamity is a chance to display his nobility of heart and purse his
wish to rectify and his power to do so. The Lydia plot thulz acco .
phshes Elizabeth’s separation from her father as well as her reattacrlr::
ment to another: a changing of the paternal guard. By showcasing
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Darcy, the upstart story that appears to delay and even to replace Eliz-
abeth’s and Darcy’s courtship actually works to advance it.
But there is another reason that Lydia's seduction moves into the
foreground at this moment. It happens to occupy the curious gap
between Elizabeth’s first, private softening and her final, public sur-
render to Darcy. This leads me to suspect that Elizabeth’s narrative is
displaced for the length of these chapters onto her sister’s, that Lydia’s
seduction codes an emotional drama—of coercion, capitulation, and
lamentation—missing from but underlying Elizabeth’s story proper.
Far from being an unrelated plot, Lydia’s may be its ruder, telltale twin,
Of course Lydia is a foil for Elizabeth, one sister’s folly held up to the
other’s wisdom, yet there remains a sense in which they, or their fates,
are similar. When Lydia calls Mary King “a nasty little freckled thing,”
Elizabeth admits that “however incapable of such coarseness of expres-
sion herself, the coarseness of the sentiment was little other than her
own breast had formerly harbored.” Taking seriously this point that
Lydia and Elizabeth may differ more in style than substance, | find
that Lydia’s interpolated tale does not so much distract from the cen-
tral courtship as distill its darkest meaning. While the overread version
of Elizabeth’s Bildung marks her gaining of self-knowledge and secu-
rity, the eruption into Elizabeth’s midst of Lydia’s more sordid history
points to a counternarrative of seduction and surrender.

= *® *

According to one critical truism, Pride and Prejudice manages a kind
of bilateral disarmament: Elizabeth gives up her prejudice, while Darcy
relinquishes his pride.” I am arguing, however, that Darcy woos away
not Elizabeth’s “prejudice,” but her judgment entire. For while Darcy
defends the impartiality of his views, Elizabeth confesses to the par-
tiality of hers; while his representation of the world is taken to be
objective, raised to the level of universality, hers (like that of women
generally) is condemned for being subjective and dismissed as mere
“prejudice.” But what does Austen’s record actually show? Elizabeth
was certainly wrong about Wickham, but was she really that wrong
about Darcy? He may warm up a bit, and his integrity is rightly
affirmed, but he is hardly less arrogant than Elizabeth at first supposed.

9. John Halperin (The Life of Jane Austen {Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1984]) is particularly complacent before this formulation: “1t is unnecessary to rehearse
again the process by which Darey’s pride is humbled and Elizabeth’s prejudices exposed—
‘your defect is a propensity to hate every body,’ she tells him early in the novel; ‘And yours
_. . is wilfully to misunderstand them,” he replies” (70). Alison Sulloway {Jane Austen and the
Province of Womanhood [Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1989]), by contrast,
revises the cliché by historicizing the terms pride and prejudice, demonstrating their embed-
dedness in eighteenth-century %eminisl texts {66-69); in the polemical writings of Mary
Astell, Catherine Macaulay, Mary Wollstonecraft, and Mary Hays, as in novels by Burney.
Edgeworth, and Austen, these frequently used terms comc to operate as “code words to
describe men’s pride in their dominion and their prejudice against the sex they dominated”

(66).
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‘I;I}c]er comment to Fitzu:'i]liam is ever exact: “I do not know any body
Da;)cs?:erxsdmore to enjoy the power of doing what he likes than Mr
D iusi/.a 5 r:ist:i(hat abotét []:arcyl’;s }:)wn accuracy? His judgment of Jané
. en—and, though he denies it, as partial i ’
view of Wickham. Yet Darcy’ ibili Eey s
- | . y's credibility remains intact. Fj i
ting to having misinter “hat e e
preted Jane, Darcy explains that h
rected not by Elizabeth but by his ¢ Fuent obscrvations. con
. . y his own subsequent ob i
on this basis he readvises th i X Whereas Lissio,
_ 1 _ e ever-pliant Bingley. Wh izzie’
mistake discredits her jud B Drcy's, fot from 4
ake discredits Judgment for good, Mr. Darcy’s, far from dis-
g:silfﬁn% g:im, g:;e;) hlmdan opportunity to judge again Whal:lhal;
) e and Prejudice, then, is not simply that o
: H » at
apézud_lcted c;:har;cter .'atl last sees the error of her ?vgvs Rat;:r aa EE::I
r introduced as reliable, whose clarity of vision is evide, -
e lE , wl y of vision is evidently the
; . presented—in the context of h ' ili
as prejudiced. In my readin cal crama o bt
2 g, the psychological drama of i
awakening” to her true identity is brought i et with the
drareenng tol ¥ 1s brought into conflict with the social
. utspoken girl entering a world whose voices drown out
If Elizabeth does not over judi
eth « vercome her “prejudice,” neither does D,
abandon his pride. Early in the book Elizabeth declares, “I could e:sricl:;r

] t mo
orgive jHS T he ll 0 l’tlﬁed mine. But b t]le last VO]U!I]E

g’i]'l;y 8‘}‘:??1 the restoration of Lydia, her character, every thing to
oo Ot how heaitily did she grieve over every ungracious sen-
she had ever encouraged, every saucy speech she had ever

directed t i
S I?j‘rﬁrds him. For herself she was humbled; but she was

There is a rueful women’s i
. _ joke about how “it was one of th -
lr'iti r}(\e:at}ionshlps: by the end of it we both loved him and bo?ls'le]J:t‘:eed
e/ ! tth :ro;:et:eg, EI]ilza;Il)leth antharcy are each proud, each skeptical
: nally they reach what is in some sense th )

consensus of this joke: in the end both kepti e, both ey
of Kim, But: way) T the ent are skeptical of her, both proud

- But wait. y make a pretty speech to his bri
confessing, “By you, I was properly humbled” e it i eefel o
o cooing, "By you deﬁnep operly hum led”? Here it is useful to see

s “pride” and how this definiti
Mr. Darcy. The bookish Mary { =
darcy. The 1y {another hgure for Austen, if
mocking one) distinguishes “pride” “vani e relater e
on pride” from “vanity”; “Pride rel
(t;f) Sﬁr’?l?mn])()f ourg:}]lve;, vanity to what we wzuld have Lil::: tr;:?l:i
- a8 tor Darey, Charlotte Lucas contends that his pride ;
able: “One cannot wonder th T
t so very fine a yo ' '

fortane, vy e e a y young man, with family

) g in his favor, should think highly of hi ’
may so express it, he has a right to be " A ounger Luces ot
. t, proud.” A younger L
it more bluntly: “If I were as rich as Mr Darcy, 1 s)l;oulg ::otﬁi i‘;tj
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proud [ was. 1 would keep a pack of foxhounds and drink a bottle of
wine every day.” The practical Lucases have a point. Darcy’s richness
gives him if not the “right” then the ability, in Mary's formulation, to
be proud. A man in Darcy’s social position need not consider any opin-
ion but his own; he is proud because he does not have to be vain. In
this sense, pride is less a psychological attribute than a social one—it
comes with the territory and is therefore, if anything, heightened by
Darcy’s enhanced status in Pride and Prejudice’s last act.

Vanity, by contrast, is the adaptive strategy of those who depend on
the kindness of strangers. In these terms, pride and vanity are arguably
gender as well as class specific. * * * Dependent on what the neighbors
say for their status as proper ladies, reliant on male admiration and
marriage for their economic survival, middle-class women are vain
because they cannot afford to be proud. The story I am tracing of
Elizabeth’s decline involves not only the interrogation of her judgment
but her fall from a “male” impersonation of pride into the vanity of
other girls. John Berger' might put it that the heroine shifts from
proudly “acting” on her own behalf to merely “appearing” in the eyes
of others; from seeing the world herself to seeing only herself being
seen by the world.

To begin with, Elizabeth resists maternal efforts to school her in
self-display. Warned by Mis. Bennet that if she walks to Netherfield
she “will not be fit to be seen,” Elizabeth firmly activates her mother’s
passive voice. “I shall be very fit to see Jane—which is all I want,” she
replies (my emphases). Three chapters later, Miss Bingley and Mr.
Darcy stroll along discussing Elizabeth’s portrait, recasting their guest
as an appearance for acquisition and exhibition. At that moment, they
encounter the object of their speculation/specularity. As if refusing to

sit for her portrait, Elizabeth quickly inverts the visual economy by
assuming the position of artist who studies and composes them: “No,
no; stay where you are.—You are charmingly group'd, and appear to
uncommon advantage. The picturesque would be spoilt by admitting
a fourth. Good bye.” Running “gaily off,” she still defies any attempt
to capture and frame her. A volume and a half later, Elizabeth
approaches Pemberley with a similarly assertive eye. She wants partic-
ularly to see the area without being seen by Darcy: “But surely I may
enter his country with impunity, and rob it of a few petrified spars
without his perceiving me.” Driving through the park she gazes long
and delightedly over the grounds. After “examining the nearer aspect
of the house,” she enters the building and surveys the dining-parlor
with appreciation, admiring the good taste of the furniture. With
increasing excitement, she stares out of every window, commands the

1. Ways of Seeing {(Londen: Penguin, 1972)
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view from each room. She does not merely look, but looks with a desire
to po,s'sess—from thinking to rob Darcy’s county “of a few petrified
spars,” she now imagines herself mistress of his estate Challenpin tﬁ
umllalt%end'er of Ithel aggressive gaze, she positively leérs : snethe
n the picture gallery, Elizabeth’s desire to beh - L
trait seems part of the visual assault she has mounct)t]eg It\ﬁ;s?:rr CXAStﬁor;
it arrested her_—and she beheld a striking resemblance of Mr Dar?:5
;v;;k suﬁh a }im]lle ](:v;r th}f face, as she remembered to have somctimg;
» when he looked at her.” Like Darcy’s letter, his pic i i
Eo;npe]hng. Though she sets out to trazk it down, itp artrlt:;:sliiir;ltl:(liy
efore she can leave ic gallery, draws her back to it again Most
;ernarlcably, It reorganizes the pattern and sexual politics of secing—
or even as Elizabeth looks at the painting, it reminds her of De;grcy

looking at her. She marv
. els at the vast proportions of hi “
a brother, a landlord, a master.” prop {his influence “as

And as she stood before the canvas, on whi
_ , ich he w.
and fixed his eyes upon herself, she thought of hisai:gef:js\if?ttl?t

deeper sentiment of gratitud i :
emphasis) gratitude than it had ever raised before. {my

Elizabeth, visual libertine, is suddenly shy and conventionally vai
Now her act of looking unexpectedly fixes his eyes on her; nc);w l':n.
gaze sees f)nly how she looks to him, Tt is clear from this pa;sa € the:
Ellzabcth-s deepeping gratitude, the change of heart that pro gcls ha
Into marriage, coincides with a novel concern for Darcy’s “repard "
heightened awareness of herself as the object of his gaze and gesti na-
tion. But surely this bit of description, dramatically reversing what "ela-
ple usually do in front of a painting, is self-consciously strange; forP t}(:)-
woman positioned as spectator to fix the eyes of the image upgor; hersel?
cannot but strike us as perverse. As with Darcy’s letter, which seizes

the female reader and turns her into the object of its force and her

own hatred, here is another striking inversion—one that by flipping

2. My remarks throughout this section are i
My : . re indebted to the body of work on looki
¢ ;};ﬁﬂedti‘nc t]l;: claasft lﬁ;teen vears Rnrlr.la_nl,\' by feminist film theorists, ?\]ﬂloclgnugf atrl;ids?:;ir
it 6g—18- Jeac tod' ura Mulvey's “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema” {Sereen 16
19891, e émp]r.tm e :In }‘:f‘zsual and Of‘{:er Pleasures {Bloomington: Indiana University Press
vy i ffl asized ¢ tia ressive “maleness” of the gaze intrinsic to classical cinema’s
e an% M o]re r‘?]:ently, owever, critics like Judith ilavnc. Mary Anne Doane, Lind
A u‘;fde) er;e fhave raised questions about women as spectators—farexam I:
2 e audi ﬁlni a kressi by the “woman’s flm” of the 1940s {Doane); as classical Enci
» ofteE e filn makers {} 1a_vn,t.:)§ and as femnale characters whose active loo'king and desiri
is ofte ati\':TE]"‘ piw;m;:hgd {Williams). These last may have something in common with rEg
pvest %nd i lizabet f ennet, well aware of her crime against propriety in gazing on Pemc
sophand "\Vlhmagfho\\l;s master, w1t_’hou_t herself being seen. In the terms sug ested b.'
s Y daen ! el Eman Looks,” Elizabeth’s humiliation may be the punitgi%'e fate o)f
P worman who tIres I-? ook aggressively; | have been arguing, however, that Austen leads her
= \\’il]iaﬂ-.s f.- 'OlLt fe naturalness and nEhtness of this fate. The essays by Mayne Doanee
o Vi Pub]?:atiZnsoi?dAﬁeRriect:'s;%rg-’f) ssays in Feminist Film Critr’éism—{Freaeri.ck‘ AD:

Methuen, 1988}, edited by Constance Penieifc “1s2 Fominism and Film Theory (New York
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the idiom sets up the moment as a problem, making the reader pause
and consider. The result, | would say, is once more to phrase Eliza-
beth’s humiliating loss of pride as an awkward disordering, to defamil-
iarize the clichés of female development.

Of course, one continues to admire Elizabeth. She may care for
Darcy's regard, but she is never so utterly enslaved by it as Miss Bingley.
She may hesitate to laugh at Darcy, but she does show Georgiana thata
wife may take (some) liberties. She is admirable because she is not
Charlotte, because she is not Lydia. | want nevertheless to insist that
Elizabeth is a better friend to Charlotte and closer sister to Lydia—
that one version of her story runs more parallel to theirs—than previous
readings have indicated. The three women live in the same town, share
the same gossip, and attend the same balls. Why, as some critics have
claimed, should Elizabeth alone be above the social decree?® There are,
in Elizabeth's marriage, elements of both crass practicality and coer-
cion. Elizabeth is appalled by Charlotte’s pragmatism, yet in her own
preference for Darcy over Wickham she shows herself beguiled by the
entrepreneurial marriage plot* And though clearly embarrassed by the
family connection to Lydia, Elizabeth, too, is implicated by the formal
intersection of their stories: in the course of the novel she loses not
her virginity but her authority. For while the heroine marries decent
man and a large estate, Austen seems concerned to show that she pays
a certain price. If Mr. Bennet embodies the post-Enlightenment, modi-
fied patriarch, Mr. Darcy harks back to an earlier type and time, before
fathers were curbed by Lockean principles, before aristocrats began to
feel the crunch. Recall how ambiguously his power looms before Eliz-
abeth: “How much of pleasure or pain it was in his power to bestow!—
How much of good or evil must be done by him!” Darcy disempowers
Elizabeth if only because of their unequal positions in the social
schema—because he is a Darcy and she 1s a Bennet, because he is a

man and she is his wife. * * °

3. I have in mind D. W, Harding {*‘Regulated Fatred: An Aspect in the Work of Jane Austen”
Scrutiny 8 [1940]) [see pp. 296-99 in this volume—Editor) and Marvin Mudrick (Jane Aus-
ten: Irony as Defense ancFDl'scovery [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1952]}, old uard
of the subversive school. While | am indebted to this tradition, I disagree with Harding's and
Mudrick’s view that Austen challenges her society by having Elizabeth transcend it. Mudrick
contends, for instance, that “the central fact for Elizabeth remains the power of choice”
(124); to his liberal imagination, Elizabeth represents the “free individuzl” {126). In my
opinion, Pride and Prejudice is about the heroine’s inextricability from the social context, not
her independence of it.

4. It is interesting that Hollywood—of venal habits and puritanical tastes—should recognize
and be uneasy with the suspiciousness of Elizabeth’s position as Austen wrote it. [n the 1940
flm version of Pride and Prejudice {directed by Robert Z Leonard, with a screenplay by
Aldous Huxley and Jane Murfin), Lady Catherine De Bourgh threatens to cut Darcy out of
her will if he goes ahead and marries a Bennet. Elizabeth proves her romantic integrity by
vowing to marry him anyway. Needless lo say, Austen conspicuously chose not to test Eliza-
beth in such a manner. Agreeing that “Austen is at pains from early in the novel to show us
Elizabeth's response to Darey's wealth,” Karen Newman (*Can This Marriage Be Saved
Jane Austen Makes Sense of an Ending,” ELH 50 [1983] £93-710) adds that critics as eatly
as Sir Walter Scott remarked on the heroine’s fascination with Pemberley (698)



368 DEBORAH KaPLAN

* * * By the end of the book, Mr. Bennet's paternal role has been
assurned by Elizabeth’s uncle, Mr. Gardiner. Though “gentlemanlike,”
Mr. Gardiner lives by trade “within view of his own warehouses” and
represents, more than Mr. Bennet, the rising middle class. No wonder

past

Elizabeth fears that Darcy will rebuff him, given that nobleman’s
mtglprance for her vulgar relations. She is quite unprepared for Darcy’s
civility to Gardiner and for the apparent power of fishing to overcome
class differences. Perhaps their shared fondness for Elizabeth, their
lengt.hy haggle over Lydia, as well as their equal passion for trout serve
to rclpforqc the shared social/economic advantages of Darcy’s and Gar-
diner’s alliance. They become, in any case, suggestively close; indeed

the very last paragraph of the novel informs us that ' ’

with the Gardiners,. they were always on the most intimate terms.
Darcy, as‘wel] as Elizabeth, really loved them; and they were both
ever sensible of the warmest gratitude towards the persons who,

by bringing her into Derbyshire, had been the means of unitin
them. ¢

At first this seems an oddly insignificant note on which to end. On
second glance it appears to confirm the suspicion I have had—that just
as t]’lf.,‘ Gardiners have been the means of uniting Darcy and Elizabeth
so Elizabeth has been useful as the means of uniting Mr. Darcy and
Mr. Gardiner. Pride and Prejudice attains a satisfying unity not only
between a man and a womnan but also between two men, an intercourse

not merely personal but social, a marriage of two classes no less than
a marriage of true minds.

DEBORAH KAPLAN

Circles of Supportt

Biographers and eritics, in stressing the role of Austen’s kin, have
ignored the general impact of their community’s culture while insistin

that.the influence of the novelist’s family, after getting her started af
a writer, continued unchanging. Throughout her life her tamily is said
to have stimulated and supported her talent.! “Her novels remained to
the last a kind of family entertainment,” according to Mary Lascelles.?

t From Jane Austen Among Women (Baltimore Johns Hopki versi
: 8 iins Universitv Press 1992) 9697

99-106, 108, The author’s notes have be d'tod o evide. Tecent '

| gf Aku]sfm,s lcttcrsd Reprintod o pcrmissfgnc lted to provide refcrences to the recent edition

- rark onan provides the most elaborated version of this view In Jane Austen: Her L

ark Hon Y - / IN
ingkl St': Martin's Press, 1988 [sec pp- 267-69 of this edition—Editor] and in hise;u[:g uerll‘t
article, “The Austen Brothers and Ststers,” Persuasions, no. 10 (1988} 596+ 4

2 Jane Auster and Her Art |Oxford Clarendon Press, 1939, 146, 32.
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Mary Poovey concurs with Lascelles’ representation of Austen’s rela-
tives: “Jane Austen wrote her first stories for the amusement of her
family. . . . Austen’s first longer works . . . were also apparently family
entertainments, and, even atter she became a published author, she
continued to solicit and value the response of her family as she com-
posed and revised her novels.” But just as the family’s influence was
permeated by the culture of Austen’s community in her childhood, so
that influence was reshaped by the community’s values in Austen’s
adulthood. “Family” became a smaller circle in Austen’s adult life, but
that group, though private and exclusive, was still not disconnected
from the community and patriarchal culture surrounding it.

The literary interests and pursuits of Jane Austen’s family and com-
munity explain how, as a young girl, she came to be interested in
literature and to try imaginative writing, but they cannot account for
Austen’s mature writing. In the second half of the 1790s Austen was
becoming a serious, committed writer. We can follow the transfor-
mation by considering her productions. The majority of her juvenilia,
like the works of her family and neighbors, are very brief; some mere
fragments or, as she called one selection of them, “Scraps.” Most of
the longer pieces are unfinished. Lady Susan, the first composition
written after the juvenilia in 1793-94, while not incomplete, is brought
to a quick finish with a short, tacked-on conclusion. But beginning in
1795, Austen wrote and completed three extended manuscripts: “First
Impressions” [Pride and Prejudice], “Elinor and Marianne” [Sense and
Sensibility], and “Susan” [Northanger Abbey) and those efforts changed
the nature of Austen’s creative life, differentiating it both from her
work on her earlier fictions and from the leisure-time composing of
other members of the gentry. The manuscripts required sustained con-
centration. They tock time.

We have only to remember the dictums of the widespread ideology
of domesticity to appreciate the potential subversiveness of that writ-
ing. The ideal woman was to engage in activities that served her family,
contributing either to the pleasures of her husband or to the education
of her children. Certainly, a young girl or even an adult woman who
whiled away an occasional solitary afternoon by composing a poem or
by writing brief parodies could not be accused of putting herself first
in an “unfeminine” way. But to write three books in four years?
Although biographers and critics have routinely portrayed the charm-
ing family context for Austen’s girlhood precociousness, they have not
provided a persuasive rendering of that context for the novelist’s dif-

3. Mary Poovey, The Praper Lady and the Woman Writer: Ideclogy as Style in the Works of Mary
Wollstonecraft, Mary Skeiley, and Jane Austen {Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1984) 202
Sce also Alison Sulloway, Jane Auster and the Province of Womanhood [Philadelphia: Univ.
of Pennsylvania Press, 1988, 86, 87, 92. Sulloway stresses the lifelong role of the family,
particularly Austen's father and her brother Henrv. She also singles out Austen’s motherand
sister as decidedly unsupportive and unhelpful
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2. Jane Austen and Her Art |Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19391, 146, 32
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3. Mary Paovey, The Proper Lady and the Woman Writer: ideology as Style in the Works of Mary
Wollstonecraft, Vlary Shelley, and Jane Austen {Chicago: Umv. of Chicago Press, 1984) 202
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