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Arabella of Charlotte LennoxFhe Female Quixotand Marianne Dashwood of
Jane Austen’Sense and Sensibilire headstrong, independent female characters who
are unwilling to submit to the husbands that tfesinilies have chosen for them. These
women pose a threat to the patriarchal order oéipleteenth and early nineteenth
centuries by rejecting their appropriate sociaésas physically weak and intellectually
inferior females in need of male protection anddgoce, gender distinctions propagated
by a culture of sensibility through medical, phdphical, and literary discourse.
Utilizing reformation narratives common in domestavels, Lennox and Austen divest
Arabella and Marianne of their autonomous lifestyd@d quickly place them into
marriages authorized by their families. Howevieeg, itestrained tones of these marital
conclusions, in which Arabella and Marianne areeotified and stripped of their vibrant
personalities, subvert the convention of reformmybordinate women and placing

them under male control. Therefore, the hurried disappointing denouements of the

novels indicate Austen’s and Lennox’s critiqueshid gendering of sensibility.



GRUBBS, ELIZABETH MARIE, M.A. Melville’s BartlebyA Perfectly-Crafted
Anomaly. (2013)
Directed by Dr. Maria Sanchez. 26 pp.

Herman Melville’s short story “Bartleby, the Saiver: A Story of Wall Street”
has puzzled readers for years and provoked hundfestholars to explain Bartleby’s
strange behavior in a multitude of ways using aetawof critical methodologies. An
examination of scholars’ compulsion and frustratnth classifying this odd character
along with a close analysis of the narrator’'s obseswith understanding Bartleby
reveals society’s determination to reduce humatwskinown identity types. Thus by
creating a personification of ambiguity through tharacter of Bartleby that resists
simplification, Melville critiques the social drive classify people using these
normalized identity roles. In particular, Melvilleveals the limitations and paradoxes
existing within the appropriate role of the mid-gti@enth-century male through a
representation of the problematic aspects of dapiteand Jacksonian freedom in

antebellum America.
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INDEPENDENT WOMEN RENDERED SICK, SUPPLE, AND SUBM$S/E:
CHARLOTTE LENNOX AND JANE AUSTEN CRITIQUE

THE GENDERING OF SENSIBILITY

Many novelists of the long eighteenth century emplee reformation narrative,
in which a wayward character changes into a reapexthappy person, and often the
comic denouements of these novels include the ledtatent or restoration of
matrimonial harmony. Examples range from Danidfioees Moll Flanders in which the
thief and bigamist Moll becomes a respectable,-anding wife, to Samuel
Richardson’d?amela that tells the story of how the kidnapper andratited rapist Mr. B
transforms into an honorable husband. Both JarstefiisSense and Sensibilignd
Charlotte Lennox’d’he Female Quixotalso tell stories of rebellious characters
transformed and situated into appropriate marriagfgsvever, these authors do not grant
their characters happy marital endings; insteagl; #@mploy the reformation narrative in
order to highlight the problematic and destructihiaracteristics of the eighteenth-
century model of womanhood. The novels’ conclusismbdue these autonomous
women by forcing them to submit to masculine autiadigures through matrimonial
ties, ultimately rendering their reformations dekental rather than beneficial. The
hurried and disappointing marital denouements ¢ bovels, then, indicate Austen’s
and Lennox’s critiques of the oppressive represiemaf women in this patriarchal ideal

of the submissive woman.



This eighteenth-century depiction of women as wagadkin need of masculine
protection was in part a product of what G.J. Baenfield calls the “culture of
sensibility” (xix), in which gender distinctions @hged and were solidified in a way that
both benefited and oppressed women. Medical titezaof the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, as well as contemporary adrizhoks, helped paint this picture of
woman as morally stronger, but physically, emotipnand mentally weaker, a picture
that became the cornerstone of the culture of baitxgi Lennox subverts this convention
through the story of the powerful though quixogoiale character Arabella, who is
praised for her masculine-like reasoning skillsheiV Arabella becomes ill, the
weakening of her body brings about not only theaifrher quixotism but also both the
annihilation of her autonomy and vibrant, intelhg@ersonality as well as the
submission to man’s guidance and control. In¢bisclusion, Lennox describes the
upsetting limitations forced on women through théunalization of feminine weakness.
Austen takes a different approach to criticizing tdhepiction of women, for she allows
Marianne Dashwood to recover from her reforminggdls in a way that does not deprive
her of her autonomy or spirited character. Throtnghinitial reformation narrative,
Austen highlights the constructive and benefic@dsbilities for a portrayal of women
and their physical bodies that does not paint themweak and in need of masculine
protection. In the end, however, Austen forcesisfare into a less than pleasing
marriage that subdues her vibrant personality, slnég voice, and strips her of control
over her own life. By submitting Marianne to theslistic yet disappointing fate, Austen
reveals her frustration with the pervasive repreg@n of women as the physically,
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emotionally, and mentally less competent genddmolgh close analysis of Arabella’s
and Marianne’s transformations, | modify the tretial interpretations of these novels to
reveal the authors’ criticism of this harmful modéfemininity.

In The Female Quixotdennox roots the unconventional behavior of Atizbie
quixotic behavior that derives from reading too snhad translations of French
romances as a child, while living a secluded hfatiiacked guidance and worldly
influence. When her “wild Imaginations” prevailea rational approach to
understanding the world (371), she believes thatarces are representative of real life
and, as the narrator explains, confuses “every areeDistance for a Horse and Knight”
(95). Unlike other contemporary authors, who waddaw female quixotic characters as
less capable of reasoning than their male countsydaennox represents Arabella as
highly intelligent and even able to outwit otherrman spite of her romantic
misconceptions. The narrator’s first descriptibabella details her “uncommon
Quickness of Apprehension, and an Understandinglitemf great Improvements” (6).
Later in the novel, her uncle Sir Charles, in “Adation of [Arabella’s] Wit,” claims that
if she had been a man, “she would have made a gigate in Parliament, and that her
Speeches might have come perhaps to be printeanér (311). Lennox marks
Arabella’s reasoning skills as masculine and uncomm women. However, she paints
this particular characteristic as appropriate dtrd@ive in Arabella, unlike the gross and
unappealing masculinity exhibited by Arabella’sfrd Miss Groves, who “affected noisy
Mirth, was a great Romp, and delighted in mascuiirercises” (71). By creating a foil
in Miss Groves, Lennox draws new gender distin&ittrat allow more room for women
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to exhibit intelligence and mental strength withaaonihilating all conventional gender
difference and thus avoiding her readers’ compigection of the work.

Arabella also displays a form of masculinity in teeel of power she exerts
through her quixotic adherence to the romantic codhéch establishes a position of great
importance and authority for women, that in thehe2gnth century was traditionally only
given to men. Sir Charles describes Arabella asécher own Mistress” concerning the
issue of marriage, for her father “had a great iopiof his Daughter’s Prudence” and
thus did not arrange a marriage, but only statathls suggested choice for a husband
was her cousin Mr. Glanville (65). Arabella, thbugdapts a “noble Freedom of Mind”
and “heroic Disobedience” in her refusal of heh&ats suggestion (27). Even when
Arabella later chooses to accept Mr. Glanville’'sitship, upon her own convictions and
not in following the advice of her deceased fatsbe demands his “Respect and
Submission to [her] Commands” (18), and in truerféo romances, she will not submit
to his advances until he has at least suffered Yiears of the most faithful Services, and
concealed Torments” (111). She also gives whahéneator calls “dumb Commands” to
other men in the novel and even attempts to bamshman from England (36-37).

Lennox often describes Arabella’s assumption etgraas comically absurd and
in need of adjustment. For example, she preseraisefla’s presumptuous conversation
with the sick Mr. Glanville, in which she tells hithintreat you to live . . . by all the
Power | have over you, | command you to recove84j] as ridiculous and indicative of
her quixotic misunderstandings. But Lennox dodsahways paint Arabella’s authority
and lack of male guardianship as inherently wrongnisguided; in fact, the novel often

4



encourages readers to enjoy and applaud the feenpuwer Arabella exhibits. These
masculine characteristics, however, are considairadst as absurd in the eyes of
patriarchal society as her quixotic fixations, esghy since most occasions in which
Arabella renders her power she does so to presenerginity. Margaret Doody
describes this power as unnatural since “the prppEector of a woman'’s chastity in the
eighteenth century (as traditionally) is assumetdtode herself but a male” (xxxi). So

in order for Arabella to assume the socially appaip role of female, she must be cured
of her delusions of both quixotism and self-govegsgand ultimately submit to man’s
control.

In Sense and Sensibiliarianne also wields an unconventional level of
feminine power before her reformation, though letioas are less comical than
Arabella’s and more imprudent, petulant, and blaoréwy. Throughout the first half of
Austen’s novel, Marianne’s troublesome behaviomstérom her unruly display of
emotions expressed “without any desire of commasadl berself’ (82). The narrator
explains that Marianne is “neither reasonable aoddd” due to the “too great
importance placed by her on the delicacies ofangtsensibility” (190-191). When she
is abandoned by her beloved suitor John Willougkhg, becomes depressed, suffering
from what the narrator calls a “nervous complai@t4), and this melancholic state
causes her to act with impropriety. Helen Smajluas that during this nervous
complaint Marianne is “far from powerless,” for stedulges, feeds, courts her grief,
inflicts it on others,” and is “evidently, ‘potersnd using her power selfishly” (95). But
just as Arabella attempts to control her maritatome, Marianne exerts authority by
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refusing to accept any advances from her suitooi@IBrandon, who is financially
secure and suitable for the family. Although #linsount of feminine power, according to
Claudia Johnson, appears unnatural because Marigfineng without the watchful
supervision of male protectors” (“A ‘Sweet Face88), Austen does not censure
Marianne’s rejection of Colonel Brandon, like shiéi@zes her other imprudent actions,
but instead treats this powerful stance as socateptable.

A woman'’s refusal to marry, however, is problematithin the cultural world of
both Arabella and Marianne, since women of thisetimad to submit to men through
marriage in order to assume their proper sociaelaeorge Wright's essay “On the
Importance of Marriage,” published in 1793, argthed “the most natural state of human
society, as well as the primary principle of outune, is the conjugal connection” (24).
Robert Shoemaker explains that in the eighteenttucg marriage was especially
important for women: “Because women were geneexfyected to submit to the
authority of a man, whether as father, master sband, single women threatened to
undermine the social order” (142). These unmanuethen were “distrusted because
they were not under the authority of a male houlskhead” (Shoemaker 143). Arabella
and Marianne exemplify this. They lack paterndhatity, for both of their fathers die
before the young women can be betrothed. Moredwahella and Marianne refuse to
submit to their suitors and thus reject male guanship, so they must be transformed in
order to be subjected to man. Each charactertsmedtion narrative highlights the

characteristic of physical, mental, and emotionahkness inherent in the eighteenth-



century representation of women needing protectiBylooking at these narratives

within the context of contemporary cultural and meatidiscourses, | will argue that

Lennox and Austen critique this image of the vulitdée woman by manipulating the
trope of illness as a catalyst for the favorabfemma of independent women.

Recent scholarship dthe Female Quixotleas attributed Arabella’s autonomy to
Lennox’s longing for feminine power, played outdhgh the genre of romance, but
eventually suppressed in the domestic novel'sstgalending of a submissive wife. For
example, Margaret Doody claims that through readomgances “in which women are of
great importance” (xxi), Arabella “conceals fronr$adf the sad truth, that she is a pawn
in the game of property” (xxi) until she is finalligrought back to what the world
acknowledges as reality” (xxix), and Doody expldimst “for a woman, that reality
means the end of all story, and a cessation gialler” (xxix). Similarly, Patricia Meyer
Spacks argues that Lennox’s novel “emphasizes [nops] profound appeal to women,
not because of female gullibility but because efpisychic need for alternatives to a
socially defined state of meaningless and powedessity” (533). She concludes that
“Arabella’s wish to live by the rules of romancéticizes the standards of her society
especially as they restrict female possibility” p3hough in the end “this would-be
heroine must learn to accept the ordinary, to wakthe fate of domesticity” (534).
What they do not assess is the role of illneskensubordination of Arabella to man’s
control, for it is the physical weakening of Ardlaéd body and mind, caused by illness,
that places her in the appropriate feminine roleedding guidance and protection from
men. By creating a heroine who is strong, inteliig and independent, qualities

7



admirable in a man but not in a woman, Lennox ¢aites the fantasy of women not
restricted by these oppressive gender distinctiénsthermore, Lennox’s narration of
Arabella’s transformation, in which Arabella is ratly emotionally and mentally but
alsophysicallysubmitted to men, criticizes the foundational reasg behind these
restricting gender distinctions inherent in fem@®rmation narratives and in domestic
novels in general.

Arabella’s illness comes about when in one ofdwexotic delusions walking by
the Thames, she mistakes oncoming horsemen foaBmbrs and attempts an escape by
imitating the romantic heroine Clelia and throwimgyself into the river. Consequently,
she suffers from what the narrator calls a “violergtemper . . . that reduc’d her so low
that there seem’d very little Probability of herd@eery” (366). A clergyman is called to
help her prepare for death, but when she begirsctaver, he takes on the task of curing
her mind. Lennox fashions this “Pious and LearDedtor” after one of her literary
advisors Samuel Johnson, and several scholarsdisuessed the possibility of Johnson
actually writing the chapter in which the doctoresiArabelld. But Lennox gives her
doctor the prestige of a clergyman, a minister m&h by the Church of England, unlike
the devout Dr. Johnson. Possibly because of Al@bgdride and stubborn refusal to

listen to advice, as well as her uncommon intetlgge a clergyman, with his divine

! John Mitford first made this claim in tf@entleman’s Magazinef August, 1843, citing
“internal evidence” (132). Miriam Small, a promitid_ennox biographer, supported Mitford’s
claim inCharlotte Ramsay Lennox: An Eighteenth-Century Lafdyetterspublished in 1935
(79-82). However, Duncan Isles makes the follownggghtful suggestion: “It would seem best
to regard the chapter, with all its faults, as vilnMrs. Lennox’s until definite evidence to the
contrary is found” (422).



authority, would have more sway over Arabella thadevout scholar. Nevertheless, the
clergyman begins this process of reforming Arabelen, as the narrator states, “the
Health of her Body was almost restored” (368). Bhatill bedridden during her curing
conversation with the clergyman, and she remaimsfragile, disabled condition until
the last two paragraphs of the novel, which quicklypnmarize her marriage to Mr.
Glanville.

This weakened state proves beneficial to the gheegn’s and the Glanvilles’ goal
of curing her mind and situating her in the patie system. She is somber and
submissive because of her near-death experieriieg the divine doctor that at this
time, “lI would yet rather hear Instructions tham@iments” (370). Sir George, who
deceives Arabella in an attempt to seduce heralsasilar reaction when he is wounded
in a sword fight. The narrator explains that “Bresar of Death produc’d its usual Effects,
and made him extremely concern’d for the Errorkisfpast Life, and very desirous of
atoning for them if possible” (360). But physieaakness does not render Sir George
submissive to guidance as it does Arabella, bueatscauses him to simply face his
misdeeds because of his brush with death. Arald@laever, needs the aid of a male
authority figure in order to fix her misunderstamgs. She solicits the clergyman’s
counsel, stating “I conjure you discover me to niiyy¢870), and her sickness finally
strips her of her autonomy and physical strengtthabshe can become submissive to the
divine doctor’s teaching. For the first time irethovel, the weakened Arabella

relinquishes her power, telling the clergyman,Xjpect you will exert the Authority of



your Function, and | promise you on my Part, Sittigend Submission” (370). lliness is
the agent that finally forces Arabella to submitygically and mentally, to male control.

In Sense and Sensibilitiowever, Austen utilizes the trope of illnesshaes
catalyst for reform in a way that does not compithwhe patriarchal goal of
subordinating woman to man as it does in Lennogigeh Several scholars have debated
the implications and effects of Marianne’s reforimat especially in relation to Austen’s
positioning of the text within the discourse of denand patriarchy. However, most
interpretations fail to recognize the multiple ga@f her transformation and only
acknowledge the overall change from a hypersems#nd at times hysterical single
female to a more reasonable and reserved womanitsebto a husband. For example,
Tony Tanner, whose analysis is often quoted byrdbleolars, argues that Marianne
undergoes only one quick transition, and that chasdprought about by sickness, “the
cost of her entry into the sedate stabilities fefliwhich acts as a “punitive” catalyst that
helps transform Marianne from an unruly single wartaone who is “tamed” and
married (99-100). Although Barbara Seeber focosethe “scolding, and finally
silencing of Marianne Dashwood’s voice” (233), s ignores the nuances of
Marianne’s conversion, that reveal a more compiaxti-staged transformation.
Marianne undergoes two distinct transformationg, iostigated by illness that causes her
to live more reasonably, and another that occurstafe, subdues her, and silences her
spirited personality. A close analysis of thesdtiple changes exposes Austen’s vision

of a woman reformed without being restrained byigathal gender roles.
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Marianne’s initial transformation is a reactioratdrush with death. When
Marianne is rejected by her lover Willoughby, hebsequent, untempered melancholy
leads her to neglect her own health, and “sittmper wet shoes and stockings” after sad,
lonely walks through the “longest and wettest” grasuses her to become ill with a
violent cold (286). As Judy Stove explains, Manais “insistence on nurturing and
displaying her unhappiness results . . . in her dhwess” (6). Austen uses the self-
inflicted illness to clearly criticize the powerathMarianne wields selfishly and
imprudently, to indulge in her feelings without aed for her own safety or for others,
but she does not punish Marianne for the powercshemands in order to control her
own destiny. The unconventional authority Mariansnenmands by rejecting Colonel
Brandon as a husband and remaining a young singieaw neither causes her illness nor
provides a reason for feeling any remorse. Therfsl affliction caused by Marianne’s
impetuous behavior, however, does enact its refagmurpose by rendering her weak
and compliant. In the midst of a recovery, Mariawctaims that her near-death
experience has given her a pensive outlook, stdtivig lliness has made me think— It
has given me leisure and calmness for seriousleetioin” (322). She has learned the
dangers of yielding to an excessive sensibility anadkes the following promise: “My
feelings shall be governed and my temper improyaa3).

An important aspect of Marianne’s recovery lieshe fact that she recognizes
her own mistakes, and what counseling she doesreeghe receives from other females.
Marianne’s more sensible sister Elinor immediafedyceives Marianne’s changes at the
beginning of her physical recovery from ilinesssetving “the direction of a mind
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awakened to reasonable exertion” (319). AlthoutyhoE, with the help of her mother,
Mrs. Dashwood, subsequently encourages and ab&stanne in her attempt to control
her emotions, Marianne has already realized theemprences of her imprudent actions.
She states, “l| saw that my own feelings had prepamg sufferings, and that my want of
fortitude under them had almost led me to my grg@@2). She resolves to maintain a
more sensible lifestyle without her mother or sisteplaining the need for this change.
Therefore, Marianne’s transformation starkly cosisawith Arabella’s, for the latter’s
conversion is achieved through step-by-step, camelng guidance by a clergyman
with an all-male cast of supporters (Mr. Glanvdied Sir Charles). With Marianne’s
initial change, however, Austen does not allowthdye submitted to the patriarchal role
of woman who needs to be submissive to the guidahoeen in order to learn how to be
a reasonable human being.

Furthermore, Marianne does not immediately dedibatself to a man as the
still-bedridden Arabella does. Instead, Marianaeades herself to Elinor and Mrs.
Dashwood, stating, “I shall now live solely for ramily” (323). Since her father is
deceased, Marianne does not have to submit to @ an#hority figure, even in her
reformed state. Her initial transformation alsaMes her with the power of controlling
her life path. She tells Elinor, “I shall divideexy moment between music and reading.
| have formed my plan, and am determined to emex course of serious study . . . From
you, from my home, | shall never again have thell@stancitement to move” (320-323).
Elinor smiles at this “same eager fancy” that hafbte caused Marianne to be selfishly
indulgent in her emotions and was now being uskgkditly and appropriately (320).
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Although Marianne is humbled through her reforne differs from Arabella in that she
remains individualistic, spirited, and free fromleaupervision, as well as exhibiting
reasoning skills and planning a life of intelledtsiaudy. Austen makes this
transformation an exercise of self-control and terag sensibility rather than a lesson in
the dangers of female autonomy and the need fog quardianship.

In Marianne’s transformation, illness temporarilgakens her body so that she
can see her mistakes, learn from them, and contgnueer life path as a stronger,
healthier woman. Arabella’s sickness, though, eemther weak and submissive to men
in a more permanent way, since she is still weakiamed while giving herself to Mr.
Glanville. Contemporary readers would most likalw her new characterization as
appropriately feminine. Discussions of natural praper gender roles permeate the
medical writings, conduct books, and philosophwaiks of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, and often novelists joineth@se scientific and cultural arguments
through their characterization of women and meor éxample, in “Cruel Disorder’:
Female Bodies, Eighteenth-Century Fever Narratiaied,the Sentimental Novel,”
Candace Ward explains the “reciprocal relationsbigtiveen the sentimental novel and
medical narratives, arguing that the path of inflceewas a two-way street between these
two genres. The novelists fictionalized the meldiltscourse of gender difference, while
the medical narratives gave scientific infrastruetand authority to the gender
delineations created in novels. Ward’s argumentb@extended to include conduct
books and philosophical writings as well, sinceheaicthese genres plays a similar role
in cultural discourse, rather than work in a hienggal manner where the overtly
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didactic, intellectual, and scientific writings tdeathe literary authors how to understand
the world around them. The conversation arisiogifthese varying branches of learning
makes clear just how Lennox and Austen contributhé discussion of female
characterization through their reformation narregiv

According to Thomas Laqueur, philosophers and oatgiractitioners of the
eighteenth century began to write about women heil bodies in a way that diverged
from the previous understanding of females. Laqueakes the following argument:

Thus the old model, in which men and women werayaa according to their

degree of metaphysical perfection, their vital haking an axis whose telos was

male, gave way by the late eighteenth centuryrteva model of difference, of
biological divergence. An anatomy and physiologinoommensurability
replaced a metaphysic of hierarchy in the represemnt of women in relation to

men. (3)

Rather than viewing woman as simply inferior to e new model manipulates
gender lines in a way that renders woman more @quahn in rank but very different
than man in body, mind, and soul, drastically exibag the traditionally-accepted
distinctions between the genders.

Barker-Benfield develops Laqueur’s work to discose of the key factors of this
new model of gender, arising within the “culturesehsibility,” the idea that the nerves
of women were more sensitive than the nerves of nimposits that the development of
this concept throughout the sixteenth and sevetitemmturies helped lay the
“groundwork for bourgeois and scientized evaluatbdelicate nerves” (23) which led

to a “gendering of sensibility” (xxvii). By theghteenth century, then, this configuration

of gender difference that draws a direct correfabetween a woman'’s socially-accepted
14



traits and her natural constitution was becomibgsic foundation of medical and
philosophical thought, and this correlation resiiitethe belief that females had a more
heightened level of sensibility than males. Anregke can be found in the medical
writings of the famous Bath physician George Cheyimehis 1733 publicatiohe
English Malady Cheyne discusses nervous disorders in both newamen, admitting
that men can have delicate nerves as well, buggdasific case studies reveal an
evaluation of women as physically weaker than neggabse of their more sensitive
nerves. Furthermore, Cheyne’s description of gr@aus system reveals his
understanding that the soul, brain, and body ansteatly in tune with each other: “That
the Intelligent Principle, aBoul resides somewhere in the Brain, where all thevé&gror
Instruments of Sensation terminate, likielasicianin a finely fram’d and well-tun’d
Organ-Café; that these Nerves are Keays which, being struck on or touch’d convey
the Sound and Harmony to this sentient Principi®Jasiciari (4). This anatomical
explanation, then, maintains that a stronger séitgitneans a weaker composition in
general by drawing a direct connection betweemd#rees and the “Intelligent
Principle.” A delicate composition renders a patteaker and more vulnerable
physically, mentally and emotionally, and thus worthe more delicate sex, is
represented as needing protection and guidancetfrermore reasonable and stronger
gender, man. Cheyne was not the first medicaltpp@eer to explore the effects of
delicate nerves and gender sensibility, and hikwas not even pioneering in the

development of this medical thought. However farme among the socialites of Bath,
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his well-known clients, and his inclusive writintyle (with its how-to advice that was
helpful not only to medical practitioners but tb@tople that suffered from nervous
disorders) secured the popularity and pervasivenidsis ideas in eighteenth-century
culture.

Barker-Benfield explains that this “gendering ehsibility and its claim to moral
superiority promised obvious advantages, includiregreform of men on women'’s
terms, but it also carried some dangerous, selfues/e consequences . . . of which
many cultivators of sensibility were well awareX@). This new model viewed women
as having a “moral authority” and thus a greatg@abdity of teaching manners but
simultaneously painted women as physically, emalignand intellectually weaker
(xxvii). One of the harmful consequences, whichkiBa-Benfield highlights, is
“women’s temptation to identify themselves as wartin distress™ (xxvii). By
positioning women into a vulnerable state, theahetof these documents implies that
women inherently need the physical protection andt®nal and mental guidance of
men. Both Lennox and Austen consider this reptasen of femininity through the
characterizations of their reformed female charactnd they both ultimately criticize
the limitations it places on women through the f&\weonclusions. Lennox not only
writes a fantasy of female power that criticizesmyatriarchy, as Doody and Spacks,
along with other scholars, have argued. She aldiots the less obvious consequences of
the gendering of sensibility through writing an appy ending for Arabella, who is
ultimately subjected to the patriarchal model ohii@nity through the physical
weakening of her body and spirit. Austen alsoatsjéhis particular model of
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womanhood in the writing of Marianne’s initial tisformation in order to counteract the
popular idea of woman as weak and in need of gaastip. By exposing the
possibilities and opportunities of womanhood ertutside of this limiting female
model through the promising characterization of islame after her initial

transformation, Austen renders the novel’s unhaggmgelusion, which entails a second
transformation that strips Marianne of her vibreimaracter and subjugates her to a man,
even more disheartening and indicative of Austentgcism of this insidious model of
femininity.

The *"virtue in distress” or vulnerable model ofrfi@inity frequently appears in
eighteenth-century literature, and Samuel Richardsamous noveClarissapublished
in 1748 illustrates it perfectly. Clarissa Harlowiescribed as virtuous, but also “poor,
weak, and defenceless” (169), reforms several oteeacters by the novel’s conclusion
with her sensibility and moral fortitude, amongrthdohn Belford, the libertine friend of
her captor and rapist Robert Lovelace. Her stoigy/tragedy, however, because she is
unable to save herself, in spite of her virtuousrabter and her multiple attempts to run
away from Lovelace, and because the men in hefdif¢o be appropriate guardians.
Clarissa exemplifies the ideal female with her wba#ly and delicate nerves, her need
for man’s protection (from other men such as Lose)aand her moral superiority and
ability to reform men. Although this role provide@®men with advantageous positions
of power in the reformation of rakish men, as BaiBenfield explains, this construction
of femininity limits women by necessitating masaoeliguardianship over the physically
and emotionally delicate females.

17



By the second half of the eighteenth century gtkeemple of the weak female had
become not only an ideal but thppropriatemodel of what a woman should be. Dr.
John Gregory, in his popular conduct b&dokather’'s Legacy To His Daughtefgst
published in 1774, summarizes this feminine idedhe following quotation: “But
though good health be one of the greatest blessihiife, never make a boast of it, but
enjoy it in grateful silence . . . We so naturalBsociate the idea of female softness and
delicacy with a correspondent delicacy of congtitutthat when a woman speaks of her
great strength . . . her ability to bear excesfatigue, we recoil at the description” (23).
Gregory employs rhetoric arising from the cultufesensibility throughout this book,
constantly addressing the different levels of dahisi between the sexes and thus
teaching his daughters the socially-accepted beh&m women that is appropriate to
their weaker constitution. The value of his warknterpreting Austen’s and Lennox’s
heroines lies in the fact that it is not a treatisa medical document that attempts to use
reason or science to prove these gender distirs;tirt rather a cultural snapshot of how
eighteenth-century society inculcated the rhetofigendered sensibility, along with all
of its limitations placed on women. The gendetidgsion reflected in this quotation
entails the cultural expectation for women to extdelicacy and vulnerability in order to
be socially successful.

In The Female Quixotdéiness finally forces Arabella into this modelthie weak
woman dependent on men. Arabella, with her impresability to reason, her control of
men, and her power to make decisions and even arousnd without much guidance,
exhibits qualities that were culturally and medicaleemed as masculine, but she is
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made appropriately feminine again through the wekeof her body. However, the
novel’s contrived and quick conclusion reveals Lexis criticism of this insidiously
oppressive representation of women. After the essation with the clergyman,
Arabella realizes she has been wrong in her adberterromantic conventions, and she
continues “for near two Hours afterwards wholly@ib&d in the most disagreeable
Reflections on the Absurdity of her past Behavi@83). Although this humiliation
seems reasonable to the reader, because Arabgléxpased herself to “Contempt and
Ridicule” through her delusional behavior (383% #brupt conclusion also leaves the
reader unsatisfied. Immediately after these twarbof remorse, Arabella tells Mr.
Glanville the following: “To give you myself . with all my remaining Imperfections, is
making you but a poor Present” (383). Arabellacilyi submits herself to the
appropriate, safe role, predetermined by her fateea wife to Mr. Glanville, and then
the story suddenly ends. Earlier in the novel btk is praised for the “Strength of her
Understanding” and “her lively Wit” (116-117), biltese personality traits, more
appropriate to a man rather than a woman, disagfearher reformation. This loss of
personality and stifling of character resists thppgy-ending convention typical to comic
domestic novels that so often end with marriage.

This seemingly hurried conclusion was not Lennaxiginal plan for the novel.
Richardson, in a letter dated just months befoegothblication ofThe Female Quixote
advised Lennox to “finish [her] Heroine’s cure Imef] present volumes” rather than in
the “proposed 3d Volume” (Letter 424). Of courseholars have speculated what kind
of conclusion Lennox had initially intended to wetiand one popular guess entails the
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gradual curing of Arabella by the Countess, an aalole woman “who among her own
Sex had no Superior in Wit, Elegance, and Easq |aad inferior to very few of the
other in Sense, Learning, and Judgment” (322).aBse the Countess “herself had when
very young, been deep read in Romances” (323)issdilgle to begin a conversation with
Arabella about her quixotic delusions that “raia’&ind of Tumult in [Arabella’s]
Thoughts” (540) but did so in a natural, graduaywaeith the two intelligent women
discussing the topic of Romances in a rationakcbagenial manner. However, the
Countess is quickly removed from the scene befoedsable to complete her task of
curing Arabella. As Duncan Isles explains in Ippendix to the Oxford edition of the
novel, the Countess’ attempt to cure Arabella “hego promisingly and yet is
abandoned so abruptly and oddly,” leaving the ghiell conclusion with the divine
doctor’s quick curing of Arabella “stilted and umsancing” (425-426). Debra Malina
responds to Isle’s oft-quoted interpretation with following question: “If the
Countess’s cure was to be replaced by the clerggmahy retain the Countess half-
episode at all?” (290). She then makes the ingigatgument that Lennox utilizes the
abandoned Countess story in order to criticizedthetor's method of curing:
[It] would seem to suggest that she had left tradd¢be almost-absent mother for
a reason. They mark Arabella’s deprivation of makinfluence, as the doctor
leads her into the man’s world of rationalism. d.Richardson’s and Johnson’s
advice in the man’s world of serious literatures thergyman’s reasons may have
a great deal of validity for the ‘realistic’ thinkdout that both imply a requisite

repression of the mother suggests that both relpmealue-neutral intelligence
or ‘sanity’ but on coercion. (290-291)
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Not only a mother figure, the Countess represér@possibility of an intelligent female
counselor and model that could guide Arabella amteasonable lifestyle without
submitting her to the culture of sensibility’'s weakmanhood that requires masculine
supervision and instruction. This promising “heffisode” draws attention to the
disagreeable aspect of the published conclusidrthiibadoctor’s curing, or “coercion,”
yields. Furthermore, the fact that Arabella if bedridden and not fully recovered from
her illness when she changes her ways and sulbnitatrying Mr. Glanville renders the
guick conclusion even more disappointing. Compyeaad quickly “cured,” she is left
humiliated, objectified, and stripped of her onderant character in order to be made
submissive to man and thus properly feminine.

Scholars have agreed that through this reformaiaibella seems to be
transformed from a beautiful, proud, mostly inggint (albeit confused) woman into a
degenerate, undeserving object, a “poor Preser&tasella calls herself (383). For
instance, George Haggerty maintains that Arabeifalérgoes a transformation that
renders her . . . alien from her earlier self,” &edconcludes that the novel’s abrupt, “all-
too-pat conclusion” leaves the reader unsatisfi&®). Instead, the transformed Arabella
embodies Lennox’s criticism of the cultural valdleat forced females into the limiting
gender role of the weak woman who needs proteetmahsubjugated them to man’s
control. Lennox highlights the dangers of accepthre notion of “incommensurable”
gender differences promulgated in the eighteenttuce, for although these newer
gender lines seem progressive in giving women ahswperiority that can help reform
men’s manners, they ultimately stifle women’s apilo express themselves. The abrupt
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ending suppresses Arabella’s personality whenskaréed into the patriarchal ideal of a
woman in need of man’s guidance and makes the sawalrital conclusion lacking and
disappointing. Lennox highlights and confrontstadverse consequence of accepting
the appropriate model of woman promulgated by theie of sensibility.

The denouement of Marianne’s story is also disayipg, but, unlike Arabella’s
plot, it follows a reformation narrative that conbéhe model of the subservient woman.
Through Marianne’s penitent but assertive respoméer iliness, Austen gives a brief
representation of what a female character’s refaanaould look like without painting
the feminine ideal as physically, mentally, and gorally weak. One aspect of the
model female that Austen particularly contradicthvaer characterization of a reformed
Marianne is the idea that women were less capdbigemse reasoning and strenuous
study than men. This overtly degrading charadierss woman was of course not a new
concept developed entirely within the culture afsbility during the eighteenth century.
As Laqueur explains, man held an overall higheitjgssthan woman in dealings with
the body, mind, and soul in the “hierarchical” sifisation of gender that preceded the
“incommensurable” structure of gender based onikiéins What changed in the
eighteenth century, then, was the particular wayhich women were described as less
capable of rigorous mental activity. Medical praaners, philosophers, and authors
employed the doctrine of delicate nerves to giverdific proof to the biological
difference between the mental capacities of mervarden. This new gender

classification masqueraded as a system in whichemowere represented as drastically
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different from men rather than inferior to men, eppng to be beneficial to women and
feministic movements; however, the developmenhisf gendering based on sensibility
aided in the subjection of woman to man by insidipuepresenting women as mentally
inferior to men.

For example, Bernard de Mandevill@eeatise of Hypochondriack and Hysterick
Passionsfirst published in 1711, anticipates Cheyne’selation between the nerves
and rest of the human composition to include adi@kponnection between women'’s
weak nerves and their weak constitution in genaraeluding a weak mind. Within his
explanation of how nerves work, Mandeville expldims characteristics that apply to
women because of their delicate nerves:

This Delicacy as well as Imbecility of the Spirtis\WWomen is conspicuous in all

their Actions, those of the Brain not excepted: yraee unfit both for abstruse

and elaborate Thoughts, all Studies of Depth, Goier and Solidity, that fatigue
the Spirits, and require a Steadiness and Assidditlyinking; but where the

Advantages of Education and Knowledge are equey, ¢ixceed the Men in

Sprightliness of Fancy, Quickness of Thought arichahd Wit; as much as they

out-do them in Sweetness of Voice, and Volubilityfongue. (247)

The rhetoric of this argument exemplifies the afietn express gender in terms of
difference rather than hierarchy, for although Marille is attacking women'’s reasoning
skills he immediately discusses their mental stiflesigsuch as their active imagination
and quick wit. This seemingly beneficial but adiidetrimental gendering of sensibility

produces the ideal woman that Austen and Lenndicize through their

characterizations of Arabella and Marianne.
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Similarly, Gregory’s conduct book reveals how egghith-century society
normalized this particular representation of thealdvoman. In his chapter entitled
“Religion,” Gregory teaches the specific approaxipiritual life that is appropriate to
women. He begins with the following assessmemtarhen: “The natural softness and
sensibility of your dispositions particularly fiby for the practice of those duties where
the heart is chiefly concerned” (15). His premessds to instruction about proper studies
for women, in which he encourages them to readicels texts that are “addressed to the
heart . . . not such [that] entangle you in an es&linaze of opinions and systems” (19-
20). He advises his daughters to “not meddle wathtroversy,” meaning complex,
scholarly works, since they may cause women torfgduinto a chaos from which you
will never be able to extricate yourselves” (18yabella’s reasoning skills fit for a
“figure in Parliament” and the reformed Mariannatimirable goal of a life dedicated to
“serious study” contradict the cultural paradigntleé female in Gregory’s conduct book
in a way that causes readers to question the abflthis gender distinction.

Although Lennox and Austen criticize these detntakcharacteristics applied to
women through the culture of sensibility, they boliimately submit their female
characters to the socially proper role of womatheir novels’ disheartening outcomes.
Austen’s ending for Marianne seems even more ditdr@ag than Arabella’s
conclusion. Through the characterization of Mamgafter her first transformation,
respectable and gracious but also independenttadiabss, Austen indulges in the
fantasy of women thriving and expressing themselvesworld that does not subjugate
them to the restrictive cultural depiction of feesl Ultimately, though, the fantasy
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comes to an end in the realistic conclusion oftihimestic novel. Austen may rewrite the
female reformation narrative at first, by not allog/illness to subjugate woman to man,
but in the end she submits Marianne to the congralj patriarchal denouement by
rejecting her self-made plan of secluded study@acing her into a disappointing
marriage with an ill-matched suitor.

A more traditional interpretation of Marianne’snotusion, however, finds her
marriage to be a respectable and even fortunatemet for a woman in her situation,
and this argument is most eloquently explainedlau@a Johnson’s works. Johnson
maintains that Austen writes a happy conclusiorMarianne because she does not
include the typical ending for love-hurt women: tieaShe explains that “women abused
in love are expected to die . . . This is what {eamtionally’ happens in sentimental
novels, and this is what everyone, with untroubtedter-of-factness, expects from
Marianne” (“A ‘Sweet Face’™ 165). Since secondaattiments are not readily accepted
by society, these injured women are considerecsse&nd become a “financial burden
on family” (“A ‘Sweet Face’ 165):

From the standpoint of sensibility and the sodialure it serves, a woman’s

readiness to form second attachments always apgess and improper . . .

because it gives her an unladylike parity in thedeect of her sentimental and

erotic life, a parity that challenges the primatymale choice and thus unsettles

the economy governing what anthropologists calftradfic in women.” (“A
‘Sweet Face™ 167)

Thus, the death of a female character who has &le@mdoned by her first love “spares

us the mess of lasting conflict and the necess$igpoial change” (“A ‘Sweet Face

166). This narrative practice of killing off ingd female characters is epitomized by
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Samuel Richardson’s novel Clarissa, in which tmedie protagonist dies from suffering
the emotional injuries caused by the mistreatméRabert Lovelace. Johnson explains
that Austen undermines this misogynistic traditiprmmulgated by the culture of
sensibility’s “virtue in distress” model, by allomg the love-hurt Marianne to live and
form a second attachment.

However, Johnson misreads Marianne’s reformat®ine summarizes the
conclusion of the novel as Marianne being “yankackijfrom death] into a happy
second attachment and a happy marriage” (“A ‘Sweee™ 173, Johnson’s emphasis),
and argues elsewhere that although “Marianne clsamgeopinions about second
attachments . . . she is never obliged to surretodigre ‘commonplace,’ ‘gross,” and
‘illiberal” ( Jane Auster72). Johnson concludes her interpretation wighftitlowing
commonly-accepted argument: “Sense and Sensiiiggts [Marianne] the highest
happiness it can imagineldne Austef72). | argue that Marianne is subjected to the
“‘commonplace” and “gross,” and though her endingata tragedy, in no way does
Austen offer her the “highest happiness.”

A close analysis of the novel’s ending reveals$ fssten’s description of this
marital conclusion does not comply with the typieappy endings of domestic novels.
Colonel Brandon is chosen for Marianne by her hedther for fiscal reasons and by her
mother and sister for sympathy towards him, andugin this betrothal she becomes
objectified, muted, and subordinated into the appate patriarchal role for the reformed
woman. Unlike Arabella who has developed a frigrnydit intimate relationship with and
an obvious affection for Mr. Glanville throughobetnovel and whose marriage is
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described as exhibiting “every Virtue and laudahiiection of the Mind” (383),
Marianne vehemently dislikes Colonel Brandon forstaf the novel. Early in Volume

I, Marianne describes the proposition of desirirgo@el Brandon as “ridiculous” and an
“absurdity” (39), claiming that he is old enoughla® her father and “has neither genius,
taste, nor spirit . . . his understanding has nibarcy, his feelings no ardour, and his
voice no expression” (53). In the final volumeer\Elinor, who is one of the novel’s
most sensible voices, doubts the appropriatenetseafnion, for she cannot argue for
compatibility between the two based on “their ageracters, or feelings” even after
Mrs. Dashwood has revealed, albeit with her adeedutral embellishments,” that
Colonel Brandon does in fact love Marianne (314\isten writes the final description
for the couple with as pleasant a tone as most dbxecn@ovel marital conclusions are
given, stating that Colonel Brandon was as happyageserved to be and that because
“Marianne could never love by halves . . . her vehlodéart became, in time, as much
devoted to her husband, as it had once been toMghby” (352). But the overall
description of their relationship and marriage preg the scrutinizing reader from
delighting in the ill-suited match.

Moreover, the extermination of Marianne’s ageneg apirited character through
this marriage also spoils any attempt to read & happy ending. The narrator describes
Marianne’s consent to marriage in the followinggzage:

With such a confederacy against her . . . whatccehk do? . . . instead of

remaining even for ever with her mother, and figder only pleasures in
retirement and study, as afterwards in her mona @add sober judgment she had
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determined ors-she found herself at nineteen, submitting to neachments,

entering on new duties, placed in a new home, a,wiimistress of a family, and

the patroness of a village. (351-352)

With the exception of Marianne “voluntarily” givinger hand to Colonel Brandon (352),
the language of this conclusion suppresses herpabelishes her independence, and
annihilates her voice, since Marianne does notkspeall in the conclusion, and this
repressive language contrasts the language of pgesed to describe the decision to live
a secluded life of study that “she had determinesifig “calm and sober judgment.” The
plot objectifies and transforms Marianne from asmeang, independent woman to a prize
for the deserving Colonel Brandon. Elinor conclitleat “the reward of her sister was
due” to Colonel Brandon for “his sufferings and basistancy” (313). In fact, the entire
Dashwood family, along with Elinor's new husbandmadd, “felt [Colonel Brandon’s]
sorrows, and their own obligations,” thus “Marianhg general consent, was to be the
reward of all” (351). Although Austen allows theve-hurt Marianne to escape death,
her vibrant, individualistic character does notste, giving this novel a more realistic
rather than comic conclusion since female subjogab a less-than-compatible husband,
often arranged by the families, happened too often.

Johnson’s understanding of Marianne’s marriage i@atively happy ending
represents a more traditional analysis of thisattar's outcome, but other examples of
Austen scholarship explore more nuanced interpogiabf this character’s problematic
conclusion. A. Walton Litz recognizes the disapypioig aspects of the marriage between
Colonel Brandon and Marianne but attributes thiple&ing ending “to the fact that Jane

Austen was working against her inclinations andrted [and] was the victim of
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conventions,” arguing that only later in her nowglting did she develop good
characterization skills that counteracted the steshglof “moralistic fiction” (82-83).
While some scholars, including Tanner and Seelpatyae Marianne’s marriage and
overall conclusion in a similar vein and find thedeng purposefully disappointing, they
fail to recognize her multi-staged reformation tle@tds to a clearer understanding of
what Austen represents through this characterladavel as a whole. Austen
highlights the possibilities of a non-restrictiven-patriarchal reform by not submitting
the female character weakened by illness to theevable model of femininity in which
she requires masculine guidance and protectiontfasigpromising initial transformation
makes the conclusion even more unnatural and shgagl. Thus, Austen undermines
these suppressive gender distinctions by writidgsappointing marital conclusion. She
attacks the cultural idea that women were physicelhotionally, and mentally weaker,
in need of man’s guardianship, and therefore uablgtfor a solitary, autonomous life of
study.

The Enlightenment philosopher Jean-Jacques Rougsdais important treatise
Emile, ou de I'éducatiopublished in 1762 and translated to English thie¥dhg year,
attempted to give validity to this subjugated rolevoman by first distinguishing woman
from man using rhetoric that had evolved from teadgring of sensibility: “The man
should be strong and active; the woman should lzkwad passive; the one must have
both the power and the will; it is enough that dtieer should offer little resistance”
(384). This assumption of gender distinctions tleaas Rousseau to make the following
argument for women’s appropriate role in societyfdllows that woman is specifically
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made for man’s delight . . . A woman'’s educatiorstrtbherefore be planned in relation to
man. To be pleasing in his sight, to win his respad love, to train him in childhood, to
tend him in manhood, to counsel and console, toenhéklife pleasant and happy, these
are the duties of woman for all time” (384, 38®ousseau’s argument is a perfect
example of the consequences detrimental to womeémyander equality that could and
did arise from accepting the model of woman basedemdered sensibility, and Austen
reveals this dangerous effect by rendering Marianc@nclusion, which tells the story of
a happy, reasonable, and studious woman subjutyatbd role of pleasing a man, a sad
and disappointing one.

Through this critique of Rousseau’s ideal womanst&n aligns herself with
several radical female authors of the long eighiteeantury. Mary Astell, i\ Serious
Proposal to the Ladies, for the Advancement ofTheie and Greatest Interest
published in 1694, encouraged females in theiraghof a secluded lifestyle of study,
arguing that a woman who is “not content to be \aifid good her self alone . . .
endeavors to propagate Wisdom and Piety to allimvhier Sphere” (104). Austen’s plot
parallels Astell’'s proposition for women to be dengnd live outside of public society
through Marianne’s initial reformation, and althbu§justen is writing her novel over a
century after Astell’s treatise, society was stdly wary of women living outside of the
realm of men. Marianne’s story also parallels seorcepts from Mary
Wollstonecraft’sVindication of the Rights of Womain this famous manifesto,
published in 1792, Wollstonecraft responds direttliRousseau and his description of
the ideal woman through overt criticism of thisilimg gender discrimination.
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Wollstonecraft states that woman “was not createckely to be the solace of man, and
the sexual should not destroy the human charafd®). The latter statement illustrates
well the problematic endings of Austen’s as welLasnox’s novels, for the complex
personalities of Marianne and Arabella are bothrdged when they must succumb to
this restricting role of woman as weak, passivé, subjected to man.

Pairing the radical early feminist Wollstonecnafth the socially-accepted
novelists Lennox and Austen, who conclude almostyelead female character’s story
with a betrothal to a man, may seem bizarre, bldedsorah Ross explains, “Women
novelists [of this time] persisted in presenting thal universe, showing its unfairness
without advocating rebellion” (470). The conventbplot lines ofThe Female Quixote
andSense and Sensibilitio not cry out for a revolution, as WollstonecCgattriting
does, but they are alsmt conservative domestic novels that support thegratral norm
by rewarding all of the female characters with happdings for submitting to men in
marriage. Instead, these novels paint ArabelladsMarianne’s conclusions as
particularly disappointing in order to criticizestBocial consequences of accepting the
gendering of sensibility and the disturbing conatsait places on women.
Wollstonecraft’sVindication of the Rights of Womatirred up controversy to the point
that it became infamous in many households; amongesther outraged
contemporaries, the famous polemicist Hannah Miaiened that she was “invincibly
resolved not to [read] it” (427). Meanwhile, thevels of Austen and Lennox,

subversive in a quieter and more subtle way, stimsesily into the mainstream of female
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authorship and widespread readership of the Igteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, leaving insightful readers questionhmgtocial constructions of gender roles

that restricted their freedom.
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MELVILLE’S BARTLEBY: A PERFECTLY-CRAFTED ANOMALY

Writing to his brother-in-law John C. Hoadley in7/8 Herman Melville
concludes a letter, or what he calls his “queetr sioan absurd scribbling,” with the
following statement: “Life is so short, and so culious and irrational (from a certain
point of view) that one knows not what to maketafriless—well, finish the sentence for
yourself’ (454). And after proclaiming in a letter Nathaniel Hawthorne dated
November, 1851, that in spite of doubting his oanity at times he is in fact “not mad,”
Melville calmly admits, “But truth is ever incohet (213). These quotations, along
with others from Melville’s letters and publishednks, exhibit the overall tone of his
short story “Bartleby, the Scrivener: A Story of W&treet,” first published ifPutnam’s
Monthly Magazineén 1853 and then included in a collection of Md&/g short stories
entitledThe Piazza Talethree years later. In the eyes of the story’satar, Bartleby is
“ridiculous and irrational” and “ever incoherentT’he narrator’s obsession with fully
understanding Bartleby and his ultimate failureldoso not only exists within the
fictional boundaries of Melville’s short story baitso extends into the reality of the
“Bartleby Industry” (x), the term Dan McCall givés the large group of scholars who
have written about this complicated character. #mligh many excellent members of
the “Bartleby Industry” (x) have composed eloquetgrpretations that describe Bartleby
as resisting capitalistic control, symbolizing M#&/s literary frustrations, suffering

from clinical depression or autism, or participgtin some other
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discourse arising from that particular scholariti@al methodology, overall Bartleby has
remained what the narrator dubbed him, “the insdrletscrivener” (50). As a whole, his
actions seem illogical, his motives unknowable, hisdcharacter unclassifiable.

Instead of making another attempt to clearly idgnthat or who Bartleby
represents, | examine the critical responses socthiplex and problematic character,
analyze the obsession with understanding and irg@ng Bartleby, and explain the
social criticism Melville implies through writingush an unsolvable riddle of a story
whose main character obstinately resists simptibca Through a personification of
reality’s ambiguity and irrationality in the chatacof Bartleby, Melville exposes and
denounces society’s compulsion to read people amalzed identity types.
Furthermore, | argue that through this characteanaof life filled with contradictions
and complexities that are simply unacceptable émntdrrator and readers, Melville
ultimately critiques the limiting understandingshefmanity, masculinity, and individual
freedom emerging in antebellum America.

The narrator, a “rather elderly” lawyer, begins &iory with meticulously
detailed descriptions of each person, includingdeiiin that worked in his office on Walll
Street prior to the arrival of his newest hire, tRday, claiming that “some mention of
myself, myemployeesmy business, my chambers, and general surrousding/are]
indispensable to an adequate understanding ofleé character about to be presented”
(19). The only names of the three employees garertheir “nicknames,” which the
narrator explains were “mutually conferred uponheather by my three clerks, and were
deemed expressive of their respective personsasacters” (21). In fact, the only
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character within the story’s plot line who is givemame other than a job title or
nickname describing their character traits is #ssllcharacter Bartleby, and this is
expressive of his complex personality’s resistancamplification. The temperaments
and habits of the two copyists Turkey and Nipp&is the office-boy Ginger-Nut are
described as easily knowable and interpreted impls, causal manner. For example,
the “eccentricities” of Turkey and Nippers are nogtically attributed to the former’s
“self-indulgent habits” and subsequent embodiméfiaaan whom prosperity harmed”
and to the latter’s victimization by “two evil povge—ambition and indigestion” (24-26).
By rationalizing the neuroses of each characterntrrator reveals his understanding of
people as easily comprehensible and thus clasifiab

Bartleby, however, trumps this simplistic worldwiefor the narrator immediately
describes this scrivener as “the strangest | easr.s . of whom nothing is ascertainable,
except from the original sources, and, in his ctgese are very small” (19).
Nevertheless, the narrator spends most of the attggnpting to ascertain this
unascertainable character, but with no true auad.tries to reason with Bartleby in
order to understand why the scrivener respondastomary work requests with the
following statement of “passive resistance” (33:3tvould prefer not to” (29). The
narrator’'s constant assumptions as to why the eewvwould exhibit such
“extraordinary conduct” reveals his desperate fieedome kind of understanding of this
odd character (31). According to the narratorseasment, Bartleby is a “perfectly
honest man” (61), “means no mischief . . . intemolsnsolence” (34), and “of such a
gentlemanly organization” (51) but is also “inflble@” (46), “unaccountably eccentric”
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(61), and possibly “a little deranged” (63). Whbe narrator first realizes that Bartleby
is living alone in the office, he exclaims, “Whaiserable friendlessness and loneliness
are here revealed!” (39), followed by a propositiomeaders to imagine how this
lifestyle would cause a man to become forlorn Beetleby. And after snooping through
Bartleby’'s desk, the narrator makes the followinggdosis: “What | saw that morning
persuaded me that the scrivener was a victim @tenand incurable disorder” (42).
Despite this admission that Bartleby was “incurdlilee narrator continues to struggle
with his fixation on understanding and fixing thezentric Bartleby until the very end of
the story. Removing Bartleby from the office, winibe narrator does when the
scrivener has entirely stopped doing work, in ng veanoves him from the narrator’s
mind.

Bartleby has also not spent a day outside of timel f literary scholarship since
the revival of interest in Melville’s works in thearly twentieth century. Dan McCall’s
The Silence of Bartlebgxplains this literary phenomenon eloquently: ‘iggglf, the
story warrants-may even require-elaborate analysis. But going through the
voluminous criticism and scholarship devoted tortidy,’ | felt more than once that |
had lost the story” (x). McCall focuses his twadfariticism of Bartleby scholarship on
“readers’ desires to identify and secure Melvillghm their own rather than his

contexts” (Milton 195 and the subsequent loss of an appreciation foerthations

2 McCall quotes Stern Milton here, a critic who MdiGssumes to be “one of the best writers on theta
in order to explain his difficulties with the analy of Bartleby by the “various critical school).(
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Melville’s story evokes because “such efforts to@nthe story may actually impoverish
it, diverting us from the sense of wonder and plaat it provides” (98). In a similar

vein, | argue that at times these meticulous metdloggical approaches distract us from
looking at the story from a “big picture” point wiew, but instead of focusing my
analysis on the “sense of wonder and pain” thastbey arouses, | look at the frustration
and desperation for understanding that the stargkies in its readers and the ideological
perspective that arises from an analysis of thisquaar effect. With the typical
interpretations produced by these scholars, ugitigat lenses ranging from New
Historicism to psychoanalysis, that attempt tommeBartleby in the most complete way
possible, the story loses its profound sense oiindality to completely understand the
mindset of other human beings due to the contriadistand ambiguities within a
person’s character rendering him or her resistasinplification.

Melville scholar M. Thomas Inge recognizes thisesed aspect of the text; in fact,
the story’s puzzling factor is what inspired hiok®artleby the Inscrutablea collection
of literary analyses of Bartleby from a varietyooitical methods, “contradictory and in
some instances openly hostile to the others” irotal “demonstrate some of the variety
of opinions” (10). In the book’s short prefacegémakes the following astute
assessment of “Bartleby”: “It is one of those faaries in English, or any other
language, which will continue to defy any defingior generally satisfactory explication,
and this may finally be its theme, of coursthat the inscrutable does not yield one iota
to the rational categories of existence” (9). Inggkes no attempt to explore this theme,
though, asserting that “by no means is this boo&anht conclude anything about the
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story, aside from its inscrutability” (10). I, hewer, explore some of the implications
that emanate from such a perfectly inscrutableystod attempt to reveal the ideological
stance behind the narrator’s as well as schol@&isément attempts to, as Inge explains,
“fix [Bartleby] in a formulated phrase” (10).

Many critics quickly mention this issue of ins@hility in their analyses of
Bartleby but do not fully explore it. Instead, yheveal how Bartlebganbe rendered
comprehensible using a particular methodologicptagch. Although several of the
scholarly works that | examine in the following pagare excellent and necessary in
understanding Melville’'s works, “Bartleby the S@ner,” along with other complex
stories, entices scholars to sometimes explainrnleaplainable and to do so with
emotional responses or political agendas that aralways warranted in the text. For
example, David Kuebrich attempts to prove thatBbyt is looking for salvation by
closely analyzing two of the moments when Bartletgr so slightly modifies his
famous “I prefer not to” phrase. He argues thahase two specific moments Bartleby
“considers the possibility of relaxing his resistah(402), and these episodes reveal that
“meaningful communication is possible, and Bartlebgpen to change but prudently
awaits further evidence of a genuine transformatioithe part of the lawyer” (403). The
only evidence given for this argument is that Bdoyl adds “at present” to his phrase “I
prefer not to” after two moments in which the narattempts a “friendly and even
guasi-familial relationship” with Bartleby, and Klréch states that through these
particular modifications “Bartleby implies that heay become more cooperative in the
future” (402). However, Kuebrich fails to mentithrat the narrator attempts to make
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“friendly and even quasi-familial” connections wBartleby several other times in the
story, and Bartleby does not react to these otbstuges in a way that implies he feels
hopeful. Although parts of Kuebrich’s argument soend and helpful, he seems to be
concocting this particular aspect of Bartleby iderto prove his overall argument that
Bartleby is seeking help, producing an interpretathat strays too far from the text to be
considered accurate. These sloppy interpretattbnsgh, reveal how this story
provokes scholar’'s compulsion to either explainthexplainable or manipulate the
ambiguous parts of the text in order to fit therto ia larger argument or political agenda
that does not truly exist within the text. | fibdth the approaches that are less than
thorough as well as the explanations that remairerfeathful to the text helpful in my
examination of responses to this story becauselibtyrepresent an overall critical
choice not to fully and unabashedly explore thenmsbility of Bartleby.
Psychoanalytical explanations have been espegafylar among the attempts
to define the indefinable character of Bartlebgh@&ars in this field have interpreted his
eccentric behavior as expressive of a variety aiftaladisorders delineated in the
American Psychiatric Associationihe Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders(DSM). Morris Beja’s “Bartleby and Schizophrenia” eappis that for the
scrivener, “schizophrenia becomes a refugfee awful result of a desperate attempt to
avoid insanity” (560). Whitehead, Liese, and ODil “Melville’s ‘Bartleby the
Scrivener’: A Case Study,” make the following claifdsing DSM-III-R criteria, it can
be concluded that Bartleby’s Axis | diagnosis wagandepression,” though they admit
that interpreting Bartleby’s behavior is a “consatde challenge” due to Melville’s “rich
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and problematic narrative” (21). And more recenBifuart Murray, irRepresenting
Autism: Culture, Narrative, Fascinatipdescribes Melville’'s story asHegreat literary
text of autistic presence” (50). Although ofterstpd by other scholars, these analyses
have had their fair share of criticism; for examplaebrich argues that several of these
psychoanalytical arguments, including Beja’s agti¢tivest the story of its social
significance” (402, note 26). However, what hasya been assessed about this type of
analysis is its eradication of thetual character of Bartleby that is riddled with
contradictions and ambiguities. | argue that Bantls eccentric behavior does not easily
lend itself to the limiting classifications of tiESMdefinitions. Of course Bartleby
couldbe depressed, but Melville significantly refusegitve us any insight into

Bartleby’s thoughts and motives that would allontasnake a confident diagnosis.
Furthermore, this diagnosis of depression confliath what Maurice Blanchot calls
Bartleby's “radical form of passivity” (17) or favhat the narrator dubs Bartleby’s
“passive resistance” (33-34) exhibited in the semer’'s determined one-liner “I would
prefer not to” (29) that he rarely utters in a Wagt suggests melancholy. Both
descriptions of Bartleby, that he is depressedthathe is radically and rebelliously
passive, are valid and helpful in trying to undansk this character but do not succeed in
identifying Bartleby in a concrete manner. Althbdgam not dismissing these case
studies in any way, Bartleby’s complicated chanacéanot be grasped in its entirety
within this type of definitive analysis. The coraf@ Bartleby, the text's Bartleby with all

of his ambiguities, is lost when placed under tegchoanalyst’s diagnostic gaze.
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William Sullivan’s “Bartleby and Infantile AutismA Naturalistic Explanation”
illustrates what is lost in psychoanalytical cigim of Bartleby’s inscrutable character.
Although speaking of autism within the context afimineteenth-century literature may
seem anachronistic and a little ridiculous, scleo$arch as Stuart Murray, Amit
Pinchevski, Ashley Kern Koegel, and Oliver Steiflagschied have written works
relating Bartleby’s behavior to autism, and Suli\gaessay, an intelligent and
respectable analysis, is often quoted by othacsriespecially those interested in
psychoanalysis. What | find problematic in Sulfiisaanalysis, and in other critical
works that diagnose Bartleby with mental disorder$he identification of Bartleby as “a
man with incurable organic illness” who desperatedgds help (Sullivan 57), not unlike
the narrator’'s understanding of Bartleby as “thetim of innate and incurable disorder”
suffering from “excessive and organic ill” (Mehgl'Bartleby” 42). Sullivan states that
“those familiar with infantile autism should readiecognize that Bartleby is a high-
functioning autistic adult” (46), supporting thimgnosis with evidence revealing that
“Bartleby has the leading characteristics of infarautism, extreme aloneness,
preservation of sameness, and difficulty with comioation” (50). Although | respect
this recognition, | argue that this analysis vicaes Bartleby in a way that the text does
not support. Sullivan explains that “Bartleby weey way fits the pattern of a reasonably
successful, coping, autistic adult, whose tragediat he almost succeeded in finding
the structured environment and understanding pafsupervisor he needed” (44). He
explains Bartleby’s eccentricities as simply theets of autism: “When too much
pressure was put on him, his autistic symptoms wggeavated and he withdrew
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completely and resolutely, eventually dying of iitim” (49). According to Sullivan,
Bartleby only “prefers not to” because he is mdptélland unaided by people who
understand his mental disorder. Describing theveger as helpless and in need of a
caretaker, however, strips the character of arglligénce or self-awareness to choose
the way he acts, which ultimately eliminates theglaility for other important insights
into the story, such as the credible historicigtnpretation of Melville’s story that reveals
a criticism of Wall Street and the injustices ofggdabor in Bartleby’s actions.
Although the narrator views Bartleby as someonseied of help, Bartleby resists this
identification not only by refusing help but doisg often with a resolute and sound
mind. | am not contending that Bartleby is in naywexemplifying autism. However,
Sullivan’s naturalistic argument that Bartleby isapy of a real-life autistic adult not
only ignores Melville’s representation of Bartledy a complicated character with
ambiguous and often unknowable motives but alseefothe scrivener into a character
role that is not justified by the text, the roleao¥ictim suffering from a medical disorder
who needs psychological aid in order to survive lareda life that is “reasonably
successful” (Sullivan 44), or in other words, stigiacceptable and normal.

Literary critics outside of the realm of psychogss also tend to forego
exploring Bartleby as a nearly perfect examplensetrutability and instead produce
definitive interpretations of the character. Ba&Boley, in “From Wall Street to Astor
Place: Historicizing Melville’s ‘Bartleby,” explais the actions of Bartleby by analyzing
the character within the contexts of both “conterapeous discourse about class
polarization” (91) as well as “contemporaneousites and discourses over property
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rights” (96). Foley claims that a relatively cleaoherent reading of this complicated
character can be achieved by simply providing #taits of these mid-nineteenth-
century political movements in order to historigaituate him within it. | chose Foley’'s
article in particular because it represents a comuoralerstanding of Bartleby. Although
Foley breaks some ground with her analysis of é&xaciw Bartleby positions himself
within the discourses of land monopoly and wageidhs well as her biographical
argument about Melville and guilt in the latterfrafithe essay), she is not writing
anything new when she describes Bartleby as theatthe alienated proletariat. In fact,
she references Michael T. Gilmore, Louise K. Barrkztmes C. Wilson, and David
Kuebrich for their development of this popular npietation. Of course this political
analysis of Bartleby is crucial to the understagdhMelville’s story, but interpretations
such as these disregard a key aspect of the $tary argue demands exploration: the
frustratingly unexplainable character and acticinBartleby that the story consistently
exhibits. And when this aspectasnsistentlyneglected by scholars, the full character of
Bartleby is lost.

For instance, Foley claims that by exploring ttegyss few but crucial historical
clues, such as the reference to the multi-millimmaeal estate investor John Jacob Astor,
“Bartleby’s conduct becomes less freakish and ighogatic, more plausible and
historically significant” (96). In a similar veigs Sullivan in his explanation that autism
is blatantly apparent in the text to those whofaneiliar with the condition, Foley argues
that “any reader knowledgeable about the dual cagn@ainst land monopoly and
wage slavery in the strategy and discourse of copbeaneous radicalism would
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recognize the appropriateness of Bartleby’s chosete of rebellion” (96). Foley
consents that Bartleby “hardly exudes proletariasscconsciousness or ‘leaps forth’
Whitman-style against his employer” (91). Instesttk explains Bartleby’s rebellion as
“withhold[ing] his labor power and assert[ing] light to terrain” in order to affirm “a
prior and unconditional doctrine of human right86). However, this interpretation of
Bartleby, based on assumptions of why Bartleby iacssich a peculiar way, does not
account for some of his strange remarks. For el@men the narrator attempts to
persuade Bartleby to look into other occupatiorastlBby responds in ways that are not
congruent with language marked as resistant tgdp#alist machine. Bartleby refuses
job options proposed by the narrator with the folltg explanatory remarks: “There is
too much confinement about that. No, | would nke la clerkship; but | am not particular
... It does not strike me that there is anythldefinite about [going as a companion to
Europe]. | like to be stationary. But | am not partar” (58-59). These comments are
more in line with the psychoanalytical argument tie is autistic or depressed than with
Foley's political analysis. Another example is B&bry’'s response to the Tombs’ grub-
man in which he states, “I prefer not to dine todayIt would disagree with me; | am
unused to dinner” (63). These examples of Barttebizarre character in no way prove
Foley's argument wrong. However, because thedepkar eccentricities cannot fit into
Foley’'s outline of what Bartleby represents andstbannot be made “less freakish . . .
more plausible” by her historical explanation (Fo86), they reveal that Bartleby is

more than just a symbolic character of resistagegnat the injustices of mid-nineteenth-
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century wage labor and land monopoly in Americat as he is more than a victim of a
DSMmental disorder. He is a perfectly-crafted angmal

The persistent ambiguity of this story, habituahyen to the corner of Bartleby
scholarship, composes one of the more prominentasspns provoked by this text and
thus demands an analysis that embraces contradiciod unexplainable eccentricities.
Melville keeps Bartleby’s motives not only hiddeut lalso too complex and ridiculous to
be rationally analyzed in a conclusive way, andulgh drawing such an unclassifiable
character he highlights the irrational quality aflahe contradictions existing within
identity and reality. Moreover, a close look asthinclassifiable character, with all of his
unintelligible motives, reveals the story’s implicen that human behavior in particular
can be complicated, sometimes irrational, and dofisociety’s determined efforts to
constantly explain and identify. In a letter wariitto his friend Evert Duyckinck in
February of 1851, just two years before the pubboeof “Bartleby,” Melville declines
an offer to contribute a piece of writing to tHelden’s Dollar Magazingand he chooses
not to reveal his reasons for doing so, statingyu'Ynust be content to believe that | have
reasons, or else | would not refuse so small gthib80). This quotation draws
attention to the symbolic connection between Bhytlihe scrivener, or writer, and
Melville the author who “prefers not to” cater tertain publications and their particular
stylistic demands and, in this particular instame&jses any blatant explanation for his
actions. But the broad statement that follows Miefg refusal is what really gives
insight into his liberal understanding of fellowrhans: “We are all queer customers, Mr.
Duyckinck, you, I, and every body else in the worfb if | here seem queer to you, be
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sure, | am not alone in my queerness, tho’ it pregself at a different port, perhaps,
from other people, since every one has his owmndispeculiarity” (180). And what
makes Melville’s story such a captivating talehattBartleby is an extremely peculiar
and queer character, so odd that hundreds of gshudae argued over the best way to
explain and define him, yet he is stilbalievablecharacter. Just after Melville published
The Piazza Taleism 1856, one review in thBerkshire County Eaglealled Bartleby “a
portrait from life” (Fiene 151), and another puhbgsl inCriterion discerned that
“Bartleby must be based upon living characterséfiei 152). Melville created a
character that is both realistic and yet so ecetitat he pushes the limits of our
understanding of what it is to be human. Whaassinating about the effects of this
story is that often readers push back in an eftounderstand Bartlebyithin the social
types that have already been deemed appropriateroral.

The narrator’s frustration in his attempt to ursti@nd and define Bartleby,
replicated and reinforced by the efforts of the rtigdoy Industry,” highlights this
compulsion to categorize other humans into aréifigiconstructed identity types. As
with Bartleby, the narrator has been discusseadess using varying schools of thought,
and one of the most popular avenues for understgridin leads to an evaluation of his
true motives in trying to help Bartleby or an explon of why he is incapable of doing
so. Several scholars criticize the narrator fordy lacking what Steven Doloff explains
as genuine “compassionate initiative” and “spontaiséy active and unqualified
expression of love for his ‘neighbor” (359). Otkelaim that the reason for the
narrator’s inability to help Bartleby exists inail@ire of communication between the
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revolutionary scrivener and the authoritarian lasvyleor example, John Durham Peters
describes a common view of Bartleby as “a rebedlimtiegrity” with whom “there can be
no communication” because of his “heroic escape filoe officious paper power of the
lawyer’s world” (159). And many scholars indictcggty, which they argue is
represented by the narrator, for Bartleby’s demiBavid Kuebrich takes this particular
stance and criticizes the narrator and thus sotietthe overall ignored and dismissed
“discrepancy between the nation’s economic prastael its purported democratic and
Christian ideals” (381) in which the former’s “dedted pursuit of self-interest, even
when it involves the exploitation of others” (396dnflicts with the latter’s devotion to
the “commandment to love one’s neighbor” (394) asadrifice individual desires for the
whole. Although Kuebrich concludes that the “cahissue” of this story is “what it is
that makes the lawyer unable to understand Bar#éeloyto respond with compassion”
and that Melville “wanted his audience . . . to ex@nce [the narrator’s] sense of
exasperation and puzzlement” (403-404), he siiges his argument on the unsound
assumption that Bartleby is looking for salvatias,l explained earlier in my analysis of
his argument, and that the narrator is incapabteubf helping. Instead, | fully examine
this “sense of exasperation and puzzlement” byilaphkt the narrator'sbsessiomwith
comprehending Bartleby’s strange behavior outsfdmd beyond the contexts of
charity, ability to communicate, or competenceetping others.

The final paragraph of this story, which the neraescribes as the “sequel,”
reveals the importance of examining this story withlooking at the narrator’s actions in
relation to whether or not he wants to or is abladlp Bartleby. At this point, Bartleby
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has died, and the narrator's emotional investmi@ntying to help him have been in
vain. However, the narrator’s frustration and alssen with this character still lives, and
thus the story cannot yet end. The death of Bartheings about the death of the
narrator’s desire to save him (whether genuineoty, but the desire tonderstanchim
adamantly remains. The narrator can only restrbigled mind when he has some
insight into “who Bartleby was,” and he gets thainh what he calls “one little item of
rumor, which came to my ear a few months aftersttrevener’s decease” (64). This
“vague report” as the narrator calls it is comgieteverifiable, and the narrator hesitates
to even mention it. In fact, this concluding paegdn begins with such a subdued tone
that the reader may at first assume it has no aelear interesting material:

There would seem little need for proceeding furihehis history . . . But ere,

parting with the reader, let me say, that if ttitel narrative has sufficiently

interested him, to awaken curiosity as to who Bastlwas, and what manner of

life he led prior to the present narrator’'s makimg acquaintance, | can only
reply, that in such curiosity | fully share, but arholly unable to gratify it. (64)

The narrator, however, immediately proceeds tafgrttis curiosity when he convinces
himself to “briefly mention” the rumor to the readence it had “not been without a
certain suggestive interest” to him (65).

What follows this decision to “divulge” this “oritle item of rumor” that the
narrator admits is dubious at best, stating, “Uptiat basis it rested | could never
ascertain . . . how true it is | cannot now te@i4], is a comprehensive explanation for
Bartleby’'s eccentricities. The report, in its egtly, stated that “Bartleby had been a

subordinate clerk in the Dead Letter Office at Wiagton, from which he had been
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suddenly removed by a change in the administrafi6f). The narrator is then
overwhelmed by the melancholy implications of ttisry:
When | think over this rumor, hardly can | exprdss emotions which seize me.
Dead letters! does it not sound like dead men®c€ige a man by nature and
misfortune prone to a pallid hopelessness, carbasiness seem more fitted to
heighten it than that of continually handling thesad letters, and assorting them
for the flames? . . . On errands of life, thestetstspeed to death. (65)
This emotional outburst is followed by the famoast lwords of the narrator: “Ah,
Bartleby! Ah, humanity!” (65). Now that the natwafeelsthat he understands
Bartleby’s strange behavior, even though his exgilan is based entirely on gossip and
conjecture, he can finally rest his mind and p&hus by looking at what actually
resolves the narrator’s struggles with Bartlebyichtihe sequel reveals to be simply
understanding and classifying him, the promineasoa for his frustration becomes
clear. In spite of his distraught exclamationsultbe “hopelessness of remedying
excessive and organic ill” (42), the narrator i$ preoccupied with Bartleby solely
because of his powerlessness to help the scriverséead, he is obsessed with
diagnosing and thus classifying Bartleby into aadgpe that he can comprehend.
Furthermore, the narrator’s final emotional er@dion is the climax of the
narrator’s pity for Bartleby, for not until he belies that he completely understandsy
Bartleby was acting so strangely can he fully eetatand thus sympathize with the
scrivener. And by explaining the why, the narrasdinally able to see Bartleby as an
unfortunate member of the human family. Througtibatstory, the narrator describes

Bartleby in non-human terms since he cannot placesthin any socially-accepted
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category such as criminal or madman. He callsdmrfintolerable incubus” (54) and a
“helpless creature” (55), exclaiming, “what doesstience sayshoulddo with this
man, or, rather, ghost” (55). He differentiates duwvn reasonable self as human from
Bartleby's irrational, inhuman self: “How could arhan creature, with the common
infirmities of our nature, refrain from bitterly elaiming upon such perversenessuch
unreasonableness” (37). Although the narratorahasid moment in which he
sympathizes with Bartleby as a fellow human, statiA fraternal melancholy! For both
| and Bartleby were sons of Adam” (40), this scenky serves as a temporary reminder
to the narrator that in fact Bartleby is a humarspite of his differences. Not long after
this exclamation, the narrator returns to descgliartleby in inhuman terms such as
“fixture in my chamber” (46) and “apparition in mgom” (54). But when the narrator
hears the rumor of the Dead Letters Office job mradkes assumptions about its effects
on Bartleby in order to explain the scrivener's@ucs, he can relate to Bartleby as an
actual human being and have true pity on this famihodel of the lonely, despondent
man.

Melville’s most prominent biographer Hershel Parkeerprets this sequel
through an analysis of power play, revealing thatriarrator’s final lines do not
represent brotherly love but instead reveal theatar's transformed understanding of
Bartleby:

What is important about the rumor is not whatlistebout Bartleby, since it may

be false, but what it tells about the narratarWhen he sighs, ‘Ah, Bartleby! Ah

humanity! he is not consciously evoking the seoisSeommon humanity’ which

once plunged him very near a tragic sense of lifstead, the concluding words
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reduce his experience with the strange scriveneraageable, not-unpleasing

terms: they show he is at last in control. (162)16
Although Parker argues that the narrator’s “conaflolét, self-indulgent variety of
melancholy” and superior feeling towards Bartlebyhat prevents him from truly
relating to the “inferior” scrivener (163), his dysis is key to understanding why the
narrator and society in general become so frustnatth people that do not fit into
normalized identity categories. When people cabedaimplified and classified, they
cannot be controlled, and Bartleby resists all auityrand regulation by not succumbing
to social norms.

The rumor, then, allows the narrator to place IBaytinto the same classification
system that he easily places Turkey, Nippers, andeés-Nut, and that system is a
manageable world free of ambiguities and contraahist Just as the narrator explains
the oddities of these three simpler characterseabéginning of the story, in the end he
can finally rationalize the eccentric behavior @frieby, and the fact that this
rationalization is drawn from assumptions basedmnnverifiable rumor reveals his
desperation to understand and identify the insbtatscrivener. The story, then,
highlights the problem with the narrator’'s and ®dagently society’s inability to accept
the inexplicably weird characters that don’t fiokvn identity types, the “ridiculous and
irrational” quality of life, that Melville wrote atut in his letters. Because the sequel is
only based on conjecture and fails to give a saamtlusion, the insightful reader is left
unsatisfied. Although the narrator has fooled leilingito accepting the rumor as truth in
order to resolve his internal struggle with thislibglof a man and conclude his story, the
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keen reader remains wrapped up in the puzzlingwayslerious aura that Bartleby
evokes. This seems to be one of Melville’s purpasenriting such a complicated
character. He reveals that human beings are toplex to be easily explained and
classified into simplistic identity roles, and ghof is in the narrator’s distraught
attempts to understand Bartleby and in the schiad@session with interpreting him.
Within this revelation, then, Melville specificaltyitiques the limiting identity
role of the mid-nineteenth-century American marartigby resists the core elements that
comprise the ideal male during this time, and tihesstory prompts the reader to
guestion the social standards of manhood. Thetwarsimply cannot imagine a man
who “would prefer not to” live the typical, monotaurs life of an American scrivener on
Wall Street, and his stab at a resolution in tlipiekis a weak attempt to resituate
Bartleby within the realm of what he considers appiate manhood. Thomas Augst in
The Clerk’s Tale: Young Men and Moral Life in Nemtth-Century Americaxplores
the ways in which male office clerks understoodamtatus and identity in antebellum
America:
The moral identity of manhood was something todzpiaed within the
marketplace . . . Writing by the prosaic rules ailyllife, young men applied
economic metaphors to the management of charact¢assuming] that one can
readily calculate the value of experience at ragukervals in the way that one
measures the profit and loss of an enterpriseQp, 5
Augst’s research reveals Melville’s criticism ofghimiting way to define men. Bartleby
does not submit to this capitalistic model of sééntification. He is not failing at

success; he simply “prefers not to” participatéhi@ system. By writing Bartleby as
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someone whahoosesiot to engage in the “profit/loss” scheme of chtgaevaluation,
Melville exposes the flaws of this type of iderd#tion and reveals the need for a more
liberal understanding of manhood within the emeggirarket culture. The ideal working
man of the nineteenth century is expected to edyrs&sve to increase his wealth and
financial status, and his ability to do so detemsihis worth as a man. Bartleby can’t be
appropriately understood within this capitalistteys of identification, though the
narrator desperately tries, just as he can’t belsstically classified as a victim of QSM
disorder or even interpreted as only a symbol efastranged wage-laborer.

In a similar vein as Augst’'s work, Scott Sandadgasn Losersexplains how this
capitalistic configuration of character evaluattamsformed the definition of freedom in
early and mid-nineteenth-century America, and Sgedavork is helpful to discerning
Melville’s frustration with the effects of this satly-accepted identity role for men. He
states that during this “era of self-made men aadifast destiny” (3) in which “the only
identity deemed legitimate in America is a cap#taildentity” (5), “nineteenth-century
Americans swapped liberty for ambition, adopting $ltriver’s ethic as the best of all
possible freedoms” (14). Melville’s Bartleby witins lived-out preferences embodies
true individual freedom, in opposition to the emeggdefinition of personal liberty as
“freedom to profit or to succeed,” and Sandage a&rplthis in his short discussion of
“Bartleby”: “Pushing the scrivener’s rebellion urdabsurdity, Melville showed that the
theoretical free agent was not meant to make re@tes” (64). Although the “free
market” offered hope of success and the possilidityinancial and personal growth,
encompassed in the popular phrase “the AmericamuieMelville’s short story shows
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how the acceptance of this new conceptualizatianaihood and individual freedom,
grounded in monetary and capitalist rhetoric, dnakimen from actually expressing, in
Melville’s words, their “queerness,” their “own disct peculiarity.”

Furthermore, the market culture of mid-nineteesghtury America fostered a
more rigid social system that restrained interactiod communication between men, as
seen in the relationship between Bartleby and #meator. Michael T. Gilmore explains
this stifling of social relations iAmerican Romanticism and the Marketplace

The rationalization and growth of capitalist entesg in the middle decades of the

century turned many of these once independent wemnkimto wage-earning

proletarians and established cash payment as kh@asxus between employer
and employee. Obligations, generally between gees) were now purely
contractual, and traditional habits of sociabijitglded to a new emphasis on

regularity and discipline. (134)

This “emphasis on regularity and discipline” lim#sif-expression and prohibits real
communication between men in the business setignge the inability for the narrator
to understand the scrivener who prefers not toeabydthese social tenets. Bartleby
continues to live out his “queerness,” even thotighmarket culture in which he lives
does not support it. Although | am aligning mywrgnt here with the many critics,
including Barbara Foley, who interpret Bartlebyr@gresenting Melville’s criticism of
the market culture’s effects on society, | am inway trying to explain away Bartleby’s
strange behavior by claiming that he is only a syhalb these effects, a victim of society,
a simple representation of the problems with céipita Bartleby’s inscrutability

remains in-tact, even through and within my intetation of Melville’s anxieties of the

expanding market. Historicizing Melville’s frustian with society’s restrictive
58



stipulations on identity and individual freedom dowt clarify and thus eradicate
Bartleby’'s eccentric behavior. Instead, it dem@tss the particular historical
atmosphere that supported such narrow-mindednesspitied by the narrator’s
obsession with simplifying Bartleby in order to enstand him.

Another aspect of Melville’s cultural environmehat fostered a limiting
understanding of identity and personal liberty @ns America’s pervasive efforts to
cultivate nationalism in the first half of the nteenth century. America was anxious,
even desperate, to establish itself as its owredratiltural entity in spite of its youth as a
nation and its hodgepodge ethnic composition, atidmalists considered the cultivation
of a particularly American style of literature aqgpity in this process. The introduction
to the first issue of he United States Magazine and Democratic Revaguopular, mid-
nineteenth-century journal promulgated by a snrallg of New York-based literary
nationalists called Young Americans, exemplifias tea of the literary arts playing a
key role in the establishment of America as a matitt is only by its literature that one
nation can utter itself and make itself known te tast of the world” (quoted in Wald
113). Duyckinck, who kept a close correspondenitie Melville for years, acted as
literary editor for this journal from 1844 to 184f)d his essay “Nationality in
Literature” expresses a similar sentiment aboutrtiportance of literature in a
burgeoning nation: “We would set no limits to thibj@cts on which our authors should
write. We would leave them the whole range of rmand humanity. We would wish
them to strike every key in the grand scale of hupassion. But we would have them
true to their country” (77). As Priscilla Wald dams inConstituting Americansthe
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authors free to write as they please must noneth@entinually (re)constitute ‘America’
and ‘Americans’ (121), and critics of this typemdtionalism and of Young America in
general “contend[ed] that the movement would cirsaribe the very independence and
originality for which it called” due to its “pregptiveness” (120). Albert Weinberg in

his bookManifestDestiny: A Study of Nationalist Expansionism in Acaa History
explains that this tension between individualisrd aational unity comprises the essence
of the American government: “This ideal, conceiasdthe last best revelation of human
thought’ was democraeya theory of mass sovereignty but in a more imporapect a
complex of individualistic values which . . . Ameains most frequently summarized by
the inspiring word ‘freedom’ (100). Melville stggled personally with this tension in
his writing career, for he wanted to write in higrostyle while simultaneously making
money and living up to the Young Americans’ andeothationalists’ hope that he would
be, as Perry Miller states ithe Raven and The Whatke “Master Genius of American
Literature” that the young nation so desperatebirdd (116).

However, Melville’s relationship to this natiorgtlc movement changed
drastically throughout his lifetime. During therlgayears of his literary career he
“enjoyed an intimate relationship with Young Ame’idut by the publication d®ierre:
or, The Ambiguitien 1852 had almost completely parted ways withntiowement
(Wald 122). In fact, Miller claims that the groapone point “accused [Melville] of
betraying his country” by not producing an apprafaiy American work (273). In an
oft-quoted letter to Hawthorne from June, 1851, \Miel reveals his anxiety over
whether to write what his nation desires of himd(#mus what will pay) or to write the
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truth: “Dollars damn me . . . What | feel most mdve write, that is banned:- it will

not pay. Yet, altogether, write to¢therway | cannot” (191). Bartleby with his socially-
unacceptable eccentricities and his resistancedialsnorms signifies this dilemma that
frustrated and eventually destroyed Melville’s atesat living out his life as a
financially successful author. Furthermore, Béyle fatal conclusion relates to the
demise of Melville’s career. Bartleby is free itgel out his individualistic ways, just as
Melville is free to write whatever he pleases, that repercussions for these actions are
harsh. In an analysis doby-DicKs Ahab, Wai Chee Dimock explains Melville’s
awareness and struggle with the flip-side of seliince: self-victimization, stating that
the two “are kindred, the freedom of the one makipdhe fate of the other, the penalty
for one being the other’s reward” (208). Had Bzl sacrificed his selfhood or
character and succumb to the normalized identleyaban American man, his story may
not have been a tragedy. And if Melville had subedito the desires of the nation and to
the demands of the market, he probably would ne¢ lemded up telling Hawthorne later
in life that he had “pretty much made up his miodbé annihilated” (quoted in Miller,
337).

This story’s resistance to a simplification of cdaer is a marvelous
representation of Melville’s stubborn efforts toit@rwhat he considered true and real, no
matter how strange or unconventional. The narmtdfelville’s unfinished novella
Billy Buddclaims that “Truth uncompromisingly told will alwayave its ragged edges”
(109). Despite the narrator’s attempt to explaamtBby’s eccentricities with the Dead
Letters rumor and scholars’ endeavors to clarigydbrivener’'s ambiguities, Bartleby
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persists as his true self, with all the “raggedesgigdefying nineteenth-century ideals of
manhood and individual freedom that still peransbur society today. In June of 1851,
just two years before the publication of “Bartlelyielville wrote to Hawthorne
explaining society’s refusal to accept realitywdrat he calls “truth,” with all of its
strange and incomprehensible qualities: “Truthnesgilliest thing under the sun. Try to
get a living by the Trutk-and go to the Soup Societies. Heavens! Let arggmman try
to preach the Truth from its very stronghold, tlspg, and they would ride him out of
his church on his own pulpit banister” (191). Hacludes his rant with the statement
“Truth is ridiculous to men” (191), and becauseistycsees the true Bartleby as
“ridiculous” and unacceptable, scholars constachignge him, manipulate him, control
him so that he fits into our understanding of thelararound us. Yet, in the text of
Melville’s magnificently strange story, Bartlebylslives, weird and inscrutable,

continuing to frustrate and baffle readers and kehalike.
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