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			Introduction

			Heterosexuality; or, A Problem in Modern Ethics

		

		
			Truth be told, it took some time before I realized that I needed to write a book about heterosexuality. In Making Love, I explore the mutually shaping relations between sentimentalism and heterosexual desire in eighteenth-century British literature and philosophy. However, the first provocation for this inquiry came from my encounter with a text that falls outside the historical purview of Making Love and that focuses primarily on the question of homosexuality: John Addington Symonds’s A Problem in Modern Ethics, published privately in 1891. A companion piece to his earlier A Problem in Greek Ethics (1883), which describes the centrality of pederastic love and desire to ancient Greek culture, A Problem in Modern Ethics attempts to confront and dispel modern-day prejudices against same-sex desire between men—which Symonds calls, following the parlance of late nineteenth-century sexology, “sexual inversion.” What especially struck me about this text is the following observation: “It is the common belief that a male who loves his own sex must be despicable, degraded, depraved, vicious, and incapable of humane or generous sentiments.”1 Scholars working in the fields of gay and lesbian studies and queer theory—many of whom are also eighteenth-century specialists—have given us a number of ways to understand how “a male who loves his own sex” has been pathologized as “despicable, degraded, depraved, vicious.”2 But what I had not yet found was an account of how this lover of his own sex came to be figured as a man “incapable of humane or generous sentiments.” What, I wondered, is the ostensible source of this incapacity? Is it imagined to reside in the mind or the heart? According to what phobic logic is homosexuality thought to impair or obviate humane feelings, such as benevolence or sympathy? And how has this moral incapacity been represented in the history of sexuality, and more specifically, in the literary history of sexuality?

			Rather than following my initial impulse and focusing exclusively on same-sex desire, I decided to answer these questions (in a more “indirect” fashion) by interrogating the sexual ideology that is implied in Symonds’s impassioned defense of homosexuality and that may be phrased as follows: it is the common belief that a male or female who loves someone of the opposite sex must be capable of humane or generous sentiments. The intellectual wager of this book is that the pathologization of homosexuality has been enacted, to a great extent, through what might be called the collateral moral disqualification of same-sex desire. Differently put, while men and women who love their own sex have been socially and politically marginalized in direct, often brutal ways, their moral incapacitation is an ideological effect that emerges from the idealization of heterosexual desire, the discursive process, that is, through which the sexual passion shared by men and women is rendered nearly interchangeable with “humane or generous sentiment.” To be sure, in the moral codes that governed Western culture prior to the eighteenth century, we readily find prohibitions that condemn same-sex sexual acts and prescriptions that both valorize and enjoin the procreative sexual acts of husband and wife. But the legitimacy conferred on the conjugal couple—whether such legitimacy is grounded in religion, the law, or a combination of the two—is not my primary concern here. Without denying the power of religious and legal discourse to shape the lived experience of sexuality, I investigate how eighteenth-century writers reimagined heterosexual desire as a form of moral sensibility. Neither religion nor the law could have afforded the conceptual or linguistic resources to bring about this ideological transformation, which fundamentally altered the form and substance of sexual desire and rewrote the relationship between sex and sentiment. Instead, it is to the literature and philosophy of British sentimentalism that we must look in order to understand how heterosexual desire was represented as a source—and for some, the very precondition—of moral goodness and ethical sociability.

			Sex and Sentiment

			When sex and sentiment are mentioned in the same breath, the first text that comes to mind is often Laurence Sterne’s novel A Sentimental Journey through France and Italy (1768), which offers one of the most emphatic tributes to male heterosexual passion in eighteenth-century literature. When Yorick, Sterne’s sentimental traveler, learns that La Fleur, his newly hired valet, is “always in love,” the knowledge that his servant is equally affable and amorous pleases him greatly:

			I am heartily glad of it, said I,—’twill save me the trouble every night of putting my breeches under my head. In saying this, I was making not so much La Fleur’s eloge, as my own, having been in love with one princess or another almost all my life, and I hope I shall go on so, till I die, being firmly persuaded, that if ever I do a mean action, it must be in some interval betwixt one passion and another: whilst this interregnum lasts, I always perceive my heart locked up—I can scarce find in it, to give Misery a six-pence; and therefore I always get out of it as fast as I can, and the moment I am re-kindled, I am all generosity and good will again; and would do anything in the world either for, or with any one, if they will but satisfy me there is no sin in it.

			—But in saying this—surely I am commending the passion—not myself.3

			In the late nineteenth century, when Symonds critiques the specious notion that by passionately loving his own sex a man forfeits his claim to feeling “humane or generous sentiments,” a glance at A Sentimental Journey would have revealed to him a crucial moment in the sexual history he was fighting against. This passage strikingly registers the heights to which the hyperbolic union of heterosexual desire and moral feeling could be taken in the eighteenth century. And it is easy to see why Sterne serves as a key reference point for critics who have investigated the interlacing of sexuality and sentimentalism in eighteenth-century Britain. R. F. Brissenden places Sterne in the company of his fellow “erotic sentimentalists” Crébillon and Marivaux, all three of whom elaborate “the notion that the potential excellence of one’s moral character can be directly related to one’s capacity for love.” The logic of erotic sentimentalism, according to Brissenden, can be summarized as follows: “If the faculty of moral judgment is located in one’s sensibility it must inevitably bear a very close relationship to one’s sexual responsiveness: one’s capacity for love and one’s capacity for virtue both depend on the delicacy of one’s sensibility.”4 More recently, in her trenchant critique of gender and sentimentalism in the late eighteenth century, Claudia L. Johnson identifies this passage in Sterne as perhaps the locus classicus of “the general tendency of the sentimental tradition to posit heteroerotic love as the basis for (men’s) moral behavior.”5

			A Sentimental Journey is certainly a problematic text—but this is not only because, within its pages, male heterosexual passion attempts to monopolize the domain of morality. By exuberantly celebrating Yorick’s eroticism-cum-generosity, Sterne overstates the claims of sentimental ideology; he unwittingly problematizes the ideology he wittily articulates, and he thus draws our attention to its internal tensions and its rhetorical sleights-of-hand. There is the obvious challenge posed by Sterne’s irony, which at every moment leaves his tantalized and unsettled reader asking, “What precisely is he ‘saying’—and does he ‘mean’ it?” The interpretative oscillation that Sterne induces in his reader between what is said and what is meant mirrors, and in fact is extensively grounded in, his penchant for provocatively—and repeatedly—juxtaposing a scene that ponders a moral dilemma (will Yorick give money to the poor?) with one that dramatizes a sexual temptation (is Yorick seducing a chambermaid?). This often rapid-fire textual movement between sex and sentiment invariably suggests that within the world of A Sentimental Journey ethical engagement is intended to serve as a prelude to, and perhaps merely as a pretense for, male sexual gratification. These aspects of the novel have been apparent to generations of readers and critics, and there is no question that both the novel and its author raised many eyebrows in the eighteenth century and then continued to trouble later critics. Leslie Stephen, for instance, refers to Sterne as a “literary prostitute.”6 But the scandalized reactions to Sterne’s explicitly eroticized sentimentalism, I would suggest, can be traced to the discomfort of seeing an ideological fantasy—one that is central to the heteronormative privilege of perhaps some of the most “shocked” readers and critics—laid bare, too clearly, too playfully, and too self-consciously.

			In addition to the concern that moral conduct may be merely a vehicle for male sexual license, a closer look at Sterne’s novel reveals its implication in a problem that preoccupied nearly every form of eighteenth-century discourse and debate, namely, the problem of explaining how and why any given individual enters into moral relations and how these moral relations—between self and other, and between self and society—are sustained and encouraged. For Sterne, as for countless other writers at the time, an inquiry into the moral disposition of the individual necessarily leads to the idea of pleasure—the bodily pleasures of sexual experience, the moral pleasures of virtuous feeling and conduct, and the uncertain relation between the two. If receiving pleasure is one of the primary reasons that we engage in sexual conduct, what does this tell us about the kind of pleasure that we feel after thinking a generous thought or performing a kind action, and moreover, what does this tell us about the role that pleasure plays in moral life? Sterne, of course, does not pose these questions in so direct a fashion. Nevertheless, as early as Yorick’s vexed encounter with the Franciscan monk, which the appearance of Madame de L—— triangulates into a variously awkward, erotic, paranoid, and heartwarming sequence of events, the novel foregrounds the difficulty of determining if pleasure is the cause or the effect of moral sociability. If it were the cause, Yorick behaves morally because his heart is “rekindled.” If the effect, Yorick’s heart rekindles as a result of his moral behavior. Furthermore, his awareness that an “interval betwixt one passion and another” opens the door to meanness of action, and his consequent resolve to quickly end this “interregnum” (“therefore I always get out of it as fast as I can”), only complicate further our effort to trace the inner workings, the hows and whys, of Yorick’s moral sensibility.

			A further difficulty remains: regardless of whether pleasure is sought for its own sake or enjoyed as morality’s silver lining, the experience of pleasure raises the possibility that Yorick (and perhaps any sentimental subject) remains enclosed within the boundaries of the self, no matter how benevolent or amorous—no matter, that is, how seemingly other-directed—his character seems to be. When Yorick notes, with his usual wink to the reader, “But in saying this—surely I am commending the passion—not myself,” the princesses who have occasioned this encomium to male passion are rendered almost beside the point. Tellingly, the final word goes to “myself.” We are right to wonder if what Sterne calls the “sentimental commerce” between self and other is merely another form of self-love, another way to gratify the dictates of self-interest.7 And it is no accident, especially given how assiduously he cultivated the idea of Yorick as his alter ego, that discussions of Sterne’s self-referential style often imply that his textual performance is essentially self-absorbed and self-pleasuring—or simply masturbatory.8

			There is, of course, much more to say about A Sentimental Journey. My discussion of Sterne is not meant to be an exhaustive reading of his novel so much as an evocation of what his novel brings to our attention: the decisive—but, to my mind, the not yet fully understood—role that eighteenth-century British sentimentalism has played in the history of sexuality. When Yorick posits a direct correlation between his passionate love for “one princess or another” and his capacity for good-natured feeling and conduct, he is offering a cheeky précis of the heterosexual common sense—whether openly acknowledged or not—that, I will argue, emerges earlier in the century in the moral philosophy of Anthony Ashley Cooper, the third Earl of Shaftesbury; the literary journalism of Joseph Addison and Richard Steele; and the novels of Eliza Haywood, Samuel Richardson, and Henry Fielding. Eighteenth-century proponents of “politeness” believed that a man’s romantic interest in a woman, and his subsequent deference to her needs and wishes, would polish the rough edges of traditionally masculine behavior. While these authors, and their inheritor Sterne, subscribe to the ideals of politeness, their sexual imagination goes further: in their writings, they suggest that a man’s sexual desire for a woman is, in its very essence, the psycho-physiological ground from which arise the “generosity and good will” that Yorick prizes so highly. Moreover, it is essential to recognize that these authors are generally disinclined explicitly to identify female sexual desire as a primary moral source.9 Early eighteenth-century sentimentalism, in this regard, is an ethics rooted in the impulses of male heterosexual desire.

			However, unlike Sterne’s depiction of Yorick’s exploits, these authors contemplate what comes after—ideally, if not always in practice—the man’s impassioned pursuit of his princess: the sentimental union of husband and wife, which purports to refashion the male subject (the pursuer) and the female object (the pursued) into equal sharers of a conjugal love that ameliorates the disparities of sexual difference and, more importantly, secures each individual’s claim to a moral life beyond the confines of the self. Conjugal love, in other words, promises to release the self from selfishness: as two become (virtually) one, husband and wife are imagined to transcend the solipsism of self-love and self-interest and, through the acts of reproduction and parental nurture, to subordinate and even sacrifice their instinct for self-preservation on behalf of their children’s welfare.10 Building on its investment in the impulses of male heterosexual desire, early eighteenth-century sentimentalism presents itself here as a quasi-unitary conjugal ethics. The power of sexual difference remains operative, no doubt, but through what Michel Foucault calls a “complex interplay of affective reciprocity and reciprocal dependence,” both man and woman are invited to embrace the conjugal fantasy that making love, so to speak, is the royal road to moral personhood.11 In short, according to the ideology of sentimental heterosexuality, desire opens the self to the other, and reproduction extends the self into futurity.12

			I am certainly not the first to interrogate the relationship between sentimentalism and sexuality in the eighteenth century. Before moving further, I want to clarify how Making Love builds on and how it redirects and deepens this critical conversation. In the last few decades, literary critics and cultural historians have suggested that during the long eighteenth century, something changed in the intimate bonds and social relations shared by men and women. Despite their local disagreements, scholars who have examined the cultures of politeness, sociability, courtship, marriage, domesticity, and kinship generally agree that, in the years between Restoration and Romanticism, heterosocial relations became increasingly “sentimentalized.” Importantly, though, the verdict remains out regarding whether or not (and if so, to what extent) this affective intensification was truly felt in everyday life, as opposed to being a change in how heterosocial life was represented in literary and popular texts and images. Further, this process of sentimentalization is typically understood as a shift from an overtly patriarchal and masculinist ideology (which privileges male domination and female subordination) to an ideology of heterosexual love and intimacy (which preserves patriarchy’s vision of sexual asymmetry but refashions it into gender complementarity).13 In other words, the notion that heterosocial relations—particularly as they shape courtship, marriage, and parenting practices—were increasingly “sentimentalized” in the eighteenth century does not mean that women and children were afforded greater autonomy, equality, or power.14 The opposite was likely the case, as sentimental discourse played an instrumental role in deepening forms of sexual subjection and normalization and, concomitantly, devaluing the messier, less sanitized, more unruly—at times, queerer—experiences of everyday life.15

			These critical perspectives owe a great deal to the interventions of Nancy Armstrong, G. J. Barker-Benfield, and Claudia L. Johnson, which have forcefully illuminated the domestic, social, and political import of sentimental ideology. Beginning in the eighteenth century and moving into the twentieth century, Armstrong uses a Foucauldian lens to examine how the consolidation of middle-class power was enacted through the discursive reshaping of desire. As she aptly phrases it, a “densely interwoven fabric of common sense and sentimentality” allowed narratives of politics and authority to be disguised as fictions of courtship and marriage; middle-class writers, rather than openly contesting traditional political forms, seized power through discourse, and their advance guard was the figure of the feminized, nonaristocratic, domesticated woman.16 Barker-Benfield shifts the critical focus from the domestic sphere to the realms of consumerism and sociability. As he demonstrates, the rise of a discourse of “sensibility” heralded an ideological paradigm shift, in which notions of psychological and physiological sensitivity and delicacy were used to buttress a range of heterosocial phenomena, from the reformation of male manners to the revaluation (at once, “liberating” and disempowering) of female subjectivity.17 Finally, Johnson recovers the explicitly political function of sentimentalism. The French Revolution and its aftermath, by her reckoning, induced an affective crisis in British writers and polemicists. Irrespective of their ideological allegiances, “controversialists” regarded “heterosexual feeling as a foundational political virtue,” and they consequently accused their opponents of harboring improper and perverse feelings, “for the fate of the nation [was] understood . . . to be tied up with the right heterosexual sentiment of its citizens.”18 This affective-political crisis, at the same time, induced a crisis in gender: as Johnson’s readings of Mary Wollstonecraft, Ann Radcliffe, Frances Burney, and Jane Austen reveal, male appropriations of sentimentalism disrupted female claims to moral feeling, virtuous agency, and ultimately, a stable gender identity.

			Sentimental heterosexuality, no doubt, transformed the roles that men and women assumed when they inhabited domestic space, navigated the commercial public sphere, and entered the political arena. I am indebted to the scholarship that has documented these shifting understandings of gender and sexuality, but at the same time, in this book I bring to light what has remained largely unexplored by other critics: the dynamic interplay of literary innovation and philosophical speculation in the history of sexuality. My main contention is that eighteenth-century literature and philosophy fundamentally rewrote the ethical relationship between self and other as heterosexual fiction, as the sentimental story in which the desire, pleasure, and love shared by man and woman become synonymous with the affective virtues of moral goodness. By crafting moral feeling in the image of sexuality, the writers I examine conceptually position heterosexual desire as the condition of possibility for morality as such. In their works, a desire for someone of the opposite sex no longer signals, first and foremost, a lustful and possibly sinful impulse that needs to be socially tamed and corrected but rather an inclination to form intimate bonds that are emotionally rich and psychologically complex. The passionate union of man and woman is thus reconceived as the initial step toward creating relationships of ethical recognition and reciprocity that ultimately inspire feelings of sympathy and benevolence. From the Tatler to Tom Jones, the traditional image of lust as a self-interested passion is displaced in favor of a new moral vision, in which the first stirrings of heterosexual desire initiate, and the advent of conjugal love completes, the individual’s transcendence of egoism.19 Feeling desire, falling in love, getting married, and raising a family become, in the hands of these authors, the privileged—and highly pleasurable—means for overcoming the psychological and emotional limits of self-love and for developing a moral sensibility attuned to the thoughts and feelings of others.

			The Marrying Kind

			In my discussion thus far, I have outlined the main features of the ideology of sentimental heterosexuality. And having touched on historical considerations along the way, I want now to address more directly the following question: why, in the first half of the eighteenth century, did a number of stylistically, intellectually, and temperamentally diverse British writers devote their creative energies to vigorously heterosexualizing the human capacity for moral goodness? Perhaps the first thing to say is that unlike other critics, who tend to place the authors I discuss into two different literary camps—the sentimental (Shaftesbury, Addison, Steele, and Richardson) versus the un- or antisentimental (Haywood and Fielding)—I find in their works a shared preoccupation with contemplating how the goodness of human thought and feeling is translated into intimate and social conduct, and equally as important, how this process of translating the individual’s moral impulses beyond the confines of the self can be either impaired or encouraged. In this sense, all of these authors are contributors to the culture of sentiment and thus have a place in the literary history of sentimentalism. Further, I have brought them together in this book for a more particular reason: while they do represent the other (ostensibly nonsexual) ways that morality is realized (for instance, through the bonds of kinship or friendship), in their works heterosexual desire and conjugal love largely eclipse other forms of moral relationality. In other words, in their respective ways, these authors take up the general postulate of sentimentalism—the innate human propensity to feel sympathetically and act benevolently—and imagine that its truest and most affectively saturated fulfillment comes about when two individuals are lovingly joined together in the form of a reproductive conjugal couple.

			The historically determined motives that inform the twofold strategy these authors pursue—first, engaging with the idea of moral goodness; second, absorbing moral goodness into conjugal heterosexual desire—become clear, I will argue, once we recognize that sentimental heterosexuality was crafted as a response to the ideological problem of the individual and to the moral anxieties regarding self-love, self-interest, and egoism that surrounded the theorization of the individual in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. To flesh out this claim, I briefly will revisit sentimentalism’s critique of the notion of self-interest as it was formulated in political philosophy and moral theory; then, I will describe how the heterosexualization of moral sentiment afforded an innovative—albeit aggressively normative—way of regrounding the abstract individual in the immediacy and sensuousness of everyday life. In its broadest sense, sentimentalism has been understood by scholars as a wide-ranging cultural movement that challenged the notion that the individual is single-mindedly (even violently) driven to pursue self-interested desires.20 Although a less than optimistic depiction of the individual could be found in numerous political, moral, and theological works of the time, Thomas Hobbes’s Leviathan (1651) and Bernard Mandeville’s The Fable of the Bees (1714, 1723) most provocatively articulated the pessimistic worldview against which sentimentalism defined itself. For Hobbes, the state of nature is a war “of every man, against every man,” and before the social contract brings sovereignty into being, the “life of man” is “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.”21 The formation of society does not indicate humankind’s primal desire to live in fellowship; rather, according to Hobbes, the “Passions that [i]ncline men to Peace, are Fear of Death; Desire of such things as are necessary to commodious living; and a Hope by their Industry to obtain them.”22 Society, then, is an elaborate mechanism for satisfying two self-interested desires: first and most urgently, the desire to preserve one’s life; second, the desire to live as comfortably as possible. Although clearly influenced by Hobbes’s ideas as well as his cutting rhetorical style, Mandeville devotes much less time to contemplating the state of nature. His primary concern is commercial society—how it flourishes and, at the same time, how it willfully misrecognizes the reasons for its flourishing. Self-love and self-interested pleasure seeking, for Mandeville, drive human behavior, and by practicing hypocrisy and disguise, cunning social actors translate “private vices” into “public benefits.” It is not virtue, traditionally conceived as the deliberate exercise of self-control and self-denial, that ensures the good life; instead, through artful political management, the “vile” aspects of human nature “all together compose the wholesome Mixture of a well order’d Society.”23 As Mandeville succinctly phrases it, “Virtue bids us subdue, but good Breeding only requires we should hide our Appetites.”24

			Without delving into the complexities of their arguments, it is enough to remember that Hobbes and Mandeville made themselves notorious by relentlessly deidealizing the nature, so to speak, of human nature, and by arguing that the wellsprings of sociability are fear (Hobbes) and pleasure (Mandeville). Interestingly, rather than trying to change the terms of the debate, sentimentalism attempts to recapture and resignify the very terms that Hobbes and Mandeville bring into crisis. And with its many valences and its deep connections to other concerns such as reason and passion, “nature” provides an obvious discursive target for sentimentalists like Shaftesbury and his disciple, Francis Hutcheson. In his first foray into print, the preface to his 1698 edition of Benjamin Whichcote’s sermons, Shaftesbury asserts that “Meer Nature” is the “Ground” and “Foundation” of “Natural Affection.”25 The near tautology—nature grounds natural affection—serves his purposes both rhetorically and conceptually, as his frequent appeals to “nature” mirror and cross-check one another and thereby embody on the page the coherent system of moral beneficence for which he argues. By comparison, the world depicted in Leviathan is meant to feel emotionally impoverished and intellectually reductive. Hobbes’s “Master-Passion”—fear—has “devour’d” all the other passions and affections, such as “Kindness, Friendship, Sociableness, Love of Company and Converse, Natural Affection, or any thing of this kind.”26 Furthermore, according to Shaftesbury, the zeal with which Hobbes dismantles traditional forms of morality leads him to make tendentious claims regarding the moral dispositions of nature’s creatures. Hobbes overloads humankind with various “mischievous Passions,” while at the same time endowing the “worst of Beasts” with a considerable share of “Good-nature.” By merely consulting nature, these beasts serve “their common Interest” and “propagat[e] and maintai[n]” their species.27 A less partial and more generous assessment of human nature, Shaftesbury suggests, will reveal humankind’s innate capacity to live together amicably without the imposition of absolutist rule.

			Shaftesbury’s confrontation with Hobbes is replayed, in many ways, when Hutcheson later critiques Mandeville in his treatise An Inquiry into the Original of Our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue (1725). In the “very Frame of our Nature,” Hutcheson discovers a “generous Instinct” that predisposes us to feel benevolently toward other individuals as well as humankind writ large.28 Mandeville’s depiction of men and women as extraordinarily “selfish and headstrong” animals who are “only Sollicitous of pleasing themselves” is countered by Hutcheson’s assertion that the pleasure induced by moral beauty and moral goodness is “antecedent to Advantage or Interest.”29 Hutcheson has no desire to eliminate pleasure from moral life; instead, he wishes his reader to recognize the difference between a “rational Pleasure” (the pleasure we feel when we are naturally and thus morally connected with others) and a selfish pleasure (the fleeting and ultimately self-defeating pleasure we feel when, misguidedly following the dictates of self-interest, we withdraw from or abuse our moral connections to others).30 And if further enticement were needed, Hutcheson notes that the “Author of Nature” has not left “Human Nature” “indifferent in the Affair of Virtue.” We are “furnish’d . . . for a virtuous Conduct” with “quick and powerful Instructions” that nearly rival our instinct for self-preservation. In fact, the “Author of Nature” “has made Virtue a lovely Form, to excite our pursuit of it; and has given us strong Affections to be the Springs of each virtuous Action.”31

			When Shaftesbury draws a connection between wild beasts propagating and the “common Interest” of their species, or when Hutcheson represents moral life as the eager pursuit of lovely Virtue, we begin to see how sentimentalism’s ambition to combat the idea of self-interest and to assert the goodness of human nature eventually leads to the matter of sexual desire. Sentimentalism responds to the problem of the self-interested individual by affirming an indissociable relationship between good-natured humanity and nature as such. And given that nature, according to Shaftesbury, is a providentially ordered moral system that sustains and reproduces itself, by extension, the goodness of human nature is imagined to be at once the cause and the effect of reproductive heterosexual desire. Shaftesbury and Hutcheson formulate the convergence of sex and sentiment with a measure of philosophical abstractness. Addison and Steele lend their hands to this ideological project but in a more deliberately accessible style. Novelists such as Haywood, Richardson, Fielding, and Sterne bring this ideology to life through characterization, emplotment, and temporal extension. But in 1753, the anonymous author of An Essay on Celibacy will assert quite matter-of-factly, without much in the way of philosophical speculation or literary stylization, that heterosexual desire and moral goodness are simply one and the same.

			An early mention of the “moral sense, whereby all men can distinguish virtue and vice”; several invocations of benevolence, goodwill, and good nature; and a reference to Shaftesbury indicate that An Essay on Celibacy is a self-consciously sentimental text as well as a strikingly frank record of the heterosexualization of moral sentiment.32 We learn that God has implanted in men and women the “generous instigation of natural desire” (which recalls and conspicuously sexualizes Hutcheson’s notion of a “generous Instinct”) and that those who choose to live celibately—that is, those who refuse to marry and reproduce—transgress “the law of nature,” give in to “base and selfish considerations,” and “counteract benevolence.”33 Celibacy “confines its views and interests chiefly to individuals,” whereas heterosexual love turns the individual outward by “excit[ing] tenderness” and “inspir[ing] men with inclinations to serve the world as much as possible in their day.”34 Shaftesbury certainly would have agreed with this anonymous author’s observation that “nature is a system” and that “the perfection of man consists in thinking, speaking, and acting strictly according to nature.”35 However, Shaftesbury most likely would not have anticipated the next step in this argument: “It is not more plain,” we are informed, “that [God] intended we should practice any branch of moral goodness, than that we should propagate our species.”36 In other words, it is not that the propagation of the human species is just as important as all the ways that moral goodness is brought into the world. Rather, without desire, love, marriage, and reproduction, virtue simply would not exist. “Were not men faithful to the demands of love,” our anonymous author warns, “all their other virtues would avail nothing toward the preservation of the happiness of the world.”37

			We find encapsulated here the purposeful blending of moral and physical registers that characterizes An Essay on Celibacy as a whole; to promote virtue is to preserve the species through sexual reproduction, and vice versa. This polemic against celibacy sums up its position as follows: “In short, no wise or virtuous person has the prospect of doing so much good in any other way, as by discharging conjugal offices, and raising up a family, to support the interest of the great family of earth.”38 The folding together of virtue and conjugal sexuality in An Essay on Celibacy thus accomplishes a significant ideological feat—or perhaps it would be better to say that this text bluntly states, as if it were merely conventional wisdom, the sexual dispensation fashioned by early eighteenth-century sentimentalism. Notwithstanding the other forms it may take, such as the pursuit of wealth or ambition, self-interest is now identified almost exclusively with an individual’s selfish resistance to marriage and reproduction. Benevolence, the “prospect of doing so much good,” is concomitantly identified with an individual’s virtuous—and pleasurable—participation in conjugal “sexual commerce,” which serves a higher interest, the “interest of the great family of earth.”39 A bright line divides those who marry and reproduce and those who do not; even more significantly, the conjugal-celibate divide assesses and partitions humankind according to the affective norms of moral sensibility. Married men and women are said to enjoy a life of “tranquility” and “happiness” and to possess a “god-like temper” that “delights in communicating good,” whereas the celibate, owing to their “uncivil,” “unsociable,” and “unkind” temperaments, threaten to subvert the “beauty and order” of the world and to introduce “deformity, irregularity and defect” into the “universal frame of nature.”40

			We can illuminate further the deep connection that is posited in the eighteenth century between conjugal heterosexual desire and nature itself by turning to Charles Taylor’s wide-ranging work Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity. Although his insights have been largely overlooked in scholarship on sentimentalism, Taylor offers a philosophically ambitious account of how the concept of the individual was transformed in the culture of sentiment. Eighteenth-century sentimentalism, according to Taylor, marked a fundamental shift in Western ideas regarding what constitutes the morally good. He argues that, as the “hierarchical order of reason” that structured the moral world of the ancient and medieval eras was displaced by a modern belief in the “providential design of nature,” the status of feeling dramatically changed.41 Moral sentiments, such as sympathy and benevolence, were understood to link one individual to another, while at the same time, allowing each individual to literally feel how human relations recapitulate the vast realm of moral relationality that nature embodies. As Taylor puts it, “Now sentiments become normative. . . . Sentiment is now important, because it is in a certain way the touchstone of the morally good. Not because feeling that something is good makes it so . . . but rather because undistorted, normal feeling is my way of access into the design of things, which is the real constitutive good.”42 This normalization of moral sentiment, importantly, is grounded in what Taylor calls the “affirmation of ordinary life” in modernity. With the relative devaluation of “higher activities,” such as philosophical contemplation or monastic seclusion, an individual’s pursuit of the “good life,” a “full human life,” comes to be “defined in terms of labor and production, on the one hand, and marriage and family life, on the other.”43 Taylor spends less time detailing the sentiments associated with labor and production, while marriage and family life emerge in his exposition as cultural sites that are especially replete with intensely felt and lovingly reciprocated affections. At the heart of Taylor’s vision of marriage is the notion that mutuality—or, more accurately, the stated (if not often realized) aspiration for mutuality of regard and affection—increasingly defines conjugal relations. From the “hierarchal order of reason” to the ordinary—but no less transcendent—pleasures of domestic life, the idealization of marriage as the most tangible manifestation of “mutual society,” “mutual help,” and “mutual love” thus mirrors and anchors the vast cultural transformations that usher in the era of modernity.44

			Taylor offers suggestive perspectives on sentimentalism, but I want to question his position regarding conjugal sexuality in two ways. First, regarding the relationship between marriage and moral sentiment: when Taylor notes that “experiencing certain feelings now comes to be an important part of the good life,” he places the affections of “married life” alongside “moral sentiments,” “benevolence,” and “aesthetic feelings.”45 Taylor is right to distinguish conjugal love from moral and aesthetic sentiments, for they are obviously and unquestionably different things. But as I demonstrate throughout this book, he underestimates the extent to which conjugal heterosexual desire was imagined as the primary source of moral feeling. And my analyses reveal a further permutation of this sentimental ideology: even when moral feeling presumably is being discussed on its own terms, without explicit reference to sexuality or the eroticized body, philosophers and literary authors alike gravitate toward the tropes of heterosexual desire in order to represent how the impulses of sympathy, benevolence, and good nature are incited and how they are gratified. In short, even when sex appears to be off-scene, heterosexual desire underwrites moral feeling. Second, regarding the relationship between marriage and nature: I would suggest that under the aegis of sentimental heterosexuality, the affective ties between husband and wife and between parents and children not only resonate with nature broadly conceived but, further, are made to exemplify on a microcosmic level “the interconnection of mutual service” and the “interlocking” of living beings that, according to Taylor, define the logic of the providential order of nature.46

			Taylor speculates elsewhere that, with the advent of modernity, the individual is “disembedded” from traditional structures of belonging and thus becomes both a philosophical and practical problem.47 I would revise his position and argue that through the conceptual rhyme of mutual service (providence) and mutual love and society (marriage), sentimental ideology attempts to deproblematize the abstract individual theorized in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century philosophy by reembedding the individual in a natural order that is figured as constitutively heterosexual and conjugal. I would go so far as to suggest that, in the culture of sentiment, there is no individual in a strictly moral sense. Rather, it takes two—a husband and a wife—to constitute one moral subject. The conjugalization of moral life impresses the individual into a providential system of eroticized mutuality; at the same time, the vision of man and woman as naturally interlocking parts is reinforced by a logic unexplored by Taylor, a reparative logic in which individual men and women are understood to be congenitally incomplete—indeed, defective—until their “natural” defects are corrected through an equally “natural” solution: a marriage solidified through conjugal love. Later in the eighteenth century, another anonymously authored text concerned with marriage encapsulates this sentimental ideology forcefully and succinctly: “Man and woman, are made for each other. . . . Either considered singly, does not constitute a perfect moral being; and in the state of separation, could not exist in circumstances of utility or enjoyment. . . . The forms and dispositions of their bodies and minds are proofs of this truth: for their characteristic qualities are different; and their defects are made up by their union. Man and woman, in the plan of the universe, are divisions of a social being.”48

			This vision of two-as-one conspicuously invokes, of course, the scriptural trope of husband and wife becoming “one flesh.”49 More importantly for our purposes, this vision of two-as-one also strongly resonates with the much less sentimental—that is, the much less pleasurable and desirable—realities of marriage in the eighteenth century. Gillian Skinner astutely observes that “once a woman married, everything altered,” and she reminds us that idealized representations of marriage (such as those documented by Lawrence Stone) are starkly at odds with the legal identity (or rather, given the doctrine of coverture, the legal nonidentity) assumed by an eighteenth-century wife in Britain.50 Feminist scholars who have investigated the inner workings of the conjugal household offer further evidence that marriage was, in practice, far from harmonious and egalitarian. For instance, Eve Tavor Bannet carefully traces how the domestic realm was a highly fraught and symbolically charged space in the eighteenth century, one in which patriarchal power contended with and was challenged by different forms of feminist intervention.51 Ruth Perry places greater emphasis on the household as a site of female disempowerment; by focusing closely on how the “family” is configured in eighteenth-century fiction, Perry suggests that the intensification of the bond between husband and wife came at the expense of a married woman’s connection to her blood relations and, consequently, her access to the support and protection these relations traditionally offered.52 And as Helen Thompson has persuasively demonstrated, even in those domestic novels that ostensibly depict the compliant subordination of wives to husbands, we catch a glimpse of the political paradoxes and insubordinate energies that circulate in the household and remain all-too-visibly untamed by the conjugal tie.53 As these and many other scholars have stressed, we need to remain attentive to the often glaring discrepancy between eighteenth-century representations of marriage and heterosexual desire and the brute facts of how these realities were lived and experienced by women.54 One way, then, to understand the ideology of sentimental heterosexuality that I interrogate in this book is that it seeks to speciously ameliorate, to make more “seductive” and thus more effective and efficient, the gender asymmetry enshrined by marriage law and carried out in the domestic rituals of husbands and wives.

			The Literary History of Sexuality

			Before giving an overview of the chapters that follow, I want to indicate some of the ways that I imagine this book impacting current approaches in sexuality studies and queer theory, particularly as they are informed by the work of Michel Foucault. Throughout Making Love, Foucault is my primary theoretical interlocutor. What will become apparent, though, is that while his problematization of desire, pleasure, and sexuality informs my thinking, I draw on eighteenth-century British literature and philosophy in order to fashion new perspectives on the history of sexuality, ones that modify and at times depart significantly from Foucault’s hypotheses. Foucault has a good deal to say about the dynamic interplay between power and sexuality from the seventeenth century into the nineteenth century. In brief, he argues in the first volume of The History of Sexuality that, within the discursive space of sexuality, juridical forms of power (in which the individual is subject to the sovereign’s law) were increasingly overtaken by normalizing forms of power (in which the individual, while still subject to the law, is captured by extrajuridical forces such as psychiatry and criminology).55 For Foucault, sexuality and power are inextricably linked; each conditions, enables, and intensifies the other’s penetration into the minds and bodies of individuals and into the life processes of populations. The history of sexuality, by his reckoning, chronicles how bodies and pleasures were appropriated by a modern dispensation in which sex and sexuality at once dominate the subject and speciously promise to reveal the subject’s “truth” and to catalyze the subject’s “liberation” from power.

			As is well known, Foucault changes course intellectually with the second and third volumes of The History of Sexuality: he moves backward in time, focusing on the Greek and Roman eras; he analyzes the practices of masculine self-care and self-stylization that take the body, its desires, and its pleasures as their areas of concern and engagement; and he emphasizes the need to understand how sexual experience becomes for the Greeks and Romans—and by implication, how it remains for us—a “domain of moral experience.”56 In the introduction to the second volume of The History of Sexuality, he succinctly formulates the questions that inform his recalibrated approach to the “genealogy of desiring man”:

			It seemed that by starting from the modern era, and proceeding back through Christianity to antiquity, one would not be able to avoid raising a question that was at the same time very simple and very general: why is sexual conduct, why are the activities and pleasures that attach to it, an object of moral solicitude? Why this ethical concern—which, at certain times, in certain societies and groups, appears more important than the moral attention that is focused on other, likewise essential, areas of individual or collective life, such as alimentary behavior or the fulfillment of civic duties? . . . It is often the case that the moral solicitude is strong precisely where there is neither obligation nor prohibition. In other words, the interdiction is one thing, the moral problematization is another. It seemed to me that the question that ought to guide my inquiry was the following: how, why, and in what forms was sexuality constituted as a moral domain? Why this ethical concern that was so persistent despite its varying forms and intensity? Why this “problematization”?57

			There obviously are vast differences between the world of antiquity and the world of eighteenth-century Britain. Nevertheless, the critical intuition that drives my readings in this book is that Foucault’s notion of the moral problematization of sexual pleasure opens up new ways to interrogate eighteenth-century conceptions of sexuality. This will entail revising how Foucault himself discusses the eighteenth century in the first volume of The History of Sexuality, particularly in regard to marriage and the family. Just as importantly, my examination of sexual pleasure as a moral problem pays close attention to literature and philosophy, both of which play a marginal role in Foucault’s understanding of eighteenth-century sexuality. To put this another way, I draw on Foucault, and modify his insights when necessary, in order to argue that the heterosexualization of moral sentiment must be understood (to echo Symonds) as a problem in modern ethics.

			Foucault speculates, in the first volume of The History of Sexuality, that “up to the end of the eighteenth century, three major codes—apart from the customary regularities and constraints of opinion—governed sexual practices: canonical law, the Christian pastoral, and civil law.” The “division between licit and illicit” was determined by these codes, all three of which “centered on matrimonial relations.”58 Sexual practices that fell outside the purview of marriage, such as masturbation and sodomy, remained in a state of relative discursive “confusion,” recognized as violations of the law of conjugal sexuality but not yet specified, as they would be in the nineteenth century, as the perversions of certain kinds of individuals. Thus, while nonconjugal, nonreproductive forms of sexual conduct were condemned en masse, with comparatively little attention paid to their deeper psychosexual meaning, Foucault suggests that the “marriage relation was the most intense focus of constraints; it was spoken of more than anything else; more than any other relation, it was required to give a detailed account of itself. It was under constant surveillance: if it was found to be lacking, it had to come forward and plead its case before a witness.”59 Without denying the ample evidence that marital relations were subjected to various forms of constraint, from the vantage point of eighteenth-century sentimentalism, sexual relations between men and women were equally the occasion for the production of literary and philosophical discourses that focused not on lack, irregularity, or dysfunction but rather on shared heterosexual pleasures in which the erotic and the ethical passionately and lovingly blend together.

			It is important to specify here the differences between antiquity and modernity. In the ancient world, according to Foucault, male citizens shaped their pleasures through practices of moral austerity and stylization, and further, through these practices of self-regulation, male political elites trained and readied themselves to govern others. Importantly, for the ancients, the male citizen could engage in sexual relations with both women and men, as long as he respected the different protocols that governed cross-sex and same-sex erotic encounters. We find a very different world in eighteenth-century Britain, where the center of moral gravity shifts toward the heterosexual pleasures pursued and enjoyed in scenes of courtship and conjugal domesticity. As each of my chapters reveals, austerity is displaced in favor of intensity, sublimity, and even excess—all of which, when situated within the ideological framework of conjugal love, could be legitimated as vital sources for moral feeling and conduct. Thus, while the constraint of marriage remains in place officially, sentimentalism imaginatively transforms both the sexual and the moral effects of the conjugal tie. Marriage, in other words, is made to serve the seemingly nonrepressive function of deepening and broadening the affections of husband and wife, whereby their passionate love for one another becomes a “seminary of social affections,” an affective surplus that “branch[es] forth” into “parental, fraternal, and filial affection” and forges “attachment[s] to kindred, neighbours, and countrymen.”60 Finally, unlike the ancients, who were able to imagine an ethics of same-sex desire, eighteenth-century British writers morally disqualified—indeed, often vilified—the sexual pleasures shared between men or between women, as well as those pleasures that did not have either an immediate or an imagined relationship to the moral telos of conjugal sexuality and biological reproduction.

			On a couple of occasions, Foucault wryly observes that Western culture seems unable to invent or imagine new pleasures.61 I take a different view in this book. Eighteenth-century sentimentalism did not invent the pleasures associated with heterosexual desire and genital intercourse, parental affection, or benevolent moral conduct. But I contend that sentimental writers invented the pleasurable experience of a moral sensibility that claims to unify these different elements. In short, sentimentalism made love—a conjugally inclined form of desire that is at once a sexual inclination and a moral orientation. And this vision of conjugal heterosexual desire persists well beyond the eighteenth century. We feel its ideological power when Sigmund Freud notoriously asserts that homosexual desire is essentially “narcissistic” and that heterosexual reproduction is a form of “altruism,” or closer to our own time, when heterosexual partners who choose not to have children worry that they will be regarded as “selfish” and a distinguished Harvard historian accuses John Maynard Keynes of having been disinterested in future generations because he was homosexual and childless.62

			I would suggest further that the heterosexualization of moral sentiment in the eighteenth century produced a new form of subjectivity. Before considering some of the defining characteristics of the subject formed by sentimental ideology, we should briefly recall what Foucault has to say about sexual subject formation in the nineteenth century. No one working in queer theory or sexuality studies has failed to ponder and perhaps debate Foucault’s well-known observation that, whereas the “perpetrator [of sodomy] was nothing more than the juridical subject” of a “category of forbidden acts,” the “nineteenth-century homosexual became a personage, a past, a case history, and a childhood, in addition to being a type of life, a life form, and a morphology, with an indiscreet anatomy and possibly a mysterious physiology.” Importantly for our purposes, Foucault asserts that the “psychological, psychiatric, medical category of homosexuality was constituted . . . less by a type of sexual relations than by a certain quality of sexual sensibility, a certain way of inverting the masculine and the feminine in oneself.”63 The heterosexual subject that emerges in the eighteenth-century culture of sentiment does embody a certain quality of sexual sensibility, but its discursive origins are largely found in literature and philosophy.64 Moreover, the sexual sensibility of the heterosexual subject enables a range of moral experience that is ideologically denied to those who fail to desire the opposite sex and to participate in the life of conjugal domesticity.

			In addition to the general assumption that conjugal heterosexual desire is the origin of moral feeling, three characteristics define the sentimental heterosexual subject. I discuss these at greater length in my individual chapters, but a brief overview will serve as a useful guide to the readings I offer later.

			Conjugal Heterosexual Desire as Moral Epistemology

			Sentimentalism forges an alliance between the sexual passion shared by men and women and the affective process of sympathy, understood as the ability to imagine ourselves into the subject position of another person, to feel, understand, and thus morally recognize his or her thoughts and passions. The novels of Haywood, Richardson, and Fielding embody with particular force and clarity the fantasy that to “know someone” through sexual attraction and intimacy is a privileged way of “knowing” the deeper truth of his or her existential predicament. Heterosexual desire and conjugal love are imagined to open an intersubjective window: mutually drawn to one another, man and woman move beyond the limits of the self and apprehend the lived reality of the other in all its fullness and complexity.

			Conjugal Heterosexual Desire as Moral Rationality

			Sentimentalism is generally regarded as a cultural movement devoted to representing and championing feeling, but as I show in each of my chapters, the heterosexualization of moral sentiment effects a rapprochement between feeling and reason. Furthermore, the providential order of nature, whether it is extensively addressed, as in Shaftesbury’s Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, or invoked briefly as the force that turns unwelcome events into happy endings, as in Richardson’s Pamela and Fielding’s Tom Jones, typically functions as the ideological mechanism that unites feeling and reason. Sentimentalism, as I discussed above, posits a deep connection between marriage and a providentially ordered nature; consequently, conjugal love will be understood as the affective experience that aligns the heterosexual subject with a moral order in which feeling and reason interlock and mirror one another. Within the space of conjugal domesticity, feeling assumes the propriety and orderliness of reason, while reason assumes the vitality and exuberance of feeling.

			Conjugal Heterosexual Desire as Erotic/Moral Intensity and Inexhaustibility . . . But Also Tranquility

			Finally, sentimentalism suggests that the pleasure of moral sentiment—the pleasurable feeling of doing good—is a unique form of pleasure, for it never becomes tiresome, it never can be exhausted, and it never fails to be repeated with equal ardor and delight.65 No doubt, this is an exceedingly attractive kind of pleasure, one that stands in marked contrast to how sexual pleasure has been traditionally conceived and, indeed, how male sexual pleasure in particular is represented by many eighteenth-century women writers—namely, as inconstant, unpredictable, disorienting, and (in due time, without an infusion of erotic novelty) exhaustible.66 The best of both worlds, then, is enjoyed by the heterosexual subject who embraces conjugal love. Once sentimentalism figures conjugal heterosexual desire as, in essence, moral sentiment as such, sexual desire can appropriate to itself the limitless pleasures of benevolence; in turn, benevolence, sympathy, and moral feeling in general can appropriate to themselves the sensuous, ecstatic pleasures of sexual pursuit and gratification. And a final ideological benefit: the intensity and inexhaustibility that characterize feelings that are at once sexual and moral also, and somewhat paradoxically, afford the heterosexual subject—particularly in the bosom of the family home—an experience of tranquility, happiness, and self-composure, a feeling of being “at home” in a world ostensibly designed for the marrying kind.

			Although the chapters of this book proceed chronologically, my readings speak back and forth to one another. In other words, while my overarching concern is to track how conjugal sexuality absorbs moral life, and in turn, how moral sentiment is conceptually imprinted with the contours of heterosexual desire, I am not suggesting that an ideological “progression” leads from Shaftesbury to Henry Fielding. What we discover, rather, is a discursive process of recursion, reinflection, and reaffirmation. The moral power that radiates from the tableau of husband, wife, and children aspires to the condition of common sense; as we will see, in order for this sentimental image to capture and absorb alternative ways of imagining and experiencing moral feeling, thought, and conduct, a good deal of literary and philosophical labor had to be invested in remaking how men and women understood affection, reason, and love itself.

			The philosophical thought of Anthony Ashley Cooper, the third Earl of Shaftesbury, is a touchstone for any consideration of eighteenth-century sentimentalism. The moral and aesthetic vision that Shaftesbury formulates in his collected writings, Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times (1711), and particularly his notion of a moral sense that attunes human subjects to the beauty of virtue, have received a substantial amount of attention from literary critics and cultural historians. More recently but to a lesser extent, his engagement with questions of gender and sexuality has emerged as a subject for critical scrutiny. In chapter 1, I argue that Shaftesbury’s writings represent a singular moment in the history of sexuality. Specifically, I demonstrate that his sentimental conception of human nature is grounded in an aestheticization of moral perception and moral conduct that draws heavily on figures of sexual desire. But the relationship between sexuality and morality is a complicated matter in Characteristics, in large part because of Shaftesbury’s creative appropriations of Stoic and Platonic philosophy. The Stoic emphasis on “natural affection” (with its roots in conjugal, parental, and filial affection) and the Platonic emphasis on eros (with its roots in the rituals of Greek pederastic love) circulate throughout Shaftesbury’s writings, creating a network of sexual imagery and signification that is heteroerotic, homoerotic, and at times, an oblique combination of the two. This overabundance of sexual possibilities serves, as I show, a consistent purpose in Characteristics: to imbue moral response with the urgency and immediacy of sexual desire, to lodge morality within the body and its natural processes, and thus to rebut those writers (such as Hobbes and François de La Rochefoucauld) who suggest that self-interest and self-love are the chief forces that drive human sociability. However, despite its palpable interest in homoerotic desire, I suggest that the cumulative effect of Shaftesbury’s philosophical effort to combat theories of human selfishness is ultimately to heterosexualize the workings of morality. “Everyone,” he observes, “pursues a grace and courts a Venus of one kind or another.”67

			Shaftesbury’s heterosexualization of moral feeling resonates suggestively with the ideological reshaping of reason, morality, and desire we find in Joseph Addison and Richard Steele’s widely read literary periodicals, the Tatler (1709–1711) and the Spectator (1711–1712, 1714). In the Spectator, when Addison famously declares his desire to bring “Philosophy out of Closets and Libraries, Schools and Colleges, to dwell in Clubs and Assemblies, at Tea-Tables, and in Coffee-Houses,” his philosophical undertaking also entails a moral-psychological agenda: to cultivate his readers’ “Virtue and Discretion,” to correct their “depraved Sentiments,” and to reclaim them from the “desperate State of Vice and Folly into which the Age is fallen.”68 As I show in chapter 2, Addison and Steele understand vice and folly as unreasonable and immoral forms of thought, feeling, and conduct, ones that transgress the norms of sentimental sociability and disrupt how men and women should ideally relate with one another in the public sphere. In response to this perceived moral threat, they rhetorically construct an intensely sentimentalized representation of heterosexual desire, conjugal love, and parental tenderness. Indeed, as I suggest, they formulate an ideological fantasy that persists to this day: the notion that heterosexual domesticity rehabilitates an individual’s selfish, irrational tendencies; cultivates his or her moral sensibility; and in turn, populates the social realm with reasonable men and women passionately dedicated to protecting the future of the family and the country. This chapter then considers how contemporary satires of mollies and sodomites reinforce the moral agenda of the Tatler and the Spectator by equating same-sex desire with perverse, unreasonable, and “mad” forms of affection and sociability. At the same time, I argue, the rhetorical excesses of these satirical portraits provide an alternative (albeit unintentional) insight, namely, that the public sphere is not (as Jürgen Habermas and others would have it) the private, the familial, and the conjugal writ large but rather a potential site in which the meaning and substance of reason, affection, sexuality, and morality can be questioned and remade. Admittedly, in its own time, this counternormative insight was largely muffled by the ethos of sentimental heterosexuality, but it nevertheless offers us a glimpse of future possibilities for “queer” embodiment.

			Eliza Haywood’s longstanding reputation as an author devoted to representing the voraciousness and volatility of passionate love makes her, at first glance, a somewhat surprising figure to include in a study focused on the sentimentalization of heterosexual desire. However, a closer look at her first novel, Love in Excess (1719–1720), reveals how strikingly Haywood’s writing aligns with the sentimental ideology articulated in the pages of the Tatler and the Spectator. As I suggest in chapter 3, Addison and Steele’s rhetorical unification of reason and passion through the bond of conjugal love reemerges, albeit in revised form, in Haywood’s depiction of how intense passions and pleasures give rise to reasonable, emotionally tempered, and socially legitimate forms of “conjugal affection.” Beneath the stylized conventions of what scholars have termed “amatory fiction,” Love in Excess undertakes a sophisticated exploration of the relationship between sexual passion and moral psychology. Haywood figures excessive love, I argue, as simultaneously a form of ecstasy and sympathy. When Melliora’s extraordinary beauty sends Count D’Elmont, her guardian and would-be seducer, into raptures of love, he experiences “a discomposure he had never felt before.” For her part, Melliora quickly discovers that her guardian is “not an object to be safely gazed at,” as his alluring “form” causes her to feel “a kind of painful pleasure.”69 But in this moment of sexual crisis, Love in Excess deviates from the narrative trajectory of seduction fiction. The very intensity of D’Elmont’s passion induces a heightened state of moral perception and responsiveness, whereby his ecstatic love for Melliora becomes the affective medium through which he will sympathize with both her fear of seduction and her anguished, barely concealed love for him. Meanwhile, the novel’s representation of Melliora’s equally rapturous passion for D’Elmont signals that the excesses of love ultimately will serve the ideal of conjugal mutuality. Indeed, as I demonstrate, Haywood’s conflation of ecstasy and sympathy inaugurates a series of ideological convergences—between reason and sense, between thought and feeling, and between desire and morality—that makes possible the novel’s closing tableau of men and women who embody “great and lovely examples of conjugal affection.”70

			Often regarded as the novel that launched the genre of sentimental fiction in Britain, Samuel Richardson’s Pamela (1740) is the eighteenth century’s most influential depiction of how passion and seduction are transformed into love and marriage. When her master, Mr. B., attempts to seduce her, Pamela virtuously resists both his overt physical advances and his more cunning attempts to trick her into surrendering to his illicit desires. Captivated by Pamela’s tireless defense of her chastity, and equally enthralled by the rhetorical power of her letters and journals, Mr. B. eventually undergoes a moral conversion: his “culpable Passion” becomes “Love, true Love,” and he “rewards” Pamela’s virtue by marrying and thus socially elevating her.71 As feminist critics in particular have argued, the novel offers its readers a potent—and problematic—fantasy of heterosexual love, in which seemingly forward-looking political tendencies (such as social mobility and class critique) are largely undercut by the reassertion of male power and the celebration of female submission. Although this reading of Pamela remains persuasive, in chapter 4, I examine an aspect of the novel’s sexual ideology that has been almost entirely overlooked by critics. I demonstrate that, as she resists his sexual advances, Pamela strikingly rewrites her struggle with Mr. B.: no longer simply a young woman drawn into a seduction plot, she repeatedly imagines herself as a man defending the traditionally male virtues of austerity and courage. By identifying with Samson, King David, and Shakespeare’s Hamlet, among other male figures, Pamela displaces chastity as the sign of her virtue. Consequently, her imaginative self-fashioning masculinizes her moral character and interrupts, for a time, the logic of heterosexual desire that governs the novel. But the dictates of conjugal love are eventually imposed on Pamela’s unruly character. As I argue, in order for Pamela to become a normative heterosexual subject, the narrative demands that she relinquish the masculinizing power of a “Nobleness of Mind”; her noble mind is then subordinated to “the natural Impulses of a generous and grateful Heart,” which Richardson represents as the moral feelings best suited for a dutiful wife.72 In other words, once the novel becomes a fiction of “true Love,” Pamela’s transgressive desire to embody a form of moral virtue that exceeds the confines of conjugal domesticity is absorbed into the heteroerotics of the sentimental heart.

			Although his literary rivalry with Samuel Richardson has led most critics to overlook Henry Fielding’s investment in sentimentalism, Fielding’s most important novel, Tom Jones (1749), energetically champions the sentimental ideals of “good nature” and “goodness of heart.” No critic, however, has failed to notice the novel’s numerous—and seemingly morally indulgent—representations of its hero’s various sexual escapades. In chapter 5, I consider how Fielding redefines the nature of moral goodness by conflating the benevolent impulses of “good nature” with the equally powerful impulses of male heterosexual desire. Unlike Haywood and Richardson, Fielding largely relegates the threat of seduction to the peripheries of his novel. Sexual passion nevertheless remains a primary source of narrative interest and provocation, albeit with an important difference: the overabundance of Tom’s passion, rather than its aggressiveness, constitutes the problem around which much of the novel turns. Fielding’s sustained comic irony, I further suggest, renders Tom’s robust sexuality a useful “problem.” On the one hand, reflecting on Tom’s sexual indiscretions affords Fielding a playful occasion for exposing and ridiculing the practical shortcomings of traditional moral codes grounded in bodily discipline or abstract reasoning (the former, embodied by the violent clergyman, Thwackum; the latter, by the hypocritical philosopher, Square). On the other hand, Fielding stresses that Tom’s “natural” inclination for “Gallantry” is indissociable from his “open” and “generous” disposition.73 And on a broader level, Tom’s character represents a flesh-and-blood manifestation of the moral sensibility that governs the novel as a whole. As early as the novel’s dedication, Fielding recommends the vigorous “Pursuit” of the “Beauty of Virtue,” whose “naked Charms” promise to inspire a guiltless, morally edifying love as well as to promote a reader’s “true”—as opposed to selfish—“Interest.”74 In Fielding’s estimation, male heterosexual desire infuses morality with vitality, and in turn, morality legitimates the occasional but necessary excesses of desire. And finally, through the concept of “good nature,” the novel celebrates the union of passion and generosity—a desire for womankind and a concern for humankind—in a sentimental heart such as Tom’s.

		

OEBPS/OEBPS/image/Infinity_symbol.jpg





OEBPS/cover.jpeg
TRANSITS

KT :
Making Love
Sentiment and Sexuality
in Eighteenth-Century British Literature

PAUL KELLEHER





OEBPS/OEBPS/image/BUP_logo.jpg





