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Introduction: Sharing with Our Neighbors
DEIDRE LYNCH

[H]er faithful followers . . . do not want to share their
pleasure with their neighbours. It is too intimate and
too individual.

(Agnes Repplier, 1931)

It is possible to say of Jane Austen, as perhaps we can say
of no other writer, that the opinions which arc held of
her work are almost as interesting, and almost as
important to think about, as the work itself.

(Lionel Trilling, 1957)

Whose Austen?

Were Lionel Trilling alive today, he might be forgiven for deciding that
there were too many opinions of Austen’s work to “think about.” At
the end of the millennium the evidence for Austen’s appeal is plentiful.
Through the 1990s opinions of Austen’s novels and of Austen herself
have been tendered in a staggeringly various array of venues. And denizens
of the English literature classroom are far from monopolizing the conver-
sation.

The newspaper article reporting the formation of the Connecticut
Chapter of the Jane Austen Society of North America tells interested par-
ties to arrive at the first meeting prepared to vote for their favorite Austen
character and then suggests that persons who see themselves as “expert
lecturers” had better stay away: “This attracts readers, not academics.”
The World Wide Web is another place one is likely to encounter a defini-
tion of “reading” that, like that of the Connecticut Chapter, challenges
the prerogatives customarily claimed by those of us who assign it. Multi-
ple discussion groups convene on the Internet in order to trade observa-
tions about Austen’s characterization and themes as well to keep tabs on
the ever-more-numerous adaptations and sequels that replay or prolong
her stories. To visit, for example, the particular corner of cyberspace occu-
pied by “the Republic of Pemberley” is quickly to realize that the work
of interpreting Great Books and of adjudicating between their acceptable
and unacceptable appropriations goes on in forums besides those admin-
istered by professional scholars and journalists. And, indeed, as its witty
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toponym suggests, this republic—a host site that welcomes the “huddled
masses” and adheres unapologetically to a “matriarchal” form of “gover-
nance”—may come closer than either the university or the press can to
implementing the democratic potential of the eighteenth century’s re-
public of letters.!

Visitors to that Pemberley do not suffer from any shortage of topics for
conversation. (In this they differ from Elizabeth Bennet and her relations,
visitors to the original Pemberley who are somewhat daunted both by its
master’s presence and by anxiety over the seeming impropriety of their
visit.) Right now, Austen’s admirers have an Austen Boom to discuss—
still. Consider—to linger with the electronic media—the numerous inter-
pretations of her work proposed by the recent movie and television adapta-
tions (Patricia Rozema’s film adaptation of Mansfield Park, relcased by
Miramax in late 1999, Andrew Davies’s serial Pride and Prejudice [ A&E/
BBC, 1995], Roger Michell’s telefilm version of Persuasion [BBC/
WGBH, 1995], Ang Lee and Emma Thompson’s film of Sense and Sensi-
bility[1995], and three Emmas, if one adds Amy Heckerling’s film Clueless
[1995] to Doug McGrath’s film Emma [1996] and the ITV /A&E adapta-
tion of the novel [1996]). And should we opt, following Trilling’s lead,
to move on from the works and trace the opinions held about Austen
herself, we must now do more than engage the latest biographies (by
Claire Tomalin, David Nokes, and Valerie Grosvenor Myer). We must also
take into account Stephanie Barron’s putative discovery of a certain “Jane
Austen, Detective,” a cross-dressed Regency Sherlock Holmes who has to
date exercised her crime-busting skills in three mystery novels: Austen’s
reappearance in the guise of a detective, a character type who may be re-
vived repeatedly to investigate case after case in a series that postpones
closure indefinitely, in itself testifies to Austenians’ desire to keep talking.
Assessment of that talk might appropriately consider the debates spurred
in 1997 and 1998 by Helen Ficlding’s The Diary of Bridget Jones, a mod-
ernized Pride and Prejudice that made headlines for (as several feminists
noted ruefully) the ostensibly postfeminist terms in which it also managed
to revive “the marriage plot.” Perhaps an assessment of Austen’s contem-
porary reception should also acknowledge—although this evidence file is
already overflowing—the popular acclaim granted of late to the ostenta-
tiously Austen-inflected Aubrey-Maturin novels. Setting the twenty ad-
venture yarns in his series aboard the ships of the navy in which Austen’s
brothers served, Patrick O’Brian transports Austen’s novels of manners
into the war zone.

It has been hard to get out of earshot of all of this talk of Jane Austen.
Who hasn’t tired lately of all the rip-offs of her good lines? The Economist
recently gave the headline “Pride and Petroleum” to an article about a
possible “match” between Mitsubishi and Volvo; the latter, if Austen had
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written about European car companies, “would surely have been her fa-
vorite character.” .

And yet at the same time that this talk engrosses growing numbcrsj of
readers, and even those who, preferring the cineplex, rc_fram from reading
altogether, there continue (as several contributors to this volume observe)
to be a worrying number of propositions about the woman and her works
that get to count as gospel truth. The Austenmania mamfcstcd nowadays
by Hollywood studios, television networks, and_thc publishers of S{':qLI(.:IS
is motivated, we are often told, by their faith in her broad commercial
appeal—their sense, that is, that, ever the well-mannered l:%dy, ‘]am:: Austen
is “safe.” Where Austen is concerned, not only do these institutions i.’ccl
sure of getting a return on their monetary investment. 'Thcrc is a rpatchmg
certainty that she and her works present few interpretive or political chal-
lenges, that the culture has already got her number.

However, to scrutinize a little more closely what people do and have
done with Austen’s books quickly leads us away from the hackneyed trths
(“universally acknowledged”) that make up much of the current 'Austcman
punditry. Committed to such scrutiny, the essays on reception history that
are collected here work together, although not always in perfect harmony,
in order to interrogate just how much there really is that can “safcly’.’ be
said about the nature of these works or their influence—or, by extension,
about the status of the novel, about the category of womcx?’s writing,
about the politics of realism, or even about the relationship between
“great books” and greatly liked books. .

Janeites: Austen’s Disciples and Devotees is gencratfad out of thrc'c prem-
ises. The contributors to this anthology concur with Lionel Trilling in
perceiving something “interesting and important” in the record of adap-
tations, reviews, rewritings, and appreciations of Austen that have accumu-
lated in the almost 190 years since her publication of Sense and k'Se:nszbfhty
The second assumption we make is that there are more productive t-hmgs
to do with this record than to adjudicate between faithful and unfaithful
readings. To concentrate on whether the meanings of the novels }.mvc been
“misrepresented,” by either Austen’s admirers or her dcc_ractors, is to defer
more interesting if more difficult questions: about the divcr_sc frameworks
within which audiences have claimed interpretive authority over those
meanings; about the varying motives audiences have had for valuing the
novels and for identifying with or repudiating Austen’s example; fibout
the divergent uses to which such alternative Auste_ns hav‘c been putin the
literary system and the culture at large. For profcssu?nal %1tera.ry historians,
approaching the reception history with these questions in mind, acknowl-
edging that the cultural Jane Austen has been a crossover phcnomcnfm,
and acknowledging that Austenmania straddles the divides between high
and low culture, and between the canon and the cineplex, can be hum-
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bling experiences. We are reminded that we are far from having exclusive
title to the real Jane Austen. Popular appropriations have on occasion pre-
empted academic criticism in recovering aspects of Austen’s works that
our professional protocols—for instance, our narratives about the novel’s
“rise” or our habit of slicing up literary history into eighteenth-century,
Romantic, and Victorian slices—may occlude from view.?

The third premise informing this collection concerns the prior readings
that intervene between contemporary approaches to Austen’s texts and
the Regency context in which she produced them. This collection argues
quite strenuously for the significance of past appropriations of Austen,
often discovering, in the past, evidence for a less gentle Jane than the one
we have encountered of late. For other decades knew an Austen whose
status as a safe subject was less than self-evident. There is a considerable
contrast, for example, between the idealization of the country village
(Meryton and Highbury) that features prominently in the modes of Aus-
ten loving which occupied the late Victorians and the idealization of the
great house (Pemberley and Donwell Abbey) that draws audiences into
the cinema and then onto National Trust properties a hundred years on.*
Itis thatkind of tension between alternative Austens—between the histor-
ical conditions in which these alternatives are produced and between the
dominant fictions of Englishness and of home by which each is inflected—
that makes inquiry into readerships and their readings productive and po-
litically pertinent. Through acquaintance with earlier reading practices,
we learn the limitations of our own. The orientation toward the past that
marks this collection should not therefore be condemned as testimony to
our nostalgia (a term too readily used to malign Austen’s admirers); rather,
it evidences our desire to reactivate the past in ways that empower us to
revise the future.

As it implements the alliance of cultural studies and cultural history I
invoke above, this book unfolds in a roughly chronological way, moving
forward from accounts of Austen’s earliest readers, to the late nineteenth
century, the era of high modernism, and the American 1960s, and then
to the two contemporary ways of talking about Jane Austen that are placed
in juxtaposition by our concluding chapters: on the one hand, those of
television and the cineplex and, on the other, those that also involve our
talk, within university literature departments, about empire and postcolo-
niality. One point Janeites makes is that the path which takes us from our
early-nineteenth-century starting point to the present conjuncture—a
moment when cultural continuity seems challenged both by new modes
of global cultural relationships and by new communications technologies
that marginalize traditional uses of print—is perhaps less smooth than we
have acknowledged. Following that path, we encounter challenges, in the
form of issues, particularly those surrounding sexuality and race, that we
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didn’t expect to confront, and in the form of company (the belated Deca-
dent Ronald Firbank; servants who use blackmail to take a class revenge
on their employers; Scarlett O’Hara) that we didn’t think we would keep.
Contemporary scholarship has demonstrated just how hard conservatives
have had to work at their mythologizing in order to depict Austen’s classic
novels as products of an era of classicism, “a world that seems to have been
the same from everlasting to everlasting, . . . a kind of ideal centre of calm
which was conceived, and for a time . . . actually realised by the eighteenth
century.”® We certainly see ourselves as following the lead of recent femi-
nist and cultural materialist work on Revolutionary-era and Regency his-
tory. But there can also be something misguided, and equally wishful,
about the historicist privileging of the originary moment-of a text’s pro-
duction. Or there can be if that privileging involves the notion that “the
values and insights of literary texts are fully actualized at the moment
of their creation,” if it means proceeding as-if two centuries’ worth of
reproductions of Austen do not themselves count as history.® The very
diversity of the representations reported on by this anthology signals our
determination to do otherwise. It is now time to put not only Austen
herself but also our readings of her back into the fray.

Austen and the Literary Canon; or, The Bard in Petticoats

And fray there is. Calling attention to the “interesting and important”
dimensions of her reception history, Lionel Trilling omits (but only ini-
tially) reference to its disputatiousness. Yet if we wish to find other things
to “say of Jane Austen” that could be said of “no other writer,” we might
do well to consider the vehemence of the partisanship that her life and
works inspire (we are dealing with true love, not mere admiration), and,
as the counterpart to such devotion, the equally passionate expressions of
acrimony they can provoke (the very writers whom we might reasonably
decide to classify as Austen’s disciples are capable of switching abruptly
from emulation to resentment). We should turn to the contentiousness
that surrounds Austen’s popularity—and, correspondingly, to the apolo-
getic murmurs that are the background noise to many discussions of her
canonicity. Are there any other writers who have seemed so vulnerable to
being loved by so many in so wrongheaded a way? Repeatedly over the
last 190 years, certain admirers of her novels have seen fit to depreciate
the motives and modes of every one else’s admiration. Indeed, a custom-
ary method of establishing one’s credentials as a reader of Austen has been
to regret that others simply will insist on liking her in inappropriate ways.
With some regularity, other people’s admiration is disrespectful, based on
a misreading, or embarrassingly hyperbolic (given the humble pretensions
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and canon; our schemes for segregating the literary from the popular—
seem strange and skewed.!?

So, scrutinizing the designation of Austen as a “prose Shakespeare,” a
commonplace since Archbishop Whately and Thomas Babington Ma-
caulay offered accolades to Austen in the early nineteenth century, we
might do well to remark the distinction between the kinds of canonicity
that a Bard and an Austen can claim—even though the account of the
cultural Jane Austen that this anthology proffers has as its inspiration re-
cent cultural studies of Shakespeare’s multiple functions as folk hero, En-
glish export industry, cult object and tutelary deity. On the testimony of
those studies, there are few signs in Shakespeare’s reception history of any
counterpart to the disputatiousness that distinguishes Austen’s. As I have
indicated, the popularity or, worse still, the marketability of the novels
has represented a problem for some custodians of Austen’s reputation.!?
As the disputes about how best to like Austen and the ideas about rescuing
her suggest, popularity and marketability appear in some way to threaten
Austen’s canonicity. Their being greatly liked compromises the novels’
status as Great Books.

In fact, it may be that the complaints against those who read Austen
outside the disciplinary and disciplined parameters of the literary tradition
are spurred by something more than the perception that the others’ love
goes beyond those “proper confines.” The complaints may also draw on
t?uc complainants’ private conviction that what the ravening and unwit-
ting fan gets in Austen’s works is in fact Great Books Lite, the output of
a lad'y amateur, not of a “conscious literary artificer.” In their concern over
the impropriety and extravagance of the pleasures other readers find in
the works, the most zealous defenders of the novels sometimes seem to
signal that they might not be so classic after all.*

Shakespeare fans, we should note, can act like fans, parade through
Stratford-upon-Avon every April 23rd sporting sprigs of rosemary, and
not put at risk the plays’ claims to be taken seriously. No one, it seems
feels compelled to take this cult audience to task for their excesses anci
thc.ir failure to blush over them. But numerous readers of Austen have
cnl@tcd her in projects of cultural intimidation and regulation, making
her into the knuckle-rapping schoolmistress of English letters. The novels
are not simply safz reading, then, but in this guise a kind of boot camp.
The roles Austen has been assigned often involve her teaching the reader
and/or would-be writer a lesson, about morality, about linguistic propri-
ety, or even about the renunciation of literary ambition. She chooses her
words carefully. Ske knows her place. (These portraits of Austen as peda-
gogue are scrutinized by many contributors to this collection—Mary Ann
O’Farrell, for instance, when she revisits the George Henry Lewes—Char-
lotte Bronté debate about Austen’s merits and demerits; Katie Trumpener,
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when she shows us a proprietary Edmund Wilson administering Austen’s
female fans a lesson in how the “art” that she practiced transcended com-
mon feminine concerns with “emotion” and “gossip”; William Galperin,
when he traces how the reality effects of Austen’s fiction, initially perceived
as anarchic and even surreal, were reinvented by the Victorians as a norma-
tive, regulatory realism.) When a commentator like D. W. Harding asserts
that Austen would be embarrassed by how she is being read, he is intimat-
ing just how mortifying it would be for us in our turn should we be ex-
posed as bad pupils to her lessons.!®
Those who claim custody of the real Austen have had one other ap-
proach to opt for when coping with the popularity of the novels—with
the idea that people with motives and values unlike “our” own read her
too, people who might be, variously, lay readers or working-class readers
or Americans. In the past many commentators have chosen to deny the
existence of a general audience for the works (a move more difficult to
pull off now). That denial has spirited away much conflict. It allays the
anxiety provoked when the mass production of the tokens of elite culture
threatens to undo their elite cachet. Over the last century and a half much
has been invested in the premise that the appreciation of Austen’s excel-
lence is a minority taste. Within this scheme, the novels—by someone
who was herself, it is stressed, a member of select society—are said to
appear tame and commonplace to “the multitude” (this, according to J.
E. Austen-Leigh in the Memoir of his aunt he published in 1870); the
novels’ virtues are “of an unobtrusive kind, shunning the glare of popu-
larity” (or so George Henry Lewes concluded in 1859, tacitly reassuring
the reader that such modesty was among the authoress’s virtues too);
unlike Dickens (or so Sheila Kaye-Smith asserted in 1943), Austen “exerts
no mass appeal.”¢
Introducing the second volume of his invaluable Jane Austen: The Criti-
cal Heritage (1987), B. C. Southam demonstrates how this refrain has
been picked up by one Austen commentator after another. He reveals just
how shameless these efforts to turn Austen’s works into caviar for the
deserving few can be. In the hothouse atmosphere of these commentaries,
Austen’s popularity is a function of her not being popular. Hence Agnes
Repplier’s half reassuring, half sarcastic assertion that “Jane is not for all
markets.”” One should not, of course, disregard the attractions of hot-
house atmospheres. Surveying Austen’s reception, we can discern the out-
lines of a sort of history of homemaking, in which, time after time, a spirit
of clubbability is ascribed to the novels and then celebrated for how it
knits tight-knit family circles tighter, or for how it sponsors fellowship in
tight places—among them, as Claudia L. Johnson suggests here, the tight
place of the closet. (Even the nation-state can be scaled down to the di-
mensions of a snug home, if one imagines, as, for instance, Anne Thackeray
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14 LYNCH

lantly pin onto his own lapel.? It is worth noting the contrast with con-
temporary codes of scholarly conduct, which would warn the career-con-
§cious critic against letting the wrong people know of her desire to, for
instance, wear Regency costume and dance at a Jane Austen Literary Ball.
Austen is a safe subject, but in the academy Saintsbury’s high-camp style
of Janeiteism is high-risk behavior,

The term “Janeite” is also one of a kind. Has the given name of any
oth.er writer been made into an epithet like this one? “Shakespearean” or
“Dickensian” operate differently. Those labels belong to a chillier idiom.
Neither intimates, as “Janeite” does, a reading situation in which writer
and fan will be on a first-name basis.

Then, too, “Janeite” works, as corresponding terms do not, to highlight
the author’s gender and to imply that the reader’s is the same. The inti-
macy of the reading situation the epithet evokes is enhanced by the sugges-
tion that Jane and the Janeite share their gender and more: lately, indeed,
some of the annoyance critics express when confronting the spectacle of
Janeiteism seems motivated by their suspicion that the novels provide cul-
tural spaces where we girls can all be girls together. But it is worth linger-
ing over the fact that it is George Saintsbury who represents the first self-
confessed Janeite, and that it is the artillery officers in Rudyard Kipling’s
1926 short story who model the most celebrated examples of Janeite zeal-
otry and esprit de corps. These examples pose a challenge to what contem-
porary common sense would make of “Janeite.” They undermine current
dogma about the gendering of Austen’s appeal. And, in the same way,
when Kipling’s Janeites take Austen out of the Home Counties and into
the trenches, and when, more recently, Patrick O’Brian makes the conver-
sational skills and ways of killing time that her characters hone in drawing
rooms into survival skills for Royal Navy officers, they violate what our
culture thinks it knows about Austen’s relation to public history.

Careless of Austen’s safety, Kipling and O’Brian transport her into the
theater of war and so exemplify Trilling’s assertion that love for Austen is
f)&cn carried (and carries her and her novels) beyond the proper confines:
in this case, outside the private sphere, and beyond the limits of women’s
writing and domestic fiction. The examination of Austen’s readerships and
readings that Jamestes: Austen’s Disciples and Devotees aims to initiate, an
examination that ranges widely and does not respect unduly the borders
of periodization or the boundaries between academic writing and other

ways of talking about Jane Austen, will result in these sorts of displace-
ments. Our common desire in this project is, to reiterate, to make it harder
to assign (or consign) Austen to her proper place.

We emphasize accordingly moments when readers’ responses to Austen
have been shaped by and have shaped their responses to issues of public
concern: war, for instance; or the rise of mass literacy in the nineteenth
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century and the appearance onto the cultural stage of new classes of read-
ers and new ways of settling the boundaries between education, govern-
ment, and popular culture. If that turn to history reveals Austen’s audi-
ences, like Austen herself, as a more worldly set, more tough-minded and
even pugnacious, than is sometimes rumored, and if it has revealed to us,
in addition, the ways in which our own readings of and trysts with Austen
are likewise implicated in processes of social contestation, this does not
discount the tributes numerous readers have paid to the Austen novel’s
power to send them home from the world. The Austen novel can make
itself into our space of privacy, a power that accounts for recurrent refer-
ences to its “perfect . . . village geography,” to its modeling of knowable
communities (“chat rooms” that preexist the Internet) and of ordinary,
comfortable familiarity. Repeatedly in the history of Austen’s audiences,
the act of commodity exchange that is the act of reading is converted into
something more tender. Arthur Ransome’s 1909 verdict on the Austen
novel—¢it would almost seem to be written in a letter to the reader”*—
still rings true. The tricky dimension of writing about the history of Aus-
ten’s reception is, then, how it tugs the writer in two directions, not only
toward the public domain but also toward the spaces of intimacy, where
Austen, as the confidante who knows and forgives our hidden desires and
dislikes, has allowed our love. What this collection of essays finally pro-
poses, though, is this: even when we turn from Austen’s presence in the
collective mind to the myriad ways in which involvement with her has
given individuals a template for emotional life, we can expect to encounter

fracas.

“More Talk of Jane Austen”

It makes sense, accordingly, that the essays which open Janeizes: Austen’s
Disciples and Devotees direct our attention at the outset to what I just
described as the risky business of Janeiteism. In “The Divine Miss Jane:
Jane Austen, Janeites, and the Discipline of Novel Studies,” Claudia L.
Johnson highlights the confirmed bachelorhood and clubbability Kipling
ascribed to his Janeites, alongside the high camp of the real-life Oxbridge
gentlemen who in the early decades of this century declared themselves
Austen’s admirers, in order to recover a nonnormative tradition of reading
that recent Austen scholars have forgotten. One outcome of the profes-
sionalization of novel studies that occurred in the 1940s and 1950s is that
now there appears to be little doubt about the kind of congress Austenian
reading promotes. But the fact that accounts of her conservative commit-
ment to “the marriage plot” and to so-called adult sexuality remain ortho-
doxy in academic discussion has much to do, Johnson argues, with the
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20 LYNCH

boundaries of the novel’s world. But Said’s historicism grants little in the
way of a historical consciousness to Austen herself; in his view, her partici-
pation in public issues was unwitting, her complicity in imperialism auto-
matic. Said’s refusal to wonder about whether Austen was at home in the
stately home—and his readers’ readiness to embrace his assertion that she
was—suggests something about the gendered logic that informs the proj-
ect of postcolonial theory as Culture and Imperialism, a primer for the
field, defines it. To make Austen an emblem of empire is to feminize the
imperial powers and resecure the masculinity of the oppressed.

And why do this with Austen? There are intersections between Fraiman’s
essay and the essay that provides Janeites with its starting point: Johnson’s
discussion of Austen’s usefulness for that middle-class professorate who
affirmed their expertise by reappropriating Austen from Bloomsbury and
from an effete aristocracy—who didn’t just professionalize but simultane-
ously remasculinized novel reading. Apparently one reason that critics,
then and now, center their narratives on Austen is that they rely on her to
set gender and sexuality straight. (Whether this is because Austen’s atti-
tude to such matters is so evident or so opaque—whether this is a case
9f sparing the critic the work of interpretation or setting the critic an
interpretive challenge—is itself open to question.) On the testimony of
this anthology, there are, of course, numerous other reasons why Austen
particularly must be the heroine (or villainess) of the stories that readers
tell about their relations to the literary tradition or to house and home
and nation and history, and why they so often adopt the example of her
novels in order to do that telling. She is inside the pantheon of Western
cul.turc, a major fact, as F. R. Leavis wrote, in the background of other
writers, and yet off-center—as the essays that follow emphasize—with re-
spect to the culture’s dominant narratives about literary influence and
literary periods, about what realism is and does to us, about the relations
of classic literature and popular culture. Such anomalousness may also be
an aspect of what keeps us reading.

. A reader of Austen, Lionel Trilling wrote, “is required to make no mere
literary judgment but a decision about his own character and personality,
and about his relation to society and all of life,”6 Trilling is right, but—
as if he were hyperconscious of the novels® classic status—his tone is por-
tentous. His Austen is the intimidating schoolteacher, a hard taskmistress.
In the place of his exhortation to duty, let us substitute Miss Bates’s de-
scription of a reader’s love: “such a pleasure to her—a letter from Jane—
that she can never hear it enough!” (157).
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1. Susan M. Braden, “Local Jane-ites: Taking a Turn around the Parlor with
Austen,” Shore Line Times, 21 April 1999, “Second Section: Out & About,” 1.
The Republic of Pemberley may be visited at www.pemberley.com.

2. “Pride and Petroleum,” Economist, 30 March 1996, 58.

3. Roger Sales proposes, similarly, that academic critics have something to learn
from popular representations of Austen and of the Regency (which counts as a
“period” in popular memory, as Regency romances, fashions for “empire-waist”
dresses, and interior decoration all suggest, but has no comparable standing for
the academic discipline of English studies). See his introduction to Jane Austen
and Representations of Regency England (London: Routledge, 1994; rev. ed.,
1996).

Practitioners of Shakespeare studies have a better track record than Austen
scholars do when it comes to coping with the mobility of the figure whom they
study. The readiness of many of these scholars to admit that Shakespeare (like
Austen) is wont to move off the pedestal or out of the ivory tower in which the
institutions of high culture and higher learning place him has made their work a
source of inspiration for this volume. Particularly useful accounts of the cultural
Shakespeare may be found in Graham Holderness, ed., The Shakespeare Myth(Man-
chester: Manchester University Press, 1988); Michael D. Bristol, Shakespeare’s
America, America’s Shakespeare (New York: Routledge, 1990) and his Big-Time
Shakespeare (New York: Routledge, 1996); Michael Dobson, The Making of the

National Poct: Shakespeare, Adaptation, and Authorship, 1660-1769 (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1992).

4. For an example of how the Regency country house represents the sort of
picture of perfection for which we postmoderns should now read Austen, see Susan
Watkins’s preface to Jane Austen in Style, corrected ed. (New York: Thames and
Hudson, 1996): “Here we will see how the country gentry lived—in an ambience
of cultivated politeness. . . . We will also see where they lived, the aesthetic perfec-
tion of the English country house crowning an almost cqually perfect landscape”
(7; emphasis in the original). Here, by contrast, is Margaret Oliphant praising the
“perfect piece of village geography” that she finds in Emma, in her 1870 Black-
wood’s Edinburgh Magazine essay “Miss Austen and Miss Mitford”: “Highbury,
with Ford’s shop in the High Street, and Miss Bates’s rooms opposite . . . with
windows from which you can see all that is going on. . . . And the vicarage lane at
one end of the town, . . . where the young vicar from his study can see the good
ladies passing. . . . Nothing could be more easy than to make a map of it, with
indications where the London road strikes off, and by which turning Frank
Churchill, on his tired horse, will come from Richmond. We know it as well as if
we had lived there all our lives, and visited Miss Bates every day” (304). See also
Constance Hill, Jane Austen: Her Homes and Her Friends (London and New York:
John Lane, 1902), which quotes this passage of Oliphant’s at length.

5. Paul Elmer More, review of Jane Austen: Her Life and Letters: A Family
Record (1913), quoted in Southam 1987, 2:86.
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6. I quote from Michael D. Bristol’s helpful riposte to these purist arguments:
see Big-Time Shakespeare, 17.

7. Lionel Trilling, “ Emma and the Legend of Jane Austen,” reprinted in Beyond
Culture: Essays on Literature and Learning (New York: Viking, 1965), 31; D. W.
Harding, “Regulated Hatred: An Aspect of the Work of Jane Austen,” reprinted
in Jane Austen: A Critical Companion, ed. Ian Watt (Englewood Cliffs, N.].: Pren-
tice-Hall, 1963), 167.

8. Louis Menand, “What Jane Austen Doesn’t Tell Us,” New York Review of
Books 43, no. 2 (1 February 1996): 15; Boyd Tonkin, “Emma,” New Statesman,
13 September 1996, 39. I encountered the not-so-quaintly sexist phrase “frilly
bonnet brigade” in Facets Features, February/March 1997, n.p., which attributes
this label for fans of heritage cinema to British theater managers.

9. Compare Judy Simons’s observation that “Austenmania both restores and
distorts the reputation of the literary classic as a signifier of culrural value”: “Clas-
sics and Trash: Reading Austen in the 1990s,” Women’s Writing 5, no. 1 (1998):
27-28.

10. I quote John Simon’s recent version of the portrait of Austen as an envious
spinster: see “Emma without Emma,” National Review, 14 October 1996, 87.
Simon, who takes pains to show that his remarks are authorized by the scholarly
tradition, quotes Harding’s “Regulated Hatred.” His account of Austen might
also be compared to the one on offer in Marvin Mudrick’s Jane Austen: Irony as
Defense and Discovery (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1952).

11. For critics offering to marry Austen, see, most recently, Richard A. Blake,
“Plain Jane,” America, 9 March 1996, 21: “Ours will be a tryst for the ages!”
John Halperin betrays much anxiety about setting the record straight when, re-
sponding to a comment on the paucity of Austen’s attachments that is made in
Austen-Leigh’s Memoir, construing “attachment” as a term applicable to hetero-
sexual relations exclusively, he ends the title essay of Jane Austen’s Lovers with a
roll call of the names of the eligible men (a dozen, all told) to whom Austen may
have felt “attached” (Jane Austen’s Lovers and Other Studies in Fiction and History
from Austen to le Carr [London: Macmillan, 1988], 24-25). Talk of Jane Austen
has provided male commentators with a cultural space for exercising the preroga-
tive defining them as men: the prerogative of doing the asking. The marriage
proposal is an abiding feature of the critical tradition, though W. D. Howells
admits of Fanny Price that he is “quite willing Edmund Bertram should have her
in the end” (Heroines of Fiction, 2 vols. [New York: Harper & Brothers, 1901],
1:77).

12. Compare what Brenda R. Silver says about how popular representations of
Virginia Woolf disrupt the boundary between high and low culture: “The bound-
ary . . . mapped by Andreas Huyssen in his study of ‘Mass Culture as Modernism’s
Other’ that divides modernism, high culture, and maleness . . . on the one side,
from women . .. and mass culture on the other, is a boundary that shivers and
dissolves when you introduce an actual woman, Virginia Woolf, and not generic
‘Woman’ or ‘the feminine” into the picture” (“Mis-fits: The Monstrous Union of
Virginia Woolf and Marilyn Monroe,” Discourse 16, no. 1 [fall 1993]: 95). Silver
draws on Andreas Huyssen’s “Mass Culture as Woman: Modernism’s Other,” first
published in Studies in Entertainment: Critical Approaches to Mass Culture, ed.
Tania Modleski (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1986), 188-207.
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13. Another, comparable problem, as Judy Simons notes (“Classics and Trash,”
30-31), is Austen’s obvious reluctance to polarize “classics” and “trash” as rigor-
ously as modern scholars would like her to: Austen shamelessly enjoyed novels like
Mrs. S. Sykes’s Mazgiana or Widdrington Tower (1808) and Rachel Hunter’s Lady
Maclairn, the Victim of Villainy (1806) (see Jane Austen’s Letters, ed. Deirdre Le
Faye [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995], 10-11 January 1809, 164; 29-31
October 1812, 195). Many women writers, conscious of the gendering of these
categories, have been more interested in collapsing the boundaries that separate
the literary and the popular than in policing them.

14. E. V. Lucas distinguished Austen from “conscious literary artificers” in
1900 as he introduced a new edition of Pride and Prejudice: quoted in Southam
1987, 2:28. As Claudia L. Johnson observes in the preface to Jane Austen: Women,
Politics, and the Novel (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988), Austen “has
been admitted into the canon on terms which cast doubt on her qualifications for
entry and which ensure that her continued presence there be regarded as an act of
gallantry” (xiv). Some of the hostility to the current Austenmania seems to bear
out the continuing relevance of Woolf’s insights into the gender politics of canon-
ization: “This is an important book, the critic assumes, because it deals with war.
This is an insignificant book because it deals with the feelings of women in a draw-
ing-room” (A Room of One’s Own and Three Guineas, ed. Morag Shiach [Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1992], 96).

15. In thinking about the centrality that the emotion of embarrassment has in
the literary system, I have been aided by Joseph Litvak’s Strange Gourmets: Sophisti-
cation, Theory, and the Novel (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1997), and
Mary Ann O’Farrell’s discussion of Austen in Telling Complexions: The Nz:nztsenth-
Century English Novel and the Blush (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press,
1997).

16.) J. E. Austen-Leigh, A Memoir of Jane Austen, appendix to Jane Austen,
Persuasion (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1965), 361; George Henry Lewes, “The
Novels of Jane Austen,” Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine 86 (July 1859), antholo-
gized Southam 1968, 150; Sheila Kaye-Smith in Sheila Kaye-Smith and G. B.
Stern, Talking of Jane Austen (London: Cassell, 1943; published in the U. S. as
Speaking of Jane Austen), 5.

17. Agnes Repplier, review of Jane Austen by R. Brimley Johnson, Common-
weal, 13 May 1931, in Southam 1987, 2:214. The continuation of this passage
supplies me with my first epigraph.

18. Here is Anne Thackeray Ritchie’s opening to her discussion of Regency-
period women writers, A Book of Sibyls (London: Smith, Elder, & Co., 1883): “Not
long ago, a party of friends were sitting at luncheon in a suburb of London, when
one of them happened to make some reference to Maple Grove and Selina, and to
ask in what county of England Maple Grove was situated. Everybody had a theory”
(v). If you, embarrassed reader, don’t know to consult your copy of Emma, there
to be reminded that Maple Grove is the name of the former stomping grounds of
Augusta Elton, and that Selina is the name of Mrs. E.’s well-to-do sister, then you
are like the touring Frenchman who has found his hapless way into this cozy com-
pany of initiates.

For Jancite fellowship and friendship, sec Mary Ann O’Farrell’s and Claudia L.
Johnson’s essays in this volume. Laura Fairchild Brodic has also discussed the ways



