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INTRODUCTION “SHE HAD POWER IN HER PURITY” FEMINIS T
POTENTIAL AND INTERTEXTUALITY IN 1895 !

In 1939, Virginia Woolf describes her battles “wigh certain phantom,” with
shadows like those that suppressed female sexilit§95 (58). She explains that she
has finally killed The Angel of the Househe ghost whose shadow is reminiscent of the
“chief beauty” of womanhood: Purity (59). Woolf heas that she must catch this
phantom “by the throat” if she wants to expresse“inuth about human relations,

morality, sex” because “all these questions, adogrtb the Angel of the House, cannot

! In The Woman Who Didhe narrator describes Herminia’s mission: “She jpader in her purity to raise
his nature [Alan’s] for a time to something appteeat her own high level” (32). See page 45 for an
analysis of this quotation.

?In referencing “The Angel in the House,” | am refieg most generally to the iconic Victorian image o
femininity as featured in Coventry Patmore’s 18%4rative poem. In Victorian literature and arte th
woman who embodied this “Angelic” feminine ideal $$ereotyped as a saintly, passive, selfless,
submissive, pure, and sexless wife and mother. iBhthe depiction of ideal womanhood that Richard
Altick explores in the foundational text of Victari studied/ictorian People and Ideas: A Companion for
the Modern Reader of Victorian Literatu(@973). Altick argues that “convention dictatedigorously
stereotyped personality” for the middle-class wonfahe was The Angel in the House, to borrow frdw t
titte of Coventry Patmore’s hugely popular vergifipraise of domestic sainthood and the mysticah- no
fleshly institution of marriage” (53). Altick ackmdedges that many “leading novels” of the period
challenged this womanly ideal through literary iragf “the nonconforming woman”; nonetheless, this
“revered cluster of Victorian domestic virtues smhas a norm” for which “writers frequently mountad
outright or covert attack on the unrealities andveesions of the prevailing womanly ideal, the mgth
domestic accommodation and tranquility” (56).Woman and the Demon: The Life of a Victorian Myth
(1982), Nina Auerbach notes that the Victorian Anigemuch different from the “traditional” mascuéin
angel of the Romantic Period: “As heir to thigdition, the Victorian angel in the house seemszaroé
object of worship, both in her virtuous femininityith its inherent limitations—she can exist onlythin

the family, while masculine angels existed everywhein the immobilization that the phrase suggests”
(70). The Angel of the House that resonates invikseorian period “is defined by her boundaries,tahis
within the domestic sphere that she becomes “thececof order” (Auerbach 71). As Auerbach points ou
the mythical Angel has many guises (much like ttegdry figure of the New Woman), and this construc
can be both empowering and oppressive. In “Nobodyigels: Domestic Ideology and Middle-Class
Women in the Victorian Novel” (1992), Elizabeth Iggand further develops this nuanced perception of
The Angel by focusing on “the intersection of classl gender ideologies in a Victorian icon—the ‘Ahg
in the House,™ in order to argue that “the wifeetpresiding hearth angel of Victorian social myttually
performed a more significant and extensive econcamid¢ political function than is usually perceived”
(290-291). Langland also argues that “the portoditmiddle class women” in the Victorian period is
complex and that many Victorian writers challengd® monolithic image of The Angel through
representations of femininity that were “less coaigsed, imprisoned, and passive than the victimetized

in conventional gender-inflected interpretation808). Building on these studies which recognize th
complex perceptions of the Victorian Angel, | idéntthe first-wave feminist projection of ideal
womanhood as “the angel,” a designator which sugdbat the late-nineteenth century feminine carstr

is still very much rooted in the moral and sexuahdards of The Angel but that it has undergoneesom
revisions.



be dealt with freely and openly by women” (59-6D)e Victorian purity ideologies that
maintained the vitality of The Angel were also mstental in facilitating the possibility
of this murder in that they exposed the limitatiohd he Angel’s wings. Near the end of
the nineteenth century, social-purity feminism ahd New Woman fiction under its
influence attempted to revise or reinvent The Angelorder to promote or present
feminist goals through a reinvented construct dfiective femininity, which | refer to as
the angel Although social purity relied on rather traditinviews of sexuality and
gender—views which feminists today would label aiédl and embarrassing—such
ideas and strategies served as feminist tactitiseaturn of the nineteenth century. The
countless efforts to depict new womanhood shapedldyheories of purity and virtue
reveal a key moment in feminist history becausg taled for a transition in feminist
thought. Before the death of the Angel, women lwatetognize that she was there and
that her presence was tyrannical, and the purpbsieisodissertation is to demonstrate
how the intertextual New Woman novel participatedhis process of exposing the angel

and was therefore integral in redirecting femithstught.

In New Women, New Nov€990), Ann Ardis points out that the conventiofs o
New Woman fiction which “previously have been takas signs of its aesthetic
deficiency” point to the author’'s scheme of purpgsgeining the cultural, political, and
literary conversation of The Woman Question (3he &xplains, “They [the authors of
New Woman novels] do not want to be read singlgeparately; moreover, they choose

not to be silent about the intertextual debate lictvthey participate” (4). One example

3 At the end of this chapter, | provide a more ipittedescription of how | differentiate between “The
Angel” that constructed Victorian ideals of femiitynand the image of “the angel” that pervadedt{irs
wave feminist discourse and New Woman fiction atttirn of the century.



of this intertextual dialogue is clearly illustrdten the direct literary responses to Grant
Allen’s popular New Woman Novdlhe Woman Who Di@L895), most notably through
Victoria Cross’s (Annie Sophie Corf)he Woman Who Didn(also published in 1895 in
Lane’s Keynotes Series) and Lucas Cleeve’s (AdgBna Kingscote)The Woman Who
Wouldn't(1895). The intertextuality of these three New Wamavels is historically and
culturally contextualized in social-purity feminisitihe marriage debate, and the reticent
sexual politics of the late-nineteenth century, amdlate no scholar has examined in
depth and detail the formal commonalities of thibsee texts or their interdiscursive and
intertextual relationship with first-wave feminisiBuilding on Ardis’s premise that New
Woman texts are founded on intertextuality, thiglgtexplores the “intertextual debate”
that develops as a result of the textual, discarsand ideological exchanges among
Allen’s The Woman Who Djdts explicit literary rejoinders of 1895, andsthwave
feminist thought (4). Thus, | will situate thes&ttein a fresh historical context, and | will
develop a critical intertextual project not hitleerundertaken. My exploration of
intertextuality among New Woman writers and othecig-political rivalries for the
discourse of liberation will derive from my analysif these three 1895 novels; however,
in order to analyze thoroughly the interdiscurgivitf these texts, this study is also
informed by a multitude of late-nineteenth centwgntributions to “The Woman
Question,” the marriage debate, and social-puetgihism.

In an 1895 review ofThe Woman Who Digublished inLiberty (Not the
Daughter but the Mother of Ordeijerman Kuehn writeSThe book has great merit as a
stimulus to thought on a question that cries fdutsan, and such a book as “The Woman

Who Did” is not written in vain. It is an integrphart of the Insurgent Literature of our



times, and in the ranks of the rebel troop it isingortant that each volunteer be full six
feet tall” (6). Kuehn’s description here is sigo#dnt because it introduces an initial
framework for understanding the intertextual stuetof the texts in this studyfhe
Woman Who Digan be viewed as an implicit intertext of “Insurgérterature,” and it
also serves as an intertextual point of referendbat it will stimulate more “thought” in
the form of both the explicit and implicit intertsxthat follow (6). Although, as Kuehn
anticipates,The Woman Who Didncouraged many responses which could be identified
as intertexts, | am interested in how it incitee timmediate and explicit literary
responses of Lucas Cleeve and Victoria Cra$® Woman Who Didias published in
February of 1895, and by October, Simpkin, Marshelamilton, Kent & Co. had
published Cleeve’'She Woman Who Wouldnand John Lane published CrosTke
Woman Who Didn’tn Volume 18 of Keynotes Serfestwo more pieces that join the
ranks of “Insurgent Literature” in their attemptstackle the Woman Question through
unconventional critiques of marriage.

The Woman Who Dielicited other direct responses such Rasnch’s “The
Woman Who Wouldn’t Do,” and numerous other indirexgponse3 yet | have limited
the scope of my project to these three novels. Jobw argues that unless a text directly
calls attention to its origin, “the identificatiasf an intertext is an act of interpretation”

(46). My identification ofThe Woman Who Wouldréind The Woman Who Didnas

* John Lane (The Bodley Head) had also publisfteel Woman Who Diith the February of 1895 (Volume
VIII) issue of the Keynotes Series. It instantigchme a popular bestseller and was printed in egmet
editions in 1895 and four more in 1896.

> Many New Woman Novels published after Allen’s abiit into this intertextual web based on their
classification in the New Woman genre. See page Ann Ardis’s New Women New Nove#nd
Appendix E in Ruddik’s 2004 edition dhe Woman Who Dickee “The Man Who Wrote a New Woman
Novel: Grant Allen’sThe Woman Who Didnd the Gendering of New Woman Authorship” (200%) b
Vanessa Warne and Colette Colligan for a thorougtlyais of “The Woman Who Wouldn’t Do” and other
related parodies of Allen’s text.



intertexts derives from both of these approachesoase of the cross-textual references
are literary and overt and others are discursiwk iaterpretative. The repetition of the
phrase “The Woman Who” followed by the transformatiof the verb (Would,
Wouldn't, Didn’t), reference each other in obviomays and thus illustrate intertextuality
in the most general sense of the term. The syntétde paradigm “The Woman Who”
harks back to Allen’s text, and critics of Cleevaisd Cross’s novels repeatedly made
this connection in their reviews. Wolfgang Karresjts that “intertextuality in titles and
mottoes thus not only reproduces bits of earlietstebut also conflicting systems of title
codes, carrying different social and cultural calpi{130). In a series of related titles,
“intertextuality itself,” he argues, “thus becomes product and tool of social
reproduction, reflecting hierarchies in society amgroducing them at the same time”
(130).

In this way, Karrer suggests that even seemingbrtoexamples of intertextual
devices are subject to various degrees of inteapogt Karrer points out that intertextual
titles often reveal a hierarchical relationshipwetn the first title and the subsequent
tittes which reproduce or transform the originalthugh his framework does not take
authorship and gender into account, it is appatieat in this hierarchical ranking of
intertextual titles, the canonical texts which gqoguhe higher positions are patriarchal,
male-authored texts. Karrer's methodology of laogtintertextuality as way to examine
“questions of ranking, authority, ideological reguation and hierarchical overcoding” is
useful in my analysis, which traces the title seqaefrom Allen to Cleeve and to Cross
(123). The application of Karrer's concept to theet texts in this study creates what

Karrer refers to as a “top-down tree” organizatlatart in whichThe Woman Who Did



occupies the highest position, followed blge Woman Who Wouldréind The Woman
Who Didn’'tequally positioned as second-rank texts “entitiedvercode certain assigned
areas” of the first text (125).

In the 1890s, assenting and negative reviewetbasfe texts reiterated this top-
down model in the way that they evaluated how Wwak Woman Who WouldrdhdThe
Woman Who Didn’'tesponded tarhe Woman Who DidSome literary commentators
approached Cleeve’s and Cross’s novels as suceestdilen’s and assessed to what
extent either of these texts successfully overwamteaeplaced their precursor. Most
critics agreed thaThe Woman Who Digvas poorly written, that it was no literary
masterpiece, yet they were little concerned with literary merit ofThe Woman Who
Wouldn't or The Woman Who Didn’t.The tittesThe Woman Who Wouldrénd The
Woman Who Didn’tserved to classify each work as descendants ofmAllpopular
novel, and therefore critics explored whether theseinders offered “a use value” that
was lacking inThe Woman Who Di(Karrer 133). These second-rank, female-authored
novels were legitimized through ties to a second;raut first-rank father text. Contrary
to Kuehn'’s prediction thathe Woman Who Dwould cultivate a productive intertextual
conversation—one that would encourage more “stisitituthought on a question that
cries for solution”—critics often overlooked thetentially transformative intertextual
relationship of the texts (6). Whereas Kuehn ermged open and unrestricted
membership to “the ranks of the rebel trobpecause more “volunteers” meant a more
diverse and forceful discussion, many critics malafed intertextuality as a means of

ranking and of asserting the authority of the orddjitext (6).

® | use “open” and “unrestricted” here because wkieehn writes, “and in the ranks of the rebel tritoig
not important that each volunteer be full six fedf’ (6), he implies that individuals do not needmeet
any requirements to enter the debate and thadattibutions are productive in some way.



In “Silly or Shocking,” published ifhe Literary Worldon September 20, 1895
the review ofThe Woman Who Wouldrénd The Woman Who Didnthegins with a
tribute to Allen: “It is not at all likely that MrGrant Allen, when he issued to an
expectant world ‘The Woman Who Did,” can have feersthe mutilated versions of his
capital title” (200). The descriptor “capital” fisdts origin in the Latin word for head,
and according to th@ED, the first meaning of the word “had to do with tinead or top
of something.” Beginning in the mid-eighteenth cent the adjective “capital” was also
used to mean “excellent,” a definition of the werkich theOED now describes as “old-
fashioned.” Regardless of its exact use here,itaafitle,” positionsThe Woman Who
Did above the “mutilated” titles that follow. At theyeleast, if “capital” only designates
The Woman Who Dids the primary title (not as a first-rate or elardl one), it is clear
by the use of the word “mutilated” thithe Woman Who WouldréahdThe Woman Who
Didn’'t have damaged the integrity of the original titie.this review fromThe Literary
World, the author notes, “To secure a good title is &y waluable help to a book. A
phrase that the tongue takes kindly to is oftemtle@ns of stimulating the sale of a work
that is, as a matter of fact, fit for little elseah the wrapping up of butter” (200). Before
the reviewer delves into an actual review of eitbkthe texts, he concludes thEte
Woman Who WouldndndThe Woman Who Didndffer no literary or social “use value”
in comparison with the “the most successful mendfe¢he ‘Keynote Series™ (referring
to The Woman Who Djd200). The Woman Who Dids not only referred to as the
“parent” text, but its second-rank children (or ghibl say daughters), even by way of

their intertextual titles, are unauthorized resgsns



In order to appeal to pathos, the writer of tlesiew (which | believe we can
assume is male), continues: “The chivalry thatus ftom a male to a female prevents us
from dismissingThe Woman Who Didnds so much paper proper for the menial uses of
the shopkeeper, though we feel compelled to say thaur opinion, it is a record of
wasted time. It is the most feeble counterbladt élvar came from an antagonist. It is not
able enough to command attention” (200). The meviken continues with a two-
sentence synopsis of the text and concludes bgraéing that “creatures of this sort”
(like the heroine of Cross'8he Woman Who Didn’gre “not worth three and sixpence”
(200). Since the author dhe Woman Who Didnis female, the reviewer makes a half-
hearted attempt at politeness, but his overly cose@ and simplified discussion of the
text (devoid of character names or narrative d@tailggests that it is not only a waste of
time to readThe Woman Who Didnltut that it is also a waste of time to thorougbty
fairly review it.

The commentator’s opinion of Lucas Cleevéle Woman Who Wouldritllows
the same line as his opinion Dhe Woman Who Didn’he concludes by warning readers
that “Opalia also is not worth three shillings aidpence” (200). Although he presents
the same negative view of both texts, he privilelgissdiscussion oThe Woman Who
Wouldn'tby offering a fuller discussion of the text, coetel with the names of the main
characters. Furthermore, his analysigloé Woman Who Wouldm&veals that he objects
to each text for different reasofi$ie Woman Who Didni$ a “feeble” response—a weak
attempt of a woman writer without the authority ‘@ommand attention” (200). In

differentiating between the two offences, he writ§8orse and Worse. In Miss Victoria



Crosse’$ ‘The Woman Who Didn't’ there was more of a folhan of viciousness, but in
The Woman Who Wouldrtte order of these unattractive qualities must daneensed”
(200).The Woman Who Didni$ foolish and nonsensical, blihe Woman Who Wouldn't
is malicious and immoral and therefore “worse.” Elentinues, “Surely there is no
beyond for the incapable and the dirty after t@sfgrmance on the part of Lucas Cleeve,
into whose sex it will not be profitable to inquiteis rumoured that a lady has done this
thing. That is impossible” (200). Although he sgatbat it is unimportant to determine
the author’s gender, we see that authorial gemdkerences both of these reviews. He is
able to easily dismis$he Woman Who Didnitecause he classifies it as feminine—a
powerless and delicate response that he expeats dravoman writer. Yet, a “lady”
writer is incapable of such a strong attack, arel dhly way he can contextualize the
potential threat posed Bbyhe Woman Who Wouldnits viciousness or frank discussion
of sexual relations, is by discounting the “rumouithe Woman Who Didnis rubbish
because it is not an aggressive response &hd, Woman Who Wouldnttoes not
measure up to Allen’s original because it is togragsive. According to this reviewer,
nothing would serve as an adequate respon3&eéoWwoman Who Djcand any attempt
that openly challenges traditional views about mge and sexuality is waste of time.
Through its emphasis on intertextual titles, theiew in The Literary World
reiterates a hierarchal ranking between the therts,tbut it also serves to challenge the

basis of such a system wherein the top-rankeduedeservedly occupies a privileged

" The review inThe Literary World uses “Crosse” rather than “Cross.” The spellii@mss’s name varied
from publication to publication. Shoshana Milgrammafp notes that “even her given name has been
difficult to determine” because “biographical infieation on Cross is sparse” (“Victoria Cross” 80happ
suggests that Cory’s pseudonym served as a “coatptigoke” intended to reference “the Victoria Gros

a medal awarded for military heroism, for her valnelefying mores of the day” (81). Knapp, who has
extensively published on Cross and her works, USesss” rather than “Crosse,” and throughout this
project, | also use this spelling except for wheimdlude direct quotations that include the ‘e’the
original text.
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position. The review inThe Literary WorlddesignatesThe Woman Who Dids an
unanswerable and superior “original” text:
Signs are not wanting that Mr. Grant Allen’s ‘Theokivan Who Did’ is
ephemeral; his characters have been describedpg®igy his arguments
as inconclusive. However these things may be, bimg tis quite certain;
the original that has set so many foolish tongu@sking deserves a better
fate than to be the cause of such unpleasant atui$ contained in this
book by Lucas Cleeve. It is not unlikely that tiwslume will Kill the
whole controversy. We hope so, for it is plain tha&ach of those who are
trying to make a few pence out of Mr. Grant Alletitte decides to outdo
his or her forerunner, we shall have to employ astespaper basket
instead of a reviewer. (200)
The reviewer fails to justify whyfThe Woman Who Ditdeserves a better fate” and
instead gives the impression that Cleeve’s textdmase more than defame the original
title. Ultimately, he argues that no connectionsexibetweemhe Woman Who Didnd
the “unpleasant stuff” oThe Woman Who Wouldn’tThat the original could prompt a
response so threatening is as “impossible” as uh®or that a woman authored such a
response. Although it would seem that the purpdsa bterary review would be to
evaluate the literary merit of the texts, “Silly 8hocking?” attempts to dissuade the
audience from readinghe Woman Who Wouldndnd The Woman Who Didntot
because they contain literary shortcomings (affeisa doesThe Woman Who Djdbut
because they do not logically follow Allen’s ledthe purpose of this so-called review is
not to disparage bad literature but to delegitimitee intertextuality of these
misunderstood or threatening intertexts.
Other publications tended to follow this trendtiveir treatment of Cross’s and

Cleeve’s texts. For example, “Our London LetteoAbBooks” published in November

of 1895The Review of Reviewexplains:
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It is a testimony to the success “The Woman Wha Das had that “The
Woman Who Wouldn't” heads the list, for it is wett with the direct
object of controverting Mr. Allen’s novel. But atthgh it has not the
particular faults which made Miss Cross’ “The Womaimo Didn’'t” so
unwelcome, it isn’t good enough to be commendegbto attention. And
after all, you agree with me, Mr. Allen’s storyits own best antidote.
(626)
Here, the reviewer recognizése Woman Who Wouldras a calculated responseTioe
Woman Who Didbut reiterates the opinion dthe Literary Worldby denouncing its
worth and reestablishing the supremacy of the maiditle. Evidently,The Woman Who
Did had satiated literary and cultural conversations, publications articulated that they
had enough of the hype. Trhe Athenaeum’brief review (September 21, 1895) Die
Woman Who Wouldn’the commentator begins, “The ‘Ohe, jam satig!tlee wearied
reviewer does not seem to make much impression dtersv and publishers of
nympholeptic stories” (382) The review continues by explaining that in thiestfone or
two romantic expositions of the sex-problem ingtsarpest form there was something
like an adequate reason. Almost every human probiey, at least once, demand
literary expression as a right, or may obtain ithaut very serious protest” (382). In
classifying Cleeve’sThe Woman Who Wouldrés one of the many novels guilty of
“indefinite repetition of the same thing,” the rewier suggests that the controversies

regarding marriage and sex have already been éulhyored—that the subject has been

exhausted (382).

The reviews that | have discussed illustrate ther@hes literary publications

used to sevefhe Woman Who Didnand The Woman Who Wouldrittom their parent

8 According to E.H. Michelsen iA Manual of Quotations from the Ancient, Modernd &riental (1856),
the Latin phrase “Ohe, jam satis!” from Horace $tates to “Oh! There is now more than enough” and
denotes satiety and disgust (193).
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text. These reviews recognized intertextuality aghtre titles in order to condemirhe
Woman Who Didn’and The Woman Who Wouldrds inferior or inconsequential texts,
but they discounted or obscured the thematic exéutlity of these three text8y
showcasing these texts as deficient and meaningtesiss concealed the dynamics of
interrelations and evaded how the intertextual dyina functioned in connection to their
societal and cultural context. In situating theical responses té&/oman Who Didn’and
The Woman Who Wouldrdsproducts of and responses to the larger cultudadigs on
marriage and femininity, we can read these reviawsan ongoing effort to stifle the

many controversies sparked by the New Woman agdrtain her threatening potential.

Literary critics in the 1890s tended to highlighé tconventional characteristics of
the New Woman heroine in an attempt to presentabBes consistent and recognizable
character type, but, at the same time, they alggesied that literary representations of
the New Woman were very diverse. This taxonomyast ldescribed in Hugh E. M.
Stutfield’s “The Psychology of Feminism” (1897)Insomuch as critics were fairly
unified in their views that the New Woman or “Thed&rn Heroine” or “The Woman of
Today” is not the woman of the “olden days” (foutdeld, the woman of the past “was
less troubled about the nature of her soul” andlizanterested in “baring,” “dissecting”
or “probing into the innermost crannies of her natu105), critics also distinguished
among New Woman types to further classify theseihes. Stutfield, for example,
suggests that the modern woman is a “sort of wgllenigma’—that New Woman
novels thematically share their “neverending ddfigin investigating feminine
psychology but do so by offering contrasting psyobeal sketches of women (104).

Stutfield offers three variations of new womanhandthe heroines of the “Grandian



13

school” (after Sarah Grand), the “neurotic schoaht “the Woman’s Rights woman.”
Stutfield describes writers of the Grandian schawlthose who present “the moral and
mental perfection of the modern incarnation of thedern spirit” (107). He associates
the neurotic school with George Egerton and idestithese New Woman novelists as
more artistic but overcome with “modern nervoush€s$0). For Stutfield, the neurotic-
school writers are wild, purely subjective or oyegeneral and tend to “make a study of
incomprehensibility, and raise mystification to tlewel of a fine art” (110). Stutfield
continues to allude to Max Nordau's theories asligns the neurotic New Woman type
with an “intense and morbid consciousness of the iegwoman” (110). Unlike the
Grandian writers, those of the neurotic school 8et-sacrifice “out of fashion” and look
to self-development instead. The last of Stutfeldketches, the Woman’'s Rights
woman, is identified as a heroine who is overlerasted in “all the isms"—the woman

who makes it her business to discuss politics antidhent with her lover (111).

Surprisingly, Stutfield's New Woman taxonomy stillourishes in current

criticism to some extehtIn “The ‘New Woman Fiction’ of the 1890's” (1973\.R.

® Although current scholars still delineate New Waorrigpes much like Stutfield did, they have also
revised the definition of the New Woman genre amdlassified New Woman novels in terms of current
feminist thought. INThe Woman Who Did arthe Woman Who Wouldn#llen and Cleeve depicted their
heroines as New Women; they created recognizalnalée characters and didactic narratives that were
associated with the popular genre of the 1890stefbie, in 1895, these two novels were receiveNas
Woman novels. The Woman Who Didnp’'ton the other hand, lacks the hard-hitting polenmaad the
recognizable New Woman heroine that contemporadieages associated with the New Woman genre.
Knapp notes that various late nineteenth-centuticsrtypically ignored Eurydice’s distinctive gliges

and displaced her from the center of attention”itdria Cross” 82), which suggests that it did eractly

fit the qualifications to be considered a New Womanmel. Today, we can draw on the discursive natho
and gendered perception of the male narrator irerotd position the novel as both New Woman and
feminist, yet when it was published in 1895, theseaire of the predictable New Woman heroine and
conventions served to disentangle it from other N#aman novels. Thus, we have seemed to revise and
refigure the qualifications of the genre in ordemtake New Woman fiction synonymous with feminism
today. In current literary criticism, the novelstbé purity school (which actually representedfitst wave
New Woman novel) are deemed inferior New Womanstddcause they are far afield from modern
feminist agendas. The novels of the Neurotic Sclawelexemplar New Woman (feminist) novels (even
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Cunningham distinguishes between two types of tekev NVoman novel and accredits
Stutfield with the coinage of the “less radical’tbé two—that of the purity school (179).
The other New Woman representation, according tonigham, is more radical, more
sexual, and more psychological, much like Thomasd{a “bachelor girl” Sue
Bridehead (179). In this New Woman novel, the hexas still a “bundle of nerves,” like
Stutfield’s neurotic heroine, but “provide[s] a fgreater contribution to the expanding
knowledge of feminine psychology” than those of theity school (A.R. Cunningham
182). Grant Allen, along with Sarah Grand and “fotae typical novelists of the purity
school, and Cunningham suggests that the “sucdeéssfiels of this schoolThe Woman
Who Did, The Heavenly TwimndA Yellow Aster)were included in the New Woman
fiction because they said new things about what @oeould and shouldo rather than

about what womewere” [emphasis in original] (181).

Cunningham'’s reasoning—that such works feature rdraditional heroine with
“the same ideas of fulfilment’—echoes much of tréicism that surfaced after the
publication ofThe Woman Who Didnd much of the criticism that surrounds the novel
today (182). Ann Ardis, Sally Ledger, Kate Flintnda Jane Eldridge Miller all
acknowledge the novel's popularity, success, armtkeweadership, but they also agree
that The Woman Who Dithas been inaccurately classified as a New Womamlno
Elaine Showalter perceives Allen’s representatibthe New Woman as a fulfillment of
male sexual fantasies, as “a heroine made nototimdsminists’ disgust” l(iterature
184), and Kate Flint argues that the novel’'s plcalfs into question its right to be

considered in the same terms as feminist works5)28lthough all of these critics

though in a letter to Ernst Foerster, Egerton aslislite has never met or written about a New Woman)
(Egerton 1).
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recognize the many guises of the New Woman, Salyger is most aware of the New
Woman’s “multiple identity”: “Textual representatis of the New Woman (particularly
unsympathetic representations) did not always odénat all exactly with contemporary
feminist beliefs and practices” (1). Yet, Ledgelsoa argues that the “textual
configurations of the New Woman at tfie de siécleare as significant historically as the
day-to-day lived experience of the feminists of lh Victorian women’s movement”
because “the relationship between textual conftjuma of the New Woman and the

beliefs and practices of feminist women, was, uldediy, dialectical” (3, 4).

To say that Herminia Barton or Opalia Woodgate oryHice Williamson fully
encompasses the ideals and practices of first-feaa@ism would mean that there was a
single school of feminist thought at the end of theeteenth century, which as the
aforementioned scholars have explored, is notdlse.dn this study, | venture away from
the binary model that most recent scholars usdassify New Woman texts as either
feminist or anti-feminist and examine the ways ihichh The Woman Whderoines
discursively and thematically engage with first-@ateminism. By focusing on this
dialectical exchange of feminist ideas and prast@e they were manifested in feminist
publications and campaigns at the turn of the agnthis approach allows us to reshape
our current critical position and reexamine how thati-feminist elements and
“unsympathetic representations” in the texts oftencoincide with the “feminisms” of
the late-nineteenth century (Ledger 1). This isemihist project that looks to better
understand first-wave feminist ideology through ylap intertextual representations of
the New Woman, and in order to investigate the meshipotential of these texts—to see

how they cultivate a transition in the history efrfinist thought—I assert that we must
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also transition to a new critical approach, onevimch literary debates about titling, or
ranking, or classification do not regulate thee‘'wslue” and analysis of these intertexts
(Karrer 133).

In the 1890s, despite critics’ allegations tfiide Woman Who Didnand The
Woman Who Wouldntranked” as nugatory and unrelated texts, thessafeboth of
these novels suggest that British and American woess were still invested in the
intertextuality of these texts and in discoverihg t'use value” of The Woman Who
titles’®. Although specific details regarding the saleghefse two novels are scarce, a
few sources indicate thaihe Woman Who Didnand The Woman Who Wouldnitere
popular and widely read. In “English NotesThe Bookmarists The Woman Who
Wouldn'tand The Woman Who Didnds “leading publications of the moment” (244).
According to Lorna Sage imhe Cambridge Guide to Women’s Writing in Engligie
first edition of Cleeve’d’he Woman Who Wouldrf&old out in three weeks” (136). This
was Cleeve’s most popular publication of her appnately sixty novels (Sage 136). It
was Cross’Anna Lombard1901) that proved to be her most successful ndwtlgiven
the popularity of Lane’s Keynotes series and theking of a title that echoed the “best-
selling succés de scanddl¢Allen’s The Woman Who Didwe can conclude thathe
Woman Who Didn'tvas also a well-known publication of its day (“lmdiuction” Gail

Cunningham x).

191n the preceding paragraph, | argued that therfsmpotential of the intertextual dynamics of #aéssts
has been thwarted by our dualistic approach toN#ae Woman novel (feminist/anti-feminist), and |ledl

for a new critical approach invested in cultivatinganced readings of texts that are considered anti
feminist by today’'s standards. Here, | draw a palrdletween the contemporary reception and thesatirr
reception of the novels. In 1895, the popularitytefse novels suggests that there is cultural vialtizgese
texts and the conversation that they engaged ie. piublic bought and reathe Woman Whntertexts
even though the critical conversation was shapedadtrary discussions about literary rankings and
authority. That they did so seems to support myrcthat we too must approach these texts in new way
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Many of the reviews that jointly dealt witthe Woman Who Wouldréind The
Woman Who Didn’endorsed a very limited connection among the thegts based on
titular sequence, and this initial relationship coissions a greater exploration of how
these texts shape one another. As Frow explaifge form of representation of
intertextual structures ranges from the explicithi® implicit” (45). The linking of titles,
as | previously stated, can serve as an explitgrtextual indicator, as does Cleeve’s
declaration in the direct announcement in the peefio The Woman Who Wouldn't.
Cleeve writes:

Some years ago, in a speech in the House of Comnwmd.abouchere
exclaimed, “If any one contradicts me, | will cadrct him again.” And |

must confess that | was possessed with a littlisfspirit when | began
this work, and so | fancy have been all those wheehanswered Mr.
Grant Allen’s admirable work, the “Woman Who DidAs someone has
said, there is no reason that these answers sleweidstop. “The Man
Who did Not,” “The Woman Who Did Not,” and otherave followed

each other in quick succession, and there is reorethat the “man Who
did,” and the “man Who Wouldn’t” should not follow)

In the same way as Kuehn, who, in referringTtee Woman Who Djdwrites,
“The book has great merit as a stimulus to thowgh& question that cries for solution,”
Cleeve viewsThe Woman Who Dids a vehicle for generating questions and resppnses
and, also like Kuehn, she realizes that The Womaes@on “cries for a solution”
(Kuehn 6). Cleeve recognizes the fruitfulness oftciction and suggests that the
multiple and diverse “answers” are vital componéntthe trajectory toward improving
the relations between the sexes.Tine New Woman in Fiction and Fa&ngelique
Richardson and Chris Willis remind us that “itmsportant not to bring in late twentieth-

century feminist agendas to considerations of thetaenth-century Woman Question.

Victorian feminism is not a simple story of a raaibreak with tradition” (9). It is a
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process marked with controversy and deb&i® Woman Who Diserved as one source
of this debate by questioning the validity of timstitution of marriage in an extremely
popular arena. It provoked individuals to resporid-agree or disagree or reexamine
personal beliefs. In a letter to the Rector of Hasdre in defense of the novel, Allen
writes, “my sole object is to arouse inquiry anderast” (Clodd 171). Thus, Cleeve
writes that she raises her “feeble voice in ansteethe ‘Woman Who Did,” and
illustrates the transformative power of interrogafithe strength of one “feeble voice”
among many (vi).

The connection between Cros$kse Woman Who Didnénd Allen’sThe Woman
Who Didis less defined. Cross does not directly refeklten’s text or position her novel
as a response fbhe Woman Who DidConsequently, some scholars have argued that
Lane cleverly retitled her work in order to pigggkan the success dhe Woman Who
Did'%. Cross’s contemporaries also suggested this pdsgilfibr example, ifThe Critic
Arthur Waugh writes ofThe Woman Who Didn’tlt is not to be supposed that this tale is
in any sense a pendant to Mr. Grant Allen’s novath which it has absolutely no
connection (77). In a review @hicago Daily TribuneJeannette Gilder clarifies th@he
Woman Who Didn’tis not a sequel to “The Woman Who Did,” and doessuggest it to
the slightest degree. The title was chosen beaaaeemed to be the only one that would
fit” (34). These speculations that dispute theliekpntertextual connection betwedine
Woman Who Didn’andThe Woman Who Dido not eliminateThe Woman Who Didn’t
as a possible intertext. Frow reminds us that itdeatification of an intertext” can be an
interpretative act rather than an assertion of Scmus authorial intention,” and more

importantly, the intertextuality of these three alsvinforms my analytical methodology:

1 See Knapp’s “Victoria Cross” page 81.
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it is through a collective, intertextual readingtiwe are able to jointly position these
novels as a cultural text” [emphasis in original] in which the struggle$ the New
Woman heroine signify and critique the very “compietwork of codes” that hindered
first-wave feminist progress (Frow 46, 47).

Thus, my interpretation of these New Woman novalsaacultural text in the
history of feminist thought materializes throughreading process that is both flexible
and versatile. According to Michael Worton and fudstill, “what is produced at the
moment of reading is due to the cross-fertilizabbthe packaged textual material (say, a
book) by all the texts which the reader bringstto(1-2). My aim in intertextually
analyzing The Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didatd The Woman Who
Wouldn'tis not to prove or assert Allen’s influence on Gtesand Cleeve’s texts; rather,
| suggest that through a fluid method of readirgséhthree texts, we are able to, as Frow
describes, “reconstruct the cultural codes whiah raalized (and contested) in texts”
(46). Graham Allen writes, “the act of readingtubts us “into a network of textual
relations,” and in order to unfold the meaning(sa text, we must “trace those relations”
(2). “Reading,” he explains, “thus becomes a preadsmnoving between texts. Meaning
becomes something which exists between a text tldeaother texts to which it refers
and relates, moving out from the independent ta&xt & network of textual relations” (1).
Although many New Woman scholars have alluded ¢oikertextual dynamics of these
three texts, no scholar has fully explored theseadyics or extensively traced how
meaning is generated through textual intersectimnfact, of the three texts in my study,
only The Woman Who Didas received a considerable amount of criticah&tie from

scholars. Much like the articles published in 1893 he Literary WorldandThe Review
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of Reviews, The Woman Who Didaitd The Woman Who Wouldrére only briefly
mentioned in conjunction with Allen’s title. Shosiaa Milgram Knapp and Melisa
Brittain have made significant contributions inraducing Victoria Cross and her works
to the field of New Woman scholarship, but thesbligations lack extensive intertextual
analysis ofThe Woman Who Didrit Aside from Ann Ardis’s succinct discussionTie
Woman Who Wouldn’studies of Cleeve and her works are nonexiStefihese factors,
along with the understanding that New Woman teas¢sArdis explains, “do not want to
be read singly or separately” necessitate thiseptdg).

When New Woman literature emerged as a populeraly field of feminist
study in the early 1990s, Sally Mitchell posed mportant question about the future
direction of New Woman studies: “But should anyam¢his point be starting to work on
the New Woman, or has the rediscovery been donglengubject exhausted?” (581).
Her query, although it addresses the New Womars tefkthe late nineteenth century, is
one that literary scholars wrestle with as theyilegsearch in a number of genres and
periods, and it is a question that we must contiougsk if we hope to make meaningful,
new contributions to the field of literary studieslowever, Mitchell’'s inquiry is
especially significant in New Woman criticism besauhe trend that she evaluates in her
essay written over ten years ago now—the projetténere ‘rediscovery” and plot
summaries of forgotten New Woman texts (methods sha explains “will no longer

do”)—still shapes much of the research today. Qfrse, like Mitchell, | acknowledge

12 See Knapp’s “Real Passion and the Reverence fer Sexuality and Antivivisection in the Fiction of
Victoria Cross” (1993), “Stead Among the FeministSrom Victoria Cross Onward” (1993),
“Revolutionary Androgyny in the Fiction of ‘Victai Cross™ (1996), and “Victoria Cross (Annie Sophie
Cory)” (1999). Also see Brittain’'s “Erasing Raae the New Woman Review: Victoria Crossfsina
Lombard (2001).

13 See Ann Ardis'sNew Women New Noveglages 52-53 and 95-96.
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that there are many scholars who have respondtettoall for focused textual, literary,
historical, and cultural analysis of New Womenifiot however, it is rather alarming
that scholars still maintain their distance frone tictualtextsof these texts, especially
from the New Women novels that lack belletristicrimer that fail to measure up to
today’s feminist standards.

Although Allen’sThe Woman Who Digeems to fit both of these categories, the
immense popularity of the novel afithe Woman Who.conversation that followed
suggests that these intertexts deserve more atternitien they have been given.
Furthermore, | argue thathe Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didatigd The
Woman Who Wouldnivarrant a different type of critical evaluation—approach which
privileges the cultural rather than the literarylueaof these texts and one which is
attuned to the way that these popular novels psdsesinist value today because of the
way that they reflected and subverted the sociatypuleologies that shaped feminism in
1890s. We cannot discount or undermine how thesg Woman intertexts exposed the
public imagination to new feminist direction andegial; well-written or not, they were
widely circulated and immensely populdhe Woman Who Didias one of the best-
known novels of John Lane’s Keynotes Series; it dblousands of copies and was
reprinted in over twenty editions. The Keynotesi&rincluded nineteen volumes of
short stories and fourteen novels by many New Womdiers such as George Egerton,
Evelyn Sharp, Gertrude Dix, Victoria Cross, andtdl@yrett, and some of these works
have recently become more accessible and afforddideto digital technology and
scholarly publishing projects like the Late Victmiand Early Modernist Women Writers

Series. Yet as Marion Thain and Kelsey Thorntonlarpin the series’ introduction,
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many of these works are still “difficult to obtaint lack “good editions” for research and
teaching (n.pag.) In 2004, Broadview Press reasghthe need to publish Allen’s 1895
bestseller, and this critical edition ®he Woman Who Diddited by Nicholas Ruddick
includes reviews and supplementary material thistato the novel’s cultural value:
“The Woman Who Didffers to the reader today perhaps the most coraitentrée
into the labyrinth ofin de siéclesexual politics” (11).

Yet, even since the “publication of this “good”itezh, scholars have tended to
avoid an extensive analysis Bhie Woman Who Difibr several reasons. First of all, most
scholars agree thathe Woman Who Dids a poorly written and overly dramatic
polemical novel which lacks aesthetic merit. Seépgnds heroine, Herminia Barton,
represents both the New Woman and Victorian Angethe extreme, and thus some
scholars stray from a close inspection of the @@ discussion of Allen’s failed attempts
at feminism. Aside from a handful of articles whidiscredit the literary worth of the
novel or criticize its patriarchal discoursleis most notorious New Woman novel has not
received the consideration that it deserves wigame to its intertextuality with female-
authored New Woman novels or to its cultural asgamn with the discourses of social
purity and late-nineteenth century feminism. Wel fiilthe Woman Who Did” as a catchy
phrase or a footnote in practically every New Woraathology or critical text, and, in
some cases, we may be able to locate a paragrapkieor a page of plot summary.
However, our understanding of this novel—who “TheMéan” is, what she did, how her
story was told, and why we pay tribute to her—iscmtoo rudimentary. The rediscovery
of Allen’s The Woman Who Dideemed only to recover a title, although the tatdual

and interdiscursive conversation surrounding thé saggests that we must read beyond
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the catchphrase and beyond the textual codes Ofatiner” text. In doing so, we are able

to trace contradictory sexual politics in all thtegts and see how these reflect cultural
and social codes. Thus, | argue that we can re&sh’Alideological inconsistencies as

well as anti-feminist elements of the intertextdiest-wave feminist failures.

Ruddick aptly positionhe Woman Who Ditht the centre of a discursive web
whose filaments reach deep into late Victorian welf’ which means that it is
constructed by multiple cultural discourses thahspire and retreat inside and outside of
the textual perimeters (11). The discursive hetemedgy of the text is reinforced by
various narrative techniqgues and thematic elemeich foster the conflation of
Herminia’s language with that of the narrator’s; imelividual struggles with those of her
sex, and her suicide with the regeneration of hutpwaand the array of competing
ideologies that inscribe Allen’s heroine also inserCross’s and Cleeve’s New Woman
heroines. Cross and Cleeve absorb and attempt workethese mergers between
patriarchal authority and female agency, the herocamd her suffering sisters, and
personal sacrifice and greater human good in theis, but to some extent, these women
writers present similar conclusions and employsémme formal operations as Allen. The
New Woman novel, as a vehicle for challenging tasidlogic of Victorian womanhood,
presents not only the struggles of the heroineatad the complexities of representing
such struggles. The New Woman novel gained popwyland appealed to readers due to
its generic New Woman characters and plots, buwtlsb sought to define narrative
strategies capable of depicting new female idemt#yboth autonomous and universally
achievable. My examination of the intertextual exulpe and interplay of these three

texts positions the larger framework of social-pufeminism at the very center of this
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process of literary representation. The textuahmmnalities and variances of male and
female writers serve as a way to explore feministh@turn of the century. These texts,
culturally situated in the social-purity movemergflect how feminist aims transcribed
by traditional patriarchal ideologies exposed thghof the angel, and in doing so, they
called for a transformative feminism sundered frioan shadow—for feminist goals free

from the limitations of feminine purity.

Thematically and discursively, the intertextualemelationship of these three
novels presents a site for us to explore eachg@dtential to absorb, maintain, question,
and transform cultural values. Whether we view ¢hésxts as “feminist” or “anti-
feminist” by current standards, these novels, astritutions to the debate on The
Woman Question, play a significant role in the depment of feminist thought. In the
very act of challenging the status quo, in tryirg rethink and reform traditional
standards of feminine purity, these texts regrespatriarchal stereotypes. Thus, they
point to a transitional moment in feminist histotg, the very impasse of developing
feminist consciousness and redefining women’s deyudMale and female writers
depicted new women with new freedoms and new neesgt they challenged
longstanding truths of what constituted “properhfaine action and practice. Therefore,
in many ways, they exposed that conventional kndgéeregarding women’s position

was socially constructed by patriarchal structures.

Judith R. Walkowitz argues that “feminists wereited by their own class bias
and by their continued adherence to a ‘separatersplieology that stressed women’s
purity, moral supremacy, and domestic virtues. Mueg, they lacked the cultural and

political power to reshape the world according leit own image” (“Male Vice” 89).
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The Woman Who..novels employ different scenarios in which theiewWN Woman
heroines attempt to alter the relations betweerséxes— “to reshape the world” in the
Angel's image—and through these fictional actudiares of feminist missions, each
narrative confronts the limits of patriarchal discge to inscribe a new womanhood and
imagine feminist potential. More significantly, tugh intertextuality, the cross-
fertilization of social-purity ideology and discea; and the narratorial allusions to
feminist campaigns and debates, these novels mmice$ in order to reproduce and

challenge feminist strategies at the turn of timetg@enth century.

By employing and critiquing Victorian constructioasthe virtuous, pure woman
and by appropriating the discourse of the sociaipumovement into their fictions of
feminism, these three texts reveal that the demasfdgdeal, feminine purity are
practically and theoretically incompatible with tdemands of individual liberty. Linda
Gordon and Ellen DuBois point out that today “theeems to be a revival of social
purity politics within feminism,” but, because wenhdve possibilities for sexual
subjectivity and self-creation today that did ngise in the past,” current social-purity
feminist movements seek to undermine rather thdmwldpsexual norms that oppress
women (50). Gordon and DuBois also argue that tadayhave something else that we
did not have before—*a history of 150 years of fieisti theory and praxis in the area of
sexuality” (51). By reading these texts as sitesampeting voices—as mergers and
denunciations of social-purity ideologies and Vi@ao purity doctrines—we can
reconceptualize the regressive and progressiveeslsnof these texts as indicators of the

feminist dilemma that shaped late-nineteenth cgrgander politics.



26

The prominent historical studies of first-wave famm and social-purity
ideology acknowledge the ambivalent nature of fivave feminism. Leslie Hall, Judith
Walkowitz, Shelia Jeffreys, Lucy Bland, and Mardalackson have collectively shaped
our current nuanced understanding of nineteentbupgieminism as a movement that
was both productive and self-defeating. Some scholke Hall, tend to privilege the
latter description: “In making it clear that sexdagender relations were a problematic
area, by providing individual evidence, by desialnp accepted categories, feminism
and social purity had created a context within Whegisting sexual conventions could be
interrogated, laying foundations upon which a sogenf sex might be erected” (50).
Others, like Walkowitz, are more empathetic to hth& anti-vice and moral reform
campaigns undermined libertarian feminist goalprotecting and empowering women
(“Male Vice” 80). Because | wanted to determineavhand to what exterithe Woman
Whoseries engages with first-wave feminist theory prattice and how it evaluates the
feminist potential of social-purity sexual politiccapproached each chapter without a
predetermined position. | wanted to move fluidlytvoeen these two positions and
between the three novels in order to allow my tetdual and interdiscursive analysis to
guide my conclusions. Thus, each chapter recogninesNew Woman’s feminist
potential—how she challenges the traditional camsér of ideal femininity and female
sexuality or deconstructs patriarchal myths—and edmapter also traces how the New
Woman reconstructs the very oppressive structinasshe hopes to dismantle—how she
cannot rethink her individuality or her sexualityteide of the dominant views. This, |
believe, is what Annette Kolodny refers to as ourppse as feminist critics—to take up

“playful pluralism”—a task that is responsive to mga critical and theoretical
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possibilities, “but captive of none” (1397). Thrdug “plurality of methods,” we are able
to avoid the oversimplification of any text—"espaty those particularly offensive to
us” (1397). The goal, she claims, is to generate dagoing dialogue of competing
potential possibilities” among feminists (1397)dan the case ofhe Woman Who Djd

the very act of challenging its classification asaati-feminist novel and by positioning it

among the direct responses of women writers enatde® explore its feminist potential.

Although this study examines both male-authoredfanthle-authored texts, | do
not intend to privilege the male literary tradition to suggest that gender in texts is
transparent or insignificant. Furthermore, | do mant to discredit the foundational
contributions of Sandra Gilbert and Susan Gubad, thas my aim is not to level the
playing field between male and female artists. derstand that that the woman writer’s
struggle is marked with the “phenomena of ‘infe@ation—that her artistic efforts at
self-definition are differentiated from the effod$ male writers (50). Indeed, as Gilbert
and Gubar argue, “the literature produced by woroenfronted with such anxiety-
inducing choices has been strongly marked not bglyan obsessive interest in these
limited options but also by obsessive imagery dffceement that reveals the ways in
which female artists feel trapped and sickened Hmtlrsuffocating alternatives” (64).
Studies like those of Gilbert and Gubar, which hgjit how women writers manipulate
and escape the influence of male authors (and tfapzhy), have made significant
contributions to the recovery of women’s writingdaio feminism; however, such studies
as Laura Claridge and Elizabeth Langland suggéstye depended upon sustaining a
clear opposition between the insights availablemém’s and women'’s literature” (12). In

gynocritical inquiries, there is no space for usatknowledge or examine the feminist
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value of male writers who criticize patriarchalditgons in some way or who attempt to

write a new story for women.

The Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didaricl The Woman Who Wouldn’t
address women’s issues, investigate women’s ri¢ditsindependence, and promote
social movements to change cultural practicesbgudepicting a strict pattern of purity
as a means of reform, they catalyze a demand tmmaplete oppositional ideology—a
new way for women to think about themselves, a feshiconsciousness severed from
the shadow of the angel. Throughout this projeaisé “the angel” rather than “The
Angel in the House” or “The Angel” to distinguistetiveen the mythical feminine
construct that was housed in the pages of Victditarature (The Angel in the House)
and the revised feminine construct that beganke shape in the late-nineteenth century
(the angel). By 1895, first-wave feminism and Newoan writers significantly
challenged the Victorian ideal of womanhood and tiade much to rethink and revise
the separate-sphere ideology which had confined amoto the private sphere and solely
defined her ‘nature’ in connection to her domedtigies. | explore each of these
processes in the following chapters; however, hgyovide a brief sketch in order to
develop my definition. Social-purity missions brbtigvomen into the public sphere
where they became moral agents of change and gutiNtcal voices, and, therefore,
they traversed the physical and ideological bourddhat shaped the Victorian construct
of femininity. The feminist attack on marriage ahé patriarchal customs that oppressed
women promoted liberal ideals of equality and imdliial rights, and these feminist
initiatives that encouraged choice among womerhéurtllustrated that ‘ideal’ feminine

behavior was no longer regulated by the passivegeaspliance, and self-sacrifice of the
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good Victorian wife. Finally, through feminist caaigns to overturn the Contagious
Diseases Acts, women cultivated a new discoursexiality; they fought for the bodily
rights of prostitutes as well as for themselvesl tey rallied against the double moral

standard and the way it sexually oppressed women.

All of these efforts to empower, protect, and ldde women demonstrate that the
construct of ideal womanhood had undergone extensvisions—that women were
beginning to rethink the conventions that had rest their actions and their ideas. To
some extent, these initiatives of feminist ‘angeés/ised and transformed “womanhood”
in emancipatory ways and allowed women to explatemtial avenues of self-fulfillment
and notions of self-worth far from The Angel's HeusYet even though women
experienced newfound public and political mobil#yd seemed to be moving forward,
first-wave feminists were beholden to their reineeh construct of collective
womanhood, but this construct was much less a eetnn than it was a refashioning: it
was the angel who had escaped The Angel's HousedtuThe Angel's Wing$. In
Woolf’'s “Professions for Women,” which | describethe beginning of this chapter, she
provides this description of “the Angel in the Heudor “a younger and happier

generation” who “may not have heard of her”:

1 |n anti-feminist articles that that saturated phess at the turn of the century, critics ofteroggtzed that
women were no longer bound by the traditional wopaaeals of The Angel, and in response to what
Janet Hogarth referred to as the “sex mania immdgltliterature,” these traditionalists urged foz tlevival

of The Angel's presence and prevailing influenc®2)6 For example, in “Literary Degenerates” in 1895
Hogarth writes, “May the angel soon find her wirggain, or may she, at least keep her diabolical
manifestations out of print” (592). This examphdiich depicts the public’'s sentiment and nostafgia
The Angel of the past, inspires the Angel/angetimtition in this study. At the end of the ninetdent
century, first-wave feminism and New Woman fictibad reshaped womanly standards and practices,
yielding a new image of the angel, but the angel ¢tertainly not escaped the societal and cultunalefs
which beckoned her to “find her wings again” ratti&n try to escape their shadow.
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She was intensely sympathetic. She was immenselynohg. She was
utterly unselfish. She excelled in the difficulttsarof family life. She
sacrificed herself daily. If there was chicken, shek the leg; if there was
a draught she sat in it—in short she was so cotetitthat she never had a
mind or a wish of her own, but preferred to symathralways with the
minds and wishes of others. (58-59)

The model of womanhood that emerges in ttee nieneteenth century certainly
challenges these Angelic parameters, yet Woolf mdmiher readers that there is one
more all-encompassing, distinguishing feature of thhantom”: “Above all—I need not
say it—she was pure. Her purity was supposed tbebechief beauty—her blushes, her
great grace” (59). Not all first-wave feminists weofficial members of social-purity
organizations or participants in the philanthromcssions to purify society, but first-
wave feminism, as illustrated by its initiativesdanampaigns, depicted in multiple
addresses and articles, and explored in the fiatidgeminisms’ of the New Woman, was
a movement committed to social-purity ideals—to ft@ndards of moral and sexual
purity that had inscribed The Angel and continuedesstrict the feminist potential of the

angel.

As Mary Douglas argues, the search for purity asadoxical as “purity is the
enemy of change”; it only leads to contradictioBqL In the same sense, as these New
Woman intertexts explore the limitations imposedpwyity politics, they conclude by
stifling potential radical messages. However, betderminia Barton commits suicide or
Opalia D’Arcy gives in to Alan’s carnal desires Burydice Williamson returns to her
unfulfilling marriage, each text questions the idgocal, discursive, and practical
implications of purity. Each heroine poses thoygialvoking questions about the power
of her purity and about the potential of purity ipo$ to provide agency or facilitate

change. These New Woman novels challenge the patalaconcept of marriage and
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traditional romantic logic through representati@isunconventional femininity marked
by female desire. The heroines’ desires—which shapeh of their narratives—
interrogate the potential of feminine purity, anee if each text concludes by endorsing
the power of purity, these unsettling issues oppnaularger conversation about the

validity of feminist ideologies rooted in existisgxual stereotypes.

Another theoretical concept that intersects tmsre study is protofeminism or
feminist potential, as | refer to it. The majordf scholars who pay any attentionThe
Woman Who Dideveal that iis precisely one of those “offensive” texts whicsheen
simplified into a novel marked by Allen’s patriaethdiscourse, misogyny, and
overwhelming support for the double moral standdrd.order to challenge this
perception, | would like to offer another readingigh highlights the protofeminism or
the feminist potential ofhe Woman Who DidMly usage of the term protofeminism
refers to a tradition which anticipates and layge tproundwork for feminism by
stimulating conversation and eliciting responsesgether,The Woman Who Did, The
Woman Who Didn’t, and The Woman Who Woulgnittvide an intricate cultural
framework for understanding the problems posed $semtialist theories of first wave

feminism.

Barbara Arnett Melchiori, one of few scholars whalidgates Allen’s effort to
emancipate women iThe Women Who Didsuggests that Allen, like his heroine
Herminia, writes “the despairing heart-cry of alsourevolt” (106). Melchiori asserts
that although readers may be “left with a numbercafistic doubts concerning the
validity of this novel,” especially as a resultldérminia’s suicide, “the good faith with

which it was written is beyond question” (129). justifying Allen’s “good faith,”
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Melchiori seems to posit that Allen’s intentionscegd the problematic patriarchal
discourse of the text, and, as much as we claichsociate texts from their authors, our
understanding of New Woman texts and their relatigmto feminism is often shaped by
our perceptions of the writer. Because many Newmafo fiction writers were also
simultaneously publishing articles and essays oa Woman Question and some were
actively pursuing feminist political and econom&tarm, we often look to the author to
gauge his or her implied intentions. In the manglgses of the implications of the novel,
scholars such as Melchiori observe that profesipAlen was a scientist who admitted
that his fiction writing was “hackwork” and that Head no hesitation in using all the
tricks of the trade” in order to produce populastbgellers (45). Even if he did exploit
and manipulate the conventions of the New Womanegér personal gain and public

recognition, Melchiori suggests that Allen surpasisis primary purpose:

What | find so interesting about his technique athgring material is that
he so often went beyond his original intention mdiding entertainment
and amusement and produced more serious novelshéhdad originally
intended, thought-provoking novels which run theasss risk of upsetting
the firmly held ideas and principles of the morenservative of his
contemporary readers, something that a best-sedlarin no wise be
allowed to do. (45)

My argument regarding the protofeminismTdfe Woman Who Didill develop
from the method of disconnecting the text fromdléhor’s intentions in order to achieve
what Alan Sinfield refers to as the practice ofdiag dissidence. For Sinfield,
“dissidence” implies “refusal of an aspect of themdnant, without prejudging an
outcome” (820). The “dissident potential” of a tesiccording to Sinfield, “derives
ultimately not from essential qualities in indivals (though they have qualities) but from

conflict and contradiction that the social ordeiitably produces within itself, even as it
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attempts to sustain itself” (814). In the procetsmposing the traditional institution of
marriage, Allen invokes the very structures thasées out to disrupt, but does this mean
that the text's potential for dissidence is corgdid If we are to trace the feminist
potential of The Woman Who Djdwe must shift our examination from Allen to
intertextual and interdiscursive dynamics thatvaoeen into all three texts. Here we find
“the awkward, unresolved issues, the ones in wthehconditions of plausibility are in
dispute” (Sinfield 818).

Sinfield asserts that “conflict and contradictistem from the very strategies
through which ideologies strive to contain the extpgons that they need to generate”
(814). This process is demonstrated by each tatsnpts to make sense of or stabilize
competing ideologies and by each text’'s concludiagrticulation of the dominant
discourse. For example, in order to m3kee Woman Who Diglausible in England at
the turn of the century is to rely on the notioattAlerminia must sacrifice herself and her
convictions, that she must accept her fate aslanfaloman. As Jeanette Shumaker
points out, “the essential woman that she tridselmome cannot flourish within a culture
that opposes her”; therefore, through Herminia'#-aestruction, “Allen’s initially
subversive” novel turns “conservative” at the edd)( Yet, as Sinfield posits, “Readers
do not have to respect closures . . . We can insigiur sense that the middle of such a
text arouses expectations that exceed the clog8id). It is precisely this middle—the
liminal space of the text where feminist and amtif@st ideologies compete—which

exposes the unsettling questions that need play$drhinist answers.

To examine the dissidence of the texts as protofismi, each chapter will

intertextually analyz&he Woman Who Difihe Woman Who WouldnandThe Woman
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Who Didn’'tand their dialectical exchanges of first-wave feistiideas and practices. |
have organized this analysis by identifying thremwersations in which first-wave
feminism and these New Woman novels intersectjrogther words, | take up three
competing cultural narratives that the texts redgpém on thematic, narrative, and
discursive levels and trace how they use and/@mgdt to dismantle these opposing
voices. In Chapter 1, “Good Angels to the Rescuee Fictionalization of the Social-
Purity Mission,” | examine the intertextual dialeghetweehe Woman Wheeries and
social-purity feminism. | draw on the social-purglatforms, messages, and agendas of
feminist leaders like Frances Power Cobbe, J. &lopkins, and Lucy Re-Bartlett in
order to reveal how these texts fictionalized thesmons of social purity by fashioning
their New Women as social-purity feminists who seekhange the world around them
by fulfilling their roles as moral guardians and ddgvating their purity. Throughout this
discussion, | argue that the textual encounter$ wdcial-purity theory and practice
challenge the monolithic definition of the pure wanmand undermine the transformative
power of the angel in order to redirect feminisiught beyond the current purity politics.
In Chapter 2, “Exactly as She Wills': Marriage Reh and the New Woman’s Search
for Authentic Liberty,” | turn my attention to howhe Woman Who Did, The Woman
Who Didn’t,and The Woman Who Wouldrstmultaneously enlarged nineteenth-century
feminist arguments about marriage reform and suéderthe dominant feminist
ideologies that fueled such arguments. | arguettiete New Woman texts project new
romantic and marital situations, and in doing keytshape an intertextual critique of the
patriarchal values that restricted feminist prograsd thwarted the liberal goals that first-

wave feminism sought to accomplish. By focusingtlom issue of “active choice” with
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regard to marriage, these texts reflect how thst-firave feminist endorsement of “free
choice” was wrought with contradictions: women wéfee to choose” only to the
extent that their self-made choices respected cdioreal sexual and moral standards.
Chapter 3, “Individual Passions and Collective tMass: First-Wave Feminist
Sexual Politics and the Sexual Education of the Ngaman,” follows up what the
previous chapters have all alluded to: how the Ngaman’s encounters with social-
purity politics and with the issues of the marriagebate threatened to unveil the
“Instinctively shrouded” topics—the reticent sexpallitics that emerged into the public
conversation as a result of feminist campaignsrsgjahe Contagious Diseases Acts. |
start by examining the public’s anxiety about aistycthat was beginning to abandon the
customs of decency and silence that had regulagthbughts and behaviors of women
and protected their moral and sexual purity, anig tiscussion foregrounds my
subsequent analysis of Josephine Butler's effatspearhead a feminist campaign to
overturn the Contagious Diseases Acts and dismdah#edouble sexual and moral
standard. The Woman Whantertexts merge with the aftermath of these festini
campaigns by appropriating prostitution and slaveinyaseology into their narratives,
and in doing so, the texts echo the sexual ideotddyst-wave feminism, especially in
instances in which the texts elevate the “naturadternal function of woman or extol her
collective feminine identity as a means to fosterspnal empowerment and social
change. HoweveiThe Woman Wheeries is also invested in the idea that each iy
heroine must carve out her own pathway and seekopal fulfilment, and as each
narrative explores this idea of self-definition aanjunction with alternative images of

female sexuality and individualized approachesetaual knowledge, the texts challenge
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their commitment to first-wave feminist politics darvalues. Thus, as each text
interrogates the social and cultural forces thajul@e women’s access to sexual
knowledge and construct female sexual identityy fbantly produce an intertext wherein
the “unpractical utopianism” of the New Woman hasoparallels the oppositional sexual

politics of the first-wave feminism.

In an effort to assay how the late-Victorian wonsapiess evaluated the literary
representation of women at the turn of the centMigily Youngkin argues that feminist
publications likeShaftsand The Woman'’s Heralémphasized that successful feminist
fiction featured heroines who “needed to asserinegen the same manner real-life
women did: they needed to experience a transfoomati consciousnest realize their
condition, articulate their condition througipoken wordand useconcrete actionto
change their condition” [emphasis in original] (Using Youngkin’'s framework as well
as other feminist evaluative modes of 1890s liteaiticism, | plan to trace how the
conventions of the New Woman novel limited a texitgential to depict the heroine’s
agency and consciousness in a feminist fashion.cbinstruction of the fictional New
Woman was restricted by the standards of the gextbprs employed similar measures
to depict this new heroine, but, in doing so, tbégn rendered unreal and unbelievable
female characters. Thus, it was tricky to do botb-write the New Woman and depict
real women. Yet, in my effort to find feminist patal in this discursive web of female
characters whalid, didn’t, andwouldn’t, | suggest that we can read their abundance of
active roles and bold credos as attempts to congbastructions of passive and
purposeless femininity. Even if this activity—asf@am of resistance—is ultimately

consumed by the confines of purity, the heroingad®nalist, warrior, martyr, savior,
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teacher, rhetorician, and protester arouses “ea&pens that exceed the closure” (Sinfield

819).

If we readThe Woman Who Dids an intertext too deeply immersed in (male and
bourgeois) patriarchal structures, it is easy tmellat anti-feminist. Indeed, the text is
shaped by essentialism and eugenics, but many ndotdeminist platforms were also
founded on such concepts—that women were the “alfyursuperior sex, armed with
piety and motherhood and capable of purifying dariar and vulgar race of men. With
the abundance of woman writers at the turn of drgwry, especially writers like George
Egerton who was committed to “put[ting] her own 'sexo her works, why waste our
time with a “woman who did” what a man thought steould do (1)? Why is it
important to recover Cleeve’'s “feeble” response @pss’s seemingly stereotypical
heroine and situate these texts with Allen’s andhiwi a network of social purity,
feminism, and sexual politics? In my attempt te@mpip other possible readings, | carry
on Cleeve’s contradictory (and intertextual) spihat she offers in the Preface to the
Woman Who Wouldn't

Some years ago, in a speech in the House of Comrvmd.abourchere
exclaimed, “If any one contradicts me, | will cadrct him again.” And |
must confess that | was possessed with a littlisfspirit when | began
this work, and so | fancy have been all those wheehanswered Mr.

Grant Allen’s admirable work, the “Woman Who DidAs someone has
said, there is no reason that these answers shoeatdstop.” (i)

As Cleeve commits to “add” her “quota to the manguanents his [Allen’s] book has
given rise to,” | intend to do the same, but | hdpedo so by uncovering another
intertextual web to shape our understanding ofetltests (iv). Feminism—at the turn of

the century and today—is shaped by dialectics,heydrocesses in which we ask new
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guestions and examine texts in various contextenAbsked his readers: How can
women claim independence and maintain purity? CaosisCleeve absorbed the question
and experimented with possible revisions, and imaiog they rendered unsatisfactory
feminine answers and posef@minist questions about the nature of the relationship
between purity, sexual desire, independence, atidlsmnventions. During this process
of textual and discursive exchange and appropriatddlen, Cross, and Cleeve revised
purity rhetoric and refigured purity plots in orderconstruct new heroines committed to
old conventions. Individually, each text is markedth contradictions and double
visions. Collectively, these texts are unable guife a method to fully empower and
liberate the New Woman heroine through her purithey do, however, open up a
dialogue about women’s moral rights and sexualrdssthey raise unsettling questions.
These queries are stifled by narrative closured #wsablish traditional Victorian
femininity. Yet, in this closureThe Woman Who Did, The Womahd/Didn’t, and The
Woman Who Wouldn’provide one vital conclusion: Such questions wondd (and
could not) be answered by the problem novel ofrtimeteenth century or by the pure

angel who was housed in its pages.
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CHAPTER 1 GOOD ANGELS TO THE RESCUE: THE FICTIONALI ZATION
OF THE SOCIAL-PUITY MISSION

The relationship between nineteenth-century fesninand social purity suggests
that the ideology and practices of the women’s moaa at the turn of the century were
far afield from the sexually radical politics of giesexual-revolution feminism. Rather
than severing all ties with Victorian respectabilnd traditional patriarchal standards,
first-wave feminists endorsed sexual and moraltpurnot sexual freedom—as a means
for women to gain power. Consequently, foundatidmstiorical studies tend to depict the
social-purity movement as antithetical to feminisetause of its anti-sexual, repressive,
and evangelical tendencies. However, in the lashtwyears or so, the contributions of
scholars like Lucy Bland, Shelia Jeffreys, JudithalMéwitz, and Lesley Hall have
negated this antagonistic view in favor of a mooenplex understanding of how first-
wave feminism utilized social-purity discourse amcditions in productive and
protofeminist ways. Hall points out that “thereafien assumed to have been a vast
dichotomy in the late nineteenth century betweeremarergent scientific discourse of
‘sexology’ on the one hand, and feminism and theted social purity movement on the
other”; however, both movements “were fighting, samewhat different fronts, a
common enemy that privileged the (white, upper-fiteetlass heterosexual) male in

both actual law and in social practice” (36, 37).

Like these scholars, | fully acknowledge, as Hadiscribes, “the extremely
ambivalent nature of social purity in practice, lwits tension between policing and
punishment on the one hand, and rescue and supptte other,” as well as the apparent

limitations of a women'’s rights movement foundedraditional Victorian sexual politics
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(36). Therefore, it is necessary to extend the vabithese scholars to consider further the
dynamic role that social-purity discourse playe@&dvancements of women'’s rights and
in the development of feminist though, by identilyihow New Woman Novels integrate
social-purity rhetoric and how they reinforce bulsca undermine social-purity
philosophy. In this chapter, | present an intedaktanalysis of the correlation between
The Woman Who Djdrhe Woman Who Wouldn’and The Woman Who Didnand
social-purity theory and practice to show that ¢hésxts produce new directions for
feminist thought. Through various fictionalizat®wf the social-purity missionThe
Woman Whointertexts confront the ideological and practicanstraints of ideal
femininity. They challenge the monolithic definiif the pure woman, undermine the
transformative power of the angel, and discredit efficaciousness of her mission, and
as a result, these texts call for a feminist futunéettered from the “feminine” past of

The Angel.

The aforementioned scholars have paid considembdation to the correlation
between social purity and feminism. However, mdsheir studies draw on non-fictional
texts, historical phenomena, and biographical actsorelated to the women’s movement
and the development of sexology. Hall argues timabfaking it clear that sex and gender
relations were a problematic area, by providingvigdial evidence, by destabilizing
accepted categories, feminism and social purity beshted a context within which
existing sexual conventions could be interrogataging foundations upon which a
science of sex might be erected” (50). As schdtage demonstrated thus far, we find
evidence of this foundational context in socialfyupublications, first-wave feminist

campaigns and correspondence, and political oqueese however, less attention has
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been paid to the interdiscursive and intertextakitionship of New Woman fiction, first-
wave feminism, and social purity. Thus, becalise Woman Who Did, The Woman Who
Didn’t, and The Woman Who Wouldnivere immensely popular publications that
produced and responded to this context of tramsitigexual politics, this chapter looks
to further explore the nature of this foundatiomaiment through the cultural analysis of

these texts and their relationship to various $qmiaty ideologies and campaigns.

In Frances Power Cobbe’s 1881 prefacelhe Duties of Womera series of
lectures she previously delivered to women in Londod at Clifton in 1880, she begins
by warning her readers that even though “the womamvement” has facilitated many
advancements for women, women must prepare theesstface the “dangers” that lie
ahead (7). She reminds women that they are “botmdift” themselves up by “the ideal
of womanly virtue” and by their commitment to matal(8). In order for the woman'’s
movement to be powerful and effective, Cobbe ass#rat it must remain on an

honorable path:

What we wish to accomplish, and what it is our inapige duty to strive

to accomplish with all our might is to direct arighe great progress in
guestion, to set up sign-posts of warning agaimss¢ wrong turnings in
the road which can only lead to destruction, angddint all eyes which we
are permitted to direct up to the straight, cleayvbefore us,—the one
only safe, true way of progress,—the way of DUT8). (

Cobbe urges women not to be led astray by the ‘tamtopf looser and more ‘Bohemian’
manners” or by “that fatal laxity of judgment redeng grave moral transgressions” (8).
She classifies such “faults and mistakes” as “depdetils to the whole movement for the
advancement of women” and implores “every woman vdympathizes with the

movement” to commit herself to one lofty missioto ‘make societynore pure, more
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free from vice, either masculine or feminine, tlitamas ever been before, not to allow its

law to become one shadow of a shade less rigidg)(8,

Like many New Woman novel¥he Woman Whseries was intensely embroiled
in The Woman Question on many fronts; however,ngvidually incorporating social-
purity discourse and agendas into their narratitegse texts jointly produce an
intertextual and interdiscursive conversation whneteaditional feminist politics enter
uncharted sexual territorie$he Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didartg The
Woman Who Wouldn'teiterate, reappropriate, and challenge socialypudeals. In
some ways and to different extents, these textsodege Cobbe’s feminist vision of
purity, progress, and the angelic feminine constryet, through their critique of social-
purity politics, these texts also inscribe the véatgadly” sexual and moral “perils” that
first-wave feminists sought to overcome (Colthgies8). In doing soThe Woman Who
Did, The Woman Who DidnandThe Woman Who Wouldritinction less as “sign-posts
of warning” against destructive “wrong turningstie road” and more as indicators that
the road to women'’s liberty must eventually divefigen the “straight” and “clear” path

of the dutiful Angel (Cobb®uties8).

Although first-wave feminism encompassed a nundfgactics and approaches,
Cobbe’s general philosophy—one of social-purity i@em which emphasized women'’s
responsibility to serve as moral agents of changemidated feminist ethics at the turn
of the century”. As Lucy Bland explains, the feminist social-pyritampaigns of the

1880s and 1890s focused the majority of their &ffasn “the ‘purification’ and

15 See Anne Mellor'sviothers of the Nation: Women’s Political Writing Eimgland, 1780-183(2002) for
a discussion of how this social purity approach rgme in late-eighteenth century and early-nineteent
century feminism.
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‘civilization’ of both public and private worlds’Banishing97). First-wave feminists
sought to curb immoral behavior through philantlyramd legislation because as Bland
describes, “immoral behavior was viewed with as Imsaspicion as overtly political
beliefs and activities” Banishing 97). Thus, instead of abandoning the spirit of
“Victorian moral and social reform,” many feministsombined a liberal stress on their
right to freedom of the streets, with a religiousphasis on the moral superiority of the
‘pure’ woman” in hopes of transforming “the publWorld for the benefit of all” (Bland
Banishirg 97, 123, 122). By tackling the issues of prostity sexual abuse, and the
sexual double standard, social-purity organizatiikes The Social Purity Alliance, The
Moral Reform Unit, The National Vigilance Assoc@ti and The Ladies National
Association afforded women a public voice in a rédeninated society and proved to be

effective in generating the legal reform of wometiial rights.

The duty of social-purity feminists as captured @obbe’s phrase—"“to make
societymore pure,morefree from vice, either masculine or feminin®&uties 9)—was
predicated on the belief that women were morallpesior to men and therefore
“naturally” equipped to purify public life for thbenefit of all individuals. As Bland
explains, “the current and dominant definitionsfemininity, sexuality, and morality
provided not simply ‘raw material’ for the new famst ideas, but they of course also
represented many of the assumptions about womegchwl@minists were reacting
against” (Banishing 48). Rather than completely revolutionizing tramhal ideas of
feminine nature—the very ideas that justified safmsphere ideology—first-wave
feminists drew on long-standing patriarchal beliefsorder to, as Bland describes,

construct a “feminist ethics which, in explainifgetbasis of existing immoral practices,
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pointed the way to greater morality in the futu@®anishing48). This new feminist
philosophy was founded on the nineteenth-centunpsbdf female sexual purity—that
women were asexual and passionless. Furthermoran ieffort to rid society of the
sexual double standard which oppressed women, arityapf feminists not only
accepted this dominant feminine construct but &isdraced it as a means to combat

what they saw as destructive male sexuality.

In Grant Allen’s The Woman Who Didthe narrator draws on social-purity
discourse in order to portray Herminia Barton asidegal woman who is capable of
purifying the world around her. She is a “real worhen both “face and form,--physical,
intellectual, emotional, moral” (Allen 11, 10). Dog his visits with Herminia at Mrs.
Dewsbury’s, Alan discovers that he “had never beefgen anybody who appeared at all
points so nearly to approach his ideal of womanh&be was at once so high in type, so
serene, so tranquil, and yet so purely womanly”).(d8 the early stages of their
courtship, the narrator emphasizes Herminia's pufthe way in which she fulfills the
traditional feminine construct in all possible wagsid the narrator also points out that
Alan is a “true man’—ultimately in need of a “go@hgel” to rescue him from his
natural base desires (11). Being “over thirty atii snmarried,” Alan is described as
being “a trifle fastidious™—still “waiting to findsome woman who suited him” (31).
Thus, Alan is at a point in his life when “he shibdie settled” in order to avoid “the
lowest depth of emotional disgrace” (82)Herminia functions as the good woman who

will “preserve him” (32). The narrator explainst twas her task in life, though she knew

16 See John Tosh’a Man'’s Place: Masculinity and the Middle-Class Hoim Victorian England2007) in
which he argues that the redemptive qualities ef ibme, matrimony, and fatherhood constructed the
masculine ideal of the Victorian period.
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it not, to save Alan Merrick’'s soul. And nobly sisaved it” (32). Here, the text
highlights Herminia’s inborn sense of duty—her @ogity to serve as man’s moral

guardian and spiritual savior because she harndssg@ower of ideal womanhood.

Thus, Alan falls in love with Herminia, and healsdmire[s] and respect[s] her”
(Allen 32). More importantly, the narrator commerttsat Alan fully understands
Herminia’s function in his life: “She had powerher purity to raise his nature for a time
to something approaching her own high level. Trieman has the real Midas gift: all
that she touches turns to purest gold” (32-33). premise that the narrator presents
here—that women’s power for reform lies in theiripuand true womanliness—echoes
the fundamental philosophy of social-purity femingoctrines. The entirety ofhe
Duties of Womeifocuses on “the special ways in which women maythe& power to
purify and amend society,” and at the heart of @&bbmessage is the premise that
women can accomplish this goal in the very actlefaing their womanly natures: “If a
woman herself be pure and noble-hearted, she wiliecinto every circle as a person
does into a heated room who carries with him teshness of the woods where he has
been walking—‘the smell of the field which the Landth loved” (166). Cobbe insists
that “the power of any individual to do good"—tccilitate any change in “the family,
the home, in society, and in all public work...muspdnd almost measure for measure
on the extent of that individual's power for synipat-the wideness and warmth of his
heart” Duties 167). She asserts that “it is here, in the facoltynoble, disinterested,
unselfish love that lies the true gift and poweroaf womanhood” Quties 168). Cobbe
continues, it is this gift—this special power thhadmen possess—“which makes us, not

the equals tomen (I never care to claim such equality), butrtbguivalents more than
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equivalents in the moral senseDuties 168). Once again, Cobbe emphasizes the
heightened moral status of women and outlines ystesnization of first-wave feminist
thought: women aremore thafi man’s counterparts—that is, they occupy a superio
position to men [emphasis addeduties 168)" ConsequentlyThe Woman Who Did
envisages this axiom of first-wave feminist philpkg through its focus on Herminia’'s
moral mission. Herminia seeks to raise Alan to “ahdreights he had hardly yet dreamt
of,” and the narrator is careful to discern thathsmoral heights were “the best of which
he was capable” (Allen 33). Alan cannot occupy $hene moral ground as Herminia
because a woman’s morality naturally superseddasothman—she possesses a power

exclusive to womanhodti

Herminia’s role as moral guardian positions hea asouthpiece for social-purity
agendas like those expressed by Cobbe, and, iw#yisshe embodies the characteristics
of the traditional heroine. Additionally, Herming’propensity for self-sacrifice and
martyrdom further reflects the constructs of Viaar femininity that social-purity
feminists utilized to their advantage in an eftoreradicate the double standard. Cobbe’s
social-purity platform emphasizes that women ate &b“conquer’—to affect the world
around them—Dby striving for “the divine breathtagher life” and by harnessing the

“self-sacrificing love” that is inherent to womeDties 168). This drive to conquer—to

Cobbe’s assertion echoes that of Miss Jenkyns (@éban Elizabeth Gaskell'€ranford (1851). Mary
explains, “Miss Jenkyns ... altogether had the app®e of a strong-minded woman; although she would
have despised the modern idea of women being ¢guaén. Equal, indeed! she knew they were superior”
(12).

18 Cobbe's rhetoric here is reminiscent of Floriattmcluding speech in Tennysoae Princes§1847).
Florian envisions a future in which man will “gaiifi “moral height” because of woman’s guidance;
however, he is careful to discern that man will m&in his physical strength and woman will maintaén
moral influence (1213). Florian suggests that ithese “distinct” differences which will improve eth
relations between the sexes (1214). Similarly, @blpproach is one that celebrates women’s “specia
power” (or difference) as a means to facilitatendea
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do good in the world—is evident in Herminia's wilgjness to save Alan from moral
corruption, and it is also evident in her plan whenvisions her self-sacrifice as the
means to purify humanity. She explains to Alan:n&ver occurred to me to think...my
life could ever end in anything else but martyrdom. For whoever sees the truth,
whoever strives earnestly with all his soul to bedy must be raised many planes above
the common mass of men around him; he must be alp@neer, and the moral pioneer
is always a martyr” (Allen 44). Just as Cobbe dsserat women are beacons of “the
Godlike thing in human natureD{ties 168), Herminia, too, believes that “good life can

but end in a Calvary” (Allen 45).

Herminia’s theories are closely aligned with sbpiarity ideology, and she
utilizes the social-purity discourse of femininetwe, Godliness, and privileged female
morality in order to justify her vision. As Jeame8humaker points outhe Woman Who
Did “confirms the Victorian stereotype of good womersasrificial moral leaders who
idolize the men they love” (45). However, as Shkenalso mentions, Herminia’'s ideal
femininity is at odds with her radical views of mage and purity, and therefore “the
novel is both radical and conventional in its tneant of fallen women” (45). Insomuch
as Herminia exhibits the characteristics of conweral womanliness in her roles as
martyr and moral guardian—crucial roles which emed social-purity feminists and
cultivated first-wave feminist politics—she divesggdom the mainstream social-purity
platform in her formulation and execution of anrégular compact” of free union,
economic independence, and equal-partnership egef#llen 69), and she is certainly
willing to accept the repercussions that this ingeroarrangement will bring. Herminia

reasons, “Other women have fallen, as men choogeitta in their odious dialect; no



48

other has voluntarily risen as | propose to do’l€Al48). Here, Herminia reconstructs the
fallen woman and inscribes her with a positiveftip potential. Instead of associating
the fallen woman with her descent into sexual psooity and immorality—what
Herminia identifies as “odious” patriarchal consts+—she contends that her “fall” is
actually an ascension—an act of progress. For Heamthe rejection of conventional
sexual practices does not qualify her as a sexuwaliyupt or fallen woman as society
would traditionally label her because she is neicm of sexual temptation. Instead, she
is an active participant in a plan of her choosimgplan that she believes will incite the
dismantling of the “vile foundations” of patriarch#8). Herminia explains to Alan,
“Brave women before me have tried for awhile to@tttheir own responsibility, for the
good of their sex; but never of their own free viibbm the very beginning” (46). She
reasons that her calculated defiance of sexualtaha@nventions—her willingness to
“fall”—will serve the ultimate blow against the iitsition of marriage. Herminia boldly
relinquishes her social honor in the name of freedand personal principle.
Ambiguously, she is both fallen woman and moralnpgr. Or, in her estimation, she
reasons that it is precisely her deliberate falicwhwill empower her and other women to
reach new moral heights. She proclaims to Alan,réHef my own free will, | take my

stand for the right, and refuse your sanctions8)(4

Thus, shortly after Alan and Herminia enter inteit “irregular contract,” Alan
ventures to Herminia’'s cottage on Bower Lane, ardhtiia, “dressed from head to foot

in a simple white gown, as pure and sweet as thkitscovered,” presents herself to him:

Her cheek was aglow with virginal shrinking as sipened the door, and
welcomed Alan in. But she held out her hand judtaskly as ever to the
man of her free choice as he advanced to greetAlan caught her in his
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arms and kissed her forehead tenderly. And thuskeaminia Barton’s
espousal consummated. (Allen 77)

Once again, Herminia represents the ideal womane-assive, and virginal, but this
ideal construct of womanliness directly opposes twie about to ensue—the
relinquishment of her purity to a man to whom shaot legally married. Furthermore,
her virginal passivity is overshadowed by her a&ctiole in initiating their sexual
encounter: she is dressed in a white gown whenringees, and she “frankly” gives her
hand to him—to the man that she has actively chosé&e her “friend” not her husband.
Finally, this scene presents the trappings oflitional wedding night, and the narrator
even refers to their union as an “espousal,” yetethtirety of Herminia’s life is motivated
by her duty to dismantle the “vile” institution afarriage, which she likens to slavery

and prostitutiofr.

In constructing a self-proclaimed feminist heroimbo intentionally chooses to
fall, The Woman Who Didregardless of its manifestation of social-purityats—
ultimately deviates from the social-purity platfothrough Herminia’'s display of radical
purity politics. The novel maintains that Hermiimsgoure, godly, and good even after she
and Alan consummate their relationship. In the months following the beginning of
their free union, Herminia continues to teach atylaPlace Girls’ School and keeps her
own cottage on Bower Lane. The narrator describeset months as “the happiest time”
of Herminia’s life (Allen 78). She enjoys Alan’'sweet converse and companionship”
when he drops by to visit, and because Herminidos free from any taint of sin or
shame herself ever to suspect that others coulthterigret her actions, Herminia [is]

hardly aware” of how the neighbors gossip about‘reations with the tall gentleman”

9 See the final chapter for a discussion of the imge/prostitution analogy.
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who frequents her home (78). And although Hermopanly defies traditional sexual
standards, the narrator contends that it is theigiog neighbors—not Herminia—who
are misguided in their judgment: “Poor purblind Bow.ane!” A life-time would have
failed it to discern for itself how infinitely higir than its slavish “respectability” was
Herminia’'s freedom” (79). Additionally, the narratcontinues to assert Herminia’'s
morality in light of the community’s concerns: “Ttbe pure all things are pure; and
Herminia was dowered with that perfect purity” (79} is here in these early stages of
their relationship that the text continues to redepurity through Herminia’'s example.
Herminia’'s “perfect purity"—her spotless womanhoothrves regardless of her
lifestyle—a lifestyle that, according to nineteextntury decorum would typically
warrant shame and scorn for an unmarried womans,Titmough the use of the word
“dowered,” the text redefines purity as an essemge-a hatural gift that Herminia
possesses through personal principle and mentairdieatioi®. Through HerminiaThe
Woman Who Didsuggests that purity is a state of mind maintaiti@sdugh the
preservation of a woman’s pious and dutiful reseiieat a woman’s nature can remain

idyllic even when society deems her actions tochdtarated.

The Woman Who Didontinues to assert that society is unable to ceherd
Herminia’s infinitely higher, perfectly pure naturgéhat Herminia is surrounded by “low
minds” who are deluded by their “woman-degrading @nostituting morality” (Allen

88). The narrator is extremely critical of Hermisi@ommunity—a society engrained

2 «Dowered” also invokes a reference to the word down traditional marriages, the term dowry usyall
refers to the material goods, property, or money the wife contributes to the marriage. Thus,wed is
often associated with the very mercenary-like nageicustoms that Herminia wants to avoid. In thalfi
chapter, | discuss howhe Woman Who Didmploys slavery and prostitution phraseology ttiaize the
transactional practices of marriage; however, Wwasth noting here that the union of Herminia arldmiis
not predicated on financial gain or tangible things
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with the ideology that “what is usual is right; Whiany conscious striving to be better
and nobler than the mass around one is regardedcat as either insane or criminal”
(88). What the “mass” views as Herminia’'s wrongasi—her sexual deviance and
disregard for social norms—is, according to theahoa legitimate attempt to be “better
and nobler” (88). Herminia seeks to uplift womeanfr oppression by transforming the
image of purity. For Herminia, “unchastity...is a aniwithout love,” and just because
her union with Alan is not sanctioned by lawful m@ge, it does not mean that she is
impure or unchaste (98). Shumaker argues that Heneiudes the miserable fate and
disapproval that usually accompanies the fallen-amrheroine of the early nineteenth
century: “No longer must the fallen woman refornb®idealized. Because chastity has a
new meaning, her so-called fall is an illusion” Y4&lowever, just as Herminia's
neighbors were unable to conceive her fall as asoennineteenth-century readers of the
novel also failed to accept Herminia’s reinventenhinine ideals as valid. Anti-feminists
and feminists alike unfalteringly clung to old meways. They embraced traditional
definitions of feminine purity and chastity as t#tandard for all women. By combining
the standards of conventional feminine purity aratatity that pervaded the construct of
The Angel in the Victorian Period with the libefaminist goals of freedom and equality
for women, social-purity feminists validated themission to transform society. Thus,
because Herminia ultimately rejected these femisgaial mores that were central to the
angelic first-wave feminist platform, her commitmheilo social-purity ideals was an

illusion; her fall, regardless of how she justifigdvas real, and it was just that: a fall.

Thus far, | have illustrated how Herminia's seeghynindividualized feminist

philosophy is not intrinsic or newfangled. It isalvdy comprised of social-purity feminist
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principles and discourse. Yet what makes Herminitieories neoteric and what
dismantles her social-purity program is her radrealefinition of purity. Therefore, in
configuring a heroine who is both Angel/angel—“petfy pure,” exceedingly moral, and
self-sacrificing—and fallen—sexual and socially @eN—The Woman Who Did
confounds Victorian types of femininity. Herminga heroine who eludes classification
in the pure/fallen dichotomy that structured nieet&-century ideology. Conceptually
speaking, how can a woman be both “fallen” (impuned angelic (pure, inherently good
and respectable)? For late-nineteenth-century readkis image of femininity was
disconcerting and unconceivable, perhaps even medtaYet Herminia flaunts this
unthinkable construction of womanhood as proof ef Hmoral purity and moral
earnestness,” as an innovative weapon which wilegege change (Allen 80). Thus, the
novel creates a vision of feminist potential empmsle by the reconstruction of
femininity—by the dismantling of the rigid sexuabsdards that oppress womérhe
Woman Who Didnvents a heroine who exposes the paradoxical eatuthe traditional
feminine ideal, and in doing so, it suggests thatttansformative power of the woman’s
movement may lie beyond traditional notions of puriln other words, the novel

imagines feminist potential through the revisiod @wentual reinvention of the angel.

The Woman Who Wouldndnd The Woman Who Didn’turther expose the

limitations of feminist potential inscribed by tiadnal notions of femininity by

2L |In presenting this disconcerting representation pofity, The Woman Who Didenhances the
compassionate portrayal of the fallen woman thas@ein novels such as Elizabeth Gaské&llith(1853)

or Thomas Hardy'Jess of the d’Urbervillel891). These texts also erase the boundaries betsexual
purity and spiritual purity but do so by deemphigjzhe heroine’s role in her fall and by highligigt her
victimhood. The Woman Who Didhowever,thematically reframes the purity conversation tigtouts
emphasis on Herminia’s active role in calculatingd acontrolling her fall. See Susan Bernstein’s
“Confessing and Editing: The Politics of PurityHardy’s Tess,” fronVirginal Sexuality and Textuality in
Victorian Literature(1993) for further discussion.
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engaging with social-purity politics and by highitghg the conceptual battle between
feminine purity and masculine passion. By formulgtoppositional pairings related to
purity/passion—virtue/vice, Divine/lhuman, spirit(edysical—these texts draw on
social-purity rhetoric and, much likkhe Woman Who Didthey contribute to an

intertextual conversation which destabilizes theaby logic that structured Victorian

notions of gender. Although first wave feministdashioned the Victorian ideal as a
source of power and independence for women andained The Angelic so that it was
no longer in the service of Man, first-wave femirgshics were still heavily influenced
by traditional gender politics and by the domin@®ological dualities that sanctioned a
woman’s cultural and societal position. Thus, bylEnging these binary structures,
these texts also display how the angel—even thiaireed and repurposed image of

her—undermines feminist potential and inhibits fieisti progress.

In The Woman Who Wouldn®palia Woodgate’s experiment of marital celibacy
results from her desire to facilitate women'’s ligehrough “a crusade against passion”
(Cleeve 87). In both the lives of her friends andthe lives of poor “fallen” women,
Opalia constantly confronts the “the horrible unpoeesults of satiated passion,” and
thus she contends that the only way to uplift worfrem their subjugated position is to
“resist certain encroachments which had been utetit by men” (35). Specifically,
Opalia challenges the womanly ideal perpetuated pwtriarchal society and highlights
how this male-authored construct of femininity isarked with inconsistencies and
contradictions. Opalia points out that she, likleeo women, has invested everything to
conform to the feminine ideal—to remain pure in y@hd in mind. She thinks, “What

was the good of educating a girl to purity and nsbglef in one night that education was
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negatived?” (11). Consequently, she cannot compcelw to maintain her physical
and spiritual purity in a marriage “bound by theriie bestial ties that degraded other

women” (162).

Whereas Herminia’s definition of ideal femininitjjugates purity as an essence—
as an inherent mental and emotional state—Opalr&@sy of ideal womanhood is
informed by the traditional definition of purity &lse preservation of both spiritual and
physical integrity. According to societal and cudtustandards of femininity, women
were to remain pure in both body and mind priomarriage, and after marriage, they
were expected to sexually submit to their husbamdsstill preserve the semblance of
physical purity. Women who consummated their mgasawere considered to be good
women and ideal wives because they were passi@matet their domestic duties and
apathetic toward sexual intercourse and physicaifgration. It was only through this
ambiguous notion of marital purity and renunciatafrsexual desire that married women
could theoretically continue to meet the demandsdefl femininity. Yet Opalia is
unconventional in believing that there are no ekoep to authentic purity; not even
legal marriage justifies a woman’s fall. Opalia eges how the construct of ideal
femininity is incompatible with marriage because texual requirement of marriage
defiles a woman’s bodily purity. Both Herminia ar@palia seek to illustrate the
hypocrisy of the pure/fallen dichotomy, but rathtban redefining its limits, Opalia

actualizes its constructs and extends its parasgter the territory of marriage.

For Opalia, marriage “[mars] perfect love” becatgeout[s] an end to all the
modest maidenly ways” of woman (Cleeve 10, 11). Bowoman, the conjugal

requirement of marriage “means the woman givingeugrything”—she must relinquish
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the very purity that has predicated her existerscaraideal woman, and in doing so, she
makes a “terrible sacrifice”—her very being (13).35Thus, because Opalia feels that
“Real love” and companionship can thrive withouygal passion and because she is
terrified of “the ordeal” that follows a marriageremony, Opalia declares, “What is the
good of feeling as | do if | do not carry it out@®). Thus, when she falls in love with
Alan D’Arcy and he proposes that they get marri@galia is intent on carrying out her
plan—on preserving her sexual purity and cultivgitan unblemished union with her

husband.

As Jeffreys explains, for some feminists, “lust mtethe male desire for sexual
intercourse, imposed on woman against her willvith indifference as to her consent,
with appalling consequences to women in diseasesanted pregnancy, and ill-health,
and with little or no attention to tenderness, eften or what might give the woman
pleasure” §pinster39-40). Therefore, in an effort to avoid such ansances, many
feminists promoted ideas of “psychic love’—the pb#isy of finding “individual
spiritual satisfaction” if “they were able to riabove fleshly concerns” (Jeffre$gpinster
40). Although, as Jeffreys points out, the devabmatof sexual activity was a
“mainstream” feminist tactic, women still needed ftdfill their roles as mothers, so
marital sex could not be completely avoideSpifster 40). However, in the late
nineteenth century, many militant feminists prondotthe elimination of genital sexual

activity between men and women as far as possibblean effort to eradicate the

% Margaret Oliphant's “The Story of a Wedding Toft'894) explores how Janey quickly learns that
Rosendale’s idea of “love” in marriage does notncimle with her romantic expectations. Instead of
finding companionship and love in her marriage,ejalearns of her husband’s lust and cruelty. She
experiences “a disenchantment and disappointmeithwiias almost more than flesh and blood could
bear” (Oliphant 407). This is precisely the type‘wfrrible sacrifice” that Opalia fears and therefoows

to abstain.
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oppression of women that resulted from their sexauddjection (Jeffrey$Spinster35).
Jeffreys explains that the “promotion of the ideds€ontinence and psychic love” were
“representative of mainstream feminist opinion”wawer, she points out that there were

some variations regarding the proposed tacticssahdions Epinster40).

For feminists then, celibacy and/or the devaluatibsexual activity served as the
means that women could use to transform the relatietween the sexes—to reinvent
love and marriage in a way that was fulfilling totlb man and woman. However, such
images of female celibacy, especially in New Worfiation, were misunderstood and
misrepresented by the traditionally minded publior example, in “Celibacy and the
Struggle to Get On,” published Blackwood’'s Magazinen 1894, Hugh E. M. Stutfield
proclaims that the New Woman novelist is embra@elijpacy in order to put “the end-
of-the-century young man on his trial” by convirgifemale readers that “man is a vile,
degraded being, diseased and enfeebled, as aailejn mind and body, and in every
respect thoroughly objectionable” (777-778). ThewNWoman, who has rebelled
“against her natural instincts” and refused to &eek intercourse” with man, warns
female readers that “no decent-minded girl oughbtach him with a barge pole” (777,
778). Stutfield continues, “from our clubs, fromethmoral gutters where we lie
wallowing, we will stretch forth our hands to mekbse of the lady novelist and her
angel helpmates (789). In order to renounce the Weman as the moral savior of man,
Stutfield contends, “I do not believe that men of day are any more misogynists than
their forefathers” (781). He argues that men mayldss romantic” than they were in the
past, but only because of the “gloom and uncestabfitthe present business outlook”

(781). To Stutfield, bachelorhood is not a markselfishness or viciousness as the New
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Woman suggests; it is, at times, a “dire necesgit@1). Men find it difficult settle down
in matrimony simply because “they cannot afford lthhaury of a wife” (781). In a direct
address to Sarah Grand, he asks, “Does she kndwngaif the daily wear and tear, the

mental strain and worry, of commercial and prof@sai life?” (782).

It is Stutfield’s position then, that the New Wornsjustification for celibacy is
unfounded because her depiction of man is uninfdrnkowever, it is Stutfield who
misinterprets the motives of the New Woman. Asragitte and spiritual feminist Lucy
Re-Bartlett explains isex and Sanctityy 1912, “Feminine celibacy and its increase is a
guestion which is engaging the attention of a atersible number of people today, yet
amidst all that is written and spoken in regardt,tthe deepest causes remain generally
undefined” (304 Jeffrey3he Sexuality DebatesiRe-Bartlett argues, “we hear a good
deal about unequal population, and economicaladilties, but those deepest internal
causes which are resident in the changing natueofan herself, are either not set forth
at all, or set forth falsely” (304). Stutfield’sexws which inaccurately depict women’s
propensity for celibacy are representative of the@nstream understanding of the issue,
and it is precisely misguided ideas such as thesieRe-Bartlett attempts to debunk. In
an effort to outline a “wider comprehension” of theeaning of celibacy, Re-Bartlett
argues that many women have begun to embrace cgliém a mere tactic of “self-
preservation”—as a basic human instinct to “preséine species” (306). She asks, “May
it not be that the mental and moral life of womaday has need of something of the
same fierce instinct of self-preservation if itasbe preserved to do its ultimate work in
society, and that women who feel this new liferstg in them are being only true and

faithful in not bowing to conditions which would ush it?” (307). Furthermore she
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argues that girls’ schools are inspiring femalethwai “sense of new possibilities” (306).
Re-Bartlett writes, “along with the new developmait brain is going also a great
development of the moral life—woman’s value, wonsamhdependence, woman’s
dignity, are all things which the modern school girbeginning to feel strongly” (306).
Inspired by these stimulating mental and moral zers, a woman may turn to celibacy
as an immediate form of protest—as a way to vomediscontent of “unfair laws” or

“the attitude of the average man” (306, 307).

Re-Bartlett identifies self-preservation and digeon as two of the reasons why
some women embrace celibacy. She labels these wtmmesrtal women,” meaning that
they possess new mentalities shaped by their yoaret are therefore “connected with
changes in form” in response to the present uphe@@v). However, Re-Bartlett
identifies another type of woman “whose celibacy l@adeeper origin” and who is
“entitled to an even deeper respect” (307). Thigetpf woman is associated with a
change in spirit, and this “spiritual woman” emlesccelibacy for greater purposes
beyond the transformation of the relations betwten sexes (307). For the spiritual
woman, “it is simply the struggle for existence—ttlstruggle which all humanity has
waged—Ilifted to the spiritual plane. It is the stwre which is crying out for room to
breathe, but just as all humanity has cried outhephysical world” (309). She “fights
desperately with herself and with man,” and shetrstend “away from man until he
understands” (310). This “warrior maid” as Re-Bgtticalls her, realizes that “the day
has passed in which the purely gentle woman wasvbloecould do most for man,” and

she waits for the day when she will unite with aafwior man” who understands and
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shares in her “vision of the wider life” for it anly then that “the wings of liberty may

cease their anxious beating and fold themselvpsace” (310).

By contextualizingThe Woman Who Wouldrh the anti-feminist and feminist
sentiment that framed the celibacy conversatichexend of the 19century, we are able
to see how the novel engages with social-purityifiesm, and we can become more
familiar with the background that shaped the regiest the text in 1890s. In New
Woman scholarship to date, no scholar has publigingdextensive textual analysis or
literary commentary oifthe Woman Who Wouldnit order to highlight its historical and
cultural connections to the social-purity movemdiftis lack of critical attention may be
due to its sparse circulation or to the belief tiés poorly written novel does not merit
any serious literary attention. Undoubtedly, muikle the other New Woman novels of
my study,The Woman Who Wouldn4 no literary masterpiece. Yet, also like the othe
novels in this studyThe Woman Who Wouldnitas extremely popular; despite being
labeled as a “silly book” bfhe Literary Worldthe first edition sold out in three weeks
(200). The Saturday Reviewsisted that the novel was “simply an essay in twdree
might call serious pornography” to “be extensivegad by the nasty-minded pure”
(387.). Reviewers were also very critical of thevelts heroine. L.F. Austin offhe
Albumlabeled Opalia a “foolish freak,” (n.pag.), ahle Literary Worldcommented that
“Opalia is not worth three shillings and sixpen¢200). According to these reviews, the
premise of the novel was preposterous and Opatiateons and approach to sexual
equality lacked any semblance to real lfbe Saturday Reviestated, “the book is in no
way a contribution to the sexual question, becdlsenriter is evidently quite unaware

of the nervous physiology of the matter” (387).
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It would seem then that Cleeve’s contemporariestleel Opalia and her ideas
about celibacy in a similar fashion to that of S&ld: both discredited the validity of
women’s concerns regarding the issue of celibadykath seemed to be made anxious
by these concerns. As Re-Bartlett affirms, suchigues “failed to grasp” the “deeper
significance” of what the “majority of people” hqisdged as “madness” (295). In an
effort to combat the misguided opinions of socieRe-Bartlett suggests that “the
enormous power of these women militants to suffet #o sacrifice themselves for an
impersonal Cause is the one thing which thoughikdple at this moment should be
finding worthy of consideration” (295). Re-Bartlettknowledges that even though some
of these examples of “woman’s militancy” (the prdrao of celibacy for example) may
certainly be “immature expressions,” they are néndess evidence of radical revolt that
“cannot be suppressed” because they attest toifidusp uprising” (296). Thus, even if
Opalia’s preference for celibacy is seemingly “ieb! or shortsighted by nineteenth-
century standards or if Cleeve’s treatment of eelbis seemingly counterproductive by
today’'s standards, Opalia’s “immature expressi@y’aiccording to Re-Bartlett, relevant
to a larger conversation “for it forms part of awnsocial conscience which all the
progress of the times is serving to augment” (2B@)Bartlett’s perspective enables us to
locate feminist potential in Opalia’s cause—it emgires how Opalia’s disavowal of
cultural norms is the result of “a newly awaken@msciousness” (298). She turns to
celibacy—to an immediate and accessible physicapamse—as “only a ‘strike’-a
temporary protest- an appeal’ (Re-Bartlett 298)al@{s revolt “constitute[s] woman'’s
revolt, not against man, but against certain fageial condition which her soul has

grown too large to let her any longer tolerate”§R9



61

The Woman Who Wouldréven goes so far as to anticipate the culturaltisgru
that it will receive through its portrayal of thesupportive and unenlightened individuals
who try to convince Opalia to rethink her plan. Fexample, when Opalia attempts to
discuss her feelings with her mother, she realikasit is “a hopeless task” (Cleeve 7).
Mrs. Woodgate tells her daughter, “In my day gkhew nothing of these things, still less
spoke of them” (7). Opalia informs her mother,i8ltnot the knowing, dear mother, it is
the not knowing that is the suicide of women’s hapgs, it is the not acting on that
knowledge” (7). Here, Opalia illustrates how sheldampelled to act—to physically do
something in order to validate her knowledge. Therator further describes Opalia’s
response to others who are skeptical of her plahou are an extraordinary girl,” her
mother and a thousand others would say over andaman, but Opalia would say, with
earnestness, ‘what is the good of feeling as Fddo not carry it out?” (8). Once again,
Opalia identifies celibacy as a way to actualize revolt. As Re-Bartlett explains,
women are confronted with “their own helplessnesdring any remedy’—to actually
transform the world around them (297). Re-Bartheties that as a result, “many women
are moved to things far deeper and more tremenganstheir hearts rises a cry
“somewhat like this: ‘If | canndhielp, at least | will notacquiesce..l will know no man,
and bear no child, until this apathy be broken tilgh—these wrongs be rightéd’

[emphasis in original] (297).

Opalia is unwilling to acquiesce; she hopes thadugh “a conquest of self and
steadfastness of purpose”™—abstaining from sexualitgcwith her husband—she will
become “the first really emancipated woman” (Cled@®2). More so, Opalia believes

that her unprecedented and uncompromised purity fagilitate much more than her
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individual liberty; she trusts that her examplelvaérve to enact “the restoration of
womanhood in its original sense, the original Devgense before the Fall’ (96). Opalia is
determined to prove that in order for a woman tdytbe the angel that she has been
trained to become, she must unite “oneself withDhane in all the glory of its holiness”

(96). Opalia approaches women’s liberty throughekentless dedication to Victorian

sexual codes of female purity, and her narrativerlles how she struggles to embody
the prescribed ideal feminine role of The Angeltih® House and of a Madonna in

Heaven.

When Opalia informs Alan of her terms—that she widirry him in a church and
“afterwards be a true, loving sister” to him—Alatieanpts to dissuade her by saying,
“‘don’t let some foolish ideas mar our future hagssi’ (Cleeve 18). Here, Alan
demonstrates that he too is one of the majority+tigadoes not understand Opalia’s
purpose, and his response seems to anticipatevtrews of the novel. To Alan, Opalia’s
ideas are “foolish,” and he further belittles hdrem he warns her not to “weary” herself
with “so much self-analysis and analysis of lif@8]. Instead, Alan tells Opalia that she
should acquiesce and that she should “be thankaif’ she is an ideal woman who has
been given a favorable lot in life: “You are pladadhis world to enjoy yourself and to
be happy, to take what the gods have given yohenshape of charming, good-looking
young husband, with great ability, to say the le¢). In other words, Alan emphasizes
that women should be passive and satisfied witin lives, yet Opalia feels that the only
way she can be content is by upholding her “prilesp(18). Opalia assures Alan that
she loves him and tries to convince him that helyurg, pure love should be enough for

him—that “the blessing of God is not for human dicdtion, but for the union of man
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and woman for the purposes of greatness and perie¢i9). She reasons with him and
contends, “The Church cannot make holy what woulldewise be unholy” (20).
Although Alan is terribly disappointed, he ackneddes that Opalia’s position is

justifiable. The narrator describes how Alan imales himself in the situation:

It all seemed so true when she said it; he hadrable shameful feeling
that now that she had offered love which he hadepted was all he
coveted, it was no good to him. It revealed to Wit his thoughts had
been since he had met this beautiful woman, omdyging for possession
unacknowledged to himself. She offered what wagpesed to be the
most beautiful thing, ‘Love,” and it was like Ded&ka fruit to him.

(Cleeve 20)

Yet their many “long talks” prior to this momentdl€®palia to believe that Alan had
“seemed to acquiesce” (21). Opalia thought thahAleas the one man who would unite
with her to establish her principles and to help™-he¢hat he was different from other
men—that Alan was capable of thriving on the typepore, unadulterated love that
Opalia had offered him (21). Opalia had hoped #than, like herself, was willing to
make “the tiny sacrifice” for the greater purpo$ébuild[ing] up the future” for women
and men alike (18-19). When Opalia learns that Asannwilling or unable to suppress
his sexual desires in exchange for unblemishedyparid love, the narrator concludes,
“If Alan failed, all men would fail; Alan had beearearer in ideas to her than anything she
had ever read or anyone she had ever spoken tmang men had made love to her; and

if Alan failed, then all indeed, was lost” (22).

Opalia’s commitment to celibacy is not motivatedher disgust of men but by
her desire to do more for mankind. Opalia standdh@swarrior maid” who desperately
wants Alan to be the “warrior man” who will sharerHvision of the wider life” (Re-

Bartlett 310). The entire text chronicles Opaliatsuggle to understand herself and to
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actualize what Re-Bartlett identifies as “a newialoconscience” (296), and it does so by
creating a narrative in which the heroine’s celibaerves to magnify the unrealistic
standards that society places on women. The ceptemhise of Opalia’s philosophy
echoes that of social-purity feminists: both erongd the possibility of erasing the
sexual double standard by holding men accountablihe same level of physical and
moral purity as women. However, most feminists gegped that marriage sanctioned the
occasional sacrifice of one’s physical purity foetpurpose of reproduction, and both
feminists and traditionalists accepted this moaltadiction because it was central to
the preservation of ideal womanhood. If women camifed the reality of this deep-rooted
opposition, then married mothers could no longepbee and angelic. Thus, if society
began to see the construct of the Angel of the Elolas what it really was—an
unattainable, mythical construct—then they wouldfbeced to re-evaluate traditional
notions of proper femininity and purity. Howevdihe Woman Who Wouldrékposes
this impasse—it highlights how celibacy is the otriye expression of ideal femininity
because it is the only practice that preserves mams physical and moral purity. In
doing so, it exposes how the transformative powesoaial-purity feminism is founded
on a myth—on an unreal representation of purityd Arwomen were not pure, then how

could they successfully purify society?

Despite these inconsistencies that structuredoX¥at notions of femininity,
social-purity feminists were not yet ready to alandhe longstanding tradition of the
Angel of the House. Instead, they emphasized heepto transform the lives of women
through campaigns that sought to change attituddsbahaviors of men. Rather than

shirking the conventional feminine ideals, firstwgafeminists attempted to expand the
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ideology of The Angel and promote purity among miéey reasoned that both women
and men alike would greatly benefit if all of sdgi@dhered to the moral and sexual
standards of the ideal woman. One such campaigredasy J. Ellice Hopkins, a woman
who, according to Jeffreys, “had more influencentlaamy other woman or man on the
development of 1880s social puritySginster9). Jeffreys points out that although
Hopkins is “not generally mentioned in connectioithwthe history of feminism,” her
“position was almost identical to that of the madical feminist campaignersSpinster
9). After 1866, the majority of Hopkins’s effortedused on eliminating the degradation
of women and purifying society through the prevemtof prostitution, a task which she
believed was dependent on reforming men’s sexubbhwer (JeffreysSpinster10).
According to Jeffreys, Hopkins's “work and influendie behind the creation of the
Ladies Association for Friendless Girls, the Whifeoss Army and the Church of
England Purity Society,” and her message of equatypstandards for both sexes also

triggered the formation of many purity organizasand purity league$§pinsterl0).

What Opalia had envisioned for Alan—a denial oé ttmale sexual urge in
exchange for godliness and morality—was the vergsage that Hopkins popularized in
her many articles, pamphlets, and public speeclass, in addition to the way tha&he
Woman Who Wouldn’engages in an intertextual conversation about theligs
perception of female celibacy, it also offers digue of the evangelical social-purity
platform as promoted by feminist campaigners likepkins. As absurd as Opalia’s
marital experiment seemed to reviewers, Opaliaéotiies were certainly substantiated
and contextualized in the rhetoric of social pyréapd, thusThe Woman Who Wouldn't

did indeed contribute to and complicate “the sexgaéstion” of the day—the very
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conversation that Hopkins sought to advance thrdwgghfeminist, social-purity agenda
(The Saturday Revie887). According to Hopkins, men’s base sexual imatity—their
natural inclination for sexual activity—was a mli justification, not a biological fact.
Thus, her platform called for the reform of meréxsal behaviors, and she approached
this task by appealing to men’s Christian sensiédiand by publically criticizing the
Church of England for its negligence and hypocriayd although her central goal was to
eliminate the degradation of women and the sexwafuption that resulted from
prostitution, her rhetoric encompassed the postta spiritual and sexual purity would
regenerate individuals and empower the nation. &ting to Hopkins, the adoption of
equal sexual standards for men and women wouldept@\be the panacea for society’s

problems.

In “The Apocalypse of Evil” published ifhe Contemporary Revieim 1885,
Hopkins appeals to her readers’ fear of degeneratimd disorder and asserts that the
adoption of a new masculine ideal—an ideal whiclvileges absolute purity and
Godliness—will combat such looming threats. Hopkimges that the nation’s only hope
of reinstating “God’s order"—a state wherein matl winction as “head of the woman
to guard her from all that makes her unfit to behao of the race, and the woman will be
the heart of the man to inspire him with all noplepose”—is through a commitment to
equal sexual and moral standards for men and wdB¥Y). She argues that such a feat
begins with the training of young boys—in teachingm that “if they would have a clear
brain, a firm nerve, and a strong muscle, then tnexgt be pure, and purity is looked

upon as manly” (341). Hopkins’ reinvented visionnaésculinity emphasizes that purity
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is as vital “truth and courage” (34%). Her logic follows the reasoning that productive
companionate relationships between healthy-minded and fit, dignified women are

the cornerstone of desired societal order and ¢lkaltr of God’s intended purpose for
humanity. Such relationships can only be experi@éneanstances wherein “the woman
requires the man to come to her in holy marriagiénglory of his unfallen manhood, as

he requires her to come to him in the beauty ofspetless maidenhood” (341).

In order to offer a convincing argument to a pulihat was receptive to the
threats of degeneration and concerns of “fit” rejoiction, Hopkins positions the value of
male purity at the very crux of her campaign, ahd seports that her message of male
purity is one that the country is beginning to eader She writes, “I know young men
who have joined this crusade in whom a nobler pass rid the world of woman’s great
wrong has burned all baser passions in their bland,who, fighting all that is base and
foul and impure and mean and vile in our life, hameChrist’s strength slain it in
themselves; men ‘whose strength is as the streoigtbn’ because ‘their heart is pure;’
men cut out of one solid chrysolite” (342). Therusade” that she refers to was
generated by the establishment of the Church oflaadgPurity Society under the
Archbishop of Canterbury on May 25, 1883. In a Chuof England Purity Society
Pamphlet entitled “Purity and the Prevention of thegradation of Women and

Children,” which was circulated in 1884, AdmiralfAdd Philip Ryder reports that over

3 It is worth noting here that Hopkins’ rhetoric (asll as the rhetoric adopted by The Church of Bnd|
Purity Society) couples the notion of male purititharaditional masculine ideals such as good healt
strength, and bravery. In an age of much cultunalety about the re-establishment of the Roman @iath
Church in England, Hopkins strives to present &ioebf “manly” purity in order to distinguish betare
the moral and physical purity of ideal Protestaenmand the absolute celibacy of Roman Catholicstwrie
who were often depicted as effeminate and unma&dg F. Knight's section on “Christian Manliness” in
Chapter 1 (“Male and Female He Created Them’: Mé&fgmen, and the Question of Gender”) from
Religion in Victorian Britain: Culture and Empi@997)for further discussion.
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500 men attended the inaugural meeting of thisesp¢P5). In “The Preliminary Report
of the Executive Committee,” the Church of Engladdrity Society published their
intentions and plan of action to promote the follogv

1. Purity among Men.

2. A Chivalrous Respect for Womanhood.

3. The Preservation of the Young from Contamination

4. Rescue Work.
5. A Higher Tone of Public Opinion. (Ryder 25)

According to Ryder’s report, the Council of theutth of England Purity Society
“are indebted to their friend and Lady Referee,dviidlice Hopkins” for providing them
with a “list of suggestions” that they relied on arder to articulate the proposed
objectives for their organization (26). Although migership in the Church of England
Purity Society was restricted to men over the aig&é8 Hopkins was a key figure in
developing the society’s mission, and she continoeserve the society in her role as a
public educator by speaking to many gatherings ofnmand by publishing
pamphlets/material that were circulated to male bes1 The message at the core of all
of Hopkins’ literature and campaigns—the insistenceequal standards of purity for
men and women—was readily adopted as “one of tiidrnad principles of the Church of
England Purity Society” (Ryder 36). The societytayer, which was composed by the
Archbishop of Canterbury and circulated to allntembers, reiterated not only that men
were capable of maintaining their purity but thatls a commitment enabled men to
“fight manfully against the corruption that is ihet world” (37). Members prayed to
remain “pure in heart” and in body in order to “¥8ed” more clearly (37), and they
were required to promote the five principles of goeiety in an effort to declare that

“Purity is ‘equally obligatory on men and womerkal’ (36).
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Hopkins’s involvement in The Church of England iBusociety reflects her
message that “mass meetings are powerful agemngarging the moral atmosphere and
letting in these great purifiers, light and air'3@. And although Opalia’s philosophy
draws on Hopkins’s overall message and thus thealigtaligns itself with social-purity
politics, Opalia’s skepticism of the church’s efforto promote purity exposes the
shortcomings and limitations of social-purity prees. The narrator explains, “perhaps
nothing was so revolting to Opalia as Mrs. Kerrsedt a pale wan little woman,
expecting her eleventh baby, while the Rev. Artkarr preached sermons on purity on
Sunday evening to congregations of celibate youeg’niCleeve 47). Here, the text
critiques a church-organized purity initiative, rudke that of The Church of England
Purity Society. Once agaiiihe Woman Who Wouldrgtesents the contradictory politics
of social-purity ideology and reiterates Opalialegticism of a movement void of
universal standards. Just as she condemns thensosta of a feminine ideal of purity
fraught with inconsistencies, Opalia also strugglesunderstand the contradictions
between the reverend’'s messages and his practhesasks herself, “Oh! What was

meant, what was God’s intention?” (Cleeve 47).

Much like Opalia’s, Hopkins’s crusade for remedyisociety’s “great moral
problems” was motivated by evangelical revivalismy—-bdesire to reconnect with, as
Hopkins calls it, “the divine possibilities of oumanity” (333, 340). Yet, as much as
Opalia believes that she will reach these “divilmsgibilities” through genuine physical
and spiritual purity, she questions whether or men can follow this same path, and
after some time, Opalia realizes that Alan cannmtept the terms of her marital

arrangement—that he cannot reach the divine hefghtshich she strives. The narrator
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explains, “he could not agree, he could not intla#l passionate vigour of his manhood
promise what she had asked” (Cleeve 27). Througthait engagement, Alan hopes that
Opalia will change her mind, that she will “one dawlize that the demands of love are
instituted by God, and that there is no degradahahem,” but Opalia remains steadfast
in her purpose and decides that she has no otberechut to end their engagement (30).
After regretfully dissolving their engagement, Opak “more firmly convinced every
day that without sacrifice no good was attainedt the instinct of perfection, the thought
of an ideal future could alone save the world friating hopelessly into immorality,
selfishness, and ultimate damnation, towards witiclvas drifting” (44). Thus, she
presumes that she is blessed with the knowledg&aod’s intention"—with a sense of

purpose that men like Alan and even Rev. Arthurrldernot possess (47).

Although Opalia concludes that she cannot marrgnAlshe still wonders
“whether woman’s mission was to sacrifice herselfan, so that man would realize the
beauty of woman’s sacrifice?” and “whether men wereght anything by woman’s
love?” (Cleeve 44). For days, she ponders thesstigns and contemplates her decision
while she busies herself with church, “early wdlknd “hard work” (50). Yet, all her
activities, “reasoning,” “argument,” and “heartagh@rought no solution and no real
comfort to the soul of Opalia” (50). It is not Undhe encounters Alan’s painting in the
Academy that Opalia begins to make sense of heat®nh. She gazes at his painting
titted “Purity and Passion,” and the picture spedtsaight to her, as Alan’s soul was
speaking to her when he painted it” (50). The narraescribes what Opalia sees in

Alan’s painting during what is described as “thesirterrible moment of her life” (52):
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It had but three prominent figures. The picturerespnted three figures
standing at the gates of heaven. Vaguely the gaézs represented as
golden bars coming from vaults of blue, and wittuoms like opals and
rainbows. All was a hazy blue and gold and faimrgl while beyond a
mist of golden light showed vaguely the entranceth® other world.
Groveling in darker vaults of blue crouched thera#y damned. At the
very gates stood a young man gazing longingly &itare, but a rosy-
faced woman was dragging him away with her nakedewdwrms. The
sensual mouth, the wild excited air, all depicteg figure to be a portrait
of Passion leading the young man to destructionlewtis gaze remained
mournfully, despairingly turned to the white-roldfegure of Purity waving
him away from the gates of heaven, and in that pxmression, half of
severity, half tender pity and deepest love, Opsdieognized her own
face. (51)

At this moment, the narrator explains that Opa#ia almost hear Alan’s voice calling to
her and saying “Save me, save me” as if “the lalv&a@d” seemed to sanction her to

return to him (52).

The message that Opalia takes away from Alan’sitfPand Passion” echoes
Alan’s situation as he struggles to resist the adga of Lady Morris, a married woman
who has hired him to paint her portrait. As Alarddrady Morris spend time together in
his studio which is “charged with that extraordinaexual electricity which rules the
world,” Alan “follow[s] a feverish dream of a womavho was not his ideal,” but all the
while, he thinks of Opalia (Cleeve 62, 70-71). Wihenreminisces about Opalia, he feels
“like a man who, having communed with angels on tiegghts of a mountain, has
descended to earth again” (71). He recognizesLiddy Morris is certainly a “beautiful
woman,” and tries to justify accepting her offerlofe, but he always returns to his
“Madonna-like love” for Opalia (55). Yet Lady Mosris persistent; she longs for Alan to
declare his passion, for “the triumph over the wwn woman” who occupies Alan’s
thoughts while they are together (71). As Alan curs to spend more time with Lady

Morris, he begins to fall prey to her: “Opalia’sage, her influence, both were waning,
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just as our good angel (as we are told in childheeds his face and goes back to heaven
if he sees us do something naughty” (81). FinaRer Lady Morris instructs Alan to
visit her one night when her husband will be ou atuntly offers him “all that Opalia
kept back,” Alan vocalizes the very words that @pahagined when she was confronted
with his painting (85). “Opalia! Opalia! Save méilan cries (85). He continues, “Can
you not see what you are doing? Can you not uratetgthat your mission, the mission
of all pure women, is to fight against the othernvem, not against men? We are the
weak, you are the strong, but you don’t know itu¥ourse is, that you do not know why

you are in the world” (85).

As Alan thinks of what is to ensue with Lady Marrhe calls out to his angel, to
the woman who will save him from the destruction @amnation that he envisioned in
his painting. Thus, at this moment in the narrati&an’s situation mirrors that of his
painting: he must choose between salvation or daomaand those two choices are
bound in two opposing feminine forms, one good ane evil. In the painting, evil takes
the form of “a rosy-faced woman” with exposed “ndkehite arms” and a “sensual
mouth”; in “the wild excited air,” she is “draggih¢he mournful “young man” toward
damnation (51). Conversely, the good “white-robediman is “waving” him in the other
direction; her “pure expression” gently beckons anher “deepest love” and tenderness
(51). As Nina Auerbach notes in “The Rise of thdldlaWoman,” such nineteenth-
century artistic expressions of the fallen womad ker evil potential are all too familiar:
“her prone form becomes so pervasive an imageithakes on the status of a shared
cultural mythology” (29). Auerbach reflects thalhén and now, she seems to enlightened

minds a pitiable monster, created by the neurdsssaulture that feared female sexuality
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and aggression and so enshrined a respectablytisathsitionary tale punishing them
both” (“The Rise” 31). Contrary to the represertas of the fallen women that Auerbach
discusses—those examples in art and literaturehadhallenge the mythical construct of
the fallen woman by envisioning alternative outcenfier her and inscribing her with
uplifting spiritual potential—Alan’s portrayal ohé fallen woman in his painting as
inspired by the example of Lady Morris certainlyhacks to the Victorian stereotype of
“a woman her readers might dream about but couldive with” (Auerbach “The Rise”
33). The “portrait of Passion” in the painting, chulike Lady Morris, is sexually and
spiritually threatening and must be cast out ofnAldife if he is to save himself from the
perils of evil. In direct opposition to passion‘ise white-robed figure of purity” which
symbolizes the good, chaste woman in Alan’s lifpafta. Alan’s representation of purity
and passion in his painting reflects the dominantltucal ideology which
compartmentalizes women into two distinct categonpire and fallen. The pure woman
is sexless, angelic, gentle, and passive, andallenfwoman is sexual, sinful, excited,
and detrimentally active. In this dichotomy, theatlwoman maintains her proper place
in society precisely by resisting passion. Furtteen according to social-purity
feminists, the ideal woman serves as man’s moxabisat is her duty to rescue him from

his own debased sexual nature.

Although Alan’s painting reproduces the purity/mas pure/fallen good/evil
cultural construct of femininity, he begins to uretand how his desire for Opalia is
antithetical to the preservation of these rigid taaries. The narrator explains, “one of
the greatest enigmas of Alan’s life just now wassithpossibility of realizing, or thinking

of Opalia in the sense in which she would be thoofh(Cleeve 73). In other words, he
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cannot regard her wholly as “the figure of puritifiat she is because what Alan
ultimately wants is for Opalia to succumb to passibe only ending he is able to depict
is “himself by her side, his arm encircling hereithlips meeting in that one first kiss”
(74). Alan desires Opalia over Lady Morris becaymlia perfectly adheres to the
feminine ideal—because she is not the wild, imprdpmptress that Lady Morris is. Yet
Alan’s attraction to Opalia is further fueled byetpotential collapse of the boundaries
that separate these two women—Dby the contingeratyttie pure woman is a mythical
construct. Alan requires that Opalia exist as thwite-robed figure of purity” in his
painting—that she conform to the feminine idealpwmblic and in his mind—but he

desires her to submit to passion in private in otdeerve him as his dutiful wife.

Opalia also struggles to stifle “the enemy” thatgnawing at her very heart’—
her passion for Alan (Cleeve 88). The narrator @xgl, “What to her seemed worst of all
was the fact that she knew that this deep passtople talked of was burning in her
heart for Alan” (69). Yet, Opalia believes thatdiying into such a “delicious” “dream,”
she would “sink to the level of all those othersos# very being seemed to begin and
cease with passion” (70). Opalia wants to remaat tivhite-robed figure of Purity” of
Alan’s painting because she is haunted by the atkizeme portrayal of femininity: the
fallen woman image—the wild, sensual woman whosatiable appetite for passion
corrupts and contaminates society. This is the ofui@palia’s predicament; she is unable
to accept the passion that she feels for Alan lsecahe is influenced by the cultural
understanding that associates sexual passion hahdéstructive nature of the fallen
woman. However, Opalia is also burdened by her wibynduty to save Alan—to rescue

him from sinking into sexual and moral depravityhis dishonorable relationship with
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Lady Morris, and she knows that in order to “sa@h, she will eventually have to

relinquish the defining characteristic of her ideamanhood—nher purity.

Through Opalia’s ongoing conflicthe Woman Who Wouldretitiques the rigid
binary structure that shaped nineteenth-centurgemtions of femininity and exposes
how the constructions of ideal femininity—womantgatural” inclination for purity and
passionlessness—were at odds with the feministakparity agenda because, as
illustrated by Opalia’s situation, her propensityserve as Alan’s moral savior depends
not on her heightened purity but on her willingnessacrifice it. Thus, by confounding
the distinctions between purity/passion, virtuedyicspiritual/physical—the very
oppositional pairings that regulated proper femtgnthe text undermines the
transformative power of feminist thought predicate and highly invested in the
preservation of such boundaries. Furthermofée Woman Who Wouldn'poses
complicated questions about the capacity and irapdinos of self-sacrifice as a natural
feminine tendency which empowers women to transftirenworld around them. Opalia
wonders howself-sacrifice serves as “woman’s mission” in lisspecially when that
sacrifice contradicts the very womanly ideal thhe seeks to maintain (Cleeve 44).
Additionally, Opalia confronts the ideological prse that is central to first-wave
feminist thought as she questions whether or nobman is able to purify society—to
transform man’s morality—through her relentlesslsg$ness; she asks, is man capable
of realizing “the beauty of woman’s sacrifice?” aade “men taught anything by
woman'’s love?” (44). According to social-purity doces like those of Cobbe and
Hopkins, a woman’s chief power to transform thatiehs between the sexes lies in her

ability to assert her natural womanly virtues. Miower, as demonstrated through
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Hopkins’s establishment of male purity leaguesjaquurity feminists also maintained
that men were capable of adopting the same praatipassionlessness that was inherent
to women. However, as Opalia examines the powereffithcy of womanly virtue as a
guestionable agent for change, the text reveals th@mdeals of passionlessness and
selfishness present conflicting interests in tiwediof women. Furthermore, as Opalia
begins to identify with Alan and recognize that sbe has a propensity for passidine
Woman Who Wouldnihomentarily positions woman on the same moral gicasiman.
Such analogous representation of male and femaleed@as certainly disadvantageous
to feminist campaigns that insisted that women waeaéurally purer than men and
therefore capitalized on woman’s difference in #&oreto convince men to adopt her
superior standards. As Opalia attempts to stiflepassion, she wonders, “Is woman so
different to man? Is not the very rivalry of thexeg a proof of their similarity?” (Cleeve
49), and although the narrative eventually reestiabs the distinction between masculine
and feminine virtues and reasserts woman’s poségeman’s moral savior, these issues
that Opalia explores during her prolonged periodaibt (which comprises the majority
of the narrative) are hardly resolved in the dubiand impetuous conclusion of the novel
when all of Opalia’s “degradation” and “suffering’ “wiped out” in the “compensating

joy” of maternity (2255".

WhereasThe Woman Who Wouldndritiques the limitations of social-purity
feminist politics by highlighting Opalia’s internatruggles to mediate change without
compromising her ideal femininity, Victoria Cross e Woman Who Didn’also

contributes to this intertextual and interdiscuessonversation but does so through the

4 See the final chapter for a discussion of maternit
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portrayal of the male perspective. Thus, by usimg male point-of-view in order to
further develop the purity/passion virtue/vice biea that structured the dominant
discourses of female desifEhe Woman Who Didnievisits the unresolved questions of
The Woman Who WouldnMuch as Alan is engrossed with the “perpetual wipi'sbf
Opalia—the “immaculate Madonna” whose “image hadriitien” (Cleeve 152-153, 108),
Evelyn experiences a similar attraction to Eurydiddne thought of her filled my mind
to running over, just as her presence, her imagemed to weigh upon my physical
senses” (Cross 25). During their journey on a bo&darseilles, Evelyn, who is on leave
from his six year post in India, befriends EurydWwdliamson after she boards the ship at
Aden. After they spend a week together aboardcshing, Evelyn becomes enthralled by
Eurydice because, as he explains to his friendiBsch, “she’s certainly totally different
from any other woman I've ever met” (13). He adnpiitsan imagine her carrying a man
away into any folly—even marriage” (13). Surpridey Evelyn’s interest in marriage,
Dickinson attempts to persuade him that Eurydice@ldianot complement his lifestyle:
“Yes. She is a divine creation, | admit, most ingsiee and very nice at a safe distance,
but do you know | think she’d be rather an awfutt €6 person to marry! Fancy coming
home late, drunk, and seeing her sitting waitingdioe with that marble face and those
level eyebrows” (14). Since Evelyn has just comneena one-year leave from his post as
a “hard-worked Indian officer,” Dickinson is famal with Evelyn’s “irresponsible
gaiety” and his bachelorhood existence (6). ThuskiBson reminds his friend of the
appeal of frivolous women, and as they survey tlemen around them, Dickinson
replies, “I daresay she’d do all right for you, titde one’s more my style, she’s a touch

of barmaid about her; keep you cheerful” (14). Heare Evelyn is not convinced by
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Dickinson’s appeal and therefore responds by sayBgrely when one marries one does
not want a repetition of the women one may havenknbefore marriage?” (14). Evelyn
admits that he “should prefer a change’—a womaikerthe ones he is accustomed to,

and he is convinced that Eurydice is certainly uai@l4).

Evelyn’s fascination with Eurydice continues tagras they spend their days
sitting “side by side on the deck talking,” anddigcovers that Eurydice definitely offers
him that change that he desires (Cross 17). Eveyrefreshed by their profound
conversations. He boasts, “Two philosophers in eniciAthens could hardly have
discoursed more indefatigably in one of their cedewalks than she and | upon that
covered deck” (17). Evelyn is so impressed by Ewg/d wit and reasoned locution that
he believes she is greatly affecting his intellé8he roused it from the apathy into which
it had sunk during six years of the empty, frivadide of an army man in India” (17).
Eurydice “seem|s] to reinfuse” Evelyn’s brain withe vigour” it had once had when he
was younger (18). Additionally, Evelyn also exp&iftAnd her influence on my moral
being was as great” (18). He elaborates, “In evarid, in every sentence she uttered, in
the whole length of those dispassionate conversative had, there was gradually
unfolded before me the beauty of an elevated, atdkextremely sympathetic character,

and all the better part of my own was drawn irtasig towards it” (18).

Evelyn’s avowal of Eurydice’s “elevated” characéed her propensity to awaken
his “better nature” echoes the perspectives of bt#lminia’s Alan and Opalia’s Alan:
all three male characters are enthralled by gogtlanvho assert themselves as divine
moral guardians. Herminia “had power in her putgyaise” Alan’s nature to “her own

high level” (Allen 32), and Alan likens his encoard with Opalia to interchanges “with
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angels on the heights of a mountain” (Cleeve 7husfThe Woman Who Didnjbins an
intertextual conversation witithe Woman Wheeries, and, by emphasizing women’s
heightened moral status and scrutinizing her giititpurify or elevate those with whom
she comes in contact with, the text employs squmiagity theories. Although much like
The Woman Who DidndThe Woman Who Wouldn’t, The Woman Who Digirgtokes

many questions about the practical application@otdntiality of such theories.

After only a week of knowing Eurydice, Evelyn adsni‘l knew that | loved her,
and loved her with the best and noblest love omadmubeing can feel for another, the
love that has its roots in reverence and its frmtdevotion, the love that thinks only of
the object, and will deny its own to gain its idopleasure” (Cross 18). This confession
suggests that Evelyn has undergone a moral tranafan—that, because of Eurydice,
he is able to harness his “best” nature—to becaetiless and honorable for and because
of this divine woman. Evelyn is convinced that Elicg will accept his love, and in this
climactic moment when Evelyn feels “the first frdgjht of Love breaking into” his life,
he ventures to find Eurydice. He sets out “with wmcertain [tremoff of feeling”
because “for the first time a personal prayer’nshes lips (18). At this moment, Evelyn
also suggests that he is on the brink of a splrauakening—that his love for Eurydice
has moved him to prayer. He searches the deckuoydice, and in the dark “the mast
swung an electric light, pouring a shower of trepmsl transverse rays through the

cordage” (18). There, he finds Eurydice “sittingyidoeneath “the full flood of light, that

% The 2009 General Books editionie Woman Who Didndontains the worgemorrather thartremor,
which is an error. | consulted John Lane’s 1893i@diwhich is digitized on Google Books in order to
locate the correct word.
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seemed to descend upon her like a mantle of sjlvérére, in his moment of

enlightenment, Evelyn sees his angel adorned wihigaaenly glow (18).

Evelyn’s description of Eurydice suggests he lot&ksher as his moral and
spiritual savior—that her sympathetic and nobleuraats leading him to a “heavenly
awakening”™—a “new era” of his life (Cross 15). Thaslf-transformation that Evelyn
envisions as the result of his relationship withrylice suggests that Evelyn is
reinventing himself on various levels. Firstly, ppoclaims that he is becoming more
virtuous; he is ready to abandon his bachelorhodtyle and turn his attention to
honoring and loving a woman. Secondly, Evelyn beginreexamine his spiritual nature;
he acknowledges an absence of spiritual devotidmdgrdaily life but turns to prayer to
aid him in his pursuit of the woman he perceivedbéoa divine angel. Additionally,
Evelyn begins to reformulate his attitude about dEmcompanionship and about the
intellectual capacity of women. Evelyn realizesttbampanionship with the “cheerful”
“barmaid” type of woman—the pleasing but intelledty stunted “plaything"—is no
longer appealing to him because through his “memtahtact with a mind like
Eurydice’s,” Evelyn begins to understand that womreay be man'’s intellectual equal—
that he has been underestimating and undervalulrag women are able to contribute to
a relationship. Not only is Evelyn surprised by ¥lice’s mental agility, but he also
explains, “and her influence on my own intellectswery great,” which indicates that
Evelyn recognizes her “tremendous power” (17).his avowal, Evelyn credits Eurydice
for his newfound insight in the same way that hgragdizes her for cultivating his path
to moral and spiritual reform. Thus, much as theepothovels emphasize the “special

ways in which women may use their power to purifig @amend society,The Woman
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Who Didn’t portrays Eurydice as the ideal social-purity heseiras Evelyn’s moral

guardian and spiritual savior (CobbDeties166).

In addition to Evelyn’s proclamations of his busgeng self-transformation—his
frank discussions in which he directly acknowledgeschange in attitude and
perception—the text also reiterates the materigdimaof Evelyn’'s reform through the
vivid descriptions of the natural setting aroundgnhiUpon Evelyn’s realization that
Eurydice’s uniqueness is unprecedented, Evelynhemaa turning point in his life and
asks himself if she is possibly the “missing partiof his own “broken and incomplete
being” (Cross 14). As he contemplates whether ¢iEupydice can “restore” his life, he
gazes out at the sea to watch “the rising of thengoDay” and sees “broken shafts of
light” appearing “above the dark line in the honzio the East” (14). Impressed by the
“overhanging blackness of the night,” the “blaclsiesf the sea, and the “darkness of the
sky,” Evelyn witnesses the coming of a new day .(15) this symbolic sunrise scene,
“bars of crimson light” disrupt the darkness, “tséarming the uncertain, trembling pallor
and shades of the water into one soft, subtle mgsteharmony of mauve” (15). Evelyn
stares at the horizon as “unhesitatingly, triumplyamwith overpowering sovereignty, the
great Day [rises] in its mantle of clear light;ettishadows” and the darkness disappear
into “one brilliance of purest gold” (15). Filledithr a “confident gladness” in his heart,
Evelyn concludes, “the ever marvelous mystery & ttawn was past. It was glad,

joyous, certain Morning that smiled upon the sé#)(

This passage metaphorically illustrates Evelymrangition from moral and
spiritual darkness to a newfound consciousness—tteavenly awakening” facilitated

by Eurydice’s divine influence and discernment @rd5). The “fresh day” ushers in
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light, certainty, and harmony, and the invigoratingagery parallels Evelyn’s restorative
journey that has resulted from his encounters i enlightened Eurydice. Evelyn
describes the forthcoming “new era” of his lifeeaBme for personal, spiritual, and social
progress, and through this characterizatibhe Woman Who Didnp’'tappropriates the
turn-of-the century social-purity discourse whicbspioned the New Woman as the
catalyst for cultural, political, and social tramshation (15). In “Is the New Woman a
Myth?” published inHumanitarianin 1896, Mrs. Morgan-Dockrell echoes Evelyn’s
sentiment in her depiction of the spirit of the :ajénere is the breath as of a new spring
in the moral and spiritual atmospheres, fraughhwitimations of more abundant life
and light to all mankind” (339). Furthermore, Evel/ “awakened enthusiasm” for life,
for something new and unique, is, according to Mar@ockrell, the fashionable

ideology (339):

The remnant of the old order stand aghast, clmgiffrightedly to their
traditions; meanwhile the new order hastens fodtyeey, heralding and
welcoming the fuller entrance of the New Era. Thaty word “new,”

strikes as it were the dominant note in the trehg@resent-day thought,
present day effort and aspiration. (339)

Through Evelyn’s search for a new beginniige Woman Who Didnillustrates
this spirit of the age that Morgan-Dockrell ideigs, and the text further exemplifies
Morgan-Dockrell’s theory because Evelyn’'s eagerrfesschange is circumscribed by
Eurydice’s potential. At the center of all “thesawnfacts and entities,” Morgan-Dockrell
writes, “the new woman appears to be immeasurdisyfitst in importance, the most
abounding in potentialities and in common intere@40). According to Morgan-
Dockrell, the “genuine new woman’—the woman who naats the interest of world

because of her capacity to transform society—isvahe “typifies and makes for, of all



83

things, regeneration and purification” (344). Simebeaces her womanhood in order to
convince man “that in the intellectual sphere ashm physical there cannot be natural
and healthy creation without the co-operation anthlgamation of all the mental
attributes, male and female” (344). Morgan-Dockeglmments that the “genuine new
woman” has joined forces with “some of the ablegnnof the century” in order to
cultivate the “forward movement” of society (344t she concedes that “the new man
has not as yet lifted up [an] announcing voice’qQ)34n other words, Morgan-Dockrell
acknowledges that the new woman is still awaitihg arrival of her helpmate: the
genuine new man who celebrates women'’s potentilaaiopts her elevated moral and
spiritual standards. This new man shares the nemamts view that “the needs and
desires of the world are not those of men aloned, aherefore, he “harmoniously”
works with her in order to facilitate “the world’'egeneration” (345). Morgan-Dockrell is
certain that, “he [the new man] is coming; afterowh perhaps, the millennium followed
by a new heaven and earth (340). Until that dagiesp is left with “a realistic picture”
of “a nineteenth century man of the world” who,redovith “hundreds of thousands like

him are content for women to remain, of the podr tthey call a normal woman” (350).

Morgan-Dockrell’'s depiction of the “the genuinewnavoman” combats the
widespread, threatening images of the New Womaa ‘@&®urce of contagion, of moral
defilement, and corruption” (314). Much like soemlrity feminists, Morgan-Dockrell
upholds the rigid boundaries that constructed idesdininity. She argues that women
should be granted the human right to develop c@gégand exist with men in both the
private and public sphere because society is id néguidance with regard to religion,

morality, and virtue—the very purifying correctivésat women “naturally” are able to
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provide. Thus, at the center of much first-wave ifest propaganda is the insistence on
women'’s equality for the benefit of mankind and jirification of women'’s freedom to
the extent that women exemplify traditional femitynand embrace natural womanly
attributes in an effort to better serve as man’slgimate” (Morgan-Dockrell 345).
Theoretically, first-wave feminism aimed at libéngt women from the confines of
patriarchy; however, discursively, first-wave femim was heavily focused on appeasing
patriarchal audiences—on convincing men to supparnen’s causes. In doing so, it
promoted a message not of the “new” woman but efutinder-valued, potential power of
the “old” angel. She had not changed; she wag@istanding a “new” helpmate, and she
was convinced that she could make this happen—ifiather persistence would

eventually usher in “the new man.”

Herminia and Opalia both share a similar visiond amtially believe that their
chosen partners will function as helpmates and ffoegm in their fight for emancipation.
However, as each narrative discloses, neither plaves to be capable of occupying
woman’s moral or spiritual ground. Nonetheless, ynasocial-purity campaigns
concentrated their efforts on transforming the dgpi“nineteenth century man of the
world” (Morgan-Dockrell 350) into The New Man, a ma&ho embraced the same moral
and spiritual ideals as the angel. As illustratedugh much of Hopkins’s teachings and
her endorsement of purity leagues for men as welthaough Cobbe’s doctrines that
publicized the transformative power of “pure andleehearted” womanhood(ities
166), first-wave feminists were highly invested preserving and propagating ideal
feminine virtue. They embraced purity, selflessnes®rality, and spirituality—

prescribed feminine ideals which for so long reedeghem powerless and inadequate for
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the public sphere, and in an effort to gain a voica patriarchal society, they recast
these feminine virtues as agents of change—as weamd emancipation not
subordination. Despite much feminist effort to prothe efficacy of this ideological
approach, the New Woman novels in this study pagtetl an intertextual and
interdiscursive conversation that unveiled the stwonings of a plan of action steeped in
old feminine traditions. First-wave feminists preed new directions for women, but
their efforts were misguided by an unwarrantedcgrdition of the New Man’s arrival.
The Woman Who Didnfurther complicates this issue by putting the fastiprogram to
the test; albeit a fictional account, Evelyn’s m#ikre actualizes the potential praxis of
Cobbe’s and Hopkins’s theories on a micro-leveltoligh the male point of view, the
text presents and investigates the process tlsttwave feminists propagated as a means
to reshape the world for their benefit: a womardsver to reform the world one man at a

time.

Throughout the beginning of the novel, Evelyn'safessions lead readers to
believe that he is a “new man” in the making—thati$1as Morgan-Dockrell identifies,
one of the men “sincere of soul and earnest ofgaegpwho welcomes “the New Era” as
“a new spring in the moral and spiritual atmospee(839). Evelyn also distinguishes
himself from the typical “nineteenth century mantloé world”; unlike his emblematic
friend Dickinson, Evelyn is no longer pleased wathidlike, mindless women (Morgan-
Dockrell 350). In his love for Eurydice and in tasknowledgement of her intellectual
and moral worth in his life, Evelyn affirms theieficy of the feminist platform: men will
greatly benefit from interactions with women whe ao longer confined to the lives of

“poor doll[s]” (Morgan-Dockrell 350). The New Womara woman who is afforded the
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right to fully and freely develop “every power arfidculty,”—is a “nobler human
creature,” a “more useful citizen,” a “fitter mothef children,” and, most importantly, a

“more loyal helpmate for a true man” (Morgan-Dodk850).

Thus, as Evelyn provides us with evidence thatshen the verge of reform
because of Eurydice’s exemplary influen@&de Woman Who Didninitially validates
the theoretical approach that shaped feminist thoagthe turn of the century. However,
when Evelyn learns that Eurydice is married, hisitsial and moral transformation—his
journey to becoming a New Man—comes to a suddein Wdien Evelyn confesses his
love to Eurydice, she is offended by his advanbe; asks him, “How can you say that
word [love] to me?” (Cross 19). She had no intamtxd deceiving him, and she thought
he knew she was married, but Evelyn assures her; I'Nwear | did not know it” (20)
Upon hearing the news, Evelyn is “paralyzed” anéespless (20). The word “married”
jars his senses, and he begins his descent bk taeaningless life that he once knew:
“All emotion was lost, all feelings made level imeo sickening blank” (20). He also
begins to abandon his newfound dedication to virttiehe word stirred a mad
unreasoning rebellion with me. A rebellion of &bse finer, purer, more tender instincts
that had sprung up round the main passionate irapfisove for her this girl as | had
thought her” (20). Evelyn realizes that he cannog¢sess Eurydice as his “object” of
“worship” (18), and, therefore, he re-evaluates thathenticity of his moral
transformation: “The gentleness, the reverencectimsideration that ran through all my
thoughts regarding her, and that | sedulously eraged and cultivated for her sake, had
been like delicate flowers growing on the sidesaofolcano and co-existent with the

subterranean flames” (21). Thus, Evelyn admits thigt self-reform is somewhat
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disingenuous because it was not self-motivatedthEumnore, he acknowledges that he
has not fully abandoned his old ways and attitutlesy secretly coexist with the new

appearance he has been cultivating.

Evelyn continues to describe this moment as thasotke end of his moral
progress: “And as in eruption of the volcano thewkrs perish, are annihilated and
obliterated in the flow of boiling lava, so now Hibse holier, more tender impulses, sank
submerged under the liberated tide of underlyingsipm” (Cross 21). Evelyn is
overcome with passion, and although he realizes“thes not the function of the sane
mind to dwell upon a desire which is absolutely drel its attainment,” his desire for
Eurydice is heightened by the thought that he cahawee her (25). Thus, Evelyn reveals
that the “better part” of his nature is overcomehiy lust, and as a result, Eurydice is

reduced to an object of Evelyn’s desire (18):

It was extraordinary, the indefinable, irresistibfi@scination that the
thought of her, the image of her, possessed forl mesented it, wrestled
with it, struggled under it in vain, the mind waasping through an
inexplicable phase, completely subjugated, unneareti unstrung by the
abstract contemplation of pleasure which it fulgcaognised, absolutely
impossible of attainment. (25)
Although in this passage Evelyn describes his pesdent as a psychological struggle,
his active verb choices suggest that he is alsceresqucing a physical reaction in
conjunction with his mental torment. That Evelynttbd[wrestles]” and “[struggles]”
with the thought and image of Eurydice evokes theression of a sexual encounter.
(25). Coupled with the forceful volcanic imagery fdmes, lava, and eruption, this

passage depicts Evelyn’s insatiable sexual appéfitighout the promise of sexual

finality—the physical “pleasure” that he ultimatebeeks with Eurydice—he cannot
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function (25). Furthermore, without the hope oftdaiment,” Evelyn is no longer
engrossed with his attempt to “cultivate” himseita a new man. During their final
meeting aboard the ship, full of “holy determinatiand resolve,” Eurydice informs
Evelyn that they must never see each other again E¥elyn marks this moment as the
“death” of their “love” (27), and thus, this momeaiso marks the end of a short-lived era

of self-reform.

After their departure, Evelyn explains, “| reatizeo keenly that | had done my
duty in the matter by accepting my dismissal, theduld allow myself a little license
now, for in the male moral code we make a littleue go a long way” (Cross 30). Thus,
he goes back to his old life and re-adopts “theenmabral code”—an exclusively male
standard that rationalizes vice as a “natural” oaesp to life’'s hardships. After six
months, when Evelyn and Eurydice accidentally megethe train station in Dover,

Evelyn distinguishes his code from that of Eurydice

For six months she had been treading the clearowapath of duty,
temptations passed, difficulties overcome, andrltfmse same months
had been wandering further into the mire of perbmadisfaction, all
temptations embraced, all difficulties avoided.ould see as in a mirror
held up to me what her days had been, pure and, eed filled with a
wearying unsatisfying virtue, dragging after eadheo in intolerable
tedium, which she had the strength to endure amath to live through,
and mine seemed lost, as | looked back, in a niishere degradation.
(33)

Here, Evelyn outlines the differences between manid women'’s ethical standards, but
his evaluation of these two diametrically oppostastyles is rather ambiguous as neither
the male propensity for vice or the female propgn&r virtue seems to offer any
redeeming qualities or personal fulfilment. THere, the text further develops its

critical inquiry into the feminist potential of wamnly virtue. Evelyn surely finds
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Eurydice’s elevated morality and purity admirabted aattractive; however, contrary to
social-purity rhetoric, “the ideal of womanly vigu falls short as an agent of change
(CobbeDuties 8). In The Woman Who Didn’feminine virtue fails to purify society,
empower women, or induce men to reform. Furthermdneough its portrayal of
Evelyn’s unyielding sexual desire, the text disdsethe argument that men are capable
of being held to the same moral and sexual stasdasdvomen. As illustrated through
the imagery of the erupting volcano, in man’s natworld, “delicate flowers” of purity

and morality cannot “[co-exist]” with “the subten@an flames” for long (Cross 21).

Moreover, all three oThe Woman Whmtertexts challenge the construct of ideal
femininity by dismantling the binary structures (@tiallen, purity/passion, virtue/vice)
that regulated the distinction between the propesrthy angel and the improper,
dishonorable woman. Consequently, because firsevieminist philosophy extolled the
image of the angel as its agent of change, theseterts also developed a complex
critiqgue of feminist ideology. As | examined earlin this chapter, iThe Woman Who
Did, Herminia revises notions of feminine purity anerges the pure/fallen feminine
constructs into an unthinkable version of ideal wwahood. LikewiseThe Woman Who
Wouldn'texamines the purity/passion dichotomy in ordereteeal the ambiguous border
between the ideal and the fallen woman, and, thrabg exploration of Opalia’s desire,
The Woman Who Wouldraiso undermines how the purity/passion binary servea as

marker of sexual difference between women (asexun)men (sexual).

The Woman Who Didnitevelops another thread of this conversation thratsy
inquiry into the nature of virtue and vice. Neae #nd of the novel when Evelyn hopes

that Eurydice has changed her mind—that she hadlyfifigiven way, yielded” her
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principles—Evelyn asks himself, “Could it be...thaitt Virtue and Vice are essentially
tiring in their nature? Could it be that the hunfeing is not fitted to sustain an extended
course of either one or the other? In a naturéd ske would alternate one with the other,
and in this mixed existence his moral charactehgges most fully develops and expands
itself” (Cross 36). Here, rather than reestabligtime virtue/vice dichotomy as the ideal
ethical organizing principle—as the border thatasafes woman from man or the ideal
woman from the fallen one—Evelyn suggests anothbica model, one in which
individuals pursue a “mixed existence” rather tloae that is culturally prescribed for
them. Whereas Evelyn initially admired Eurydicaswavering virtue and even sought

to emulate her angelic example, he now developsiatheory:

Perhaps there is something attenuating to the inditi@s in long
continued virtue: the soul, the heart, the morakoes become cramped
by it: they are deprived of all that movement ardreise natural to them,
in the fervours of repentance, passionate remonsk agonized regret
consequent upon error, and they degenerate a®thedoes, of which all
its muscles are not brought properly into play.) (37

Plainly, Evelyn’s discussion of individual freedonere stands in direct opposition to
first-wave feminist philosophy. For nineteenth-aggtfeminists, unfaltering virtue was a
mandate for all women, and they were convinced tihatdispersal of feminine virtue
would purify society and emancipate women fromdbefines of patriarchy. However, it
is here in this radical idea thdthe Woman Who Didn’presents its most feminist
premise—one which envisions a path for women thawithout culturally constructed
moral obligations. As Evelyn imagines a “mixed ¢sige” for women—an approach
which no longer relegates women to the confineghef virtue/vice, pure/fallen, or
good/evil pairings—the text discredits the monatittmodel of womanhood that

informed traditional cultural values and that fedlthe first-wave feminist agenda. Thus,
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it momentarily exposes the fictitiousness of thgedrand rejects the singular definition

of women as inherently virtuous and pure.

Furthermore, much likdhe Woman Who Didnd The Woman Who Wouldn'’t
The Woman Who Didnfiresents another scenario in which the angel taiteform man
or purify the world around her. In the end of therative, Evelyn realizes that he has
once again misinterpreted Eurydice’s intentionse s most certainly not transitioned
from “virtue to vice” as he had imagined; she halydefriended him in order to exert
her “higher moral nature” over him (Cross 37). Ursseed with friendship and wearied
by his efforts to lead an “exemplary” life in order please an unattainable woman,
Evelyn admits that he has been duplicitous: “Bt teform was not a radical or deep-
seated one, since no reform enforced or induceoutside circumstances can be so. The
very soul of all true self-reform is in a personavolutionary ardour which can prompt
and sustain the reformation, independent of argpite of outside influences. All other

self-reform is a mere counterfeit” (43).

As | will examine in the following chapter, therrgtives of Herminia, Opalia,
and Eurydice illustrate that “true self reform” nganifested from within an individual;
these New Woman heroines actively and independshidype their identities and their
ideas about marriage based solely on personalipien¢iowever, as | have indicated in
this chapter, the crux of the problem that hinddnest-wave feminism was insistence on
the idea that feminine virtue could “prompt andtaimsthe reformation” of society (Cross
43). The Woman Who Djdrhe Woman Who Wouldndnd The Woman Who Didn’t
pinpoint this dilemma: Herminia, Opalia, and Eugglembrace their duties as moral and

spiritual guardians, but their purifying missions ansuccessful in transforming the lives
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of their male partners, and more significantly, ithefforts do nothing to empower
women.The Woman Whatertexts devise narratives in which the heroiagempt to
actualize social-purity theories, and as theseatigas trace the transition from theory to
practice, they uncover not the transformative powkideal femininity but its many
limitations and inconsistencies. Consequently, hssé¢ novels produce a critical
intertextual and interdiscursive conversation alibattransformative potential of social-
purity feminist ideology, they also foster a compléenvestigation into the very
boundaries that constructed ideal womanhood. Thggest that feminism may need to
look to some other agent of change, to some otimyry which recognizes women'’s

“mixed existence” because the angel may not beaggul or as stable as she seems.
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CHAPTER 2 “EXACTLY AS SHE WILLS": MARRIAGE REFORM A ND THE
NEW WOMAN'S SEARCH FOR AUTHENTIC LIBERTY %

In “The Modern Woman and Marriage,” publishedrime North American Review
in June of 1895, Elizabeth Bisland writes, “Crigiti of the marriage relation is in the
air . . . . Every book-stall is heavy with simildiscussions in dialogue, carried on by the
puppets of fiction” (753). In an effort to evaludtee “significance of this criticism,”
Bisland explains that for generations woman haadfd polygamy with incessant hatred;
not only for its injury to herself but for its cdast menace to her children” (753, 754).
Thus, Bisland argues, “to-day the world is a worsaworld,” because she has been
victorious in her “conquest”; “Monogamous marriagethe foundation stone on which
has been built her power” (754). The logic that &lws, then, is that “it would be
natural to suppose” that women would devote theergy to protecting “this jewel, so
hardly won” and “so long toiled for”; Bisland alppesumes that a woman would “cling”
to marriage “all the more as education broadened dapacity for reflection and
deepened her consciousness of self” (754).

By 1895, feminists had won many “conquests” thirowgmpaigns to legally
reform marriage laws in order to grant women ma@nemic and political equality. But
even after the passage of The Infant Custody A€t4873 and 1886, the Married
Woman’s Property Acts of 1870 and 1882, and therilhanial Causes Act of 1878,
marriage was certainly no “jewel,” and the worldswiar from “a woman’s world” as
Bisland had maintained. These legal reforms, whesulted from feminist campaigns
structured on liberal principles, were, as Mary dgn Shanley points out, “crucial

prerequisites for the reconstruction of gendertiata in both the family and the state,”

% The phrase “exactly as she wills” is from Monar@si “Marriage” (1888). See page 136.
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but these legislative victories did not procure dualitarian model of marriage or the
male-female equality that feminists sought to di&hb(19). ThroughoutFeminism,
Marriage, and the Law in Victorian England, 1850983 Shanley illustrates that the
Victorian feminists’ preoccupation with legal reforand their use of “the liberal
principles of freedom and equality” as a meanstarcipate women obscured the social
and economic factors responsible for the subjectbrwomen (12). Thus, it is not
surprising that New Woman novels showcased theridigtatory sexual politics and
cultural injustices of the marriage system, andnreffort to uncover the “real cause” of
women’s slavery, New Woman novels expanded the iagg@rdebate into complex
territories outside of the political realm (“The Vidan Who Did” RSY 6).

These New Woman novels, likehe Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didn't,
and The Woman Wh&Vouldn't exposed these real predicaments; they suggestéd tha
legal reform alone could not alter the dominantoldgical structure that enslaved
womerf’. These texts simultaneously enlarged nineteenttucg feminist arguments
about marriage reform and challenged the domiremirfist ideologies that fueled such
arguments. In doing sdhe Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didarid The Woman
Who Wouldn't offer convincing arguments about the necessitghainging the public’s
attitude about marriage reform and highlight tmeitiations of feminist reform rooted in
conservative sexual politics. The heroines of thies¢s employ a variety of feminist

positions, and their fluidity illustrates the compland at times restrictive nature of

27 By 1895, many legal reforms designed to proteataaried woman’s physical, property, and custody
rights had been passed; however, as A. James Haammgoints out inCruelty and Companionship:
Conflict in Nineteenth Century Married Liféhe “resistance” that “became central to the foatiah of
larger visions of feminist change” was less prepaad with legal reform and more focused on exposing
the “private protests” of women (n.pag.). This agmh to remedying marital injustice by way of
ideological reform (rather than by legal reform)illastrated byThe Woman Whtexts, which seem to
overlook some complications regarding marriage law.



95

feminist politics at the turn of the centurfhe Woman Who Did, The Woman Who
Didn’t, and The Woman WhdVouldn’t model alternatives to and challenge patriarchal
marriage, although | do not suggest that any o$dhtexts independently provided an
ideal solution to the marriage crisis. Insteads tbhapter situates these novels in the
multidimensional context of the marriage debaterter to uncover how in the very act
of imagining new romantic ideologies and maritauaiions, these texts shaped an
intertextual critique of the patriarchal valuesttliaited feminist progress. The narratives
of Herminia, Opalia, and Eurydice were dynamic maeging the imagined possibilities
for feminist thought and women'’s actions in the magre debate and beyond.

Antifeminists like Bisland were quick to denounogarriage reform on the
premise that the advancement and education of wdfseem], as usual, a dangerous
thing” because these developments have facilitetedneous theories about marriage
(754). She purports that the modern woman usesléiing cry for ‘the development of
her individuality” to obscure her underlying motis (755). According to Bisland,
women abuse the liberal feminist creed of self-tgument in order to claim their right
to “every thing pleasant” and justify their exengptifrom duties (755). She closes her
essay with a severe remark: “This enmity to andrdesve criticism of that fair temple
of life called marriage—built by women’s hands afitwomen’s hearts—seems like a
madness” (755).

Bisland contends that with the dismantling of g@alsny and the establishment of
marriage, the relations between man and woman tnansformed from “a mere contract
of sensuality or convenience” to “the happiestafds” based on “mutual love and well-

being” (754). She fails to consider how this compaate model in which both man and



96

woman are equally happy and fulfilled—very possiatyideal “built” by women—does
not adequately represent the dominant customs eaxtiges of the marriage system.
What Bisland defends is not the institution of nage but an ideal that is not widely
practiced. This is precisely the discrepancy thanynfeminists drew on to argue for
marriage reform. For example, in “Marriage: A Rspect,” (1896), sexual radical and
woman'’s rights advocate Edward Carpenter beginsptating out the distinctions
between “the real marriage”—the union of “two heai lifelong dedication and
devotion"—and “the actual marriage”—what most induals know and experience
each day (78, 79). Carpenter compares actual mgartia “the wretched idol of the
savage to the reality which it is supposed to regmé&’ (79). Carpenter’s aim, much like
the aims of feminists concerned with marriage mafas to debunk the myth that current
marital customs ensure that marriage is, as Bistisdribes, a “fair temple of life.”
Liberal feminist ideology at the turn of the cemntulid not disparage unions of
mutual love and development. Instead, it exposes wlays in which the current
patriarchal and sexist practices of marriage imgegiech relations. Because, as Philippa
Levine explains, “marriage, for the nineteenth-ceptwoman, was perhaps the single
most profound and far-reaching institution that ldoaffect the course of her life,” it is
not surprising that the Woman’s Movement conceatrabn the political and social
ramifications of marriage (“So Few Prizes” 150).tiieminists denounced the need for
marriage reform on the basis that it was “madnessi—absurd, unachievable
expectation. As Bisland bluntly states, “woman dympay not eat her cake and have it
too”; she must make some sacrifices for the “temeles, protection, and support” of her

husband (755). Additionally, as Levine points aatlividuals critical of the “feminist
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perspective” misrepresented feminist campaignsgdesi to “realign the rights of
partners” within the institution as a crusade todermine the practice or prevalence of
marriage” {ictorian Feminismi41l). Levine clarifies that “the feminist assaulivas not
on marriage, and indeed many looked forward tore tivhen the situation allowed real
harmony and equality between the married coupl&torian Feminisni4l).

Yet, according to Bisland in “The Modern Woman ahadrriage,” such ‘assaults’
on marriage needed to come to an end. She sall@tpublic to witness the outcry
against marriage as the mere “madness” of “thelbeted, shrieking sisterhood,” and in
making this call to action, she taps into the galt@anxieties that surrounded the feminist
movement and literary representations of the Newmafo (755). Bisland warns the
public that if a woman focuses too much on herrédsir equality and independence, she
will be unable to properly care for her offsprinichus, Bisland argues that questioning
the current system of marriage puts the survivathef race at stake: “To adequately
supply the new generation with health, brains aedren force she must husband her
resources and yield herself to the generosity anddrness of the man and trust to his
care” (755). Bisland warns the public that the mage debate is dangerous in its
potential to unfit women for motherhood and, inntuproduce physically and mentally
defective future generations. Bisland and othdrcsrwith similar views recognized that
marriage reform threatened gender roles in theatgisphere but that it also had the
potential to transform social and sexual converstionthe public sphere. Thus, in an
effort to preserve the “Eternal Feminine,” Bislamgsociates feminist ideals with

degeneration and regards marital reform as an lthiggaania.
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In “Shattered Nerves”: Doctors, Patients and Depressio Victorian England
Janet Oppenheim discusses how at the turn of thturge “degeneration, allegedly
spreading outward from the individual bearer odiered nerves, placed the family in
the very front ranks of its victims” (277). Degeatton theory, she explains, emphasized
that “the family was an institution at risk,” andig notion “lent moral urgency to the
antifeminist campaign of the late nineteenth andyetwentieth centuries” (277).
Antifeminists suggested that if women were moreceoned with self-development or
reform than with the well-being of their childrethey shirked their social responsibility
and compromised national security. According tosiuan notions that pervaded
Victorian perceptions of femininity, the safetytbe Victorian family was dependent on
obedient and fulfilled wives who are sheltered frthra “anxieties of outer life” and who
take pride in their domestic functions of “sweetlening, arrangement, and decision”
(77). In “Of Queens’ Gardens,” John Ruskin maingaithat “terror, doubt, and
division"—forces that should not contaminate themleo the wife, or the children—lurk
outside the family dwelling (77). Antifeminist camigners coupled Ruskin’s well-known
standards with degeneration theories in order t@harsize how feminist ideas and
aspirations polluted homes and minds; women'’s sigt#gmpaigns threatened the very
structure of the patriarchal marriage and familyd,atherefore, feminist thought
compromised the health of the nation. As Chris M/iixplains, “it is not the social
problem but the campaign against it which is seenrdealthy: feminism is seen as an
illness for which marriage and maternity are theet(63).

In addition to the charges that feminist thoughulddoe physically damaging to

the future generations, many critics proclaimed tha& scrutiny of marriage in New
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Woman fiction would trigger the moral degeneratioh the English people. In
“Tommyrotics, published inBlackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine June of 1895, Hugh E.
M. Stutfield urges the public to beware of and sepp the “morbidity” of “new”
literature—popular novels of the day that are chltenodern” simply because they
challenge “commonplace and old-fashioned notioB841]. He labels Grant Allen one of
these “erotomaniac authors” filled with “the anaceh spirit” of the age (Tommyrotic%
839, 837). Stutfield writes, for Allen, “the sacrness of the marriage-tie is apparently
mere old-fashioned Tory twaddle in the eyes of oévoltés (839-840). Allen’s
“contempt for conventionalities” and parading oé teexual instinct are symptoms of
what Stutfield refers to as a “moral cancer’—a dgsethat is sure to spread if individuals
do not fight for what is natural and decent, ifyttdo not cling to “the old ideals of
discipline and duty, of manliness and self-reliancenen, and womanliness in women”
(843, 845). In order to prevent a moral epidenmd preserve the minds of “cultivated
people whose instincts are still sound and hedltBiytfield urges the public to boycott
“nasty books and plays” (845, 844). If not immeediatdiffused, “the modern spirit of
revolt” against marriage, against traditional femity, against conventional decorum
found in the “new” fiction of the day could incieemoral apocalypse (844). According to
Stutfield, it is better for individuals to acceptdanot “fear” what has been “natural” for
so long unless they are willing to accept the ramaifons of their queries: an appalling
nation devoid of ethics, honor, and decendy(hmyrotics"844).

Victorian ideologies insisted that the welfare be tnation, the well-being of
future generations, and ideal femininity were dejeen on traditional marriage practices.

For antifeminists and traditionalists, it was calcihat the public be protected from
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messages that challenged or rejected the institwtfiamarriage because such messages
also threatened the prominent domestic ideologyhvhaturated the nation after the rise
of industrialism. At the core of the ideology ofpaeate spheres was the concept that
wives and mothers were ‘naturally’ fit to servetlas moral guardians of the home, and in
order to maintain this ideology that was respomsifur ordering the lives of many
individuals, traditionalists argued that marriagéerm literature and unconventional
thoughts about relationships and the family compseohthe image of “the angel.”

Thus, it is not surprising that the public was aged by Herminia's gospel of
free love and denouncement of marriagd e Woman Who DidOverpowered by the
radical anti-marriage premise of the novel, evenifést critics were unable to evaluate
The Woman Who Dids a contribution to turn-of-the-century marriagebate—to
analyze the ways in which it expanded the libegahihist platform of marriage reform.
According to such critics, the text had one centraipose—to dismantle the institution
of marriage. Because Herminia blatantly argusgainst marriage some critics
disregarded the possibility thdahe Woman Who Didontained any valid pointsbout
marriage In Marriage Questions in Modern Fiction, and Other &gs on Kindred
Subjectg1897), conservative feminist and marriage thedtlisgabeth Rachel Chapman
states: “one of our best known and most popular aféetters is openly and deliberately
heading a literary crusade for the abolition of mage and the family” (33). Millicent
Garrett Fawcett, a well-known suffrage advocate Emeral feminist, makes a similar
claim in an 1895 review i€ontemporary ReviewThe central idea of Mr. Grant Allen’s
book is that marriage means slavery” (631). Fertsrike Fawcett and Chapman labeled

Allen an “enemy” of the woman’s movement in order¢iterate thateal New Women
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wanted to reform marriage and divorce laws to emstomen’s social and legal equality.
Furthermore, as Patricia Stubbs explains, “ortho@oxinists condemned the novel and
its author” because, “as usual, they were afraad plublic discussion of sexual questions
would give the suffrage campaign a bad name” (118).

The Woman Who Didhy openly presenting an attack on marriage to tidiq
incited a discussion of the private issues thatynfaminists thought best to ignore. The
central focus on marriage and its connection wieixuality and maternity could
potentially shift feminist discussion into what Bl refers to as “more crucial areas of
oppression” (118). Indeed, women objected to Heiars purported feminism and
argued that she was an idealistic representativeefode woman, but the majority of the
feminist backlash againsthe Woman Who Didvas based on the premise that the
destruction of marriage in fiction is immoral arawless. In turn, many feminists, who
embraced their purity and roles as moral guardiarssder to fight for women'’s rights,
maintained that Herminia was immoral and damagmtheéir cause. Thus, the free-love
scenario ofThe Woman Who Did indicative of the “unstable ethical thinking” ofeth
times (Chapman 13). Chapman proclaims that “tru¢ & dependent “upon sound
morality”; it must not “appeal to the lower insttst of nature (13). Similarly, liberal
feminists, working within the confines of domestieology, promoted the image of the
true woman whose moral superiority would purify Heentiousness of the public sphere.
For liberal feministsThe Woman Who Didndits mouthpiece Herminia represented the
very public “lower instincts” that the woman’s manent sought to suppress.

In his analysis of the reception dfhe Woman Who DidRuddick writes, “That

Herminia, a lady, might actually welcome and engsxual activity unsanctified by
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marriage so contravened the Victorian conceptiomespectable femininity that it was
almost impossible in 1895 for female critics, retj@ss of political affiliation, to endorse
the novel” (26). Thus, most female critics agreeth Fawcett’'s notion that the “social
revolution” sketched in the text “would amount is practical result to libertinage, not to
liberty” and would ensure the degradation and siige of women (Fawcett 630). On
this point, the new generation of women'’s rightsvaésts and the old generation inclined
to support conservative feminine values generaflyeed: without the constraints of
marriage, women would fall prey to their sexuatimss. For example, Margaret O.W.
Oliphant, whom Philip Davis and Brian Nellist daber as “a natural rather than
ideological feminist” who often demonstrated hemggthy for “the individual female
predicament” in her works of fiction, much like nydiberal-minded feminists, reiterates
the destructive potential of Allen’s social revadut (“Introduction” Hesterxv, xiv)?. In
“The Anti-Marriage League” (1896), Oliphant suggeshat Herminia's anti-marriage
stance results not from her aspiration for indepecd and reform but from her desire for
uninhibited sexual activity. According to Oliphanboth Allen and Herminia are
“sowing” sentiments “like seed among the fools” §L4 Oliphant contends that there is
no justification for the immodesty of the novel atldims that Allen’s “false theory” of
female sexuality “corrupts the morals, debasestimwersation, and defiles the thoughts”
of proper young women (144). Like Fawcett and Chapn®liphant argues that fiction
must uphold moral standards and maintain a traditio which the “sacredness and

mystery” of “the wonderful origins of life are imsttively shrouded” (149). Through a

% My reference to Oliphant's “The Story of a Weddifigur” (1894) in Chapter 1 reveals that Oliphant
was certainly sympathetic to the injustices thatmea faced in marriage; however, as depicted by
Oliphant's muted discussion of sexual matters ihé€TStory of a Wedding Tour” (the narrator alludes t
Rosendale’s unwanted sexual advances but doedahatrate or dwell on this issue), Oliphant mainggin
that writers needed to tactfully approach sucheshsubjects, not promote or celebrate free love.
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free-love scenarioThe Woman Who Didinveils the “private” issues that were shrouded
by marriage, challenges the Victorian understandihgexual purity, and makes young
women readers susceptible to the destructive pategittheir “lesser passion” (Oliphant
144).

The aforementioned reviewers object to Herminiag-marriage stance because
they associate free unions with the dissolutiothef family, the overthrow of morality,
and the base celebration of promiscuity. Howe¥de Woman Who Didontests these
accusations through the traditional marriage-lieéationship of Herminia and Alan,
through its insistence on and glorification of nmestiood, through its commitment to
revised concepts of morality and purity, and thitotige assertion of Herminia’s ideal
femininity. Consequently, critics who recognizeddé conservative elements were more
supportive of the text because they maintained e Woman Who Didleverly
presented a case for free love in order to underniirand expose its follies. For
example, in “Recent Novels,” the reviewer fr@pectatorargues that the book is very
effective in enlisting “feeling in favour of theghtutions which Mr. Grant Allen intends
to attack” (215). Similarly, ifReview of ReviewdV.T. Stead writes that individuals with
“the saner view of the relations of the sexes wa|bice that what might have been a
potent force for evil has been so strangely ovedds to become a reinforcement of the
garrison defending the citadel its author desicearslently to overthrow” (208). Other
critics disagreed with Allen’s theories but appleddthe audacity of the novel. In
AcademyPercy Addleshaw writes of Allen: “He is so eagermftend our most sacred

prejudices.... [He] has looked for our weak placesssiduously, and probed them with



104

such malicious energy, that we cannot but regamd With a certain uncomfortable
suspicion” (209).

Whether critics condemned or endorsBie Woman Who Djdheir reactions
suggest that in some way or another the text trassgd moral and sexual boundaries—
it “probed” the marital issues that were off limitsboth feminists and antifeminists. The
results of this exploration may very well be incluseve; The Woman Who Dilardly
solves the marriage problem. Yet as a pioneerirtgrense into “weak places,The
Woman Who Didin conjunction withThe Woman Who Didn'and The Woman Who
Wouldn't, initiates a crucial investigation into the dynamisf liberal feminism and
sexual inequality.

In The Woman Who Didnd The Woman Who Wouldni{erminia and Opalia
devise marital experiments with the goal of reitirenthe relations between the sexes.
In The Woman Who Didn'gurydice upholds the traditional standards of rageij but
all three heroines, regardless of their goals, s&fghe complex and contradictory nature
of late-nineteenth century feminist politics. Thetarally, Herminia’'s arguments are
founded on liberal ideas of individualism and reasshe describes herself as a rational
being who is capable of making informed decisionsud her life. When Alan questions
her views regarding marriage and claims that she het fully considered the
consequences of her “dangerous conclusion,” Heangsponds: “Why, Alan, haven't |
had my whole lifetime to think of it? What else bavthought about in any serious way,
save this one great question of a woman’s dutyetsdif, and her sex, and her unborn
children? It's been my sole study” (Allen 38). Kduugh, as Levine points out, many

first-wave feminists at the end of the nineteerghtary chose marriage over free union
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or single life, the general stance of the woman@vement “had been to encourage
choice among women and to free them from consigemarriage as the only or highest
aspiration of their lives” (“So Few Prizes”172). Bpproaching the issue of marriage in
this way, first-wave feminism sought to dismantie stereotype of women as passive,
irrational beings. Implicit in the argument that men could choose if, to whom, and
under what conditions to marry is the larger ainthef woman’s movement at the turn of
the century: to show that women, like men, coulditdependent and free-thinking
citizens. However, as illustrated by the feminesations tofrhe Woman Who Diand by
the strategies of the woman’s movemémis new identity of active, rational femininity is
acceptable only to the extent that it coexists it old image of the pure and proper
Angel.

Herminia, Opalia, and Eurydice exhibit many chagdstics associated with this
new image of femininity. Neither Herminia nor Opafiassively enters into relationships;
they both have spent a considerable amount of timn&ing about love, about marriage,
and about what they want to accomplish in life.sThonvention, a hallmark of New
Woman literature, can be traced back to many nemttecentury marriage novels that
feature similar moments wherein the heroine pontterslirection of her life with regard
to marriage. In the New Woman novel, however, theime’s introspection is prevalent,
central, and public. Furthermore, the New Womanehglots new potential outcomes
for the heroine: she not only spends time contetimglanarriage and love, but she also
acts on her thoughts by pursuing a path other thadiitional marriage. Many New
Woman plots and heroines reiterate the idealsret-fvave feminism in the way that

these texts are concerned with recreating femaletity and displaying women as active
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agents who are interested in and intend to shage ¢hvn futures based on personal
principle.

The marriage plots of the Victorian period are e#&plwith heroines who
acknowledge and feel oppressed by the culturatlarals which dictate their life options,
and although these narratives critique Victorianrrage practices while attentively, and,
at times, sympathetically incorporating feminishcerns, many of these narratives only
scratch the surface of the women'’s rights issuasl#tter saturate New Woman novels at
the turn of the century. Anthony TrollopeGan You Forgive Her?1864/1865)for
example, serves as one of these Victorian textsighazoth fueled by marriage plots and
also attentive to the female characters’ dilemmasegated by the process of marriage.
The text highlights Alice Vavasor's question—“Whslhould a woman do with her
life?"—as the female predicament that drives Alcearrative and the narratives of the
other female characters in the text. (Trollope 12Alye, much like Herminia and Opalia,
feels that there is “something to be done” beyoratrimge (110). Although Alice is
pressured to secure a respectable marriage, sktanty searches for purpose in her life
and spends years contemplating whom she shouldymahile her cousin Glencora is
coerced into accepting a loveless marriage becausdl grant her social mobility.
Alice’s questioning of a woman’s position and direc in life serves as a thematic
element that weaves into the subplots of Glend$ate Vavasor, and Arabella Greenow,
and this critique of female agency with regard tarital issues is one that resonates in
many other Victorian novels reiterating the sigrafice of marriage in the lives of
women and signaling women’s growing discontent with traditions of the Victorian

marriage market.
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Can You Forgive Her?labbles in some liberal feminist ideals throughc&l
propensity to challenge marriage practices andoviemh domestic ideology, and like the
general ideology of first-wave feminism, the texnphasizes the importance of a
companionate marriage founded on mutual love arghesis that women’s active
involvement in the marriage process plays an ingpdrtrole in ensuring this ideal
marriage. The bulk of Alice’s narrative, much litkee narratives of Lucilla Marjoribanks
in Margaret Oliphant'iss Marjoribanks1866)or Perdita Winstanley in Eliza Linton’s
The Rebel of the Familyl880), is shaped by her pre-marriage introspeetion a
necessary period of private contemplation and putilemmas which lead her to chose
the right husband. Charles Dickensldard Times (1854) and George Eliot’s
Middlemarch(1871-72) also examine the dynamics of ideal feniiypiand a woman’s
purpose in life to the extent that these texts eanie the unfavorable marital outcomes
that materialize as a result of the heroine’s mabgn decision and disregard for her own
desires. For example, iHard Times,when Mr. Gradgrind presents Louisa Gradgrind
with Mr. Bounderby’s marriage proposal, she tels Father that she has never even
considered the idea that her “aspirations and &die€’ would play any role in shaping
her future (Dickens 98). Surprised by her fathgiery as to if she had “entertained in
secret any other proposal,” Louisa replies, “whéteo proposal can have been made to
me?Whom have | seen? Where have | been? What are mry'shexperiences? (97).
Louisa admits that she has been denied the oppiyrtorplay an active role in her own
life and therefore resigns herself to what she kbest: duty, submission, and “needed

to assert agency in the same manner real-life wodngnthey needed to experience a
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transformation ofconsciousnesso realize their condition, articulate their comalit
throughspoken wordacrific&.

Middlemarch’sheroine Dorothea Brooke chooses to marry Mr. Cazablecause
she believes that her marriage to this man wilimlinate her life. She reasons, “what
lamp was there but knowledge? Surely learned mphtke only oil; and who was more
learned than Mr. Casaubon?” (Eliot 80). Fueled ey desire for knowledge and by her
yearning for a life filled “with action at once @ahal and ardent,” Dorothea is soon
disappointed when she realizes “her feeling of @¢®m was the fault of her own
spiritual poverty” (180). Much like Louisa, Dorothaealizes that her “brief narrow
experience of her girlhood” (180) has not prepdredfor “the monotonous light of an
alien world” (181). Although Dorothea reasons teae “had married the man of her
choice” and had “the advantage over most girls*timt she had contemplated her
marriage chiefly as the beginning of new dutiesMiddlemarch emphasizes that
Dorothea’s life decisions were “the mixed resultyoting and noble impulses struggling
amidst the conditions of an imperfect social std#34). In Dorothea’s second marriage
to Will Ladislaw, she finally finds a life “filledwith emotion” and the “beneficent
activity” (782) that was missing in her marriage My. Casaubon, but this second,
companionate union is also depicted as a sacofi€orothea’s selfhood—as a failure to

generate the social change that she envisionednadimator explains, “Many who knew

# Louisa’s decision to marry Mr. Bounderby is alsotivated by her brother Tom. Tom encourages Louisa
to accept the proposal because it would be a “dpdething” for him if they “might be so much ofteme
together” (Dickens 92, 91). Tom also suggestsdoita that she should marry Mr. Bounderby becatuse i
would grant Tom a bit more freedom in his workimyieonment. Tom’s influence over Louisa reiterates
her sense of duty and sacrifice: she is willingetger an unfulfilling marriage in order to bendiir
brother.
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her, thought it a pity that so substantive and eaeature should have been absorbed
into the life of another, and be only known in e@rtcircles as a wife and mother” (783).

In this brief examination of these two Victorianrbi@es and their confrontations
with the limits of choice with regard to marriag&e can notice two contrasting
trajectories. Louisa agrees to marry Mr. Boundeblegause it seems to be the only
logical choice: she has not cultivated any persalesires that would be subjugated by
marriage. On the other hand, Dorotlugesaspire to reform “conventional life,” but she
relinquishes her aspirations twice and eventuatiles for the “hidden life” of a woman
as prescribed by society through conventional rageri(Eliot 785). Thus, as Laurie
Langbauer discusses\Women and Romance: The Consolations of Gendeeikniglish
Novel, “Dorothea’s characterization engages our feminighsathies” because she
possesses a nontraditional vision—one that chadkenthe feminine position and
longingly gazes toward the masculine sphere (283)Langbauer suggests, Dorothea is
“torn between the desire to be different from hesrldl and her recognition of the
impossibility of being so,” yet “she accepts hedioariness” (227). Through the
character of Dorothea, Eliot displays “the limitstbe possibilities for directly willed
feminist change” (Langbauer 231).

As Jeanie Thomas aptly observelsliddlemarchmakes no claim to be a sacred
text for a new feminist ideology” (394); insteady focusing on women’s “evolving
understanding of limitation,” (392) Victorian texdsch asvliddlemarchbegin to shape a
vision of how the possibility of real feminist clgen is hindered by a cultural
commitment to ideal womanhood—by the compulsionntaintain an image of the

selfless and pure angel. The New Woman heroingilisusdoubtedly plagued by the



110

sexual stereotypes that the Victorian heroine Istprrecognize and challenge, but if we
trace the fictional portrayal of feminist idealsrn the traditional marriage plot to that of
a New Woman heroine like Herminia or Opalia, walfthat not only do New Woman
narratives contain aspects that seek to positiomevoas active agents in shaping their
destinies, but that New Woman heroines personalijort destinies which could
potentially exist outside the constraints of triahial marriage. Many New Woman
heroines begin to reject the “conventional life’athsubsumes Dorothea. The New
Woman heroine cultivates a new tradition whereire tmere “understanding of
limitations” (Thomas 392) is simply not enough. Skevises experiments in order to
overthrow such restrictions—to transcend the “cadimess” of a woman'’s lot in life; she
privileges her personal convictions and aspirationgn effort to eradicate the social
restrictions that bind her.

Much like the ideology of first-wave feminism, rtegr The Woman Who Didr
The Woman Who Wouldréompletely abandons the prescribed gender rolexciassd
with “natural” femininity and with the traditionaharriage plot of the Victorian period,
but in comparison with earlier texts, these New Vdamovels forcefully anticipate the
new sexual politics that will accompany a new rotitaethos. Joseph A. Boone explains
that “a definition of marriage as the union of fantentally opposite, rather than simply
different, sexual beings who need each other’svésilfor ‘completion’ has infiltrated
nearly all traditional literary representations rofmantic love” (“Modernist” 375). He
suggests that “the effect of such dichotomizatibrthe sexes in life, as in fiction, has
been to uphold as “natural” mutually exclusive deions of masculinity and femininity

that inevitably fall into a hierarchical patternadminance and subordination supporting
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patriarchal values” (“Modernist” 375). The Victoniacourtship plot emphasizes that
regardless of their attempts, women cannot redistt ws most “natural,”—the eventual
submission to male authority. @an You Forgive Herlice’s rejection or challenge of
traditional femininity comes to an end in marriagke overcomes what the text portrays
as momentary confusion and reasserts her natumglet@ment. In the classic Victorian
marriage plot, Boone explains, “the idealized oateoin marriage may be attained or
deferred, celebrated or abused,” but the trajexsoof these texts “almost always move
toward a final stasis that...cuts short any seriauprolonged questioning of the social
ethos of marriage underlying the fictional constiu¢Modernist” 376). As a result,
Boone argues, such texts “help sustain the reatlelisf in the social mythos, or fiction,
of an analogously ordered system governing soegllty and cultural convention”; they
present “the illusion of the finality of the end™eaal and cultural stability in the “closed
‘truth’ of the marital ideal” (“Modernist” 376). Uike the traditional courtship plots of
the nineteenth century, which, as | have suggestedyate and criticize marital practices
and gender stereotypes to some extBm¢, Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Wouldn't,
andThe Woman Who Didntthallenge the illusion of marriage as inevitalieefinitive
and open the conversation to account for the cgatinaspects of relationships.

The polemical nature of these texts and their imaing heroines alienated first-
wave feminists, and it is not surprising that prestay feminist critics are equally
irritated by Herminia’s resentful feminist attituémd overemphasized purity. In 1895,
Fawcett writes of Herminia, “She converses in pefeshes several pages in length, and
she repeats with tiresome iteration on every aterrpage or so, that she is the one

woman in the whole world who is really free” (62Fawcett concludes, “There is indeed
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nothing human about her,” and this opinion has esdlutas a valid conception of
Herminia, especially in comparison with the aforetrened heroines who are indeed
multifaceted characters of the realist traditio@96 However, just a¥he Woman Who
Did, The Woman Who WouldnandThe Woman Who Didndispute the inevitability of
the marital ideal, these texts also challenge itleeaty tradition of courtship plot. The
Victorian heroine of Trollope or Eliot may be ma@mplex and therefore more “human”
by both late-nineteenth century and present-dayaliy standards, yet, as | previously
discussed, their narratives serve the purposefefiodg “insight into the restrictions on
women'’s development and the complex social andhmdggical dynamics that maintain
those restrictions” (Thomas 393-394). Conversélye Woman Who Did, The Woman
Who Wouldn'tandThe Woman Who Didnftinction as propaganda tools in the marriage
debate. They depict immediate feminist change aawl female identities rather than
alluding to the necessity of such transformati@espite their unbelievable heroines and
narrative inadequacies, these polemical New Womamela were successful in
publicizing and popularizing the very real issugfesl by the structure and ideology of
the traditional social system in place. As FawcettitendsThe Woman Who Did, The
Woman Who Wouldn’gnd The Woman Who Didndo not uphold the literary tradition
of realism that readers appreciated and expedbey; did not provide readers with the
“human” heroines of the great Victorian novel. Hoee the popular narratives of these
newly formulated (unpolished), polemical heroinéfered readers a new approach to the
social and cultural problems of their predecesdnyrsconfronting a society that was
staunchly resistant to change and by challengihgnanist ideology that was moving

toward change much too timidly.



113

In The Woman Who Didthe narrative is shaped by Herminia’s drawn-out
guestioning of and resistance to marriage, andoafdth many scholars have read
Herminia’s continual resistance as a means fornAlitefictionalize his evolutionary and
hedonistic theories, | contend that we can also eeninia’s desire to restructure
romantic practices as a productive confrontatiothwirst-wave feminism. Victorian
feminists campaigned for marriage reform on thasbafsliberal principles. In “Marriage:
As It Was, As It Is, and As It Should Be” (1882)npAie Besant, woman'’s rights activist,
freethinker, socialist, and Theosophist, drawseanJJacques Rousseau’s doctriné o
Rights of Man(1789) in order to compel her audience to reakline this “accepted
doctrine” of universal rights excludes women (382)She reiterates the common
nineteenth-century feminist standpoint by pointmgt how society endorses “sexual’
rights, not “human rights” insomuch as “they ardyomghts of man,in the exclusive
sense of the word” (392). Thus, in an effort tabksh that “women, as well as men, ‘are
born and remain free and equal in rights,” femirgampaigners like Besant exposed
how marriage laws violated the human rights of wor(®2). She quotes Blackstone’s
Commentaries on the Laws of Englai®th ed, bk. I, pg.129) in order to reiterate “that
the first of the ‘absolute rights of every Englisdm is ‘the legal and uninterrupted
enjoyment of his life, his body, his health, and heputation™ (396). “The second
right,” Besant continues, “is personal liberty” (dvtiage” 396). First wave feminists
embraced these tenets of classical liberalism d¢oetttent that these doctrines aided in
their campaign for parliamentary reform, and thegused their attention on how the

state was responsible for the oppression of women.

¥Besant echoes Mary Wollstonecraft's critique of Bsmau’s paternalistic theories. See pages 157 and
158.
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The feminist reaction to Herminia’s proclamation mérsonal liberty, though,
reveals the limits of first-wave feminism—an idegyowhich was still deeply immersed
in the patriarchal culture of the angel. Althougbminists concentrated on the
establishment of women’s legal and personal rightkin marriage, Herminia’s idea of
personal liberty, because it rejects patriarchehdards of femininityand the institution
of marriage, is invalid and unacceptable. Hermsiabncept of freedom that she
describes to Alan transgresses the oppressivel sodaultural conventions unaltered by
the political gains of the feminist movement. In eiffiort to justify her anti-marriage
stance to Alan, Herminia explains, “If | love a mainall, | must love him on terms of
perfect freedom. | can’t bind myself down to livétlwhim to my shame one day longer
than | love him; or to love him at all if | find tm unworthy of my purest love, or unable
to retain it; or if | discover some other moretétbe loved by me” (Allen 74). In theory,
Herminia reiterates the liberalist view that an iwdual deserves “uninterrupted
enjoyment” in life, and as Herminia points out, ander to ensure such a life, an
individual may feel the need to make provisionstha unforeseen in romance.

For Herminia, marriage “compels” a woman to “proenigshat no human heart
can be sure of performing,” to feel what one might always feel (Allen 74). Thus,
Herminia’s approach is not only radical becausthefway she links freedom with moral
autonomy but also because she blatantly discréuktsnstitution of marriage based on
the logic that it cannot guarantee the “happilyreaféer.” Herminia suggests that the
trajectory of love is uncertain and that each imimal's experience varies; true liberty
includes one’s right to make provisions for an waxctable future. Here, Herminia’'s

argument in support of free union over marriagensettling because she challenges the
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nineteenth-century construct of ideal romantic lo¥s Joseph Boone explains, the
middle class supported the image of the compargomaarriage as “not only an

imaginative but also a practical necessity”; ronagbmpanionate marriages became
“intrinsic to personal and societal well-being ali*Modernist” 375). Fundamental to

this image of the harmonious romantic union waspibygular belief in love (and therefore
also marriage) as the fulfilment of one’s destimyan and woman, once incomplete
halves, now complete each other forever. Albeitthettenderest way to convince Alan
of her love and commitment to him, Herminia’'s agmio is sensible in that she is wary
of love as it has been culturally constructed. &mains honest with herself and with
Alan, and she does not allow romantic idealismléad her judgment.

Through its attack on marriagéhe Woman Who Diduides the courtship plot
into unknown territory and emphasizes the very iogeincies that the traditional
romance novel would dissolve in marriage. The teakes an argument that marriage is
not the closure that unites two “fundamentally oppg rather than simply different,
sexual beings” (Boone “Modernist” 375) and even gydarther to question the
permanence and validity of the companionate mdselfi Herminia realizes that one day
she may find another “very dear” friend and createther “kind of friendship that nature
makes possible” with another man, and, by doingske, refutes the idealized romantic
trajectory and discourse that structured publie fRAllen 72). The text's attack on
marriage coupled with its proclamation of a libex@hantic ethos alarmed many critics,
who, by 1895, had definitely encountered a hosardf-marriage and marriage-reform
literature. Unlike its precursor§he Woman Who Digushed the boundaries in “the

crusade against marriage” (Oliphant “Anti-Marriage44). Oliphant warns the public



116

about the underlying purpose of this anti-marriagessage: “It is to displace love
altogether, that faithful union of Two upon whichre and progressive society is built,
which is expressed not in one action but in a heddwhich means the perfect fellowship
of joy and sorrow, of interests and hopes, of miute#p, support, and consolation, which
is more certainly to be obtained in marriage than any other connection or
companionship on earth” (“Anti-Marriage” 144).

Oliphant’s contention, that the institution of mage is responsible for creating
and maintaining a “pure and progressive societ\gs & popular argument in many anti-
free love publications. For example, Bisland codgehat the “foundation stone” of
monogamous marriage is the very institution thas kaabled women to tame “the
sensual dominant brute”—the savage, uncivilized wfathe past (754). Chapman, who
supported marital reform but condemned “the prattiand “the theoretical rejectors of
marriage,” writes, “What blindness does it appeair to see that, in the actual state of
society, to throw discredit upon marriage is noptogress, but to relapse, by leaps and
bounds, into bygone levels of civilizations” (122Zccording to Chapman, free love is
not a “progressive” practice but a “barbaric” resien—a degenerative force with the
potential to “let loose the forces of disorder” andite a moral apocalypse (122-123).
To such critics, the only romantic option, regasdlef an individual's outlook, was legal
marriage. Legal marriage would ensure the betterrmed moral purity of society. Free
unions, on the other hand, had a dangerous pdténtidissolve the timeless values of
romantic attachments and to obliterate the humamd$¥mf love, understanding, and

companionship.
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Although many staunch marriage supporters portrdyeel love as a means to
transform individuals into erotomaniacal, selfislayvages, the faction of feminists who
promoted free love maintained that free unions wdakilitate the development of a
purer, just, and advanced society. Jeffreys remmddern readers that although “the
words ‘free love’ are likely to conjure up an imagkecasual promiscuity,” some first-
wave feminists chose free love “because it cowe ¢fhem more power to control access
to their own bodies”§pinsterd3). For example, in “Women of the Future” pubdédhn
1899 inWestminster RevievArabella Dennehy describes marriage as “a merespéc
social mechanism for subjugating women,” and opit$ree union because it would grant
“each sex an equal voice, and make love the omiyrégulating the relationship between
the sexes” (43). She argues that “the franchiseeadly of secondary consequence as
compared with individual freedom,” and she asséutstil it is recognized that a woman
has moral rights as extensive as those of manm#re enlargement of legal rights will
be of little value” (43). For individuals like Deahy, it was imperative that women’s
rights activists strive to transform women’s livasyond the political spectrum, and free
love unions offered some women a way to reconcépeuandividual rights in this
manner. Dennehy’s approach is similar to that oh#&aird, who also anticipates that
“if the progress of society gradually raises won@nmndependence . . . we shall have a
totally different kind of people to deal with frothe men and women todayMorality
142). Much like other feminists who supported the freeel tradition, Caird envisions a
future of monogamous unions based on “internaPensonal law and “social sentiment”
instead of the “artificial or legal tie” of the $®a(Morality 125). Caird’'s goal in

advocating a new ideal of free unions is to suggesat “the principle of liberty” is
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without a “rational limit” (Morality 124). She argues that couples who create a ‘“real
bond” based on “affection and friendship” will fest‘a higher form of society, a higher
level of morality, and, above all, a more progresdiendency,” and that “it is probable
that unions may exist outside the law but insidaetg” (Morality 125).

Despite the negative publicity that it receivedhateenth-century feminist free-
love philosophy was rooted in the very values afgoess and morality that critics
claimed were threatened by the practice and idé&se® love. The basis of free-love
ideology, as demonstrated by the aforementionedigations as well as byhe Woman
Who Did,offered society a way to reexamine the interrefesiop between marriage and
personal liberty, and it did so by developing neweraues of woman-centered thought and
feminist potential. As much as Caird argues agaimmatriage practices, she allows that
her vision of unrestricted liberty with regard teed unions is in a nascent state. In
“Marriage,” publishedwestminster Reviem 1888, Caird writes, “First of all we must
set up an ideal, undismayed by what will seem itgplan impossibility. Every good
thing that we enjoy to-day was once the dream arazy enthusiast’ mad enough to
believe in the power of ideas and in the power ahrto have things as he wills” (196).
The radical scenarios devised in many New Womarsteeem to echo Caird’s
assertion—that the exploration of options that etycimay label impractical or even
ridiculous may, after some trial and error, prové¢ a productive task.

The Woman Who Didarticipates in this forward-looking dialogue byegenting
radical romantic possibilities for Herminia’s fugyrand in doing so, the text privileges
personal sovereignty over the dominant monolitlunoept of love. Herminia does not

accept the romantic outlook of the masses; instshd, develops an individualized
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“philosophy”—one that best suits her life and hewrpgmses (Allen 60). At all costs,
Herminia defends her right to be true to hersélfist she creates and manages the terms
of her relationship with Alan. Herminia is selfigeit and is willing to defy cultural
conventions for the sake of her convictions. Inotlgge Herminia reiterates many of the
liberal arguments of first-wave feminism; she watdsprove that women are self-
sufficient, free-thinking individuals. Levine rendgg us that “the common view within the
movement had been to encourage choice among wonaed,” after all, Herminia’'s
message to Alan and to readers alike is that sheh®aright to formulate options and
exercise her personal choices (“So Few Prizes”.I¥&) the diverse feminist reactions to
The Woman Whmtertexts show how first-wave feminists devisecbacept of freedom
limited by angelic parameters. Herminia propagaesithe right to sexual autonomy and
endorses the right to sexual freedom, but she apdwlds the monogamous values
promoted by free-love feminists and traditionaliatd&ke. Herminia never exercises her
free-love right to choose another partner; eveeratan’'s death, she remains single and
never fully asserts the personal liberty that slaams to have. Her radical principles
exist as, to borrow from Caird, “the dream of aaay enthusiast” (“Marriage” 126);
however, for most feminist critics, Herminia’s imdlual credo is too extreme and
inharmonious with the collective feminine ideal mheteenth-century feminism. First-
wave feminists encouraged and supported liberty immen to the extent that
emancipation resulted from “womanly”—not individwathoices, and because of the
theoretical free-love premise of the novel, readegse unable to view the novel as the

propaganda tool that it was.
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The reviews ofThe Woman Who Didnd the series of marriage-debate articles
published in America inThe Conservatorin 1895 illustrate the tension between
proclaimed liberal feminist ideology and a sockslity heavily governed by traditional
cultural conventions. In her review, Charlotte Lbb®y reiterates the feminist stance on
women'’s liberty and marriage and calls reader®rditbn to how women have gained
some basic human rights in that they own their é®dind manage the direction of their
lives. Abbey explains,

At a time when it is generally recognized as intrtidg the institution of
marriage, men obtained possession of women by faraestablished the
system in order to hold those whom they calledrtben. In the course of
evolution, however, our conceptions of right haveedme so modified
that women have now the privilege of choosing weethey will marry or
not marry. (36)
Thus, much like many of the feminist reviewers loé hovel, Abbey maintains that the
next course of action is to “reform the marriagentcact,” not to, as Allen’s novel
suggests, sanction free love as an alternative h(8d¢ Abbey echoes other feminist
theories in proclaiming that “evolution demands tmarriage sacrament” (37). She
equates free love with “promiscuous intercoursed argues that such immoral behavior
“would not be in the interest of health and progtemnd would not aid in the protection
of the “family relations” (37). Abbey’s position ithe marriage debate, like that of many
first-wave feminists, is shaped by the very theoriesponsible for women’s oppression.
However, her commitment to social eugenics and mapcomising moral standards is,
like that of many of her contemporaries, coupledhwiberal principles that suggest

radical feminist potential. She writes, “woman mosvn her own body as much in

marriage as out of it” (37), but first, she estsiidis that “the path to true freedom is only
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through the subordination of the animal self in mad its transmutation into the human”
(37). Thus, a woman'’s right to control her own bddydictated by the very act of
denying that she has a body. For feminists, therdibprinciple of bodily ownership is
reserved for good women who make good choicesafmels who “see beyond the
physical and the sensuous to the eternal” (38)anlrage when contraception was most
uncertain and women were without access to sexdiatagion, free-love philosophy—
although informed by liberal principles and armethweminist potential—was a risky
venture. As illustrated bffhe Woman Who Didree love generated tragic social and
personal consequences; thus, for the majorityref-fvave feminists, the most appealing
method for securing women’s bodily rights was tlylowstrict adherence to traditional
modes of feminine purity and sexuality.

Thus, it is not surprising that the feminist reastto The Woman Who Didn&nd
The Woman Who Wouldnitas both less prevalent and less severe than they@gainst
The Woman Who Did.ike Herminia, Eurydice and Opalia defy traditiorfaminine
stereotypes, but unlike Herminia, these two hemjimegardless of their doubts about
marriage practices, ultimately make good “womardiibices that maintain the cultural
standards of femininity. Furthermore, neither Eurgdnor Opalia challenges marriage
customs to the extent that either denies its peemaa or sanctity; thus, both heroines
reiterate a faith in the dominant romantic ethod enthe companionate-model ideal. In
comparison to the reviews ®he Woman Who Didhe critical reception ofhe Woman
Who Didn’'tand The Woman Who Wouldnduggests that these female-authored New
Woman texts hardly threatened the institution ofrrage or compromised the image of

the angel. For feminists and traditionalists alikdle Woman Who Didn’and The
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Woman Who Wouldniwere considerably safer responses to a lethahpteet, and these
reactions indicate the complex nature of the lagétural debate that surrounded the
first-wave feminist movement and the figure of Newv Woman.

Because of the efforts of scholars like Shoshankyrin Knapp and Melisa
Brittain, present-day feminists recognize the woifrk/ictoria Cross as feminist literature.
However, Knapp argues that in 189%e Woman Who Didn'tvas “misleadingly
marketed” alongside ofhe Woman Who Didind reviewers of the novel “uniformly
miss the point” and its psychological or ethical gagement with feminism
(“Revolutionary” 9). In response to Knapp’s claiBrjttain aptly points out, and | agree,
that it is more productive to examine the implicati of Cross’s reviews than to reiterate
how Cross’s critics “misunderstood the writer’'seimtions” (76-77). Brittain suggests that
her approach enables “feminists studying the 1888 Woman” to “examine the forms
of social production particular texts both suppadréend challenged” (79). Through her
analysis of imperialism and interracial marriage @noss’s Anna Lombard(1901),
Brittain emphasizes how “particular representationls the New Woman often
simultaneously challenged and reinstated hegemideiclogies of white middle-class
femininity” (79). Herminia, Eurydice, and Opaliarge as such models—Iliminal heroines
who figure as both New and Old Women—~but in theterinof the marriage debate and
in the afterglow of Herminia’s “unwomanly” individdism, we can read the reception of
The Woman Who Didnand The Woman Who Wouldreis a testament to the public’s
investment in marriage and in the angel.

Even if the public, as Knapp argues, overlookedfémeinist dimensions ofhe

Woman Who Didntthe handful of underdeveloped reviews do sugtiest Cross’s
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bestseller did not alarm conservative critics otrage feminists. As indicated biyhe
Critic in 1896,readers were a bit baffled by the “weird happeningke story” but were
ultimately reassured by its “moral lesson,” whieiterated the sanctity of marriage and
the feminine ideal: “the woman (who did not) prafes herself, as she is expected to do,
satisfied with the path of duty” (56). Eurydice #ielthat marriage is “a glorious
institution” and, despite her developing friendshipth Evelyn, she keeps her
commitment to her unfaithful husband (Cross 24)rt&ely readers would have
identified Eurydice’s independence, eloquence, &tdhkey as signs of her New
Womanhood, but traditionalists were satisfied byatMiey perceived as the restoration
of Victorian femininity. Eurydice resists the terapon to fall, and despite some of her
more unconventional qualities, her individualismeslanot displace the social and sexual
responsibilities that society demands of “true warhe

The scanty reviews offhe Woman Who Didn'suggest that the novel's
endorsement of marriage and emphasis on true wamodnbacified conservative critics.
The feminist critical response to the novel wag alsndescript becau3éne Woman Who
Didn’t fictionalized the philosophy of first-wave femims—the development of new
femininity, of women’s liberty and individualismrteculated through traditional feminine
ideals of self-sacrifice and duty. As | previousligcussed, feminists were appalled by
The Woman Who Dibbecause Herminia’s individual choices compromised $exual
purity and challenged the dominant romantic id¥at we find that all three texts feature
heroines who are autonomous and who emphasizenppertance of making decisions
based on personal principles, not cultural starglartlike Herminia, Eurydice is not

concerned with generalized morality or with socgtypinion. She justifies her decision
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to remain married in the same way that Hermini&fjas her decision to refuse marriage.
Eurydice explains to Evelyn, “I don'’t live for theorld’s sympathy, I live for my own
duty. To be true to myself is my principle and th@y guide | have” (Cross 23). By
framing Eurydice’s commitment to her position amaried woman as an individualized
choice rather than a cultural mandate, the texalies passivity when it is actively
chosen by the free-thinking New Woman. In otherdsoself-sacrifice and purity—two
hallmarks of the passive Victorian heroine—are tleey characteristics that ensure
Eurydice’s personal liberty. Eurydice does not wislabandon the patriarchal values that
are associated with her position as woman and vififetead, she internalizes these
oppressive standards and clings to them as pershuteds. Feminists acceptehe
Woman Who Didn'because Eurydice represented what Rita Krandigsrdéée as the
“ideal heroine” of the feminist novel at the turh the century: “a composite of a
traditional type and an enlightened, rebellious comfiormist, a feminist” (89). As
Krandis explains, “the true feminist heroine hapeaienced gender-based oppression,”
sees “her relation to systematic sexism,” and “gi@mew subjectivity, one that makes
her own oppression apparent to her” (90). Kraatis reminds us that this new feminist
heroine has “severed some (although not necessallilyattachments to Victorian
patriarchal valuations of women” (90).

It seems then that Herminia would fit Krandis’s dg#ion of a new feminist
heroine, yet, as | have previously discussed, mawews claimed that Herminia
damaged the feminist cause. Thus, as much as ¢la¢ heéroine was a liminal figure, a
conglomeration of the eternal feminine and theribed New Woman, she was, first and

foremost, an angel. Such a heroine could, as Eweydoes, recognize her subjugated
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position and freely share her opinions and timédwlie opposite sex, but the heroine of
the first-wave feminist tradition was not readys&ver her attachment to Victorian sexual
politics and conventional romantic ideology. Likerrgdice, she can only temporarily
dream of such things. Although she is tempted &wdeher bleak marriage in hopes of
finding “the most satisfying sphere in which twovdeinspired minds can move,”
Eurydice realizes that this action would severeynpromise her integrity (Cross 24).
She is a heroine who illustrates the liberal valtrest fueled the woman’s movement:
physical integrity, individuality, and the freeddm make decisions. Eurydice vocalizes
her personal credo to Evelyn—"Always to do thatethi consider right and honourable,
independent of loss or gain, or praise or condeimmat-and thus portrays herself as
self-reliant (23¥". Eurydice also maintains that she is independemaffected by the
dominant cultural and social codes that govern mashen. She explains, “Others may
say what they please, for their opinion | care atadll, but my own good opinion | must
have. | could not live without it” (23). Much likelerminia, Eurydice argues that she
must “be true” to herself at all costs, yet the if@st reaction to each of these heroines
reveals the way in which first-wave feminism proswliberal values to the extent that
women’s choices reflected proper moral and sexelahbior.

In a response to Dr. Abbey’s review ®he Woman Who DjdE.C. Walker
distinguishes himself as a critic who recognizes dhbitrariness of women’s freedom,

like that presented through Eurydice’s example.Réfalvrites,

31 In Charlotte Bronte’slane Eyre(1847), Jane offers a similar response to Roche$teare for myself.
The more solitary, the more friendless, the morsustained | am, the more | will respect myself.ill w
keep the law given by God; sanctioned by man...Lawks@inciples are not for the times when thereois n
temptation: they are for such moments as this, whaay and soul rise in mutiny against their rigour;
stringent are they; inviolate they shall be” (270).
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When Dr. Abbey declares that ‘women have now tinglgge of choosing
whether they will marry or not marry,” she appakgribrgets that that
privilege—as all other privileges—is hedged aboithveonditions. If a
woman chooses to be a lover or a mother withoutyimay she quickly
discovers that this asserted freedom of choicegisastly mockery. Being
the mother of the most healthy and bright childvatside of marriage, she
is a pariah; being the mother of diseased and ctopildren within
marriage, she is a virtuous woman, whom other worteacth their
children to respect. She is free to choose onlypae in life that her
neighbors think that she ought to choose. Suchd@mre@eis merely the
counterfeit of real liberty. (73)
In his rebuttal of Abbey’'s statement, Walker offers accurate representation of a
woman'’s position in society should she assert iggrt to act as Herminia does. Just as
none of the New Woman heroines is free to choaostha sense that her decisions could
potentially grant her comfort and happiness, worfmd that the costs of asserting
freedom beyond what was socially acceptable tetal@ggate the very contentment that
liberty should provide.

What Walker notices about the social and cultdnalitations of women’s
freedom also manifests itself in the critical racapof The Woman Whmtertexts and in
their contributions to the ongoing marriage debatdhe Woman Who Didn’Eurydice
is free to choose what is socially permissible,,ahdrefore, as Walker points out, her
freedom is “the counterfeit of real liberty” (73)levertheless, Eurydice prevails as an
ideal heroine—a New Woman who chooses to embracmiher angel. Herminia, on the
other hand, tests the limits of a woman’s privilejehoice and asserts “real liberty” in
making bold, truly individual choices about sextyalmarriage, romantic ideology, and
maternity. Just as Herminia’'s resolve is rejectgcher peers and by her daughter, her

example is condemned by feminists and conservatald®e. As Walker explains,

women’s decisions regarding sexual matters werdlyh&ee choices, and the intertextual
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conversation provoked by Allen, Cross, and Cleexeal how society was hesitant to
attack the restrictive conditions of women’s freedavhen they included issues
pertaining to sexual liberty. As Oliphant explainsferring to the discussion of sexual
matters in literature, such a subject “has beewgutdo be the most damaging in the
world as a subject for thought and for the exeroisthe imagination” (“Anti-Marriage”
145).

The Woman Who DiandThe Woman Who Didnénlarge the marriage debate by
challenging the authenticity of first-wave feminigteral values beyond the realm of
what society considered proper choices for womdéxe. reaction to these texts illustrates
how first-wave feminism devised a concept of ligethat was fashioned by a sexual
double standard; there exists a collective culturelerstanding that a woman'’s freedom
to choose translates into a woman’s right to chawdg what is morally acceptable.
Cleeve’sThe Woman Who Wouldrfarther examines the illusory nature of women’s
liberty and hastily concludes by suggesting thabider for women to find peace in
marriage and fulfill their Godly duties as “the kee of man’s soul,” they must relinquish
their newfangled ideas and aspirations of emanoipg217). However, throughout the
majority of the text, Opalia challenges the pararsbf personal liberty by asserting her
right to opt out of sexual activity with her husba®palia’s experiment to alter existing
marital practices, much like Herminia’s, coincidesh what Levine identifies as a major
issue in the women’s movement: “the feminist aceenparticipation and decision” (“So
Few Prizes” 159). Levine cites the efforts of fersinvomen who focused their attention
on expanding women'’s freedom to include “choiceudltbe form of marriage,” and she

argues that “in essence, such women were enactiogrative and critical change in
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women’s participation in marriage” (159). lhhe Woman Who Wouldn't,Opalia
eventually conforms to traditional marital sexuahgiices and reasserts her “natural”
feminine position as purifier of man’s soul, butgprto this conventional narrative
closure, the text explores liberal feminist idelaatt unlike Opalia’s “degradation” and
“suffering” are not subsumed by the “compensatoyj pf maternity (Cleeve 225).

As much as | have examined how these three intedkliterary representations
of the New Woman illustrate the conglomerationd#fdas and discourses that constructed
the woman’s movement at the turn of the centurjhaVe also, for organizational
purposes, attempted to distinguish between eattest links to some extent. Therefore,
in Chapter 1, | examined the ways in which thes@5li8ovels functioned in connection
to the social-purity movement, and thus far in thepter, | have positioned these texts
in the liberal feminist arguments of the marriagbate. However, all along, | have also
been analyzing the mounting tension between olddstas of Victorian respectability
and morality idealized by the image of the angel aaw visions of active, independent
femininity captured by the phenomenon of the Newnvdn. The marriage debate
provided an arena for all of these elements to cmmle and disperse, and specifically
The Woman Who Did, The Woman Who DidaridThe Woman Who Wouldrsparked a
productive intertextual dialogue through the confabion of social-purity sexual politics
and liberal feminist ideas. Previously, | have eiad the ways in whiclhe Woman
Who Wouldn'thighlights many social-purity feminist ideals thgbuOpalia’s “crusade
against passion,” but at the same time, Opaliegssréad celibacy is also indicative of the
liberal feminist concern for the bodily integrity married women—the human right over

one’s own body.
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Opalia, like many feminists at the turn of the toey, does not reject marriage
altogether, but she is very much invested in refognmarital customs in order “build up
the future” (Cleeve 19) where relationships ardtlmn true love, friendship, and mutual
respect. Opalia takes her purifying role to exeemeasures and appropriates social-
purity discourse to argue that ideal marriagescatibate ones. Opalia believes physical
passion robs couples of their emotional and inteli@ ties and degrades a wife to the
position of her husband’s slave (13). Girton-ededaand “instinctively” “ahead in the
fashions of the day,” Opalia predicts that womel gain freedom and power when they
join men “to resist certain encroachments which baen instituted by men” (35).
Opalia, who is searching for a way to generateetinancipation of women, formulates
new ideas about sexuality and maintains that seatality infringes on the rights of all
women regardless if they are single or marriedotigh an allusion tdhe Woman Who
Did, Opalia positions her philosophy and her plan asr@duyctive alternative to
Herminia’s impulsive and indulgent behavior andideds that she has discovered the
best way to transform the relations between thesexShe tells Alan, “l read a book
once . . . in which the heroine would not go thitotige form of marriage in church for
fear she should lose her liberty, yet every actbher life showed that her liberty had
gone, whether she defied the conventional lawsoofesy or not. Her life was an utter
failure” (17). Ironically, the driving force behdn Opalia’s mission, much like
Herminia’s, is a woman'’s right to exercise sexudharity over her own body. However,
Opalia, who is adamant that she will control thente of her relationship and rightfully
reject marital sexual conventions, is also conuintteat Herminia’s life was “an utter

failure, because it was defiance, not sacrific&)(Opalia’s reaction tdhe Woman Who
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Did further illustrates the quandary at the core ofm&o’s movement: first-wave
feminist politics were often contradictory. In tsame way that a woman’s “right to
choose” the terms of her marriage was hemmed sobial and moral conditions, liberal
notions of a woman'’s right to bodily autonomy weeverely limited by pervasive moral
and sexual standards and by the limited and seerdtistribution of birth-control
information.

As Lucy Bland demonstrates through&atnishing the Beastiyst-wave feminists
were “not easily compartmentalized” into “social rippg feminists and feminists
supporting sex reform” (xix). She argues that “méeyinists moved between positions;
on some occasions where they deemed it useful,ubey the language of sex reform, on
other occasions they deployed a language and goliti social purity” (xix). Opalia’s
emphasis on sacrifice rather than defiance asablentomen should rely on in order to
assert their freedom reflects the influences ofadquurity. Opalia is driven to purify
marital relations through self-control and selff#fae, by resisting the sins of the flesh,
by being passive rather than defiant, and by sgram a moral guardian to her future
husband, and all of these practices are easilytifiddile as social-purity customs.
Insomuch as Opalia exhibits all the feminine attiéls of an ideal heroine—the perfect
blend of Victorian angel and inspired New Woman—als® challenges the patriarchal
values and conventional marital practices intrimsimaintaining this ideal image.

Many feminists argued for a woman'’s right to haeatool over her own body,
and this issue became a major issue in feministtigeolfollowing the Contagious
Diseases Acts of 1864, 1866, and 1869. After tHertsf of social-purity campaigns

fostered the repeal of the acts in 1886, femirgetginued to focus their efforts on ways
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to ensure the personal autonomy of single and ethwiomen. They addressed issues
related to sexual violence, divorce, economic ietelence, and sexual education for
women. Bland explains that “feminists strove to stauct a new and inspiring vision of
the ideal marriage in which the sexes were equagcaality that included female bodily
autonomy and a sexual relationship of the highestafity” (Banishing134). In order to
distinguish the concept of marital sex from itscasations with prostitution, unwanted
pregnancy, and sexual exploitation and transfornriage into a moral, respectful, and
just experience for women, many feminists, mucle l®palia, looked to develop
relationships that provided mental and spirituather than physical passion. Shelia
Jeffreys argues that “continence and psychic lowete “mainstream” responses that
feminists used to devalue sexual activity and premequality for women within
marriage $pinster40). In an effort to highlight a woman’s worth @esifrom her
reproductive function and combat the stereotypenah as a sexual beast, feminists
realized that they had to develop alternatives dtrigrchal practices in their private,
married lives. Today, it is doubtful that feministeuld find a sexless marriage or a life
void of sexual pleasure as viable tactics for dsgprwomen’s rights, but in 1895,
philosophies of celibacy and sexual continence ghos®any threats to prevailing
constructions of femininity and masculinitfthe Woman Who Wouldnéxplores the
limits of these popular feminist responses.

Feminist politics at the turn of the century weeatily infused with the ideology
of the angel—the image of woman as a pure, monal,asexual being, and in keeping
with this feminine stereotype, feminists also regagd their duty to make sacrifices for

the good of others or for the welfare of the natibhe majority of the psychic love and
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continence philosophies that surfaced as a measaféguard the bodily integrity and
personal autonomy of women suggested that wivesldhtesignate the frequency of
sexual activity in order to avoid unwanted advarares unwanted pregnancies. Feminists
promoted chastity and continence in their efforémsure the protection and individuality
of married women, yet they did not completely rejbeir sexual duties to their husbands
or assert their right to celibacy. By 1895, femisisad significantly challenged many of
William Acton’s patriarchal theories on sex and demn yet it is evident that Acton’s
vision of the “perfect ideal of an English wife antbther” still permeated the feminist
perception of womanhood (214). In the 1875 editcdnFunctions and Disorders of
Reproductive Organsvhich was first published in 1857, Acton descsib@odel wives as
“kind, considerate, self-sacrificing, and sensibkie is “so pure-hearted as to be utterly
ignorant of and averse to any sensual indulgengesd unselfishly attached to the man
she loves as to be willing to give up her own wsshead feelings for his sake” (214).
According to Acton, good wives must overcome thématural repugnance for
cohabitation” and fulfill their marital duties tohdir husbands (214). Acton was
unsympathetic to women’s complaints about trad@isexual customs in marriage and
even urged women to stop “exaggerating their suggbagievances” when they are
“called upon to fulfill the duties of wives” (214).

In the feminist campaign for marital reform, congary sexual activity and the
oppressive physical and mental conditions it ceeébe women were actualized and not
“supposed grievances,” and, for most feminists,riage signaled an inevitable sexual
self-surrender. Insomuch as feminists attemptegh&dlenge Acton’s theories and bring a

female point of view to the public’'s perception wbmen’s marital experiences, the
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general feminist attitude toward sexual activitythmm marriage was still heavily
influenced by traditional concepts of Victorian f@mity and wifehood. Of course,
feminist arguments opened a conversation abouirtke between sexual objectification
and the oppression of women, but even the moreahtéminists that | will discuss in
the following chapter—feminists who directly taakléhe dominant philosophy of sex
and campaigned for sexual education for women—aditl apenly and completely
endorse the practice of celibacy in marriage asi®p#tempts to do. Most feminists, in
some way or another, embraced their womanly datielscontinued to promote an image
of the chaste wife and mother, an image that, gse@peim states, “stood at the very
center of middle-class social relations” (202). fées Power Cobbe captured this
feminist attitude in her 1882 series of lecturestlex Duties of Womenand by 1895, it
is evident that the feminist understanding of wifiedstill maintained the image of pure
and dutiful angel. Cobbe explains, “The perfect haomlife, as conceived by the
cultivated moral consciousness, is essentiallyfa d&if chastity, not, of course, of
celibacy..but of real chastity, fidelity in marriage or arpusingle life” Duties 59).
Cobbe contends that “the mutual promise of Conjlabn” and “a mutual engagement
of exclusive fidelity” of each partner are among thatural” obligations of the formal
marriage contract and “the one essential promisengnmonogamous racesDities
119). Cobbe definitely believed that marriage wasthe only or proper destiny of all
women and that some women “are better suited fendship than marriage,” but she
adds that when a woman does chose to marry, sheaocespt her sexual dutip(ties
170). Cobbe’s “course toward a free and ennobleshadood,” in which she envisions

a future where women are “infinitely happier,” “imtely nobler” and “infinitely more
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useful,” is, much like other first-wave feminissions, founded on what Cobbe identified
as “the eternal principles of moralityf{uties24, 25, 26).

Although first-wave feminists were intent on rewmgiand reconsidering “the
application” of these everlasting moral dutiesytiwere not eager to confront the basis or
validity of the moral structure itself or examinewh this commitment to morality and
duty was eternally at odds with unrestricted humgints (CobbeDuties26). The Woman
Who Wouldn'texposes the contradictions inherent in the Viatorconstruct of female
sexuality and morality. Opalia inquires into theralaand social development of women
and presents a logical case: if women are con@iticand expected to be pure, sexless,
and extremely moral beings, then how can they fjustind embrace the sexual
requirement of marriage—what Opalia calls a “tderilsacrifice,” a surrendering of
“everything in the world” (Cleeve 15, 14). Opalmdetermined to take a stand, to be a
wife who rejects what has been culturally consedcas the natural obligation of
marriage—conjugal union. In devising a strategyhich she refuses the “natural” duty
of marriage, Opalia creates an alternative “unmaditimage of femininity; she becomes a
deviant and abnormal wife in the very act of uphaidhe moral standards, that, prior to
marriage, served as the very indicators of propenifinity.

The Victorian era stressed that women were nayumatllined to self-sacrifice,
and first-wave feminism embraced self-sacrificeaasomanly privilege and duty, as
women'’s secret weapon which would enable thematosform and purify society. Rather
than rejecting Acton’s idea of the model wife, famts argued that society would greatly
benefit if women were given the right and the opyaity to share their benevolence with

the public sphere. In theory, Opalia supports thagitional feminine ideal, and this is
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most apparent when Opalia identifies her dignifigdn as “sacrifice” in contrast to

Herminia’s lowly scheme of “defiance” (sacrificeibg the preferred and proper means
for women to be successful in their efforts). Hoereemdamant Opalia is to distinguish
her life choices from that of Herminia, it is ewvidethat Opalia also pursues an
undeniably rebellious marital trajectory. In hemuuoitment to marital celibacy, Opalia

tests the limits of equality and freedom for womehg explores the possibility of

formulating a personal life plan uninfluenced baditional cultural practices and gender
stereotypes. Opalia maintains that marriage doéslter a woman'’s right to complete

and uninterrupted power over her physical body arhtal well-being. Her theories

seem to develop from social-purity traditions, buén social-purity feminists like Cobbe
acknowledged that sexual intercourse within maeiags integral to the physical health
and moral fitness of their husbands. They beliettest a conjugal relationship, as
Oppenheim describes, helped a man to “master hisdmaasing instincts” and curb his
appetite for unsanctioned sexual activity with pitates (202). Yet Opalia is hopeful that
she can serve as Alan’s moral guardian solely tiilvober extreme emotional and
spiritual commitment. She believes that a compatmn loving marriage is not

contingent on her sexual self-sacrifice.

Opalia’s marital experiment is theoretically infaxchby social-purity ideals, but
when put into practice, her personally-tailored mage plans illustrate a liberal approach
to the marriage question, one that Caird publicizedl888. In “Marriage,” Caird
announced that “the ideal marriage” should b&e®e” one, designating that “the idea of
a perfectly free marriage would imply the possipilof any form of contract being

entered into between the two persons, the State saiety standing aside, and
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recognizing the entirely private character of tramsaction” (196). Caird, unlike Cobbe,
dismisses the notion that marriage is wrought wisttural obligations; it is a personal
matter and is not subject to cultural traditionsocial expectations. Caird writes, “even
the idea of ‘duty’ ought to be excluded from thestperfect marriage,” which illustrates
a radical vision marriage—one in which prescribeshdger roles, traditional sexual
practices, and dominant romantic ideologies argmifscant (“Marriage” 196). Caird’s
outlook on marriage is informed by the “fundamemahciple” of human rights; within
ideal marriages “there must be a full understandind acknowledgment of the obvious
right of the woman tgossess herselbody and soul, to give or withhold herself body
and soul exactly as she wills” [emphasis in orifi(farriage” 196).

Caird’s vision for “freedom in marriage” entails mainterconnected elements,
and | will expound on some of these ideas in thievieng chapter, | revisit here Caird’s
philosophy in order, once again, to point out irgistent and, at times, self-defeating
approaches to women’s rights at the turn of theurgnCaird, unlike the majority of
first-wave feminists, promoted a more authentic sage of women'’s rights wherein a
woman’s freedom of choice materializes beyond wWivatker identified as fabricated
liberty. The first-wave feminist movement campaigrfer women’s freedom of choice
and right to bodily integrity, but, as | have emsgizad, it did so through the glorification
of women’snatural characteristics and abilities—through the very stegocial theories
that naturalized separate-sphere ideology. Caimtitadvhat other feminists were wary to
accept: the diverse and individualized manifestetioof women’s liberty—female
responses that may not coincide with “acceptabieiad practices. Caird’s approach to

marriage is notably similar to modern feminist thbubecause her theories were founded
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on the understanding that feminine nature was Bpaanstructed. Before she turns to
the subject of marriage in her essay, Caird wriié$s necessary to clear the ground for
thought upon this subject by a protest againstcidreless use of the words ‘human
nature,” and especially ‘woman’s nature” (“Marrglg 185). Recognizing that “the
eternal law of being” is a myth, that “woman’s matuis wrought with “innumerable
contradictory dogmas,” Caird suggests that marriegest be free from “all social
philosophies” (“Marriage” 185). Thus, in marriagbere need not be a self-sacrificing
angelic wife whose freedom is dictated by a pemeastandard of moral and social duty.
Caird’s feminist vision—that a woman'’s freedom athy entails the liberty for
her to do with her body “exactly as she wills"—ex#ified the general feminist cry for
women’s rights to bodily integrity and autonomy,t,bas | have argued thus farhe
Woman Whantertexts fictionalize and test the limits of tHiberal philosophy in the
context of the marriage debafiéhe Woman Who Wouldréntertains the possibility that
marital love and commitment can exist without pbgbkipassion—that men can value
women as equal companions rather than as defeatadlsobjects and that women
actually possess the right and the power to, iy thél it so, “withhold” their bodies,
even from their husbands. Opalia is determinedréate and maintain a relationship
which highlights the “true vocation of women"—tdusstrate the potential for woman to
“live out her own life without being bound by therhble bestial ties that degraded other
women” (Cleeve 161, 162). As much &ke Woman Who Wouldnfocuses on the
emancipation of women and Opalia’s determinatiooréate an alternative marital path
for women, especially through sexual education amdreness, it ultimately undermines

Caird’s philosophy and refigures the position ofmem by naturalizing their socially
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constructed roles. Opalia’s resolve to withholdske#rfrom her husband—to do exactly
as she wills in marriage—cannot withstand the pmesshe feels to give way to what
society identifies as woman’s “natural” duties agevand moral guardian. When Alan is
finally seduced by Lady Morris, it is Opalia who @ercome with “the sense of
failure,”—she takes responsibility for his infidgli for his “transitory passion, a
temptation from which it behooved her to save hif@leeve 195, 194). In order for
Opalia to find happiness, she must accept the tondi of liberty. As Lady Neath
explains to Opalia, “God has made woman the kegbeman’s soul. Till woman
recognizes that her whole mission in life is thdemption of man’s soul either by the
education of the sons or by the winning of her lnsh there will be no peace, no
happiness in the world” (Cleeve 217-218). Opalia&xual surrender suggests that
women must settle; they can only be emancipatedet@xtent that they accept the social
and natural conditions which eternally dictate fearsehavior.

The Woman Who WouldnThe Woman Who Di&ind The Woman Who Didn’t
merge radical and conservative feminist politicghwihe unpublicized issues of the
marriage debate and weave an intricate web thatcdses the circumstantial approach
to and conditional nature of women’s freedom attthhe of the century. As much as |
have focused on how Herminia, Eurydice, and Opelilect the angelic restrictions that
constructed the ideal New Woman heroine and gutdedfeminist agenda, it has also
been my purpose to show how these three texts,udhrointertextuality and
interdiscursivity, aided in exposing that such pasters were at odds with liberal
principles and counterproductive in the protectidra women’s basic human rights. As

contributions to the marriage debafBhe Woman Whontertexts hardly offer any
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concrete direction for legal reform; instead, thenagine new marital trajectories and
devise alternative romantic ideologies, and in daa, they confront the limits of liberal
thought at the turn of the century.

These texts are shaped by the diverse voices ilmtdneiage debate, and they
intersect and shape one another. In these dynanaicuaters, the issue of authentic
freedom collides with its fraudulent substitute.eThonversation provoked by this
dialectic reflects what Walker identifies as a mnajmpediment to the progress of
marriage reform in 1895. He argues that “the bulkm@ankind will not permit the
modification of institutions in the direction ofbkrty and justice” because “the old is
clung to with stupid persistence until the evilggé@nerates become so oppressive that
their victims must revolt or perish” (73). Walkevho claims to represent “the radical”
position of his generation, asserts that societystniacus on reform that “advances
towards freedom of choice’—genuine, free choicenhitited by an “unnatural and cruel
social code” (73, 74). As | have demonstratechia thapterThe Woman Who Did, The
Woman Who Didn'tand The Woman Who Didn’accentuated and complicated the
notion of free choice with regard to the marriagbate, and as | will examine in the next
chapter, these texts also centered in on the netisexual politics of the marriage
debate—feminist issues that needed to be unveilgutdcure social and cultural reform

“in the direction of liberty and justice” (WalkeBY.
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CHAPTER 3 INDIVIDUAL PASSIONS AND COLLECTIVE VIRTUE S: FIRST-
WAVE FEMINIST SEXUAL POLITICS AND THE SEXUAL EDUCAT ION OF
THE NEW WOMAN

By contextualizingThe Woman Whuntertexts in both the social-purity mission
and the marriage debate, | have illustrated howehexts confront the limits of the
angelic and therefore unveil the ideological anttucal constraints that thwarted the
progress of first-wave feminism and infringed upitve authentic liberty of women.
Through the fictionalization of social-purity praces and through the projection of new
romantic trajectoriesThe Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didarigd The Woman
Who Wouldn'tdestabilize the homogeneity of ideal femininitydareconceptualize the
social and cultural position of women, interroggtthe opposition between the ideal and
the fallen woman as well as the opposition betweeman and man. As demonstrated by
the critical backlash against the premises andimesoof these New Woman novels,
traditionally minded members of late-nineteenthtegnsociety were hesitant to rethink
the standard monolithic definition of womanhoodtorreevaluate marriage practices
because such interrogations would inevitably fet#i an investigation into the
problematic construction of female sexuality andige In this chapter, | turn my
attention to howr'he Woman Whantertexts facilitate this threatening investigatias
they interrogate the reticent sexual politics & kite-nineteenth century in protofeminist
ways. As these popular texts publicized and ingastid what Margaret O.W. Oliphant
identified in “The Anti-Marriage League” (1896) &sstinctively shrouded” topics, they
did not unveil definitive answers nor did they asbk a unified image of female
sexuality to replace the old (149). Instead, thegavered a multitude of questions and a

multiplicity of representations; thus, they began fdroject a new, plural image of
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womanhood—one that discredited the consolidatinggooof the angel and permeated
the (pure/fallen, virtue/vice, purity/passion) bersl that constructed and confined her

sexuality.

In order to better understand hdlwe Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didn't,
andThe Woman Who Wouldreontribute to this process of exposure and transdton,
we must first contextualize these texts in theiaait conversation which sought to
consolidate traditional ideology and reaffirm thhe angelic mandates of purity and
virtue are equally applicable to both life andrhteire. As illustrated by much of the
literary criticism published by women in the lateeteenth century, writing was yet
another vehicle for purifying society. Thus, as Mfis R. Haweis describes Words to
Women: Addresses and Essa{$900), women writers must understand their
responsibility and “take a much more serious viewtheir power over men” (69).
Women writers “have the strength and courage antistpoof men,” but what
distinguishes them from men is their ability to égethose qualities for thepiritual and
not theanimal level” (Haweis 68). Haweis draws on social-punibetoric in order to
urge women writers to distinguish themselves fronenmto assert their moral

superiority on the page because so much is at:stake

| do think we ought never to forget that not ortlg eyes of our immediate
and closest men are upon us—but the eyes of théewtarld just now;
that every book and article and paragraph we wowrés, is going to do
something to push the world on or to push the whedeld back into
animalism. We are all mothers, as it were, of thel world, and our
teaching and our example are going to make or haaetwho listen to us.
(69)

According to Haweis then, the woman writer must alghher “feminine” duties and

embrace the lofty mission that has been presciitveter. Although Haweis recognizes
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the power of a woman to write “from thheoman’s speciapoint of view,”—to harness
her “inner” and “earnest” thoughts and disclose timknown—Haweis suggests that
these individual practices are permissible onlythey coincide with a collective

“womanly” vision and uphold conventional feminirdeals (68)-

As | have examined in Chapter 1, Frances Cobbtenda that “the one only safe,
true way of progress” is paved with purity and wertDuties8), and Haweis echoes these
social-purity ideals in order to show how this dict is also applicable to the writing
practices and textual content of women writersHasveis distinguishes between female
and male writers, she reiterates the oppositiowdst elevated spirituality (feminine)
and base animalism (male) in order to highlight grevileged position of women.
Additionally, she reiterates the pure/fallen didmy through her (either/or) depiction of
“good” and “bad” women writers. The ideal woman teriuplifts society because she is
dedicated to “holy work, cleansing, repairing, [pbeautifying,” and the fallen woman
writer is “like the proverbial penny-a-linespiling, andblackeningthe ephemeral white
(Haweis 71y As Haweis explains, the text of the women writerstrbe pure and holy:
“Let us write on enduringparchment—that will take no ink till it iswashed—let us so
cleanse, so beautify the page, and take the pleand only to b&ecording Angely72).

In literature as in life, women are confined byitlangelic duties to purify society. They

%2 The logic that Haweis follows here is very simitarthe line of reasoning that informed the fentinis
approach to “free choice” in marriage, which | diss at length in Chapter 2. Haweis presents whadap
to be a liberal argument in that she recognize®m@man’s right to literary self-expression—her progign
to record her “inner” and “earnest” thoughts (&&)wever, this liberty which allows a woman to diss
what she thinks or how she feels, much like hegrtip “to choose” a romantic trajectory, is fraugtith
limitations. She is free to express herself as lasdier individual ideas are conditioned by andhade
with the acceptable feminine “point of view” of thellective.

%3 Here, Haweis'’s derisive representation of the Remntiner (a Victorian term for a writer who is pabne
penny per line) coincides with the popular viewtleése journalists and popular fiction writers. Bean
liners were often described as shameless and vidgds who disregarded decorum in an effort to nzake
living.
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are only permitted to expresw6men’s speciagboint of view” as long as that viewpoint
serves to naturalize and celebrate ideal feminifttgweis 68). The woman writer who
strays from this lofty purpose and pursues a spewavidualized point of view that may
not coincide with the collective construct of worhand is, much like the fallen woman,
a deviant who defiles society. Her works are cali@dccurate, ill-digested” and “ill-
natured’—dirty and impure by traditional standardsst- because they are actually
fallacious or obscene but because they recast éesgtuality and explore alternative
modes of female desire (Haweis 68). Haweis contghds such women writers are
threatening because they deviate from the litepaactices of the “Recording Angel”;

they boldly attempt to record the very ideas thatdangel could never explore.

As Haweis reiterates first-wave feminist discourseorder to focus on the
privileged ability of women writers to “clean” tiveorld and purify society through their
publications, she also upholds traditional noti@imut the function and content of
literature in general and participates in a largécussion in which conservative
feminists and non-feminists alike adamantly foughpreserve moral principles in both
male and female-authored texts. Maintaining theolmgy of Victorian respectability,
many critics asserted that the direct or indirastussion of sexual matters in literature
would foster devastating effects on lives of théamés youth, especially on the lives of
young, impressionable girls. As | touched uponha tast chapter, the public outrage
againstThe Woman Who Didias not entirely fueled by the novel’'s attemptexpose
the injustices of the marriage market; many pretmihist Victorian novels had certainly
tackled this issue prior to the New Woman novele acklash against the novel was

predicated on the claims that Allen’s evaluationnodrital practices was vulgar and
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immoral because his discussion was immersed inasebapics, and the public was

unwilling to entertain a conversation that perméatgch “private” borders.

This anxiety about the threatening potential afclean” literature is illustrated in
Margaret Oliphant’s staunch criticism of Allerilhe Woman Who Dithsomuch as she
is reluctant to “sully” her lips and directly reféo the aforementioned topic (“Anti-
Marriage” 138, 144). Nonetheless, Oliphant contemldst Grant Allen is terribly
misguided in his portrayal of marriage alongsidee“tesser passion” (sex) because such
a combination minimizes the many manifestationstted “union of Two” to one
“supreme incident,”—to one “narrow” and “degradinffalse theory” (144). Oliphant
forecasts the damage that such a reductive theammybecing: “it corrupts the morals,
debases the conversation, and defiles the thoughtgaders (144). Mrs. Amelia E. Barr
offers a similar warning irmhe North American Revieim 1890:“Words are realities:
they have the power to evoke ideas, which shalkevacts” (458). Both Barr and
Oliphant assert that the “sacredness and mystefry'the wonderful origins of life”
should remain “shrouded” (Oliphant 149)—that “immloconversation” threatens to rob
women of “the bloom of innocence that men have gbnraspected as the great charm of
maidenhood” (Barr 458). Reading “immoral books’dedao “unwholesome brooding”

which leads to “sin” (Barr 462).

Proper women and pure girls must be protected Bensual literature because it
arouses “a prurient curiosity” and “open[s] for ignaation the door into forbidden
ground” (Barr 459). This “forbidden ground” is pavevith alternative representations of
female sexuality and desire, and, as skeptics Bker and Oliphant recognize, such

textual territories “have the power to evoke ide@@arr 458). Thus, both Oliphant and
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Barr contend that a woman’s innocence is best miaed by her ignorance—by
protecting her from the discussion of any sexudtens, and therefore they both object to
literature that might provoke such discussions., Bdiphant acknowledges that to some
extent the damage is done—sexual politics havadyreeeped into the domestic sphere
and altered the dynamics of family discussion: “Tbaversation of the drawing-room is
already most sensibly affected. Things are discudgely and easily which it would a
few years ago have been a shame to mention oo ofi (“Anti-Marriage” 149). And
although Oliphant realizes that the conversatios lb@come more candid, she is also
confident that the threat is contained, tihde Woman Who Dichay have altered the
rules of conversation, but it will not alter thepenetrable rules that fashion a woman’s
life. Oliphant remarks that she does not “imaginkat any woman would actually
attempt to follow Herminia’'s example, and in thespect, Oliphant is pretty accurate,

especially given Herminia’s struggles and tragte {8Anti-Marriage” 145).

As Oliphant had predictedThe Woman Who Diddid not directly or
independently transform the sexual behavior of gyowomen; however, as Oliphant also
concluded, the novel, in conjunction with its inéxts and the various initiatives of first-
wave feminism and social-purity organizations, duhtribute to the changing dynamics
of the drawing-room conversation. And it was prelsisthis dissemination of ideas,
possibilities, and knowledge into the domestic sphdahe publication and
popularization of the very forbidden issues thatemgreviously unknown or inaccessible
to women—that eventually enabled women to creatieexiplore a discourse of sexuality
beyond the traditional patriarchal lens that hadnradized the binary structuring of

womanliness and that had naturalized sexual detésmi
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As | discussed in the first chapter, feminist abpurity campaigns of the late-
nineteenth century focused their efforts on theifjpation of society and on the
elimination of the sexual double standard in orfdeempower women and improve the
relations between the sexes. First-wave feministbraced conventional notions of
female purity and glorified their angelic potergiahther than promoting sexual freedom
and sexual pleasure for women, and thus it woudthsthat their contributions to the area
of sexuality were rather retrogressive. However,Saglia Jeffreys argues, we must
reevaluate our understanding of the area of seyumlithe context of the nineteenth
century: “we must look at the area of sexuality nmtrely as a sphere of personal
fulfillment but as an area of struggle in which matlominance and women’s
subordination can be most powerfully reinforced andintained or fundamentally
challenged” (“Free From” 629). Moreover, it is Vithat we distinguish between what we
identify as contributions to the area of sexudiitgay and what actually enabled women
to participate in and reshape the conversatimm when feminists had to convince a
patriarchal society that they not only had a righjbin a public conversation but also that

their opinion mattered.

The development of a feminist discourse of sekyalertainly precedes and
expands beyond the nineteenth century, and itsalggye encompasses a multitude of
cultural and historical events and influences; haavemany scholars who examine how
first-wave feminism contributed to the area of sy pinpoint the significance of the

1870s campaigns to repeal the Contagious Diseasisd’ And the efforts of the Ladies

3 The Contagious Diseases Acts (originally passeb8itd, expanded in 1866 and 1869) were a series of
three statues which granted the state with the ptoveegulate prostitution and compel prostitutes \{ell
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National Association (LNA), which was founded byséphine Butler in 1869, The
political maneuverings and campaigns of feminist social-purity organizations like the
LNA as well the relationship between first-wave fersm and the social, cultural, and
legal politics of prostitution in England have smivas the sources of many late-
nineteenth century feminist studies; thereforep hdt intend to reproduce a full account
of these genealogié8.My purpose here in examining the first-wave ferstimesponses
to the Contagious Diseases Acts and first-wave riests’ concern with the rights of
prostitutes is to examine why and to what exi@m Woman Who Did, The Woman Who
Didn’t, and The Woman Who Wouldnitilize the discourse of prostitution, engage with
the feminist issues prompted by anti-vice sociafitpucampaigns, and reshape the

discourse of sexuality in proto-feminist ways.

as any woman who the police suspected of beingstifute or of having a venereal disease) to waer
demeaning medical examinations.
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When women began to speak out against the Contmddseases Acts in the
1870s, they asserted their right to debate in dipédrum, and, more so, they asserted
their right to acknowledge, discuss, and analyze d¢ppression of prostitutes—to
challenge the male-dominated sexual discourse dbastructed female sexuality. As
Judith Walkowitz points out, this public crusadeaeerturn the Contagious Diseases
Acts marked a pivotal moment in the history of feimm because women “opposed the
sexual and political prerogatives of men” and ‘t&dra discourse on sex” (“Male Vice”
80). She explains that the public was “shockedti®ymany “middle-class ladies” who
participated in the campaign and “mounted publatfpfms across the country” in order
to openly denounce the sexual and class discrimoimahat the acts perpetuated (“Male
Vice” 80). The C.D. Acts-repeal campaign openedaupew forum in which women
began to address and analyze the very sexual ifisaesvere considered off limits for
proper ladies. They began to openly debate thdybodhts of prostitutes, which, in turn,
mobilized a more complex critique of female sextyadnd of the injustices of the sexual
double standard that affected all women. As firaisev feminists entered this male-
controlled and male-constructed territory of seiyathey declared that they would no
longer accept the code of sexual ignorance thatapetty had inscribed for them. As
C.D. Acts-repeal campaigner Josephine Butler natedn Appeal to the People of
England on the Recognition and Superintendenceadtiution by Governmen(4870),
“let it not be supposed that it has cost us litdbebreak through the rule of silence
imposed by society upon women, when such mattertodse treated; nor that it has been
at a small cost to ourselves that we have gonetir@anatter in all its details” (14Bhe

Sexuality Debatgs
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In an effort to curtail the spread of venerealedses, the C.D. Acts set up a
process in which prostitutes had to undergo inwapiwsical examinations, confinement,
and possible medical treatment or be subject toical charges and imprisonment for
their refusal to comply with such measures. Emg@agithe way that the law singled out
prostitutes as agents of vice and disease andddritbe culpability of the male patrons,
Butler contended that the C.D. Acts perpetuateeé ‘file of silence” by publicly and
legally validating the very myths that women wegerted to tolerate and respect: that the
subjection of women was necessary for the maintnah men’s sexual well-being and
that the double moral standard was indeed justibgdmen’s propensity for sexual
activity. As Butler describes in 1870, such a systdoes little to “stamp out disease”
because it authorizes the immoral behavior of migneffect upon those large classes of
men to whom, in default of religious principle oheh moral training, the laws of the
country are a guide to conscience, is to teach ttwelook upon fornication not as a sin
and shame, but as a necessity which the State takeghat they shall be able to practice
with impunity” (An Appeal 111). Because the C.D. Acts failed to mandate equal
measures on both the female prostitute and the maleon, Butler argued that the
legislation excused the sexual immorality of med avowed that men “are utterly and

hopelessly the slaves of their own passions” (111).

Rather than silently and passively accepting thatC.D. Acts were founded on
solid ideological principles, repeal campaignerdeoed their social-purity mission and
sought to undermine the notion that men were ‘@édlirlustful and animalistic and
instead promoted a new ethical model in which lwdtthe sexes would be bound by the

same moral and sexual standards. As | examinedhapi@r 1, first-wave feminists
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advocated that all men and women should adopt th@lnand sexual standards of the
ideal woman and that each sex’s equal commitmesexoal and spiritual purity would
serve to remedy society’s problems. Thus, in otdetransform the moral and sexual
behaviors of men, social-purity feminists (suchHagpkins) advocated the formation of
male-purity leagues and popularized a new mascudleal—the cultivation of a new
man who would serve as woman’s moral and spirigalal and support her intellectual
development. To address the threatening sexuatemdl behaviors of women, feminist
campaigners sought to reclaim and reform prosstuidho had become victims of
seduction and/or of poverty. This philanthropic @ggh to the reformation and rescuing
of prostitutes was a typical practice of many dia#fe women throughout the nineteenth
century; however, the C.D. Acts-repeal campaignghef 1870s, which empowered
women to “break through the rule of silence” anérmp engage in a frank discussion of
male and female sexuality (Butlan Appeall46), engendered a way of conceptualizing
the victimization of prostitutes in conjunction tvithe collective sexual oppression of
women. Although Butler and her followers waged dtack on the C.D. Acts and
therefore directly critiqued how the double morahanslard unfairly influenced
prostitution-related legislation in the public sphethis campaign indirectly incited a
larger-scale evaluation of the sexual injusticed ihfringed upon the private lives of
women. As Butler realized, the social and legallioapions of the C.D. Acts reached far
beyond the public streets of the prostitute: & social issue that “threatens the purity and
stability of our homes” and “degrades all womanhdbdugh foul associations of

thought and feeling’An Appeall27).
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LNA members rallied behind Butler, crusaded totgecbtheir fallen sisters from
“a system” that authorizedwholesale and legalised indecent assaults upon wg@raad
their efforts eventually led to the repeal of G®. Acts in 1886 (ButleAn Appeall27).
In addition to successfully overturning the adi® LNA campaigns were instrumental in
providing women an opportunity to develop a fenmadeatered discursive tradition in the
male-dominated arena of sexual politics—to ass$eit influence and their demands in
the public sphere. As Mary Lyndon Shanley descriiBarliament was not used to
hearing arguments concerning sexual hierarchyendttimestic and public realms, much
less that public policy systematically sanctione@énia sexual exploitation of and
economic power over women” (81). Not only was Ranknt unaccustomed to women'’s
political opposition, but even more so, women’o#fin the repeal campaign generated
other concerns for a traditionally minded public ovtvere accustomed to societal,
cultural, and political conventions informed by tl®minant patriarchal structure.
Women’s mobility in the public world, as well aseth propensity to discuss “private”
issues in public, threatened to erode the bordets/den the public and the private
spheres. As women entered what Butler described“asamber of horrors’An Appeal
146)—the forbidden sexualized world of the prostéittand of man—they directly
mobilized a conversation about the sexual douldadstrd as it manifested itself in the
injustices of prostitution. As a result of thistiation into sexual politics on behalf of
their fallen sisters, first-wave feminists cultigdt sexual knowledge, an interrogatory
mode, and a discursive tradition which enabled emgpowered them to address their
sexual subjection in the private sphere—to unvyel ‘chamber of horrors” that haunted

their domestic lives.
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Thus, as Oliphant had feared, “the conversatiaim@idrawing room” was greatly
altered in that women were no longer adhering toppr’ feminine decorum to the extent
that they vocalized private issues in the politen@na and reevaluated the implications of
these issues in the private sphere (“Anti-Marriade9). As Walkowitz describes,
women used “the feminist politics of prostitutioas a way to “speak publicly about
sexual passion and about sexual danger”; howeweir approach which elevated
women'’s ‘natural’ ability to purify and reform sety, “reinforced assumptions of sexual
difference, particularly the prevailing Victorianssciation of sexual desire with
maleness”City 6, 9, 7). In other words, feminists tended to vi@astitutes as victims of
male vice and economic pressure. Linda Gordon dlett BuBois explain that although
first-wave feminism battled against the sexual eppion of women, it did so by
perpetuating a conservative view of female sexuadafity (48). Instead of reevaluating
the dominant perception of women’s asexuality argsmnlessness and exploring
alternate possibilities which allowed for a morealical view of female sexuality,
“feminists consistently exaggerated the coerciverafsprostitution. They insisted that
the women involved were sexual innocents, helpjessig women who ‘fell’ into illicit
sex” (Gordon and DuBois 43). Thus, as Gordon anBdiassert, “feminists remained
committed to the containment of female sexualityhimi heterosexual marriage and

maintained that men should adhere to women'’s higtagrdards of sexual morality (47).

Although feminists capitalized on their greater rality and modesty as
justification for their political and social invadment in ‘public’ affairs, many
commentators still believed that it was best fonvea to remain at a safe distance from

any such “immodest” discussions and that middlsscl@omen’s direct involvement with
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the prostitution debate magnified and unveiled Weey improper conversations that
women ought to avoid. In the beginning of this ptlkea | described some of these
journalistic critiques which urged the public toofgct women from the threatening
potential of “unwholesome” literature and “degragfirconversations. Now | turn my
attention to how these patriarchal sentiments stisped some of the public’s response to
the C.D. Acts-repeal campaigns. In Annie Besafitis Legalisation of Female Slavery
in England(1876), she commences by analyzing the sourceeoptblic’s disapproval:
“Reaction from Christian cant upon this subjectd ahe rightful recognition of the
sacredness and dignity of human nature, physicakfisas mental, have to a great extent
prejudiced many of the Secular party against th@esp agitating for repeal” (91-92).
Besant asserts that this “bitter indignation” agaihe leaders of the repeal movement is
groundless because “there is nothing in the spsetiagle at the meetings of the society
to which the most prudish could object, unlesseed] they object to the question being
dealt with at all” (92). Barr’s position in “Conkgational Immoralities” validates
Besant’s conjecture, for Barr contends that noy @hiould the issue of prostitution be
suppressed but also that the charitable missiohglfothe prostitute—what she refers to
as “dark-life studies™—are “dangerous” because anters with such “haunts of sin”
threaten to defile a proper woman’s moral and Sepudty (460). Although Barr finds
rescue work to be very problematic, she momentatigpends her critique and offers the
following statement to relate her support for ctyawork: “to seek and save the lost is
truly a noble mission” (460). She follows up tldsclaration by saying that “if moral
scavenging is to be done” in order to “seek ance ghe lost,” it is a job primarily for

men associated with the church and secondarilwfonen who are mothers or widows;
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it is not to be undertaken by unmarried girls (46@wever, the reference to charitable
work as “moral scavenging” seems to be disingenuattempt at encouraging
philanthropic efforts and at empathizing with “thest,” and as illustrated by the
following passage, it is evident that Barr findsmiog “noble” or advantageous about

one’s charitable work with or sympathy for the pitose:

The present laxity in the morals of conversatios bame from various
causes. One has certainly been an imprudent andageerin many
instances, an unclean and spurious charity. Nesfaré in the history of
Christendom have unchaste women been the subjdctso omuch

attention. The broad Saxon names designating tlhwsparing in their
condemnation, unmistakable in their meaning, hagenbput aside for
others euphemistic enough for good society, and tmnamable things
have been made namable. It is a very significagalking-down of decent
barriers. The “whore” and the “courtesan” have lpeedfallen sisters”

and “unfortunates,” “Magdalens” orldrettes; and a sentimental

sympathy has familiarized young girls with condisoof which they
ought absolutely to know nothing. (460)

What Barr sees as threatening—the dismantlingdetént barriers” between the
prostitute and the middle-class woman and the ngqmirfunnamable things’— are the
very arguments that first-wave feminists used gintfiagainst the sexual oppression of
women and the distinct tactics that enabled wontemeshape the dominant sexual
discourse. Butler's approach in soliciting publigport for the rights of prostitutes was
to reveal how the borders between the public ardotivate spheres were imaginary—
how, contrary to public beliefs, the home and theppr middle-class family was in no
way protected from the physical and psychologidétots of prostitution. As Butler
reminds the public, “the innocent” are sufferingaaesult of the diseases transmitted by
the “intermediate class”™—the “adulterous husbandd &athers, who are dispensing
disease and death in their familiesAn( Appeal123). Butler's depiction of men’s

culpability in the contamination of the home distothe traditional Ruskinian image of
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the ideal Victorian husband and father—the man t@mzounter[s] all peril and trial” in
the “rough work” of the “open world” and who “guarthe woman from all this” in order
to maintain his home as refuge from the horrorthefpublic world (Ruskin 77). And as
Butler points out, “certain persons resent, as were an indelicacy, any allusion to the
most important link”: the unfaithful husbands whoe aesponsible for defiling the
sanctity of the homeAnh Appeall23). The women who were involved with the repeal
campaigns began to assert their roles as intermeslibetween the public and private
spheres, but contrary to Barr’'s contention, it wastheir encounters with the vice of the
public world that caused the “breaking-down of decéarriers”; instead, their
“sentimental sympathy” for prostitutes—their missito seek justice for women in the

public sphere—revealed the fictitiousness of thesmeers (460).

The transmission of disease from the street tdhtime offered undeniable proof
that the home was directly susceptible to the damgagffects of public vice and
immorality; therefore, campaign leaders like Butland Besant reminded their
adversaries that “discussions to which they obgedy become necessary through the
existence of the evil attacked, and that the ldakadesty lies in the commission of the
evil, and not in the endeavor to rescue the viciring” (BesantLegalisation92). Thus,
they claimed it was their duty to intervene in guitics of prostitution because as Butler
describes, the issudlifectly strikesat the physical and moral life of tens of thousaofl
women” [emphasis in original]Ah Appeall27). In addition to the rationale that it was
vital that women intervene in order to protect th&llow sisters” from the injustices of
the law, feminist repeal campaigners began to exarthie ideological implications of

prostitution on a larger scale and argue that @gfddes all womanhoodAf( Appeal
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127). Thus, as feminists articulated an argumeatiabow the C.D. Acts infringed upon
the prostitute’s‘absolute sovereignty over her own persoiiey reconceptualized the
prostitute as a rightful member of the female atilee (Butler An Appeall26). As a
result of this initiative which focused on the humaghts of prostitutes, first-wave
feminists also further dismantled the public/prevdtvide as they turned their attention to
how this legally-sanctioned subjection of women patlic encouragement of the double

sexual and moral standard also infringed upon wdésmgghts in the private sphere.

The feminist rhetoric used to describe the prastih crisis in nineteenth-century
England often depicted prostitution as a systeiafery in which “the souls and bodies
of tens of thousands of women are deliberately, ander the direction of the
government, sacrificed to a supposed necessitytldBAn Appealll?2). Specifically in
reference to the mandatory medical exams sanctibgeitie C.D. Acts, Butler argues
that “women who are terrified to submission agaid again to the ordeal which this law
requires them to submit to, are reduced by it eodharacter of wild beastsA§ Appeal
112). According to such repeal publications, th® @cts promoted “the institution of
the slavery of women” because of its “open denidi.the sacredness of the individual
human being” (ButleSocial Purity39). Butler purposely incorporated the language of
“the Great Abolition movement?(Personal Reminiscences 22fo her appeals for the
rights of the prostitute, and, by association, fasts utilized the rhetoric of slavery in

arguments beyond the prostitution debate in ordepdrtray how all women were

3" In Personal References of a Great Crus#ii@96), Butler acknowledges how William Lloyd Gaom

has inspired and guided her: “he started me orstildy of the great Abolition movement, a cause tvhic
indirectly, has done much for our own” (227). Thybout her autobiography, Butler also makes numerous
references to “the abolition” of the C.D Acts. Teesxamples, along with the many references to “the
slavery” of women illustrate how first-wave femina@guments often paralleled those of the aboliisn
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enslaved by the injustices of patriarchy. Plarsonal Reminiscences of a Great Crusade
(1896), Butler contends that women'’s identificatioith the prostitute empowered their
cause and solicited public fear: “Such a proclaomtcoming from the woman'’s sides,
strikes a kind of terror in the hearts of our adeeies, such as even the noblest man’s
voice does not inspire. Why? Because it is the esadt the slave herself, and her
oppressor, with the abettor of oppression, feagng to himself, like Herod, ‘It is John

the Baptist whom | have beheaded; he is risen tlardead!” (280)

In this passage, Butler conflates the distinciimtween the prostitute and her
middle- class sister campaigner as they speak @nth voice: that of the slave. This
slavery imagery alludes to Mary Wollstonecraft'guanents as outlined i Vindication
of the Rights of Womaii792), and the merger of private and public seyaditics that
resulted from the repeal campaign at the end ofniheteenth century revived and
expounded on these liberal feminist claims thatl8tmhecraft had explored at the end of
the eighteenth century. Wollstonecraft's radicgbidegon of marriage as a form of legal
prostitution resurfaced as a standard premiseefrtlrriage-reform debate at the turn of
the nineteenth century. The poetics of prostitutgmanted feminists a language to
facilitate a direct, and, at times, hostile attaockmarriage, and, thus, many New Woman
novels appropriated and amplified this rhetoricpioductive ways. This transfer of
expression from first-wave feminist politics to Newoman fiction is yet another
illustration of how the New Woman novel functions an intertext of social-purity
feminist politics, and it also demonstrates how Nev WWoman novel participates in an

interdiscursive conversation that was responsimedshaping Victorian sexual politics.
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The parallel between prostitution and marriagealrex pivotal to many first-wave
feminist arguments and New Woman narratives assaltref the repeal campaign;
however, this theme had certainly been developddbstore the late nineteenth century.
As mentioned, most scholars agree that Wollstoffiearas the first liberal feminist to
define marriage as legalized prostitutfrhowever, it is worth noting that this analogy,
which had become a keystone of late-nineteenthicgméminism, had been propagated
in many other examples of British art and literatuespecially through portrayals of
marriage which critiqued the mercenary practicesnmatchmaking and espou¥al
Additionally, according to Lucy Bland, the marriggjavery analogy that saturated many
first-wave feminist arguments “was not newBafhishing 131)'°. Prior to the New
Woman Novel, many authors (both men and women)hédized the mercenary quality
of marriage and challenged the notion of a huslsandinership of his wife, and these
contributions culminated in the marriage debaté ¢éingued at the turn of the century. As
Susan Kingsley Kent explains, by the late nineteeeintury, feminists’ “adoption of a
commercial idiom to speak about the institution tmesalted by Victorians” united
“feminists and even avowedly anti-feminists” in ithg@osition about the state of
marriage: “marriage, finally, was only a legal foohprostitution” (249, 250). It was the
public circulation and acceptance of this undeditam that finally enabled first-wave

feminists to take a crucial step forward and do entitan just expose the marital

3 1n Banishing the Beast,ucy Bland notes that according to Wollstonecrafiesgrapher Claire Tomalin,
Wollstonecraft was the first to use this phrase (s@ges 132 and 338).

39 For example, William Hogarth’s series of paintingfsrriage a-la-mode(1743-1745) explored the
devastating effects of marriages that resulted fommmercial contracts instead of mutual affectiod a
attraction.

0 See pages 131-132 in Blan@anishing the Beasbr specific examples.
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injustices that plagued women: they were finall\giponed to demand and enact legal

reforn{™.

In Allen’s The Woman Who DjdHerminia’s evaluation of marriage is saturated
with prostitution and slavery phraseology, and sisgsts on a free union with Alan so
that she is able to evade the injustices that gldguarried women. Following Alan’s
suggestion that he and Herminia should get marrdégtminia offers him a rather

dramatic explanation of why she cannot accept tiés:o

Think how easy it would be for me, dear friend... @&k other women
do; to accept thhonorable marriageg/ou offer me, as other women would
call it; to be false to my sex, a traitor to my emtions; to sell my kind for
a mess of pottage, a name and a home, or evehitfiyrptieces of silver to
be some rich man’'s wife, as other women have sbldemphasis in
original] (41)
Here, Herminia emphasizes the ways in which traxgti marriage is like a business
transaction because women carelessly “sell” therasednd relinquish their principles in
exchange for all the benefits of a marital unioocial status, propriety, and financial
security. The “mess of pottage” allusion depictsvhewomen are often shortsighted
because they are lured by the seemingly immediatiits of marriage and ignorant of
the sacrifices that they will have to make in retfwr such artificial gains. As Cicely
Mary Hamilton identifies irMarriage as a Trad€1909), because women have “always
been far more completely excluded from direct agteshe necessities of life,” marriage

serves as their only means of self-preservatioh (Hamilton asserts that for a woman to

secure domestic stability and property, she onlg fane form of payment” at her

*L In Chapter 2, which provides a thorough examimatibthe marriage debate, | argue that in compariso
to the feminocentric marriage novels of the Viaoriperiod which focus on the exposure of marital
injustice, the New Woman novel is more investedfacilitating change and does so by devising
experiments and imagining alternative possibilities
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disposal: “it was demanded of her that she shonkinele and satisfy the desire of the
male...In other words, she exchanged, by the ordipapgess of barter, possession of

her person for the means of existence” (17).

This is precisely the “ordinary process of bartrdt Herminia is adamant about
avoiding; she is unwilling to enter into a conventl marriage because she views it as “a
commercial trade or undertaking” (Hamilton 18). ushHerminia and Alan’s “irregular
compact” is devoid of all the monetary customs Hwtompany conventional marriage—
the very customs which enable men to purchase asldve women in marriage : “Not
for worlds would she import into their mutual reéteis any sordid stain of money, any
vile tinge of bargaining. They could trust one deot that alone sufficed for them”
(Allen 76). The narrator explains, “She had alsvdeen self-supporting...and she
would be self-supporting still. To her mind, thaasvan essential step towards the
emancipation of women” (73). In the future, in @ununity of “perfect liberty” (74),
Herminia envisions a society in which “prospectmethers” could be “relieved as far as
possible from the stress and strain of earningeaiiood,” (75) but she acknowledges
that in the “present barbaric state of industriavery” (74), “economic liberty” and
“self-support” serve as the only defenses agaimgtigrchal tyranny. The economic
superiority of man functions to preserve his sosigberiority over women and is thus
“irreconcilable with the perfect individuality of aman” (70). Herminia wants to share
her life with Alan because they are “friends andels” (76); she is determined to
abandon all the oppressive traditions of “thgimeof the manmade patriarchate, where
the woman and the children were the slaves andetbaif the lord and master” (70).

Herminia will not be bought or sold in a series ‘®ettlements” or “business



161

arrangements” (76); she wants to “freely” give lHrto Alan in order to maintain full

possession of her body and her principles.

By highlighting how marriage is unprofitable foomen, The Woman Who Did
directly challenges the Victorian romantic ideal-e-ttnodel in which, as Joseph Boone
describes, marriage functions as the “most degrahd of existence” because “lovers
are rewarded with the bliss of matrimony” (“Wedldck5). Additionally, by
emphasizing the transactional nature of marridgefext interrogates another aspect that
was vital to the preservation of conventional naideology: the opposition between the
ideal and the fallen woman. That prostitutes wdeyqys in a commercial system of
sexual barter was a social actuality—a widespreatdiroence in the seedy public world.
Correspondingly, marriage and domesticity servethasdeal woman’s safeguards—as
the very mechanisms of stabilization that distisged the position of the proper middle-
class woman from that of the fallen woman. Thus| have examined throughout this
chapter, traditionalists made many attempts to thwiae efforts of the C.D. repeal
campaigns because the presence of middle-class nvimthe public sphere and the
revised definition of womanhood that it produced-e-¢nat embodied both the ideal and
fallen woman—threatened to erode the very poladmatthat upheld the patriarchal
traditions and dominant sexual dynamics of sociddgyond the political arena and the
activity of the C.D. repeal campaigns, the threatstinued in the form of the bold New
Woman heroine, who, like Herminia, unabashedly nigdeher position thathonorable
marriag€’ is nothing more than domestic slavery and progth [emphasis in original]

(Allen 41).
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In addition toThe Woman Who Digkdefining marriage as a monetary enterprise
and thus alluding to the shared experiences of vared prostitutes, the language that
Herminia uses to describe marriage—a system oé “sfévery” “sustained” by “unholy
sacrifices” and “buttressed” by “unseen horrors”+tier develops this connection and
destabilizes the distinctions between wife/prosgitand private/public (Allen 41).
Although Herminia does not directly identify the nital atrocities of which she speaks,
the narrative’s incorporation of the first-wave farst discourse of female slavery in
conjunction with the way that the text actively aggs in the late-nineteenth century
marriage debate draws attention to the issue of emsnbodily and sexual rights.
Feminist concerns over the physical rights of worasse in response to the C.D. Acts.
They argued that the acts permitted women to berifgaed to the ‘necessities of men™
and legalized a process in which women “be litgralade slaves, equally obedient to the
call of the doctor who heals and to that of the mvao infects, holding their bodies at the
hourly order of each class, with no right of salspession, no power of self-rule
permitted to them” (Besaitegalisation95). This passionate evaluation of the laws and
social attitudes that enslaved prostitutes by madplbhem of their human right to assert
control over their own bodies, enabled women toliplybdiscuss taboo issues and
empowered them to further scrutinize how women weaxificed to the demands of men

in other aspects of life.

When Herminia informs Alan, “I know what marriage from what vile slavery
it has sprung; on what unseen horrors for my sigtenen it is reared and buttressed; by
what unholy sacrifices it is sustained, and madssite,” she relies on the same

arguments and phraseology that feminists used #pesttheir philosophies about
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prostitution (Allen 41-42). In doing so, the texluils the distinctions between the
experiences of prostitutes and wives: both areegsmd, and both are victimized by the
unjust systems and patriarchal principles that gteigte the emotional and bodily
enslavement of women. This provocative correlatibat Herminia develops and
reiterates is certainly a radical premise—one fthduced the criticism of many of
Allen’s contemporaries. For example Millicent GatrFawcett's review of the novel
scrutinizes Herminia for her many lengthy “set gpes” in which “she regards marriage
as ‘a vile slavery™ because Fawcett claims thatrilria’s arguments are much too
contrived and her position is “preposterous” (6826, 630). Fawcett contends that
Herminia has no merit as a “real or human” charasézause of her many nonsensical
and rehearsed “speeches” about the cruelty of aga1{627). With regard to the literary
development of Herminia as a dynamic fictional elcter, Fawcett's assertion is
certainly validated by the heroine’s “tiresome” atidactic delivery of her views (627);
however, beyond the novel’s literary shortcomirtderminia’s “set speeches” (627) tap
into a very “real” and thriving polemic about theawery of women—of both prostitutes

and wives alike.

The first-wave feminist campaigns that focusegexual subjection of prostitutes
created a woman-centered discourse of sexualitgt, this critical discourse enabled
women to extend their critique of the enslavemdnv@men as it existed in the private
sphere. This examination of “marital tyranny” asamges Power Cobbe identified it

included a number of interrelated isstfesyet many of these evolving arguments

“2 First-wave and social-purity feminists were invavin numerous reform campaigns throughout the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries that wiesgsgned to improve the relations between the sends
the position of women by focusing on suffrage, edian, temperance, abolitionism, violence against
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accentuated the ways in which womanhood as a wake degraded by the public
politics of prostitution because traditional mageapractices also perpetuated the double
moral and sexual standard and justified the oljjeation of women in the private world
(Wife-torture225). Thus, when Herminia identifies marriage ate“slavery” and refers
to the “unseen horrors” and “unholy sacrifices’tthasupports, she expands her critique
of marriage and offers a fuller definition of mage as slavery—one which accounts for
both the mental and the physical abuse that womeousaiter as a result of marriage.
Herminia further develops this analogy when shellgdklls Alan, “I know on what vile
foundations your temple of wedlock is based antt,buhat pitiable victims languish and
die in its sickening vaults; and | will not conseatenter it” (Allen 48). Here, Herminia
depicts wedlock as a material place—as a “tempfeCaptivity wherein “victims” are
subjected to intense suffering and death—and isgmteng this graphic illustration of
marriage as a site of women’s bodily harm and nhitytehe text offers a heightened
view of the sexual dangers of marriage and alludethe very physical threats that

feminists were finally beginning to speak out again

Fawcett criticized Allen for reiterating that “mmemge means slavery” without
“attempting to prove it,” (631) and although Hermis speeches do not identify specific
examples in order to support this definition, thudlpc had certainly become familiar with
the popular feminist rhetoric of slavery and wittowh feminists employed the
marriage/slavery argument in order to campaigntlier physical protection and bodily

integrity of married women. For example, as JeS8reyoints out, Elizabeth C.

women, property rights, and child custody rightse $hilippa Levine'§/ictorian Feminism: 1850-1900
(1987) and Shelia JeffreyBhe Spinster and Her Enemies: Feminism and Seyus80-19301985) for a
thorough historical account of these interrelatsiiés.
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Wolstenholme Elmy was one such feminist campaigmkose publications do “not
distinguish between the experience of bodily slpver women, whether it is in marriage
or prostitution” Spinster34). InPhases of Lovgl897) for example, Wolstenholme Elmy
asserts that women’s subjection stems from marénégal vision” which classifies a
woman as “a due offering to his own sensual progess and, as a result, he focuses on
“checking and crushing out any effort or aspiratadnhers to a fuller mental status or
personal independence, which might prove not ssg@sive to his baser scheme” (348).
Wolstenholme EImy contends that the entirety ofoanan’s life is filled with such horror
because she never fully possesses her own bodyis sheslave, a spoil in warfare, a
concubine...to be used as a convenient item for matral sale or barter” (348). This
pattern of subjection, what Herminia alludes to wiske refers to “unseen horrors” and
“unholy sacrifices,” is, according to Wolstenholni#my heightened in a woman’s

espousal:

Frequently, however, and shamefully, woman is Meft enter upon

marriage without true knowledge or any warning ashe real nature of
the wife’s so-called ‘duties’ therein; its possilgpysical relations, of
perhaps the most repugnant or even perilous cleracherself—abuses
and excesses, resultant often in misery and snffeir premature death—
but which she finds to be assumed as part of tha gtontract.’ (350)

Insomuch asThe Woman Who Didappropriates this emerging feminist
phraseology and alludes to the physical sufferimd) @eath that wives endure as a result
of “continual unwelcome intimacies,” “unjust matitonduct,” and sexually transmitted
diseases, Herminia’s proposed solution, unlikerkietoric that she uses to describe it, is
difficult to historically contextualize in feministradition because it is comprised of
theoretical contradictions with wide-ranging implions. In keeping with traditional

first-wave feminist sexual discourse, Herminia dassé¢hat marriage is a system of
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slavery that robs women of their physical and civghts; however, she does not
encourage marriage reform or embrace celibacy aseans to remedy the relations
between men and womé&hThe text also does not locate a solution in festisbcial-
purity politics by maintaining that the only waydecure equality for women is to purify
society—to erase the double sexual and moral stdradal encourage all men to emulate
the standards of feminine morality and purity. éast, The Woman Who Didrovides a
model of women’s liberty in which radical and consgive projections of female
sexuality converge—a pathway for women’s emanapatinat is initiated by Herminia’s
unconventional sexual politics yet sustained byeotional maternal ideals. It imagines
a heroine who is both sexualized and “stainleSpdssionate” and principled (Allen 223,
56). Thus,The Woman Who Didonfronted the public with a disconcerting image of
female sexuality. As Dr. C. Willett Cunnington vest in Feminine Attitudes in the
Nineteenth Century1936), it was precisely this “Exhibitionism” of éhnovel “that
provoked so much alarm”: “The whole basis of Vi@arfamily ethics was disputed; was
Woman entitled to regard the instincts of sex asigih they were mere physical faculties
to be utilized at her own pleasure, when Authanig definitely pronounced them to be a

moral incubus?” (301, 299).

During the late nineteenth century when many féshinampaigners sought to
discredit the notion that male sexuality was ‘nallyi aggressive and animalistic, the

prospect that a woman could exhibit the same tyjpanoestrained sexuality for the

*3Although feminists were concerned with issues oduiat and moral inequality in marriage, they did not
generally support free union as a viable remedstebd, they embraced their roles as moral guar@iads
attempted to purify the institution of marriagehet than completely abandon it. See Chapter 2 faller
discussion of dominant first-wave feminist marigology. Other feminist responses included prongpti
the empowerment of women through marital celibdmyt, as | discussed in Chapter 1, this was certainly
not a mainstream approach.
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purposes of pleasure was certainly a radical asserand it was also an issue that,
according to many conservative critics, respe@tuhors had no business exploring. Yet,
despite many initiatives to “keep the conversapaoine” in order to preserve the sexual
innocence and morality of young women, the New Wiomavel emerged as a site where
writers and the public readership challenged thditional construct of female sexuality
and attempted to produce representations of worhah deconstructed the social,
medical, and scientific discourses that ‘naturalizeromen’s inferior but morally-

valuable positions as wives and motfiérin “The New Woman, Childbearing, and the
Reconstruction of Gender, 1880-1900,” Loralee MkePargues that the project of

“rethink[ing] human nature and human relations tigto restructurings of the sexual roles

** The intertextual and interdiscursive connectioasveen first-wave feminist ideology and New Woman
fiction that | focus on in this chapter illustrad@e late-nineteenth movement to reform sexualudti;
however, it is worth noting the study of sexualitythe 1880s and 1890s was influenced by many other
contributions. As Lesley Hall describes in “Haulibgpwn the Double Standard: Feminism, Social Purity
and Sexual Science in Late Nineteenth-Century Britesome sex reform movements shared similar
theoretical positions with those of social- purfgminists in that sexologists like Edward Carpenter
Havelock Ellis, Patrick Geddes, and J. Arthur Thomswere definitely opposed to the double moral
standard” (49). Yet as evidenced in the publicaiofi Carpenter, his attempt to, as Stephen Brooke
explains, “liberate the body and sex from the shamshich both were cloaked,” (20) depicts a visafn
sexual education which is far afield from the fiwsve feminist agenda. For feminists, sexual edocat
was vital to women for the sake of preserving gurdnd for reformers like Carpenter, sexual edocati
was a means to publicize how sexual pleasure “iadaundation of a regenerated body politic” (Breok
20). Thus, feminists and sexual scientists likep@ater supported the eradication of the double aexu
standard, yet they had very different ideas abduatveexual and moral standard should take its place
Whereas feminists sought for men to adopt the igdrifmoral and sexual that characterized ideal
femininity, Carpenter’s vision of sex reform was ¢chumore radical in that it looked to abandon classi
moralism altogether to the extent of promoting heexwality as the “the possible lifeblood of a new
world” (Brooke 21). Also Se&dward Carpenteand Late Victorian Radicalisril990) edited by Tony
Brown. This radical argument for sexual reform \abs® illustrated by Havelock Ellis and John Addorg
Symonds in the 1897 edition &exual InversionLoralee MacPike argues that Ellis’s redefinition of
“homosexuality as part of a normal continuum of lamnsexuality” had radical potential in that it aed
him to reconstruct “same-sex activity within a kargrealm of normal sexuality independent of
childbearing”; however, by privileging the notidmat “women’s sexuality was inherent rather thariatyc
conditioned,” Ellis’s new sexual taxonomy, as wadl that of Carpenter, were both limited by tradiio
definitions of female sexuality that privilegedhé& power of biology” (375). Although this studyirparily
focuses on what scholars have categorized as “fehitteas on sexuality” (Shelia Jeffreys, for exéamp
uses this phrase to refer to first-wave feminishtdbutions to sex reform like those of Elizabeth
Wolstenholme Elmy and Frances Swiney) and, moreigaly on how these feminist movements were
manifested irfThe Woman Wheeries, | acknowledge that many other areas ofefexm emerged at the
turn of the century and that first-wave feministifigs and sexology responded to and shaped ontha@no
in multiple and complex dialectical exchanges.



168

of the New Women,” was contingent on the develogn@&na revised concept of
motherhood that was never fully realized (374). ug,hMacPike points out, the New
Woman novel actualized “the collision between wotseights and childrearing,” (380)
by either using “the New Woman as a negative baggka@gainst which “real” womanly
behavior, as defined by childbearing, can be faegded and validated” (379) or by
“destroying the New Woman through childbearing” X38In either instance, this
inability to “disentangle” the New Woman from therpasive ideology of the family
which *“is the foundation of Western civilization darwhich expresses itself through
compulsory motherhood,” renders the New Woman’slavtunimaginable” (MacPike

387).

As a treatise on free lov&@he Woman Who Didnticipates the New Woman'’s
potential to reshape the discourse of sexualityjttalso proves to be a problematic task
in view of society’s longstanding commitment to tetorian maternal ideal. Prior to
motherhood, Herminia is an independent, determiaed, proud New Woman. She is
wholly committed to securing “perfect liberty ofabe and action” for women, and, in
an effort to do so, she demonstrates the radidanexf her beliefs by embracing her
sexual freedom and openly engaging in sexual &gtwith a man who is not her legal
husband (Allen 74). However, aside from the sadrtbeir consummation which depicts
Herminia’s active role in their sexual encountdre(g@waits Alan’s arrival and “frankly”
welcomes his sexual advances) — Herminia’'s sexuadit subdued, not radical or
revolutionary (Allen 77). As MacPike explainBhe Woman Who Didepicts a model of
female sexuality that coincides with the traditionfeminine construct: it is

“nonthreatening” because it is “monogamous,” andnideia exhibits her passiveness
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through her “willingness to subordinate herselfhir lover’'s superior mental ability”

(380). Additionally, Herminia’s adherence to thengentional sexual standards of
passivity and purity is contrasted with the textieny references to Alan’s ideal
masculinity, and this structure reiterates typigahder constructs: “Deep down in the
very roots of the idea of sex we come on that prangthesis,--the male, active and
aggressive; the female, sedentary, passive, aregptree” (Allen 82). Alan is virile,

strong, and dominant, and Herminia is “woman enobighnature to like being led” as

long as it is “the right man"—the man of her owrooking (58).

Despite the narrator’s traditional portrayals afriinia’s sexuality, the narrative
itself is constituted on the reader’s acknowledganoé her active female sexuality—by
what Herminia boldly “did.” Furthermore, the test fueled by Herminia’s attempts to
de-stigmatize what she did by projecting a new rhadewomen’s sexuality which
replaced the sinful and shameful sexual deviancbeofallen woman with the potentially
transformative and empowering sexual freedom ofNk&v Woman. These alternative
depictions of female sexuality were certainly theeang because they disconcerted the
construct of the ideal woman—the passive and pales® Angel of the house—and if
the sanctity of the feminine ideal was eroded, tienpatriarchal structure of the middle-
class family was also at risk. However, as MacRi&scribes, the threat of Herminia’'s
discordant sexuality is mitigated through her dmwotto the Victorian ideal of
motherhood (380-381). Herminia’s radical sexualoties exist alongside her very
traditional understanding of women'’s ‘true’ funetidHerminia was far removed indeed

from that blatant and decadent sect of ‘advancemievd who talk as though motherhood
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were a disgrace and a burden, instead of being,issthe full realization of woman’s

faculties, the natural outlet for woman’s wealtheafotion” (Allen 138).

The figure of New Woman was inextricably linked paiblic debates about
women'’s ‘natural’ functions and ‘natural’ instinctand as Herminia’s distinction here
illustrates, feminists were also divided about igsie of maternity. As Emma Liggins
explains, “the relationship of maternity to femé&ldfillment in 1890s fiction remained
uncertain, variously represented as a burden asulice of regenerative female power”
(“Bad Mothers” 27). One such example of what Heimilentifies as the “advanced
woman([‘s]” position on maternity materializes in Mo Caird’sDaughters of Danaus
(1894) (Allen 138). Hadria (Fullerton) Temperlepetnovel’'s New Woman heroine,
boldly asserts that motherhood is both biologicahd culturally oppressive, and she
rejects the essentialist argument that women airally’ equipped for and emotionally
fulfilled by the duties of motherhood. Hadria doexd reject “motherhooger se” (Caird
342) but motherhood as it serves as a “means amidoche@f woman’s bondage” in the
“present social state” (341). Hadria contends tfaatthousands of women,” the “birth of
their children is an intolerable burden,” and rattitean sentimentalizing the child as a
joyful reward for the “fierce misery” of childbirftHadria purports that “a woman with a
child in her arms” is a “symbol of abasement, adignity"—a reminder of her past
“humiliation” and present “chains” that have beenged “of her own flesh and blood”
(342, 341). Hadria discloses these radical ide&®tsister-in-law Henriette, and because
Henriette views women as ‘naturally’ self-sacrifigi and instinctively maternal,
Henriette finds Hadria’s notions “insane” (342)n &n effort to redirect Hadria away

from such insulting accusations and reassert tmetisa of motherhood, Henriette
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reminds Hadria of the “potency” of the “maternaktinct.” In her response, Hadria
delineates how even that which is seemingly ‘nadtisa‘'shamefully presumed upon”:
“Strong it [the potency of the maternal instincthvoously must be, if industrious
cultivation and encouragements and threats andr&atloms can make it so! All the Past
as well as the weight of opinion and training i tRresent has been at work on it,

thrusting and alluring and coercing the woman hnto man-allotted fate” (Caird 342).

Caird’s theories which identified maternity as wenis “man-allotted fate” rather
than her Natureallotted” one, were certainly nuanced ideas thatbed beyond the
conservative scope of mainstream feminist positi@msphasis in original]Jaughters
342). First-wave feminists reshaped notions of wosdodily rights, privileged the
notion of voluntary motherhood, and asserted tl@ahen should have the right to abstain
from sexual intercourse with their husbands exdeptthe purposes of procreation;
however, they maintained conventional perceptidnthe social role of women and of
female sexuality as it was dominantly configuredhwa the context of motherhood. In
addition, many feminists embraced motherhood a# thegecial function and used
essentialist theories in order to create solidasityong women. Even George Egerton
(Mary Chavelita Dunne), whom Elaine Showalter diées as being “seen as one of the
most sexually-charged of the New Women writers,Intfoduction” xii) elevated
maternity as a source of agency for women: “Wongnifishe could only realize it,
man’s superior, by reason of her maternity—the tegaof that is her greatest
cowardice” (Egerton 2). In a similar fashion, Henrai contends, “every woman should
naturally wish to live her whole life, to fulfillér whole functions"—to fully realize and

proudly accept “the orbit for which nature desigmed’ (Allen 73-74). According to this
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prevailing understanding of women’s special matefaaction, if a woman considers
herself too “advanced” to embrace this customajgttory, then she is not brave enough

to seize her power.

Through its clearly-depicted essentialist theo®ut maternity, Th&V/oman
Who Didinscribes a familiar pathway for women—a ‘natwed’ route in which the
Angel is rewarded for fulfilling her maternal andoral duties. However, through its
investment in free love and sexual freedom, thé ¢axves a second pathway, and this
alternative route is uncustomary in that it is bathnatural’ and unideal by cultural and
social standards. Therefore, the text reassertsHbeaminia (and all “good” women)
should adhere to a collective identity of womanhdadugh maternity, but this message
is at variance with Herminia’s insistence on freeel as the only means to protect her
“‘individuality” and “freedom” (Allen 42). Accordindo Herminia’'s theories, which she
expresses to Alan, she must reject “the ordinamdeof civilized society” (42) and avoid
“the beaten way” that other women blindly follow7§4in an effort to forge and follow
her own solitary route: “I choose rather to be fide fear of your scorn, no dread of your
bigotry, no shrinking at your cruelty, shall preveme from following the thorny path |
know to be the right one. | see no temporal end).(As noted by many literary critics at
the turn of the century as well as today, it iscely these antithetical sexual politics
which convolute Herminia’s feminism and the femingotential of the text. Allison
Cotes astutely identifies this contradictory natof¢he text that troubled audiences then
and continues to do so now: “Grant Allen...wants #wé it both ways”; the “full
consequences of the plot” can only be materialibedugh Herminia’s unconventional

sexuality, “but at the same time, Grant Allen itsien the conventional male/female
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relationship” as well as on “the old Victorian idled the sanctity of motherhood” (8, 10)
Cote further adds, “This kind of disparity betwetteory and plot is one of the things

that make§’ he Woman Who Dislich an unsatisfactory novel” (8).

To end the analysis here and attribute this ditgptr the structural deficiency of
The Woman Who Dids to ignore the text as a site that reproducesigiant cultural,
social, and political structures. Additionallywe do not contextualize these oppositional
politics of the text in the historical and cultugaactices that shaped them, then we run
the risk of overlooking howhe Woman Who Didhy engaging in an interdiscursive and
intertextual conversation, unveils and challengpesideological constraints of a feminist
tradition rooted in the existing patriarchal stures. ThatThe Woman Who Difails to
invent a radical representation of woman is nopssing because it attempts to do so by
converging new notions of sexual freedom with obdions of Angelic maternity. When
Herminia discovers that she is pregnant, she muogisien herself as both sexually
liberated New Woman and mother; she must determin@y to continue along on her
self-made “thorny path” where she can maintainfreedom and autonomy despite her
transition into motherhood—into a collective fenmai experience that is traditionally
constructed on the precepts of conformity and sabiom rather than on emancipatory
feminist politics of self-development and individidalfillment. Additionally, after Alan
dies of typhoid, Herminia must rethink her rolebw“father and mother in one’—to take
on all of the parental responsibilities of her daeg Dolores (Dolly). Thus, the text
draws attention to what Ann Taylor Allen descrilzes “the maternal dilemma,”—the
predicament of merging individuality and motherhabét she explores in her book

Feminism and Motherhood in Western Europe, 189®@18nAn Taylor Allen explains
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that “the conception of motherhood as a dilemmafased in the 1890s as a result of
feminist efforts to promote “freely chosen mothaytibas a “realistic—though still often
unattainable—aspiration” (1). As this predicameetdme a central focus for many
women, feminists attempted to create solutions“bxtol[ing] motherhood as woman’s
distinctive contribution to society” and by develup a “maternalist ideology and
practice” founded on “utopian visions of a world e motherhood would enhance

rather than limit women’s freedom” (Taylor Allen)13

In order to create arguments that privileged radtbod as a source of agency
and power, feminists often appropriated the diss®@and theories of eugenics. As Lucy
Bland posits irBanishing the Beasgugenics offered feminists “the potential of safent
validation and reinforcement of moral purity bedief230). “Genetic purity and moral
purity” proved to be a productive pairing in thaey “mutually” reinforced one another
in their alleged philanthropic aims (Bland 230).dddition to these benefits, feminists
looked to eugenics to capitalize on their mothetlyties: “But within the Eugenic
Programme women were not simply the objects of ecigedirection, they were also the
subjects of eugencial didactics” (230). Thus, ieithole as educators to other women,
feminists “were to be at the forefront of pronountgcon ‘responsible motherhood,” and
this potentially offered women “substantial powerewgr to dictate to others—not

dissimilar from that exercised within philanthropgBanishing230)#°> My purpose in

*5 Although a more in-depth discussion of eugeniemifism, and population control is beyond the scope
of this project, it is worth noting a few contextetements here. First, as Lucy Bland points outnenon-
eugenist feminists appropriated the discourse gempigs. Second, although feminists were focused on
issues related to moral and sexual purity, by ipeating the rhetoric of eugenics (the productiorit
offspring and the purification of the race), thegplicated themselves in the miscegenous idealhef t
eugenics movement, and as Bland describes, tloisriginly upsetting to feminists today. Third, enigs
may have appealed to feminists, but as Bland mesititin many cases, eugenists were explicitly anti-
feminist in their accusations against the women@vement as the promoters of sterility” (234). See
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providing this brief description of the relationghietween feminism and eugenics here is
to reiterate how a tradition of elevated motherhpedmeated the cultural landscape and
informed the late-nineteenth century feminist ageridberal feminist politics cast new
light on the physical and emotional struggles oftlmeos; however, feminist claims for
women’s rights to individuality, personal fulfillmg& and influence in the public sphere
drew on the rhetoric and imagery of women'’s priydd and empowered role as mothers.
This model imposed restrictions on feminist progydar it was framed in contradictions
and ambivalence. How could society recognize thev Ndoman as an autonomous

individual if she continued to resort to her cdliee identity as mother?

As illustrated inThe Woman Who Didjerminia, who realizes that her original
“mission had failed” because of Alan’s death, alkitea this predicament when she
embraces motherhood in order to cultivate her atofeminist vision (Allen 138). The
narrator explains that motherhood will grant Henaifsocial and moral salvation,” and
initially, when Dolores (Dolly) is still a child, otherhood affords Herminia personal
strength, a renewed sense of faith in her causkaameans to re-actualize her mission
(Allen 138). She projects her hopes onto her dargitho will become “the world’s true
savior’” by “tak[ing] up the task” that Herminia nable to complete (138, 128).
Herminia reasons that Dolly’s “noble birthright ldéerty” destines her to become “the
apostolate of women” (138), and it is through thespect of her daughter’s commitment

to her mother’s spirit of individualism and refotimat Herminia finds fulfillment: “Her

Chapter 6 (“Eugenics, the Politics of Selective ddliag and Feminist Appropriation”) in Lucy Bland’s
Banishing the BeasAlso see Linda Gordon'’s article “Why Nineteenth @ep-Feminists Did Not Support
‘Birth Control’ and Twentieth-Century Feminists Dieeminism, Reproduction, and the Family,” (1982) in
which she illustrates that unlike the eugeniciitst-wave feminists advocated voluntary motherhaod
abstinence, not the legalization of contraceptiana means of population control.
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one wish now was to make Dolly press toward theknfar the prize of the high calling
she herself by mere accident had missed so narrd#dy own life was done; Alan’s
death had made her task impossible; but if Dollulédill her place for the sake of

humanity, she would not regret it” (150-151).

Despite the narrator’'s insistence that “every gomdman is by nature a
mother,”—that women should embrace their gendengtks—the text challenges the
premise that this collective notion of maternal iigime identity also functions as a means
of individual fulfillment and empowerment for theel Woman (Allen 138). Herminia
looks to motherhood as a fresh start and as anropty to redirect her feminist
mission, and thus the text entertains the possitifiat feminists can create a new world
by way of “old” motherly ideals—that motherhood cserve to “enhance rather than
limit women’s freedom” (Taylor Allen 13). Howevesis Herminia discovers after about
twelve years, motherhood is only partially fulfigj. The narrator explains, “And she was
happy in her life; as far as a certain tranquilsgeaf duty done could make her, she was
passively happy” (Allen 151). Post-motherhood, Heranis certainly not the same
“vigorous” and animated woman that she once wak @€rminia’s sense of herself and
the world around her is no longer dynamic; she esges to a disconnected life in which
duty is the only form of happiness and fulfillmeiat she knows. In embracing her
‘natural’ role as a “devoted mother,” she mustngliish her identity as a free-thinking
and autonomous New Woman and become “a machin@dgproduction of articles and
reviews” in order to support herself and her daegltt51). Through these examples
then, the text suggests that Herminia relinquishess New Womanliness in order to

become a good mother who is self-sacrificing, p&ssand passionless. However, the
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text also reminds readers that Herminia is investednotherhood for its feminist
potential. Herminia is willing to sacrifice her l@pess and her creative freedom and
devote everything to her maternal duties not ordgdnse she is ‘naturally’ a selfless
mother, but because Herminia believes that herfeas will yield personal triumph. She
reasons that “if Dolly could fill her place for tisake of humanity,” then all her sacrifices

and suffering would be worthwhile (151).

By depicting Herminia’s maternal duty as an agefocypersonal fulfilmentThe
Woman Who Didsubverts the Victorian construct of the selflessthreg and it
appropriates the first-wave feminist discourse datemal empowerment through its
examination of the competing interests between arbthod and individualism. For
Herminia, ideal motherhood serves as a way forttieedirect her feminist vision: she
must sacrifice herself so that her daughter canupsin her place. However, Dolly has no
desire to take up her mother’s mission. In facgpite Herminia’s diligence in guiding
Dolly toward “the freest and most rational ideaBglly’s moral and social outlook is
extremely commonplace (Allen 180). Dolly demongsatnone of her mother’s
iconoclasm, free-spiritedness, or feminist enefglge show(s] her individuality only by
evolving for herself all the threadbare platitudesordinary convention” (180). As
Herminia is confronted with the unsatisfying realif her daughter’s character, the text
asserts that her individualistic model of mothexhbas failed:

To Herminia this slow discovery, as it dawned lyitdit upon her, put the
final thorn in her crown of martyrdom. The child whmose education she
had spent so much pains, the child whose succehe teep things of life
was to atone for her own failure, the child who Jasn to be the apostle
of freedom to her sisters in darkness, had turnedrothe most earnest

essentials of character a complete disappointnagewt,had ruined the last
hope that bound her to existence. (182)
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As indicated in this passage, Herminia’s inabitysuccessfully mother Dolly in
her New Womanly ways is too much for her to bedmotigh references like the “final
thorn” and “last hope,” the narrator foreshadowsrhiiria’s suicide as a direct result of
Dolly’'s atavism (Allen 182). Herminia's suicide ags five years later shortly after
Dolly, who is seventeen and “informally engagedWalter Brydges,” learns of her
illegitimacy and informs her mother that “no righinded girl who respected herself”
could continue to associate with a woman like Herani(199, 218). Dolly, who is
angered and ashamed that her mother had “cruekyiied her the justice of “an
honorable birthright,” seeks the guidance and ptaie of her paternal grandfather, Sir
Anthony Merrick (214). Impressed that Dolly is “ansible, modest, and healthy English
maiden,” and sympathetic to the “sad history” tHarminia had imposed upon her, Sir
Anthony Merrick offers to make Dolly his adoptedudater, give her his last name, and
support her marriage to Walter (215). Dolly joyfuliccepts her grandfather’s proposed
arrangement, although she laments that she cawntitrgugh with the marriage. Dolly
informs her mother of her plans and explains why gretfully cannot marry Walter:
“For, of course, whileyou live, | couldn’t think of marrying him. | couldn’think of
burdening an honest man with such a mother-in-lawau are!” (218-219). That night,
Herminia drinks a phial of prussic acid, and “likeme saint of the middle ages,” she
takes her own life (223). She leaves Dolly a lettewhich she begins by describing her
suicide as an act of maternal self-sacrifice: ‘dl it one task left in life—to make you
happy. Now | find | only stand in the way of thdfject, no reason remains why | should
endure any longer the misfortune of living” (22@%t, the narrative foreshadows that

Herminia’s suicide is motivated by other reasonsat-therminia is not easily codified as
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a traditional fallen mother who must offer up hewnolife in order to redeem her
wrongdoings. Because the text dismantles the tiypisa/fallen construct of woman and
recasts Herminia’'s sexual freedom as ascensioerréthn a fallThe Woman Who Did
insists that Herminia is “pure and good,” not falland sinful (33). Thus, if the text
consistently rejects that Herminia is a fallen wornthen it would follow that we are not
meant to read Herminia’s death as the inevitable & the fallen woman—as final

sacrifice for her sexual transgressions.

Instead, the conclusion of the novel functiongdiberate what the narrator has
insisted on all along—Herminia cannot thrive andilfate social progress in a world
that is unwilling to challenge the dominant culturad moral codes. The remainder of
Herminia’s letter revisits what the text had earlfereshadowed—that Herminia’'s
“complete disappointment” in Dolly’s orthodoxy hdihally run its course and “had
ruined the last hope that bound her to existen&#eif 182). Even in her last moments,
Herminia maintains that her cause was one “of tand righteousness” and that her
course was just (221). Herminia’s error was that ekerestimated the power of her
maternal individualism: “My darling, | thought yowould grow up to feel as | did; |
thought you would thank me for leading you to seehsthings as the blind world is
incapable of seeing. There | made a mistake; aredysam | punished for it” (221). Here,
Herminia discloses that she is being “punished” tbe “mistake” of misguided
aspiration—for believing that she would be capatflenaking Dolly “feel” and “see”
beyond the dictates of the “blind world” (220, 22Ykgt in the concluding lines of the
novel, the narrator reasserts Herminia’'s blamekssnher “soul” is “stainless” (223).

Herminia dies because she is a social and mornalnasy; she is stifled by the “ordinary
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inhabitant” of society, who, like Dolly, is boundy an “ineffable slough of moral

darkness” (182).

The conclusion oThe Woman Who Dithsists that even though Herminia is not
successful, her contribution will serve as the fiation for future social progress: “Not
for nothing does blind fate vouchsafe such martgreumanity. From their graves shall
spring the glorious church of the future” (Allen®¥. However, the text is never able to
articulate exactly how this “glorious church oétfuture”—how more free-thinking New
Women will “spring” up from the efforts of martyredew Women like Herminia if, as
the novel asserts, individual identities are ndlyinstituted, not culturally constructed.
Through the example of Dolly, the text maintainattthe belief systems of individuals
are biologically determined—that nature bestowshdagman being with an essential
nature, with a self uninfluenced and unaffectedsbygial, cultural, or political forces:
“There is no more silly and persistent error thhe belief of parents that they can
influence to any appreciable extent the moral ideasimpulses of their children. These
things have their springs in the bases of charatitey are the flower of individuality;
and they cannot be altered or affected after Hiytlthe foolishness of preaching” (183-
184). The text also ‘naturalizes’ gendered idesgijt especially in regard to female

identity, which, according to the text is ‘natuyainaternal. Thus, these many essentialist

“® Throughout The Woman Who Didhe narrator employs religious rhetoric to descrierminia’s
character and her mission, and Herminia’s direstalirse also reiterates how she identifies heeseth
moral pioneer” and “a martyr” (44). Herminia spésfthat her life’s goal is to “seek the Truth efall
things” in order to “emancipate” the world from al and moral slaveries” (25). Early on in the
narrative, when Herminia explains why she mustatefdan’s offer of marriage, she tells him, “Evegseat
and good life can but end in a Calvary” (45). Télisment of foreshadowing along with narrator'gjfrent
emphasis on Herminia’'s purity and righteousnesstaniiates that Herminia’s death is not a shansful

of self-redemption for her falleness. Instead, les Calvary reference suggests, Herminia’s martyrdom
mirrors that of Jesus: her soul is “stainless,” bause is just, and her admirable and heroic dedth
inspire future followers (“the church of the futt)jré223).
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assumptions foreground a narrative which ultimaitiks readers to rethink the very
essentialist notions that ‘naturalized’ femininexsa purity?’ Through Herminia, this

contradiction is manifested in her “unpracticalpigmism:” she envisions a perfect world
where women can become free individuals, but sheelfes unable to imagine a new

image of woman severed from her collective mateideaitity and duties.

In “Grant Allen’sThe Woman Who Didspencerian Individualism and Teaching
New Women to Be Mothers,” Brooke Cameron argueg fftee Woman Who Did
illustrates Grant Allen’s attempt to actualize thevelopment of “self-regulating and
independent” individuals through *“the Spenceridgal of progressive evolution” (281).
Cameron points out that “despite his firm commitinennature’s absolute authority,”
The Woman Who Didlustrates “Allen’s deeper struggle to balance ttzural and the
social individual” (284). As a result, Allen assethat New Women must be properly
guided toward liberation and “must be taught tcogguze their individualism as bound
up with service to social reproduction and evoludiy process” (Cameron 291). In this
model, the New Woman becomes an autonomous individad joins “the glorious
church of the future” because she has been cuitu@nditioned to naturalize
motherhood into her identity (Allen 223). Her pdiahto become free and free-thinking
is hinged with the condition that she must “freelyiink of herself as a maternal

individual.

ThatThe Woman Who Digortrays some skepticism about a noninterventisnhali

model wherein “nature” is solely responsible foftigating women’s maternal instincts

“In Chapter 1, | argue th@he Woman Who Didevelops a radical redefinition of purity by rejagtthe
notion that the ideal woman must adhere to tragtietandards of sexual purity.
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reiterates a cultural anxiety about the New Womdhigatening potential to create a
vision of womanhood in which woman is severed fioen “natural” position. Similarly,
this cultural anxiety about woman’s sexual functaeo pervaded and informed first-
wave feminist ideology at the turn of the centilye Herminia, feminists struggled to
de-naturalize the arguments that sustained thgiresgion, but when liberal notions of
individualism and self-fulfillment raised questioabout women’s sexuality and sexual
functions, feminists often reasserted an imageadiiective feminine identity wherein
women were instinctively pure, moral, and matermdditionally, as evidenced by
feminist campaigns at the turn of the century, fests engaged in conversations about
sexual issues in order to speak out against maleakbehavior, to raise awareness about
the sexual dangers that women face, and to impleraenew sexual code which
encouraged both men and women to adhere to thdastimof sexual and moral purity.
This approach to sexual issues served as a gdrarawork for most feminists
even throughout the sexology and sex reform mové&rarthe late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. As Jeffreys explains, “the kvaf the sexologists and their
popularisers introduced a whole new way of thinkamgl talking about sex”; however,
“their ideas were directly at variance with tho$deminists involved in the campaign to
challenge the construction of male sexuality” amdute separate sphere ideology
(Spinster128)® It was not until the 1920s that women began taléixhew attitudes

about their sexuality, but as Jeffreys illustrategse campaigns arose in response to the

8 See Chapter 7, “Antifeminism and Sex Reform betbw First World War,” in Shelia Jeffreyshe
Spinster and Her Enemiedeffrey describes how historians tend to praise etk Ellis (and the
contributions of other late-nineteenth and earlgstieth sexologists) for challenging “the puritaxsal
morality of the nineteenth century” and for asseytihat women could experience sexual pleasuréhadd
a right to do so (129), but she asserts that “fedrfieminist prospective his contribution does natklo
positive” (129). Jeffreys analyzes how Ellis udesories of innate difference to redefine sexuatiehs in
a way that objectifies women and reasserts thdimsssiveness, and she therefore contends thas™Elli
views can be recognized as staples of antifemutéstlogy today” (129).
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sexology movement: “Rather than being about theniogeup to men and women the
possibility of sexual choice, the 1920s sexual havan was about narrowing women’s
options to the role of complements to men in thteohsexual intercourse’Spinsterl92-
193). “New Feminism” of the early twentieth centympomoted models of active female
sexuality and pleasure and privileged women’s r@ssmothers, but in doing so, it
yielded to the demands of sexologists who “didswatdenly take a humanitarian interest
in maximising women’s sexual respons&pinsterl85). As Jeffreys describes, “rather
they took an interest in quelling feminism and worseritique of men’s sexual behavior
by eliciting from women a sexual response the smjsts believed to be intrinsically

linked with total surrender to men’s power and duoamnice” Spinsterl85).

The trajectory of feminism and sexology from 18®5the 1920s is certainly
much more complex then the brief description thiaave offered, but since this chapter
focuses on how the New Woman novel contributestoragoing struggle to reconstruct
female sexuality, it seems significant to point botv even this later projection of the
feminist position on women’s sexuality exhibits wems inability to facilitate change
on their own terms, to deconstruct the “naturaltés that restricted their feminist aims
in some way or another. In the late nineteenth wgntfeminists clung to what was
deemed to be “natural” and ideal womanly behaviaoral and sexual purity. In the early
twentieth century, new feminists also gravitateevaml what culture prescribed as
“natural” womanly behavior, but by then male sexidts had developed a new
perception of natural law. In this new model, wormesre no longer “naturally” asexual
or sexually nonresponsive: they had sexual capacdnd erotic desires, and within a

heterosexual marriage, women had a right to seenglyment. Both of these models
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maintained that woman was “naturally” maternal; b@er, in opposition to the Victorian
representation “in which woman was allowed to haraductive but not sexual in her
own right,” early-twentieth-century feminism eratied reproduction: women received
“physical gratification” for fulfilling their natual duties as wives and mothers (Jeffreys
Spinsterl39). Nonetheless, feminist vision during both pine and the post- First World
War eras was regulated by woman’s commitment to‘matural” sexual functions, and
because authoritative scientific, medical, andualtinfluences were able to manipulate
definitions of nature to serve their own purpodgeminist ideals were often constructed
upon the very patriarchal foundations that womamghbto dismantle. Feminist progress
was incessantly thwarted by cultural interventidesigned to socially condition women
into their “natural” roles. As illustrated byhe Woman Who Djdhe New Woman’s
notions of sexuality and individuality are potefiyiathreatening; however, her
“unpractical utopianism” is evidence of her striggb control the means of her
ideological reconditioning and develop a new selbgeness—a feminist consciousness
that is pragmatic and effectual because it is nuyéo responsive to the culturally

imposed injunctions of nature.

First-wave feminists realized that the first stepvard gaining some control over
the dominant discourses which defined their ide#itvas to assert their right to voice
their opinions in the public sphere and to confribiet “chamber of horrors” that pervaded
the public and private lives of women (Butlan Appeall46). As | examined in the
beginning of this chapter, traditionalists mainé&nthat the “decent barriers” that
separated the pure from the fallen and the cleam funclean must remain intact (Barr

460). They reasserted the sanctity of separateaphe argue that women pose risks to
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their moral and sexual purity when they enter tteneiag public spaces or when they
come in contact with any ideas capable of arouangrurient curiosity” (Barr 459). Yet
feminists recognized that they could not empowemnibelves or their cause without
knowledge, and the New Woman novel became a velalethat knowledge—for
naming the “unnamable things” and unveiling thdedkissues which, for too long, had

been kept from women in the name of respectal{iiyr 460).

Consequently, as illustrated by both the backlaghinst New Woman writers
who tackled “instinctively shrouded” topics in theiterature and the Secular party’s
objections to the tasteful and respectful campaagenst the C.D. Acts, many members
of society certainly did support a model of ignararfor young women and maintained
that even for the beneficent purposes of educatiophilanthropy, women should not

deal with such topics (Oliphant 14%)This opposition to the emergence of a more open

“In the Ignorance versus Education debate, thodavior of “ignorance” opposed any form of sexual
education for women. However, it is worth notifgtt the arguments in favor of education were still
highly conservative with regard to what content veonshould be exposed to and how that content should
be delivered to them. Supporters of female sexdata&tion believed that access to sexual knowledge
would help to protect women’s sexual integrity. $hin contrast to other sex reform movements ofdte
nineteenth century, this feminist movement soughteform public opinion about a woman’s access to
knowledge, but it did little to challenge the domnih sexual attitudes and the standard of sexuaviah
that defined womanhood. In other words, feminiseyrhave sought to ‘reform’ the system of sexual
education, but their purpose in supporting thisngeawas to safeguard the traditional image of femal
sexuality; they argued that more women would be aurd angelic if they were not so ignorant of séxua
matters. This is the approach usedTihe British Medical Journain its 1896 reviews of Wolstenholme
Elmy’s Baby Budsand Lucas Cleeve'She Woman Who Wouldnvhich are both identified as sexual
education publications. AlthougBaby Budsis as a sexual education manual, arftt Woman Who
Wouldn'tis a work of fiction,The British Medical Journahotes that each of these texts are valid and
worthwhile contributions to the field of sexual edtion because they tactfully discuss sexual neaftar
the purposes of prevention. 8aby Budsthe critic writes, “The author considers that itfag better to
teach children simply and seriously how life orafies than to let curiosity become prurient and iityqu
indecent. . . A very difficult and delicate matigtreated with considerable skill, although marnl think

that it had better have been left alone” (28).T@& Woman Who Wouldnthe critic writes, “In this story
very risqué matters are treated with considerable deftnessdlalicacy. Though the light from within must
in each individual be the guide to deliver from fiifalls of sensuality, it may be well that thenscience

of some be aroused on the possible prostitutiomaifriage” (28). In contrast, Havelock EllisZexual
Inversion(which was originally co-authored with John AddiogtSymonds and published in 1896), which
is certainly a major contribution to the debatewtts®xual education, was not well-received or recsgl

as proper sexual education material. See Sean Brddiin Addington Symonds and Homosexuality: A
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dialogue about sexual issues as well as womentdvament in it generated much public
debate about the moral and sexual education ofg/guts. Following the publication of
Barr's “Conversational Immoralities” in 1890;he North American Reviedurther
developed the debate by publishing “Audacity in WomNovelists,” by influential
literary critic George Parsons Lathrop. AlthoughHrap is initially sympathetic to Barr’'s
concerns regarding the dangerous potential of sénsonversations, he refutes her
position and asserts that in order to protect angomoman from “contamination,” the
focus must be on building up her spirit, an outcamméch is best achieved through “the
right training” and “clear knowledge,” not througgnorance (610). Lathrop contends
that women authors are vital to this task of edooaand he applauds them for choosing
“to deal frankly with sin and vice and crime as atpof the spectacle of life” (614).
According to Lathrop, discussions of such topice aften “mortifying” and
“unpleasant,” but much like feminists acknowleddjeel ill-effect of silence, Lathrop also
acknowledges how progress begins with exposuret ‘@uwe are all obliged to live
under the shadow of the tree of knowledge of gauti evil, it will be wise to make the
best of our lot, and to throw as much light as gadesnto the shadow, in the hope of
finally dispersing it” (614). He adds, “women cad & doing this quite as well as men,

and possibly, in the end, much more efficaciousgntmen” (614).

Lathrop proclaims that the field of literature well as society benefits from a
culture that values women’s free expression andesscdo knowledge; however,
Lathrop’s support here seems to extend beyondnkeseist in women’s social function:

“The instinctive and vigorous advance of women tasahe free and open discussion of

Critical Edition of Source$2012), in which he discusses the scandal of tkigstpublication as well as the
public’s resistance to sexual knowledge about h@xuweslity (31-32).
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matters which are possibly of even more vital mantenthem than to any one else
appears to me most encouraging” (616). These ojsens$ions of sexual issues are so
important to women because exploration allows fsgbility, for unregulated thought
and ideas. Lathrop writes, “If women express thdwesefreely in books, they will learn
to understand their own nature better than thepalw, and men also will understand it
better” (617). The problem with Lathrop’s reasonirege is that he assumes that there is
but one “nature” to discover. Although Lathrop nosceives the outcome of women'’s
free expression, his argument in support of knogdedver ignorance and its potential to
foster individual self-development for women is atable contribution to feminist
progress. For, once woman is granted the licenSegely” think, she will find, as Mona
Caird describes, that ““Human nature’ has moreetgrof powers and is more responsive
to conditions than we imagine. It is hard to betiem things for which we feel no
capacity in ourselves, but fortunately such thingsist in spite of our placid

unconsciousness” (“Marriage” 197).

As a contribution to the late-nineteenth-centugpate about women’s sexual
ignorance, Lucas Cleevelie Woman Who Wouldnlflustrates that through the very act
of interrogating sexual topics, the New Woman naselble to inscribe a new discursive
direction which explores alternative representatiohfemale sexuality. In doing sbhe
Woman Who Wouldn'asserts the New Woman'’s right to self-actualizataod self-
definition and beckons her to harness these newlfaights in order to confront and
dismantle the social and cultural forces that ‘redtmed’ her identity. In the preface to
the first edition of the novel, Cleeve declareg thex literary work is purposefully crafted

to attack the notion that ignorance is the safej@hiwvomen’s innocence. She defends
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Allen’s The Woman Who Didgainst critics’ claims of indecency and improprjeind
also given thafThe Woman Who Wouldnéxplores the same subject matter Tdee
Woman Who Didit is evident that Cleeve positions herself as@gpnent for women’s
right to sexual knowledge. Cleeve explains fhla¢ Woman Who Wouldrserves as “an
appeal to all those who have daughters”: “The dggrmrance (miscalled innocence) is
over, and it behoves those who can influence oumevoto influence them rightly, and to

give them some good reason for marriage” (v).

In the preface to the second editionToke Woman Who WouldnGJeeve defends
herself against the “uncultivated” and “narrow-nedd reviews from critics who claimed
that her novel is “indecent” (vii-vii). Once agairCleeve affirms her position by
reminding the public that “the question of marriaayed the relations between husband
and wife” is certainly not immoral or indecent (yiiCleeve reports that the first edition
of her novel sold out in under three weeks and tharte are being printed to “meet the
demand” (vii). She then reasons, “let us hope” titlae¢ dear, pure-minded, Sunday-
loving, cleanly British public would not clamor fdr[the novel] as they are doing now”
if it was indeed an “an indecent book” (viii, vitleeve points to the novel’s commercial
success as proof that it was about time that alricugkly examined the negative effects
of women'’s ignorance—that the public was receptvea new tradition of privileging
knowledge over naiveté. Cleeve also cites that ¢tfeatest praise” that she has received
is “the certainty of the spirit of bitter animosityy has aroused imen” [emphasis in
original] (viii). Cleeve explains that she had “exped this” response from men and that
she “rejoice[s] at the realization” of her expectas (vii). That the circulation and

content of The Woman Who Wouldnfirovoked fierce opposition from traditionally
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minded men suggests that they recognized how wanaotess to knowledge and
propensity for free thought potentially threatemnedlismantle the underlying patriarchal
forces that regulated the social and sexual intierss between men and men. The
production and control of sexual knowledge was gmather way for men to maintain

absolute power over the bodies and minds of women.

The lesson thaThe Woman Who Wouldnfirovides readers about the sexual
education of young women is that it is the dutgobdd mothers to inform their daughters
about the sexual requirements of marriage and gihielen to understand marital sex as
part of God’'s plan. The narrative chronicles howal@ps confusion and misjudgment
about the relations between the sexes could hage aeoided if her mother had only
been more open with her. Instead, Mrs. Woodgatenigsl to the generation of ignorance,;
when Opalia seeks her sexual advice, Mrs. Woodgegponds by referencing past
conventions: “In my day girls knew nothing of thebengs, still less spoke of them”
(Cleeve 7). And because Mrs. Woodgate was accustdame@norance as a young girl,
she maintains this tradition with Opalia. As a yguoman, what Opalia learns about

these intimate matters is by chance, and what islkeeveers is absolutely terrifying:

Many years afterwards she told her husband whaag [that] had given
her these thoughts. It was not the Girton teachaug,a conversation she
had overheard without her wishing it between hesth®r and a man
cousin the day of a wedding. Opalia had been aebmid. Oh, how
miserable she felt to be a woman at all. How st drapt to her room
with tingling, flaming cheeks, to think that duriige day and night that
was what people thought about. The clergy, the arerthe guests, all
knew the ordeal that was to come. Oh, to think thatend of their prayers
in God’s House, the lovely music, the lovely flowgthe pure white robes,
the lovely faces of the bridesmaids, all that wasetest and purest was to
end thus. And all the world knew it. (8-9)
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This incidental encounter with sexual knowledgent® the basis of Opalia’s
outlook on marriage, and through “daily contacthwgassion in its lowest and most
degrading forms,” Opalia becomes more and moreinoad that her commitment to
celibacy is the only sure way to escape the detjradand the horrors of wifedom
(Cleeve 87). Throughout Opalia’s individual quest texual knowledge, she only
encounters images and situations that portray sedaagerous and destructive force:
“Everywhere passion and its results were exhibitethe most horrible form” (47). As
Opalia discovers through the example of Mrs. Kesven sexuality espoused in
motherhood is appalling: Mrs. Kerr is a “pale wétld woman, expecting her eleventh
baby,” yet she is married to a reverend who pread®iibacy to male purity leagues
(47). Given Opalia’s moral education which coiregdvith the ideal Victorian construct
of “purity and modesty” and all the threatening gea of sexuality that confront Opalia
from day to day, her disgust and terror seem tfelh&tous and judicious responses (11).
How is Opalia to conceive of sex in any other wayd why, after all that she has seen,
would she be willing to debase her purity and “dier her principles” to engage in an
act that devours and defiles everything and everyamound her? The majority of the
narrative is dedicated to exploring these dilemraas, eventually, after Alan is seduced
by Lady Morris, Opalia’s predicament consumes hHéhe question now was whether
she should submit for the sake of retaining heiband’'s love, or whether she should
leave him for ever. The problem was too great fer. lcither way she could not see
before her. In one moment to undo the cherishedsidd her life was as hard and

repugnant to her as the idea of leaving Alan” (206)



191

It is not until Opalia seeks comfort and advicenirLady Neath that she finds
peace and answers to her many questions. Lady Neatlstranger from Whitechapel,
who prior to Opalia’s discovery of Alan’s unfaitiifess, sends Opalia a letter offering
guidance. She writes to Opalia, “Forgive a strarfgeraddressing you, but your eyes
speak from a world through which | have been. Yoo preach, do you not need solace
and comfort?” (180-181). When Opalia is confrantgdth the reality of her husband’s
affair, she is seized with “despair,” “deep sadhessl “degradation,” and in her moment
of great agony, she recalls Lady Neath’s letter @exldes “yes, it had been sent her by a
kind providence” (196, 199). This plot element &tainly contrived to say the least, yet
Lady Neath functions as the wise, spiritual mothé@ro is able to conclude the
precautionary tale ofhe Woman Who Wouldrily informing Opalia what she should
have learned in the first place: “God has made wotha keeper of man’s soul. Till
woman recognizes that her whole mission in lif¢his redemption of man’s soul either
by the education of the sons or by the winningeaf lusband, there will be no peace, no

happiness in the world” (218).

As Opalia learns life’s great lesson and finalhds peace and joy with Alan and
her child, Cleeve also completes her “appeal” ippsut of a new model of sexual
education for young women: mothers must provideir tiiaughters with sexual
knowledge because, left to their own devices, darghmay find that, like Opalia, their
happiness may be thwarted by the “greatest curde&—=gower” of self-analysis (v, 43).
Through her self-exploration, Opalia cannot aratella way to meet the competing
demands of purity and passion. Thus, much like HaanOpalia is a New Woman who

must be redirected to nature. She must learn thah‘[are] not built the same as women,
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and that the only possible life between men and &rofis] the recognized one” wherein
woman must “submit for the sake of retaining hesbdand’s love” (Cleeve 205-206).
Thus, the text seems to overturn its initial subier potential because it looks to control
the sexual ‘knowledges’ that women may acquire eesalt of self-exploration. Much as
The Woman Who Didligns the New Woman'’s individuality with her sdcfanction,
The Woman Who Wouldrémphasizes a woman'’s right to access sexual kngeled a
means to reposition her sexual identity within dmmfines of ideal femininity and to
extol woman’s sexual sacrifice as the fulfilmehther ‘natural’ function to appease and

redeem man.

In The Woman Who Wouldnthe ‘proper’ knowledge that Opalia receives from
Lady Neath enables her to accept the ‘natural’ $ettmat have constructed female sexual
identity. As a result of her education, she is mel@d with “the beautiful compensation”
of motherhood, and once again, the text maintdias for a woman self-fulfillment and
individual happiness can only be attained withie thatural’ order of things (Cleeve
217). In the closing lines of the novel, the nargiroclaims that “for the horrors of
womanhood, God [provides] a compensating joy, thquisite, incomparable joy of
maternity,” and the narrative concludes by refeirem©palia’s joy, which she has finally
attained as a result of her compliance (225). Algiorhe Woman Who Wouldratfirms
that maternity has resolved all of Opalia’s dilensnaad that Lady Neath’s theories have
adequately answered all her questions, this naeragblution fails to work out all of the
complex theoretical concerns that Opalia unveilanduher quest for self-knowledge.
The novel attempts to warn readers about the $ollita young woman’s misguided

inquisitiveness, yet in the very process of devielgphis lesson, Opalia’s interrogation
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of female sexuality and the dynamics of sexual pogudtivates a space for the New

Woman to challenge the monolithic model of fema&euslity on her own terms.

Through her commitment to celibacy, Opalia seeksnmbody the feminine ideal
of purity in both theory and practice; in other @®yshe attempts to actualize her identity
within a prescribed collective construct. Yet, ir lefforts to elevate sexual purity as the
only means to emancipate women to and to engencharigal relationship that coincides
with this theory, Opalia begins to experience sexiggire: “Passion, the all-absorbing
passion, which she met and combated everywherewsasng away the hours of her
life, and twixt her longing to be with Alan, andrifear of meeting him, her life became
almost intolerable” (Cleeve 88). Given that Op&l#es ever only conceived of “passion in
its lowest and most degrading forms,” Opalia’s aoskiedgement of sexual desire
challenges the model of sexual purity that sheimsgibed for herself (87). Additionally,
Opalia’s “longing to be with Alan” depicts an imagé female sexuality that does not
correspond with proper feminine behavior (88). Adicated in this passage, Opalia is
not pure in mind and in thought: she actively tlsirdbout satisfying her fleshly desires
and recognizes how unbearable life is without thespect of sexual fulfillment.
Furthermore, Opalia questions whether she will lde & sustain her mission of sexual
purity because she is so overcome with sexual tapdbhe is filled with “fear” by the
idea of meeting Alan because she experiences salaste that she may want to

suppress.

The Woman Who Wouldn#ventually reestablishes the tie between female
sexuality and maternity and repositions Opalia’usé behavior within the realm of her

‘natural’ reproductive function, yet this does wetrwrite Opalia’s attempt to understand
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her sexuality on her own terms—on the basis ofildividual wants and desires rather
than on the ideals that ‘nature’ has prescribedhin. Thus, the other lesson thidie
Woman Who Wouldnjtresents is how difficult it is for the New Womam lireak free
from the rigid binaries that structured ideologié@meworks in both literature and in
life. As depicted in Alan’s painting, Opalia haseheculturally conditioned to see two
competing visions of woman: one is a “figure of iByt and the other is a “portrait of
Passion” (Cleeve 51). The pure woman exerts theepe&t love,” because she is
‘naturally’ pure and good (51). In marriage, shedrmees the angel of the house by
maintaining her sexual innocence, and it is onky wio can thrive as an ideal wife and
mother. Conversely, the passionate woman is ‘umayu“wild” and “sensual,” and her
sexual deviance leads her down a loveless path ([@2his model, “female nature” is
regulated on a continuum of two extremes: on onki€the pure and passionless “good”
woman and on the other is the unvirtuous and seathl“bad” woman. Opalia
suppresses her sexual desire because she constarnftignts the limits of this dichotomy
and realizes that within this restrictive modelrthés no way to merge sexual passion
with ideal love, even in heterosexual marriage. sTha exploring notions of proper
female sexuality and women’s sexual educafidre Woman Who Wouldreékposes how
the cultural construct of ‘female nature’ does titly define woman. As Opalia
discovers that she cannot be codified within trabricated design, she exposes its

instability, and more importantly, she inscribgsash for possibility and plurality:

But all her soul was crying out against that on@iBeae demanded of her.
Oh, if some wonderful third way out could be disemd—neither love
nor passion—would she not seize hold of it? Cotldei that they were
never to blend? Was she to lose love because shiel Wwave nought to do
with passion? (42-43)
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In the dualistic model that regulates proper fenarbehavior, love (by way of
purity) is always separate and opposed to passiohwhat Opalia desires is to have
both—to establish a loving marriage with Alan andetmbrace sexual passion. She is
unable to imagine this “third way” because in megd woman’s purity directly opposes
her husband’s passion—her sexual identity is coottd on selflessness and sacrifice,
and her sexuality is never self-defined, self-fliffg, or self-motivated. She is only
allowed sexual agency in terms of her duty to rdpoe or to save a man from his own
base sexual nature. Opalia embraces celibacy gcigesexual activity not because she
is ‘naturally’ pure and passionless but becausetiie only way she can assert her right
to sexual self-definition. She does not want “tocgumb, in order to ‘keep Alan straight,’
as the vulgar expression has is,” nor does she tediiguccumb] for the sake of peace”
(Cleeve 209). Opalia also seeks to reject the matethat female sexuality is a tool of
manipulation— a means to keep Alan “by her sideh®ycommon ties of passion, which
keeps any man to any woman” (209). In this wgye Woman Who Wouldrcteates new
images of female sexuality and portrays how the-trenking New Woman begins to
cultivate a tradition that values women’s sexualsoousness and sexual awareness. In
doing so, it rejects the old model of women’s séxgraorance and instead of replacing it
with a model of sexual knowledge to encourage wosnsexual innocence, it begins to
imagine a third way whereby women are empoweregréduce and control the sexual
knowledge that defines them. As expressed by thatea inThe Woman Who Wouldn't,
“When women [begin] to know themselves, their gositwith men would be different”

(43-44); it is only through new knowledge that weamaill no longer “succumb” to the
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cultural pressure to pit purity against passion asitfinally be empowered to create a

passionate definition of sexual identity on her demmns.

As The Woman Who Didnfiroposes, this project of cultivating a heterogeiseo
definition of womanhood and female sexuality estaibt only the overthrow of the
essentialist monologue that collectively inscribaainen’s sexuality within her “natural”
functions, but it also means waging an attack emtion’s ubiquitous moral fabric—on
escaping the moral and ethical codes that pervadbtic politics and private lives and
informed the structures of patriarchal control asllvas the programs of first-wave
feminist resistance. In order for the New Womarh&wness her power, she needs to
articulate a new identity that is not regulated dighotomous terms that constructed
female sexuality (purity/passion) or moral and stxatandards (virtue/vice). Much as
The Woman Who Wouldrpbstulates that the New Woman requires a “third"viagself
identify her sexuality and her futur&he Woman Who Didn’advances a similar
possibility by interrogating virtue/vice, the dwsic model of ethics that standardized and
gendered male and female sexual behavior. In tlidein active sexual desire is always
identified as vice, and it opposes virtue, or maadl sexual purity. Also implicated in
this ethical ideology is that vice (active sexuaside) is ‘naturally’ male and virtue (all-
encompassing purity) is ‘naturally’ female. Theatgnship between a man and woman
translates into a battle between vice/passion amdeYpurity, and as illustrated bihe
Woman Who Wouldn'tyvoman is only able to articulate her sexual idgnatthin the
confines of this model: it is either manifestedvase like Lady Morris’s deviant and
destructive sexual desire, or her sexual identgy completely desexualized and

repurposed as virtue—as a selfless act designextigate vice and purify man.
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As demonstrated by both Herminia’'s and Opalia’'sraiaves, these either/or
constructs restrict the New Woman's transformatpaential because neither her
theories nor her actions can completely escape peevading influences. Eurydice’s
situation is no different: despite her confessibatta relationship with Evelyn would
complete her existence and create “the most satgs§phere in which two love-inspired
minds can move,” she must stifle her passion taimeber virtue (Cross 24). Although
The Woman Who Didn'toncludes by reestablishing a model wherein fervakeie
remains diametrically opposed to male vice anddpositioning the sexual identity of
New Woman within its proper bounds (Eurydice resg#xual temptation and returns to
her marital duty), unlikeThe Woman Who Wouldn'€Cross’s text does not glorify
Eurydice’s compliance or suggest that she willdgarded for her sacrifice. Instead, the
text presents Eurydice’s unyielding virtue and s#)aelflessness as “the whole tragedy
of this woman’s life” (22). Eurydice is unable tscape “these laws of life” which
confine women to virtue and purity because, thetist® no “third way,” or as Evelyn
identifies it, no “mixed existence” available to man (22, 36). Eurydice cannot
“transition from virtue to vice,” even for love andie self-fulfilment, because she has

no way of conceptualizing her sexual identity oy ather terms besides vice/virtue (37).

The Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Wouldn't, antMtr@an Who Didn'tdo
not produce completely new representations of fersakuality, nor are their portrayals
synonymous with one another, yet through varioltui@l interpretations and discursive
interrogations, these three New Woman Novels ibseca proto-feminist intertext by
challenging the continuum of “truisms” that defingsinale sexuality at the end of the

nineteenth century. If the New Woman was to escHye dualistic thinking that
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constructed femininity on the dichotomous term$uwifity/passion or pure/fallen, it was
inevitable that she would also need to rethink Wey these binaries had become
indistinguishable from the ethical frameworks ofodfevil or virtue/vice. Instead, the
first-wave feminist campaigns that responded to Goatagious Diseases Acts worked
within this traditional ethical framework in ordey direct both men and women in the
direction of purity, morality, and virtue. Undoulbtg, the repeal campaign and the
dialogue that it prompted were game-changing mémethe women’s-rights movement
because they positioned women as the central gagegoublic debates about their own
sexual oppression in the public and private sphédrisir initiative to seelequality for
women through a program daqual sexual and moral standards was an insightful
approach given the extent to which social, polifiead medical discourses exploited
notions of women’s inherent morality and purityarder to argue that the existence of
unequal ethical standards adequately reflected wmmand men’s dissimilar ‘natural’
propensities for virtue and vice. Thus, the equadilon of ethical standards was a
potentially productive approach for feminists; heee rather than cultivating new codes
of morality that could actually enable women toideftheir sexuality outside restrictions
of purity/passion, it became a project of moratistitervention and sexual control. As
first-wave feminists battled against passion ange vn order to empower and liberate
women, they failed realize that this continuum lobught based on the dichotomous
terms of purity/passion and virtue/vice undermirieeir own goalsThe Woman Who
intertexts chronicle that failure through the “uagtical utopianism” of their New

Woman heroines, but they also begin to anticipafetae feminist tradition in which
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women will begin to deconstruct the cultural andialboppositions that constructed the

angel and fictionalized the terms of her ‘natucalllective identity.
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This dissertation provides an intertextual readif@rant Allen’sThe Woman Who
Did (1895), Victoria Cross’She Woman Who Didn{t1895), and Lucas Cleeve’s The
Woman Who Wouldn{tL895) in order to historically and culturally certualize these
popular New Woman novels in social-purity feminidghie marriage debate, and reticent
sexual politics of the late-nineteenth century. &amining the ways thathe Woman
Who heroines discursively and thematically engage Miisi-wave feminism and by
focusing on this dialectical exchange of feminideas and practices as they were
manifested in feminist publications and campaignia turn of the century, | argue that
these texts confront the patriarchal ideologies tifsenscribed first-wave feminism. These
intertextual encounters reveal the limitations icstfwave feminist ideals and call for a
transformative feminism sundered from the influelméeThe Angel and from the old
theories of purity and virtue that preserved tlkective construct of womanhood.

The Introduction provides an overview of my argainand identifies the critical
framework, research, and terminology that foregdoory analysis. It closely examines

the critical reception of the novels in the lateateenth century in order to legitimize the
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intertextuality of the novels. It is through inextuality that we are able to trace the
contradictory sexual politics in all three textdasee how these reflect the ambiguous
cultural and social codes that constructed idealrimity.

In the remainder of the dissertation, | take ugeéhcompeting cultural narratives
that the texts respond to on thematic, narratind, dgiscursive levels and trace how they
use and/or attempt to dismantle these opposingesoith Chapter 1, | examine the
intertextual dialogue betwedrhe Woman Whseries and social-purity feminism in order
to argue that the textual encounters with sociaitypuheory and practice challenge the
monolithic definition of the pure woman and underenthe transformative power of the
angel in order to redirect feminist thought beydhe current purity politics. In Chapter
2, | turn my attention to howhe Woman Who Did, The Woman Who Didaricl The
Woman Who Wouldn'simultaneously enlarged nineteenth-century ferhiarguments
about marriage reform and subverted the dominantnist ideologies that fueled such
arguments by projecting new romantic and maritabtions. Chapter 3 follows up what
the previous chapters have all alluded to: howNbe Woman'’s encounters with social-
purity politics and with the issues of the marriatgbate threatened to unveil the reticent
sexual politics that emerged into the public coaagon as a result of feminist campaigns
against the Contagious Diseases Acts. Here, | sisbowThe Woman Whantertexts
merge with the aftermath of first-wave feminist gagns by appropriating prostitution
and slavery phraseology, by uncovering the tenbetween liberal feminist values and
maternity, and by exploring the idea of self-ddfon through alternative images of
female sexuality and individualized approachesetcual knowledge. Thus, as each text

interrogates the social and cultural forces thajul@e women’s access to sexual
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knowledge and construct female sexual identityy fbantly produce an intertext wherein
the “unpractical utopianism” of the New Woman hasoparallels the oppositional sexual

politics of the first-wave feminism.
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