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ResiTUaTing “RegUlaTed HaTRed”:  
d. W. HaRding’s Jane aUsTen

by Wendy anne lee

i. THe HaTRed of “genTle Jane”

on friday, 3 March 1939, before the literary society of Manchester 
University, thirty-two-year-old psychology lecturer denys Clement 
Wyatt Harding, an admittedly nervous public speaker, stepped up to 
the podium and announced that “gentleman of an older generation” 
had totally misread Jane austen. Harding, supervised at Cambridge 
by both i. a. Richards, the father of “practical criticism,” and f. R. 
leavis, the author of The Great Tradition of the british novel, was 
not a literary critic. nonetheless, as nazis marched through europe, 
Harding declared it wrong to consider Jane austen’s novels as escap-
ist fiction, as any “refuge for the sensitive when the contemporary 
world grew too much for them.” austen was not “a sensitive person of 
culture” who “reveal[ed] with inimitable lightness of touch the comic 
foibles and amiable weaknesses of the people whom she lived amongst 
and liked.”1 she was a regulated hater, reflecting and managing the 
“eruption of fear and hatred into the relationships of everyday social 
life” (“RH,” 350).

it would be hard to overestimate the influence of Harding’s ideas, 
which appeared under the title “Regulated Hatred: an aspect of the 
Work of Jane austen” in the March 1940 issue of the Cambridge 
polemical quarterly Scrutiny, almost instantly changing the current 
of austen criticism. The novelist’s less congenial tendencies had been 
observed by earlier commentators, including alice Meynell who dubbed 
her a “mistress of derision” (1894) and Reginald farrer who described 
her as “the most merciless, though calmest, of iconoclasts” (1917).2 
While Harding failed to acknowledge such contributions, “Regulated 
Hatred” comprehended and intensified their readings to such an 
extent that their views became not only hard to ignore but almost 
impossible to controvert. in Harding’s view, Mr. Collins in Pride and 
Prejudice is not just a buffoon, he is a serious evil—“real enough to 
Mrs. bennet, [who] is real enough to elizabeth to create a situation 
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of real misery for her when she refuses” (“RH,” 353). Where others 
read social comedy, Harding read alarming realism. 

Jane austen, as Harding presented her that day in Manchester 
and one year later in the pages of Scrutiny, marred the portrait of 
“dear aunt Jane” popularized long before in the 1871 memoir by 
her nephew James edward austen-leigh.3 Harding’s austen wrote 
for “self-preservation,” a writer “desperate” to express “her critical 
attitudes” towards her friends and neighbors (“RH,” 352, 351). al-
though scholars have questioned what exactly Harding considered to 
be austen’s “positive” achievement, historical context along with a draft 
version of “Regulated Hatred” clarify his argument that the novelist’s 
tough-minded survivalism furnished a practical model for how to live 
now, rather than a daydream of how gentlepeople had lived before.4 
austen, Harding contended, should not be read “with a sense of relief 
but with the zest with which you turn to a formidable ally who stands 
with you against the things you hate.”5 

Harding’s depiction of a critical austen would shape discussion of 
the novelist in the years ahead, but his model of a profoundly political 
austen—not in the sense of ideology but of Realpolitik—was soon lost. 
The intimations of World War ii in Harding’s speech (the sense of 
austen as a tactical and not just social “ally”) were considerably toned 
down, if not erased, in the version published in Scrutiny (a journal 
edited by f. R. leavis and three others, including Harding). in essay 
form, Harding’s message seemed more like a rant against nineteenth-
century gentleman-Janeites than a public-service announcement about 
how emotionally to survive the war. Harding’s pithy statement that 
austen’s “books are, as she meant them to be, read and enjoyed by 
precisely the sort of people whom she disliked” was hailed in austen 
studies and enlisted as a slogan for dividing her readership into an 
elite who understand the author and the commoners who do not 
(“RH,” 347).6 Thus, Marvin Mudrick summoned Harding’s line as an 
epigraph to his highly influential, highly acerbic Jane Austen: Irony as 
Defense and Discovery in 1952, by which time the pairing of “hatred” 
and “Jane austen,” once inconceivable, was no surprise. 

Harding opened the door to a misanthropic austen—not least 
Mudrick’s own portrait of a sadistic, commitment-phobic man-hater, 
“a spinster without means, and which must by its nature react to feel-
ing with an invincible antipathy.”7 even in d. a. Miller’s more recent 
celebration of austen, it is possible to trace this antisocial, anti-sexual 
figure, whose writing betrays “the injured utterance of a woman and 
spinster.”8 However much R. W. Chapman disdained the “iconoclasm” 
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of “Regulated Hatred,” it ushered what leavis could only anticipate 
as a “revolution” in austen studies.9 Harding’s portrait of the author 
as a fierce social critic barely able to manage her antipathies swept 
away the residual “dear aunt” or “gentle Jane.” after Harding, it was 
hard to read austen as a “delicate satirist,” an epithet now permanently 
condemned (“RH,” 347). “Regulated Hatred” installed a novelist of 
dark social vision, honed by an impeccable, if not pathological, linguistic 
control. What happened then to Harding’s “formidable ally,” the tactical 
austen who could get you through an international war?

This essay revisits Harding’s landmark essay in order better to 
understand the history of austen criticism and to appreciate austen’s 
urgently felt importance during times of social crisis and military 
conflict. Where other critics have tried to contain Harding’s interven-
tion as part of an inevitable reaction against the Victorians’ “gentle 
Jane,” i propose a more expansive view that leaves us with the legacy 
of the novelist not as a misanthropic purist but as a political figure 
who generates readings not normally associated with “Regulated Ha-
tred.”10 To this end, i reassess the essay in the context of Harding’s 
career as a war psychologist, one illuminated by the manuscript draft 
of the essay and by other works in his archive. Harding’s fame as the 
promoter of an antisocial austen will prove to be a major misprision. 
The marginalized, embittered spinster who repressed her personal 
abjection (as Mudrick suggests) or sublimated it (as Miller suggests) 
lies far from Harding’s delineation of a writer fundamentally engaged 
in the political sphere. While Harding notes that austen, like Miss 
bates of Emma, was “neither young, handsome, rich, nor married,” he 
sees the novelist as no case study of celibate frustration, but rather, as 
a practitioner of something like diplomacy (“RH,” 350). 

ii. fRoM PRoTesT To abJeCTion: HaRding’s legaCy in MUdRiCk 
and MilleR

openly carrying the torch relayed by Harding, Mudrick in Irony 
as Defense and Discovery interpreted Harding’s ideas in ways that 
would fundamentally change the reception of “Regulated Hatred.” 
Most significantly, Mudrick applied austenian regulation to the arena 
of sexuality rather than sociability, such that austen’s hatred became 
profoundly personal instead of ethical. Mudrick’s version of Harding’s 
austen may have been a distortion, but it has proved to be a highly com-
pelling one. for the half-century of austen studies that has followed, 
Irony as Defense has provided a strong precedent for representing the 
novelist as a fiercely disappointed woman who worked out her personal 
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frustrations through her glittering prose. one recent and remarkable 
example of such a representation can be found in Miller’s Jane Austen, 
or The Secret of Style (2003), which will be discussed shortly.

Mudrick’s book set out as if to reconcile the famous part of “Regu-
lated Hatred” with its awkward and rarely discussed secondary argu-
ment in which Harding discerns a fairy-tale structure in austen’s novels. 
in this section of the essay (probably conceived separately from the 
argument about “regulated hatred”), Harding grapples with the false 
notes of austen’s happy endings, especially in Mansfield Park, which 
elevates a heroine whom Harding long struggled to like.11 To explain 
the forced “winding-up” of austen’s novels, Harding resorted to a 
weakly psychoanalytic reading of “the Cinderella theme” in her oeuvre  
(“RH,” 358). Mudrick’s Irony as Defense hit upon a simpler solution: 
extend austen’s “hatred” to her disingenuous endings and prove that 
austen hated love and marriage just as much as she hated people. 

Irony as Defense took Harding’s subtle and politically engaged notion 
of regulated hatred into the realm of pure pathology. Under Mudrick, 
austen is no longer a skillful social critic but a virulent anti-sex crusader 
who refuses to pull off a credible or remotely satisfying love scene. 
Where Harding describes austen as a strategist who could criticize 
without alienating those she cared for, Mudrick portrays a defensive 
and punishing author who undermines her characters and readers out 
of a deep-seated perversity. austenian irony, for Harding, is a highly 
flexible and ultimately charitable mode of expression, exercising a 
“capacity for keeping on good terms with people without too great 
treachery to [one]self” (“RH,” 358). irony, according to Mudrick, is 
austen’s equivalent to armor, a device used to protect herself from 
people, experiences, and feelings. 

Mudrick grants an aesthetic rationale for austen’s “single life-
principle” of irony in her overturning of gothic and sentimental tropes 
of the novel (I, 178). but much more of his argument is devoted to 
explaining how her narrative detachment derives from a personal and 
compulsive rejection of “the great, unknown, adult commitment of 
sexual love” (I, 19). according to Mudrick’s “irresistibly biographical” 
account, when the child-writer, who had burlesqued the sentimental 
novel with such ruthlessness, was confronted with the threat of sexual-
ity, she hardened into a scorching ironist (I, 225). austen “must keep 
her distance from the threat of contact, above all from the ultimate 
commitment of sex” (I, 30). Mudrick’s austen is brilliant but vicious, 
effective but stunted—a mutant version of Harding’s regulated hater. 
Mudrick’s critical move to entwine austen’s sparkling aesthetic pro-
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duction to a defective private life is one reproduced by Miller in The 
Secret of Style.

Whereas Mudrick inherited Harding’s austen, Miller seems to have 
inherited Mudrick’s Harding.  like Irony as Defense, The Secret of 
Style represents the novelist as a spinster, alienated from the hearth 
of personal relations and disenfranchised from the marriage plot. both 
studies portray austen as a fighter and read her fiction as symptomati-
cally defensive, as “defiantly, pathetically compensatory” (S, 20). Where 
Mudrick analyzes austen’s irony as her “weapon or shield” (I, 178), 
Miller reads her style as a “swank excalibur,” calling on readers to watch 
“its brilliant surface dazzle our enemies, and its sharp point, when they 
persisted in attack, pierce them to the quick” (S, 3, 2). Miller retains 
Harding’s concept of “regulation,” but in Mudrick’s restricted sense 
of sexual abnormality. austen’s novels, writes Miller, “regulated erotic 
desire so well that the world had judged them sexless” (S, 4). gone 
is Harding’s sense of a tactical insider, prescribing methods of social 
survival. The new “hating” austen is a sexless outcast, “who, though 
solitary, though single, has made ‘perfect happiness’ depend on entering 
the condition of the couple, and is now regarding this paradise from 
outside its gates” (S, 55). Under Mudrick and then Miller, Harding’s 
political theorist becomes a victim of celibacy. 

although both Mudrick and Miller focus on austen the spinster, 
their valuations of this subject position sharply diverge. if Mudrick 
pathologizes austen, Miller glamorizes her. Where Mudrick’s austen 
is angry and nasty, Miller’s figure is melancholy and ashamed. Mudrick 
sympathizes with the victims of the author’s withering irony, Miller 
identifies with the brandisher of such savage narration. both critics, 
incidentally, see austen as queer. Mudrick remarks the “tendency” (first 
detected by edmund Wilson) that emma Woodhouse, and probably 
Jane austen, “prefers the company of women” (I, 192).12 He even goes 
so far as to read explicit same-sex desire in austen’s novels, though he 
is quick to cauterize its significance.13 Miller aligns austen’s abjection 
with that of “the Unheterosexual.” “serving the marriage plot as its 
aging maid of honor,” Miller’s austen is queer not because she exposes 
the conventions of heteronormativity but because she adheres to them 
so strictly (S, 25). Jane austen the “old maid”—who is as “conjugally 
irrelevant” as “the homosexual”—astonishingly becomes “the general 
voice of heterosexuality itself” (S, 38, 36, 8, 7). such an achievement 
for Miller reflects the queer’s dream of non-situatedness, the claim 
to an unassailable universality that could replace the mark of painful 
particularity: “like the Unheterosexual, the spinster” (S, 29).
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These disenchanted figures, spin-offs of Harding’s “regulated 
hater,” would be unrecognizable to denys Harding. My claim is not 
that Mudrick’s and Miller’s analyses are not accurate or persuasive 
representations of Jane austen. What i am saying is that they are 
not accurate reflections of Harding’s austen—a central, if not always 
acknowledged, source in their critical genealogy. in the passage from 
“Regulated Hatred” to The Secret of Style, Harding’s austen acquired 
an old maid’s chip on her shoulder and lost her tactical thrust. Mudrick’s 
intervention, which made austen’s problems personal instead of politi-
cal, is the hinge from Harding to Miller. Mudrick’s reinterpretation 
of “regulated hatred” as sexual hostility made possible a reading like 
Miller’s that understands austen’s dominating fictions as compensation 
for her abjected life. 

The goal of this essay is to remember how far such views were from 
Harding’s, and how “Regulated Hatred” fosters a more expansive, more 
political understanding of austen. Mudrick’s and Miller’s portrait of a 
“marginal or malformed subject” totally opposes Harding’s depiction 
of the novelist as a model of psychological security (S, 39). Harding’s 
austen was not an injured, embittered woman but a confident social 
strategist motivated by practical insight, not personal lack. Harding 
read in austen’s texts not “the desolate state of the Unmarried one” 
but, as we will see, an answer to the desolate state of international 
diplomacy (S, 73). far from the compensatory practice discerned by 
Mudrick and Miller (what the latter calls a “daydream” of “inhuman” 
power), austen’s writing represented for Harding a constructive en-
gagement with the actual world (S, 2). Jane austen’s “world historical 
achievement” was not the transcendence of the stigmatizing categories 
of personhood but an unflinching assessment and negotiation of hard 
sociopolitical facts (S, 67). 

While Mudrick and Miller emphasize austen’s outsider status, 
Harding understood the novelist as possessing the dual perspective 
of someone who can be “intensely critical of people to whom she 
also has strong emotional attachments” (“RH,” 355). in that essential 
standpoint of outside and inside, Harding’s regulated hater resembles 
the figure of the public intellectual more than she does the bitter old 
maid. Harding’s austen could, for example, be taken for edward said’s 
portrait of an intellectual, described as “an individual endowed with a 
faculty for representing, embodying, articulating a message, a view, an 
attitude, philosophy or opinion to, as well as for, a public” but “with 
an edge to it” as “someone whose place it is publicly to raise embar-
rassing questions, to confront orthodoxy and dogma.”14 How different 
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then is Mudrick’s assessment that austen (through emma Woodhouse) 
“exhibits the strong need to dominate” from Harding’s sense, as i will 
now argue, that what austen offered to her readers was precisely a 
corrective to “the impulse to dominate” (I, 193).

iii. doMinaTion and diPloMaCy

Published the year after “Regulated Hatred,” The Impulse to Domi-
nate was a book both ill-served and perversely corroborated by the 
conflict it sought to understand: during the london blitz most copies 
were destroyed in a warehouse fire and, because of paper rationing, it 
was not reprinted.15 existing copies suggest a rich intertext for “Regu-
lated Hatred,” beginning with the dust jacket. advertised there are 
two other books from Harding’s publisher, What To Do With Germany 
and German versus Hun—good illustrations of the british attempt 
to characterize its enemy as a modern european nation unwilling 
to observe the rules of fair play.16 for the epigraph to his own book, 
Harding quotes the Minister of labor and national service: “now is 
the time when thoughtful people ought to be considering the real so-
cial implications of the war.”17 The Impulse to Dominate turned to this 
consideration, the urgency for social preservation in a period tending 
to mutual destruction. Using anthropological as well as psychological 
evidence, Harding tries to prove the persistence in human culture of 
an ethical concern for one’s enemy. a “surprising feature of much social 
violence, including war,” he writes, “is its moderation”—a synonym, i 
will argue, for Jane austen’s “regulation” (ITD, 13).

The Impulse to Dominate is, among other things, a speculation about 
remaking the rules of sociability at a time of fierce animosity and vio-
lence. That Impulse emphasizes “regulated combat” and “regulate[d] 
warfare” is crucial to restoring the balance to the proposal of the 
essay on austen (ITD, 14, 16). although critics have focused on his 
application of “hatred,” Harding argues that a genius for “regulation” 
is what makes austen an exemplar in the arena of our most casual and 
intimate dealings. for Harding and for the british in 1939, hatred was 
just a condition of living. according to Impulse, the deep structure 
of domination and submission so pervades our lives that nearly all of 
our interactions take the form of war: “the absence of physical com-
bat is not enough to give us a psychologically different form of social 
intercourse called ‘peace’” (ITD, 246). animosity—far from a special 
diagnosis of Jane austen—is second nature. People or countries living 
together inevitably disagree, and war erupts in an understood com-
mitment to winners or losers.
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Peaceful relations are even harder to attain in a zero-sum society 
in which one man’s gain is another’s loss. Harding’s Social Psychology 
and Individual Values (1953) begins with a chapter called “Competi-
tion,” in which he notes that “[a]ll social experience is shot through 
with the contrast between the liking people feel for each other and 
the mutual antagonism that arises from clashes of attitude and aim 
when they pursue their own ends.” like a country village in which 
there are only so many single men in possession of good fortunes to 
go around, Harding’s world is marked by a troubled aggressiveness 
(think Mrs. bennet) that strains everyone’s goodwill. The individual, 
despite being taught as a child that selfishness was bad, finds “that 
society is organized competitively and that now his job is to get the 
better of others.”18 

With a model of what he calls social integration, The Impulse to 
Dominate proposes an alternative to the paradigm of dominance and 
submission. Under the integrative model, disagreement is both sociable 
and productive. Harding’s integrated person—playful, malleable, and 
optimistic—tests her propositions against an opponent’s out of a spirit 
of inquiry rather than competition. Where others see conflict, she sees 
opportunity. Where others are risk-averse and withhold their opinions, 
she shows her cards in hopes of change. The integrated person is gov-
erned by the desire for conversation and not by a defensive impulse to 
leave the table when confronted with difference (ITD, 20–22). she is 
open to development, what Harding (quoting american psychologist 
H. H. anderson) describes as “a process of change . . . that results 
from increasingly complex relations with persons different from one’s 
self” (ITD, 22).

i have re-gendered Harding’s example in order to suggest that the 
models for the integrated person are elizabeth bennet, emma Wood-
house, and Jane austen herself—no misanthrope but a fundamentally 
social being.19 in his speech at Manchester, Harding described an 
austen able to perceive injustice and stupidity without alienating the 
offenders. of her “bald and brief” judgments, Harding argued, “it 
gets said, but with the minimum risk of setting people’s backs up”  
(“RH,” 348). Harding’s austen represents and handles the moral short-
comings of seriously “detestable people” with a diplomatic playfulness, 
in which real loathing can be taken as “mock assault” (“RH,” 352). 
austen’s fiction, Harding wrote, was a “means of unobtrusive spiritual 
survival, without open conflict with the friendly people around her 
whose standards in simpler things she could accept and whose affection 
she greatly needed” (“RH,” 351–2).20 austen neither remained silent 
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when affronted by her society nor gave offense. Through regulated 
hatred, she recognized what Harding understood as the need to hate 
people while still retaining their love—a necessarily flexible approach 
to a compromised world. 

austen’s fiction supplied a model of antagonism rooted in social 
integration: “two people who find themselves differing take the op-
portunity to reconsider completely their original aim or opinion. They 
are plastic enough to do it. They are also secure enough psychologically 
to do it; secure enough to accept the paradox that they will still have 
their identity in spite of becoming different from what they were” 
(ITD, 247). although austen’s own “regulated hatred” may seem to 
fall short of the transformative potential of integration, such a process 
is realized on the stage of her novels in which characters enter into 
“increasingly complex relations with persons different from one’s self.” 
austen’s major characters test their propositions, undergo develop-
ment, and risk changing their minds. Unlike Mudrick’s austen, who 
acts out her differences, and Miller’s, who transcends them, Harding’s 
austen confronts, regulates, and defuses dangerous social frictions. To 
interpret “Regulated Hatred” through Harding’s psychological writing 
is to discern in austen the qualities of fortitude, insight, and craftiness 
that critics engaged in political readings of her novels have tended 
to emphasize.21 but rather than portray her as either subversive or 
conservative, Jacobin or anti-Jacobin, imperialist or anti-imperialist, 
Harding represented austen as more like a statesman, as someone who 
can negotiate protest with self-interest, repulsion with solidarity. 

in the draft of “Regulated Hatred,” Harding observes that while 
austen has long been accused of being politically and historically 
unaware at best, complacent at worst, he sees someone “explicitly 
attempting to change the social order,” not by subverting it “but in 
seeing it clearly for what it was” (draft RH, 7). such political acumen 
meant austen could assess and respond to her environment with 
tactical clarity. for Harding, austenian self-regulating ambivalence 
is the most ethical as well as psychologically healthy disposition in a 
society that we at once need, and need to object to. Unlike the ironist 
who ridicules or the misanthrope who renounces, Harding’s austen 
engages in a form of opposition that preserves the dignity of her 
subjects without sacrificing her right of protest. Harding admired in 
austen what he admired in isaac Rosenberg, the World War i poet 
about whom he also wrote: a fierce adherence to a reality principle, an 
ability to confront and cope with deep offenses. such an approach, he 
wrote of Rosenberg, could entail “without the least touch of coldness, 
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nevertheless a certain impersonality.” This detachment—not to be 
confused with “bitterness or irony”—signified only “a more complete 
sensitivity” to the demands of war.22

austen’s representations of domestic conflict suggested an affinity 
to Harding between the drawing room and the war room.23 if foreign 
policy could be thought of as an extension of social life, then it might 
be possible to work out a method for handling even the grossest 
breaches of etiquette (ITD, 215). Harding understood austen as a 
master of diplomacy, a vocation described by Harold nicolson, in 
the same year as Harding’s Manchester speech, as requiring “trained 
powers of observation, long experience and sound judgment.”24 austen 
the diplomat—with her unflinching eye, immaculate judgment, and 
infinite capacity for discretion—could demonstrate not only why it 
is unacceptable to insult Miss bates, but also how to pay civilities to 
augusta elton. although emma Woodhouse is privately convinced 
that Mrs. elton is “self-important, presuming, familiar, ignorant, and 
ill-bred,” she measures her public pronouncements.25 To Harriet’s ques-
tion, “what do you think of her?” emma replies, “Very nicely dressed, 
indeed; a remarkably elegant gown.”26 emma, of course, has a deeper 
opinion: “she did not really like her,” but she finds something nice to 
say, knowing it would not be wise openly to offend another resident 
of Highbury.27 (Private, snarky conversations with intimates like Mrs. 
Weston and Mr. knightley are another matter.) 

Unlike romances—or novels like Jane Eyre and David Copperfield—
where enemies just die, austen’s fiction accepts the social necessity 
of living with one’s adversaries. irksome as it may be, the fact is that 
Mrs. elton belongs to the community. The realm of family demands 
even greater exertion. Musing on Mr. darcy’s reasons for brokering 
marriage between Wickham and her wayward sister, elizabeth ben-
net considers and then doubts the possibility that he loves her: “to 
overcome a sentiment so natural as abhorrence against relationship 
with Wickham. brother-in-law of Wickham! every kind of pride must 
revolt from such a connection.”28 yet the connection is made and carries 
into perpetuity as elizabeth, too, becomes sister-in-law of Wickham. 
Where family especially is concerned, austen’s novels recognize that 
while it may not be preferable to integrate offensive people (read: 
nations) into one’s circle, the costs of cutting them off can be too high 
and sometimes inconceivable. 

Unpleasant relations cannot be avoided. in Pride and Prejudice, 
elizabeth must accept Mr. Collins as the husband of her best friend 
(“Charlotte the wife of Mr. Collins, was a most humiliating picture!”) 
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and must herself marry into the family of the insulting lady Cath-
erine.29 in Northanger Abbey, Catherine Morland must solicit the 
consent of an unwilling father-in-law, general Tilney, the same man 
who kicked her out of his house. Captain Wentworth in Persuasion 
must learn to reconcile with lady Russell, the sole source of his past 
disappointment. finally, Sense and Sensibility turns the practice of 
making your enemy your relation into a great remedy, as lucy steele 
inexplicably marries Robert ferrars, leaving his brother and her old 
fiancé edward ferrars free to marry her once rival and now sister-in-
law elinor dashwood. austen’s plots map what eric Walker calls an 
“affective jungle,” in which the lines of attachment cross, break off, 
and realign in dizzying configurations.30

Uneasy alliances are a staple in austen’s novels, in which the family, 
estate, and marriage market are political and emotional minefields. 
Harding remarks in his essay on the difference in austen between what 
he calls “submissive alliance,” in which one adopts “the criterion of 
sound judgment and good feeling” supplied by others, and “selective 
alliance,” in which one chooses to affiliate with only “certain aspects” 
of other people’s characters. The distinction allows Harding to salvage 
political agency from a mesh of dependencies. The heroine of an aus-
ten novel forms selective, not submissive, alliances and thus, “[t]he 
social world may have material power over her, enough to make her 
unhappy, but it hasn’t the power that comes from having created or 
moulded her, and it can claim no credit for her being what she is. in 
this sense the heroine is independent of those about her and isolated 
from them” (“RH,” 356). Here, isolation in the midst of social ties is 
no regrettable condition, but a form of autonomy.

Mansfield Park, a novel that represents both selective and sub-
missive alliances, takes up the overlapping category of advantageous 
alliances. The story begins when a down-and-out Mrs. Price solicits 
a rapprochement with her well-off relations, “no longer [able] to af-
ford or cherish pride or resentment, or to lose one connection that 
might possibly assist her.”31 as in international relations, power and 
interest establish the dynamics of family relations. and, as in games 
of diplomacy, play proceeds by interpersonal maneuvering. Mrs. Price 
“addressed lady bertram in a letter which spoke so much contrition 
and despondence . . . as could not but dispose them all to a reconcili-
ation.” as her eldest daughter will soon learn, submission is the most 
effective posture to adopt with the bertrams. Mrs. Price’s self-abasing 
letter “re-established peace and kindness. sir Thomas sent friendly 
advice and professions, lady bertram dispatched money and baby-
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linen, and Mrs. norris wrote the letters” (MP, 5). fanny—emissary 
and peace offering, as well as refugee—is a token of diplomatic rela-
tions that binds the interests of the families and ensures a policy of 
perpetual “peace and kindness.”

fanny’s unwillingness to cooperate in sir Thomas’s schemes of high-
stakes matchmaking defies the terms of her asylum. sir Thomas, also 
known to fanny as “[h]e who had married a daughter to Mr. Rush-
worth,” is a power broker in the ballroom as well as on the plantation  
(MP, 331). family alliances represent opportunities for coalition building, 
and “though infinitely above scheming or contriving for any the most ad-
vantageous matrimonial establishment that could be among the apparent 
possibilities of any one most dear to him” (MP, 238), sir Thomas pursues 
the annexing of men of birth and property as a self-evident good: the “one 
opinion,” “one wish,” “one way” of any rational player (MP, 329). fanny’s 
outright refusal of Henry Crawford, a man with exemplary “situation 
in life, fortune, and character,” is, sir Thomas tells her, “something . . .  
which my comprehension does not reach” (MP, 316).

austen sets fanny’s refusal to play or be played against her cousin’s 
sanctioned gamble. Maria bertram enters a very selective alliance 
with Mr. Rushworth, in which she shuts out all but the one meritori-
ous aspect of his character, his wealth. sir Thomas, “happy to secure 
a marriage which would bring him such an addition of respectability 
and influence,” is also happy to whitewash what he and Maria both 
know to be true, that “[s]he could not, did not like” Mr. Rushworth  
(MP, 200–1). sir Thomas, “sensible of the importance of having an ally 
of such weight,” cannot help but revel “in the prospect of an alliance so 
unquestionably advantageous” (MP, 186, 40). Whereas edmund cannot 
“refrain from often saying to himself, in Mr. Rushworth’s company, ‘if 
this man had not twelve thousand a year, he would be a very stupid 
fellow,’” sir Thomas—even after discerning Rushworth’s stupidity and 
Maria’s antipathy—cannot reconcile himself to the dissolution of so 
much unified power and fortune. although he invites his daughter to 
share any second thoughts on the marriage, he is relieved when she 
disowns them. “it was an alliance which he could not have relinquished 
without pain” (MP, 201). The advantageous alliance is doomed from its 
inception—after all, it was aunt norris who “formed the connection 
with the Rushworths.” self-appointed special envoy of conjugal rela-
tions, aunt norris takes full credit for the alliance. “‘if i had not been 
active,’ said she, ‘and made a point of being introduced to his mother, 
and then prevailed on my sister to pay the first visit, i am as certain as 
i sit here, that nothing would have come of it’” (MP, 188). 
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brokering unions is a dangerous business, and in austen’s repre-
sentation of such elaborate, multilateral schemes for building them 
and the fragility that renders some so easily broken, Harding read the 
situation of a fractured europe. austen’s portrayal of the full range 
of alliances—from the conservative/defensive (fanny and edmund, 
emma and knightley) to the hostile/fiscal (Maria and Rushworth, 
Charlotte lucas and Mr. Collins) to the complementary/beneficial 
(elizabeth and darcy, Wentworth and anne elliot)—suggested stra-
tegic organization, or “the most advantageous . . . establishment that 
could be among the apparent possibilities.” in demonstrating the risks 
and rewards of selective alliances, austen’s fiction examined inter-
personal predicaments in which tensions are calibrated by how bad 
and how close. Certain circumstances test the limits of civil behavior. 
fanny Price, who tolerates all manner of mistreatment at Mansfield 
Park, confronts the prospect of moving in with aunt norris as an 
insupportable evil: “i cannot like it” (MP, 26). 

in The Impulse to Dominate, Harding adapted austen’s characteriza-
tion of unsavory people into his account of ill-behaved nations “whose 
social immaturity and political crudity” threatened “a more integrative 
international order” (ITD, 216). The “detestable people” featured in 
“Regulated Hatred” appear in Impulse in a notable rundown of “the 
domineering, the sycophantic, the aggressive, the obsequious, the 
overpliant, and the dependent,” a list that could easily read, “lady 
Catherine, Mr. elton, Mrs. elton, Mr. Collins, Harriet smith, and 
Miss bates” (ITD, 213). essentially turning austen’s characters into 
allegories of nations, Harding argued that international politics could 
and should be addressed through the analysis of individuals: “political 
institutions can never far outrun the sentiments and habits of thought 
of individual citizens. . . . Political maturity cannot outrun ordinary 
social maturity” (ITD, 219). states are only as salutary (or baleful) as 
their constituents.

Harding’s thinking about austen’s feats of diplomacy—her orchestra-
tion of the immature and the crude within good and stable societies—
restored his confidence in a method of resolution clearly shaky in 1939. 
Where the explicit inquiry of Harding’s book addressed the social and 
psychic impulses of war, its implicit question was why, after such a 
brief interval, war was happening again.32 another european conflict 
meant that something had not been right during peacetime—if such 
a time had, in fact, ever existed. left with the ultimate futility of 
such a promising idea as the league of nations, Harding struggled to 
explain why diplomacy had failed. if insecurity produces domination, 
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he reasoned, then making countries feel more secure should have 
prevented an outbreak of aggression. “The sense of security which 
the league of nations fostered for a time almost certainly contributed 
to the reluctance with which european populations entered upon 
war in 1939,” he wrote (ITD, 220). yet why only “for a time”? Peace 
movements, he acknowledged, “turn out, when war draws near, to be 
surprisingly flimsy” (ITD, 221). austen’s integrative picture of social 
conflict provided Harding with a more durable model of diplomacy, 
one that anticipated the differences between the league of nations and 
the Marshall Plan. instead of establishing a “supra-national authority 
which would tame the dominative principle,” Harding recommended 
“that we should each as far as possible relinquish our own dominative 
attitudes”—that is, show charity and restraint even in the fullness of 
our disapproval (ITD, 226–27).

iV. WHen faCed WiTH aUnT noRRis

strangely, the peace so fundamental to Harding’s model of integra-
tion may have very little to do with actual integration, or cohesion. 
The final emphasis in The Impulse to Dominate rests on a principle of 
judgment rather than harmony, illuminating a possible second phase 
of regulated hatred: not tolerance but discrimination. Harding writes, 
“it might be thought that a non-dominative society would involve a 
belief in some ‘equality’ between people. . . .  This would be a com-
plete mistake” (ITD, 209). Impulse describes how in an integrated 
society, people exercise their rights either to respect or to criticize 
others. “The social obligation is satisfied equally by admiration and by 
adverse criticism” (ITD, 209). Harding’s vision of integration relies less 
on achieving sameness than on making distinctions: “far from deny-
ing differences, [the integrative attitude] gives the closest attention to 
them” (ITD, 208). Criticism rather than cooperation emerges as the 
principal value of Harding’s model. in a non-integrated environment, 
he argues, free and fair evaluation is not possible. When society is struc-
tured by “the impulse to dominate,” one’s right to criticize is forfeited 
by a compulsion to “deference,” to showing “bogus” admiration rather 
than real respect (ITD, 209). like Mr. Collins under lady Catherine, 
a submissive subject cannot assess the other without fear. The right 
to criticize without penalty is the prime benefit of social integration. 
it is also, of course, the principle of “Regulated Hatred.”

after tolerance and discrimination, there is yet another possible 
phase of regulated hatred, which is just hatred. austen’s novels can 
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make clear that sometimes hostile people cannot be integrated into 
better society, cannot remain in the family circle. it may be presumed, 
for example, that lady Russell—but not the irredeemable elliots—will 
be intimates of Captain and Mrs. Wentworth. no character, however, 
is less assimilable than aunt norris, who is finally “shut up” abroad 
with the fallen Maria, where inferno-like, “it may be reasonably sup-
posed that their tempers became their mutual punishment.” as we 
have seen, not even the tender-hearted fanny (who feels for the suf-
ferings of Mr. Rushworth) can care about someone as poisonous as 
Mrs. norris. she “was regretted by no one at Mansfield . . . not even 
when she was gone forever” (MP, 465–66). 

aunt norris represents in The Impulse to Dominate the “neurotically 
dominative government” that effectively has to be shut down by other 
countries in order to secure the long-term safety of the world. Hard-
ing quotes anthropologist Ruth benedict at length on the “arrogant 
and unbridled egoists” of contemporary culture who spread “suffering 
and frustration” but are nonetheless “entrusted with positions of great 
influence and importance.” He writes that “in a more integrated society 
such people would stand out as quite evidently diseased” (ITD, 212). 
a more integrated europe, in other words, would not have permit-
ted the rise of adolf Hitler. a more deeply unified household of sir 
Thomas bertram would not have been vulnerable to the influence of 
aunt norris. Just as peace can only come to Mansfield with the expul-
sion of aunt norris, european stability can only be restored with the 
defeat of germany. “[C]ompanionship, appreciation, agreement” can 
only be achieved when “flatterers and parasites, yes-men and nodders” 
are ejected from the system (ITD, 214). 

in the final pages of Impulse, Harding concedes that “[w]hen social 
conflict assumes the acute form of war it is inevitable that the enemy 
should be treated as a dangerous object and his social significance 
allowed to fall into the background” (ITD, 216–17). sometimes, 
integration is not possible; “at those points we must forgo any true 
social relationship,” in other words, what diplomatists call “breaking 
relations” (ITD, 208). Impulse appears to end where it began, with the 
wartime quandary of making enemies, of denying others their “social 
significance.” Where we have used The Impulse to Dominate to reflect 
back on “Regulated Hatred,” it may now be helpful to use “Regulated 
Hatred” better to understand The Impulse to Dominate. interpreted 
through the austen model, Impulse’s final notes of isolation and force 
no longer seem incompatible with the goal of integration but rather 
consistent with a complex method of achieving it. 
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The diplomat, like the regulated hater, can never sleep. always 
alert to the dangers of other countries (other characters), the diplo-
mat recognizes that maintaining even the barest state of cooperation 
requires constant vigilance and discretion. drawing on what the nar-
rator of Sense and Sensibility calls powers of “unceasing exertion,” 
the diplomat must contend with the volatility of all relationships, 
friendly and hostile.33 nicolson in his 1939 study identified among 
the historical arts of the diplomat that of “being fully informed of the 
ambitions, weaknesses and resources of those with whom they had to 
deal.” a supreme knowledge of others (what Miller sees in austen’s 
authoritative, exhaustive, and “godlike” narration) is essential to “the 
practice of diplomacy.”34 Those same skills so necessary for modern 
statecraft were what Harding recognized in Jane austen and then 
emphasized in his model of international security. Recognition and 
criticism of repugnant behavior is a prerogative of freedom; the right 
to dissociate from a “dangerous object,” a recourse to peace. such 
darker tenets do not invalidate Harding’s larger project of diplomacy, 
especially if we accept a more complex and more political definition 
of regulated hatred.  

in 1939, just days before germany broke up the state of Czecho-
slovakia and a policy of appeasement suddenly looked preposterous, 
Harding meditated on austen’s clear sight of political reality. in an 
unpublished letter to Scrutiny, William empson asked, “What is this 
revolution that [Harding] feels she might have sponsored?”35 The 
answer is a world that values social integration but is also committed 
to principles of human justice. Harding felt that the novels of Jane 
austen should not offer readers consolation for or transcendence of 
their circumstances. instead, he presented her fiction as a survivor’s 
guide or strategist’s playbook for handling the most precarious and 
hostile situations. austen’s regulated hatred led Harding to conceive of 
the possibility of real, lasting peace, but it also allowed him to come to 
terms with the rare necessity of war—the power to decide on policies 
of toleration, containment, and finally, combat. 

Yale University
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