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The Discipline of Sympathy and the Limits of Ommésice in Nineteenth-Century

Journalism

Hazel Mackenzie

Introduction

From discussions of Mr. Spectator as the ‘fathéswveillance technology to those of
Charles Dickens’s ‘Shadow’, critical inquiry intioet usefulness of Michel Foucault’s
disciplinary paradigm for our understanding ofriiy journalism has focused primarily on
fantasies of omniscience, how these relate to alvieg urban society and their projection
into narrative technique. Investigations have @htin the manner in which these journalists
have sought to present the world to their readedsr@nder it more knowable, and how in
doing so they have encouraged the internalisafi@emain social norms. | want to suggest
an alternative relation between Foucault’s disnguly paradigm and narrative technique in
literary journalism, one in which the journalismden scrutiny is not a simple reflection of
the new structures of power and governance thatdtdudelineates, but rather can be seen in
living relation to these structures, both enacting resisting their role in creating a more
transparent, disciplined society. Acknowledgingotirse the significance of the idea of
omniscience to these writers and the texts, mydagwather on the frequent use of the more
limited, first-person perspective and how this tedao the journalist’s role in a disciplinary

society?

Paul Saint-Amour notes that the omniscient fantasplifies ‘sight at the expense of
touch, penetration at the expense of participatiget touch and participation are often as
significant as sight in literary journalisfriCertainly feeling plays a large part. For many of

the journalists that | will be looking at, feelimgythe key mode for resisting a passive and



disciplinary spectatorship, and yet it is alsorest significantly disciplinary aspect of their
texts. What | will call ‘emotional witnessing’ isiidamental to these writers’ journalistic
mission, but it is a paradoxical enterprise: ithmssthe reader and text beyond ‘knowability’
and yet in terms of the internalisation of normatstandards and the creation of agents of
self-discipline, the ultimate goal of Foucault'sdplinary society, it is more effective than
omniscience could ever be. Key to this is the matirsympathy, which as we will see, can

be a double-edged sword in a journalistic context.

Foucault’s Disciplinary Paradigm

To begin with then, what is Foucault’s discipling@radigm and how has it been related to

literary culture and questions of narrative techeig| In basic terms, Foucault’s contention is
that the eighteenth century witnessed a radicatatlbn in the dynamics of governance and

power. Up until the eighteenth century, power hadrbenacted physically on the body,

usually in a public manner. Over the course ofcetury this shifts:

[1]t is no longer the body, with the ritual play excessive
pains, spectacular brandings in the ritual of thielio
execution; it is the mind or rather a play of reygmetations and
signs circulating discreetly but necessarily andently in the

minds of all®

Power is exercised on the mind, and it is thusdistiplinary power emerges, as a system of
control rather than punishment. Discipline regudar individual’s actions and through his
actions his mind, by marshalling his experiencepzice and time and by subjecting him to
constant observation. In essence, it ‘trains’ himd & doing so it is productive rather than

repressive:



[Discipline] does not link forces together in ordereduce
them; it seeks to bind them together in such a agtp
multiply and use them. Instead of bending all itsjscts into a
single uniform mass, it separates, analyses, diiteates,
carries its procedures of decompositions to thatpui
necessary and sufficient single units. It ‘traitie& moving,
confused, useless multitudes of bodies and fordesai
multiplicity of individual elements—small, separatells,
organic autonomies, genetic identities and cortiegii

combinatory segments.

Rather than treating people as an undifferentiatass then, ‘Discipline “makes” individuals;
it is the specific technique of a power that regamdlividuals both as objects and as
instruments of its exercise Their individualism is key to their training, whidor discipline

to have truly taken effect, must have become imatlesed. In a disciplinary society, the
individual becomes self-monitoring, their trainisg entrenched that it is a part of them, the
observation that they have been submitted to sdhraymart of their life that they act as
though they were observed even when not. Obsenyanalysis, differentiation,
individualisation and normalisation—these are thg &omponents of disciplinary power, and
of the institutions through which it works. Forerhotthese for Foucault is the prison, but
Foucault also references schools, hospitals, artdrfas, from which institutions disciplinary

tactics spread outwards into wider society.

For literary historians this outward spread inclkititerary culture and particularly one
of the nineteenth century’s dominant forms, thdiseaovel. Focusing on the use of

omniscient narration in nineteenth-century Britsstd American fiction, Foucault-inspired



critics such as Jonathan Arac, Audrey Jaffe and.Miller have discussed the connection
between the rise of new methods of social surveibzand the omniscient narrator that
dominates the narration of Victorian fictional If@aying particular attention to public
health, and the means of inspection and data tiolieased to fight the upsurge of infectious
diseases caused by industrialisation and urbaoisads well as the growth of the
metropolitan police, these critics, like Foucahtye investigated how these surveillance
methods extended beyond the specific arenas inhvthey were first deployed to society at
large and specifically how the novel became a noddeirveillance and discipline, ‘educating
its readerships to internalize the panoptical gdzbe omniscient narrator and thereby
become part of the a morally self-policing citizérand enacting ‘a fantasy of knowledge,

mobility and authority”,

Though their focus is on the novel, they makeataclkhat in terms of narration and
discipline, they see little to distinguish the nlofvem journalism. For D. A. Miller, Dickens’s
novels are only ‘continuing (with only a considdeimcrease in cunning) the apologetics for
the new forces of order that Dickens began as sayest forHousehold Words$ Arac writes
of how ‘imaginative writers and journalists joinpdliticians and those whom we now
consider the founders of the social sciences imnancon effort to comprehend the
disturbances of their age and to organize themusedul model® While Jaffe comments that
‘a similar tension between presence and absengersonality and impersonality, appears in
the structure of the panopticon’ as to that whiah be seen in

Dickens’s early journalisnf’

From the social-science perspective, although tisesidension between models of
journalistic history based upon Habermas and tindseh look towards Foucault, it is

generally accepted that



To the extent that the goal of journalism becarm&ast in part,
to portray an increasingly populous and interdepahdociety
to itself, it came to rely on strategies for tramkidescribing
and categorizing the populace—strategies relatéieto
disciplinary drive for monitoring and the incitemea

selfdisclosuré?

In truth, the portrayal of society to itself hagals been an intrinsic part of the journalistic
mission. The increase in the desire to render sokiewable and transparent, however,
arose with the concurrent realisation that withamibation, and population growth in general,
it was increasingly unknowable. As Miller, Arac abaffe point to, the fantasy of absolute
transparency or omniscience is one rooted in thege of the modern city—its architecture,
social practices and everyday dynamics. Indee@ilagrt Caluya writes, ‘For Foucault,
techniques of government directly correlate todheergence of the problematic of
population’!? The need to see and to pinpoint, to observe ategjcase, is one that
strengthened dramatically from the eighteenth e¢grdowards—a need that has been seen to
be answered in the detail of nineteenth-centurlysmaand also the explosion of periodical
literature during the same period, observing aednding society from every angle. This then
is how Foucault has generally been related toitbeaty culture of the time and its narrative

techniques.

Alongside this view, however, | would like to plaaeother. |1 would like to suggest
that this drive towards knowability is not the fall only story, at least not in relation to
journalism. Within that strand of journalism thashbeen called ‘literary’, transparency and
the mapping of society is not an unproblematic amdar. Like Lieutenant Yolland in Brian

Friel's Translations the great literary journalists question as theypnand like Yolland,



throw the occasional sentimental obstacle in thg wahis case retaining old, untranslatable
designations, in theirs, obscuring instead of aaisig!® Writers such as Joseph Addison,
Richard Steele, William Hazlitt, Charles Lamb, With Makepeace Thackeray, Charles
Dickens and his protégés, Tom Wolfe and his Newnldist cohorts question the
perspectives they adopt when bringing the worlaieetheir readers. They may fantasise
about omniscience, Dickens in particular, but thveye from a limited, individualised
viewpoint—the street level, rather than the paromgti Any detour into a bird’s eye view is
soon queried. They eschew productivity in favourdigness. They prefer digressive and
circuitous narrative modes, and the point, whey ttwene to it, if they come to it, is often
buried under layers of irony. Meaning is frequermtbfiqgue and often uncertain. While vision
plays a significant part in their self-identityjasirnalists, they also place emphasis on other
senses, and beyond the physical senses, on theamadthey do not simply record what they

see, but their feelings and associations on witngsghat they see.

Philip Davis in his exploration of the function séntimentality in Victorian prose
calls the emotion the reader feels on being presenith a scene of suffering ‘a secular
bearing of witnesst* Witnessing here goes beyond mere observatidnyvatves an
obligation to remembrance and a sense that amassgione takes upon oneself the suffering
that one sees. The journalist feels and the raadailed upon to feel with the journalist, a
participant in the scene rather than just an oleseRor the journalists and his readers, ‘[t]he
horrors are no longer numbers, generalizationgradiions, but are felt from the insidé’.
This is the aim of much literary journalism, pautgrly in the nineteenth century—it seeks to
move beyond a statistical analysis of society amted by the Utilitarianism of the day, and
which throughout modern history has been the maynst newspaper journalism, and
through touching the emotions of its readers, tihter notion that understanding can be

achieved through the disciplinary dissection aralyasis of society. It also however seeks to



move beyond a statistical analysis of society &anolugh touching the emotions of its readers
make them participants in the scene—to move theaction. It is often times didactic in
nature and as such is, in essence, disciplinaly sagks to train and control the minds of its

readers.

This is not therefore a narrative of resistancel@e of one of compliance, but rather
one in which the texts under examination revealessiaware of the complexities of their
own role in society, and who simultaneously embaau® question that role, who may

fantasise about omniscience but are less thancatiaut existing in a state of surveillance.

The Limits of Omniscience

‘The newspaper is not a lamp lighted by a singlediiavrote Anthony Trollope in 1865, ‘but
a sun placed in the heaven by an invisible creatd8ir Oracle’ was a common term of
mockery when papers sought to deride the persmectitheir competitors. Benedict
Anderson has connected the newspaper with the ‘deepontal comradeship’ of the
nation—‘a complex gloss upon the word “meanwhifé’However, the newspaper does not
maintain a horizontal relationship either with sagior with its readership. From before
Edmund Burke’s characterisation of the press asfdlrth estate’ in 1787, it cast itself as
outside of events looking in, an objective overs#esociety—whether that was the truth or
not. Nor in the standard news report, which makethe bulk of a daily publication, is the
reader regarded on terms of equality, rather thdaeis simply treated as a passive recipient
of information. The gaze of the great nationalidails panoptic: ceaselessly watching from

above.

Literary journalism’s home has never been the napspbut rather the single-essay

periodical, the review and the miscellany—publicas that are partial, small-scale and in



some cases inherently dialogic. Nonetheless, ®yjdtirnalists writing in these publications,
omniscience remains a touchstone of the journakestperience. The access to and
knowledge of all walks of society that it represeista fantasy revisited again and again by
numerous writers. Scott Paul Gordon suggestsatbatiew ‘Mr. Spectator as a “father” of
surveillance technologie$®.John Hollingshead in ‘First-Floor Windows’ travélsndon on
the top of an omnibus, looking in first-floor winge, and ‘[flrom this position | have seen
you’ he tells the reader, ‘| have watched you [.hhve gazed upon yot?.In brainstorming
ideas for a new periodical, Charles Dickens watntstuppose a certain Shadow, which may
go into any place, by sunlight, moonlight, startigirelight, candlelight, and be in all homes,
and all nooks and corners, and be supposed togrmesamt of everything, and go
everywhere?® Asmodeus, the devil with the gift of lifting theafs off houses and showing
the scenes that are being enacted within, is re¢eceby the author of ‘Asmodeus, or,
Strictures on the Glasgow Democrats’ publishedhv@@lasgow Courielin 1793, 1820s
French periodicdle Diable Boiteuxand Edward Bulwer Lytton in his ‘Asmodeus at L&irg
series in thd&New Monthly Magazinan 1833. Tom Wolfe, in defining the ‘New Journati's

of twentieth-century America, notes what struck Immost on his first encounter with New
Journalism—the journalist’s insight into matterattehould be beyond his ken (‘I really
didn’t understand how anyone could manage to dortieyg on things like the personal bylay

between a man and his fourth wife [THe bastards are making it up#*

As Miller writes ‘omniscient narration assumes Hyfpanoptic view of the world it
places under surveillance. Nothing worth knowincgges its notation, and its complete
knowledge includes the knowledge that it is alwagist’. Moreover, ‘there is no other
perspective on the world than its own, becausevibréd entirely coincides with that
perspective®? But despite the appeal of such complete knowleahgktheir recurring

fantasies regarding it, literary journalists hawmeet and again problematised the use of the



omniscient perspective so popular in the nineteeattiury novel and instead have celebrated
the partial, limited view of the individual. Jaffias characterised this tension between
omniscience and the partial view in the work ofk&ias as a conflict between *‘a desire for
personal knowledge gained through sympathetic ifilgation’ and ‘a desire for impersonal
knowledge acquired through surveillance’, but | Wdoargue that to this battle of desires we
must also add an anxiety regarding surveillanceghvtine desire for sympathetic

identification is in some measure a reflectiort%f.

Writers such as William Hazlitt and Charles Lambpdiasise the individualism of
their viewpoints as journalists. Lamb’s ‘Elia’ islsconsciously odd and deliberately places
himself outwith society’s norms, celebrating hisd@f comprehensiveness and the partiality
of his view. As he writes in the essay ‘Imperfegtrfpathies’, he has a mind ‘rather
suggestive than comprehensive’ and makes ‘no preseto much clearness and or precision’
but instead is ‘content with fragments and scatt@ieces of Truth’. He contrasts this with
the mindset of the Caledonian, which he deplorBise ‘brain of a true Caledonian (if I am not
mistake) is constituted upon quite a different pldis Minerva is born in panoply*
‘Panoply’ is just what Lamb avoids; rather his joalism is essayistic, built on ‘speculative,
informal, impressionistic knowledge, or half-knoddge’ 2> As Marilyn Butler states ‘He
makes no claims that could not have been testédnitite scope of one man’s experienée’.
One man’s experience, moreover, that is resistaabalysis or judgement and evades any
attempts to pinpoint it. As Simon Hull remarks,aethanges his birth place from one essay to
another: ‘The games Elia plays with his own idgmtit] are central to the reader’s education.
A requirement for the reader to see beyond thenmbtnd the empirical is implicit in Elia’s
reflexivity over his own phantasmal existence dralfteedom from a fixed, oppressive

notion of identity’?’



Hazlitt's essays are of quite a different stylenfrthose of Lamb but nonetheless speak
to a ‘restless, sceptical, self-tormenting and diogl...] individualism’?® While his early
efforts are subsumed in the editorial ‘we’ of Leighnt's Examiner by the time we reach
Hazlitt’'s most celebrated phase of essay writingtieLondon Magazineand theNew
Monthly, he is using the first-person pronoun with vigdarOn Gusto’, he notes that there
is more to art than visual acuity, and that simelyording accurately the visible often leaves

something lacking:

Claude’s landscapes, perfect as they are, wanb.glsis is not
easy to explain. They are perfect abstractionk@#isible
images of things; they speak the visible langudgeture
truly. They resemble a mirror or a microscope. i®eye only
they are more perfect than any other landscapégvieawere
or will be painted; they give more of nature, agramable by
one sense alone; but they lay an equal stresd visiale
impressions; they do not interpret one sense bthanahey do
not distinguish the character of different objexdsve are
taught, and can only be taught, to distinguishheyrteffect on
the different senses. That is, his eye wanted inaigin: it did
not strongly sympathize with his other facultieg $aw the

atmosphere, but he did not feetSt.

Feeling is more important than seeing for HaZlitte microscopic gaze is to no purpose
without imagination or sympathy. ‘I never saw ahing more terrific than his aspect just
before he fell’, he writes in ‘The Fight’, combimgjrobservation and his own individual

feeling regarding his observatiéh.



Moving forward to the mid-nineteenth-century, wititere are numerous examples of
journalists indulging in omniscient fantasies, #dantasies rarely remain uncomplicated. Or,
in the instance of Charles Collins’s ‘Our Eyewitsiearticles inAll the Year Round

punctured. Consider the language used in this drkato one of his reports:

Our Eye-witness has spent the greater part of ays th a

careful examination of the Royal Arsenal, at Woaclwi

Before proceeding to enter into any descriptiowlbat he saw
on the occasion of this visit, the writer wishesdoord here his
sense of the obligation he is under to Coloneldfyland the
other officers and gentlemen engaged in the sujeedence of
the different departments, for their readinesatilifate his
examination of the place, and to afford him evessistance
which lay in their power towards forming a corret#a of the

resources of this splendid arsefial.

Collins uses words such as ‘examination’, ‘recoisliperintendence’, ‘department’, and
‘correct'—words which suggest or directly referettice three key elements of Foucault’s
disciplinary power: hierarchical observation, noligiag judgment and examination. ‘Our
Eye-witness’ is often reduced to his function ofetvation, as the titling of the series might
suggest. In the series opener, he is describeximply an observant gentleman who goes
about with his eyes and ears open, who notes éwegythat comes in his way.‘Notes

everything’ is an important phrase here.

Yet the Eye-witness’s perspective is far from oroieist and in fact his pretensions to
such a vantage point are often lampooned in thessénstead his viewpoint is the limited

viewpoint of the street. For example: ‘There isaw a certain interest attached to the private



life of great public characters; so your Eye-wis)asho happened to be passing, stopped and
joined the knot of spectators, thinking that he, twould like to see this performer emerge
from his lodgings®3 Here is no Asmodean ability to see through wallgiew the interior of
others’ lives, but rather a man on the streetjmitoes struggling to see through the crowd. A
man with a name that suggests the very oppositeanty and transparency: Mr. David

Fudge. A name, furthermore, which may have invdked¢ontemporary readers Thomas
Moore’s epistolary verse novdaihe Fudge Family in Pari€l818), and their ‘inane
descriptions’ of their travef¥. But most importantly, a single man with a partiaibjective
outlook, which renders Collins’s rather laboriolagypwith the second and third-person
perspectives an exercise in unsubtle comedy andE@ewitness’s occasional alignment of

his role with that of ‘officers and gentlemen’ ggrabsurd.

Moreover, the subjectivism of Our Eye-witness’ssperctive not only gently ridicules
any pretensions to hierarchical oversight but atstéime time shows up the limitations of such
a view. Of the Arsenal at Woolwich, a perfect epéarof the kind of disciplinary institution
that Foucault discusses, Our Eye-witness rematkshiealthy tone and activity pervading the
whole place’, only to comment that it is the regiilta condition of affairs precisely the
reverse’. Throughout the entire article, he is kimecontrast objective examination of
industrial process with his imaginative sense tbaall the healthy productivity on view, this

is a place of ‘destruction’, ‘cruelty’, and ‘carreig®

Collins’s contemporary Thackeray also celebratesntividual perspective in his
journalism. ‘Linea recta brevissima’ he writes @ Two Children in Black’, ‘That right line
"I" is the very shortest, simplest, straightforwestimeans of communication between us, and
stands for what it is worth and no more [...] altdaugh these are Roundabout Papers, and

may wander who knows whither, | shall ask leave#ontain the upright and simple



perpendicular® Thackeray as a journalist is circulatory (‘wandes] who knows whither’),

he is ironic in the true sense of the word, leavirganing blurred and unresolved (‘stands for
what it is worth and no more’), and he is resolpfgrsonal. As with Wolfe a century later,

he flouts the notion of ‘the pale beige tone’ anstéad exudes ‘personality, energy, drive,
bravura’ or as Hazlitt would have it, ‘gustd’Moreover, in ‘On Letts’s Diary’, he does not
simply celebrate the individual but critiques tliem@ative, contrasting the all-knowing
narrative of the newspaper with its linear disciplvith the partial, subjective narrative of his
individual viewpoint. The newspaper account of ithmond Shakespear’s life and death, as

Thackeray recounts it, is as follows:

‘For thirty-two years,’ the paper says, ‘Sir Richmao
Shakespear faithfully and devotedly served the Gowuent of
India, and during that period but once visited E&ng|, for a
few months and on public duty. In his military caiyahe saw
much service, was present in eight general engagsirend
was badly wounded in the last. In 1840, when a goun
lieutenant, he had the rare good fortune to bertbans of
rescuing from almost hopeless slavery in Khiva ddigjects of
the Emperor of Russia; and, but two years lateatty
contributed to the happy recovery of our own pregsrirom a
similar fate in Cabul. Throughout his career tHigcer was
ever ready and zealous for the public service feealy risked
life and liberty in the discharge of his dutiesrdd&anning, to
mark his high sense of Sir Richmond Shakespeabkcpu

services, had lately offered him the Chief Comnoissrship of



Mysore, which he had accepted, and was about tertaia,

when death terminated his careéf’.

Compare this with Thackeray’s own perspective @acbusin’s life and death:

We were first-cousins; had been little playmates faiends
from the time of our birth; and the first housd_.omdon to
which | was taken, was that of our aunt, the mottidris

Honor the Member of Council. His Honor was evemthe

gentleman of the long robe, being, in truth, a babgrms. We
Indian children were consigned to a school of wiuah
deluded parents had heard a favorable report, bigtwvwvas
governed by a horrible little tyrant, who made goung lives
so miserable that | remember kneeling by my litéel of a
night, and saying, ‘Pray God, | may dream of mymeot
Thence we went to a public school; and my cousin to

Addiscombe and to Indi®.

In one, his cousin is a rescuer of slaves, in theraa slave to ‘a horrible little tyrant’. In one
account he is the discipliner, in the other theigismed. More significantly, one is
comprehensive, categorical and moralistic, posilihgckeray’s cousin’s life as a model of
public duty, while the other is intimate and fragneal, focusing on a moment rather than the
whole. It is clear from the manner in which hetaposes the accounts which Thackeray
prefers and that for Thackeray, paradoxically,dbmprehensive account needs the fragment
to make it whole, for it is in the fragment that fired the emotional truth of Richmond

Shakespear’s death.



Similarly, despite his dreams of ‘Shadows’ and degpe two writers’ disagreements
over the ‘dignity of literature’, the majority ofi€kens’s journalism is also written from the

perspective of the individual on or in the scerekdfor example the first paper in his

‘Uncommercial Traveller’ series:

The tide was on the flow, and had been for somehwos and
a half; there was a slight obstruction in the sehiwa few
yards of my feet: as if the stump of a tree, weltle enough
about it to keep it from lying horizontally on thaater, had
slipped a little from the land—and as | stood ugfmmbeach and
observed it dimpling the light swell that was cogin, | cast a

stone over if?

With phrases such as ‘a few yards from my feetkBits quickly establishes his place in the
scene. However, not only is he in the scene bud heeracting with it—'I cast a stone over
it’. He is a participant as well as an observerrddwer, he also establishes the tenor of his

observation through his contemplative focus omtie®ements of the water.

At times, like ‘Our Eye-witness’, he takes the piasi of the unknowing bystander. In

‘Some Recollections of Mortality’, he aligns himiseith a crowd waiting outside the Paris

Morgue:

Shut out in the muddy street, we now became gaiternous to
know all about it. Was it river, pistol, knife Me, gambling,
robbery, hatred, how many stabs, how many bullegsh or
decomposed, suicide or murder? All wedged togetret all
staring at one another with our heads thrust fadywae

propounded these inquiries and a hundred more“uch.



At other times, he takes on the role of inspediat,never without introducing a note of
discomfort. In ‘A Small Star in the East’, he bradsout his abilities as an observer, ‘I could
take in all these things without appearing to reotleem, and could even correct my
inventory’, and places himself in the role of imjpey all-seeing judge, only be
discountenanced by the fact that ‘A child stoocklog on’, noting that ‘I could enter no

other houses for that one while, for | could narbidae contemplation of the childref?'.

Dickens is almost always both an observer and ticgeant in the scene. Jaffe argues
that this is due to a desire for personal knowlettige competes with his desire for
omniscience, resulting in the creation of narratbed she calls ‘semi-omniscient’. But for
Jaffe, ‘Individual sympathy is encouraged but agaded’ in Boz, while later work in
Household Word#fails to ‘personalize — to domesticate, as ite Buggests — the vast
machinery of the industrial age by presenting stfierand statistical information
informally’, which amounts to much the same thifige very notion of investigation for

Jaffe suggests a distance that works against syfat

It seems evident, however, that the incitemennodteon, of going beyond the simply
visible, of approaching his subjects with ‘gustegs Dickens’s intent. In the introductory

paper to the ‘Uncommercial Traveller’, he makes fhirpose clear:

It was the kind and wholesome face | have madeiorenf as
being then beside me, that | had purposed to misske,
when | left home for Wales. | had heard of thargyman, as
having buried many scores of the shipwrecked peopleis
having opened his house and heart to their agoffriseuls; of
his having used a most sweet and patient diligéorceeeks

and weeks, in the performance of the forlornestedfthat



Man can render to his kind; of his having most eghdand
thoroughly devoted himself to the dead, and todhmlso were
sorrowing for the dead. | had said to myself,the Christmas

season of the year, | should like to see that rffan!’

Having read in the newspaper of the shipwreck,dmes to see it himself in order to witness
it emotionally and to provide an account that wiw the scene through the lens of feeling,

and which will note sorrow and tenderness and ‘s\aed patient diligence’.

The Discipline of Sympathy
Hunter S. Thompson is jauntily defiant when he [aioes that

When a jackrabbit gets addicted to road-runninig, anly a

matter of time before he gets smashed—and wheuaraghst
turns into a politics junkie he will sooner or lagtart raving
and babbling in print about things that only a par&ho has

Been There can possibly understand.

For Thompson this comes down to a choice betweaviging a ‘cinematic reel-record of
what the campaign was like the timéor giving his readers ‘what the whole thing badile
down to or how it fits into history*® Those of us who were not there may never be able t
fully comprehend his prose but his opaque rendesfrthe scene is the closest we can get to
the experience of it, to an understanding that gegend outcomes and consequences and
‘the whole thing boiled down’. In other words, stthe closest we will come to tfeelingof

it and the kind of knowledge that accompanies gerggarticipation and the street-level

view.



Thompson and the other twentieth-century New Jdisteare in themselves a worthy
case study for looking at the relationship betw@emnnalism and the disciplinary gaze, but
they differ in significant ways from the nineteemméntury journalists discussed in this article.
First, they actually enact their fantasies of orieisce in their journalism. Second, while
feeling is key with both, the relationship betwdealing and judgement in their works is less
clear—just who is being disciplined and how is aammurkier subject than with, for
example, Hazlitt, who in ‘The Fight’ openly procias the target of his discourse. ‘Ladies!’,
he writes, ‘it is to you | dedicate this descmptj nor let it seem out of character for the fair
to notice the exploits of the brave. Courage andesty are the old

English virtues, and may they never look cold askhace on one anothe!’

The adoption of the individual perspective is,ttog journalists examined here, not simply a
matter of aesthetics, but rather of morality. Lambschewing the all-inclusive vision of the

‘Caledonian’ states:

Between the affirmative and the negative thereiborderland
with him. You cannot hover with him upon the coesnof
truth, or wander in the maze of a probable arguntéaialways
keeps the path. You cannot make excursions with-Hion he
sets you right. His taste never fluctuates. Hisatiyrnever
abates. He cannot compromise, or understand madtilens.

There can be but a right and a wrdfg.

The Caledonian mindset is the result of a flawedatity, the rigidity and starkness of which
Lamb objects to. Lamb’s writing instead wanders hesitates, revelling not just in halftruths
but untruths, in the murky ground between right among. The idea of human beings living

in ‘perfect sympathy’ with each other is, for Lanféntastical, but what sympathy we can



garner for our fellows can only live outside of #leencompassing severity of the

Caledonian.
Similarly, John Hollingshead writes of viewing tbigy from above:

[F]Jrom such a place, the roar, the accumulatedevoiche
great city—lifted up in its joy, its labour, itsrsow, its vice,
and its suffering—sounds as the sharp cry of aggswying
from the mouths of men who are chained, withinhtateful
bounds, by imaginary wants and artificial desiges;it fills the
heart with no more sense of pity than the uniteihplof
lowsighing pain coming from the wretched flies amger

besmeared fly-catché?.

As Richard Maxwell notes, omniscience and humalinigare hard to reconcile and feeling
was important to nineteenth-century writétsiazlitt’s opinion on the subject of feeling and
art we have already seen in relations to his consrmam ‘gusto’ and Hollingshead’s are made
evident in the passage quoted above. ‘That fusidhe graces of imagination to the realities
of life’ was the driving thrust of Dickens’s magaesHousehold WordandAll the Year
Round®® In making his case for his preference for writrsh as Michel de Montaigne and
James B. Howel, Thackeray writes that it is becadiske emotional truth of their

individualism.

| hope | shall always like to hear men, in reagalk, about
themselves. What subject does a man know bettéstdmp
on a friend's corn, his outcry is genuine—he conétsumy

clumsiness in the accents of truth. He is spea&bayt himself



and expressing his emotion of grief or pain in anea

perfectly authentic and veraciotfs.

Individualism’s value is in the authenticity of teenotion it communicates. There is no truth
without feeling. Moreover, feeling, alongside iroaryd digression, is a way of resisting the
disciplinary nature of industrial society and théftstowards transparency and knowability
that Lamb scorns in ‘Imperfect Sympathies’ and iakens shudders from in ‘A Fly-Leaf

in a Life’.>3

However, feeling and its corollary sympathy, angitemployment in literature, are in
themselves deeply disciplinary. As Fonna Formareigamotes, traditional theories of
sympathy resonate deeply with Foucault’'s descmptibsocially-disciplined norms and
disciplinary poweP* Adam Smith’s account, being the premier examplés bf two people,

a spectator and an agent. The spectator obsewegémt, and imagines her/himself in the
same situation and what s/he would feel in thaisibn. He holds that in the process of
sympathising with another person, ‘we enter asetennto his body, and become in some
measure the same person with h?f’'Smith goes on to discuss how the agent inteestise
spectator, imagining the gaze of others upon haréhien when there is no one there to
observe the agent’s actions and how the agent msdiér/his behaviour accordingly.
Sympathy can thus be seen as a two-part ‘dramatialgractice’, the second stage of which
is discipline, or ‘the impact that the spectat@tsveillance and judgement have upon the
agent, the extent to which they motivate him to ifyoais conduct, and ultimately, through
repetition, become a member of a moral cultéf®y encouraging their readers to practice a
sympathetic outlook on the world then, these jolisteaare encouraging them to turn the

disciplinary gaze inwards, to imagine someone asnvagtching and judging their conduct.



They are encouraging the normalisation that timelividual stance and their cultivation of

eccentricity would seem to reject.

For example, let us return to Thackeray’s artielhs cousin’s death. Here is how he

concludes the piece:

| write down his name in my little book, among teax others
dearly loved, who, too, have been summoned henog sa we
meet and part; we struggle and succeed; or warfdildrop
unknown on the way. As we leave the fond mother&ek the
rough trials of childhood and boyhood begin; arehth
manhood is upon us, and the battle of life, wishclhances,
perils, wounds, defeats, distinctions. And Fortl\fh guns are
saluting in one man's honor, while the troops ainegf the last
volleys over the other's grave—over the grave efittave, the

gentle, the faithful Christian soldief.

After mocking the narrative of public duty and hesathat the newspaper spun about his
cousin—'His Honor was even then a gentleman ofdhg robe, being, in truth, a baby in
arms’—Thackeray constructs his own narrative wighoivn moral message, which in fact,
does not stray that far from the original, praisahgost the same characteristics as the other
narrative of his death. Thackeray's tale howevenigmotional one, resonant with private
grief. It attempts to play on the reader’'s sympathg thus involves the reader in a process of

imagination, judgement and internalisation of narms

Or, let us look once again at Hazlitt’'s ‘The Figh#s David Higgins has shown, there
was much journalistic attention paid to prize figtin the 1820s. Hazlitt’s editor pictured

the article as ‘a depiction of “existing manneiSton to become a mere record of our past



barbarities®® Hazlitt however sought to make his readership sathipe with the fighters, to

make them turn back their judgemental gaze on tek@s and finding themselves wanting.

All traces of life, of natural expression, were gdrom him.
His face was like a human skull, a death’s heaoltpg
blood. The eyes were filled with blood, the noseaned with
blood, the mouth gaped blood [...] Yet he foughtéter this
for several rounds, still striking the first desgterblow, [...] it
was not till the Gas-man was so stunned in thergeeath or
eighteenth round, that his sense forsook him, ancbluld not
come to time, that the battle was declared overw®se
despise the FANCY, do something to shew as nplietk or
as much self-possession as this, before you asaume
superiority which you have never given a singleopaf by

any one action in the whole course of your livgs!

Here Hazlitt marks the purpose of his descriptiaitegclearly. He engages the reader in
the scene and in the fighter’s situation througiteral physical descriptions that play
upon the emotions in order that he might then &y potential judgement round upon
the reader. He makes the reader pity the man amdttinns that back on the reader. If
you pity him, what does that suggest about you?@@yhy becomes a disciplinary

process.

Conclusion

Mark Andrejevic writes ‘What takes place in early"Zentury mass society, according to

such an account, is not the op-down silencing efntlasses, but the probing, observation, and



measurement of the citizenry’. Further, ‘[t]he rifehe so-called objective journalism, to the
extent that it shies away from what it construesedng or shaping the “agenda” and turns
instead to the pseudo-social science of pollinggdmrse race coverage, facilitates this
process® But can we say anything different of ‘subjectij@irnalism? Does it not similarly
map the citizenry? Is this a paradox similar td ff@sed by Gayatri Spivak when she talks of
the subalterrf? Perhaps just as Western academic approaches ‘thitdevorld’ are
inescapably colonial, so also, by its nature, jalism is necessarily disciplinary. Even at its
most subjective, contained firmly within the lim@éthe individual perspective, and focused
upon the least quantifiable of factors, is its neiss1ot to probe society? Even at its most
ironic, does it not seek to make something morihggo its readers? It may conceal, as
Steiner suggests, but it also communicétdscannot completely resist transparency, nor

even seek to.

L If space allowed, the manner in which these teftenavork against transparency through irony, digiee
narrative patterns and obfuscation, as well as thew problematise vision and perspective and the
relationship between observer and observed, igudlanterest and well worth exploring.
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