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This study explores the polyphonic nature of Henry kigld writing by analyzing the
relationship between narrative voice and the embedded llethis three major novels:
Joseph Andrew§ om JonesandAmelia More specifically, it establishes that the voices
of the narrators, who have traditionally been consdé&-ielding’s spokesmen, are not
the only authoritative voices present in his works. Dmgvon Mikhail Bakhtin’s theories
for its discussion odoseph AndrewandTom Jonesthis dissertation demonstrates how
the embedded letter, because of its inherent struchal@bendence, not only allows
other voices to enter the novels, it also grantethieges an authority equal to the
narrator’s. Fielding adopts a radically different namapersona in his final novel,
Amelig and this change affects his use of the embedded letfemeélig the most
overtly polyphonic of the three novels, Fielding rep&the controlling narrator of the
previous novels with an inconsistently-drawn figure wHersfthe reader little
commentary or guidance. Consequently, the letter lenger used as a way to give
voice to opposing ideologies without undermining the comsist and authority of the
narrator; instead, in the absence of a stable, moral,gulsecomes a forum through
which the author’'s own voice and ideology enters ¢hxé fThis study’s exploration of the
polyphonic nature of Fielding’s novels brings to light previgusiacknowledged
complexities in the novels and refutes traditionallydhmdliefs that Fielding’s works

contain only a single narrow and clearly defined fictiamaverse.
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Introduction
| cannot offer or hope to make a hero of Harry Fielding. Why hideahissf?

Why conceal his weaknesses in a cloud of periphrases [sic]? Why nohisholike him
as he is, not robed in a marble toga, and draped and polished in an heroic atbittide,
with inked ruffles, and claret stains on his tarnished laced coat, andsandnly face the
marks of good fellowship, of iliness, of kindness, of care and wingfe&tas you see
him, and worn by care and dissipation, that man retains some of the masupracd
splendid human qualities and endowments. . . . He may have low tastas, dumean
mind; he admires with all his heart good and virtuous men, stoops to revyf|diears no
rancour, disdains all disloyal arts, does his public duty uprightly, is foloddgd by his
family, and dies at his work . . . William Makepeace Thackeray

As William Makepeace Thackeray eloquently explains,taght, journalist,
novelist, magistrate, and libertine Henry Fielding wasan of contradictions, a man
who in his personal and public lives took on a “host ojuises and transformations,”
many of which appeared to be diametrically opposed to orteem@ell 8). One could
describe Fielding as a man whose writings demonstrageeaibe of “the prudential
virtues of will-power and rational judgment,” who devotked later years of his life to
tirelessly enforcing the laws of his country though hisknas a magistrate, and who
fearlessly spoke out against what he believed to beohtemporaries’ shortcomings
(BattestinLife 6). However, one could also describe him as a liberthmese lifelong
“improvident delight in living, fully and recklessly foreimoment” saw him sued for
debt numerous times and even confined in a sponging housas anthan who was
perhaps not above accepting bribes from political enetmisgppress his own
controversial writings (Battestihjfe 6, 282).

It is not only the inconsistencies in Fielding’s peadife that confound those

who try to get a firm grasp on exactly who Fielding \wad what he believed; his
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political and literary writings and even his own litgraesthetic were also quite complex
and sometimes contradictory. He rose to literary pronzedoecause of his uniquely
playfully and digressive comic fiction, but by the endchisfcareer, Fielding had
completely repudiated “the pleasantries and indirestafrmere literature” (Battestin
Life 589). At the beginning of his career in 1741, he judged Samuedfdgdin’s novel
Pamelato be so abhorrent both artistically and morally tratvas driven to respond to
the text with a devastatingly scathing parody in his v&itkmelaYet only seven years
later, Fielding was so moved by Richardson’s second r¢laeilssa in which
Richardson uses a similar style to that which Fieldimtgc@ed in Pamela that he wrote
a letter to Richardson describing the “tumultuous passems “raptures of admiration
and astonishment” he felt when reading the work, the semye kinds of emotional
reactions he so ridiculed readerdPaimelafor having (Battestinl.ife 443).

Given the complexities of Henry Fielding, the mams surprising that so many
modern literary critics have sought for and “foundFielding’s novels a narrative voice
that offers readers a defined and unambiguous moral perggegtixidview and clearly
delineated literary aesthetic, a fixed set of beliefctieritics have quite easily and
confidently categorized as Fielding’s own. In a discussiofom Jonesn his seminal
work, The Rhetoric of Fictionfor example, Wayne C. Booth uses the term “Fielding-as-
narrator,” and describes the narrator as “a dramaticovérsf Fielding, “an ironic
version of the real author” and as “a rich and proveeathorus” whose “wisdom and
learning and benevolence [permeates] the world of the b@dl6-217). As lan Bell

explains, Booth, in a “search for unity and stability” grds Fielding’s narrator as “a



standard of judgment within a novel, and a repository lfeg consistent and fully
realized,” thereby implying that the novels each costaifsingle totalising authorial
reading” which is communicated to readers by the narrBedl 29, 51).

Many, if not most, Fielding scholars have followedmoth's footsteps by
presenting Fielding’s novels as what Mikhail Bakhtiould call monologic works:
works containing “a multitude of characters and fatessimgle objective world,
illuminated by a single authorial consciousness” (BakRioblemst). As lan Bell
explains in his description of modern critics’ work arnative voice in Fielding,
influential critics after Booth, such as John Prestmheven Wolfgang Iser, even though
they complicate Booth’s conception of the reading pr®bggiving readers more
interpretive control than Booth does, still preseeiding’s work as having a centralized
authoritative voice that determines meaning. In his discasgidbom JonesJohn Preston
claims that readers of Fielding’s novels are givenes@reedom to interpret the text, but
his argument, which at first seems to depart from Boatkien of all-powerful narrator,
“ends up rather tamely, with the incontestable tebktssten as the sole repository of
authority, supervising and governing its readership” (Bell 32-33)fg&ng Iser also sees
Fielding’'s readers as having some interpretive power, phatlg during the places in
text, which he calls “gaps,” that allow readers to ter@aeaning. However, ultimately
Iser too presents the reader as merely a “participgdtumder strict authorial
supervision” (Bell 33). Even Iser, one of the fathersealder-response criticism, is

reluctant to diminish the power Fielding wields overreaders through his narrator.



Booth, Iser, and Preston, while highly influential figuresarrative studies,
reader-response criticism, and Fielding studies, certdmlyot offer the last word on this
issue, nor do they, in their desire for fixed meaning@uaeér, represent overall current
trends in literary criticism. However, | am using thasna starting point because the
ideas of Booth, Iser, and Preston still seem to inledreavily contemporary criticism
dealing with Fielding’s narrative voice. Much of Fieldirtgdies has not moved beyond
structuralist and early reader-response models of intatjne, particularly when dealing
with narrative voice, and has been remarkably resigtahe ideas of critics such as
Mikhail Bakhtin! who condemn monologic literature and who maintaé th
inconsistencies and contradictions are actually tHenhalts of superior literature. Even
critics writing in the last thirty years, after Bakiis ideas had gained wide acceptance in
the larger literary community, tend to continue the visid Fielding’s works as texts
whose central meaning is articulated and embodied byratoawho represents
Fielding’s own morals and values.

James Lynch, for example, contends that in reatiorg Joneswe are ...
programmed as critics not only to allow the rules whighnarrator indites as the
founder of a ‘new Province of Writing’ but also to plamg critical response in the
context of a coherent ethical system” (600). Eric Rethstlso believes that the narrator
controls meaning in the text and that the text largeflgcts a static worldview. Yet

another influential critic, John Richetti, describeddirgy’s “controlling unitary

! Although much of Bakhtin's work that is of relevanodtiis study was written in the

early twentieth century, his works were not studied\merican and British critics until the
1980s, making them very much a part of contemporary liteiacuysision.



discourse” and believes that the introductory essay®wf Joneslegislate new
narrative rules and manifest the authority of the lags|[Fielding]” (“Old Order” 196,
191). Even Charles Knight, who claims that there if&dute of authority” inJoseph
Andrewsbecause of “the instability of its genre, the unreligpif its narrator, and the
ironies of its ending,” ultimately grants the narrdtoal control and power over meaning
when he rather inexplicably claims that the narratauthority “derives from his
openness to the multiple meanings that undermine the covarlass of the ending itself.
Ultimately the narrator’s authority derives from hidufeg to be authoritative” (123).
Another recent critic, Lothar Cerny, writing just tggars ago, seems to bring the debate
full-circle back to Booth’s conceptions by refusing torea#low for the gaps that Iser
“discovered” in Fielding’s works. Cerny claims that ewehen the narrator urges readers
to think for themselves, he is actually speaking ironic&llrny believes that the gaps
Iser identifies are merely “the illusion of freeddafill something in” and that Fielding
“does not invite the reader to participate (or ratheudwj, quite the contrary” (141).
Collectively, these critics present Fielding’s narrasia powerful mouthpiece for
Fielding who controls the text and ensures that readersatly identify and agree with
the author’s point of view.

lan Bell's summary of modern critics’ treatment @l&ling offers an interesting
explanation for this insistence on finding order and regylar what really are often
formally disjointed and tension-filled works of a highlyngplex writer: Bell believes that
many critics wish to refashion the conflicting and msistent picture of Henry Fielding

the man created by his contemporaries and writers initfeéeenth century by



regularizing and simplifying the themes and voices of hiks&dJnderlying many of
these attempts is the fear that critics and readies #lfaced with complexity and
contradictions in Fielding’s works, will view the novels reflective of personal and
moral indecisiveness and the lack of a fully-developed giinceof the novel leading to
a diminished appreciation.

While lan Bell's explanation is compelling, an evemgler reason may exist to
explain why critics have been reluctant to look atcig)’s two most popular novels,
Joseph AndrewandTom Jonesas anything other than monologic: each contains strong
narrators who seem to operate as Fielding’s stand-inprandle a moral framework.
Certainly, there is no denying that the narrators oktihes works are authoritative and
even domineering figures who can be easily mistaken &firf§jss spokesmen and
whose voices seem to dominate and control the voidé® @haracters. However, it does
not follow that the narrators’ point of view cantiden as Fielding’s own, that there are
no other voices in these texts, or that Fielding do¢slfow these other voices equal
weight and importance.

If we are to analyze the polyphonic qualities of Fiedts novels, particularly
Joseph AndrewandTom Joneswe must first separate Fielding the writer from the
narrator, a task that may be easier said than done.|BrnéBell, who clearly believes the
work of earlier critics is misguided, asks, “But isaally legitimate to put Fielding’s
fiction alongside Dostoyevsky’s as dialogic or hetgot?” (52). Concern about affixing
the label “polyphonic” to “writing so strictly commanded and apparently held under

narratorial control as Fielding’'s” is certainly legiate (Bell 52). However, it is possible
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to see Fielding’s texts as polyphonic if we are williagentertain the possibility that the
narrator does not represent the totality of his visiod,iwe are willing to look to other
elements of the text for evidence of voices that rirtgasustrongly as the narrator’s own.
This study aims to do just that. In order to explore padyphin Fielding’s novels, it will
examine the relationship between a previously unanalyeedkat of Fielding’s
writing—the imbedded letter— and narrative voice in Fieldrtpree major works:
Joseph AndrewandTom JonesindAmelia®

As discussed above, much work has been done on nawaiteein Fielding’s
novels, although few works have looked at the limitdhefnarrators’ control over
readers or sought alternative voices in the works. Hewyélre other main aspect of this
study—Fielding’s use of the embedded letter—has received Nyrhgaattention at all
by modern critics. Only one dissertation, by Sarah DaNssusses in any level of detalil
the role of letters in Fielding’s works. Davis’s digaéion, however, differs substantially

from this one in that her discussion of letters iridtigy is restricted to the novAimelia

2 For this study, | will be following the lead of masgholars who exclud#onathan Wild

from discussions of Fielding’s novels on the grounds that tnk is not a fully-developed novel.
Paula McDowell in “Narrative Authority, Critical Compligi The Case aonathan Wild
provides the following list of "notable studies of Fieldingitidin” that exclud&Vild: Robert
Alter, Fielding and the Nature of the No\@B68); J. Paul Hunte@ccasional Form: Henry
Fielding and the Chains of Circumstand®76); Sheldon Sackgiction and the Shape of Belief:
A Study of Henry FieldingL964); and John J. Richetti “Representing an Under Clapsmrge
and Proletarians in Fielding and Smollett,” "The Oldi€rand the New Novel of the Mid-
Eighteenth Century: Narrative Authority in Fielding and Setgl' "Class Struggle Without
Class: Novelists and Magistrates," and "The Public Sphnadehe Eighteenth-Century Novel:
Social Criticism and Narrative Enactment.” For a colimeargument about whyonathan Wild
should be treated as a satire and not a novel see Rbldopkin's “Language and Comic Play
in Fielding’sJonathan Wild



and focuses more on the characters’ discussions efdettan the embedded letters
themselves.

The lack of critical attention to the use of embeddeadrein Fielding’s novels
does not indicate, though, that this is a topic unworflspualy. Instead, it is a reflection
of a general trend in eighteenth-century studies toidsthe importance of the
embedded letter to late seventeenth-century and eghteenth-century fiction. “Pure”
epistolary fiction has received a considerable amouatitidal attention because of the
overwhelming popularity of the epistolary works of SamuehBRrdson and because of
literary critics’ attempts in the 1980s to broaden thendno include the works of early
writers such as Delarivier Manley, Eliza Haywood, amdhva Behn, all of whom wrote
epistolary fiction. However, most critics have iged the existence of embedded letters
altogether or have presented the letters as Robertliday one of the earliest full-length
studies of the epistolary novélpld in Letters: Fiction before Richardsaas “mutations
[of early forms of the novel] which flourished for eng but gradually died out when a
new variety [the pure epistolary novel] more adaptableappeared on the scene” (116).
This vision of embedded letters as a left-over technigeateslly discarded in favor of a
better use of the letter, the pure epistolary novelccairate in some sense—the heavy
use of the embedded letter in fiction does lessen caoabiyeonce the pure epistolary
novel is “developed.” However, it would be a mistake towike letters as little more
than a device unskilled writers turned to because of habi@ause of a lack of skill,
particularly when discussing embedded letters in Fieldwgiks. This argument simply

cannot be applied to Fielding for two reasons: he is layhgkilled writer, adept at



writing dialogue, who did not need to turn to letterstmirporate the ideas of his
characters, and he deliberately severed any ties teney predecessors, so he would
be unlikely to embrace inexplicably only this particidapect of earlier British fiction,
while ignoring all others. Even with the lack of atien paid to embedded letters in
earlier fiction, it is surprising that such a frequentig aneaningfully-used element in a
author as frequently written about as Fielding has eenlexplored.

This study aims to address the lack of critical attenthat has been paid both to
the polyphonic elements of Fielding’s novels and theafiske embedded letter in his
works. Drawing on the work of Mikhail Bakhtin and Pet@bBnwitz, this study will
demonstrate how the imbedded lettedaseph AndrewandTom Jonesthe two most
seemingly monologic of Fielding’s novels, allows dr&ént voices and ideologies to enter
the works on a plane equal to the voice of Fielding'satar, making his novels
polyphonic. We will also examine how Amelig Fielding’s most seemingly polyphonic
novel, the embedded letter works to bring the authorsevimito the text in the absence
of an authoritative narrator. It is my contentiontthy their very design, the embedded
letters, outside the purview of the narrator, retiagirtown structure and integrity even
when they are made part of a larger whole; theretbeegontent of the letters and the
voices they contain remain independent in the texts.

| will begin by exploring the role of embedded letters apistolary novels in the
British novel tradition of the late seventeenthtaeypand early eighteenth century and
the relationship between letters and narrative voithase works. This first chapter

details the literary environment in which Fielding wroteylains what the epistle meant
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to both readers and writers of the period, and discusse$-ielding responds to the
epistolary novel irlhamelahis own ironic reworking of the form. Chapter two loaks
how the embedded letter functionslomseph Andrewly exploring how the decidedly
unromantic, rather controlling narrative persona ofrineel limits the amount of
sentiment that can be expressed in the novel and aslsmces readers from the
characters of the novel. But also how the embeddestdattfer a different, but equally
valid conception of Joseph’s character, which alloseslers to view Joseph as individual
with a voice independent of the author; moreover,dtiers bring into the text the voice
of sentimental fiction. Chapter three will explohe use of the embedded letteiTiom
Jones As with the second chapter, this chapter will begimaidiscussion of the
restrictions placed on readers by the intrusive and sme®bppressive narrator. We
will then look at how the embedded letters again cnealyggohony by allowing into the
text the voices of two different genres—the epistofaryel and letter-writing manuals—
the voices of different socio-economic groups, andsthees of ideologies other than the
narrator’s. Lastly, the fourth chapter will look at httve embedded letter plays a
different role in Fielding’s final noveBAmelig the most polyphonic of the three novels.
In Amelig the ever-present narrator who controls readers’iensand interpretations is
replaced by an inconsistently drawn figure who has vty duthority. The letters then

become a vehicle for the author’s perspective and sereemoral guide for the reader



Chapter One
Creating Authenticity and Polyphony: The Use of Lettersin the Early Novel

The birth of the Post Office, an increase in literayd a proliferation of writing
manuals all contributed to the rising importance and extense of the letter in
eighteenth-century British societyt seems only natural then that the letter also becam
an important part of popular literature of the time, patarly the novel. Both novels
containing embedded letters and “pure” epistolary novelse(adkat used only letters to
convey stories) surged in popularity immediately befdueing, and after Henry
Fielding’s lifetime. Writers as diverse as Aphra Beliliza Haywood, Daniel Defoe,
Samuel Richardson, Tobias Smollett, Fanny Burney, andAlasten all found the letter
to be a useful device in their quest to reflect the expes of individuals, and their
work created a natural and lasting connection betwestie=pand novels. While literary
critics have extensively analyzed the use of lettetke aforementioned authors’ works,
the use of letters in Henry Fielding’s fiction hamegned largely ignored.

In some respects it is not surprising that Fielding’s dgsmiedded letters has
received so little attention given the image thasiges in literary studies of Fielding as a
reactionary writer who summarily dismissed most efdantemporaries’ ideas about the
form, tone, method of characterization, and narratoiee that were appropriate for the

novel. From the moment Fielding publishgdamelain which he satirically rejects the

® For a more detailed discussion of the popularity and infliefitetter-writing manuals, see

Eve Taylor Bannet'&mpire of Letters: Letter Manuals and Transatlantic Correspondence,
1680-1820(2005) and Chapter 3 of this study; for a comprehensicasison of the Post
Office’s effects on epistolary practices see James HBpistolary Spaces: English Letter
Writing from the Foundation of the Post Office to Richardson’s €8a(2003) and Sara K.
Davis’s dissertation “Going Postal: Epistolarity in Eigiteh-and Early Nineteenth-Century
Fiction” (2008).

11



12

epistolary novel, the author-as-editor stance take®doguel Richardson and others, and
subjective, first-person narratives, Fielding has beemedeas working in opposition to his
contemporaries as he created a new conception obila. Because Fielding chose to
enter the world of narrative fiction with an unabasattdck on Richardson’s epistolary
novelPamela Richardson, in particular, became and to a largenexeenains Fielding’s
literary foil, and both Richardson’s and Fielding’s wgts have long been discussed and
judged in opposition to each another. In their analysikese authors’ works, literary
critics have conventionally emphasized the followingdamental differences between the
two authors’ approaches: Richardson focused on the partandaFielding, the universal;
Richardson took on the guise of editor in order to lemgweilitude to his writing, while
Fielding flaunted the artificiality of his narrativeRichardson faded into the background of
his novels as he gave voice to his characters’ stibnieagh first-person letters, while
Fielding remained always at the reader’s side throughtamsive and dominating third-
person narrator.

It is certainly true that these differences exist aad frelding did reject much of
what his contemporaries, particularly Richardson, eodatahowever, critics have often
let these differences direct their analysis oftthe men’s works, and consequently, in
order to maintain this tidy dichotomy, the presenceoaies “Richardsonian” elements or
devices such as letters in Fielding’s novels have bgerlooked. Because the use of
letters is inextricably linked to Richardson and subjectiemestic fiction, it may at first
seem odd to be discussing the role of letters in Figlgliiiction, but Fielding did, in fact,

use the epistle extensively in each of his three nraeels:Joseph Andrew§ om Jones
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andAmelia Literary critics’ failure to recognize in Fielding’s wa the literary epistle as
it was conceived of and used by writers like Richardsoreaad Daniel Defoe is
understandable, however, because Fielding did not ertidogpistle in the same way or
to the same effects as either of these writers. &d¥ichardson, and other early
epistolary novelists used letters primarily for thegmses of establishing the
verisimilitude of the first-person narratives thatytleéaimed were nonfictional writings.
In these works, letters served as “documentary evidehat'supported an author’s
contentions that the story he was presenting was “gehand “true” and that he was the
editor, not the author of the work. Letters went a lolay w helping to sustain and
legitimize the *“single objective world, illuminated bysingle authorial consciousness”
that these novelists presented to readers through itiséipérson narrators (Bakhtin
Problemst).

Fielding, with the publication ddhamelaon the other hand, clearly rejected the
idea that literature needed to appear to be nonfictiartabd it was advisable for authors
to present themselves as mere editors of autobiograptocks wo ensure that their
works seemed authentic. He decided instead to reve? iarthiciality of fiction by
creating an intrusive third-person narrator who openly asledges his role as the
“author” of a fictional text. Because of his differes¢as about the author/narrator’s role
in the novel, Fielding’s use of epistles and the implaey have on the authority and
strength of his narrative voice have little in commdtih Defoe’s and Richardson’s use
of letters. Interestingly enough, despite his almdsidrdislike of romances and his

desire to distinguish his writings from continental roces and their British imitators,
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Fielding’s use of the embedded letter is actually varylar to the way letters were used
in non-epistolary amatory fiction written by authousls as Eliza Haywood and Aphra
Behn. Amatory novelists did not often try to presenirtherk as nonfictional, as
epistolary novelists did, so they did not use letterseate authenticity; instead they
used letters to add much-needed subijectivity to the oftemtimenarratives provided by
the third-person narrative personas they developed. igglttillowing in their footsteps,
albeit unknowingly or subconsciously, also used thbesided letter as a way of
supplementing and even complicating the picture of thiefial world created by his
narrators. IndJoseph Andrews-ielding uses the embedded letter to infuse his work with
sentiment and to present characters in a way th#leogas the narrator’s presentation,
and inTom JonesFielding uses the letters to include in his work catimg ideologies
and voices.
Letters as Evidence in the Works of Daniel Defoe

In the late seventeenth century and early eightemnttury, two main factors
pushed many narrative fiction writers to claim, at lebstorically, that their works were
nonfiction: the British reading public made “authenticigyi “almost universal
requirement” of narrative fiction and many critics aedders expressed uneasiness about
the corruptive powers of realistic fiction (Day 86). Thenstant protestations that novels
[were] not novels, but ‘true histories™ that can berid in the prefaces and
advertisements of fictional works by authors such as®eahd Richardson reflect the
seriousness with which writers attempted to satisfy #hadiences’ desire for stories that

echoed their own lives and moral concerns (Day 85).pLidic’s insatiable demand for
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realistic fiction “promoted a search for mechanical desito make a stoseentrue
rather than a reliance on the mere announcemernit thas” (Day 86). Letters, which in
the eighteenth century were a part of virtually everi®daily life and were seen as
reflective of a writer’s true self, became an invalualgeice for infusing authenticity
into fiction works. As lan Watt points out, “lettesise the most direct material evidence
for the inner life of their writers that exist .and their reality is one which reveals the
subjective and private orientations of the writer bothati@s the recipient and the people
discussed, as well as the writer’s own inner being” (1913hbrt, letters seemed “real”
and “authentic,” and they proved to be easily adaptabletiorfi Letters could be used,
as they were in Daniel Defoe’s novels, as one ofithry devices that could be inserted
in a text to support the validity of the narrator'ainis or as the sole medium of
expression as they were in epistolary novels su@Gaasiel RichardsonBamela

Daniel Defoe was the first major novelist to make aceoted effort to persuade
readers to view his fictional works as nonfictional, audglkaphical stories that he had
merely edited for publication, not written. However, Rgbert Day points out, Defoe’s
complex relationship with truth telling and his reliancel@tters to legitimize his claims
of authenticity begin even before he started to wiateets. In 1704, Defoe published
The Stormwhat is now regarded as a partly fictional and partfuta account of a great
storm that hit England in November 1703. In this piecep®g@fromises to “no where
Trespass upon Fact” and to provide a documentary accotlré eform’s impact on the
city. One of his primary means of providing readers witfHaathentic” documentary

account of the storm is the inclusion of letterstemtallegedly by eyewitnesses. Despite
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his claim to veracity, however, most modern critiedve that at least some of the
letters were written by Defoe himself, even though tin@y have been based on
interviews he conducted with actual witnesses (Day 90) .idéwity of the “real”

authors of the letters is inconsequential here, batithportant to understand that Defoe
believed that imbedded letters could be used to convince reddbeslegitimacy of his
writing: “such an extensive use of the letter, autlwentifabricated, by the first
acknowledged English expert in literary verisimilitudey ocaly indicate that he
considered [the letter] a sovereign device for his purp¢Bes 90).

When Defoe turned to novel writing, he decided to contmselisingenuous
claims of authenticity by eschewing the title of autaond adopting the role of an
“editor.” Defoe, perhaps because of his background in jogmadr perhaps in an
attempt to shield himself from accusations of writingtless “lies” (i.e. fiction), went
to great lengths to construct and maintain the readedge of him as an editor. The
prefaces to his novels, in particular, became a spaeghiaih he made a case for his
novels’ authenticity and repeatedly distanced himseihfthe texts. In the preface to
Robinson Crusqdor example, Defoe claims that the book is “a jdstory of Fact;
neither is there any Appearance of Fiction in It”. (h)his preface tdoll Flanders,a
tale Defoe claimed on the title page to have adapted foft's “own Memorandums,”
he clearly distinguishes between his writings and ndwekscornfully and calculatingly
complaining that “the World is so taken up of late witbvslls and Romances” that it will
be difficult for a “private History” such as his “to baken for Genuine, where the Names

and other Circumstances of the Person are conce&@edié graciously leaves it up to
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the reader to “pass his own Opinion upon the ensuing Shieetglearly wants the
reader to believe that the work is true and real, unlig€¢Nlovels and Romances” written
by some of his contemporaries (3). Although Defoe doesoadkdge having to excise
“some of the vicious part of her Life” from Moll's ginal story in order to avoid “leud
Ideas” and “immodest Turns” and admits to putting Moll'shamords into “a Dress fit to
be seen,” he maintains that his reworking of Moll'sg&tays true to her own account
(4; 3). Defoe even goes so far as to anticipate reaolgjetions to some of the more
scandalous elements of the novel by claiming that “to tieeHistory of a wicked Life
repented of, necessarily requires that the wick’d Fentild be made as wicked as the
real History of it will bear” (4). The claims of verigy made in the preface are only one
part of Defoe’s attempts to make his work seem authdrgialso carefully constructs his
novels to give readers the sense that they are reading account of a historical person.
One of the ways Defoe sustains the impression of atithig throughout his
novels is by using “details . . . that give us an illnsad reality of life lived in the world
as we know it” (Rivero, Introduction ix). These “détasometimes come in the form of
descriptions of the often mundane details of his chasidivs and sometimes come in
the form of incorporated genres—diaries, letters, busidesuments, etc.—which once
inserted into the main narrative serve as documentary “pobttie accuracy and
validity of the narrator’s claims. IRobinson Crusqdor example, Defoe includes
Robinson’s journal, which details his everyday actividbeghe island, as “evidence” of
the realism of the story. The journal is clearly deed to create legitimacy as it adds

little to the plot of the story because it simplels many of the same events that have
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already been previously narrated Qalonel JackDefoe includes items like bills and
ship invoices to lend realism to the storyRoxannghe often uses charts and
tabulations, and iMoll Flanders he uses monetary tabulations and the embedded letter.
In Moll Flanders Defoe uses embedded letters to add credibility to Mdtlser
outrageous life story. Interestingly, none of Motwn letters is included in the text even
though Defoe describes Moll writing countless letters.aBseMoll Flandersis “based”
on Moll's own memorandums, it would not make sense B, as an editor, to be
privy to letters she sent away to people, some of whwmever saw again, as Moll
would never have needed to keep copies of the letters ste, &n unrealistic scenario.
More importantly, Defoe did not embed letters “writtday’ Moll into the novel because
letters by Moll simply would not have fulfilled the purgosf the embedded letter:
lending credibility to the highly subjective main nawatilinstead, Defoe embeds letters
from other characters written to Moll in an effortamister Moll's first-person account of
her life, which given the inherent subjectivity of an aidglaphical story does not
always strike readers as honest or truthful. The embeétters inMoll Flandersadd
little of importance to the story and Defoe could easdye had Moll summarize the
contents of the letters in the main narrative; howebery do serve as documentation of
Moll's claims and provide the narrative with a senshistoricity. They also serve as
corroboration of Defoe’s claims thitoll Flandersis a faithful accounting of the “real”
Moll's life, as the letters appear to readers as thirtyghycumentary evidence that
supports Defoe’s version of Moll's life. Defoe’s claohbeing an editor who merely

“dresses up” the writings of another rather than ancauwtio fabricates stories
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“displaces [Defoe] from the central, creative r@ad by doing so denies his connection
to the work. This act of disavowment shifts the focithe narrative to the being of the
protagonist, to the authenticity of the document, to thisineilar human life itself” (L.
Davis 16). Letters become the “evidence” and documentafitdme novel's authenticity,
and as the writer/editor slips into the background, the ctearacter, as author/narrator
of her own story becomes more pronounced.

At first glance, the disappearance of the “author’'stgpthe adoption of a first-
person narrator who does not appear to be a directstdodthe author (he/she is from
a different educational background, social class, or efrardifferent gender than the
author), and the inclusion of letters expressing the sa¢®ther characters would all
seem to contribute to creating a polyphonic text, aitewthich the voices of the
characters are not drowned out by the author’s voicsed solely to support a single
authorial vision of the world. However, upon closer ewmwn of Defoe’s writings, it
becomes clear that the disappearance of Defoe’séV@aeally just an illusion, as
Defoe’s characters are quite clearly more ideologiagbets than fully actualized
individuals with their own voices. In place of authonatration or commentary, Defoe
has simply made his protagonists obvious spokespeople fogligneus and moral
messages he wished to impart to his audience. As Alexi3awd points out, “the voices
of Defoe’s characters are all unmistakably the vofd&@r author” (21). In Townsend’s
comparison of the narratorsAnJournal of the Plague YedRoxana andRobinson

Crusoeg he concludes the following:
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all three narrators begin from the same point;raltd ‘squeeze’ into each of their

sentences as much factual detail as possible. Thensergucture, or what we

might refer to as the speech pattern, of all threensarkably similar; each speaks
in long sentences punctuated by short subordinated clandast,IDefoe
establishes the same kind of idiolect for all his characand, in turn, they begin
to share the same kind of temperament so that the adstiattions between

separate personalities become blurred. (21)

Despite Defoe’s best efforts to create realistichewtic stories, his own voice and his
own ideas expressed through his first-person narratone tw so dominate the text that
all other voices and ideas are subsumed by his totalsmgn and do not achieve
freedom of expression.

Even the embedded lettershitoll Flandersand other incorporated genres used in
his novels, while ostensibly giving characters a vaidie text, do not end up
significantly creating polyphony in the text because thaly serve to add validity and
authenticity to Defoe’s authorial vision. Because #itels are being used as evidence of
the authenticity of the single, subjective perspectiib® narrator, a perspective under
the complete control of the author, the voices gayain do not enter the novel on an
equal plane to Defoe/Moll's voice. The letters sesweply as illustrations of Moll's
account of life rather than the vocalization of ottlearacters’ perspectives. In Defoe’s
novels, like other monologic works, “the authorial \eois the ultimately single
authoritative and controlling voice in the text to whitlax@acter voices are subjugated”

(Townsend 14).
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Authors/Editors, Fiction/Nonfiction: The Blurring of Lines in Earlgigolary Novels

The letter’s potential to add authenticity to a ficabtext, as evidenced by
Defoe’s use of the embedded letter, is further developdtipurely epistolary works
that gained mass popularity in the long eighteenth cgnure epistolary works,
whether they be collections of letters for writimgtructions, the correspondence of a
historical person, journalistic letters describing a fprdand, or epistolary novels, sated
the reading public’s voyeuristic desire for works thatectéd the emotions, experiences,
and thoughts of “real” people. For the novelist who widioeepresent his or her fiction as
“real,” constructing a work entirely of letters allosveim or her to develop further the
illusion of nonfiction by entirely supplanting the autlamd narrator’s view of a fictional
world with the “private” thoughts and feelings of a “realgms” expressed in his or her
own voice.

As an “editor,” Defoe acknowledged rewriting or adaptingchiaracters’
writings, admitting to authorship of at least some elet® of the text; epistolary
novelists, however, took claims to authenticity step further and often claimed to have
made no substantial alterations to the letters theg weesenting. Consequently, their
“authorial” voice appears to be entirely absent froetdxt. The epistolary form allowed
writers to create “distance . . . between themsedwnelstheir novels” and give their stories
a “legitimate autonomy of its own, the author beingrely the editor of a manuscript
trove” (L. Davis 177). After all, what could be more “auttie” than a collection of
“real” letters not written for publication but for prieatommunication between lovers

and family members, letters that are presented toneadan unadulterated state? Given
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that “letters . . . had long been conventionally regardegspecially intimate revelations
of a person’s true nature,” the author is able to providéams with the voyeuristic
pleasure of taking a journey into the minds of “real’gle@nd getting an authentic
sense of their lives (Day 90). In order for this sensautiienticity to be established and
maintained, however, readers had to believe, at leasentanly, that they were reading
letters written by the “characters” featured in theystnot the author. Writers of
epistolary novels, consequently, went to great lengshisefoe did to convince their
readers that they really were merely editors of antttyefound materials. To do this,
writers and their publishers frequently relied on both athemnents and prefaces as
vehicles for their claims of verisimilitude.

Advertisements featured in newspapers and in the frehback of novels in the
first half of the eighteenth century were used to $gtrihe intimacy of revelations
presented in letters as adding to the value of the wotbgslksellers were marketing
(Day 95). The advertisement sections of contemporasgp@pers, such as tBaily
Post theLondon PostandAthenian Gazettewith their countless advertisements for
epistolary works claiming to tell authentic stories ofetént varieties, are a testament to
booksellers efforts to “satisfy the public’s demand foué’ stories” and also “[letter
writing’s] peculiar advantages in this respect” (Day 98)jvértisers were so thorough in
their attempts to capitalize on the popularity of st@iliterature that it is often very
difficult to definitively classify some of the workeing advertised as “factual’ or
“fictional.” For one thing, the advertisement pagesespapers did not distinguish

between or separately advertise fictional and nonfiatisorks, so readers really did



23

have to rely on the bookseller’s description of a worlletermine authenticity. The
claims of the booksellers did not often provide mulehity, however, because their
claims were often deliberately ambiguous or even downhsiglirious. For example, one
could find all the following titles listed side by sidearsingle day’s advertisement page:
Advice to Clergy. In Six Sermos Mathematical Compendium; Contemplations Moral
and Divine Familiar Letters from the late famous Mrs. Phillips to the BieCharles
Cottrell, under the name of Orinda to PolyarchasdA Letter to a Friend, giving some
Account of the Proceedings in her Majesty’s court of Queen’s B&asly Courant
April 12, 1705). While it is readily apparent that thavice to Clergy in Six Sermgns
Mathematical CompendiuamdContemplations Moral and Divingre nonfictional, the
categorization of the other works is a bit more problesnatie the letter recounting
court proceedings and the letters of a famous authody™peanplete fiction, or
somewhere in between?

A close inspection of the advertisement Familiar Letters from the late famous
Mrs. Phillips (April 12, 1705) perfectly illustrates how blurred the lindetween fact
and fiction in literature of the eighteenth centurp. t@e one hand, the book presented in
the advertisement appears to be a novel because oftlod e unrealistic/romantic
names in the title and the advertisement’s seemingpyabable claim that this edition
has been “printed from the originals found in Sir Césld Cabinet since his Death,” a
claim that sounds familiarly like the “discovered lettepe” employed by “editors” of
epistolary novels to explain how they came into passasf the collections they were

publishing (L. Davis 117). On the other hand, the advertiseofnts that it is not a
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fictional work, as perhaps the title implies, but thag actually the “familiar letters from
the late famous Mrs. Phillips to the late Sir Charlettr€l"—two “real’ historical people
with whom many readers may have been familiar—simpliten “under the Name or
Orinda to Polyarchus.” The actual “truth” about thehauticity of the work is as unclear
as the advertisement; as Ellen Moody explains, althpoghand playwright Katherine
Philips’s letters “are generally accepted as authdhigy, have been tampered with by
polishing, pruning, and, perhaps, sensationalizing.” As this aisesrent demonstrates,
the line between fact and fiction in eighteenth-cegntiterature was very unclear, as even
“real” letters of historical personages were not publisheteir original, “authentic”

state.

Epistolary novelists took advantage of and contributed toltireing of fact and
fiction in advertisements, but the degree of obfuscati@dvertisements varied greatly.
Sometimes the booksellers advertising fictional worksaty implied authenticity as is
the case in the advertisement ff@tters from a Lady at Paris to a Lady at Avigrfioand
in theDaily Courant(June 16, 1716) and sometimes, as in the caBestfBoy Rob’d of
his Packetthe bookseller’'s advertisements contain blatant fajwitsand falsehoods
about the work’s origin. The advertisement ffetters from a Lady at Paris to a Lady at
Avignonmerely implies that the text is not a novel: tdgeatisement does not make
mention of an author, and it claims that the workiams “a particular account of that
city, the Politicks, Intrigues, Gallentry, and Sedrgdtory of Persons of the high Quality
in France” and a “true copy of [Lewis the XIV, latenigiof France’s] will,” giving the

impression that these letters are the authentiespondence of two women residing in
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France. However, the work is indeed a novel, a fattvtbald only be revealed if one
looked at the title page of the actual printed text whdemiifies Mme DuNoyer as the
author, not editor, of the work.

Advertisements for Charles Gildon’s extremely pop&last Boy Rob’d of his
Mail leave ambiguity far behind and their specious clainaitienticity demonstrate the
“elaborate devices of verisimilitude” many booksellers amthors “thought appropriate
and necessary in an epistolary collection” (Day 9h)thé “Booksellers Advertisement
to the Reader” the publisher claims that “there canobgoubt of the Truth of the Matter
of Fact, or at least of a Probability of Truth” t@ttlaims about the book’s veracity
because the “Post has too often here in Englanteen rob'd” (qtd in Day 91) The
publisher also proactively refutes potential problems readayshave with the collection
improbably containing no letters of news by writing, “Ityni®e wondered that in all
these Mails pretended to be robb’d, there should in stiolesof Action be no Letters of
News, or any Account of the late Intreagues. But | dék&se Gentlemen to have
Patience till they see the Second Volume” (gtd in BRy Here, the advertiser both
cleverly diffuses suspicions about the authenticithisfwork and tantalizes readers with
the promise of a more letters to come. Despite the ghésls claim to the contraripost
Boy Rob’'d of his Maiis simply a fictional work that capitalized on readdesire for

glimpses into the lives of real people. Although théntdamade in these advertisements

*  The authorship of this advertisement is unknown, but Dagvislit was probably written

by the novel’s publisher John Dunton (91).
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may seem outrageous to modern readers, the ambiguity aighbdaception found in
advertisements like these were not anomalous.

In addition to using advertising to assure readers ofdhéity of their work,
epistolary novelists also used the prefaces of tleiels. Such claims of authenticity can
be found in the preface of works such as the anonymoudigraafThe Adventures of
Lindamira, A Lady of Quality Written by her own Hatalher Friendin the Country
The author of this novel is not content merely to @oelthe text’s authenticity in the
title; in the preface, he promises readers that thetbimg he has done to the letters
created by the “artless Pen” of Lindamira is to “cortée Style, where the rules of

Grammar and humour of the English language requir'd arasiton.”

He is also quick
to point out that none of the writer’s “natural pasSiwvas lost in the revisions and to
assure readers that the text in no way “depart[s] framatural softness of the Female
Pen.” This author-disguised-as-editor even goes so faradaim that his work is
superior to the “feign’d Adventures of a fabulous Knightalgtry” found in “histories of
foreign Amours,” which have met with the approbatiofcaglish readers, on the
grounds that the work he is publishing has “the weight ofittogthind it. Similar claims
can be found in countless other epistolary novels gb¢hied, such as the also

anonymously authoretihe Jilted BridegroomThis novel begins with a letter to readers

in which the “editor” claims:

5 The author of this novel remains unknown, although &villGraves, editor of the 1972

facsimile copy of the novel, speculates that the prefackel t@ve been written by the publisher
Thomas Brown.
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the following Letter was sent to me,"ldf December last, and the Characters and

Accidents therein are not made up of fictitious andiifals Tales, but they are

composed of clear Matter of Fact, transacted not istarti Age, but an Intreague

of the last Year.
The “editor”/lucky recipient of the letter goes @ndlaim that “above an Hundred
Gentleman and ladies have seen Floria’s Originaktgtthat further proves his
contention that the work is nonfictional. While it isgossible to gauge how seriously
writers wanted their readers to take their claims, thentdess advertisements and
prefaces devoted to claims of veracity clearly refieeteighteenth-century belief that
letters were a credible vehicle for realistic storijrigl

In a discussion of denials of authorship and claims dfesnticity made in the
prefaces of eighteenth-century novels, one can ngéfpof course, one of the most
famous prefaces in which an author claimed to be maresditor of a nonfictional text:
the preface Samuel Richardson attached to his iRarakla one of the most popular
novels of the eighteenth century. Much like his otkdow epistolary novelists,
Richardson cultivated the persona of editor when publidhargelaand subsequent
novels, although his efforts to establish the veradityi®works went even further than
most of his contemporari€sUsing advertisements, editor’s prefaces, introductiand,

“puff pieces” in the form of letters included at theylmming of the novel, Richardson and

®  Because the purpose of this chapter is simply tocgintext for Fielding’s early reaction to

his contemporaries’ use of the letter, as se&@hamelaand his preface to his Sarah Fielding’s
Familiar Letters between the Principal Characters in David Sinipfel7), | will focus only on
Richardson’s first noveRamela because it is the novel that most directly influenced the
opinions Fielding expressed in these two works.
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his publishers went to great lengths to convince readearBanaelawas indeed the
authentic, first-person account of a servant girl whagmesd her chastity under great
duress.

The first advertisements fétamelapresented the work as “a series of familiar
letters from a Beautiful Young Damsel to her Pareat&f made no mention of
Richardson as author, or even editor, implying thatetters contained in the work were
real. As we have seen above, these claims welg $é&ndard for the epistolary novel,
and it is true that Richardson, Charles Rivington, aih Dsborn did not initially do
more than an average amount of advertising for thedttion ofPamela(Keymer,
Pamela Controversyl).  However, after the first edition sparked challengethe
novel's authenticity and morality and inspired unautteatigzequels, the three decided to
step up their promotional efforts to counteract nega@reéiment. Soon London
newspapers were “flooded with belligerent advertising’tiie novel (Keymer?amela
Controversyxl). Richardson and his editors’ promotional effortshe years that
followed the publication of the first edition Bamelabecame “almost as controversial as
Pamelaitself” and the subject of great ridicule at the hamidBielding and other “anti-
Pamelists” (KeymerPamela Controversyxxix).

In the second and many subsequent editions of Pamela hrsdtwo-volume
continuation of Pamela, Richardson went to great lertgthentrol the image he created
of Pamela as an author and himself as an editor. ¥ersement attached to Volumes

Three and Four damelawhich included Pamela’s letters that had been written

" Charles Rivington and John Osborn were the publishdr&asproprietors” ofPamela
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Afterwards, In her Exalted Condition, Between Her, and Persongyafd=and Quality,
upon the most Important and Entertaining Subjastgjst one such effort that reflects
this new publicity campaign. In this advertisement, Ridson condemned other writers
who had presented Pamela as a fictional character landnwvtreating her as such dared
to continue her story by writing sequels to his novel:
There being Reason to apprehend, from the former Atteohigstsme Imitators,
who, supposing the Story of Pamela a Fiction, have murtatdexcellent Lady,
and mistaken and misrepresented other (suppos’d imaginarsgctdrs, that
Persons may not be wanting, who will impose new Contimg upon the
Publick. It is with this View to some Designs of thistile, that the Editor . . .
gives this publick Assurance, by way of Prevention, Th&@pies of Mrs. B’s
Observations and Writings . . . are now in One Hand Qrd9).
While this part of the advertisement can be viewed peagtically as Richardson trying
to protect the copyright of his work and consequently prengmtiher writers from
profiting from unauthorized continuations of Pamela’sysemd/or as an attempt to end
the public humiliation of the continued publication of dpdimela writings, it also
demonstrates that at least, rhetorically, if not stiallly, Richardson wished to continue
to downplay his role as an author and emphasize therdidity of the “documents” that
make up Pamela’s story.
Richardson’s efforts to establish and maintain thesirariitude of his epistolary
novel were not limited simply to advertisements; ls® alsed a preface, an introduction,

and several “letters to the editor” to bolster his ctaiin the preface to the first edition of
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Pamela he claims that as the editor of the work he canrasgaders that the letters in
Pamelahave “their foundation both in Truth and Nature,” notién (Pamela31). He

also claims disingenuously that his own recommendatitimedtbook is particularly
credible because as an editor, “[he] can judge with gaitiality which is rarely found

in an Author” (31). In the prefaces to the sixth editad Pamelaand to his two-volume
sequel tdPamela we can also see his continued efforts to preseneRas a historical
person. In the sixth edition, Richardson adds to tlggnali preface a short paragraph
that is intended to address the public’s interest in findurtghe identity of the real
Pamela. Here, Richardson confirms the existence mdad’“Pamela while cleverly
avoiding having to produce any concrete details about her vimeresa Richardson
acknowledges that he has been “been much press’d withtumjiges and Conjectures in
relation to the Person and Family of the incomparhatg/, who is the Subject of these
Volumes,” but he regretfully concludes that he onlydéat Liberty to say . . . that the
Story has its Foundation in Truth: And that there wasaessity, for obvious Reasons, to
vary and disguise some Facts and Circumstances,cathaldlames of Persons, Places
&c” (Preface 138).

The sequel t?amelaalso contains this preface but with the addition otsjge
dates for the actions contained@amela Richardson tells readers that “the most material
incidents [in the text] happen’d between the Years 1717 and 1I26). As the
continual addition of more specific and concrete detaitbe “real” Pamela’s biography

illustrates, Richardson was deeply invested in having redwdieve, or at least pretend
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to believe, thaPamelawas not in fact a fictional product created by an aytat a
authentic reflection of a servant girl's real lifepexiences.

Richardson’s desire to focus readers’ and critics’ ateraway from himself as a
writer and onto Pamela as a young epistolarian hds to large part with the
transgressive nature of his novel. Richardson presentedihaasemorally upright
editor who generously passed onto the public the truengsitof a young girl in an effort
to “cultivate the Principles of Virtue and Religion the Minds of the Youth of Both
Sexes” Pamela28). This stance was designed to protect him, at leaséamyt, from
criticism of the sometimes provocative scenes of demuand from criticism of the
text’s challenges to the contemporary social hierar@eyMichael McKeon explains, if
readers believe that Pamela is real and that Richaigsoerely an editor of her own
words, therPamelabecomes a “documentary history,” not a “romance”iand
“singularly qualified thereby for moral instruction and impement” Qrigins 357).
Nonfictional (i.e. “truthful”) works were consideredrimsically more morally instructive
than realistic fiction, and realistic fiction wasdely considered little more than immoral
“lies” that possessed great potential for corruptingngoumpressionable readers. If
readers believPamelais nonfiction, then the scenes of seduction would natdweed
as titillating, as perhaps they would be in a fictideat; instead, they would be viewed
as instructive vignettes because they are “real” examtsare included in the story only
to preserve the “truth” and consequently to serve as waithings of the real dangers a
young girl might face in the world. Richardson’s eddl stance allows him to include

risqué and controversial scenes without having to facg dandusations of immorality.
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Similar to Defoe’s efforts, Richardson’s attempt to sappthe figure of the
author, “who, with a single voice, is prone to sounidda directly didactic,” with a first-
person epistolary narrative first appears to be a dedkat should lead to increased
polyphony in his novel (Townsend 63). However, upon clasgydction it becomes clear
that Richardson, much like Defoe, simply opted to ntakdirst-person narrator the
embodiment of his own ideology and morality, a chaaatho does not possess a fully
realized voice that is independent of the author. Beddaseela’s story is told from a
single, subjective perspective, the letters in the inoneide no more polyvocality than a
narrative with an acknowledged author and a controlling{barson narrator. Pamela
becomes a pawn, and too many times in the novel it bexclaar that we are hearing
the voice of Richardson the moralist, not Pamelaéneing girl. As Alex Townsend
points out, “the strain caused by the single focus@pist form, not only undermines
Richardson’s didactic intent, but also the authent@itamela. We see, exposed behind
the scenes, the author trying frantically to make the reasd the illusion work” (68). In
the endPamelaproves to be little more polyphonic than Defoe’s nswesdre®
Henry Fielding’s Shamela: Reimagining the Epistolary Novel

With the publication oShamelahis scathing parody éfamela Henry Fielding
entered the world of novel writing with what can only leessified as a direct attack on

his contemporaries’ conceptions of the novel. In hisisaéworking of Richardson’s

8 It must be acknowledged that Richardson was awahe difnitations created by a single

epistolary narrator and his next nov@larissg is more polyphonic thaRamelabecause of his
choice to include multiple correspondents, thereby giving #ngeremore than a single
perspective on events.



33

novel, Fielding questioned both Richardson’s claims ofentttity and his choice of the
epistolary form. Fielding’s particular antipathy fbetepistolary novel can be seen not
only through this mock epistolary novel but also throughtitrsh opinions he expressed
in the preface of his sister Sarah Fielding’s epastohovelFamiliar Letters between the
Principal Characters in David Simpl@747) In these two works, Fielding makes it clear
that he believes the epistolary form is far from thost appropriate method for narration
in a novel.

Although Fielding wrote several letters included in his sst®vel and wrote
what can largely be considered a complimentary praat®e work, the preface of
Familiar Lettersmarks one of the few places where Fielding explidigcusses his
disdain for the epistolary form:

The taste of the public, with regard to epistolary wgitihaving been much

vitiated by some modern authors, it may not be amigseimise some short

matter concerning it in this place, that the reader nayexpect another kind of
entertainment than he will meet with in the follogripapers, nor impute the

author’s designed deviation from the common road, to astake or error. (421)
Fielding goes on to make it clear that he would considesdif one of the modern
authors who “vitiates” epistolary fiction and that lisrares his sister’s novel precisely
because it is not a not a “typical” epistolary novédle implication here is, of course, that
the standard epistolary novel is not a form worthgraise. In order to explain how

Sarah’s novel is unlike many of its contemporaries aacktare praiseworthy, Fielding
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spends a good deal of the preface classifying the diffeypes of letters that have
captivated the attention of critics and the reading public

In his explanation of the various subgenres of therleltielding does
acknowledge that letters are a means through which arpeascand often does reveal
his or her true self, but he ultimately calls into giaeshis contemporaries’ use of letters
in literature. The first subgenre of letters thatdiied discusses consists of letters both
“ancient [and] modern, which have been written by mea hdwve filled up the principal
characters on the stage of life, upon great and memaretdsions” (421). Of these
letters, Fielding approves, calling them “the most autbenémorials of facts” and
arguing that they “serve greatly to illustrate the tharacter of the writer” (421).
Fielding then goes on to discuss letters that “mayyedsshort romances” and letters
“which passed between men of eminence in the republitecdiiure” (421, 422). These
two subgenres of letters also have, according to Fielttimgyy several merits” (422).
Fielding is not, however, as generous with his praisenitreomes to two other types of
letters “with which the moderns have very plentifidlypplied the world” and for which
he says he will “not be very profuse in [his] encomsll: love letters and letters of
conversation (422). Fielding dismisses these lettergusecthey “[contain] the private
affairs of persons of no consequence to the public, aitrepolitical or learned
consideration, or indeed in any considerations whateg4e?). With his claims to see no
value in reading the letters of ordinary people, Fieldiegrly rejects the very
foundations of the epistolary novel, which claimeexplore the lives of everyday

people through their own writing.
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In the ensuing discussion of letters of conversatigidifg argues that the
“familiar easy style” that is favored in lettersaainversation is only appropriate for the
familiar letter, which was meant to be exchanged andpaeately, and “is not at all
requisite, either to letters of business . . . or tee¢han the subject of literature and
criticism” (422, 423). Again Fielding is rejecting exactlyavhhe epistolary novel,
particularly Richardson’s, celebrated: authentic-soundittgrls with a familiar, easy
style, letters that might conceivably have been between real people in their daily
lives. Fielding claims it is not his “purpose here to #vatlarge dissertation on style in
general, nor to assign what is proper to the historidat ¥o the romance, and what to
the novel writer,” but he essentially does just thahis most openly damning
commentary on the epistolary novel he writes, “m@ds lis [the familiar easy style]
adapted to the novel or story-writer; . . . And sure m® will contend, that the epistolary
style is in general the most proper to a novelist, atr itthath been used by the best
writers of this kind” (423). Fielding not only says thia¢ tepistolary form is inappropriate
for the novel, he also offers a less than flatteeirglanation for why a writer might
choose this genre: he claims that the only “advantageéls in using letters to construct
a novel is that “by making use of the letters the wigdreed from the regular
beginnings and conclusions of stories, with some otherdfires, in which the reader of
taste finds no less ease and advantage than the auttsmifhi(424). With great ease,
Fielding essentially reduces the epistolary novel t@eermethod of convenience that is

employed by the lazy or unsophisticated writer.
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Fielding’s opinions about the epistolary novel are glsite evident irShamela
his bitingly satiric response to RichardsoR@melaand to its immense popularity.
Fielding’s saw the reading public’s “frenzy o\Ramelalas] only the most recent and
salient symptom of what [he] regarded as a generallshs@der manifest in virtually
every area of public life, whether in letters or in podi or religion” (BattestinL.ife 303).
Like many “anti-Pamelists,” Fielding simply could notdenstand why readers would so
enthusiastically embrace what he believed to besmllite story that, under the guise of
moral instruction, provided readers with an immoral amgkuristic tale of seduction. In
addition to objecting to the seemingly mixed moral messagéhe text, Fielding also
objected to the implications of the novel’s plot, agdiethat a servant girl marrying her
master upset the natural order of things and sent thegwnessage to young, easily
influenced readers. Through the character of ParsonrQlit® many view as Fielding’s
second self in the novel, Fielding explained what he thotghactual moral message of
Pamelawas:

The instruction it conveys to servant-maids, isjikhvery plainly this, to look to

their masters as sharp as they can. The consequaEnekigh will be, beside

their neglect of their business, and the using of alimer of means to come at

ornaments of their persons, that if the master isrfool, they will be debauched

by him and if he is a fool, they will marry him. (12)

®  Although it is clear that Fielding most likely didt know Richardson was the author of

Pamelawhen he wrot&hamelafor the sake of clarity and consistency, | will useardson’s
name rather than the generic term “the author” when disguBglding’s criticisms oPamela
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One might classify these comments and even the vdi@bamelaas simply “a nervous
patrician defence of established hierarchies that refussdntd inter-class marriage as
anything other than a devious contrivance and the preludeitd sollapse” (Keymer,
Introduction xv). Fielding’s objections ®amela however, were not strictly based on the
subversive message of the text; what is of perhaps mimest to this study are the
objections Fielding raised about Richardson’s selectidrearcution of the epistolary
form. In ShamelaFielding took aim at four particular aspects of the gmistolary novel
and Richardson’s use of themRamelain particular: the author’s stance as editor, the
elaborate efforts the author went to in order to naanthis illusion, the unreliability of
the “self-interested” narrators of epistolary noyelsd Richardson’s “writing to the
moment” technique.

As discussed earlier, Richardson, as did many otheeraif pure epistolary
fiction, took on the role of editor instead of authoPmmela,and it was this stance that
became the primary target of Fielding’s satir&iramelaFielding seemed determined to
“break the illusion of authenticity” created by Richards@uthorial disavowal and to
“[bring] attention to Richardson as the author, plagg[mm squarely to blame” for the
artistic ineptitudes and questionable moralityPafnela(RichettiEnglish Novell24). As
Albert Rivero points out, “Fielding’s target . . . is @t much the self-serving story told
by Pamela, because as the authd®@ldmelansinuates, there is no Pamela. His real
target is the author ¢famela who, by covering himself in the mantle of Pamelarsue,
makes a profit while pretending to retail moral instruc{@h2-3). Fielding’s desire to

draw Richardson into the spotlight and expose his clafrastbenticity as fraudulent is
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evident in many aspects of the text, but none morezsottie very premise of his novel,
which promises in its title to “expose and refute he.ihany notorious Falshoods and
Misrepresentations of a Book callBdmeld (4).

In Fielding’s burlesque of Richardson'’s tale, it is regdahat Pamela, whose real
name is “Shamela,” was not a modest maid who rediseednfair advances of her
employer and maintained her virtue in the face of gresgsoire, aBamelas “editor’
claimed. Instead, readers are told that Shamela/Pavaslanly pretending to be
offended by Mr. Booby’s advances, and that in factv&e manipulating him into
falling in love with her so she could gain financial sip#s his mistress. Shamela
eventually pushes for marriage, not because her “vartueanids it, but because she
believes it is a more profitable and lasting financiedgement. In this new version of
Pamela’s story, “Fielding undermines the authority of ficten by creating a
counterfiction, by fashioning a text that, while fictionalims to get at the ‘truth’ by
revealing the ‘real’ events misrepresented in a previexts (Rivero 213). Richardson’s
version of the story is exposed as inauthentic, angrédmaise oShamelamakes the
editor appear at best a fool who was duped by the scherageda, and at worst,
someone who was complicit in Shamela’s lies.

Fielding does not leave readers in the dark about how J#arife came to be
misrepresented iRamela.Instead, he incorporates into the novel an explamdbiothe
existence of th®amelamanuscript that further vilifies the authorfdmela and in
Fielding’s explanation of howamelacame to be, he makes his most pointed attack on

Richardson. In one of her letters, Shamela reveatsMih. Booby has decided that he



39

wants a “Book made about him and [her]” (40). The duplicitearson Williams assures
the two that he knows of a person who “does that $d3tisiness for Folks” and who
could make them “all great People,” although Shamela aileio have her name
changed because “the first Syllable hath too comi&dund” (40). Shamela is reluctant
to engage in this endeavor because she does not want tescanfeof her secrets, but
Williams assures her that that the gentleman wrigekrfows “never asked more than a
few Names of his Customers, and that he made ategteut of his Head” (41).

Williams goes on to tell Shamela that she is mistakehe “apprehend[s] any Truths are
to be delivered” in a book of this type (41). In his explems of how Shamela’s life
came to be falsely represented to the publamela Fielding presents Richardson as a
figure of ridicule: a hack writer who crafts misleadangd fake autobiographies for
money.

It is not just Richardson’s claim to authenticity tR&lding mocks; he also
satirizes the great lengths to which Richardson wemntaiotain the illusion. Fielding’s
first attack on this front can be seen on the titlgepaf Shamelaon which Fielding
claims, tongue-in-cheek, th&hamelds entirely made up of “exact Copies of authentick
Papers delivered to the Editor,” mocking Richardson’siocoatl assurances to readers
that he possessed the only authentic papers that conRanegla’s story (4). Fielding
also includes irBhamelaseveral prefatory letters that satirize the complitaey letters
that Richardson and his editor affixed to the second @oseguent editions ¢famela
One letter in particular—Fielding’s “letter to the editfrom the “editor himself’—can

be seen as an open attack on Richardson’s clainerisfrailitude (7). This self-
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congratulatory letter, which asks the editor to reveal he came to have Shamela’s
writings, highlights the falsity of Richardson’s letterreaders in which he claims to be
objectively analyzing and recommending the work as atdigsted editor.

Fielding not only objected to the dishonesty and egoisRiahardson pretending
to be an editor so that he could insulate himself fratitism and surreptitiously
promote his own writing, he was also bothered by Richarsl&tumsy execution of
Pamela’s story. In particular, Fielding objected toittw®ngruity of Richardson using a
first-person, epistolary narrative to tell the stofya modest and chaste maidservant.
Quite naturally, Fielding saw that Richardson’s choica first-person narrative for this
story ‘place[d] a strain on the credibility of Panigleharacter,” as Pamela must “present
herself as modest yet at the same time busily reditftegpraise that comes her way”
(Hawley xiii). Because of Richardson’s choice to presamiself as an editor of the text
and Pamela as the “author of the text” instead oticigea third-person narrator to tell
Pamela’s story, readers must rely on only Pamela/®ably subjective presentation of
her own superior virtues. Naturally, the question of Paimdlias arises in the minds of
readers as they read Pamela’s seemingly endless diestsript the good things people
say about her, and it is this inconsistency that proviagding with the basis for much
of the satire irShamelaAs Keymer suggests, “subjectingrRelato a subversive yet
plausible reinterpretation . . . exposes the indetegyiodmeaning inherent in epistolary
narrative, reliant as it is on the reader’s willingh&s accept the veracity of a self-
interested narrator” (“Introduction” xiv). It is quite @bus, even to the most accepting

readers, that Pamela has a vested interest in appeatungugiand modest because she
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would not wish to be seen as complicit in anyway in B1s. seduction. Ir'Shamela
Fielding plays on readers’ suspicions of Pamela’s metand obvious self-interest by
claiming to reveal just how skewed her presentatiorvenes was.

The actual events &hamelaclosely mirror those dPamelabut with Fielding
revealing to readers what Pamela had “really” been tingn&nd feeling during these
episodes. In Fielding’s reworking of the story, readieic dut that the letters that made
up Pamela were a “Misrepresentation of the Facts” d&R@version of the Truth,” and
that Pamela is not actually a simple, chaste chamdudr but a “little Jade” who sets out
to seduce her master and trick him into supporting her (RegetR). Fielding satirizes the
unreliability of Richardson’s narrative technique by providiegesal correspondents to
tell the “true story” of Pamela/Shamela, and “the tgrad letter writers irShamela
works directly and explicitly to challenge the authengioit any one writer’s presentation
of events” (Campbell 118). Instead of having to rely onqgun& person’s vision of the
story, a person whose objectivity is questionable, readersow privy to Shamela’s, her
mother’s, Parson Williams’s, and Mrs. Jervis’s vemsid events. With the addition of
multiple correspondent§hamelamplies that it is only because readers are nowtable
see the events through more than one perspectivéndhaivill be able to understand the
“true” story of Pamela/Shamela.

One of the most pointed satires of Pamela’s unrdtyalbis a narrator is the scene
in which Shamela reveals the truth behind Mr. B/Boobitsnapted rape of her. In
Pamela the scene in which Mr. B sneaks into Pamela’s ranthattempts to rape her is

one of the most terror-inducing moments of the wholeehd®eaders hold their breath as
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Pamela struggles to get away from Mr. B and then anxiousilg to see if Pamela will
recover from the two-hour swoon she falls into afeng frightened nearly to death. In
Shamela’s version of the story, Shamela deliberdalyes her door unlocked and
“sham[s] a Sleep” to allow Booby access to her rodme. \Baits until Booby “steals his
Hand into [her] Bosom” before she pretends to awakdrbarovercome with terror (18).
In “reality,” Shamela has difficulty controlling he€Cbuntenance” during the phony rape
because she is trying desperately not to let a “violengha . . burst forth” (18). A scene
such as this, which offers a plausible reinterpretaifdhe exact events described in
Pamela reminds readers that one person’s subjective accoumtrcown life could very
well be dishonest or misleading, and the single-focust@pry letter form, which relies
on a person describing her own life with no possibilityerification, offers a less
authentic portrayal of events than a dispassionateaysgike a third-person narrator)
might.

In this scene, Fielding also explicitly addresses orfeésobther main criticisms of
Richardson’s epistolary writing style, the artifictglof his “writing-to-the-moment”
technique. In his reworking of the attempted rape, notdods Fielding reveal that
Shamela was faking her resistance, he paints a ludipictuse of a conniving Shamela
scribbling out a lettewhile lying in bed waiting for Mr. B to attempt to rape her.
Shamela writes: “Mrs. Jervis and | are just in Bed, i@ Door unlocked; if my Master
should come—Odsbobs! | hear him just coming in at the DGmu.see | write in the
present Tense, as Parson Williams says” (18). Whilevtiigng-to-the-moment

technique’s reliance on present tensPamelas letters created a sense of authenticity
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and immediacy, itshamelat becomes farcical. When readiBfjamelareaders cannot
help but be struck by the artificiality of having a chaéeaaevrite in present tense in a
narrative that stresses the veracity of the chavaateer’'s account of events. Obviously,
its use is disingenuous because Pamela would have indetdl hedcribbling off a letter
at the exact moment Mr. B was attempting to rape heheiwas really “writing to the
moment.”

With ShamelaFielding made it clear that he did not share his contesmiesi
love of the epistolary novel or highly subjective ndora Fielding was not content,
however, to merely criticize the novels of othenstéad he offered to the public his own
conception of the novel with the publication of whatasisidered his first independent
novel:Joseph AndrewsNith this novel, his rejection of Richardson’s methody and
the epistolary novel is seemingly complete. Instdadltiing Joseph’s story through a
collection of letters, Fielding recounts Joseph’s adwestthrough a third-person
narrator whose distinctive voice would become one dilifig’s trademarks. In his
choice of a third-person narrator, Fielding refusesie to the reading public’s desire
for an “authentic” story, and he even flaunts andIsewethe artificiality of his narrative
by including in the novel metafictional discussions altbhatwriting process and by
having the narrator constantly disrupt the illusion ofiteday directly addressing
readers. As Judith Hawley explains:

Fielding, suspicious d?amelas role as an ideal standard, suspicious too of

Richardson’s subjective narrative technique which encourbgegader to

identify with his example of injured innocence, deliberasslis the reader at a
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distance from his characters and the action by meathe afonic narration. He

forces the readers to think about, not identify with theracter. (xxiv)

In Joseph Andrews-ielding purposely creates a narrative voice that erabaalierything
Richardson’s did not: transparency, playfulness, irony,cstance.

In the preface tdoseph Andrews-ielding famously and openly declared his
literary independence by claiming to have written a “coapec-Poem in Prose™—a
“kind of Writing” that he did not “remember to have bdetherto attempted” in English
(49). Clearly he was eager to distance his work fromahhis contemporaries, not only
British epistolary novels but also continental rosesiJoseph Andrewd-ielding
proclaimed, was a novel that had more in common wehthiting of the ancients and
CervantesDon Quixotethan it did with the writing of his immediate literary
predecessors and contemporaries.

Modern literary critics agree that Fielding did, indeestablish a new way to
think about narrative voice and the novel. In his biogragiielding, Martin Battestin
writes:

As a novelJoseph Andrewdeparts radically from its British predecessors—most

notably from the tradition of Defoe and Richardson, vehesrk is distinguished

by a circumstantial realism and fully individualized &wers. Fielding here
established two other distinctive literary traditions ofti@dern novel . . . the
tradition of ironic social commentary [and] the “sedflexive” or “architectonic”

novel. (Battestinlife 327-8)
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Indeed, Fielding’s works, starting witloseph Andrewslo offer a different conception
of the novel, but his work is not, of course, wholljgoral. Interestingly enough,
although Fielding quite clearly rejected the epistolaryaehas a genre, he did not dismiss
the letter altogether as a useful device in the nagethis repeated use of the embedded
letters in his novels attests. Nevertheless, Fieldows not use letters in his novels to
establish authenticity or verisimilitude as Defoe anch&idson did; rather his use of the
embedded letter in a third-person narrative is more akinet way letters were used in
the non-epistolary amatory fiction of writers sushelarivier Manley, Aphra Behn,
Mary Davys, and Eliza Haywood. Although Fielding certainished to disavow any
connection to what he surely viewed as the romantiesseas of this genre, his decision
to use a third-person narrator and supplement and comglisad&/n narrative voice
with the voices of his characters through embeddeddettdroes decisions made by
early amatory writers. Much like in Fielding’s novdtters in early amatory fiction
connected readers with the characters without ammetgiary and provided a venue for
the expression of sentiments and subjectivity that éineator could not/would not
express, creating a kind of polyphony that did not exiftafoe and Richardson’s
authorially-controlled, first-person narratives.
Creating Subjectivity and Polyphony: The Embedded Letter in Non-Epistatzatosy
Fiction

Even before the epistolary novel became immenselylppputhe middle of the

eighteenth century, letters had become a regular &afwarly non-epistolary
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narratives, particularly amatory fictidfiin the novels of Aphra Behn, Delarivier
Manley, Eliza Haywood, and Mary Davys, in particulatteles played an integral role in
both plot construction and narration. Embedded lettergigerd a convenient and even
necessary device in constructing stories about sepaoatsd,| a recurrent theme in
amatory fiction, and gave readers the kind of insigtat the characters’ emotions and
thoughts that could not be, or simply was not being, espiethrough a third-person
narrator.

Although there is a good deal of variety in the storylimesmatory fiction, the
plots of most amatory novels involve romantic coupkiadpforced to deal with
separation due to such factors as “virtual or actual impneent by harsh parents and
rascally abductors” (Day 117). A reliance on this kindseparation plot” demanded
that authors contrive some way to sustain the relstiprbetween lovers when they were
apart if the novels were to avoid being static, one-sideethts. In accomplishing this
goal, the embedded letter proved to be a natural, andneeessary, device, and
embedded letters were consequently used quite extensivialyiliate plot development.
Eliza Haywood used letters in her popular ndv@le in Excesdor example, to allow
one of the main characters, Amena, to communicatetbewrith her lover D’elmont
when the couple is forced apart by Amena’s father andvwhe ultimately retreats from

the world to take orders in a convent. In this novel, thieeeltled letter allows Haywood

10 Although influential critics such as lan Wasabunt these early writers and claim that they

are not writing “real” novels, | have chosen to focus paldrly on amatory fiction as
representative of early fiction of the time becausettiégsmost skillfully-written and widely read
of the original prose narratives in Britain and the nobstious predecessors of the “more
developed” novels written by Richardson and Fielding.
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to continue to develop multiple storylines and to contitneeromantic relationship
between D’elmont and Amena even when they are phiysegparated and when
D’elmont marries Amena’s rival Alovisa. In anothdrmtaywood’s novelsPhilodore

and Placentialetters are also used to help connect separated ltheysallow Arithea, a
member of a Persian harem, to communicate with hdyamaiss slave, even though they
are forbidden from having any physical contact. Mary Daygsanother successful
novelist of the period, also used embedded letters in veoidts asThe Reform’d Coquet
In this novel, the lovers are not physically separatadunh of the story; however, the
male suitor Formator uses letters to speak with Altebeiause he wishes to
communicate with her without revealing his true idenfiinally, Aphra Behn also
makes good use of the embedded letter in novels suldiealsucky Mistakan this

novel, the lovers Rinaldo and Alante are forced to exgédetters when their parents
decide they are unsuitable for one another and foree dipart. In all of these novels,
embedded letters are invaluable in facilitating the caation of romantic relationships
between parted lovers.

It was not just the demands of the plot, however,irede the letter so useful in
non-epistolary amatory fiction. Letters were alsotioularly helpful for adding depth,
pathos, and subjectivity to the novels because, as Rbbhgmpoints out, the writers of
early narratives seemed to be incapable of or disinegt@sicreating “artistically useful
dialogue and realistic, significant action” (121) In faostamatory fiction there is “an
absence of real dialogue. . . . [and]; conversatiordiange scarcely exists. Instead one

finds a surprising amount of indirect discourse.” (Day 12@gr& is nothing inherently
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wrong with a reliance on indirect discourse such alsaaiatl narration, but the authorial
narration of these early novels often left much taésired because the narrators
presented events in rather flat, declarative prosedttiatot offer much insight into or
description of the characters’ thoughts and feelings.

Behn, Manley, Haywood, and Davys all employed third-pensorative
personas that could be described as less-skillfully driass, prominent versions of the
narrators one finds in the later works of Fielding and é&ustnlike the narrators in
Fielding and Austen, however, the role of the narrasocommentator or analyst is fairly
limited, as he/she was used primarily to express “obgcti purely functional
narrative” (Day 120). These narrators did not have distoicies nor were they authority
figures who provided the readers with guidance as Fieldimgistors did. As John
Richetti points out, Haywood’s narrative voice, foample, uses an almost “purely
declamatory manner,” and her prose “is entirely and detidlgriormulaic, a breathless
rush of erotic/pathetic clichés that is in a real sanweadable,” and that “is designed to
be scanned hastily, not to be pondered as langu&gelish Novel?2; “Voice and
Gender” 266).

In lieu of developed dialogue or an analytical narrativeqea, writers of
amatory fiction relied on “set pieces”, such as “dggms, soliloquies, poems, letters,
and harangues,” in their works to add subjectivity and deptih {2@). Of all of the “set
pieces,” it was in the embedded letter in particulaweher, “that subjective narrative

found its most effective fulfillment” (Day 121). As Reib Day explains,
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[Letters] became an almost inevitable device in nowelghich the authors felt it
necessary to deal with the feelings of the charadtetters even took the place of
dialogue when dialogue was not only possible but logidag. novel of writers

like Mrs. Haywood, unless it were purely epistolary, Weseuphuistic novel

modernized, with its subjective elements furnished chlgflpumerous

interpolated letters. (121).

Because amatory writers were not particularly intexest (or even capable of, given the
rather melodramatic unrealistic stories they told) gméeg their works as “true” or
“realistic,” the letters were not intended to creatthanticity or verisimilitude in the
texts; instead they were intended to express what veasirsgly inexpressible through an
objective narrator and formulaic prose.

Amatory novelists took advantage of eighteenth-cemtargeptions of the letter
as an appropriate vehicle for the expression of privaiggifits and emotions. The letter’s
inherent promise of emotional safety and distance mate perfect vehicle through
which readers could gain the best understanding of aatkdsatrue feelings and
thoughts, particularly when it came to love. Lettdi®nged for characters to express
feelings and thoughts that they might not have otherwiseessed in less private
settings, given the restrictions placed particulariywomen about expressing romantic
feelings to men. Letters, particularly if they were hdetlvered as many of them are in
these novels, provided female lovers with the privaey tieeded to transgress social
mores and express themselves openly. Their open expressiaymantic attachment

were especially empowering in a time when “custom reduare/zoman to attract and
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marry an eligible man, but the same custom forbad#oh&now her interest in a man
until he had formally declared love for her” (Oakleaf.15)en the most virtuous
characters such as Amena.mve in Excesand Placentia ihilidore and Placentidake
up their pens and write letters to their male suitexpressing their feelings for them
before their lovers had made a formal declaratioheif intentions.

Often the real heart of these novels, the charsia@gpressions of love, loss, and
anguish, lay in the embedded letters. However, letters wot used only to explore
significant or secret emotions; letters were also ts@Xplore even the seemingly
mundane thoughts of the characters just for the purpageating a sense of subjectivity
that was lacking because of little dialogue and narratomaentary. For example, as Day
accurately explains about Eliza Haywood'’s novels:

a Haywoodian novel may present the most importantteyenplot reversals, in

a hurried paragraph or so without color or interest, whiles letters fleeting

emotional states or even the most trivial eventslewedt upon, amplified, and

intensified with the utmost resources of the author. (127)

This observation holds true of other amatory writerav@ls In Mary Davys’sThe
Accomplished Rakéor example, the narrator mentions only vaguely imnese two
sentences Sir John'’s rape of Miss Friendly, a ceataht in the story:

The time came, the lady asleep in one bed, her madather, and Sir John had

all the opportunity he expected. As soon as he heardakestirring in the house

he got up, called for his horse, gave Sarah [the maidieheard, and away he

rode to London as fast as his horse could carry him. (296)



51

Yet, in the same novel the author also chooses lodadetters whose relatively
unimportant content could have been easily relayed byah@ator in passing, but are
instead explored fully in embedded letters: Lady Galliadktter to her former servant
Tom to tell him of an open position in her house, andtten Belinda’'s sister telling her
that Belinda’s child is ill, and a letter between Gadliand his mistress’s husband. While
the subject matter of the letters may be trivial,d@ffect produced by having characters
express themselves in their own words is significamtugh letters the characters come
alive and gain their own voice in the novels.

One also finds in these novels not just an implagk of subjective description
but an explicit refusal on the part of the narratorddascribe characters’ feelings in
intensely emotional scenes. Again and again, narrat@arly fiction will lament their
inability to articulate their characters’ strong emaaf and the general inadequacy of
language to capture intense sentiments. There are lspossible reasons why authors,
through their narrators, left readers to imagine whaiaaacter might be feeling at a
pivotal moment of the text. It is possible that théhars truly felt that a third-party
would be incapable of describing the emotions someonearadge feel in an intensely
emotional scene, or as John Richetti assertspissible that the author’s refusal to
articulate these feelings may have been a more datidand strategic move. Richetti,
drawing on the work of Elaine Showalter, contends thregreator’s claim of linguistic
inadequacy was actually not a reflection of the descrig@ypabilities of the author, but
rather a cleverly positive spin on the popular beliat thomen writers, because of their

sex’s exclusion from higher education and participaticthénpublic sphere of life, had
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only “limited access” to the “full resources of langua&oice and Gender” 263).
Richetti claims that female writers co-opted thisahility,” and women'’s limited access
to the language necessary to fully express their expesdmecame an important and
pervasive theme in their novels. One way this themafests itself is through the
narrators’ and female characters’ frequent claimsttigat are unable to communicate
what they are thinking or feeling because they know nalsvadequate to do so. Richetti
believes that many women writers made “a definingevaied virtue out of female
deprivation” and that it produces in Haywood'’s work, astiea narrator and characters
who “dramatize the inadequacy of their writing in theefaf female experience at its
most intense, extreme, and therefore inarticuldddiCe and Gender” 264; 266).
Whatever the reason behind it, early writers’ needsumtito keep their narrative
voices objective prompted them to use other devices to lypwedharacters
psychological depth and to allow the readers to gain betight into the characters’
private thoughts and motivations. Amatory novelists chosstploy the embedded letter
as a method for filling the void created by the narratefasals to express emotions. The
letters “served in lieu of long descriptions of a subyecsiort . . . and by means of the
letters, the reader was able to define the personalttyeoiriter [of the embedded letter]
for himself’ (Singer 83). One scene in HaywoolHslidore and Placentiain particular,
perfectly illustrates how the narrator’s reluctance tcdbe emotions is compensated for
by the inclusion of very intense and emotion-filleddett In this particular scene,
Placentia, in love with Philidore—who, under the aliadaxfobin, has insinuated himself

into her life by becoming her servant—begs him to reveatghcret” of his birth, as she
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is convinced that such a noble and handsome man could onaglielthe servant class.
Philidore wants to tell her that he is in fact a gen#da, but because he lacks a fortune
and is therefore unworthy of her, he claims that lmtsing more than a servant in order
to discourage her romantic feelings for him. His refusalaon a higher station in life

and her forwardness in asserting herself makes Placendishamed that she can no
longer bear to face Jacobin. Instead, she sends him th& odom and writes him a letter
to express her feelings. She then insists that he respdwad only in letter-form, despite
the fact that they live in the same house and could maele easily communicate face-
to-face.

Interestingly, in this scene, the narrator declinedetscribe the feelings of both
characters in any real detail, so readers really nelysbn the letters for insight into the
true feelings of the two lovers. In her summary of Phikdoreactions, for example, the
narrator says that Philidore felt “an inward confusionclths not to be described” and
she then goes on to describe (or decline to descrilaeiia’s reaction to Philidore’s
letter (177):

but with what words shall | represent the wild dist@tiof Placentia’s soul when

she received his letter! Here the reader’s imaginatiost fmelp me out; nor can

any imagination but that of a woman who loves as sthauil has been, like her,
deprived of all her soul holds dear, do justice to tien&s with which she was

possessed (179)

In place of a narrator’s description or dialogue betwbertwo, readers have the two

letters composed by the pair.
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In her letter, Placentia is able to do what she cootddo in person: reveal her
love for Philidore. She writes, “I love you with a passwhich will suffer itself no
longer to be concealed. All my endeavors to vanquisave been ineffectual” (177).
Philidore responds to her letter with a matching outpouririgwef “Long have | been an
adorer of your perfections, but with so pure and disintedestzeal that | have Heaven to
witness, | never had a wish but such as your guardian amgkt inspire” (179). He also
goes on to reveal in the letter something he could not sopehis true identity as a
gentleman. The insertion of letters into this scenenseebit contrived; however, the
letters do allow Haywood to provide readers with a scdimeightened emotion without
relying on the removed description of the narrator. Rsadi@mot have to imagine the
feelings of Philidore and Placentia for themselves or thesan described by a third party;
they can hear the expression of these emotions ichidr@acters’ own words.
Additionally, as the narrator is often seen as thbaig stand-in or second self, this
displacement also protects Haywood from accusationsibhg melodramatic,
immodest prose. The letters, in essence, are whitéeomeone else” and constitute a
separate space, a space outside the purview of the arnarrator.

Although amatory fiction’s amorphous, patchwork form andexdeveloped
narrative voice are often seen as deficiencies ardlasecasons why these works should
not be truly considered “novels,” the lack of an stranghoritative narrative voice
dominating the text expounding a “totalizing authorial pointgiew” and the presence of
the embedded letters that allow the voices of theachawrs to enter the novel on a plane

equal to the narrator make these works much more patyptiman the novels of Defoe
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and early epistolary novelists such as Richardsoamiatory fiction, one does not see the
characters as simply mouthpieces of the author/nariatlarge part because the
narrator’s limited role does not allow the author’s poiwiew to dominate the text.
Instead, through the embedded letters, polyphony is dra@atéto put it in Bakhtin’s
terms, the voices of the characters “[possess] @xtir@ary independence in the structure
of the work,” and readers are able to see the charagpangons and emotions as
independent of the author’s (BakhBinoblems7).

As we will see in the coming chapters, although Fieldingeldgped inJoseph
AndrewsandTom Jonesin particular, a narrative voice that is far mougharitative and
dominant than those found in amatory fiction, he sinyilareated polyphony in his
novels with the use of the embedded letter. The leiemmbeds in the novels provide
readers with alternative perspectives to the autheisan of the world presented by his
narrator. The letters bring alive the subjectivity adléiing’s characters, and because of
the inherent independence of the embedded letter formjrtbkision in the text creates
a dialogic relationship between his authorial visiorhefworld and his characters’ vision
of the world, establishing a surprising polyphony in texts haae traditionally viewed
as containing only a “single objective world, illuminatedabsingle authorial

consciousness” (Bakhtiroblemso).



Chapter Two
The Embedded L etter and Polyvocality in Joseph Andrews

Despite extensive efforts to supplant the voice of thiea with the voices of
first-person characters, to destroy any traces abfigh their texts, and to delve into the
psychological inner-workings of characters in a convincingicmdediate way, early
novelists like Daniel Defoe and Samuel Richardson fadecteate polyphonic texts in
which the voices of individualized characters stood indégetifrom or even in dialogue
with the authors’ own voices. Although these authonstwe great lengths to try to
convince readers of the authenticity of their novets the validity of their first-person
narrators’ perspectives, ultimately the voices oféhdsaracters are, like other the voices
of other characters in monologic texts, simply a pathe author’s “finalizing artistic
vision” (Bakhtin,Problems5). If these authors, despite their desire to shiffabas of
the novel from the author’s perspective to the charsicigroduced monologic works, it
certainly should come as no surprise that Henry Fielslwgrks, which seemingly
embody a diametrically opposed philosophy of the novelbesand often are considered
some of the most monologic works of the eighteentitucyg.

In his first independent novdbseph Andrews-ielding chose not to write a first-
person, subjective narrative in which the author remamstly in the background as an
editor, unlike many of his peers who did this in an attampdlisclaim the fictional
nature of their work under the guise of documents andriiigiBrown 27). Instead, he
chose to create an external, dramatized narrator whousive, self-reflexive, and

authoritative, a figure who plays an undeniably importadt@ominent role in the text.

56
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The voices and ideas doseph Andreware all filtered through the consciousness of this
dramatized narrator who identifies himself not justhasteller of a tale but also as the
author of the novel. The narrator creates and corttrelshemes, tone, events, and
characters of the text and exerts his authority to ertbiat readers see the fictional world
through his comic, ironic gaze. His authoritative presemt¢lee novel keeps much of the
focus of the novel squarely on the narrator and his idgaad the novedppears
monologic as it presents through the narrator a “singiective world” that is
“‘illuminated by a single authorial consciousness,” toMgéail Bakhtin’s terms
(Problemsb).

Although it is true that the narrator’s voice does aardnd suppress other voices
and competing ideologies in the text, it is my contenthat his is not the only
consciousness given a valid, authoritative voice imthel and that his view does not
represent the totality dfielding’s vision for the novel. This chapter explores how
Fielding’'s use of the embedded lettedoseph Andrewallows voices and perspectives
other than the narrator’s to enter the world of the hiova way that grants these
perspectives equal validity as the narrator’s and producesssuggoolyphony. The
embedded letters complicate the seemingly monologiavadrithe narrator and allow for
a dialectic exchange of ideas that enriches and cortggite narrator’s limited, ironic
view of the world.

Seeing the World through Fielding’s Narrator
There is no denying that the narrator’s voice playgraminent role inJoseph

Andrews:through direct addresses to readers, digressions, lecucesjetafictional
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musings, the narrator stays in the forefront of tkedad takes an active and sometimes
even bullying role in shaping and controlling readers’ per@eptof the fictional world

he is relating. Fielding’s narrator is an urbane andfabserver who maintains an “arch
detachment” through his ironic commentary and comeditnea of the characters and
events of the story (Hawley xix). The narrator shéstone for readers’ engagement with
the text with his disinterested, ironic stance: he delmaimat his readers maintain an
ironic detachment similar to his own by discouraging reaftem viewing the characters
of the novel, particularly Joseph, as autonomous bewithstheir own independent
voices and by suppressing ideological values, such as aesam@reciation of romance
and sentiment, that conflict with or undermine his own.

Even before the close of the first chaptedadeph Andrewseaders begin to
understand the prominent role the narrator is going toipleyeir own understanding of
the text, and they recognize that the narrator igowoig to be a distant figure who
neutrally presents Joseph’s story in a sincere, straigtafd way. Perceptive readers, if
aware of Fielding’s contempt for Colley Cibber and RichandsPamela immediately
pause when the narrator praises in this first chapter Beoks lately published, which
represent an admirable Pattern of the Amiable ireeffex”: Colley Cibber’s
autobiography and RichardsoPamela(62). If one is aware that Fielding is the author
of Shamelait is clear that the narrator’s claim that Cibbextgobiography “teach[es] us
a Contempt of worldly Grandeur” and “an absolute Subois® our Superiors,”
although presented in a seemingly sincere way, is rug taken at face value (62).

Correctly interpreting that this seemingly insignifichiitof commentary is meant to be
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taken ironically is important because it serves asady alert to readers that they must
assess the narrator’'s comments carefully, constaathg on the lookout for
ironic/satiric overtones. Readers must come to undefskennarrator’s values and
beliefs—in this instance that Cibber’s book and Richards®amelaare actually
morally corruptive, not instructive—if they are to urgtand the novel fully.

As readers move along in the story, they start to g@gether an understanding
of the narrator’s ideology, and naturally, they atteto mold their own responses to the
text to fit in with this perspective. As Peter Rabinavéxplains, authors “design their
books rhetorically for some more or less hypothetiadience”: the “authorial audience”
(21). The authorial audience is a set of readers to whemriter will direct his ideas
with the understanding that the readers will “accepatitaor’s invitation to read in a
particularly socially constituted way that is shared byattighor and his or her expected
readers” (Rabinowitz 22). In turn, the actual readerstekbattempt to determine what a
writer wants his or her readers to think and feel and #teempt to read “as they believe
the author wishes them to. They attempt to read asutheral audience” (30). In
Fielding’s novel, readers must identify and accept theat@ars sardonic, distant, and
comic view of the world and attempt to view the characéad events of the story in a
similar way if they are to engage with the text susfuely.

At times, the narrator’s irony knows no bounds, asdigizes almost everything
from religion, politics, and literary conventions tanance and the affectations of the
“lower class.” Nevertheless, it is the narratortmic and aloof treatment of the

characters of the novel, in particular, that is oSirinterest to this study. That the
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narrator is not going to take the characters about wi@ms writing too seriously is
obvious, never more so than in his introduction of orth@®@imnain protagonists of the
novel, Joseph Andrews. Joseph, the “hero” of the st®igtroduced amid an ironic
panegyric to “the Memoirs of Mrs. Adams” (62). In tméroduction, the narrator
explains that Joseph is the brother of the infamous Raa& that “it was by keeping
the excellent Pattern of his Sister’s Virtues befuseEyes that, Mr. Joseph Andrews was
chiefly enabled to preserve his Purity in the midst of girelat Temptations” (62).
Knowing that Fielding has previously written a novel iniet “the many notorious
Falshoods and Misrepresentations of a book c8delaare exposed and refuted” and
Pamela/Shamela is exposed as an immoral opportunistyseaueediately link Joseph
to the farcical world oEhamelaand creates expectations about him based on the
burlesque nature of that tex@8{amelad). Because Joseph’s “ancestry has been described
in ludicrous terms . . . it is not surprising that we explee young man to take part in
comic adventures and are prepared even for the ‘burles§aeké 78).

The narrator sets readers up to view Joseph as a kirdicdtcire, not as
someone who is “ideologically authoritative and indepatid@akhtin, Problems5). In
thinking of Joseph as character akin to Shamela, alomensional character who is
created by Fielding for the purpose of satirizing Richargdseaders are discouraged
from thinking of Joseph as an autonomous individual eitlonsciousness and voice
separate from the narrator’s. In fact, Judith Hawleyemas, “Fielding sets [Joseph] up
as the butt of a joke in these early chapters. or aFleast the first ten chapters, Joseph is

little more than a rhetorical object of the narratofigure used to demonstrate his
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values” (xvii). Essentially, the narrator creates aatt@r who, again to use a Bakhtinian
term, is a “voiceless slave” to the narrator’s adeology Problemso).

It is not only the narrator’s ironic treatment of ttiearacters that ensures that
readers do not view them as autonomous individuals; isastak fact that the narrator
openly identifies himself as the “author” of the noaall repeatedly engages in
metafictional discussions that make it impossible éaders to immerse themselves in
the text and to experience the “psychological realitielsthe novel’s characters (Kraft
65). Fielding’sJoseph Andrewss, as Martin Battestin explains:

a ‘self-reflexive’ or ‘architectonic novel'—a kind o&rrative deliberately

flaunting its artificiality, in which the author immanent in his creation, not aloof

and paring his fingernails, . . . but obtrusive in his geaces, . . . reminding

us that the text we are reading cannot be a photographadfreally exists, but is

instead a thing made and fabricated by the authiie. 328)

Over the course of the novel, the narrator frequeallgs readers “behind the scenes” of
the novel, demystifying the writing process by explainimgart of fiction. In one such
discussion, the narrator explicitly draws attentiothie artificiality of the characters in
his novel when he castigates the “Authors of inmdétm@ances, or the modern Novel”
who “without any Assistance from Nature or History mecBersons who never were, or
will be, and facts which never did nor possibly can happémose heroes are of their
own Creation, and their Brains the Chaos whence atl Megerials are collected” (202).
The narrator proudly proclaims, that he, unlike romancterg;ibelongs to a class of

writers he calls “biographers” who “are contented tpycNature, instead of forming
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Originals from the confused heap of Matter in their ®&vains” (202). The narrator goes
on to explain that in his own works he “describe[s] Menh, but Manners; not an
Individual, but a Species” (203). Comments such as thedieidy remind readers that it
would be a mistake to lose themselves in the fictionaldaaf the novel and to view the
characters of the novel as “real” individuals. Instesatlers are supposed to consider
each character a “type” that is representativeadrtain section of the populace. This
quite obviously makes it difficult for readers to vieve ttharacters as independent beings
with their own voices.

The narrator also draws back the curtain to explaneaders certain “tricks of the
trade” writers use such as the inclusion of unnecessatgrial simply to “lengthen out a
short Chapter,” agoseph Andrewsiarrator does in one chapter by including a panegyric
to vanity (103). Additionally, he reveals to readers ontef'Mysteries or Secrets” in
the art of “Authoring”: the reason behind the divisiomofels into books and chapters
(119). The narrator humorously claims to be sharinginfagsmation because he wishes
to dispel the misconception that many readers havehbatuthor wishes to divide his
work simply to “swell [the] Works to a much larger Bullaththey would otherwise
extend to” (119). He tells readers that “ in Reality@@ese is otherwise, and in this, as
well as other Instances, we consult the AdvantageioReader, not our own” as the
breaks in the narrative

may be looked upon as an Inn or Resting-Place whererdéuer] may stop and

take a Glass. . . . As to those vacant Pages whighlaared between our Books,

they are to be regarded as those Stages, where, indongeys, the Traveller
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stays some time to repose himself, and consider df ihhath seen in the Parts

he hath already passed through. (119)
Seemingly insignificant comments like this, which are pesthjast meant as playful
asides, actually have a big impact on readers’ percepifdahe text. With each
metafictional comment, the narrator draws readethduiaway from the characters and
asserts his role as the ultimate authority in the tex

Joseph Andrewappears to be a monologic text not only because thatoar
discourages readers from viewing the characters of te ae individuals with their
own voices, but also because the narrator activetkswo suppress and control any
ideological values that may compete with or undermine/dihges he is trying to
promote. EssentiallyJoseph Andrews a comedic exploration of the moral failings of
Fielding’s own society. Fielding’s novel, although comimature, tackles some rather
weighty moral issues—hypocrisy, lack of charity, mamigetty to his fellow man—and
presents some potentially pathos-inducing events—Fanny and Josephration,
Joseph'’s dismissal, the attempted rape of Fanny, and Josgpty. In order to maintain
the comic strain of the novel, the narrator must célseénsure that readers approach the
themes and events in the story with the same irotactment that he does. The narrator
IS in a precarious position when he presents eventstardcters that might naturally
evoke in readers something other than detached amuseacantb there is “always a
danger that [his] original comic detachment may give weayporarily, to tragicomic
feelings of fear, pity, indignation” or even tendern@sne 132). If this happens, the

text starts to deconstruct and the narrator’s ironiaaehent and casual treatment of
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these events appears almost cruel and reflective adtgcindifference, perhaps making
the narrator as morally corrupt as the villains ingteey. The narrator then must “[force]
his readers to think about, not identify with the characher must discourage the kind of
emotional, invested reading of novels that so many ddiRggs peers encouraged
(Hawley xxiv-xxv). Sentimentality, emotional attachmeantd pathos, values that are
prized in other eighteenth-century novels, are diminishd-ielding’s novel as the
narrator actively works to quash themlomseph Andrews

The narrator strives to ensure that readers of his nlwvabt approach his text the
same way that they might a romantic novel Hamelaby satirizing the way readers,
particularly of sentimental novels, become very earlly invested in the plights of
fictional characters. Lest his readers ignore thefally crafted comic distance he
establishes and begin to feel too deeply for his chasdther narrator is quick to
discourage such reactions by shaming those readers whodewslch. In one such
example—the scene in which the narrator describes Badyy’s final decision to strip
Joseph of his livery and unjustly fire him—it is naturaldme to feel sympathy for
Joseph for the unfair termination and concern about datill do now that he has lost
his sole means of employment. The narrator does notimimgdiately to alleviate
readers’ concern, as he quickly moves from this stetiee next chapter that focuses on
a conversation between Slipslop and Lady Booby, leawadars in suspense about
Joseph’s fate.

However, at the end of this chapter, the narrator, amge® be sensitive to the

reader’s anxiety, ends his discussion of Lady Booby argl $lipslop’s conversation
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with the following: “we shall therefore see a litHéer our Hero, for whom the Reader is
doubtlessly in some pain” (84). Despite the narrator’s appahamed sympathy, the
reader’s concern for Joseph are soon made ridiculoes titey find Joseph in the next
scene, not destitute and fearful about his future, buefpng] himself into an
Ejaculation on the numberless Calamities which dgdrBeauty, and the Misfortune it
was to be handsomer than one’s Neighbors” (84). Effegt the narrator ends any real
feelings of alarm or sympathy readers have by presentinietto of the novel as a comic
and somewhat feminine figure. Here readers move frohmdegympathy for Joseph to
laughing at the ridiculousness of his “sufferings.” Readezsbeing subtly reminded that
they should not read this novel as they would a sentahesmance—always in pain for
the protagonist, always waiting with bated breath to des# will happen, anxious for the
characters’ safety and well being. In this novel, theracters’ plights are not grave, so
they are to be laughed at, and readers who are “paingtiél®xperiences of the
characters are reading in a way not sanctioned biyatrator.

Readers are also discouraged from becoming too investesl lesthcerebral,
more “emotional”’ aspects of the novel, such as tlaioaships between characters.
Romantic entanglements feature prominentlyaseph Andrewdut the narrator’s
tendency to present them in a comical rather than teigdi¢ prevent readers from
becoming too concerned about either the success or fafltine relationships. Because
of the narrator, readers tendttink more about the characters, rather tfegifor them.
The descriptions of Mrs. Slipslop’s. Lady Booby's, andtyBe feelings for Joseph, for

example, are pointed parodies of the romantic excassstfound in other eighteenth-
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century novels. In Fielding’s novel, the seriousnesk which women’s often painful
and powerful passion is depicted in amatory fictiontemitoy Aphra Behn and Eliza
Haywood is exchanged for a humorous portrayal of wowtambecome attached to the
almost helpless, beautiful, and chaste footman. Singtlmat in a typical eighteenth-
century novel would give rise to pity or even terror iaders—a virtuous and penniless
person at the mercy of an older, unscrupulous persopasiaon of authority—instead
provoke laughter idoseph Andrewand maybe even derision because the innocent
“victim” is a young man and the aggressor is an aging widow.

Mrs. Slipslop, Lady Booby’'s maid, a comical figure wdumstantly uses
malapropisms and who affects the mannerisms of hétefisg’ is one such female
admirer of Joseph’s. Mrs. Slipslop, who has “arrivedrafge when she thought she
might indulge herself in any Liberties with a Man, wiihthe danger of bringing a third
Person into the World to betray them” sets her sight3oseph (73). Described as “a
hungry Tygress . . . who long had traversed the Woodsittefs search,” Mrs. Slipslop
lies in wait for Joseph and one day when she “seesnvitikireach of her claws a lamb,
she prepare[s] to leap on her Prey” (74). Joseph escapedlrs. Slipslop’s “amorous
Hands” only when the fortuitous ring of Lady Booby’s Wdklivered the intended
Martyr from [Slipslop’s] Clutches” (74). Slipslop’s advascare nothing but comical and
inspire laughter and maybe even contempt, not sympathgaders.

Mrs. Slipslop is not the only woman who wishes to pessloseph. In Fielding’s
farcical world, women of the highest station, suchady Booby, and women of the

lowest station, such as Betty the chambermaid, sicgiyot control their passion for
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Joseph, which results in many humorous scenes. An ehtage Booby is forced at last
to dismiss Joseph when he refuses her advances. Allyatjsappointed Betty feels
great emotional turmoil after Joseph refuses her ad¢aas “Rage and Lust pulled her
Heart, as with two Strings, two different Ways; one Moibshe thought of stabbing
Joseph, the next, of taking him in her Arms, and devodrimgwith Kisses” (117).
Readers cannot help but laugh at the wildly exaggeratempssd these women. In
Fielding’s rendering, unrequited love does not produce tragecoods as it does in the
sentimental novels of his contemporaries; instead,uséd as a humorous vehicle
through which the narrator can reveal the many flaws ailidgs of characters.

Even the “true romance” of the novel is presentedlless than serious manner. A
love relationship between Joseph and Fanny is at ther adritee novel, and the novel
ends as a typical romance in some ways—the couple saimall obstacles and ends up
married and living happily ever after. However, the narrtakes great pains to present
even this courtship in such a humorous way that readerseaer really able to
appreciate Joseph and Fanny’s feelings for each other @mbezmotionally invested in
their struggles. Fielding discourages such a connectiovebetthe characters and the
readers by having the narrator insert sarcasm or irooyaintost every potentially tender
scene.

When introducing the relationship between Joseph and Fmengarrator infuses
what should be a touching story of lovers being separataccahedic commentary to

ensure that readers do not become overly concerned abowdriforced separation. The
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description of the couple’s courtship and reluctant partingey more laughter than
tears when the narrator proclaims:
nothing can be imagined more tender than was the pasdtagebn these two
Lovers . .. she often pulled him to her Breast ant wisoft pressure, which, tho’
perhaps it would not have squeezed an Insect to deatledcaiese Emotion in
the Heart of Joseph, than the closest Cornish Hug cawte dione'’ (86-7)
The mention of an insect and the insertion of therment about wrestling, of course,
undermine the romance of the scene, and readers ard@gaith to see the couple as
comedic rather than tragic. The tender sentimenteofovers’ reunion is also
undermined by the narrator's commentary. The romantiangdte paints of Fanny
sitting contemplatively by the fire of an alehouse, dalyecognize the voice of her
beloved Joseph singing in the next room and then thduljmeeting is certainly
tempered by the narrator’'s comic description of a hagpydh Adams “dancing about
the Room in a Rapture of Joy” and accidentally flingingdaisk into the fire (175). As
the novel draws to an end, readers are not even all@nsa/or the happy ending that is
sure to come with Fanny and Joseph’s wedding when it ealed that the two might
actually be related. Between the mention of inselsesbtiffoonery of Parson Adams and
the horror of a possibly incestuous relationship, readeses i@ opportunity to view the
couple’s relationship as a serious one and thereforentgettoly concerned about its

outcome.

1 Brewer'sDictionary of Phrase and Fableffers the following explanation of the Cornish

hug: “the Cornishmen were famous wrestlers, and tri¢kdrattle their antagonist with a
particular lock, called the Cornish Hug” (gtd in Hawzj3)
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Overall, the voice of the narratordoseph Andrewstands in the foreground of
the novel and his ironic, anti-romantic persona shamewé#y readers engage with the
text. Because of his treatment of character and sentjmeaders are discouraged from
seeing the characters of the novel as fully-realitedacters with perspectives as equally
valid as the narrator’s, and readers are encouraged tcathank rather than feel for the
characters of the novel. The voices of the charadtethe text are not the only “voices”
or “consciousnesses” that seem to be suppressed by tatondire “voice” of romance
and sentiment is also actively subdued by the narratoeaalers are constantly
discouraged by the narrator from reacting to any emotaspcts of the text.

Creating Polyphony with the Embedded Letter

From its earliest conception, the novel proved torbelastic form that easily
allowed for the incorporation of many other genres iissown, and early novelists
certainly capitalized on its malleability. Amatory nbses included songs, soliloquies,
poems, and letters in their works to add subjectivity and d@&ati 120-1). Daniel Defoe
included diaries, letters, and bills in his novels to ee@athenticity, and countless
epistolary novelists popularized an entire subgenrbeohovel based on the blending of
the novel and an outside genre, the letter. Incorpdrgénres are an interesting area of
study because they play a unique role in the novel: wlelg certainly are part of the
larger narratives in which they are imbedded and are u#lgnan expression of authorial
intention, they also remain independent from the mamative in many ways.

Because these genres exist independently of the navelene shaped by

conventions and aesthetics that are separate froocotiventions of the novel,
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incorporated genres “usually preserve within the novel their structural integrity and
independence, as well as their own linguistic and stylstauliarities” (Bakhtin,

Dialogic 321). As Caryl Emerson explains, “when incorporated intorsgary genres,
primary genres may retain much of their characteristie or definition of experience”
(294). These “self-sufficient” additions bring to the nideir own particular “verbal

and semantic forms for assimilating various aspeatsality” (Bakhtin,Dialogic 321).
They raise in the reader a set of outside expeatabased on his or her understanding of
the genres’ conventions, and these expectations gredtlgnce how readers interpret
the inserted works. Readers’ expectations about and unaengtar the conventions of
the inserted genre even have the potential to causetthaterpret the inserted work in a
way that is radically different from how they inpeet the rest of the text.

The embedded letter was one of the most frequently-usedporated genres in
the eighteenth-century novel. Like other incorporatedege the embedded letter brings
to the novel a distinct “definition of experience” tladfects readers’ interpretations of
both the letters themselves and the novel as a whetlers, particularly in the
eighteenth century, were perceived as a direct redlecti a writer’'s innermost thoughts
and feelings. Familiar letters, the type of lettestrfeequently incorporated into the
novel, offer direct insight into a person’s psychec&use inserted genres like the letter
“remember’ the contexts in which they have beenldstiaed and adapted” and evoke
these contexts for readers, helping to guide their ird&pon of the inserted material,
readers expect to find in the inserted letters self-agieels, psychological insight, and

intimacy (Emerson 294). These expectations are largelypyrie writers in the
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eighteenth century regardless of the different tetyde, genre (comic, sentimental, etc.)
of the novels, as the embedded letter preserves itstydas a subjective, revelatory form
in virtually every novel into which it is inserted.

In Joseph Andrews text that is dominated by the perspective of the inguysi
ironic, and aloof narrator, the impact of including a gehat offers an intimate and
unfiltered glimpse into the minds and hearts of theasttars cannot be overestimated.
The embedded letter brings into Fielding’s novel perspesiother than the narrator’s; it
creates a forum for the voices of the characterseaad competing ideologies and breaks
up the monologism of the text created by the dominasiathoritative narrative voice.
The letters offer readers something they can find nowdiseein the text: ideas that have
not been filtered through the ironic perspective of dugator, ideas that appear to be a
direct reflection of the inner lives of characters.

The letters serve as a direct conduit between #@ers and the characters who
have “written” the letters. Even if it is only momany, one is able, while reading the
letters, to hear the voices of characters openlfowittheir being refracted by the
narrator. Just as Fielding claims that chapter breatkeinovel may be viewed by
readers as an “Inn or Resting-Place” for reflectiba, letters also provide readers with a
respite from having to read the text with the ironicatise and anti-sentimentalism
demanded of them by the narrator (119). Because theitetigparate from the rest of the
narrative and the “product” of a character not the narradaders do not have to be
vigilantly on alert for subtle ironies or comedic etats; they are free to appreciate any

sentiment or pathos they find in the letters at fadae: They do not have to view the
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material through a satiric lens because the lettgnsess the direct language of the
character, not the ideology of the narrator.

Inserted letters maintain their own “structural imtiggand independence” in
Joseph Andrewsot only because of the genre’s inherent propertiesalbatbecause of
internal cues provided by the text that encourage thenetmgiew the letters as
something outside the narrator’s range of authority andezprently separate from the
rest of the narrative. Most obviously, the lettérsmselves are physically set apart from
the narrator’'s words on the page as they appear typogadipliie real letters would;
they are not simply summarized within the main nareaff raditionally, letters in
epistolary and non-epistolary fiction were used t@ie sense of authenticity, so they
are presented as outside documents, incorporated texthas evidence of the validity of
the narrator’s account of events. Although Fieldingsdoa pretend that his characters
are real as many writers of epistolary novels dig imteresting that he still gives the
letters the appearance of separate, historical docuthantsave been inserted into the
text to support or illustrate the narrator’s perspectiv

On eight occasions iloseph Andrews-ielding chooses to let a character speak
for himself through letters rather than have his narrstimmarize and filter the ideas.
Interestingly, even when a character in the naetlating the content of letters he or she
has memorized but does not possess, the letters aemf@e@sot as a summary in the
dialogue, but as an actual letter within the text. Inclgdhe information in letter form
instead of as a narrative summary serves to emphasiber that the letters reflect a

character’s own unfiltered voice. Additionally, it i®xh noting that the narrator
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uncharacteristically makes only passing comments, ibaal, about the content of the
letters. Unlike the rest of the novel, where virtuallytfee characters, their thoughts,
words, and actions are scrutinized and satirized, thatoaignores the ideas contained
in the letters, again creating the impression thatetters are somehow separate from his
own narration and not subject to his authority.

Because the letters retain their independence in thel,ibe characters’ voices
and the ideology being expressed are not subsumed by bEamness of the narrator,
which pervades nearly every other aspect of the novel vdices then enter with their
own inherent authority, an authority derived from the ger@nventions of the letter
that promises an intimate revelation of a personise’tself/voice, an authority that
rivals the narrator’s. Because the voices being expiessbe letters are entering the
novel independently of the narrator’s voice they helpreate polyphony in the text.
These independent voices found in the letters can gktdangsidetheir creator” and
are “capable of not agreeing with him and even of rebedlgainst him,” rather than
being dominated or refracted by him (Bakhtmnpblemso).

Of course, it must be acknowledged that because mds¢ obvel is filtered
through the consciousness of the narrator and becauseckeeacter idloseph Andrews
iS not given a voice through a letter, the novel aelstacannot be classified as truly
“polyphonic” if one uses a strict Bakhtinian definitiohtbe term. The text does not
achieve a “plurality of independent and unmerged voices amtmusnesses” nor is
each character in the novel “treated as ideologi@lthoritative and independent”

(Bakhtin, Problems6, 5). However, the letters do create the opportuaitytfe
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expression of ideas that are separate from and perhaps@weadictory to the
narrator’s, which adds polyvocality to the text. Thidlusion of the letters also
complicates the idea that the narrator representethlty of Fielding’s vision and that
Fielding was completely intolerant of sentimentadityd subjectivity in his novels.

Two letters are written by Joseph himself and fiveststtvritten by “characters”
who appear in two of the novel’s interpolated tales. fllmegroups of letters serve
different purposes although they achieve similar effédte letters written by Joseph
allow readers to get an unfiltered view of Joseph'’s pal&gr-a view that is free from
the irony and satire of the narrator—giving Joseph a vnitlee text that represents a
viewpoint that is very different from the narratorfe letters written by “characters” in
two different interpolated tales infuse the novel withtseentality and romance, the
kind of emotion that readers found so appealing in the wadrkgiters such as
Richardson but that is largely absent from Fielding’sehohese letters also give a
voice to an ideology that is very different from tierator’s. Both sets of letters allow
readers to experience and “hear” sentiments that caerexticulated elsewhere in the
novel without compromising the integrity or reliabilay the anti-romantic and detached
persona of the narrator.
Creating a Disconnect between Reader and Hero: The Narratorewopf Joseph

As mentioned earlier, the narrator discourages reaasersdonnecting with the
characters of the novel and from viewing them as indegp@ndealistic characters by
presenting his subjects as comedic characters whdded@nd character flaws are

meant to amuse and entertain. Fielding’s comedidlsétiss were shaped by many
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factors, but many of the comedic episodes and muchavcterization idoseph
Andrewsowe a large debt to Cervant&dn Quixote a fact that that Fielding openly
acknowledges in the full title of his worBoseph Andrews: The History of the
Adventures of Joseph Andrews and his Friend Mr. Abraham Adams. Written in
Manner of Cervantes, Author of Don Quixdtediscussions of the characterslofeph
Andrewscritics have routinely argued that Parson Adams, asieamiation of
Cervantes’ hero, similarly and foolishly pursues impcatideals. Parson Adams is not,
however, the only quixotic character in the text. Wlisibme critics, in an effort to see
direct parallels between the two texts, view Parsom#das a Quixote figure and
consequently, Joseph as a Sancho figure, it seemdittiageto say, as J. A. G. Ardila
does, that “Fielding drew two different quixotic figuressdph and Adams,” or to
modify Adrila’s claim a bit, thearrator presents Joseph as a quixotic figure who is
naive and comically virtuous in corrupt world (129).

The most humorous aspects of Joseph’s characthrsarenocence and his
chastity, two attributes that seem highly improbabld, therefore funny, in a handsome,
young footman. In the opening chapters of the novel, readpinions of Joseph are
largely shaped by the narrator’s description of him, pdaity his description of
Joseph'’s looks and demeanor. In his depiction of Josephathator reverses gender
conventions and ascribes to Joseph (in a mocking wiaydaof physical beauty that is
typically reserved for heroines of the chivalric rom@sand epistolary novels Cervantes
and Fielding respectively satirize. Although the narrdtmes make a few passing

remarks about Joseph’s intelligence—he says thaeatgé of ten, Joseph’s “education
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was advanced in Writing and Reading"—Joseph'’s physical pexfeatid beauty receive
much more of the narrator’s attention (64). The narr@kes the opportunity to describe
Joseph’s appearance when he is explaining the attrac@nBooby and Mrs. Slipslop
feel for Joseph:
Mr. Joseph Andrews was now in one and twentieth YeaiscAge. He was of
the highest Degree of middle Stature. His Limbs wereqgéther with great
Elegance and no less Strength. His Legs and Thighsfarened in the exactest
Proportion. . . . His Hair was of a nut-brown Coloamd was displayed in wanton
Ringlets down his Back. His Forehead was high, his Eyés dad as full of
Sweetness as Fire. His Nose a little inclined to thedto His Teeth white and
even. His Lips full, red, and soft. His Beard was anlygh on his Chin and upper
Lip; but his Cheeks, in which his Blood glowed, were gwexad with a thick
Down. His Countenance had a Tenderness joined widnsil3lity inexpressible.
(78)
Joseph is also described as being so sweet and possegsiog ‘@0 extremely musical”
that he is unfit for the first two jobs he is asgdrio as an apprentice to Sir Thomas
Booby (64). He is unable to keep the birds from the fiedtmbse his voice “allured the
Birds [rather] than terrified them,” and he is unalbld¢ a huntsman’s assistant because
“the Dogs prefer[ed] the Melody of his chiding to all tlarang Notes of the Huntsman”
(64). The only job left for poor, beautiful Joseph &tthf footman.
In a humorous take on the chivalric Don Quixote, kigjdascribes to Joseph the

physical attributes of the female protagonist of a romamziethe male protagonist.
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Joseph is beautiful and sweet tempered, and becausedt®neakes his physical
perfection feminine—he possess full, soft lips; wanminglets; and an alluring voice—
Joseph becomes a source of amusement for readers, ni@teshmBecause of his
exaggerated beauty and absurdly sweet temper, Josegi sanpot be viewed by
readers as a realistic, nuanced character with hisdestinct personality and voice. By
attributing feminine, romantic characteristics to Joseghdecidedly anti-romantic and
somewhat cynical text, the narrator encourages us tb Eudpseph and to view him as
quixotic character. In order to appreciate the comedimehts of his character, readers
must recognize that Joseph is, at least at this stafe abvel, little more than an object
being used to parody romance.

Joseph'’s physical perfection is not the only aspectsgbdérsonality that is
mocked in the beginning of the novel. Male chastity, desdras Joseph’s chief
attribute, is also a source of great ridicule. Theatar derisively tells us in the opening
chapter that it is Joseph’s chastity that makes himréw subject of the “biography.”
Much hilarity ensues when the innocent Joseph triesstst the sexual advances of the
newly-widowed Lady Booby. Although Lady Booby lies nakeden lbed when she
guestions Joseph about his love life and openly suggestshthatould not be opposed to
his advances, Joseph does not even think about entelorgnimaffair because he wishes
to preserve his innocence.

In eighteenth-century England, chastity was certartiyghly valued attribute for
women, and an eighteenth-century audience, Sheldds $antends, would not even

have viewed a young man’s desire to remain chaste asélgriabny” or “ludicrous”
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(72). However, the narrator actively encourages us to Jus&ph’s decision as foolish or
silly by indentifying Joseph as the brother of the infamBamela/Shamela and by
attributing Joseph’s desire to remain chaste to hisrgsexemplary” behavior:

We do not necessarily laudglecausea man named Joseph Andrews is

maintaining his purity against odds; we are inclined to laagén before we meet

him, at Joseph Andrews’ attempt to maintain his purity lieea narrator acting

in a subtly defined role as ironic commentator has dyredfected our attitude

toward the pattern [his sister Pamela/Shamela] onhithie as yet

uncharacterized young man has molded himself. (Sacks 72)
The narrator urges readers to see Joseph’s choic¢yamsiimisguided, and perhaps
even disingenuous, as Pamela/Shamela’s claims to virtiee we

By presenting Joseph as physically beautiful, impossivlset tempered, and
sexually naive, the narrator encourages us to see hirkirad af quixotic
figure/character type, rather than a fully developed cbaraHis physical and moral
perfection are wholly unrealistic and clearly out afqd in the corrupt world in which he
lives. The narrator’s encouragement to find Joseph’salityamusing reveals a rather
pessimistic view of a world in which virtue is a sourcdaofjher, albeit gentle laughter,
and in which only the naive and foolish are virtuous.

The two embedded letters penned by Joseph, however, phésead more of a
worldly, intelligent figure, making him seem more likereacter with a fully developed
voice. Through his letters, readers find out he was dgtsexually tempted by Lady

Booby and that he wasn’t completely naive in his dealingsiver. The letters also
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demonstrate that Joseph’s chastity is rooted in somettong serious than naiveté or
quixotic idealism. Through Joseph’s voice in the lettexaders are also presented with a
more optimistic viewpoint—the possibility that it istranly fools who try to maintain
their virtue and high ideals in a corrupt world and théy leirtues can be seen as
admirable, not comic.

Joseph writes the first embedded letter of the novkistgister “Pamela.” In
some ways, the letter continues the satire of Pameharacter begun in Fielding’s
earlier workShamelaas Joseph tells his sister what has transpirec ditairse since his
master has died and his “poor Lady has certainly ga@teadied” (71). While the letter
may be intended to carry on the satire of Pamela’abehin Richardson’s novel, it also
allows readers to get a rare glimpse inside Joseph’s middpage him as less of a
simpleton than the narrator has portrayed him to be.

Firstly, the letter reveals that Joseph is notagelessly naive about Lady
Booby's sexual desire for him as it seems. Before thisrlaeaders are given only the
narrator’s description of the bedroom conversation betweseph and Lady Booby, a
conversation that offers no hint about what Joseftinging during the exchange. As
usual, the narrator does not offer the reader a glimpsateihis character’s head; instead,
he merely summarizes the conversation between theltvthis conversation, Joseph
seems oblivious to Lady Booby's attempts to get him epgsition her. In response to
Lady Booby's open invitation, Joseph, seemingly confusedmaaunderstanding her
intentions, rushes to assure Lady Booby that he “wouldmienagine the least wicked

thing against her, and that he had rather die a thousattdan give her any Reason
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to suspect him” (70-1). By the end of the conversation, [Batyby becomes so
frustrated by Joseph’s apparent lack of understandinglhleatells him that he is either “a
Fool or pretend[ing] to be so” (71). After reading Josepla words in his letter, when
he tells his sister that he believes his mistress Haalda mind to [him],” it becomes clear
to readers though that Joseph was “pretending” to misuaddrkady Booby and that he
is not a fool after all (72). Joseph astutely obsenvéssi letter that his mistress seems to
have gone “mad,” and he correctly predicts that a digghfrom service is in his near
future, so he wisely decides to make plans for the futuesking his sister to secure a
position for him with the Squire or some other neighbor.

Additionally, we find out in the letter that Joseph sloet enjoy London and its
attendant vices because he recognizes that London &g Rlace, and there is so little
good fellowship, that next-door neighbors don’t know one ambdifi2). This
observation counters and challenges the vision of Josamlegay the narrator as a
newly dandified Londoner, who is easily influenced by theugi society around hirf.
When confronted with Joseph’s appraisal of London, readess revise their opinion of
Joseph as naive, as he accurately articulates ohe nbtvel’s chief criticisms of
contemporary society, the indifference with which rtr@ats his fellow man.

The second embedded letter, also written by Joseph ststes Pamela, directly

tackles the topic of male chastity. Inthe contéxhe letter, Joseph’s chastity seems less

12 When Joseph moves to London to become Lady Booby’s dogtime narrator describes

Joseph as having gained all the outward trappings of aftgwide has his hair cut “after the
newest fashion, and [it] became his chief care,” héthelopinion of all the other footman in
opera,” and he was “outwardly a pretty fellow” (68).
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comical and hopelessly idealistic than it does whemaneator describes it. In the main
text of the novel, it is difficult not to view Joseplprotestations of virtue and chastity as
comical in the context of his conversations with thepaéeate Lady Booby. We laugh as
Lady Booby becomes enraged at Joseph'’s insistence omgdepi‘virtue.” Lady

Booby expresses her frustration when she says, “DidMueial hear of a Man’s Virtue!
Did ever the greatest, or the gravest Men pretend to falysdind. . . . And can a Boy,
a Stripling, have the Confidence to talk of his virtue?” (8)e cannot help but see the
situation as highly improbable and ridiculous, especialgnmvJoseph claims that it is his
sister’'s example that he is following and that he “wdaddashamed, that the Chastity of
his Family, which is preserved in her, should be staiméuimn” (80). Readers who are
familiar with Shamelaof course, know that Pamela has no such virtue andlikatas
already ruined the “family reputation.”

Through the second letter, though, readers learn a bé ammut Joseph’s desire
for chastity. The letter reveals two key things: Josegésre for chastity is not the result
of trying to uphold impossible ideals, but the product of i@lig instruction, and Joseph
is not unrealistically or idealistically immune toxgal temptation. In the letter, Joseph
reveals that his desire to maintain his chastity cameart from his conversations with
the respectable and moral Parson Adams. Joseph disttlasé@glams has told him that
“Chastity is as great a Virtue in a Man as in a Woh{84). Knowing that Joseph is
preserving his chastity because of religious instruction ahtdecause of some
misguided and idealistic romantic notions, makes his rasalatdmirable and

understandable. Readers are reminded here that chastitgflection of moral character
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and religious training, two things that are not laughing m&tgearticularly for the
eighteenth-century audience.

In this letter, we also find out that although Josepls deent to preserve his
virtue, he is not “a chaste prig” as one might thinkwie¢g xvii). Joseph confesses that
he was glad Lady Booby “turned [him] out of the Chambestesdid: for [he] had once
almost forgotten every Word Parson Adams” ever told him. (Bdis confession serves
to humanize Joseph and makes him seem less like a gegicatool simply being used
in the narrator’s satire of literature and his socidbgeph is not unrealistically idealistic;
he is, in fact, human and tempted by the same thingsetihat other men.

These two letters transform Joseph from an objéatarsubject and give his
character depth and a voice of its own. We come to uiaahekdoseph’s perspective and
our perception of him changes, as he seems less fidaish, impractical character
trying to maintain impossible ideals in a corrupt world amore like a virtuous man who
is able to maintain his integrity despite worldly tentiptas. It is easier then to see him as
a character who is something more than an “objecth@fiuthor’s “finalizing artistic
vision” (Bakhtin,Problems5). Joseph’s letters also subtly offer a different les
pessimistic view of the world than the narrator doesth®roughly cynical is the narrator
that, as Hawley points out in a discussion of Parsteuws that is equally applicable to
our discussion of Joseph, “the suspicion that Fieldaigules virtue is hard to shake off
entirely” because “even though he insists on the dignippddms] and the virtue of his
words and deeds, he seems to delight in humiliating himi-gxxi). Even if the narrator

is not encouraging readers to laugh truly at virtue, Béligpresenting a world in which
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only fools or madmen are virtuous. Joseph'’s letters affetlternative vision: a world in
which a person who is not perfect, a person who feeiptegion and whose values,
although they are perhaps more idealistic than the avpeagen’s are not rooted in
foolish idealism, can be admirable and remain virtuous.
Giving Romance a Voice: Interpolated Tales and Embedded Letters

The remaining embedded letters in the novel are partambfwhe three
interpolated tales included doseph Andrews/Nhile the letters themselves have received
very little critical attention, the interpolated talleave received a great deal of attention
and remain one of the most debated aspects of the. deWleéy Williams explains that
early in the debate “commentary on the tales pivotpedihe poles of dismissal and
justification” (1). While many early critics viewed thalé¢s of Leonora, Wilson, and the
two friends as “irrecuperable flaws that mar the courgbebtherwise continuous
travel-narrative” and “disrupt the plot of Joseph's adventuherefore, ‘break[ing] the
spell of the imaginary world represented in the novelitics after the 1960s started to
view the tales as important thematic and/or structleshents (Williams 1; Watt quoted
in Williams). One such critic, Robert Alter, contends

Fielding is interested in the possibilities of repeatirggdasign of the whole

novel in the interpolated tales, and readers of theliawe tended to agree,

arguing variously that the inset tales contain impdra@matic parallels or

contrasts to the characters and ideas of the maintpb&ttthey serve as clever

structural devices which provide ironic commentary on adjacieapters, that
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they have an intertextual or allusive function, atttihey throw into relief the

novel's status as art and our presence as readers. (108-9)

In an attempt to refute the claim that the taledl@enatically and stylistically
inconsistent with the rest of the novel, many critgtssh as Alter, finally conclude that
the tales are meant to be taken ironically, even thohght ts really no textual evidence
to support this reading.

Two of the interpolated tales, in particular, haveitied critics and readers
because of their romantic and sentimental naturdgatbeof the “Unfortunate Jilt” and
the tale of Mr. Wilson’s early debauchery. Given theadly anti-romantic tone of the
narrator and the fact that sentiment and romantic doeegreatly satirized in the novel,
these two interpolated tales, which contain many @&tements of seventeenth century
French romances and eighteenth-century British ampatat epistolary fiction, seem
very much out of place in the novel. What is partidylpuzzling is that readers are not
given a clear indication of how they should assksdadles.

The seemingly incongruent juxtaposition of the romaricaeinterpolated tales
and the anti-romantic stance of the narrator is furtindlerscored by the decidedly
negative comments Fielding makes in the preface to ¢énsnovel. Fielding claims that
romances written by the likes of Madeleine de Scudéry,lBaude Costes de la
Calprénde, and Honoré d’Urfé lack both entertainment @stduiction. Furthermore,
Fielding takes great pains to distinguish his novel froreg¢liemances that so captured
the attention of popular audiences and influenced some abhtemporaries (49). This

disdain for romance and its attendant literary devicesprobable plots, excessive
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emotion, and lack of realism—is seen throughlmseph Andrewand therefore makes
the inclusion of the interpolated tales quite disconagrti

Interestingly enough, Fielding himself was sensitivehéopossibility of
inconsistency when utilizing the interpolated tale forrm.nrdentioned earlier, Fielding
patterned his story of Joseph after Cervaridesi Quixote and readers and critics of
Cervantes’ work have long struggled with the paradox aldatéa collection of stories
generically related to romance . . . inserted into &hatose repeatedly proclaimed
objective is precisely to debunk romance” (Williamson #3¥act, in a review of
Charlotte Lennox’$-emale QuixoteFielding labels some of interpolated tale®on
Quixote“extravagant and incredible” and complains that Caesfapproaches very
near to the romances which he ridicules” in thekss térielding,Covent281). This very
same “criticism” may be applied to Fielding’s own us¢hef interpolated tale,
particularly because there is nothing in the taleswloauld make readers label them as
parodies. They are not comically exaggerated versibremances; instead they are
imitations of romances, or Fielding’s own attemptsating romance. In fact, each
interpolated tale allows into the novel “a perspectins has been banished from the
body of the novel” and “allows the inclusion of otlgemres suppressed or mocked by the
rest of the text” (Kenney). Readers and critics singblgse to view them as satire
because the alternative explanation—that Fieldingmngilyi incorporated ideology into
the novel that would undermine his own, as expressed mathator—seems untenable.

This “inconsistency” is not as troubling as it first apge#irone looks at the text

carefully, he/she will realize that Fielding actudalikes great pains to ensure that readers
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view the interpolated tales as separate narrativagsthat are neither authored by nor
authorized by the narrator, thereby diffusing the conttahs. Because the romantic
content of the tales has been taken out of the “maafttiie narrator and inserted into
that of a character and because the narrator assiduaMastis commenting on the tales,
it is possible for Fielding to express an opposing sealfes while keeping the narrative
persona stable and consistent. The narrator is abden@im consistent because he is not
“telling” the stories and is therefore not “required” taka his typical satirical
comments.

Locating romance within the separate space of thepmiged tales prevents the
deconstruction of the text and the failure of the narimauthority. This makes the text
more polyvocal by allowing the “voice” of romance and patmto the text unsatirized,
unrefracted by the narrator’s cynical views. Becausintkepolated tales are stories told
by someone other than the narrator and because tla¢anatoes not intrude in the telling
of the story, readers are able to appreciate without it8agtimental pathos,” Bakhtin's
term for the language of novels likamela(Dialogic 396). The letters, which appear in
the interpolated tales, then are an even better vefbictbe expression of opposing
viewpoints because they are actually two steps remowedthe narrator, as they are the
creation, not of the narrator, not even of the charantloseph Andrewtelling the
interpolated tale, but of the character inside the tal

“The Unfortunate Jilt,” the tale told by the “perfectiell bred” lady on the
coach, is the story of Leonora and her unfortunate decisiforsake the worthy Horatio

for the seemingly richer Bellarmine, who abandons Hexmhe finds that she will not be
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receiving a substantial dowry from her miser of a fa{h2®). The story, told as the
coach happens to pass Lenora’s house, becomes a pléiasasion for the coach
travelers and in many ways, a pleasant diversiomtreaders afoseph Andrews he
readers are able, for a short time, to let their guawehdimd emotionally respond to the
story without being concerned about discerning what aspétite story are meant to be
understood ironically or being condemned for reacting emaltipto the story. In the
rest of the novel, the audience feels a great dgakeskure to read the way the narrator
wants him to, and this is no easy task. One consthaiyo assess the “worth” of
characters to understand if a character’s actions and wiooddd be treated seriously or
not. In the interpolated tale of Leonora and in thiete that contain the real emotional
heart of the tale, readers are able to read withosé thestrictions.

The tale of Leonora is similar to the amatoryidintwritten by Aphra Behn,
Delariviere Manley, and Eliza Haywood. Women who cledtheir romantic partners
unwisely feature prominently in the fiction of the “fdiriumvirate,” with the three often
varying the culpability of the innocent young women whosa@uced. The intended
purpose of most of amatory fiction is to warn readeaaithe frivolity of trusting a man
unwisely and giving up her virtue before the relationship eacdnsummated in
marriage. As Toni Bowers explains, amatory fictioruasss that

love almost always brings fleeting pleasure to seiftered, fickle men and

lasting misery to the women who trust them. In anyataiting’s most typical

plot, an innocent young girl is seduced by an experiendeel; man who

promises her everlasting love but abandons her. (51)
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The tale of the “Unfortunate Jilt” shares this sameasage as it warns women against
choosing a mate for frivolous reasons, such as th&yeéhis coach and six and warns
them against trusting the wrong men. The tale is atstasito other amatory fiction in
its depiction of intense love and the moral decline efttéroine.

Some critics have viewed this tale as a “lessontdaders about the inferiority of
romance"® They believe that the juxtaposition of the anti-roti@and satiric tale of
Joseph and the traditionally romantic tale of Leoraut@matically leads readers to
conclude that the tale of Leonora is inferior to Josetaiésand that they should view the
interpolated tale with wariness or disdain. However{é¢ieual clues provided for readers
simply do not support this idea. Parson Adams and Ladyeca®@s are the two most
vocal audience members of Leonora’s tale, and eactsrgaite differently to the tales.
Their differing reactions offer the readers clues about the stories are to be thought of.
While Lady Grave-airs objects to all the “fulsome ttfithe] story” and adamantly
objects to hearing the letters between the lovers f(wdoaitain the most romantic
sentiments of the tale), Parson Adams eagerly askadog details about things as
seemingly mundane as the type of clothing worn by Bellae and reacts with great
passion, and even pain, to the tale of Leonora’s unfatguthecision (132). Just as Parson
Adams, a member of the coach audience, becomes emiytimvalved in the story—

causing him to emit at one point a “deep Groan . .theffolly of Leonora’—Lady

13 See Elizabeth Kenney'’s dissertation “The InsideySThe Interpolated Narrative in

Fielding’s Novels,” (1990), Homer Goldberg’s “The Interpolateati®s inJoseph Andrewsr
the History of the World in General Satirically Revisealitl Douglas Brooks’ “The Interpolated
Tales inJoseph AndrewAgain.”
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Grave-airs has no patience with extraneous romanticsgnse” and she does not
become emotionally involved in the telling of the tdl8q). In many ways, Lady Grave-
airs represents the ideal member of the authorial acelefdoseph Andrews he
narrator encourages readers to stay distant from thaatbes and not be interested in
extraneous information. On the other hand, Parson Adaaess in exactly the opposite
way the narrator expects his audience to respond, acbenbs very emotionally
invested in the story and wants to hear all the mundaadsdef the characters’ lives.

In a place other than the “safe space” created btatee and the letters, a
reaction like Parson Adams’s would be ridiculed andaatren like Mrs. Grave-airs’s
would be lauded. However, in the safe space of the talefdhe purview of the
worldly-wise narrator, readers are encouraged to view Atarasponse as positive and
Mrs. Grave-airs’s as negative. Mrs. Grave-airs’s naloee lets readers know that they
are not to admire her. Affectation, or “putting on aissbne social ill that Fielding
specifically mentions as worthy of derision in his poef to the novel and Mrs. Grave-
airs is the living embodiment of this flaw. AdditionglAdams enthusiastic response is
in no way ridiculed and it, in fact, allows readerg#&in even more “fulsome” details
about the two lovers’ romance.

The five letters included in Leonora’s tale of romamisfortune contain the
emotional center of the piece: the first two lettare intended to give the coach
passengers “no small Idea of [the] passion” that Lemaad Horatio felt for each other,
the third letter contains the fortunate news of Ballae’s recovery from his fight with

Horatio, the fourth letter informs Leonora’s fathéher disgraceful conduct, and the
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final letter tells the unfortunate news that Bellarenhas decided he cannot marry
Leonora (132).

The letters between Horatio and Leonora expressothantic sentiments of the
couple, and surprisingly are quite tender and beautiful. &hignsents expressed in the
letters are nothing like the romantic sentiments esgeelsewhere in the novel as they
are not exaggerated for comical effect nor are thepéesd in any way by sarcastic
comments by the narrator. Horatio’s letter to Leons@harmingly written and it reveals
that Horatio is an intelligent and sensitive man whoitiggrity. Horatio writes to
Leonora to express his happiness at their impending nuatidlgis letter contains
musings on the subject of love, musings that are philosd@mdamature in nature and
nothing like the exaggerated passions displayed by Lady Boalsy, Spshod, and
others. His vision of love is not the kind of physicasue that overpowers one, as we
have seen in these other characters. Instead, he b&ng a lover as an opportunity to
exercise “every human Virtue” (133). He writes, “thdd¥ed whose Happiness [the
lover] ultimately respects, may give us charming Opporesiif being brave in her
defence, generous to her Wants, compassionate to fietiévs, [and] grateful to her
Kindness” (133). The letter written from Leonora to Hior@t similar in its expression of
a mature love. The “delicate Sentiments” expressétbnatio’s letter delight Leonora,
and she avows that “all the generous Principles huvadare is capable of, are centered
in [Horatio’s| Breast” (133). Additionally, she is hapat she is “led by Inclination to

love” a person who her own rational judgment approves (134)
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In both Horatio and Leonora’s letters, we see a visidave that is part reason
and admiration of character and part pure emotion. Athint in the story of Leonora,
readers can become emotionally invested in the romaceeise—even by the standards
of the rest of the novel that mocks the ridiculousspgans of the heart—this romance
seems to be one founded on both passion and mutual réeHpese. letters, like Joseph’s,
reflect a less cynical view of the world than the ator does, and show the possibility of
a kind of love that can be openly admired. Although Leammes later make a poor
decision and rejects Horatio in favor of Bellarminesin letters still serve as a positive
and serious expression of love that readers can colatiengmd enjoy without cynicism.

It is also interesting to note that most scholatebe that it was Sarah Fielding,
not Henry, who wrote the letter from Leonora to Hiorat As Sarah Fielding’s talents lie

not in the comic world, but in the world of “moral rance,*®

it is interesting that

Fielding would have recruited her to write a letter is farticular part of the novel. His
use of his sister’s talent gives us some indicatiori®uwf the letter is intended to be taken
by readers. The idea that the letters in the talenaant to be satiric is undermined by the
fact that it is Sarah, the romance writer, who pbbparote the letter, not Fielding, the

comic writer. With this letter, Fielding is not onlycorporating the voice of a different

genre, he is incorporating directly into the noveltbee of a different writer.

4 As Jane Spencer puts it in “Fielding and Female Aigtian The Cambridge Companion

to Henry Fielding(2007), Sarah Fielding’s “first publication is generally agréo be the letter
from Leonora to Horatio inserted in Joseph Andrews\veistén by a young Lady™ (132).

!> sarah Fielding’s nov@lhe Adventures of David Sim§l744) is referred to as a “moral
romance” in the advertisement for the book.
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The remaining letters in the tale come at pivotal gaimthe denouement of
Leonora’s story and provide readers with the same kiseémtimental pathos and
vicarious emotional experience offered by amatory argt@pry novels. The first letter
from Bellarmine seals Leonora’s “tragic fate” whéeneiveals that Bellarmine has not
suffered a fatal wound at the hands of Horatio andh&atill recover. The next letter
serves as an ignored warning to Leonora’s father, infaymim of Bellarmine’s lack of
fortune, and the final letter is Bellarmine’s reject@friLeonora. Bellarmine’s first letter
to Leonora is filled with pretty romantic phrases: élésther, “The wound | fear you have
heard | received from my Rival, is not like to be salfas those shot into my Heart,
which have been fired from your Eyes, tout-brillant” (142¢ also tells Leonora that her
“Absence will be the greatest Anguish which can bebigkhim]” (142). Dramatically,
he signs his letter “Avec tout le respecte in the M/o¥our most Obedient, most
Absolute Devoté” (142). Bellarmine, in his next lettdisteeonora that he will not marry
her. Again, his letters are marked by false dramatichoAllh he rejects Leonora solely
because she does not have a substantial enough dowrgtdedsrto be devastated by
what he calls her father’s “refusal” of him. He endsshort note by writing

You will certainly believe me, Madam, incapable of my skelivering this triste

Message: Which I intend to try the French Air to cureGbasequences of—Ah

jamais! Coeur! Ange!—Ah Diable—If your Papa obliges you tdariage, |

hope we shall see you at Paris, till when the Windftbats from thence will be
the warmest dans le Monde: for it will consist almerstirely of my Sighs. Adieu

ma princesse! Ah L’Amour!” (153)



93

Each of Bellarmine’s letters provides the high dranad iha hallmark of
amatory/romantic fiction, as his letters embodydlie, overly passionate sentiments of
the typical disreputable rake of the genre. It is throughetiers that readers are able to
judge his character for themselves and understand that tzebas truly made a poor
choice. His letters provide readers with the same Kiriguwlty pleasure” that would be
derived from reading the melodramatic tales of sedueti@hbetrayal found in amatory
and epistolary fiction, an aspect of these types oélsahat is clearly parodied by the
narrator elsewhere in the novel. Here, howevergtigeno indication that readers need to
do anything but enjoy what they are reading. The lettersarparodies of the
melodrama. They are not exaggerated nor are they cothiegllare a straightforward
representation of what letters were like in sentimdiagon.

The tale of the “Unfortunate Jilt” and the letters eam¢d within, which are the
emotional and romantic high points of the tale, sas/a very clever way to infuse some
much-desired and needed romance into the novel withouhgedag the consistency of
the narrative voice. The letters express a levekatimentality that could not be
portrayed anywhere else in the novel without being satiriand allows readers a break
from the harsh ironic stance of the narrator and aahto feel freely. They also allow
the “voice” of a competing ideology into the text tbe reader’s consideration. The
vicarious emotional experience offered by romanceeftthry and letters serves as a
counterpoint to the dry, detached view of the world effdby the narrator. Even though
the romance ends badly, readers are given a chaappteciate sentiment and to feel an

emotional connection to the text.
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There is one final letter iloseph Andrewsnd it too appears in an interpolated
tale: the tale of Mr. Wilson’s early libertinism. linet guise of a reformed rake telling a
tale of conversion, Fielding creates a mini-romanakagain borrows the pathos of
romance writers. As in the interpolated tale of Laanddams becomes emotionally
invested in the story, just as the readerdoskeph Andrewdo. As Mr. Wilson recounts
the story of his early life as a rake, Adams jumps wppates the room and groans aloud
in response to Mr. Wilson’s folly.

The embedded letter included in the story marks thengipoint in Mr. Wilson’s
story. As Wilson is languishing in prison for unpaid debésyreceives a letter from a
good and moral woman, “the handsomest creature iartiverse,” for whom Wilson had
“long had a Passion” (228). Although the style of theetatt straightforward and simple,
the letter marks a dramatic shift in the tale and tiirinem the story of a wretched,
foolish man to the story about the reformation cdikee by a good woman. The letter
informs Wilson that Harriet, the daughter of the nawhom Wilson sold his winning
lottery ticket, has heard of his troubles. Harriet veriteat she was “so much touched by
[his] present Circumstances, and the Uneasiness [helfealstt having been driven to
dispose of what might have made [him] happy” thatreisedecides to send him 200
pounds (228). Harriet’s generous gift both liberates andmsféilson, as he is able to
free himself from debts and to fall madly in love watkvorthy woman. Wilson’s tale and
the letter it contains present another opportunity fadees to engage with the novel on
an emotional level without the narrator’s personadpeindermined. Just as Parson

Adams responded emotionally to the story of the “Unfatenilt,” he becomes very
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engrossed in Wilson’s tale of debauchery. Again, readerfses to respond as Adams
does to Wilson's tale because the tale is completglpbthe purview of the narrato
Conclusion

The unique narrative persona Fielding created helped tonsetdart from his
literary predecessors but also created a distance betheeeaders and characters of his
novels and limited the sentiments that could be expresgsiedut undermining the
narrator’s credibility. Traditionally, when discussihgseph Andrewsritics have
conflated the voice of this narrator with the voicédehry Fielding the man, ascribing to
Fielding the sometimes-limiting ironic and aloof perspectina seems to dominate the
text. However, the narrator—although controlling, intvesiand seemingly ever-
present—does not represent the only voice in the texh stomplete embodiment of
Fielding’s ideology. A close examination of the embedd#éédrein the novel, in fact,
reveals thafoseph Andrewss less monologic than many critics have long beliei to
be. Although Fielding never gives his characters freeaied they cannot all be viewed
as characters with fully developed and autonomous vdiuesjgh the embedded letters,
Fielding includes other voices that complicate our undedstg of both Fielding’s moral
universe and his literary aesthetic.

Through Joseph’s letters, readers are able to explerdeh that, unlike what the
narrator seems to be encouraging him to think, it isiptesfor a man to be both virtuous
and worldly; one does not have to be Don Quixote to uphgldideals, even in a
corrupt world. Through the letters of the interpolatdestaFielding gives the

“Sentimental pathos” of the early novel a legitimatensatirical voice in a work that is
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dominated by a narrator who promotes looking at virtuallyytkeng with a cynical eye.
These letters demonstrate that on some level, Fieldidgrstood the importance of
sentiment in the novel and recognizes readers’ needslimbt just think, while reading.
In the space of the embedded letter, removed from hiatoarFielding gives readers
opportunities to connect with characters and theirtem®e and romances

enthusiastically, without fear of castigation frore tharrator.



Chapter Three
Opposing Voices and lIdeologies: The Embedded letter in Tom Jones

In writing Joseph Andrewd=ielding created a narrative persona that set hislsiove
apart from his contemporaries’ and became the moshdiis aspect of his writing. In
his next and most successful noviéle History of Tom Jones, a Foundligelding’s
narrative voice, while sharing many similarities witk tharrative voice afoseph
Andrews evolves into an even more intrusive, authoritative, @ntrolling force that
dominates both the narrative and readers. In fact,Heribstein goes so far as to say that
“Tom Jonegives the reader less actual freedom of interpretatidnmoral stance than
any other major eighteenth-century novel” (112). In sarags, Rothstein’s assessment
of the novel is correct. The ever-present narragrén more vociferous attempts to
bully, cajole, and manipulate readers into relying solalyteir judgment does
frequently make it appear as though the narrator is fgiegean objective world entirely
defined for his readers. However, this is only true ifcheose to conflate the narrator
and Fielding and believe that the narrator is the singlee of authority in the text, a
claim that this chapter’s exploration of Fielding’®ud the embedded letter invalidates.
Much as it did inJoseph Andrewshe embedded letter irom Joneprovides a vehicle
through which different and sometimes contradictory \@emter the text and complicate
the fictional world presented by the narrator. Theetsttmake the text polyphonic and
undermine the idea that the narrator’s voice is theaamice of authority in the text or

that it embodies the totality of Fielding’s vision the novel.

97
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This chapter will begin by looking at the narrator’sgperctive and the ways in
which the narrator curtails readers’ interpretive freedéoflowing this discussion, we
will look at how the embedded lettersTiom Jone$elp to loosen the narrator’s
interpretive control by bringing into the novel othefces that enter the text unfiltered
and allow readers to gain perspectives of the world diffdrem the narrator’s limited,
ironic one. Specifically, we will explore how the ®letters of Tom, Sophia, and Lady
Bellaston bring into the novel the language of twéedént epistolary genres—the letter-
writing manual and the epistolary novel—how a lettettem by Honour Blackmore
gives a voice to the struggles of the “lower ordersg famally, how Square’s and
Thwackum'’s letters vocalize criticism of the narraanoral philosophy.

Everyone wants to be a “Sensible” Reader: How the Narrator ManipaaReaders

The narrator oTom Jone®stablishes and maintains his control over readers in
several subtle and persuasive ways. He creates twamdategf readers—“sensible”
readers who believe as he does and “Readers of the IGWasst who do not—and then
effectively convinces readers that those who agree withplissess intelligence and
wisdom superior to the others (25, 77). The narrator alsotheerefatory chapters of
each book to establish himself as a wise and paternag figiio is in a position of
authority over readers and on whom readers shouldamdlfinally, he clearly defines
the “correct” roles of both writer and readers, againforcing readers’ subservience.

The single most effective way the narrator bringsréaeler under his “power” is
by creating images of two potential types of readerstaader who is “sensible” and

“learned,” capable of discerning the superiorityfofn Joneso the many “other” works
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“with which the Stalls abound,” and the obtuse reader wwold read the opening
chapter, the novel's “Bill of Fare,” and not recognizelding’s superior offering (25-
26). In creating this dichotomy, the narrator “flauntseuighority and wields a powerful
irony, setting ‘good’ readers, who practice what he prescpart from aesthetic and
moral reptiles” and pushes readers to interpret thertdkieiway the narrator wants by
playing on readers’ natural human desires to be admirededmagb(Rothstein “Virtues”
99). lItis, of course, normal for the reader to warlié identified as a “sensible reader”
and not a reader of “the lowest class” if sensibldeemare smart, educated, and
sophisticated, as the narrator implies. This desire fwabeof a selective group certainly
affects how readers assess the events and actioresmd\bl and creates in readers an
overwhelming desire to please the narrator by readingnathézreaders “should.” As
readers move througfom Jonesthey begin to get a clear sense of the values and the
worldview of the narrator, and once they have at laashtative understanding of the
way the narrator looks at the world, they try to iptet the novel in the way the narrator
would. This eagerness to please ensures that all but #tandependent and rebellious
readers actively share the narrator’s perspective didatienal world.

The narrator helps to ensure that readers cleadgrstand how sensible readers
should respond to the text by frequently labeling partiaatarpretations of his ideas as
being either the reactions of astute readers or tiotiora of readers of the lowest class.
For example, when the narrator is explaining his choicibject matter fofom Jones
he claims that “hiSensiblaeader, though most luxurious in his Taste [emphasis ddded]

will not “start, cavil, or be offended” because therator offers up only one topic for
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exploration in the novel—human nature (25). Herendneator has labeled a positive
response to his choice of subject matter as the osactia “sensible” reader who
presumably has excellent taste. He is also implyinge qotiously, that a reader who
objects to his choice is not sensible and lacks a refinett@arhe narrator then goes on
to assert that the “learned Reader” also understantim ttie single topic of human
nature lies a great deal of variety, consequently inthgdhat only an uneducated reader
would fail to appreciate the narrator’s brilliance imoking simply human nature as his
subject (26). This labeling of reactions continues throbglentire text, establishing the
responses of “judicious Readers,” “upper Graduates irciSnt,” and readers who
possess “Judgment and Penetration” as those judgmenégtba with the narrator and
the judgments of “Readers of the lowest Class” asahiat do not (77-78).

Even when readers are presented with an event orbded \@hich the narrator
offers little reaction or commentary, they are s#lwained that they find themselves
attempting to mold their responses to fit what they belitbe narrator’s response would
be. When they are confronted with a seemingly romamiicsentimental scene between
Sophia and Tom in Book VI, for example, they know fribva decidedly anti-romantic
stance of the narrator that even though the scenesdedre as sentimental as any scene
that could be found in a seventeenth-century Frenchroepghey are to remain
detached from the emotion of the scene. Such reacerswaarded at the end of the
scene when the narrator says, “I believe some oRegders will think [this scene] had
lasted long enough” and abruptly cuts from this romantic steadhumorous one

involving Squire Weston (195). Readers who foolishly enjoyeddmance of the scene
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and wished it longer are subtly shamed by the remindeteidnaned readers do not
delight in romantic foolishness.

As we readlom Jonesnd strive to interpret as the narrator wants us¢o,
develops what Eric Rothstein calls “interpretive snasgi (“Virtues” 110). As readers,
we “naively [congratulate] ourselves on our collusionthvthe narrator and we revel in
our role as sensible readers, superior to readers who gverneptive enough to
understand the narrator’s irony and interpret the everiteeafovel as the narrator does
(Rothstein “Virtues” 110). Rothstein points out, howevieat bne “we pay for the
pleasure of elitism by making automatically and reductiviedyonly judgments that
Fielding lets us make, seemingly unprompted, on our own’rig¢s” 111). Rothstein is
correct about readers developing interpretive smugnélssugh | would contend that
readers are being led to these judgments bpahetor, notFielding. As we will see
shortly, the narrator’s voice, although perhaps the ldudéke novel, is not the only
valid voice in the text and does not by itself refleetiding’s entire vision for the novel.
Nonetheless, in a desire to be considered sensildensave do subconsciously read just
as thenarrator wishes us to by aligning our belief system, if only templyrawith the
ideology the narrator espouses. This blind allegiance uliages independent thought
and assessment.

In addition to controlling readers through labeling respsias “sensible” or
indicative of “low class,” the narrator establisheteipretive control through the
prefatory chapters that begin each book of the noves& essay-like, introductory

chapters are separate from the rest of the narratiekthey frequently do not address the
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characters or plot of the novel but rather discuss ¢ektaial matters, such as the state of
contemporary literature. Although these chapters do n@tyshlvave an effect on readers’
understanding of the characters and events of the storyg twld, they do have a
profound effect on readers’ feelings about the narrateiVayne Booth explains in his
seminal workThe Rhetoric of Fiction

If we read straight through all of the seemingly graustappearances by the

narrator, leaving out the story of Tom, we discovarraing account of growing

intimacy between the narrator and the reader, an acegtina kind of plot of its

own and a separate denouement. (216)

As readers move through the novel, they develop a oitesgonship with the narrator
that stands apart from their relationships with theratters and plot of the novel.

This relationship between narrator and reader is not &tpiitdhough. Through
these prefatory chapters, the narrator takes on “tkeofgdatron and refuse[s] the reader
the equality of free choice, let alone the superiofitsitbing in judgment or being catered
to by right” (Rothstein “Virtues” 107). Readers come to vibe narrator as an almost
paternal figure who is wise and benevolent, profferingaallegedly with only the
reader’s well being in mind. Like many dysfunctional famélationships, however, this
relationship is fraught with flaws and broken promisesviing on Richard Sennett’s
work on different modes of authority, Eric Rothsteiaims that the narrator’s
paternalism, described as “an offer of intimacy and ptioie to those who are deferent,”
follows the contradiction Sennett often finds in sofflers: “there is a promise of

nurturance made . . . [but] the essential quality of nane is denied; that one’s care
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will make another person stronger’ ” (Rothstein 100,n8dmguoted in Rothstein 100).
In Tom Jonesthe narrator promises to look after readers, bubhdneator’s nurturance
does not, in fact, help readers get stronger; it actaaflgs their ability to make
interpretations independently. The narrator’s patesmainfantilizes readers and causes
them to seek the narrator’s approval, just as childreudvirom a parent.

One of the main functions of these paternalisti¢gpoey chapters is to teach
readers what to think about literature and how to behakesdgrs. In the first chapter of
Book Il, in fact, the narrator explicitly, although huraasly, defines the reader-narrator
relationship as that of superior and subordinate. Thatoartells readers:

| am, in reality, the Founder of a new Province oftiffgi, so | am at liberty to

make what Laws | please therein. And these Laws, nagl&s, whom | consider

as my Subjects, are bound to believe in and obey; withhwhat they may
readily and cheerfully comply, | do hereby assure théat | shall principally
regard their Ease and Advantage in all such Institutiémsi do not, like gqure
divino Tyrant, imagine that they are my Slaves, or my Codityiol am, indeed,
set over them for their own Good only, and was createthéir Use, not they for
mine. Nor do | doubt, while | make their Interest ¢ineat Rule of my Writings,
they will unanimously concur in supporting my Dignity, anadandering me all

the Honour | shall deserve or desire. (53-4).

Although there is clearly humor in this comment, therator’s proclamation accurately

describes the relationship that will develop betweeméneator and readers, as the
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narrator does set himself over them and attempts tarieetee ultimate authority in the
text.

In several other places in the novel, the narrdsar specifically spells out what
he views as the correct behavior of readers. In thedhapter of Book V, the narrator
provides readers with “a few wholesome Admonitions’red they will not “grosly
misunderstand and misrepresent” him (337). He warns themé&aot too hastily to
condemn any of the Incidents in this our History .ecause thou does not immediately
conceive in what Manner such Incident may conduce tdxesign” (337). With these
statements, the narrator is intimating that any neg@atdgment readers come to may
simply be a reflection of their inability to see tlgg picture.” Here the narrator is
encouraging the reader to trust that the narratomwake everything clear to him in due
time. Readers become more likely to reserve judgmentraitwisens of the narrator’s
vision of the world and less likely to think independentihéyt encounter any
inconsistencies in the text because they feel confithanthe narrator will explain
everything at the appropriate time.

The narrator is very successful in his attempts toegeters to view him as their
guide, protector, and advisor. Readers become attached tmlaimjay they never do to
the characters of the text. Some readers, such aseNBpoth, become so attached, in
fact, that “when [the narrator] draws to the end offliswell, then, at a time when we
know we are to lose him, . . . we find, lying beneath oomsement at his playful mode
of farewell, something of the same feeling we have whetose a close friend” (Booth

218). Even if readers do not develop as much fondnessdaratrrator as Booth does,
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they still become undeniably dependent on the narratd&inma difficult for them to
separate their own judgments and opinions from the nagator
The Embedded Letter: A Forum for Opposing Voices

Although the narrator’s voice so dominates the nthetl readers frequently have
difficulty thinking for themselves, there is at leasecelement of the text—the embedded
letter—that allows for the expression of voices m@blogies other than the narrator’s,
providing readers with different perspectives that engmithem to question the
narrator’s vision of the world. As iboseph Andrewdhe key to the letters’ power of
freedom lies in readers’ willingness to view the letigia separate space outside the
narrator’s purview and control.

Chapter Two’s explanation of how and why readers aretablew the letters as
a separate and safe space applies here as well. Asaussid earlier, the embedded
letter maintains its own independence as an incormgbgegere, and the same internal
cues that directed readerslokeph Andreww view the letters separately are also
present inTom JonesThe narrator rarely comments on the content ofdtters, creating
the impression that, unlike almost any other facet ofakethat bears his heavy stamp,
the letters are somehow outside the his scope of atythdlso, the letters are again
presented typographically in the form of “real” lettengereif a character in the text is
merely reciting the contents of a letter that isaatently in his or her possession. Just as
they did inJoseph Andrewshe letters are again physically separated from dteofdhe
narrative and presented as artifacts, as extra-texataria, written by others and

inserted into the writing of the narrator. Tom Jonesthe narrator himself even discusses
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one of the letters in the novel in these terms. Whaaty Bellaston shows Mrs. Western a
letter Tom has sent her, the narrator commentshéifReader hath a Desire to see [the
letter], he will find already on Record in the XVth Boof this History” (562):° The
phrase “already on Record” presents the main narrasigekind of official retelling of
the events of Tom’s life, with the embedded letter sgras a secondary source that
supports the veracity of the main document.

Once the letter is established as a separate spacenninithe of readers, it
becomes the vehicle through which they can gain somgieteve autonomy and
freedom. At least for the time it takes to read anerpret the letter, readers disconnect
from the narrator, disengage with the main narrativeb@edme connected to the letter
and its “writer.” As Godfrey Singer points out, epistigiserently

[place] the reader in a position of confidential frietiais creating a connecting

contact between [the] writer [of the letter] anddea . . . The animated and

dramatic nature of the letter likewise enables it tkere more forcible and

lasting impression upon the mind of the reader, than dmukkpected from a

composition purely narrative or didactic. (84)

Through this connection with the letter-writing chaeacthe reader of the text is “invited
to participate in the creative work of the story by figdout [what a character thinks or
why he does something] for himself, so that the fictiamglact on him gains in
vividness and comprehensiveness” (Day 6). The lettemfiea direct conduit, so to

speak, between the readers and the characters. Untike iast of the text, where readers

18 The letter is included in the prior chapter inathiTom composes it.
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judge the characters based on the values and standardsdhgpothe fictional world by
the narrator, through reading the embedded lettersatieegiven the freedom to assess
the letter-writing characters and the content ofrtletiers for themselves.

Voices of the Epistolary Novel and the Eighteenth-Century Lettéing/Manual: The
Love Letters of Tom Jones

The love letters of Tom, Sophia, and Lady Bellastaoant for more than half of
the total letters in the novel. Through these letteaders are given an extended glimpse
into the thoughts and emotions of these major chasaatet are given the chance to
assess them without interference from the narrataimes, the letters present a
perspective of an individual character that underminesrapkoates the narrator’s
vision by bringing into the novel the voice of two contenapy epistolary
traditions/contexts: the epistolary novel and the fettéting manual. With their
expression of mutual admiration and their emphasisumeyithe more emotionally
restrained letters between the two young lovers retifectonventions and ideology of
the letter-writing manual while Lady Bellaston’s legtelearly evoke the ethos of
epistolary fiction with its emphasis on passion aratie love.

Before we can tackle what assessments the readdns imge made about
individual letter-writing characters ifom Jonesind whether these assessments
challenge the narrator’s authority, we must firstdss the contexts in which eighteenth-
century readers formed their opinions about the epistiegenre. Although we can never
know with absolute certainty what eighteenth-centuaglees thought about letters, we

can gain a fairly good idea about social attitudes tovedtdrs by examining letter-
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writing manuals, which greatly influenced contemporanetetvriting practices, and
letters found in the epistolary literature of the time

By the end of the seventeenth century and beginning @ighéeenth century,
letter writing had become a very fashionable pursuit, amayfactors influenced the
proliferation of letter writing: the English postalgiee became more efficient, reliable
and cheaper; the general population was more literateetiier before; schools taught
students how to write letters using classical and conteanpexamples; and many
popular literary figures, such as Alexander Pope, publistedgarsonal letters with
great success (Day 49). As discussed in Chapter Oreslatso became an important
part of the novel, a genre that flourished in the eghth century.

Although letter-writing began as a pursuit of the uppess;lavith “ladies and
gentleman of breeding in the country as well as in temgteavor[ing] to write letters
following the models of [classical letter writers swashOvid and more contemporary
letter writers such as Mme de Sevigne, and Pope],” lettieng became in the
eighteenth century popular among people of all socio@uenbackgrounds (Wurzbach
x). This “disseminat[ion] of letter-writing down thecsal hierarchy” was due in large
part to the proliferation of British letter-writing maals (Bannet xv-xvi). Letter writing
manuals, which cost only about a shilling, were widelylatsé8 and used by everyone
from gentleman and ladies to servants. These manudis ‘f@pistolary kinds, codes, and
conventions familiar to all manner and ranks of people @ight say that the eighteenth

century naturalized the idea that anyone can (or shouldlbécg read and write a letter”
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(Bannet xvi). Today, the manuals offer scholars greahbhto the writing practices of
eighteenth-century England.

Letter-writing manuals aimed to provide readers with exasnpidetters written
on a wide variety of occasions that represented feaituations that readers might
themselves experience. They were in large part madesgnydle letters that readers
were to imitate in their own writing, rather thantwg instruction. These letters
contained in the manuals “express feelings, intentimmd,thoughts in the most general
way so that letters will be widely applicable as models The individual correspondent
was able to adapt such a model for his own purposes simihgdxging a few personal
details” (Wurzbach xiv). Through these letters, readengwaught, among other things,
the appropriate way to write the introduction and closingtters, how to discuss
common events—deaths, births, travel—with proper decorumh@ndo adjust the
expression of sentiments according to the social réalaiter’s recipient.

As discussed in Chapter One, letters also found theinnta the popular
consciousness through literature. Epistolary literatias very popular in the eighteenth
century; in fact, it accounted for one fifth of afkliature published during the peridd.

In novels, letters were most frequently used to tellanata tales. As Janet Altman points
out, this was because “the letter form seems tailéyethe love plot, with its emphasis
on separation and reunion” (14). The literature of thisopleparticularly amatory fiction,

focused on love and relationships and used the letter agresrize absent lovers to

17 “Epistolary” fiction encompassed works that inclidaly a few letters in their texts, others

that split their text equally between third-person naseand letters, and still other works that
were entirely comprised of letters.
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communicate. In this context, the literary letter sgjoently became tied to the romantic
excess of early British fiction and became a spae¢hich characters could express
unbridled, enthusiastic emotion—emotions that would hatenddfeen met by public
disapproval. As Singer points out, the use of lettehsarature reflects the contemporary
belief that “the letter itself is an admirable andieenient means whereby the deepest
sentiments and sensibilities of characters may bepied, and that the letter, at least in
the eighteenth century, was likely to be a delving intortiost secret soul of the writer”
(101). The literary letter then, unlike the more pratteiers found in letter-writing
manuals, was effusive, emotional, and often reflectiedkaof restraint on the part of the
writer. Both letter-writing manuals and epistolary aelsvhelped shape the eighteenth-
century public’s opinions about letters and provided the rsaxfdiom Jones set of
conventions and values, separate from those of thd angiehe narrator, on which they
could base their assessments of the letters and ahactérs who “wrote” them.

One may object to the idea that eighteenth-century readruld have judged the
letters inTom Jonesising the conventions of the epistolary novel, partitplaecause
Tom Joness not of course an epistolary novel and becausdifgetook such great pains
to separate himself from the world of epistolary fiotid his objection is certainly
understandable, but one should not underestimate howh&edinbedded letters let the
readers ofTom Jonegscape the expectations and directives of the narfatae in the
separate space of the letter, readers feel less cedrtedthe narrator and consequently
less pressure to read in a way constructed by him. igdgikg explained in his preface to

Joseph Andrewdie was attempting to create a new kind of writing hiaat never before
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been attempted in English. While readers are under thieo§pige narrator, they are
forced to read this new kind of writing in a new way tiay the narrator wants him to—
with irony and distance. This way of reading was difiéfeom how readers had been
reading the works of many of Fielding’s contemporaries @dose predecessors. Tom
Jones the narrator’s heavy hand keeps readers in line, kbepslooking at everything
ironically, distanced from the characters and thinking way that reaffirms the
narrator’s worldview. However, when the heavy hand tedifvhile readers are
considering the love letters, it becomes possibleremtto revert to reading and judging
the way they did when dealing with similar letters foimdentimental novels. It would
seem only natural to read and judge the letters using thdastis of the already
established literary tradition found in epistolary beti

The “voices” of these two contexts provide readerf ditferent and sometimes
competing value systems on which they can base trsassiments of the letters. As we
will soon see, these two traditions reflected verfed#nt ideas about the proper tone,
content, and style of letters. Writing manuals encowt&geotional restraint and
prudence—*“values” that traditionally have been assatiaith Fielding’s moral
philosophy, as expressed by his narrators at lea$trinJonesit should come as no
surprise then that “good” characters such as Tom and Salphigte letters that seem to
embody the advice proffered by the manuals. It should alsbensurprising that “bad”
characters such as Lady Bellaston write lettersreflct the “values” of the epistolary
novel—spontaneity and the open expression of emotiahses not embraced by the

narrator of the novel. Because these voices are legpgssed in the separate space of
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the embedded letter, an area devoid of the ironic conameat the narrator, they are
allowed to enter the novel on an equal footing with theatar’s voice. They are not, like
SO0 many other “voices” in the text, filtered through tlagrator’'s consciousness, so they
possess their own authority and independence.

It is quite clear from the treatment they receivéhmrest of the novel, what the
narrator wishes us to think about Tom, Sophia, and Ladla&on. The narrator has set
up the couples as obvious foils for one another. Wenasnt to view Sophia as a
paragon of womanly virtue—she is all the things that angedain the worldview of the
narrator: kind, virtuous, modest, rational, and restrained-wendre to view Lady
Bellaston as cruel, promiscuous, arrogant, and highly enadtiall the things that are
devalued in the fictional world afom JonesTom’s relationships with the two women
reveal much about all three characters. In his comrations and dealings with Sophia,
Tom is prudent, letting reason dictate his actions, ans imetivated by a true
admiration for her character. In his dealings withy Bellaston, on the other hand, Tom
lets his lust get the better of him and behaves quite imptlydé is obvious then that
the relationship that brings out the best in Tom, élstionship with Sophia, is intended
to be more admirable than his relationship with Ladyd&3#din, which brings out the
worst in him. While it is quite apparent what the narratould have us think about the
characters and their romantic entanglements, éss ¢ertain how readers actually feel
about the two couples when they are separated fromfloence of the narrator and use
their own experiences with epistolary novels and#tiet-writing manuals as a basis for

judgment.
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One of the primary differences between letters fourdtter-writing manuals
and those found in epistolary writings is the levedwiotion the letters express. In letter-
writer manuals, writers were told that “affect, hoeesincere, must bow to decorum,”
while the novel prized the expression of emotion itetstperhaps above all else (Brant
35). If one is to look at letters in the manuals, itdrees evident that practicing
emotional restraint is of great importance. For eXamp The Young Secretaries Guide
(1721), a writer who intends to write a letter of remicarxce is very practically cautioned
to consider “what Influence he has over the PersonWwetiag to” and urged to write in
an appropriate style and not to let his or her emotioleswhat he or she writes (Hill 2).
Manuals tell the readers that one should never leledispre, even if warranted, be too
obvious, particularly when writing to a superior.

This kind of practical consideration is often not prese the letters contained in
contemporary fiction. In novels, the letter writdtem throws caution to the wind and
writes boldly, despite the possibly dire consequences Bbe will face. For example, it
is quite evident that before Richardson’s Clarissaesrseveral letters of remonstrance to
her brother, she does not consider the fact thatahéttie to no influence over him and
that he has the power to affect her life greathyhéndescription of one of the letters she
has written, Clarissa tells her friend Miss Howe tiex letter to her brother was “struck
off while the iron was red hot” after she had beeretfirfrom overhearing him laugh
about her misfortunes (71). In her letter, Clarissaises her brother of behaving in an
“unbrotherly manner” and tells him in no uncertain terha she dislikes him intensely

for “treating [her] as no brother ought to treat a sigf£2). While Clarissa does suffer
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for her outburst of emotion, readers admire her ghiitstand up for herself against a
tyrannical brother, in spite of the consequences stes f&larissa’s letters are certainly
not atypical of epistolary writing. Indeed, one of ttadlmarks of Richardson’s epistolary
style, in particular, is the “instantaneous Descriptamd Reflections” that his characters
make as they record in their letters their immediagetions to the world around them
(Clarissaxx). In fact, in his preface tGlarissg Richardson contends that letters
“writ[ten] in the height of present distress” by a mersvhose “mind [is] tortured by the
pangs of uncertainty” are “much more lively and affegtithan “the dry, narrative,
unanimated Style of a person relating difficulties andydesisurmounted” after some
period of reflection Clarissaxx).

The level of emotion in the letters in manuals aodets differs particularly when
the subject of love is broached. Even many of the lletters—Ietters that one would
assume would contain a great deal of emotion—that asemtex in the letter-writing
manuals are restrained in style and far less effubae those found in novels. For
example, in the opening letter of tRest-Office Intelligencé€l736), a man writes the
following to his beloved:

| have had the Honour and Happiness of being admittedatmiasr

Conversation with you, so your obliging Deportment and paidendowments

have made a deep Impression on my Mind; for who candodmmiring that

which shines with so bright a Lustre? Or who can comvertith so pleasing, so

delightful a Companion and not be smitten with attv@c€harms? (1-2)
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While the sentiments expressed in the letter are plgasid complimentary, they can
hardly be considered demonstrative or perhaps even tmnhgrepistolary novel
standards.
Look, however, at a love letter found in John Littletdosteker’s epistolary
novel, The Constant Loverd731) written on a similar occasion:
Twas with the greatest Regret that the other Nighgtlwith so great a
Disappointment when | had the honour of waiting on yomdydoy that Lady’s
being with you, of declaring how great a Wound | have weckfrom your Eyes:
sure, nothing, dear Madam, could ever have rais’d so greetssoR in my Breast
but your Beauty! Never was any thing equal to my Surprise! Torsésd in one
Person so many excellent Perfections, as are, undoubbeloyfound in no other
than the beauteous Sylvia. . . . | should certainlyhaken you for a Divinity.
Oh! Madam, | want Ovid’s Softness to express my Pasginsteker 102)
There are quite obviously marked differences betweemihdetters. The letter that
appears in the novel is full of enthusiastic praiseshbuld certainly have taken you for
a Divinity”; flowery language: “how great a wound | haveaw®ed from your eyes”; and
hyperbole: “never was any thing equal to my Surprise.” By coisgarthe first letter,
which is representative of a typical love letter tvauld be found in a letter-writing
manual, seems restrained and almost platonic. Therwfithat letter finds his beloved
“pleasing” and “obliging” and he is honored and happy to hawehere but he is far from

awe-struck, as the writer of the second letter ig tgasst appears to be.
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Tom'’s letters to Sophia typify the kind of love letteat might find its way into a
letter-writing manual. His letters, although writterdenemotional strain and containing
romantic sentiments, express a desire for ration@lityiumph over emotion and for
virtue to triumph over self-interest. This emphasiefected in both the tone and
content of his letters, which are far less overtlysfpanate” or emotionally unrestrained
than the letters composed by Lady Bellaston and sérdrtoare. Tom knows that
Sophia’s father heartily disapproves of a match betvgeself and Sophia, and
although he loves her, he feels that it is imprudenihéorto disregard her father’s wishes.
In his first letter to Sophia, Tom tells her, “I haesolved, Madam, to obey your
Commands” and leave her because “Fortune hath madeegsaeg, necessary to [her]
Preservation” that she forget his affection for I2€4(). Later in another letter, he asks
that she come to hiomless*'Wisdom shall predominate, and on the most mature
Reflection, inform [her], that the Sacrifice is too dreand if there be no Way left to
reconcile [her] father, and restore the peace of fdeaf Mind, but by abandoning [him]”
(548). Tom’s words clearly reflect what the writer détier-writing manual might term
“good sense.” Although he wishes to be with Sophia andsa@tto know that he loves
her, he does not want her to jeopardize her relatiomgtipher father for a romantic
relationship with him. His letters express a willingnsgnore his own self-interest in
order to preserve Sophia’s virtue and future, and just dettke writing manuals suggest
that sentiment must be appropriately moderated ancexpshssions are unadvisable,

Tom'’s letters reflect a restrained expression of emotio
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In her letters to Tom, Sophia also refrains from mgkash romantic statements
or declarations of love. After she and Tom first begidliscover their feelings for one
another and it becomes clear that her father styargécts to a match between the two,
Sophia seems to accept rather easily the idea that mdrsh& will not be together. In
response to Tom’s letter that urges her to make a “eiati@cision to abandon him if she
believes her father cannot be reconciled to the mabtehwrites to Tom to apologize for
her father’s behavior, but she does not promise to dist&guire Weston’s wishes.
Instead, she merely “reassures” Tom that “nothing utast Violence shall ever give
[her] Hand or Heart where [he] would be sorry to seentbestowed” (206).

Lady Bellaston’s love letters to Tom are dramaticdlfferent in their tone and
sentiments than either Tom’s letters to Sophia or Stpletiers to Tom, and they clearly
capture the spirit of the kind of letters found in egesty fiction. While the letters
exchanged between Tom and Sophia could be described ameestnad proper, the
letters sent from Lady Bellaston to Tom could only beedieed as dramatic, effusive,
chaotic, and passionate. Two of the most noticeablerdiites between the letters are
Lady Bellaston’s tendency to “compose” when emotioesfi@sh in her mind and the
freedom with which she expresses these emotions. Sadycyjives no thought to
propriety and/or proper epistolary decorum. Similar &léiters found in Richardson’s
PamelaandClarissa Lady Bellaston’s letters seem to be “writtenhe thoment” and
consequently seem to have been often written, dsttiees inClarissawere, “in the
height of present distress” (Richardson xx). Lady B&dla is unable to control her

feelings for Tom and her letters clearly demonstrateimph of emotion over reason
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and propriety. In fact, Lady Bellaston, herself, oftemarks about her lack of restraint:
she describes the “Hurry of Spirits” in which she wrate emotionally charged letter to
Tom and in another letter, she discusses the “strarigeiation” that causes her to be
unable to keep her resolutions not to talk to Tom (481, 529).

The love letters between Tom and Sophia and Lady$etlaand Tom are
different not just in the amount of emotion they conkay also in their writing style.
Tom and Sophia’s letters reflect the style advocatddtbgr-writing manuals while Lady
Bellaston's letters reflect the conventions oflitexary epistle. In letter-writing manuals
“Ease of style” was frequently stressed. Accordintheomanuals, letters were to be
“natural and simple” and contain ideas that “flow igédrom the writer’s brain (Hugh
Blair qtd in Bannet 45, 46). Ideally, letters should belgasiderstandable, direct, and
should lack affectation or the appearance of being oggylized. This, of course, did not
mean that writers were given absolute freedom or eagedrto write however they
“felt.” Writers in fact were encouraged to make a cotezkeffort to give thappearance
of an easy style, all the while considering things sudbres, audience, and decorum.
The manuals went as far as warning readers that “wiétters with too careless a hand,
is apt to betray persons into imprudence in what thég(iBlair qtd in Bannett 46).

Letters in novels also emphasized a “natural styetthe style that was
considered “natural” in the milieu of the epistolary ebwas very different from what
was considered natural/easy in the letter-writing mantakspistolary fiction, style was
judged to be a reflection of a letter writer’s levekofcerity. Letters that were formally

structured or appeared to have been careful construetedbelieved to be the product
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of insincerity or even a writer’s intention to be mpaulative. Consequently, this desirable
“natural style” was actually an “artificially disheeel style of incoherent exclamation
derived from the sensationally popular lettefshe Portuguese Nun(Day 107).
Although modern readers would never describe these legaegural, this highly
emotional and carefree style “evidently looked convinciragtiess to its readers in
comparison with the stilted, conventionally ornamdrggyle of the formal letter” (Day
107). What stylistically would be seen as evidence ofwisad impulsiveness in the
outside world—the appearance of hastiness in composasorgflected by the use of
dashes and postscripts and the overt expression of amestemotion through the use
of dramatic vocabulary—was highly valued in the worldméwlary fiction. In the
outside world, letters written like this, particularhose written by women, were often
pejoratively stereotyped as having a writing style that‘igashing and chaotic like their
speech,” but in the world of fiction, the chaos of lgtéers written by women reflected
honest, powerful, and true emotion (Brant 43).

Tom'’s letters would be more likely found in a letteitiug manual than a
traditional epistolary novel in part because of thsjlesthis letters seem studied,
carefully constructed and philosophical, not emotional andt@hailso, Tom's letters
appear to be less subjective and spontaneously composeddéeauses far fewer
personal pronouns than either other writer; more compaamplex sentences; more
polysyllabic words; and longer sentences. The mostmfyrikspect of Tom’s style is not
his sentence construction, however, it is his wordoehdihe vocabulary of his letters is

modulated and the tone of his letters is very sensiirough the letters he writes to
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Sophia are love letters, the vocabulary Tom useg isdm intense or fanciful. Most
frequently, Tom declines to give voice to his emotionslhiming that he does not have
the words sufficient to describe the way he is feelirgwiites that “no Language can
express [his heart’s] dictates” and he claims thatehderness Sophia has in her heart
will “sufficiently inform her what her Jones must haatdfered,” so that he does not need
to spell it out for her in a letter (204). Upon firstigle, these seem like rather emotional
and romantic statements; however, the end result dhawrto describe his feelings is
that the letters are far less emotional and romahéio they would have been if Tom had
made his feelings explicit. Sophia also refrains froakimgy her feelings for Tom

explicit in her letters, as she claims that “itngossible to express what [she] has felt”
since she was last able to see Tom (206).

In addition to declining to detail emotions in his letf@rsm'’s love language
seems fairly restrained, especially when compared tlatigeiage found in epistolary
fiction and the letters written by Lady Bellaston wnT. In his epistles, Tom discusses
the “goodness and tenderness” of Sophia’s heart, his festdeve” for her, and his
reluctance to cause her any “disquiet” (204). These tezems $0 reflect what could be
construed as an admiration of character rather thaswamed passion or Eros.

Sophia uses even less romantic language than Tom dbesletters. Rather than
refer to the feelings that Tom has for her as “lovepl8a instead makes reference to the
“Regard” and “Concern” Tom feels for her (484). Her ragpessionless terminology is

most striking, however, not in her “love” letters tor, but in the letter she sends Tom



121

after she discovers he has proposed to Lady BellaShanletter is worth looking at in its
entirety:

You owe the hearing of me again to an Accident which | swprizes me. My

Aunt hath just now shewn me a Letter from you to LBditaston, which

contains a Proposal of Marriage. | am convinced ibigr ywn Hand; and what

more surprizes me is, that it is dated at the very Timen you would have me

imagine you was under such Concern on my account.—I| igavé comment

on this Fact. All | desire is, that your Name may mewere be mentioned to

‘S.W.’” (568-9)

Given that Sophia is discussing what must be seen thraigtybls as a terrible betrayal
of her affections for Tom (her beloved proposing magiglLady Bellaston), the
reserved tone of the letter and her use of decidedly ur@rabvocabulary is quite
striking. Her “surprized” reaction to Tom’s marriage pyeal indicates admirable
emotional restraint, particularly given the circumsts. Her stoic refusal to rail at Tom
or even demand an explanation of him can be viewed apprepriate response of a
morally upstanding woman, but it may also cause readaygdstion her love for Tom.
In the context of the epistolary novel, love oftamses even virtuous women to breach
etiquette because love is portrayed as an overpoweringoenioat even the best among

us are unable to control or resist.

Conversely, Lady Bellaston’s epistolary style iskenboth Tom’s and

Sophia’s. While Tom tends to write long compound compleiesees, Lady Bellaston
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tends to write simple, short sentences. Addition&lhgy Bellaston uses fewer
polysyllabic words than Sophia and Tom and she uses firsbip@ronouns more
frequently than the other two writers do. Her choioesentence structure and diction
make her writing more subjective and personal and giverikession of a writer who is
composing hurriedly and carelessly.

One of the most interesting aspects of Lady Ballastepistolary style is her use
of rather dramatic vocabulary, which is quite unlike l[#reyuage used in Tom’s and
Sophia’s letters. While Sophia describes her reactiomto'S proposal to Lady
Bellaston as mere “surprise,” Lady Bellaston desciitegself as feeling “betrayed” by
Tom’s lack of a response to a compliment she gave hiathar petty offense (481).
When she discovers that Tom and Sophia are acquaintéy Bedlaston dashes off a
letter to Tom telling him that she “depise[s]” Tom, S@pand even herself for loving
him and also warning Tom that she can “detest as violastfghe has] loved” (481).
When Tom has the audacity to propose to her, shesmitn a letter in which she calls
him “a villain” and again professes to “despise” him “frfmar] Soul” (533). Her letters
are full of highly emotionally-charged language that revéat she is a passionate
woman who is not willing or able to curb her emotions.

Lady Bellaston’s passionate, impulsive nature is @rrtevealed by her use of
postscripts and even her punctuation choices. Her extamsavef the postscript and even
the post-postscript reveals that she is writing hiere quickly and that she is writing her
emotions as she feels them. Often Lady Bellastonthsgsostscripts to set up

assignations with Tom. In them, she tells Tom et has “ordered to be at Home to
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none but [him]” and that he should on one occasion &ommediately” and on another
“‘come to [her] at Eight” (481; 532). The postscripts malkapparent that she is apt to
write quickly and toss any additional thoughts she migkehnto a postscript, rather
than revising her letters. In the eighteenth centetted writing manuals discouraged the
use of postscripts because they were seen as “lggtied and less affectionate than
including the ‘compliments’ . . . and ‘services’ expreksbg them in the body of the
letter” and reflective of a writer’s reluctance toisevhis or her writing properly (Bannet
67). Additionally, the postscripts in combination with b&cessive use of dashes allow
readers to paint a picture of a passion-filled woman kastribbling letters with no
regard for propriety, epistolary conventions, or decorum.

Readers’ impressions of the love letters and the cteasawho “write” them
could differ significantly depending on whether theyassessing the letters based on the
standards of letter-writing manuals or on the standafrdpistolary literature. Tom’s and
Sophia’s writings more clearly reflect the valueshef ketter-writers, as they both refrain
from displaying excess emotion and use more complexapldssicated diction and
sentence structure. Their letters give the appeararibe ebsy style so valued by writing
masters. Because of this, readers who judge accordihg t@lues of the letter-writing
manuals would most likely assess the two charactersyebgiand in accordance with
the assessment to which the narrator is guiding them. dhd Sophia’s expressions of
love would be viewed as appropriately restrained and dlteintion to practical matters

would be applauded.
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However, if the readers diom Jonegudge the lovers’ letters using the standards
of epistolary literature, the assessment of Tom angha might be the complete
opposite. Tom and Sophia’s “restraint” may be viewedéiness and a lack of passion
in a world where emotion and passion are of utmost itapoe. While Sophia’s filial
obedience, modesty, and allegiance to reason may edvkieation in some, her level of
“passion” may leave other readers cold. Sophia doesaraexémple, promise to be true
to Tom, as many might expect a woman in love to dograthe simply promises not to
marry someone of whom Tom might disapprove. For theardic at heart, this kind of
easy acceptance of her father’s objections to Tomlezayreaders to believe that Sophia
is rather passionless.

Additionally, the “easy style” that marks Tom’s ancdp8@’s letters may be
viewed suspiciously, as their letters contain noné@ftouchingly disheveled” style that
was so valued in epistolary fiction and was seensagneof true emotion. Tom and
Sophia’s love for one another may even appear susped jidged by the standards of
epistolary fiction. One of the tenets of early &piary fiction is the idea that love is an
emotion that is felt strongly and that one is povwesl® control himself once he/she has
succumbed to the emotion. Sophia and Tom’s willingnessdept the obstacles that
interfere with the progress of their relationship mpyear to be a sign that they do not
truly love one another or that they are perhaps tooyaoo know what love is.

Just as reactions to Tom and Sophia could differ depenodirige tradition relied
upon for assessment, readers’ reactions to Lady Batlastuld also differ. Using the

standards found in the letter-writing manual, readers wikdty judge Lady Bellaston’s
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writing as the antithesis of what is desired. Ladyldbn clearly writes impulsively,

with little revision, and does not exhibit the paradoxiease of style” that results from
polishing one’s writing. The chaos of her writing is @kawhat the editors of letter
writing manuals were trying to steer writers away frawady Bellaston clearly does not
believe that emotion should bend to decorum, as emdintaites the content and style of
her writing.

On the other hand, Lady Bellaston’s letters epitorthieestyle found in early
epistolary fiction. Her letters are as chaotic, dridgenand emotional as any of those
found in the writings of Behn or Manley. When taken witthie context of the rest of
Tom Jonesher letters could be viewed as a very pointed satiigeaomantic writing
from which Fielding, through his narrator, was seekindistance himself. However,
even though readers may know that the letters anatesided to be viewed positively
within the context of the novel as a whole, thatsdoet prevent them from viewing the
letters, and consequently their “authors,” positivelgethey escape the guidance of the
narrator. If readers are judging letters by the standatdis sarly epistolary fiction, Lady
Bellaston’s letters could be viewed as the sincere sgjne of a woman who is
overcome with desire for a man. The simplicity of éentence structure, her “writing to
the moment” technique, her use of dashes and postscriptsatbloé viewed as signs of
sincerity of emotion. She does not revise and polish hiéingystyle because she is
reacting with her heart not her mind. Her letters mayibwed by readers as refreshing
in their lack of restraint; they can be seen alnagsh “guilty pleasure” for readers. Here,

readers can appreciate the letters as a continuatibwe delightful and entertaining
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excess of early epistolary fiction. A reaction sastthis challenges the narrator’s
presentation of Lady Bellaston. Instead of viewingds®ea silly, overwrought, lascivious
widow who preys on an innocent young man, one may seastbe unfortunate victim
of an overwhelming passion for someone who does ogtrozate her feelings.

While it is certain that the narrator would not approlthe epistolary
outpourings of Lady Bellaston, her letters give thistefary novel a voice within
Fielding’s novel, a voice that is not directly subsuroedatirized by the narrator’s
perspective. Giving a voice to this point of view in theeks, a space that is safe from
the satiric commentary of the narrator, reminds readeall the values associated with
that genre, values that are radically different therse¢ espoused in the novel proper,
without delegitimizing them.

Overall, the reader is given, when assessing thedaitéfom, Sophia, and Lady
Bellaston, two different sets of values on which to.rklys not so important for our
purposes which set of values readers use; what is impatduat the novel offers
multiple perspectives/voices, one of which conflicthwthat of the narrator. The dialogic
relationship between these voices and the narrat@ées for readers a complex
fictional world, a world full of different perspectivasd voices all in dialogue with each
other. Recognizing this dialogic relationship helps to explosdallacy of viewingrom
Jonesas a monologic novel in which the narrator, who regmes the ideas of the author,
is the center of consciousness and the only voice obatytin the text.

Giving Voice to the Lower Orders: Honour Blackmore’s Letter to Tom
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The letters inTom Jonesiot only bring the voices of other genres into the, tex
they also bring in the voices of people of differemtioeconomic backgrounds from the
narrator's. While eighteenth-century novels frequergatidre characters from different
socioeconomic backgrounds, many critics contend thaesethovels members of the
“lower orders” are at best one-dimensional characters at worst, nothing more than
satiric targets. It is certainly true that in many éagmth-century novels, the voice of the
underclass is lost because servants and tradesmemlacedéto the repetition of stock
responses” and are most often only featured in predicsablees in which their
untrustworthiness and/or their immorality is emphasigadhetti, “Representing” 85).
Fielding’s works are a bit different because “social ca@hpnsiveness” is one of the
“explicit features” of his novels, although this has instlated him from similar
criticism, as many of his characters of lower so@meenic status seem more like comic
literary constructs than individuals with their ownottegies and perspectives (Richetti
“Representing” 86). John Richetti, for one, believes tihere are only a “few interesting
cases” in Fielding “where one can observe the litesaryant being constructed out of an
actuality in which there lurks other beings, the undeisdiasn which the eighteenth-
century servant class was in fact recruited” (Rich&&presenting” 86).

Some see Fielding’s tendency to use servants and tradebeuacters primarily
as comic relief as a result of his own socially @wative viewpoint. Fielding is believed
to be an advocate of a strict adherence to the contanypsocial hierarchy and one who
possesses a distaste and distrust for those who tameentbers of the gentry. This

interpretation of Fielding’s work is certainly understahle given the rather conservative
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stance he takes in nonfictional works suca€nquiry into the Causes of the Late
Increase in Robbersn which he complains about, among other things, theett kind”
consorting with gentlemen and about the “Idlenessettmmon People” (93).
Additionally, the patrician and sophisticated narratdrdoseph AndrewandTom Jones
rarely miss an opportunity to criticize servants anddasanen, frequently accusing not
only particular characters of being lazy, untrustworéimg comically pretentious but also
similarly characterizing an entire socioeconomic ctasall members of a single
occupation.

Given that many critics conflate Fielding and his nargtibis unsurprising that
Fielding’s novels are said to reflect Fielding’s own fehsocial mobility and his disdain
for members of the under class. However, as we arguker giaiis a mistake to
oversimplify Fielding’s perspective by assuming that theator is Fielding’s sole
spokesman in the novel and that it is only he who embd€ielding’s worldview. While
it must be acknowledged that the narratof @in Joness decidedly conservative and
frequently makes disparaging comments about the disehiiseed, Fielding’s own
understanding of the social tension of the time isrfare complex than the narrator’s.
The embedded letter written by Honour Blackmore, Sophmil, demonstrates that
Fielding was quite aware of and even sympathetic to theutties those in the lower
orders faced. As Michael McKeon points out, “Fieldingiastery of a certain aristocratic
hauteur belies a social background—and social attitudes—sidevably complexity”
(382). Honour's letter gives voice to the struggles of ses/groviding readers with a

far more sympathetic perspective of their lives thaidwrator does and creating
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polyphony by bringing a voice into the text that offedifeerent but equally valid
perspective as the narrator.
Satirizing the Lower Order: The Narrator’'s Opinion of Servants

Although many of the servants and tradesmeroim Jonesire certainly
underdeveloped characters who often seem little monewhiing stereotypes, readers
will periodically get a glimpse of the challenging circuamees many of them face when
characters occasionally “allude in passing to a stase@al injustice that cannot be
treated more centrally without threatening to displaceverbalance the story of the
protagonists” (Robbins 124). However, much of the sympatldersamight feel upon
hearing about the mistreatment of servants is effdgtdieninished by the narrator’s
rather unsympathetic comments about the laziness, rialityp and deviousness of
members of the lower orders. In his role as moral gtidenarrator frequently offers the
readers warnings and commentary about both the underrtigssaral and about
characters in the novels specifically.

In one instance imom Jonesthe narrator warns readers about the danger of
speaking too freely to servants when he says, “there @domduct less politic, than to
enter into any Confederacy with your Friend’s Servagtsnst their Master. For, by
these means, afterwards you become the Slave ofitags&ervants; by whom you are
constantly liable to be betrayed” (62). Of course, igipin this comment is the idea that
servants are incapable of keeping confidences and thawibuld not hesitate to try to
manipulate their “betters” for their own personal gdihe narrator later comments again

about the untrustworthiness of servants when he casaaligrks that Fortune sent Tom
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“the Company of two such faithful Friends, and what is geshmore rare, a faithful
Servant” (581).

The narrator also brings attention to servants wappropriately affect the
manners of their “betters.” [lom Jonesservants consistently imitate their employers in
dress, manners, and their condescension to those tlheyebale socially inferior, and
this behavior provokes the narrator’s disdain. In theesgewhich Partridge talks with
an exciseman and a landlady, among others, in theekitof an inn, the narrator
describes the corruption of footmen that comes frorn #uting above their station:

Though the Pride of Partridge did not submit to acknowledgeetfim$ervant,

yet he condescended in most Particulars to imit&d&mnners of that Rank. [...].

But, tho’ Title and Fortune communicate a Splendorralliad them, and the

Footmen of Men of Quality and of Estate think themsedardgled to a Part of

that Respect which is paid to the Quality and Estatéseaf Masters, it is clearly

otherwise with Regard to Virtue and Understanding. .aw [for these Reasons
we are not to wonder that Servants (I mean among timedvly) should have so
great Regard for the Reputation of the Wealth of theistérs, and little or none
at all for their Character in other Points, and ttiad; they would be ashamed to

be the Footman of a Beggar, they are not so to attendaupoigue, or a

Blockhead. (417)

In this comment and others like it, the narrator lamé&mat “vanity, luxury, conspicuous

consumption” have “spread throughout the ranks of soc{@geks 122).
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It is not just the hypothetical servant who is the taofé¢he narrator’s disdain;
servants such as Honour, who is portrayed as beinglgntiotivated by self interest
instead of being motivated by what is best for her misti@® described with little
sympathy. Although Honour does show an admirable loyal§ophia at times, even
allowing herself to get fired from her post at the Westesrigelp Sophia run away, she is
primarily a comedic figure who reinforces the “noveksintention that “the basis of
society is and should be a system of classes eachheittown capabilities and
responsibilities” (Watt 270). According to the narratadceptions, a servant’s primary
responsibility should be the welfare of his or her mast mistress, and a servant who
seems primarily motivated by self-interest is treatét suspicion, particularly if the
servant chooses his or her own financial security theeneeds of his or her “betters.”
Indeed, Honor's desire for financial security is the thsasirized character trait that she,
and the servant class that she represents, possEssamrrator’s characterization of
Honour’s attempts at securing her future at any costtsftee trend that lan Watt
indentifies inTom Jones‘only bad characters devote any effort to getting [mooey]
keeping it” (269). Honour’s “selfish” desire for securiguses her to work for Sophia’s
“enemy” Lady Bellaston. The narrator derisively remahet Honour “had as much love
for her mistress as most servants have” and tell$ers that “the violent Affection which
the good Waiting-woman had formerly borne to Sophia warsegnobliterated by that
great Attachment which she had to her new Mistress” (5B@nour is “principally
attached to her own Interest,” and does not, accordifgetodrrator, demonstrate

sufficient concern for her mistress’s wellbeing (226).



132

Honour’s letter, through which we truly hear her voicethar first time free from
the satiric commentary of the narrator, challengestrrator’s characterization of her as
selfish and greedy. Firstly, in writing Honour’s lettErelding abandons the patrician
diction he has his narrator use and attempts to giveter lorders a voice through the
use of a sociolect. Although the phonetic spelling of wargsthe grammar and spelling
errors in Honour’s letter are intended somewhat donedic effect, they also do reflect
the very real differences in language used by the undsralad the gentry. Additionally,
they serve as a poignhant reminder of servants’édnétccess to education. As Eve Bannet
points out, even though servants often read lettemgrihanuals and used “classical
rhetorical epistolary conventions of salutation andaigre,” errors in “grammar,
punctuation, and spelling” were frequently found in thetehst(33). Letters like
Honour’s, which attempt to capture the language use of @ydartsocial group,
introduce into the novel language that is different ftgpical novelistic discourse and
“[make] available points of view that are generative material sense, . . . and have the
capacity to broaden the horizon of language availablestatiure, helping to win for
literature new worlds of verbal perception” (Bakhtinalogic 323). Honour’s letter
opens up the world afom Jonedeyond the limited and limiting experience of the upper
class, as it offers readers a language that is vefereiitt from the narrator’'s and most of
the other characters in the novel. The language détter adds authenticity to Honour’s
voice and helps readers view Honour as an independent temai@ber than a rhetorical

figure being used by the narrator to promote his own idgolo
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Through Honour’s letter to Tom, readers are not only tbleear Honour’s voice,
they are able to see the world from her perspectiverspeeive very different from the
narrator’s. In her letter, Honour reveals that shedeepted an offer of employment
from Lady Bellaston, Sophia’s enemy, not out of dialoyand selfishness as the
narrator would have us believe, but out of necessityodoreminds Tom that “evere
Persun must luk furst at ome” when making decisions, adding so, she felt
compelled to accept the position because she feared ticht dauther offar mite not ave
ever hapned” now that she has lost her position 8aghhia (535). Honour’s
characterization of her decision as an understandabkssity reveals the difficult reality
of many servants’ lives: “a servant’s life was premasi often driven by fear of losing a
place, slipping lower in the social order and into aljpesterty and misery, a condition
much to be feared” (Weeks 123). Readers are reminded ¢maiuiHis a person who has
needs of her own, independent of her desire to see Sopipg, lzand that she does not
have the luxury of waiting for Tom or Sophia to take a#rker in the future: she must
take care of herself if she is to survive. Honourttelealso reassures readers that she
does, in fact, genuinely care about Tom and Sophia whaout assures Tom that she
“[doesn’t] cuestion butt thatt [he] will haf Madam Sopmahe End,” and when she
refers to Sophia as “mi one mistress” (536). Thesemstits directly challenge the
narrator’s contention that Honour cares only abouteifeasd easily and completely
shifts her loyalties from Sophia to Lady Bellaston.

Additionally, it is hard not to feel compassion fordair when readers realize

that Honour’s future is now dependant on someone ds fickLady Bellaston. Knowing
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that a servant’s position in a household was “held sirsolely at the pleasure of another,
the employer, and getting or maintaining a place mighe¢ hary little to do with the skill
and industry of the servant, who was always in a positi@ependence,” readers
understand and sympathize with Honour’s attempts to convincendbto reveal any
negative comments she has previously made about Lathst&el (Weeks 103). Honor
writes to Tom:

to bee sur if ever | ave sad any thing of that Kine fiegiative comments] it as

bin thru Ignorens, and | am hartili sorri for it. | @ogour Onor to be a

Genteelman of more Onur and Onesty, if | ever saiduanti ghing, to repete it to

hurt a pore Servant that as alwais ad thee gratest ®aspeee World for ure

Onur. . . . | beg ure Onur not too menshon ani thing of What sad.” (535-536)
Her comments again emphasize the dependency of serahiiom has to do is reveal
Honour’s early statements to Lady Bellaston, and Hooould be left without a position
and little hope of gaining another. Readers cannot helpedstruck by and sympathize
with the lengths Honour must go to in order to protectleeraindesirable position in
Lady Bellaston’s house.

Honour’s letter not only allows readers to understand heppetive, it also
contributes to the polyphony of the novel by providing eedor the underclass, a group
that is otherwise under represented or even misrepredeyntee narrator elsewhere in
the text. In Honour's letter we hear not the voicélehry Fielding the gentleman, but the

voice of servant who faces difficult decisions withich readers can sympathize.
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Honour’s letter provides a view of a servant’s lifettheoves to be equally valid, if not
more valid, than the narrator’s depiction.
Challenging the Narrator’s Moral Philosophy: The Letters of Sare and Thwackum
In addition to giving a voice to other genres and socioammclasses, the
embedded letter also brings infom Joneghallenges to the narrator’s moral
philosophy. Critics have long contended that the conceghiedigood-natured” man lies
at the very center of Fielding’s moral philosoptyin “An Essay on the Knowledge of
the Characters of Men,” Fielding offers the follogyidefinition of good nature:
good nature is that benevolent and amiable temper of mimdh disposes us to
feel the misfortunes, and enjoy the happiness of othasgonsequently, pushes
us on to promote the latter, and prevent the fornmet that without any abstract
contemplation on the beauty of virtue and without the@inents or terrors of
religion. (408)
This definition, which divorces man’s benevolence frasthlreligious and philosophical
training and makes good nature “the wellspring of virtuousmttis believed to be the
major premise on which Fielding’s ethical viewpoint, assteas it is expressed by his
narrators, is founded (Shesgreen 161). As Sean Shesgreangxpielding believes in
the inadequacies of religion and philosophy as sole motszafanan’s good conduct or

fair treatment of his fellow man for several reasons:

18 See Battestin'She Moral Basis of Fielding’s A1959) and “Fielding and Ralph Allen:
Benevolism and its Limits as An Eighteenth-Century Idé&&rnard Harrison’$lenry Fielding’s
Tom Jones: The Novelist as Moral Philosopfi75), and James Lynch'’s “Moral Sense and the
Narrator ofTom Jones.
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The abstract, philosophical love of virtue is rejected beedloe writer believes
that virtues of the head, indeed, almost all cerebr#éive®) are amoral in
tendency if not in nature. The allurements and tewbrsligion are rejected for
the simple reason that, by themselves, Fielding baligdwvem to be weak and
insufficient as motivating forces. (160)
One can find just such a rejection of religion and phpbsan Tom Jonesa novel in
which the “strength and vitality of unsophisticated husypampathy” is embodied in the
character of Squire Allworthy and the “shallowness, filngancy, and . . . hypocritical
tendency of weak religious and philosophical motives oregsgibns” are embodied by
Thwackum and Square, respectively (Shesgreen 161).

Readers’ understanding of these three characters anmets they embody is
shaped not only by the characters’ actions but also byotinenentary of the outspoken
narrator. The narrator continually praises Allwortiwo according to the narrator
possesses a “benevolent Heart” and in whom “good Naadealways the ascendant in
his Mind,” just as he continually mocks Thwackum and Squane he describes as
“Objects of Derision” (85). It is not hard to dislike Sgeiand Thwackum, even without
the narrator’s guidance, as both are almost entirely ypesthatic characters whose cruel
treatment of our hero Tom earns the reader’s contdRgatders’ feelings about
Allworthy, however, are less straightforward. It ery easy to like Allworthy who seems
fair in his dealings with everyone around him and who saenbe genuinely kind-

hearted; however, Allworthy makes some grave erronsdgment, including expelling
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Tom from his house, which cause readers to question lidéywaf the narrator’s claims
that benevolence is a sufficient guiding moral principlene’s life.

The narrator, however, works hard to lessen readerstslandd persuade them to
overlook Allworthy’s errors by presenting them simplytlas understandable results of
Allworthy’s “propensity for refusing to think evil of anyone as$ he is forced to
(defined by [the narrator] as an asset rather tharaltiivess) and by his limited
possession of the relevant facts” (Sacks 103). Takexéompgle, Allworthy’s decision to
employ Square and Thwackum as tutors for two impressiogahleg boys. The
narrator, in order to point out his contemporaries’ hypical use of religious and
philosophical teachings for selfish gains, needs to makeyitckear that the two men are
reprehensible. Yet in doing so, he opens up Allworthyitecism because readers cannot
help but be concerned by Allworthy’s failure to recognizerien’s moral failings and
his willingness to put them in charge of his nephew and wadlication. The narrator
anticipates such a reaction and quickly moves to assader that he/she

is greatly mistaken, if he conceives that Thwackum appdar#r. Allworthy in

the same Light as he doth to him in this History; and las iuch deceived, if he

imagines, that the most intimate Acquaintance whichifmself could have had
with that Divine, would have informed him of those Thingsalihive, from our

Inspiration, are enabled to open and discover. Of Readersrom such Conceits

as these, condemn the Wisdom or Penetration of Minoathy, | shall not

scruple to say, that they make a very bad and ungratedubfibat Knowledge

which we have communicated to them. (89).



138

Even Allworthy’s decision to expel Tom from the houssdxl on the claims of people he
fails to recognize as untrustworthy, is presented by tiratoa as a “correct—even
exemplary—action in light of the facts as [AllworthHgjows them at the moment of the
action” (Sacks 103).

The narrator is so successful in emphasizing the irapogtof benevolence as a
guiding principle for man’s actions and in exposing thenigd of contemporary
conceptions of philosophy and religion that many criticgel@ncluded that Fielding,
himself, rejected philosophical and religious knowledge wrfaf “good nature” as a
true measure of a man’s worth. This characterizatidgfiedtling’s moral philosophy has
generated a great deal of criticism from those whappalled by Fielding’s elevation of
good nature, what many would classify as “merely a natlispbsition,” over “deliberate
and conscientious moral choice[s]” made as a re$udtligious or philosophical beliefs
(Harrison 13). John Hawkins, for example, was so agpaldom Joneshat he claimed
the work is “seemingly intended to sap the foundationatf ttorality which is the duty
of parents and all public instructors to inculcate in tiedshof young people, by
teaching that virtue upon principle is imposture, that gersegualities alone constitutes
true worth” (214).

Hawkins, and those like him, make the error of assunhiagthe narrator, who
does seem to reject religion and philosophy as sufficrtivators for virtuous action
and who champions good nature as an excellent indicatooial worth, can be seen as
Fielding’'s sole spokesman. They also err in failingnd bther voices in the text that

challenge the narrator’s doctrine of good nature. dsishe narrator’s beliefs about the
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contemporary social hierarchy do not fully represenidiig’s own complex
understanding of the issue, the narrator's comments gjoestions of morality do not
represent the totality of Fielding’s moral philosophy.ldeaded letters in the novel,
particularly those of Thwackum and Square, again serag@sim through which voices
can enter the text and express opinions that are cphbréne narrator’s without being
subjected to satirical commentary.

Thwackum’s and Square’s letters appear near the end abttel, shortly before
Allworthy and Tom’s reconciliation. At this point the narrative, the reader’s
disappointment and perhaps even uneasiness at Allwogdaslisr decisions to expel
Tom and find Partridge “guilty” of fathering Tom, two misded decisions that reveal
the dangers of good nature as a guiding principle, have tadedd deal. Instead of
dwelling on Allworthy’s past mistakes, readers find theweskaught up in Tom’s
immediate legal troubles. Square’s and Thwackum’s lethersgver, bring the reader
back to the events of the beginning of the novel and bvitigthem renewed questions
about the fitness of the narrator’'s moral philosophy.

While Square’s letter prompts Allworthy’s forgivenessloin when Square
reveals that Tom “hath been basely injured” and thhaa& had in fact been “active in
Injustice towards him, " it also is far more than a@erplot device (603). The letter also
proves to be a forum though which the narrator’'s wondvgechallenged. In what is a
surprising reversal of beliefs, Square reveals that dbeatrejection of philosophy and
open acceptance of Christianity prompted him to writellwdkthy to redeem Tom’s

reputation. Square tells Allworthy, “the Pride of Philplsp had intoxicated my Reason,
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and the sublimest of all Wisdom appeared to me, as it ditetGreeks of old, to be
Foolishness” but “God hath however been so graciousetw se my Error in Time, and
bring me into the Way of Truth, before | sunk into uttarkness for ever” (603).
Square, who the narrator earlier established does not pasgess nature, is prompted
to help Tom and facilitate the reconciliation betw&em and his uncle, solely because
of his recent acceptance of Christianity. Square’srlattssequently, undermines one of
the primary tenets of the narrator’s philosophy—that theeathents and terrors of
religion are weak motivating forces. Clearly, Squanerompted to right his wrongs by
nothing other than religious training. If a man with suttkelinnate good nature can be
persuaded to live an honest life by studying the Bible, Wiancould not other men? It is
also significant to note, that it is Square’s letteopgpted by religious belief, that ensures
the happy ending of the novel and justice for Tom, nbw@thy’s benevolence or good
nature. Even though Nightingale and Mrs. Miller providedience of Tom’s goodness
to Allworthy, he only changes his mind about Tom aftediaSquare’s letter.
Ultimately, Allworthy’s good nature contributes much e troubles Tom faces but little
to the resolution of these problems.

Thwackum'’s letter, which is received by Allworthy in theme post as Square’s,
further undermines the narrator’s moral viewpoint by remipdeaders of the grave
mistakes in judgment Allworthy has made because his goadenaitevents him from
seeing evil in others. Thwackum, unlike Square, does nat taridllworthy to repent,
but writes instead to berate Allworthy for the “many anrantable Weaknesses”

Allworthy exhibited in his kind treatment of Tom (604). Thikam claims that he is
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completely unsurprised that Tom now stands accused of martein an attempt to
blame Tom'’s actions on Allworthy’s leniency he writdsshould yet be wanting to my
Duty, if | spared to give you some Admonition, in ordertiadpyou to due Sense of your
Errors” (604).

Of course, readers recognize that Thwackum’s criticish#dlworthy are
motivated by self-interest and are inaccurate, but thapat help but be reminded of
Allworthy’s true failing—his inability to recognize deceitathers because of his own
good nature. It is troublesome to realize that Allworthgse an unmerciful and deceitful
man such as Thwackum to be responsible for the religistisiction of his ward and his
nephew. It is clear from his letter that Thwackum i@asemorse for mistreating Tom
and that he felt he had sufficient influence over Alting to be able to write in such a
blunt and critical fashion. While readers may not fadiivorthy for his lack of insight,
they cannot ignore that much of Tom and Partridge’somises could have been
avoided if Allworthy had simply been more perceptivelwArthy’s failures of
perception emphasize the limitations of benevolen@asding philosophy in life.

Thwackum'’s letter perhaps creates more philosophical quedor readers than
it solves, as it also shows the limitation of r@ligs doctrine as a guiding principle for
man. Thwackum’s letter not only reminders us of the wes&®s inherent in good nature
as a virtue but also reminds us of how man can horridgenistrue and misuse religion
to justify the mistreatment of others. The reassuratia#geaders receive from Square’s
letter about the motivating powers of religion aréeast somewhat undermined by this

reminder of religious hypocrisy.
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Ultimately, Thwackum’s and Square’s letters give vo@edubts about the moral
philosophy of the narrator and reflect Fielding’s completifigs about the roles of
benevolence, religion and philosophy in the moral lifenah. Readers are left with the
knowledge that no one system of belief operates périecan imperfect world. They
are also reminded that even the most good-hearted neaAllkorthy is not without
flaws and that sometimes one needs more than good-nagligin, or philosophy alone
to guide him.

Conclusion

In Tom JonesFielding developed his narrative voice even further aedted a
persona that is a character onto itself. The narcdtdom Joness intrusive, controlling,
and manipulative and his heavy presence seems to allowseaulg little interpretive
freedom. However, the embedded letter becomes a safe fuaveaders, a place where
they can escape from the narrator momentarily amd fior themselves and a forum
through which the voices of characters and opposingadexs can by expressed.
Because readers consider the letters a separate sidlsecause the letters themselves
are not filtered through the ironic and controlling voiceéhaf narrator, these voices are
able to enter the novel without being delegitimizeduysumed by the narrator’s
perspective and consequently make the text polyphonic.

Once the narrator’s grip is loosened and readers stpdge the characters for
themselves, they are free to deconstruct the tex¢asetout voices that contradict or
confirm the narrator’s tightly controlled presentatafrthe fictional world. The love

letters of the novel express the voices of two gopteary genres—the epistolary novel
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and the letter-writing manual; Honour’s letter giveseélghteenth-century servant class
an unfiltered voice in the novel; and Square’s and Thwatkietters challenge the
narrator’s doctrine of good nature. Through these opposicgsiaeaders are able to see
the value of emotion and passion, the perils of theasemworld, and the possibility that
major weaknesses exist in even the best men, athiwh are antithetical to the ideas
expressed by the narrator. Regardless of whether raatiarately challenge or accept
the narrator’s authority, the letters at least ogela dialogic exchange of ideas and

demonstrate that the moral universe of the novel issdiked as it may first appear.



Chapter Four
Creating Monologim: The Embedded Letter in Amelia

With Amelig which was to be his last novel, Henry Fielding madadacal
departure from his previously successful “comic epic ingfré@mula. Although
Fielding referred to the novel as his “favorite child,$ hew approach, which included
themes, methods of characterization, plot structune aatone that Fielding’s readers
were unaccustomed to finding in his works, was met wittsaerifrom his
contemporariesGovent186). Most modern critics also considaneliato be his least
successful novef The critical consensus is thameliacontains little of the wit and
vitality of the earlier novels and contains too few sythpic characters—Amelia Booth,
for example, is a touch too perfect and William Boota st too immoral to be really
likeable. Of all the changes Fielding made to his novelddamhowever, his adoption of
a radically different narrative persona is perhaps tbst wbvious and surprising one.

Although the narrative personas found in Fielding’s eanievels,Joseph
AndrewsandTom Jonesare certainly not identical, as | have demonstrateldarsécond
and third chapters of this study, they do share certaorntant characteristics: they are
prominent and authoritative figures who are intrusive,acewitty, and Olympian in
nature. Readers who delve ilkmneliaexpecting to be greeted by a narrator similar to the

familiar, witty moral guides of the previous novels auee to be disappointed. In the

1 For a discussion of the failure of Fielding’s aftésrto combine authorial and dramatic

narration see Anthony Hassall's “Fieldingmelia Dramatic and Authorial Narration.” For
criticism of Fielding’s characterization of women sedrieia Meyer Spacks’s “Female
Changelessness, or What do Women Want?” For a discugsimonsistencies idmelig see
Robert Alter’sFielding and the Nature of the Now@lo68).
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place of Fielding’s familiar second self, readers findreonsistently drawn narrative
figure who does not provide the firm guidance and mordlaaity his predecessors do.
The new narrator differs from the previous two in seVieeglways: he plays a less
prominent role in the text because he is presented asogidm rather than an author;
moreover, because Fielding switched from relying mainlaathoritative narration to
relying mainly on dramatic narration, the narrator, whe does appear in the text, is not
as reliable a figure as the two earlier narrators were.

With Fielding’s change in narrative persona came aghan the role of the
embedded letter in his works. Tmm JonesndJoseph Andrewdhe embedded letter
brings polyphony to the texts because it is a vehiclaugiravhich opposing ideologies
and voices can enter the novel without becoming subsbsnadiominating narrator. In
Amelig there is no such dominating, authoritative voice progdeaders with the proper
interpretations of characters and events, so tharmbedded letter actually becomes a
vehicle through which thauthors own voice/ideology enters the text, as it aidsders
in coming to preordained conclusions about many key chasaamerexpresses the
didactic aims of the novel. Through the letters ofarrison, Fielding is able to provide
the kind of explicit moralizing necessary to guide readatstpretations of the text, a
service previously supplied by the narrator. The lettechafacters like Booth, Miss
Matthews and Mrs. Bennet also help to promote Fieldinfgislizing artistic vision” for
the novel by clarifying for readers the essential monatacter of each of the key
individuals in the text (BakhtiRroblems5). The letters do not, as they did in earlier

works, provide a venue for competing ideologies and voicesimthey reflect the
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complexity that most characters seem to exhibit elsesvim the novel. Instead, they
reinforce those aspects of the characters that therawbuld have us focus on and they
become a platform for relaying the moral messageseafithrel.
The Narrator of Ameliac An Inconsistent and Unreliable Guide

As we discussed in chapters two and three, Fieldisgdistinguished himself
from early practitioners of the novel, such as Defné Richardson, by creating a third-
person narrator whose intrusive direct addresses andictietafl commentary
dominated and sometimes even overshadowed the cha@uteesents of the novels. In
his first two works, the narrators are not only the teltd the tales, they are the creators
of the tales as well. One could even argue that the fmeus of the earlier novels is
novel writing and that the narrators play a more impantale than the characters do in
establishing and promoting the main themes of the textsekter, inAmeliathe narrator
takes on a role that is closer to the roles playedéynarrators” of early epistolary
fiction. Although Fielding does not adopt the persona additor who is merely
publishing the writings of another, as those writers diel ndrrator oAmelig while
claiming “a competent knowledge of the ways of the worldhich the story takes
place” is seen “as a witness to [the] events [ofndnel] rather than as their instigator or
controller” (Coolidge 249). The narrator’s new and difféenele as observer is
established early through the author’s dedication to Ralleim, Avhich prefaces the
novel. Here, Fielding proclaims, “the following Book iscerely designed to promote
the Cause of Virtue and to expose some of the moshgl&wils, as well public as

private, which at present infest the Country” (3). AsBatil indicates, Fielding’s use of



147

the wordexposeé'seems to be promising an unmediated, frank revelatioimeofvorkings
of the world, rather than a playful or metafictionatelation of the workings of a novel’
(217).

Gone is the all-powerful writer figure who frequentiyaracted with the readers
and who made the events of the novel of almost sizgnmportance to his own ideas
about literature and life. In his place is a seriouspat morose “historian” who speaks
with a “darker and more monitory” tone (Battestin, dioluction xv). As a historian, the
narrator has less of a role in the story than the puewvivriter-narrators had, and because
of the narrator’s stance as an observer, readers twexpect a more unbiased,
uneditorialized version of the events of the storytbievious narrators provided.

Not only does the narrator’s role as historian lessepiaminence in the novel,
his role is further shrunk by Fielding’s new focus on drigsnather than authorial
narration®® In the previous novels, the narrator featured prominemitywas able to
tightly control readers’ interpretations of the tbrtause authorial narration was the
primary means of exposition. The reader’s vision ofdieracters and actions was
filtered through the consciousness of a very outspokenaangeesent narrator, and the
reader’s ability to interpret and think independently was eguently very limited. In
Amelig however, Fielding uses far more dramatic narratiod,raaders do not rely

heavily on a narrator for information but on the chtges’ self-narrated life stories and,

20 In my discussion of Amelia, I will be using Anthony Hassal’s terms “authorial narration,”
to mean “narration which is presented through and coloured by the fictive personality of
the ‘author’” and “dramatic narration” to mean “narration in which no such ‘author’ is
overtly present, the characters speaking for themselves” (225).
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to a lesser extent, the often clumsily incorporated “dt&®d commentary” (Hassall
231). For example, nearly three quarters of the firsklmdohe novel is made up of the
characters’ self-narrated life stories, throughout wihie narrator makes only
“uninspired” commentary (Hassal 233). Even in the parteefovel that do not rely on
the self-narrated life stories of the charactersntreator offers very little of the overt
guidance and commentary his predecessors do, particulagly ivbomes to some of the
more problematic characters like Colonel James andBérsnet, both of whom resist
easy classification.

There is nothing inherently superior in Fielding’s autHar&ration, and his shift
to dramatic narration as the main means of expositiandamt necessarily be
troublesome (even though readers would undoubtedly misgittloé his early personas)
if the shift were complete. The shift Ameliais not complete, however, and the novel
seems at times to be a work of transition. It repitssa tentative step in a new direction
rather than a decisive break from the past, particubstause the inexplicable shifts
between authorial narration and dramatic narratiofaaneg. As Anthony Hassal points
out:

the two methods are difficult to combine, because thgggsthe reader in

different degrees of involvement, and create diffenatenisities of fictional

illusion. It is argued that the uncertainty shown byding in his attempted
combination of dramatic and authorial narration unsetiieseader oAmelia

and disrupts his engagement with the novel. (227)
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Readers have a difficult time with the combinationezhiniques particularly because
there seems to be no discernible logic behind the appesrand disappearances of the
narrator.

In the earlier novels, the appearance of the narvederexpected and perhaps
even welcomed in part because “the introductory essdyssephAndrewsandTom
Jone$ give him a firm position from which to view the stoghd a structure and rhythm
to his appearances. Amelig however, the narrator is not given a “formal parthe
structure of the novel,” so his appearances seem aytétnar unnecessarily intrusive
(Hassal 228). Even if readers are able to adjust to hiseqpee, they are soon
flummoxed when the narrator “withdraw[s] dramaticallgrily to reappear “squarely in
position between the work and the reader” (Hassall 22Bgse shifts leave readers
without a stable core, without a reliable source of autthdJltimately, contends Hassall:

a considerable part of the novel is dramatic only tgthet of emasculating the

authorial commentary, and authorial only to the poirgxgflaining what has

already been revealed dramatically. Fielding [through hisat@] seems to have

been unable to commit himself wholly either to tellimgsbowing. (233).
Fielding’s narrative voice “no longer inspires confidghm readers and the
inconsistencies give readers the “disconcerting seaséh tone of the writing is not
always under the writer’s control” (Battestin, Introtlan xvi; Alter 141).

Also troubling for readers is the narrator’s failure toeadprimarily to either a
neutral point of view or an editorial point of view. @fttimes the narrator appears to be

a neutral figure who is far more content than previousat@s to allow readers to come
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to their own conclusions. For example, when the tariaforms readers that Booth has
forsaken his beloved Amelia and had a tryst with Misshiglass, unlike the narrators of
old, who would have told readers exactly how to view Bsadctions, the narrator
willingly leaves the final assessment of Booth’s actiomthe readers:
We desire therefore the good-natured and candid Readldrewileased to weigh
attentively the several unlucky Circumstances whialrcaared so critically, that
Fortune seemed to have used her utmost Endeavours toeepsnaBooth’s
Constancy. Let the Reader set before his Eyes gdineg Woman, in a manner a
first Love, conferring Obligations, and using every Art tdeafto allure, to win
and to enflame . . . let him remember that Mr. Booth wgsuag Fellow . . . if
[the reader] will not acquit the Defendant, he mustdevicted; for | have
nothing more to say in his Defense. (154).
This is a very different stance than the one takamgxtample, by the narrator Trom
Joneswho, as we discussed earlier, pointedly warns readetg pluiging Allworthy’s
decision to employ Thwackum too harshly. This exampleramly not anomalous, as
Tom Joné€s narrator repeatedly cautions readers against makingesuen
interpretations that would be inconsistent with theataris view of a character or
situation.
Nevertheless, the narrator also seems on occasmeftain of his reader’s
acumen” and “feels the need to spell things out” for hmugh heavy-handed and
unnecessary commentary (Bell 228-9). One such instamcescat the beginning of the

novel when the narrator is introducing all the chanectvho are being brought before
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Judge Thrasher. In this scene, the narrator leaves nothimgae by telling readers
exactly what to think about the flaws of the magigtiastead of allowing them to derive
the flaws from the judge’s actions. His assessmefhadsher as a man who “was never
indifferent in a Cause but when he could get nothing oeregide” is completely
unnecessary, as Thrasher is quite obviously a one-domahgharacter who exists
solely as a representative of judicial corruption (2he Marrator also feels compelled,
over the course of the novel, to indulge in the occadisermon, particularly about the
subjects of generosity or adultery even when the sageek for themselves.
Inexplicably, however, the narrator often does not pl®this sort of commentary when
readers are faced with a troublingly ambiguous characeremt. The narrator’s
inconsistency is unsettling for readers because it underthieexonfidence in the
authority and stability of the narrator.

While Fielding’s use of a controlling author-cum-narratgufe in the previous
novels prevented the reader from independent assessheergaders ohAmeliaare
given a great deal of freedom, particularly in assgs$ia moral worth of the characters
because of the absence of a strong, authoritative fig\sr€oolidge explains, “there is a
kind of finality aboutTom Jon€sbecause the narrator “suppl[ies] the ‘characteeaxh
person from his omniscient point of view, and he almosriably does so on the
person’s first appearance” in the novel (246)Tdm Jonesreaders find themselves
judging the character based on the opinions of the naeeagor more than on the
character’s own actions and wordsAimelig however, readers are often left to discern a

character’s true personality or moral worth on tb&m. As one read&melig “instead
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of being supplied from the beginning with the essential afesach person, we receive
only what might be described as an ‘idea,’ . . . an isgo& which will be combined
with others in the course of our developing experiendbeperson” (Coolidge 250).
Where Fielding’s previous narrators would have guided, semmdnand pushed readers
to specific conclusions, the narratorArheliais quiet and largely absent.

Determining the “truth” about these independent charawgtéhout the help of
the narrator is no easy task because much of what seladen in the novel seems to
come from unreliable sources. In particular, readersvarg of trusting information they
receive from the characters themselves because adgabdf it comes from first-person
accounts of their own prior lives. First-person stoliles Booth’s, Mathews’s, and
Bennet’s are inherently biased, particularly when steligrs have a vested interest in
having their listeners perceive them in a certain wawliss Mathews and Mrs. Bennet
certainly do. Additionally, in the second half of thevab readers find that “hidden
motives are discovered, secrets are disclosed, lefldmyjinto constant suspicion that
the public performances of any individuals may not propegyasent their real moral
character” (Bell 232). Readers’ suspicions are well grodingéh the exception of
Amelia, most characters in the novel, even the “gaw®s, are at one point or another
disingenuous in substantial ways.

Because the narrator does not provide a strong nanagice that prompts
readers to feel that he is the novel's moral centenaral guide and because many of the
main characters narrate their own stéeliais, on the surface at least, Fielding’'s most

polyphonic novel. Unlike Fielding’s previous two novedsneliacontains no “single
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authoritative voice” that suppresses the charactersegoinstead the characters of the
novel seem to “escape to become $uibjects who “[tell] their own tales” rather than
being “objectauusedby the author to fulfill preordained aims” as the chamacin most
monologic works are (Booth, Introduction xxii).

The question is whether Fielding intended to create yapaliphonic novel that
does not lead readers ultimately to already-determagtiprial-sanctioned conclusions
about the text. Did Fielding intend for his readers to vaaay from the novel with
ambiguous or mixed feelings about the characters and ewentis, he intend for readers
to classify the characters as primarily “bad” or “goodd aonsequently deserving of
their fates? Given the polyphonic nature of the textthe complexity of Fielding’s own
political and social beliefs, it is very tempting to bgé that Fielding would have been
content to let readers draw their own conclusions atbeutovel, however, there is
compelling evidence indicating the contrary.

Firstly, Fielding clearly indicates in the dedicatidrifee novel that he intends for
the work to be a didactic text that exposes what he pescto be the evils of society (3).
To accomplish this aim, he must encourage his readeosrte t unequivocal judgments
about the characters and their actions if the workiisggto be successful in its moral
instruction. Readers need to know which characters shewnollated and which should
be reviled. Indeed, Fielding was quite bothered that timg public and critics found
fault with Ameliabecause they were intentionally or unintentionathysreading” his
novel and “misinterpreting” the characters and actidibenovel. He was so distressed

by the public’s reaction that he pimeliaon trial against the charges of “Dulness” in the
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January 25, 1752 edition Govent-Garden JourndlL78). This ironic trial, which was
designed more to attack the reading public than defendbtilie honetheless reveals
Fielding’s disdain for those readers who judged Amelia ta tdilksop” and a “Fool”
instead of a paragon of virtue and Dr. Harrison to be™lamd “dull” instead of learned
and wise (178-9). Fielding’s reaction indicates thatlbarly intended some characters to
be seen as admirable and others as not, and he wasedottreen readers did not
interpret his characters “correctly.”

Secondly, the ending of the novel makes it clear tdesathat Fielding has
classified some characters as essentially good and wafrthg reader’s appropriation
and other characters as essentially bad and desenving ifader’s disdain. There is no
ambiguity in the end of the novel, no question of whetghehnaracter will ultimately
redeem himself or herself; instead the narrator offéidyasummary of the fates of each
of the characters, each of whom suffers either musfortune or great happiness—
nothing in-between. The narrator reveals that “tHaenpeer and Mrs. Ellison have been
both dead several years, and both of the consequenitesrdavourite vices; Mrs.
Ellison having fallen a martyr to her liquor, and the othéehis amours, by which he was
at last become so rotten that he stunk above-groundgn€blames is left to support an
“immensely fat” and “very disagreeable” Miss Mathewbgowreats him “in the most
tyrannical Manner.” Mrs. Bennet is happily married to Askin, and they have “two
fine Boys;” and Booth and Amelia enjoy “an uninterruptediGe of Health and

Happiness” (531, 532).
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There is no doubt that the characters of the naeetamplex and perhaps more
“realistic” than the characters in the earlier novesause they possess both good and
bad characteristics as real people do and that thaltewts the reader a good deal of
interpretive freedom; however, it is quite clear frdma tedication of the novel,
Fielding’s comments in th€ovent-Garden Journahnd the ending of the novel that he
wants his reader ultimately to come to a definite opimibout their moral character. As
Alter explains, Amelia“leads us at once to a firm moral judgment of charaatd a
tolerant recognition of the mixed nature of human moibve” (176). In the previous
two novels, although the letters brought into the telx¢ovoices, the reader mainly relies
on the narrators for moral guidance. Because of hisidedis rely more on dramatic
narration inAmelia however, Fielding no longer had an authoritative nartarough
whom he could articulate the guiding moral principleshefwork. Consequently, he had
to rely on other methods and devices to direct his reanieessuch device proved to be
the embedded letter.

Letters are featured more prominenthAmeliathan in any other of Fielding’s
novels and they play a critical role in assisting readeassessing the central themes of
the novel and the “true moral character” of the inhabs®f the novel in the absence of
narrative commentary and in the presence of the desisasometimes untrustworthy
perceptions of events. As discussed in the previous chamay in the eighteenth
century firmly believed in the revelatory power of elest and the early romances and
epistolary novels of the period exploited this belegteat effect. In these works, letters

had the power to expose villains and vindicate innocentshagdould bring previously
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unknown or undetected character traits to light thaewmtiscernible through a
character’s words or actions.

Although he showed distain for the epistolary novel sextimentalism at the
beginning of his career, Fielding himself seemed to havepealtg believed in the
revelatory power of letters, as evidenced by the follgwiords that he wrote in a letter
to his friend James Harris:

For my own Part, | solemnly declare, | can never g\ or Woman with whom

| have no Business (which the Satisfaction of Lust mel be called) a more

certain Token of a violent Affection than by writingtteem, an Exercise which,
notwithstanding | have in my time printed a few Pages, inuch detest, that |
believe it is not in the Power of three Personsxjgose my epistolary

CorrespondenceCprrespondencél)

As Sarah Davis explains, “Fielding’s reticence [to eviétters] stems from a letter’s
dangerous ability to ‘expose’ him to others, and sinaeviblves paper and ink, it is an
exposure that is shareable and potentially permanent” (D&Spite, or perhaps because
of his own personal feelings about lett&meliathoroughly explores the epistle’s ability
to expose and reveal.

Because of its capacity for revealing what is hiddenethkedded letter is used
in several ways i\melia it helps provide the readers with an authoritativdangtion
of the novel's themes, it helps readers confirm sips about a character or prove a
character’s essentially good nature, and it servesidence for or against a character’s

presentation of his or her own life. The letters wawkwvell for this purpose because they
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are, as we have established in the two previous chapteeparate space outside the
narrator’s purview. Essentially, the letters provide aowisif the characters that is
untainted by the reader’s lack of confidence in the rarrahd they serve as a conduit
between the readers and the characters. It is tiggninsto the characters’ minds
afforded by the letters that helps readers draw moraitiedi conclusions than they
could by simply relying on the narrator.
Doing the Narrator's Job: The Letters of Dr. Harrison

In bothJoseph AndrewandTom Jonesreaders are offered two moral guides to
help navigate the fictional world of the text: an infal#i guide in the form of the narrator
and a somewhat flawed, but in the end redeemable, guide farim of the characters
Parson Adams and Mr. Allworthy, respectively. In both¢hesvels, the readers are
firmly steered in the “right” direction by the narrainstructions on how to interpret
the text while the characters of Adams and Allworththbdwelp to strengthen the
narrator’s worldview by illustrating “an essential elemim Fielding’s ethical system”:
the importance of a good nature (Battesmelia4n). On their own, neither Adams nor
Allworthy could serve as the ethical center of the hbeeause each has significant,
though not terrible, character flaws. Adams is so hogdglesdve that he is unable to
understand the motives and behaviors of people who assmuod-natured and
benevolent as he is, and Allworthy is also duped by sthecause he fails to recognize
the machinations of the untrustworthy people around himaBsof these flaws, readers
know that since they can only trust Adams and Allworthfaspthey must rely on the

narrator as the authoritative figure of guidance intéxe
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Things are a bit different iAmelia Here the narrator proffers little moral
guidance and readers must look almost exclusively to dmracters of the text for
direction. In an attempt to fill the void created by ashly absent narrator, Fielding gives
readers Dr. Harrison. Dr Harrison, like Adams andvAlithy, demonstrates the
importance of benevolence and goodness of spirit, batusede is less flawed and
naive than Adams and Allworthy, he can actually takeothee of the narrator as a
“spokesman for the author,” a character through whieldig’s voice enters the text
(Hassall 231). As Hassall explains, “Harrison presem&slignity more successfully,
and he wins an intellectual respect from the readeidhmait accorded to Adams or
Allworthy” (232). Additionally, because the narrator’s mese is not strongly felt in
Amelig Harrison is not subject to the distancing irony thasemés the other two figures
in an often unflatteringly comical light. Harrisorthbugh not without flaws . . . can
usually be trusted to present the author’s values wititient authority” (Hassall 232).

The problem with Fielding relying on Dr. Harrison as a gkehior expressing
societal evils and for providing moral guidance is thatrisdan is merely a character in
the novel; he can neither playfully interrupt the textirectly address readers nor can he
include prefatory chapters filled with philosophy and wisdsm aarrator could.
Presumably, the Doctor can only appear when it is &diz him to do so; consequently,
there are large portions of the story in which the alcgipresence is inconceivable.
Fielding tried to solve this problem in one rather unswsfoéway: the inclusion of
“dramatised commentary [which] consists of scenes, lysobéltercation, between Dr.

Harrison, championing the author’s point of view, andotss other characters
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representing false views” (Hassall 231). This method of @kpa does not really work
well because readers are forced to endure long and s@indious lectures by Dr.
Harrison that greatly lack verisimilitude. One can dngert so many of these scenes
before the text loses the essential feel of a ndved Doctor’s letters, which can
conveniently appear where the doctor cannot, offer a rmacle palatable alternative.
Through the letters, Harrison’s character can delmegthy sermons more naturally and
with less disruption to the larger narrative.

Readers are first introduced to Dr. Harrison in Boashdsy about his courtship
of Amelia. We come to know Dr. Harrison not just tingh Booth’s assessment of his
character but also through his own words found in the ¢tters he had written to the
Booths. Each of Harrison’s letters tackles an impottagrne, explicitly or implicitly,
that is a primary focus of the text, themes thahégrevious novels would have been
explicitly conveyed through the commentary of the rtarsa The topics of these
letters—Christian stoicism, man's good nature, vanfgggdtion, and adultery—are
arguably the four most important topics discussed in tkelnBerhaps even more than
any commentary provided by the narrator, these lettés @&et of values with which
readers can judge the rest of the inhabitants of therfadtworld.

One of the novel’s chief concerns is the appropriate faagne to deal with
adversity. Through its main characters, Amelia and Baetders see two very different
life philosophies in action, both of which seem appeading) unappealing at various
moments in the text. Amelia, with her ready forgeesiand cheerfulness when facing

adversity, clearly embodies a positive and appealing sdrGhristian stoicism.
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However, while Amelia’s attitude is certainly admirableaders cannot help but find her
moral perfection a bit unrealistic and perhaps even gratitigmes. While Amelia is
certainly the embodiment of Christian stoicism, oerohof the novel, William Booth,
lacks faith in religion and does not use the tenetshois@anity as guiding principles in
his life. Instead Booth operates by his own philosophy, adidendt believe Men were
under any blind Impulse or Direction of Fate; but that yWéan acted merely from the
Force of that Passion which was uppermost in his Mindl,canld do no otherwise” (32).
His worldview, although agnostic by eighteenth-centuapdards and therefore
subversive or immoral for many readers, often seems apgeaid even proves to be
accurate in some parts of the text; for example, @dldames appears to act very
generously even though he is not religious in any wayd&sawith no clear guidance
from the narrator seem to be adrift between two opgagshilosophies until Harrison
makes it clear through one of his letters which worldvieWeing advocated.

In the epistle Harrison writes to the Booths informingm of the death of
Amelia’s mother, the doctor provides a sophisticatediseatxplaining how one is to
deal with adversity with a sense of Christian stoicésrmd seeks to remind readers that
focusing only on the temporal world is an unwise, conteamychabit that the doctor
scorns. The idea that one should meet hardships, partyctlie death of a loved one,
with patience and an understanding that worldly suffesngconsequential in the larger
scheme of eternity is a recurrent theme in Fieldimgisng. In Tom Jonesthe narrator

approvingly describes Allworthy’s reaction to the death &riend:
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what Reader doth not know that Philosophy and Religionma Moderated, and

at last extinguished, this Grief? The former of theaehmmg the Folly and Vanity

of it, and the latter correcting it as unlawful, andhat tame Time assuaging it, by
raising future Hopes and Assurances, which enable a strdnglagious Mind to
take Leave of a Friend, on his Death-bed, with ligkslindifference than if he
was preparing for a long Journey; and, indeed, with léde Hope of seeing him

again. (77)

In Amelig however, these sentiments are not expressed bwatreor; they are
expressed by Dr. Harrison. Through Harrison’s lettecafsolation, Fielding is able to
make clear to readers, without having to resort to awkwardadized commentary or a
narrator’s direct address, how he believes the chasastieuld behave when facing
various worldly problems.

Harrison has written to the Booths primarily to tellrththat Amelia’s mother has
died and to urge them to deal with her death in adittnanner. Before he reveals the
main point of his letter, he tells the Booths thah&e bad news but urges them to “learn
this Temper from me; for, take my Word for it, nothing treeer came from the Mouth
of a Heathen than that sentence: ‘—Leve fit quod erer Onus” (137f* He goes on
to contrast the “divine assurances of immortality dreduncertain hopes of the heathen
philosophers” that were “a commonplace of the Christansolatio™ (BattestinAmelia

138n). Booth provides readers with no such comprehensive anddeaxplanation of

%L The burthen becomes light by being well borne
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his worldview, so Harrison’s expression is clearly sigwethus serving as the final word
on the matter.

The letter also reminds readers, who are part of &wowhich “every little
Rub, every trifling Accident” is severely “lamented,aththe hardships found in the
temporal world are fleeting and that one should keep doelss on eternal life (138)..
The Doctor believes that

while the most paultry Matters of this World, even thpisiéul Trifles, those

childish Gewgaws, Riches and Honours, are transactedheitbhtmost

Earnestness and most serious Application, the grand aigdhty Affair of

Immorality is postponed and disregarded, nor ever broughthe least

Competition with our Affairs here. (138)

He goes on to ask, rhetorically: “If one of my Clstiould begin a Discourse of Heaven
in the scenes of Business or Pleasure; irCihnert of Requestat Garraway’s or at
White’s would he gain a Hearing, unless, perhaps, of some s@ter Jgho would desire
to ridicule him?” (138-9). Harrison'’s letter echoes thestrations about the frivolity of
English society that drove Fielding to write a nowes$ocial criticism. This letter is
perhaps the best articulation in the whole of theeho¥this important concept.

While the main theme of the letter seems to be Canstioicism, the letter also
illustratesgood-nature “an essential element in Fielding’s ethical systamd the
“distinguishing attribute of all his most amiable charete. . It signifies those
benevolent, social affections which cause us to becowodved empathically in the

concerns of others and which prompt us therefore to chiriggtions” (Battestidmelia
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4n). In his letter, Dr. Harrison shows a deep conaarthie Booths’ spiritual, emotional,
and financial well being that goes beyond the expressiorece platitudes. Dr. Harrison
promises that their child “will be taken Care of, witlke fTenderness of Parent” until their
return and he sends them a hundred pounds to help therhtbeir financial difficulties
(139). Unlike so many others in the novel who make the Baathmises they cannot
keep or who do not back up their proclamations of friendsiilpanything tangible, Dr.
Harrison illustrates in this letter what it truly nmsato be a man of good-nature. The topic
of good naturedness will come up again and agafmeliain subtle ways, as various
people make promises to the Booths they have no intestiogeping, but it is really this
letter that first points out to the reader that m@ased nature, or lack thereof, should be
of major importance in judging his moral worth.

In his second letter, Harrison writes to Booth to dissasse news about Booth'’s
behavior that gives the doctor “much Uneasiness” (165).dgeb the letter by telling
Booth that while he has disapproved of some of the ch8iceth has made in his
attempt to become a farmer, those ill-advised choies all “pardonable Errors” (165).
The main error he seeks to address through the letteevieows one that he views as
much more egregious: Booth’s purchase of an equipage. Hactassifies Booth'’s
purchase as “a Folly of so monstrous a Kind that hadhgaid it from any but a Person
of the highest Honour, [he] would have rejected it éarlytincredible” (165). Harrison
objects so strongly to Booth setting up an equipage bebaugews vanity as an entirely
inexcusable sin. He tells Booth that “Vanity is alwagstemptible; but when joined with

Dishonesty, it becomes odious and detestable” (165). iMess concerned about the
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“criminal Vanity” of buying a coach whose upkeep will plareunnecessary strain on
Booth’s already perilous financial state (165). “Let mg beu seriously consider your
Circumstances and Condition in Life and to remembernythiat Situation will not justify
any the least unnecessary Expence,” Harrison urges Boott6J16% ends his letter to
Booth by reminding him, “simply to be poor, says [his] favouBteek Historian, was
not held scandalous by the wise Athenians, but highly saveothat Poverty to our
Indiscretion” (166).

Harrison’s rabid objection to Booth's purchase may seermaliat first,
especially given that he has forgiven many of Booth’s athigrerrors and perhaps some
more serious ones as well. However, if one looksedtlig’s corpus, it becomes quite
clear that vanity is an almost unforgiveable erroheinoral framework of Fielding’s
fictional world. In his preface tdoseph Andrewdor example, Fielding tells his reader
that “the only source of the true ridiculous . . .flieetation” and that affectation comes
from two sources: hypocrisy and vanity (52). To illusttagepoint about vanity, which
Fielding defines as “affecting false Characters, in oral@urchase Applause,” he offers
the reader the following statement:

nor do | believe any Man living, who meets a dirty &wlriding through the

Streets in a Cart, is struck with an Idea of the Ridigs from it; but if he should

see the same Figure descend from his Coach and Sixit énobo his Chair with

his Hat under his Arm, he would then begin to laugh, ami jstice. ( 52-53)

In Amelig Booth becomes this “dirty fellow,” who by “indulging hianity by setting up

an equipage when his family is impoverished, . . . ilatss his author’s theory of ‘the
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true Ridiculous™ (Battestiimelial65n). Harrison's letter of admonition to Booth
serves to bring attention to yet another sociahdktis explored in the main narrative, and
it serves as the most explicit condemnation of a cbardlaw we see so many characters
exhibit. Miss Matthews, Colonel James, and Mrs. Jaatlesake unwise decisions based
on their own vanity, and this letter reminds the reaiddhe absence of a comments by
narrator, that we are to judge these mistakes harshly,ietlee transgressions seem
relatively minor.

Dr. Harrison’s final letter addresses one of the mdasigerous social ills in the
fictional world ofAmelia adultery. Although the sexual peccadilloes of the atara in
the earlier novels were a source of great humokmeliathe sexual misconduct of
married people becomes a topic that is addressed with moighseriousness. In the
novel, numerous characters—Colonel James, Mrs. JahesMathews’s husband, and,
of course, Booth—are unfaithful or wish to be unfaithful tartepouses. Readers,
particularly if they are familiar with Fielding’s eant work, do not know quite what to
make of the married Booth’s decision to stay with Nitathews in prison. As |
mentioned earlier, the narrator offers the reader afalf-hearted defense of Booth’s
behavior, but ultimately leaves it up to the reader teettbnvict or acquit Booth for his
crime of adultery. The only other explicit discussadradultery in the text beside
Harrison’s letter is a conversation Harrison has vatielia about Colonel James’s
interest in her. In this conversation, Harrison late¢he reluctance of the government

and society in general to condemn the practice. Whileiddartakes a stand in this
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conversation, it is just one of many conversatiorthénovel that the reader may or may
not take as an expression of the novel's stanceeoisshe.

The reader is provided, however, in Dr. Harrison’s ldteColonel James a much
more obvious condemnation of adultery, which could beidened a “small dissertation
on the subject” (Battestitjenry Fielding221). This letter is given particular emphasis,
because unlike the other letters in the novel, thisrléd given a wider audience then just
the intended recipient of the letter. The letteemated only for Colonel James, falls into
the hands of some bucks at a masquerade and is read atoaeboking fashion by these
insolent youths. The dramatic reading of the letter, wimcludes not only the text of the
letter but the commentary of the audience allowséhéder to hear Fielding’s opinions
about adultery as expressed by his stand-in Harrison drehtcand understand the
generally permissive societal attitude about adulteryHiaatison/Fielding is trying to
combat.

The beginning of Harrison’s letter and the “orator’stfranentary reveal
Fielding’s deep concern about the effects of adultersomrety and what he perceived to
be society’s lax attitude toward the subject. Harrst@aints his epistle by reminding
Colonel James, and of course the reader, that adutérgtiand foremost “forbid in the
laws of the Decalogue . . . and is expresly forbid inNtbes Testament” (414). Harrison
asks rhetorically, “Is not such a Man guilty if the legt Ingratitude to that most
beneficent Being, by a direct and avowed Disobediehbé anost positive
Laws and Commands?” (414). To this remonstrance, the buckimady replies, “You

will see therefore . . . what the Law is, and themehone of you will be able to plead



167

Ignorance when you come to the Old-Bailey in the otherldlV (414). His flippant
attitude is clearly intended to shock the reader intoidenag how easily his
contemporaries dismiss the threat of eternal damnediparsue their own earthly
pleasures.

The letter also touches on one aspect of the togidHiklding discusses
elsewhere in his writing: his government’s reluctance togbuadulterers. Harrison tells
the reader, “Nations where the Sun of Righteousnebsieater shined, have punished
the Adulterer with the most exemplary Pains and Piesalot only the polite Heathens,
but the most barbarous Nations have concurred in théd).(Harrison, like Fielding,
claims that “there is scarce any Guilt which deservdsetmore severely punished” than
adultery (414). Harrison’s dismay at England’s lackaefd regulating infidelity is
echoed elsewhere in Fielding’s writings. In 1752 Fieldohgyote[d] two entire leaders
[in the Covent-Garden Journgto the subject, reviewing at length the laws and severe
punishments devised in antiquity to control ‘this atrocigic® and regretting the levity
with which his own countrymen regarded it” (Battesfimelia375n). Clearly Fielding is
again using the embedded letter as a way to insert his anal philosophy into the text
in the absence of another mechanism, such as the opeapigishof each book ihom
Jones

In the second part of his letter, Harrison then goe® @xplain that Colonel
James will have little success in seducing Ameliaabse she possess, “a chastity so
strongly defended . . . that the Woman must be invia@vken without that firm and

constant Affection of her Husband.” (415) With these wpttdks reader is reminded that
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a woman of good character should be able to resist theatomst of a lover because of
her own strong moral character, regardless of whetheot she is being properly loved
by her husband. This reminder helps the reader to view MagseWs’s desire to commit
adultery with Booth, in part because of a neglect@igldand, and Booth’s decision to
have sex with Mathews when he has been imprisoneahfardeterminable time away
from Amelia, as completely unacceptable. We are eagma by this letter not to let a
consideration of extenuating circumstances sway ourtiiegadgments of adulterers.
This is an important reminder because without a ctiniganarrator to keep them in line,
readers may frequently find themselves judging the actiotieecddulterous characters
less harshly than Fielding would like.

In Amelig Dr. Harrison’s letters express not a character’s mdividualized
voice but the voice of the author. Consequently, theylyoth authority and a
monologic element to the text as they make the mvataks of its author explicit for the
reader. Fielding is able to shape readers’ interpretatibtiee themes of the novel
through these letters by providing readers with a moraidreork with which they can
judge the characters’ words and actions. While Dr. Har'ssletters do a good job of
establishing and promoting the important themes of the,dtoey do not offer the reader
the assessments of the moral worth of individualadtars as narrators Joseph
AndrewsandTom Joneslid. Consequently, it is difficult to get a firm grasptbe
characters who often say and do contradictory thingsldrgeconfidence in the
reliability of their assessments of these charadsgparticularly tenuous because much of

what they learn about them comes from the charaatens’first-person accounts of the
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events of their lives, about which the narrator offeng little commentary. The
imbedded letters written by characters other than Haxrlsowever, provide the readers
with an inside view into the characters’ personalitether collaborating or clarifying
the stories each one tells and making their essevdiate clear to the reader.
Flawed Hero or Reprobate? William Booth’s Epistolary Revelations

In the introduction of the main character to the nowélliam Booth, Fielding
clearly employs his new method of dramatic expositramch forces readers to come to
their own conclusions about the character ratherégron the narrator’s editorial
commentary. In the narrator’s first mention of Botdh we are told about him is what
brought him there, and the only indication that he istary more important than the
others is that his name is given” (Coolidge 251). Instegaafiding a summary of the
character’s personality or traits as the narratbd®seph Andrewsr Tom Jonesvould
have, the narrator ikmeliatells the reader merely that Booth, despite being chavghd
“beating the Watchman, in the Execution of his Offmeg breaking his Lanthorn,” is
innocent (24). The narrator provides absolutely no backgrabodt Booth and how he
finds himself in this legal predicament. Instead, the neadest wait several chapters
until Booth is implored upon by Miss Matthews to tell his Btory to come to any real
understanding of his personality and character traits.

In some ways, Booth's tale provides answers to many afubstions about his
character that have arisen in the reader’'s mind ichiapters between his introduction
and the beginning of his autobiographical tale, but the remdal left a bit unsettled by

Booth’s story because “in [this] dramatic section the @utiffers no overt guidance as to
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how the reader should evaluate the character and figjia$i. . . Booth” (Hassall 229).
If we are to believe Booth's story without any outsidergboration from the narrator, we
must be convinced that Booth is a perceptive individual whapalde of presenting his
own life story objectively. It is somewhat difficutt believe this of Booth because prior
to his telling of his history, “he has not been very melyi judged by the author: he is
generous and good-natured enough . . . but his encountdRebithson make us suspect
his wit, and the author casts some doubts on his religkeicism” (Hassall 229). We
are left to wonder if he is a character similar to Tordaseph, who though good-natured
and basically moral (although Tom is certainly morevfld than Joseph), are often
obtuse and duped by others, or if he is more morally fiaven Fielding’s other
protagonists. Without the narrator to offer us reassurahtte validity of Booth's tale,
the reader is seemingly left adrift. However, the tetteks Booth shows Miss Mathews,
one from Dr. Harrison and one from Amelia’s sistett, and the one letter Booth
composes later in the text offer readers confidenteein ability to make a definitive
judgment about the hero. They lead the reader to theeict” assessment of Booth’s
character, an assessment that supports Fielding'saetisreward, in the conclusion of
the novel, his essential good nature with an “unintéedipourse of Health and
Happiness” (532).

The two letters Booth shares with Miss Mathews ofigr very different opinions
of Amelia and Booth, but both serve to support the \tgligind accuracy of Booth'’s tale.
Betty’s letter reassures the reader that Booth’'s negapinion of Amelia’s sister is not

unfounded and that Miss Betty’s objection to their magisgust as Booth presented it
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to be: selfish. Dr. Harrison’s letter also verif@soth’s opinion of Betty and bolsters our
opinion of Booth through Dr. Harrison’s obvious approvahod affection for both
Booth and Amelia.

Betty's letter appears at a critical point in the t&ken the reader may be
beginning to have doubts about the wisdom of Booth havingedaimelia, and may
perhaps even be feeling support for Betty’s objectiondd telationship. Before Booth
produces the letter from Betty, he is telling Miss Math@bout Amelia having fallenill
after coming to tend to Booth overseas. The couple Has fah hard times, and Amelia
is forced to “[write] to her Mother to desire a Remittenand set forth the melancholy
Condition of her Health, and her Necessity for Mongy?0). Although Booth has
presented his relationship with Amelia as being extrepesjtive, the reader has to
begin to doubt the wisdom of a penniless military offi@king a sweet, lovely woman
away from the comforts of her home only to causedentlure a stressful and penurious
existence.

However, after reading Betty’s letter, which Booth emwith him as a
“Curiosity,” the reader cannot help but think that perhapelia is better off away from
her family and that Booth's characterization of Betty haen accurate (120). The
“barbarity” of Betty's letter informing Amelia that sheno longer the favorite daughter
and that she will not be receiving any help from her faethoes in many ways the
cruel letter Blifil sends to Tom Jones informing Tonmhed banishment from the family.

Through Betty’s words the reader develops a clear pictuner as a shrewish, jealous
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woman who is attempting to ingratiate herself to hethar by weakening her mother’s
relationship with her sister.

Betty begins the letter, not by expressing any sympathirfoglia’s illness, but
by reminding her that Amelia’s marriage to Booth was fefytiagainst . . . the Opinion
of all [her] Family” and by describing Amelia’s decisianrharry Booth as a “fatal Act
of Disobedience,” conveniently ignoring the fact tAatelia’s mother had made peace
with the marriage and supported the newly married cqigie-121). Betty goes on to
berate Amelia for her choices and to tell her messily that she is completely on her
own. One may agree with Betty's arguments, as thingstiseem to be going well for
the couple, but one cannot approve of the heartless mennaich the feelings are
expressed. Betty has absolutely no sympathy for her aiiter and even ends the letter
with scathing criticism and a threatening remark:

remember (for | can’t help writing it, as it is foryygoown Good) the Vapours are

a Distemper which ill becomes a Knapsack. Remember, ray, Ddat you have

done; remember what my Mamma hath done; remember veesaanething of

yours to keep and do not consider yourself as an Only child-rd¥ags favourite

child. (121-122)

The “something” Betty is referring to is Booth and Ara&ichild who has been left in
the women'’s care. These closing remarks illustrat&dmesty of Booth's earlier claims
about Betty’s personality and help the reader to hatteifathe accuracy and honesty of

his story.
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The second letter he proffers to Miss Mathews duringthese of his narrative
further bolsters Booth's reliability as the narratoh@f own life story and supports the
essential goodness of his character. He offers ther tetMiss Mathews because he is
telling a story about Dr. Harrison and he “would notimgly do any Injury to [Dr.
Harrison’s] Words” (136). This letter serves several pugpois provides a perspective
on Betty that is consistent with Booth's, and it gitles reader more confidence in
Booth’s intelligence and character. Harrison opens tirlby telling the Booths that he
would have written to them earlier if he had known whbey were. He comments, “If
your Sister hath received any Letters from you, shie keypt them a Secret, and perhaps
out of Affection to you hath reposited them in the sdftace where she keeps her
Goodness, and what | am afraid is much dearer to hekMdwey” (136). The Doctor’s
words reveal a judgment of Betty’'s character that agaiirms for the reader that
Amelia would not necessarily be better off at hond Wwer family than married to
Booth.

The letter allows the reader to more easily beliéat Booth is in fact a moral
man. One of the only criticisms that is implied of Boetrly in the novel, which
undermines the reader’s confidence in his intellect antepéon, is that he is not a
Christian: the narrator says of Booth, “tho’ he wakis Heart an extreme Well-wisher to
Religion (for he was an honest Man), yet his Notiohg were very slight and uncertain”
(30). In his letter, Dr. Harrison, the “good divine,” al$mws his approval of the Booths’
union (77). Dr. Harrison declares that the couple is &amaly and deservedly fond of

each other” and he tells the couple that they havemirehizealous Friend” (139). Dr.
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Harrison’s letter helps to bolster the reader’s confidendBooth’s moral worth because
Dr. Harrison comes across as a reputable, generousgdedrust-worthy figure, and as
such a man, his approval of Booth influence the readarsassessment of Booth’s
character.

The novel also contains a letter written by Boothdelf, and it is this letter that
is perhaps most influential on the reader’s perceptidooth’s character. Booth's
willingness to commit adultery and his attempts to hidendiscretion leave the reader
with serious reservations about his character, evengt®r. Harrison’s approbation into
account. Unlike the main characters of earlier nowis are involved in some
seemingly harmless sexual indiscretions that the marvages the reader not to take
seriously, Booth has committed a grievous error, pasitulithin the context of this
novel. One of the most persistent themeA&nmeliais the horror of adultery, and we are
urged to view the other adulterers in the text, Jameshandoble Lord, with disdain, if
not disgust. It is therefore difficult to believe tigdoth is a good man because he has not
acknowledged his sin and asked for forgiveness, until hesathis letter to his wife.

The letter written by Booth to his wife Amelia goes agavay in aiding the
reader in believing that Booth is at heart a good manhakcerred but is sorry. In his
letter, Booth confesses to a sin “with which [he] carstain [his] Paper” to spell out
explicitly—having left Amelia “to go to the most wortkkg the most infamous” Miss
Mathews (492). Booth acknowledges his own folly in “endeavguorkeep a Secret
from [Amelia]” and asks for her forgiveness (142). Bootéresigns the letter as

Amelia’s “ever fond, affectionate, and hereaftertfait Husband” (142). The fact that
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Booth commits his confession to paper, even though he doegpiattly spell out what
he has done, gives his words added weight and authorigs thany eighteenth-century
readers and writers believed, the letter reveals titeng inner self or true character,
then this letter assures the reader that, in his H&g@wth is simply a good and honest
man who made a grave error in judgment. The confessidmeibyg placed in the separate
space of the letter, becomes an authoritative and indepetestament to Booth's true
goodness and his desire to act as a good husband.
Abused Victim or Temptress? Miss Mathews'’s Epistolary Revelations

Just as the letters addressed to and written by Boethligiiit on his character,
the letters written by Miss Mathews help the readeyato a better understanding of her
complex character. Like Booth, much of what we lednoua Miss Mathews at the
beginning of the novel comes from her first-person antof her life up until her
imprisonment; however, we are given a bit more informaaioout her character from the
narrator than we are about Booth’s character. As omwadiearlier, ilmelia unlike his
earlier novels, Fielding has largely abandoned the peactiexplicitly spelling out a
character’s worth upon his or her introduction in theystihough, in the case of Miss
Mathews the narrator does step in to provide the resitle a few hints about how to
assess her character (Coolidge 250).

The narrator stops short of explicitly telling us whathtiok of Miss Mathews,
but he does preface her first-person tale with a warhiaigwwomen are not always who

they seem to be. The narrator attempts to address atgrseeoncerns about the



176

inconsistency they have perceived in Miss Mathews’s cdrdier generosity toward
Booth and her status as an accused murderess—Dby offeringlokerfgi

But before we put an End to this, it may be necessamhigper a Word or two to

the Critics, who have perhaps begun to express néd\&esishment than Mr.

Booth, that a Lady, in whom we had remarked a mosta@xtirsary Power of

displaying Softness, should the very next Moment #fteMords were out of our

Mouth, express Sentiments becoming the Lips of ad)alézebel, Medea,

Semiramis, Parysatis, Tanaquil. . . . We desire suitit€Cto remember, . . . that

it is the self same Celia, all tender, soft, and d&dicwho with a Voice, the

Sweetness of which the Sirens might envy, warblesah@dmious Song in

Praise of the young Adventurer, and again, the next @gyerhaps, the next

Hour, with fiery Eyes, wrinkled Brows, and foaming Lipsars forth Treason and

Nonsense in political Argument with some Fair onea different Principle. (44-

6)

What is meant as a clear explanation, however, gmolyokes further uncertainty in the
reader.

In order to demonstrate the potential evil of womee,ritrrator provides a list of
infamous women, most of whom have committed heinoinses. However, as Battestin
points out, “In this catalogue of infamous women . .nalpiil seems out of place: . . .
she did have a reputation for being ‘too imperious’ andl@ninating her husband, but
she was generally revered for her virtue” (Battegtmelia45n). Are we to view

Mathews as a Jezebel or a Tanaquil? Additionallyn éwee are to accept the narrator’s
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warning at face value, all we know is that women of@vehcomplex, contradictory
personalities; what we do not know is which side of thensonality represents their true
character. Readers are left to decide on their oMathews is either a vain,
manipulative, selfish, immoral woman or a generous wowtarse life understandably
deteriorated after she was prayed upon by a lecherousraduttesomething in-between.
The letters make the answer to this question much cléarthe reader and reveal what
the author intended readers to think of Mathews.

Miss Mathews narrates her own story and becausaatinator is not there to
guide us, the reader cannot help but feel a grudging sympalipeaimaps even respect
for all the trials she has faced, although some of h&trgmions are quite shocking.
While in prison, Miss Mathews tells Booth the storyhef unfortunate meeting with
Hebbers, the man who would seduce her and whom she wgttdmurder, and the
disastrous consequences of their relationship. She Hegyirstory by recounting her
rivalry with another woman over who had the “uppernitlate” in the minds of the men
at an assembly at which Booth was present (48). As MiskeMe reveals her secret
hatred for Miss Johnson, the woman she believed to beiverfor Praise, for Beauty,
for Dress, for Fortune, and consequently for Admirgtitime reader cannot help but be
struck by two things: Mathews’s extreme shallownessh@ndurprisingly perceptive
view of herself (48). As she details her former séi, teader is repulsed by her
superficiality but also impressed by her willingness to ptdserself in such an

obviously unflattering light. It seems evident that M&sthews reveals the ugliness of
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her character knowingly, not out of ignorance, dnéads the reader to believe that
despite her seeming vapidity, she is quite perceptive \airtrospective.

Our sympathies for Miss Mathews are further roused bgéscription of her
courtship with Hebbers. She tells us that it was héef& habit to invite the officers of
the local Troops of Dragoons to their house and thatatleerf, because of Hebbers’s
musical talent, invited into their home the man who wouldgbabout the destruction of
his daughter. With great insight, Mathews details how Hebbet about winning her
heart by first persuading her that she was a better ilangitan her sister was. She tells
of how she came to “love Hebbers for the Preferencelwie gave [her music] ” over
her sister’'s because she was selfishly afraid thagisier's musical talent might allow
her to “gain too great a Preference in [her fathdfasjour” (50). Her story goes on to
detail Hebbers’s masterful manipulation of her feelingstaaw she foolishly capitulates
to her desire for him and loses her virginity before shearried. The story ends with her
confessing to having stabbed Hebbers in a fit of rage aieowring that he was
secretly married to another woman.

After the conclusion of Miss Mathews’ sad and shockitg the reader is left
with conflicting feelings about her. On the one handyéagler cannot help but feel both
deep sympathy for a woman who has been so cruelly abusechag whom she loved
and admiration for a woman who can discuss her owstakes and character flaws with
such honesty. On the other hand, the reader cannot hdfebthat Miss Mathews’
selfishness, vanity, and superficiality played a largeipdrer destruction and that her

subsequent pursuit of Booth is strong evidence that she § goaontinue her life of
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vice even after she has rid herself of Hebbers. Thataa offers us very little additional
commentary about Mathews after his initial warning albbetdeceptiveness of women,
so readers are left to their own devices in figuringhmwt to judge her. As Coolidge
notes,Amelig in most cases,

sets out to follow a process of observation and degov hat is, wher&om

Jonespresents a reality which is essentially known abtltset Amelia

ostensibly follows the process by which mortal hunmelligences build up such

knowledge of the world. . . . Our knowledge of a persorgsautter is always

provisory, pending further discovery. (250)

After the prison episode, readers anticipate that iinest simply wait for further
information to clarify their impression of Miss Mathis. The reader believes this because
“every indication through the first quarter of the nogethat [Miss Mathews] is to be a
central figure”; however, much to the dismay of mantyjosxr and readers, Miss Mathews
plays only a negligible role in the rest of the gt@€oolidge 252). While her presence is
felt through Booth’s continuing guilt over his affair whier, she makes only two very
brief appearances in the novel after Booth is relefiset prison, neither of which offers
the reader any sort of definitive picture of her.

One critic even believes that her surprising abseiee the second half of the
novel is a result of Fielding being unable to “trust rethaot to make her more
interesting than Amelia” (Saintsbury, Introduction xvilyhile George Saintsbury’s
comment is not meant to be taken seriously, it doetagoa kernel of truth. Miss

Mathews, because she is a complicated and multi-diowadstharacter, is intriguing to
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the reader in a way that the long-suffering Ameliahvagr ever-present optimism and
unerring morality, may not be. This presents somethirggabiallenge to the moral
message of the novel. Through Dr. Harrison, it becartess that the reader is supposed
to despise vain, materialistic, immoral adulterers, sigchliss Mathews, but Miss
Mathews is too dynamic a character and her story evokesiuch sympathy for readers
to feel about her only what Fielding wants them to.

Miss Mathews’s two embedded letters help to solve tliblpm, however, as
they allow Fielding to gain a bit more control over thader’s impression of her by
reminding the reader of Miss Mathews’s flaws withoutkewg any sympathy for her as
her own story did and without giving the dynamic womanraoye time on the “stage.”
Also, some of the vivacity of Miss Mathews’s charactdost because much of her wit
and charm, which depends in large part on her reactidhe tmbmments of others, is lost
in letter form. The letters shape our last impressaidiss Mathews because it is in
them that her presence is most felt in the secoridhttie novel. They also justify the
decidedly negative fate that befalls Miss Mathew$atend of the book: being saddled
with Colonel James and becoming “immensely fat” andyeksagreeable” (531).

Both of the letters Miss Mathews writes address hgapr@priate romantic
feelings for Booth and reveal a great weakness of chardtte first letter discloses that,
unlike Booth, who once removed from the immoral settinthefprison becomes
ashamed of his weeklong dalliance, Mathews wishes tiinc@ntheir affair outside of
the prison’s walls and will stop at nothing to do so. Hter in which Mathews tells

Booth, “I can refrain no longer from letting you know th&ddge inDean-Streetnot far
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from the Church, at the Sign of tRelicanand Trumpet where | expect this Evening to
see you” drives away any doubt the reader may have albatheMs’ affair with Booth
being the result of grief or temporary poor judgment (aganedo believe is what drove
Booth to make the mistake) (164). Mathews’s blatant attemgeduce Booth again,
particularly now that he is back in the arms of thgedin Amelia, must raise the disgust
of the reader.

The reader’s negative view of Mathews is further cordalrby her second letter,
in which she reveals the depths of her selfishness archh@usness. Mathews is
prompted to write this letter when she hears an ertgnegport that Colonel James has
killed Booth in a duel. Although she supposedly “looked asdikas the Murderer of
an innocent Man” as the dispute between the two wagdduslies that she had told, she
does not blame herself, rather she “hated and cursed desntiee efficient Cause of that
Act which she herself had contrived, and laboured to @atwyExecution” (225). She
writes a letter to James calling him a fool for havingdeued “one of the best Friends
that ever Man was blest with” and for believing “what tinger and Rage of an injured
Woman suggested; a Story so improbable that [she] couldesbarthought in earnest
when [she] mentioned it” (225). She cruelly ends theddty writing, “If this Knowledge
makes you Miserable, it is no more than you have madentima@ppy, F. Mathews” (225).
Mathews'’s letter again leaves the reader contempl#t|e most unflattering aspects of
her character: an inability to accept blame for her ostio@s, a vicious temper, and a

complete disregard for the feelings of others.
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These two letters, which establish a vision of a pgligd lover who blames
everyone other than herself for her problems, reglaEenore sympathetic vision of a
younger Miss Mathews lured into a life of vice by an umgalous man that is
established by her own story. Toward the end of the noe&dlers are far removed from
the tale she told earlier, and they are forced to judgdon the woman she is at that
moment, a woman who is beyond redemption.

Vainly Jealous or Merely Misguided? Mrs. Bennet's Epistolary Regakat

Mrs. Bennet is arguably the most complex of all the attars inAmeliaand
perhaps the most difficult for the reader to judge. Not singly, the narrator offers the
reader scant guidance when Mrs. Bennet first appeares motrel: “her first appearance
in the novel is reported in the same matter-ofsfaahner as was that of Booth. We learn
little about her” from either the narrator or othbaacters (Coolidge 253). As the reader
continues on in the story, a fuller picture of MrenBet emerges, but the picture is quite
complicated, as much of the information about herazttar comes from potentially
unreliable sources: Mrs. Ellison, who aided in the rdpdre. Bennet, and Mrs. Bennet
herself, who narrates her life story to Amelia maatempt to save her from the same fate.

On the one hand, one cannot help but admire and feel dyyripatMrs. Bennet.
When we first meet her she is described as “remarkablbefwith a “Sickness [which]
had given her an older Look,” yet we learn that theigrdwas not, however, attended
with any Sourness of Temper: On the contrary, she haxh i8weetness in her
Countenance, and was perfectly well bred” (192). Am#imparagon of virtue, is quite

taken with Mrs. Bennet, and Amelia’s enthusiasm and 8amth’s lack of enthusiasm
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for her, as he has already proved to be a bad judge @lotbgrhelp to establish the

reader’s early good opinion of Mrs. Bennet.

However, the first hint of unpleasantness in Mrs. B¢mrevealed during her
second meeting with Amelia that the noble Lord interruptshis scene, the narrator
describes the man’s rapt attention to Amelia and MranBes negative reaction to this
man who so admires Amelia and whom Amelia so admik&s. Bennet “exprest some
little Dislike to [the] lord’s Complaisance, which stalled excessive” (203). Mrs.
Bennet’s reaction seems a bit odd, but it is the natsatomment about the reaction that
resonates. The narrator says, “l believe, it may idediawn as a general Rule, that no
Woman who hath any great Pretensions to Admiratiogyes well pleased in a
Company where she perceived herself to fill only the seBtawk” (204). This is our
first indication of any serious character flaw in MB&nnet and this raises suspicion in
the reader about her motives and character. It seeam<Bdnnet does not care for the
Lord simply because he did not pay enough attentionridHe petty jealousy,
particularly of the sweet and generous Amelia, makesstdger look unfavorably on
Mrs. Bennet.

The reader is given further pause when the subject &f B&#nnet’'s education
arises. Mrs. Bennet proves to be a very learned womaithis is presented not as a
positive aspect of her character, but a negative oeeale she is educated and Amelia
is not, Mrs. Bennet “suddenly appears as Amelia’s opps#da important respect” and
there now appears a “satirical strain . . . in teattnent of her character” (Coolidge 254).

Dr. Harrison, our moral guide, seems put off by Mrs. B¢'srdisplay of knowledge and
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pokes fun at her. It is clear that we are to prefer lfisdimited, but useful knowledge,
which is “confined td&Englishand Poetry,” the work of Dr. Barrow, and the histories o
Bishop Burnet, to Mrs. Bennet’'s knowledge of the classmcsLatin (256). Even Amelia
and Booth only “outwardly concurred with her Sentiments'ualbloe importance of
educating women out of “Complaisance than from thezif Judgment” (259).

Nowhere else do the different sides of Mrs. Bennédt&gacter become more
readily apparent than in her self-narrated life stbryrder to save Amelia from perhaps
being raped by the Lord, Mrs. Bennet must tell Amelia abeubwn experience with
the man. However, when the time comes to tell Amahaut the noble Lord, rather than
starting her story at the relevant point in her Biee tells Amelia almost her entire life
story in order to provide some context for her latendgaessions and to, as the narrator
puts it, “inculcat[e] a good Opinion of herself, froncoenting those Transactions where
her Conduct was unexceptionable, before she came todileedangerous and suspicious
Part of her Character” (268). Despite her best iliest the reader and even Amelia’s
reaction to her story is mixed.

Mrs. Bennet begins her narrative with a wicked steperadtory that details how
she became alienated from her father because of hestapmother’s unreasonable and
selfish dislike of her. Although our sympathy is raisedh®gyseemingly unfair treatment
Mrs. Bennet receives, “it is possible to suspect hevadien or equivocation. An
alternative story can be constructed by reinterpretingetvents she relates” (Coolidge
255). The reader must decide whether the young Mrs. Beragetthe pitiable victim of

the machinations of the young widow who became her stigg@micor “the ‘only
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darling’ of her father, fighting desperately and even wslg to drive out a rival for his
love” (Coolidge 255). The reader is also presented withpwasible versions of Mrs.
Bennet when she recounts the rest of her life up untptbsent day. Mrs. Bennet tells
Amelia that she was forced to live with her aunt ditang with her stepmother and
father becomes unbearable and how her aunt also mistteatence they become rivals
for the same man. Mrs. Bennet discusses the combatat@nship between herself and
her aunt and how her aunt vainly “valued herself chieflyier Understanding” and was
“extremely jealous of [Mrs. Bennet’s], and hated [fer]account of [her] Learning”
(284). Mrs. Bennet tells Amelia that, once she camaew her aunt as a rival for her
husband-to-be’s affection, her “Hatred encreased” andetgsted her aunt mightily
(283). Here we can choose to view Mrs. Bennet as she wauitwg to—as a victim of a
rather unintelligent, vain woman who tries to thwaat budding relationship because she
is jealous of her—or we could also see her as a “higitesiintensely vain young
woman . . . cooped up with a boring and equally vain maidenia the country, . . .
[who] sees her escape in a poor young clergyman, p&ysyles upon him successfully,
and soon makes sure of him” (Coolidge 255). Because the remaeres little help from
the narrator and because there are no disinterestexttdra to collaborate or undermine
the story, the reader is left uncertain about which intddérs. Bennet is more accurate.
Mrs. Bennet’s actions and/or the characters’ reastiorher in the main narrative
do not help significantly to clarify the two contradictergions of her created by her and
Mrs. Ellison’s stories. At times she seems like a gmnefriend: she tells the shameful

secret of the rape she experienced in order to preveati?from experiencing the same
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thing. Yet, at other times, she seems manipulative afidesatiered. She greatly risks
Amelia’s reputation when, dressed as Amelia at the measdeeshe approaches the
noble Lord and asks him to secure a commission for Ser§édnson, her second
husband, as a favor to Amelia. Amelia is understandablyllagp@hen she receives a
letter from the Lord that indicates that Mrs. Bengeinted him some sort of favor in
Amelia’s name. Mrs. Bennet becomes quite angry abogliais reaction and tells her
that she is “too great a Prude” and accuses Amelia of havaagl [her] cruelly ill” (445,
447). Because of Amelia’s nearly infallible moral seiiy, it is clear that the reader is
also expected to be appalled at Mrs. Bennet's trickedjrathis instance, she appears to
be extremely selfish.

How is the reader to judge such a multifaceted charakttexduld be tempting
simply to accept that Fielding has created a complaxacher whom we must be content
never to understand fully, but there is this nagging siasehis complexity of character
is something that “to all appearances, [Fielding] neitlesired at the outset nor
welcomed when it came” (Coolidge 258). Although even thedfdselding’s characters
are often flawed, they do not have what Fielding would idenserious character flaws,
and there is usually a clear delineation in his fictiov@lds between the “good”
characters and the “bad” characters. But this sidpgs not seem to be the case with
Mrs. Bennet, as her true character seems to be negobssible to ascertain.

What the reader does have that proves to be helpdissessing Mrs. Bennet’s
character, however, are four embedded letters writtdrehyThese letters provide the

reader with the kind of insight into her charactet tes. Ellison’s words and Mrs.
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Bennet’s biography do not because the ideas in the &ttarot being expressed as part
of a self-interested revisionist presentation, nor haeg been filtered through Mrs.
Ellison, who has a vested interest in ensuring thatlnaed the others think the worst
of Mrs. Bennet. The letters seem to reflect an homegsesentation of Mrs. Bennet and a
reading of the letters does not force the readerc® ti@o conflicting visions of the
woman. Instead, the letters emphasize the best astisympathetic aspects of Mrs.
Bennet’s character and life.

Mrs. Bennet'’s first letter goes a long way in impregsipon us the tragic
circumstances she found herself in after the demiserdiusband. This letter, addressed
to Mrs. Ellison, reveals a frightened, desperate womamhals “no other friend on earth”
but Mrs. Ellison (237). In her letter, she tells MEdlison that “ruffians” have seized her
dead husband’s corpse and that her son Tommy stands lyryiag‘for Bread, which
[she] has not to give him” (237). The letter shows Mrs. Betmbe a humble woman at
her wit’s end who the reader certainly must sympathitle as Amelia did when she read
the letter. The letter contains no hint of the vaoityride that seems present in her
character elsewhere in the story.

The other three letters written by Mrs. Bennet empedser generosity of spirit
and her willingness to help her friends in a meaninghyl. These letters go a long way
in erasing the idea that Mrs. Bennet may be self-cetit@nd consequently inconsiderate
of others. The first letter is really nothing morertlzanote, sent anonymously to warn the
Booths about the Lordship’s plans to try to seduce Ameliaalls:

Beware, beware, beware
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For | apprehend a dreadful Snare

Is laid for virtuous Innocence,

Under a Friend’s false Pretenc62)
Although this letter reveals nothing new about Mrs. Béarmrcumstance or character
explicitly, it serves as a testament to the stroegjrfgs she has for Amelia and the fact
that she cannot bear to see Amelia meet a fate sitaithe one she faced. Although she
did not perhaps anticipate Amelia discovering her aatiieor of the note, she still risks
the revelation of her secret in sending the note uétndately it is the note that does
prevent Amelia from having to face the Lord’s unwanted acksn

Mrs. Bennet'’s last two letters are addressed to Ametlademonstrate a

sweetness and humbleness of character that underraimaage of Mrs. Bennet as a
self-absorbed and vain woman. In the first of theerle Mrs. Bennet joyfully writes to
inform Amelia about her own husband’s recovery fromilness. She thanks Amelia
humbly for her help and wishes that heaven bless AmEta second letter is perhaps
even more revelatory. In this letter, Mrs. Bennet egpes her dismay at hearing that
Booth has been imprisoned: “The Surgeon of the Regimertath almost frightened me
out of my Wits by a strange Story of your Husband being dtteuito Prison by a
Justice of Peace for Forgery. For Heaven’'s Sake sertdeniguth,” she writes (525).
She then goes on to ask if her husband could be of semwitshe promises to bring the
Booths twenty pounds as soon as she wakes up in the mornengemérosity she
reveals in the letters is all the more noteworthyalise she, unlike some of the other less

generous characters in the story, does not have mueiyno spare. Just as we admired
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Dr. Harrison’s willingness to provide tangible helpthe Booths instead of mere
platitudes, we must also admire Mrs. Bennet for ddmegsame.

The letters clearly present the more positive sidérst Bennet's character, and
in the end, they seem a more lasting and concretanest of Mrs. Bennet’s character
than anything else in the text. Because it does not Servirs. Bennet wrote the letters
with the intent of fashioning a particular image of bHrsas she had in her
autobiographical story to Amelia, the letters offer threex more insight into a her
character than her own story does. It becomes tllaaithe author expects us to admire
Mrs. Bennet and her letters make her fate of a hapyiage and “two fine Boys” seem
just (5632).

Casanova or Lech? Captain Booth and the noble Lord’s Epistolary Revelations

The last two characters of note who pen lettersatetncluded in the novel are
Colonel James and the Noble Lord, the two charaatdéteinovel who have the most
guestionable morals. Both men have had affairs and attersptit@e Amelia, and in a
novel that makes marriage the “central value in spcibe model for all human
relationships” and that considers adultery the “primeéas@nd personal evil,” it should
be easy to condemn both men for their behaviors §.8#6). However, extenuating
circumstances complicate the reader’s perceptions bfdidhem. Colonel James seems
to be, at least at first glance, a good and relialdedrio Booth, and much of the
negative impressions the reader has of the Noble Long@gdrom questionable sources:
Mrs. Ellison and Mrs. Bennet. The embedded letters df blearacters, in the end,

however, provide the reader with a more accurate glinmpseheir souls.
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We first learn about Colonel James when Booth is teMigs Mathews about the
injury he received while stationed abroad. Booth describ&m€lJames as “one of the
best-natured Men in the World” and tells Mathews, “tligthy Man, who had a Head
and Heart perfectly adequate to every Office of Frieqpdshay’d with me almost Day
and Night during my lliness” (114). Booth’s description of dais conduct recommends
him highly, but the reader cannot help but be a bit alarmd&bbyh’s description of
James’s belief systemBbtb Jamegan never be supposed to act from any Motive of
Virtue or Religion, since he constantly laughs at b¢1ii4). As we discussed earlier, it
is quite evident that this belief of Booth’s is not ersgal by the novel as evidenced in
part by Booth’s adoption of Christianity at the end ofttbek. While the narrator is
quick to point out that Booth, although not a Christiamo enemy to religion, he does
not step in to make similar assurances about James.

This initial nervousness about James’s moral charaaterases when the reader
finds out that James is conducting an extramaritalraffilh Miss Mathews. The first
real proof of James’s moral lapses comes in the @dranletter he sends to Miss
Mathews in jalil, a letter in which he professes hisaion for her and promises to
provide the bail she needs to be released from jail. $tepabmises to send her his
chariot and includes a hundred pound bank note to help hersbadeaves the jalil,
signing the note “your most passionate Admirer” (156). Bbelleves the letter
demonstrates the “excessive Respect” the writer hadigs Mathews, but Miss
Mathews dismisses the sentiments expressed in teeslély saying, “I am not therefore

obliged to the Man whose Passion makes him generous” (16@¢.\@e learn that the
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generous writer is in fact a married man who is pursihireg Mathews for sexual
pleasure, we tend to agree with Mathews and view tharsants expressed in the letter a
bit more darkly. Although we do not know that James isatitbor of the letter when we
first read it, as it is signed “Damon,” once the redseomes aware that James penned
the letter, it becomes a lasting testament to his quredtle moral character.

Even the knowledge that he is committing this act, hewedoes not completely
erase in the reader’s mind all that he seems to dhédBooths: the kindness, advice,
and good company he has provided them. After all, thedfete novel, Booth, also fell
prey to Miss Mathews’ charm. Additionally, the naoraand Dr. Harrison, the author’s
two stand-ins, seem to approve of James’s actionsndinator, just pages after the scene
in which Dr. Harrison’s letter condemning adultery isoréand we are consequently
reminded of James’s moral frailty), laments the lacgearferosity that he sees in society,
but praises Col. James for giving Booth money, and he wikhésnore men would
share James’s “benign Disposition” (170).

Even when James turns his attentions to Amelia, tleeras still hesitant to
condemn him outright. As Alter explains, “The inferentisdthod of presenting character
leaves us room to wonder whether a man may not, dftbeaan admirable, honestly
disinterested friend, until he takes too close a lodkeafair figure of his wife’s friend”
(157). Because the narrator does not offer us any guidemcbecause James seems to
have so many other redeeming qualities, we are able daars¢lves believe that it is
possible that James is a good man who simply got sweptlanie passion that he

feels for his friend’s wife and that he means no inforooth or his wife.
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All of these doubts and sympathetic femliare completely erased, however, by
the second embedded letter penned by James in the nbigeletter, which was
ostensibly sent to Booth, although opened by Amelia, tevka true corruption of
James’s character and clarifies in the mind of thderearhat he should feel about James.
The letter, which greatly agitates Amelia, berates Bdmt meeting alone with Miss
Mathews and asks Booth to meet James in Hyde Park tbeiftg day for a duel. James
then ends the letter with the following reproof: “Youldorgive me reminding you once
more how inexcusable this Behaviour is in you who aregssssl in your own Wife of
the most inestimable Jewel” (490). We later learn Jaates sent the letter to Booth's
home instead of Miss Mathews'’s because he hoped Ameli&dwead it, “with a
Prospect of injurindgdoothin the Affection and Esteem éAimelig and of recommending
himself somewhat to her by appearing in the Light of Her@pion; for which Purpose
he added that Compliment Aomeliain his Letter” (495). It becomes clear that James is
not above gross manipulation and hurting his dear friendrBddie letter reveals
James’s true character and the reader starts toadadiz “the gold he showers on Booth
is intended to buy his way to Amelia’s bed.” (Alter 158)e begin to reevaluate our
perceptions of much of James’s past kindness, and waeeeagain reminded that there
is no excuse for adultery in the fictional worldArhelia

Like Colonel James, the noble Lord, who iamaameless throughout the novel,
first appears to be a kind and generous friend to the Bodtbigust happens to have a
reputation as something of a Casanova. Although Colonedslavarns that “The Peer

loves the Ladies, | believe, as well as eviark Antonydid; and it is not his Fault, if he
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hath not spent as much upon them. If he once fixes hisijgye a Woman, he will stick
at nothing to get her,” the reader is not thoroughly convincaithe Lord’s friendship
with the Booths and the favors he bestows on themamedisolely on his desire to get
Amelia into bed (227). Colonel James himself is of qoeable morals and readers
cannot feel confident that their assessment of thatgn is accurate. Also, the Lord
appears to act as a perfect gentleman to Amelia andworéng hard to secure
employment for Booth. Amelia, in fact, is quite takenthyy Lord because

in short, he treatedmeliawith the greatest Distance, and at the same time with

the most profound and awful Respect; his Conversatiorsavgeneral, so lively,

and so obliging, thaAmelig when she added to his Agreeableness the

Obligations she had to him for his FriendshiBtmoth was certainly as much

pleased with his Lordship, as any virtuous Woman can posshhith any Man,

besides her own Husband. (216-217).

This initial pleasant portrait of the noble Lord is tahed, however, by Mrs.
Bennet’s revelations about the mistreatment she suditethe peer’s hands and Mrs.
Bennet’s fear that he plans to treat Amelia in threesavay. Certainly some of the events
of the novel lend credence to Mrs. Bennet’s versiomeofsexual past with the Lord and
to her fears: the Lord gained access to Amelia through Ellison, just as he had gained
access to Mrs. Bennet; he is responsible for the tuitéo the masquerade that Mrs.
Ellison gives Amelia, just as he was the invitatioreg to Mrs. Bennet; and most
damningly, the Lord secures Amelia’s affections by payingnéitin to her children, just

as he had paid attention to Mrs. Bennet’s son ChadyeNheless, the reader has no



194

definitive proof of the noble Lord’s intentions from angqaletely reliable source until we
read the embedded letter he sends to Amelia.

In this letter, it becomes readily apparent that thi@lenLord is without a doubt
the “ubiquitous spirit of corruption of a degeneratetaasacy” (Alter 152). Just as
James'’s letters reveal his true character, the nabié'd letter leaves the reader with no
guestion about the validity of Mrs. Bennet’s story and iconsf his immoral intentions
for Amelia. In it he tells Amelia, “no Language halie Words of Devotion strong
enough to tell you with what Truth, what Anguish, whaalZeshat Adoration | love you”
(443). Despite his flowery declarations of love, itlesac to the reader that the Lord is
intent on seducing Amelia, just as James had suggesteig hiebh®. He goes so far as to
request a meeting with Amelia, although he claims he dvoather die than offend [her
delicacy],” so she has nothing at all to fear from him (443 blatant angling for an
assignation is appalling given Amelia’s virtue and the comdgion of adultery that
permeates the entire text. Once again, an embeddedsiattes as “proof” for the reader
of a character’s true moral character.

Conclusion

The new narrative persona Fielding adoptefinreliaproved to be not as
consistent or reliable as the narrative persondeseph AndrewandTom Jones
primarily because of Fielding’s decision to rely monedsamatic narration than authorial
narration. Unlike the narrators in his earlier worke, harrator oAmeliainspires little
confidence in the reader with his disconcerting swittiea/een neutral and editorial

commentary and limited and full omniscience, and heele@aeaders quite free to come to
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their own opinions about the characters and eventsafdtiel. This freedom, however,
does not come without a price—without the guidance of @neator, it is often difficult
to assess the characters of the novel.

While one cannot deny that Fielding has drawn some faoryptex characters
who defy easy classification, it is also clear frth didactic purpose of the novel, the
novel’'s neat ending in which Fielding clearly punishesramweards the characters, and
Fielding’s own dismay about readers misjudging his chadteat he wished for
readers to walk away from the novel with a clear imgiogsof the characters as either
being worthy of our admiration or not. In the absencanodmnipresent, authoritative
voice that expresses Fielding’s views, the embedded tgies a long way in helping the
reader determine whether Booth is only a slightly flaweoh or a reprobate, whether
Miss Mathews is an abused victim or an immoral tensstrethether Mrs. Bennet is a
vain bluestocking or a good friend, and finally, whether Gagtames and the Lord are
harmless Casanova or moral degenerates.

Although, or perhaps because, Fielding’s new narrative pansakeg\meliafar
more polyphonic than his earlier works, the embeddeerfeitAmeliaserves the exact
opposite purpose as they didJimseph AndrewandTom Jonesinstead of creating
polyphony, they make the work more monologic by expresasinigorial intent. It seems
that Fielding was uncomfortable with giving his charactensis reader absolute
freedom, and he turned to the embedded letter as a wayse his own voice and
ideology into the text and to clarify for the reader sometimes ambiguous portraits the

characters draw of themselves and others. Throughttheeslef Dr. Harrison, who one
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may view as a spokesperson for Fielding, Fielding is allectade in the text the kind

of explicit moralizing that was previously provided by tlaerators of his novels. Dr.
Harrison’s letters provide the reader with clear exglana of the moral themes the
novel is exploring. The letters of Booth, Miss MatheiMss. Bennet, Colonel James, and
the noble Lord help the reader to understand how theyltaretely to judge these

characters.



Conclusion

The notion that the narrator is the sole voiceutharity in Fielding’s novels and
that he serves as a stand-in for Fielding, expresstaely andcompletelyFielding’s
own ideology and moral convictions, has stubbornly pegiDespite the widely
accepted practice in literary studies of avoiding thelatioh of author and narrator,
critics have consistently treated Fielding’s nanatms spokesmen for the novelist, and
this tendency to view the narrator and Fielding as ong¢htengdame frequently has led to
an oversimplification of Fielding’s own beliefs arektbeliefs and ideas expressed in the
novels. When we insist on hearing only the voice ofndagator, Fielding’s works appear
dogmatic and monological and seem to offer the readgraorery narrow perspective on
the world.

As discussed earlier in this study, it is certainly ustdadable that critics tend to
see Fielding’s works as monological, as the narrdtdrdoseph AndrewandTom Jones
at least) are controlling figures who present authoréand fixed views of the fictional
events they narrate. These figures, with their diaeldresses to the readers and their
frequent insistence on a particular way of lookinthatworld, push and prod readers to
arrive at a fixed set of conclusions about the charaatetsheir actions. However, as
this study has indicated, the narrators are not the antgy of authority in Fielding’s
novels nor do they accurately represent the totalifyietliing’s artistic vision and moral
philosophy.

By applying Mikhail Bakhtin’s theories to Fielding’s usktlee embedded letter,

we discover that Fielding’s texts do not simply presestiatic and rigidly defined world,
197
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the tenets of which the reader is encouraged to accepbkintly. Instead, following in
the footsteps of amatory novelists, albeit unwillingtyperhaps unknowingly, Fielding
uses embedded letters to bring opposing ideologies and pbussvanto the works in a
way that gives them authority and validity. By expnegshese different voices through
an inserted genre, which maintains its own integrity addpendence even when made
part of a larger work, Fielding ensures that the voatekese letters are not subsumed by
other voices in the text; instead they stand alongsiel®, offering a different, although
equally valid, perspective.

In Joseph Andrewshe embedded letters allow the reader to view Joseah as
independent character with his own voice, rather thduet@rical puppet of the
narrator/author. Joseph’s letters challenge the matsatharacterization of him and
demonstrate that he is a far less foolish figure thamarrator would have you believe.
The letters indoseph Andrewalso bring into the text the “voice” of sentimeniatibn, a
voice that represents a different literary aesttaatit set of values than those espoused by
the narrator. The letters irom Jonesimilarly create polyphony by bringing into the text
the voices of two very different epistolary traditiernthe epistolary novel and the letter-
writing manual—and voices that represent a differensaassciousness and moral
philosophy than the narrator’s.

In Amelig Fielding’s use of the letter is somewhat differeatause of the
radically different narrative persona he adopts in thislast novel. The narrator in
Amelig unlike the narrators ihoseph AndrewandTom Joneslacks authority and

presence in the novel; consequently, the text is infHgnewtre polyphonic than its
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predecessors. In this work, Fielding again uses the léttdréng different voices into the
novel, but here the voice he is bringing to the tekissown. The letters, then, serve as
the more monologic element of the text as they dfferkind of interpretive guidance
that the narrators of the previous novels did.

Fielding himself held many complex and sometimes comti@gi political,
social, and philosophical views, and this study has soughtiimd readers of this by
exposing the error many critics make in assuming thatatier straightforward and
unambiguous ideology of the narrator must represent coshpléielding’s own
ideology. Although Fielding’s novels are not polyphoini@ strict Bakhtinian sense, as
the reader of his novels most often comes to the csincls advocated by the narrator in
Joseph AndrewandTom Jonesind the letters iAmelig his works contain multiple
authoritative voices making them far less monologic thany critics believe. Fielding,
through the embedded letter, infuses his novel with vdie@schallenge and complicate
the narrator’s straightforward moral philosophy, in tasecofloseph AndrewandTom
Jones or add his own voice to the many voices of the charactdmelia The dialogic
interplay of the narrator’s voice and the voiceshefletters create a far more complex
and nuanced consideration of the various social, pallitt;d philosophical topics the
novels tackle than previously thought.

This study serves as a foundation for the further exjidaoraf relationships
between embedded letters and/or other inserted genres aaiivaaroice in writers who
follow Fielding. A further investigation of the use ofleedded letter in the novels,

particularly in the work of Jane Austen whose novelgHhzeen consistently compared to
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Fielding’s, would help to invalidate further the notion ttiee embedded letter is merely
a device of convenience and could bring a new perspectdisdussions of narrative

voice.
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