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THE THIRD PERSON IN THE ROOM: SERVANTS AND THE CONS TRUCTION OF

IDENTITY IN THE EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY GOTHIC NOVEL

by

JENNIFER THOMSON LAWRENCE

Under the direction of Dr. Malinda Snow

ABSTRACT:
“The Third Person in the Room: Servants and thes€@oation of Identity in the Eighteenth-
Century Gothic Novel” explores the eighteenth-centaothic novelists’ use of the stock servant
character device to illustrate the tenuous nattir@emtity construction in a novelistic world torn
between an admiration for its feudalistic past artksire to embrace rising notions of
individualism. | examine representations of real hterary servants to argue that the servant
figure offers a convenient avenue for the discussioclass, social expectation, and economics,
for as both family members and participants indbenomy of the outside world, servants bridge
the gap eighteenth-century authors find betweein tbelusive, feudalistic past and their social,
individualistic present. Further, servants’ tieghte household associate them with the feminine
perspective and provide authors, particularly argtlod the Female Gothic, with a means of
presenting the female voice in cases where it liaghwise been silenced by male oppression.
In this work, | focus specifically on usurpationtiorace Walpole’3 he Castle of Otramot,

Robert Jephson'she Count of Norbonnand William Godwin’SCaleb Williams maternal



history in Clara Reeve'she Old English BargnAnn Radcliffe’sThe Italian and Sophia Lee’s
The Recessexual surrogacy in Ann Radcliffelhe Mysteries of Udolph@and aristocratic
criminalization in Charlotte Smith'she Old Manor Housel examine these works in the
context of eighteenth-century realistic literatwgecial criticism and historical frameworks as

well as through the lens of current theoreticalneixations of the eighteenth-century Gothic.
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Introduction

In 1776, Adam Smith wrote ifhe Wealth of Nations
The labour of the manufacturer fixes and realitssfiin some particular subject
or venerable commodity, which lasts for some timkeast after the labour is past.
... The labour of the menial servant, on the @yt does not fix or realise itself
in any particular subject or vendible commodityis Bervices generally perish in
the very instant of their performance, and seldeavé any trace or value behind
them. (332-333)
Smith’s description of the product of servant labounds dishearteningly familiar to those of us
who have spent many a day in the housework hamsteel, taking part in the never-ending
cycle of washing dishes, folding laundry, and pickup Lincoln Logs. But for students of the
Gothic, his description of ghost-like servants nmgvin and out of rooms leaving no tangible
trace of their presence has added implicationeceSHomer’, servants have made brief
appearances in the stories of their masters, m@aybleare a tidbit of knowledge, make a joke,
complicate a situation, or otherwise muck up theterés day. And, since Homer, they have
largely, as Smith suggests, done their jobs anedest into the background, seemingly leaving
no concrete evidence or significant memory of te&istence behind them.

Smith’s analysis of servants’ intangible protions receives further verification from
authors who discuss the functions their servansttoations. When Walpole writes his second
preface toThe Castle of Otrantdhe clearly considers servant characters as linntedlue,
arguing that they are little more than humorousracsions. Because Walpole and many other
authors have considered servants to be merely lausatistractions, and for many other reasons

related to class and gender, servant characteeslesn traditionally excluded from serious



critical discussion. Certainly, in the past teange we have seen that tradition change, and there
has been a sharp increase in scholarship devosshtant charactefshowever, while servants

in realistic literature of the eighteenth centurg eeceiving more attention, little has been wnitte
on the representation of servants in Gothic litegat Of course, some Gothic servants, like Ann
Radcliffe’s Paulo fronThe Italianand William Godwin’s Caleb Williams from the nowl the
same name, have received a great deal of attehiibhey are the exceptiénThe tendency to
view servant characters as insignificant certaimlynderstandable, given servants’ propensity to
glide through their masters’ lives with little nodi, but in the discussion that follows this
introduction, | try to catch a glimpse of them tmsider the ways in which Gothic novelists
introduce servant characters and imbue them witbluéonary considerations, using the type to
help them challenge notions of feudalism and doiméstrarchy.

In doing so, | examine eighteenth-century @otiovelists’ appropriation of a particular
servant character type, one related to the corigiruof master identity. This type is reflected in
Homer'sOdysseyy Odysseus’s servant Euryclea, who in her recmgnaf Odysseus’s scar
transforms Odysseus from stranger to Kinghe type of recognition revealed in this instaisce
particularly important to the Gothic novel, adlitstrates the tenuous nature of social power.
Eighteenth-century Gothic literature, | will argusilizes this servant character type to express
growing social concerns over the difference betwmeéslic and private identity, rising
apprehension over the construction of social haéram a world where the divinity of the king
was being challenged by the divinity of the one] artreasing uncertainty over the boundary
between the household and the outside world. 8&syvhecause of their strong ties to the
feudalistic past, their status as family membard, their newly recognized ties to the economic

outside world, become ideal implements for Gothithars’ expressions of these concerns and



allow Gothic authors to investigate the master&ntity and his place relative to changing social
norms. To explore these notions, | point to foey kspects of eighteenth-century society and
their influence on the representation of the Gosigicvant character: the eighteenth-century’s
conflicted admiration for its feudalistic past, tiige of the growing prominence of the servant
character in both fiction and non-fiction literauthe interjection of the economic outside world
into the household, and the evolution of women@etal position as illustrated through their
relation to the Gothic household and its inhabgarll of these elements, | will argue here and
throughout this work, collide in the Gothic anduksn the increased significance of servant
characters.

A Third Person in the Room

Critically speaking, eighteenth-century liteir@ often expresses the elements mentioned
above as a byproduct of its society’s conflictedtiseents toward two competing notions of
power and social responsibility. One notion expessa nostalgic desire to exalt the feudalistic
worlds of literary and social history, and the othedlects an evolving sense of the importance of
individual rights. The former relies upon the ideat social harmony requires strict class
boundaries. The latter expresses the belief thatem are innately moral and thus need no such
boundarie$. These diverging, and often contradictory, idealsninate in the conflicted world of
Gothic fiction”

The conflict expressed in Gothic literatureally takes the form of a battle between the
divine right of the king and the divine right oktlone: the king represented by the father figure
and the one by the child. Often, Gothic noveltssent this conflict by enumerating the
struggles of a displaced child who attempts to re@pectations of class distinction while

simultaneously exerting her own moral individualiithin the community. During the child’'s



attempt to exert her individuality, she encounteparental figure who compels her to return to
the social hierarchy of the household. So rathan express herself in public, societal terms,
and exert her separation from the feudalistic hibalskas she desires, she is forced back into the
private world of the home, her brief quest for ttem and acknowledgment in the outside world
reverting to a cloistered family matter, articutata familial terms as a clash between a parental
figure (feudalist) and a suppressed child (indiaiflu While her encounter may take place
outside of the public view, her predicament isfne¢ from observers. It is monitored by a third
person in the room, a representative of both thelyastructure and the outside world, of both
feudalism and individualism, a servant, and inishie servant’'s monitoring of the individual
child’s progress that we see the most significaidence of the servant’s power within the
Gothic.

Servants’ status in the household as bothdmrtand insider, as both representative of the
social world and family member, as both feudalrst andividual make them ideally suited to
fulfill the purposes of Gothic novelists who questever-shifting social boundaries. For if
Gothic novelists struggle with the question of whiaes one person the right to have power over
another, and consider the answer in terms of mygraconomics, sexuality, and/or heredity,
servant characters, by virtue of their status a®feclass, powerless, unnoticed observers, allow
authors a safe space to explore these notionthislisense, servant characters are capable of
performing the function of participant observessborrow an anthropological term, as they live
within the community of the elite, monitoring aretording their behaviors, while
simultaneously maintaining their own ties to thésale world, thus informing their observation
with their own class and cultural understandinget, Yhe Gothic servants’ former literary status

as mere stock characters allows them to seemreesative and thus less threatening, as does



their ubiquitous nature in the households of remdé&iurther, the historic accounts of real
servants and their influence on the family’s nasiah morality, economics, and sexuality allows
Gothic novelists the freedom to reflect both tradial literary situations and contemporary,
familiar social dilemmas using the servant charagtee.

In the chapters that follow, | study Gothietary servants’ roles in their authors’ exploratio
of the conflict between feudalistic power and indualism, the rights of kingship and the rights
of one, by examining instances of revelation andltgion: revelation in the form of the servant
who renders family history, introduces notions @xwality, or exposes upper-class private
identity; revolution in the form of the servant whgploits the failings of the feudalistic system
as a means of gaining social and financial advaeoénhargue that in presenting these instances
of revelation and revolution, eighteenth-centurytifonovelists rely on servant characters to
reconcile their society’s, particularly middle-dasociety’s, conflicted sentiments toward a
furtively admired feudalistic order and a widelypproted individualistic freedom. Servants,
who bridge the two standards, disrupt the corruptlprities of the sheltered feudalistic world
(thus reaffirming the untapped moral potentiali@ teudalistic form) and simultaneously
encourage a movement toward open, moral individuali
Feudalism or Something Different

Of course, feudalistic decay was a long timeing, and the movement toward something
completely different was fraught with perils of da/n, so it is not surprising that the Gothic
novelists might rely upon characters with a stoggio to help them work through the complex
maneuverings between the two forms of social ordiéany eighteenth-century commentators,
as | discuss in my first chapter, struggle to retnd promote the ideals of the feudalistic world

but are met with widespread dissention from obgsrwo express legitimate grievances over



the extravagancy and cruelty of the upper clas$esunderstand these grievances, we must first

understand how the collapse takes place. Lawretoree &hronicles the decay of class structures

in England leading up to the English Revolutionitivwg:
The manifold causes of this slump in prestigeinclude the decline in the wealth
of the peers relative to that of the gentry; thendtage of their territorial
possessions, in both absolute and relative tetmesiécay of their military power
in men, arms, castles, and will to resist; the gngof titles of honour for cash
not merit, in too great numbers, and to too unwopérsons; the change in their
attitude towards the tenantry from suppliers of pwawer to suppliers of rent; the
undermining of their electoral influence due to tise of deeply felt political and
religious issues; the increasing preference faraggpant living in the city instead
of hospitable living in the countryside; the spréachughout the propertied
classes of a bookish education, acquired at s@mablniversity, and the demand
by the State for an administratieéte of proved competence, irrespective of the
claims of rank; the pervasive influence of the néendividualism, the Calvinist
belief in the spiritual hierarchy of the Elect, aheé Puritan exaltation of the
private conscience, which affected attitudes towaedarchy and obedience in
secular society; and finally the growing psychotadjioreach between Court and
Country in attitudes, real or supposed, towardsttutional theory, methods and
scale of taxation, forms of worship, aestheticgsstinancial probity, and sexual
morality. (748-49)

The grievances Stone enumerates here have ingpiteldl quantities of literary analyses, each

complaint offering its own set of problems played m the literature following the seventeenth



century. | cannot explore the implications ofadlthese grievances in this work, but it is
important to note that the forces causing the declitone discusses continue beyond the
seventeenth century into the eighteenth centuryeaadurther magnified by eighteenth-century
society’s privileging of the construction of publientity over private identit§. As | point out
in my first chapter, the collapse of a feudalistystem that had so clearly defined social worth as
a byproduct of heredity began to destabilize tigatelenth-century social structure, exacerbating
the problems Stone enumerates above. Servantctbieraeem ideally suited for the evolving
social landscape, as they can work to challengemétrace the representatives of the social
elite, to expose growing cracks in the feudalisyistem, and to reconcile competing notions of
feudalism and individualism, for just as the Gotignre was created of a blending between
romance and novel so too is it inspired of a cotdtl tendency to romanticize the feudalistic
past and to legitimize the rebellious, realistidiwdual; thus the servant character provides an
ideal middle point where the competing forces camvene.
Representations of Servitude in the Eighteenth Qamyt
Beyond providing a convenient, stock forumtfue exploration of class relatigrservants’
constant presence in the homes of eighteenth-gergaders made them a perfect fit for
commentary on the relations between the classde.nbt suggest in this text that the servants
appearing in Gothic literature reflect the actuaial condition of eighteenth-century servants.
Indeed, as Robbins points out,
the literary servant does not represent actuabsesyor at most does so only
tangentially. On the whole, novelists were not enimterested than playwrights
in conveying anything historically precise abouthstic service. This disparity

between art and life is observable from the begigsiof the novel. (12)



What | mean to suggest in this discussion is tiaservant character type evolves in the
eighteenth-century novel, not to reflect the actasiditions between masters and servants, but
to reflect potential and to allow servants to staadoth emblems of and respondents to larger
social struggles in a society that was moving afk@y feudalism and toward individualism.
Further, | suggest that society at large was pdéity interested in and, at times, fearful of the
non-fiction exploits of their servants and thastlocial interest is reflected, as all Radcliffian
terrors are reflected, in half-light and shadow.

While it is important to remember that theveerts presented in the Gothic literature of the
eighteenth century do not mirror their real coupdets, it is also important to reflect upon the
ubiquity of servants in eighteenth-century life. @lrse, literary servants are not realistic
representations of actual servants, any more tlhi€éSheroes and heroines are realistic
representations of eighteenth-century men and wpmeéran understanding of eighteenth-
century society’s fascination with servants off@rsluable insight into their literary function,
for it is in the comparison between the real sibraind the exaggeration that we can understand
the purpose of the characters.

Servants were members of the family, fordyedt worse, and hundreds of guides for servant
behavior appeared in the eighteenth century. S&waere a main topic of discussion in
manuals for governing family behavior, such as BaDefoe’sFamily Instructor Clement
Ellis’s The Duty of Parentslohn Lettsom’slints to Masters and Mistresses, Respecting Female
Servantsand Edmund GibsonBamily Devotion They were objects of religious instruction in
works like Adam Gordon’'®epentance and Reformation and the Conditions ofyyl@onas
Hathaway’sVirtue in Humble Lifeand Theophilus Lobb’a Dialogue Concerning the Sin of

Lying Between a Master and his Servarithey appear in legal tracts governing taxatiot a



registration published by the national parliamerd bbcal governments, and they are the defined
audience in works like Eliza Haywoodsesent for Servant Maidend former servant Robert
Dodsley’sThe Footman’s Friendly Advic@heir presence was even significant enough to
necessitate the creation of a Society for the Eragmment of Servants, established in Liverpool
in 1792, which is described by Henry Smithers i@ .8s a society that “endeavours to excite to
the faithful discharge of the several duties o¥gede by the sanctions of rewards and
punishments, and by constituting good charact@mdispensable to registry on its books” (311).
While Smithers argued for the importance of thei&gadn his discussion of Liverpool

institutions, he is saddened to note that “It dogtsseem, however, to be properly understood by
servants. It wants publicity” (311). Maybe thevsaits were wary of “rewards and punishments”
promised as means of encouragement, for of conoseatter how much masters wanted to
“encourage” servants with their treatises, disaurssof familial devotion, and well intentioned
societies, a social and economic gulf would alwexist between the two groups. It was one that
was lessening, however, at least in the literabfitbe period.

If the gulf is lessening in the literaguit is because of a new focus on the potentral fo
servant morality. As | point out above, eighteecg¢intury Gothic literature’s focus on the
interposition of servants in the daily lives ofith@masters is not new. However, in the Gothic
novels of the middle and late eighteenth centwegyant characters begin a process of evolution.
At the close of the seventeenth century and iroffening decades of the eighteenth century, we
see several significant servant characters appdaeiature. Aphra Behn'’s greedy yet practical
servant-whore Moretta, Daniel Defoe’s cunning aadgerous Amy fronRoxanaand his
notoriously criminal Moll Flanders, who begins heawful career as a servant girl, all stand as

examples of early representations of the powerdbiatant girls can wield over their masters.
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The power they wield, however, is almost entir@ysal, and these works help to establish a
clear connection between the servant girl and ditxuane that is alluded to in Hogarth’s
Harlot’'s Progresswhich begins, we may assume from the opening scethe sequence, with a
young girl looking for service and ends with heatle the result of disease contracted through
prostitution. These early representations of sgs/have the servant’s immorality in common,
and they reflect a fear that Smithers’s promis&@kards and punishments” reveals —the fear
that servants could bring crime into the househdtihough that fear never vanishes from the
literature, readers can look to Samuel RichardsBaisela as the first real example of a servant
who is the central, moral character. Admittedly] discuss in my third chapter, Pamela tends to
represent a traditional heroine instead of theas®rgirl and becomes a model for future
novelistic mistresses rather than maids, but shetsinds as the first servant character to dave
story of her own, and for once, wilamelareaders are focused not on an upper class heroine
but on a lower class girl, and for once, she issn@hore or a criminal. In this way,
Richardson’s novel makes the servant and her lalbitrmore tangible, and though the
representations of servant characters in the Gathels of the eighteenth century still echo the
servant girls’ sexualized past, affemmelathese characters are capable of bringing as much
morality into the household as immorality.
Serving the Gothic Household and Saving Matilda

The shrinking gulf between the classes andénmeants’ ability to represent it in the homes of
eighteenth-century readers help Gothic novelistapgure public interest because in their
attempt to recreate a golden, chivalrous age &utrihte the clash between classes, the Gothic
novelists reflect the pains of their readers aridrabaders a sense of catharsis. Elizabeth Napier

in The Failure of the Gothiexplains: “The reader, relieved because of hingiimmersion in
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fantasy from contemplating the ethical implicatiafshis struggle, can experience, under
supervision, a world in which moral aberrationswand be returned safely and confidently at
the end to a domain in which such values remaipgatyg separate” (133). That “domain” in the
Gothic is the home. Radcliffe and those that felleer model do not seek to overturn the
standard organization of this domain, but instesek 40 return it to what they see as a more
appropriate, honorable domain, where relationsbgi&een men and women are not corrupted
by greed and instability but are the product ofdraend gentilesse: Kate Ferguson Ellis’s “new
Eden.”?

We see these ideas played out in the novddstbf male and female Gothic authors; however,
their interests are reflected a bit differentlytiasir social positions and motivations for writing
often take very different forms. These forms hiorg been defined as the Male and Female
Gothic, and while Ellen Moers was the first auttmcoin the phrase “female Gothic,” the terms
Male and Female Gothic have undergone refinemahtegtefinition since, most notably by
Kate Ferguson Ellis and Anne Williams. In shoftissdefines the difference as follows:

In the feminine Gothic the heroine exposes tHainis usurpation and
thus reclaims an enclosed space that shouldlbeer a refuge from evil
but has become the very opposite, a prison. Treeuntliae Gothic gives the
perspective of an exile from the refuge of homey tiwe special province of
women. It works to subvert the idealization of bweme, and by implication the
ideology of “separate spheres” on which that idesion depends. (xiii)
The distinction between the Male and Female Ga#holves around characters’ relation to the
home, and as such, the Male and Female Gothic faithdeal with servant characters

differently.
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In the Male Gothic, as | discuss in my fekapter, servant characters often usurp power.
Either they are conscious usurpers who drive alvayhome'’s rightful owner, as fhe Castle of
Otranto, or they are unintentional usurpers, driven intibeeby guilt ridden masters, as @aleb
Williams In either case, we see in the Male Gothic what Williams describes as an
“apocalyptic orgy of violence” (104), with male wpars destroying the lives and households of
their feudalistic masters. Some Male Gothic wolike, Walpole’s, complicate what will be
defined as the Male Gothic form by offering hopatttine feudalistic world can be redeemed, but
they often destroy that hope as quickly as thegroff In the case ddtranto Manfred’s reign
ends as all Male Gothic novels end, in tragedy;atitbugh a new feudalistic order arises at the
end ofOtrantg, and although the divinely dictated ruler has besemstated, the reordering of the
feudalistic hierarchy comes only after the deatMahfred’s daughter Matilda, leaving
Walpole’s characters, as most Male Gothic chara@es left, “permanently marked by what
they have suffered” (Williams 104).

The death of Manfred’s daughter, Matilda,gegis the most poignant difference between the
Male and Female Gothic novels | discuss in thidystu=or while authors of the Female Gothic
may use their novels to enter into the culturaltfpall discussions of their times, just as authors
of the Male Gothic do, and while we see in bothNfade and Female Gothic a recognition of
feudalism’s dangerous allure, the Female Gothicigeefashions the feudalistic household. It
may bring the secrets of the feudalistic worldight and place them within a new context, as the
Male gothic does, but the Female Gothic will neneshape feudalism at the expense of its
Matildas. Male Gothic novels offer no hope that dniginal feudalistic household can survive
the Gothic!? the original household will perish, whether thatibehold be represented by the

murderous, feudalistic master, FalklandCialeb Williams or the innocent offspring of that
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master, Conrad and Matilda@tranto. Such arbitrary punishment runs contrary to tpenaa
of the Female Gothic. As Anne Williams explains:
The Female Gothic heroine experiences a rebirtte iSawakened to a world in
which love is not only possible but available; sleguires in marriage a new
name and, most important, a new identity. Indsbd,is often almost literally
reborn, rescued at the climax from the life threatg danger of being locked up,
walled in, or otherwise made to disappear fromvtbdd. (104)
The disparity between the annihilation of Walpolgfatilda and the Female Gothic novel’s
tendency to save Matilda may at least partiallgd@plicated by the female writer’s political
need to maintain a dying feudalistic structure witine household, and it is in this need that we
can see the importance of the servant charactandibn in the Female Gothic.

While social critics, including Locke, promdtandividual freedoms for men, they often
denied those same freedoms to women, thus encagrtgs maintenance of feudalistic systems
(the same systems they believed to be failingenpiblitical world) in the family. Of course
many women writers questioned the legitimacy otiarg for greater freedom for men and
arguing in favor of continued regulation for wonfémnd as Eve Tavor Bannet points out:

Public women taught private women to take over govent of the family from
men . ... Theyimagined, proposed, and modaetheir readers an as yet ideal
and idealized family in which women ‘dignified’ tmselves through their
domestic government and through the capacitiesdbeyonstrated by their
domestic and philanthropic work. Public women utesir authority to

reconfigure the patriarchal family in ways thatghueled ladies from continuing
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to figure as ‘upper servants to their husbands’gage them culturally prized
domestic and national roles. (1-2)
Thus, many female writers of the period took updhaese of domestic liberation, encouraging a
new image of the woman as the governing force lgetiia household. In fact, Mary
Wollstonecraft snidely remarks “an unhappy marrisgeften very advantageous to a family and
... the neglected wife, is in general, the besther” (A Vindication of the Rights of Womah).
Of course, as Bannet and others argue, this moveimward female responsibility for the
domestic space ultimately leads women to the “Angéhe House” model of femininity, but in
the eighteenth century, women writers were focusedbtaining rights for women in any realm
of social life.

Most of the works | explore in this study anetten by females and take the Female Gothic
form. And in these pieces we see a repeated paitéoss and return, reflecting the fear that
women may lose control over their social lives ¢mih new control in the household. During
these instances of loss and return the servanacteas become pivotal in the action of the
works. Females in the novels by women usually fuseess to their own power, either because
they are distanced from the familial history or dese they are forced to deny their own sexual
interests and embrace passionlessness. As worgagesm this struggle, the servant character
functions to help them reclaim what they have losiertrol of the household. The servant, with
her constant tie to the domestic space, can halpréhe heroine to the center of her feminine
strength, the center she had been forced to subrogpressive male control.

Of course the heroine’s dependence on a sefmasupport may seem contradictory to the
feminist ideals that gaining control of the houddhnay suggest; however, as Anne Williams

points out:
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These objections all take it for granted that patysand dependence on others
are invariably bad things, a sign of weakness. fgubhaps they seem so only to a
culture assuming that independence and conqueti@asapreme signs of
accomplishment. If the Female Gothic plot in fatsents an alternative to the
Oedipal crisis in the formation of the speakingjeat) then it portrays a subject
with different desires, who sees the world withféedent eye/l. Since the
‘female’ gaze has not been created through condligtsion, and abrupt
separation, she has a different relations to her mather and to that cultural
(m)other repressed in her access to the SymbaBo)(
Here, Williams is discussing the heroine’s deperdem the often inept hero; however, | would
add to this that the heroines’ dependence on sechamnacters similarly reflects not only their
ability to create a power base for themselves withsystem that cannot interpret them properly
but also the notion that the household is the baseeir power. With that in mind, | will agree
with Williams that the Female Gothic through itggament to the household is “revolutionary,”
in that, as she puts it “[the female plot] doesmetely protest the conditions and assumptions of
patriarchal culture, it unconsciously and spontasorewrites them” (139). And | would add
that they enact their protest and rewrite the wdmpasition in the household, particularly as it
relates to the woman'’s history within the househwlith the assistance of their servants.
Chapter Overview
In Chapter one, | explore the eighteenth-agntusis of identity and the influence it had on
the presentation of servants in the Gothic novelsarace Walpole and William Godwin. To do
so, | examine early eighteenth-century criticakrespntations of servant usurpers, ultimately

using these non-fiction analyses as a foundati@iudy servant usurpersTime Castle of
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OtrantoandCaleb Williams which, although written by two politically invest men with
widely different political motivations, reflect vurally identical fears.

In this chapter, | focus on Walpole’s Manfrédtg ostensible prince of Otranto, as a servant
usurper. | argue that Manfred’s servant pedigree-sihe grandson of a servant who usurped
his master— drives Manfred to commit revolting adtsthe second preface e Castle of
Otranto,Walpole discusses servant language and the signdeof language as a representation
of class. | examine changes that occur in Mangédguistic patterns as evidence to suggest
that while Manfred might have been reared to begarof Otranto, he never escapes his servant
lineage, and it is only when the revelation of Madfs usurped position comes to light that the
rightful heir can reclaim Otranto and assume higtliéary position, thus destroying the Gothic.
In this piece, we see both the dangers of the fetidasystem, represented through the secretive
and corrupt environment Manfred uses his usurpeeepto maintain, and the promises of that
same system, a promise reflected through Theodbos&vinnate nobility is apparent in his
language, action, and appearance. | argue thatdaying a juxtaposition between Manfred and
Theodore, Walpole reaffirms the possibilities a# taudalistic world while simultaneously
pointing out the impending pitfalls of a systemtttedies upon secrecy and exclusion.

Walpole’s optimistic take on the potentialtioé feudalistic world is not embraced by William
Godwin, and in the second part of my first chaptexamine Godwin’s presentation of the
feudalistic structure as one that relies upon sgcaed repression. The autobiography of its title
character, this novel embodies servant revelaind,so | discuss the two types of revelation
Godwin presents in the novel, the revelation ofléael character through autobiography and the
revelation of Caleb’s/Falkland’s secret, a revelativhich is at the core of the novel’'s action. |

argue that both Caleb and Falkland believe in titergials of the feudalistic world, but
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Falkland’s obsession with surface identity and raimng feudalistic power drives him to
criminal behavior. In order to save himself froecbming a victim of Falkland’s feudalistic
secret, Caleb must reveal Falkland’s true natutbdéavorld, thus destroying a man and a world
he feels invested in perpetuating. In the end) kxztleb and Falkland become victims of
feudalistic secrecy, because one dies as a rds@velation and one loses his reputation and
possibly his mind.

Chapter two presents the idea of maternabihyigtnd the servant’s function as maternal
historian (since the mother is often absent froexGothic world)** Here, | focus on Clara
Reeve’sThe Old English BargnAnn Radcliffe’sThe Italian,and Sophia Lee’'$he Reces®
explain that it is the ultimate goal of the serviistorian to rescue Gothic characters from the
immoral world constructed by the false family— aghuct of faulty, paternal history— and
return them safely to the structured, moral, taraify. In doing so, the servant returns the
missing mother to the center of the household acdres her power base. Once done, the
servant fulfills Adam Smith’s prediction and retteato the background becoming excluded
once more from family politics.

My discussion of Reeve’s novel focuses omtian character, Edmund, and his quest to
uncover his maternal history. To do so, Edmundtmasigate the historic record as preserved
in three distinct class-based versions, the orawaterevised upper-class history, the gritty and
limited peasant history, and servant history whiebause it is linked with both the household
and lower-class society has the potential to brilgegap between upper-class and lower-class
histories, thus leading Edmund back to his trugemal history, a history that once revealed

allows him to assume his proper place in the world.
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Like Reeve’s Edmund, Radcliffe’s Ellena hast leer mother and her place in the world. To
recapture her rightful name and to protect hefsafh her evil father/uncle Schedoni, Ellena
must discover her own maternal history. In my exatmon of Ellena’s quest to uncover and
reveal her maternal history, | consider the sigatfice of Paulo, who recites the horrible history
of the heroine’s, family by way of making conversat Of course, as Paulo recites this
shocking history, he has no way of knowing tha related to the family of his master’s lost
love— he has merely stored it as an pleasing iostahfeudalistic misbehavior — but through
his revelation of the history, the audience begiinget a better understanding of the relations
between the heroes and villains of the novel, araddhe other prominent servant character in
this novel, Beatrice, locates the heroine’s mo#met reintroduces maternal history to the
heroine, Paulo’s story and Beatrice’s story candaealuated and seen as the seeds of a maternal
history that has now been reinstated, allowing® and heroine to create a new family for
themselves.

While Reeve and Radcliffe present the revetatif maternal history as a remedy to the
disease of feudalistic secrecy, Sophia Lee expsasssuch optimism. In her Historic-Gothic
novel, Lee presents a world that is unable or Umgito accept maternal history, but the
feudalistic stakes are raised in Le€lse Recessvhich is set largely in the courts of Queen
Elizabeth and King James. Although maternal hysit®never publicly revealed in Lee’s novel,
Lee suggests that maternal history alone is natgméo counteract the corruption of the
feudalistic world supported by paternal historyd avhile the servants in Lee’s novel are able to
present a warped maternal history that includeis thven incestuous relationship, the heroines of
the novel are never able to take that history wtat ihe world, and their best efforts leave them

in ruins.
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In Chapter three, | continue my focus on ratreh to examine the tenuous relationship
between the Gothic heroine and her sexuality, fiogusn the assistance that the servant girl
offers in the construction of the Gothic heroingexual identity. As the only representative of
the outside, sexualized world and as the only ctaravith the ability to prove that such a world
is not necessarily immoral or inappropriate, thede servant promotes feminine independence
for the Gothic heroine, and her intervention alldtws heroine to move away from the stagnation
of the Gothic world to create a new, more egabtasociety, one in which the heroine’s private
and social identities can coexist peacefully wign $exual identity. | explore these ideas
through the novels of Horace Walpole and Ann R#écliHere, | find that female servants
function in two ways: either to introduce propetians of sexuality to the dangerously
passionless heroine, as in the caséh#f Castle of Otrantmr to become a sexual surrogate,
taking over the love story when the heroine isédrto protect herself through the denial of love,
as is the case ihhe Mysteries of Udolpho

My discussion of he Castle of Otrantbcuses on the servant character Bianca and her
introduction of love notions to Matilda and IsalkellThe chapter particularly focuses on
Bianca’s influence over Matilda, who is a virtuaisoner in her own house and seems to have
embraced passionlessness as a natural courseaugltiBianca’s introduction of Eros to Matilda
ultimately leads to Matilda’s death, the love riglaship Matilda cultivates with Theodore allows
for the revelation of Theodore’s true social pasitisaves her friend Isabella from an unwanted
marriage, and forces her father to recognize tmerohe has perpetrated in the name of
protecting his feudalistic secret.

Unlike Matilda, Emily St. Aubert needs no irdttion to love. She meets and falls in love

with Valancourt early in Radcliffe’$he Mysteries of Udolphanly to be separated from him by
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her selfish aunt and duplicitous uncle. Duringdbparation, Emily is imprisoned in the Castle
of Udolpho and subjected to repeated sexual adgdmgcler uncle’s roguish friends. While
Emily’s love relationship with Valancourt might rebeen acceptable and even beneficial in the
outside world, in Udolpho such an open attachmefdve becomes detrimental. Consequently,
while in Udolpho, Emily must deny her own love desi In this chapter, | examine the ways in
which Radcliffe illustrates Emily’s repression bbte desires and Radcliffe’s attempt to
maintain the romance of the story by allowing Ersilservant girl, Annette, to act as a sexual
surrogate. As a surrogate, Annette performs elbittions a Gothic heroine would usually
perform: she falls in love with a hero, she is ilepned, she is threatened with rape, and she
loses but then regains her lover. Because therfeei®placed in a position of extreme sexual
danger, she denies love and behaves passionlasalgnaans of shielding herself from the
unwanted advances of her uncle’s associates. IlTio fhe gap left by the heroine’s
passionlessness, Radcliffe substitutes the seAramdtte’s mini-Gothic romance thus
maintaining the sublimity that a threatened lovatrenship evokes in the reader’'s mind. The
substitution not only allows the heroine to maintaer passionlessness, but also provides a
surrogate servant hero, one that can ensure Eneiégape and the resumption of the novel’s true
love story.

My final chapter, chapter four, explores ttiea of aristocratic criminalization. In this
chapter, | examin&he Old Manor Hous® consider the ways in which Charlotte Turner &mit
relies upon and then complicates the fear of ahs¥ing and the influence of a criminalized
lower class by creating a system in which the @eisttic values of Rayland Hall do not suffer
from servant criminalization but in fact criminadithe servant class which might otherwise, if

placed in the bourgeois household, serve dutifullg.make this association, | draw connections
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between Smtih’s fifth novelThe Old Manor Houseand her fourth noveDesmongdusing
Desmond’s explanation of feudalist failings as thefer to the relationship between master and
servant as a means of guiding my readingleg Old Manor Housel also examine Smith’s
personal political and economic motivations forlexipg the frailties of the feudalistic world
through her servant characters.

To explore these ideas, | focus specificatiytloe exploits of Mrs. Rayland’s three upper
servants, Mr. Snelcraft, Mr. Patterson, and Mreinagd, all of whom are unintentionally
encouraged by their mistress’s extreme focus oeditgrand money to turn Rayland Hall into a
den of thieves. Despite the fact that these sés\are treated well by their mistress, they learn t
place unwarranted significance upon social placermed financial success from a mistress who
revels in her family’s history of fortune and poweks a result, Snelcraft and Patterson bring
murderers, smugglers, and other unsavory charaaterthe household, and in fact run a
smuggling ring out of the house, and Mrs. Lennardamly attempts to steal her mistress’s
money and property from the rightful heir but atestens Mrs. Rayland’s death. Although Mrs.
Rayland spends most of her life unaware of herasgs’ exploits, and so she is largely
unaffected by them, the influence of the servaattions is fully felt by Mrs. Rayland’s
revolutionary cousin and supposed heir, Orlando.

After establishing the criminalization of teervants, | trace the consequences of that
criminalization through to the next generation,usiag on the effects servant criminalization has
on Orlando and on his relationship with Monimiageavant-girl at Rayland Hall. | examine the
stark contrast between Orlando’s love relationstith Monimia and the expectations of his
feudalistic aunt and her class, and the ways ithvMrs. Rayland’s criminal household

threatens to overpower Orlando’s sentimental nathuaughout the novel. | compare Orlando’s
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egalitarian treatment of his servant-lover withasteervant love relationships presented in the
text to argue that Orlando’s revolutionary viewtlodé world allows him to treat a woman, and a
lower class woman for that matter, with the respecivould offer any person. However, | come
to the conclusion that despite Orlando’s best tndes, he never quite moves beyond the
expectations of his class, and even though heR&ygand Hall of its feudalistic tendencies and
the resulting criminality, his unconscious partatipn in and enjoyment of the rewards of class
leave his servant/wife as marginalized and in lieg$ powerful than she was as a servant and
Rayland Hall as corrupt as it ever was.

Servants’ participation in these instanceiegélation and revolution, | conclude, have long-
standing effects on the representation of seniaritse Gothic. In fact after the eighteenth
century the servant character becomes so pivothkt&othic story and household that she
transforms into her own heroine. To explore thenbling of the Gothic servant and the Gothic
heroine, | begin with Monimia, the first Gothic gant/heroine, and then progress to consider
Charlotte Bronté’s Jane Eyre and Daphne Du Mdargacond Mrs. de Winter iRebecca In
my discussion of these works, | examine the wayshith all of these Gothic servant/heroines
complicate the Gothic household and reflect theceams of the Gothic as it moves beyond the
eighteenth century and questions nineteenth- argl tegentieth-century conceptions of

womanhood.

Notes

! For a discussion of these types and their precalémeighteenth- and nineteenth-century
literature see Bruce RobbinEhe Servant's Hand: English Fiction from BelNew York:
Columbia UP, 1986). In his chapter on servant iamaRobbins explores the traditional

narrative function of the servant character apjears in the eighteenth-century novel, a
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function he calls an “odd privilege” (95). He cosrite the conclusion that through using servant
expositors, authors are, in a sense, panderingd®, wublic audiences, who may appreciate the
power of the narrative being placed within the t®oftla servant-class character, one to whom
they can relate. While Robbins’s discussion o¥aet explicators is enlightening, what his
chapter is missing is a clear explanation for tid@rial need to place explication in the mouth
of the servant characters. As Robbins pointssmitjant narrators are part of a long-standing
tradition, and in the novels Robbins examines,a#rexplicators seems merely an illustration of
that tradition—they enter to announce that somé@sedied or to provide a bit of background
information. As the quotation from Smith at theioming of this piece suggests, | do not deny
that they enter, set things right and leave, butWhvould like to add is the reason behind their
appearance and its relation to the shifting notmfnsower, history, gender, and economy in the
eighteenth century, particularly as they relattheoGothic novel, a genre Robbins does not
address.

2 Walpole writes, “The simplicity of their behavi@most tending to excite smiles, which at first
seem not consonant to the serious cast of the wpgeared to me not only not improper, but
was marked designedly in that manner” (10). Hei@sghat servants are naturally less reserved
than their masters, and thus their responses tevirats in the novel were appropriate. He
writes, “However, grave, important, or even melaghthe sensations of princes and heroes
may be, they do not stamp the same affections@ndibmestics: at least the latter do not, or
should not be made to express their passions isaime dignified tone” (10).

3 Mark Burnett, Bridget Hill, Tim Meldrum, Pamela i and Bruce Robbins are a few of the

critics who have recently addressed servantseralitire. For a discussion of the recent
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scholarship on servants in literature see R. Chd&iatson “Making Room for Servants.”
Literature and Historyl6.1 (2007): 96-102.

* Ann Radcliffe’s Paulo iThe Italianhas received a great deal of critical attentioasttikely
because his role in the novel is extensive, and@Riadgives him the last word. Janet Todd’s
article “Posture and Imposture: The Gothic Manserrua Ann Radcliffe’sThe Italiari offers
insight into Radcliffe’s use of Paulo to move begdRenaissance representations of servants, for
example, and James P. Carson, Diego Saglia, antb@&thmitt see Paulo’s repeated desires to
return home as indicative of Radcliffe’s nationtdi®xpression iThe Italian Further Kate E.
Behr devotes a section of her article, “A MisellafyMen,” to Paulo.

® For further on this see Erich Auerbach’s discussidMimesis: The Representation of Reality
in Western LiteratureTrans. Willard R. Trask. (Princeton: Princeton, P53).

® These ideals largely spring out of the theorieStaimas Hobbes and John Locke. Hobbes
arguing that the state of nature is a state ofwdach can only be averted when man cedes
personal desire to a social authority, and Lockeiag men are innately rational and born equal
and they do not need social authority to providmttwith recognition of either: “Men living
together according to reason, without a commonrsupen earth with authority to judge
between them, is properly the state of nature”.(I8)ese arguments gain particular significance
in a century of revolutions, beginning, of counséh the execution of Charles | in 1648 and
continuing on through debates over both the Amararad French Revolutions. The struggle
between the divine right of the king and the divilght of the one is a common theme in the
literature in the period. | discuss aspects ofdibleate in all of the chapters that follow, but

chapters 1 and 4 focus most specifically on trssussion.
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" Eighteenth-century society’s conflicted feelingward its past and its future and its connection
to the Gothic become clear when we consider eaitigal response to the genre. E.J. Clery
explains:
By the 1760s critical discourse was actively wogkia produce the taste and
demand for literary antiquities among the readinblie, and helping to overcome
enlightenment objections to the representatiomefarvelous. On the other
hand, it imposed the rule that such representationkl only be enjoyed in a
work of the past, when it could be accompaniedwgraness of their out-moded
absurdity. . . . If the public’s appetite for Gatisin was to be tapped by living
authors, it had to be done under the cover of &keuity. (55)
The supernatural, feudalistic past was then apfatapior entertainment as long as it remained
in the past. Bringing it to the modern world oAsen was a dangerous proposition, one that
critics were not willing to accept. Of coursetical response to the Gothic did not diminish its
popularity among the masses, but the conflicteitatiresponse reflects the larger societal
discomfort with an admiration for a past that, asll point out later, had failed them.
8| discuss the eighteenth-century constructionutiflip and private identity at length in my first
chapter, so | will simply define them here as ongiderstanding of one’s own identity (private)
and the outward projection of what one believelsea@ppropriate identity (public). While the
two identities can correspond, they are usuallyonflict, and public identity is always the more
valuable of the two. The potential discrepancyJeein what one is and what one appears is a
great cause for social concern during the eighteestury, for as Paul Langford points out,
“The acquisition of wealth was the route to soaateptance and political power at all levels of

society. Genteel sniggering was the perpetuabgegive of rank, but it presented no very
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serious obstacle to the social climber” (9). Angavith money could become a person of rank

and thus have a public identity which virtually gareed them moral acceptance and social

power.

° See Kate Ferguson Ellifhe Contested CastléUrbana: University of lllinois P, 1989).

Ellis writes,
[Gothic novels] created a landscape in which aiheroould take initiative in
shaping her own history. By allowing the heroiogtrge the infected home and
to establish a true one, by having her reenaatig@bedience of Eve and bring
out of that a new Eden “happier far,” these nopetsvzided a mediation between
women'’s experience of vulnerability and the ideatafjuses to which that
experience was put. (xii)

19 As defined by Moers, Ellis, De LaMotte, and Wiltia, Male Gothic and Female Gothic forms

are not necessarily tied to authorial gender. #opbe’sThe Reces$or example, fits most

definitions of Male Gothic form almost perfectlyhat said, for the purposes of this discussion

and in the manner that | will use the terms Malé Bemale Gothic, the texts and their authors

tend to align with the gendered definitions, while £xception, as stated above of Sophia Lee.

1 Mary Wollstonecraft writes:

Let not men then in the pride of power, usegshme arguments that tyrannic
kings and venal ministers have used, and fallabyassert that woman ought to
be subjected because she has always been so., wiigut man, governed by
reasonable laws, enjoys his natural freedom, tetdespise woman, if she does

not share it with him; and, till that glorious patiarrives, in descanting on the
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folly of the sex, let him not overlook his owr ¥indication of the Rights of
Womar5h)

Additionally, Eve Tabor Bannet points out Mary @it response to Locke’s theory as it

pertains to women:
Reason, or that which stands for it, the Will atebBeur of the Governor, is to be
the Reason of those who will not be guided by tbein. . . . Nor can there be any
Society, great or little, from Empires down to e Families, without a last
Resort, to determine the Affairs of that Societyaasrresistible Sentence. Now
unless this Supremacy be fixed somewhere, thetdwi perpetual Contention
about it. . . . So that since Women are acknowlédgénave least bodily Strength,
their being commanded to Obey is pure Kindneskeamt and for Quiet and
Security as well as for the Exercise of their VertiBut does it follow, that
Domestick Governors have more sense than theieSishjany more than other
Governors have? We do not find that any Man ththksworse of his own
Understanding because another has superior Powendeed, Government
would be much more desirable than it is, did ieisivihe Possessor with a
superior Understanding, as well as Power. (ASethe Reflections on Marriage
gtd in Bannet 25)

12 |n my discussion of maternal history in chapter @fine maternal history as history which is

outside the written record, outside the recordatémal history. Once a woman marries and she

loses her name, she is removed from her pateroailde In order to maintain ties to her history,

she must remember her lineage. However, sincernztaistory is oral and memory based it is

particularly open to corruption and erasure, anémtine mother is removed from the Gothic so
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is maternal history. It falls, then, upon the setwvho has memory of the domestic space to

transmit maternal history to the next generation.
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Chapter 1
“Less than what | should be; more than what | seem”Gothic Servants and the Eighteenth-

Century Crisis of Identity

Spoken by Theodore, the former slavefature prince in Robert Jephson’s 1781
theatrical adaptation of Horace Walpol&lse Castle of Otrantdhe quotation in the title of this
chapter expresses the conundrum of eighteenth+geidentity construction: that a person could
conceivably have two identities—that which they ane that which they seem. Dror Wahrman
defines this split in identity, the recognitionwliich was just emerging in the eighteenth
century. Wahrman writes:
Identity . . . encompasses within it — in its etyogy as well as in its common
application for the variety of possible responsethe question ‘who am I?’ — a
productive tension between two contradictory impsisdentity as the unique
individuality of a person . . . or identity as ammmon denominator that places an
individual with in a group. . . . In the former sen sometimes akin to self,
identity is the essence of difference: it is whaagntees my quintessential
specificity in relation to others. In the lattense, identity is the obverse, or
erasure, of difference: it is what allows me toagnparticular differences as |
recognize myself in a collective grouping. (xii)

Widespread recognition of the potential gap betwméslic identity — that which in Wahrman'’s

terms would be defined as group identity— and pevdentity — that which Wahrman defines

as an understanding of personal uniqueness — cenhhiith the social “tension” the recognition

of this gap created led to a crisis in class pdrorp during the eighteenth century. This crisis
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erupts out of an anxiety over the eighteenth-cgntumvement away from an understanding of
self which emphasized placement within the classearoup and toward a recognition of the
Lockean individual.

Susan Staves explains, in terms that will imf@ur understanding of this anxiety, the
arrangement of class-groups as they stood urlgbat the early eighteenth century, “the rich and
the poor were, by nature, profoundly different saft persons. The rich were, by nature,
generous, honorable, brave, refined, just, andipgpirited; the poor, by nature, mean, timid,
coarse, and self interested. The spectacle of seeneorn to wealth and privilege and then
reduced to poverty contemporaries therefore fowpaaally pitiful” (195). Class, morality, and
economics were all naturally ordained, and theyvallked together to construct a unified sense
of identity. A person was a “spectacle” if he ladkany of those naturally ordained elements
which codified his membership in the group and f@ioted his singular identity. He would
become a spectacle because if he were lackingfahgge elements, he would become
unnatural; he would essentially have two identjtieat which he was born to be and that which
he seemed. Consequently, as reflected in the tjothat opens this discussion, the crisis of
class identity in the eighteenth century often egpes itself in a fascination with appearance, a
fascination with what one seems. For if appearaet@ed economic, moral, and group identity
and economic worth could exist distinctly from hatarily ordained group membership, anyone
with enough money to consume conspicuously coglatfilly assume the identity of the social
elite, and then what role could or should classirdiion or heritage continue to play in the
understanding of public or group identity?

This crisis of identity holds disturbing potiahfor the relationship between the master and

the servant in the period, for recognition of appeaae’s potential to mislead forced
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acknowledgement that the distinction between mastdrservant could no longer be discerned
by exterior or refinement; all a servant would nezglay the role of master was the right
wardrobe and public persohaWe see this fear expressed in the Gothic novietseomiddle and
late eighteenth century, particularly those of Her&#alpole and William Godwin.

The Gothic is ideally suited for addressingpky implications of identity confusion in the
eighteenth century because often it is locatetiendistant past—a past in which the terms
heredity, character, and identity are virtually ayypmous— and because the Gothic novel's use
of terror or horror provides an ideal catharsisgoiit associated with the middle class’s
recognition of their part in disrupting those earlimore stable, more feudalistic, conceptions of
identity. While its displacement in time and itstgntial for catharsis make the Gothic an
inviting forum for an exploration of the identityisis, the Gothic novel does not speak to the
crisis of identity uniformly. Indeed, the Male Gat and the Female Gothic address the
construction of identity from very different angfedn the Female Gothic, the question of
identity most often relates to gender rights, faeg®n male relatives who attempt to prevent
female heroines from taking possession of theftfid property, thus denying them their public
identity by taking both their money and, in mange&s their name, and | will examine the
ramifications of the Female Gothic interpretatidrihe identity crisis in the chapters that follow
this discussion. Here, however, | wish to focugltenMale Gothic, which often deals with the
guestion of identity in terms of lower-class usuiga corruption, and permanent destruction.
We see this particularly in Walpolel$e Castle of Otrantand in Godwin’€Caleb Williams
where, in both cases, the gap between public amdtpridentity leads to annihilation. In this
chapter, | will investigate the eighteenth-centcnigis of identity and its influence on the

presentation of servants and their mastefichie Castle of OtrantandCaleb Williams | will
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use these novels to detail the fear and guilt aassatwith middle class destruction of the
feudalistic class system and the resulting dreaskofant usurpation that such guilt invites. To
do so, I will examine early eighteenth-century abcritical representations of servant usurpers,
ultimately using these non-fiction analyses asumdfation to study the servant usurpers in the
novels of Walpole and Godwin.
Economics, Heredity, and the Construction of Idetytin the Gothic
BothThe Castle of OtrantandCaleb Williamspresent servant usurpers and the ensuing
violence and chaos caused by the servants’ ovanuoi the social order. The fear of violent
social upheaval presented in these novels, howeweres out of a much tamer tradition of
concern with servant behavior. In his 1725 treatis maid servantgverybody’s Business is
Nobody’s Busines®aniel Defoe outlines his objections to what éessas the “abuses
insensibly crept in among us, and the inconvenededy arising from the insolence and
intrigues of our servant-wenches” (2). One ofc¢hief concerns of Defoe’s work is the servant-
maid’s influence on society and particularly theoaint of power that the servant maid wields
within the family. Defoe focuses specifically dretdress of the servant maid as source of
disruption in the household. He writes:
| remember | was once put very much to the blusmgat a friend’s house, and
by him required to salute the ladies, | kisseddi@mber-jade into the bargain, for
she was as well dressed as the best. But | waswsweceived by the general
titter, which gave me the utmost confusion, nor ichelieve myself the only
person who has made such a mistake. (7)
Although Defoe never addresses it and may not hrakaet recognized it, his embarrassment at

having misinterpreted the classes of the womenoint fof him reflects a generalized fear and
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guilt that arose in the eighteenth-century middéesses—one that centered on their knowledge
of having participated in the disruption of a tigtknit social fabric of a feudalistic world in
which distinctions of class were intrinsic. WhatfBe’s complaints in this document allude to is
the fact that the feudalistic social framework wasvocably broken, and in the middle class’s
desire to enter into a world that tradition hadleded them from, the middle class had opened
up a flood gate of excessive behavior, leadindp¢oeighteenth-century tendency to distinguish
class by appearance. This tendency, however, atdsmted to the upper and middle classes.
The lower classes could play along as well, forfo@eargues, in their “extravagance of dress,”
the servant maids drive

our wives and daughters upon yet greater excelssesause they will, as indeed

they ought, go finer than the maid; thus the maigling to outdo the mistress,

the tradesman’s wife to outdo the gentleman’s wife,gentleman’s wife

emulating the lady, and the ladies one anotheeetns as if the whole business of

the female sex were nothing but an excess of paide extravagance in dress. (6)
Defoe’s concern for the extravagance that this gioasus consumption causes and his ultimate
solution to that problem, forcing the servantsiesd according to their positions, is reminiscent
of sixteenth-century sumptuary laws intended td@wch extravagance with its ensuing moral
degradation and to create clear distinctions antbaglasses through the construction of dress
codes. In fact, such codes also dealt specifioally servants’ tendency to dress out of their
place and required stiff penalties for any mastgrcontrolling his servant’s attire. While
Defoe’s desire to moderate the dress of servariisitime period had precedence, he was
clearly fighting a losing battle. The sumptuanysaof the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries

were widely recognized as unenforceable eveniat@when the upper classes, especially the
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nobility, were still seen as divinely entitled wde. According to Michael Hattaway, sumptuary
laws of the seventeenth century reflect “the uneaktionship between old nobility and
hereditary titles on the one hand, and the newtickead on the other.” (99). He points out that
the laws “suggest an unsuccessful attempt to ceasefast-changing social structure—and are
generally referred to in the plays with considegabbny” (99-100). If this tension existed in a
seventeenth-century world that Andrew Gurr deserdmean “entire pattern of living” which
“enforced a rigid social identity from which thesas little chance of escape” (50), a world
before the divine right that James | hailed waseddo the wayside at the execution of Charles
I, then the tension must have reached a feveret pit Defoe’s time.

Defoe’s status as a self-made man limits kadibility in this argument, however, and we see
this limitation in the fact that his concern hingesrelations between the master class and the
servant class. An essay titled “Common Sense,lighdd in 1742 in th&entleman’s
Magazine exposes the argument for maintaining and supmpthie differentiation among the
classes in a way that Defoe may not have been mpatoing. The author begins with the
following premise:

These antient Legislators, who studied human Nathoright it adviseable for
the better Government of States that the Peoplgldihe divided into the Noble
and the Common.—They judg’d it for the universalb@@f Mankind, that the
Valiant and the Wise should be separated fromékg and appointed for Council
and Command. (247-48)
It is this author’s assertion throughout the pitthad the distinctions among the classes are not
those of culture or society but are instead ndiueadd spiritually ordained. In fact, he argues

that even those cultures considered “savage” bteogporary standards have their own
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instances of nobility and draw a sharp line betwibese who are innate leaders and those who
are common. He argues: “nothing can be a stro¥igéive to great and worthy Actions, than
the Notion that a Man'’s Posterity will reap the ldanand Profit of his Labours” (248). Itis
pedigree, then, that sustains the noble spiritil&\the author does concede that noblemen are
noble in part because they have been raised imaroament that is conducive to sophistication
and wisdom and that allows them to be “Strangethdee vicious Falsehoods and Corruptions
which Necessity first, and then Habit puts men upiatticing, whose Lives are sent in Pursuit
of their Fortunes,” he argues that ultimately ithsir history, their lineage, that makes them
noble and allows them to be the leaders that gralda of sustaining the great English nation
(248). Finally, he provides his audience with amrgg: “you must either keep your Nobility
free from Taint, or have no Nobility at all” (248}t is the duty of every Englishman, commoner
and nobleman alike, to protect the distinctionlaés and to promote the purity of the noble race,
for without purity, nobility cannot exist, and waht nobility, England cannot sustain itself.
While the concerns exhibited by Defoe andatimentator iThe Gentleman’s Magazine
illustrate that the fear of leveling and the redatign of lower-class power were well established
by the middle of the century, the horrifying outa®of the world they envision— one in which
the boundaries of class distinction are complebebached— finds full force in Gothic novels,
most particularly inThe Castle of OtrantandCaleb Williams Walpole’s and Godwin’s
eighteenth-century Gothic novels explore the fédosing control of one’s identity, or one’s
self, each author warning his readers that idebatsed on public persona alone endangers not
only the individual but the entire English socialsture. InOtranto,the displacement of
identity through servant usurpation is literal gaservant kills and takes on the place of his

master. Caleb Williamspn the other hand, presents the loss of identityapi®rically as Caleb
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takes control of his master’s identity through khedge and then displaces him through
language.

Both Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick and Andrea Hendeesglore the significance of identity in
the Gothic novel, and although neither reflectsrugh® servant’s position in the construction of
identity and class in the novels, their theorieglehtity construction in the Gothic are central to
the relation between servants and masters asebapmOtrantoandCaleb Williams InThe
Coherence of Gothic Conventigr&edgwick explains the role of identity in the Rotnovel:

“The inside life and the outside life have to cong separately, becoming counterparts rather
than partners, the relationship between them opa@lels and correspondences rather than
communication. This, though it may happen in atant, is a fundamental reorganization,
creating a doubleness where a singleness shouldBg” For Sedgwick, the question of identity
is not necessarily tied to the question of classyédver, her distinction between the types of
identity, inner and outer, or public and privatecbmes essential to understanding the
relationship between class and identity in the teighth century and in the Gothic novel.

Moving beyond the simple definition of identity’si@istic nature that Wahrman'’s explanation
offers in the opening paragraph of this chaptedg®eck breaks the construction of Gothic
identity into three separate elements— “what’sdasiwhat’s outside, and what separates them”
(13). The question of “what separates them” bewotine locus of horror or terror in the Gothic
novel, for “what separates them” in the Gothic liguakes the metaphorical form of the villain.
However, the crisis of identity not only affect& imnocent but also the guilty, andtranto,

we see Manfred’s split identity exposed after aagtg helmet falls from the sky and crushes his
son, an occurrence that would jar anyone, buththata particularly devastating effect on

Manfred. For, in this case, that which separatestity is not the villain, but evidence of
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Manfred’s own hereditary villainy. Until this pdim the text, Manfred has been a cold, but
respectable father and leader. Once he is facidtie realization that his public and private
identities are about to be revealed as incompatibteugh the appearance of the helmet and loss
of his heir, and that he will soon be recognized asrvant usurper, he begins to break under the
pressure. He loses control of himself as his ivedwaracter of the servant usurper begins to
seep out, exposing two Manfreds—the Manfred everyexpects to see and the Manfred
everyone sees—Ileading the other characters to catreostinually about Manfred’s odd and
uncharacteristic behavior. Ultimately, as | wadtdr show, he completely loses the ability to
distinguish between his two identities.

Sedgwick does not provide a social reasoth®iidentity crisis in the Gothic, but as
Henderson points out, for the author and the wilagisprings from guilt that arises out of an
unspoken acknowledgement of the arguments madetinm@efoe’s piece and that published in
Gentleman’s Magazineln virtually all Gothic novels, the questiondwer is one of right
determined by both genealogical and sociologicame Henderson explains the function of
these two forms in the of determination identityhar article “An Embarrassing SubjectUse
Value and Exchange Value in Early Gothic Charazé¢ion.” She argues:

At the moment the traditional genealogy-based motiglentity was called into
guestion by the ideals of the French Revolution thiedrealities of capitalist and
industrial development, a market-based model aftitlethat had long been
emerging rapidly gained prestige. This model sgsigdentity along a continuum
that includes, on the one hand, an ‘essential’pidte identity that is,
paradoxically, developed through labor, and, onotier a social identity that is

relationally determined and associated with condionp Canonical romantic
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interiority focuses on the first pole: it preseatsubject that simultaneously
appears to have an intrinsic and relatively stabbkracter and to be the product of
its own labor. The early Gothic novel, howevendgto focus on the opposite
pole, making character a matter of surface, dis@ayg ‘consumption’ by others.
The Gothic novel associates this relational chardwbth with traditional signs of
identity and the vagaries of exchange value, foxuen the danger the otéohd
new systems of identification represented for anaasingly capitalist society.
(226)
According to Henderson, the movement toward thed¢hdrevolution, and to which | would add
the movement away from the English Revolution, gsatle the increasing pressures of a
capitalistic economy that placed value not onlyrmaterial sources of wealth, such as land, but
also and equally on non-material means of wealtth sis stocks, expedited a shift away from
notions that worth could be genealogically, or raity, determined and toward the notion that it
could be socially constructed. She argues, “Adrduditional system of identification and
valuation of individuals lost its prestige, peopsame to understand personal identity, in its
public and private aspects, in terms of the dontieaaluative scheme of the growing capitalist
and credit economy, a scheme based on market Tq@28). She further argues, “Speculative
capital especially, with its extreme immaterialityregrounded the distinction between tangible
and intangible values” (231). From both Sedgwicl Blenderson, readers of the Gothic can
determine that the notion of identity was largeloaial construction and that the individual was
in a constant struggle to equate his conceptidnidentity with the conceptions of those

around him.
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The function of the servant, particularly gevant usurper, becomes important in the Male
Gothic novel’s construction of identity through ghi®cess of comparison. If identity is fluid
and referential as Henderson and Sedgwick sugbestthe Gothic servant functions in large
part by establishing that frame of reference. lantthe servant, in his lower social standing,
brings into the story traditional struggles betwsernvant and master that reflect the collapse of
the feudalistic economic system which determineghiidly through genealogy. The Gothic,
then, becomes a repository for the fear of losimgfrol of the means for creating identity and for
guilt over taking on someone else’s identity. dierHogle, in discussing Walpole’s tendency to
use the furniture of medieval romance as a meanzésenting the social ills in eighteenth-
century England, offers insight into this Gothiadition:
This notion . . . is the ideological product anchggom of an increasingly
dominant and capitalist mind-set in which old obgeaf belief have become
repositories of middle-class anxieties about tlegilimacy of a new economic
order as it emerges from an older one in the eggitheand subsequent centuries.
In this view, it helps that the old objects areltmked out because that fact allows
the bourgeois fear of rapid and unpredictable apm and fall, the guilty sense
of a stolen (rather than naturally merited) inteardte, to displace itself into an
older region emptied of its original substance sodo relocate all attendant guilt
over the newer oppressions of women and the lolasses into a world that
seems to be long ago and far away. (24)

With his creation of the Gothic genre, Horace Whdpmpened a door to deal with the fluidity of

class distinction that so worried Defoe. By settigynovel in the feudalistic past, he displaced

the crisis of identity into a feudalistic world wieepower was the result of outward appearance
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and where social distinctions were no longer mesafyestion of income or consumption, but
were instead innate to human character and conditio
Otranto Usurped

Walpole’s interest in public and private idgnand his associated fear of social
displacement, which ultimately manifest themselwndsis servant usurper Manfred, reflect his
personal background. Though he has long beendegdry many as a social butterfly with a
healthy interest in gossip mongering and is remeatbas a man who went to the frivolous
trouble and expense to reshape his home into acgaktle in miniature, which he filled with
what Eino Railo calls “Gothic’ rubbish” (2), Walp®was also passionately interested in social
justice and in literary criticism. In both histlats and his political speeches, he showed both a
passionate hatred of the slave trade and misgiabgst the republican arguments that would
ultimately culminate in the French Revolution. Was also particularly critical of what he saw
as abuses of English merchants involved with tret Balia Compan$. As the son of Prime
Minister Robert Walpole and as a politician himsklbrace must have learned early in his life
the importance of making a distinction betweenptielic and the private identities. Beyond
that, however, he may have had two other reasobs toeterested in the construction of identity.
The first involves a question of legitimacy, whielould have attacked the core of his identity. It
was widely rumored during his life that he was mofact, the son of Robert Walpole, but the
offspring of an adulterous affair between his mo#red Carr, Lord Hervey.While Walpole
never addressed these rumors, for a man with sstiorgg social acumen, he must have been
aware of their existence, and a question of legitiywould have gone to the very core of both
his public and private construction of identity, kimgy the distinction between the two that much

more important. A second possible catalyst foriftisrest in identity has been postulated by
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several recent critics. Timothy Mowl, George HatygeE. J. Cleary, and Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick have all argued that Horace Walpole wasdsexual—Sedgwick links him with
William Beckford and Matthew Lewis, writing “Beckfd notoriously, Lewis probably, Walpole
iffily” ( Between Me®2)° “Iffily” may not be a particularly firm foundatioto base a
discussion upon; however, if these critics areemrn their assumptions, then sexuality would
be yet another foundation for Walpole’s concerrhwite construction of public persona and his
recognition of the difficulties of bridging the gaptween public and private identity.

Possibly falling into the trap of believingatrtHorace Walpole was a mere social dilettante,
many critics argue that his first novel should bettaken as much more than a light hearted
attempt by the author to entertain audiences rabizer a reflection of social concerns. Toni
Wein argues that “Part of the reasiime Castle of Otrants held in so little esteem is that
critics tend to treat with seriousness Walpole&nlthat the ideas for the book had their genesis
in a dream and its birth in a trance lasting edsys” (13). Further Walpole’s statement that he
was “very glad to think of anything rather thanipo$” suggests that he was also loathe to take
the work very seriously (“Letter to William Cole4§ E.J. Cleary in her introduction The
Castle of Otrantavrites, “Walpole himself was sometimes inclineditemiss it as a piece of
whimsy, and in the twentieth century critics haseded to agree. The story has been regularly
censured for wooden characterization and the amslteself-indulgence of its supernatural
effects” (ix). However, Walpole presents a fewedun his introduction to suggest that he took
the work a little more seriously than either of prefaces suggest. Primarily, Walpole’s lengthy
attack on Voltaire and his defense of Shakespeatath English literature suggest a deeper

understanding of his work’s relevance, and, segor$ attempt to lay down the rules for his
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new genre implies an interest in the way the woals womposed and a desire to ensure that
audiences read the work appropriately.

Furthering the notion that Walpole viewed Wk as a serious exploration of social strife
are the arguments of Alice M. Killen, Eino Railodafioni Wein. Railo and Killen both point
out that Walpole most likely based his work on historic family of Otranto, taking both
character names and circumstances from that histovgin’s argument, which draws from
these discoveries th@trantohad a historical foundation, suggests that mamgghin the novel,
even “Walpole’s choice of St. Nicholas as the pasaint of Otranto is historically accurate,
suggesting that Walpole researched the detailstthg and circumstance more thoroughly than
he would have liked us to believe” (13). Since ky&ailo, and Killen have successfully shown
that Walpole diligently researched the history &fa@to and its occupants to create this work, it
may be conceded th@trantois a bad novel, but not, as he and some of hisshiave
suggested, an intentionally frivolous piece of fadevised as an escape for the reader
overburdened by a rational world. If this is tlese and we take Walpole’s second preface as the
tongue-in-cheek or as the self-conscious gestatehi most likely meant it to be, or if we at
least agree that Walpole spent more time on thetaastion of this work than he lets on, then
we must also imagine that Walpole’'s work may hawgsadther than pure pleasure and that far
from avoiding politics with his work, Walpole maip, fact, be using it to make a social and
political argument.

The first four words of Walpole’s work are “Mi@ed, prince of Otranto” (17). These first
words illustrate the story’s preoccupation withrity and with social rank. In opening the
novel with this description, Walpole is distinguisin Manfred from the other characters within

the novel and encouraging his readers to view i @nd Manfred’s actions within the work in
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a certain manner. From the opening line, Walpelle his audiencehis is a story about
someone of the upper class, someone important,cs@weth status whose words and actions
should be taken seriousi\By the time his readers reach the last linegb@hovel, however,
Walpole changes our perceptions of Manfred by rentphkiis royal pedigree and replacing it
with that of a servant usurper. Because of thiglp®e’s text works as a careful analysis and a
disassembling of class roles and structures, asdhtough those modes that he sets up his
concern for the construction of identity in his oaulture.

Walpole’s decision to provide Manfred withexsant pedigree is particularly interesting
given the fact that Walpole pays such careful &ttarto the construction of his servant
character§. In the second preface @tranto, Walpole outlines his theories on the construction
of literary servants. He says that he incorportiteary servants as a comedic foils and
describes their behavior as “almost tending totexamiles, which at first seem not consonant to
the serious cast of the work, appeared to me Adgtrant improper, but was marked designedly
in that manner” (10). He argues that servantaterally less reserved than their masters, and
thus their responses to the events in the noved@gpeopriate. He writes, “However, grave,
important, or even melancholy, the sensationsiotps and heroes may be, they do not stamp
the same affections on their domestics: at leaskatter do not, or should not be made to express
their passions in the same dignified tone” (10¢rvants are, then, weak characters and
weakness in the servants distracts from any weakndbe master. Although he argues that the
purpose of servant characters is to “incite smi({@g), Walpole seems to take the construction of
his servants as seriously as he takes any pars abhstruction of this novel, for he mentions
their importance not only in the second prefacedtsa in the first. He suggests that his

audience use the servants’ names as a methoding dag¢ piece, which implies not only that he
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carefully considered his servant characters bt thist Walpole views his servant characters as a
code through which his readers can interpret hieho

In his presentation of known servants, Walmbieks to his mantra that servants are mere
comic forces. For example, when two of Manfre@s/81g men see a ghost in the parlor they
respond in broken dialogues, unable to maintaiomat thought or speech. They speak over
each other making their meaning impossible to wtdad, leading Manfred to call them
“blundering fools” and to chastise their fear obldins” (34). Walpole’s presentation of the
servants’ language and behavior is typical of tidhe traditional literary servant; however,
where Walpole diverges from the type and illussdtis integration into eighteenth-century
conversations of class, individualism, and idenstthrough his presentation of his “prince of
Otranto.” Because Walpole introduces Manfred rmgeof his social position, his subsequent
descriptions of Manfred’s actions and language khseem shocking to the eighteenth-century
audience, especially considering that Walpole asgi¢he second preface that the characters in
this work “speak and act, as it might be supposetermen and women would do in
extraordinary positions” (10), and in the first fa®e, where he suggests that the characters and
the content are appropriate for tragedy—“Thereni®ombast, no similies, flowers, digressions,
or unnecessary descriptions. Every thing tendsctlyr to the catastrophe” (6). Since Walpole
argues that everything the characters do and durgythat the narrator says of them is a part of
what leads toward the tragedy, we should take wbiéalpole’s descriptions for granted, and
every character’s speech or action should be seearstructed to move toward tragedy.

Although Walpole reveals Manfred’s positionsagsurper in the middle of the novel,
Walpole keeps Manfred’s servant heritage secrelt tinetlast page of his work. However, even

though he does not tell us until the last pagéefrtovel that Manfred is descended from a
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servant, Walpole places subtle hints within the teat help prepare us for his final revelation.
In chapter three, Manfred is accosted by Vicenknights who have returned to demand
Isabella. The knights do not show deference tofidrs royal position; instead, they sit
silently while he reveals his family history. Diswerted by their silence, Manfred becomes
disordered, and in the following passage, Manfregmsech muddles as his inner, private identity
begins to bleed out and conflict with the publientty he once carefully maintained. Manfred
attempts to relate his pedigree:
You must know, your lord knows, that | enjoy thepipality of Otranto from my
father Don Manuel, as he received it from his fafben Ricardo. Alfonso, their
predecessor, dying childless in the Holy Land, leadjued his estates to my
grandfather Don Ricardo, in consideration for kishfful services—[ The
stranger shook his head] — Sir knight, said ManWwadnly, Ricardo was a valiant
and upright man; he was a pious man; witness hisfroent foundation of the
adjoining church and two convents. He was pedyl@atronized by saint
Nicholas—My grandfather was incapable—I say, sonRicardo was in
capable—Excuse me, your interruption has disordered-|1 venerate the
memory of my grandfather—Well, sirs! He held thesage; he held it by his good
sword, and by the favour of saint Nicholas—so didfather; and so, sirs, will I,
come what wil.—But Frederic, your lord, is nearesblood—I have consented
to put my title to the issue of the sword—does thmgdly a vitious title? | might
have asked, where is Fredric, your lord? Repolspaim dead in captivity.
You say, your actions say, he lives—I questioroitrl might, sirs, | might—but

| do not. Other princes would bid Frederic take inheritance by force, if he can:
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they would not state their dignity on a single camlthey would not submit it to
the decision of unknown mutes! Pardon me, gentlenam too warm: but
suppose yourselves in my situation: as ye are &taghts, would it not move
your choler to have your own and the honour of yanaestors called into
guestion? (67-68)
This long excerpt provides a wealth of informatregarding Manfred’s inner self and his
position in society because his disordered, fraspigech reflects his insecurities at his real $ocia
position. On an editorial level, one might notialpole’s incorporation of the dash in this
section. Although Walpole uses the dash througtiositwork as a way of both breaking up
dialogue and showing parenthetical thought, he tieedash here to show Manfred’s broken
psychological state. The dashes in Manfred’s dizallustrate the fact that his train of
consciousness is not linear; instead it is, likked@rvants’, muddled. The dashes may also
illustrate that he is struggling to maintain andtcol his two separate identities—the one of the
master and the other of the servant usurper. sispeech to the knights, he makes a self-
conscious effort to speak appropriately but camooguer his own insecurities about his servile
pedigree. Despite his upper-class upbringing amcent status as prince, Manfred knows his
true pedigree, and when he feels that his secteberevealed, he unintentionally adopts the
language patterns of his servants, his socialtiedacational and cultural equals. His self-
conscious effort toward what he knows to be uppesscspeech leads him to blunder, causing
the contradiction between what he is and what Ipelseived to be to become apparent to his
audience. In attempting to imitate the speechiotibsired hereditary class, but failing

miserably, Manfred is reflecting a long line ofveanmt imitators. In fact, J. Jean Hecht points out
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that many real eighteenth-century servants attesrtptenimic their master’s speech. Some
successfully but some merely “mouth malapropisntsather species of verbal error” (212).

Like the narrator dDtranto, Manfred begins his history by giving the knights father and
grandfather’'s names with the initial descriptor fDothus using this seemingly innocuous title
to make a point about his heritage. By referrmghem both as “Don,” a term that in the time of
Manfred’s story would have designated high so@aking, Manfred encourages his listeners to
view his lineage as comparable to that of Alfonbta then proceeds to describe their noble
gualities, aligning them with the former prince@tranto and with a saint, thus making his claim
to the throne not just secular but religious ad.weurther, his grandfather was not merely a
provider of services to Alfonso, but was patronibgdNicholas, suggesting that he was such a
worthy man that even the saint believed in and stipd his noble position. In the middle of
praising his father and grandfather, Manfred befdesordered” by the knights, and like all
servants, he loses his train of thought while aiiamy to share an history with his betters. He
says “My grandfather was incapable—I say, sir, Bicardo was incapable” (67). Because of
his disorder, Manfred never finishes his thougleither the readers nor the knights ever
discover that of which Don Ricardo was incapabteyéver, his disorder suggests from that
early point that Manfred is aware of Don Ricardmige character and is on the verge of
accidentally revealing more than he intends, ithtstg both his grandfather’s guilt and his own
position as a usurper.

Manfred loses his language and forgets to laphis public identity in several instances in the
novel, most notably in all instances involving apans. The most compelling of these is
Manfred’s horror at seeing Theodore dressed likerSlo. Though the room is full when

Manfred enters it, he is the only person affectedheodore’s appearance. Upon seeing
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Theodore, he cries, “What art thou, thou dreadbelcse! Is my hour come?” (83) The room’s
response to Manfred’s fear is to adjure him tosaasHowever, regardless of their appeals,
Manfred tells them that “Theodore, or a phantomhas unhinged the soul of Manfred” (83). In
an eerilyMacbethlike scene, Manfred realizes the outcome of hisiligs treachery, and like
Macbeth'’s associates, those around Manfred beginéstion his sanity. However, their
chastising reflects eighteenth-century thoughthenstupernatural and the appropriate class-based
response to it; they admonish him to be reasoraidegease him about his improper behavior.
Even after Manfred knows that Theodore is not thasgof Alfonso but is a mere boy in armor,
and even as Theodore tells his story, Manfredtill p@ssessed with his resemblance to
Alfonso, [and] his admiration [is] dashed with s&dnorror” (84). Still visibly shaken by
Theodore’s appearance, Manfred has difficulty fargy Theodore’s betrayal, which leads
Frederic to offer a pungent attack. Frederic safyscan pardon him, surely you may: it is not
the youth’s fault, if you took him for a spectré@5). In this short jab, Frederic questions not
only Manfred’s manhood, but also his outward idgntirhe nobility are supposed to be
reasoned enough to avoid the superstitions ofailver classes, so in teasing Manfred about his
response, Frederic confronts Manfred on his setaion. Manfred’s response to Frederic’s
taunt is “If beings from another world . . . havengr to impress my mind with awe, it is more
than living man can do” (85). When threatened, fviahtries to bolster his public identity by
proclaiming his manliness and threatening violende.cannot accept reason, because as a
hereditary member of the lower class he does nat tfeat capacity, so he must resort to
violence to protect his power position, which reftethe real dangers of the split Manfred has

undergone—it leads men to violent, unnatural bedravi
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Throughout the novel, Manfred is described aavage, and he is accused of lacking reason.
However, the descriptions of his violent behavaftect his actions only after his son’s death
and his consequent recognition of his guilty positiwhich forces the exposure of his identity
split. Before the exposure, Manfred was a goodgeriwho may not have been overly
affectionate to his children, but who was at leedtusually tyrannical. Manfred “was not one of
those savage tyrants who wanton in cruelty unpresiokThe circumstances of his fortune had
given an asperity to his temper, which was natytalimane, and his virtue were always ready to
operate, when his passion did not obscure his né488). The narrator takes the trouble to
describe Manfred as not “naturally” tyrannical; hemer, after the death of Conrad, which places
stress on the relationship between his public aivéie identities, Manfred clearly becomes
tyrannical. In fact, he is later labeled a tyraight times in the text, as if to prove that whnk
may not have been a tyrant, he became one ongeWwer was threatened by the collapse of his
public identity.

Manfred’s tyrannical attempt to recombineitdentities is placed in context next to the
characters of Frederic, Jerome, and Theodoref alhom reflect sophisticated nobility who
have respectable pedigree. Although tempted earlyy Manfred’s machinations, Frederic has
a naturally noble side that ultimately reassessliiin the ghostly image of the hermit who
reminds him of his hereditary responsibility andsplim on the right track, even though he
remains torn between “penitence and passion” (1&ile Frederic may waiver, the true heir
to Otranto never does, and Theodore’s steadfagradbte to the values of his class are
particularly striking, given his upbringing. Raisasl a slave and gaining his freedom only as an
adult, Theodore should exhibit the qualities nod mobleman but of a servant, for Theodore

never received the social conditioning necessamdke him into a sophisticated member of
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society. Theodore’s actions, however, reflectgape between private identity and public and
illustrate that Walpole finds private identity te Imore stable than public. If Theodore were to
act according to his public identity, that of avsat, he should be bumbling and incoherent, but
he exhibits the qualities of a nobleman in way$ Manfred can never. Unlike Manfred,
Theodore is not frightened by the prospect of ghasir is his resolve shaken when threatened
by those more powerful than himself. Theodoredesnstant, stable frame of mind, allowing
him to maintain his noble attitude even when thtersible prince, Manfred, has reverted to
savagery.

Theodore, the rightful heir to Otranto, waised as a slave, not an aristocrat as Manfred was
(84). In relating his story, Theodore tells of bgcape from slavery, of his return to his family’s
land, and of his recognition that his father wasegoHe then says,

Destitute and friendless, hopeless almost of attgithe transport of a parent’s

embrace, | took the first opportunity of setting && Naples, from whence

within these six days | wandered into this provirstdl supporting myself by the

labour of my hands; not till yester-morn did | leete that heaven had reserved

any lot for me but peace of mind and contented pgvEs5s)
In his recollection of his early life, Theodore neakwo important points. First, that he is
willing to work the land to provide for himself, dsecond, that he would be “contented” in
poverty. Theodore is not like the nobility of thighteenth century who might own land in the
country but never set foot on it or do any workttoEven though he knows he is of higher birth,
he is willing to work for his food, rather than &&ther people’s food from them, as Manfred has
done. His contentment also suggests a level afyparthat it recalls the pastoral way of life,

where man worked closely with nature. He has odtten the importance of man’s
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connection with the natural world, and though he Ibeen to the big city, Naples, his desire is
not to remain detached from the natural world,tbueturn to his home and make his way in
harmony with nature. Further, Theodore’s represent of his simple life as bringing him
“peace of mind” and making him “contented” suggesltsvel of sophistication in thought.
Theodore would be a good leader precisely becaadas no significant ambition to lead. Itis
through Theodore that we see that the danger ¢iesnthe movement among the classes, but in
the ambition to establish an outward identity @tha¢s not reflect the inner identity.

Horace Walpole’s novel provides a foundationthe discussion of class and power through
the servant figure, but though his followers pickgdmany of his tropes and transplanted them
into their own works, most— particularly the femalgters— did not recycle his servant
usurper. For writers of the Female Gothic, thegeaf the usurper was instead transferred on to
a younger brother or other family member, illustrgtthe problems with the tradition of
primogeniture and the inadequacies of inheritargtgs as they applied to women in the
eighteenth century. However, while later femaleatists discarded Walpole’s servant usurper,
male writers did not wholly abandon the notions@ivitude and its relation to the construction
of identity and power. In fact, the servant becemagivotal figure in the construction of identity
in the works of Robert Jephson and William Godwimpugh which readers can see how
Walpole’s early introduction of class and power mt@ins pertinence in the Gothic.

Otranto Rewritten

Walpole’s presentation of the dangers thatiemghen the public and private identities collide
focuses solely on the aftermath of servant uswpatind, more importantly, Walpole’s
representation of the usurpation act is entiretyerit; therefore, before we move on to Godwin’s

tale of psychological usurpation, it may be helgéufind a transition point in Robert Jephson’s
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1781 stage adaptation and revision of Walpdiisinto entitledThe Count of Narbonne
Jephson’s version @trantowas performed at Covent Garden, and “Walpole ¢aséull
approval” (Cleary xxii). The Count of Narbonrdiffers substantially from the original in its
setting, organization, and character developmeikie Walpole, Jephson based his version of
events on historic accounts, taking liberties it histories of the French house of Toulouse
rather than the Italian house of Otranto, mostyikes a nod to the revolutionary thoughts
erupting out of France at that time. The familpapvhich Jephson chose to base his play
included Alphose Jordon, the twelfth-century Coaintoulouse, Narbonne, and Tripole. As in
Walpole’s story, this version of Alphonso, Alphonkedan of Toulouse, was poisoned, only in
this account during the crusades, possibly by EleahAquitaine who wanted his land.
Alphonse was succeeded by his young son Raymomd1Xt48, who later had a daughter,
Adelaide.

Although Jephson changes the background aftibeacters to match the current political
climate, he pays homage to the original by dispigdiis play in time and by taking inspiration
from historic figures. Jephson’s presentation otiee differs substantially from Walpole’s in
that Jephson is careful to present his charaatafstically and to remove many of the
supernatural elements so prominent in Walpole'sigar Further, instead of dividing the focus
of his drama between two heroines, as Walpole datksMatilda and Isabella, Jephson
streamlines the story, allowing Isabella to apmedy in second-hand accounts and focusing
much more heavily on Raymond’s relationship with di@ughter, wife, servants, and critics. The
most telling of his changes appears in the preientaf the Manfred character. Jephson’s
version of Manfred, Raymond, is not the produch gervant’s treacherous overthrowing of

Alphonso but is instead the son of a vassal whiapedl his lord. Although the distinction may



53

seem small, Jephson’s Raymond interacts with thokes charge in a significantly different
ways than Walpole’s Manfred. While Raymond canybannical, he is much more rational in
his interactions, and as will become importantia presentation of the relationship between
Caleb and his master @aleb Williamswhen Raymond does behave irrationally, his sésvan
intervene to save him the embarrassment of hatiegap between his identities exposed to
outsiders. Of all the changes that Jephson chdosaake in his reenvisioning of Walpole’s
work, this is the most significant, for it allowsaders to see the power of the servant in the
relationship between master and servant—powelbég@imes highly significant iGaleb
Williams

Like Manfred, Raymond is particularly concetrvath public representations of identity.
When Raymond demands to know whether Theodore thédadella escape from the castle,
Theodore argues that he did what was right, to wRiaymond responds “Such insolence and
these coarse rustic weeds / Are contradictionssw&n me, who art thou?” “Less than | should
be” replies Theodore, and “more than what | seehte’continues: “My habit little suited to my
mind, / less to my birth; yet fit for my conditiorliii). Like Walpole’s Theodore, Jephson’s
usurped prince needs no help maintaining his idenfiheodore is “more than what he seems,”
not less, and that gap between the private ideatitythe public identity, as long as it favors the
private, allows him to be better than he appeat) morally and hereditarily, not worse. The
pressure to rectify the gap between the identisi@such more significant in both Manfred’s and
Raymond’s case because they are “less than whas#am.” In Manfred’s case, this gap leads
to erratic behavior as the servant slips out froenliehind the master’s fagade but in Raymond’s
case, the gap is less obvious because he is @dtegthis servants, who take control of his

identity in an attempt to keep him from slippingt imadvertently encourage his downfall.
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Jephson’s presentation of servants differstauially from Walpole’s. Gone are the
humorous class conflicts. Rather than the moallgstionable characters presented in
Walpole’s versions of Manfred and his serving mlphson presents the lower classes as all
good. Although they respect their master, theysefto follow his evil orders, not so much for
their own sake as for his. Fabian, Raymond’s ¢édishanservant, constantly works behind the
scenes to protect his master’s public identity. télls another servant that she should learn to
know the “temper of the Count” who when “Serv’d astzey'd, / There lives not one more
gracious, liberal; / Offend him, and his rage rsilbde; / I'd rather play with serpents” (lL.i).
However, even though he knows his master has berndencies, he feels a responsibility to
maintain his master’s public identity by keeping master’s evil plans from escaping the
confines of the servant and master relationshiporidearning that the Raymond plans to have
Theodore put to death, Fabian tells Adelaide, “Magdiay lord comes this way, and commands /
To clear these chambers; what he meditates, itTsibeed were private. My old age / Has liv'd
too long, to see my master’'s shame” (lll. ii). Rabknows that his master tends toward evil
thoughts, but he attempts to protect his mastetward appearance, even when speaking to
Raymond’s daughter. While Fabian overtly seekzrtdect his master from shame, minor
characters work to protect him in less overt way¢hen Raymond orders his servants to abuse
and even kill Theodore, they consistently find tselwes unable to do so. They naturally treat
Theodore with a reverence, even though they havde#oof his heredity; of the preparation for
Theodore’s execution, Adelaide tells her servantd“Dnot see the dreadful preparations? / The
slaves, who tremble at my father’s nod, / Pale,@rdounded, dress the fatal block” (l1l.i), and
later at the point of execution, their hesitatiorces Raymond to yell “Obey me, slaves—What,

all amaz’d with lies” (IV.iv). Although their refial to follow his orders challenges his public
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identity as leader, they ultimately save him froecdming a tyrant, and, because of their
unwillingness to follow his orders, he is given ament to recant his commands and save his
reputation.

As long as Raymond has his servants to prbiecfrom himself, he maintains a degree of
rationality and the integrity of his public identitlt is when he leaves the home and goes out
into the world that they can no longer protect friom himself. In the end, he makes the same
mistake that Manfred makes, and his only livinga&hdelaide, dies at his hand. After stabbing
her, Raymond, not shielded by his servants, tredpgnizes the gap between who he is and who
he has pretended to be. After he sees himsethéofirst time, he calls himself “heaven
abandon’d, and the plague of earth” (V.xv). Fa finst time, he recognizes his own rage and
wonders “What frenzy seized me” (V. xiv). Althouths realization seems new to Raymond,
the audience knows that his servants have beeagbirgy him from his own tendencies for the
entire play. Itis only now that he is separatea them that he sees himself as he truly is, and
consequently, he destroys himself; stabbing himeiglf the dagger he used to kill his only
remaining child.

Beyond Otranto: Caleb Williams as Unintentional Usaer

Caleb irCaleb Williamsperforms a function similar to that of Fabian déinel other
servants inrhe Count of Narbonnéowever, while Caleb’s interest in his mastedantity may
have started out as innocently as Fabian’s, owectlirse of the novel, it becomes clear that
Caleb’s motivations are purely self-interestedrtiier complicating the creation of identity in
this text is the fact that Falkland, unlike Raympwiéws public identity as the equivalent to life
itself, and consequently, he is terrifyingly awafdlis servant’'s capacity to create, maintain, or

destroy identity.
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As the story of a servant who actively seekisnow his master and his master’s history,
Caleb Williamgpresents the ultimate fear associated with thggleuo maintain balance
between public and private identity, for thougtrantomay have been set
in the distant past with characters who were bdirdeparodies of social role€aleb Williams
seeks to present the real, contemporary battledsgtihe competing notions of identity
construction. In this tale, Godwin forces the types of identity, public and private, onto a
collision course, in the hopes of exposing thetialsf reverence for the trappings of social
conduct and in an attempt to privilege inner gosdndnCaleb Williams William Godwin
takes the idea of the servant who controls puldicgption of the master’s identity to its
horrifying conclusion.

Although not Gothic in the traditional sen€aleb Williamshas long been included in
discussions of that genre. The novel may not ptessifiable ghosts like those we see in
Otranto, but the characters aleb Williamsare haunted in very similar ways to Manfred in
Otrantoand Raymond iThe Count of Narbonneln Caleb Williamsthe characters are haunted
by their knowledge of each other. Falkland is hadiby Caleb’s recognition of the gap between
his public and private identities and by the knalgle that Caleb is a potential servant usurper.
Caleb, through his understanding of Falkland’s wekendence upon public identity, is
haunted by both his knowledge of public identity&lty and by his ambition to construct his
own respectable, Falklandesque public identity.

In presenting us with the question of idenitityhese characters, Godwin works to criticize
the contemporary notions, exhibited by Edmund Bumkeis Reflections on the Revolution in
France that upper class paternalism protects the loveesises from themselves and maintains

order; according to Burke, feudalistic paternalisifa benefit, not as a grievance” and “a
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security for their liberty, not as a badge of sere” (111)° To Godwin, Burke’s promotion of
nobility and heredity rule is invalid because &g#s emphasis on the wrong aspects of character,
specifically it privileges outward, public identitgther than true, private identity. Too much
focus on the one (public) corrupts the other (gayaHis argument reflects the hypocrisy that

the narrator imfom Jonepresents to us: “It is not enough that your desigay, that your

actions, are intrinsically good; you must take dhed they shall appear so” (85). For Godwin,

the question is not how noble his characsemsmput how noble they are, and he exposes this
idea through his ostensible villain, Falkland.

InCaleb Williams Godwin tells the story of a master who sees idgetitirely as the product
of outward recognition. Falkland is obsessed whthromantic notions of gentlemanliness and
spends his life attempting to appear outwardly goBy contrast, Godwin presents us with
Caleb Williams, who is good on the inside, but caraly unworthy because of his class. The
novel, then, shows these two types of identityidimify with one another. In the end, Caleb
becomes corrupted by his desire to create an tgidatihimself in his master’'s mold, and after
his desire leads to his master’s death, Calebustkd by the same guilt and fear of displacement
Falkland suffered from throughout the novel. Likakland, who was willing to kill Tyrrel to
protect his own identity, Caleb recognizes thatdeehas been willing to murder to protect his
name and reputation and to make a grander nanmegelf. Ultimately, and ironically as it
illustrates one of Burke’s key arguments that theggjle for power is self-perpetuatiny,
Godwin’s text works off the fear that the desirertaintain a social structure based on
domination leads inevitably to self-perpetuatinglence. In Godwin’s view, those who have
power will do anything to keep it, ultimately leadithem to tyrannize those below them, thus

forcing those who are tyrannized to a point whsytmust steal power in self-defense, but once
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they gain power, the cycle starts over again ursesseone changes the systénirue power,
according to Godwin, comes from the private, indentity that has the potential to be pure, not
from the trappings of outer identity, which is ajwaleceptive.

Kate Ferguson Ellis explores the constructibrentity inCaleb Williamsand narrowly
defines Godwin’s presentation of identity in thevelp placing it on a continuum: “At one end is
Falkland’s obsession with other people’s percegtimrhimself, with his reputation, his honor
defined entirely in public terms. At the other eadCaleb, whose conviction of his innocence
lives entirely within him, independent of publicognition” (152). She notes the dangers of the
dichotomy between public and private identity, sgjmg that “once the secret is ‘out’ in
Caleb’s consciousness, even if Caleb lives updgiomise never to tell another living soul,
Falkland can never be ‘home’ again. He must caoristde ‘out of his mind,’ trying to control
knowledge that he has forbidden, but that is ngdoris exclusive possession” (153). While
Ellis makes two good points in these analyses,uldvexplore each of them a little further.

First, | would extend Ellis’s argument that Falldias “out of his mind” to argue that he is “out
of himself.” As long as Caleb controls informatithvat would destroy Falkland’s social identity,
Falkland no longer believes that he has contrdlimiself. He is completely dependent upon his
servant and his servant’s discretion. This istlated by the fact that Falkland chooses to hide
his private identity in a trunk, suggesting hisiceso isolate that part of himself; once Caleb
opens that trunk and takes in Falkland’s idenfglkland immediately attempts to isolate Caleb,
refusing to allow him to leave the home and exciagril have dug a pit for you; and whichever
way you move, backward or forward, to the righthe left, it is ready to swallow you. Be still"”
(160). Falkland was already out of himself wherplaged the truth of his identity in the trunk,

and now that it is in Caleb, he plans to bury Catekeep his true identity hidden. Second, and
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more importantly, Ellis suggests that each of e tain characters reflects a particular type of
identity—Falkland the public and Caleb the privdtepuld argue, however, that while
Falkland’s obsession with his outward identity migkearly place him as an emblem of the
public identity, Caleb is much more complex. WHhle knowledge of his own innocence and
his tendency to remind the audience continually hieawas good regardless of public perception
tend to align him with private identity, Caleb isn@st as obsessed with public identity as
Falkland is. From his authorship of this “autobegghy” to his acumen with acting and costume
to his ultimate revealing of his master’s secretle@ illustrates a desire to construct and
maintain a public identity that will be acceptedigolaces great emphasis on its creation
throughout the text.

Another critical interpretation @aleb Williamshelps to put the psychological implications
of this novel into perspective. Robert W. Uphatgaias thaCaleb Williamss not a response to
the social and political upheavals and motivati@asling to the French Revolution, as many
critics have claimed® That, he argues, would make the novel “into aipal melodrama where
the reader oscillates between praise and accus§®o68). Instead, according to Uphaus, it is an
inquiry into the psychological complexity of therhan mind. Uphaus’s explanation of the
psychological exploration iGaleb Williamss particularly useful to this discussion becaitise
details, but does not directly address, the re¢mynof the psychological split in identity which
is at the center d€aleb Williams and in fact of all Gothic novels, as it relatesie inherent
corruption that happens on the part of both thegydwlder (the master) and the potential
usurper (the servant), when they are forced togmize the identity gaps in each other for the
first time—the servant recognizing the public idgnas a construction designed to maintain

power and recognizing his own private identity aguptible and the master recognizing the
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servant’s public servility as a mask for privatebation. As useful as Uphaus’s discussion of the
role psychology plays i€@aleb Williamsgs, his argument actively turns away from social an
political influences on the construction of ideyii the eighteenth century; while he is
persuasive, it is hard to disassociate identitynfoulture in the eighteenth century because
identity in the eighteenth century was not onlyghslogical but also economic and social,
particularly in the Gothic novel where the two faraf identity, public and private, were forced
into constant conflict. Godwin’s work is psychologl, yet it is clearly also political, for
underlying Godwin’s work is the notion that neitlobyaracter is truly good or evil. Both
characters have the potential for good, but batH@ced by the social and political climate into
behaving badly in order to protect or acquire powEney are set at each others’ throats by the
society that Edmund Burke champions in his workl aslong as identity can be constructed
solely outside the self in the form of consumpt@onl reputation, they will remain that way. So
his work may not be as completely political as s@mniics would suggest, but it is not merely an
exploration of the mind either; it is instead tlkeagnition of the political world’s effect on
human psychology and the construction of identity.

Although we may be distracted by the meanghich Falkland goes to regain control of his
identity, and his actions may seem to border ationality at times, Godwin never lets us forget
that while Falkland’s desire to protect his pulpl@rsona is excessive, it is not entirely without
merit. Caleb is the narrator of not only an autgbaphy, but a biography as well, and Caleb’s
first instances of usurpation occur through thegkaphy. Collins, because his master is
deranged, takes it upon himself to provide Caleh Wwalkland’s history because “whatever
delicacy it became [Collins] to exercise in ordynaases, it would be out of place in [Caleb’s]

situation; and thinking it not improbable that Nralkland, but for the disturbance and
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inflammation of his mind, would be disposed toraikr communication” (11). Collins does not
recognize the threat that Caleb’s knowledge of IleatKs identity might pose to his master, so
he eagerly shares Falkland’s story. However,llimtgus the story, Caleb decides to take the
biography farther, “[interweaving] with Mr. Collitssstory various information which [Caleb]
afterwards received from other quarters that [hay mive all possible perspicuity to the serious
of events,” and to make matters easier Caleb wilbp the person of Collins, and assume to be
[himself] the historian of [their] patron” (11). sfsimply as that, Caleb usurps Collins’s power,
taking Falkland’s story into his own hands. Onealbes so, Caleb becomes our sole means of
gathering information about Falkland, and even lgalkk himself becomes a mere player in
Caleb’s life story.

Robert Uphaus looks at Caleb’s desire to wrdkland’s history, particularly pointing to the
scene in which Caleb tells readers that he is caad that Falkland keeps a confession locked in
the mysterious trunk, which Caleb ends by sayitfg;dlkland shall never be detected to the
satisfaction of the world, such narrative will patity never see the light. In that case this story
of mine may amply, severely perhaps, supply itsgdl326). Uphaus argues that “substitution
is not Caleb’s only motive he will reenact Falklandrime, not purely as a matter of narrative
description, with Caleb as an outside observeritaplka No he will do to Falkland with words
what Falkland did to Tyrrel with a knife The prgseof reenactment had led Caleb to a form of
murder” (sic—punctuation omission in the origin862. The trunk in this scenario beautifully
personifies Sedgwick’s notions of the inner persofa | argued earlier, the trunk, which Caleb
so desperately wants to open and rummage throefibcts the private identity of Falkland,
which Falkland cannot allow to get out into the ldpotherwise it would destroy his public

identity—the identity Falkland views as his trudéf sathout which he would cease to exist.
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Caleb’s decision to recreate what he imagines iantrunk despite the fact that his doing so
will destroy Falkland is exactly, as Uphaus claiars act of violence, or since this is a servant
and a master, an act of usurpation, an inversigheo$ocial order in which the servant takes the
power and position of the master.

This point is driven home by the attractiogbashows to the trunk during the house fire.
During the fire, Caleb takes command of the otleevants, and he sets about looking for
valuables to save. Itis during his search thattbhebles upon the trunk, which he suspects
holds the key to Falkland’s identity. Caleb writkat upon seeing it he “forgot the business
upon which [he] came, the employment of the sesjaartd the urgency of general danger”
(138). Upon seeing the trunk, Caleb forgets tleaista servant, or at least dissociates himself
from them. He came into the attic as a servaritupan seeing the trunk, he realizes that he has
sole access to his master’s private identity. &w®ot control himself and risks burning up in a
fire to gain access to the power of knowledge.

While the act of writing Falkland’s life issi@sonous, Caleb does not seem to recognize this
and instead presents it as a simple autobiograployvever, though Caleb’s stated goal in the
opening chapters is to give us a better understgraiithe way in which “the whole fortune of
[his] life was linked,” Caleb unintentionally su@ss in exposing his own desires to mimic
Falkland and perhaps take some of Falkland’s po@aieb Williamslike The Castle of
Otranto, provides a form by which one may understand tkegure on the hero to rectify private
and public identity, and in doing so, constructsfitundation by which we can see that Falkland
is capable of becoming “out of himself.” Upon first meeting with Falkland, Caleb describes
his master as follows: “there was a grave and skh®ity in his air, which, for want of

experience, | imagined was the inheritance of tleaty and the instrument by which the distance
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between them and their inferiors was maintainets |ébk bespoke the unquietness of his mind,
and frequently wandered with an expression of disotateness and anxiety” (7). Caleb’s initial
impression of Falkland follows the tendency Falkl@xpects—the mind, or the true identity, of
a person is written in his outward appearance elCalitomatically connects Falkland’s outward
“solemnity” with Falkland’s private identity, thaf master, leader, important public figure. It
never occurs to Caleb at this moment that his fealgy” may reflect the distracted mind of a
murderer instead of a natural inheritance bequdathaim upon his birth into the world of the
gentry.

Caleb may see Falkland’s solemnity as refhgcthe nature of an English squire, but the
figure actually reflecting that role is Tyrrel, whamight have passed for a true model of English
squire” (19), yet Tyrrel's public character confiavith Caleb’s notion of what an English squire
should be because Tyrrel is “insupportably arroggmdnnical to his inferiors, and insolent to
his equals” (19). Regardless of his foibles, Tigreeighbors viewed him as the pinnacle of the
gentry and “every mother taught her daughter tsican the hand of Mr. Tyrrel as the highest
object of her ambition” (21). His identity as théer of his small kingdom was threatened and
then removed entirely by the arrival of Falklandhoxforced a point of comparison, as Theodore
does for Manfred iilCastle of Otranto Consequently, “the subjects of [Falkland’s] fura
neighbour were sufficiently disposed to revolt aga[Tyrell's] merciless dominion” (21).

Before Falkland, Tyrrel was the undisputed leaddri®community. He set the definition of a
leader, and his outward behavior and his innerasftar were never at war. He was who he was
with no competition. However, Falkland’s arrivak sip a point for comparison, and Falkland,
though he ultimately turned out to be as villainaasTyrrel, created a public identity for himself

that allowed the community to redefine the ternatler.”
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When Falkland came into the community, he toeér Tyrrel’s identity, and since Tyrrel
could not remake his identity to match Falklantis,was left with no other option than to
redefine the term leader or destroy Falkland's tiden Tyrrel’s loss of identity ultimately
exposes the fragility of Falkland’s own identityhsh was completely based upon the ideals of
romance and outward construction. When TyrreldBatkland outside the town assembly
meeting, Caleb explains, “To Mr. Falkland disgra@es worse than death. The slightest breath
of dishonour would have stung him to the very soul.He wished for annihilation, to lie down
in eternal oblivion, in an insensibility, which,ropared with what he experienced was scarcely
less enviable than beatitude itself” (100). Withbis good name, Falkland does not want to
exist. His identity is completely contingent ugbe perceptions of others. Falkland was “too
deeply pervaded with the idle and groundless romso€ chivalry, ever to forget the situation,
humiliating and dishonourable according to his gjea which he had been placed on this
occasion” (301). Before the point at which Falklas beaten by Tyrrel, his public and private
identities reflect one another, but once Falklaitid Kyrrel in an act of revenge and in a belated
attempt to protect his public identity, he is n@edéd with the knowledge that there are two
Falklands, the one people see and the one thatthegt. From that point on, he works to
extract completely the one that they do not kn@aging to his ultimate burial of the private
identity in the trunk and the threatened buriaCafeb once it is inside him. Like Manfred,
however, Falkland cannot stand the pressure ofhdpitie gap between his identities and begins
to fall apart.

Falkland’s vulnerability would seem to suggest Ellis argues, that those who base their self
worth on their private identities are more stalvld kess likely to engage in tyranny, and Caleb’s

opening description of himself would seem to supfiwat view as it echoes the qualities
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expressed by Theodore @tranto—though Caleb is raised poor, he is virtuous. kinli
Theodore, however, Caleb shows a marked interdsitimpublic and private identity in his
description, suggesting that he might not be tkaralepresentative of a life based on fulfilling
the needs of private identity as Ellis suggestalelCdescribes himself as follows:
| was born of humble parents, in a remote countyrajland. Their occupations
were such as usually fall to the lot of peasantd,they had no portion to give
me, but an education free from the usual sourceepfavity, and the inheritance,
long since lost by their unfortunate progeny! ohst fame. | was taught the
rudiments of no science, except reading, writimgl arithmetic. But | had an
inquisitive mind, and neglected no means of infdramafrom conversation or
books. My improvement was greater than my condliilife afforded room to
expect. (5)
Caleb’s description of himself suggests two thindisst-that his own identity was bound up in
his ability to maintain “an honest fame” but secdhnalt though his condition was outwardly
humble, he still maintained the qualities that gggnen should seek to possess. His focus on
both these aspects, the public representatioreotity and the private perception, becomes
significant when he takes on the knowledge of Feal#tls private identity, leading Falkland to
take over the construction of Caleb’s public idsnts he makes sure that Caleb is first branded
a thief and then forced to live in various formgafguise while attempting to escape Falkland’s
wrath. In an effort to regain control of his ovdentity, Falkland must strip away Caleb’s, but in
doing so, he encourages Caleb to find his own p@awdrcomplete the usurpation. Although
Caleb shows an interest in public identity from eginning of the novel, Falkland encourages

and magnifies that interest by threatening Calphislic identity. In the end, he leaves Caleb
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with no other choice but to preserve and improwgeolwn public identity through the destruction
of Falkland’s.

The relationship between the two charactedstih@ power inversion that occurs between
them may best be understood in the constructigheofale itself. In the first volume @faleb
Williams, Godwin, following a traditional romantic plotlinestablishes the importance of public
appearance in the construction of identity. Howgethee use of the conventional eighteenth-
century plot line in contrast with the later moudgersive narrative structure presented in the
second half of the novel may reflect the disjuncimthe characters. Donald R. Wehrs looks at
the construction o€aleb Williamsand its diversion from and simultaneous adherémce
eighteenth-century novelistic conventions, andphesentation of the division between the two
styles of story, the first volume’s conventionat¢gentation of history and the second volume’s
gritty reality. After exposing the divide, Wehngjaes that the second becomes corrupted by the
first:

Godwin pursues, through Caleb’s “memoirs,” a detroction similar to the
hero’s, exposing the unwillingness of eighteenthtary “realistic” fiction to
trace the “practical effects” of ‘the existing caihgion of society’ by writing a
novel that shows the “true” consequences of satialmstances reversing and
tendering ironically implausible the standard pa$eof fiction from Richardson
to Burney. Just as Falkland’s descent from nghititmurder invertSir Charles
Grandison,so Caleb’s story, originally conceived as a talperfsecution and
pursuit ending in the hero’s madness, reverse%tae rewarded” scheme of
Pamela However, the novel’s irony toward novel emerfyem its generic

consistency, from its insistence that novels shoeddly present the true,
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unadulterated consequences of actual conditiormglwid’s revolt, like Caleb’s,
never moves beyond dependence upon what it reteebbs duplicitousCaleb
Williamsremains an anti-eighteenth-century novel that tsypba nineteenth-
century novel. (500)
Building upon Wehr’s conclusions about the novaistructure, | would argue that Caleb, in his
attempt to differentiate himself from his mastaild, forcing his identity into a replica of his
master’s. At the onset of his encounters with Balt, Caleb is inwardly good, in contrast to
Falkland’s outward goodness. However, throughmigakiwnership of Falkland’s identity, Caleb
ends up mimicking his master, and finally is laftwardly good, through his revealing of the
truth, but inwardly corrupt through his hypocrisiyn the end, Falkland recognizes and rewards
Caleb’s public victory, but does so in terms tiiastrate the destruction of Caleb’s privately
good identity. He says,
You have conquered! | see too late the greatna$glavation of your mind. |
confess that it is to my fault and not yours, th# to the excess of jealousy that
was ever burning in my bosom, that | owe my rdicould have resisted any plan
of malicious accusation you might have brought@gfane. But | see that the
artless and manly story you have told has carrgwiction to every hearer. (335)
Although Falkland now sees Caleb as a good figusegescription of Caleb as someone who
could conquer reflects the shift that has occume@aleb’s inner identity over the course of the
story. Caleb has taken away Falkland’s identity irthe end, he is stuck with it, and although
it has given him the power in their relationshtfhas corrupted him. He says, “I endure the
penalty of my crime. His figure is ever in imadioa before me. Waking or sleeping, | still

behold him. He seems mildly to expostulate withfarany unfeeling behaviour” (336). Like
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Manfred, Caleb experiences the ghost of his masterightful ruler. He cannot be his master,
but neither can he be the devoted servant. lerlle he complains, “I began these memoirs with
the idea of vindicating my character. | have nancharacter that | wish to vindicate” (337). Of
course, Caleb is talking here of his goodness; kewé-alkland’s connection of public character
with identity throughout the novel and Caleb’s miening of his public and private identities
with Falkland’s suggest that Caleb, like Falklahds been left with the knowledge that only his
public identity is noble, and as he has seen, pudddintity is empty. As Monika Fludernik
explains, “Sympathy is an ineluctable need forititgvidual, but sympathetic involvement,
besides elevating humanity to a status of semnditellowship, also carries with it the dangers
of infection and corruption, of illegitimate atttamn and fatal obsession” (2). Both Caleb and
Falkland through their sympathy with one anothetheir interrelated concern for the actions
and emotions of each other, have infected each,dibethe point at which they were joined, the
point of murderous hypocrisy, simultaneously gaate@ power and caused his destruction.

Without a doubt, if the servant’s possessibprivileged knowledge could be dangerous for
the master of the household, it could be unbearablihe servant, at least in William Godwin’s
estimation. Caleb’s possession of his masterispgiidentity allows him to usurp his master’'s
identity, and consequently his power, an act whiclihe official ending of the text, causes
Caleb much consternation. However, in the unuseihg of that novel, Caleb’s position as
servant-historian has devastating consequencéstithe knowledge Caleb must maintain
destroys not only Falkland’s public and privatenity, but also Caleb’s. Caleb’s ramblings in
this unused scene illustrate the dangers the semganper faces:

| wonder who that Mr. Falkland was, for every badyhink so much about him?

Do you know? If | could once again be myself, dusla tell such tales! -- Some
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folks are afraid of that, do you see, and so—BhéJer shall—never—never! — |

sit in a chair in a corner, and never move hanidar—I am like a log—I know

all that very well, but | cannot help it'—I wondehich is the man, | or my chair?

(346)
“Do you know?” Caleb asks his listener, the origjservant, Collins, from whom Caleb gleaned
his knowledge of Falkland. The pressure of manmg the secret of Falkland’s identity has not
only left him unable to “tell such tales” but haspgped him of his identity altogether. He no
longer knows his master or himself; more disturbyinige has lost all sense of his being, of his
animacy—"l wonder which is the man, | or my chaiHis attempt to capture an accurate
picture of reality has thrown him into a world wheverything, even his own existence is open
to conjecture. There is no identity, no reality @aleb. “HERE LIES WHAT WAS ONCE A
MAN!” (346), laments Caleb in his final moment.

There is something to be said for the fact @@dwin decided not to use this endingC@aleb
Williams However, the very fact that Godwin even congdesuch an ending for Caleb
suggests that he was responding to something ¢hsdiu in the culture and in the Gothic that
earlier authors did not. In most Gothic novelsyapts present a moral alternative to the often
degenerate master, reflecting not the decayeddggpiresented i@aleb Williamsor The Castle
of Otrantobut the noble figure described by Eliza HaywooténPresent for Servanta 1769:

“A sober, diligent, obedient servant, is a morgesesable character, than the greatest nobleman
in the land, who fails in his duties to his famélgd to society, and who lives to no useful or
worthy purpose” (Haywood?). As Haywood’s statement suggests, eighteesrthicy culture

had a propensity to see servants as non-threateueg reaffirming figures, and many authors,

most prominently Clara Reeve, Sophia Lee, and AaicRfe, acknowledge their servants’
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connection with the household, their knowledgeamhity history, and their ability assist their
helpless mistresses in the construction of idenfitigat said, Godwin’s unused ending reflects
not only the desperate quest for understandingctiratome out of the gap between what one is
and what one seems as reflected in the novelsdf¢imale Gothic, but also the significant
social upheaval that gap can allow. So, if theim@sses in the novels of Reeve, Lee, and
Radcliffe extol the virtues of servant identity stmuction, masters sometimes fear, and rightfully
so, the power the servants wield in the househiold.

While masters may concern themselves witligaeof social rebellion, mistresses are merely
concerned with establishing their own societal fjasi Before they can concern themselves
with potential usurpation, they must first gain tohof their households and their own
identities. In the two chapters that follow thisaission, | will discuss the female characters’
attempt to harness the power of their servant’staaotive ability to recapture control of their
public identities and gain control of the househaolthe power they acquire for themselves will
be short lived, however, and we will see womenewsicoming full circle, returning to the fears
of usurpation Walpole and Godwin expose here.t,firamen have to gain that control,
however, and to do so they must start by gainingrobof the construction and distribution of
their own histories, for unlike Manfred, who hidas history by refusing to tell it, the female
characters in my next chapter would be happy toestieir histories; they are just denied an

audience.

Notes

! See Dror Wahrmarhe Making of the Modern Self: Identity and Cultir¢he Eighteenth

Century.(New Haven: Yale UP, 2004).
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For the modern era, who a person “re@lyinvokes a person’s true, essential
self. ... When eighteenth-century Britons likdd Hill and James Boswell used
this phrase, as we saw both do, what it connotethém was indeed, as they
insisted, a literal transformation, but it was g@medicated on a looser and more
mutable sense of what a person’s identity was ginbeith. What made such
views about the doubling, splitting, or transmigrgtof identities possible, and to
some even plausible, was a non-essential notiaheotity that was not anchored
in a deeply seated self which is what rendered dierent from what was to
follow.
Nothing, perhaps, illustrates this difference masibly than where so
many eighteenth-century people did locate the sanalel of an anchor of personal
identity: clothes (176-177)
% See my discussion of the distinctions between MatFemale Gothic on pages 10-15. See
also Anne Williams,Art of Darkness: A Poetics of Goth{Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1995) and
Kate Ferguson EllisThe Contested Cast{&rbana: University of lllinois P, 1989).
% Other authors, such as Defoe and Goldsmith, hesepted such inversions in their works and
shown the dangers of such an inversion. Howeware of their works presents the upper class
as innately noble. IRoxana Amy takes over the position of her mistress ieoito deceive
Roxana’s servant-girl daughter. The daughter altaty realizes that Amy is not her mother, but
not because of any innate characteristic exprdsgdany, instead, by accident. After taking on
the role of an upper class woman, even that oflenfavoman, Amy becomes tyrannical and
brutal. Thus, Amy’s decline into brutality illustes her inability to assume that social position.

In The Vicar of Wakefield;oldsmith presents us with another inversion—hislerman takes
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the form of a lower class apprentice. In thisanse, the nobleman does not lose his
characteristic goodness, but in his lower classayuie is accused of crimes that he did not
commit. He leaves his position not because of aamibut because he wants to experience the
freedom of the lower classes.

* See Martin Kallich.Horace WalpolgNew York: Twayne Publishers, 1971) and R. W. et
Cremer,Horace Walpole: A Biographfithaca, NY: Cornell, 1966).

> See Kallich 8.

® Timothy Mowl makes the claim iHorace Walpole: The Great Outsid@rondon: Murray,
1998); George Haggerty makes it in “Literature &lmmosexuality in the Late Eighteenth
Century: Walpole, Beckford and LewisStudies in the Novdl8.4 (1986): 341-52; E. J. Cleary
makes a veiled assertion in her prefac&he Castle of Otrantolaiming “Walpole, by now a
confirmed bachelor, is arraigned for the ‘effemiiaxf the defence of his cousin [Henry
Conway], which is taken to betray an unhealthy ation well known in fashionable circles”
(xxix); and Eve Kosofsky Sedgewick makes the argunreBetween Men: English Literature
and Male Homosocial Desir¢gNew York; Columbia UP, 1985): 92.

’ See Eino RailoThe Haunted Castle: A Study of the Elements ofi@ngomanticism

(London: Routledge, 1927); and, A.M. KillefiL'evolution de la legende de Juif errant,” Revue
de la LiteratureComparees (1925): 5-36.

8 Walpole's interest in servants and their behagidended beyond literature. In several of his
letters, he shows concerns for the ways that nebtdrave in front of their servants and the
effects that the behavior has on the servants.hiSdetter to George Montegu, September 22,

1765, in which he is concerned with the French thafdiscussing “free thinking” in front of
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their servants; and his letter to John Chute Oct8p&765, in which he discusses French

servants’ irreverent habits of dress.

® Burke calls the support for revolution “seditiousconstitutional doctrine” and writes
The people of England will not ape the fashiony tieve never tried; nor go
back to those which they have found mischievoussiah They look upon the
legal hereditary succession of their crown as antben rights, not as among
their wrongs; as a benefit, not as a grievance; security for their liberty, not as
a badge of servitude. The look on the frame af tmmmonwealthsuch as it
stands to be of inestimable value; and they conceiveutidisturbed succession
of the crown to be a pledge of the stability antpptuity of all the other members
of our constitution. (111)

See Chapter 4 of this document for further disarssf this issue.

19|n ReflectionsBurke writes:
In obtaining and securing their power, the assemhbgeeds upon principles the
most opposite from those which appear to direantivethe use of it. An
observation on this difference will let us into tinge spirit of their conduct.
Everything which they have done, or continue toidamrder to obtain and keep
their power, is by the most common arts. They @edcexactly as their ancestors
of ambition have done before them. Trace themutiinall their artifices, frauds,
and violences, you can find nothing at all thatesv. They follow precedents and
examples with the punctilious exactness of a pleadibey never depart an iota

from the authentic formulas of tyranny and usupat(277)
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1 For an extended discussion on the ways in whiokasés misappropriate power see Chapter 4
of this document.

12 See Marilyn ButlerBurke, Paine, Godwin, and the Revolution Controyei@ambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1984): 149-78.

13 Bruce Robbins points out that servant charactiersat always reflect those notions, and that
it was not until their appearance in the novel 8&avants, particularly servant narrators, gained
respectability. Basing his points upon Robert Adtanalysis of servants in drama and literature,
Rogue’s ProgresdRobbins argues “Thanks to the insidious immedafdye narrator’s hold

over the reader, the same ‘low-life’ figure whore filay condemns as a ‘scoundrel’ can disarm

criticism and establish a subversive right to felbip [in the novel]” (93).
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Chapter 2
The Servant Historian and the Reconstruction of Magrnal Identity
They allow us Poetry, Plays, and Romances, to dugeand themselves, and
when they would express particular esteem for a arosnsense, they recommend
history; tho’ with submission, history can onlyseus for amusement and a
subject of discourse. For tho’ it may be of usthiomen who govern affairs, to
know how their fore-fathers acted, yet what is thisis, who have nothing to do
with such business? Some good examples indedd beefound in history, tho’
generally the bad are ten for one; but how wik thelp our conduct, or excite in
us a generous emulation? Since the men beinggstwians, they seldom
condescend to record the great and good actiowsmien; and when they take
notice of them, ‘tis with this wise remark that Bseomen acted above their sex.
By which one must suppose that they would have teeiders understand, that
they were not women who did those great actionisthiau they were men in
petticoats.
Mary Astell, The Christian Religioh
Although the subject of the Gothic novel'stbrgcally displaced setting has been widely
addressed in modern criticism of the gehrand while the question of whether that traditiona
romantic displacement offered appropriate moratuasion was thoroughly considered during
the eighteenth centufwhat has not been considered is the transmissibistory within the
Gothic novel, particularly as it relates to servaistorians. In his discussion of servant
exposition, Bruce Robbins claims that “Servantsakpmn behalf of the family, its past, its
continuity over the generations . . . But what te&pose in this way . . . is something far from
idyllic; the story of their own exclusion, their ovtexposition™ (112). Robbins argues that
servants, though briefly powerful in their narratisontrol, exhibit through that control their own
exclusion from the family— their own status as aés Robbins’s point is a good one,
particularly in terms of the novels | discuss ie ffrevious chapter; however, in the context of

the Gothic written by women his point must be miedif In the Gothic novels of Clara Reeve,

Sophia Lee, and Ann Radcliffe, servant exclusidly fmanifests only once the heroine
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internalizes the history presented by the servadtraakes the story her own. Although
distinguished from the upper classes and motiviayedifferent ambitions than the novel’s
central figures, the servant is not excluded froenfamily, as Robbins suggests, because in the
Gothicthe familyoften does not exist. We see in the Gothic a nmgrobfamily or the facade of
family, both exhibited through the relation betwelea heroine and her detached father or
between the heroine and her evil uncle, but thalse families stand as only a reminder that
something is missing. What is missing, | will aegis maternal history, a type of history to
which servants, because they are connected tootheehold, have access and through which
they obtain their narrative power. The ultimatalgaf the servant historian is to rescue the
Gothic heroes and heroines from the immoral wooldstructed by the false family and return
them safely to the structured, secure, true farihgl it is not until the servant creates the family
through his transmission of maternal history, thatmain character can move forward and the
servant figure can be excluded. So, in the Goth&exclusion of which Robbins speaks does
occur, but it occurs as a process of constructnmhexclusion.

To understand the function of the servanphiah and this process of construction and
exclusion, we must begin by considering the tradai role of the servant historian in literature
and its importance within eighteenth-century cdtat large. The servant-historian type was
well established beforéhe Castle of Otrantappeared. It is a long-standing tradition, as has
been illustrated by Erich Auerbach and Bruce Robbirtheir works on servants in literattire
Robbins, for example, recognizes that servant tmgare a staple of literature, arguing that
they are “A sort of permanent residue, always dlyemachronistic, they seem inseparable from
precedent, convention, and self-conscious liteessih (34). He uses this premise as the

centerpiece of his discussion on the differentsaldopted by servants and the effect that those
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roles have on some texts of the periods, poinbnguerbach’s investigation of servants, which
considers the servant and master relationshihenOdysseyAuerbach focuses on the fact that
Odysseus is recognized when he returns from hiag@¥y a faithful servant, Euryclea, who
knows him when she sees his scar. Robbins follwesbach to argue that the purpose of the
servants’ involvement in Odysseus’s recognition @atdrn to power results from a desire to
return to a “golden age” when kingship was respgk@ead he argues:
From a historical perspective that does not assumihe calm stability of the
Homeric world, the servants who so oddly surrounly$3eus’ homecoming
might appear as oblique defenders of the dyingesystf kingship, which was
“the agent of the community principle.” In defengiOdysseus against the
suitors, his servants would also be defending duple of Ithaca against a
rapacious, expropriating aristocracy. Odysseudavioufact be the agent of his
servants, then both in the formal sense—their neitiog places him back at the
head of the community . . . empowers him—and insérese that his restoration
could be associated with the return and renewthbditional popular rights to the
land. (31)
The servant’s position as historian is, then, atiogrto both Robbins and Auerbach, a reflection
of societal fears surrounding a perceived dimimghof the power structure—a reflection that
becomes particularly evident in eighteenth-centung nineteenth-century British novels.
Robbins explains one reason behind eighteenth-geahd nineteenth-century novelists’
dependence on long-term servants; he claims, ‘thh@ when the majority of servants changed
positions every year or two, the literary prevaentlong-serving family retainers may have

stemmed both from paternalist illusions and froeirtpeculiar usefulness as figures of family
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continuity. They seem to be as ubiquitous as fasithemselves” (92). According to Robbins,
the servants and the families are bound togethieifiction and share in narrative duties. In
fact, it would be impossible to imagine one withthe other.

Because the servant historian type reflectgereeralized fear of shifting power relations, it
served as a convenient addition to the Gothic leayas;, however, beyond providing a
convenient literary type, servant historians atszall instances of servant-master relations in
eighteenth-century culture: instances which woelehs to argue against the restorative,
empowering type that Auerbach and Robbins sugdedact, on the whole, servants’ relation to
family history often was represented as dangeradsrérusive in the fiction, examples of which
| explore in my previous chapter, as well as inriba-fiction of the period. As J. Jean Hecht
points out, the eighteenth-century master-servantlstill retained some of its medieval flair
but was largely becoming a contractual, economatiomship. Of course, that shift did not
prevent the idealized version of the servant-masiationship from being promoted by Robert
Dodsley and others in their guides to servant belnagand Hecht argues, “The master might
expect fidelity and attachmefibm his domestics no less than from the other bemof his family.
They were supposed to guard his secrets, defergbbd name against calumny and hostile
criticism, and in general make his interests tbhain” (75). Despite the fact that servants were
supposedo protect the history of the family, their shiffieconomic position and its propensity
to expose families to social danger could not Inetigd.

Indeed, servahandbooks of the period often recognize the danggpower of servants’
storytelling. Eliza Haywood wrote in hBresent for Servant&Never tell the affairs of the

family you belong to; for it is a sort of treachgtlye ill consequences of which you may be very
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fatal, and occasion mischief that you cannot beraw# (13). Likewise, in his poer8ervitude
Robert Dodsley warns:

But above all be careful to conceal

What passes in the House in which you dwell;

Your Master’s House his Closet ought to be,

Where all are Secrets which you hear or see;

Things which may seem of smallest Consequence,

Ought not by any Means be carried thence,;

For he who indiscreetly babbles small Things,

May be suspected of the same in all things. (25)
Finally, Jonathan Swift's satiricBlirections to Servantslustrates the power that servant
historians wield in the eighteenth-century houséhth order to learn the Secrets of other
Families, tell your Brethren those of your Mastgtfais you will grow a favorite both at home
and abroad, and [be] regarded as a Person of lamuat (34).

If servant narrative posed such a threateagttod name of the household, then the question
must be considered: why would Gothic female notejidace such emphasis on their ability to
maintain and transmit history? Part of the anaway lie in eighteenth-century conceptions of
history and the historian’s role and the growingate about the appropriate means of exploring
history. As Daniel R. Woolf points out, before #ighteenth century:

Historical details were contained in and conveyg@Xternal authorities (by and
large chronicles, the classic authors, and of eotive Bible). Among the
educated they were quoted selectively and oftersidety in oral or written

rhetorical contexts arising from political, juditieeligious, and pedagogical
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dialogues or disputes. A small number of individyzossessed broad knowledge

of the past, but very few, if any thought aboutplast as a whole as a discrete and

meaningful field over which constructive thoughtittbbe exercised. (36)
This was the case, Woolf argues, because histdoyebthe eighteenth century was largely
presented as “story principally for the purposemofal edification or entertainment, with
examples and models to be absorbed by the individaders/listeners. The story itself was
secondary to the icons that populated it; littlerenthan a vessel to make the historical example
more palatable” (36). Historic story served a riigrdidactic purpose and was important merely
as a representation of the deeds of great indilsdiens. It was a conduit through which the
names of great men could be passed. Howeverutiotidn of history in the lives of its readers
was ever shifting, as during the eighteenth centustory was a growing discipline. In fact, M.
G. Sullivan points out, “The role and function a$tbrical writing and the self-understanding of
the writer of history was always unstable during éiighteenth century. . . . History was thus
diffused through many channels” (145).

As the discipline struggled to define itsélktory, or more precisely historians, also stredgl
to compete with the novel in the new publishing kegplace. Woolf explains that, after the
Restoration, history tended to grow in a “publithea than private direction” as “historical
knowledge [moved] out of the library and the clomed into the marketplace, the dining room,
and the garden” (37). He argues that this movemémthe public realm encouraged history to
expand, allowing it to consider deeper connectlgtsreen communities and events and
“facilitated the telling of multiple kinds of st@$ about the past” (43). He points out that “by the
1700s, the sharpest historical thought could sheeugh the past from many different angles”

(43). David Richter takes this idea a step furtk&plaining:
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To the Englishmen of the sixteenth and seventegstituries, the primary use of
history was as a source of ethieahmpla And while English historians of the
later eighteenth century were committed to undadstey the past, understanding
it meant more than merely recording as annalist®lties and barbarities: it
meant coming to terms with the inner logic of tige,awith the way its values
hung together as various aspects of a single eul(8g)
This new understanding of history allowed for diéfiet voices to be heard, and ultimately
supported the women Gothic novelists’ use of thezs# as a reliable source for history;
however, while movements were made toward divargifhistoric understanding and
considering new ideas, women were still largelyigded from history and its production.

They are excluded because eighteenth-centaky onitics promoted historic knowledge as a
tool for improving their understanding of their otime, and eighteenth-century culture at large
often privileged the practical applications of bigt knowledge, applications which tended to
exclude women. “Roman history,” Pamela Perkinsiesg “was inescapably connected to
contemporary politics in the eighteenth-centurytiBni view, and there was a clear sense that the
main lessons that boys would gain from it was thevdedge of how to be right-minded, active
citizens” (249). She continues, “That such studiese instrumental in this growth is made clear
by [Vicesimus] Knox’s insistence that a boy edudatgthout a thorough grounding in the
classical past will be weak and effeminate” (24Bgrkins’s findings reflect the widespread
eighteenth-century belief that Mary Astell illumtaa in her comment presented at the beginning
of this chapter. Men need knowledge of historizétp them govern. They must know of wars
and political acts because that knowledge will gutteir decisions, but such information was

deemed inappropriate for women. Astell writesfilly be of use to the men who govern
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affairs, to know how their fore-fathers acted, wéfat is this to us, who have nothing to do with
such business?” (293).

While some women were involved in the mairatiescholarly production of history, they
were by and large excluded from those types obhisbbservation, focusing instead on more
personal, family histories. As Isobel Grundy exma"Women's history before the nineteenth
century— history written about, or by, or for worrens generally assumed to be non-existent,
a classic absence of silence. Examination, howehems that the presumed absence is merely
an absence of what we have mistakenly expectaddd {126) She continues, "Women used,
modified or originated such genres as epic ordietiized history, like (probably) Elizabeth
Cary, Lady Falkland; biography, like Lady Falklasxdaughter (either Anne or Mary Cary) and
Margaret, Duchess of Newcastle; scandalous courtas, like Delarivier Manley; and family
history, like Lady Anne Clifford and Cassandra \Wilghby, later Duchess of Chandos" (126).

The last type of history mentioned by Gruridfigmily history,” is the most significant to the
Gothic novel and to the function of the servastdinians. Eve Tavor Bannett points out that
since true history was often too corrupt for thdleadle spirits of women readers, female
authors often displaced novels into the past. vftes, “Rather than take true history for their
pattern . . . women writers would project the mpvedues, and concerns of their own
contemporaries onto an imagined ancient of Gothgt pr clothe their examples in the
eighteenth-century dress of ‘familiar historied59). Certainly this is often the case, but in the
Gothic novels, this use of “familiar history” ido# more complex. Bannett argues:

What better instrument to furnish [women] with sugéas than narratives that
portrayed them in their familiar situations as daegs, wives, mothers, and

mistresses of the family and which showed themeradihg with the sort of
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issues and choices they would, in all probabiligye to confront themselves?
“Familiar histories” offered women more useful exaes than “true histories,”
both because they were familiar, in the sense alirewith situations with
which women were well acquainted, and becausewleeg familiar in the older,
eighteenth-century sense of “pertaining to the fghaind to the behavior due
among members of a family household. (60)
Bannett’'s assertion works well outside the Gotleinrg, but one of the key elements of the
Gothic novel is the absence of the mother figuree “family history” Grundy speaks of is not
often available in the Gothic, and in most caseswhat must be discovered, reconstructed, and
presented as the exemplum for future generations.

The limited access to “familiar history” refts a larger problem with the preservation of
history in eighteenth-century society at large. éwding to Woolf, while women did not
consistently take part in scholarly, publisheddniststudies, they played an important role in
detailing family history. In fact, he argues, “wemwere sometimes the principal source for
basic information about lands, estates, and bgklimhose histories had been complicated
through marriage and alienation” (654). Woolf'sesion can be understood through Charlotte
Turner Smith’s aged encyclopedia of family knowleddrs. Rayland, who “had peculiar
satisfaction in relating the history of the heraasl dames of her family” (15). After detailing
Mrs. Rayland’s fascination with her own family’srpaits, Smith compares the matriarch to Sir
Roger De Coverly, who, according The Spectatot treated all of his visitors to his portrait hall
and then explained the portraits’ history. Forfager De Coverly, such interest in his family
history allows him the opportunity to both share thgnity of his family line and explore their

curious behaviors, even though he finds them soratembarrassing.
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While Sir Roger may have considered his farisgory a form of curious entertainment, the
interest in the family history for women like MiRayland was not one of mere curiosity. It was
one of necessity. Woolf explains, “Genealogicalspits also provided a means for women to
counteract the anomaly in the English legal sydteahacknowledged them as kin for the
purposes of inheritance but overlooked them innthten record of descents, which stressed the
male line” (654). Family history, then, becameosvprful economic tool through which women
could claim their property, and the maintenancthaf history was a matter of social and
economic life and death. Family history, for womesas not merely a tool by which they
learned to govern, but a means of social, econpnoiection—it could be attached to tangible
results. The history of the family is the mothdristory, a maternal history. Keeping this family
history became a mother’s duty to herself and tadaeghters. It served as a maternal record
that lasted beyond marriage and changing surnantemapite of primogeniture.

This historic knowledge, however, was in canstonflict with the paternal, published
versions of history which threatened to replace @amdkrmine maternal history. As Woolf
argues, “The seventeenth-century antiquary Johrmeusaw this sort of traditional knowledge
[maternal history] in decline, and he explicitlyeeected its marginalization from history proper
with rising literacy, especially among women whal ladlowed book learning to interfere with
their memories” (653). So, while maternal histoopld protect women'’s rights to family assets,
it was particularly vulnerable to modification aehsure.

A more detailed account of Sir Roger from pbs@ddison’sSpectatorl10 exposes this
modification of maternal history in terms that ok useful to the exploration of the Gothic. In
this piece, the Spectator presents the historysofriend Sir Roger, who lives near a ruined

abbey. Sir Roger’s servants warn the Spectatoronenter the Abbey because it is haunted.
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The Spectator expresses no surprise that the semwanld imbue this place with unearthly
qualities because its sublime grandeur lends itsgtiose sorts of ruminationsWhile the
servants’ superstitions provide fodder for the $gec’'s musings on the underclass’s
educational needs, the Gothic atmosphere and tixargs’ responses to it cause more practical
and tangible problems for the Spectator’s frienmdRRiger, who
has often told me with a great deal of Mirth, thhis first coming to his Estate
he found three Parts of his House altogether usdlleat the best Room in it had
the Reputation of being haunted, and by that measdocked up; that Noises
had been heard in his long Gallery, so that hedcoat get a Servant to enter it
after eight a Clock at Night; that the Door of @iéis Chambers was nailed up,
because there went a Story in the Family that é&&Bhad formerly hang'd
himself in it; and that his Mother, who lived tgeeat Age, had shut up half the
Rooms in the House, in which either her Husbar®lhm or Daughter had died.
(170)
For the purposes of the Gothic novel, this anecdaodgides insight into the conflict between
paternal and maternal history and the servant&sirothe maintenance of maternal history. The
history presented here is not the paternal histbryar and politics, these are the notions Sir
Roger reports with pride when discussing his fampdytrait collection. The history presented in
this instance cannot promote morality through eXamplor is this history a flattering portrait of
maternal history, but then this story is providgdSir Roger through Addison, neither of whom
is impressed by the preservation of maternal histad both of whom see this type of
information as superstitious curiosftyln this exploration, however, we are allowed gisas

into the maternal history of genealogy (the deafiiter Husband, a Son, or Daughter”).



86

Further, students of the Gothic also understandt taast hope, that there must be more behind
the “Reputation of being haunted” or the “Noises in his long Gallery” or the suicidal butler,
but neither Sir Roger nor Addison feels the neeekfaain, and the knowledge which may or
may not be of importance to the history of the pland the family dies with the female head of
household (Sir Roger’'s mother), and that historychiis retained by the servants is soon
silenced by Sir Roger.

For Sir Roger the superstition in the housgl®betrimental, even evil, and it must be
removed from the home. “Upon the Death of his Mg@tiddison explains that Sir Roger
“ordered all the Apartments to be flung open, ardrcisedby his Chaplain, who lay in every
Room one after another, and by that Means disslghteFears which had so long reigned in the
Family” (emphasis mine, 170). Sir Roger sees ¢neale historical knowledge not only as an
inconvenience, but as an evil that threatens teumohe the modern home he hopes to create for
himself. He is forced to respond to maternal mistavhich he considers superstitious, with
another superstitious act, exorcism, in order tovotce the family to live in the place without
fear— family here referring to the servants as @slany of Sir Roger’s relatives. The literal
definition of exorcism is “to clear (a person ocag#) of evil spirits; to purify or set free from
malignant influences” (OED 2). Here he is drivengay the malignant spirit of his mother. He
is purifying his home of her memory and of the desi family history retained by the servants,
leaving only his pure, paternal version of histiorghe place of her evil maternal history. To
gain control of his household, he has to constniecown singular history of the house, spirit
free, memory free, in which he is the champiorheffamily, in which he is the moral center, in

which he is the “icon” of which Woolf speaks aboude literally cannot coexist with the
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competing histories, but must construct a stomyhich he is the hero, an history which Addison
has written for him.
Sir Roger’s problem with the servants’ historgty result not necessarily from the history
itself, but from the type of history that the serigachoose to relate—that of scandal, of horror.
Although Addison focuses on the dangers of supenstieflected through the servants’
understanding of history, Sir Roger’s problem iitages a larger point that Reeve picks up in
The Old English Baror-paternal history ignores or subverts that whicbesdeot tend toward
general importance. It focuses on the globalerathan the specific, or to return to Woolf's
argument, on the icon rather than on the storydoing so, paternal history tends to construct an
incomplete narrative, and it is in this incomplegerative that maternal history is lost or
misplaced.
However, by the eighteenth century, havingvilstor’s version of history was no longer
enough. As Woolf points out,
By 1700 . . . details about the past traded at e@nhigher rate in public and
domestic settings, even where not much dependddeampossession. They
circulated textually, verbally, graphically, anaggbly with such frequency and
velocity that it was possible thinkin ways that were fundamentally historical.
And there were, among the possessors of such iemdinough internalized
reference points, and sufficient sense of theiradyie interconnection, for there
to develop that previously missing mental categdryistorical knowledge,
eventually extended to nature as well as humanragt36)

History, if it were to be moral, if it were to belwlarly, had to reflect that “dynamic

interconnection.” It had to be complete, and ttmhpletion included maternal history. True,
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Sir Roger’s simple desire to use portions of higdgois innocent enough, but the underlying
problem with Sir Roger’s story is that he revisesddry to suit his own purposes. The exorcism
may have convinced the servants to work in thoees) but it could not remove the horrors that
happened there— from the space, from the servar@siories, or from his family history.
Further, while Sir Roger’s desire to purge the dfelhistory from his house suits his immediate
purposes, it creates a gap between the past apddabent, a fissure into which the Gothic can
seep.

Gothic depends on the loss of history, ongédye in knowledge, and acts such as Sir Roger’s
are those which encourage that loss. We seetliteeve, Lee, and Radcliffe, each of whom
attempts to undo what Sir Roger and those like e done by reinstating maternal history
and presenting that history to the heroine, thissvethg her to see herself as a complete person,
horror and all. Because the Gothic is notoriolstking in mothers— the traditional purveyors
of maternal history— the maternal history mustddeeh up by the servants, who like the mother,
have ties to the home and access to female histwwowledge. Through their presentation of
maternal history, servants are able not only tp ki@ heroine, or the hero in the case of Reeve’s
novel, reestablish her own economic and sociadatgrbut construct a family, for the end result
of the servant historian’s presentation of knowkedgnot merely to help the heroine understand
herself but also to return the mother, either ttothe presentation of the mother’s story as in
Reeve and Lee or in the literal presentation ofnle¢her as in Radcliffe.

Clara Reeve and the Reconstruction of a Baron

InThe Old English BararClara Reeve reconsiders Horace Walpole’s blendirige

Romance and Novel genres. While Reeve praisesalégpntentions in his construction of a

new genre, she seeks to revise his formula, wtiehckims “palls upon the mind” and lacks
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“probability” (41).” Abby Coykendall explains, “Reeve inauguratesrtbe proverbial lineage
of the Gothic genre—placing Walpole at its head lagahg claim to the new literary pedigree—
only to forsake the genealogy that she seems tisarand fashion her work into exactly what
Walpole mean®trantonot to be: plausible fiction” (444). Reeve wartsmprove this new
genre by removing some of what she terms “machfirargl focusing on the construction of
realistic romance (41). She argues that her novel
is the literary offspring of the Castle of Otraniajtten upon the same plan, with
a design to unite the most attractive and intargstircumstances of the ancient
Romance and the modern Novel, at the same tingsuinaes a character and
manner of its own, that differs from both; it istinguished by the appellation of
a Gothic Story, being a picture of Gothic times amahners. (40)
Reeve sees in this new form the potential for $aciprovement, and in her preface, she
discusses the significant role that history caly plahe construction of truth, writing, “History
represents human nature as it is in real life Romance displays only the amiable side of the
picture; it shews the pleasing features, and thi@wsil over the blemishes” (40). While Reeve
draws a sharp distinction in her preface to thisehashe later elaborates on the connection
between Romance and HistoryTihe Progress of Romanaeriting, “The effects of Romance,
and true History are not very different. When ithagination is raised, men do not stand to
enquire whether the motive be true or false. —Ibkie of glory has always a certain enthusiasm
in it, which excites men to great and generouastiand whatever stimulates this passion, must
have the credit of the actions it performs” (10Blistory encourages moral instruction, an
attribute particularly suited t®he Old English Baragnwhich was titledrhe Champion of Virtue

in its first edition Indeed, history, and the construction of histosythie central focus of Reeve’s
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reconsideration of Walpole's new genre, and itnky ¢hrough a consideration of the types of
history Reeve presents that we can understandhtestiin the novel and the significant role her
servants perform.

Clara Reeve is the first Gothic novelist teqant a motherless household, and accordingly,
the Gothic household dthe Old English Barors one that lacks maternal history. Li®é&anto,
The OIld English Barors a novel about the exposure of history and ttiestity, but Reeve
changes Walpole’s formula by presenting exposugeragans of differentiating between
paternal and maternal history. While charactemlldhe classes relate histories during the
novel, Reeve makes a distinction among the typésstdries related by the different classes,
and it is largely in the distinction among the bigts that Reeve’s intention for the servant’s
position as maternal historian becomes clear. sEneants of the household carry parts of the
history, but while their knowledge of the househislthore complete than that of the other
characters, their knowledge has been corruptetddgaps encouraged by paternal history, and
the novel becomes a process of discovering therljisf Edmund’s mother. Ifthe Old English
Baron Reeve presents paternal history as that possbgsguper-class usurpers and peasant-
class outsiders. The upper-class paternal histasyreplaced the maternal history of the
household, while the peasant-class paternal histasybeen hidden entirely from view. In both
the case of the upper-class paternal history amgé¢lasant-class paternal history, gaps that allow
for the Gothic must be filled in order for Edmumdadtecome master of maternal history and his
household. To fill in these gaps, Edmund reliesrugne help of servant historians and in the
process becomes a servant historian himself.

By placing servants in such a powerful rol¢hie text, Reeve is reconsidering the servant

character as establishedTihe Castle of OtrantoHer servants are no longer silly, bumbling,
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potentially dangerous characters who exploit thelggtween public and private identity to usurp
power. Instead, they are valued members of thedtmld, who rather than exploit the gap
created by identity confusion or historic obscestseek to ensure the proper placement of
power. Reeve does not, as Walpole does, use m@nseharacter for comic purposes. In fact,
one thing that makes this novel very different frédfalpole’s is the fact that there are no broken
conversations between the servants and the ma8ersants in Reeve’s novel cannot bungle
their stories or digress from the point, for tHastories tie the story together and add coherency,
so she disregards the Walpolean pattern for the si&tructure, both its tone and method.

She illustrates the importance of servantgitglbto communicate history in Harclay’s first
visit to the Fitz-Owen manor. On his way to met-©wen, Harclay runs into one of Fitz-
Owens'’s servants and asks him several questiormay‘leing have you lived with the Baron? —
Ten Years—Is he a good master? — Yes, Sir, andaademd husband and father. — What family
has he?” (51). Harclay’s initial question to tleevant is intended to gauge the extent of the
history between the servant and the master, angetars seems to be an adequate amount of
time to illustrate that the servant is capablerafarstanding the history of the family and the
master’s character. Harclay's second questiordbdibm the first, requiring the servant to
evaluate the master based on their history togetBecause of the servant’s history with Fitz-
Owen, he is able to answer not only to the masterament of servants, but also to his
treatment of his family. Harclay’s final questidiyhat family has he?” requires the servant to
provide a genealogy for the Fitz-Owen family. WHairclay asks for in this encounter is
maternal history, the history of the household.

Harclay next encounters Fitz-Owen himseif] & is in this encounter that we can begin to

see the distinction Reeve makes between paterdahaternal history and in the effectiveness
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of each. Of the historians in her novel, the |egstare the members of the upper classes, and
their presentation of history illustrates the dasgé paternal history. When the people of the
upper classes in the novel reveal history, thegaikonly what the audience already knows and
then incompletely: they relate it to one anotheedited, general terms or incorrectly because
they are ignorant of the complete history, onlyihg\knowledge of the paternal. Fitz-Owen, for
instance, repeats the history of Lord Lovel andsily, only after Sir Philip and the audience
have heard if from Wyatt. The narrator tells ug“gfhve a brief account of the principal events
that had happened in the family of Lovel duringdfisence; he spoke of the late Lord Lovel
with respect, of the present with the affectiomdifrother” (52). His recounting was “brief”
unlike Wyatt’'s, which was limited by Wyatt's so@éposition, but relatively complete. Later
readers discover that Fitz-Owen’s description efltlstory must have been very “brief” indeed,
for after hearing Oswald’s partial history of thevels’ deaths, Fitz-Owen exclaims “I never
heard so much as Oswald had now told me concethendeaths of the Lord and Lady Lovel; |
think it best to let such stories alone till theg dway of themselves” (70). Fitz-Owen does not
express a great interest in the history of the bausf his predecessor. He does not seek to
understand or disprove the account. Like the AmldssSir Roger, Fitz-Owen expresses a weak
respect for maternal history, and he would predaallow that history to “die away.” He even
attempts to have his house exorcized just as SjeRdoes when he sends Edmund down into
the east wing to investigate the ghost stories hadhopes, disprove them. As Sir Roger has
done before him, Fitz-Owen tries to have the negdtistory of his house expunged from the
record. However, in doing so, Fitz-Owen has unkingly encouraged the horrors of the Gothic
to enter his home. The history of the Lovels wédler disappear. It remains in the servants and

in the ghostly resonance in the east wing of tlstleaand Edmund’s attempted exorcism only
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encourages its continuance, for the genealogyeohtiuse, the maternal history, must be
recognized; without that recognition horror andashansue.

Unlike Fitz-Owen, Harclay does exhibit an net& in history, especially in collecting it and
even in perpetuating it, but once he obtains hystoe never passes it along with detail. Instead,
he follows the typical masculine, upper-class fafransmission. His final construction of a
monument to commemorate his friends reflects nbt lois understanding of the significance of
history, but also his similarity to Fitz-Owens iis lability to gloss over truth for the sake of
decorum. As a tribute to his lost friend, he esectnonument inscribed:

Praye for the soules of Aruthur Lord Lovele and Mdwis wife, who were cutoff
in the flowere of their youthe, by the trechery @ndeltie of their neare
kinnesmanne. Edmunde their onlie sonne, one aedtigvyears after theire
deathe, by the direction of Heavene, made the desge of the mannere of theire
deathe, and at the same time proved his own bilitteecollected their bones
together, and interred them in this place: -- Anag and proofe to late
posteritie, of the justice of Providence, and tedgaintie of Retribution. (159)
Here, Harclay does attempt to present the histbtiyeoLovels’ as a warning to posterity in a
permanent and public manner, but like most patdrisébrians, he omits the particulars of the
family history— those that take over a hundred gageexplore in the novel itself—and chooses
to describe their deaths in metaphor, “cut offhe lowere of their youthe,” rather than in
honest, if harsh, language. Further, the famigdtionship is unclear as Lovel’s brother
becomes “a kinnesmanne” in Harclay’s account, Aedyenealogy of the household is once

again subverted.
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The exception to the rule that the upper ea&sThe Old English Barodo not hold on to or
share history is Lord Lovel, the usurper. Lord ebshares the history of his murderous
behavior with Sir Philip and several others wherthueks he is on his death bed. However,
while Lovel’s recitation of history is complete shaudience is not of his choosing, and Reeve
makes it clear that it would be very unnaturallfovel to want to share his family history with
anyone other than a member of his household, @aserWhen Harclay tells Lovel that he must
confess, Lovel responds “l am surrounded with mgneies. | want to speak to one of my own
servants; let one be sent to me” (123). Whilestimgeon sees nothing out of the ordinary in this
request and goes to fetch the servant, Harclagesfaaying, “He shall not speak to any man . . .
but in my presence” (123), and the conversatiowéet the Harclay and Lovel turns to a
dispute over the servant’s right to be the keepé&araily history: “Am | not allowed to speak
with my own servant, said [Lovel]?—Yes, Sir, youynhut not without witnesses. — Then | am
a prisoner, it seems? — No, not so, Sir; but sceméan is necessary at present” (123). Lovel
clearly sees the servant as the appropriate cofadfamily history, a fact that Harclay
recognizes and fears, and while Harclay allows Lawv&ave visitors during his sickness, the
priest and the surgeon, he “obliged the servargtice with him” saying, “I leave you, Sir, to the
care of these gentlemen; and whenever a third pessmdmitted, | will be his attendant” (123).
Clearly, Harclay and Lovel distinguish the sigrafitce of the servant’s position as family
historian, Harclay understanding the danger ofratig a servant to hold on to the history, for as
he has seen before, good servants can often kadhesl into maintaining a family history for
long periods of time.

Unlike the nobility, the peasant classes @ss likely to create gaps in history by glossing

over connections or omitting them for the sakeexfatum; however they too are unreliable
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conduits for maternal history because their knog#edf the household is limited and because
their outsider, peasant class status leaves thémenalble and thus hesitant to share their
knowledge. In this way, their transmission of bigtis particular to themselves and to broader
notions of power thus reflecting a masculine sarigestory.
We see this in Margery Twyford’s account. Nty and Andrew Twyford’s histories are
mingled as Margery retells the events surroundidignénd’s birth, but Reeve informs us that
Margery’s second-hand account of Andrew’s histsrgarrect, at the end of the novel when the
two are interrogated and their stories agree, #meté could be no collusion between them, and
that the proofs were indisputable” (149). The TavglE’ story illustrates the gory side of
peasant-class history and the horrors that cameenben paternal history allows for gaps in
understanding. Andrew’s account deals with thegitda, visceral side of the story, as is
illustrated by his interaction with the corpse druthes of the dead lady. He and his friend Robin
find the Lady Lovel's body, rob it, and bury it.h& description of Andrew’s encounter with the
body is disturbing and gritty:
As Robin and he were going over the foot bridgegnethe found the child the
evening before, they saw something floating up@wthter; so they followed it,
til it stuck against a stake, and found it to be dead body of a woman. . . .
Andrew told me they dragged the body out of theriand it was richly dressed,
and must be somebody of consequence. | suppaddiesavhen the poor Lady
had taken care of her child, she went to find sbelp; and, the night being dark,
her foot slipped and, she fell into the river aremswdrowned. (87)

Andrew’s account via Margery lacks knowledge o&teinship. He can only speculate that the

woman is the mother to the child and has no knogéeaf her background other than the fact
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that her clothing suggested that she was of therugpss. Unlike the “proper” history recorded
by Harclay on the monument which describes the &l§cutoff in the flowere of [her] youthe”
(159), Andrew presents Lady Lovel as a corpsetifigahaplessly in a river until it is snagged on
a stake. There is no romance in Andrew’s desorpdif dragging the corpse out of the river or
burying it between two trees. Andrew’s versiohassh and real. Equally ignoble is his
description of the interment; he says to Robimwill give you a sheet to wrap the body in, and
you may take off her upper garments, and anythin@loue; but do not strip her to the skin for
anything.” (87). As soon as he and Robin finishlihaal, they decide to “sit down and eat in
peace” and “sleep in peace too, for” as Robin $agshave done no harm” (88). They then
divvy up their bounty and go their separate waliey have, however, done harm, for by
burying Lady Lovel in secrecy they have literalmoved, or hidden, Edmund’s access to
maternal history, and the gap that they creatdnbyeémoval forces Edmund out of his
household. They provide him with a new one, anth winew mother, but he can never function
successfully in that world because his upper-d@sealogy haunts him just as surely as his real
mother haunts the east wing of the Fitz-Owen maiitis. genealogy is undeniable, and even
though he does not know it, it creates problemiior both in the home of his adopted parents
and in the Fitz-Owen manor when he becomes a servan

Although Harclay and Fitz-Owen present vefffedent versions of history than the
Twyfords, their histories have gaps in common, iaiglin the gap that the servant historian
gains his significance. Reeve’s upper-class hatsrprovide only an “approved,” paternal
history, one which depends upon metaphor and oomsgihile her peasant-class historians
present literal histories, which lack an understagaf relationship and are often hidden from

public knowledge. It falls upon the servant tbifilthe gaps created by the omissions of
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paternal history and undo the damage that they tlame, for the servant, with his foot in the
upper-class household and the peasant countrysidesstands both types of history and can use
each type as it serves his purpose, a purposedipaires the resolution of a family mystery and
the reconstruction of the family. They can simuétausly, through their traditional role as long-
standing family members, take on the role of théenmal historian and fill in gaps left by the
upper-class paternal history, which does not haeess to peasant-class history and which
glosses over important elements of maternal histbhytil the servant can put his knowledge of
the outside and the inside worlds together to coosbne, coherent maternal history, the
mystery will remain unsolved and the household wthain corrupt.
Of course, the most apparent servant histanidime Old English Barors Edmund himself,
but before moving to Edmund, readers should fixan@ne Joseph and his position as a servant
historian, for it is he who introduces the act stdry telling to Edmund, and it is he who sets the
stage for Edmund’s ultimate decision to searchhaimaternal history. Joseph first introduces
the idea that Edmund may be the son of Lord Loftel &elling the history of the house. He
says,
| must tell you, though | never uttered it to mortean before; the striking
resemblance this young man bears to my dear Loedsttange dislike his reputed
father took him, his gentle manners, his gener@asthhis noble qualities so
uncommon in those of his birth and breeding, thendmf his voice—You may
smile at the strength of my fancy, but | cannotipout of my mind but that is my
own Master’s son. (82)

Joseph is able to make a genealogical connectaimthone else can make because he is the

only servant remaining in the castle that actuialigw the Lovels. Furthermore, his knowledge
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of Edmund’s background and of Edmund’s adoptecefathparticular, allows him to realign
and interpret the history in a way that no one gldde novel can, until, of course, Edmund
employs the methods of the servant historian toadier his true lineage. Because he has known
and loved Edmund’s real parents, Joseph’s knowlefligeeir family history guides Edmund in
his quest, and he provides Edmund with the to@sllk needs in order to succeed. Upon trying
to unravel the mystery of Edmund’s lineage, Osvegalggests that Lord Lovel “corrupt[ed] the
wife of a peasant” in order to become Edmund’sda(B4). Joseph is taken aback by such an
accusation and has the following conversation &iimund:
Hold there! said Joseph; my Lord was incapablaiohsan action: If Master
Edmund is the son of my Lord, he is also the somptady. — How can that be?
said Edmund. — I don’t know, said Joseph; butehe@a person who can tell if
she will: I mean Margery Twyford, who calls hersghur mother. — You meet my
thoughts, said Edmund; | had resolved, before ypmkes, to visit her, and to
interrogate her on the subject. (84)
The accusation to which Joseph responds is imgdddadmund’s maternal history because in
the absence of Edmund’s mother, it falls to Josegireserve Edmund’s genealogy. Joseph
knows Edmund’s true lineage and is able to shategpite the fact that it has been lost to the
accepted, paternal history. Edmund says that lsealv@ady planning to “interrogate” Margery
before Joseph encouraged the idea, so he is alggedyioning the “accepted” history; however,
his quickness to consider Oswald’s point that Losgel must have “corrupted” a peasant girl
illustrates that Edmund does not yet have the fakmbwledge base or the ability to construct a

complete maternal history. Since Edmund never kineweal parents, the Lord and Lady Lovel,
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his access to that portion of the history is selplimited, and he needs Joseph to lead him in
the right direction and reinforce his decisionssdo view history from multiple levels.

If the ultimate, goal of the servant historiano rescue the Gothic characters from the Gothic
world and help them to construct a moral, histdlyoeomplete household, then the servant
historian that best suits that purpose in this hmvEdmund. Of course, Edmund is largely
ensuring his own safety, security, and moralithimdevelopment and presentation of a maternal
history, but despite his upper-class origins, meaias a servant historian and can shed light on
the servant historian’s role from the perspectivbaih the servant historian and the Gothic hero.
Edmund clearly does not have the ability to hisiaa the family on his own. He did not have
access to his real mother, and thus she couldasst fhat knowledge down to him. He learns the
skills of the servant historian from Joseph andpggithem to his own purposes.

Edmund’s synthesis and presentation of matdristory occurs when he arrives at Harclay’'s
home. After faking his death and escaping fromLitnel home, Edmund approaches Harclay
with “a strange story” (106). Aware of the facatthis history provides not only the means for
his societal ascension but also the promise ofmetisocial and moral order, Edmund decides to
share his history with Harclay only with “only heawto bear witness between [them]” (107).
Further, he refuses any rest or refreshment béfeteegins his story for as he says, “I cannot eat
or drink till I have told my business to your hond(1L67). Despite Edmund’s desire to protect
his maternal history until he has used it to claisrightful social position, another servant
historian, immediately recognizes the significant&dmund’s appearance and springs into
action to “tell [all of Harclay’s friends] all thdte knew relating to Edmund’s birth, character,
and situation” (107). John Wyatt, the servantuestion, presents the story that Edmund is there

to present, one of maternal history, and he usesttiry to explain the significance of Edmund’s
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appearance and to provide a character for hinerdstingly, the maternal history that John
Wyatt provides differs from the one than Edmuntheye to present, thus magnifying the
importance of Edmund’s move to explain his geneatogHarclay. Edmund is misrepresented
in this scene, just as he has been misrepresemtédsfentire life, and in order to claim his
rightful position, he must rewrite the history tiayatt is presenting and broaden it with
references to his maternal lineage.

Although Reeve respects Edmund’s wishes, iligithe conversation to himself, Harclay, and
God, she tells us that Edmund “related at largeyeteng that had happened, recounting every
interesting particular which was imprinted on hismory in strong and lasting characters” (107).
Here, we see Edmund’s servant background affebimgbility to relate history. Rather than
briefly explain the history of the Lovels, as Fdawven does, or shockingly share the gory details
of their demise, as the Twyfords do, Edmund’s stakgs place over several hours, and the
details of his history elicit emotive response frblarclay: “he clasped his hands together, he
lifted them up to heaven, he smote his breastigieed, he exclaimed aloud . . . he breathed
short . . . he trembled, sighed, sobbed and wasstlsuffocated with his agitations” (107).

Even though Reeve decides not to share the exascens Edmund’s history, the response that
Harclay gives and the outcome of the history besothe centerpiece of the novel.

Now that the household is ordered and the malt&istory has been reestablished, the family
has been constructed, and we can return to BrubbiRsis argument about servant exclusion.
He argues that servants expose “the story of dveir exclusion, their own ‘exposition™ in their
narrative control (112). When we examine the clgsicene of he Old English Bararhis
theory holds true. In the closing, celebratoryngcef the novel, Reeve emphasizes Edmund’s

silence: “he could not utter a word,” he “had nevpoto speak his feelings,” and he was “still
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silent” (156). When he finally does speak, he Epea a “faltering voice” and in servile
language: “My Lord, | am yours! All that | haveasyour devotion! Dispose of me as it pleases
you best” (156). While his words remain those skavant, Edmund’s position in society has
changed substantially, and the family has beewmedto order. At this restoration, even Joseph
is left with a “faltering voice” as he exclaims, 6W | have lived long enough! | have seen my
master’s son acknowledged for the heir of Lovel!l Long live the heir of Lovel!” (156) From
this point on, the difficulty in narration expreddsy both Edmund and Joseph becomes
irrelevant, for now that they have fulfilled theibligations and returned the family to its secure,
moral foundation the remainder of the book deatswith the past but with the future. The
servant historians managed to return maternalryistod construct the family. They are not
excluded entirely from the beginning, but in thel ethere is no need for their participation in the
construction of history, and thus in the constiutiof family. Edmund’s family will have a new
mother in the form of Emma, and his training asr@ant historian will ensure that his family
will value both paternal and maternal history amel gaps that allow for the Gothic will no
longer be admitted.
Ann Radcliffe and the Remembrance of a Mother

Like Reeve, Ann Radcliffe uses servant hiatw to restore moral order; however, while her
novels often hinge on the discovery of maternabnysand the reconstruction of the family, the
work itself places less emphasis on the transmrmssidistory. InThe Italian Radcliffe presents
two servant historians, Paulo and Beatrice, botlwladm are responsible for the heroine’s return
to the moral household, but by vastly different neeaBeatrice takes the role of the traditional
Homeric servant and echoes Josephha Old English BaranHer position in this novel is that

of maternal reinstatement; she is their life-loamily servant, and her longevity gives her access
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to maternal history. Paulo, on the other hand,grtsshistory in a more innovative form
throughout the novel, but particularly in the higtbe presents in the Paluzzi, in which he relates
the story of the Black Penitents, a history whidbeknownst to him becomes pivotal to
unraveling the mystery of maternal history in tloel.

Paulo’s function as a pivotal character is thovel has been widely recognized by critics, and
as a result this character has received morearaitention than any other Gothic servant. Janet
Todd suggests that in exaggerating Paulo’s loy&#adcliffe is expressing her conservative
views of servitude; she is responding to the caltstruggle between masters and servants.
James P. Carson, Diego Saglia, and Cannon ScleaiRaulo’s comments as indicative of
Radcliffe’s nationalistic expression irhe Italian They argue that Radcliffe uses Paulo’s love
of his home to reinforce a rising desire to prontetgland and Englishness. In a similar strain,
but on a different topic, Ronald Paulson and Suaphexamine the fear of social upheaval and
Radcliffe’s response to those fears throlitje Italian For Paulson, the fear of social upheaval
emanates from the violence of the French Revolwimiflhe Italianreflects a fear of upheaval
and a desire for stability. Although he does mac#ically address Paulo, the lower class
servant’s loyalty to an aristocratic master woutichicely into his discussion. All critical
analysses of Paulo seem to focus on his presennesame way didactic. Through Paulo, they
suggest, Radcliffe is commenting on social custantsinjustices. It is in this vein that | choose
to approach Paulo, and | would like to add to thssussion the idea that Paulo gains his didactic
license through his control of maternal history,vidnile Paulo fills all of the roles these critics
suggest, he is also a powerful force in the constn of identity, and without his presence, the
novel’s hero and heroine would lose themselveheir Gothic situation and Ellena would never

have her name and family connection restored.
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Radcliffe subtitles her workhe Confessional of the Black Penitgeaisd confession appears
as a theme throughout the book but is particuianjyortant to the development of Paulo as
servant historian. In the framework story, Radeltbkes time to describe the elaborate space
constructed for confessional in a Catholic chur€he space is grand, ornate, and totally alien to
the English travelers that look upon it:

The Englishman looked whither his friend pethtand observed a
confessional of oak, or some very dark wood, adjgithe wall. . . . In the central
division was the chair of the confessor, elevatgddveral steps above the
pavement of the church; and on either hand wasadl stoset, or box, with steps
leading up to a grated partition, at which the rtimight kneel, and concealed
from observation, pour into the ear of the confesth® consciousness of crimes
that lay heavy on his heart. (3)

For all of the trouble that Radcliffe takes to ddse this ornate confessional, she makes little use
of it in this novel. Confessions in this novel oca the courtroom, in the bedroom, in the

sitting room, in the dungeon of the Paluzzi, butegally not in the confessional. One of the
most compelling, and significant confessions iis thovel, in fact, is not a true confession at all,
in the sense that the crimes exposed are not fgeesby the guilty party in question to a priest,
but are relayed at second hand by a servant.elfrdimework story, the confession is presented
by the Englishman’s Italian friend, who retains @ten copy of the confession constructed by a
young student who transcribed a story once relatddm. However, while the Italian friend

gives credit for recording the confession to thangstudent, the young student’s earliest and
ultimate source is Paulo, Vivaldi’'s servant, whegants the story of the confession to his

master. Paulo’s knowledge of this confession cisléhe power of the servant historian:
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servants have access to all information, evenitifiatmation that is not part of the paternal
record, and the ability to retain it in ways th#ter members of society either choose not to or
cannot, depending upon their circumstances. Tigidbman points out the significance of
Paulo’s knowledge when he exclaims, “I thought essions were always held sacred by the
priest, to whom they were made,” and the Italiglies, “Your observation is reasonable . . . the
faith of the priest is never broken, except by sppeeial command from an higher power; and the
circumstances must even then be very extraordiogustify such a departure from the law” (4).
Indeed, Paulo supports this assumption duringdtedling of the confession: “What he did
confess, Signor, | know not; for the confessor, gow, never must divulge, except, indeed, on
very extraordinary occasions. It was, however,ething so very strange and horrible, that the
grand penitentiary suddenly quitted the chair, lb@fbre he reached the cloisters he fell into
strong convulsions” (80). The confession presetddtie Black Penitents becomes the
centerpiece of the novel. However, Paulo is nejphiest nor penitent, and his access to this
confessional history, which will ultimately be reled as part of the maternal history, reflects an
important point about the servant’s ability to stand recollect history.

Paulo begins his story of the confession means of providing Vivaldi with basic
information about the convent of the Black Pengdnit continues it as a means of calming and
controlling his master. As he stands outside tivesrof Paluzzi with Vivaldi awaiting the monk,
he relates the history. Paulo says, “there areesmhd stories told of [the convent of the Black
Penitents]; and | am inclined to think this unknomank must be one of that society, his
conduct is so strange” (71). Just as he beginstbrg, on Vivaldi’s urging, the appearance of
the mysterious monk interrupts him. A chase dftermonk ensues and the story is only picked

up again once the master and servant find thenséiapped in Paluzzi’'s dungeon. After
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realizing that they are trapped, Vivaldi becomespd@dent and anxious. Acting quickly to
recover his master’s sensibilities, Paulo decideg¥isit his story, for “[h]is master, however,
was insensible to all he said, till he mentionediaghe convent del Pianto; and this subject, as it
seemed connected with the monk, who had hintethtbeof Ellena, interested the unhappy
Vivaldi, who withdrew awhile from his own reflectis, to listen to a recital which might assist
his conjectures” (79). Once again, just as Paate tp a central point in his story, the two are
interrupted by a ghostly presence, and the histargt be postponed. At the end of this section
of the history, the narrator tells us: “Vivaldi had further spirits to enquire for the remainder of
Paulo’s narrative. Almost despairing for himsak, could not feel an interest concerning
strangers; for he had already perceived, thatutdcoot afford him information connected with
Ellena” (82). Of course, Vivaldi misinterprets thistory, for as we discover later, he is wrong
on both counts. He is not interested in traditigradernal history—it does not pertain to his goal
of establishing a family; however, Paulo’s hist@yot the history of strangers, and it does
indeed relate to Ellena. In fact, it is the higtof Ellena’s mother and father, the maternal
history that the story needs in order to find re8oh. Paulo is no more aware of the connection
than Vivaldi, but his ability to hold on to a hisgcand his desire to reassert the history later in
the novel reflect the significance of the servantlge as historian. It is the servant’s duty to
maintain the past, no matter how trivial that paaly seem to the master, for the master has been
trained to believe that the only important histsrgtandard, patriarchal history. The servant is
the master’s link to an older, more moral home, éwedonly way that the servant can help the
master return to that home is by keeping each mébestory, no matter how unconnected those
pieces seem to the master at any given time.

Radcliffe picks up their story again in chagd¢ not by allowing Paulo to finish the
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narrative, but by illustrating the power of Paulbistory. After gaining his freedom from
Paluzzi, Vivaldi goes to confront Schedoni and éoinam to reveal Ellena’s whereabouts. Until
this point in the novel, Vivaldi has no concretédewnce to suggest that Schedoni is anything but
a pious confessor. In fact, Radcliffe takes gpaas to point out that Schedoni is a man without
a history. She writes of,
a man called father Schedoni, an Italian, as hiseninported, but whose family
was unknown, and from some circumstances, it appeénat he wished to throw
an impenetrable veil over his origin. For whatenesrson, he was never heard to
mention a relative, or the place of his nativityddne had artfully eluded every
enquiry that approached the subject, which theosttyi of his associates had
occasionally prompted. (34)
Schedoni carefully hides his genealogy. He conttran “impenetrable veil over his origin.”
He seems to understand the power of maternal hiiatat attempts to erase his connection to it.
It is his erasure of maternal history that alloasthe creation of the Gothic in the text and
causes familial confusion. The effect of Schedoarasure is realized in tangible terms later in
the novel when he is incapable of correctly idgmii his own daughter. Rather than depending
upon maternal history, Schedoni chooses to plaséalth in an inanimate object (a portrait) and
mistakes Ellena for his daughter. He has succijsséimoved Ellena’s real mother, and he has
no servant historian to relay the maternal historigim, so he misreads the connection and
suffers the consequences.
Nevertheless, Schedoni’s erasure of mateigtdrly serves to empower him early in the
story. Although Vivaldi suspects that Schedoni éasintentions toward Ellena because

Schedoni spends so much time with the Marchesalditas no real proof, and the evidence
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provided to him suggests exactly the oppositefdlisw monks describe Schedoni as “the pride
of our house; he is severe in his devotion, argklfipunishment terrible” (105). Vivaldi can
only speculate about Schedoni’s involvement, andnle does, he is wrong on most counts,
except for those speculations he makes on the bbgis history provided by Paulo. When he
confronts Schedoni, Vivaldi accuses him of beirgyrtionk in the Paluzzi, which we ultimately
find to be untrue. He also questions him abougffiBations with the Black Penitents, however,
and it is on that basis that “though he perceit'edcbuntenance of the monk suffer some
change” (105). Although Schedoni does not verkbatiknowledge this portion of his history, his
response allows Vivaldi to gain the first true gigito Schedoni’s past. This first insight is
particularly important, for as the remainder of tfweel proves, even Schedoni lacks a true
understanding of his own history. Because it affeportion of the truth, this one insight into
Schedoni’s history becomes pivotal to the text@ntthe actions that both Vivaldi and Schedoni
take through the remainder of the novel. The stioay Paulo provides moves the characters
toward the realization of maternal history and tawhe reestablishment of the household.
That movement continues through Beatrice’sgmtgion not just of maternal history but of
the mother later in the novel. When Ellena fieg¢s Olivia, the nun is “concealed by a black
veil, whose transparency, however, permitted tirad¢as of her complexion to appear” (86). Of
course, much has been made of Radcliffe’s useitsf ard veiling in this novel but with
regards to servant historians, this scene is pdatiy interesting because it offers a metaphorical
view of the Gothic master’s relation to maternatbiy without the servant historian. Ellena is
“rendered insensible to every other object in thapel” by Olivia’s appearance but has no
reasonable explanation for her feelings other tharwoman had a look of “despair” and

because of that seems to Ellena to be the onlppéns the convent who must be capable of
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feeling pity” (87). Ultimately, we discover thatd relationship is much deeper than Ellena
imagines and begin to suspect that she is drawmertonother for reasons beyond those which
the narrator expresses here. Even naming sersefiiagient to add reference to the situation.
When Ellena tells Olivia her name, Ellena respdiifRosalba . . . do you know any person of
my name?” “No” Olivia responds “but your features/a some resemblance to those of a friend
| once had” (93). Ellena has lost connection tothee family name and maternal history.
Because her name has been lost, she no longett@t®livia’'s maternal history, and in a very
literal sense, her own mother does not recognize Tiee gap inserted by the patriarchal
restructuring of history has become so large tmaigenealogical, maternal history of the family
has been broken, and without the servant histariahility to provide a frame of reference for
that attachment through her ability to maintainenadl, household history, the complexity of
the relationship may go totally unrecognized, oymeamain veiled.

In chapter IX of volume Ill, Radcliffe allowBeatrice to remove that veil and to move from
beloved servant to servant historian. Beatriceeappto relate the story of the Marchese’s death
to Olivia® However, her presentation of this informationjlesoffering Ellena a bit of freedom,
does not offer as much freedom as her next adttdrly telling. As soon as Beatrice seems to
fade into the background after recounting her nysteadcliffe brings her back suddenly with
the arrival of Olivia, and it is in this encountbat Beatrice’s true power as a servant historian
becomes evident. Ellena proceeds to ask Beatooet@ome other instances she found curious,
when Olivia suddenly recognizes the servant’s vditeertainly ought to know that voice,’ . . .
‘though | dare not judge from your features. Js-ittan it be possible! — is Beatrice Olca, to
whom | speak? So many years have passed™ (3&Ifhough at first not certain of her relation

to Olivia, Beatrice soon answers, “My eyes decen Yet there is a strange likeness . . . you
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are so like her, lady, yet you are very differe@”t(377). Upon mutual recognition, Olivia begs
Beatrice to explain her relation to Ellena, soalizéng that Ellena is her own daughter.
Beatrice is the only connection between Oliviad lifie and her new. She is the only character
that has been capable of maintaining the mateistdriy. Through her dedication to Olivia’s
family, Beatrice has provided an opportunity foe tieunification of the family. As with the
Euriclea in theDdysseyof whom Auerbach and Robbins speak, Beatricetswk@dge of the
family history allows the rightful heirs to findefr places again and reestablishes order.

The servants’ abilities to reassert domestmral order through historical, referential
identification not only benefit the heroes and ez but can have visceral effects upon the
villain as well. As the truth of Schedoni’s hist@merges, he begins to waste away. The
narrator tells us that

some hints . . . which had fallen from Vivaldi, antich occasioned him so
abruptly to leave the church, alarmed him. So ntedior, indeed, had they
excited, that it is not improbable that he woulddaealed his secret in death. . . .
Since that hour, he had known no peace, and haat spt; he had taken
scarcely any food, and was almost continually @khiees upon the steps of the
high altar. (109)
Those hints, of course, are of Vivaldi’'s knowleadeschedoni’s true maternal history, as
provided by Paulo, and Vivaldi’s accusations pradsevere, physical symptoms in the villain.
They “had produced a surprising change in [Schesloappearance” and “he resembled a
spectre rather than a human being. His visagenaasand wasted, his eyes were sunk and
become nearly motionless, and his whole air anthidéts exhibited the wild energy of

something—not of this earth” (110). Schedoni doasbelong in the moral world, and as the
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servants ensure that his interference with matérisédry comes to light, his place within the
moral world, the world of the living, becomes tenso Here, after Paulo’s history has started to
reveal his sins, Schedoni begins to lose touch thiworld, and from this moment on begins a
movement out of the moral world, culminating in kiscide. What seems to be his last chance
at maintaining a hold in the world is his connectio Ellena; however, that too is destroyed
when Beatrice shares her knowledge of maternadlyistnd removes the possibility of a
relationship between Ellena and Schedoni. In titke & livid [corpse] was all that remained of
the once terrible Schedoni,” and the servantsbhyshas worked to reinstate the social order
(404). The chapters that follow Schedoni’s deatftect this return to moral order, and, as with
The OIld English Bargras soon as the servants’ history comes to ligtitthe moral household
is reestablished, the remainder of the novel tamay from history and toward the future.
Sophia Lee and a Failed Restoration

While the majority of Female Gothic texts pradeistory and historians offering potential for
moral reformationThe Recesstands out as an exception. History is vitally amant inThe
Recessfor Sophia Lee reworks English Renaissance higtofit a romantic, Gothic plot line;
however, the history presented by servant chaotehis novel does not lead to the
reconstruction of the moral household. Insteadhie Recesd ee argues that there is no moral
past from which historians can draw. The servgmssentation of maternal history does not
reconstruct the family but instead brings abouirthhestruction. While the heroines of this novel
are recognized as the daughters of Queen Mary thy@oeen Elizabeth and King James, their
maternal history is never publicly acknowledged] #rey die without receiving the
compensation that Reeve and Radcliffe allottethédr tharacters. Moral order is never

reestablished in Lee’s novel and history is destracather than restorative. The struggle that
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the girls encounter once they learn their matenistbry and attempt to construct a household in
the face of paternal erasure reflects larger fatisins apparent in the novel itself. In this way,
The Recesis a reconsideration of paternal history. Lee getp as a “true story” of family
presented in challenge to the paternal versioivenis, in this case actual history. She also
arranges the novel in epistolary form, a form thatlld have been acceptable for the
transmission of maternal history, a form outsideriainstream historic accounts, allowing the
novel to become a battle between maternal histodypaternal history. Of course, maternal
history is bound to be insufficient in this casedngse here, maternal history is entirely fictitious
therefore, she cannot possibly allow her charat¢tecsnstruct a stable, enduring family through
their knowledge of maternal history, and so matenrstory is defeated before it even begins to
exert its power. Nevertheless, maternal histottg pp a good fight in the novel, and the
maternal history presented by her servant histergthe beginning of the work sets the stage
for the battle between maternal and paternal higtat is explored throughout.

Lee opens her novel by presenting two girle Wwhve spent their lives hidden in a cave. If
paternal history seeks to erase or remove thathwdoes not lend itself toward general political
importance or if it follows an evolutionary procedslimination, then the cave reflects the
notion that paternal and maternal history are at Wéese girls have no place in paternal
history, which is governed by Elizabeth, so theyehbeen concealed from it, virtually erased
altogether. In the standard Gothic novel, Leet®imes Matilda and Ellinor, because of their
moral acumen and upper-class propriety, deserte tewarded with recognition, and in fact,
Lee seems to leave that option open throughoutaliel; however, rather than allowing them
the recognition they deserve and restoring the hso@al order by reinstating maternal history

and filling the gaps created by Elizabeth’s patehnstory, Lee instead takes everything that the
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heroines gain over the course of the novel awaw fittem and leaves their story open to the
judgment of the audience.

Lee’s decision to complicate the enddher story is typical of this writer. Early ireh
literary career, Lee wrote two pieces, “The Chaptekccidents,” a play, an@ihe Life of a
Lover,a novel’® In both of these works, she examines the quesfieirtue. She presents
women who make different choices regarding thetue, and as April Alliston points out, Lee’s
desire to allow the audience to make their owngilews opened Lee to criticism. In the preface
to The Life of a Lovel,.ee explains, “At the time when | produced a fadcelia, | was so
severely censured by the rigid moralists who deeé¢he newspapers, that | should have thought
it due to myself to show immediately, by printifgese volumesThe Life of a Lovenwhose
heroine maintains her virtue intact], that | hadsidered both sides of the question” (qtd in
Alliston xiv). Similarly, Lee attempts to “considboth sides of the question” Trhe Recess
when she allows her heroine narrators to presaenfticting stories. As Megan Lynn Isaac
points out, “Rather than creating female role-msdelpresenting an agenda for social change,
Lee illustrates the typical problems women encauintsociety” (204). Lee, it seems, uses the
Gothic to make larger statements about the rolegoafen in society and about the function of
maternal history.

One way that Lee makes her statement is thrdlugtrating that history is not the stagnant
repetition of a truth, the knowledge of which lea®ne appropriate moral awareness. She does
this by presenting conflicting narrative accoumstse(is in fact the first author to do so), in the
form of Matilda’s version of events and Ellinore'srsion of events, and through these
conflicting narratives, Lee forces readers to cooneir own conclusion about the difficulties

her characters face. As David Punter points oeg, ldoes not set out to create her own truth,
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but to mould a cogent set of truths out of the elets history has left her. The result is unwieldy
... but this is because Lee does not shirk ttragtable nature of much of her material, and is
content to allow mystery and contradiction to stafdd). For women, moving between the
worlds of paternal power and maternal influen@emestic tranquility opens them up to tragedy
and loss. Lee illustrates this notion throughdharacter of Ellinor, who suffers when Elizabeth
tries to prevent her from marrying a powerful mamveould promote her claim to the throne.
Elizabeth forces Ellinor to choose another paths thnintentionally forcing Ellinor to become
just what she herself has become, barren. Howasex,non-mother, Ellinor can become just as
socially powerful as Elizabeth. Since she will @eliave a daughter, she does not have to worry
about collecting and passing down her maternabthjsshe can focus on constructing a paternal,
governing history for herself. Ellinor thus begingake on the guise of a man, is forced to fight
in war, and although only in disguise, dresseswupe robes of a general. Ellinor’s social power
becomes much greater once she is forced to becamenb In fact, Ellinor became the only
woman in her family capable of finally overthrowiktjzabeth because she meets her on her
own terms. The conflict between the two socialtgrsg non-mothers leads them both to
insanity, however, for Lee seems to argue that@sen they cannot and should not turn away
from family and their maternal history in orderdbtain social power. Although Elizabeth’s
mental illness is not as pronounced as the illsesscaused in Ellinor, the mental illness that
both women feel from fighting against one anotlarses both physical illnesses. Matilda, like
Ellinor, is given a choice between maintaining aemnaal history and constructing a paternal
history and attempts to choose both. For Matilde,end result is a life led in hiding,

imprisonment, and mourning for the death of heiblaasl and child.
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History, then, is tied not with morality bueaiality, which is expressed not in negative terms,
but in amoral terms, until it is linked with thetiam of family and the creation of family, in
which case it becomes aligned with power and vicder_ee here shifts away from the
traditional presentation of maternal history, luthis novel, it is difficult to separate maternal
history and genealogy from power. The family i<fuaed and political in this novel, and its
home cannot be the center for domestic moralitiyis Brgues that Lee “makes Elizabeth’s court
an inverted Eden, a parody of familial ties” (72)nce the sexuality and power enter the
domestic sphere and take precedence over matestaht then the domestic sphere can no
longer hope to be the center for morality, and et reason, the maternal history provided by
servant characters in this novel becomes not r@sterand referential, not the source for
identity and the route to morality, but an inversad those things. Ellis offers one more point
that illustrates this idea: “Curiosity about ‘thend’ followed by true love is not a fall, or would
not be under ‘natural’ circumstances. These mastdo not bring evil into the world. Evil in
the world is what brings them forth as a fall. And the cause of evil in the world, for Lee is .
the manmade institutions that attempt to confineiakty, both male and female” (73).
Maternal history does not bring forth morality, lbmbwledge of the “manmade institutions that
confine sexuality.” In this novel, those instituis are reflected by the collision between true
love and pure sexuality, as reflected by the mbghespirations of Mary Queen of Scots, and the
Machiavellian tactics of Elizabeth, who attemptsdgqulate Mary’s sexuality and natural desire
to have a family in the interest of protecting bem power base.

Lee’s inverted presentation of the relatiotwsen maternal history and sexuality may be best
expressed in the relationship between her servararians. Matilda and Ellinor are raised in

hiding by Mrs. Marlow, a woman who “called [thengrichildren, and caressed [them] both
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with parental fondness,” and Father Anthony, “agy{ called him from hearing [their] mamma,
to whom we understood he was brother” (8). This gire raised in an environment devoid of
history or story, and they spend their days stagingld portraits trying to invent histories foeth
people in them. Father Anthony teaches them beatvorld is an evil place in which “a few
haughty individuals commended the miserable miflislmom a few artful ones made so” (8).
Though Father Anthony and Mrs. Marlow, their mothgure, attempt to keep them from the
world, their desire for freedom ultimately forceabw to reveal their history. In the history,
Marlow reveals that she is not their mother, butit, the illegitimate sister of their benefactor
and a former attendant for Mary, Queen of Scotdlofwing the orders of Queen Mary and her
secret husband, the Duke of Norfolk, who is fatbehe girls and Mrs. Marlow’s brother, Mrs.
Marlow kept the girls in hiding and watched over hether’'s manor. In the history, the girls
discover that Father Anthony is not merely Mrs. Idats brother, but her husband, who only
became aware of the relation on the eve of theddivey when he received a message from their
mother. Mrs. Marlow’s story clearly has many ingplions for the girls. They now know their
true maternal history, but the import of that ma#thistory has not yet come to pass. However,
in mingling their story with hers Mrs. Marlow pral@s a hint at the dangers maternal history has
to offer the girls. Mrs. Marlow and her husbandtHer Anthony, loved each other a great deal,
so much so that even after they discover theirlfahliond, they are not sufficiently disturbed

by the connection to avoid spending their livesetbgr. Of course, Father Anthony gives
himself over to God after the discovery, but hi eisentially lives with his sister/wife and takes
on the role of uncle/father to the girls. The haimet has once seemed a moral refuge becomes a
place of torment through its awkward alignment withternal history: the girls are raised by two

people who were servants to their parents andhdeect their married but not married,
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servant/mother/aunt and servant/father/uncle. @eblaggerty argues that “the maternal space
is the scene of horror (the incestuous relatiotheir foster parents, [and later] their own brutal
incarceration and near-rape)” (67). However, #@lso the only safe place that the girls have ever
known, and leaving it because of the horror it @goglaces the girls in line for greater horrors,
for it is not the domestic space that is immoral, the effect of the outside world upon the
domestic space. As long as the girls remain irdtraestic space, away from the corrupt world,
they are safe and secure, but once knowledge @rnathistory brings them into conflict with
paternal history, the household is a place of inalityrand can never be redeemed. Here, Lee
suggests the danger of the struggle between materdaaternal history. While they both
provide knowledge, the knowledge they provide temin conflict and sometimes destructive,
even in the hands of a servant, for there is ntapsarian, moral world of the home for the
heroines. Through the course of the novel, shetihtes that what once seemed moral was, in
fact, always corrupt, and the servants’ historyrtbthing more than open the girls’ eyes to the
immorality surrounding them.

Each of these texts explores the relationsbtpreen maternal and paternal history, morality,
and the servant’s position as the arbiter of fandgntity. In the case of Radcliffe and Reeve,
the servant’s alignment with maternal history abdar stability and the reinforcement of the
proper moral code. Lee may complicate this scenafThe RecesBy having the servant’s
presentation of maternal history lead to the desitin of the household, but her point may be
that maternal history is necessary to the funatigraf a healthy household and a household
constructed in the absence of maternal historymtenky had the opportunity to reflect morality.
As Wollstonecraft will later argue, untested mdsails no morality at all, and Lee’s heroines

cannot live the unexamined life. They must noydmow their maternal history, but find their



117

places within it and live up to it. They must leao make a comparison between their actions
and the actions of others to find a clear moralgass. Unlike Reeve and Radcliffe, Lee argues
history is not enough to ensure morality. Histonyst be placed within a moral context and
must be reviewed within that context. For Lee’solrees the road to moral fortitude, and the
family that follows, is impossible to navigate. ddese they were alienated from both their
maternal history and the context by which to juttggr history, their learning curve is too steep
to surmount. As a consequence, the girls congigtizn to overcome the corrupt world around
them, and, they can never return to the moral hibrateReeve and Radcliffe allow for their
heroines. Lee’s heroines end up a sad remindentbeality and stability must be achieved in
the present and the future, for the past has ngtioimffer but immorality, insanity, and death.

In these novels, Reeve and Radcliffe offerrtbpe that knowledge of maternal history passed
down through servants can rebuild the householdgaredwomen the power in the family they
have been denied. Both offer glimpses of homegewvtie mother figure is reinstated, where
mothers are true companions to their husbands,enhesbands recognize the value of maternal
history, and where the servants move toward exahusLee, on the other hand, questions
whether maternal history can suffice, and the de&Matilda’s daughter at the end Dhe
Recessuggests another significant role that servantst play in the lives of their mistresses—
constructor of sexual identity; for in the Gothas, the death of Matilda’s daughter suggests,
women must not only come to terms with the materstbry that has been denied them, but
they must learn to become mothers themselves. eNhaltilda fights pitifully to protect her
daughter, the death of her daughter suggests tiiathe Gothic world is annihilated, women

may know their maternal history, but they may netble to use it to guide them toward
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becoming mothers themselves, so while servantsfimagxclusion at the end dte Old

English BarorandThe Italian they still have work to do.

Notes

! Mary Astell The Christian Religion as Profess'd by a Daughtiethe Church of England
(London 1705).
2 See David H. Richter. “From Medievalism to Histism: Representations of History in the
Gothic Novel and Historical Romanc8tudies in Medievalisih (1992): 79-104. Richter
provides an ample overview of contemporary andeturdiscussion on the representation of
history in the Gothic.
% The opposing viewpoints are best summed up by d&uwattie in his “On Fable and Romance”
and Clara Reeve in h&he Progress of Romanc®eeve writes:
The effects of Romance, and true History are not déferent. When the
imagination is raised, men do not stand to enquirether the motive be true or
false. — The love of glory has always a certaimesiasm in it, which excites men
to great and generous actions, and whatever stiesuthis passion, must have the
credit of the actions it performs. On the contravigenever this spirit, and this
enthusiasm, become the object of contempt andutalicnankind will set up for
themselves an idol of a very different kind.—Theill devote themselves to
mean or mercenary pursuits which debase and cairaphind. — This thirst of
immoderate wealth or pleasure, will engross thiggngions and desires; or else

they will sink into a state of supine indolenced &i®come entirely negligent of

what they owe themselves, to their connection$ ¢ineir country. — There must
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be a stimulus to excite men to action, and sudh #ee motive, such will the
action be (102).

Beattie writes:
Romances are a dangerous recreation. A few, nbtdoiuthe best may be
friendly to good taste and good morals; but fargreater part are unskillfully
written, and tend to corrupt the heart, and stiteulae passions. A habit of
reading them breeds a dislike of history, andredldubstantial parts of
knowledge; withdraws the attention from nature &nth; and fills the mind with
extravagant thoughts, and too often with crimirralpgnsities. | would therefore
caution my young reader against them; or, if hetpfasthe sake of amusement,
and that he may have something to say on the dubjdalge himself in this way
now and then, let it be sparingly, and seldom’nm@s Beattie, “On Fable and
Romance” 1783: 573-74 qgtd in Milésan Radcliffe the Great Enchantrgss

* See Joseph Addison. “No. 108he Spectator with Notes and General Index

(Philadelphia: J. J. Woodward, 1830): 168-169.

® In describing the Abbey, Addison writes:
The ruins of the abby are scattered and down ory&ide, and half covered with
lvy and Elder-bushes, the Harbours of severalaglibirds which seldom make
their appearance till the dusk of the evening. pllage was formerly a
Churchyard, and has still several marks in it @vgis and burying places. There
is such an echo among the old ruins and vaultsjftilau stamp but a little louder

than ordinary, you hear the sound repeated. (169)
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°Sir Roger’s obsession with his family line represelrin his portrait gallery mimics the
maternal history | will discuss later; however,important distinction should be made between
the story he chooses to tell and maternal histoile Sir Roger discusses the genealogical
relationships between people in his family, he setedfocus on the political and military
achievements and forget the stories of his fematestors. For example, he says the following
of one aunt, “this homely thing in the middle haadiotheir portions [portions of sexual intrigue]
added to her own, and was stolen by a neighbogengeman, a man of stratagem and
resolution, for he poisoned three mastiffs to catleer, and knocked down two deer-stealers in
carrying her off. Misfortunes happen in all famadi The theft of this romp, and so much
money, was no great matter to our estaidie(Spectatot09, 168. Added to this discussion Sir
Roger tells us of his family’s brief period of debt
That debt lay heavy on our house for one generaltiohit was retrieved by a gift
from that honest man you see there, a citizen ohame, but nothing at all akin
to us. | know Sir Andrew Freeport has said bemrydback that this man was
descended from one of the ten children of the rm&ltbnour | showed you
above; but it was never made out. We winked attiimg), indeed, because
money was wanting at that timd@he Spectatot09, 168).
In both of these instances, Sir Roger downplaysitpaficance of female history in his family,
neglecting to remember important aspects of thstoty that reflect upon the household. It is
this sort of omission that allows for the intrigoiethe Gothic.
Unlike Sir Roger, Addison outwardly criticizesaternal history iThe Spectatonumber 299

in which he tells of a mother who tells her childiich glorious tales of her own family history
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that they wonder “why [their father] never told thef the generals and admirals that had been
in [his] family” (431).

" Reeve writes oThe Castle of OtrantdHad the story been kept within the utmustgeof
probability, the effect had been preserved, withosing the least circumstance that excites or
detains the attention” (41).

8 See Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, "The Character irviié Imagery of the Surface in the Gothic
Novel." Publications of the Modern Language Associaf®én? (1981): 255-270.

® Bruce Robbins does not discuss this scene incpéati but it follows the pattern that he
establishes in his discussion of servant expositlemilowing his formula, she should relay the
information and then become superfluous to the esation, but here, she has a great deal more
to offer.

19 _ee publishedhe Life of a Lovetwenty-four years after “The Chapter of Accidehbat it

was “probably Lee’s first sustained literary effqlliston xlvii)
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Chapter 3
The Gothic, the Servant Girl, and the Constructionof Sexual Identity
In her historical analysis of servants in eightaergntury England, Bridget Hill
describes the female domestic’s sexual vulnerghbiliterms that students of the Gothic would
find quite recognizable. She writes,
The very characteristics which distinguished fentmmestic servants made them
particularly prone to sexual exploitation. Thetfdat by far the overwhelming
majority were young, single girls, away from thi@mily, their friends, and
relations meant that just when they needed pratedtom such exploitation they
were taken away from those best able to giventa $trange household miles
away from their own village and family the youngni@e domestic servant must
have been both lonely and isolated. (44)
If one were to substitute the term “Gothic heroife”all expressions related to servitude in
Hill's description of the servant girl's positioane would find an almost perfect definition of
that character type in Hill's portrayal. Like t®thic heroine, the female domestic of the
eighteenth century was primarily a child of the mioy and thus pure but highly vulnerable to
corruption® Both the Gothic heroine and her servant face ismiand live at the mercy of men
who pose a threat to their morality. The diffeebetween the two types of women, of course,
resides in class expectation and financial powilike the Gothic heroine, the female domestic
has little or no means of defending herself agdhesinappropriate demands of her master.
Consequently, the female servant, in real life iantthe fiction of the period, becomes an
emblem of sexuality and sexual desire. Howevespitie, or perhaps because of, her alignment

with the sexual world, the female domestic’s soptition, that of isolated country girl lured to
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the city and exploited by a powerful master, makesthe ideal counterpart for the rigidly
chaste, passionless Gothic heroine.

Ann Radcliffe and Horace Walpole illustratestbonstruction of counterparts in their novels
The Mysteries of UdolphandThe Castle of Otrantand utilize the relationship between the
sexualized servant and her mistress to exposentieaability of the Gothic heroine’s passionless
persona, a persona she adopts as a means of agféredself against the advances of the Gothic
villain. Of course, this construction of countemgas not new to the Gothic. In fact, it is onatth
evolves over the century. Early works, like ApBehn’'sThe Roveand Daniel Defoe’s
Roxanafor example, illustrate instances of this coupaeting, The Roveexploring the servant
and mistress’s differing views on the commodifioatof sexuality anéRoxanaillustrating the
interchangeability of the servant’s and mistressls in the household. These particular
examples of early counterparting, which | will dise below, inform the development of
counterparting in the Gothic and along with SanRiehardson’?amelaprovide a lens through
which we can examine the consequences of autldeasion to establish a counterpart between
mistress and maid. For the counterparts we sééalpole and Radcliffe are both a byproduct of
concerns evident ilhe RoveandRoxanaand a response Bamela— a work which not only
reinvented the relationship between sexuality amnditside in the eighteenth century but that
simultaneously prefigured the later eighteenthagnfeminist struggle for control of domestic
space, a struggle central to many Gothic novelsicp#arly those written by women. We see
these ideas illustrated in Walpole and Radcliffefeanale servants act either to introduce proper
notions of sexuality to the naively passionlesoimer, as in the case ®he Castle of Otrantar
to play the role of sexual surrogate, taking owerlove story when the heroine is forced to deny

love and embrace passionlessness, as is the cake Mysteries of Udolpho
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Passionlessness and Primogeniture
In her discussion of Ann Radcliffe’s noveltssityle, Eleanor Wikborg describes the
Radcliffian heroine’s sexual position in terms thalp to explain the significance of the female
domestic’s function. Wikborg argues,
Radcliffe has used the Gothic form to conjure wetof patriarchal figures
whose potential for attraction is inseparable ftbmthreat of female annihilation
that they pose. The sexual power they offer exfasts a woman the dangerous
price of total submission, demanding that she gwéer conception of herself as
a person in her own right. This is a price tha dbes not make her heroines pay.
(39)
Radcliffe may not make her heroines relinquishegitheir private or public identities, but she
and other Gothic novelists almost always proteeséhprivate and public identities at the
expense of sexual identity, thus helping to reicdéahe notions of decay and degeneration
characterized by the Gothic world. To put it sijp@exuality, or the repression thereof, is the
centerpiece of the Gothic. In fact the tensiothefGothic springs out of the conflict between
the younger generation’s desire to create a newdimid and the older, feudalistic desire to
maintain oppressive laws of inheritance and thealleh personal freedom. lIronically, the
Gothic world of primogeniture is a world in whichproduction— the sole purpose of
“respectable” sexuality and the only means of peigteng the repressive pattern of
primogeniture and thus the Gothic— cannot exise ifhpossibility of reproduction often
manifests in an absent mother, a point | explom@hapter two, or in the death of children born
into the Gothic world, as is the case in Matthewvisess The Monk Eliza Fenwick’sSecresy

and Sophia Lee’'$he RecessFurther, the isolation and decay of the Gotlugdehold forces
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the sexually respectable heroine into a positioareher only options for sexuality are either
incestuous or surreptitious; as a result, she augbt a passionless identity to protect herself
from “annihilation,” as Wikborg argues, and if d@s any chance to construct a household in
which she can not only participate as a valued negrhbt also help govern, a household situated
not in the shadowy feudalistic world of the Gothid in a new mother-centered domestic space
which begins the movement toward the “Angel inlHorise” of the nineteenth century, she must
find a way to balance her sexuality with her pasisissnes$. For, it is through the sexlessness

of the heroine and the consequent stagnation tratre in the household that the Gothic world
gains its power.

Gothic writers understand that while the pasigiss, rational heroine may be a necessity in
the world where sexuality aligns not only with needusness but also with incest,
passionlessness leads to a stalemate. To breakatbenate, one character must change: either
the Gothic villain must give up his sexual and ficial desire or the Gothic heroine must accept
hers. The stagnant Gothic world thrives on tha¢esbate. Since the Gothic villain cannot
relinquish his quest for sexual and financial conbecause doing so would require a seemingly
impossible change in character and suggest thatmedf the old order is possible, the Gothic
heroine must contrive a way to express both henady and her passionlessness. The
passionlessness protects her but without accessdrual identity the heroine cannot engage in
any behavior, such as courtship and the ultimagaton of her own family, which would
destroy the Gothic world through growth and chaaige allow her to gain power.

George Haggarty explains the connection batvgeguality and power in the Gothic, writing
“Gothic fiction . . . is not about homo or hetem@sde as much as it is about power; but that

power is itself charged with a sexual force — auséxty— that determines the action and gives it
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shape. By the same token, powerlessness alsatlasvalence and performs such a function”
(“Mothers and Other Lovers” 157). Power and seixyale aligned in the Gothic, as Haggarty
points out. Thus, the only way that heroines cain gower is to gain control of their sexuality,
and so the plot of the novel often revolves aratinedheroine’s movement toward gaining that
control. However, as Haggarty points out, poweriess has the ability to shape action as well,
and the Gothic heroine cannot occupy the role ofgrtul and powerless in the same moment,
so in order to move seamlessly from powerless tepinl—and by seamlessly, | mean avoid
being forced into an incestuous or otherwise inappate sexual relationship—she must find a
counterpart for herself. A person who alreadylgatesides in the sexual world, and who can
guide her as she moves from powerless/passiordetess girl to powerful/passionate/sexual
wife and mother.

Therefore, while the novelists deny their lrees access to sexual identities and in fact force
the heroines to repress their sexuality, authdenddlso provide them with female domestics to
assist the heroines in reconnecting with their abtyuand balancing sexuality with the need to
adopt a passionless persona. For if RadcliffeVa@atpole seek to present the patriarchy’s sexual
power as a means of controlling female behavioraing identity annihilation, then that
power is only really a threat to theroines whose identity Radcliffe and Walpole seek to
protect, not to the female servants. Domesticgselsocial identity is always in flux because of
their status as both outsiders and family membmasado, as a consequence have little or no
claim to a coherent social identity, therefore pgsio obvious threat to the patriarchy, become
conduits through which the heroine receives actessxual identity and thus power that her

patriarchal oppressors have forced her to deny.
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Because servants are not bound by the sanma sgpectations as their mistresses and
because they already have long standing asso@atiith sexuality and the sexualized outer
world, they can become representatives of and cluarspor sexuality. In the Gothic they do
this in two ways: either they introduce Eros to tieeoine through discussions of the male hero,
who has heretofore gone unnoticed by the mistesss) the case of Bianca and Matildal'ime
Castle of Otrantpor they keep sexuality alive and serve as a $exueogate if the heroine is
separated from her lover as Emily isTihne Mysteries of Udolphacting in this instance to
represent the love relationship the mistress nagsess to maintain her public identity.
Sexualized Servants and Celibate Mistresses: Thasdaiction of Counterparts

On the face of it, this type of surrogacy wouldreeetrimental to the heroine’s ability to
maintain her purity and thus protect her public prndate identities because by the time the
stock female domestic character reaches the Gotiviel, she has a tainted sexual image.
Indeed, in the early literature of the century, &grservants are examples of sexual freedom,
constructing a clear triangle between sexualitgnemy, and household. Take the following
conversation between Aphra Behn’s characters Ailegedind Moretta, who appear in her play
The Roverfor example. In the short encounter, Angelleagspected courtesan, and her servant
Moretta discuss Angellica’s increasing interestilimore, and Moretta warns Angellica
against such sympathetic feelings:

Angellica: . . . inconstancy’s the sin of all mankind: theref I'm resolved that
nothing but gold shall charm my heatrt.

Moretta: I'm glad on't: ‘tis only interest that women of oprofession ought to
consider, though | wonder what has kept you froat ¢feneral disease of our sex

so long, | mean that of being in love.
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Angellica: A kind but sullen star under which | had the happs to be born. Yet

| have had no time for love; the bravest and ndaldémankind have purchased

my favors at so dear a rate as if no coin but gade current with our trade. . . .

(Ili 162-173)
The women’s conversation sets up a conventionviiebecome important throughout the
century, particularly for servants: the differemsgween selling one’s body and selling one’s
self. Although in this conversation both womenogatize themselves as lacking societal virtue,
virtue itself is rarely, if ever, championed inghglay, and they, along with the other characters,
often make comparisons between virtue and monesgyal privileging the earning of money. It
is not until Angellica begins to conflate sexualitith love, and begins to focus on the
importance of making and keeping vows—an imporsaial virtue— that the ideas of selling
her body and selling herself conflate and becomblpmatic. When Angellica admits to her
servant advisor that she has fallen in love wittiére, Moretta responds, “I told you what
would come on't, but Moretta’s an old doting fool.” (IV.ii 150). Though a prostitute as well,
Moretta, because of her co-status as servant, lis adept at distancing her labor from her
internal self. That said, her separation is o she expects Angellica to understand. As
Angellica’s servant, she depends upon Angellica¢c®me. She knows that if Angellica begins
to conflate selling the body with selling virtuéesmay choose to protect her virtue over earning
money, and if this is the case, both Angellica Blatetta will suffer financially. Moretta may
also know that she, as a servant, has been abtedate and maintain a separation that Angellica,
as a non-servant, cannot. Angellica says, “haddrghim all / My youth has earned from sin, / |
had not lost a thought, nor sigh upon’t. / But Véagiven him my eternal rest, / My whole

repose, my future joys, my heart! / My virgin hedoretta! Oh, ‘tis gone” (IV.ii 155-160).
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Despite her position as prostitute, Angellica engjress the importance of her hold over a
“virgin” heart and thus a link to virtue, which thgh she earlier argues that virtue has much less
value than money, she seems not to believe thgt thadeed, her sorrow over the loss of her
“virgin” heart reflects Anita Pacheo’s assertioattAngellica seeks to move from prostitute to
Petrarchan mistress. However, as Pacheo argueatteenpt to transform the prostitute into the
Petrarchan mistress, ‘wounding men with her ey®gjgests a more complex strategy. For itis a
fundamental principle of Petrarchanism that thetmass must possess both beauty and chastity”
(334). Of course, Angellica does not really possdmstity, so she constructs it by focusing on
her “virgin” heart. As long as she has her “vifgneart, Angellica can play the role of
Petrarchan mistress and maintain possession aioe&l standing, but once she gives it away
and begins to focus on virtue, she loses her spogition. The difference in these two women’s
relation to love is their ability to separate thamer selves from the outward presentations of
themselves, to take comfort in the distinction ke=twtheir public and private identitieOn the
surface, both women are prostitutes, but becaugethdds also a servant, she is adept at
maintaining ownership of her inner self, whereagdllca slips and sells both, leaving her no
identity except that which Willmore gives her, ate would gladly trade the financial success
which once established her social identity to redésat one priceless thing, her “virgin heart.”
This singular example illustrates why iht surprising that Walpole and Radcliffe would
have chosen servant girls as representatives abigxin their novels. Moretta’s ability to
maintain both her sexual and social identities mdler an ideal, if flawed, model for Gothic
servants. However, Moretta cannot move to the iGath she is for the Gothic exists in a
novelistic world that demands higher morality thdaoretta is capable of offering, and thus she

must be modified considerably before becoming @ nebdel for the Gothic servant.
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Moretta illustrates the connection betweehrgglabor and selling the self that
predominantly links servant girls to the sexualizeatld, but part of her angst over Angellica’s
love for Willmore comes from a realization that slamnot stand in for Angelica. Moretta may
be a prostitute like her mistress, but she knowescsluld never fill her mistress’s social role, so
while they are counterparts, with Angellica and btta, we see no true potential for substitution.
To see the potential for servant/mistress subtituh action we must look forward to Daniel
Defoe’'sRoxana

In this novel, the reader is presented withkdd@, a heroine who is as lacking in social virtue
as Angellica but who, despite her open exploratibimer own degeneracy, attempts to present
herself as justifiably corrupt. Roxana’s servaink-gmy, is with Roxana throughout the novel,
and she is Roxana’s counterpart, taking on andateflg back whatever vices Roxana adopts.
Over the course of the novel, Amy not only actRagana’s double, but she often takes over
Roxana’s role as mistress, and at times, the tworhe interchangeable as Amy substitutes for
Roxana when Roxana must either reassure hersgilé @fcceptability of her inappropriate
behavior by proving that her closest female commars as immoral as she or protect herself
from her darker inclinations. In the two most nadas scenes of counterparting and substitution
in the novel, Amy takes over first the role of mests by sleeping with her master while Roxana
looks on and second the role of mother by punisRiagana’s problematic daughter, something
that Roxana seems to find necessary but cannotidelh Terry Castle explains the complex
relationship between these two women,

From first to last Amy’s presence infiltrates Roaannarrative in a curiously
intense way, and modifies its complicated psychicklgstructure. . . . The reader

thus experiences a double focus in the fictionre@eeive not, as in other, perhaps



131

more straightforward Defoe novels, simply the pmiynaistory of the speaker, but
this history as transformed by the persistent presef an other, an alternate self,
indeed in Roxana’s case—an ideal self. Amy issdwret sharer in Roxana’s life:
she acts out her mistress’s fantasies, she adteptsnctions Roxana projects,
both consciously and unconsciously, onto her. (83-8
Castle’s explanation of the relationship betweenyAmd Roxana is particularly important to the
Gothic novel and the servant characters that wehéually trace their lineage to Amy, in that
Amy becomes a reflection of her mistress’s innelitjes: qualities the mistress cannot express
herself because doing so would jeopardize botlptblic and private identities. Roxana tries to
explain the complex relationship between hersedf Amy in several instances in the novel, but
her reflection on the relationship during a momehéen she believes she and Amy will both die
in a shipwreck, is particularly honest and enliging. Roxana says,
| am guilty of my own Sin, and thine too: Thenaintce to my Remembrance, that
| had not only been the same wiimy, but that | had been the Devil's Instrument,
to make her wicked; that | had stripp’d her, anaispituted her to the very Man
that | had been Naught with myself; that she haddilow’d me; | had been her
wicked Example; and | had led her into all; and #eawe has sinn’d together,
now we were likely to sink together. (126)
Amy is a mirror of Roxana’s inner wickedness, ak&iness Roxana tries to rationalize during
the remainder of the story, for of course, as sthe ship lands safely the two forget their
promises to mend their ways and return insteatdw wicked lifestyles. As the story continues
and particularly as Amy begins to harbor violerughts against Roxana’s daughter, Roxana

seems to forget this moment of clarity.
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In the last conflict of the novel, the relaiship between Amy and Roxana threatens to
dissolve when Amy suggests killing Roxana’s longtl@esky daughter, Susan. Roxana desires
nothing more than the girl’s disappearance fromlifegrbut she forbids Amy to kill the girl
because doing so would impossible to excuse, fimesRoxana’s entire story depends upon
rationalizing her own behavior, the murder of Susaunld destroy the public identity Roxana
strives to create for herself. Although Roxanaanepenly encourages Amy to kill the girl and
in fact expresses horror at Amy’s suggestion ofdagran expression that drives Amy away,
Amy’s murderous impulse is a direct result of theitked Example” Roxana set. Amy is, as
Roxana describes her, Roxana’s “Right-Hand,” “Stéfvand Roxana says “without her,
indeed, | knew not how to go away, nor how longtey” (318). Without Amy, Roxana’s life is
the “utmost Horror and Confusion” (318). In thanhg to kill Susan and then in, presumably,
acting out that threat, Amy behaves not as Roxanaat but as Roxana chooses not to. Roxana
knows her counterpart will do it for her, and itoaling her counterpart to take over the
filicide— literally and figuratively for Amy is amuch a mother to Susan as Roxana, and Susan
actually initially believes Amy to be her mothetirar than Roxana— Roxana reaps the benefit
of Amy’s evil deed while maintaining deniability deniability from which Amy, because of her
servant status, could never benefit. Amy is neygte on par with Roxana, despite the fact that
Roxana says Amy is more of a friend than a senanitAmy’s servant status allows her more
freedom of action, and she can do things that hsetr@ss would not.

When Roxana’s daughter finally does disappRakana assumes Amy has murdered her, but
despite the fact that she has plenty of evidensgipport that assumption, as time passes,
Roxana begins to reconsider. In the end, she hbpesmy will return to her and attempts to

convince herself that Amy did not indeed murderghie In the admission of this possibility,
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Roxana not only releases Amy from any culpabilitythe crime, but she also releases herself.
While Roxana openly admits that she has made Amydvil she is, her admission only goes as
far as sexual immorality. Roxana cannot admitdsélf that Amy’s murderous behavior
reflects her own murderous desires. Terry Casidaens the disconnect between Roxana’s
stated desires and Amy’s actions: “at the levaledp structure, Roxana’s narrative seems
shaped by profound configurations of which shepgaaently unaware. The double is in a sense
so close to Roxana herself that she cannot readlyner” (95). Amy takes over those desires that
Roxana cannot express to ensure Roxana’s safenaation of her quest for wealth and social
standing. In doing so, she behaves as the latdricGemale servants behave. Certainly, Amy’s
behavior is more sinister, but Amy represents agatent that will become important later, in
that she behaves as a surrogate for her mistidsg @aver when the mistress either cannot or is
unwilling to do so.

In both Amy and Moretta, we see the establestinof counterparts. Amy behaves as
Roxana’s double, doing that which her mistress othacause of her status as heroine, and
Moretta sets her mistress’s actions beside hertovewaluate the connection between labor,
virtue, and economy. While both these servantatttiars reflect types that will inform the
servants and mistresses in Gothic novels, the Gb#moine and servant girl owe a debt to yet
another servant girl, Samuel Richardson’s Pamela.

Samuel Richardson’s reenvisioning of the fensarvant’'s commodification has widely been
recognized as a turning point for all female chemacfor the remainder of the eighteenth
century. As Kate Ferguson Ellis points out:

Roughly speaking, before 1740 sexual temptationaMasce that heroines were

either unwilling or unable to resist. Accidentglaincidences might come to
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their aid, but the imagined alternatives to ruirreviémited to renouncing men
entirely or becoming a controlling vampire, a sgranto virtue. With the
publication and popularity d?amela the possibility of resistance is called forth
and patrticipates as a necessary component in theliseourse on female virtue.
Heroines gain power by this move, but their heamist now select their future
spouse on the basis of feelings that are discoadaotsexuality. . . . She can
marry for love, but only if love is divorced fromhat we might call a material
base. (20-21)
That's all well and good for the heroines of theels. Richardson’s novel set a precedent that
gave them the possibility of gaining power, eveRiithardson did strip them of their sexuality,
but the widely recognized change tRaimelacreated in her novelistic daughters forced a more
staunch divide between the novelistic mistresshardnaid. While the heroine could removal
all taints of sexuality by denying any behaviortthmght be conceived as improper, the maid
had no such luxury. In selling labor, she wassseace selling herself, and since Richardson
destroys the distinction Behn’s characters expre$sie Roverthe female servant is left holding
the sexual bag not only for her mistress, but fasthe novels themselves as she remains the
only female link to the sexualized world.

In this wayPamelamay help the mistress but she cements the segudiatassociation with
sexuality in the eighteenth century. For one,nbeel reinforces the servant’s relationship to
sexuality by forcing a comparis@éa what came before, and this comparison was tesalhe to
many readers, as Henry Fieldingbamelasatirically announces, because the idea of a sigxual
respectable servant girl was far beyond what nezsiers were willing to accept. However,

while sexuality may be repressed in a way thatdiel finds extreme, Richardson’s servant girl
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is not a typical servant girl. In fact, the setvsmbility to create a distance between sellirgy th
body and selling the self becomes much less tendid® Samuel Richardson creates Pamela
because Pamela takes Moretta’s previously divided mnd body and forces them back into
one entity. In this way, she makes the sellingrad’s labor and the selling of one’s body
coincide, and so in order to protect her virtue, stust distance herself from her servant status.
The clearest reflection of this connection appearse Pamela’s mistress dies and the sexualized
master takes over the household. The reader tllews Pamela’s progress from servanthood
to mistresshood. From the moment Mr. B takes tdwehousehold, Pamela’s position in the
household becomes less and less servile. Althehghetains the name of servant throughout
most of the novel, she rarely performs any sogeas¥ice for the household and in fact spends
the vast majority of her time as a captive dointhimg at all but avoiding Mr. B’s advances and
writing letters. His overt advances force herealign her understanding of herself and make it
clear that she can no longer afford to distinglistween selling her labor and selling herself.
Her labor, her body, and her public and privatenidies all become commodified, and if she
sells one she must sell them all. From that pemtshe ceases almost entirely from doing any
work for her master. From that point on, she neitsier abandon servitude or passion.

That said, it is important to note that whlemela does place an emphasis on the
female servant’s status as a sexual figure, sloenadsrages to tame her considerably. For while
the servant girl may be an image of sexual freeddw@n compared to the heroine, there are no
Morettas or Amys among the Gothic servant girlthefpostPamelaliterary landscapg. The
sexuality the posRamelaservant girls reflect is more sedate and suitatri¢hfe women they

serve, and while their behavior may seem shoclartbeir mistresses, it is rarely overtly
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inappropriate and never reflects the prostituttbigvery, and murder in which their
predecessors engaged.

As a result, the servant girl managed to na@ird core link to her sexuality while
simultaneously moving toward the ideal of femalgpextability which was evolving in the
novels of the period. This respectability, accegdio Cynthia Griffin-Wolff, owes a debt to
Radcliffe, who “invented a fictional language ansed of conventions within which
‘respectable’ feminine sexuality might find expriess (207). “Invented” is a dangerous term
here, for, as the discussion above suggests, Radmoives a debt to her predecessors, Samuel
Richardson, Charlotte Lennox, Frances Burney, FEa&heridan, and many, many other mid
eighteenth-century writers who helped to constamtt popularize conventional representations
for “respectable” female sexuality and ultimatetpyided role models for Radcliffe. My point
here is not to diminish the regard Griffin-Wolffesses for Radcliffe or Radcliffe’s
significance in the construction of the conventisngrounding “respectable” feminine sexuality,
for her work certainly perpetuates the model; iadtey point is to focus on the fact that
Radcliffe knew these previously existing modelsdexuality well and exploited them in her
texts not only as a means of invoking terror bebas a means of social commentary. In doing
so, she engages in a conversation about the ralexofl expression in the household and the
dangerous line women must walk if they are to gawer within that household. Of course, if
she was engaging in a conversation started byeeartiters, we can assume that Horace
Walpole would have been familiar with the convamsats well.

Yet, Walpole and Radcliffe do not merely paptate in the conversation—they complicate
it. We see not only the traditional discussion®wé and sexuality in their work but also that

the notion that the tyranny and isolation of thelBodestroy woman'’s ability to rationalize on
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her own. Because terror distracts her from heosmat thought, she can no longer distinguish
between appropriate and inappropriate behaviottlaunglis left vulnerable to the exploitation of
the household. This is not the case in earlidisteanovels. Both Pamela and Francis Burney’s
Evelina, for example, suffer from a lack of usgalental advice, yet both girls have the ability
to maintain their sexual interest and behave apjatgly. Pamela admits that despite her
disappointment with Mr. B’s behavior and her desirescape him, she always felt an attraction
to him that she would never have acted upon. Tét@iGheroine does not have the same
luxury. Like her novelistic predecessors, shedguirental guidance, but unlike her
predecessors, she is unable to maintain any caandother love interest without outside
support. She may talk of him or think of him, loften, she has little or no contact with him and
worse, he is often replaced in the novel with aeapthale who poses a sexual threat to her. As a
consequence, the Gothic heroine is forced to re@kef her sexual desires and behave in an
asexual manner.

This repression can take two different fornsThe Castle of Otrantat is reflected in
Matilda’'s complete absence of sexual interest ardlhsire to enter a convent rather than marry.
Matilda’s sexual repression seems to be a resportser father’'s tyranny over her brother
Conrad and her proposed sister-in-law Isabellee gifesses, and rightfully so, that she will face
the same fate of an unhappy marriage constructedtymant, so she eliminates sexuality from
her life. The second is reflectedTihe Mysteries of Udolpheith Emily, who is forced to leave
her lover and enter a house of sexual horrors wéleedaces the constant threat of rape and
forcible marriage. In both these cases, howeterheroines’ sexual identities are restored

through their interactions with their servant giBsanca and Annette, who take on the burden of



138

showing their ladies that control over sexual idgns$ the only means by which they may
escape from the Gothic household.
Walpole’s Bianca and “The Talk”

As he does with almost all other tropes comnactme Gothic novel, Horace Walpole
introduces the notion of the servant as sexualgyuidan eighteenth-century equivalent of “the
talk,” the servant girl Bianca explains both maggaand sexuality to the oblivious Matilda and
Isabella. While it is true that throughout thei#ture of the period, conversations on the topic o
love between servants and their mistresses are coplace, those conversations primarily serve
as comic relief; however, the encounters betweehiGberoines and their maids move beyond
mere comedic encounters to offer the Gothic herauanues for self- understanding and
salvation. In many instances, these conversaieng the larger purpose of allowing one
isolated and defenseless woman to capitalize oaulmerability of another, as it is often
through these conversations that the sexually dethheroine learns to embrace proper notions
of sexuality, finds an avenue for legitimate sexaxression, and thus escapes from the Gothic
world.

In the case dDtranto, it is from Bianca that the audience receives amwose of Matilda’'s
and Isabella’s sexual knowledge, and it is fromnBathat those girls gain their first knowledge
of sexuality. Soon after the death of Conrad, Medli only son and heir, Bianca offers an
interpretation of Matilda’s situation saying, “Asty are to become his heiress, he is impatient to
have you married: he has always been raving foeraons; | warrant he is now impatient for
grandsons. As sure as | live, madam, | shall seeaybride at last” (39). Bianca’s interpretation
would seem normal in a regular household focuseskeanality as a means of growth and

continuation, but after the death of Conrad, thesebold moves into Gothic sexual stagnation,
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which manifests itself through Manfred’s intendethgincestuous marriage to his son’s
proposed bride and in the fact that he does nettiad logical step Bianca outlines. Further, the
Gothic stagnation Manfred introduces is reflectadiplly through the fact that Matilda wants to
join a convent, thus cutting off all access to séxdentity or social power and condemning
herself to a life of stagnation.

In response to both of those problems, Bianitaduces the idea that sexuality is not always
sinful and that embracing it properly can and dead to productive, happy households. She
guestions Matilda’s logic, commenting “it is no smtalk of matrimony . . . if my lord Manfred
should offer you a handsome young prince for adgtidom, you would drop him a curtsy, and
tell him you would rather take the veil” (40). B@a recognizes that it is only through
embracing love and sexuality that Matilda will gagiower: “I will have you a great lady . . .
come what will. | do not wish to see you moped iconvent, as you would be if you had your
will and if my lady your mother, who knows that adbhusband is better than no husband at all,
did not hinder you” (40). Bianca’s argument thdbad husband is better than no husband” does
not match with later Gothic conventions that pgpenpanionate marriage, but her argument that
the stagnation implied by a celibate life in th@went does hint at what will come in the Gothic.
Bianca believes that in order to free herself fl@othic stagnation, Matilda must marry and
create a life for herself. Denying her sexualiilf only lead to a perpetuation of the Gothic
world, so although Bianca'’s story may be slighilffedent than the one that Matilda and her
predecessors ultimately embrace, the effects ofmoeal understanding are apparent
nonetheless.

In the conversation between Bianca and Mathda follows, Walpole uses Bianca to make a

distinction between two types of desire— the defsirgphysical beauty and the desire for
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virtuous beauty— and the conversation betweenwbentomen promotes the notion that there

must be some compromise between the two. BiangiadHéhe discussion by saying,
Suppose tomorrow morning [Manfred] was to sendytar to the great council
chamber, and there you should find at his elboawaly young prince, with large
black eyes, a smooth white forehead, and manlynguibcks like jet; in short,
madame, a young hero resembling the picture ofjtioel Alfonso in the gallery,
which you sit and gaze at for hours together—Dospetak lightly of that picture,
interrupted Matilda sighing: | know the adoratioithwvhich I look at that picture
is uncommon—->but | am not in love with a colouredgla The character of that
virtuous prince, the veneration with which my mathas inspired me for his
memory, the orisons, which | know not why she hgeieed me to pour forth at
his tomb, all have concurred to persuade me thraebow or other my destiny is
linked with something relating to him. (40-41)

The two continue to disagree about what type o lswespectable for a young lady until

Bianca finally announces, “my lady Isabella woutit he so reserved to me: she will let

me talk to her of young men; and when a handsoweiea has come to the castle, she

has owned to me that she wished your brother Camsembled him. Bianca, said the princess,

| do not allow you to mention my friend disrespatlif’ (41). Bianca’s relation of Isabella’s

comments are untimely, given the fact that Matsgdanly brother has just died suddenly, and

they are thus poorly received by Matilda, but tbemments illustrate two points to the audience.

First, they show us that Bianca has not only intgedi sexual discourse to Matilda, but also to

Isabella, a point that becomes particularly impatrtater. (The fact that Bianca'’s discussion with

Isabella happens earlier and off stage is alsafgignt because it reflects the fact that Isabella
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was on the verge of becoming a wife and therefaelavneed to be introduced to sexuality
sooner than Matilda, who until the point of becogier father’s heiress showed no clear signs
of needing sexual knowledge.) Secondly, Matildasponse to Isabella’s and Bianca’s
assertions about beauty and attraction allow Walpwillustrate Matilda’s understanding of the
importance of romantic choice, for while she blarsabella’s unkind comments about Conrad
on the gloom of the castle and the boredom it et its inhabitants, she does not deny the
truth of Isabella’s and Bianca’s assertions. tdégr attraction to Theodore, we remember, is
based not on his virtuous behavior, but on thelanity of his physical appearance to that of
Alphonso. Ultimately, when Matilda sees Theodaretle first time, Bianca is the only person
in whom she can confide: “Heavens! Bianca . . | deeam? or is not that youth the exact
resemblance of Alfonso’s picture in the gallery®4) She falls in love with him because of his
physical appearance despite her earlier proteastagainst such shallow attractions, illustrating
that Matilda’s views of love and marriage may netds steadfastly drawn as she presented in
her earlier conversation with Bianca.

Their discussion about the merits of physagglearance and its relationship to marriage leads
Matilda to open the window, thus inviting in the siwiof the young Theodore, who is
imprisoned below. When the women first hear TheedBianca does not encourage Matilda to
acknowledge his presence, and in fact she sugtpedtthey both flee from what she believes to
be a ghost. The Gothic world thus to attemptapaee itself between the Matilda and sexuality.
Here it is superstition and fear that encouragesrthidservant to turn away from the discussion
of Eros and the potential freedom that Theodoreiseroffers her mistress. However, Matilda,
having been initiated into the discourse of lovehby previous conversation with Bianca, refuses

to allow Gothic superstition to keep her from addieg the man and opens to window to pursue
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a conversation with him. Once Bianca realizes tt@tmusician is in fact a real man, she
recovers herself and resumes her focus on lovas‘i§itertainly the young peasant; and by my
conscience he is in lovel—Well, this is a charmaglyenture!—Do, madame, let us sift him. He
does not know you, but takes you for one of my IEgypolita’s women” (43). As long as
Theodore believes that Matilda is a servant, Biargaes, she can behave toward him in a way
that she would not be allowed if he knew her sostiaius. When Matilda refuses, Bianca
exclaims “How little you know of love! . . . WhyVers have no pleasure equal to talking of their
mistress” (43). Despite all of Matilda’s protegtas and her supposed disdain for Bianca'’s view
of love and her suggestions for the interactiomwiheodore, Matilda ultimately takes Bianca’s
advice. She pretends to be a servant, she cosweidea strange man even though she knows it
is “not seemly for me to hold a converse with a ratthis unwonted hour” (44), and she ends
up becoming involved in a conversation that codé&t@ her in a position to betray her family

and her social rank. Ultimately, she realizes in# has no capacity for such interaction and
tells Bianca, “I had acted more wisely . . . ifdchlet thee converse with this peasant” (44).
However, despite the fact that she knows her beh&inappropriate and that she is incapable
of responding as a woman in her position should,cstmnot resist rejoining the conversation
with him. Itis only when the outside world intenes that she is prevented from seeking out the
peasant again.

With this scene Walpole introduces two notitret will become common to Gothic
convention: that the Gothic heroine cannot maintiagnsexless front that the Gothic world has
imposed upon her and that the servant girl, whaalhrasre advanced understanding of love
relations, can help the heroine to recognize her passions safely. Bianca’s presence in this

scene allows the audience to question Matilda'victions that she will never marry and that it
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is her choice to resign herself to the monast&iye also acts as a chaperone for Matilda to
protect the heroine from behaving too badly. WMeilda's behavior may have seemed
inappropriate to the “labourers . . . in the fiéldéo might “perceive [them],” to the audience it
seems appropriate given the logic of the situadiot the presence of another female monitor
(45).

As the story progresses, Walpole illustralteg Bianca has introduced both Matilda and
Isabella successfully to the sexual world by alllyihem to discuss love on their own terms,
and in the scene where they fight over Theodord|ustrates that sexual knowledge does not
necessarily destroy virtue. While the girls’ corsation lacks sophistication and reflects their
continued fear of losing social standing to theus¢knowledge they have gained, it starts a
pattern of allowing them to behave in a mannerwhbitultimately lead them to sexual freedom
and give them the opportunity to choose their oarirers, rather than accepting the partners
that have been chosen for them. We begin to rezedhe transformation in a brief scene
preceding the argument between the girls. Whenltiéatiees Theodore again, he is standing
beside Isabella, and Walpole tells us—* Matildashied at seeing Theodore and Isabella
together; but endeavoured to conceal it by embgatia latter, and condoling with her on her
father’s mischance” (80). Her knowledge of sexydias changed the way Matilda interacts
with her would-be sister and has taught her to hefeemotions in a way that she would have
thought inappropriate before. Her behavior is mkad by Isabella “who regarded Theodore as
attentively as he gazed on Matilda” and “soon didinvho the object was that he had told her in
the cave engaged his affection” (80). Like Matdalsabella’s early response to a sexual
situation encourages inappropriate behavior. Latesn she is alone with Matilda and they

discuss Theodore, Isabella lies to Matilda, tellveg that Theodore is in love with another
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woman. The girls’ initial reactions to the sexmati encounters suggest that Bianca’s
introduction of sexuality to the girls had negatoansequences; however, the girls’ ability to
quickly overcome their initial jealously and lovaah other as they had done before reinforces
the positive outcome of the servant’s introductibisexuality into the Gothic world, for despite
the girls’ short disagreement, the outcome of tive Irelationship between Matilda and
Theodore will be the destruction of the Gothic wiahd a change in the oppressive system that
has confined them all.

Unfortunately for Matilda, her part in the ttestion of the Gothic is realized through her
death; however, her brazen attempt to marry Theoadhout her father’s approval, her refusal
to accept a mate other than the one of her ownsthgoand her subsequent martyrdom
reinforce the ideas that love and sexuality areotilg means of destroying the Gothic world, and
despite her death, she becomes an emblem of thessfial transformation from Gothic victim
to powerful woman. Ultimately, it is because of henversation with Bianca that Matilda is
introduced to the notions of love and sexuality em@heodore, and it is because of that
conversation that Matilda ends up in a position ¥auld allow her father to come to his senses
and renounce his claim to Otranto, thus freeingrthabitants of Otranto from Gothic tyranny.
Finally, it is because of her conversation withrigia and the ensuing jealously that it caused
between herself and Isabella that Matilda make®hgmatic and highly melodramatic
deathbed pronouncement: “Isabella—Theodore—for akgs-oh!” (112). Her comment
suggests that she wants Isabella and Theodoredd&ppiness together, as they ultimately do,
and since she was introduced to the sexualizedwothe way that she was such a
pronouncement on her part and such an act on thefpBheodore and Isabella becomes not

only acceptable but inevitable.
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Substituting for a Lost Lover in The Mysteries ofddipho

While Walpole’s work establishes the Gothic fornd gmesents sexuality as a means of
escaping that form, Radcliffe reenvisions bothhaise ideas in her novEhe Mysteries of
Udolpho. In fact, readers of Ann Radcliffe’s best knowrvelohave often tended to characterize
it as a reluctant Gothic novelRadcliffe divided the novel into three distinections, Emily’s
life before Udolpho, her life at Udolpho, and hé kfter, and when we consider that Radcliffe
severely limits the her presentation of traditioBalthic elements to the time Emily spends in
Udolpho itself, a time which accounts for approxietyaa third of the text, it becomes very
difficult to characterize it as a solely a Gothavel at all. However, if Radcliffe is reluctant to
allow her heroine to enter the Gothic householdeager to make her to leave, her reluctance
stems largely from a hyperawareness of the cortgiruof terror, which for Radcliffe is almost
always expressed through comparison, and if tisea@y element of this novel which Radcliffe
constructed carefully, it is comparison: the beartgt simplicity of the rolling hills and the
country cottages set against the rugged darknabe ¢fyrenees and Udolpho; the loving
parents, St. Aubert and his wife, set beside tlveepoand money-hungry Montonis; the
handsome and noble Valancourt set in contrastet¢utful and murderous Count Morano or the
pathetic and frail DuPont. If it can be charaaed as nothing else, it can be characterized as a
novel of comparison, so it is not surprising timaddition to providing us with counterparts for
every other character and setting in the novelciRéelwould also offer a counterpart for her
heroine. Of course, Radcliffe presents the stmiesveral women in this novel that could, at
any point, break away from the story to constrbetrtown Gothic tale and take the role of

heroine; however, of all the women that could taker the function of heroine in this story, the
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woman that Radcliffe allows the most free rein #r@lmost power in the story is, oddly,
Annette, Madame Montoni’'s servant girl.

In the only definitively Gothic section of thevel, Radcliffe shifts the focus of the love gtor
away from Emily and allows Annette to take on tblke of lover and heroine. The decision to
shift those duties from the novel’s heroine to @t girl seems at first preposterous; however,
it is impossible to imagine that Radcliffe’s deoisito shift the focus of her love story from a
mistress to her servant girl in the most Gothiosegt of the novel was accidental or the result
of poor planning. Radcliffe’s point in this sulbgtion was to illustrate, in sharp contrast, the
dangers of encouraging passionlessness as a nfganagetting women against the evils of the
world. It is not enough for women to act virtugysds Wollstonecraft would later argue, they
must truly understand virtue. Emily is educatedt, llecause her education lacks that one key
component, a clear understanding of sexuality b#temes an easy victim for Montoni. Emily
must learn the difference between healthy, prodacexuality, as exhibited by Annette, and
dangerous sexuality as exhibited by Madame Montayaninti, and Livona.

In The Mysteries of Udolph&adcliffe illustrates the ultimate consequencthefGothic
household, passionlessness and sterility. Emitjwobengage in a companionate marriage with
her lover Valancourt because she is in the possess$iwealth and under the control of her
aunt’s new husband. As a consequence, Emily nmgstgee a hyperawareness of her own
sexuality and conform more strictly than other wart@those modes society has prescribed to
her. She must embrace a passionless persondjairteet uncle and his cronies are incapable of
corrupting through rape or betrothal. Howevetthis story, Radcliffe presents the conundrum
of the Gothic: the only escape from the Gothic @af decay is through sexuality, love, and

companionate marriage. Without these things, tb#hiG heroine is destined to rot in the Gothic
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castle or even worse, as in the case of those wavherare both inappropriately sexual and
repressed, in a convent. To get around this pnopRadcliffe applies and innovative approach
in Udolpha she allows Emily’s sexuality to move from thediae to the heroine’s servant girl,
Annette, thus making Annette a sexual surrogat&foily, and allowing the servant girl to
engage in the acts of courtship that Emily caneosélf. During their time in Udolpho,
Radcliffe allows Annette to become the heroinehefiovel and her lover, Ludovico, to become
the hero. In taking on these roles the two set apntrast to the appropriate sexual mores
presented by the gentry, as represented by Emiywatancourt.

Throughout the novel, Emily has a difficutne comprehending and responding to matters
relating to sexuality. Time and again, Emily miscéates sexual relationships and the
appropriateness of interactions between men andemorihe outcome of Emily’s ignorance
and confusion is her movement from prized childggual commodity. As a result and to
protect herself from the fate of all those who uedémate the dangers of sexuality, Emily must
do what many heroines before her did, embrace gasssness. Like many of her predecessors,
Emily attempts to embrace passionlessness becaupatents have not properly prepared her to
deal with her own sexuality. Unlike most of heegecessors, however, her desire to mask her
true feelings does not necessarily reflect a flalwear education. In fact, Emily’s education has
been substantial for a Gothic heroine. Her fatbek great pains to teach her rationality and
improve her intellect, and he attempted to contyat,not entirely eliminate her sensibility.
While explaining his educational theory, he teks:h

| would not teach you to become insensible, ifuldo | would only warn you of
the evils of susceptibility, and point out how yoay avoid them. . . . Always

remember how much more valuable is the strengtbrtfude, than the grace of
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sensibility. Do not, however, confound fortitudéwapathy; apathy cannot

know . . . virtue. (80)
At his death, St. Aubert seemed to have accomplibieegoal of educating Emily in a manner
that would leave her self-sufficient; however, agdFerguson Ellis points out by way of John
Milton, “St. Aubert thus leaves his daughter ‘sciint to [stand]’, but like Milton’s Adam and
Eve, free to fall,” by denying her the one piec&ibdwledge that she desperately needs in a
world without her male protector, the knowledgesexuality (113). When he dies, St. Aubert
leaves Emily a small bag of money in which shediacdsmall portrait of a woman, not her
mother. Upon seeing the portrait, she remembersipavitnessed her father weeping over the
image. Her discovery of this portrait, along wher memory of her father's mysterious behavior
immediately preceding his death, leads Emily toevel that her father may have had an illicit
sexual relationship with the portrait’s origin@f course, her assumption turns out to be false,
as the woman depicted in the image is none otlagr $1. Aubert’s dead sister, but the seeds of
doubt concerning her father’s sexual improprietgva) as Ellis might say, the snake to enter the

garden. From that point to the end of the novalj¢Rffe places Emily in numerous situations

designed to test not only her reason but her namainen

Despite her education, her lack of experiendhe real world leaves her vulnerable in ways
that women should not be. It falls, then, to rewant girl Annette to interpret the sexual world
for her and to help Emily negotiate her place witihi Take Emily’s encounter with the ill
reputed Signora Livoa, for example. Montoni introds the lady to his wife and niece during
their stay in Venice. Emily, obviously not recoging the lady’s standing, thinks highly of her
intellect and manners. It is only when Livona aggeat Udolpho that Emily begins to question

the woman'’s character, but then she quickly disesisgy bad thoughts that occur to her. Why
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on earth would she come to Udolpho “of her own eon$ Emily wonders, and though she
begins to question Livona “the thought was so shmagcio Emily, whose affection the
fascinating manners of Signora had won, and apgdessrémprobable, when she remembered
those manners, that she dismissed them instaidB?)( Radcliffe never clearly defines the
shocking aspects of Livona’s character, but she €iben a few blanks when Annette enters the
scene with news about the new visitors. When Eangpes that Livona must have been taken
prisoner as she and had been, Annette answersluicusly,
“Taken prisoners! . . . no indeed, ma’amseel, heyt | remember one of them
very well at Venice: she came two or three timeshe Signor’s, you know,
ma’amselle, and it was said, but | did not beliawegord of it—it was said, that
the Signor [Montoni] like her better than he shodédThen why, says | bring her
to my lady? Very true, said Ludovico; but he lodlkes if he knew more.” (382)
Here we have two interpretations of the same erteoum Venice, Emily’s, completely devoid
of any sense of sexuality or impropriety of anytsand Annette’s, more sexually imaginative,
but still disbelieving. The difference in the twgoclearly one of class and access to the
sexualized gossip of the outside world, but it @lsmes from Annette’s tie to the erotic world,
through her social position as a servant and thrdway relationship with Ludovico. Ludovico
clearly understands the character of Livano bunisilling to corrupt his future bride with too
much sexual knowledge; however, his sexualizediogiship with Annette allows both the maid
and the mistress to make more intellectual decssarout the women they surround themselves
with and thus keeps them both from falling preytteir own sexual naiveté. Ultimately the
women discover that Ludovico knew more than he tiodan, and that Signora Livona had been

Montoni’s mistress during their time in Venice. eSitoes not openly show herself to be his
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mistress until shortly after the death of Madamenhai, but Emily’s respect for her own ability
to judge character is firmly shaken by the encaunte

The knowledge that Emily gains through Annettelatrenship with Ludovico encourages
her to reconsider her understanding of morality,dne does not immediately see the benefits of
openly expressed love. Her fear of acting impriypeecomes evident when she discusses
Annette’s relationship with Ludovico, as she domgesal times throughout the novel. During
her discussions with Annette, Emily consistentlgairages her servant be secretive about the
relationship. On one meeting soon after they aratithe castle, Annette introduces the subject
of Ludovico by saying, “You remember Ludovico, ma=a-a tall, handsome, young man—
.. . who always wears his cloak with such a grda®wn round his left arm, and his hat set on
so smartly all on one side, and— " “No” interrusiily who goes on to tell Annette, “I fear, to
thy peril . . . for it seems his verses have sttilgrheart. But let me advise you; if it is sogge
the secret; never let him know it.” “Ah—ma’amsellhew can one keep such a secret as that?”
asks Annette. (247) Much later in their time ablptho, Annette wonders at the upper-class
capacity for concealment and remarks “how youngekaill disguise themselves, when they
are in love!” (285). Emily and Annette’s differingews on openly expressed sexuality provide
us with a stark contrast, and when compared to gaglier discussions of Signora Livona, they
suggest Radcliffe’s moral. The contrast here tasben open and honest love, as expressed by
Annette, and the closed and deceitful lust, asesgad by Signora Livona. With these two
presentations of sexuality, Radcliffe offers aigtie of the type of love that Signora Livona and
Emily presents to the world, that which is decegdinpassionless, and the type of love that
Annette present to the world, that which is oped laonest. As the child of loving parents,

Emily should be able to distinguish between the types of love and recognize that open and
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honest love is more morally appealing than secreteel however, the death of Emily’s father,
her uncovering of the secret picture, and her altersuspicions about her father’s potential for
sexual impropriety encourage Emily to view love geduality as things that are shameful and
should be hidden from the world.

While Emily presents a passionless front eowlorld in an attempt to protect herself from
any claims of impropriety, she begins to learn frArmette’s love relationship with Ludovico,
and she is clearly not yet the apathetic womarfdtber warned her about becoming. When
Montoni tells Annette that Ludovico has died, imf@tion that turns out to be untrue, Emily
“shudder” in response (326) and braces herselforette’s disappointment. However, though
she is visibly shaken by the news of the doomed,|&mily still attempts to conceal her true
emotions when the grieving Annette appears at hamber door. To Annette’s sobs and groans
Emily responds “with a sigh that came from her hg&we are continually losing dear friends
by death. . . . We must submit to the will of Heaveour tears, alas! cannot recall the dead!”
(328). When Emily discovers that Ludovico is notyrdead, she shows happiness for Annette
but is unable to express it openly. In this sc&mily’s unconscious and conscious responses
conflict. Emily is clearly not the passionless wamshe would present herself to be, and as she
spends more time observing Annette and her loveddovico, Emily moves closer to being
able to openly express her feelings. The “sigh ¢aene from her heart” and the uncontrolled
shudder that contorts her body when she learnsidb\ico’s death both illustrate her natural
instinct to express herself more passionatelyhkbutanguage reflects her continuing
unwillingness to do so.

Of course, Emily’s inability to openly exprdssr horror at Ludovico’s possible death

illustrates not only her attempt to maintain a pagess persona, but also serves as a reminder
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that Emily too has lost a love. The differencenmsn Annette’s possible loss and Emily’s
actual loss, however, is that Emily chose her pdifroughout the Udolpho section of the novel,
Annette’s relationship with Ludovico serves to rathus of the different track that Emily chose
to take by leaving the safety of her love for Valaurt. In fact, the love scenes between Annette
and Ludovico begin to take center stage after Eforignally renounces all thought of
Valancourt describing them as something that wéstiain” her mind and as an indulgent “wish
so shockingly self-interested” (308). From thempaf that pronouncement, Valancourt, who
she had promised to remember every sunset, varfreimeshe text for the next ten chapters, and
the love story in those sections is provided by é&teand Ludovico. It is in these chapters that
Annette is first locked up by Ludovico and thattb&mily and the audience believe Ludovico
has died.

Annette’s imprisonment in this section ie thist of two imprisonments she faces in the
novel and on both occasions Radcliffe creates aonous, but significant contrast between the
type of confinement Emily faces because of hetyaarivillingness to trust in her love for
Valancourt and the type of confinement Annette dad&/hen Annette is imprisoned, she is
imprisoned by Ludovico who clearly understandsdaeger of the Gothic household in ways
that Annette does not. While Annette complainBafconfinement on both occasions, Radcliffe
makes it clear that once the reasons for confinemrenexplained, Annette freely chooses the
protective confinement that her love for Ludovidteos over the dangers of the larger prison,
Udolpho. In these scenes, Radcliffe offers a cammpa to Emily. Just like Emily, Annette is
confined in the Gothic household, and just like Egtgj Annette’s modesty is threatened by the
immoral men of that household. However, Annetteasconfined by the villain, but a hero, and

the confinement is not mandatory, it is freely gted. Annette’s scenes of confinement are
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clearly meant to counterpart Emily’s difficult pben, but they illustrate that when sexuality is
expressed openly, it can be beneficial. It mayinas, lead to confinement of sorts, but that
confinement is the confinement of love, not theft@mment of economics, and when
confinement is willingly chosen, it is less painfalbear and in fact, becomes appreciated.

By the end of their stay in Udolpho, Emily beging¢alize how valuable Annette’s
relationship with Ludovico is and how her formejuimctions for the maid to hide her love may,
in fact, have been detrimental to all their safeag Annette listened. When Montoni’s true
character becomes apparent to both Emily and heratladame Montoni— both women
begin to view Annette’s love for Ludovico as anedssnd as their only means for escape.
Neither Emily nor her aunt has met Ludovico, budimoment of extreme fear, Madame
Montoni cries out to Annette “Assist us to escape.Where is Ludovico?” (316). He cannot
help Madame Montoni because he is busy fightingrédect the castle, but soon after this
encounter, Emily meets Ludovico and he becomesdiermeans of protection while she
remains under Montoni’'s control. Ultimately, theemly passionate relationship which Emily
had earlier criticized allows Ludovico becomeshieeo of this section, and Annette’s
relationship with Ludovico takes center stage wthkerelationship between Emily and
Valancourt recedes into the background. This morgs highlighted when Radcliffe briefly
teases us with the possibility that Valancourt waturn to save Emily; however, she reinforces
the loss of that love relationship with the disapping appearance of DuPont (the novel’'s fake
Valancourt). Our disappointment soon fades, howeglLudovico reasserts his newly acquired
position as hero and steps in to rescue the gmaup Udolpho. As they leave the castle,

Ludovico thinks fondly upon his accomplishments] ae
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congratulated himself, on having rescued his ArenatidSignoraEmily from the
danger, that had surrounded them; on his own liloerédrom people, whose
manners he had long detested; . . . on his prospéetppiness with the object of
his affections. (453)
Although right before they leave the castle, Ludovinas provided Emily with another faux hero
in the form of DuPont, DuPont proves to be inadégjuaoth as a lover and as a hero. Much of
DuPont’s inadequacy comes from the fact that ke,BEimily, embraced concealment. We
discover, soon after they are rescued, that DuRasmbeen obsessed with Emily since the
beginning of the story, but she, like the audiemexer even knew of his existence. His
concealment makes him an ineffectual lover and,kard rather than rescue Emily himself, as a
true hero would do, he musérescued by Ludovico who not only affects DuPoagsape but
also takes on the role of economic provider forghtre group when he stumbles upon a bag of
money, effectively assuring the possibility foritheafe journey home. Therefore, even though
Radcliffe offers us a substitute hero, in the uppgass DuPont, he is less effectual than the
surrogate hero she has provided us in the lowassdladovico, whose success was guaranteed
by his openness and practicality.

After they leave Udolpho, Annette and Ludovieoede into the background. Despite their
move into the background, they remain significdrdracters in the work, and Radcliffe rewards
them with marriage and a nice placement at theoétiaze novel, but once their stint as
surrogates for Emily and Valancourt is finishea\tlare no longer necessary to either Emily’s
education or the continuation of the novel’'s ron@plotline. While the surrogacy is brief,
Radcliffe expects Emily and the audience to learmgortant moral from it. The

passionlessness which Emily’s world, and in faetwlorld in most realistic novels, requires
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cannot help women to free themselves from patrargianny, and in fact, it only serves to
perpetuate the problem. In order to gain contvelr dheir finances and their sexuality, women
must gain unshakable inner understanding of vk must be willing to test their own
understanding of virtue against that which soctltgms “respectable.” Radcliffe argues here
that parentslo have responsibility for imparting this knowledgetheir daughters, but she also
places the burden on the women themselves, wholmustlling to hazard social mistakes in
order to achieve personal fulfilment. UltimateRadcliffe would like us to see that women who
stand by idly and do not openly express their dssiill be doomed to a life of stagnation and
decay promised by the Gothic.

While the female servants play relatively dmales in both Walpole’s novel and Radcliffe’s,
their impact is profound. As the only representadf the outside sexualized world and as the
only characters with the ability to prove that saclorld is not necessarily immoral or
inappropriate, the female servants serve invaluinletions in these texts. They promote
female independence and their intervention alldwesheroines to move away from the
stagnation of the Gothic world to create a new,aregalitarian society one in which the
heroines’ private and social identities can coegxestcefully with their sexual identities. By
dispelling the heroines’ ideas that passionlessisems appropriate response to sexual threat, the
Gothic servant girls pave the way for later incéiores of Gothic heroines, such as Jane in
Charlotte Bronté’'slane Eyreand Mrs. de Winter in Daphne DuMaurieRebeccawho, as
servant/heroines, manage to expose and addrestydiveithout the intervention of an

additional surrogate or guide, the terror that@ase out of acknowledged desire.
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Notes

1 J. Jean Hecht discusses eighteenth-century p@musuif country servants ifhe Domestic

Servant Class in Eighteenth-Century England
London servants were considered the worst of theThey were said to be
wanton in habit and unscrupulous in practice. Mweg, urban living was
supposed to have given them a sophistication cteized by a highly
insubordinate spirit and an exceptionally selfsiagted attitude. It was therefore
customary to compare them unfavourably with domssti the country. . . .
Indeed, so great was the prejudice against the skica®f the Metropolis that
those who had lost their places would not infreglydaave the city and return
again, posing as fresh arrivals. (11-12)

2 See Introduction pages 9-15.

3 with the obvious exception of Pamela, whose infagemust be explored separately from the

larger more typical characterizations of female dstics.

* See Chapter 1 for a discussion of the distindtiemveen public and private identities and the

dangers that such a distinction encourages.

> With the possible exception of Betsy in Smitfilse Old Manor Housealthough Betsy is a

minor character and she is merely wanton, notljotegvoid of a moral center like Amy. Betsy

does, however, help introduce the heroine of tbaeh Monimia, to sexuality, but Betsy’s role

is to act as a warning and to reinforce Monimiastiss as moral heroine, lest we question the

propriety of Monimia’s midnight rendezvous with thero. See chapter 4 for a discussion of the

Monimia as moral servant/heroine.
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® See Terry Castle’s discussion of this novel’s @Gostatus in her introduction to the work.
Terry Castle. “IntroductionThe Mysteries of Udolph&d. Bonamy Dobrée (Oxford: Oxford

UP, 1998): xx-xxiil.
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Chapter 4: Servants and the Criminalization of Aridocratic Identity in Charlotte Smith’s
The Old Manor House
In a great house there are among the servantsmsaahals, and as many
schemes, as among the leaders of a great natidriearexhibited a greater
variety of interests than did the family of Mrs.yRand. (The Old Manor House
52)

In the novels that | have explored in previohapters, the Gothic household has been male
dominated and servants have played an integralrakallenging that domination. They have
worked with heroes and heroines to replace the d@i@nated household with a new, female-
centered household, one that may still be headetsibly by a man, but one that reflects the
influence of companionate love and that promisegerfreedom, or at least more
acknowledgement, for the wife and mother. It wosdém, then, that a household already
governed by a woman— a woman with the freedom tmsé her companion, with a firm grasp
on her maternal and paternal history, and withvibneale to challenge her authority— might
escape the pitfalls of the Gothic; however, thees as the quotation above tells us, “many
schemes” in Rayland Hall, all of which invite thetBic into a household that would, on the
surface, seem to reflect the type of household iGdigroines and their servants have been
striving to create.

SinceThe Old Manor Houskeaves us with none of the typical Gothic culpritdlame for
Gothic dysfunction of Rayland Hall, we must look &onew villain. And as there is no male
oppressor to blame, we find that we must blamertagiarch of Rayland Hall for the
household’s Gothic shortcomings, for it is in MRayland’s character that we find the failures
which invite the Gothic into Rayland Hall. KathagiRogers points out the contradictions

apparent in Mrs. Rayland’s character that helpntmparage the terrors of the Gothic and explain
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her inability to fill the role of matriarchal leadproscribed at the end of many other Gothic
novels—“The contrast between her self-confidenakleer ignorance, between her self-
satisfaction and her total lack of good feelinggween the power she has and her unfitness to
wield it, is both comic and appalling” (76). MRayland is “unfit” to govern her household and
by virtue of that “unfitness” rendered comic. Heomic and appalling” appearance results
largely from her promotion of social conventionatthave been designed to limit all women’s
freedoms, the conventions of feudalism. Thus veasélrs. Rayland’s household, the same
class conflict and threat of servant usurpatiois¢uss in chapter one wi®aleb Williamsand

The Castle of OtrantoWhat has changed irhe Old Manor Housd will argue, is that the
usurpation is not the result of a hypocritical gapween public and private identities, instead, it
is the result of a woman trying to maintain powglademale using patterns that had not only
failed for men but that had originally been conetied, in part, to restrict the rights of females.
Mrs. Rayland extols the virtue of feudalistic ttamh at every turn, but as Labbe argues, “Rather
than promoting conventioifhe Old Manor Househarts the cost— to families, individuals, and
relationships—of relying on convention” (18). Asesult Mrs. Rayland’s home becomes a
model for social decay not only of the individualisehold, but also of the social structure of
England itself. Fletcher explains, “The gildinigetoak, the order, make the well-preserved
central section a shrine of traditional values.e Tuxury . . . is suggested in the shining surfaces
but so is its fragility, and someone entering withdue caution could knock everything over in
venturing onto the ‘nicely waxed’ floor” (165). fidugh its focus on tradition and its
incorporation of Gothic elements this novel quastithe role of women in the household; it asks
us to consider what a matriarch should look likd aether she is doomed to experience the

same sort of usurpation patriarchs are doomedct &nd it asks us to consider the role of
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women in the movement toward individualism as \asliwhat responsibility women have to
promote the ideals of revolution. To answer thepsestions, Smith returns to ideas she has
expressed in previous novels, considers her owsopat struggles with inheritance law that
privileges primogeniture, and reevaluates trad#tioalationships between servants and their
masters, ultimately proffering a new style of hdwad, one that she believes reflects both the
requirements of individualism and the desires om&a for at least a modicum of equality.
The Function of the Political Gothic at Rayland Hal

Charlotte Smith’s fifth novelThe Old Manor HousgL793), is set at the time of the American
Revolution and draws part of its action from thaaflict, so, clearly, revolution is a central point
of her conversation; however, and of course, fitoisthe American Revolution Smith seeks to
explore in this novel. As she does in her foudkei DesmongdSmith seeks to explore the
philosophy of the French Revolution. In this clespt will argue that Smith uses servant
characters iThe Old Manor Houst elaborate on arguments she madéesmondand that
she utilizes Gothic machinery irhe Old Manor Housas a means of furthering notions she
expressed iDesmonddealing with the corruption of the aristocrationd and the
responsibilities women to govern their househahda hew way. To do so, | will further argue,
Smith relies upon of one of eighteenth-centuryetyts worst fears about their servants, that
they will criminalize the household, and by virtoiedoing so, ruin the family reputation. In
chapter 1, | explored this fear of servant usugmatif power as it relates to economics and the
construction of the master’s public and privatenitg. In this chapter, | shall examine the ways
in which Smith relies upon and then complicates$ fisar by creating a system in which the
aristocratic values of Rayland Hall do not suffemf servant criminalization but in fact

criminalize servants who might otherwise, if placedhe bourgeoisie household, serve
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dutifully. Here, it is the aristocratic Mrs. Ragthwho becomes an unwitting Gothic villain by
unknowingly injecting the criminal element intogmovel and unintentionally constructing the
Gothic household. She does this not through aeytareed or evil on her own part, though she
might well be considered vain and snobbish; insteld injects the Gothic by promoting those
ideals she has been bred to embrace, the idetdsddlism. And here, we begin to see the flaw
of the feminist plan discussed in the introductdithis piece: women want to gain control of the
household, but if they are to do it, they must teeanew pattern of governance.hey cannot
repeat the feudalistic pattern for that systemagsiem that has traditionally excluded them,
both legally and economically, so while they malyteemselves up as kings, or queens, of the
household, they will not do it isolation and atempts to do so will be thwarted by outside
influence—in the forms of both the legal system #redshifting social code. As a result, the
female head of household risks creating her owsieerof the Gothic household which can
imprison her just as certainly as it imprisons otheaker females.

Although not governed by an oppressive maégl&hd Hall is undeniably a Gothic
household, yet, although this novel is often prioct to be Charlotte Smith’s best work of
fiction, The Old Manor Houskas not merited mention in most critical survely&othic
literature, and when it does appeatr, it is disadissgy briefly. That is not to suggest that
Smith’s other novels are absent from critical destan of the Gothic. In fact, boBmmeline
andDesmondare often explored. Critical focus on these twwatsis understandable given the
fact that both of these works nod toward the Gothth their representations of towering
castles, evil uncle/husbands, and marauding ban#ittiwever, of the three novelBhe Old
Manor Houseseems most clearly Gothic in that it does not hgered toward the Gothic, as do

EmmelineandDesmongbut it illustrates patterns that promote the tacsion of the Gothic
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and seeks to challenge the Gothic world direcllige absence of this text from most general
discussions of the Gothic is troubling not only diege Smith seems to have taken such pains to
illustrate the construction of the Gothic in thiege but also because her purpose for the
construction of the Gothic makes this piece adipally charged aBesmondand therefore as
significant to the understanding of Smith’s philpkg as her other work.

CertainlyDesmonds Smith’s great political novel, but critics haeag viewedThe Old
Manor Houseas similarly, yet less overtly, political. As sudreflects what Chris Jones calls
Smith’s “indirect radical comment on seemingly centronal situations” (167). Her
commentary inrhe Old Manor Houses more “indirect” but understandably so, given thet
that she was roundly criticized for her discussibpolitics inDesmond- In fact, her
contemporary Thomas James Mathias accuses Sniiihodfrequently whining and frisking in
novels, till our girls’ heads turn wild with impabke adventures and are now and then tainted
with democracy” (56§. However, despite the criticism, Smith continuhsugh a little more
cautiously inThe Old Manor Houseo promote her caueThe mixed response to the political
representations iDesmondnay have encouraged Smith to displace her fiftrehm time to the
1770s, thus allowing her to deal with the politissues of class that were so important in
Desmondn a less inflammatory fashion; yet though Smittyrhave displace@ihe Old Manor
Houseto the time of the American Revolution, she corgmat least one of the strains she
begins inDesmondher discussion of the relation between masteaitssarvants, and as such, an
examination of Desmond’s take on those relationisprovide us with a means of reading
Smith’s intentions inrhe Old Manor House

The feudalistic situation Mrs. Rayland constsuat Rayland Hall can be best understood

through a conversation between Desmond and a Famnett. During a debate about the nature
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of nobility, the Count asks Desmond “So Sir! | minem all this, conclude, that you consider

your footman upon an equality with yourself. — Wthgn is he your footman?” (138). To this

guestion, Desmond responds:
| happen to be born heir to considerable estateshis chance to be the son of a
labourer, living on those estates. — | have occefr his services; he has
occasion for the money by which | purchase thenthisicompact we are equal
so far as we are free.—I, with my property, whighmoney, buy his property,
which is time, so long as he is willing to sell #.1 hope and believe my footman
feels himself to be my fellow-man; but | have rtbgrefore, any apprehension
that instead of waiting behind my chair, he witldown in the next—He was
born poor—nbut he is not angry that | am rich—Hewsadhat he never can be in
my situation, but he knows also that | can ambisd—If, however, instead of
paying him for his services, | were able to sakiito, ashasbeen done by the
higher classes . . . —"you are my property—and ymst come to work, fight,
die for me, on whatever conditions | please to isg6—my servant, who would
very naturally perceive no appeal against suchtyal injustice, but to bodily
prowess would, as he is probably the most athtdtihe two, discover that so far
from being compelled to stand on such terms bemmpahair, he was well able
either to place himself in the next, or to turn ou of mine. (139)

Of course, Mrs. Rayland does riotce her servants to work, but in viewing her houseladd

feudal realm, she establishes the system which Dedrdears—one in which her servants will

try to sit alongside her or turn her out of herich&urther, Mrs. Rayland may not force her

servants to work for her, but she does believettieat are compelled, and this aristocratically
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skewed interpretation leads her servants to beasi@esmond fears they will. In Mrs.

Rayland’s world view, God’s grace has placed herlar family in a position of power and
because of that they are innately superior in ex@spect to those around them. Similarly, God
has placed the servants in their position, so #ieynnately inferior. To Mrs. Rayland, their
position as servant is a cosmic punishment. Heasés are her servants because God willed it
to be so, and although she is fairly benevoletietoinferiors, she imagines no dignity in their
social positions, has no respect for their labod eertainly does not see them as her “equals,” a
point which Desmond promotes. Like Manfred andkald inThe Castle of OtrantandCaleb
Williamsrespectively, Mrs. Rayland embraces and prometagdlistic class construction, and,
like those two Gothic villains, she faces the thiedausurpation.

The Gothic in general has long been linkedhpilitical attacks on the aristocracy, but, as
Kate Ferguson Ellis recognizes in her discussiddegmongdSmith’s uses of the Gothic to
further political ideals are more pronounced arfli&ceher desire to reach a highly targeted
audience:

It is by adding “terror” to the sentimental formdkat Smith made room for the
expression of radical ideas inside a genre, thelntivat was scrupulously
watched over by reviewers for possible corruptimfpences. It was not the only
way of using the novel as a vehicle for “dangeraesitiments, but it was one
particularly suited to women writing for a femaladgéence. (85)
Ellis’s focus onDesmondas a representative of the overtly political Gothianderstandable
sinceDesmondtlearly reflects Smith’s political agenda, andsash, elicits more discussion in

terms of politics; however, the categorizatiorDelsmondas a Gothic novel is tenuous at best, as
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it includes only brief instances of Gothic encoust@and as sucfihe Old Manor Housseems
to serve as a better example of Smith’s politicali& agenda.

If the purpose ofhe Old Manor Houses to expose the construction and destruction of
aristocratic values through the Gothic, then remdbaould look to the instruments by which
Smith fulfills that purpose. Critics addressifige Old Manor Hous&end to focus on the hero’s
education of the heroine as the genesis of thewtgisin, and there is no denying that Orlando’s
relationship with Monimia helps to remove the Gothhowever, Smith carefully illustrates the
construction of the Gothic in this piece, so ineartb understand the significance of that which
Orlando destroys, we must first understand thatlvthe aristocracy (as represented through
Mrs. Rayland) constructs.

Troubles with the Aristocracy and the InheritanceyStem

Rather than focus overtly on the French Reaty asDesmondioes,The Old Manor House
represents the injustice of the aristocratic mdaetigh its relation to the inheritance and legal
systems of her time. The novel addresses thddtibas of Orlando Somerive, the cousin of
Mrs. Grace Rayland, an aristocratic matriarch wlamipulates Orlando and his family with
hints of inheritance. Orlando’s uncertain inheré@ is complicated by his secret love of one of
Mrs. Rayland’s servants, Monimia, and by the maatms of Monimia’s fellow servants who
compete with Orlando for Mrs. Rayland’s affectiamshe hopes that they will become her heirs.
In true sentimental, Gothic terms, the novel inewid girl imprisoned in a turret, possible
ghosts, a missing will, smugglers, and a periloyswhich includes a captivity.

The central focus of the novel is the systéimizeritance based on the aristocratic,
patriarchal model, and it is no wonder that theeh@resents such a scathing indictment of these

systems given Smith’s own legal battles over héddam’s inheritance and her tendency to
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consider her battle as one against aristocratiitioa. Although born into a fairly affluent
family, Smith faced financial difficulties in adhlbod as a result of an unsuccessful marriage. At
the age of sixteen, she was encouraged by herr faticeher proverbially unpleasant step-mother
to marry Benjamin Smith. She would later regret¢hoice as Benjamin Smith was regarded
not only by Charlotte but also by his own fatheigiHard Smith, to be highly irresponsible and
brutal® Although Benjamin Smith held little regard foetkafety and well being of his wife and
nine children, Richard Smith, in order to alleviatane of the problems his son had caused,
willed the majority of his fortune to Charlotte aBénjamin Smith’s children, bypassing
Benjamin, his second son, as well as his eldesaadrseveral daughters. Unfortunately for
Charlotte Smith and her children, Richard SmitHtddaa fairly ambiguous will without legal
assistance, which allowed the will to be contesigdis children and which left Charlotte Smith
and her children without access to the family foetu The legal wrangling over the will lasted
for thirty-seven years, seven years beyond Smitwis life, and consumed most of her time and
energy. Certainly, the battle had an effect ontBmivriting of The Old Manor Houses she
points out in her letter to Joseph Cooper Walkeirish antiquarian who arranged to have her
books sold in Ireland:
| have been ill & perplex’d with the cruelty of n@hildren’s tyrannical
Aristocratic relations, who will not allow me a Bimg for them or even tell me
what they have done with their property, & thegenents, which often affect my
spirits & drive me almost to despair, have prevems going on with the Novel
so rapidly as | hoped to have done. (Stanton 53)
It is not surprising, then, that the main confiicThe Old Manor Houseenters on the flawed

inheritance system or that her novel places respidihsfor the faults in this system squarely at
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the feet of the aristocracy. Both the legal batdeer Mrs. Rayland’s will and Mrs. Rayland’s
idea of tradition and familial bonds, distortedéflected back through the dysfunctional
Somerive family, hint at her personal crisis witle tAristocratic relations” and their father’s
will.
Smith’s distaste for her “Aristocratic relatsy reverberates througfhe Old Manor Housn
the words of Mrs. Rayland— “the last of a race which within a few years, perhaps a few
months might be no more remembered” (16). Thrddgh Rayland’s character, Smith offers
an indictment of a social system that places emgluasthe paternalistic role of the upper
classes, and she presents the horrors emanatmgstroh a system, particularly those that
encourage the lower classes to engage in immodaillagal acts to make a place for themselves
with in a system that marginalizes their significan Mrs. Rayland’s obsession with her family
line leads her to promote dead or dying socialesyst She refuses to compromise her social
values and in fact attempts to construct what JeloteiM. Labbe calls a feudal realha, point
the narrator makes clear when she compares Mrdaihto Queen Elizabeth I:
Her attachment to [Orlando] had been long insepsitdreasing; and though, like
another Elizabeth, she could not bear openly to@ekedge him her successor,
she was as little proof as the royal ancient virggainst the attractions of an
amiable and handsome young man, whom she lovedarsidered a child of her
bounty, and the creature of her smiles. Thougbardehed to keep him
dependent during her life, and even to send himraaaidier of fortune, she really
meant to give him, at her death, the whole of Aerdéd property. (228)

Like Elizabeth, Mrs. Rayland selfishly places heusehold in jeopardy to protect her own pride

and power. In framing herself as “another Elizab&irs. Rayland chooses virginity over
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motherhood and personal power over family securitye-see the consequences of Elizabeth’s
similar choice played out in Sophia Le@ke Recessliscussed in chapter three of this
document — and in doing so, Mrs. Rayland sets lupuge that is doomed to fail. Her obsessive
focus on her patriarchal family history, as illas&d by her willingness to take anyone who will
attend her to the family hall of portraits and thigtail the exploits of each member ad infinitum,
and her blind conviction that others endorse fagtialtraditions she does encourages those who
work for her to behave immorally—to sit down beda, as Desmond might say—as a result,
she fails as a matriarch.

Her view of class associations appears evigemer conduct toward her nearest (and only)
relations, the Somerive family. Mrs. Rayland re&iso associate with the family on equal terms
because their ancestors chose to marry belowsheial rank$. The narrator suggests that this
punishment results not merely from “prejudice” broin jealousy, as Somerive’s father chose to
marry Mrs. Rayland’s companion rather than hemsetine of her sisters (4). While Mrs.
Rayland revels in tradition and appropriate clasdsavior, with this character Smith presents a
woman who ironically promotes a tradition that wbahoose to exclude her. For in a traditional
sense, the Rayland family property, which Mrs. Ragl selfishly uses to taunt her socially
inferior relatives, should never have descendédr® Rayland in the first place, and the fact
that her father had no sons and thus had to leayardperty to daughters suggests decay and
ultimate dissolution of the family line Mrs. Raythso vainly parades. In his 1766
Commentaries on the Laws of EnglaMdlliam Blackstone explains,

The seventh and last rule or canon is, thabilateral
inheritances the male stocks shall be preferrededemale; (that is, kindred

derived from the blood of the male ancestors df&thdmitted before those from
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the blood of the female)—unless where the lande havfact, descended from
the female.
Thus the relations on the father’s side are adoittéenfinitum, before those
on the mother’s side are admitted at all; and ¢hetions of the father’s father,
before those of the father's mother; and so on1{8)
Mrs. Rayland’s father had no choice but to leawedsttates to daughters. His only male heirs
appear to be the descendants of his father’s stbtes negating the claims of the Somerive
family, at least in Blackstone’s opinion. Therefoboth Mrs. Rayland’s ownership of the house
and her consideration of giving the home to Orlafvdeoo as a second son should not inherit it
anyway) challenge the aristocratic tradition shkelfiso dear. Despite the break in tradition that
her ownership of the property and her resolutiopass it on to Orlando suggests, however, Mrs.
Rayland has been “educated with such very highsidégher] own importance, that [she] could
never be prevailed upon to lessen, by sharingtit amy of those numerous suitors, who for the
first forty or fifty years of [her] life surrounddther]” (3). In doing so, she seems to be ensuring
that the Rayland property will not pass from hehéa's line into the line of another man, thus
upholding Blackstone’s legal assessment, but thaltres already unavoidable. Rayland family
history is destined to become merely maternal histas Mrs. Rayland’s continuous recounting
of her family history as a way of reinforcing havmoimportance suggests. Throughout the
novel, Mrs. Rayland laments the change in clasE®tre and revels in her own family line, but
as she is doing so, she is reveling in a lineighaktinct.
Teaching the Servants to Steal
Mrs. Rayland’s flaw as a governing force is herl@pgion of a distinction that the rest of her

family refuses to accept. She may have construcfeddal world, in which she sees herself as
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“another Elizabeth,” but the rest of the charactetsie novel adhere to the rules of feudalism in
name only. It is this fault in her feudalistic iais that leads the narrator to observe, “In a great
house there are among the servants as many cabdlas many schemes, as among the leaders
of a great nation; and few exhibited a greateretgof interests than did the family of Mrs.
Rayland” (52). In her management of her servavits, Rayland consistently demeans their
social and economic position. Further, her emghasithe importance of constructing and
maintaining her own family name encourages thessgswto attempt to make money and names
for themselves, thus prompting their attempts tbaside her and act as “leaders of a great
nation.” While Mrs. Rayland simultaneously demehesservants and emphasizes their
powerlessness, she resigns the running of her &mgad her servants without monitoring their
behavior. Such thoughtless acts, according to Dadidestroy the master/servant bond and
encourage a competitive relationship among thesekas

We can see the flaws in Mrs. Rayland’s systdran it is compared with that of her cousin
Mr. Somerive. Although Somerive lacks many of gualities that would make him a good
parent, he seems to understand the managementahtein a way that Mrs. Rayland cannot.
In explaining Somerive’s rationale for avoiding thauveau riche Mr. Stockton’s home, the
narrator adds among the reasons his fear for hisuses perceptions of Stockton’s lifestyle.
Smith writes, “[Mr. Somerive’s] servants, plain datiorious, were at present content with their
portion of work and of wages; but were they ondeontuced into such a servants’ hall as that of
the Castle . . . he knew they would immediatelgdnee discontented, and of course
troublesome and useless” (146). Mr. Somerive,lkemond, believes that he has created a
balance between “work” and “wages” and that balailm@vs him to govern his household

appropriately. Mr. Somerive married for love, farttitle or money, and his liberal attitude
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toward money and rank permits him to maintain thgitpon of master in his household. Of
course, he has his flaws, particularly in that thenapts to persuade two of his children to marry
for money rather than love, but he is not the dnta® “[t]yrannical fathers who insisted their
children marry according to the necessity of ‘alti@’ [thus] resembl[ing] the feudal remnants
attacked by Jacobins” that Robert Miles warns usesfiuse Mr. Somerive’s desire to see his
children well matched seems to stem more fromdé#neir poverty than from purely selfish
motivations (48). In contrast, Mrs. Rayland’s femn money, title, and the power that such
distinction can provide encourages her servantdtain money and power by any means.
We see this in action during the tenants’tteddrs. Rayland generally believes herself too
important and too old to interact with the tenastsshe leaves the party to Patterson and
Lennard. Smith writes:
Mrs. Lennard and Mr. Patterson, who had long peskat them, loved the gaiety
of the scene, and the consequence they had mtiteg were considered as the
master and mistress of the feast; for, though Mes/dand once used to go down
to honour it with her presence for ten minutes, s now left off that custom,
from age and infirmity; and her servants, to whomas attended with some
trouble and loss of time, had persuaded her theatsts always ill after such an
exertion. (282)
Lennard and Patterson enjoy the power and prei$teyereceive from hosting such a fancy affair
and have learned to manipulate Mrs. Rayland irdcipfy them in charge of it. They, and the
other servants of the household, have learnek&piasure in the types of extravagance Mr.

Somerive hopes to keep his servants from viewia@ eesult, Mrs. Rayland’s servants behave
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duplicitously to achieve their fantasies of uppess domination, and so Rayland Hall is overrun
with “cabals” and “schemes.”
The “cabals” and “schemes” perpetrated bystr@ants at Rayland Hall reflect a larger
eighteenth-century fear of criminality in the servalass. As | noted in chapter one, Andrea
Henderson argues that representations of servatie ieighteenth century often focus on the
servant’s connection with the outside world andg@evant’s resulting ability to inject outside
immortality into the household. Take for examplani2l Defoe’s fear of the servant maid’s
connection to the outside world:
[M]any [servants] rove from place to place, fronwllg-house to service, and
from service to bawdy-house again, ever unsettteldn@ver easy, anything being
more common than to find these creatures one wealgbod family, and the
next in a brothel. This amphibious life makes tHérfor neither, for if the bawd
uses them ill, away they trip to service, and & thistress gives them a wry word,
whip they are at a bawdy-house again, so thatfacethey neither make good
whores or good servant&Verybody’s Business is Nobody’s Busin®ss

Indeed, Defoe’s concern about the servant maidlgyato bring crime into the household from

the outside world is supported by eighteenth-cgmteicords of servant criminal activity. Peter

Linebaugh points out:
Professor Malcolmson found that of sixty-one detarid tried for infanticide at
the Old Bailey between 1730 and 1744, thirty-fiverevservant maids, a figure
explained by the prohibition of pregnancy amongaets. . . . Of the sixty-two
servants who were hanged between 1703 and 1772ove that twenty-one

received this penalty for robbing their masterd.8)2
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As these statistics suggest, servants were ceriavlved in crimes during the period, and they
were involved in crimes against their masters. By, what is interesting about these statistics
is that while some of these servants were convictedimes against their masters, others were
convicted not of crimes against the master butiofes against themselves, and their crimes
resulted not from greed but from the hierarchipaternal rules of the family, rules that are
reflected in the social structure Mrs. Rayland t@ean her household. In these non-fictional
cases, the female servants committing murder watrperpetrating crimes because they were
sullied by the outside world but instead they waweng so as a means of complying with the
dictates imposed by their masters. If they wahbekeep their jobs and their homes, they had to
remain childless, virginal members of the househdtdorder to live up to the demands of the
household, they were unwittingly encouraged to reutd
While servants did indeed present the possilmf introducing immorality into the
household, masters had an ethical, and indeed,rleg@onsibility to dissuade servants from
behaving immorally by setting an example. As SteShapin argues:
Servants—by definition—were dependent and subgetiie will of another.
Courtesy books, and practical guides to domestitag@ment, routinely
commented on the unreliability and mendacity of’aets and advised how they
should be selected, managed, and supervised. eftieighan’s treatment of his
servants was deemed important both as a practidehsa moral matter. His
‘family’ included his residential servants. In tRaritan literature especially, the
gentleman was urged to make himself responsibléhéar moral management,
just as servants were responsible for his econaffags and safekeeping of his

secrets. (91)
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The class system of the eighteenth century oftaoegnl servants in a legal position of a child,
thus giving them very few rights with regard toithreasters. It was not “dangerous or
unlawful,” according to Frank McLynn, to beat awv&et, and nor would a master “be found
guilty of either murder or manslaughter unless fsdd an ‘unusual implement’, for example a
club” to kill a servant (37). Indeed, as McLynmther points out, after the Coventry Act, which
increased penalties for rioting, “to maim a serwaas a capital offence but to beat him to death
was not” (38). Certainly, it seems that legallg #ervant’s position was much more precarious
than the master’'s. And while the fear that servarduld perpetrate crimes within the master’s
household was great, the chance that the servaritdweceive any legal support against his
master was not always a given. Of course, thereases in which servants’ rights were
protected, most famously that of Lord Ferrers, \kitled his steward in a fit of anger and was
hanged for the murder; however, on a daily basisfanall practical purposes, the legal and
moral standard for the household was set by, ahdldy, the master and the hierarchy he
created, and the servant’s position within thatdetwld would reflect the environment
established by the master.
This fact is reflected in the laws governthg behavior of servants while under their
master’s supervision. According to Blackstone:
As for those things which a servant may do on Hedfdlis master, they seem all
to proceed upon this principle, that the mastanswverable for the act of his
servant, if done by his command, either expressigrg or implied:nam qui facit
per alum, facit per sfhe who acts by an agent, does it himself]. Theeg if the
servant commit a trespass by the command or engenment of his master, the

master shall be guilty of it: not that the servargxcused, for he is only to obey
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his master in matters that are honest and lawfudn innkeeper’s servants rob his

guests, the master is bound to restitutions: faghee is a confidence reposed in

him, that he will take care to provide honest setgahis negligence is a kind of

implied consent to the robbery. . .. So likewfdbe drawer at a tavern sells a

man bad wine, whereby his health is injured, he branyg an action against the

master: for, although the master did not expressigr the servant to sell it to

that person in particular, yet his permitting hordraw and sell it at all is

impliedly a general command. (73)
The legal position of servants relative to theiistees was tenuous, but as Blackstone points out,
the master has an obligation to ensure that senadostain from engaging in illegal activities.
Mrs. Rayland does not fulfill this obligation, aad a result, the feudalistic structure of her
household combined with her limited supervisioncemages her servants to engage in illegal
activities as a means of obtaining power and mestnd places the Rayland family reputation in
jeopardy. The behavior of the Rayland servantsines an indictment of Mrs. Rayland, her
status as matriarch, and the entire class system.

Mrs. Rayland’s elitist views place her in aspion of weakness in relation to her servants,
and by refusing to share the contents of her withw@rlando, Mrs. Rayland creates an
atmosphere of secrecy which further promotes thagal actions of her servants. As a result the
non-servant characters in the novel become sutgebe will of the servants and have to depend
upon the servants to resolve conflicts. While NRayland thinks herself astute and
sophisticated —“another Elizabeth”— for refusingattknowledge her heir, she unwittingly turns
herself into a dupe and a criminal. The consegeentMrs. Rayland’s matriarchal failure are

most evident in her three upper servants, Patte&uweicraft, and Lennard, all of whom try to
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create mini kingdoms for themselves so that theysitabeside Mrs. Rayland. The failure is
further illuminated by three less powerful servemspirators, Jacob, Betty, and the heroine of
the piece, Monimia. With the “cabals” and “schefm@ghese servants, Smith argues that in
encouraging secrecy and capriciousness, the olat=s, as reflected by Mrs. Rayland, leads to
lawlessness, the failure of the matriarch, anathices the Gothic into the female governed
household.

First among those to bring lawlessnessRRagland Hall is Mrs. Rayland’s butler, Mr.
Patterson, described by the narrator as “a pefiedt in morals” with a “propensity to
libertinism” (53). Although Patterson is of lowlyrth, beginning his career with the Rayland
family as a ploughboy, he manages to manipulat&tgand women until they promote him to
the post of butler and over his twenty-five yedrsarvice accumulated a “great sum of money”
with which he “had bought two or three small farimshe country” (53). Patterson wants
nothing more than to be seen as the head of thieaRhiiousehold. Through manipulation and
fear tactics, he controls his fellow servants,udahg the intimidating Mrs. Lennard, and
encourages them to act illegally and immorally lseshe knows that regardless of the other
servants’ ill will toward him, none will report hegtivities to Mrs. Rayland. The power position
he creates for himself allows him to seduce theas#rgirls and set up a smuggling ring in the
Rayland Hall, thus turning Rayland Hall into a peral bordello and a gathering place for
banditti. In doing so, he helps to create and erage the myth that Rayland Hall is haunted,
thereby adding a Gothic element to the storys itat, of course, in fact haunted by anything
other than smugglers, but the horror that he csaateves the Hall into the Gothic realm and

introduces the disruption and decay of the Gotladavinto an otherwise sentimental story.
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Not only does Patterson’s introduction of gigiers into Rayland Hall turn the ancient
family seat into a house of murder and intrigueibalso leads Mrs. Rayland’s chosen heir into
a relationship with a murderous thief. Jonas Wakis introduced to the reader as “an outlawed
smuggler, famous for his resolution, and the fe@awhich he was held by the custom-house
officers.” (129). When Orlando sees him, Wilkinssemething like horror,” with a “fierce and
wild expression in his eyes” wearing a “dirty rouinock stained with ochre which looked like
blood” (131). Despite Wilkins’s wild and murderoagpearance, Orlando decides to befriend
the villain and sets up a plan to ensure that Ratites and Wilkins’s illicit activities will not
interfere with Orlando’s own. When Orlando agreekeep Wilkins’s and Patterson’s secret, he
too becomes complicit in turning Rayland Hall iatgeat of criminal activity. Far from
behaving as the young aristocrat, the second dd@ando Rayland that Mrs. Rayland believes
him to be, he aligns himself with common thievésirther, if we follow Blackstone’s logic, by
virtue of knowing of the thievery, Orlando beconaethief himself. The end result of Orlando’s
association with Wilkins, and ultimately Pattersmthat while the system Mrs. Rayland has
established encourages Patterson to try to sit dmside her, it results in Orlando sitting down
beside Patterson. While Patterson’s actions redldiaw in his own moral center, Mrs.
Rayland’s promotion of class distinctions encousagatterson’s immoral activity and places
Orlando in a position to be corrupted by the setvan

Ultimately, Patterson’s illegal acts comdigit, but he does not receive the punishment he
deserves or should expect. He was “dismissed fhentHall for good; but for certain not like a
disgraced servant; for Madam gave him a power otlghings, and his farm as he took was
stocked from the Hall, and sure enough he had éedthis nest well one way or other, for he

died worth a mort of money” (410). Patterson lofitience over Mrs. Rayland and therefore
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lost his seat at the table, but despite the fatthis actions introduced thieves and murderers
into Rayland Hall, he prospers on his farm, anthetradition of the rich and greedy, dies of
gout, an atypical ending for a rebellious classibkr.

Mrs. Lennard, in her attempt to establishghér position in Mrs. Rayland’s feudal system,
also helps to challenge Mrs. Rayland’s authority eatroduce the Gothic into Rayland Hall.
The highly-educated daughter of a failed merchagminard reflects the type of class climber
Mrs. Rayland hates; however, she hires her intac@because she “was gratified in having
about her the victim of unsuccessful trade, forchlghe had always the most profound
contempt” (10). Mrs. Rayland’s contempt for Lerdiarassociation with trade and her
mistreatment of her servant companion encouragedreno use her education and intelligence
to manipulate Rayland and take control of Raylaatl.H.ennard was

so much superior to her mistress in understandnag,she soon governed her
entirely; and while the mean pliability of her spmade her submit to all the
contemptuous and unworthy treatment, which theyptide of Mrs. Rayland
had pleasure in inflicting, she secretly triumphethe consciousness of superior
abilities, and knew that she was in fact the msstref the supercilious being
whose wages she received. (11)
In response to Mrs. Rayland’s aristocratic crudlgnnard usurps control of Rayland Hall and
satisfies herself in the notion that she, not NRayland, is mistress of the place, again reflecting
Desmond’s fear. However, she carefully protectscbhatrol of Mrs. Rayland and the Hall by
indulging Mrs. Rayland’s class consciousness. kmtaMonimia— the daughter of a poor
relation—to live with her, Mrs. Lennard risks loweg her status with Mrs. Rayland. To satisfy

her mistress’s obsession with class, she allows Riagland to call the girl by a different name
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(the name Monimia is too romantic for Mrs. Raylantlistes) and she keeps the girl out of sight,
thus constructing the typical Gothic heroine scerafoung, orphan girl, hidden away in a
turret.

Although Patterson brings smugglers into thedehold, Mrs. Lennard more deviously
threatens the Rayland family. She knows her phlatteregard to Mrs. Rayland, but she is more
capable of manipulating that place than Pattersoms the narrator points out, Mrs. Lennard
“had more sense and more art than Patterson” gojbftunities more closely to observe her
lady” (228). Unlike Patterson, who believes Mrayknd will split her money among her
servants, Mrs. Lennard “knew that she should hiepesisess a very considerable legacy; and she
thought it better that Orlando should inherit thiklof the fortune, than either his father, who
had always considered the old servants about heisanemies, or any public charity” (228).

Further, in her attempt to keep Monimia in pece Mrs. Rayland has set out for her,
Lennard is as responsible for the introductionladgys into Rayland Hall as Patterson, for if
Patterson’s smuggling introduces the eerie noisasdby the servants, Lennard’s stories
reinforce their Gothic fears. When relating thegence of the ghosts to Orlando, Monimia
explains “my aunt has often told me that ghostagbwappeared to people who were doing
wrong, to reproach them; and, alas! Orlando, | aonsensible that | am not doing right” (42).
Monimia’s fear that she is “not doing right” comfesm her knowledge of her secret relationship
with Orlando, whom she has been forbidden by het eusee because Mrs. Rayland’s sense of
aristocratic propriety would deem Monimia an inagprate and even scandalous match for her
supposed heir. In this way, Lennard’s introductibtthe Gothic serves the aristocratic purpose.

Orlando explains Lennard’s addition of the Gothetling Monimia “like all other usurped
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authority, the power of your aunt is maintainedulpyust means, and supported by prejudices,
which if once looked at by the eye of reason wdalli (44). He further instructs:
She has taken care to fetter you in as much igeeras possible; but your mind
rises above the obscurity with which she would@umnd it. She has however
brought in supernatural aid; and, fearful of nahbeable to keep you in sufficient
awe by her terrific self, she has called forthtladl deceased ladies of the Rayland
family, and gentlemen, too. (44)
Although she is not aristocratic, Mrs. Lennard ubesterrors of the aristocracy to control her
niece. In this way, she mimics the behavior ofrhestress, who in her attempts to keep Orlando
and his family in line continuously dredges up gihests of the Rayland clan. Jones points out:
“Orlando’s education of Monimia is an assault oa pinejudices that sustain the Rayland empire
and monarchical government, full of condemnatiothat usurped authority which cannot meet
the eye of reason and has to defend itself by imtiposillusion, and coercion” (168). In
Lennard, we see examples of both that usurped pameéethe “monarchical government.”

Mrs. Lennard imagines that upon Mrs. Raylam#ath she will receive substantial sums from
the Rayland estate and envisions herself heiressgiMrs. Rayland’s lifetime, relishing her
chance to play hostess at the tenant’s ball an&ingto elevate her status by marrying up. Her
desire to become an heiress allows her to helpPadierson’s illegal activity, encourages her to
offer to sell her niece to a dubious Lord, enablesto abuse her feeble and dying mistress, and
finally, persuades her to destroy the will whiclyes Orlando’s inheritance and which was
given to her in trust by Mrs. Rayland. Of courges. Lennard later regrets this decision and
when she luckily finds a duplicate copy of the wlie is smart enough to keep it in case she

needs to use it to her advantage. Her ultimateeptaion of the will only serves her own



181

purposes because were it not for her unhappy ngarri@hich her interactions with Mrs.
Rayland encouraged, she would have been contéeefothe inheritance given to her in
Rayland’s original will and would seem to have beatisfied keeping Orlando and Monimia
from receiving any money.

Just as Smith'Besmondnforms our understanding of Mrs. Rayland’s feustadiinteraction
with her servants, her first nov@Bmmelineoffers insight into Mrs. Lennard’s dealings witketh
will, for Mrs. Lennard is not Smith’s first servatat present a long-lost will. Mrs. Lennard is, in
fact, an inversion of Le Limosin in SmithESnmeline In this novel Le Limosin provides the
will and a family history allowing Emmeline to gamer inheritance. Ultimately, Mrs. Lennard
provides a service similar to Le Limosin’s, but@tthan seek to proclaim family history, like
Le Limosin, Mrs. Lennard presents Orlando with # thiat she has kept hidden and she reveals
it only for her own selfish reasons. Like her mass, Mrs. Lennard chooses to suppress the truth
of Orlando’s inheritance, and the significance ef action further reflects feudalistic sentiments
she may have learned from Mrs. Rayland, as Diareveler points out: “The older era—feudal,
Catholic, and European based—relied on oralitylandan witnesses to verify truth. The new
era—Protestant and technologically more sophigt:airelies instead on the veracity of written
documents to prove claims and assert ownershipeoéstate” (44). Hoeveler is referring to
actions that take place Emmeling but her analysis works fdie Old Manor Housas well.
Smith illustrates that the aristocratic maternatdmy cannot be women'’s only means of
governing the household. Maternal history workestablish background and social position for
Emmeline, and for Edmund and Ellena as | discussapter two, but Mrs. Rayland as the
matriarch of Rayland Hall should promote her owstdry, not leave it to servants to guard for

her. For while maternal history is important,tisdition as oral history leaves it subject to



182

corruption and omission on the parts of servants @fose to rebel against masters who have
taught them to be unhappy in their social positidhis is a point that the Rokers know all too
well when they try not only to do away with the ten copy of the will but also call Mrs.
Lennard’s sanity into question, thus “putting it ofiMrs. Roker’s [Lennard’s] power to give

her testimony against the will that had been probgdnaking her a lunatic” (493). Although

the legal document represents Orlando’s only me&obtaining the property, the Rokers want
to ensure that the older, aristocratic method pfesd testimony is also undermined. Mrs.
Lennard is content to keep up the appearances gidséion in the hopes that she can gain more
power and wealth through cunning, manipulation, patence. Although she does not want to
see her niece married to Orlando, she ultimatehebis from the relationship and inherits

wealth despite her machinations. Before she casodhowever, she must encounter her own
Gothic confinement and rumored insanity, at thedsasf the greedy husband for whose sake she
manipulated and abused the dying Mrs. Rayland. Qdthic comes full circle to Mrs. Lennard,
and once again, Orlando must destroy the Gothidisggroving her insanity and convincing her

to share her knowledge.

Working in conjunction with Patterson and Larthand also hoping to receive notice in Mrs.
Rayland’s will is Mrs. Rayland’s coachman, Mr. Smeft. Like Patterson, Snelcraft “possessed
an infinite deal of cunning and knew how to get &adp money” (53). Snelcraft is also
engaged in “dealings in contraband goods” (53)ydBd his illegal dealings, Snelcraft has
greater ambitions than either of his cohorts. Helearned the value of name and rank from
Mrs. Rayland, and his sole objective is to marrg ohhis daughters to the Rayland heir
apparent, Orlando. The narrator relates, “in ttagle of his purse-proud vanity, he believed it

not only possible but probable: for, though he knleat Mrs. Rayland would have disinherited
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her own son for entertaining such an idea for a srdmyet he saw that Mr. Orlando had no
pride at all” (54). His plans, however, are disegptvhen Mrs. Rayland puts him back in his
place by criticizing his daughter’s dress. Upoeisg the proud Miss Snelcraft for the first time,
Mrs. Rayland asks Mr. Snelcraft what gave thetgelinclination “to dress herself out like a
stage-player, like a mountebank’s doxy” (54). Hé&mwelcraft is swatted away from the table by
Mrs. Rayland’s insistence on class; however, thatesinsistence encouraged his greed and his
desire to live beyond his means in the first placel her unwillingness to name Orlando as her
heir encourages Snelcraft’s illegal activity bydesy him to believe that if he were only to
become wealthy, he could convince a man of titlenéory his daughter, and although he knows
that Orlando may not be her heir and thus mighetlige title but no money, Snelcraft is
comfortable linking his daughter to a man who hasa alone, for he knows that he can always
obtain money through his illegal activities.

In his attempt to improve the social standh@is daughter, Snelcraft risks creating another
Mrs. Lennard, a woman who was educated above ass end fortune and who has been taught
to hold out aristocratic hopes. Snelcraft’'s daagkerves as a stark contrast to Monimia, who is
of the same class, and through examining her posive can see the flaws in Snelcraft’s
design. Monimia is comfortable with her social iios. Although she has been surrounded by
the trappings of the aristocracy, she has nevar geen any expectations of them. Part of her
comfort with her social position comes from thetfidat Orlando, her only childhood friend and
teacher, has always treated her as an equal antetiastaught her to resent her status. He
knows her social position and has respected hardezss of it. Mrs. Rayland has never paid
much attention to her, and she has grown up isbkaten the society that might teach her to be

dissatisfied with her lot. The irony of Monimigi®sition, however, is that since she does not
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seek name or fortune, it finds her. Her comfothviier own rank attracts Orlando to her.
Snelcraft's daughter, on the other hand, has kaaayht from her childhood to expect more than
she has, and thus, like Lennard, she runs thefitkling short and having to manipulate those
around her in order to gain power. We never sisesttenario played out in her character, of
course, but in presenting Snelcraft’s daughter tisneiminds the reader of the perpetual nature
of this cycle.

Patterson, Lennard, and Snelcraft drive mddheservant action in this novel, but the lower
servants participate in the upheaval as well. iGdarly, Jacob and Betsy fall into a smaller
category of servants who are tempted to act illggadd/or immorally in response to the
feudalistic system Mrs. Rayland constructs. Bdtthese characters misbehave sexually and
introduce sexual intrigue into Rayland Hall. Betgnts nothing more than to be a woman of
quality, in the fashion of the mistress of her rehad. She spends all of her money on clothes
and engages in an inappropriate relationship watitelPson in the hopes of gaining access to
some of his money and the money he will inherte $ants to rise in the world and sees no
problem having Patterson and the rest of the hbebeve that she is engaging in an affair with
Orlando, a rumor which he does nothing to denodimice helps protect his relationship with
Monimia. Further, when she sees an opportunitgie her station in life, she runs away with
Orlando’s older brother, Philip, and becomes histress. In this way, she and Philip become
the antithesis of Monimia and Orlando. As two deapho have been taught to relish title and
fortune, they cannot move beyond attempts to aitainfeign goodness. In both their cases,
they spend beyond their means and behave reckledstyever, their behavior is the result of
the world that Mrs. Rayland has created, one whratourages the class climbing hopes of the

lower classes while simultaneously punishing thenttiose hopes.
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Jacob, too, is drawn in by the desire to befrein a relationship with an upper class figure.
Although Jacob seems trustworthy to Orlando, arldr@do in fact believes that Jacob “would
not say or think any harm of an innocent younglg@42), Orlando repents his decision to
inform Jacob of his relationship with Monimia ad&comes clear that Jacob’s lust for money
and power is as acute as that of all of the oterasits in Rayland Hall. Orlando sees Jacob’s
interest in the situation as one of kindness, arfdat “Jacob entered in to his situation with an
appearance of intelligence and interest with wiiclando was well satisfied” (242); however,
Jacob’s interest in the relationship seems to p@nger play on his part, for as soon as Orlando
leaves to go to war, Jacob betrays Orlando’s se€taath the relationship with Monimia and the
secret passageway by bringing Monimia letters dtisgon from Belgrave. Jacob chooses to
align himself with the more elite (and more pre}&aigrave in an attempt to improve his social
standing. He does not seem to understand thactians are illicit because he thinks of
Monimia as he thinks of Betty, in terms of the tagliservant seductress, so he cannot fathom
Monimia’s refusal of Belgrave’s advances. Her safunmakes no sense in a household full of
servants who do anything and everything to adv#meie social and financial status, and Jacob
seems taken aback by her refusal to participagepiloy that can gain him such financial and
social advantage. His act transforms him, in Ortés@yes, from honest to “mercenary and
insolent” (376).

As the least illicit of the servants in theyRad household and the only servant who actually
does get to sit at Mrs. Rayland’s table, MonimidHer reflects the atmosphere of falsity
constructed in the Rayland home. Monimia is thghaned niece of Mrs. Lennard, and unlike
most Gothic heroines, she is an orphan of the lahess throughout the novel—her parents

never show up to claim her and neither is an oloklwr servant found to tell us of her noble
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heritage. Unlike almost every other Gothic herpstee is who she thinks she is. Through the
course of the novel, Monimia does not break anylbeyond the laws of the household, and
then she only sneaks out of her turret/prisongittriio take reading lessons from Orlando;
however, she is complicit in hiding the truth frdvins. Rayland, both in the cases of Patterson’s
smuggling and in the case of her aunt’s connivialgdvior which ultimately leads to the loss of
Orlando’s will, actions she laments throughoutritbgel. Further, her illicit relationship with
Orlando undermines the rules of the householdatars the well-being of Orlando and his
family, and encourages all of the other illicitiaot to continue, actions which include the firing
of her only friend. Because Monimia and Orland®iara relationship, Orlando cannot do his
duty to the household and inform Mrs. Rayland afdexvant’s ill behavior. Instead, he is
forced to behave as one of the servants and hd&lléat. In her knowledge of the illicit actions,
Monimia, like Orlando, becomes complicit in them.

By strictly enforcing her elitist ideology, BlrRayland ensures that her heir is morally
aligned with the lower classes of her househotdfatt, Orlando wishes that he could be one of
them: “A thousand times he wished that he had beem the son of a day-labourer; that his
parents, entertaining for him no views of ambitibad left him to pursue his own inclinations
(219). Rather than encouraging Orlando’s generegthin his rank, Mrs. Rayland’s system
causes him to wish to renounce it. He never désode the second of his ancestor Sir Orlando
Rayland. He wants the inheritance only in ordeseicure his family’s financial position.

Further, Mrs. Rayland’s secrecy and her faatlalnotions of class force Orlando
sycophantically to manipulate and mislead her wethard to his relationship with her servant.
However inappropriate Orlando’s behavior might séleraughout the course of the novel, the

effects of the class system she constructs is rfiedriiy those most closely aligned to her.
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Bourgeois values of sentiment are threatened bfatttehat Orlando is a questionable
representative of sentimentalism, at least duriediime at the castle. He is neither sentimental
nor violent and excessively emotional. In thissserOrlando seems a reiteration of Smith’s
earlier characters iEBmmeline'* He is a blending of Godolphin, whose forgivingetance of
his adulterous sister and calmly sympathetic respao her plight make him the perfect match
for the heroine, and Delamere, whose dueling andl shgession drive Emmeline away and him
to his own death. Orlando is caught between gscmratic heritage and his bourgeoisie
morality. The contrasts are reflected in his owaracter, in his inappropriate pursuit of
Monimia and his willingness to accept the crimanghkplace in his cousin’s household. His
bourgeois morality informs him that his actions mrerally repugnant, but he cannot bring
himself to relinquish his aristocratic pride, ahdanifests itself in the violence of a proposed
duel and in the partial seduction of a young, lesplheroine. Hoeveler points out: “In the new
bourgeois order, very different values will be c¢alicfidelity, monogamy, passivity, and
decorum. To be sexually loose, violent, and prtongossip is to be not only self-destructive but
destructive of the social and economic fabric” (48Jtimately, Orlando and Monimia face
multiple accusations of sexual impropriety, somg&bich have foundation in the truth, and their
behavior forces their family to become the subgét¢he aristocratic gossip and violence
Hoeveler discusses. While Orlando’s actions magsest a crack in his moral center, the
behavior of Mrs. Rayland’s servants often suggemstsin the class system she has created, there
is no place for a moral center.

In the end of the novel, Orlando takes cdrdfdrayland Hall, which had been left
abandoned and largely forgotten after Mrs. Raylsud@ath. To acquire the home and family

fortune, he must relinquish the name Somerive ake 6n the name Rayland. As a result, the



188

hall is once more occupied by an Orlando Raylaongdver, Smith presents us with a very
different version of Orlando Rayland than the Sila@do Rayland Mrs. Rayland venerates
throughout the novel. This version is not thetagsatic patriarch who values name and
feudalism, but the product of a marriage that @dsdass lines and the husband of a servant girl.
When Orlando takes over the hall, he invites Memnard to join the family and allows her to
keep the wealth she had originally stolen from NRayland. This act on Orlando’s part has
elicited much criticism from readers of this novélccording to these troubled readers, Mrs.
Lennard should receive some sort of punishmertiéobehavior, and her reinstatement to
Rayland Hall reflects a flaw in the text. Howeu&Smith’s point is to expose and denounce
Mrs. Rayland’s aristocratic failings, then we caniblame Lennard for her actions because they
are merely a byproduct of the Mrs. Rayland’s féigtla ambitions. Although the woman was
merciless to her niece and dying mistress and adhder actions brought the Gothic to Rayland
Hall, Lennard has merely behaved in a manner #fkgated the notions of the society Mrs.
Rayland created. Lennard is no longer a dangRaitand Hall and its inhabitants because Mrs.
Rayland’s system has ceased to exist. Smith ofietsnt that Mrs. Lennard will become
repentant or loving toward her niece, but in allegvLennard to return to the household, Smith
suggests that the horrors of aristocratic abusdeavercome and proposes that the system
which replaces it will be one of tolerance and digga

The tolerant, equality-based household@ideand Monimia construct seems finally to
offer a stable, mother-centered household, songthist Mrs. Rayland’s feudalistic, Elizabeth
inspired, female leadership could never offer. Wtonimia as servant/heroine, we see a female
head-of-household who knows her history, is in ardf her sexual identity—she gives birth to

a son in the end—and who need not fear usurpatiothé household she and her companionate
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husband create is founded on the ideals of indalidon and equality. However, while
Monimia’s position seems to offer a promising ex#fpr future generations of women, we see
women continuing to struggle with the Gothic houwséhn the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Monimia will offer an important role de for these women, but she is merely a

starting point.

Notes

! See pages 13-15.
2 Anticipating criticism, Smith writes in her prefatoDesmond
But women it is said have no business with politié&/hy not?
—Have they no interest in the scenes that aregaatiound them, in which they
have fathers, brothers, husbands, sons, or friengaged!
—Even in the commonest course of female educatiery,are expected to acquire
some knowledge of history; and yet, if they arbawe no opinion of whas
passing, it avails little that they should be infi@d of whahas passedn a world
where they are subject to such mental degradatibare they are censured as
affecting masculine knowledge if they happen toehany understanding; or
despised as insignificant triflers if they have eof#5)
® Thomas James Mathias in fike Pursuits of Literature: A Satirical Poem in Fdialogues,
with Notes 11" Ed. T. (Becket: London, 1801pnccuses Smith of “too frequently whining and
frisking in novels, till our girls’ heads turn wildith impossible adventures and are now and then
tainted with democracy” (56). Quoted in E.J. CI€Ehe Rise of Supernatural Fiction: 1762-

1800(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1995):134.
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* Smith’s need to present her argument againsbaraic tyranny must have seemed

overwhelming, particularly considering three of kens were in the military and one was

crippled for life during service.

> See Jones, ChrifRadical Sensibility: Literature and ides in the 089New York: Routledge,

1993): 168.

® Charlotte Smith sums us the tumultuous relatiqgnaha letter to her friend Joseph Cooper

Walker:
Tho infidelity, and with the most despicable obgedtad rendered my continuing
to live with him extremely wretched long before bebts compelld him to leave
England, | could have been contented to have residéhe same house with him,
had not his temper been so capricious and oftemws that my life was not safe.
Not withstanding all | sufferd, which is much tomdsa story to relate (for | was
seven months with him in The Kings Bench Prisonmtee was confin’d by his
own relations,) | still continued to do all thatsvia my power for him; | paid out
of my book money many debts that distress’d hirugpdied him from time to
time with small sums so long as he gave me leavdt s now about seventeen
months since | have heard from him, and the fewlge@ho know . . . have
received his instructions not to let me know whweas; | believe he has another
family by a Cook who liv’d with him, and has hidnigelf in Scotland by another
name; so that if | were disposed to commence anggss against him to compel
him to allow me my own income for his children’pgport, | know not where to
find him. (79)

" See Labbe 20-26
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® The narrator explains:
Various reasons , or rather prejudices, had coadun occasion this coolness on
the part of the ladies toward their cousin.—Theintawho had married his
ancestor, had, as they had always been taughtadksgjherself extremely by
giving herself to a man who was a mere yeoman.—sbineof this union had
however been received and acknowledged as thencoliie illustrious
heiresses of the house of Rayland; but followingihpdebeian-like the unaspiring
inclination of his own family, he had fallen in lewith a young woman, who
lived with them as companion; when it as believyet,tas he was a remarkably
handsome man, he might have lifted his eyes withuimty to one of the ladies,
his cousins: this occasioned an estrangement oy iyears, and had never been
forgiven. (4)

® See Chapter 2 for a full definition of maternaitbty and a discussion of Mrs. Rayland’s

reliance on maternal history in this novel.

190f course, female servants sometimes broke tleeofithe household by engaging in sexual

relations, thus often leaving them in a positiorevehthey were forced to admit their wrongdoing

or add the crime of murder to their illicit behayibowever, their sexual positions were often

very tenuous and as Bridget Hill argues, femaleasgs in the eighteenth century “became

morally, economically, financially and . . . evesxsally dependent on their masters and wholly

confined in the isolated and tight little worldafe household” (111).

1 For a discussion of the conflict between the seerital hero and his antithesis as presented in

Charlotte Smith’€mmeline see Diane Long Hoeveldpothic Feminism: The
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Professionalization of Gender from Charlotte Snhitthe Brontés(University Park,

Pennsylvania : The Pennsylvania State UP:, 1995%34
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Conclusion

| opened this exploration with a discussbthe impermanence of servant labor and
pointed to Adam Smith’s assertion that servantskwgenerally goes unnoticed and leaves no
permanent residue While Smith’s observation correctly defines setvaroductions, here |
have focused on moments when servants’ actionsnititie household become visible, when
servants challenge authority, relate history, priensexuality, and reveal social flaws, and | have
argued that in doing so servants help to consaunew household where their labor can once
more go unnoticed by their employers.

Over the course of this discussion, | havererad the ways in which servant characters
contribute to the establishments of these new hmlds by either revealing faults in the
master/mistress identity that prevent the housefiolfd escaping the bonds of feudalistic
secrecy or by appropriating roles their beset msstes cannot in order to push the story toward
its comic conclusion. Further, | have argued thay assist their mistresses by maintaining and
revealing her maternal history or helping her d&thther sexual identity. | also explored the
social concerns servants’ employers face, condbaisiecessitate servant visibility, including
the disconnect between public and private idemistyeflected through their master’'s
apprehension over an evolving sense of social tuleysand the recognition of the porous
boundary between the home and the outside wondloing so, | claimed that servants in the
Gothic novels of Walpole, Godwin, Lee, Reeve, Riffdgland Smith are ideally suited to help
their masters and mistresses face the consequehttese problems because they are tied to
both the family and the outside world, and as altherson in the room, they monitor the actions
of their families with a perspective that their dayers, isolated from the world, cannot offer.

Certainly, these servants are trapped in the Getbrtd, just as their masters and mistresses are,
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but their remaining ties to the outside world gikem more freedom than any of the other
characters in the novels and thus allow them toghtthe secretive, corrupt Gothic household into
public view.

With the exception dfaleb WilliamsandThe Recesshe works that | have covered in this
piece all end with the promise of a new househmh@, that reconsiders social order and
promises women greater control over their livésvduld seem, then, that both the Gothic and
the servants’ interposition in the private liveslodir masters would disappear once women
gained greater control of the household and be¢hemkeepers of domestic tranquility in the
nineteenth century, but, as students of the Gétov, the Gothic does not disappear; it merely
transforms. Once the Gothic moves beyond the eggith century, we see the consequences of
servant interaction in the eighteenth-century Gottuvels as nineteenth and twentieth century
novels incorporate the Gothic to reveal flaws i flamale-governed households that Reeve,
Radcliffe, and Smith offered as rewards to Gotl@mines as part of the comic resolution to
their novels.

A Shift in the Gothic

Many critics of the Gothic point tdelmoth the Wanderes the last true Gothic novel and
discuss the Gothic beyomdelmothin terms of its use as mode. They claim that@stmerely
pick up Gothic conventions for effect and then difogm at will. A familiar example of this
strategy occurs idane Eyrewhich moves deftly between the haunted world ldrfifield and
the more realistic outside world. However, whilenay be true that full-fledged Gothic novels
in the tradition of Radcliffe were not as popul&enl1820, the Gothic certainly does not
disappear after that poifitFor even though women gain control of the houkkimthe

nineteenth century, control that some eighteentiturg feminists believed would allow them
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more power in societythe ghosts did not go away. Women in the nin¢keeentury and
beyond may have gained, with the help of their &ets;, control over maternal history and
sexuality, and they may have even reconfiguredatdalistic model as it applied to their labor
in the household, but we still see, in the ninetleeentury and beyond, women haunted. What
changes for them, however, is that they are nodohgunted by the sins of a murderous uncle
but by the sins of their supposedly companionasbands and by the realization that while they
now ostensibly govern the household, they aremidloners. In the nineteenth century, the
Gothic household is as confining as it ever wagy thre warden has changed. Consequently,
just as we see a change in novelists’ understarafingnfinement, we see a change in the
mistresses’ interaction with her servant girl.fdot, we see a complete reconfiguration of the
eighteenth-century servant character as the halnet@ihes in the novels of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries no longer merely depend orafisgstance of servants, but, in many cases,
they become the servants.

This transformation becomes apparent in twihefmost widely read Gothic novels of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuridane EyreandRebecca In both, servant girls become
heroines and mistresses of their households. Whel@resence of a servant/heroine is not new
to the Gothic novel— Charlotte Smith’s Monimia isexrvant/heroine— the Gothic
servant/heroine evolves significantly in the nieeid and early twentieth centuries, and in them,
we see the results of feminine desire to controhelstic space not through pretended obedience
but through genuine equality.

The creation of the servant/heroine in thet@anth and twentieth century novels seems, at
first, problematic, from the perspective of that®nship between the servant and her mistress,

for as | have pointed out in this work, the goatha# Gothic servant characters is to return to her
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former, invisible state. In a well ordered houddhwe should never see them. For once
servants have helped to correct the errors of femdand reestablish a new household, one that
embraces the female desire to gain control ovefacst of life, their mistresses should have no
further use for them. Most Female Gothic novelthefeighteenth century support this
assertion. They present joyous, comic endingsyTften conclude with celebrations and
weddings, and there is always the promise thaggwnll be better than before. The servants, if
they are present in the end at all, prepare to noweith their own lives, either returning to
service in the new household or going off to saai@mily of their own. But, if this is the cask, i
servants have done their job, if the householaig m the governance of the female and her
companionate spouse, why dene EyreandRebeccastill haunted and why have their authors
embraced not the traditional heroines of the Fer@Galhic but the servant girls? For an answer
to these questions, we must return to Rayland Helhome of our first Gothic servant heroine.
From Rayland Hall to Manderley Where Three become/d@

| titled this workThe Third Person in the Rodpecause we see in the eighteenth-century
Gothic novel a world in which outside monitoringtbé household offers the only hope that it
might be reconstructed, the Gothic household mast la “third wheel” as it were. However the
need for a third person in the room diminishesrdfte eighteenth century, and the three become
two when the servant transforms from an outsideas to a participant in the main action.
We see this movement in some of the most famoukiGnbvels and short stories of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, not onlyane EyreandRebeccas | have just mentioned
but also in Elizabeth Gaskell's “The Old Nurse’'si$t and Henry James’s “The Turn of the
Screw” to name a few. The movement from thresvtmdoes not begin in the nineteenth

century, however; it begins with Smithffie Old Manor HouseSmith, as | point out in the



197

fourth chapter, argues that the appropriation oéiédism in the female household encourages
servant revolution; however, servant revolutiosmith’s novel results from Mrs. Rayland’s
attempt to appropriate the feudalism of her fathether than from her desire to create one in
which she can access her feminine claims to holgeluhority. Although Smith is critical of
Mrs. Rayland’s attachment to feudalistic traditishe offers no hope that women will find a
voice in the household that replaces Mrs. Rayland’s

With Monimia, Charlotte Smith presents Gothic rer@dwith their first look Gothic
servant/heroine and in Monimia’s happy ending, eethe first suggestions that Gothic heroines
will not find the power they desire in the new hothey have created for themselves. Like the
other Gothic heroines of her time, Monimia has pthgut her role in the story locked away by
an evil aunt, threatened by inappropriate lovernd, separated from her future husband.
However, unlike the Gothic heroines that have cbefere, Monimia is never legitimized with
the revelation of a hidden, upper class heritage.iS born and remains, until she marries
Orlando, lower class. While Smith’s decision tbNnimia’s pedigree stand marks Monimia
as an emblem of bourgeois liberality—she is equ&tando regardless of her upbringing—
Smith’s progressivism stops there. Although Momimas been a driving force behind
Orlando’s quest for his family fortune and namespdie the fact that she has maintained their
secret and allowed herself to be tormented andigoiped by her aunt on his behalf, even though
she has been chased across the countryside aoffdérasl to work to earn money to support
them both when he is destitute, she disappearstliemarrative as soon as they are married. He
moves her, and her evil tormenting aunt, back Ragland Hall, and Monimia lives out her
days, presumably silently, as “his beloved Monimadtharming mother . . . dear to all around

her” (533). She has no action in the final scamkthough her life is presumably happy, she is



198

no longer part of the action. She fades into @ekround and is only considered referentially
in terms of the happiness she brings to other peiopghe household, most notably her husband
and son. She has become the angel in the houbde N¥ér quiet life may be preferable to a life
spent fleeing from unwanted suitors or pining aweg castle turret, Monimia’s character
reflects the future horror that the female serdaracter will express, a horror that becomes the
centerpiece of both Charlotte Brontdane Eyreand Daphne DuMaurierRebecca

The horror that becomes the centerpiece &etimovels is a recognition that, as Monimia’s
end suggests, the “genuine equality” eighteenttitcg Gothic novels promise their heroines,
the equality that allows for the establishment stable family and for the servants to recede
back in to the background, is not as liberating ésst seemed. For as readers of the eighteenth-
century Gothic often complain, in the end, eightearentury Gothic heroines may have
discovered their histories, become wives and mettard been placed in positions of
companionate power, but in order to accept thoes rthey trade one sort of confinement for
another, often turning over their newly discovefaaiily inheritance and name to a hero who
has proven himself over the course of the stotyettoving yet weak and sometimes illogical.
After marriage Gothic heroines cede their adventinar voice, to their husband and they, too,
like their servants, seem to recede into the backgt, no longer noticed by the outside world.
The revision of eighteenth-century formula—heraassisted by servant—to the later formula—
heroine as servant—seems logical, for why botheefmarate the servant girl from her mistress
when in the end, they both face the same fateya@land exclusion, “seldom leav[ing] any trace
behind them,” as Adam Smith says in his discussiaservant labor (333).

Jane Eyre and Mrs. de Winter illustrate exanplf the servant/heroine character blending

and of the servant/heroine’s new quest to leavace tof herself. Like Monimia, Jane and Mrs.
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de Winter begin their stories as girls in reduceduenstances but move up in the social ranks
over the courses of their novels. Also like Moramlane and Mrs. de Winter must face the
challenges of marrying masters and becoming amgeélse house. While such a movement
toward female control of the household might haaensed an appealing option to women during
Smith’s time, in the case of Jane, we see rebeflgainst and avoidance of such a lifestyle, the
consequences of which are reflected in the insamth8. For Jane, the promise of marital
silence and protection is not enough. She mustith a companionate spouse, one with when
she can govern equally. Of course, Rochester bes@acompanionate spouse only once he is
maimed and unable to care for himself. Sandrag@&illnd Susan Gubar point out “when they
were physically whole they could not, in a sesseeach other because of the social disguises —
master/servant, prince/Cinderella — blinding thbat,now that those disguises have been shed,
now that they are equals, they can . . . see agaksgven beyond the medium of the flesh”
(368). However, their relationship still has nag# in the Victorian world. Jane and Rochester
may be able to construct a new household whereatelegitimate equals and move beyond the
feigned equality promised by the eighteenth-cen@uthic, but their relationship must exist
outside society. In their discussion of Jane aadhgster’'s new home at Ferndean, Gilbert and
Gubar explain:

The house itself, set deep in the dark forestidsand decaying: Rochester had

not even thought it suitable for the loathsome IBert . . As a dramatic setting,

moreover, Ferndean is notably stripped and as@oahat the physical isolation

of the lovers suggests their spiritual isolatioraiworld where such egalitarian

marriages s theirs are rare, if not impossibleueTminds, Charlotte Bronté seems
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to be saying, must withdraw into a remote forestjlderness even, in order to

circumvent the strictures of a hierarchal soci€396)
Although Jane and Rochester establish an egalitéifestyle, one in which wife and husband,
servant and master can live in harmony, Ferndetsigjgests the Gothic. Ghosts no longer
reside in this household, but it is not the Ellisisw Eden”; it remains the decaying Gothic
household, possibly in recognition of the tenuoatsire of the world they create for themselves.
In the end, however, Jane is able to embrace Inearsteroots by caring for her master, while
simultaneously exerting her power in the houselslthe only able-bodied and a financially
independent member.

Like Jane, Mrs. de Winter must embrace andenimyond her servant roots in order to
construct a new egalitarian life for herself andthgsband. However, Mrs. de Winter has none
of the internal confidence and tenacity Jane brindser novel. Her position is decidedly more
difficult than Jane’s in that she is already maltie Mr. de Winter when she realizes the
haunting, and her information about the late MesWinter is limited. When Jane discovers the
truth of the haunting, she discovers the wholéhtrilRebecca haunts the current Mrs. de Winter
for a longer duration because the current Mrs. d&éWis denied the whole truth of Rebecca’s
story. To add to the terror of her situation, Mis.Winter also is haunted by her own insecurity
and the knowledge that Rebecca’s sophisticatecerugpss identity is something that she, as a
former servant girl, cannot match. As a servant Whcomes mistress, Mrs. de Winter is in
constant search of her role within the househtlthen she arrives at Manderly she is told that
Mrs. Danvers handles the household. What therrss tie Winter's role? If women gain their
power in the family through the governance of tiseirvants and their children (of which Mrs. de

Winter has none), then what is the current Mra\dieter to do with her time? Of course, the
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former Mrs. de Winter, Rebecca, knew to spendih® tonstructing correspondences and
primping; however, as we learn over the courséefovel, Rebecca, too, had difficulty with
her role and rebelled against it by engaging iflart affair. Further, we see the pathetic truth
of Rebecca’s social position when we realize thattsas encouraged her husband to kill her
rather than face the shame of a terminal illnessiwvould inevitably cause her to fall short of
the perfection her role in society demands. Theatels of wifehood push Rebecca to
immorality and suicide, and at first, the currensMle Winter does not seem to possess any
qualities that would improve her chances for sungwvifehood, except possibly her servant
background, which initially seems a liability. Aftbreaking and then hiding an expensive
decoration that is in fact her own now that sherhagied Maxim, she says of herself “l am like
a between-maid” and laments the fact that her s¢gid Clarice announces “It's not like being
with a lady, Mum, it's like being with one of outges” (137).

Although Mrs. de Winter sees her servant cotioes as a detriment to her ability to govern
the household, her attempted movement away fromsdreant background illustrates both the
danger in moving away from the role of female damesmnd the perils that embracing the role
of wife suggests. Like Monimia, Mrs. de Winteréadhe danger of being silenced in her
movement from servant girl to wife and, like Jastee must embrace her inner rebelliousness to
overcome social expectations for her class andagendowever, unlike both of these women,
Mrs. de Winter encounters the Gothic only afterish@arried, and while she, like Jane, must
overcome a ghostly wife, her persecution comekBeahinds of another servant. She lives in
constant fear of the memory of Rebecca, the foivirer de Winter, and she is faithfully
reminded by her servants that her social status doereflect her current position as the head of

Manderly. Holly Blackford explains, “These housepers are, in a way, doing the newcomers a
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favor by demonstrating what being married to a beuand all it signifies—is like. It is rather

like being dead or in a trance . ..” (234). Itynee hard for fans dRebeccdo give Mrs.

Danvers any credit, but readers also realize thi#lteiMonimia, Mrs. de Winter cannot be “dead
or in a trance.” She must find her own voice, amdd so, she must remove what she sees as the
ghost of the appropriate lady of the manner, wéiheultaneously avoiding the “trance” of
wifehood and succumbing to the pressures of thalseorld she now inhabits. What she must
assert is the woman’s new companionate authoritiyarhousehold, one that eighteenth-century
Gothic heroines were promised readers never reallyplay out.

Like Jane, Mrs. de Winter finds true compaslaop with her husband only after the relic of
the ancient, feudalistic social order, the Gotloage, is destroyed. Also, like Jane’s, Mrs. de
Winter’'s companionate relationship only truly masitis once her husband is weakened by the
destruction of that house. However, unlike Janes. e Winter and her husband are not forced
to hide their companionate relationship in a distsemi-Gothic home. They spend their time
traveling the world and attempting to forget th@wothic encounter.

It is in the burning of Manderly that the Giateervant comes full circle. Everything that
eighteenth-century Gothic servants represent, #iiity to maintain family history, to protect
the mistress’s sexuality, to reflect the masteranpotion of individualism, and the ability to
shine a light on feudalistic injustices is questidninverted and destroyed. In the eighteenth-
century Gothic novels, servants help establislaméwork for heroines to build happy,
companionate lives upon, but in the minds of fenaalnors from later generations that
framework is unsound. The home no longer stan@s aglequate compensation for the
heroine’s Gothic experience, as the heroine modtgome other recompense for her suffering,

one that will allow her a voice in society. Sheslohis by joining forces with her servant girl as
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a means of reflecting the confinement of the hontkia a quest to interact with the outside
world on her own terms, and once she finds thatevoi the outside world the new
servant/heroine must learn to let go of the sersat& of her persona. It must be excluded, and
she must see the house destroyed before she amtrve on to the comic ending her

eighteenth-century Gothic predecessors promised her

Notes

1| quote the following passage in the introduction:
The labour of the manufacturer fixes and realitgsfiin some particular subject
or venerable commodity, which lasts for some timkeast after the labour is past
[....] The labour of the menial servant, on thetcany, does not fix or realise itself
in any particular subject or vendible commodityis Bervices generally perish in
the very instant of their performance, and seldeavé any trace or value behind
them. (332-333)
2 | would argue, and do in my third chapter, that tineteenth-century tendency to use the
Gothic as mode was not new to the nineteenth ceanua that it has always been a tendency of
the Gothic to glide in to and out of seemingly ista works at will. Even the most widely-read
and well-known Gothic novel of the eighteenth ceytiihe Mysteries of Udolphseems a bit
reluctantly Gothic, as | point out in chapter threéh Radcliffe taking her time to get to the
haunted castle and then leaving it relatively giyick

3 See the discussion of eighteenth-century feminéstpoints in the introduction pages 13-15.
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