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ABSTRACT . '~ T T

HENRY FIELDING'S READER

b

Allan Barry Weiss

'
-

s This study endeavours to discover who Fie]d{ng'srreader
was, historically and <in Fielding's viewi #he first parts of
the thesis discuss ihe most recent evidence_for the 'size and,

dpbmpo%ition of the eighteenth-centurf reading public, 'and

what is known about-Fielding's public as revealed in publication.

data and contemporary criticism of the novelé: We then 1ook
at-Fielding's "imp1ied reader®, and the qua11t1es of .the reader
whom Fie]dlnq seemed to be addresS1ng in his f1ct10n are explored

through ana]ysws of the reader~ment1oned exp11c1t1y in osegh

1

Andrehsland ‘Tom Jones, and thé one‘implied by certain elements 0},

" the fiction. . oo T .
| The last g?rt of the thesis proposes to acCount for, some as=,
pects of Amelia as the result of a changed op1n10n on Fielding's
part of what his reader was 11ke It will be suggested that an |

[

'author s.reader can affect the shape that h1s f1ct1on takes.
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‘Introdnction

!

L

‘The fo)lowing is an histofical{end textual study of
Fielding's reader. We will attempf to determine the'charac-

téristics~0f that reader based’ on/a number of soﬂr’oesm

First, we will look at the. istorical evidence supplied

by cufrelt esearch on écédemi .opportunities for eighteenthw

century chy en,,ooncentrati g on a group not previously
confidered able to gain an e ucation-' the poor. From

what wo know of the number d type of schools available,

we will ascertain the exte t of literacy in the period. WQ'
will also look at the evi ence supplied by contemporary -

literary sources, in an /effort to determine how widely

-available reading matt T -vas 1n‘th ceﬁtur&. Tﬂis part of

of reading matter i"general and fiction in partioular.‘ Asﬂ;

a whole- the histor cal overview 18 1ntended to reveal ‘the

sotial ‘and regional origxns of, Fieldlﬁk's’potential reader-

1
- .

ship. : .

The secon' chapter b;ings together what is known about .
Fieldlng g a ual reader, "and bases: its conclusions on’ sales
figuree and, more importantly, on the contemporary criticism
of the nov, ls. Such critical commentary tells us not only

who was eading thé novels, but what were these readers'

. - - -
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Joseph threws and Tom Jones, and will look at the assuimed

'oT ”1mp1 ed" reader of these works., The first chapter of

‘tion of the novels' plots, their characterisationg and some N

"elements of Fielding's work a fairiy clear picture emerges

-

expectafipns in regard to the novel,

Our study will then turn to Fielding's first two novels,

s

this section discusses only explicit addresses to the
] ' ’ =
reader, which in Flelding's work are so numerous that they -/
. ] .
pravide a unique opportunity to view how Flelding envisaged
> ' .
assumptions ,about’the reader lay behind Fielding's construc- “
¥ {

his reader. The second chapter attempts to deduce what

aspects of Fielding's imagery and language. Fron tbese . ' - ]

£

of the sort of reader to whom Flelding's fiction was addressed.
Finally, Fielding's last no_vel‘,', A_m_el_i_g_‘; wiq_l.be dig- —
c\;qsed in the iight "of what we discover about t;is real'an"d( . i ‘
asguned rea:ler.. It will be suggested tha£ Fielglqg, 11'; D
w}'itlr}g Amelig, had a somewhat different opinion wo!‘ his
aud:;énce. and that the different tone evident in ‘An€lia

was the product of this ne'v; opﬁxion.

@
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I: 'Elghteepth Century Readership T

‘ v L4 |

Until recently, it was believed that readership in

Y . %
eighteenth-century England was quite limited both in extent - ..
. 9‘\ o . .

. an@'sqqpe. Scholars such as Ian Watt and Richard Alt{ck

have attempted to ﬁrbve that the reading,puﬁlic.waé com-
posed.mainvly of aristocrats and e rising "middle f:lass",
- although the latter term is seldom satlsfactdrlly'defined.l
- It is evldent that Watt® and Altick are referring to urban-

based merchnnts, financlers, professlonals, and manufac-

-~

~
! turers. ' Before discusslng the available evidence for the ,

size anﬁ compogition of the reading public, we should 1bok

‘briefly at whét these scholars have said, concentrating on

( .
the sources of their conclusiens. . ’

+f ' o
! Watt's The Rige of the Novel is without question among

&

- - - s
““*&#wmaamﬁkm;ﬁ»N@~+u/%&w&-a«ftﬁﬂkxhﬂugwx“
o e, . .

the most influential works published on this subject. Watt
seeks to account for the development of the novel as a genre
in,part in the growth! of a middle-class reading public. He

- goes 1nt6 somq.detall\boncerning'the cosﬁ of books, and

shows that purchasing volumes wsas beyond the financial
i A ’ L o
resources of most unskilled urban ahd agrlcultural 1abourers.2

Time was another 1nh1b1t1ng factor for working-class readers'\

hours of work Were leﬁg, and at night candles were used

sparingly. Host 1mportantly, Watt says, ﬁcademlc opportunit{bs ////‘f

. " -
“/ \t oo .
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| ,
for poor chlfdren were not’ good, owing in part to hostility

from weglthier classes, which expressed fear of the social

B

chaoé that mighf arise from working-class iit;facy.3 .
Altick's view 1s much the same. Although most of his

study chronicles the spread of literacy in the nineteenth
century, his introductory cﬁapters‘oﬁ the eari;er perlod
discuss in some- detall the factors Iimiting the size of the
eighteenth-century reading public., too emphasizes the -
prohibitive cost of*books, and descrgz;s the épparent lacr
of literacy among poor, urban and especially poor agricul- )
tural classes. As he says,."only a mlnorlty of, rural
families had a srngle literate in their midst, and few of
those that did cpuld pbtain books."u The only literature

) afa}lable to those inythe lower classes were chapbooks
and printed balléds,.iltick,continues, and even coples
of these forms of entertalnment weré difficult to obtain.d-
In his research, Altlck,grrlved iridependently from Watt
at the conclusion that fhe agricultural and’prban working

publlc K <

Leo Lowenthal has also said that the middle class

-

classes formed a&relatively minor port1< of the reading/
+

and aristocracy were practically speaking the only.classes
which read to any extent. While accepting the fact that
there was a growth@in the size of the reading bdblic'during

‘ the céntugy; %owenfhalﬂcbntends-that_only in the latter
'1 i )’ J . . ’ . )
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half of the century did the lower classes begin to read - s

g (’1n significant numberd 6 In Literature, Popular Culture,

b4

\ ) end Societx, he says that in the earller perlod the spread

of readfng came about due to the fact that the literate )
- . wWere reaQ&?g more.’ Lowenthal, however, 1s seldom rigorous
in discussing his evidence. since his generaliuations ame
« © " there only to’provlde a basis for his andlysis of the‘n
| relationships between lxterature and soclety. " .
All three scholars base tgelr conclusions on the’ g
avallability of volumes, and wn earller research done on
-eigsteenth-century education. They do occasionally mention
means -othgé than buying books that readers, had to ~obtain
reading matter, such as libraries and cheap journals, but
consider them only briefly. We will now look in more ’ ]
detail first at academic oppcrtunities ror the poor,’ and ' .
then at the many different ways literature of all types .
wasadlstributed during the century. Statlsties are rarelw‘

.avallable, and those that exist tend to be unrellable- —

).

therefore, we can’ only make general comments on the slze ;
and cOmposition of 'the reading public, gnd.on the likely .- >

' .backgrounds of Flélding‘s readers. The most recent evidence, o -

et~

however, seems to. show that the'ieading public was consider-
‘ably larger than indicated by earlier scholars, and that
Flelding!s‘readershlp may have 1ﬁcludeo members of a number

of classes.
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The educational systenm in England in the eigh%eenth
century, as in'all Eu;opean countries, had 1ts‘,'rooté§ in

religi ous institutions. By the eisl‘n{teenth century formal

' {
education had become secularised to some degree, but in

many ways elementary education retained-its religiéus ties.
Schools were often run by.churches, and teachers were

generally clergymén ‘who taught in order to supplement their

-

income. The Reformation of the sixteenth century provided
e an important spur to the spread .of education; with its
emphasis on individual reading and 1nterp15et;atiori of the -

A .
Bible, Protestantism encouraged the extension of education

Y

to classes previously not ablé to obtain it. Along ‘with

r

. . this general desire to spread. the knowledge of readlng;, to
) make the Bible accessible to s ‘many, was sectarian rivalry.

. Each dendmmation sought to guide young minds accordlng to
1ts own precepts, and set up 1’cs ewn schools to deflew

~

possible influence of other denominati ons.e. In all, s we

— ’ ’ wiil see when ‘we look at curricula in the schools, educat én

[y

An the centurly never .lost 1ts religious flavour.

It is almost 1mi>ossib1e t:o say for certain how many o

¢

p elementary schools t?here were in the country as a whole,

The most 1mportant: organisat:ion setting up charity ‘schools

for the poor, the Society for ‘Promoting Christian Knowledge,

y founded,/in 1698,,fea;ch year reported haying exactly the same

-'. n}mber', of a'chool!.s.lfgr;d ,st:udenfa‘--l,329 and 23,421 respectively--
. 4 N e " v “ - ‘

I3 ‘ .
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under 1its Jurisdiction.9 These totally unrellable f‘lguree
can be compared 'co M. G. Jones' statlstics, which show that
approximately two hundred new schools were endowed in each

6f the first three decades of the eighteenth century.lO

Elementary schools were also fairiy well distributed in

the country. It appears that over half of the parishes,
and all of the-towns and cities, hed scho;)'ls. A survey
taken ln‘Yorkshire‘ in 1743, for example,. showed that 58%

of the. parishes had schools, and that there -n.g’an average
of tWenty students per school.11 ‘The. lmportant question 1g2
wikther schools were located only dn ﬁr\ge urtign &entars or
could be fouqd in provincial towns and vl'll,\age,s. R- M.

Wiles, who has done a grea‘t‘ deal -of research\\in the provin-

c al newspapers of ‘the eighteenth .century, fou}xd that "local

Al

newspapers carried notices of school openlngs and announce-
ments of teaching posltions Vacant nl2 There must Ve
been schools, then, ,1n rural areas, Both Watt and Altick
believe thet attendance was erratic. among poorer childrén

1n part because parents pref‘erred to have ‘them working in

the fields or in textile mills. 3Th‘:e former may be true, \
L0 ' .

bui the facfory system and the rise of c¢hild labour 1n.
L] 4 ¥ '
Aindustry was a phenomenon of .the second half of.the century
. i P
when the Industrial Reyolution began. Judging by contem-

‘poraz‘}' autoblographies, which Victor Neuburg has looked at:

in some deta&l, gttendance in charity schools may havn been .

a

o e —— o o o e
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higher and more regular than previously thouéht. Children

may: have gone to schooluatla much earlier age than we find “

today, and have attained at least some grounding in reading -

before they were old enough to contribute thelir labour,l“

Early education was avallable in a number of forms,

from prltate tutoring for wealthler qgudents to charity

schools that provided free eﬁucation for the poor. Private

v ‘ séhdols, sometimes administered by former teachers or by
clergymen, charéed between one and three pence per week 15
The grammar schools were originally intended to provideg

classical éducation for children vho had completed their

U ‘ ,elementary training, but it is igteresting to note that

.

! during the century they turned increasingly to the teaching
. of elementary subjects. As Richard S. Tompson shows, the
percentage of grammaf‘%chools concentrating solely on

R N ) classica® subjects such as Latin and Greek literature deu

i
:

P . clined from 87% of the totﬂ.nuﬂber of schools in the six-

L A . tgenth century to only 11% in the{eighteenth.l6 These

' subjects wérejde-emphasiZed in favour of elementary féading

"A' o ,{g uand writi‘ng and such "practical" subjects as bookkeeping

’ and navigatign. Like the elementary schools, there were

_grammar schoolé that chargéi }ees and those that were fun
on a charity basis, although schools became progressively
more mixed during the century as they sought to cater to a

growing demand for education. ‘ ’ .

- K R . N

-




‘good attendance at charity eiementary schools, it appears

tion, and the likelihood that students were able to learn

, teaching was thelr only source of income, As well, teachars

could be former students, in partlcular former monitors ‘who \

. e . . ¢
w . : ‘

\

As difficult as it 1s to determine how many children ¢
could end did go to éghool, it is even more difficult to ' 3
determine from what. social classes they gamé. Tompson has
collected data from three grammar schools showing the |

occupations-of sfudents' parents, and shows that while a

large proportion of students came from the mercantile and
manufacturing classes the labouring classes were also re-

presented.17 If Neuburg 1s correct .in deducing the falrly

that throughout the country education was indeed reaching

the lower ciasses‘and toa much greater extent than elther -

Watt qr Altick belleves. ]

i ‘That the poor, in 'large towns and citiés and in the ' ‘
provinces had access to educatﬁpn seens, then, to be clear.-

An entirely different question is the quallty ?ﬂ\shat educa- ©

to read, Altick says of the charity schools that "the °
great majority were dreadful " but a more plausible sugges-
tion is thX, in an era without national standards,ﬂﬁ’“\
education, the quality of education varied widely,}8

Teachers came from & variety of backgrounds, and many who

taught in charity schools were retlred women for whom '

therefore had at least some teacﬁing experlence.19 In

s . a \
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k
piivate schools,{teachers 5enera11y had ofhér p:oféssions,
especially, as noted above, in the clergy, As a whole it
is moét 1£kely phat individual differences in the teachers!'
attitudes and levels of dedication determlﬁed the quality )
_of educatioﬁ. ,The.facilities were less zhan ldeal, as ‘
schoolg were usually housed in municipal buildings, aban-
doned mills, or church’basemenfé. On the other hand, it
. _ seems that textbooks were widely available, if we judge by
. : the growing lmportance ;mdng bobkseilers of the fextbook
' publishing trade.20 L

Some statPstical evidence fqr the effectiveness of

-,

eighteenth century education is provided by Neuburg in an

appéndix.21 Although dealing with the second half of the

. century, the statistics are valuable as they show the
pergent;ge 6f Yreaders" amoﬁg poor children in & parish in
Islington, The annual register shows that in some years

& all the students counted could read; as Neubufg cautions,
h&wever, the standards of the exémiﬂerskmay not gave been

_high. Throughout the entire period covered the popglation
of "readers" is showh to be 75% of the'total,'and'in the

i 4; . earliest entry, for 1767, "readers® account for foﬁ of the

%
i,
He

‘total. ' These figures mgy be somewhat high, but they do
indicate that charity ééhools were to a large extent gffec-
. tive 1in spreading the knowledge of reading.

Charity schoois provided a mixture of rellgiousland

.
» -~
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academic instruction. Thelr curricula were based on a view

that saw education as a means towards a social end: to

protect the social structure by providing the poor with

Christian concepts of morallity and social harmony{22 Where

L e

reading’was taught, the Bible and moralising texts were used.

Education for the poor, whether in chatity schools or in

P

those grammar schools providing elementary instruction,
concentrated on the reading of English, Usually, reading

instruction was intended not to provide students with a

means to- appreciate literature, but to improve their grammar .
in. spoken communication.23 Most importantly for our pur-
poses, reading ‘was considered more ‘lmportant than writing

for poor children. The latter skill was taught by expensive
specialists only after the student had gained some profis .
'éiencp in reading.zu This fact will have implications for )
our subsequent diéduseion of current methods of determining
‘eighteenth-century literaoy, inasmuch : as critics agree

that the ability to write is a poor indication of an ability
_to' read. ‘ .

We have seen that there is a\good'likelihood mbst
children in the eighteenth century, from whatever soclal
background had. the opportunity to gain some formal educa-
tion. Schools of varying guality existed in most*areas,

and where they were not free they charged rates that were

not beyond the means of even the poorest families. On the

L} . .
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other hand, it would be absurd to say that all:children
tooks advantage of that opportunity, or that those who did\
were regular in thelr attendance, Nor, considering the |
1ow quality of formal educatlon for the poor in terms of
teachers and’ racilltiqs, is8 1t likely that the education

provided was whglly'successful in teaching students how to

read. What does seem evident, however, 1s that substantial

o

numbers of the poor in cities and in the countryside could
end did go to school, and, considering the schools' emphasis
on reading instruction, literacy was probably more wide-
spread- than Watt and Altick belleve. -
There 1is gnother form ;f education tgat,bwhile difrfi-
cult to documeﬂt, must be considered as an important. source
of readrng instruction for eighgeenth-century children.
Some learned to read at home, from their parents or grand—
parents, and the true extent of this form of education can
never be known for certain.25 Home Bibie. readings were
common, and parents taught their children to read so that
they wolild be able. to read and understand the scriptures.‘
If',we judge solely by autobiographies, it may be that such
informal education played as strong a role in lnchicatlpg
a taste for reading, if not a profic;enc& in it, as did
QQrmal.edu;atiopa Lastly, we knéw that servants represented
a good portion of ‘the reading public, and that they éqmg-

times'received thelr education from thelr employers.26

e

o e B e . e N . Wby
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- detall later, such as the practice of reading aloud, evidence

%

'agreement over the fact that the demand for reading matter--

/\\ A @.
~ . o ) 13

. 9
6ur discussion of elghteenth-century eduogtbkn,\while (’ Q‘
necessarily brief, has shown that previous studies under-
estimated lowey class educational opportunities. Whether
from schools designed for them, or from non—instxtutional
sources, thelpoor had the chance to gain some ability to
read. Those scholars who say that only the ﬁiddle class
read novels, then, 4o not reallse that the poor, in signie
ricant‘numbers; were also able to do so. Evidence for the:
actual use of this ability can be gleaned from an analysis |
of the distribution of’readingk§::jifal in the centur&, '<}’/

and it will be shown that Fielding's readership may have

1

been.very wide indeed.

-

As in the case of eighteenth-century education, efforts

to determine the size' of the reading public through sales of . ' ”i
reading material are hampered py a lack of reliable stetis- %
tics. .Because of factors which will be dealt with in more ]

showing the distribution of bocks and journals gives an
incomplete picture of the.reading public.27 Other factors
besides changes in the size of. the reading public, most

notably technological advancés, can affect the number of '

books published, Nevertheless, scholars appear to be 1n

books, number books, newsPapers, and so forth~-exceeded

supply, and because of this booksellers experienced a boom

‘€
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period.28 Qe will look first at boogselling and distribgtion,
and -then®at Journals and other‘forms of feading matter oo
available to eighteenth-century readers, If the currénq
research is. correct, reading, while not 'a universal, was a
relatively widespread activity.® )
The oldest form of bookmdistrlbution was by subscrig;‘
~tion. An author would, through his printer, advertise To£
éubscribers'to a projected voiume.7 The subscribers' names

appeared in a list at the beginning of the book, and this

list provides us with a clear indication.of of the composi -
tion of the book's }eadership. The study of subscription

lists has not yet been undertaken to any large extent,/?

séme conclﬁsions'have been made by scholars such as R
Wiles and Pat Rogers. We have seen, for example, that ear-.
lier scholars believed that the read%pg»}ﬁblic wa primarily
urban in nature; but Wiles has shown t&gt subsq;iptlon
rists for books publishe¢>in the latter half pé the seven-

/

teenth and the early eighteenth century contain the names .

B3

of rural'residents. Unrorfﬁnafély, w1ieg/does not say
?hat ;iasses tﬂés;\readgrs came from,??//ﬁogers fou;d when'!
he analysed subscription lists in sgm; detafl that no uni-
fied reading public is evident; ag/ke says, “%f the sub-
seription 1ists are any kind of guide, the public was not
an entity but a shrrbly stratfgied array o{sseparaye audi-

ences', 30 Rogers found d;rferences in polifical, religious,

/. . N
'
’
/ o
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/// énd class bacggrounds, with reader’s tend{ng to come from
the same backg}ound as the auéhor. 'Ohe }nterestlﬁg point
is that some hsﬁbscriptiénsf called for by‘printers were
in fact for "number books", or books sol& plecemeal at a
few'pencelper installment., Any study of subécrlptlon pub-
ishing must take this fact into account, as not all ad-
vertisments fof "subscrlptlons";lmély the sqrt'df 11m1ted1\
audience seen by Rogers in the 1ists.31
, /' Bookselling became an important industry during the
/e}ghteenth century, especlially through Epe efforts of'men'
! ' sugh as William Strahan, Beznard Lintot, and Flelding's
! publisher, Andrew Millar. Bookstores were 1oca§ed,1n

, ‘ cities,” particularly 1n'London, as smaller towns

and rural

/ areas could not support such shops.32 That the; were few Or

/ : no shops in rural England‘should no@, howeVer, L
that books were mot sold there. Occasionally, laF
sales were.held 1ﬁ provincial towné,'and itinerant boo
sellers, dealing in second-hand or remainder volumes, we e

known to have trave}led through these areas. As 'well,

‘. ' prospective buyers could order books throﬁgh neﬁspaper

Pave—"

LR > égents, and the books were delivered by the.same men who

. carried the Journals.33 Vplumé%, then, could reach.a

ot Ay G2

i " wide cross-section of English“societyﬁgand not Jjust urbén-

. dwellers.
Each year, about one hundred new titles were intro<
i

+ ’ j »',' . . K 4
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and the publishing of books in numbers.

hY
N

duced onto the market,. and non-fiction predominated. 34 A
slngle edizqm usually reﬁ;::;sented f‘ewer than 4,000 cop.les,
a falrly small amount even by eighteenth century standards, |
when the population Ior England was between five and a half
and ﬁx million. Prices were quite high, in part because a
Tew booksellers -_domiriated the market and had their printers
produce~ xso few copies .\Jolu'mes in duodecimo--the standard '
format .for novels, and Figlding's as well--cost between

two and three shillings each.35 There 1s no question,' then,
that the book-buying public was very small, but that 1is

not to say that the book-reading public was small as well.
Books were distributed cheaply through two means: 1libraries

The first-lending library calling itself such was t

. of Allan Ramsay in Scotland in 1725. For some time earlier,

however'l, churches had lent their volumes to interested
parlshioners.36 one of the most important religious 1li-

braries was the Wesleyan Bookroom, founded in 1740, Like

" others of its kind, the Bookroom's purpos:e was to s‘pread

reliéious doctrines aniohg those who could not afford to buy

the texts.37 Secular litraries were of two pypes, proprieta'ry
' and nonproprietary. The former were libraries attached to

book ciubs ‘and other non-profit organisations, ‘and some Were

intended to spread learning throughout as much of the popula-

tion as they could reach, 38. Nonproprietary librarics were



. and spas, and in school§.39 Personal libraries were a ‘source

~having to buy it.

17
- s .

12

those attached to bookstores and charged far less per year

) in sﬁbscriptions than did proprietary libraries, Non=

« I ) : .
‘ subscribers were permitted to borrow individual works for

868 low as & penny each volume, These llbraries stocked

mainly novels and other forms of light reading, and allowed /

those ‘unable to buy volumes to beqpﬁe acguainted with works

of fiction. Libraries could also be found in coffgp-houses

of reading matter for children and servants, and provide
evidence for the readership of novels: Maximillian Novak
has done a survey of seledted persond libraries, and shows
that novels were on the shelves of arLstocra?s as well as
of members of the middle ‘class.*0 Thus, novels could be
obtained from professionalland nonprofessionai libraries,

and were read by many classes, Paul‘Kaurman has found that

there were 112 lending libraries in London and 268 in the

provinces during the eiéhteenth’century.“x In all, a readér

could well acquire a copy of one of Flelding's novels without
L™ o

The rise of libraries Has certain implications for
. \ ’ . N B
ascertalning the nature' of the eighteenth-century reading

public. Aside from the fact that libraries provided books
to those who could. not afford them, and therefore widened

the potential public for novels, the fact that books were"

\
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lent fo; exten peripds of time may indlcate ﬁhat'leisure ﬂ
time was ava¥la . to some readerg. There is no gquestion /

’

that wealthier‘readers could easily find the time to read
long works of prose fiction. Fbr the poor, on:the other ‘
hand, time was proygbly scarce for’ me of the reasons out-

L]

lined by tht. /If was for these refders, then, thgt the
libraries seem/to have been designed. Libraries perﬁltted
borrowing oier7detgrmined periods of time in order to cater
tc those\ﬁho read small sections of a book af one sitting.
For members of%the artisan and wprk;pg classes, and espe-
cially "servants, libraries were qui;e convenient.

} The importance of publishing in numbers is discussed @
1n some detall in R. M. Wiles! Serial Publication in England

Before 1750. Books of all sorts, from histories\gnd bio-
graphigs to rqligious wqus, were printed’a few chapters“
at a time, and subscribers could ,purchase installments at
b2 efcordfhg'to a conteﬁpdrary writing{in the

Grub Street Journal (26 OGctober 1732), "This Method of

Weekly Publication aflureslﬂqltitudes to peruse Bpgks into

which they would otherwlse never have looked."™3 The‘bvasis

of number publishing was the printing of multi;volume sété:
of the collected works of earlier poets .and playwrights.uu
In his’ 1957 study, Viles collected over 380 titles thgt
had been publlghed in installments from the 1ate\sevente%pth

centﬁry to the early eighteenth century, and among them were

“«
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novels such as Marivaux's Vie de Marianne, Defoe's Madagascar,.

and one of the translations of Cervantes' Don guixéte.u5
) Mﬂ»A'?urs % look at the variety of subjects covered by number

\ ‘ publishxﬂﬁwreveals that many tastes were met by this form of
distribution. Publishers printed up to 3,000 coples of each
work, and these were sold in storeg or delivered by news-
paper carriers where stores,were not available. Most sig-
nificantly, Wliles says thaf all major publishefs—were in-
volved in number publishing, and this fact alone indicates
the role played by serialisation in the distribution of '
fictional and néonfictional works.""6 It 1s\3§11ke1y publishers
.would be so keen .on publishing in numbers 1if here were not
a sizeable potential market for the inexpensive Installments.

3 o N
; One ‘important result of number publishing was that 1

whetted- readers’ appet}tes for more reading matter, and was
- v !

probably -a contributing factor in the growth of the reading

public, Finally, it should be polnted out that Fielding

was well aware of the practice of number publishing; 1in

Joseph Andrews he calls publishing by numbers "an Art now
) broughégto such Perfection, fhaf-even Dictiogaries are
divided and exhibited piece-meal to the Public,"7 In
Tom Jones Fielding has this to say to the Muses "By thy
Advice the heavy, unreed; Folio Lump, which long héd dozed

“a_ - : : ! . )
on the dusty Shelf, plece-mealed into Numbers, runs nimbly

~

through the Natidn.“gs
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‘may well have found thelr way into the hands of readers Trom

Mo+

<  There was one form of publ}eation‘designed speclffcally
for the poor: qhapbooks. ' Costing about a penny each, they
were available from pedlars or chapqen and psually contalned
abridged and simplified versions of folk-tales and other
types of fietion. Defoe's Robinson Crusoe and Moll Flanders

&
appeared as chapbooks. There was apparently a good market

for chapbooks, es some publishers, such as Cluer Dicey,
specialised Lg\printing them.49 Also, because they were g %
dis;ﬁibuted'by pedlars, chapbooks could probably be found
almost anywherelinfthe country. Chapboek sales increased
during the century, and so it may not be out of'the"q:estion ‘
to suggest that chapbooks .represent strong eviﬁenqe,?or the .
existence and growth of at ieast a basic kriowledge of reading
among the poorer Jia§§es in both urban and rural areas.

So far we have 1ooked at books avalilable to a wide
range of possible readers. 'ﬁlthough volumes themselves were
expensive, those who wished to buy works of fiction could ' a
do so elther by buyingvthe works in 1nstallmepts or, where | o |
these were avallable, in chapbook form. If one did not -
wish to buy the book, it was available from circulating

libraries. In sum, the distribution of bozks was not

nearly as limited as has been thought, end Fielding 5, works

T T i

a wide Tange of backgrounds.
The other major source of reading matter consisted of

Jogi?q*s, such as Addison and Steele's Sggctator ‘and Flelding's
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. Q
own Champion, Jacebite's Journal, and the govent Garddﬁ

Jourflal. We know that there were numerous journals appear-

ing in London, representing vafious political and persorial

viewpoints, sope of the more famous being the Gentleman's

Magazine, the Grub Street Journal, -and ‘the London Journal.

The Jjournals themselves clalmed to haveﬂlarge circulations,

and some time ‘ago James Sutherland calculated that the

ma jor Jjournals soid up éo 10,000 coples ea;h; ihis figure
is no longér accepted.so More 'likely, the circulation of - ’
these journals was around 3,0q2 to 4,000 coples each, with
average-sized journals selling about 2,000 copies each.Sl
There were a great many titles, however, ahd it has been’ *
estimated that 50,000 copies or various Journals were cir-

culated at the beginning Qf the century and that by 1760
this figure had risen to 200,000.52 '

Journals were avéilable through subscriptions or could -

]
PO .
e found in places of recreation. Coffee-houses often

Ated as distribution centres;‘or subscribed to the journals
and allowed patrons to read them.53 Howeyer, as in the case
of books, distribution of journals was not limited to the
cities, . Jougpals wefe available in the countryside as
w;ll as Wlleg has shown. .Althoﬁgh a large number:of ’

Journals s61ld 1n provincial towns and to rurald{uellers

were London-based there were journals printed in the pro-

vinces also, sush as the Gloucester Journa;,which was dis-

tributed over an area.of 1,100 square miles.ir 1725,54%

3 . <
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ﬁ‘ As Journals were 1lnexpensive, 1t is likely that cost did Ca
- « " not deter potential readers, and 1in any case they could be

- ﬂound-eesily in clubs, inns, coffee-houses, and so forth.

) Eighteenth-century journals containeﬁ a variety of .
" : matter, usually concentrating on neWs and editorial comments,
B Following the example of the Tatlem:and Spectator, whose A .
‘articles of literary criticism sei@ed to a small degree i ) i

to spfead knowledge about literetu?e, journals included

<, book reviews discussions of the theatre, and, .most impor-
1. tantly, fiotioﬁ.55 1t was no}'unknown for journals to

print lite?ar& éupplemehts, separate from the rest of the

\f paper,- which contained verse,"stories, and novels in install-
ments.56 Among the novels published this way were Robinson

Crusoe (in the Orfiinal London Post, 1719-20), and Pamela J

v FR o
B T R RTITa G J K B = .

.

(in Robinson Crusoe s _London Daily Evening, 1742). There i

]

}
4
i
;
;
:

4,

1s e dence that Fielding's Joseph Andrews was also oub-

, 1ished in installments, slightly eltered in the Journal

All Alive and Merry in 1743, 57 Most of these printings
-, were done without the knowled e or permission of the orli-

[ . -ginal publishers, and it 1s ddubtfyl that Fielding knew his

i
;
|
{"}

first novel would appear this way. Nevertheless, anyone

who could afford to buy the Journal must be counted among

-

} L Flelding' spotential readers.

We might briefly mention other evidence for literacy )
?

2

among the urban and rural wopking classes. The Society

hd r

[ L ! b
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for Promoting Christian Knowledge, as well as the Wesleyans

FRREIR TR PLAIN BOCE

and other organlisations, printed pamphlets and booklets

designed to counteract the effects of popular literature ' f

(e.g., the chapbooks) and to spread their views., Moralising

o

tories, interpretations of Biblical passages, and explana-
\

antigaso 30 o4

S A

tions of difficult words found in the Bible, were printed

b

and‘strlbuted by members of these orga.n:l.sations.S8 Later
on in the century, political pﬁmphlets designed to mobllise'
.the poor vere also distributed. It seems.hlghly doubtful
that squ ;rganisat;ons woulg print docuﬁe§ts ir theré

‘was not at least a fair degree of literacy amoﬂé the poor,

»

Neuburg also mentions as evidence the fact that the ability
to read was asé%meg 1n'the ﬁilitary, and that engravings
were used on tombstones in rural aréas;5? Such evidénce,
hgwever, ﬁhst be received wifh'éaution; fo% exam ie, fhere
may have beeﬁ literécy £equtrements for noh—commissi ed
o}ficers, who woJld therefore not be representative o] Fhe
l population as a onle.

We have concentrated until‘now on the agctual reading
of texts, but there is evidence that an abllity to ;\e;d-
may not always have been necessary. Thé _practice of readi
‘texts aloud, either to audlences of friends or of strangers,‘
. seems to have been quite widespread. Thia pract;ce 1s one
reason sales figures for books and journals give an incom-

plete picture of the number of people who.werp acquaihted

<
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with printed works.60 For & penny, one could hire a reader,
. ”

although among groups of friends there ﬁas probabl& one who
coulé read to the others, 1In coffee-hous@s'and pubs,.a

4 . »
reader could have an audience of 10 to 20 people.61 As

Well; reading aloud was done at book club§ end societies.

+The most intriguing possibility is that it was common during

regule; visits to f;iends' homes to have someone read aloud )
to the othefs. Some evidence for this suppesition can be
ﬁeund in eonteﬁporafy letters, such as the following, in
which Fielding's work is-discussed. ﬁsfy Granville Delaﬁey,
in a letter to Mrs. Dewes (18 January 1752), says, "We are
reading Mr. Flelding's Amelia. Mrs. Don. and I don't like
it at all; D,D, won't listen to it n62 The letter seems to
be referring to a reading circle of some sort, and the

term "listen" may indicate an'instance of pubiie reading.
More interesting‘is the exchange‘betﬁeen Catherine Talbot
and Elizabeth ‘Carter. The former, in her letter, of 14 March |
1752, describes a scene in which a number of friends are
reading different works to themselves. EliZabeth Carter,

in commenting on the scene in her reply dated 30 March 1752,
says, "In favor of the Bishop of Q}oucester s cold,'his

reading Amelia in silence may be tolerated, but I am some-

what scandalized that since he did not read it to you,

you did not read it yourself® (C. C.H., ». 3U46). Carter assumes,

then, that under normal circumstances ‘the Bishop would have
4 lf
- ) *
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read the novel to the others. If such evidence 1s valid

6ne may-not be able to speak of a "reading" public'with t

o .
' due regard to a "listening" one. The extent of oral rehding

in the eighteenth century has never been fully documen ed

and study of the practice could provide a valuable com lement
/

to research dqne on the reading public. v

Special attention should be paidtto one—~stction\of the

reading public: women. Watt discusses in sogefdetall the
emount of lelsure available tq upper and middle“'- B_Wgmen,
due in large part to the hiring of servants and the manu-
facturing of household necessities.6? Without doubt women
of means gpent their time reading, as evidenced by letters
and private Journals. As we will see when we discuss con-‘/
temporary criticism of Fielding s novels, a ‘large’'proportion
ot;his readers were female, The phenomenon of women readers
sas not a new one in the eighteenth century;-women had con-

stituted a-fairly substantial part of the reading public

as early as,the slxteenth century.6u In the//ighteenth

céntury, however, they attained a new prominence, and the
odtpouring-of fiction with female protagonists shows clearly.
£hat authors werg aware of them. There were even journals

intended for women, such as the'Ladies' Mercury, founded

i ‘. R !
in 1693. Later in the century, women were instrumental in

establishing English salons, based on French models, where

literature was discussed and authors were invited to speak.65

Q -
.

-
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Women's names do not appear often on.subscription lists,

\
\

nor were they the major users of libraries, as recent studies

have shown.’® " The latter point is understandable, if we

£ &

" recall that working class readers appear to have been the

main users of libraries, and it is unlikely working-class‘

~hl

—d

women had much leisure. - A8.a whole, however, there is no
question that wealtheir women formed a major component of

the reading public.

3

w7 e

With the above evidence in mind we may now revlew
critically some of the work that has been done on llteracy
in the eilghteenth century, in order to arrive at some

’éeneral conclusions about the relative size-of Fielding's

¢ \potentlal reading public. One -of the most lmportant studies

w

in this field 1s Lawrence Stone s article.67 Stone has used

‘marriage register slgnings in a number of parishes to.

determine the abilitf to write, and says that in rural

parishes 6U4% of the populatlon was literate. 1In towns the

‘literate population was 74% of the total., These figures:

refer only to males. and when the female population is added )
the number‘oftliterates drops to a little ofg§i50%.68

Alee, Stone showé that during the first hali of the eléhteenth
century literaéy rose more slowly than it had previously or
Was to rIse later on, It does seem apparent, from the .
figures given by Jones regargingieﬁdowmenfa of_churl&y
schoels, that fever schools‘were being opened after 1730

k3
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and that only after 1780 did the number of endowments rise.69

With the advent of the Indystrial Revolution and consequent

urbsnisation at mid-century, schools took some time to

ladjust,to demographic changes. Fiéures based on marfiage

license and'register signings, however, qhst pe used wiith
care.\ As we hsve seen, reading waé given priority in schools
and writing was considered unnecessary for poor children,
Also, 6n1§ one age group ‘is represented, perhaps one younsér .
than the general reédiﬁg pﬁblic.70 Schq@iﬁ%ﬂ Bays that
“1iteracy" éan ﬁean anything from the abi;i‘ to réad‘

RPN

fluently to Being able merely to recognise pne's name when

.1t 1s written down, and postulates that th% former profi-

clency and the ability to write should be about equal.’t
On the other hand, the disparity between the teéaching of
reading skills versus writing skills seems to have been

very great, and in any case each skill requires constant

‘practice. Judging by"the evidence presented above for

tﬁe availability of reading matter for the poor,..it appears
that agricultural and urban labourers could ﬁractise their

reading skills while having little reason to write. In

PR |

sum, the sort of evidence provided by the signingrbf one's

nagme dgggtnot fully geveal one's .ability to read.

'.q‘g"a '

Our conclusion must be that the reading public in the

-eighteenth‘ceﬁtﬁry was guite diverse, and to some extent

included members of all classes. Certainly there was not

!
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v

universal of near-universal lit?racy; although it. is impos<

sible tovgnow how many of the poor could and did read, it

could not have been a majority. Nevertheless, the fact is -
that books and journals were Accessible to far more peoﬁle

than earlie; velieved, Fielding's povelé could have been
distributed in.a. number of Fays, and the evidence points

to the likelihopdgthat‘ahey could have reached most areas T
of the country in ond ¥ay o ther. We can only say for.
certain ‘that Flelding's reade:;'ship, and the readership of

all novels, was larger than statistics or other forms pf

R AR 3 * ’ '
“evidence reveal. Hence, Fielding's reader may have been .

-

an aristocrat, meréhant, labourer, or not a reader'at all,’ \

but an auditor.

.

w




¥k A T8 ST

R

= ey,

II: Fielding's Pudblic

-

Thus far we have looked'at‘Fieidiné's potehtigl ade
sliip, and we have seen that the extent of literacy and) the
many methods of distriButing reading matter suggést that
people from varlous backgrounds cquld haﬁe begome familiar
with Fielding's work. We will now discuss what is knogp
about those who actually read the fiction, first in terms
of numbers.and then in terms of their attitudes and beliefs,
Because we do not know how many may have borrowed the ‘novels

from llbraries, nor whether the works. were widely serialised

" We can only loqgk at publhpation flgures to determine how D

many coples of the noyels were sold, The attitudes of

‘Fielding's‘readergiﬁiil be made clear through a disgussion .

of the critical commentary that, greeted hlé‘novél; during -

. , i ‘
h}s‘llfetime. At all points in this latter discussion, it

L)

" must. be remembered that the critics represented only a small .

and unrepresentative part of the reading public; certainly,

. L ',
the general public did not share the~ngggt1ve views expressed

by so many of the critics. -
Since Jonathqﬂf

Wild was the only major prose work Fielding

‘orrered through subscriptlon (1t was included in the Mig-

cellanies {i?hi]), its sale.p;ovides the clearest picture
of Fielding's'readership. The subscription list contains

-~
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while a few months later a second run of 2,000 was printed.w =
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. 427 names, and'suppofo Rogers' tontention that subscribers

ware usually acqualntances of the author;\ Fully half of

‘Flelding's subscribers were fellow members of the legal

prof‘ession.1 As well we . find some bf . his friends from the B
theatre, such as David Garrick and Kitty Clive., On the’
whole, "the subscriptioniiist contains the names of many
pduticai‘acquéintances but very few literary men."< Be-
cause‘of his political writings, in Journsls and for the
stage, Fielding made a number bf,enemies in his early

career on whom he could noé count for support. Ip,his

L]
friends he had a basic readership which, as we ¥lll see when
we discuss Fielding s "lmplled reader", appeara to have
continued to support-his pursuits in fiction,

Joseph Andrews was published in 1742 by Andrew Millar.

The records of the printer, Henry Woodfall, show that 1, 500

copies were printed of the first edition in early 1742,

That the novel met wlth immedlaté popularity 1s further ) /
evidenced by the fact that a third edition was printed in
1743 which added another~3,000 copies'to the total. Another
2,000.were printed. somewhat 1ate?, in 1748, and the last

edition published during Fielding 8 lifetime, in 1750, was

& run of 2,000 more copies. In all, then, 6,500 coples -

were printed within oMe year and over 10,000 during an

"elght-year épan.3 If we accept Wilés'.calculatibn y%at a'

. . Al
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sgle of l5,000‘dcpies in the eighteenth century was roughly
equivalent to one of 100,000 copies in modern tines, we

‘can call the novel a best- sell(!:r.)‘L The eopﬁlafity of the
novel had certainly not been foreseen, at least by Fielding,

as he accepted only £200 as payment for the rights to

Joseph Andrews. Copies of the book sold well in spite of

' the fact that it was published 1in two volumes at a cost

of six shillings per set, Each printing was well withinf -

-~
o

the maximum of 4, 000 given by Altlck but the number of
editions meant a substantial amount of copies over the long

run.
o o S
- Because or the success of Joudeph Andrews, Millar was

"anxious to receive Tom Jones and pald Flelding 2600 for the

novel. All the printings done in Fielding s lifetime were
during a nine-month gpan beglnning in January, 1749.
‘There were four runs, the first of 2, 000 oopies—-somewhat

higher than for Joseph Andrews., The seconc edition was of

1,500 cop™®s, while the third and fourth were of 3,000 and .
3,500 copies respectively. yWithout doubt, then, Tom Jones
received a great deal of attention from the book-buying
public. Coples of the glx~volume sef sold for elghteen
shillings each or, once agaln, three shillings per volume;
There is some disagreement over the popularity or
Fleldlng's last novel, Amelia. Millar obviously had a

great desl of confidence that Amelia would-be’v as popular

¢
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as Fieldiné's earlier works, as he had ‘William Strahan
print 5,000 coples for the first gﬁrtioﬁ in late 1751.
De Castro says that a’_nethe'r" 3,000 copies were prln;ed one
month later, and ia";:omn;ent made by Samuel Johnson- to-Mrs,
Piozi 1in 1776 sgems'to confirm this view: Amelia was
-"the only book, %hiﬁh being printed off betimes one morning,
a new editioxklmwaé calwled for before night" (C.H., p.? 445_)"
However, Strahah's entry is unclear, and D« 8. Thomas in-
terpreps it as meaning that 3,000 copies of only two sﬁeets
(or 48 pages) were run off as corrections.5 The iatter
view seems the more likely, as Amella was Flelding's least
pépular novel,:and the second run may have followed too co.
élosely“on the first to.be a response to, good saleg. Mlllar}é’
payment for the rights to Amelia was 800 guineas, further -
evidence of his confidence. The four-volume set séld for’
tweilve shill}ngs. - '

' ‘AComments from contemp;raries also reveal that Fielding's
lnpvels we;q quite popular. The fame of Tom-Jones 1scsa1d

by Solomon wae in a letter to Samuel Richardson {10 July:
1749) to have "got into Holland; and I do not doubt but all
, ° i}

" . Europe will ring of it" (C.H., p. 17} . Another corres-

pondant’ with Richardson, Lady Bradshalgh, wrote in November,
1749, that she was “fatigued with the name [of Tom Jones],

having lately fallen into the comﬁany of several }ouns

ladies, who each had a Tom Jones in some part of the world®

N 1)
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(Qggg, ve 183). Rlchardébn himself calls Fielding a N
“fashionabli author" in his reply to Lady ﬁradshalgh of
' late 1749 (C.H., p. 186).

e ‘ From his d;ys as a dfamatlst to his death 1n-1754,
| Fielding waged a continuous and often‘rancoréus.war with ' » :
his critics. .Because he reliéd cn political patronage

through much of his career, he became involved in & number

» of literary and political disputes. .His early writings

were political satiyres on Walpole or his ministers; Jonathan

Wild is a novel-length satire ‘on the "Great Man"; and the

SN
LN
L

plays that prompted/the government to pass the Theatrical
Licensing Act of 1737, Pasquin (1736) and The Historical

P R

Register (1737), were also attacks on Walpole's ministry. -

T e

Fielding published the Champion from 1739 to 1742, and ~
v ' printed essays attacking the Act (e.g., in the number for

R

v 10 December 1739) and also his political opponents (e.g.,
the numbers for 27 November 1736 and 15 December 173§).,' \ . 3

_In‘the‘early 1740's, when Walpole's government was about -

PUAL
£

o

S

O to fall, the Opposition abandoned its patronage of ‘Fielding. 1
1] . . .

_His constant financial problems forced him to rely on-

hd

public and poliffcallpatronage.thraughout hls early days
as a novelist, and his opponents' persohal and pdlitical
anﬁipgthiesfto Fielding often: carried over into their

judgments of his writings,

¢
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his critics (ls the fact.that he wrote novels, & form with

low status in the elghteenth century. Basing their judgmentg

-

on the disreputable love stories and romances of the early

\

elghteenth entﬁry--"novellas" or "novels" which sometimes

[

.. bordered oh the pornographlc--contemporary critics dismissed
the nov . as aflesser senre.7 The novel was attacked on

! '
moral’as wel%/as gesthetic grounds; for those who considered
- - i

~ .
gny “‘form of entertdinment to be mere "idleness", the n%vel,
with 1ts claims of realism and its very length, was seen as

a greater threat thhn drama or poetry.8 Such was the extreme

.vliew, Perhaps a more general one was a confusion resultimg-

% from tpe genre's new emphasis on realism. As Cross says,‘

[

LN,

"Long fed on romances" the reading public "hardly knew Jjust

what thelr attitude should be towards,a novel essentlally‘///j .

true to English 1ife and manners. For them, it lacked

invention, and yet was admirable in its characters and
. 4 . -
observations covering all classes."? It was to this realism
= . ®

/F;?\Egsging, situation, and character that many critics
reacted when ;udging novels as a yhole, and the ambivalent

attitude described by Cross can be seen in critic;sm'of ‘ e,

Fielding's works. = On thg other hand, Wolfgang isgr sees
the strong emotions eviﬁent in contemporary critical commen-
tary‘as stémﬁing from Jﬁdgments Eieldlng fbr:es frog his
- readers 1n“the_courée40f his'fiction,10 In. any case,
whether the commentary was based on politiéal, moral, R
Y ’ 3 .
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,crltiﬁs, most notably- the.translator of Joseph Andrews and

S | ' 35

aestheticy or-~most often--all three grounds, the critics
expressed a remarkably diverse set of opinlons,

Fielding's critics can be divided into fiye major

catégories. The first group, and the one most consistently

critical of Flelding's work, was Richardson and his circle.
The rivalry between the two novellists began~wlth Fielding's
anti-Pamela satire, Shamela. Richardson and Fielding wrote
va;tly différent works from some polnpé of view and, as

will be shown later, similar wprks from others.’ Among
Bichardson;s correspondants were‘Aaron Hill and‘hia daughters
Aéﬁraeaqand-Minerva, Solémon Lowe, Dr.gGeorgg Cheyne,hand
the Lady Bradshalgh. For the most part Richardson's friends
agreed with his opinions of Fielding's work:‘ Throughout -
theilr careers, Fielding asnd Richardson were rivals for the
praise and support of the novel-readiné public,

Flelding enjoyed somewhat better critical reaotions
from women readers of aristocratic and hiddle class”back-»:
grounds than he did from the Richardson clrcle. Aside from
Elizabeth Carter and Catherine Talbot were Ladies Hertfgrd
Luxborough, Bedford, apd Flelding's cousin, Lady @ary-

Montagu. Because Flelding's two comic npvéls were trans-

lated |into French, a third category is formed of foreign

4
Tom Jénes, Plerre Fran?ois Guyot Desfontalnes. A8 one

: slgni{;cant,body of adverse critics, with 01d England, an

14
~

\

mightlexpeot Fielding's Journalistlc rivals .formed g ;

o
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Opposition paper, leading the antl-Fleiding commentators,
Last were the‘men of letters, that 15, poets, novelists,
‘and literary éritics. It is unfortunate that Flelding did
| R

not gain more attention or pralse from the latter group.

Significant commentary was made by Francis Coventry, in

'His anonymols pamphlet, An Essay on the New Specles of

‘Writing Founded by Mr. Fielding (1751), and Samuel Johnson

'in his Rambler paper of 31 March 1750. The comments of

these tw6 critics will be ‘discussed separately.

oy
’

, The most commonly éxpressed_oginion of Fielding's work
. ‘ ) ‘ .
was that it was "low", a vague term that implied i't somehow

lacked the dignity appropriate to literature.l? Although -

. Lo < N
Bernard Harrison says that the term refers not to the

2

presence 'of  lower-class characters but to moral *"lowness",

. clearly the soclal and moral elements were not' so egplly

separaged by contemporary critics.13 Dr. George Cheyne,

in a letter to Richardson dated 9 March 1742, says that

Joseph Ardrews "will entertain none but Porters .or Watefmen"
(C.H., p. 118). Thomas Grey, writing to Richard West (8
April 1742), ‘praised the characters as.havlng "a great

deal of nature, which always pleases even in her lowest

[y

shapes” (C.H,, p. 119). . The novel met with a similar reac-

tion 1anﬁance, where Andrew Michael Ramsay, 1h his/létter

of 1 Séptember‘17h2:‘réferred,to his “disgust" (C.H., p.

'1221; and ‘Plerre Desfontaines speaké of "low" chéracter

s ~
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In the approbatory preface

(9;34, p. 129). According

37

to his translation of the work

to the ﬂondon gvening Post

(28 -30 July 1748), Joseph Andrews' "low huméur® is expressed

through "Footman, Country Wench, and Country Priest” (c. H.,

P 145) The contemporary

" been that low-social status and low morality were nearly

attitude, then, seems to have ‘ ,/u?

[N

. .
one’ and the same. An explicit reference tgj“iowness“ and

»itsmeaning, at least for one writer, can be found in a

much later pleces

printed in the Monthly Review.'

duce Cleland's comments in

John Cleland's 1751 review of Amelia,

It may be usefu® to repro-

fuli,'as they'givé a fairly

clear picture of the attitude of at least some of Fielding's

readgrs (although, considering Cleland's own works, perhaps

a somewhat biased one),

Lowness appesrs

where the characters are, however exact copies of

nature, chosen in too
of it, and rather too
dwelt upon.

low, and disgustful a range
often repeated, and too long

The’ humours of an inn-Keeper, an

inn-keeper’s'wife, a gaoler, a highwayman, a

" bgdliff, a street-walker, may, no doubt, with
great propriety find their place in these noXels,
of which the matter is taken out’of common.life;
it would eyven be an absurd affectation to omit
them, in compliance to a false delicacy, which

calls every thing low

«ss But when they occur

too often, when the ingredients are not sparingli
mixed, they will disgust even those, who, from
their distance in rank or circumstances from )
these subjects, may be curious to have some idea

of themn,
. tions.

3

The lower classes may be described, then, q:; discretion

and can only come at it in such descrip-

. (C.He, P. 306)

N - ' A &
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'y must be used &s to how often.

38

N
The chargé\ef}"lownéss" Was repeated in reactions to

Tom Jones. The Qentléman's Magaiine worried in its March,

1749, ﬁﬁgue that "the loose images in these pleces perhaps

invite to vice more than'the contrast rigureslélarm us .
.into virtue" (C.H., p. 161). Fie;%ing's Journalistic arch- ' L

rival, 0ld England, attacked such aspects of the novel a§

"the Flgufe whic? Mrs. Waters made in her Deshabllle at
the Inn, and the‘manner she revelied awayzthe Night sin the
Embraces of her Gallant" (C.H., p. }6?) ard a year~later
,eriticised Fielding for the novel's “Lewdness" (C, H», P
236), BRichardson's cirélg_zﬁacted .somewhat differently
from the way he had hoped; Hill's daughters reported to
Richardson that they had liked the Book,.but‘expressed
reservations sbout its "bold shocking Pictures" in their '
letter of 2? July 1749 (C.H., p. 173). Richardson had yet .
tf read the novel but in his reply to the Hills dated & )
August 1749 he complained about Tom Jones' 111egit1macy,
and sald, "I had?ﬁeason to think the Author intended for
his Second View (His first, to fill his Pocket, by accofio- .
‘da;ing it to the reigning Taste) in writlng 1t to whiten
‘a vicious Character, and to make morality bend to his . \af
Practices" (C,H,, p. 174). Bobert Goadby, a printer and
11%t1eskﬁown author, wrote p parody of the dedlqétton to

Tom Jones in the prefage to his An Apology for the Life of
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Mr. Bampfylde Moore Cdrew, Commonly Call'd the King of the

Beggars (1751). Goadby refers to Jones as a "hir'd stallion
\ -
to a lascivious 0ld Woman,® and attacks the lack of decency

in Tom's exploits,with Molly, Mrs. Waters, and Lady Bellaston
(C. H., o 252)

01d England, the Gentleman's Magazine reﬁorted in .
Aprii 1750, published an article saying the "French have -

. shewn wisdom by suppressing that book; which to our shame
was g;eedily swallowed here (though wrote agalnst)."l4
Samuel Ricpardson seems to have heard a rumour to the same
effect, gé_he asks J.,B. de FrA;;i (21 January 1751), “Ig '
it true, that France. had virtue enough to refuse a llcensg -

for such a profligate performghqe?" (C.Hey, P. 238). De

Freval's réplyawas "I am sorry to say 1t but you do my

P

countrymen\more honour-iran they truly deserve in surmislng °

that they had virtue’ enough to refuse a license to Tom
\Jones."~ He went on to say, "I think 1t a prorliggte per-
formence upon your pronouncing it such, for I have never
read the pilece; though much extolled ... considering how |

. < .
‘%hings go on, I don't believe there is now a book dissolute

i
!
Ii
1
1
;
!
K

enough to be refused admittance among hs.“15 ‘Anothef foreign
Acritib, Friedrich Me}chior, ﬁqron‘Grtmm, séid inwl250, "The
low depsTls of the wbrk may please the English, buit. they
_are ovgrridingly dispﬂeasing to our ladies* (C.H., p. 229)
" Even outstde of England, then, Flelding faced oriticisn RN
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for the "lowness" of his novel.
 The- majority of the praise accorded Flelding's first ’

two novels dealt with his characterlsation. Parson Adans

- was Fielding's most well-liked character, particuld}ly

.among men of letters -and their correspondants., Thomas

Gray's letter of 8 April 1742 includes the comment that
"Parson adems 1s perfectly well" (C.H.,, p. 1199, and Charles

Macylin, in the Prologue to his play, The Wedding Day (174&),_

says +of Adains, "He 1n Spight of Critics, can mske your
Beaders'lgugh" (C.Hsy P. 125)., William Shenstone, 1néﬂag?
cussing Tcm Jones in a. letter to-Lady Henrietta Luxborough

(22 March }7&9), called Adams "an original ... unattempted '

before, & yet so natural y' most people seem'd to know ye

Man® (C,H., p. 159). In her reply, Lady Luxborough agreed

with him about Adems (C.H., P.,160). Shenstone's comments

are surprising in 1ight of his earlier letter to Richard

'Graves of 1742, where he, referred td "the. whole tedious

character of Parson Adams" {(C. c.H., p. 121) ‘Clearly, “Adams"

character stuck in é%enstone s mind in spite of his initial

‘but laudatory as it called Adams a "fool” in its June, 1749,

number (C,H.,, p. 178). In anticipation of such comments,

the journal The Student praised Adams' simplicity in its
issue of 20 January 1750t "I know not what may be the
opinion'of others, but to me, hié-lnnoceqt ignorance of

- v
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this world aﬁd its ways, demonstrates him nét to have been
'é’ch;ld of ;t" (C.H., P. 216). Such prailse was given 1in
France as well; Desfontaines,in his pp;face, calls Adams
*aq admirablg man., His is a gehuine charécter, drawn from

\: * nature ...-éuch falth! such plety! such eruditlon! such
philosophy! But at the same time whaﬁ sﬁmplicfty of manners,

what ignorance of the world! I nearly said what a fool,

A this sensible mant* (C.H., p. 1295. . )
(”ﬁ\\\u_//" As vie haye seen, mogt of thercomments about Tom Jones
were attacks gﬁ his morality. 1In $pite of comments such as
the one made by Thomas Birch in his letter to the Earl éf
Orrery (19 January 1748):praising the novel's "strong and -

lively painting of characters"¢(C.H., p. 14k4), most of

"the reaction was, negative. The Gentléman's Magazine, in

o . _ the .June, 1749, article mentioned above, called Tom a “rake"
(C.H., p. 178), and Robert Goadby, as we have seen, wrote
' "'at great length against Tom's "adventures". "Lady Montagu,

according to Lady Louisa Stuart, considered Tom "a scoundrel"

(C.H., DP. 359). In some cases, correspondants compared
the bharacterisgtion of Tom Jones unfavourably with that of

Joseph Andrews. For example, Shenstone's 1749 letter, .

quoted earlier, says of the later ﬁomel, "I see no characte
: f
» yet y¥ 1s near so styiking as Mr. Abraham Adams" (C.H,, p. -
e, . )
159).
. -

. . An interesting aspect of the critical commeﬁtary about

' Flelding's novels is the disagreement over. how “natural®

2 1
L

. ': .\\}
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they were. Joseph Andrews was attacked in Shenstone's

1742 lett‘E as "unnatural," while Ellzabeth Carter, in her

"1 _January 1743 letter to Catherlne Talbot, said that the

_-hovel "contains such a surprizing variety of nature, wit

morality, and good sense" (C.H., p. 123) She expressed a

Q

similar sentiment about Tom Jones:. "Flelding's book is the

‘most natural representatlon of what passes in the world,

end of the bizarreries which arise from the mixture of

-

. good and bad, which mekes up the composition of most folks"

(C.H., p. 169). Praise of the "natural" aspects of Tom

Jones appears also in a poem published in the’Gentleman's

Masazine (August, 1?49), written by Thqmas Cawthorn and

called "To Hﬁnrﬁ Fielding, Esq., On reading his 1n1m1table
history of Tom Jones": ‘ C *

. Sick of her fools, great Nature broke the Jest,
And Truth held out each’ character to test ‘ .
When Genius spokes Let Fielding take ‘the pen! .
Life dropt her mask, and all mankind were men.

i ) (C Ho' po 180) [ )

-

The plot of Tom Jones 1s discussed in a review of the French

trenslation in the Gentleman's Magazine for March, 17503
“The public has:not for a long time been\\ntertain'd with a
piece whgre ... the 1ncidents [?r@] more artfully prepared,

or more naturally arising one out of another" (c ,, P

226).

Finally, the Ladies' Magazine, in its 20 April-4 May

1751 issue printed a poem entitled, "On the incomparable

A

PRI R 1T 17

-

PRI PSP s N S

Aot e




L,

ks

S ¥

s

4

R
e A

Ay

B S e s o
=

e

 History of Tdm Jones", which reads, in parts

~
¥

. Hall! happy Flelding, who with glorious ease ~
Can'st Nature paint, and paint her still to please,

‘Nature throughout the drama plays her part,

Behind the curtain lurks assisting art.

’

~1If we take the term "nature" to mean “realism" or "fidelity

of parts, and wit" (C.H., p. 274) .

to tfuth", it becomes apparent how ambiveleﬁt cug;ent atti-
tudes were towards reallstic'fictfon. Fiction.oughf to e
"natural" but not dwell on "low" life or actions like Tom's
sexual esgcapades, | Il .

‘The hummour of Fielding's works 1s given due praise

by mosf who mentioned it. Joseph Andrews was compareu to

Scarron's Roman Comique by Desrontaines in 1743 (C. H., P.

126), 1In his_preface, "Lettre d'une Dame Anglcise ... ",
he says, "The author is Mr. Filelding ... who is at his best

mainly in the comic scene" (C.H., p. 128)., As seen above,

Catherine Talbot's 1743 -letter and Charles Macklin's Pro-.
ldgue expressed positive views of Flelding's humour. 4An
unknown correspondant wrote to Richardson on 30 June*I?#9
that Flelding "has I believe a, Fund of ‘humour. which will

< .
never be exhausted" (C.H., p. 170). The poem from the

" Ladies' MagazZine cohtains two lines which réad "Each

humourous incident is finely hit, / Wiip justness, symmetry

N
7" As can be expected, less positive sentiments were

expressed by Richardson, who seemed to consider Tom Jones

A

- e T R R TS

(CuHoy ps 274)
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ffivoloms in comparison. to "such a grave story as Clarissa," g

1o Fote et

as he sald in his 12 July 1?49 letter to Aaron Hill (C.H.,
p. 171), Hill's daughters could ,not accept the combination

B of humour and attempps at morality among authors: ™tell us

e T Dy Bl

Dear Sir, are we in the‘?ight‘ or no, when we presume to
~cwn it as our Notion; that however well-meant such a Motive

; ' } may have been, the Execution of 1t must be found distasteful? - 3

o T

For we caﬁ‘t help.thinking thet - mind frem'd for Virtue

courts and serves her with taoc much Respect, to join in

throwing a fool's Coat upon her" (C.H., p. 173). The humour

was enjoyed by a ca/xain in the British army, Lewis Thomas,

as can be seen from his letter dated 3 April 17&9: "Charac-

~

ter, Painting,‘Reﬂlexion, Humourz excellent each in its

Kind, in short I found every thing there, You $ald I should
; o fand (CeH,, B 162) By contrast Shenstone ‘initially

considered Joseph Andrews to be not only "unnatural" ‘but

' l"unhumourous" as well (C.H., p. 121}. The predominanﬁe of

. Szore'positive attitudes,‘however, 1ndicates that nmuch of

the popularity Fielding's work enjoyed was based on.the L

n

AP P e
A

humour that readers found so entertaining.

' In discussing the rise of. llbraries in the eighteenth
century, we raised the posslbility that readers with Jless
. 1elsure available to them formed at least one segment of
"the reading public. Some of the commentary about Flelding's

. ‘ novels, such as Eﬂizabeth Carter s opinion noted earlier,

® .

————,

4
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praised the variety that was to be found 3n the works, The "4

London Magazine, in an unsigned article called "Plan of a

Late celebrated Novel", printed in its February, ‘1749, I
issue, reported that Tom Jones, "like all such gcod.composl-
tions, fo sists of a principal hisgory; qu a great many

eplsodes) or incldents; all wﬁichkarise naturall& from the
subject, and contribute towards carrylng on the chief;plot

or design, Through the whole, the readé;'s cttention is

always kept awake by some new surprizirg accident" (C. H.,

p. 148), Contempofgries seemed,- then, to have enjoyed

works with a unifying element but a great deal of,yariety

" as well, Perhaps here, too, we are ‘seeing-evidence of a

readership that did not have the time'to read a great deal J

at one sitting; readers apprecigted episodlic works ghat

a

allowed one to read short portiont at a time,

L)

~ What 1s most noteworthy about the contemporary criticism\'

of Flelding is that in splte of his moral goals, as set out

. throughout his fiction and explicitiy in the dedicatlon to

few commentators discuss this aspect of his work.

's letter of 20 December’ 1?h& referring to Tom
'ggggg, says, \I am tdld by my frlends, who have seen %t,
that 1t 1s not destitute of the instructive and pathetic
(C.H., p. 147).- After discussing the safiric targets of

Joseph Andrews, Elizabeth Carﬁer, in her letter to Talbot

‘of 1 January 1743, expresses her surprise at the charges

VI S A% SO LN O

B IR S R T L o E S




e e Ry S TR MK TUG g o

L Mt Y kel Rk S e v

L YTEY

g e e iy vy ER AR NS L TR S ST AR P et o

46

of lmmorality levelled at the novel:

It must surely be a marvellous wrongheadedness
and perplexity of understanding that can make
one consider this complete satire as a very
immoral thing, and of the most dangerous ten-
dency,-and, yet I have met with some people who
treat it in the most outrageous manner.

i R \’\ . . (CQHO’ P- 123)

The "Plan of a Lhte celebrated Novel® ends its sketch of

L

] the plot of Tom Jones by saying the novel has "a most jusf

distribution of rewards -and punishients, accordiné to the

merits of all the persoﬁé‘that had ;ny considerable spare

.slc in it (C.ﬁ.; p, 154). Lady Luxborough wrote in her
letter tg Shenstonedateéd 23‘Mafgh 1749 that PIf Mr. |
vFieldiﬁg and Mr. Hogarth could abate the v;nlfy'of the world"’

by sHewing us its faults s plalnly, they would do more

_ than the 5reatest divlnes had ‘yet been capable ‘of" (C. C.H.,

p. 160), anq Captain Thomas says that he woulq prefer to °
‘be the author of Tom Jones that of "five Follo Volumes of

gsermons® (C.H., p;.162); Dr. John Hill, in hl's pamphlet °

The Hisi%rx of a Woman of Quality (1751), says, "every

" Incident had its peguliag'Moqal or Instruction coucht'd

under it, inspiring to somethifg laudable, or cautioning
against some Foible" (C,H., p. 283). The French were a
bit more sensitive to the morality of the novels. Degfonﬁ'

»

taines' review of Joseph Andrewsfinclﬁdeilxhe comment that !

it "carries a hundred particuiarsnworth e attention bf

)
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the gra&est person" (C,H., p. 127). Elie C. Freron's
review of Tom Jones (6 July 1?51) not;rs the mor# contrast
set up between Tom and Blifil, whicp shows "the diffgrepce
is great between the faults_that too much candour makes

}degenerate into imprudences, and those that proceed solely

from a false and tainted heart" (C.H., p. 280). There

. B ‘
are other scattered mentions of the moral elemént in

Fielding's wWork, ‘but the majority of critics, either from
real "disgust" at the low passages 9} from personal spite,
conéidered h;é fiction immoral.

The best }1terary criticism wriyten quing‘Fielding's

lifetime were Francis Coventry's pamphlet and Jonnson's

< M > .
. essay. Although both were written near the end of Flelding's

career as a novellst, they reveal clearly certain contem-

" 4 d
porary attf&;ﬁps towards Flelding's work,

Coventry's pamphlet begins stressing the need for im-

16 He defends himself as being more
objective than previous critics had been by saying he Hgé

never met Fielding, and, considering the personal blas that

. f¢
coloured the comments of many of Fielding's critics, it is

understandable that Coventry felt the need to make such a
defense (E., p. 12). . Qoveﬁtry admires the "naturalevents

and characters found 'in Fielding's fiction, contrasting

them with what is .found 1n‘romancess "For crystal Palaces

and vinged Horées, we*fini’homgly Cots and‘ambiing.Nag&;

T \-’ &
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and instead of Impossibility, what we experience e}ery
Day" (E., p. 16). 1In a novel, the characters "must be
exactly cobiqd from Qf:ﬁfe" (Eesy p. 17). In~somewgat
the same vein, Coventry defends Fielding's use of "low"
qharacters by saying that bne cannot usé the same cfiﬁeria
in Jjudging plays and fiction, as the latter may contain
characters who “often fall below the Dignity of tHe Stage“
(Esy p. 29). He in fact pra;ses ?1e1d1ng ] "thorough
Insight into Low-life" (E., b;o29).- Oﬁ the other hand, °

'Coventrybcannot accept Flelding's. ™low" sceness’ "tﬁere

ought nét to be a Line in them which should cause the mod-
estest Lady a slngle Blush in the Perusal. This Delicacy
Stile and Sentiment has been quite neglected in some.

Dialogues between the wanton Ld&r oby and most innocent

Joseph Andrews" (gé; p. 42). Coventry goes on to say,
"Lewdness 18 too mean a Branch of Humour (if indeed it
is a Branch of ngour) for a Man of Mr. Fielding's Sense

to haye recourse to" (E., p. 42). Otherwise, Coventry

i
‘conslders Flelding's humour not only acceptable but neces-

éﬁry forfthé novel rormL/anq this only because Fielding

"has sald that it 18 necessary: he says that among the

laws Fielding established for the genre "is, that thro!
the vwhole Humour musﬁ diffuse 1tself“ (Ess p.'17).“'The"
humour may come from a heightening of style "to ridicule
the Bombast and Fustian, which obtaln'd so much 1n the

L 4
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Romances" (E., p._l?) ¢
’ Ffom Coventry's essay we agaln Tan see the attitude
S ' that "dalily life™ should be presented with discretion,
. " and that some aspects of reality should not ve tgeaped
with humour. Coventry is spméwﬁat more libefal than other
crikics we have seen in terms o} the inclusion of “low"

chérﬁcters, but one gets the 1mpression'that, since Coventry -

~——
id

considers the novel to hgve been "Founded" by Fielding,

;nything Fielding does shoit of the immoral is appropriate
to the form. . ' ' ; F
" Johnson also speaks of tﬂe novel in terms of’iﬁé realism,

and preises the fact-that. such works "exhibit Life in its’

-
true State, diversified only by the Accidents that daily

AT FPRS T TR R 2R A e

e
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happen in the world, and 1nf1ueneed by those Passfons and

Qualities which are really to be found in conversing with
L T
" Mankind" (C.H., p. 230). Johnson acknowledges that to write

PR

realistic novels requires fthat Experience which -can never
" be attained by solitary Diligence. but must arise\\fom
i Y general Converse, and accurate Observation of the living -

WOrld" (C.H., p. 231). The danger 'of such works, hawever,“

lies in thelr realisn as wells o F
when an Adventurer 1s levelled with the rest ST *
of the World, and acts in such Scenes of the. - !

universal Drama, as may be the Lot of any . , : p
other Man, young Spectators fix their Eyes .
upon him with closer Attention' ... Care ought PR
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to be taken that ... the best Examples only ’
should be exhibited ... '

. (C.H., P. 232)

(
Y

. Johnson says that "1It is justly considered as the greatest
Excellency br)Art to imitate Nature® but no@when suech

. 1mitation might incite readers-to vice' "many Characters

- | S

.ought never to be drawn" (C,H,, p. 232) . A disguised refer-~

.ence to Flelding follows: ' ya
- . ) S’

Many writers for the .sake of following Nature,
8o mlngle good and bad Qualities in their
* principal Personages, that the¥ are both
. equally conspicuous; and &s we accompany them
, " ++ through their Adventures with Delight, and are .
: led by Deg Pes to-interest ourselves in their '
¢ « Favour, we 'lose the Abhorrence of their Faults.

, , (Cabe, p. 233)- o

AT !

then, ls more to be feared than
/];) -

"Vlce, for Vice is necessary

The mixture c\r qualltl‘es,

the presentation of‘ .vice alone; °

-~

to be Tshewni should always dlsgust- noz: should the Graces

of Galety, or the Dignity of Courage, be 50 unlted with °’

it, as to reconcile 1,t to' the Mind" (C.H., P. 234).' Once ]

)  egain we find-a eritic attackln‘g\"’*bﬁe combination of light-

reeorded ln Boswell's Llfe'

heartedness and poor morals.]-?
[} Q )

Johnson' 1ater remarks,

or Johnson' and reprinted in Paulson and Lockwood &s No. 1?2
R 'appear intemperate to say the least. He calls Flelding a
| "blockhead” and comparea‘ him un'favourabl;f to Richardson.
_—— s We must keéP 1n mlnd, however, that Johnson's comments may
1nd1cate a dgsire more to praise hls frlend Richardson than

LI I' “‘




to gi.,ve rational judgments.of Fieldlqg.' le_arly, Johnson

.preferred B’ichardson's fiction on aesthetid, and méral

groun s,. but the emotions evident in the outburst noted

above reveal that there was a personal side to his cr_‘itigism.

As Robert NMoore shows, t'here wéé much in Flelding's ﬂictic%

that should: have appealed to Joh;;son.la 5

From the contemporary criticism of Fielding's fl'cti'on '

we gain a I‘airly good sense of what some portions of his

| -

\ .
resdership thought-about his novels, Criticismg such as.

the pamphlet by ®Orbilius®, An Examen of the History of . ]

[}

« Tom Jones, have not been mentloned because they dre too.
obviously *personal at“tacks and contribute little in the

vay of val}c criticlsms, Richardson's viewpoints, however,
are different from\such commen‘gs only in degree; personal ,
rivalry appéars to coloﬁr his aesthetic judgments severely, '
The range of comments from thoge without personal grudges
reveal that Fielding 8 critics shared a number of assump-
tlons, such a8 the desire not to have 1ev1ty mixed with
eerlous moral questions, i:ut they also expressed greatly
varled oplnions about a number of matters. His readers
ranged from aristocrats to axjmy captains, who often enjoyed o :‘
his humour and meqoré”;nle characters, but s & whole ignored
the underlying moralii;y of his fiction. As Frank Kermode

~  says, milding's.readers appreciated the technj.qué, but

not the “10@955"‘, of his novels.t? ‘ . - : >

.
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III: The Implied Reader 1

.Our hisﬂorical'studyfhas shown that Eielding{é reader-
sh;Q\Was héterpgeheous bothhdn background and .opinion. It
is dZw necessdryoto look af Fielding's reader from a differ-
ent point of view: Fielding's perdeptions of him. Because
there are sd few.references to hisg readership in Flelding's
private writings we can only galn an 1nsight 1nto how he
viewed his reader through his fiction and published Journals,

We. will therefore be ldbking at’ his assumed or "1mplied“

."reader, and what makes this type' of study somewhat easler

is the fact that Fielding 1s constently addressing his reader.

Before going into some.detail about what the "reader" thus

© addressed 1s like, we should review the concept of the

1mp11ed reader. i

The bheory of the 1mp11ed reader 1s a relatively new
one, and 1ts major proponents are John Preston, Wayne C.
Booth, and wOlfgang Iger, Bxiefly, the theory is that
just as there ‘j.s a distiriction between the author and the
"implied author* or "narrator®, there is one between the

actual feader and the "readgr“,gddféssed, explicitly or

~not, 1in the fiction. In an early article on the subject,

:Walker Gibson differentiates between “readers" and' what

a

he calls "“mock readprs".¥ A *mock readqr" i1s the reader
, .

P SR RO RO £ AT RIS, T AR 02 0 s e AU AR R S T ot ot (0 MR A R




' century novelists to give the reader a great deal ‘to do.

: 53
J
established by the fiction, and 1s a role we as actual
readers take on as we:-read the work. Gibson postulates.

that our reaction to a work depends to a large exteﬁ:ipn
whether we gccept the role set out for us. If'a work of .
fiction'ask§ a reaSonabiy intelligent reader to take on a
role he camot, the work is unsuccegsful. The distihction
between readers and mock readers, howevgr, can never be
complete siﬁce, as Wayne Booth points‘out, we alwgg; bring
oﬁr owA bel1efs‘and personslitie€s to the reading experlence.2
Thgre can.never-Be oémp}gte objectlvity°ip either the nar-
rator or the reader, just as no fiction is without its
“rhetoric“ or calculated effect on fhe reader,’ °

Wolfgang Iser takes a somewhat different‘approach,

saying that part of the nature of reallistic fiction is

.thatit Torces readers to take part 1n establlshing the - v

-meaning of* the text. -Because of its seeming objectivity,

u

such fiction requires the resder to act as a sort of Judge-
“From the given material he must construct hls own concep-

tion" cr reality and hence the meaning of the text. w4

.John Preston sees a consclous effort among eighteenth-

For example, much of the dramatic irony in Tom Jones depends

on’ our memory, as facts revealed later on in the work have

«

iimplications for what we read quite inflocently earlier.”
. N

The full force of the-irony, then, cpmes about through the

’
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reader's growing understamding of the work as a whole.‘
Like Iser, Preston emphasiZes the reader's role as judge:
"The reader has his respomsibility vee he mast try to ‘
Judge well, "6 For all these critics the reader's role

1s essential, either s an audience for whom the author

must shape his work or, after the fact, to take part in

‘establishing the text's ultimate meaning.

—Acfually, Flelding 1s often quite expiicit about

) ~ \‘ 'r '
our role as judge of what takes place in the novel, - In

Joseph Andrews the narrator seems to play with our under-

standing of the story, such as in Bk. I, Ch. xi, where

" he says he will reveal the scene “by small Degrees," and

s

‘then explains thé motive behind JOSeph's haste in leaving

town after his dismissal by Lady Booby (J.A., p. 48).

Tom Jones contains many more passages in which the reader
is called upon to act as a judge not only of what takes
place in the_story bmt of the characters themselves. Mrs:
Wilkins' reaction to seeuig Mr. Allworthy in his shirt

is sald to cause laughter in some readers, but "my graver

I Reader, when he considers the Time of Night, the Summons

from, her Bed, and the Situation in which she found her
Master, will highly justify and applaud her Conduct® (T.J.,
Bk. I, Ch, 411; p. 40). ‘Later, after Fielding offers hi's

‘negative portrﬁs of Thwackum and Square, he says that
‘Thwackum did not appear "to Mr.‘Allworthy in the same Light

«
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as he doth to him (1.e. the reader/ in this History" and
to those who "condemn the Wisdom or Penetration of Mr.

Allworthy, I shall not scruple to say, that théy make &

_very bad-and ungrateful Use of that Knowledge which we.
" have communicated to them" in..III, Ch. v; p. 135).'

sum, a8 Iser and Preston say, Fielding provides the facts
and his reader must come to the proper conclusion.

The narrators of Joseph Andrews and Tom Jones seek

to establish close ties with the reader, so that the A

explicit addresses seem friendly rather than manipulative.7

.One pf the most important roles of Flelding's narrators is .,

"to‘dis§ance the. reader Qmot;onally.from certain scenes, in

order to ensq;e a %comic response to scenes which in them;
selvés are‘not hecessarily comic, or wpic@ are even poten-
tially.serious.*® Good examples of this effect can be
found in the fight scenes, where mock-heroic diction is
employed to keep us frdh'wgrrying too grratly aboﬁt the -

potegonists involved (e.g., the fight with the dogs in

‘Jehy, Bk, III, Ch., vi; p, 242), The ironic tone is a rhet- '

orioal device, then, to give the reader the 1mpression
that he and the narrator share the vantage point of obser-
vers of the actlon. ' |

Some Of the explicit addresses enhance distinctly the
lgpression that the narrator and the reader maintain a

close relationship.? For example, in Joseph Andrews the

I3
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» ‘ :
narrator calls the regde; "my good Reéder"a number of times ,~§
(e.g., Bk. II; Ch, 31; p. 92, Bk, II, Ch. vil; p. 130,. and
Bk. iv, ch. vii; p. 299),=an§ in Tom Jones he is re;érred
to as "my friend® (Bk. I, Ch. 1115 p. 38, Bk. I, Ch. v;

"p. 44, and ﬁk. IV, Ch. ii; p. 156). ‘&hen we discuss the
(explicit addressés that charactgrlse the reader, we should
keep in mind that such sddresses are made to seem less
intrusive because of the fact that Plelding has so care-
fully rendered-us companions of his., |

: Tﬁo aspects of the narrator should be discussed briefly.

First, some of the explicit addresses reveal that Fielding.

-felt the need to deflect possible criticism, and to justify
' himself as a writer of fiction.l1® Considering the critical

reaction to Joseph Andrews, especially the fact that many

commentators worried sbout the portrayal of evil and the
immorality. evident .to them in the novel, it is interesting ‘
to note that the narrator of Tom Jones is concerned about '
being misunderstood, <For example, he says, "while I am
discovering tpg 30633 on which Innécencé and Goodness often
split, I may not be mi sunderstood to recommend éhe Qery

means to my worthy Readers, by which I intend to shew theq
they will be undone® {Bk, III, Ch. vii; p. 142). We are
told, s 1ittle later, that the characters of Thwackum and

Square are not meant to be insults to religions *I hope,

theﬁg{bre, no Men will, by the grossest Misunderstanding,

.t
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or HPerversion, of my Mea.nin.g\, misrepreéent ne, as 'endeév—
ouring to cast any Rlcuculg on'the greatest Perfeqfions

of Human Nature®* (Bk. III, Ch. iv} p. 128).‘ Flelding
thqz:efore wishes to ensure that hls true meaning will not
be misconstrued as it had heen in Joseph Andrews, where,-
as we have .seen, the portrayal of vice was seen as'n?arlj A
an incitement to'it. The narrator wishes to avold 1nsu1ting
his reader not only morally but intellectually as we11~
he.considers it “"needless", for instance, togo 1nto great\
d\etai.l sbout Sophia's personality: to do so would be "a
Kind of tacit Affront t; our Reader's Understanding® (Bk.
IV, Ch. 113 p. 157). Such considerations for the proper .
response from the reader, and the Wish not to underestimate
his "Understanding", reveal further Fleldlns's desire to

remain on friendly terms with the reader. In. fact, .some

crltics haye seen this relationship as oonstituting almost

a subplot of the novels 11

It 'may be objected that one cannot equate the *nerrator®
with Fielding himself, and that the direct addresses do
not neceasarily indicate Fielding's opinions of the reader.
Arthur Sherbo has done a close textual study of the narrators
and has found that, from various references tc? themgelves
and to what they are fehiliar with, the narrators of both
novels reveal themseives to be much like Flelding. As

Miller' says, Flelding intended *"the contemporary reader to

identify the narrator of Tom Jones with the [actual] Henry

~ kY

P Ty S




fem e e oo A

v g AT B T e 4T,

W ars

- L A 4™

3 P B - J U P A L T

‘,;Ji ?ﬁ; - ffix L ' ’ 58 -
LW
Flelding."13 Part of 'the reason is that the narrator is
given no distinct character separate from the author such
. . a8 we'find in Swift's work, Lt It may be that in Fielding's
| ’oase the distinction between author and narrator does not

,ap_ply. Aside from the obvious fact that,

llke all fiction
-writer‘s, Athe' narraton pretends that 1t 1s a true stogy',
‘his voioe Ls so close to Flelding's it is difficult to .
separ te them. 5 As Battestln shows, Fielding 5 relat.ion-

o ship to hls story is 11ke that of God to the world 1n .
general, so that what we read 1s always consciously con-‘
trolled by’ Field.lng«.lé In our subsequent discussion of

¢

K the narrator S addresses to the :reader, then, modern cautions

N N against 1dent1fy1ng the author with his narrator ‘do-

not
e apply\to Fielding.. |

Cne point' should be stressed about ,the addfesses: most

s S S an e e

: ‘“ often they are’ 1ron1g, although they do imply certain assump-

‘ tions on Fielding s part. For example, when Fielding calls

) hls reader "gagacious", he is being ironic in that it takes

11tt1e "sagaoity" to understand what is really happening Ln ' g

7
sone scenes. The 1mp11cation 1s that we do indeed under- 4

g stand and require only hints to gu:\.de us. We must always 3

: ‘keep in mind, then, that such words as *sagacious” must be
-\‘ read with care and that_they shouid not be taken on a literal
;ievgla

A certain amount of ;worldly sophistication is assumed

P
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of the xmpiied reader. Such knowledge lé sometimes necessary
in order to grasp whatgthe narra’ﬁézr 15 trying to convey. a
After Parson Adams asks Parson Trulliber for a loaa; for
example, the latter reacts in a way the narrator can only
dgscribe'by asking the reader to imagine various situations
1nvoiving doctors; tradsmen, and so forth (J.A,, Bk, II,
Ch;= xiv;’ pp. 165-66). Once these situations are mentioned,
Fielding iﬁplies, no more need be saild, Somewhat'later,u
vhen Adams and Joseph are disputing over who should walk
and who should ride, the narrator says, "Perhaps, Reader,
thou hast seen a Contest between two Gentlemen, 01: two
Ladies quickly decided, tho' they hgve both asserted they
would not eat such a nice Morsel, ‘and Eacl; insisted on the
other's accepting it; but in reali:t‘y_‘both were very desirous
to swallow ib-themselves® (Bk. 1II, Ch. xii; p. 272)., The
reader is expected to’ smile knowingly, then, based on his
past ex})ériences. At the 'same time, Fielding 15 making a
comment about "polite" sogiety. \ 444/7 | '

Tom Jones cqhtains many examples of "the assﬁmption
of certaln ty;;e‘s of knowlédgeo enjoyed by the reader., ,The
narrator says Mrs. Wilkins' shock at seeing Mr.- Allworthy
will not surprise readers: "It will not be wondered at,
that a Creature, ‘who had so stricT a Regard to Dec:enc.y in

her own Person, should be shocked at the least Deviation ™

from it in another® (Bk. I, Ch. 111j p..39). After All-
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\~:worthy's lecture on Captain Blifil's secret marriage to

Bridget, we areltold, "The geader, from what hath been said,

may imegine that the Reconciliation (1f inﬁegﬂ it could be,

so célléd) was oniy Matter of Form" (Bk. I, €h, xlli;'p. 72).
Agaln, Mrs. Partridge's tesfimony against her husband,:aé

Ythe Reader will, I belleve; bear Witness for him, had i
greagly exceeded the Truth" (Bk. II, Ch. ivj p. 90). The |
reader 1s intelligent enough to knbw'why_Square is sllent
after he learns‘that Aliwo%thy will recover from hrg 111~
ness (Bk. V, Ch. Xj p. 254) and why Jones assumes, that
Molly 1is in love with him (Bk. III, aCh %1; p. 175). In
many cases, however, the lnformation,we are supposed to
have already is giyen to us, as in the case of the "Recon-

ciliation“ above.,

With mlld irony, then, Fielding tells
us what we should have gukssed ourselves, -

" Among Fieldlng's.réaders are those With such insight
into human Lmotions that descriptions are unnecessary. 1In
Tom Jones, when Allworthy ;earns that his sister prefers
Tom to Blifil, he shows compassion fowards the laptef,v“and
what the Effects of Compassion are 1nlgpod and benevolent
Minds, I néed_not hgnanpléin to most of my‘ﬁeaders“ (Bk.
II1, Ch. vii; D. 1&0) At thls point we should look brlefiy'
at the term "benevolent" as it was used in the eighteenth '
century, in order to understand what lay behind Pielding's’

assumptions in these passages. For Latltudinarlan thinkers,

v
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and for such philosoﬁhoss as Joseph Butler and\gavid Hume,
benevolence -ls one of man's affectiohs" or passions. Any
man who denies his penevolent impulse, by ignoriné it or
claiming thst it does not EXisé\(as Thomas Hobbes claimed
that all actions are motivated by se%§-1nts}est), is denying

an essential part of his humanity.l? Doing good for others,

,.through charitable acts, and feeling sympdthetically towards

© others are expressions of a part of .one's being that some

retain and some hav® corrupted by circumstances. - Characters

_ 1like Allworthy and Tom are motivated’bylbenevolent di sposi-

tions, although as we will see later, the latter must ;
1earn to restrain his other passionate impulses.
' The reader's ability to feel emotions is evident in

the narrator's certainty that, after his description of

Sophia, "many of our Readers will pfobably be in ﬁovs too

pefore we pert" (Bk. III, Ch: xj p. 149). During the first
long conversation between Tom and Sophia, the narrator says

of Sophia's sensations, “the Beader's Heart (1r he or she

. have any)iwill better represent\Lphe@] then I can" (Bk, IV,

Ch, v; p. 169). One description is saild to be bound "to

give both me and my Reader pain® (Bk. IV, Ch, viii, P.. 183),
and there is a -scene “which with Sorrow we relate, and

with S6rrow, doubtless will it be read® (Bk. V, Ch. x;/‘f
p. 225). . “

On the other handy there are readers about whom the

. «
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‘in his Arms, he found Iife and Blood returning to her cheeks"

Bk, II, Ch. xi1i; p, 160, and Book III, Ch. Xii; p. 270).

"guch kind of Lovers will make a very inconsiderable Part

. A
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narrator cannot be certain, or who are incapable of sym-

pathy. The parenthetical remark about "the Reader's Heart"

quoted above expresses some doubt, and ¥n the scene in

+

fwhich Sophia .decides to leave heér father the narrator says

of Qgr distress:. "Most of my Readers will suggest it easily
t

to elves, and the few who cannot, would not understand

]

. s

Q@ ~ 41

the picture, or at least would deny 1t to be natur@dl, if ; i
1

ever so well drawn" (Bk. IV, Ch. xivj p. 208). Similarly,

, 7 ;
in Joseph Andrews, after Joseph and Farny find each other -

at an inn, the narrator ;fks his reader if he can imagine
‘ h |

Joseph's reaction., "If thou can'st noﬁ," he says, "“wave

that=MestQtiod to behold his Happiness, when clabping her

(Z.A., Bk. II, Ch, Xil; pp. 154-55). Adams' joy on learning
that his son has not in fact driowned is such thet “1f‘thou
cen'st riot conceive an Idea #ithin, I will not vainly en-
deavourvtokassisf thee" (Bk. IV, Ch. ix; p. 310). Flelding
is quite explicit here that those without benevolent feelings
can in no way be shown what positive emotions are like..
Har@@earted peoﬁle, or those who hawe never been in love,

are mentioned at varigus places in Joseph Andrews (e.g.,

. - ’, '
Tom's feelings for' Sophia are so strong the narrater 8ay s,

of our Readers" (T.,J,, Bk. VIII, Ch. 111 p. 411). ’ K
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T_Hhe apbarent contradiction between ‘t;h"e examples ffom
Bk, IV, Ch. xiv, and BK. VIII, Ch. 111, above as to whether
, most re.aders are able fo feel strong emotions is due to
rhetorical peeds. Fielding gg.ir}s sympathy from his =zeaders.
by telling them they need not be given long descriptions of
"emotions he 1s sure they are fami liar with, but wishes to
make :I“om's emotions so distinctly strong that.no one can
\ maytc‘h them 1n 1ntensity. For the most part, however, the
reader's knowledge of the heart and mind are vital to

Fielding's narrator, who says, after a long discourse on

| . family relatlonships, “that such a detalled discussion "is

a Favour rarely to be expected in the COurse of my Work,

-’

s

Indeed I shall seldom or never so indulge him, unless in

such Instances as this, where nothing but the Insplra.t{%n
with whigh we Writers are gif~ted, .can’ poss_ibly enable’ |
any one to make the Discé;_rez;y“ (Bk. I, Ch. v;\p./ l&.7).‘ It
18 up to the "sagacious?reader (see Tom Jones, Bk. I, Ch.

111. o 18 3}, and Bk, V, Ch. x; p. 258) to determlne F:\.elding 8

Y

¢

aaning. o

.In°spite of this presumed reliance on the reader's

owledge of human nature, Fielding sti'll gives us long

diécourses on family obedience, as in the passage above;
~and ,the.'ueeilmeqpes cr'philoSOph‘ers, as in Tom anes Bk. V,

» Che v (p. 230). In Joseph Andrews, a 1awyer s actions

slmilarly lead to an account of lawyers in genera;l (Bk. IV,

¢
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Ch. 1ii; p. 286). Fielding's confidence in his reader, then,
is not complete, . : . ’

A number of other characteristlcs of Fielding's ";&od

Reader“ can.be deduced particularly his. 1mpat1ence to know.

A
. The “ourious Reader" is: addressed at ' least five times in

Joseph Andrews (Bk %, ch. 111, p. 20, Ch. ix3 .p. 45, Ch.

xi, po ’49, ka II Ch. 111, p‘ 93’ and Ch. xiii, pb‘ 156)
In some of these cases the reader 1s presumed to be anxious
about the protagonists' sitqntion or curious about the back-

3
never written

o

grounds of certain facts, such‘es why Fanny and Joseph had
eagh other (Bk. I, Ch. xi; p. 49). e

-

narrator apologises for asking a great deal of the‘reader s

' patience after his digrextion concerning high and low lgfe

(Bk. II Ch. xlll, p. 158), and while switching from the

scene in whloh Joseph and mdems are left bound to the bed

* ¢ v
. %
: 1n order to present a conversation between the Roet adﬁ the -

o

At

AN
Player (BK. III, Ch. X3 » 259 #nd 264 'and Ch, xii p.

267) The narrator also asks the reader to be patient .

VRN

while, for example, telling us about the law (Bk. II, ‘Ch,
vig p. 100), and delaying to inrorm us or Patridge/s inno-
cence or guilt (Bk. 11, Ch. 5P 101) or tell us directly
about Captaln Blirxﬂts ultimate fate (Bﬁ”‘II, Ch. viil; p.

\' -

109). S .

v’

At a number of points the narrator 1mp1ies that hls

reader is easlly tired or bored.. We are not given the, detaile

!

of Lady Booby's thoughts ‘after her rejection by Joseph;

' tfEse are affalrs "which, if we had no better Mitter for Y

« : |
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our Reader, we would give him" (J Jehe, Bk. I, th. vii p.

LB?).‘ When Adams finds Joe\pﬁ at'the Tow-wouses' inn the-

narrator does not tell us about "a Discourse which chiefly
turned on the relation of Matters already well known to the
Reader" (Bk I, Ch. xiv; P 64). The narrator says of one
chat between Joseph and Fannyx "as possiZi;, it would'ﬁot

hasten td\\he

Morning® (Bk. II, Ch. xii13 bp. 159-60), and’ we are not

be very entertaining to the Reader, we sh

given the oompliments bestOWed on Fanny by the/squire\and
his companions “as they had not any thing new or uncommon
in them“ (Bk. I1I, Ch vi; p. 243) The nerrator avolds
repeating himself and presenting uninteresting dialogues
(e:g., BK. IIIy Ch., vill; p. 253, ani_Bk. IV, Ch. v; p.

291) .- Similarly, the narrator of Tom Jones seeks to main-

tain the paee of,the action by not goihgginto great détail -
about Captain Bliril's courtship of Bridget (T, J., Bk.'I,
Ch, x11; p. 6&1,/6thhat of Sophia by the younger Blifil
(Bk. Vi1, Ch, vi; ps 344). -He passes over the discussion
thet occurs after Allworth¥'s illness has begun.to abate | 0
besause it containSJ”but'little Entertainment.. As we pre-
‘eume, therefere; only to ccnvey this- last to the“Reaeer,a-

Ay

he continues, *{e shall pass by whatever was sald" (Bk. V,,

Ch. ix 'P. 255). Although entertainment is not really the

narrator's only concern, it is clear that Fielding wished

4

“his fiotion to maintain a.high degree of activity.
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The references to "female Readers“ indicate that
Fielding knew women formed an important part of his reader-

ship. In the very first chapter of Joseph Andrews, the

'-narrator discusses previous‘biosraphies“ and says he does

not need to repeat what "the Female Readers are taught by
the Memoirs of Mrs. Andrews" (Bk. I, Ch. i3 p. 19).. The

example set'by Joseph 1is intendednin part.for women reeders,

”who are requested not to judge Lady Booby too severely (Bk.

I, Ch. viii, p. 38), . Farny's ;%yness “will recommend her
Character to all our Female Readers" (Bk II, Ch. x; P. . .

1&&) Finally, women are exhorted “to consider your Weak- -

¢

uness, and the many Occasions on. which the s{rength of a

Man may be useful to you“ ( Bk, III Ch. 113 P. 19#). In
Tom Jones, after Sophia misses Seeing Jones in the’ garden

because _of her excessive concern for'heruappearagce,.the

. . . o 0
narrator calls the-event a “most'unﬂortunategAccddent,

»-"r

from which“%y feir‘Readers»wiil noﬁ fail to draw a very

1t

"

wholesome Lesson." He continués, "And here I strictly -
- forbid all Male Critics to intermeddle with a Circumstance,

‘which I have recounted enly for the ‘Sake of the Ladies,

and .updn which they only ‘are at Liberfy to cgmment“ { Bk.

VI, Ch. vi; p. 293). . Some time;lster, thexnarrator assures .

his "fair Readers", ironically of course, that Mrs. Waters,

after her escape from Ensign Northerton, "had so well o

_“ covered herself ... that her RegaM to Decency was not in

v
3
- .
e

~
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s the Teast violated by the Presence of 8o many Men as were

e 0 e
3

now'in the Room" (Bk. IX Ch. ivs; p. 505). References

RN

to both\male and,female readers include the example from

Tom Jones above concerning male critics, the parenthetical

RSP ol

remark about the reader's heart in Joseph Andrews (Bk. 11,

Ch. xv; p. 169), and references to. "married Persons"in Tom -

J°nes (Bk- II," Ch. 11} p.Q\i and Bk. II, Ch. vii, p. 106)-
o An entire passage is directed at young readers (TyJ.,
Bk, III, Ch. Yii; p. 141), as Fielding 1nforms them of the
.-, ' need for prudence, In both novels, as well the narrator
’ : takes into account his reader's deslre ror what is "natural®

as opposed to what is "miraculous”. During Adams' and

Joseph's struggle. with the dogs, for example, the narrator

j . safs, "Diana (the Reader may believe it or not, as he pleases)
o 1nterposed“ (J.A., Bk. IIT, Ch. vi; p. 242) . After'a short
.passage in Tom Jones during whiceggupid appears, -the nasrra-

tor says, "we scorn to deceive our Reader, or to vindicate

the Character of our Heroine, by ascribling her Actions to
. supernatural Impulge® (Bk. VII, Ch ix' pp. 360-61). The ~
mock-eplc use of supernatural "machlnery" ensures a proper

response'td scenes involving self-conscious emotional dis-

hpiayé. ‘ : , N e

At two points in Tom Jones, thevnarraiyr--and probably

. . PR ¥
F;elding“himself;-admlts that he simply does not know what .

-~

his reader warits or expects, Because he cannot be sure of

[
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alproper'résﬁons? to Allwofthy's treatment of Jenny Jones,
he sayspa“"as we cannot possibly divine what. Complexion
our Reader may be of ... we think proper to give him a very
early Intimation, that Mr. Allworthy was, and’ will hereafter |
- _ . appear to bé,'absolutely innocent of any criminal Inteﬁtién,
| l thatevér” (Bk. I, Ch. 1X; D, 59). Fielding is ﬁuit; é;—
piicié that he does ﬁbt know his actual reader vefy wellj
; o ‘"Reader, it is 1mposslb1e we ‘should know what | 86ft. of Person
A thougwilt ‘bes . For, perhaps, thou. may' st be as learned in
: ’ o . Human l ure as Shakespear.himéelf was, apd, perhapéf thou
fr ‘ may'st be no wiser than some of hisg Editors® (Bk. X, Ch. 13 =«
i‘ .+ - . 523). e SR .t
V - " Aslde from references to the general reader, Fielding
' includes gddre;ses to his critics,18 Most‘can be found in
‘the prefatory chapters, but occasionally Ehese responses to
the crﬁ:ics‘/ocghr in the msst; of the action. 1In Joseph .
Andrews the responses appear to be limited to the first '
. chapter of each book and to the chapter headings. A’goqL/”“
example: of the iatter is the heading for Bk. IV, Ch. viiis

$ "A Discourse whic happEned hetween Mxr. Adams, Mrs. Adans,

~Joseph, and Fanny;\with sbme_BeH§$10ur of Mr. Adaﬁs, which
. will be called by sqme few Headers, very low, absurd, and'

unnatural“ (p. 306) As he dié in Jonathan Wild, he tdrns

L“ . the critics' terms back on them by using them to describe

. ' scenes 6f marital and par\ental affection, ' If %e consider

&q?i , -
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i S the resctions to Joseph Andrews and the plays, we can well
f understend why Tom Jones contains so many more responses ¢
: to the critics. ~It 1s not necessary to go i eat detail’
. ] ~
% about the p*efatbry chapters, as they ere almOSt excluslvely

reserved for attacks on the "reptile Critics" (see Bk. X,

Ch. 1) .or anticipations of such attacks ‘on him. In one of -

~the chapter headings, the narrator expresses ironically the
- u p fear ‘that his descr;ptiOn'of Tom will "lower his-Character

1n the Estimation of those Men of Wit and Gallantry, who

: ' apnrove the Heroes in most of our modern Comedies® (T.J., -
g | Bk, IV, Chu.vij p. 171).. o - ‘
E ‘ o : -In the text of the novel itself, Fieiding makes -direct
) or thinly disgulsed responses to the critics. ‘At thé end
of Bk. IX, Ch. ii, the narrator affirms his right to di-
© gress whenevér he wishes; in such matters, he is "a better

. : © © Judge than any pitiful Critic whatever" (p. 37). A 1ittle

.; X later on, after he employs a sim}le, he explains what he

« - ""8ibly sleep these hdngreq Years, till soﬁe future Commentator
| & shall take this Work in Hand, I think proper to lend the
’_ | l Jg * Reader a little Assistance"\(Bk. I, éh. vi; p. 47). The
| most direct attack on the critics appears in Bk. VI, Ch.

° 111, where a dlgression I’s introduced "in Defiance of all

the barking Critics 1n thf world® (p. 282). The narrator

also seeks to deflect future criticism'of seemingly irrational . -

- Tl
)

a

o L AR WA

means because, "as the great Beauty of the Simile may pos- coa




- vants (J,A., Bk, I, Ch ivs p. 28 and Ch. ixs
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behaviour on the part of one of the characters by offering

a bartial explanatian "not with any View of pretending to

account for so odd a Behavioux, but lest some Critic should
hereafter plume himself -on discovering-it" (Bk. VII, Ch.
&115 joi 3?7)0 . ’

o

. A common theme of Joseph Andrews and Tom Jones is that

»

, of reputation, and we might see this theme as a form of

response to the critics.l9 'The "town" is nearly a dis-
tinct character®in the tﬁq noveis, and usuall§~;ke opinion§
it expresses are wfﬁng. Gossippers béiieve that Lady Booby
gnd'Joseph afé having an affair, as'do Lady Bookhy's ser-
?43) 4
Fielding s character was defamed by his opponents because
of'personal and political rivalries, and the same occurs

to the gentléhan about whom Adams hears. The gentleman

' had mediated a dispute between two men,» and the loser 1n‘\

the-decision describes him to Adams in whoily negative
uterms. When he learns the truth, Adams exclalms, "1God
forbid! ... that Men should arrive at such a Pitch of
Wickedness, to be-lye the Character of their Neighbour
from a 1little private Affection, or what is‘infiniﬁggy
worse, & private Spite" {(Bk. II, Ch. 111§ p. 99). The
"town"ftakesmdn“an>é%en more important role in Tom Jones,
and we are given its uninformed opinjons of Allworthy's

handling of Jenny Jones'scase (Bk.‘I,'Ch.‘ix; P.. 58, and‘ N

Pl
o
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N
Bk. II, Ch. iv; b, 88), Patridge's presumed guilt (Bkx. II,
Ch. vij p. 103), and Allworthy's treatment-of Tom and
B11fil (Bk. 111, Ch. v; P. 133, and Bk. VI, Ch. xi; p.
311). lFfomlwhat we know of Fielding;s own treatment gt
the hands of crifics, or, more often, slanderers, we can .

+ assume guite safely that these attacks on gossip and the

-

power of reputation are pzif of his general ansver to his'

* eriemies.

The signiél%ﬁhce of what we hemf seen is that Fielding

was, understandably, sensitive to tritical commentary.

Throughout Tom Jones he “displays a heightened conscious-

ness of the importance of Opinion,"20 and while he shows,
o as we have seen, that opinion is seldom correct, it musp

] bé taken.into account. As we learn in the passage directed

at young readers,

- It is not enough that your Designs, nay that
your Actions are intrinsically good, you must
take Oare they shall appear so. If your Inside
be never so beautiful, you must preserve a falr
Outside also. This must be constantly looked
to, or Malice and Envy will take Care to blacken
¢ it so, that the Sagacity and Goodness of an
Allworthy will not be able to see through it.
(ToJ,, Bk. III, Ch. vils
p. . 141)

>
1

Clearly, then, Fielding was'concerned about his own reputa

-

tion, and as we will see later on it seems certaln He‘reaptedl

tp preserve 1t,

PRGN+ i b e T e
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Until now, ve have limited our consideration of the

implied reader to actual addresses to that reader, Of

B
s e SAPEEERTIR
s A s

J
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more slgnlficance, however, are those aspects of the novels

»

1which indicate certain assumptions about the reader,_and

Ve

we. will qOW'endeevour t.o' determine what those assumptions-
/

B ) . are. We will then review what has been said in. this and
in the previous chapter, and arrive at some conclusiorns

_about how Fielding viewed his reader.

An importent element in all Augustan literature is the

uge of literary allusionsg, although as the eighteenth

century went on this element was given less and less emphasis.1

Flelding wrote novels--in many ways, as the term itself

o

suggests, a new genre--but considered himself an Augustan —
and based mg&ﬂhof his literary theory on such writers as
Alexander Pope.2 As Iser says, throughout his fiction B

.. ”Fielding calls to mind a whole repertoire of familiar o E
literar§;'genres', so that these alluslons will arouse
particuler expectetions from whicb his novel procéeds to

) dLverge.“3 +Much of Fieldlné's art depenés, therefgre,Aon
the assumption that his reader wlllebe famillar wlth those

_various genres,

.

.Because Flelding calls his two major novels “"comic
»- |

“'I
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epics in prose," many crit}cg have 'placed undue emphasis -
on the term "eplc".u' Valuable work has been done showing
the parallels between Flelding's fiction and the classical
epics; but it must be pointed cut that when Flelding uses
the term, h‘e‘ does not alﬁ,ays refer 120 such works as ‘t}jxe
Odyssey and the Aeuneid., To a large ex’terﬁ:, for ’Fielding
:"epic" means "unifiéd narrative®.5 Tl:le' term 1s also used
by 'Fielding to add.staetus to his fiction; because t’lqe nove‘l‘
was considered a lesser genre, as we have ééen, he put the
form in the epic tradition.6 There ar:e elet;a‘ents of': the ;
classical eplc evident in Fielding's work, and they should
be disdussed?li;st; but ofher narratl_ve traditions play ’
as 1}11por»1:“ant if not ‘a‘more important role than thgzlassical
one in the shaping of Figlding's novels.,

The -basis of the. eplc, as a number of critics have N
saj:d, 1s 1ts \presentation of géneral as opposed to parti-
cular truths.’ Flelding, in an oft-gquoted phrase, wishes

to show "not Men, but Mamners, not an Individual, but a

Specles® (J.A., Bk, III, Ch. 13 p. 189). Fielding's satire

‘is.I directed at the follies of all ‘men, and the parsons,

dbctors, lawyers, and so forth who are éa’tirlsed are types
- .

rather than identifiable personasges (as, for example,

'

¢
Sl oed S Sax - coe

Jonathen Wild in Fielding's work can be identified as

" Walpole). 8 Major characters are well-developed and individ-

ualised, but, as we will see in more detail later, their - .
. . e .

~
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experiences are not important in themselves but in the
general moral truths we derive from reading about them:

The novels have certain epic structural elements,

and Flelding is therefore assuming thai his reader will

be able to detect the paralléls. For example, the inter-

' polated stories of Wilsop in Joseph Andrews and the "Man

“of the H111" in Tom gOnég recall épic story-telling such

as we find in the Odyssey (Bks. IX-XII). Also, the division
of the work into chapters 1s based on the Bomeric books,

as Flelding states explicitly in the first chapte} of

Book II of Joseph Andrews (pp. 90-91), and hi's entire dis-

cussion in that chapter presupposes some knoﬁledge on the

reader's part of the‘epic tradifion. More 1m§ortantly,

Joseph Andrews and Tom Jones ‘both essentially involve

3ourneys; Just as the eplc journey or quest is the main
unifying element of classical epics. Fielding's\views

on epic structure are expresséd in his preface to his

. . R los s
sister Sarah's novel, David Simple (1744), where he d}s-

tinguisheé between unity in the. Iliad and the Odzssé&.

In the fdr@er, the,actibn "is entire and uniforﬁ; in the

Odyssey, 1is rather a éeries'oflaétions, all tending to

prqduce.one great end.“9 The reader 1s meant to takq‘

Joseph Andrevs and Tom Jones as epics in the mold of the

de sSsey. i 4
M . :
. The aspect of Fielding's first two novels that serves
o .

‘ ~
i . . [N
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more than sny other‘to gilve them their epic sehse is the K
mock-epic imagery. The humour Jk_the fight scenes in
particular rests on such imagery. After invoking the muse

“who presidest over Biography" the narrator of Joseph Andrews -
i 2

relates the fight with .the dogs as an epic battle (Bks III,
Ch. 13 p. 238). Epic epithets'such as “théiquick-scenting

- Dags, " descriptions of the Weapons such as Joseph's "Cudgel

<

-of mighty Strength,®™ and the c¢etalogue of dogs' names pro-

v}dﬁkfpic height to a ludicrous scene (Bk. III, Ch. 13 pp.

239-41"), 1In passages throughout the novel we find mention ’

of anclent gods and goddessés{ for‘example, We are expected

to ¥now the names Cupld (BK. I, Ch. vii; p. 36), Hesperus
_(Bk. I; Ch. viii; p. 37),'Aurpra‘(Bk. I, Ch..x;i} P. 55),
Narcissug-and Pygmalion (Bk. II, Ch. xii; p. 152), and
Seylla and Charybdis gék. Ii, Ch. xvii; p, 1Bl). . Through
the use of personification, as of the morning (Bk. III,
Ch. 1v; p. 225) and fameé (Bk. I, Ch. Vv; p.. 28), &nd various
_kinds of similes, the style 1s ﬁe;ghtened where a mock-eﬁic

effect is desired. A similar technique 1s(gsed in Tom
Jones, where a list of cnassicaimZIIuslons employed would ST

”Vincludé neferenées to Venus (Bk. I, Ch. viii; p. 56,‘and

_ -Bk. V, Ch. xi; p. 259), Helen and Penelope fgk. Iv,'Ch. xivy

© Do fgé); and Orpheus (Bk. IX, Ch. ii; p. 499}, The narrator
of Tom Jones mentions'anéient,writers and philosopheré

such as Aristotle (Bk, IV, Ch. xiv; p. 202) and Ovid (Bk.

4

\ w/‘

. R
. IR VS P RE I IR IR, A QNG VI i
Ly 7w Y Tavey “&muig“ srddets Ll g




B it Uaa i

- — <
e

D T T R T R -

76

L

Ii, Ch. v; p. 511), and, as in Joseph Andrews, heightens

the style thrbugh the use of similes., A" wide range of
classical knowledge, then, is assumed.of the reader of -
both novels. .

The reader'is also expected to recognise certain

aspects of Fieldlng's most immediate narrative source,

the high romance ofr the sevengeenth éénturj, in his novels;

.He is assumed.to be aware of works like Amadis de Gaul

and Ariosto's Orlando F\{riﬁg and particularly the comic

romances they spawned As Fielding states on the title

page of Joseph Andrews, he 15 writing in 1m1tat10n of

Don Qu¥xote, a work that uses the romance tradition the

way mock-epics use the epic traditions #with due concern

vfor form, but all the while undercutting the form’ through

the treatment of subJect matter.
Actually, there is a problem of terminology here.

When early novelists attacked the "“romance", they were not

. always referring to the high romance of the seventeenth

century but at tlmes to the popular erotic "novels® and

*romances" of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth-

'centuries.l® When they did speak of hlgh romance they

attacked its excesses, such as (in Coventry's terms) its
"Bombast and Fustian.® Many romances merited praise for.

the morality that infused them, however.ll . Arthur L.’

. Cooke has done a study showing a similarity of goais among

,{é » .
N/ L.

Sl et U
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romance;writeré and F;e}dlng, esp?cially in terms pf the

ey
o

. need for morality, probability in stories, and essentially
12

P

believable characters.”“ As Cooke points out, both Fielding

and the gpmance writers had as theilr narrative models the

.

v classical and modern epics, among the latter being Fenelon's

S SRR

Teleﬁagﬁe.IB Theiconfusiqp is intreased when we find
Fielding saying in the Dedication to Tom Jones that had
‘George Lyttelton helped him write the novel, he too would ,

have been "a Romance Writer". (T,J,, p. &4). y

N -
WY e
-

Our 'only conclusidn cah be that, as a number’ of crLfics
have suggested, Fieldingfuseé the terms ‘romance" and "epjc™
é ) B interchangeably dhen he wants té speak of narratives as a ‘
whole., He pefers to the specific genres at times made - "

e ’ciear by the cbntext- where he wishes to stress the cohtrast

between the realism of his fiction and the lack of realiam

P P —,

.

‘amqns earlier authors, as in Joseph Andrews, Bk, III, Ch. &

(p. 187), he talks about the "romance" and the "modern

1

Novei?-dg»genres, "His novels are "epics" in that he uses

Chain 4

a general narrative structure based on the classics, as

- we have seen, even if he does not employ thelir supernatural
L ‘machinery.‘ In all‘ the epic provided the bdhis for the
romance, the romance for the comia or mock-romance, and
the latter for Fielaing's fiction, Those who find romance -
“ elements ié Fielding's work are'cgrrect, but sometimes

Torget tha% he.is writing the cbmio'typa, not the serlqﬁs,




LI . "

N . and uses those elements at. times ffor comic effect.lu

)

\ “ The episodic ,plot, and "the Journey, are seen by critics

\ -~

emphasising -the romance elements of the novels as attributes

the Christian roma.nce. Henry K. Miller and Aubrey
=
. . ) ;goes a series of tests of faith, and that similarly :Joseph v
and Tom are flssed in their travels.l5 In fact the unity -
of a romaﬁce "would reside in what the author aims at in
LI o the creation of his actions rather than in the causal . /
- mechanism by which he connects them. »16 Because Tom learns.s |
; ‘”’ N . ~prwdeno‘e through his adventures, his actlons are unified ‘
)q T by that fact ’and we watch ‘hig progress in maturing.
;& One aspect of Fielding's plotting that has received
.:ra great deal of attention is his use of coincidences. ‘ Few
‘*d, . now wo&dismiss the use or chance meetings as nfrely an
‘ eagy viay to advance the plot but at times critics take
L " “, ‘ the matter too seriously. _Willlams and Melvyn New consider
.the coincidences', and especially the a£ppy endings" as 1
IRCET Ohe exi{ression. of & Christian worj.d viZw whigh involves \(_
i Lo - ( "the concepc of. aP:rovidemce, and tk?t sirice this idea per- ' E \
o | meates the romances it has -f ound its way into Fielding' - ‘
g . | work.l7 (Neither ?ritic, it should be stressed 'implies' P <
\,E‘ S ; ‘,that%ielding ‘only derived.this concept from his narrative
(. _' . 'souroes.) This may be true, but perhaps more important ' . k

'

o ig the fact that comic. effects),‘requi,re ‘improbable events ¢
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at times, 'and some of the humour in Fielding's fiction h )

— -

comes from s*arprise and I‘ortuitous events.m ' YL

#

Miller goes into some detail about the Jdea that -

et
.

Y

c'haracters in Tom Jones recall ,roman’tic herces and heroines.

‘ Joseph and Tom aye indeed comlc romantic heroes. - Tod "in .
pairtiicizlar, with, his own Sancho Panza, Partridge, recalls
DoA Quixote, warid he ‘and Joseph, are 1n love with. ideallised

heroines. “I‘he minor charac\:s are types rather than

fullg developed individuals, an attribute of romances,

. - ¢ .

according to M;ller.la" The same tould be sald, hogever) ] o !
2 '~ of minor charaeters in any art form, Fieldlng end the
. jomance writers agreed that characters should act as moral
exemplars, although none should. be paragons of viyue. 19 b
, When reading Fielding's novels, then, his reader uis expected
s to recognige the chd!ract:ers from t&ir more serious coun- IR

terparts in the romance., . ) ‘ ‘ q,

We ha%glanced at the romance ba.ckground of Field&ng 5

e ' : . work because contemporary readers of fiction would have
s : B been familiar with high or low romances, and the alluslonS\):

\ -

£ inherent in t‘he plot and characterisation dqpend on such
°L familiarity. The other madorr literary genre recalled by
C o~

Flelding's work 1s the drama, as one might expect conslidering
‘."
_Fielding‘ 8 own dramatic background. The scenes, characters,
C and language in some ‘cases have thelr roots 1n stage con~

ventlons, as Fieldir@ at/tefnpta‘ to manlpulate his reader's
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‘s “echaracters ‘'seldom develop, bgt are established at the

? .-
Mrs., Slipslop, for example, suggests less a human being
than a type figure: '

as stylised language is used to turn the scenes into melo- ~

/ ———rastn e g ane |
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responses by techniques.familiar to them. 6

The minor characters and some of the major ones are

stock characters;=aﬁd most, because they are governed bj
what can;be called a "friling passion", seem'tq‘\\long

to the tradition of the‘bomedy of humcurs“ The minor

o

beginning end act accarding to our expectations . f As in
'Fieldingig own pIays: thé.“humourous" characters often
provide comic rellef while we are concerned for the lovers
involved 1n the "main plot",’ 20 Stock characters with whom
Fielding's reader might have been familiar are the mer-
cenary 1nn-keeper; the- implous parson, and the unattractive-

and sometimes lecherous maldservant. The descrlption of

® - "

She was ‘not at this time remarkably handsome;

-‘being very short, d rather too corpulent in TERE

Bpdy, and somewhat red, with the Addition of .
Plimples in the Face. Her Nose was likewise
Tather to " large, and her Eyes to6 1little; nor

~did she emble a Cow so much in her Breath

as ln two brown Globes which she carried

before her; one of her Legs was also a 1little ?,
shorter than the other, which occasioned her

to limp as she walked. '

('J, +A., Bk, Ii,ChO vi; p. 32)

\

[

. . !
The dialogue at times is more conventional than natural,

-

drama. After asking Joseph about whether he is in love,




e - -
A A

T

PFER TN e A

. - e

.
. Daa g e

“/ . Drop of.that dear Blood."

,m In fact, we caw see instances where Fielding will "set the

e voin —\T.../ v

she says,

"I am convinced ‘that you.are no Stranger to B
that Passlon; Come Joey," says she, "tell me-
truly, who is the happy Girl whose Eyes-have
made a Conquest of you? ... Indeed you hand-
some Fellows, like handsome Women, are very
"Tong and- difficult in fixing: but yet you .
shall never-persuade me that your Heart is so °
< wnsusceptible of Afféctiony; I rather impute
e what you say to your Secrecy, a very commend-
able Quality.* .
' . (Jo.Ae, Bk. I, Ch. vy p.~29)

.

Qhe dialogue bétween_Tom and Sophla in-Bk. VI, Ch. viiji,

like the one later in Bk. XVIII, is also highly styliseds
. . o‘.) . . ¢
"0 my Sophia, what means this dreadful Sighti" .
¢* -=She looked softly at‘him for & Moment before - ' y
. she spake, and then said, "Mr. Jones, for Hea- ' L 3
ven's sake, how came you here? _Leave me, I ~ . '
beseech you, this Moment." “Dé‘not " gays he,
) ."impose so harsh a Command upon me--my Heart
4 bleeds faster than those Lips. O Sophia, how
easlly could I drain my Veins to preserve one

(L.3., P. 2987

-

-
)
o

Passages like these appear to be based 4n set pleceg&from .
the stage, and the impression is heighteded by the use of

such stock reactions as fainting and falling on one's knees.2l
° * “h

sgene" by introducing the charact?rs and describing the’ /.

setting, and then haYing the actioqs commence. Most of the
‘.4nn scenes conform to this pattern. d

. Frederick Bissell gees Fielding's first, or prefatory,

_dhapters as rendering him-a “chorus™of sorts for Tom Jones.

oY s .
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.referenees‘;n the novels, anq in- the manner we are presented

scenes and characters, 1t becomes evident that Fielding

.
Flelding sometimed introduces the action that will take
place in the ensuing chapters, and siveg opinions about
the characters and events.22 fhere are 1ln fact explicit '
referencés in the novel toythe work as a play, ehe beet \
example-beihg in the prefatory chapter to Bk. VII.

After the scene in which Black George stealsf Tom's money, ' ’ ;
we are’said‘ﬁo react as would the eudienceJat a°play. We - | ;
are told by the nature of this chapter, actuaily, that,
Flelding considered hisereade s to be es dlverselin back-
ground end opinion ag those 6zo attend pleys (ToJey Do ‘

323), and accordingly anticipated a wide range of judgments °
of George's actions. Fielding tells us, "4 slngle bad Act

no more constitutes a Villain in Life, than'a single bed

Part, on the Stage" (T.J.,oé; 328). Thusy from the explieit

expected his readers to be familiar with dramatic conven-

tlons and react accordingly. -

Joseph Andrews and Tom Jones are called "historles"

and they therefore seem to fall 1nto the same category aso
much of the literature being published duflng the elghteenth
century. "Histor}" or "fictional biography® as it was
often defined, was a te}m used to render novells acceptable
to the reading publlc. As Altick aays, “because the readlns

of hisfory was recoﬁmended as perfectly \safe and useful, it

A
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was poséibIe to take up with a clear conscience any book, oM

’ . ?

however fantastic, that had the word 'history' displayed
on 1ts title page."23 The very titles of the novels, then,

'reveal something about how Flelding viewed his public, as

) he feared he would be less likely to receive serious. atten-

- tion without

e ‘dnclusion of ‘the word “history*. In aﬂ

\.ﬂ,g,i. s S b BT T

artiole by Wi 11am J. Farrell, we learn that Field!hg 8

”famillar style" was common in the biograph}es and auto-\ o
* bilographies of the day{au Fielding's "talkativeness" -

would hévq been a fam;liar technique to contemporary feade§s,
I Ohe that added to, rather than diminished, the sense of

realism, As with the romance and epic, Fielding is .using

£

. & well-knovn géneric modelvfor humourous purposes. While

4 ' insisting on the "truth" of the’ novels he asks us to com-

‘
- N -
1 ° *

L © ' pare them to "real" blographies. In Joseph Andrews he

points out that although it is fiction, the work cOntains »

¢

more truth than, for example, the autobiography of Colley C e
"Cibber (Bx. I, Ch, i; p. 19).

i ' .

. The readex, then, -1is aspumedgto be familiar with a
.'number of different gonres, and the humour often depends
non a contr;st-between what the genre should be like, and’ i

what Fielding makes of r% Specific works of literature 0 © 3
as well aé genres are recalled throughout the two novels.
Joseph Andrews depends, of course, on its reader's knowledge L. o

of Pamela. The humour‘pf:{osephﬂ chagtity rests on what

v
[ . 3 .
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we know of his sister, and'is helghtened by €he fact that,
at least 1n Fieldlhg's mind, his virtue is more 31nce§e '

than Pamela‘'s had been. "In fact, the plots of both novels

are similar, as has been. shown by Douglas Brooks,25 and the

characters of Lady Booby and Mrs. Slipélop.recall those éf

Mr, B, and Mrs., Jewkes. .Parqu of Pamela, then, 1s an

important part ‘of Joseph Andfquj total effect,\which’fn.
that sense relles on a reader's knowledge of the original. .

Shakespeare's plays are referred to qsdaslonally in

lJoseph Andrews and Tom Jones. Falstaff is mentioned in. ,

the former novel (Bk., II, Ch. xiv; p. 162), and the Italian

{

traveller Adams and Joseph meet confuses Othello and Macbeth

(Bx., II, Ch, v; p. 121)==a joke only someone with knéwledge
of the plays could gppreéiate. Square is sgid to have > '
been discovered behind an “arras“/in‘Mollx's room, thus

recalling Polonius' discovery in Hamlet (T.J., Bk. V, Ch.
| . :

Vi P. 232), .and Partridge's comments while attending a
performance of €hatnplay reveal a lack of the so;tdofa .
knowledge Fieiding presumes his rea@er enjoys (Ehii' Bk.
XVI:'Ch.qv; P, 853-5?3. Also, after Tom recovers from

the blow he receives at: the hands of Northerton, he ﬁalks‘

- about in a condition such "that the bloody Banquo was

not worthy to be compared to him" (Bk. VII, Ch. xiv; p.

.
L4

;388). Milton appears as well; when Tom is banished from

the aptly-named Paradise Hall he 1s said to be like Adaem,
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.from Nilton, who hath certainly excelled all other Poets -
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son", and we have already alluded to the Chrlstian basis

*
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for whomﬁrThe WOfla, as Milton phrases it: lay all before

him* (Bk. VIT, Ch. ii; p. 331). While Jones and Patridge

ere travelling during the night Tom quotes "“some Passages

in his Descrintion of the heavenly Lumin?ries“ (Bk. VIII,
Ch. 1x, De 436) There are also references to Butler's
Hudibras (Bk. IV, Ch. viii; p. 178) &and to Joseph Addison
(?k VIII, Ch. ix; p. 436), These Dassages would orily have
been included if Flelding felt his readers, or at "least

!
;
i
£

some of them, knew the works and authors belng quoted.
In some ﬁays the novels also recall Blblical characters

and events, The names of the characters in Joseph Andrews

are fp; tge most part simply descriptive, but Joseph's and e
Ada@s' names are m;ant to recall ‘the 'Biblical Joseﬁh,

Abraham, and Adam. Joseph's scene with Lady Booby is simi-
1Qr to the‘Bib;ical Joséph's rejection of Petlphar's wife

(Gen. 39;7-20), while Adams, like his namesskes, is =a
patriarchal figure in the novel, As Battestin points out,

both Abraham and the parson emphésis faith through good

works, a doctrine that 1s the cornerstone of . Fielding - /

own moral outloox.z6 Tom Jones has been seen as a ”prodigal i

of his adventures.2? . . ’ .
Actually, the novels are in many ways fictionalised

sermons; soenes serve.as lllustraefions of the moralisa-
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forms that vanity takes (Bk. I, Ch.'xv; p. 69), and the
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tifons that follow. In the "Author's Preface" to Joseph
Aﬁdrews,'Fiqlding speaks of thg power of examples in téach-
ing others (géﬂ;, p. 5). Joseph's confrontation with

Lady Booby 1s followed by moralis;ng offered as part of

his consciohsnegs: he “*entered himself into an-Ejécula-
‘tion on the‘numberless Ca}amlties which att;nded Beauty,
and the Misfortune 1t wés to be handsomer than one's Neigh- )
‘bours? (Bke I, Ch. x3 p, 46). We are given near-sermons
on the inability of "Riches, or Honours, or Pleasures"
to provide happiness (Bk. I, Ch. xiii; p. 58), the many
B
strength of habit (Bk. IV, Ch. vil; p. 299). Adams dis-
cu#sions'ﬁ§th'Parsbn; qugébas and ?rull}be? serve to
{1lustrat$ false religioué}%octrines (Bkx. I, Ch., xvii;
pp. 82-84, and Bk, II,.Ch. Xiv; pp. 165-68). 'In Tom Jones

Allworthy does much of the sermonising (e.g., Bk. I, Ch.

-vii), but the narrator himself spesks about 1lbve (BX. I,

Ch. xii p. 65), friendship (Bk. II, Ch. vii; p. 107), and  *

8o forth., In this respect, the novels are like moral

writings, sermons, and the Bible itself .-

Earlier we 1ndicataé that some degree of classicgl “
knOW1edgepis expected of the reader, bu%kthat}ldea should *
be gualified by one point. Every time a iét;n'quétation v
ié used'by the narrator in To¥ Jones, yith the excepfion‘

)

of legal terms, it is followed by a translation (see, for

°

a
3

o
— \‘\
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example, by. II, Ch. iv; p. 84, Bk. II, Ch. viii; p. 109,
Bk. III, Ch. 11; p. 120, end Bk. IV, Ch. x; p. 188). 4t
one point, for gn especially long quotation from the
Aeneid Fielding uses Dryden's translation (Bk. V, Ch. 1iv;

p. 226). Perhaps Flelding felt that such translations were

. necessary for a sizeable part of his audlience, one that

read novels but did not have-a c;gsslcal education .

It must-be said, then, that Flelding expects his
reader t'0 be reasonably well-read. His use of epic, fomance,
and dramatic t;aditions, as well as allpslons to other .
literary forms and specific works, reéeal that h% not only
‘relied on other narrative models but based much of his
effect on the assumption of his reader'g,famlliarity wlth.
them. ' '

°

We will now review some of the other attributes of
Fielding's.readerSZhat are implied by'the fiction. We
have alreadykge?n that Fféldiné requires his reader to act
aé a judge of the actlon"and fhe characters, but on a more
literal level there axe passages that seem to.be intenaed
for his ffi?nds in the legal profeéslpn. Only readers with
some knowledge of the la; would appreciate t humour of

the efforts of Joseph's two doctors to act like 1awyers

using "the Attorney's Pocket-Companion" (I.A., Bk. I, Ch,

"

xv; p. 68). Fielding uses the legal phrase "e contra,
totis yiribus* in describing one'doctor's opinion (p. 69). ).

.
SR §
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In igm"Jones, Mr. Allworthy's "examination® of Partridge
is related in the style of a court reporter (Bk. II, Ch,

vi;"p. 98). Late}, after it is lsqmned that Tom has sold
his norss to help the Seagrins, Fielding says that his
"Readers will be muoh abler Advocates for poor Jones“ than
'either Thwackum or Square (BK. IIE’ Ch.. viif? D. 144).

The exagserabed seriousness of Allworthy s lawyer in dis-
cussing the incident involving Sophia's bird is intended

to satirise those members of” the profession whose only

real knowledge of .the law is of its terminology (Bk. IV,

Ch., if; D. 1645 Finally. the narrator's attitude towards(/
Allworthy's sentencing of Molly to the house of. correction

1%
1s expressed in.the,terms of one Judge examining ancthers

‘"gs his Intention was truly upright, he ought to be excused

)

in Foro Conscientiae, since so many arbitrary Acts are

dally committed by Magistrates, who have not this Excuse
to plead for themselves" (Bk. IV, Ch. xi; p. 192). In
part, his gibes at the legal and medical professions are

</

bassd on a desire to prevent the debasement of language
through imbroper and méchanical usage.28

Occasionally we get the impression that Fielding is
addressing city readers, as when, for example, he explains
certaln rural terms, such as sportsmen's language (JeAoy

Bk. III,~Chs vi; p., 238), and&@he word "Rutting" (T Tedoes
Bk, V, Ch., xi; v, 25(2. Also, in maintaining his image as

g
o~ '
&
. o
|
|
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a man who has travelled and is speaking to those who will
be able to, the narrator recommends an inn in Gloucester
(I.J., Bk. VIII, Ch. viii; p. 430). -8 oertaln degree of.
military knowledge is helpful "An understanding some of the
similes in both novels. As the Squire's men come to kidnap
"Fanny, Ythey discovered the Enemy drawn up three deep®
(J.A.,y Bk. III, Ch., ix; p. 257) The narrator of Tom Jones
describes the confrontation between a doctor \and a disease,
1ri' military terms: "by giving Time to the letter, we of'ten
\Kffer him to fortify and entrenoh himself, 11ke a French
Army" (Bk. V, Ch., vii; p. 240). A similar, and somewhat
lengthy, example can be found a bit further on (Bk. V, Ch.
vlii, . 249) " The fight scenes are, or course, treated
las battle scenes, and at’" the end of the one between Tom _«
_an& B1lifil "A 'I"i*uce es. Was at\*l-ength agreed on, by- 'the
Mediation of the Neutral Parties" (Bk. V, Ch: ix; p. 25W) ,
Flnally, knowledge of Hogarth's art is necessary in order

i

to kXnow what Bridget,,Mrs. Partridge, end Thwackum look

- like (Bk. I, Ch. xi;.p. 66, Bk. II, Ch. iiiy p, 82, and
. Bk. III, Ch. vi; p. 138), while that of Kneller's and Lely's

portraits. will give one .some 1dea of. Sophia's beauty (Bk.
1V, Ch. 11; p. 156). | o

Fielding's irony has been discussed at great lepgth,(
by a number of commeyﬁ:ators, and it 15‘ generally agreed

that Flelding's tone is more “benevolent" than that of

-

s
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either Swift or i’ope . We will review what has been said’
about Fielding's irony, because his technique -has implica-
tions for his view of his reader, and we will ‘begin by
discussing briefly tH® moral basis behind the satire.’
Earlie‘r critics believed that Fielding was a Shaftes-
buryan optimist in regard to huma;x nature, but now it 4is 3
understood that his attitude about man's basic goodness;
or erravltjr is much more comp}‘.icated‘. He did not share
the wholly negative view of Swift.or Pope, Buj felt 'that
each ma’n i‘xas the poten'tial for‘vgood or evil., The tendency
to evil can be called a "ruling pasgion", a blinding im-
pulse to act a 6erta:\.n way. One mpst learn how to be good,
a-lthough crlvti'cs have disagreed as to "wﬁether a moral educa-
tion can achieve this., C. R. Kropf has conc;luded that no «»
consistent attitude towards the ﬁower of i.nstructlon can
be found in Fielding's early fiction.29 In fact, the
attaining of moral rightness is for Flelding an sot of the
w?n,w must choosg to ‘qe good, and a moral upbzfingipg

serves only as a gulde to proper actlon that we choose to

‘follow or ignore. Tom and Blifil come from the same back-

ground, but one chooses to become prudent while the other

¢ ‘ ) , .
chqoses to let his greed overtake him. In judging whether -

, a pan 1s good or not, it 1s his actions that count. It

.4

'dAs how we act towards otﬁhers‘ in our social context that

truly determines: our virtue'or lack of 1it, and in this

respect Fielding is following the Low-Church. or Latitudinarian
/ . . ) . ‘ )

’

.o i

"

oo



< ’ doctrine of good works versus mere faith, or -the professi on
E of virtue.’® As Bernard Harrison polnts out, Fielding s
novels p'resent the characters' actions to us, agnd how they

kL P appear to each other, end we are in the position to gome to

conclusions as to whether these actions are good or evil,3}:

-

i

One of the key words in Flelding's philosoply is
"iw;'udence", which can be defined as our rational sense
1 ~ o~ ’

[ : gﬁuiding our “passions" along proper paltlfua.32 It 1s through
' - 3

our reason that our will works, and if we overrule our = °

’

&
passl ons

d act™Mn ways we know wil"l ald others (thus the

lmportance of )arity we become virtuous. "Without such I '

. 4

,"prude e we become automatons at the mercy of our irra- o

tionalddesires; Lady Booby, fér example, is blinded by

' l‘x‘%r lust and pride, ‘and canﬁot see JOSegp's .real ‘virtue.
In all, -there is a sense of "bénevolence" in Fi'eldihg's Coa
{, 3 fhought and work. Our salvation comes from prudent and

charitable actions while we avold the fate of the *Man of
oL the H111" and retaln our full place in society.’? P /
x S Scholars shave shom that Fielding's ironic Wq\ze

is 1n 1ts essentials quite conventional, 3“, Among the tech-h

~n1ques .used are blame by pralise, under-" and oVer-statement

' I .', °

~ and the persona., On the th%i}%hand he 1is ‘unlike previous o
satirists because of ‘the comic sense of the. w\orks, Satire /‘
implies “that one hag put. oneself in a positiog.of mofa]:-

‘ ',apthbrity,,gnd that one can makegagsh judgnents about the "




0 ’ b ‘ ' 92 ‘
v’ ' . 4
—

o
o

satiric taréets. In earlier Augustan satire, the térgetg s
were considered real threats to moral, social, and éesthetic
order. Fielding's targets,'on the other hand, are placed

An a comic world where threats to happinessvare known to ‘ .

A

be tgmporafy. A comparison of Pope's DLgciad and Fielding's

novels will élarify this concept. The Dunces are threats
“to literature, and in the fictional world established by /
( Pope they succeed in plunging all into "eternal Night" (Bk.

IV, 1. 2). The satiric targets in Fielding's novels enggge

our attention,_buﬁ’;e knqw that the bad doctors and
/ﬂ‘ I 1;wyers; self-indulgent aristocrats, and impious clergymen
;- ‘ ’.’. Wil not prevent the final meeting and marriage of the lovers.
% . , Before looking in more deéail at the differences be-

tween'satire and comedy 1t must be emphaslzedcthat 1roﬁy

has 1ts dangers as a technique.* The audience must be.one

that will not accept the surface meaning .of. an(}ronic’

passage.35 The early Augustén§ did not have.this'wOrrr

because most of thelr literatﬁre was intended for an esta- .
o blished. and famliliar audience, Field;ng realised éhe dangers

"inherent in irony, as. can be seen in his remarks in the

~ 'Jacobite's Journal of 26 March 17483

» . o

I' have observed that tho' lIrony 1s cepable of
furnisghing the most exquisite Ridicule; yet as
there is no kind of Humour so liable to be mis-
.taken, 1t 1s, of all others, the most dangerous
to the Writer. 4an infinite Number of Readers
- have not the least Taste or Relish for it, I
_ belleve I may say do not understand it; and all<
- » ™~

v
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are apt to be tired, wgen it 1s carried to
any degree of Length.3

s . -~ b -
Gradually, a\M¥§al element was added to the general rejec-

tion of satire! "Behind much of the géowing eighteenth—’

A\ 13

century resistance to satire lies the fear that -knowledge

e T

- " of évil would somehow corrupt.*3’ .nce again, then, we
- g v,
( P y meet with the fear that presenting evil in a tone other

than puke seriousness might somehow lead to it. '

O L VU ST

,‘, o Paulson appears to be quite correct when he says that
's lrony implies a more general audience,’a some-

? . . what lowe mmon denominator than Swift admitted,*38 It

T

was to thls general aqpiencé that Flelding always had to
-

{ ) ‘appeal, and he did not have the confidence earlier Augustans
; ' , . had that complete irony such as w% find in Swlft's.A Modest

Proposal would not.be lost on that audience. 'Early Augustan '

satires were often, at least in part, ;ttacks by one party !
or club on another, in spite of the claim by Edward and.
Lillian‘B;odm that behind all satire lies a'des;fe‘to improve

T its readers.39 Tory satirists placed themselveé above the
"Mob"; "this distinction between theilr audience and the

world in general is insisted upon and exploited by Tory

dQ?saﬁirists.“uo o
As we have seen, however, for Figldlng it is the.
“world in general® that is most important. Rather than

place himself above it, Fielding must work withly it by

/ * - (a
. : ’ vy y
. . T, .
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establishing close ties with its readers. He does not | .

bciong to a~close-knit inner circle but nust appeal to a ' -

basically unknown publld, Further, an important ,difference

m
T
N
i

7
between satire snd comedy 1is that the former deals with
B ) I ' .

social “dlsintegratioﬁ“ while the latter deals with social

ST mcdat i on ST

{
“reintegration®. 1In other words, ¢omedy provides an estak
, hllshed-socialwcéntext in which the hero must find his place,
whereas satire presents an unacceptable context the hero e

rejecps.ul The satiric eléments-pre there in Fielding's

o o NS T~ DIy A

work, as%theAprofessionsnand/the cfiticsdére mercilesgly%
attacked, but the comic spirit dominétes. Tom and Joseph )
seek thelir place in soclety, and afﬁer galhing Erudence, \
which in par{ meang acting for the good of otherg, they
succeed in finding it. ! ‘

: “One important resson comedy is such a dominaht force .
in Fielding is that his work is intended to improve us,

f_ not\aﬁtack anyone. TFielding's novels a E the sort of moral
gulde that a trply Senevolent.pefsoﬁ, one who is willing

tJ make the éénscloaé‘efforf to be vlrtﬁous, can ugse, It

is for this reason thét‘Fleldlng attécks "not Men; but
Menners®; he does not' have his,own set of "Dunces" &oiéssall,
but‘ratﬁer attacks the follies all wen suffer frqm and which

all who are willing to do 80 can eradicate.*2In gum, there

1s behind his gent}e gatire a belief that all men;are

OJ

- perfecti ble but not a'nalve confidence that all men will

1
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be perf‘ected.43 ] ‘ _

Fielding's satire, then, is based on a %%stinct view
of the audience. That audience is too general to be taken
in as confidants agaiqs% a wider world; in fact, they are
that wider %orld. Fielding must therefore reach,ouf to
them, so tﬁat he;and they can laugh at follies thﬁt~can be ,
eliminated by the will to do so. '

It has been indicated at various points throughout
this:sfudy that Fiélding's reader mayihave only fead'a few
chapters of any novel of his éé a time; Furthér evidence . -
for this idea can be found in the very structure of the
noveis; Both Joseph Andrews and Tom Jones are eplsodic,.

. \ .
which may imply that readers were unable or unwilling to

v

concentrate on a unified action for many pages. More re-
yealing, however, 1is $he'd1vision into chapters. Phillip
Stevick suggests £hat theré were bpractical reaso;; for the
brevity of the chapters, as eighteenth-century‘fiction was
deg;gned "to be carried and read casually.® Heisays that Mits
audience was wide ﬁnd diverse, but %t included a ﬁajority e
of readers who were’ not at all lelsured, whosé attention

to a novel must have been shallow.*™ e have seen also
that Fielding's novels-were published in multi-voiﬁ@e sets
like otherlcéntemporary works of fictlon, and short.books
énd chapyffs‘would conform easlily to ;uch publication.

The nbvels, then, seem to have peen for réaders who carried

Lo
' . -

- .
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gheir voluﬁes'with.them’and read whenever fime permitted.
At the ﬁoment, guch theorles are dhife speculative, but
there does seem to be smple reason to think fhat the elght-e
enth-century audience for fiction was made“upvln part of
1ppermittent reeaers and not Jjust tbe leiéﬁred classes, \

Finally, we might discuss an 1ssue that ‘d‘efie's‘ easy ‘ .
consléerations FieIding's prose etyle.,'Jameé Butherlahd,_
in an article publlshed some time ago,,sald that the prose |
of the elghteenth century was based on soclal intercourae y
3and ‘pollte, decorous conversation.45 Watt sees the risgi:;:;>//
of "conversational prose% as a result of mlddle-ck!bs norns ‘
‘; of simplicity and directness, so’that 1n the novel we find

‘"a prose which restricts itself to g descrlptive and deno-

. n |

~tative use of 1anguage "“6 It must be pointed out, however,
that Pope 8 poetlc language has also been called "conver-
sational", .amd no one would argue he Wrote this way to
"appeal to a middle-class audience.uz Fielding's style

" can certainly be classif}éd’eg "slﬁ?le" in many Qays; the
dicﬁion is not Qery Latlnete aﬁd the sentence structure

Iis usually straightforward. Onme deserlption will 111ﬁatrate

l:the‘style falrly weli;‘es the narrator of Joseph Andrews

-
Y

. spebks of Adamss - ST ‘ . .

He had on a nght—Cap drawn over his'w15, and a

short- great Coat, which half coyered his Cassock;

a Dress, which added to gumething comical enough
e [

P - DR




in his Countenance, composed a Figure likely to. ,f:,'

attract the Eyes of those who were not over-given . -

to Observation. ‘ .

B gJQAo, Bke I’ Cho 171; P 73)

n ' L K '1 V !

“In the I‘irst part of the sente‘hce the langUage is quite_

plain, and directly sets the, scene.. Later, Fielding switches

to a more Latinate diction in order to a comedy to.the

scene, The phrase ”over-given to- Obaervation“ implies a

seriousness out of keeping with Adams' comical appearance.
William B. COIey considers the source of Fielding s ’/Af

®plain style® to be preachers! sermons. Because of a <
i . ‘ \\ritan fear of metaphors, wﬂich are actuallylllies" of = .
‘ ~
?orts, creachers develcped a direct style of speaking than

3"

e Fielding adopted for his writing while reading them. 48

P e D
. > .
-

172

P
-

’ .’ S ) Miller?ees the changes in authorial volce as based on the
, ‘.1Augustan concept of "decorum“; with a high style used for l
o . I' :

: : philoscphical subjects, a middle style for actions and !

s

descriptions GWHich predominate in Flelding's fiction)L
© and a low séfiergor scenes involving low characpers.&?
Zi ( ' . But it seems likely that Eieldiné/adopted those prose epyles
. becguse he wished to write in = way familiar‘tc his broad
# and in part less educated readership. Ip the absence of
direct eridence, however, such a supposition must remainr

in the realm of spegulation.

¢
.
L

In our look at the implied reader as eétablished through

direct addresses to him and in the assumptions behind the

L
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T be quite sophisticate,

;fhistorlcal study of t

structure, imegery, ¢ arg

-+ Flelding's novels, we| haye sfen that no one tyve of repder
’ &

»

emerges.

neéd to have Passages ;p

cafeful in his irony %o.

on him.« wOmen and +th y(

| J“

Lat Ln t;anslated ro; him.

h soﬁe ways, but Flelding

"crities, are’ a%ﬁressei d:

‘part of~Fieldingis imp eg

cte%lsat;on, and language 6f

He may be 1 arned and well-read, but he may also

Ehat |his meaning will riot be lost

Our

\tha Fieldlng s work 1s 1ntenhed

S Yderestlmate t15OWe have seen
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.and Tom Jones because those novels are similar to. each

"~ I will ‘then propose a theory. as ‘to what led to the writing

‘Amelis

In earlier chapters e concar\trated on Josevh Andrews

. other in many ways. Amelias, Fielaing s .last. novel, is wastly

different -from them in tone and subject matter. The humour

thet plays such @& st:.rdné role in the other novels is almost

”

non-existent in Amelia, and in some respects,’ as will be
seen later, the novel seems to be the sort of fiction thst
Fielding had always attacked. Previous efforts to account

fo‘r the change from the earlier viorks tc Amelia have been

t

éit‘hér wholly unsatisfactory or hayg answered only some

questions. Many crltics have in fact rejected the idea

"that one can judge Amelia on the. basis 0‘1‘ the earlier novels,

o

since it seems to rgpresent an.entirely new depar!:ure f‘or

Fielding. Afteﬁ{_reviewing the earlier critical commentary

on’the novel we will look at what are in fact a.number of

similarities between Flelgﬂing"s previous novels end Amelia. .

of a novel like Amelia--a theory built on what we have seen
thus far concerning Flelding s real and assumed\-eader. It

will be suggested that Fielding shaped his novel in conform-

.1ty to a changed vidlon of his reader.

The most common of the ear,lier sugges\ longabout the:

4

o
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tone of Amelia is that it represents a "darker vision; on.
’ ) .

the part of Fielding. Tuvia Blocﬁ, in an‘arpicle on Booth's
"doctrine of the oassions", says that Fielding developed

a more pessimistic'vfew of man's underlying nathre'throﬁgh
his career 8ss a magistrate.l Cynthie WOolf says much the

L]

$o
same thing in attempting to account for what she sees as

e more self-consclously moral 'tone in the novel.2 Because

of dhat he had seen in the courts, spys Michael Irwin,
Fielding gained a "new willingnesq~to admit the more painful
c:Ontingencies of ordinary life.*3 Both Woolf and Claude
Bawson see the novel as an extension of Fielding s guirx

into the Causes of the late Increase of Robbers (1751),

as in both works Fielding seeks fo reform.the 1lls of the
society with which ‘he had ¢ome into such close contact‘“

As Rawson says, "Fielding "$ world has ceased to make total 'J

'.'sense, so that his reactions have become fragmentary."5

* N
For . Paul Hunter, Flelding's "darkened spirits" were the

fesult of the adverse criticism of Tom Jones.6

]
The blographical explanation, unfortunately, i1s the

' least plausible ‘of those offered 'for Ameiia's "vision",

v
'

"+ As Anthony J. Hassall points out, only three years separated

e

Tom Jones and Amelia. Also, by the time he wrote Tom Jones

. Flelding was in his early forties, and it is doubtful that

he could have seen anything during that three-year span
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that, he had not seen;before.7 As well, Fielding had mansged
to solve the financial problems that had always plagued
him, and TOm Jones was a EOpular and financial success.8

A ¢ ommon complaint about Amelia has to do with its
moralising tone. Too often, as Eustace Palmer says, the
morallfy is "stated rather than demonstratedl“g Hassall's
study sgows that thgre i1s a tension in the noyel between
"authorial and dramatic narration" such that "the two
methods inhibit one another."l9 Without the close relation-

ship vith the reader that Fielding establishe@ in his earlier

" works through his prefatory chapters, the authorial intru-

14

sions injAmelia seem inapprgprlate.ll We must not forget,

hovever, the high moral tone permeating Fielding's earlier

novels.12 As we have seen, he interrupts the story often

"

to clinch a moral point, Actually, while the general sense

’

Y

we get is Of a greater number of sermon~like passages in
. ~ ’ .

‘Amelia, more come from the characters themselves than was

- " . T '

Usual in the earlier works., The majority come from Dr,

Harrison, of course, os practiqally every speech of his A

" 18 a near-sermon. His‘letters, such as the ones to Booth

regarding the latter'S'puréhése of a coach ‘and to Coionél

~James about his designs on Amella, are intended for the

moral education of the recipilent and the reader. Like
Adams' discussions with other parsong; Harrison'é conversa-

tion with his friend-and the latter's son is meant to

-

$

&

@
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clarify points of doctrine.l3
Character£>often comment on their own 1nd1§cret10ns
while recounting their life storjes. Booth wonders how he

can be deserving of Amelia (I, BX. III,'CK. ;&; p. 125, and

-1, Bk. III, Ch, vii; p. 13?), Miss Matthews laments her

fate (I, Bk. I, Ch. viii; 'p. 50), and Mrs. Bennet speaks,
of her own follies (II, Bk. VII, Ch. 111;"%. 21). Efforts ~ 3
/ T -

to allow characters to speak for the author reveal a more

sophisticated conception of the novel, as Fleling ée-emé

phasises his own presence in favour of the seeming autonomy

of the characters. As we will see later, however, the
didacticism 1is in some wﬂf' more insistent in Amelia than
it 1s in the earlier works. .

More recéntly, crltiés have sought the answer to‘
Amelia's unigue tone in its literary models, in particular

the Aeneld, which Fieldlng said in the Covent-Garden Journal '

’(28 January 1752) was his source., The idea that the Agneid

was the guidlng principle behind Fielding's shaping of
Amelia-was Tirst takep up by GeOrgg ‘Sherburn, and the range .
of parallels between.the two works has been outlined by
Thomas Mgresca.lu ‘Both critics see the opening scene

between Miss Matthews and Booth; for exgmple, as ba;lﬁ on

the neeting between Aenegs and Dido. The other literary

model suggested for the novel is Othello, and Robert

Folkenflik Fas pointed to those scenes in both works that

A it e bl e oK 3
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are related thematically.15 Jealousy and suspicion are
d indeed forces with which characters in Shakespeare's play
. gl

end Fielding's novel must contend. There is no reason to
believe, however, that Fielding could not use serious
models fcr ; non-serious work,'as he had done in tre past.
Ficlding certainly used gpher works as structural guides,

but we are still not told‘whi Fielding declined to use

them to create another mock-romapce. 7

v

Critics who consider the novel to represent a new
frame of mind on Fielding's vpart, .either in psychological

or aesthetic terms, do not emphasigze sufficliently the

¢

simjlarities between Amelia and the "comic epics in prose".

We wi l review some of ¢these similarities to show that in
_.gx:mr"

facy the novel is part of a distinct prosression in Flelding's

. novel-writing career. ,
. . . 1]

Flelding's supposed "pessimism® concerning man's nature

¢

is simply'the fuller’egpression of a view he had always held
about the passions. Bloch says that. Fielding now believes
that "a man acts according to|the passion uppermost in his

mind and can do no otherwis ."16 That Flelding has Booth

convert at the end in 1tsel implies otherwise, but it is
true that few characters in the ncvel’display anything but

- evil intentions. Characters such as Colonel James and Mrs.
;Bennet are ‘said to be 'good-n tured" and generous when they

are first”introduced but their ter actions reveal them

S
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to be anyth{?g but. We céﬁnoélforesee that James will

try to seduce Amelia after the extremely positive 1mpressibq -
we get from his gift to the Bootns (I, Bk. IV, Ch. iv; p.

i9&). Their “Qo%dness“, then, seems powerless agalnéf their -
essentially evil natures, John S..Cooiidgs explains the i - . \
spparent 1ncqnsistency in character portrayal ss parg/of
Fielding's SOphLSthatgd‘method; we are gradually shown

N

N - :
more and more of the charscters' personalities through the

Ve .
course of the novel.]7 In faét, throughouf his career, asg

F

we have seen,, Fielding believed that men have passions but that

1 4
they could govern them by reasom if they 8o choose. Booth's

.
s+ e e s

conversion 1s an act of the will after a long lesson in . .

prudence, in spite of Sheriden Baker's contention that

"Bnooth's 1life 1s a passive one.léw . a )
Mogst of the CHafacters' dlfflcultlés gctually c ome ,

r
s B o o Shembaan = .

not from thelr own vices but from soclal 1118, Booth's -0

inability to galn a commission through his merits has been
‘ N .o~ ‘. «
a common defense of his character..19 Miss Mattlkews and

”
-

Mrs. Bennet each begin as pbtenélally good but circumstances

. lesd one”to prostitution gné‘;he othér to adultery and drink.
In all, then,’it is not the characters who are totﬁ{ly'at
fault. B;d 1ns§1tutlons must béke some of tﬁe blage for
not presenting enoughfln the.ﬁny of positive ibral meinforce-
ment , 20 .Amglla's ability to reject pressures to sacrifice

her honour for the sake of her hysband's career is in itself .

' e

>
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aﬁple pfoof that Flelding dld not become more pessimistic

about the potential for goodndss in ﬁeople., As for his

' negative view of institutionsf in spite of Michael Irwin's
B

claim that Amelia represents a new interest in social
criticism, Fielding hed included socigl comment through-

out Jdnathan wild, Joseph Andrewa, and Tom JOnes. In all

the novels, evil men are “Shovm in positions ofs authority

a8 Fielding develops his habitufl theme that the “great"

. are not necessarily the ngood® .21’
LY <« 2 .
Amelia resembles the major interpolated tales of each
"of the previous novels, the Wilson story and the tale of '

‘the "Man of the Hil1l"., Charles Poston sees all three as
RN
"exempla™ -of the way imprudence can lead one to disaster.?

iA ma jor theme of all three is ‘the power of “Fortune® to

o

flead'one astra& if prudence is not exercised., One criticiém
. %
cf Amelia 1s that she never acts but 1is acted upon by

fortane~ bt thls criticism fails to take into account the
.fact Fhat tnyogghout his ficticn Fielding shows chgfacters
transcendiné ad#erse circumstances'%y gaining prudéhce.23
Wh;n Amelis’ 1eé¢%; that she 1s. heir ‘to her mother! s fortune,

LY

‘she- 1s not the recipient or good/luck" but rather of a
/.

,providential reward for not succugbing in the trials she

o 1
‘has undergone.

;f
L

, ’
vo6

' The last aspect we will discuss that' relates the novel

“to Fielding's previous fiction is that Amella also requires-

[N
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. J
knowledge on the reader's part of previous literary «forms.
Baker has shown the parallels between Amelia and the romance,
particularly the stage romance.2 Booth's strategem in

gaining entrance to Amelia's house in a basket is meant to

recall a scene from Congreve's The. Mourning Bride (1696).

Moreover, the mésquerade is a familiar romantic device.

NI )

-Baker makes the interesting point that the names Amelia and -

:pfayldes part of the’ansker to the hature of the prbgnession_

. of sensibllity, but it does have many of the elements of

Sophia aré émong thg most c ommon in romances.25 Like the
heroiﬁes of rémances, and fgsiijgjgke all of Fleldrhg“s "
heroines, Amelia leads the herdto his future happlness.z6
Part of the failure of Amelias, according to Baker, 1s that
the romantic ending ciéshes with the general~sefioﬁsness
of the novel.Z?

A suggestive statement by Aurél}eniDlgeop in 1925

from the earlier novels to Amelias - "We may, 1f we wish to

define it straighﬁway by its extremes, say that Fielding

began with.e work of intellectual °f£21°18m Jonathan w11d
7"

and ended with one of sentiment Amelia. "28 A number of _
L 4

stﬁdles have shown that sentimentality\was being increasingly -

| 4

sought by the eiphteenth-century reading public. It would

of course be an overslmpliflcation to call Anellia a novel

[y
\

‘that genre. We wlLlwlook briefly at what has been said

. \ M .
about the "cult of sensibility", then at Fielding's possible

t ' <

o “ 3
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place in it, and finally at the aspects of that sortkéf

fiction we can find in, Amella.

-

The - novel 13 sald by a number of crltics to be defined
partly by 1ts realism and partly by its concern for feelings
”»
and‘sentimept.29 As Claude Rawson puts it, the eighteenth

century was *"an age\when the self-conscious rellshing of

the emotions was more normal and more op%n than it is today."30

Some see the rlse of sentimentality as a‘desire among the
middle claks to live vicariously, and one example of this
deslire is the develoPment of eplstolary ?lction, which per=
mitted one to read intimate communications beﬁween,stran-
gers.31 The growth of female readership may have had some-

thing to do with the increase of sentiment in fiction, and

novels like Pamela are clééle'deslgned for women,.J)2 If it

“1s true that the middle class waé prominent” in shaping the
novel as a genre, what we are seeing is the hidden side of
',k y . .
middle-class Puritan morality. ."As the early critics and

' commentators of fictlon suggested,™ Frederick Karl says,

. 4 . ' M
"the novel presented another view of the self: a self

that demands to visit hell as readlily as 1t seeks 4 safer

courdb.“jB Actunlly, we can assume all readers, not Just

the middle clnss.,sought works that allowed them to enjoyI/
scenes and events not totally acceptable in soolety.“~

As Irwin suzgests, Fielding may.well have been affected

by this movement towards the presentation of sentiment.3u ‘

T Tt I = YT 12 Y RS 5.
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It would not be too difficult to show that Fielding's earlier
fiction includes sentimental heroines. Mrs. Heartfree of

Jonathan Wild is a woman of strong sentlment and weak

constitution, and Fanny and Sophia are idealised heroines.

In all caées,‘irony 1s used to pull the works back when
they céme too close to sentimentality. Without 1ps irony !
Tom Jones, as Eleano£ Hu&é%ens says, "wouI;\be grim in

some places, sentimental in others, slow in étiil others,"J5
An 1nterest1ng point 1s made by Tobey Bradley in her disser-
tatiOn -on sentlmentallty and Fielding's work: "“satire may . p

be the .response of en artist who is, on the contrary, fasci- 3

nated with ‘the chaos of pure feeling ... his }1felong struggle &

is to put critical distance between himself an chaos ... to T
. N
control the sentimental 1mpu1se."36 The comic tone of Joseph

Andrews and Tom Jones allows us to accept Joseph's scenes —

i et g

w?th Fanny ahd Tom's with $ophia’s as mocking versions of
“tﬁé:romgntic tradition, -but the heroines are still very
much iiﬁé Amelia and Pamela. ‘Fieldins's language, in paftlf
culér‘hi§ addresses to “goéd-natured“ and “good- hjrteﬂ" -
?eaders,\?e§eals gis desire to*ensure'an apprbpr'ate emo-
t%pnal response in his reader.3? The implication, as Miller
; fiotes, is that Flelding was uncertain that the scenes alone
would evinpe that rasponse.u '

In mqny ways it 1s quite conoeivable that Fielding

could havengyeated a serious Sentimenpal heroine, First

4 . 4 e
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it *should be pointed out that such herolnes may not have
seemed so ideallsed to Fleldlng's conéemgfraries.' The
sentimental heroine's practical wisdoﬁ, emotional sensi- ,
tivity, physical vulnerability, and strong sense*of virtue
were probably attributes of many of the period's women.38
Fielding may therefore have had far less difficulty believ-
ing in the exist;nce of an Amella than we do. Frederick G.
'Ribble, in afrecentAafticlé; shows that like gther senti-
mental writers Fielding.throughout his career accepted the
ides that emotion is a‘ksensaplon“,:and‘thatiexcesslvely
strong emotlons can cause physical resctlions liké fainting
éné crying.39 A moderﬁ'feader regctg perhaps most negatively
to tﬁe number of times characters in‘the novel, especially .
women, faint or burst into tears. There are at. least two
ﬁozen 1ns§ances~of the lattér; and af one'point, duﬁng~

Miss Matthews' felation'of his life story, she is said to
vent her emotions "in a large flood of tears" (I, Bk. I,

Cha' vi; p. 38)--an almost ludicrous desquption. IWhenever
Amelia has a strong emotional- experience she, like Fielding's
ﬁrevlous hefoines, reacts by faln;lng or growing pﬁyéically
weak, For Fielding, as for others Writing in the sentimental -
mode, innocence ilmplies vulnerability ln physical and soclal
40 L '

terms,

3

. Consideéring the rivalry between Fielding and Richardson
it may seem surprising to guggest that their fiction 1s in

L}

<

,
:
;
i
4
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somé ways similar. Their fictional goals, however, as
William Park shows; were nearly the same botﬁ\believed
that a novel should provide positive moral exaﬁples to a
reader, alfhough‘tﬁey'disggreed on how such'exa@pleg should
be,portrayed; Like~Pamela, Amelia is the image of pure
virtuﬁ.ul In this respect as in many'others, as T. C.
Duntan Eaves suggests, Amelie's chgracter seems to have
been patterned on the Pamela-like Clarissa. The title of
Flelding's novel alone suggests an ;ffinity betWeenxyis-A
and Richardson's heroines: "by calling his novel siéply
Amella Fielding probably hoped that ﬁis féaders would com-
parg his heroineffavourably Qith the heroine of ,., Clarissa,
-énd that they would be moved by her dlstré%ses,as they had

L2

been by Clarissa's." Like Richardson's novels, Fielding's'

* include beautiful her&lnes and quite evil villains, although,
at least in'the earlierkworks, this is becaﬁse Flelding is
mocking the works of RiBhardson and others. Amelia, on -
the other hand, seriously adopts the equation, for example,i
of physicai beauty and.virtué.uB
° \If it seems difficult to believe that Flelding could -
creaté a Pamela-like figure after having written'pﬁrodiés

of Richardson's novel like Shamela and Joseph Andrews, it

must be remembered that what Fieldfﬁg disliked about Pamela
was ﬁer pretense of virtue: He did not consider her a prudé;

but rather disliked her use of her virtue for what appeared

.
i
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ts be ulterior mobives.u* Iﬁfany case, 1f we take Richardson
as the most important of those eighteenth—centﬁry povellsts-
concentrating on emotional experiénces, Fiélding's similari-
ties to'him provide strong evidence for placing him in tﬁq
sentimental éradition. We do get thelfeeling that Field%pg
has moved towards the Qen%lmental throughou; his fictionm,
as Digeon says, and he may have done so begause ofap general
trend in the c¢entury, in partibular 15 the changing needs,/
of the reading public.

Fielding's early literary trainirg, however, was in
the Augusfan satiri¢ mode modified to appeal to a different
audience.. Part of the fallure of Amliia comes from the

. T
clash between Fielding's intentions and his capabilities.

When he created a Richardsonian herd}ne, and ieft behind o
the ironic yolce, he found himself writing the sort of
fiction that was inappropriate to’hig\érfistlc temperament
and trgining. Thus, Amelia is too perregt: and her occaslona;
losses of faith in her hdsband.are ﬁaled by her general
ét‘titude\_c;\f Icomplete.r devotion, Fiélding does not know how /'/
’to creste domestic scenes 1n a serious tqne, havlng\speqr{
his whole céreer doing so ih an ironic one. In scenes/like'
the following, Fielding seems wholly out of his elﬁﬂé;t{

As soén as the clock struck seven the éobd//

creature vent down into the kitchen, and Yegan

to exercise her talents in cookery, of which

- she was a great mistress, as she was of every

economical office from the highest to the
lowest; and as no woman could gputshine her in

/ »



/ a drawing-room, -so none could make the drawing-
room itself shine brighter than Amelia. And,
@  4f T may speak a bold truth, I question whether -
- it be possible to view thls fine creature in a
: . more amiable light then while she was dressing
her Qusband's supper, with her® 1little children /ﬁ\
/ . playing round her.
. (1, Bk. XI, Ch. viii;
. Pp. 282-83).

/ ‘ . We lookkd in 'some detall at the parallels -between

Amélia and the eérlier novels to eliminate varieus factors

S

as' the source of the differences between them.

-

had not changed a great deal 1in termmof vision' he had not

Fielding

. growh more pessimistic - ebout man nor about institutions.

i \ Nor is Aznellia 4 marked change towards the'se@timental 8s
\ ///« ielding shared some of the assumptions held by writers of
? > | 0‘ novels dealing with the emoti ons, The change that does

. teke place is in the Pelationship of the author/narrater

ardi the resder. 1t wil be suggested that in a number of

’important weys, Fielding was affected by the adverse criti-
‘/ -cism of his earlier novels, end that he reacted by shaping
Amelia accordingly. o

The) important question with which to begin is whether

Fielding was wffected by the criticism, We have nqted'his
sensitivity as revealed by his responses to the critics, -

. We also Know that ,Flelding depended, perhaps more than most
major authors\o his time, on the public s good will At

A ‘first, he depended on the Qublic for economic reasons. His

. . v
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sensitivity to criticism later on went much deeper than

that‘, however. J. Paul.'Huntg:{[ says, "Fleldlng was extremely °

1 .
dependent upon.the approval of others and even at’ his

brashest he was very much intimideted by the figures of
11te1;ary suthority who reigned d‘ur‘fmg his formative years.®
Hunter does nét pr,ovidE\the ‘source for his information,

but sees Flelding's desire to be an Augustan as evidence

that he sought 'critical acceﬁtance.té More evidence of

his sensitivity can be found in the preface to David Simple,
where he r‘eacts to {:he attribution to hin} by others of "half
the scurrility, bawdy, treasoﬁ, :and blasphemy, which these

last few years have produced.® He goes on tol prémise ne've/r
to publish any works anonymously, in order to'sllence thgse
falsé. accusati ons.“'6 |

More 1'mport9.nt_1y, however, Fi'eldingis desire. . t'o, write

morally ‘edifying fictlion must have been continually) frus-

*  trated by the inability of readérs to reslise it. From

s ¥

)

his dramstic Background Fielding geined a stromg concern

- for eliclting; sudience response; throughout his novel-writing

,c.areer, unfortunately, he seemed unable to convey the moral
‘truths underlying his fiction. Critids continued to see
his work as immorsl, or "low", 'and as being vaZ‘Luable’ only >
for S.ts humour. It was not Adams' comedy that Fiyelding
vished his readers to respond tc as much as.to the truths

that lay béhind 1t: When Fielding ceme to write Amelia,

»
-~ ° . ~
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: . T ' .
then, he may have determined to hide his morals no longer *
| bahind an ironic facsde. Richardson was well-known as a
'‘moral! wriﬁer; he had %een praised for his virtuous heroine
an; her succeésfﬁi sﬁruggle to retain ﬁer honour.47 It is
possible that Flelding sought to write a Richsrdsonian novel,
one he thought he could write, so that his morai concerns
m;gh£ be‘more clearly visible., .
Vlrglnla Derstine, in the abstract to her dissertation
on Fielding s early prose fiction, says, "The conclusion
18 that Flelding becaime” distrustful of the deceitful tactics

of satire ... Hlgs distrust may have been grounded in part

qn susplcions of gullibility and lack of discernment among

L3

TP

L e ST

a sizeable part of his audience. (The novel re§ched a publlc
with a greater percentage sof the uneducated than € more
select readers addressed by Pope and Swift)." A long quota-

tion from Hunter provides further support/for that vlews

The publlc—-thsﬁ new public so gpich talked about
~ and so heavily counted on--hag”bought [Tom Jones

» but seemed not tn have understood. FiElding wa
often bold and scornful his public defiance’
of critleism, but he 3 extremely sensitive to
doubts about his intgntions and morality. It
was a chastened man{ badly miscast as a dour and
‘'melodramatic lectyfer, who lent his volce to
that one last noyel. The supreme sadness of
Amelia 1s not that Af falls artistically but
that it represénts Fielding's response to a be-~
llef that his/ triumphs were. fallures, that his
lovingly shgbped aﬂg honed rhetoric was useless

| in a crude world,

The 1' 11ed reader of the first two novels, as we
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saw in the third and fgurth thapters, was reasonably sophis-

ticsted. Fielding's irony in particular assumed some degree
of community between author and readef, although once again
not to the extent that could be assumed by Swift and Pope. A
What renders Amelia different 1s that the knowing tone al-

o

most disappears.’ Fieldingfs earlierxéhetoric depended on

allowing the reader to act as judge of ‘the characters'

1 Y

. actihns, and assuming the reader's ability to come to the
/ . ,
proper conclusions if helped by.aqded’hlnts. While tii////

f
,1mgliedlreader of Amelia 1s not entirely different

. AR B
réader~Was an intelligent man of the world with whom the

tempered acts" but in Amelia "sometimes -

. he credits his readers with too 1little experiende and
~sometimes ... with too much,*50

As in Tom Jones and Joseph AndPevws, explicit addresses

fo'the reader give him some credit; he }s sald, for example,
to be'“sagacious".enpugh‘to‘come to thé propgf conclusions
about some scene (e.g., I, Bk, V, Ch. ix; p. 274, and II,
Bk.,VII, Ch. vilis p, 551." Flelding's confidence that the :
conclusions will be,the.right ones is clearly dimin}sped,
however. He speaks in some detall about Booth's affair

with Miss Matthews, attempting to justify Booth's actions

3
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.208-09). The "sagacidus" reader's suspicion
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to the "good-natured and ceandid reader® (I, Bk. IV, Ch, 1
D. 175). At the end we are told, "if he will not acquif
the defendant, .he must ﬁgéponvlcted, for I have nothing

more to say in his defen”gﬁgi Mrs., James's cold treatment

" of Amelia is also up to the reader tp account for. Because

(\ N

ve are\realay‘disturbed by what we see as unkind actions,
Fielding spesks sefiousl§ about_hér situation in "“being.
wife to a man of a vefy large estate and considerable rank
in 1life" after humble Seginnings (I, Bk..I Ch. vi; pp.
Ygg:gkat Sergeant
Atkinson and NMrs. Bennet gfé“ﬁﬁrried 1s not shared by all.
Fof those who have yef to grasp the truth, ‘"they must wailt
our time for disclosing 1t® (II, Bk. VII, Ch. viii; p. 55).
The 1life séory of Mr. -Trent is given in some detaill to
explain h;s gctions, and the nerrator apolbgises-for‘bhe 4
delay (II,. Bk. iI; Ch. 1113 p., 254). Long explanations seem,

then, more commonplace in Amelia than in Flelding's other

novels, ‘ f

Aléo, as in the earlier v%rks, thé narrator tries to
avold tiring or boring hisg reader (e.g., I, Bk.~1, Ch. ix;
p, 58 and II, Bk, VIII, Ch. 11; b. 69). ' It 1s assumed that
the reader is well-read, inasmuch .as various guthors and
philésophéfs are meptioned;f Even he:e, however, the quo%
tations employed are usually aphoristic, such as the ome

1llustrating J&‘I‘&s desires for Amelia:

- - G —
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Friendship tak® heed; if woman interfere,
Be sure the hour of thy destruction's near. . h

p. 99).

S

The lines ure from Vanb*ugh and seen to be used to provide

e

morélistic gupport from outside. g
Ironlc commentary seems to be resgrved for the prison
scenes, as the bullding and its 1nhab1tants‘are desc‘ri‘pe@ .

in terms too lofpy to.be apﬁrOprlate. The Methodist who

has robbed Booth, for example, is said to have "dexterously

conveyed '&hé box’ out of his pocket" (I, Bk. I, Ch.-v; p.
33). As a whole, the novel suffers frbm a lack pf'such
subtlety. Its major oroblem is the'overstqtmeny of moral
giecepts. A nﬁmber of exaqples can be cited, s;ch as the
paragraph following the'description of Blear-éyed'Moll,
where he justifies his description on two grounds. The
socond‘ “which 1s more productive of mbraffizgﬁsn, is,

that however gretched her fortune may aopear to the reader,
she was one of the merriest persons in thevwhole prison“
(I, Bk. I, Ch. 111; p. 23). Miss Matthews tells Booth,

“'I believe that from the damned incomstancy of your sex
to ours proceeds halfithe mi series of mankind.'" Flelding
does not allow this Qtatement to rest, He continues in i
the narrator's voioe, “That=we may give the reader Ieisure

to consider well the forigolng sentiment, we will here put

an ‘end to this chapter" (I, Bk, II, Ch. vil, P. 97). Bk,

b .
\."~ L 7 ‘ A s




LT g

.
T

. ‘ ' ‘ 118
Q «
IV, Ch. 114, begins with a long discourse on happlness
(I, 184). James's initial charity to the Booths is followed
by a treatise on that qualltylil, Ek.lIV,‘CE. ivy p. 194) .

After Atkinson revukes a sdldier for injuring ‘one of the

Booth children, the narrator says,

t

Thus ended this trifling adventure, which some .

readers vill, perhaps, be pleased at seeing re-~

lated at full length. None, I think, can fail .,

drawing one observation from it, namely, how

capable the most insignificant accident is of

disturbing human happiness, and of producing

the most unexpected and dreadful events. A

reflection which may serve to many moral and

religious uses,

. . (I, Bk, IV, Ch. vii,

/, ' \ ’ p. 212) . .

¥

Il

It is doubtful that the narrator of either 'Josegg Andrews
or Tom Jones would have been 80 explicit. There is ﬂo -
irony here to allow the reader to mist@ke Féelding'svinten-
tion. | £ | . . .

The ‘comic sihse is gone, excepf for the character of

Bath (notwithstan ing Samuel Longmlre 8 1ncved1b1e clalim

that bhe novel is a "“comic action“sl). We cannot laugh at

&

Justrce Thrasher's actions because they lead to real hard-

ship for a number of innocent people. The deaths of Booth"

"sister (I, Bk, II, Ch. ivy p. B83), the crewmen on his

ship (I, Bk. III, Ch. iv; p;'lzu),'and Mr, Bennat‘(II .Bk.
viI, 'Ch. 1X; p. 57) clinch the solemn note Fieldlng is
trying so hard to sound.

5 . . v 1
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o Y In sum, Flelding is not more moral in Amelia, but.
' {
K more expiicitly moral.  His nEar-perfect character, Amelia,

.

* 1s the Pichardsonian target of threats from all sides,

. and the. situation permits,Fielding to make lengthy mcral

oon mALTRRAT WL 3 % N

discourses not clouded by an ironic volce which could lead o
»
¥
* to misunderstanding. Unfortunately, he is not able to

. write a Richardsonien novel’ because his background/is in

-

the Augustan satiric tradition. Fielding s excessive.

[N

) . sentimentality. the result of an exaggerated sense ‘of what ) i

. 1s needed to sound moral, renders his novel an unsuccess-
€, o, ) U iy \
~ , ful exercise. The contemporary criticism of Amelia reveals

. that even ngw, he was sttacked for "lowness". The most
Yoo : ' '

‘telling comment comes from one not sympathetic to his work,

T

T e e NS P W b § e

Anne Donnellan, writing to Bichardg%n (11 February 1752):

spitis el

v \.2 " ¥Roor Fielding, 1 believe, designed to be good, but did

kT T

not ¥now how, and in the attempt lost his genius, low

o

. . humour“ (C. H., P 319). Fielding did try hard to appear
L - moral, was “ebuffed and his only response could be, as ’

he wrote in the Covent-Gg;den Jou;nal, to promise.never to

write another novel,5? . rﬁ\\\\ L ‘
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Conclusion

It seems apparent that Flelding's readership played a

strong role in shaping his final novel, Throughout his qgr-r'

eer, Flelding had sttempted to write fiction in a mode not

wholly suitsble for a new, broadly-based audience. Those

-

who read but did not comment on the novels seemed to heve

enjoyed Joseph Andrews and Tom Jones. Those who expressed
thelr opinions made it apparent to Flelding thet his humour
had not been fully understo;d. Behind therhumour lay Fleld-
Qng'g moral philosophy, but crlt}cs persiséed in findlné his’
fiction immoral in part because it combined levity witb‘ah
exploration of such moraiiguestions as promiscuity. Wheni

he came to write Amelia, then, he abandoned his earlier rhet-
orical techniques by removing the humour and allbwing his
moral purpoﬁes to be unmistekeable. Unfortunately, he con-

tinued to face the charge of "lowness", 'possibly because he

"st11l included lower-class characters but more likely because

his enemies rerused to acknowledge his moral goals.

We can best understand Fielding's last novel, then,&yith
reference to his reader, both in terms -of who he was and who
Flflglng thought he was. Such a jiew may, in fsact, haye 1mg’

plications for the study of the rise of the novel as é genre,

. a8 the eighteenth cenfury's growing.‘¢1vefse readershlp may

have shaped to a large extent the "New sbqpieé of Writing",

-
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