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Abstract

Eliza Haywood was Defoe's counterpart in every respect, and
even exceeded his achievement in the internal coherence and drama-
tic symmetry of her novels. Yet because of a serious distortion of
the novel's history, while he is acclaimed, she has been dismissed.
The main reason for this distortion is modern criticism's emphasis
on "realism," Haywood based her novels on the tradition of heroic
romance. Using and adapting many of its conventions and devices,
both thematic and stylistic, she developed a mode of fiction which
was perfectly suited to reflect the problems of the newly literate
women who made up a large proportion of her audience. Conventions
such as the insertion of letters and the analysis of emotion enabled
Haywood to depict with unusual clarity the inner lives of her hero-
ines; her "realism" was psychological rather than material. Conse-
quently, critics have been blinded by the outward forms of romance,
and have dismissed these novels as vulgarized versions of the un-
gainly French works, without perceiving that she used those forms
with conscious skill.

Haywood focused almost exclusively on women, and, using the
techniques gleaned from the romances, developed a fictional "formula"
which allowed her to express, almost symbolically, the potential
tragedy of women'é lives. Her novels of the 1720's, all closely
based on this formula, are hyperbolic in order to reveal the funda-
mental reality of the conflicts she portrays. When Richardson and
Fielding began to write, they both chose to deal with similar con-

flicts, and Haywood's formula became the basis of a literary dia-




lectic which resulted in Clarissa and Tom Jones. As tastes changed

in the 1730's and 1740's, Haywood realized that her formula could
prove even more serviceable as the basis of a more uniformly rea-
listic fiction, dealing in the compromises of ordinary life rather

than the dramatic confrontations of tragedy. Betsy Thoughtless is

her finest work in this vein, and the one which is most congenial
to modern tastes. Fielding and Richardson soon followed in the

same direction with Amelia and Grandison, and the stuff of Eliza

Haywood's fiction became the very heart of the English novel.
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Preface

The nature of the subject of this thesis has necessitated a
certain unorthodoxy in my treatment of it. The most obvious prob-
lem for anyone dealing with an obscure author is the unavailability
of texts. To circumvent the difficulties arising from the reader's
probable unfamiliarity with Eliza Haywood's works, I have quoted
extensively wherever quotation seemed expedient. In this way, I
felt, the reader could best be given a sense of the vitality of
the novels. I have tried to provide other assistance in the peri-
pheries of the thesis. The Appendix consists of fairly detailed
plot synopses for all the works I have discussed at any length,
and in the footnotes I have supplied an elaborate network of
cross-references. However, I have also been compelled to include
a great deal of summarizing within the text itself; without it,
many of my points would have been confusing and obscure. The
result of this method, which is inevitable when the works them-
selves are not widely read, is an unavoidable prolixity in certain
sections of the thesis. In the interests of demonstrating Hay-
wood's style and techniques, I have similarly found it necessary
to include close readings and, in some cases, blow-by-blow expli=-
cations of particular passages, which add to the long-windedness
of my analysis. Although I have tried to be as direct and con-
cise as possible, in any instance, justice to Haywood's writing
has been my primary consideration.

In an attempt to atone for the amount of quotation I have in-

cluded, I have facilitated the reader's task by eliminating much
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of the inconsistent capitalization, the italicization of proper
names, and the annoying contraction of past participles ("fir'd"
for "fired") when quoting from Haywood'!'s works, except for quo-
tations from poetry. Her punctuation has been preserved as in
the originals, for I believe that it contributes a great deal to

the rhythm of her prose.
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PART ONE

Introduction and Background




I

INTRODUCTION

Although one of the most popular and prolific of early English
novelists, in output rivalling even the tireless Defoe,l Eliza Hay-
wood has been consistently underestimated. My study of works deal-
ing with the early development of the novel leads me to believe
that the reason for this failure to appreciate her achievements is
what one critic has called "the tyranny of literary history.“2 I
would suggest that she is the victim of an evolutionary view of
literary development which works backwards from a predetermined
goal, examining a body of evidence which is, in effect, preselected.
Crities who hold this view tend to have an extremely narrow pre-
conception of what "the novel" should be, of its aims and its me-
thods.3 These critics also regard the development of the novel as
a direct and linear progression, usually beginning with Richardson
or Fielding, sometimes with Defoe; from the major works of these
writers, the historians derive a definition of the genre which
they then seek to substantiate with examples of earlier litera-
ture. Any work which is not immediately recognizable as an "in-

fluence" is disregarded. Because Haywood's fiction does not seem

4 In W. H. McBurney's Checklist of English Prose Fiction 1700-1739

(Cambridge, Mass., 1960), Hayvaod's entry in the index is nearly
twice a8 long as Defoe's. M. E. Novak, "Fiction and Society in
the Early Eighteenth Century," in England in the Restoration and
Early Eighteenth gggtggy, ed. H. T. Swedenberg, Jr. (Los Angeles,
1972), Pe B2 Novak takes Ian Watt's Rise of the Novel as a
prototype of this sort of criticism (pe 53). Watt himself repudiates

this view in "Serious Reflections on The Rise of the Novel," Novel
1 (1968), 205-18. = ' '




to accord with any of the standard conceptions of the novel, her

productions have been seen as fit only for studies like The Light

Reading of Our Ancestors or Popular Fiction Before Richardson.4

Both titles imply that the works to be discussed fall outside the
mainstream of fiction and are therefore of secondary importance.

I would contend that literary development is far more complex a
process than that view implies, and that the contribution of the
type of novel which Haywood wrote has never really been examined.
Although the realistic strain in fiction has been fullydocumented,5
and although the popular literature of the early eighteenth century
is sometimes grudgingly acknowledged6 as a presence, if not as an

influence, the legacy left to the early English novel by the heroic
7

romance has been almost entirely overlooked. Haywood's fiction

draws heavily on this tradition. She adopts, or adapts, almost
all of its conventions, and as a result her works have been mis-
construed as vulgar imitations of an out-moded form, and disre-

garded along with her literary models themselves.

4 Rowland Prothero, Lord Ernle, The Light Reading of Qur Ancestors
(London, 1927;; Je. J. Richetti, Popular Fiction Before Richardson
(0xford, 1969). It is interesting to note, however, that Haywood
seems to be mentioned, at least, in almost every work dealing with
early eighteenth-century literature, from books on literature and
politiecs or5theatrical critiecism, to collectionssof essays and let-
ters. See below, p- 84, note 6. Richetti's book
is one of the few which takes popular literature seriously in this
early period; Robert A. Day's Told in Letters (Ann Arbor, 1966) is
ﬁnother. Ernle's attitude is more characteristic. See below, p.34.
Charlotte Morgan's Rise of the Novel of Manners (New York, 1911),
treats the romance tradition in considerable detail, but her study
concentrates on defining it as an antecedent rather than on tracing
its influence systematically. Standard one-wolume histories of the
English novel tend to discuss the romances only to dismiss them as
inferior to realistic fiction. See, for example, Walter Raleigh,

The English Novel (London, 1903) or George Saintsbury, The English
Novel (London, 1924). ’




There are two further reasons for critical neglect of Hay-
wood's long and prolific career: she wrote for money rather than
for the sake of literature, and she was a woman. Because it lacked
the classical rules and precedents which dignified the arts of po-
etry and drama, fiction was regarded as an essentially frivolous
form of writing. Novels were increasingly popular in the early
decades of the century, and the genre was attracting a growing
number of authors. Unfortunately for Haywood's reputation, most
of them were anonymous figures obliged to be prolific by economic
need, rather than literary "artists" such as Richardson or Field-
ing, who went to a great deal of trouble to justify what they
wrote. Consequently, until the emergence of the two great men,
novels were not taken seriously, even by those who read them most
avidly.8

That Haywood suffered because of her gender is an assertion
more difficult to prove. In the early eighteenth century, women
writers were regarded with great suspicion, and any woman bold e-
nough to publish ran the risk of being ridiculed, slandered and
personally abused. Society ladies, such as Dorothy Osborne or
Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, could avoid censure by confining their
writing to elégant letters and versees for the exclusive perusal of
their friends. An enterprising hack like Aphra Behn, dependent on
her pen for her livelihood, could achieve some measure of accep-

tance by adopting the "masculine" style and tone of her male coun-

s See, for example, Lady Mary's letter to Gilbert Burnet in The

Complete Letters, ed. R. Halsband (Oxford, 1965), I, 44-45.




terparts. If necessary, she could even adopt their point of view.
Haywood chose a third course, writing books--and novels, at that--
which appealed specifically to the rapidly increasing female read-
ership. As a woman, she knew that any pretentions she made to
artistic ambition would be condemned by hostile critics, but she
elected to capitalize on her sex rather than try to succeed in
spite of it. She realized that the women who were newly literate
would be receptive to the sort of work she wrote. That she was a
woman herself, and an unconventional one, made her more perceptive
of their emotional demands even than the ordinary hack, dependent
as he was on audience approval for his income. Haywood's con-
sciousness of herself as a woman, her receptivity as a commer-
cial author, and her basis in the romance tradition were positive
assets to the development of the novel. It is my intention in
this study to assess the ways in which these three factors com-
bined to produce Haywood's unique contribution to that develop--
ment, and to redress the balance of literary criticism in her

favour.

The early eighteenth century was a particularly difficult
time for upper and middle class women. It was in many ways a
transitional period, and one of the most important social changes
taking place was the establishment of marriage as a fundamentally
economic institution. Marriage settlements, especially among the

landed gentry, affected the future not only of the married couple




themselves, but also of whatever children they might have, from
the all-important eldest son to the youngest daughter requiring

a dowry of her own. With the growth of a wealthy commercial class
whose daughters were substantial heiresses, "property marriage“9
became one of the most important methods by which estates were

congolidated and new capital injected into the fading fortunes of

the aristocracy.lo With reference to the treatment of women at

this time, the most significant aspect of the settlement was

the relation between the size of the portion or dowry
which the wife brought with her from her father, and
the size of the jointure, the annual income which her
husband settled on her to provide for her in case she
survived him. . . . In marriage settlements made in
the early eighteenth century the portions are normally
substantially larger, in relation to the JoiTtures,
than in settlements made a century earlier,

Thus, in effect, the husband was able to pay smaller dividends on
a larger capital investment; as Habakkuk puts it, "a larger share
of the burden of maintaining the wife was being borne by her fa-
ther."12 The "marriage market" was becoming increasingly compe-
titive as mercantile heiresses vied with less well-endowed gentry.

The relative shortage of marriageable men intensified competition

13

even more. After analyzing all the factors surrounding the

changes in marriage settlements, Habakkuk concludes

9 Christopher Hill, "Clarissa Harlors and Her Times," Essays in

Criticism, 5 (1955), p. 321. E.,§. Williams, Life in Geor-

gian England (London, 1963), p. 29. H. J. Habakkuk, "Marriage

Settlements in the Eighteenth Century," Transacfiggg of the Royal

Historical Society, 32 (1950), pp. 20-21. Habakkuk, p. 21.
Habakkuk, p. 24,




that the relative increase in portions reflects a
change in the conditions of supply and demand in the
marriage market; that, in crude terms, but not much
cruder than contemporaries were apt to use in negoti-
ating marriage settlements, it represents an increase
in the price of husbands. « « « It . « . also repre-
gsents a change in the attitude of landed families to
marriage itself, an increasing subordination of mar-
riage to the increase of landed uealfﬂ, at the ex-
pense of other motives for marriage.

The economic metaphor may be crude, but it is accurate; advertise-
ments in newspapers reveal that what we now call the lonelyhearts
column in that period resembled a marketplace. The following ex-

ample is typical:

A young gentleman twenty-three years of age, of an
ancient and honourable English family and of a person
not disagreeable, must in a few weeks, if not unex-
pectedly assisted, be obliged to leave England on ac-
count of some disappointments in his affairs, which
tho! improper to mention are no impeachment of his
honour. Therefore, any Lady whose affairs are so
happily ecircumstanced so as to enable her to assist
him at this juncture, may lay an embargo upon him, if
she thinks a marriage tie a sufficient security and
inducement, and he flatters himself that his character
upon enquiry will prove such as to give her the just-
est reason to expect all th€ happiness which so gen-
erous an action as fgat of preserving a gentleman
from ruin /meritg/.”~

It is significant both that the young gentleman in question him-
self uses the terms of trade, and that the young lady is expected
to invest in a husband who sounds a dubious bargain, with no par-

ticular advantage to herself. A cursory glance at The Spectator

l

. Habakkuk, p. 24. 15 Quoted in C. J. S. Thompson, Love,
Marriage and Romance in 0ld London (London, 1936), p. 59. No ori-
ginal source is given.




reveals the same preoccupation, with questions from prospective
brides and bridegrooms regarding all the financial aspects of the
state of wedlook.16
This development in the nature of marriage, which fully es-
tablished itself in the first half of the eighteenth century, had
two serious implications for wealthy women. The first, obviously,
is that the woman's happiness or preference would have little
weight in normal matrimonial negotiazrions,property being the pri-
mary concern of both husband and father. In this context the pro-
bable contentment of most parties to arranged marriages is irrele-
vant; what is important is that the woman had no right to demand
personal satisfaction. The second implication is that those nego-
tiations revealed the terrible power of "parental authority, which
had its economic basis in the father's ability to grant or with-

hold marriage portions to his daughters."17

When a father denied
his child a suitable dowry, he condemned her at once to poverty
and social isolation. Lacking training suitable to a profession
or trade, the genteel young lady could never live completely in-
dependent of her family; without money or land it would be diffi-
cult for her to achieve the companionship and spiritual support
promised by the Puritan ideal of ma.rriage.l8 Women who were dis-
inherited or impoverished "had no marketable commodity but their

sex, which they could trade either in the open marriage market . . .

or on the black market like Roxana and Moll Flanders."19

16 See, for example, NuTyer 199 (Oet. 18, 17113 and Number 522

{ ot, 29, 1712). Hill, p. 329. Hill, p. 333.
Hill, p. 334.




The sexual marketplace was no more accommodating to women
than the economic one. There seems to be a deep confusion in
eighteenth-century male attitudes towards women., There were two
important questions: whether women were capable of sexual passion,
and whether, if they were, that capacity were desii:hble. An

anonymous "poetical essay" in The Gentleman's Magazine sums up

conventional wisdom om this subject.

How hard is the fate of poor womankind,

Forever subjected and always confined;

Our parents controll us until we are wives,
Our husband's enslave us the rest of our lives.

Tho!'! fondly we love, yet we dare not reveal,

But secretly languish, compelled to conceal;

Deny'd every freedom of life to enjoy,

We are shamed if we're kind, and blamed if we're coy.

20
Like medieval Christians, men in eighteenth-century England saw
woman as both virgin and whore, saviour and temptress.21 The

prude is a standard figure of satire, the woman who pretends to

be so pure in thought and deed that she looks down on everyone a-
round her, but is secretly having a torrid affair with a man of
inferior degree.22 The obverse of the prude is the coquette, who
is outwardly as obsessed with men as the prude is indifferent, and

23

in actuality is as pure as the other is unchaste. Both types of

women are hypocrites and are condemned by society, ostensibly for

gg Gentleman's Magazine, May 1733, p. 263. 22

See Spectator, Number 510 (Oct. 15, 1712). There are count-
less examples of this sort of woman throughout the 8eriod; the most
complete occurs in The Prude (London, 1726). . See Spectator,
Number 591 (Sept. 8, 1714), ed. D. F. Bond (Oxford, 1965), V, 24.
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not being honest about their sexual feelings. However, women were
also supposed to be free from the animal demands of passion, or at
least to be more easily able to control their desires than men.
Steele included in The Tatler the case of an unhappy gentlewoman
whose husband "is no more a husband . . . than one of the Italian
singers." ©She comes to Bickerstaff for advice on obtaining a di-
vorce; instead, he cautions her to keep the matter private, war-
ning her that if it becomes public knowledge, aspersions will be
cast on her character. "How little (will they say) could that
lady command her passionst"24 Chastity, modesty and delicac_y run
as a theme throughout the wrifings of Mr. Spectator; and Ian Watt
suggests that the denial of sexuality in women is one of the main
reasons that marriages between ladies of rank and fortune and im-
poverished commoners were frowned upon, even though marriages be-
tween men of rank and impeculnious maidens were tolerated. Using

the example of Pamela, he says:

Mr. B can properly follow his fancy and marry beneath
his station because it is an undeniable and irremedial
fact that men are subject to the sexual passion; but
for a woman to do so would amount to an admission th§§
she has lost her immunity from sexual feeling. . . .

Reversing the roles, if the prude declared her passions openly, she

24 Tatler, Number 20 (May 26, 1709), ig Britigh Essayists, ed. R.
Lynam (London, 1827), I, 119-20. ~ Ian Watt,The Rise of the
Novel (London, 1957), p. 164. There is evidence to support this
claim in the popular novels as well. For example, in Haywood's
Philidore and Placentia (1727), the hero tells the heroine that if

she married beneath her, people would accuse her of giving way to
passion and lust. See below, ¢ 323.
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would be ridiculed at best, ostracized at worst. Yet even her
discretion and hypocrisy would not be enough to save her from
scorn. A similar victim of society's divided mind was the fallen
woman. The popular view was that once a woman throws off self-
restraint and gives way to passion, the carnality unleashed will
compel her to the life of a whore in a never-ending pursuit of
pleasure.26 Yet social attitudes towards a woman who slipped,
for whatever’reason, from the extremely narrow path of virtue,
practically insured that she would degenerate even further. Un-
less she were sufficiently discreet to avoid detection, and suf-
ficiently lucky to be spared pregnancy, she had little recourse
but to the life of the streets, or to some "higher" form of con-
cubinage.

According to conventional wisdom, sex for a woman was regarded
as strictly procreative, not to be indulged in for recreation, as
it was for men. The need for this restriction of the sexuality of
unmarried women is obvious. With no reliable method of contra-
ception available to her, a woman who was "loose" risked not only
losing her reputation, but also bringing into the world a child
for which that iorld had no place. For such women, the free in-
dulgence of sexual feelings was dangerous both to themselves and
to society at large. However, Bickerstaff's advice to the lady
with the impotent husband suggests that sex within marriage was
also regarded, on the woman's side, at leaat:fprimarily if not ex-

clusively functional. It is as if society was so afraid of the

26 This is the obvious message of Flora Mellasin's history or that

of Miss Forward in Haywood's Betsy Thoughtless (1751). See below,
pp. $28- 4335




results of widespread promiscuity among the unmarried, that it
attempted to repress all sensuality in young women, and succeeded
so well that the frigidity produced by that repression lasted
into marriage. And when men were not complaining about the pas-
sivity and coldness of their mistresses, they were justifying
sexual repression with the pious belief that women were the gent-
ler, more refined sex, "formed to temper mankind, and soothe them
into tenderness and conpassion."27
The conflict between the view of women as inferior physical-
ly, socially and politically, and that which saw them as morally
superior, is the most interesting and significant aspect of the
eighteenth-century war between the sexes. Whether a man believed
that "ev'ry woman is at heart a rake,"28 or that she was completely
immune from the "base" desires he felt himself, his attitude de-
nied her the right freely to determine the nature and extent of
her own feelings. Both reverence and rape constitute a denial of
her full humanity. On a more mundane level, the idealization of
women amounted to a sentimental camouflage of grim reality. What
we now call the double standard provides a perfect example. Compar-

ing female and male virtue, Mr. Spectator writes that

the great point of honour in men is courage, and in
women chastity. . . « A slip in a woman's honour is
irrecoverable. . . . Chastity, with its collateral
attendants, truth, fidelity, and constancy, gives the
man a property in the person he loves, di consequent-
ly endears her to him above all things.

gg Spectator, Number 57 (May 5, 1711), I, p. 242.

29 Alexander Pope, Moral Essays, Epis. ii, line 215.
Spectator, Number 99 (June 23, 1711), I, 416-17.
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Addison reveals more, perhaps, than he intended when he used the
word "property." Chastity was not entirely a moral question, as

this advice from a mother to her jealous daughter makes clear:

And consider, besides, my Betsey, that your case, from
an unfaithful husband, is not near so bad as his would
be from an unfaithful wife: For, child, he cannot

make the progeny of a bastard race succeed to his and
your estate or chattels, in injury of your lawful chil-
dren. If any such he should have, the law of the land
brands them: whereas a naughty wife often makes the
children of another man heirs of her husband's estate

and fortune, in injury of his own children or fami_x.30

Here is a lucid explanation of the double standard based not on
pious moralizing about the spiritual values of female chastity,
but rather on the economic need for continence in an age which
lacked efficient birth control. All the other feminine virtues
extolled by the moralists had a similar foundation in pragmatism.
Were she too learned, or unsuccessful in h;ding the extent of her
knowledge, a woman would never catch a husband. If she were im-
modest, she might risk a divorce or social ostracism, a fate which
would probably lead to a life of shame and disgrace. Lacking her
husband's protection, she would be prey to every libertine. If
she failed to be discreet and sweet-tempered when she discovered
her husband's infidelity, she again was in danger of losing him,
which would mean losing her social definition as well. Even the

notorious injunction to women not to reveal, or even to feel, any

20 Samuel Richardson, Familiar Letters, ed. B. W. Downs (London,
1928), Letter 55, p. 63. Quoted iIn Katherine Hornbeak, Richardgonig

Familiar Letters and the Domestic Conduct Books (Northampton, Mass.,
sy P by ¢




I 4
love for a man until he had offered himself in the proper form,31
was extremely prudent and practical advice in an era when a wo-
man's feelings were entirely subject to her father's will. Des-

pite Halifax's reassurances that what seems harsh and unfair treat-

32

ment is really glorious moral superiority, a woman's lot was a
hard one. Whatever she did, she was subject to restrictions and
held responsible not only for virtue itself, but also for her rep-
utation for virtue in an environment extremely hostile to it.
Marriage was regarded as her best, if not her only, means of .pro-
tection.

A woman of middling rank in the early eighteenth century had
few economic alternatives to marriage. The type of education pro-
vided for most middle-class girls consisted of "accomplishments"--
music, drawing, Italian, French, dancing--rather than of solid
academic skills or any sort of vocational training. Trades, such
as millinery or sewing, would also require a certain amount of
financial backing, even if a woman were sufficiently skilled to
set up on her own. So eminent a scholar as Elizabeth Elstob,35
who knew eight languages and wrote the first Anglo-Saxon grammar,

could hardly make a living as a governess and teacher.34

Apart
from teaching, there were no other professions open to "ladies"
but acting and writing. Of the two, acting was perhaps even more
uncertain than literature, but women had already established a

place for themselves in the theater. Grub Street was unknown ter-

ritory. Consequently, "writing was something for a woman of wit

;; See Richardson's essay, Rambler Number 97 (Feb. 19, 1751).

George Savi}g, Marquis Halifax, Advice to a Daughter (London, 1700),
PpP. 13-18. Elstob (1685-1756) is almost exactly contemporary with
giywood (1690-1756), and only slightly more genteel by birth,

See Alison Adburgham, Women in Print (London, 1972), p. 45.




to turn to when all other means of livelihood short of manual la-

bor--including concubinage--had failed."35

II

The world which she entered when she did take up her pen was
far from welcoming, to authors of either gender. The London book
trade was controlled by a small group of printers and booksellers,
known as "the Trade," who were well aware that the hacks who wrote
for them were totally dependent on them for a living. Consequently,
they were virtually able to dictate the conditions in which their
authors lived. Although a fairly effective copyright law was passed
in 1710, it was primarily for the protection and profit of the
bookseller who purchased a work, not for the writer who sold it,
The law was intended to prevent cheap pirated editions of a book
which, as there were no royalties paid during this era, threatened
the authorized bookseller rather than the author.36 In Grub Street
the only patronage was that which a flattering dedication to some-
one of wealth and prominence might earn; eventually, even the rates

31 Most of the au-

for such prefatory matter became standardized.
thors who wrote for a living were employed by a particular book-
seller, who would assign whatever tasks needed doing. Savage's

Iscariot Hackney, a fictional member of Edmund Curll's stable, of-

35 Day, p. 8l. 36 A. S. Collins, Authorship in the Days of
gahnggn (1927; rpt. Clifton, N.J., 1973), pp. 8-9.

See H. B. Wheatley, The Dedication of Books to Patron and Friend
(London, 1887), p. 34, and Collins, pp. 180-84.




fers a picture of his life which, though obviously exaggerated for

the purpose of satire, is probably fairly accurate:

'Twas in his service that I wrote obscenity and pro-
faneness, under the names of Pope and Swift. Some-
times I was Mr. Joseph Gay, and at others Theory
Burnet, or Addison., I abridged histories and travels,
translated from the Freanch, what they never wrote, and
was expert at finding out new titles for old books.
When a notorious thief was hanged, I was the Plutarch
to preserve his memory; and when a great man died,
mine were his remains, agg mine the account of his
last will and testament.

"The Trade" were enormously powerful in the first half of the
eighteenth century. They operated on the same principles as a
small and exclusive businessmen's club. Edward Cave, for example,

first attempted to establish his Gentleman's Magazine by offering

shares to "some half of the London Booksellers." They declined,
fearing either the originality of such a venture, or the threat
it represented of an alternative source of employment for their

labour force. With unusual perseverance Cave proceeded, and

when *the trade® saw this remarkable success within
their sacred preserve, they at once opposed it with
the London Magazine the next year (1732). . . . But,
as a ru%g, their opposition soon stifled such at-
tempts.

58 pichard Savage, An Author to By Lett (London, 1729), pp. 3-4.

This pamphlet includes a bitter attack on Haywood; see below, pf-24-25
Even his title is a burlesqu39of the title of her comedy, A Wife

to Be Lett (1723). Collins, p. 17. He goes on to cite
several examples of their successful stratagems. One of the most
effective ways of maintaining their monopoly was to send catalogues
of forthcoming copyright sales, which were supposed to be open to
public bidding, only to their select number.
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They also regulated rates of pay, which were deplorably poor, es-
pecially for fiction. Boswell gquotes an estimate "that thirty
pounds a year was enough to enable a man to live /in London/ with-
out being contemptible," but that entailed the strictest economy;

living in a garret, "breakfast on bread and milk for a penny, and

w40

do without supper. Johnson was paid five guineas for his first

41

work, a translation from the French, in 1733. In 1725 William

Rufus Chetwood received fifteen pounds for the Life and History

of Robert Boyle, an exceptionally long work for those days, and
42

ten guineas in 1730 for his lLover's Opera, As late as 1747,

Haywood received only £14 3s 64 for the two parts of her trans-

lation, Memoirs of a Man of Honour, and her total income from

43

writing for that year, according to extant records, was £34 8s 6d.
Compare these sums paid for ‘hack productions with the two hundred

pounds Swift received for Gulliver's Travels in 1726 and the seven
44

hundred pounds which Tom Jones earned for Fielding. If an au-

thor objected to the payment offered or refused to accept an as-
signment, labour was so plentiful that a bookseller was free to
eliminate the troublemakers from his work force.

From even this brief picture, it is obvious that Grub Street
was not a particularly savoury environment. It was the seediest

neighbourhood of the literary world, being "a last resort of the

40 sames Boswa}l, The Life of Samuel4§ohnson LLD, (London, 1931),
P. 56. Boswell, p. 43. From a clipping in the Bri-
tish Museum copy of Thomas Whincop's Scanderbeg, with a List of
the English Dramatick Poets (London, 1747;, Pe 192, The notes and
2}ippings'in this work 20.45.&.12) were compiled "by Haslewood, etc,"
Original assignments of Mss. Between Authors and Publishers 1703-
%glo, British Museum Add. Mss. 38728, I, folios 112-13,
Collins, p. 33,
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shifty, needy, and incompetent."45 In a literal sense, it was lo-

46 The near des-

cated in the poorest, dirtiest section of London.
peration of the hack writers themselves insured that intolerable
conditions would persist, for "the penury and squalor" or their
lives were "the natural result of such power being concentrated in
the hands of a few booksellers and the number of writers being so
great. « « o n47 The literary trade was, in effect, a ghetto in-
dustry which employed cheap "immigrant" labour from the other
realms of literature, simultaneously making sure of a plentiful
work force by maintaining a monopoly. These economic factors cer-
tainly had their effeot on the literature itself, at least in the

case of fiction, because of the pressures they brought to bear on

the authors.

Since the stream of influence at that time was still
from consumer to producer, with the bookseller playing
a key role as economic focus of public taste, the
problem of a beginning author was to hit upon a pro-
duct which either oapitaliged upon a current taste or
e ¢ « Pleased by novelty.

In many cases, pay for an individual work may have been so low as
to compel authors to produce a steady stream of writing simply to
subsist; if they could not discover a formula of their own which
hit current taste, they had to learn to replicate the original

ideas of others. Consequently they

45 Collins, p. 14. 46 See Pat Rogers,4$£gg Street (London,
i872)’ for the topography of the area. Collins, p. 23,

W. He McBurney, "Mrs. Penelope Aubin and the Early Eighteenth
Century Novel," Huntington Library Qtly, 20 (1957), p. 249.
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were not in a position to work in a leisurely manner,
developing background or character, even if their abi-
lities permitted them to do so. It is remarkable that
they wrote as well as they did. There was w® incen-
tive for them to write long and complex pieces of fic-
tion; the need for ready money at short notice was too
great, and the requirements of sensationaliszgcould be
fulfilled with a minimum of time and effort.

In such circumstances people could not afford the kind of precise
revision Pope lavished even on his private lattera,so let alone
the years he spent on his Homer. Moreover, the wretched physical
conditions and the fierce competitiveness of Grub Street resulted
in an ambience particularly suited to slander, back-biting, dung-
slinging and a multiplicity of literary factions. Many of those
who wrote for a living, including Aphra Behn and Mary Manley,
were employed by the Whigs or the Tories, thus making themselves

extremely vulnerable to a kind of oppro_brium typified by this

attack on Defoe:

His papers contain malicious insinuations, and false
suggestions, he is a man of great rashness and impu-
dence, a mear mercenary prostitute, a state mounte-
bank, an hackney tool, a scandalous pen, a foul=-
mouthed mongrel, an author g&o writes for bread, and
lives by defamation. . « «

However, even among writers whose party affiliations were not in
question, malicious personal attacks were common, as we shall see

when we examine Haywood's own life. It is this aspect of literary

43 Day, p. 82. n See George Sherburn's introduction to The

g rrespondence of Alexander Pope (Oxford 1956), I, xi-xviii.
Quoted by M. "E. Novak in "Defoe's Use of Irony," in Stuart and

Georgian Moments, ed. Earl Miner (Los Angeles, 1972), p. 192,
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London which Pope has made familiar to all students of the eight-
eenth century: "the petty squabbles and dirty intrigues of Grub
Street, with its foul dung- and mud-impregnated atmosphere all too
palpably put before us in Book II [pf the Dunciag/--a book which
extravagantly stinks. . . . no2

Fiction was one of the mainstays of Grub Street. During
these years before Pamela, when Haywood began to write, the novel
was an increasingly popular form, but one which lacked the rules
and formal distinctions of the classical genres. This liberty, or
anarchy, causes considerable difficulty for literary historians,

Day refers to the period between 1600 and the emergence of Rich-

ardson as

an uncharted waste. Two considerable prominences
called Bunyan and Defoe are indicated, while some
writers hesitantly include smaller landmarks--
Oroonoko and Incognita. But around these spreads a
vast desert of popular literature, scarcely studied
and mostly unremembered. In the standard one-volume
histories of the English novel one can almost hear
the author sighing with relief as he approaches the
crucial date of 1740, aftersghich he can proceed in
detail and with confidence.

The "vast desert" was an interesting conglomeration of forms,.
"Between 1700 and 1739 approximately one-third of all prose fiec-
tion appearing for the first time on the English market was trans-
lated from the Frenoh."54 Before Haywood, many of the original

works were scandal memoirs or regue biographies. Although Sarah

e Bonamy Dobrée, English Literaturg4gp the Early Eighteenth Cen-

tury (Oxford, 1959), p. 533. McBurney, Checklist, intro-
duction, p. viii.
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Butler and Jane Barker attempted to improve the moral tone with
"instructive novels,"55 these were far outnumbered by such titles

as The Scotch Rogue (1706), Turkish Tales (1708), The Love Lottery

(1709), and The Secret History of Europe (1712).56 Most of these

early works were short; the average length between 1710 and 1720
57

was 150 pages, compared with the standard three or four volumes
which became common later in the century. Even this figure is
deceptively high, for it amalgamates many books under 100 pages
with several of 300 or more. It was quite common for a "novel"
during this period to come to as little as fifty or sixty pages.
Lacking the depth which we have come to associate with the novel,
and written in haste, these early works of fiction are easily dis-
missed by critics who take Richardson or Fielding for models.58
Nor is it surprising that the genre was fundamentally disreputable,
because its lack of classical antecedents made the educational
qualifications which pertained to poetry and drama unnecessary,

even undesirable. Virginia Woolf, among others, suggests that the

miscellaneous nature of the form is what drew women, who were for

56 Listed respectively by McBurney, Checklist; Arundel Esdaile, A
List of English Tales and Prose Romances Printed Before 1740, Part
II (London, 1912); Hogqan, and McBurney. I have not seen copies

of these works. These figgges are computed from those given
in McBurney's Checklist. For example, E. A. Baker, The
History of the English Novel (1929; rpt. New York, 1967), III, 114-
115 and 117; Dobrée, p. 409; Ifor Evans, A Short History of English
Literature (Harmondsworth, 1940), p. 222; or A, S. Collins, "The
Growth of the Reading Public During the Eighteenth Century," in
Review of English Studies, 2 (1926), p. 291.
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the most part "uneducated," to fiction:

There is no reason to think that the form of the epic
or of the poetic play suits a woman any more than the
sentence suits her. But all the older forms of liter-
ature were hardened and set by the time she became a
writer. The novel a%gne was young enough to be soft
in her hands. . . .

0Of the 32960 works published between 1700 and 1740, eighty-seven,
or about twenty-six per cent were signed by women; seventy-four,
or twenty-three per cent by men; and 158, almost half, remain
anonymous. Of these 158 books, ninety-seven fall into the cate-
gories of "romance," "secret history" and "unclassified," in
which identified women writers outnumber identified men by about
four to one. If the same proportion of women to men is applied
to the number of anonymous works, approximately seventy-six more
novels can fairly safely be credited to women. These calculations
show that women were responsible for at least fifty per cent of
bre-Richardsonian fiction. The statistics also make evident wo-
men's dominance in the area of love and marriage, or "romance,"
while men dominated travel literature, satire and rogue biography.
This overview of Day's "uncharted waste" does little to dis-

pel critical confusion. As he suggests, the most common reaction

29 A Room of One's Own (London, 1935), p. 116, This same view is
held by B. G. MacCarthy in Women Writers, Their Contribution to the
English Novel 1621-1744 (Cork, 1946); J. Horner in The English Wo-
men novelists and Their Connection with the Feminist Movement
zﬁsfthampton, Mass., 1930); Day; Richetti; and G, F. Whicher in
Zhe Life and Romances of Eliza Haywood (New York, 1915).

These figures are from my own compilation, based on Esdaile,
Morgan and McBurney, and do not include translations, or ostensible
translations, or the reprints of earlier works which comprised the
bulk of fiction, especially before 1723.
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has been to ignore the "vast desert" of Grub Street fiction, des-
pite the fact that the works themselves "were so popular that

some editions have been literally read out of existence. . . . w61
There are several reasons for this neglect or misjudgment of the
early eighteenth-century novel, not the least of which is that it
was, erm the outset, a bastard genre, combining elements primar-
ily from those literary types which were already considered dis-
reputable in some respect. The French romance and the Italian
novella, from which the form descended most directly, were both
considered immoral and oorrupting; The novel was also easily ac-
cessible to the reading public at large, who did not need Latin
and Greek or theological knowledge to enjoy fiction. To estab-

lished men of letters, like Pope, the growth of such a form was

particularly repugnant.

Pope, no doubt because he lived at the beginning of

a new era of popular publishing and weekly journalism,
took a firm stand against the upstartgzhe saw invading
the enclosed territory of literature.

This stand manifested itself in the Dunciad, which was more than
merely the instrument of Pope's revenge on people who had insulted
him, It is also his means of assaulting Grub Street, which he be-
lieved to be encroaching dangerously on his own province. His at-
tack on the novel in general, of which he makes "Eliza" the rep-
resentative, purports to be based on his abhorrence of its ten-

dency to scandal. Writing of the competition for which Haywood

61 Day,'p. 4. 62 James Sutherland, introduction to the

Twickenham edition of The Dunciad (London, 1963), pp. xlv-xlvi.




was first prize, Scriblerus says:

In this game is exposed in the most contemptuous man-
ner, the profligate licenciousness of those shameless
scribblers (for the most part of that sex, which ought
least to be capable of such malice or impudence) who
in libellous memoirs and novels, reveal the faults and
misfortunes of both sgges, to the ruin of publick fame
or private happiness.

The "libellous memoirs and novels" are her "secret histories" or
"chroniques scandaleuses," similar to the "romans 3 clef" pre-
valent in France and made popular in England by Mary Manley. They
are the source of Haywood's infamy, in her century and in ours.
However, despite Pope's claims, it is difficult to avoid

feeling that the scandal was, at least in part, only an excuse for
a more serious literary attack. The Dunciad itself is ample proof
that he, too, was an effective and experienced scandal-monger.

But Pope evidently believed that his own actions were a thing a-
part. Savage must have been aware that the poet was vulnerable to
counteraccusations of slander, for he defended him in words which

Pope might have written himself:

It is true that he has used dung; but he disposes that
dung in such a manner, that it becomes rich manure,
from which he raises a variety of flowers. . . . The
chymist extracts a fine cordial from the most nauseous
of all dung, and Mr. Pope has drawn a sweet, poetical
spirit from the mosg offensive and unpoetical objects
of creation. . . 4

Beyond the libel and gossip which ostensibly moved him to write so

22 Dunciad, pe. 157. See below, y-64.
An Author to Be Lett, publisher's preface.
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venomously of Grub Street novelists, Pope objected to the fact
that those "offensive and unpoetical™ authors wrote to please a
growing audience of minimally educated tradesmen, their wives and

their daughters, and that they wrote unabashedly for money.

The tastes of a broad new class of readers, barely
literate by Pope's standards, were being satisfied,
and pandered to, by writers who appeared to be, if
not totally ignorant of a great literary tradition,
at least irrggponsible in their obligations toward

LIS o »h sy

His view was that in order to make money an author had to please

the crowds, and in order to please the crowds, classical standards

had to be abandoned. An author thus became a "vile hj.:r:eliug'."g6

When such authors were "asked why they abuse such and such per-
sons, their answer is, they are obliged to write for want of
money, and to abuse for want of other subjects.”67 Pope was not
alone in his condemnation of professional authors. His contem-
porary and friend, Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, expressed similar

disapproval:

The greatest virtue, justice, and the most distin-
guishing prerogative of mankind, writing, when duly
executed do honour to human nature, but when degen-
erated into trgges are the most contemptible ways of
getting bread.

22 Aubrey Williams, Pope's Dunciad (London, 1955), p. 10.

Pope in a letter to Aaron HilT, June 2, 1738, In A Collection
g$ Letters Never Before Printed (London, 1751), p. 28.
6 An Author to Be Lett, publisher's preface.

Quoted by Robert Halsband in "Ladies of Letters in the Eighteenth
Century," in Miner, p. 278. See also Lady Mary's Letters, III, 68.
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It is hardly surprising that some twentieth century crities,69
holding the view that nothing which has not survived was worthy
of survival, concur in Lady Mary's view of "subliterary London."
Consequently, popular fiction, before Richardson and Fielding
elevated the status of the novel to that of "literary" literature,

is largely disregarded.

III

If Grub Street offered men a grim welcome, it was positively
hostile towards women. In the general atmosphere of gossip and
scandal, a woman's reputation was particularly vulnerable to the
malice of envy or even simple dislike.70 Moreover, despite the
theoretical idealization of women into refined, exalted creators
of paramount importance to civilization, the actual conventional
masculine attitude towards women during the early part of the
century was extremely patronizing. They were regarded as delight-
ful, even necessary, but somehow not to be taken seriously. And
it was not only men of the world, like Steele and Lord Chester-
field who adopted this point of view. Lady Mary Wortley Montagu,

though herself one of the era's most colourful, strong-willed and

independent women, disliked the idea of women publishing almost as

69 See Ernle, p. 185; Austin Dobson, "Polly Honeycombe," in Eight-
eenth Centur Vignettes, 3rd Series (Oxford, 1923), Pe 923 or R. B,
ohnson, The Women Novelists (London, 1918), p. 5.
See Pope's attack on Haywood, Dunciad, II, lines 149-56. 1In
Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of Utopia (Lon-
don, 17237, Haywood herself accused Martha Sansom of getting Curll to

publish her verses by bribing him "with all the favours she is capable
of conferring" (I, 47).




217

n The proper

much as she condemned people writing for money.
place for such trifles as might flow from a female pen, even if
held by as distinguished a woman as the Duchess of Newcastlezzwas
to circulate elegantly in manuscript among admiring friends and
relations, The women novelists were acutely aware of the sexual
prejudice from which they suffered, as well as the literary e-
litism which plagued all the inhabitants of Grub Street. Almost
all their prefaces are peculiarly defensive about inadequate edu-
cation and economic necessity. Occasionally, these apologies are
abject, politely begging that the author be excused her ignorance
and the mediocrity of her style. More frequently, they verge on

defiance, using jocularity as a shield against hostile criticism:

The most prevailing motive /for publishing/ is what
will be allowed to be unexceptionable, being no less
than that on whose hinges all sublunary affairs turn;
to whose omnipotent guidance and direction all the
designs and actions of nank17§ owe their rise, being,
and continuance . . . MONEY.

That that particular motive was anything but "unexceptionable,"

we have already seen; only by ascribing all actions to financial
interest could the author attempt to avoid condemnation as a wri-
ter. Mary Davys, widowed early in her life, turned to writing
when she could no longer support herself with the Cambridge cof-
feehouse she had run for many years. The preface to her collected

works is more pointedly defiant, calling society to account for

n See Adburgham, pp. 86-87. L Dorothy Osborne remarked of
her, "Sure the poor woman is a little distracted, she could never
be so ridiculous7glse as to venture at writing books." Adburgham,
P. 22, Love Upon Tieck (London, 1725), p. 4.
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the impossible position into which it forced women like herself:

Perhaps it may be objected against me, by some more
ready to give reproach than relief, that, as I am the
relict of a clergyman and in years, I ought not to
publish plays, etc. « « « Let them . . . consider that
a woman left to her own endeavours for twenty-seven
years together may well be allowed to catch at any
opportunity for bread which they that7zondenned her
would very probably deny to give her.

She feels that she has been trapped between two impossible alter-
natives, and forced to choose a way of life considered by many to
be immodest and inappropriate.

Haywood's own prefaces are characterized by her modesty. She
makes no vast claims for herself or her achievements, generally
referring to them in diminutives. "This little novel"75 and "the
following little history"76 are typical terms by which she desig-
nates "the triflea"77 she wrote. However, her humility frequently
appears to be an assumed protective cover as much as it is genuine

self-assessment:

As T am a woman, and consequently deprived of those
advantages of education which the other sex enjoy, I
cannot so far flatter my desire, as to imagine it in
my power to soar to any subject higher than that which
Nature is not negligent to teach us. Love is a topick
which I believe few are ignorant of; there requires

no aids of learning, no general conversation, no appli-
cation; a shady grove and purling stream are all things
that's necessary to give us an idea of the tender pas-
sion. This is a theme, therefore, which while I make

14 Reprinted in Four Before Richardson, ed. W. H. McBurney (Lincoln,
S ——

ggb., 1964), p. 237 See also Adburghanm, p.722.

Lasselia (London, 1723), p..iv. . The Ragh Resolve (Lon-

don, 1724), p. viii. T 411 of the dedications to her early
works use this term.
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choice to write of, frees me from the imputation of
vain or self-sufficient:--None can tax me with having
too great an opinion of my own genius, when I aim at
nothing but what the meanest may perform.. I have no-
thing to value myself on, but a tolerable share of
discernment: it is neither in my power to be partially
blind to7gy own defects, nor to the perfections of
another,

Although she says here that love is within the range of "the
meanest," it is not particularly easy to portray it with sensi-
tivity and in depth, as a look at some of these early novels will
illustrate.79 Moreover, "a tolerable share of discernment" is
less common than this preface seems to assume. Haywood knew when
she wrote this that, from a woman, any literary claim, however
modest, would be regarded as presumption.eo Therefore, in order
to make her point, which is that she is, in fact, competent at
her work, she must set that work outside the concern of men of
letters, reserving it for herself and for any other women who si-
milarly chose to live by writing. In this way she was forced to
conspire against herself, By deliberately trivializing her sub-
ject, she provided a convenient excuse for critics who took um-
brage at her presuming to write at all. How could they be blamed
for ignoring her when she herself felt unworthy of attention? Here
again, women seem to be trapped between two alternatives, each of
which is attended by the same consequences. If a woman writer

claimed serious attention, she was ridiculed and belittled in her-

;g The Fatal Secret, in Secret Histories (London, 1725), III, 203-4.

For example, Love in All Shapes (1732), Penelope Aubin's Life of
d 1721) or Life and Adventures of the Lady Luc
26726;, or Mary Hearne's The Female Deserters (1719).
J. M. S. Tompkins notes an instance, later in the century, of a
woman who used so innocent a literary convention as the editorial plural
and met with the response: "We suppose the lady is pregnant and the

unborn child shares her emotions." The Popular Novel in England (London,
1932), pp. 17-18. Note his own use of the editorial plural.
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self, and her works were ignored. If she set her works outside
the "important" concerns of literary criticism, she was simply
ignored.

Haywood was well aware of the particular difficulties she

faced as a female inhabitant of Grub Street.

It would be impossible to recount the numerous diffi-
culties a woman has to struggle through in her ap-
proach to Fame: if her writings are considerable e-
nough to make a figure in the world, envy pursues her
with unwearied diligence; and if, on the contrary,
she only writes what is forgot, as soon as read, con-
tempt is all the reward, her wish to please, excites;
and the cold breath of scorn chills the little genius
she has, and which, perhaps, cherished by encourage-
ment, might, in time, grow to a praise-worthy height.

81
As a woman writer she was particﬁlarly vulnerable, both to the en-
vy of her colleagues, and tc the outrage of society at large. Her
prefaces and dedications reveal an acute sensitivity to gossip and
misrepresentation.82 The freedom and unconventionality of her
chosen way of life laid her morals open to question. MacCarthy
echoes contemporary opinion when she says that "the literary women
were not loose because they were writers. They were writers be-
cause they were loose.“83 However, no matter how much her inde-
pendence exposed her, Haywood could not refrain from speaking up

in her own defense. By leading an unconventional life hers@lf, and

by portraying the inner lives of women with a depth and seriousness

Memoirs of the Baron de Brosse (London, 1725), p. vi. These sen-
timents echo the degacation to The Fair Captive (London, 1721),
Pp. vi-vii. See especially The Masqueraders (1724),_The
Jgjured Husband (1723), The Fair Captive and Baron de Brosse.
MacCarthy, I, p. 24. See also D. E. Baker's defensive assessment
of her character in Biographia Dramatica (London, 1812),
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hitherto unknown to fiction, she inevitably became "a Champion
of the Sex."84 Even if she had never concerned herself directly,
in her writing, with women's problems, that writing itself was a

challenge to conventional beliefs.

Let tyrant man, with salic laws, submit,
Nor boast the vain prerogative of wit:
See! from Eliza in a flood of day

With vast effulgence streams the pow'rful ray.85

Haywood defied both "salic laws" and moral strictures to become

86

one of the century's most prolifiec and most popular authors.
Her popularity was virtually instantaneous; one author even

capitalized on it by using Haywood's name to help sell her own
book.87 But perhaps the greatest tribute to her influence was

that in 1726 a novel was dedicated to her by a woman who had ob-

viously received inspiration and encouragement from her eza.nple.88

She certainly could not have expected to receive any great fi-
nancial benefit from flattering Haywood; therefore, her dedica-
tion stands as sincere and unsolicited testimony to Haywood's

strength as a force in the world of fiction.

o4 "By an Unknown Hand, To the Most Ingenius Mrs. g%ywood," verses
prefixed to Love in Excess (1720), part II. James Sterling,
"To Mrs. Eliza Haywood on her Wriégngs," prefixed to vol. IV of
Secret Histories (1725). She is singlehandedly respon-
sible for 41% ofeyhe 96 original works published between 1723 and
1729. The Pleasant and Delightful History of Gillian
of Croydon . . . The Whole done much after the same method as those
celebrated novels, by MRS . BLIZA HAYWOOD (London, 1727). See
Whicher, p. 200. The Prude, by Ma, A.
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Iv

Cibber pleaded with the literary establishment to give Haywood a

fair hearing:

Critics! be dumb tonight--no skill display;

A dangerous woman-poet wrote the play:

One, who not fears your fury, though prevailing,
More than your match, in everything but railing.
Give her fair quarter, and whene'er she tries ye
Safe in superior spirit, she defies ye:

Measure her force, by her known novels, E§it
With manly vigour, and with woman's wit.

Unfortunately, the men of letters in question seem to have taken
hig first line literally, and with a few exceptions, from that
day to this, have either ignored her writings or dismissed them
as unimportant. Even when she is given some consideration, the
result is often equally unsatisfactory. Serious histéries of the
early English novel almost always begin with an apology for the
triviality of the subject. G. F. Whicher's study, the only pub-
lished work devoted exclusively to Haywood, concludes that her
writing has scant value as entertainment, shows little conscious
skill, and is of minimal interest even to literary historians, al-
though presumably she was sufficiently interesting and important

90

to merit his monograph, Even John Richetti, who acknowledges her
skill and pre-eminence among popular novelists, continually under-

cuts his own seriousness. His thirty-one page analysis of the

8

’ In Works, II, p. V. % More recently, the same point
of view is expressed in James Erickson's unpublished dissertation,
"The Novels of Eliza Haywood" (Minneapolis, 1962).
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themes and techniques of Love in Excess, is interlarded throughout
with condescending remarks about her "hectic style" and general
romantic extravagance. Though his essay is obviously intended
to illustrate the great skill with which she handled the tools of
her craft even in hér first novel, he, too, somehow denies that
her books have much about them that is valuable or good.91 Jo-
sephine Grieder's introductions to the Garland reprints of some

of Haywood's vorks92

are useful and perceptive, but she seems to

be apologizing for Haywood's inadequacies as much as she is pointing
out her achievements. The only published criticism which con-
sistently treats Haywood with respect is Margaret Doody's recent
study of Richardson.93 To students of the earlier.novelist, her
treatment is a great relief from the flippancy and condescension
of other writers,94.but because she regards Haywood almost exclu-
sively as an influence on Richardson, her evaluation is inevitably
limited. There have been critics, most of them writing during the
upsurge of feminism between the world wars, who have tried to eval-
uate the specific contributions of the eighteenth-century women

novelists to fiction.95 Unfortunately, these works are for the

most part oversimplified, concentrating on sociological justifica-

n See Popular Fiction Beforgznichardson, PP. 179-210, and below,
B3- 19,123, 7“ See bibliography, p-S522.

A Natural Passion (Oxford: 1974). An important unpublished work
is J. S. Rudolf's dissertation at the Univ. of California, "The
Novels That Taught the Ladies" (San Diego, 1972), which deals pri-
marily with her later works and is especigily good on Betsy Thought-
less. See below, pp 429-37. For example, William
Forsyth, The Novels and Novelists of the Eighteenth Century (Lo,-
don, 1871), p. 174; Myra Reynolds, The Learned Lady in gngland
(Boston, 1920), pp. 214-15; Whicher and Erickson. 9 The studies
by Reynolds, Horner and MacCarthy fall into this category.
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tion for the inferiority of the authors rather than on the works
themselves. In their appreciation, Doody, Richetti and Grieder
are exceptions. Most of the people who study Eliza Haywood seem
to agree with Lord Ernle, that "none of the writers [between 1720
and 174g/ « « « contributed anything to the advance of the no-
velist's art."96

I have already suggested several reasons for this neglect.
The novel's illegitimacy, the mercenary professionalism of Grub
Street which aroused the hatred and disdain of "literary" authors,
and the enforced humility of women writers all contribute to the
failure of critics to accord Haywood's works serious and respect-
ful treatment. But beyond these "sociological"™ reasons, there is
another which has to do with the literature itself. Although I
would contend that society's understanding of women and attitudes
towards popular--that is, "non-literary"--literature had a direct
and significant effect on the kind of novels which writers like
Haywood produced, this effect cannot be defined and analyzed with-
out a thorough examination of the novels themselves, and the var-
ious themes and techniques employed in their composition. This
is what, for the most part, criticism has failed to provide. Her
works have been consistently misread by critics who are unaware
or scornful of the "women's fiction" conventions Haywood employed
until Richardson and Fielding "discover" them and "masculinize"
them into common use. In this context, the breakdown I have given97

of the different types of fiction and their authorship assumes par-

* Ernle, p. 185. 9 See above, p-22-
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ticular importance. Thirty-seven per cent of the works published
between 1700 and 1740 can be classified as "romance," dealing in
some way with love or the tribulations of lovers. The category
with the next highest percentage of works (13%) is "secret his-
tories," which includes both scandal novels and historical fic-
tion, and the third highest (11%) consists of works which I have
been unable to classify by title alone. In all three categories,

I8 The types of fiction in which men

women authors outnumber men.
predominate, which include political and social satire, rogue li-
terature and adventure tales, are almost completely devoid of fe-
male participation. Men seemed to gravitate to politics, crime

and travel even as women were drawn to the affairs of the heart.

A perfect example of this division of interests along gender lines
is the series of works on Duncan Campbell written by the period's
two most popular authors, Defoe and Haywood. Campbell was a deaf
mute who acquired the reputation of a seer. Throughout the early

part of the century, fashionable people flocked to him for ad-

vice. As might be expected, Defoe's History of the Life and Ad-

ventures of Mr. Duncan Campbell (1720) was anything but "romantic."

He included

disquisitions upon the method of teaching deaf and
dumb persons to read and write; upon the perceptions
of demons, genii, or familiar spirits; upon the se-
cond sight; upon magic in all its branches; and upon
the laws against false divinersand soothsayers. . . .
Those who came to consult the seer on affairs of the
heart . . . received only the scantiest mention . . .
and never were the languishing and sighing of Mr.

Campbellég devotees described with any romantic
glamour,

” Again, I am referring to revealed authorship. Proportions of men
§9 women among the anonymous authors can only be surmised.
Whicher, pp. 77-78.
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100 from describing those aspects of

Defoe deliberately refrained
Campbell's life which were closest to Haywood's own interests,

and in 1724 she published A Spy Upon the Conjurer to fill in the

blanks left by her predecessor. Haywood's work concentrates on
the fortune-teller's replies to women asking his advice or de-
siring to know the outcome of their love affairs. Evidently her
approach to Campbell was as popular as Defoe's, if not more so,

and the next year, 1725, she published The Dumb Projector on the
101

same theme.
The Duncan Campbell literature conveniently provides an in-
teresting and accurate reflection of the divergent sensibilities
of male and female authors in the early eighteenth century. All
novelists, regardless of gender, write of human beings in relation
to society and reflect the reality they see, but the society con-
fronting a woman was almost inevitably less inclusive than that
which confronted a man. Women in this period were barred from
full participation in the areas of life which male writers chose
to portray. For most women, a felicitous match was the only accom-
plishment to which they might reasonably aspire, and a bad one
would mean a lifetime of wretchedness, loneliness or boredom.
Love and marriage were the most important aspect of women's lives,
and the only one over which they had even a chance to assume con-
trol. In this lustier half of the century which was to see the
solidification of social strictures on their personal and politi-

cal freedom, women were demanding a dominant place in their fan-

10
0 Whicher, p. 79. 101 For a thorough discussion of the

Duncan Campbell literature, see Whicher, pp. 77-91.
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tasies to compensate for their submission in real life. Newly
literate, they formed an audience with special needs which had
never arisen before. Haywood perceived those needs and looked to
the woman-oriented fiction of seventeenth-century France for a
model., Using settings, situations, and all the other conventions
of the heroic romance and the other romantic fiction available to
her, Haywood was able to focus attention on the psychology of her
heroines. By consciously and skilfully adapting those conven-
tions to reinforce the impact of her message, she wrote books
which offered "a full and authentic report of human experience”lo2
to that section of the reading public which was largely ignored
by male writers in the first half of the century, and which was
destined to become the major audience for fiction in the second.
The difficulty which arises when a writer adopts devices
from other literature is that it is extremely easy to mistake the
convention, which is being used in a particular way, for the tech-
nique which is manipulating it. For example, when Haywood sets
her stories in undifferentiated foreign lands, critics immediately

103

ecry out that her works are "romantic" and unrealistic without

stopping to realize that she might be using the exotiec landscape

104

in a positive way. Another example is the "inflated diction"

occasionally used by her characters. Critics have not seemed to

notice that not all her characters speak alike; they see only

102
o Watt, p. 32. 103 Critics who pass this judgment in-

clude Ernle, p. 185; Dobree, pp. 409-10; Reynolds, Pp. 214-15;
Baker, III, 107; John Dunlop, The History of Fiction (London, 1924),

§&3» 369-70; and Saintsbury, The English Novel, p. 136.
See below, p-201;, pp.275-80.
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the instances when she employs romantic speech and condemn her
"style" as bombastic.105 In effect, she is condemned without a
hearing, for there is a universal prejudice against anything ro-
mantic in the seventeenth-century sense, and literary historians
cannot see past the fagade to appreciate the actual architecture
of her novels. A survey of fiction criticiem quickly reveals
that realism is the single major qualification a narrative must

possess if it is to be considered a "novel."106

However, "real-
ism" is a term which is interpreted in as many ways as there are
interpreters. Most definitions revolve around a requirement for

details of "everyday life,"107

such as topography, furnishings,
fashion, names, finances, etc. It is in looking for these ex-
ternal trappings that critics fail to notice the different sort

of realism practiced by Haywood in her "women's fiction." Blinded
by the romance conventions, which they accept at face value, they
overlook the psychological realism Haywood offers. The experi-
ences which she chooses to record are internal rather than external.
In his massive history of the English novel, E. A. Baker defines

the genre as "the interpretation of human life by means of fic-

108

titious narrative in prose.” If we accept this more liberal

are
definition, then Haywood's workspnovels indeed, and added an im-

portant dimension to fiction as it was developing.

igz See below, P-!82.

H. S. Canby, The Short Story in English (New York, 1909), p. 170;
Wilbur Cross, The Development of the English Novel (New York, 1899),
Pe. xv; Arnold Kettle, An Introduction to the English Novel (Lon-
don, 1951), I, 28; Ernle, pp. 2-3; Horner, p. 32; and Watt,

?87 10-11, 26-27 and 32, 1 Bis list is by no means exhaustive.

Kettle, I, 28. Baker, III, 5.
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Throughout her life, Eliza Haywood was "a champion of the
sex," an often unobtrusive yet persistent defender of the femi-
nist faith who radically affected the development of the novel
and, in doing so, touched the deepest sensibilities of her fe-

male readers.

/[What she/ did was gquietly to transform the accepted
role of women, not by claiming it should be something
else, but by seeing it in a different way. In pre-
senting woman and her reception of experience, her
knowledge, her moral choices, her attempt to under-
stand the nuances of situations and her own fluctua-
tion of feeling--her endeavour, in short, to compre-
hend experience--[ﬂayoog/ implicitly denied an atti-
tude IB§°h held women incapable of important experi-
ence,

The pages of her novels are filled with the passions and adventures
of women like those who formed her audience. It is not often that
she spends much time analyzing the palpitations in a male bosom.
Her heroes and villains exist primarily to arouse the emotions of
her heroines, as her "luscious" erotic descriptions are included
to stimulate the imagination and sympathy of her female readers.
At the same time, her fiction challenges basic contemporary as-
sumptions about and attitudes towards women, the most obvious
being the belief that females are either virgins or whores, Most
of Haywood's heroines are neither; rather, they are ordinary wo-
men, members of a nebulous upper middle class, who experience
life with intensity and act with dignity and resolution. In some

of her novels, such as The Distressed Orphan (1726), The British

10
' Doody, pp. 21-22,
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Recluse (1722), The City Jilt (1726) and her later masterpiece,

Betsy Thoughtless (1751), she even allows herself the luxury of

an open challenge to the legal and moral restrictions on her sex.
Yet on the whole, her attitude is nothing like the militant femi-
nism of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The male tyranny
she decries is primarily psychological rather than political, and
throughout her works, she attempts to present more equitable re-
lationships, marriages which are partnerships, and men who pre-
fer having a friend and companion to owning a slave.

Using and modifying the various conventions of the romance,
including the stereotypes it offered of heroes and heroines, Hay-
wood evolved a fictional formula which allowed her to express what
she perceived to be reality for her female readers. This formula
proved extremely adaptable. In the first half of her career, she
based novels on all the different permutations of it, including
role reversals and unconventional endings along with more typical
versions of relations between men and women. After Richardson and
Fielding had exaggerated the comic and tragic aspects of the form-
ula into a kind of perfection, Haywood was able to adapt it to
pioneer a new form of novel more closely related to the compromises
and acco@bdations of everyday life. It is my purpose in this
study to examine the ways in which she was able to collect the
themes and devices of earlier works and shape them into a pattern
which allowed her to portray the psychological realities of love.

Defoe's realism has earned him a considerable reputation a-
mong historians of the novel. Haywood, his female counterpart in
output, in ingenuity, and in popularity, has been virtually ignored.

I would contend that through her portrayal of women, in particular,
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she developed a kind of realism which exactly complimented his.
If Defoe, as some have claimed, is the father of the modern novel,
then Eliza Haywood is certainly its mother, and should be given

a prominent place on that genre's family tree.




II

ELIZA HAYWOOD'S LIFE

The relationship of an author's life to his or her writing is
generally of dubious critical relevance; the two are obviously re-
lated, but what is significant is the writing itself. In the case
of Haywood, or of anyone whose contributions, like hers, have been
largely overlooked, the circumstances of her life can be valuable
additional evidence in building a case for critical reappraisal.
Haywood's biography in particular, her unconventionality, her ser-
iousness, and her resilient perseverance over the thirty-five years
of her career, adds weight to whatever claims I might make for her
importance as an author. She was so prolific that any catalogue
of eighteenth-century fiction offers ample documentation of her
professional activity; the details of her personal life are more
difficult to trace. The era in which she lived has been called
"the age of scanda.l,"1 and, as we have seen, Grub Street was a
particularly scandalous locale. Consequently, it is almost im-
possible to untangle rumour and slander from fact. Her first bio-
grapher, David Erskine Baker, was hampered with more than the usu-

al obstacles, having

been credibly informed that, from a supposition of
some improper liberties being taken with her history,
she laid a solemn injunction on a person who was well
acquainted with all the particulars of it, not to com-
municate to anyone the least circumstance relating to

1

By T. H. White in The Age of Scandal (London, 195Q).




43

her.2

Given the temper of the age, Haywood would have been wiser to stop
the gossip by allowing the truth to be revealed. Unfortunately,
she chose otherwise, and we have very little actual information

on which to base a biography. Over the years, several scholars
have researched various aspects of her history, but their valuable
discoveries have never been amalgamated. In this biographical es-
say I propose to bring together for the first time everything that
is known about Eliza Haywood's life, and to add a few discoveries
and deductions of my own. The relationship of her life to her
works will become evident when we begin to examine the novels
themselves,

The date and circumstances of Haywood's birth are the first
mystery with which her biographer is confronted. Baker gives no
date, and adds "that her father was in the mercantile way; that
she was born at London; and at the time of her death, which was,

I think, in 1759, she was about sixty-three years of age."3 The
later edition  of Bgker's work corrects the date of her death,4
but adds nothing regarding her birth or parentage. Working back-
wards from her stated age at death, we arrive at the year 1693 for

it
her birth year, and that has become commonly accepted, though, is

ol WE T Baker, The Companion to the Playhouse (London: 1764), vol.

II. This edition is unpaginated. The 1812 revision by Stephen

Jones is entitled Biographiajnralatica; the passage quoted is found

gn I, 321, Companion to the Playhouse, II.
Biographia Dramatica, I, 321,
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frequently quoted with a question mark.5 However, two years af-

ter the Biographia Dramatica, Alexander Chalmers contributed the

information that sheb"was the daughter of a tradesman in London,
of the name of Fowler. . . . n6 Where he obtained this informa-
tion is not known, for he lists as his primary source the Bio-
graphia Dramatica, and in all other respects the two sketches are
almost identical. Moreover, the last edition of the biographical
dictionary of which Chalmers' work is a substantial revision does

7

not mention any name. However, if Chalmers is correct in calling
her father Fowler, then according to the research of G. F. Whicher,
her first biographer in this century, she was born in 1690. Comb-
ing the parish registers for the years around 1693, he found an
entry for 21 January 1689/90, recording the christening of "Eli-
zabeth dau. of Robert ffowler and Elizabeth his wife" at St.
Peter's, Cornhill.8 Although Whicher prefers the later date, des-
pite his own evidence, Haywood's other major biographers accept
1690.9 As the truth of the matter depends entirely on Chalmers'
information, and as his source of information is unknown, the

mystery of her birth cannot yet be solved.

Of Haywood's early life we know next to nothing. Her father,

2 See, for example, Sidney Lee's article on Haywood in the DNB,
gr Dobree, p. 647.
7 The General Biographical Dictionary (London, 1814), XVII, 443.

g A New and General Biographical Dictionary (London, 1798), VIII, 93.
9 Whicher, p. 2.

Walter and Clare Jerrold, in Five Queer Women (London, 1929), p. 204.
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if he was in fact Robert Fowler of Cornhill, was a hosier by
trade.lo In the vague biographieal sketch in the first number of

The Female Spectator, Haywood claimed "a genius tolerably exten-

sive, and an education more liberal than is ordinarily allowed to

persons of my s€X. « « o nll

If her impeccable translations from
the French and her wide-ranging literary allusions are an accurate
reflection of her knowledge, her education was also much better
than the daughter of a hosier would ordinarily have received, No-
thing further is known of her during these early years, though
seferal crities have suggested that Steele painted her portrait,
as "Sappho," in The Tatler,number 6 (April 23, 1709).12 This is

a fairly disparaging picture of a frivolous "fine lady, who writes
verses, sings, dances, and can say and do whatever she pleases,
without the imputation of anything that can injure her character;
for she is so well known to have no passion but self-love; or folly
but affectation. « « nl3 The Jerrolds disagree with this iden-

tifications

If Sappho had been anything more than a figment of
Steele's imagination, the original could obviously not
have been the daughter of a London tradesman and a

girl of sixteen, as she would have been if the commonly
accepted year of her birth as 1693 is correct, and it

is but little more likely if we are right in putting

her birth back three or four years earlier. . . . Cer- 1
tainly the ascription to Eliza Haywood may be dismissed. 4

10 Whicher, p. 2. 12 1 The Female Spectator, 7th ed. (London,
ITD) 2 3. The identification is made by J. Nichols in
his edition of The Tatler (London, 1786), I, 54; and is repeated
Igrbatin by Chalmers in his edition (London, 1806), I, 54-55.

Richard Steele, The Tatler, in Bzijia} Essayista, I, 38-39.
See also Number 40 (July 12, 1709). 4 Jerrold, p. 205.
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Another reason for dismissing Nichols's identification of Sappho
is that it seems to be based on Haywood's having "appeared before

this time upon the stage in Irela.nd."l5

Actually, her earliest
agsociation with the theatre is not until 1714, five years after
the appearance of the reference in question. But what makes the
ascription even more unlikely is that Eliza had married, sometime
before spring, 1711, the Reverend Valentine Haywood, rector of
Baconsthorpe and Bodham in Norfolk, and newly appointed lecturer
of St. Matthew's, Friday Street.16 The christening of their son
Charles is recorded in the parish register of St. Mary Aldermary
on 3 December, 1711.17 Valentine was fourteen years (or seven-
teen) older than his wife, and staunchly conservative; his main

claim to fame is that in 1719 he published An Examination of Dr.

Clarke's Seripture-Doctrine of the Trinity, with a Confutation of it.

The work is a paragraph by paragraph refutation from
the authority of scripture of the Seripture-Doctrine
of the Trinity (1712) by . . . Dr. Samuel Clarke, whose
unorthodox views prevented Queen Caroline from making
him Archbishop of Canterbury. The Reverend Mr. Hay-
wood was upon safe groundlén attacking a book already
condemned in Convocation.

It seems highly unlikely that an aspiring cleric with extremely
conservative views would marry a woman with a well-established
reputation as a coquette and a fool, especially if her folly had

been publicized in a popular periodical publication.

1% The Tatler, ed. Nichols, I, 54. 16 Joseph Foster, Alumni
Qal'aniggm 1500-1714 (Oxforiea.nd London, 1892), II, 683,
Whicher, p. 2. Whicher, p. 2.
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However, the Reverend Mr. Haywood did marry a woman who, with
extraordinary boldness and temerity, cherished an ambition to ap-
pear on the stage. Eliza's life at this point takes an almost in-
credible turning. Although her husband's duties presumably car-
ried him no further afield than Norfolk, and although he resided
in London, his wife followed the example of many other aspiring
thespians and put herself under the tutelage of Joseph Ashbury, the
director of the Smock Alley Theatre-Royal in Dublin.l9 Ashbury
was renowned throughout Britain as a teacher of acting, and had
recently established the Smock Alley theatre as the semi-official
training ground for actors and actresses hoping to work on the
London stage.20 Haywood arrived in Dublin early in 1714 and pro-
bably remained until the spring of 1717, although according to ex-
tant records she appeared in only one play.21 She took the part

of Chloe in Shadwell's adaptation of Timon of Athens.22 While in

Dublin, she met several people who would later figure more impor-
tantly in her life., William Rufus Chetwood, later the prompter at

Drury Lane as well as an author and bookseller, was one of Ash-

24

bury's assistants;23 James Quin

25

and Ashbury's son-in-law, Tho-
mas Elrington, were members of the troupe, and the poet James
Sterling had just begun what became a fourteen-year association

with Smock Alley.26 Upon her return to London in 1717, one of

;g William Clark, The Early Irish Stage (Oxford, 1955), p. 149.

Charles Dibdin, A,Conpletglglgjory of the English Stage (London,
1797-1800), IV, 432. Clark, pp.2§60, 208. Records are
particularly scanty for this period. W. R. Chetwood, A Gen-
eral History g£5tgg Stage (Dublin, 1749} p. 57. See also Whicher,
Bg 5- Clark, p. 148. 4 clark, p. 150.

John R. Elwood, "The Stage Career of Eliza Haywood," Theatre
Survey, 5 (1964), 108.,.5ee also Joseph Knight's article on Elring-
ton in the DNB. La Tourette Stockwell, Dublin Theatres and
Theatre Customs (1637-1820) (1938; rpt. New York, 1968), p. 56.
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these connections proved immediately useful. On 23 April of that

year, the playbill for John Banks's The Earl of Essex at Lincoln's

Inn Field lists "Nottingham--Mrs. Haywood, lately arrived from
Ireland." The only other player mentioned is Elrington, who may
have helped her to obtain the part.27 Nothing is known of her
activities between this single performance and the publication of
her first novel late in 1719. John Elwood proposes that she may
have become a strolling player, as Richard Savage and Bonnell
Thornton both suggest.28

The state of Haywood's marriage during these years is ano-
ther mystery, and a greater one. It is impossible to imagine a
union between a staid, middle-aged clergyman and a strong-minded
young woman intent on a career in the theatre. In the early years
of the century the stage was not yet wholly respectable for a
woman, There were individuals, like Mrs., 0ldfield and Susannah
Centlivre, whose stature in the theatre earned them a certain
respectability; however, on the whole, actresses were still re-
garded as little better than prostitutes. As a clergyman Valen-
tine was dependent upon the good opinion of others for his ad-
vancement and had to be careful of his reputation. It seems

wife
scarcely possible that he would have given hE”\permilsion to com-

21 Elwood, "Stage Career," p. 108. See also The London Stage, ed.
Emmett L. Avery (Carbondale, 1960), Part II, vol. i, 4463 and J.
Doran, Annals of the English Stage (London, 1888), I, 407 and II,
102 for details of Elrington's possible influence in the theatre.
He was also associated with Chetwood. See W. J. MacQueen Pope,
Theatre Royal Drury Lane (Longgn, 1945), pe 139, and the article on
Elrington in the DNB. i Elwood, "Stage Career," p. 109 and
Pe 115 note 6.
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promige him so publiecly. His orthodoxy makes it even less likely
that he would consent to her abandoning her family (her son would
only have been three at the time) for the pursuit of disreputable
fame, C. A. Moore has discovered an interesting advertisement in
‘Mist's Weekly Journal for 24 September, 1715. "It is there an-
nounced that one week later . . . will be published 'The Crosses
and Disappointments of Love, Entitled, A Tragi-Comedy Dialogue
between Mr. Andrew Yeatman and Mrs. Eligzabeth Haywood, in 3
voln.'“zﬁ No copy of this work has been found; Moore speculates
that it may never have been published, and that "the Advertise-
ment was inserted merely to expose the lovers or to extort black-
mail."Bo He argues that the advertisement indicates that Hay-
wood had taken a lover as early as 1715, and that Andrew Yeatman
was the first in what may have been a long line of lovers leading

3

to her eventual elopement. Moore's argument is not convineing.

Haywood was in Dublin in 1715; Yeatman was still an apprentice in

32

Cheapside. Moreover, improbable as it seems, there is evidence

that Eliza and Valentine resumed conjugal relations on her return
to London. A letter from her to an unknown correspondent, dated
20 August, 1720, suggests that she may even have turned from ac-

tress to author at his request:

Sir The stage not answering my expectation, and
the averseness of my relations to it, has made me turn

i C. A. Moore, "A Note on the Biography of Hrgo Eliza Haywood,"

dern Language Notes, 322(1918), 249. Moore, p. 249.
Moore, p. 250. Moore, pe 249. It is possible that,
like the Earl of Egmont, Moore is confusing the author with an E-
lizabeth Haywood who ran a bagnio in Covent Garden. See Edward C.
Fletcher, "The Date of Eliza Haywood's Death," Notes and Queries,
166 (1934), 385.
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my genius another way; I have printed some little
things which have met a better reception than they
deserved, or I expected: and have now ventured on

a translation to be done by subseription, the prop053
sals whereof I take the liberty to send you. o « o

If they were reconciled, as the reference to her "relations" im-
plies, their domestic harmony was not long-lived; Eliza eloped

from Valentine three months later:

Whereas Elizabeth Haywood, wife of the Reverend Mr.
Valentine Haywood, eloped from him her husband on
Saturday the 26th of November last past, and went
away without his knowledge and consent: This is to
give notice to all persons in general, that if any
shall trust her either with money or goeds, or if
she shall contract debts of any kind whgxloever, the
said Mr. Haywood will not pay the same,

It is the particularity of this advertisement, specifying an ex-
act day and date, which leads me to believe that until the time he
mentions, Valentine and Eliza maintained at least some semblance
of a marriage. This disclaimer of responsibility should also es-
tablish once and for all that Eliza was not abandoned by her hus-
band.55 Nothing more is known of their relationship, except that
Valentine gave up the rectorship of Baconsthorp some time in 1721,
perhaps because of the notoriety surrounding his failed marriage,

though he remained rector of Bodham till the year of his death,

33 This letter (State Papers, Dom, George I, Bundle 22, Number 97)
%z given in full in Whicher, pp. 10-11, and in Jerrold, p. 211.
Post-Boy, 7-10 January, 1720/21. This advertisement is also
gven in Whicher, p. 3 and in Jerrold, p. 212,
This is a frequent error, and is repoated even as recently as
1972, in Adburgham, p. 73.
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He was moderately successful in his career, if not in his domestic
affdirs, becoming minister of Great St. Helen's, Bishopsgate, in
1729 and lecturer to Lady Moyses in 1736. He died in 1744 at the

age of sixty—eight.36

If Haywood did not turn to fietion at her husband's instiga-
tion, she was almost certainly encouraged to write by her col-
league from Dublin, William Chetwood. By 1719 he was back in Eng-

land; he established himself as a bookseller, and he undertook to

launch his friend's career.37 The first part of Love in Excess
cam2out anonymously. It included a dedication to Mrs. 0ldfield,

the actress, signed not by the author, but by the bookseller him=-
self, In it, he tells her that

the author of the following lines is a young lady,
whose greatest pride is in the patroness I have chose
her; but she's fearful in not pleasing one who I am

well %gsured is a real critic without their ill na-
ture.

Mrs. Oldfield was probably acquainted with Chetwood from his ac-
tivities in the theatre; he also thanks her for "your late good-
ness to me.”39 On his personal appeal she might be expected to be
generous to the fledgling author. The picture that we get of Hay-
wood hiding behind her publisher is not consistent with the image
of a woman eloping from safety and conventionality to the uncer-

tainties of literature. However, her trepidation did not last;

36 Francis Blomefield, An Essay Towards a Topographical History of
the County of Eorfol§7(London, 1807), VI, 513 and IX, 369, See also
Foster, p. 683, The DNB articlgeon Chetwood records his first
appearance as a bookse11e§9in 1720 Love in Excess (London,
1719), pp. ii-iii, Love in Excess, pp. i-ii.
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the first part of Love in Excess proved such a success that "By

Mrs Haywood" appeared on the title page of Part II. Part III
followed on 25 February, 1720. The novel was extremely popular,
reaching its fifth edition by August, 1723; it was evidently this
success which encouraged her to undertake to publish a translation

by subseription later in the year. Love in Excess also brought

her a new cirecle of friends. Prefixed to the second installment
was a poem by Richard Savage, "To Mrs. Eliza Haywood, on her No-
vel, call'd Love in Excess, etc." The poem is extravagant in her
praise. "Since a comp|imentary poem would normally be printed in
the first volume, it is likely that Savage made her acquaintance

n40 Savage also met Aaron Hill in 1720;41

only after it appeared.
whether Hill introduced Haywood to Savage or Savage introduced her
to Hill, we have no way of telling. But it is certain that this
‘is the beginning of their coterie, which also consisted of Miranda
Hill, John Dyer, David Mallet, and Martha Fowke Sansom, who was
known to everyone as "Clio.," Haywood quickly christened Hill
"Hillarius," and Savage became "Riverius," from his putative fa-
ther, Earl Rivers. Haywood herself remained simply "Eliza."
Haywood's relations with this coterie between 1720 and 1725
are the third great mystery in her life., Few of the verse tri-
butes they wrote to each other can be dated with any certainty;

allusions are vague, and gossip clouds the picture even further.

Aaron Hill contributed an epilogue to her first play, The Fair

1‘1’ Clarence Tracy, The Artificial Bastard (Toronto, 1953), p. 60.

Tracy, pe 59.
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Captive, in March, 1721; he also wrote three other poems in her
praise. "On Eliza's designed Voyage to Spain" was first printed

in Savage's Miscellaneous Poems and Translations by Several Hands,

which came out in 1726, but like many of the other pieces in the
collection, it had probably been written several years earlier.42
Hill's poem, though brief, is typical of the group's effusions:

To Spain! forbid it, Heav'n oh, think no more,

To bless, profusely, that abounding shorel

It can, to souls like thine, no pleasure yield,

To waste manure, on the too fertile field:

Our beggared soil, at home alone, should share,

The generous influence of Eliza's carel

Since Spain, highetreasured grasps the goigen West,
Oh! 1let thy Indies, be, by us, possesst!

Besides what seems now like mindless flattery, this poem contains
one of the few shreds of evidence we have for believing that Hay-
wood may actually have visited some of the scenes of her novels.44
Hill's metaphors are strange; there seems to be an undertone of
sexual innuendo, or even nastiness, in his images of fecundity.
However, in the same collection he printed a long poem called "The
Vision," in which Eliza becomes the earthly incarnation of virtue,
constancy, wisdom and imagination. He writes of her in terms which
recall some of her own heroines: "Where all that's manly, joins
with all that's sweet."45 The one quality which Hill seems to

emphasize especially is her humility:

Her worth no consecious pride of merit strains,
O'er her wide soul impartial reason reigns;

2? See Savage's poetical Works, ed. Clarence Tracy (Cambridge, 1962).
scellaneous Poe London, 1726), p. 90. See Whicher,

0 -5
Pe 22 and note 29, > Miscellaneous Poems, p. 75. See below, p- 247.




Blind to her beams, she feels not hzg own flame,
And over-winning, undervalues Famel

This is especially 1ntorentin¢ because Haywood also wrote a poem
called "The Vision," in which she bemoans her inability to thank

him and praise him for his encouragement.?! The third and last

poem by Hill’ __ "On occasion of some verses, from Eliza," is

S4

even more useful in terms of what it tells us about her early ex-

cursions into literature:

I

Charmer! no more, by partial friendship led,
To humble themes, mis-tune thy heav'nly lyrel
Wide as the poles, thy sweeping pinions spread,
And soar to subjects, worthy of thy fire!

II

Chain'd short, by fortune, I unwinged, remain,
A fruitless meaner, far beneath thy praise:
Warm'd by thy heat, I poorly wish, in vain,
For means, to fan thy earth-enlight'ning blaze.

III

0! were the world not deaf, and fortune blind,

How would thy Joy-drest Muse, encouraged, shinel
How would the gen'ral ggg;gf of mankind,
To prove their wit, concur in praising thine.

Iv

If poets prophets are, the time shall be,

When I, by means unguessed, shall reach the pow'r,
To stretch the world's eye wide, thy muse to see,
With star-bent flight, like some new Juno tow'r,

v

Mean while, what other theme deserves thy pen,
But death-edged satire, on this stupid age?
Where Poetry, un-nerved, in worthless men,

Has given a woman all Apollo's rage!l

46

eral Occasions, in Seeret Histories (London, 1742), II, 280-83,
98 Qaren Hill, Works (London, 1753), IIT, 364-6S-

Miscellaneous Poems, p. 37. 47 Eliza Haywood, Poems on Sev-
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Is this Hill's answer to "The Vision"? Was it written in 1721 af-

ter The Fair Captive, launched with his aid, had failed to estab-

lish Haywood as a dramatic poet? Although Hill's poem cannot an-
swer these guestions, it offers ample proof that Haywood's liter-
ary ambitions were extremely important to her, and that they were
taken seriously by at least one not inconsiderable man of letters.49
Haywood's relationship with Richard Savage is even more sig-
nificant, and it is complicated by the omnipresent Clio. We know
that in 1720 Savage painted "the wonders of Eliza's Praise";So in
1722, he wrote a poem, "Unconstant," to Clio.51 In neither case
is his relationship with the subject of his wrses made explicit.

In mid-December, 1723, Savage printed another poem to Haywood,

this time on The Rash Resolve, which was about to be published.

Fulsome effusion is mingled with more sober praise:

Doomed to a fate, which damps the Poet's flame

A Muse, unfriended, greets thy rising Namel
Unvers'd in Envy's, or in Flatt'ry's Phrase,
Greatness she flies, yet merit claims her praise;
Nor will she, at her with'ring Wrath, repine, 52
But smile, if Fame, and Fortune cherish thine.

These lines seem to communicate the same respect for Haywood's
seriousness of purpose that we found in Hill's verses. The rest

of this poem is sheer extravagance. In May, 1724, Savage was wri-

53

ting of Clio in the same vein. Then, on 8 September of that

Y gee below, pp. 74-79. 52 "To Mrs. Eliza Haywood," rep_rinted
%Q Poetical Works, p. 22. Poetical Works, pp. 80-81.

The poem, prefixed to The Rash Resolgg (London, 1724) is re-
printed in Poetical Works, p. 50. 8ee Poetical Works, pp.
52-54.
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year, Haywood published Part I of her most notorious "secret his-

tory": Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of

Utopia, which contains both a detailed, sympathetic account of
Savage's version of his parentage, and a particularly virulent,
many-pronged attack on Clio. She complains of Riverius's un-
kindness, and ascribes his change of heart to her rival, a woman

who pretends

to have 9n intimate acquaintance with the Muses--

has judgment enough to know that ease and please make
a rhyme, and to count ten syllables on her fingers.
This is the stock with which she sets up for a wit,
and among some ignorant wretches passes for such; but
with people of true understanding, nothing affords
more subject of ridiculg4 than that incoherent stuff
which she calls verses.

Later in the work, Haywood is more abusive, and more candid about

the cause of her hatred.

The monster whose soul is wholly composed of hypo-
crisy, envy and lust, can ill endure another woman
should be esteemed mistress of those virtues she has
acted with too bare faced an impudence to pretend to,
and is never so happy as when by some horrid strata-
gem she finds the means to traduce and blast the char-
acter of the worthy. To assist a disposition there-
fore so near of kin, and so pleasing to the infernal
potentate, a thousand busy fiends are always at her
call to furnish mischief. . . . '"Tis enough for her

to lay the scheme of mischief, the executing it she
leaves to others, who, if detected, must bear the
blame. . . . With how much readiness the easily de-
ceived Riverius has obliged her in spreading those re-
ports, coined in the hellish mint of her own brain, I
am sorry to say; but as his adhering too much to the
interest of so detestable a creature has been the only

>4 Memoirs of a Certain Island (London, 1725), I, 47. Quoted in
Whicher, p. 108 and in Jerrold, p. 238. Their discussions of rela-
tions between Savage and the two women have been invaluable.
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crime he has hitherto been guilty of, 'tis to be hoped
his good sense will in a short time get the better of
her infatuations. It cannot be doubted but that he
has lost many friends on her account, in particular
one there was who bore him a singular respect, though
no otherwise capacitated to serve him than by good
wishes., This person received a more than common in-
jury from him, through the instigations of that female
fury; but yet continuing to acknowledge his good qua-
lities, and pitying his falling into the contrary,
took no other revenge than writing a little satire. . .

This satire, "To the Ingenius Riverius, on his writing in the
praise of Friendship," calls him a Thersites and a Pandarus, but
relates how his poetic gifts still her indignation and rekindle ad-
miration in her "ravish'd heart."56 Whicher and the Jerrolds con-
clude from this passage that Haywood was the one particular friend
whom Savage injured at Clio's instigation. They also infer that
Haywood was eager to forgive him and "to keep in the good graces
of Savage while addressing his 'Clio! in her best Billingsgate,"57

which included charges of promiscuity and incest.58

This inter-
pretation is supported by the fact that the passage and poem are
spoken, in the book, by the God of Love himself, which would seem
to suggest that Haywood had been Savage's mistress. However, the
damage to their relationship was evidently irreparable; a3 few
months later Savage added insult to injury when, in "The Authors
of the Town," he praised Clio as "the life of loveliness, thou

soul of song," and ascribed to her the same power to command the

25 Memoirs of a Certain Island, I, 19&-85. Quoted in Jerrold, ppe.
238-39 and in Whnger, Pe 107, Mnmggza of a Certain Island,
I, 185-86. Jerrold, p. 240. See Memoirs of a

Certain Island, I, 43-44; p. 45; ppe 47-49.
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emotions with which he had previously credited Haywood.59 Eliza

is degraded to

A Cast-off Dame, who of Intrigues can judge,
Writes scandal in Romance-=A Printer's Drudge!l
Flush'd with Success, for Stage-Renown she pantsso
And melts, and swells, and pens luxurious Rants.

This poem was only the first in a series of personally abusive
poems and pamphlets Savage was to direct at a woman who had pro-
bably been his lover., Clio took her own revenge, appealing to
Hillarius to protect her from "the scorpion Haywood," "this ti-
gress who delights in my misfortunes, and pursues me in all that
w61

is dear and sacred to me. . . o

In Memoirs of a Certain Island, Haywood offers a clue to

Clio's influence over Savage, suggesting that his attraction to
her "was motivated less by love than self-interest“;62 she further
speculates that Clio had been the mistress of John Manners, the
third Duke of Rutland, who may have forced Arnold Sansom to marry
her as a blind for their a.ffair.63 Savage's biographer concludes
that Clio did introduce Savage to the Duke, and also to the Duch-
ess, to whom he dedicated the Miscellaneous Poems in 1726. Rut-

land may also have become an informal patron of the Volunteer

Zg Poetical Works, p. 73. See also Jerrold, p. 240 and Whicher, p.109.

Poetical Worksslp. 73; Whicher, p. 110; Jerrold, p. 240. See also
Tracy, p. 6l. Martha Fowke Sansom, Clio; or a Secret History
of the Life and Amours of the Late Celebrated Mrs, S-N-M (London,
1752), p. 47, p. 48. Quoted in full in Jerrold, p. 244. The Bri-
tish Museum copy of this work ( 1418.¢-S8| ) includes an interesting
series of hand-written notes in pggcil, comparing Haywood'!s account
of her life with Clio's own. Tracy, p. 64. See Memoirs of a
Certain Island, I, 183. 5 Tracy, p. 65, o
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Laureate.64 It is probably in contrast to these supposed ser-
vices that Haywood refers to herself as "no otherwise capacitated
to serve him than by good wishes." 1In the light of these rela-
tionships, one of her occasional poems may loom with particular
significance. Among several pieces relating to Hillarius, there
is a series of three poems "translated from the French." All
three are the lamentations of a woman cast off by her lover and
afraid that there is no hope of his return. Such a subject is
not unusual in itself; love in all its forms was rapidly becoming

Haywood's livelihood. But Poems on Several Occasions was first

published late in January, 1724, which was just at the time that
the quarrel between Haywood and Savage was erupting; moreover, the
other four poems are alllautobiographical in some respect. Turning
then to the ostensible translations, it is diffieult to avoid con-
cluding that the love affair described is her own, and that "thou
God of my desires" is none other than her Riverius. She speaks

of her hope of reconciliation, which we also found expressed in
But the most interesting, from a biographical standpoint, is the
first of the series, "Climene's Complaint to Mirtillo," which

seems to indicate most e xplicitly her own affairs:

Return, return, my faithless dear, returnl!
No longer let the poor Climene mourn!
Climene! who for thee the world despis'd;
Climene! once by thee so justly priz'dl

. L . . . . . . . . . Ll . . . . . . . . L

Chang'd is your mind since Paris! choice you praised,

64 Tracy, pp. 65-66.
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Who, by the hope of love and beauty raised,
Adjudged the long-contested golden prize,
Alone was due to Venus' conqu'ring eyes.
Juno would now the envy'd preference claim,
And Love be thought an empty airy name,
For greatness you forsake the shady grogg,
And to the loud tumultuous town remove.

If Haywood believed that Savage chose Clio out of self-interest
rather than love, then her accusation of "Mirtillo's" change of
mind is an accurate reflection of her own predicament. The iden-
tification is strengthened further by her speaking in the persona

of the God of Love, Venus's son, in Memoirs of a Certain Island.

If she is writing truthfully of her own affairs in this part of
the poem, it seems likely that she is equally truthful earlier,
when she says that for his sake she "the world despis'd." She
met Savage early in 1720; by the end of November she had eloped
from her clergyman husband, & singular instance of despising the
world., Was it for Savage's sake that she eloped?

If Haywood was abandoned by Savage, she had several other
associations during this period of her life which proved more re-
warding. In 1725, James Sterling prefixed a poetic tribute to

Volume IV of Secret Histories, Novels and Poems. Her other friend

from Ireland, William Chetwood, remained her publisher until 17235,
when he became prompter at Drury Lane,66 at which time his succes-
sor, J. Roberts, became her principal bookseller. His influence

at the theatre may have helped her get her comedy produced there

that same year. Chetwood's next known meeting with Haywood took

22 Poems on Several Occasions, in Secret Histories (1742), II, 272.

DNB, Joseph Knight's article on Chetwood,
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place in the pages of the Dunciad.67 Whatever their personal re-
lations may have been, Chetwood remained friendly towards his
protegee, for his assessment of her in A General History of the

Stage is extremely kind:

Mrs. Haywood has made herself Eminent to the polite
world by her writings; she is still alive. Her nu-
merous novels will be ever esteemed by Lovers of that
sort of amusement. . . + As the pen is her chief means
of subsistance, the world may find many books of her
writing, tho! none have met with more success than
her NOVELS. « + . Her Dramatick Works have all died
in their first visiting the world, being exhibited in
very sickly seasons for Poetry. Mr. Pope has taken
her for his Goddess of Dulness in hig _Dunciad, but she
need not blush in such good Conpany.g

Haywood may also have had friends in more elevated stations, In

1721 she dedicated The Fair Captive to Thomas, Viscount Gage, an

Irish peer who had recently been created a Baron;69 in this de-

dication she again offers a tantalizing whiff of autobiography:

The noblest performances stand in need of more than
their own merit to support 'em; and the most celebrated
authors, I mean of those whose Muse is their depen-
dence, are obliged to seek the protection of some pow-
erful name. But how melancholy a reflection this must
be, to a person who has neither merit to deserve, nor
good-fortune to obtain the favour of a patron illus-
trious enough to disappoint the efforts of ill-nature?
For my own part, who, I confess, Have little pretences
to the one, and never had much reason to rely on the
latter; I suffered all that that apprehension could

67 See below, p-69. 68 Chetwood, p. 57.

69 G. E. Cokayne, The Complete Peerage of England, Scotland, Irelland,
Great Britain and the United Kingdom, ed. V. Gibbs and H, A. Double-
day (London, 1926), V, 596.
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inflicet, and found that I wanted many more arguments
than the little philosophy I am mistress of could fur-
nish me with, to enable me to stem that tide of rail-
lery which all of my sex, unless they are very excel-
lent indeed, must expect when once they exchange the
needle for the quill.

It was in this condition your Lordship's pity found
me; and by an excess of goodness, taught me that those
very misfortunes which would bar the gates of favour
against my hopes, addressed to those of a less elova-70
ted mind, were pleas sufficient to introduce me here.

Although he may have met her first in Ireland, from what she says
it seems more likely that Gage befriended her in some way after
she first began to write. He may even have been moved to assist
her especially because she was a woman. He may also have been the
recipient of the letter from which I have already quoted?l which

claims a previous relationship in the same way:

I have been so much used to receive favours from you
that I can make no doubt of your forgiveness for this
freedom, great as it is, and that you will also be-
come one of those persons, whose names are a counten-
ance to my undertaking. I am a mistress of neither
words nor happy turn of thought to thank you as I
ought for the many unmeritted favours you have con-
ferred on me, but beg you to believe 511 that a grate-
ful soul can feel, mine does. « o « 7

Although Gage's name is conspicuously absent from the subseription
list of Haywood's "undertaking," Letters from 2 Lady of Quality
1o a Chevalier, that omission might have been the result of dis-

cretions On the other hand, the recipient could have been Aaron

10 The Fair Captive (London, 1721), pp. vii-ﬁf. Quotid in Jerrold,
9 ¢ 218-19 and Whicher, p. 20 note 26, See above, pp- 49-50

State Papers, Dom. George I, Bundle 22, Number 97. Quoted in
Whicher, p. 11 and Jerrold, p. 211,
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Hill, whose name does appear on the list of 310, which also in~
cludes seven Baronets, four Ladies, two Lady Dowagers, a pair of
Doctors a Marchioness and a Viscount. Among the notable names
appear those of Middleton, the actor; the eninehtly respectable
novelist Jane Barker; the bookseller Osborne, who would later be
pilloried with Haywood in the Dunciad; Charles de la Faye, an Un-
dersecretary of State, and "that universal patron of minor authors,
Gﬁorgo Bubb, Esq., later the Doddington to whom Thomson dedicated
his 'Sunner."'73 This list is proof that Haywood was making a
name for herself among readers of considerable quality. The Fair
Captive also offers evidence of her personal associations. Hill
wrote the epilogue; James Quin, her aequaintance from Ireland and
now a prominent actor, played one of the major roles. In March,
1721, the play died after three nights, earning its author roughly
seven ponnds,74 but it was acted again on 16 November of that year
"at the desire of several persons of gquality"to benefit the author.75
All the facts that we have about Haywood'!s life during these
early years of her career testify to her extraordinary energy and
determination. In 1722 she published two novels. 1723 brought
three new novels, a new play, and the first three volumes of her
collected works; she also appeared at Drury Lane, probably under

Chetwoodts direction, in one of the naih roles in that play.76

5 wnicher, p. 11. 74 mhe London Stage, Part II, vol. ii,
618. Total receipts for the night were £46 16s 6d, from which the
management would probably have deducted a standard charge of £40.
London Stage, II, i, lv. See also John Genelt,7 ome Account of the
English Stage (Bath, 1832), III, 59-60. London Stage, II,
ii, 647. Unfortunately, Haywood probably lost money on the perfor-
mance, receipts coming to less than £33, 1 London Stage, II, ii,
731-32, See also Whicher, pp. 7-8; Jerrold, p. 220; Elwood, "Stage
Career," p. 109; and Genest, III, 113-14,
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1724 and 1725, when her quarrel with Savage was at its peak, were
also her busiest years, bringing forth, between them, thirteen
novels; one periodical; three translations, one in three volumes;
and two separate four-volume collections of her works. 1726 and
1727 were only slightly less productive, claiming thirteen novels,
one volume of translation, and two additional volumes of collected
works, During the last two years of this first stage of her ca-
reer, she published six or seven novels, one translation, and her
third play. She also gained new notoriety by becoming the "hero-

ine" of the Dunciad:

See in the circle next, Eliza plac'd;

Two babes of love close clinging to her waste;

Fair as before her works she stands confess'd,

In flow'rs and pearls by bounteous Kirkall dress'd.
The Goddess then: "Who best can send on high

The salient spout, far-streaming to the sky;

His be yon Juno of majestic sisze,

With cow-like udders, and with ox-like eyes.

This China-Jordan, let the chief ofer-come
Replenish, not inglorious, at home,"

Chetwood and Curll accept the glorious strife. « « » 1

This passage, besides offering an example of Pope's dung and of

the venom which Haywood's works were capable of inspiring, again pro-
vides us with a brief glimpse of her private life. Edmund Curll's
Compleat Key to the Dunciad explains that "the two babes of Love

e« o « the scandalous chronicle records to be the offspring of a poet

ni8

and a bookseller, Some versions claim paternity not for a poet

m The Dunciad (London, 1963), ppe. 119-24. This gassage is from
the Dunciad Variorum of 1728, lines 149-59. T Edmund Curll, A
Compleat Key to the Dunciad (Lomdon, 1728), p. 12, This work is
also reprinted in the Garland Publishing series Popeiana, VI (New
York, 1974).
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but for a peer.79 The few facts we do have offer examples of all
three: Savage, the poet; Chetwood, the bookseller; and Viscount
Gage, the peer, There is no way of assessing the truth of what
Pope suggests, but as most of the other abuse in the Dunciad seems
to be founded at least partially in faet, there is little reason
to doubt that Haywood was at least strongly rumoured to have had
two illegitimate children. If Chetwood was, in fact, the father
of a "babe of love," it is particularly ironic that he loses "E-
liza" to Curll, Pope'!s greater enemy but no connection of Haywood.
The new decade heralded a new stage in Haywood's career. The
pace at which she had been working since 1723 could not last in-
definitely, and it was broken in rather a startling way; the eX-
traordinary output I have described dropped to practically nothing.
This period is often disregarded by Haywood's biographers. The
standard explanation for her minimal productivity during these
years--only two original works and one translation are ordinarily
attributed to her between 1730 and 1740--is that the shame of be-
ing humiliated by Pope in the Dunciad' drove her underground.ao
Such an explanation in an age which thrived on scandal is surely
not satisfactory, for the more notorious an author became, for

whatever the reason, the better her or his sales would be., If any-

79 See The Works of Alexander Pope, ed. W. Elwin and W. J. Court-
hope (Londen, 1881565, IV, p. 330. This account is repeated in

the DNB. Whicher's, pp. 127-30, is the most complete
exposition of this point of view, which is adopted by many of the
historians of the novel who discuss Haywood; see, for example, 0li-
ver Elton, A Survey of English Literature 1730-1780 (London, 1928)
I, 161, or Josephine Grieder's introduction to the Garland reprint
of Eovaii (New York, 1972), p. 5. "A possible alternative explana-
tion is that Mrs. Haywood . . . 'went into keeping.'" (Day, p. 79).
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thing, Haywood became more audacious than ever, dedicating her

tragedy, Frederick, Duke of Brunswick-Lunenburgh to the Prince of

Wales in 1729. When, perhaps deterred by the furor surrounding
Pope's attack on her, the royal family conspicuously withheld their
patronage, Haywood published a preface to the play which takes them

to task for their neglect:

The high expectations the town had conceived of this
performance, on account of the theme, gave the fair-
est prospect of success; but the indifferent recep-
tion it has since met with, lays me under the neces-
gity of writing a prefaces « « + At first I imagined
it was wholly owing to my own deficienecy; but have since
been informed, that the unthinking part of the town,
perceiving the Royal Family had not vouchsafed to
honour it with their presence, readily fell into the
belief, that I . « « had drawa so ill a picture of
the hero . . « that those descended from him, thought
proper to testify their dislike by their absence.,
This opinion gained the more ground, as . . . mine
was the only new performance this season, which had
not received a sanction from some of that illustrious
line,

The preface concludes with magnificent disdain of Pope: "I know
myself beneath the censure of the Gyant-Criticks of this agee . . .
The truth is that Haywood did just the reverse of going under-

ground; obviously still panting for "stage-renown," as Savage put

it,ez she again turned to the theatre for her livelihood, and aec-

cording to one ecritie, "she played roles well suited to, indeed
occasionally capitalizing on her licentious reputation., . . » n83

She appeared a} the Haymarket Theatre with William Hatchett in his

g; Frederick, Duke of Brun-wigg-Lnnenburgg_(London, 1729), preface.

See above, r 5. Marcia Heinemann, "Eliza Haywood's
Career in the Theatre," Notes and Queries, 218 (1973), 9. This

article and John Elwood's ieited on p.97 ) represent the ma jor re-
cent research into Haywood's life. Both refer extensively to The

London Stage and add other details of her performances, ete,
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play, The Rival Father, in April, 1730;°4 in 1733 they collabor-

ated in transforming Fielding's Tragedy of Tragedies into T