
Copyright

by

Ashley Elizabeth Shannon

2005



The Dissertation Committee for Ashley Elizabeth Shannon
certifies that this is the approved version of the following dissertation:

Romantic Peripheries: The National Subject and the Colonial

Bildungsroman in Edgeworth, Scott, Child and Hogg

Committee:

__________________________________
Lisa L. Moore, Supervisor

__________________________________
Samuel Baker

__________________________________
Joanna Brooks

__________________________________
Andrew Cooper

__________________________________
Robert Olwell



Romantic Peripheries: the National Subject and the Colonial

Bildungsroman in Edgeworth, Scott, Child and Hogg

by

Ashley Elizabeth Shannon, B.A.; M.A.

Dissertation

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of

The University of Texas at Austin

in Partial Fulfillment

of the Requirements

for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

The University of Texas at Austin

August, 2005



iv

Acknowledgements

This dissertation, like most, has been a long-term project, and over the 4 years I

have taken to write it I have incurred many debts, both academic and personal.

Primary among those debts are those I owe to my committee, who, as a group,

have been unfailingly generous with their intellectual gifts, their time, and their

energy.  My work would be far poorer without the engaged, spirited, and

informed input that Andrew Cooper, Samuel Baker, Joanna Brooks and Robert

Olwell offered on an ongoing basis.  My director, Lisa Moore, contributed all of

that and more: she has been an inspiration as a scholar, a feminist, an activist,

and also a friend.  I truly appreciate both her willingness to leave me alone when

I was “thinking” and her willingness to light a fire under my desk chair when I

was being lazy—and her fine understanding of the difference between the two!

Although graduate school can all too often be a source of anxiety and

despair, I have been lucky enough to have friends who have instead made my

time at the University of Texas a pleasure, both intellectually and personally.  On

the academic front, Ellen Crowell, Jeanette Herman, Alex Barron and I

constituted a dissertation group to which it was a privilege to belong—I consider

myself profoundly fortunate to have been able to participate in our intellectual

exchanges, but even more fortunate that my friendships with these women

transcended the merely academic.  Vimala Pasupathi has been both a scholarly

inspiration and a true friend, as well as a conduit to the outside world as

represented by Kristi Park and Ben Armintor, who were both smart enough to



v

get out of academia.  Marc Faletti has been a constant source of affection, support

and distractions, and I am grateful to him for putting up with me as I went on

the job market (twice) and finished my dissertation.

The love and support of my family has been constant, even as they

(perhaps) wondered when I would hurry up and finish already.  I am deeply

indebted to my parents, Tom and Cathy Shannon, and my sister and brother-in-

law, Courtney and Dino Pinto, for their unquestioning belief that not only would

I finish my dissertation, I would eventually be gainfully employed—and I am!

Their faith in me and my abilities has been an important source of self-

confidence, and I am extra-grateful to my sister, who always knows how to make

me laugh, even on my crankiest days.  And, by demanding daily trips to the dog

park, Bailey ensured that I would always be up by 8:00, thus proving wrong

everyone who said that getting a dog would only distract me from writing.



vi

Romantic Peripheries: the National Subject and the Colonial Bildungsroman

in Edgeworth, Scott, Child and Hogg

Publication No. _________

Ashley Elizabeth Shannon, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Austin, 2005

Supervisor: Lisa L. Moore

My dissertation analyzes the hybrid status of writers from what I call the

“Romantic periphery”: Ireland, Scotland, and America. By including all three of

these regions in my argument, I challenge both the chronology and the

geography of the Romantic project to allow for a broader understanding of the

Romantic novel.  I argue that the forms and concerns of Romanticism enable

authors from non-metropolitan regions of the British Empire to reshape received

notions of national identity. Using the trope of Romantic subjectivity as it

manifests in a form I term the “colonial Bildungsroman,” these authors transform

traditional coming-of-age stories into tales in which the protagonists, rather than

maturing primarily on a psychological or emotional level, must come of age

politically by making choices about their national identity. In doing so, these
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protagonists model the transition to political maturity that Edgeworth, Scott,

Hogg, and Child believe their respective nations must undergo as well.

In identifying these authors as inhabitants of the Romantic periphery, I

argue that their status as hybrid citizens—citizens whose national affiliations the

British Empire has attempted to subsume—prompts these authors to shape

national identities that can accommodate hybridity by successfully holding

disparate traditions in equilibrium. I contend that these authors use the colonial

Bildungsroman to assert difference in an imperial social structure that seeks to

eradicate it, while simultaneously remaining viable participants in the literary

and cultural lives of that empire. Edgeworth, Scott, Child, and Hogg, rather than

relying exclusively on the historically mimetic version of “bardic nationalism”

identified by Katie Trumpener, produce a nationalism informed by Whiggish

ideas of historical progress as well as by regional traditions. Romantic themes

and questions shape these authors’ responses to their hybrid cultures, but the

work of these “peripheral” writers also helps to shape our understanding of the

Romantic notion of the self as historically constituted and delineated.



viii

Table of Contents

Introduction 1

Chapter One: “Come to reign over us again”: Edgeworth’s Responsible

Aristocrats 42

Chapter Two: “Neither a romance of chivalry, nor a tale of modern manners”:

Sir Walter Scott’s Nationalist Nostalgia 92

Chapter Three: “No, madam, I am an American”:  Lydia Maria Child’s Romantic

Revolution 143

Chapter Four: “This my second self”: James Hogg, The Ettrick Shepherd and

Scottish National Character 189

Bibliography 227

Vita 243



1

Introduction

…[T]here is an important difference . . . between a romantic and a
tangential identity.  In the first of these the subject’s crisis is so
profound that he must resolve it by recreating his self; in the
second, where irony suffices and need not become tragedy, the
subject moves eclectically between avenues of possible self-
determination and counts it his freedom that he can, since he must,
continue to do so.

—J.G.A Pocock

Like many of the novels I consider in this dissertation, Lydia Maria

Child’s 1824 novel Hobomok, A Tale of Early Times opens with a preface, in this

case purportedly written by Frederic, a friend of “S—”, the author of a fictional

work that nonetheless relies heavily on “the old and forgotten manuscripts of

[Puritan] times” (Hobomok 4).  This blending of fiction with “history” is certainly

not a unique device in a historical novel; what is interesting here are the aesthetic

and political consequences suggested by the American Child’s deliberate self-

positioning with regard to transatlantic literary trends.  When S— announces

that he intends to write a novel, Frederic replies:

‘A novel!’  quoth I—’when Waverly is galloping over hill and dale, faster

and more successful than Alexander’s conquering sword?  Even American

ground is occupied. ‘The Spy’ is lurking in every closet, —the mind is

everywhere supplied with ‘Pioneers’ on the land, and is soon likely to be

with ‘Pilots’ on the deep’ (H 3).
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S— replies, in hyperbolic terms, that he does not mean to trespass on the “high

and solitary shrine” occupied by Sir Walter Scott and James Fenimore Cooper,

but believes nonetheless that the “barren and uninteresting” history of New

England might furnish the material for a novel. In calling attention to her attempt

to enter the territory staked out by Scott and Cooper, Child asks us as readers to

consider her work as equally important to that of the two men whose

preeminence in the genre of the national romance was unquestioned.  In

addition, she allows us to see that in the literary imagination of the early 19th

century, American and Scottish writers are viewed as logically equivalent: Child

establishes a transatlantic context for the Romantic novel even as she announces

her entry into that dialogue.

Child’s transatlantic self-positioning is a self-conscious moment in which

we can see the intellectual relationship between writers from the United States

and the United Kingdom.  Romantic Peripheries: The National Subject and the

Colonial Bildungsroman in Edgeworth, Scott, Hogg and Child takes this relationship

into account, analyzing the national status of writers from what I call the

“Romantic periphery”: Ireland, Scotland, and the nascent United States.  Though

not all moments of connection between these authors are so overt as they are in

Child’s preface, I argue that the forms and concerns of Romanticism, although

perhaps most familiar to us in their canonical English incarnation, give authors

from these regions considered peripheral by the metropolis a common means of

reshaping received notions of national identity.  Using the trope of Romantic

subjectivity as it manifests in a form I term the “colonial Bildungsroman,” these
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authors transform traditional coming-of-age stories into tales in which the

protagonists, rather than maturing exclusively on a psychological or emotional

level, must come of age politically as they navigate the various national ideals

endorsed by their authors.  In doing so, these protagonists model the transition

to political maturity that Edgeworth, Scott, Hogg and Child believe their

respective nations must undergo as well.

In analyzing the works of Maria Edgeworth, Walter Scott, James Hogg

and Lydia Maria Child, I examine the various ways that non-English subjects of

internally colonized parts of the British Empire represented themselves in the

Romantic era. By “internal colonies,” I mean those territories geographically or

politically contiguous with England itself which were subsumed into the British

Empire.  Ostensibly these colonies were on a relatively equal footing due to the

naturalization of English families and/or systems of government, but the ability

of the native population to effectively participate in social, political or cultural

control is largely negated by the presence of that naturalized foreign elite.  The

process of internal colonization is more clearly identifiable in the Scottish and

Irish context; in the American context it is relevant because in the period between

initial colonization and revolution, a large portion of Anglo-American colonists

effectively formed an identity separate from, and subservient to, their English

government.  Although the colonial status of these three sites allows them to be

read as sharing a literary tradition, it is the very internal nature of these colonies

that makes the question of national identity so vexed, and so important.  For each

author, I pose this basic question: did these groups of people (specifically, Irish,
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Scots and Americans) construct a literary identity that preserved their

connections with the metropolis while simultaneously insisting on their own

identity as a separate people?  If so, how did they navigate the different aspects

of their identities and why was it important for them to do so?  These questions

have different, if overlapping, answers in each chapter; each of these authors has

some affinities and some major differences with each of the others.  By

examining the areas where their interests converge—for example, in their

awareness of the costs of the subsumption of an individual national identity into

an imperial one—I hope to be able to establish areas of commonality that can be

used as rubrics for future study of peripheral subjects of the British

Empire—subjects of Ireland, Scotland, and the post-colonial United States who,

though having race, language and, in many cases, religious belief systems in

common with the metropolis, nevertheless inhabit national or cultural traditions

that differ distinctly from those of England.  Simultaneously, in examining the

differences created by class, gender and national identity, I seek to establish

space for differential readings of these authors within a common framework of

Romantic nationalism. Edgeworth, Scott, Hogg, and Child, rather than relying

exclusively on the historically mimetic version of “bardic nationalism” identified

by Katie Trumpener, produce a nationalism informed by Whiggish ideas of

historical progress as well as by regional traditions.  Romantic themes and

questions shape these authors’ responses to their hybrid cultures, but the work of

these writers from the imperial peripheries also helps to shape our
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understanding of the Romantic notion of the self as historically constituted and

delineated.

My work challenges two common assumptions about Romanticism.  First,

I call into question the argument, made by Gary Kelly among others, that the

Romantic novel becomes increasingly apolitical in order to present English

domesticity as a uniquely desirable refuge from the political chaos of the late

eighteenth century.   Romantic authors, Kelly argues, “were . . . turning to

transcendental nature, transcendental selfhood, the ‘domestic affections’ as

authentic social experience, authentic language, and transcendental literariness

after the apparent collapse of political idealism and the defeat of political reform

in the mid-1790s” (Kelly 64).  Kelly’s summary of Romantic principles here is

useful and, I think, fairly accurate as far as it goes.  However, I contend that the

attention paid to domestic spaces by “peripheral” Romanticists is in fact

decidedly political, rather than simply “authentic,” by which I believe Kelly

means “worthy of literary consideration.” National identity, in these colonial

Bildungsromans, is formed primarily within the realm of affect.  The trope of the

national romance, in which marriage can generate political identity, is an

important, but not exclusive, component of this argument; what is essential is the

political maturation—which need not be coincident with marriage—of the heroes

and heroines of these novels.  Although Kelly goes on to point out that the

domestic novel—here he is discussing Charles Lamb’s Rosamund Gray—is not

“apolitical, for it does participate in the politics of subjectivity inherited from the

culture of Sensibility” (Kelly 65), I would argue that “the politics of subjectivity”
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in the novels I discuss are not limited to an appreciation of “the original, the

sublime, the prophetic, and the visionary” (Kelly 66).  Rather, subjectivity here is

deployed in the service of performing—and creating—national identity; that is,

by creating cultural structures within which a new (or newly-conceived) modern

nation can develop.  Thus, for example, while Scott briefly permits Edward

Waverley’s seduction by the sublimity of the Scottish Highlands, he also

manages to convey the impracticality of Waverley’s infatuation as a viable model

for Scottish identity in the long term.

As my dissertation seeks to broaden our understanding of the 19th century

novel, it also resists the tendency to consider Romanticism exclusively in its

canonical incarnation as an English aesthetic movement.  Responding to recent

calls by critics like William Keach and Richard Gravil, I work to situate

Romanticism not only transatlantically—that is, as an exchange between colonial

America/the United States and England—but transnationally, as a product of an

extensive dialogue among England and its imperial peripheries.  By including all

three of these regions in my argument, I expand both the chronology and the

geography of the Romantic project to allow for a broader understanding of the

Romantic novel. Including the novels of Lydia Maria Child in this dissertation

permits us to examine the important parallels between settler-colonists in Ireland

and America.  Moreover, it allows us to expand our thinking about what

constitutes Romanticism proper.  As Richard Gravil asserts in Romantic Dialogues,

Romanticism itself might have had its genesis not in England at all, but in the

American colonies:
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. . .whatever one may think about Romantic ideologies, Romanticism

represented adherence to a literary program contiguous with what might

be termed England’s abortive republican renaissance in the 1790s, a

renaissance that led precisely nowhere (until Chartism, at least) but was

itself inspired by America’s example (xvi-xvii).

The assertion that the American Revolution might have had a causal

connection to Romanticism is something of a sea-change in British Romantic

criticism, which is much more likely to posit connections with the French

Revolution.  Gravil goes on to argue that “American Romanticism” is in fact a

“more liberated, more self-confident, and frequently more perfect, art”; the

fulfillment in literary terms of the political liberation of the American Revolution

(xvii).  Seen in this light, British Romanticism becomes merely a transitional

period between the inception and fulfillment of an American movement.  While I

do not necessarily agree that this is the case—for one thing, Gravil here overlooks

Romanticism’s Continental origins, as well as the English origins (Locke, Paine)

of the Revolution—it does seem to me essential that studies of Romanticism

begin to account for the American Revolution and the ensuing literary and

philosophical movements of the newly-formed nation.  The relatively recent

expansion of Romantic criticism into the post-colonial and feminist realms can

only be augmented by development in this direction.  Gravil’s study, though

groundbreaking, takes into account exclusively canonical (that is, primarily
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male1) writers from both sides of the Atlantic, and his examples of British

Romantics are exclusively English: Wordsworth, Coleridge, Blake, Shelley and

Keats.  To more completely contextualize the experience of literary nation-

building in the post-colonial United States, it seems to me that we might usefully

expand on Gravil’s work by examining authors whose national experiences are

more analogous to the rebellious American colonies than to the imperial British

state.  Ultimately, what is at issue in the United States, as in Scotland and Ireland,

is the question of a people’s right to national self-determination. All three sites

can be characterized, at various points in their histories, as settler colonies with

extraordinarily close connections between colonial subject and imperial ruler.  As

such, they offer a particularly intricate network of social ties in which to examine

cultural and literary connections, and in fact, may offer a usefully complex and

nuanced view of the colonial situation overall.

The question of national self-determination was a central one in the

Romantic era, which is usefully characterized by Eric Hobsbawm as “The Age of

Revolution.”  The American Revolution, the Irish Rebellion of 1798, and of

course, the French Revolution were all formative experiences for Romantic

authors, whether they embraced or rejected the revolutionary ideals of these

nationalist movements.  Indeed, the polarity of responses to revolution is one of

the characteristics of Romanticism; as Michael Löwy and Robert Sayre suggest,

Romanticism is characterized by contradiction.  “Some critics,” they note, “seem

inclined to see contradiction, dissonance, and internal conflict as they only

                                                  
1 Emily Dickinson is the subject of his final chapter, but women novelists go unmentioned except
in passing.
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unifying element of Romanticism” (Löwy and Sayre 1). Yet defining

Romanticism in this paradoxical way—united by dissent—limits our

understanding of the transformative potential that many of the Romantics

themselves saw in the movement.  I would argue that along with the self-

contradictory nature of Romanticism—an understanding of which allows us,

among other things, to read Edgeworth as a Romantic—there is another unifying

tenet that characterizes Romanticism as a literary, artistic and social movement.

Whether in the writings of English radicals such as Wollstonecraft, Godwin,

Blake, and the early Wordsworth and Coleridge, in the middle, more

conservative phase most closely identified with Wordsworth and Coleridge’s

reaction to the disappointingly violent outcome of the French Revolution and the

subsequent rise of Napoleon, or in the revived radicalism of the Shelleys,

Romanticism takes as one of its central tenets the privileged nature of individual

subjectivity: the ability of a given individual, regardless of rank or status in

society, to achieve awareness of him- or herself as a unique human being capable

of exercising free will within a contractual social system.  The preeminence of the

self, and perhaps more importantly, the freedom of the self to create a particular

vision of the outside world—a vision made valid by the self’s investment in it

rather than by societal sanction—seems to me to be one of the few major lines of

thought to transect all these disparate phases of Romantic literature, and thus I

make it central to my argument.  In doing so, I am working within an

understanding of Romanticism as it was reshaped beginning in the 1960s by

M.H. Abrams; subjectivity can be understood as the transformative power of the
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human mind, which Abrams famously figured as a lamp, “a radiant projector

which makes a contribution to the object it perceives.” (ML preface).2

Abrams’s work can provide a useful overview of the premises of the

Romantic movement.  However, his work, and the work of other Romanticists

from the 60s and early 70s (Wellek, Peckham) tend to focus on the five

“canonical” English poets of the era—Wordsworth, Coleridge, Keats, Shelley and

Byron.  In this reading, Romanticism is limited to poetry, and specifically, to

poetry by male authors.  More recently, our understanding of Romanticism has

been enriched by the swell of feminist, postcolonial, New Historicist and

poststructuralist criticism focused on the late eighteenth and early nineteenth

centuries—criticism that incorporates novels, political tracts, children’s literature

and other non-poetic texts as well as the canon itself.3  As Paul Hamilton

observes somewhat facetiously, “Nowadays, literary critics of romanticism have

mostly given up excoriating its philosophical sublimation of real issues and just

get on with interpreting the neglected archives” (Hamilton 210).

As Hamilton goes on to note, however, the binary between Romantic

“philosophy” and the materialism of the “neglected archives” is a false and

disingenuous one.  This position echoes the call for disciplinary reassessment put

forth by Mary Favret and Nicola Watson in At the Limits of Romanticism, who

                                                  
2 Favret and Watson cite Abrams’s 1962 paper “Romanticism Rediscovered” as a watershed
moment in Romantic studies, noting that the political climate of the United States in 1960s
created a particularly receptive climate for arguments about political radicalism and the
transcendent human mind (Favret and Watson 4).
3 Some feminist scholars—Mary Jacobus, for example—made huge disciplinary strides by
tackling Wordsworth under a feminist rubric, while Marilyn Butler and others expanded the
archive by including genres other than poetry.
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argue that the line between the theoretical and the material should be blurred.

Keeping the two approaches separate, they claim, has resulted in

a chronic split vision: romanticists have treated male writers in isolation

from women writers, for instance; academic romanticism apart from its

more popular versions; critical argument at a distance from professional

and economic concerns (Favret and Watson 2).

In my dissertation, I attempt to navigate these divides; in my reading of Hogg,

for example, I focus extensively on the impact that market concerns have on his

identity as a Scott.  I believe the transatlantic impetus of my project is also an

important boundary-blurrer in this regard: rather than limiting an understanding

of Romanticism to a theoretical standpoint that only allows exclusively for

textual referents from either the United States or from England, I attempt to

expand that understanding by examining how texts and ideas circulate in the

Romantic periphery; for example, in Child’s prefatory discussion of Scott and

Cooper, or in Scott’s acknowledgement of his debt to Maria Edgeworth.

Attending to the intersection between the theoretical and the material

allows us to see that the assertion of the right of the individual to achieve self-

determination unhindered by a rigidly hierarchical social structure is at the core

of many of the major socio-cultural topoi of the late eighteenth and early

nineteenth centuries—feminism, abolition, revolution, to name but a few—but it

seems to me particularly relevant in debates about national identity. The value

placed on the individual and the “authentic” voice by Romanticism, for example,

seems to privilege the colonized rather than the colonizer, lending “authenticity”
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to a subject position generally rejected by the imperial powers.  Romantic

nationalism, then, seeks to free itself of the Leviathan of empire, replacing the

centralization of government—and of culture—with the more individually

inflected Lockean nation-state.

Thus the project of peripheral Romantic authors, I argue, is to use the

assertion of a distinct national identity to provide a space for subjectivity.

Without the autonomy to consent to a national government, the subject is no

longer free to constitute an individually valid view of what is external to the self;

though the subject might attempt to create a narrative about his or her position in

relation to the political system, that narrative will necessarily be constrained by

his or her lack of autonomy within that system.  It is this constraint, I argue, that

gives rise to the ambivalence of many of the authors I will consider in this

dissertation: in attempting to narrate the assimilation of their various nations into

the conglomerate of Empire, they are at once free to assert their national

identities—Irish, Scots or American—while simultaneously compelled to portray

themselves as members of the British Empire.  Lydia Maria Child is exceptional

here, as the United States was of course independent of Great Britain when her

novels were published, but the anxiety of empire persists here as, even by 1825,

Child interpellates a distinct national character for her nation that nonetheless

insists on the value of its British past.

Authors from these peripheral sites, then, in undertaking the task of

writing the nation, must argue for the worth of their own subjectivities, as

represented by the traits and characteristics that make their national identity
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distinct from that of the imperial body, and Romanticism offers a useful set of

questions through which they can investigate their own status as marginal

citizens of empire.  As Jerome McGann points out in The Romantic Ideology,

Romantic writing “characteristically haunts . . . areas of contradiction, conflict

and problematic alternatives.  In short, [they] . . . occupy areas of critical

uncertainty” (McGann 72-3).  In exploring what McGann calls “borderlands and

liminal territories,” I would argue, Romantic texts attempts to create stability out

of chaos by dwelling on the individual experience and, more specifically, by

offering, through the lens of subjectivity, both a critique of the liminal position of

these spaces—spaces which exist simultaneously as imaginative phenomena and

as political realities—and an alternative vision of a stable future.

Though McGann’s claims here take only Romantic poetry into

consideration, it is my argument that his ideas hold equally true—if not more

so—for the Romantic novel, especially those novels written by authors at the

geographic peripheries of the British Empire.  Since these authors are in the

position of actually occupying “areas of contradiction, conflict and problematic

alternatives,” they have an understandable investment in forging a national

identity; that is, in creating some sort of cultural stability that can successfully

hold disparate traditions in equilibrium. The novel is, I would argue, uniquely

suited for this type of aesthetic labor because of its generic conventions: the

novel’s plot, speaking very broadly, introduces conflict while ultimately

providing resolution.  More specifically, in fictionalizing the process of nation-

building, these authors can examine the conflicts between their various available
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national identities, and in resolving those conflicts, can create the “ground of

stability” that McGann suggests is the goal of the Romantic poets.  The

“borderlands and liminal territories” of which McGann speaks (in reference

specifically to “Ode to a Nightingale” and “La Belle Dame Sans Merci”) are

internal: the borderlands of selfhood.  The novelists with whom this project will

deal, on the other hand, investigate and engage with liminal spaces as contested

geographic and political entities, not simply as imagined territory. To

Edgeworth, Scott, Child and Hogg, these are problems to be lived as well

aesthetic quandaries to be explored.  Because of this, I would argue that these

novelists use their genre to model the process of subject formation, a complicated

process made even more complex in a colonial context.

In its very ability to forge a narrative out of competing, multivalent voices,

then, these Romantic novels can function as an analog for both the state and the

self.  From McGann’s contention that the lyric poets felt the need to stabilize

“areas of contradiction, conflict, and problematic alternatives” through poetic

self-exploration we can deduce the fractured nature of Romantic ideas about

selfhood; for the colonial subject these pressures are compounded by the

experience of colonialism. The competing voices that make up the British Empire

must, in these novels, unite either in support or critique of the imperial state in

order to assert an identity.  The multiple voices that these authors create thus

serve rhetorically as fragments of the singular identity of a national subject: the

ideal citizen.
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The term “citizen,” of course, has a limited legal definition: a person who

has certain rights and protections granted by a given nation because of his or her

birth within or legal transfer of allegiance to that nation.  However, I want to use

the term—and particularly its modified version “ideal citizen”—to reflect a more

active construction of the idea of citizenship.  In this construction, the “ideal

citizen” is one who works to further the development of the nation rather than

merely existing within the benefits that legal citizenship provides.  What Lauren

Berlant calls “the social privileges and obligations of citizenship” (The Queen of

America 8) are at issue here: citizenship is a indeed a privilege, and it necessitates

participation in a discussion of “nationality, culture, politics and personhood”

(20).  Indeed, for many of the characters in these novels, legal citizenship is

something that is imposed: As Irish as Edgeworth’s Harry Ormond, for example,

might be, legally, he will become a citizen of the United Kingdom of Great

Britain and Ireland in the novel’s near future.  For Hogg, this type of legal

citizenship results in a fractured identity; For Lydia Maria Child’s Lucretia

Fitzherbert, it is something to aspire to.  The range of responses that these

authors provide for their characters with regard to the notion of citizenship

suggest the degree to which that category was in flux throughout the British

empire.  In creating a fiction of national unity these authors attempt to cope with

the problem of hybridity: the varying degrees of success with which the imperial

subject unites various versions of national character—various potential

citizenships—into a single subjectivity.
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James Hogg’s Confessions of a Justified Sinner stands at the limits of this

model of hybrid citizenship.  Although Edgeworth, Scott and Child all allow

some moments in their texts to trouble the prospect of national unity, ultimately,

they all imagine an imperial context in which particular national traits, though

valuable, are subsumed to a larger British imperial identity.  Their novels (with

the possible exception of Edgeworth’s Castle Rackrent) provide harmonious

conclusions in which heroes and heroines, having dealt with the problem of

constructing identity, marry and live, quite conventionally, happily ever after.

Hogg’s Confessions of a Justified Sinner, however, troubles that model.  In

providing a coherent narrative that I am arguing characterizes the Romantic

novel, Hogg fulfills his duties both as a novelist and as a citizen of a united Great

Britain.  Yet Hogg’s novel does not have the happy resolution that characterizes

the other novels in this dissertation; his protagonist descends into madness and

eventually dies, alone and outcast from the community.  Hogg reinforces the

trauma of this ending by interjecting himself into the novel as a character

reduced to the status of a rural buffoon.  As he uses his own character to disrupt

both the continuity of the narrative and the form in which it’s presented, Hogg is

able to question the values of the national romance that he has created.  A

constraining notion of citizenship is present here: construed as a Scottish citizen

in an imperial context, Hogg contends, he is condemned to inhabit a limiting

version of Scottishness.

Hogg’s novel differs in this way from the other novels I consider in this

dissertation, but it does have one major theme in common.  Tellingly, all these
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novels are Bildungsromans.  Variously translated as the “novel of development,”

the “apprenticeship novel”, or the “novel of formation,” the Bildungsroman, in

its most essential definition, focuses on a young person coming of age in a

particular social context.  Wilhelm Dilthey’s oft-quoted, and originary, definition

of the genre, which he produced in the late 19th century, argues that it “examines

a regular course of development in the life of the individual . . . The dissonances

and conflicts of life appear as the necessary transit points of the individual on his

way to maturity and harmony” (qtd. Fraiman 147)4.  The conventional Romantic

Bildungsroman, such as Goethe’s William Meister’s Apprenticeship, however,

traces the development of its hero with regard to his psychological maturity and

vocation; Marianne Hirsch suggests that in these novels the hero undergoes “an

apprenticeship to life” (Hirsch 45).  I would argue that the novels I discuss here,

however, actually function as a subgenre I call the colonial Bildungsroman.

Speaking from the peripheries of canonical Romanticism, both geographically

and culturally, the protagonist of the colonial Bildungsroman, rather than facing

life choices about vocation, must make decisions about how to participate in the

construction of both nations and national character in a specifically colonial

context.  As such, these colonial Bildungsromans offer clear portraits of the

process of identity formation: the national subject must grow into him- or herself

as a hybrid citizen, learning to inhabit various national identities.  These

characters allow us to see the process of nation-formation at the individual

level—that is, at the level of those who will collectively constitute the nation.  We

                                                  
4 G.B. Tennyson, Susan Howe, Jerome Buckley and Martin Swales, among other critics, all
subscribe to this definition.
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may read these novels, then, as experiments in subjectivity; as their characters

transition into political adulthood, these authors are able to try out various forms

of national identity by investigating different avenues of subject-formation.

One of the important features of the colonial Bildungsroman is its

potential subversiveness.  Franco Moretti argues that one of the jobs of the

traditional Bildungsroman is to legitimize the society in which its protagonist

develops:

It is not enough that the social order is ‘legal’; it must also appear

culturally legitimate.  It must draw its inspiration from values recognized

by society as fundamental, reflect them, and encourage them.  Or it must

at least seem to so do. (Moretti 115-116).

This basic understanding of the novel’s hegemonic function is common to most

theoreticians of the novel today.  Indeed, Nancy Armstrong’s recognition, in

Desire and Domestic Fiction, that critics tend to ignore the a priori cultural

conditions under which novels are produced speaks directly to the hegemonic

power of the novel.  This process is particularly central to the traditional

Bildungsroman, but the colonial Bildungsroman, I would argue, has a different

function.  If a larger cultural project of the British Empire is to legitimize itself by

positing the benefits of empire, hegemonically inflecting culture with fantasies of

imperial harmony, then the project of the colonial Bildungsroman is to

undermine that harmony.  Rather than considering the relationship between

England and its peripheries under the naturalizing metaphors of familial or

marriage-based relationships, these novels recognize that citizens of the
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peripheries are often in a coercive relationship to the metropolis with regard to

national identity.  As Angela Bourke notes, “the idea of the public citizen can

inform both a veneration for an aristocratic principle and a programme for

radical dissent” (Bourke 11).  In the novels I consider here, there is a range of

responses to the idea of the public citizen: whereas Edgeworth incorporates a

considerable dose of respect for “aristocratic principles,” Child and Hogg lean

more towards “radical dissent,” as Child documents the American Revolution,

and Hogg protests his inscription as a Scottish national character by projecting a

demonic double into his text.  Yet even the more conservative visions of Scott

and Edgeworth register protest against a cultural hegemony that assumes

imperial benevolence.  Thus even as Edgeworth asserts the need for aristocratic

control of Ireland, she questions the applicability of English models of social and

economic control, and as Scott narrates the union of Scotland and England via

Jeannie Deans’s journey to London, he details the negative effects of union on

characters like Madge Wildfire.

The legitimizing function of the Bildungsroman is thus significantly

reduced by the introduction of the colonial context.  Certainly, these authors are

working towards cultural legitimacy—but their desire to validate the unique

qualities of their own national characters leads them to question the

“fundamental values” of the imperial project.  Indeed, in this regard, these

novels, written in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, closely resemble the

version of the Bildungsroman described by Susan Ashley Gohlman.  In her study
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of the twentieth-century Bildungsroman, Gohlman identifies a “basic question”

about the status of the genre:

whether or not the Bildungsroman must, by definition, be informed by a

set of absolute social and moral values which serve as the groundwork for

the hero’s development.  If we say that it must, then . . . the

Bildungsroman is indeed an outmoded genre.  But if . . . we extend the

scope of the Bildungsroman to include novels in which the hero develops

in an ‘open’ universe, then the Bildungsroman retains its right to exist in

the twentieth century (Gohlman 11).

The novels I consider in this dissertation unfold in a colonial universe that

creates a condition of “openness” that presages later versions of the

Bildungsroman.  Since these authors do not necessarily accept the “absolute

social and moral values” that are promulgated by the British Empire—values like

the superiority of Englishness to other forms of Britishness—they create

characters who can negotiate a more open social environment, one in which

various versions of national identity can be tested for suitability within a given

social and moral context.  Considering the colonial Bildungsroman allows us to

understand the genre as a more complex narrative form, and to realize that that

complexity appears far earlier than the twentieth-century versions that Gohlman

considers.

Recently, critics have questioned whether it is possible for the

Bildungsroman to have a heroine, as opposed to a hero.  Barbara Godard, for

example, argues that “the female Bildungsroman is a misnomer, for while the
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genre traditionally explores the growing up of a young hero, the female variant

invariably instructs the hero in growing down” (Godard 16) and Susan Fraiman

has entitled the first chapter of Unbecoming Women, “Is there a female

Bildungsroman?”  Fraiman’s answer to that question, like Godard’s, is no.

Arguing that the Bildungsroman has “been delivered over to a Romantic

ideology about the forging of poetic identity that turns out to be intrinsically

male” (9), Fraiman suggests that the Bildungsroman cannot account for female

development.  The female subject in the 18th and 19th centuries, in Fraiman’s

reading, does not have sufficient life choices available to her to resolve the

“dissonances and conflicts of life” that Dilthey suggested were the crux of the

genre.  I would argue that the colonial Bildungsroman does useful work in

expanding the genre as a whole to account for narratives of female development.

Certainly, most middle- and upper-class women during the Romantic

period, because they were not expected to work outside the home, did not

undergo the kind of external apprenticeship that a William Meister might; rather,

the marriage plot is central for the heroines of novels during this period.

However, in a colonial Bildungsroman, the work of the hero or heroine is not

work per se, but rather the intellectual labor of shaping a national identity.  Both

men and women participate in this type of labor, as Scott’s Jeanie Deans and

Lydia Maria Child’s Lucretia Fitzherbert and Mary Conant make clear.  Nor is

this participation limited to these female characters’ ability to fulfill the role of

Republican wife and mother or to function as reductive symbols of the nation.

Instead, these characters are complex, active and thoughtful about their roles as
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citizens. As women, these characters’ status as citizens would have been

marginal; Gretchen Ritter observes that in the 19th century the “structure of

citizenship separated political from civil rights, gave narrow influence to political

rights status, and failed to apply equal protection analysis to women” (Ritter

para. 5).  Thus even though a woman might have the protections of citizenship in

either the United Kingdom or the United States, she would not have access to the

same legal privileges of citizenship (such as voting) as her male counterparts

would.  Approaching the idea of citizenship as an active construct rather than a

passive acceptance of rights lets us understand women as equal participants in

the shaping of a national identity: even without the right to vote, women could

and did participate in the cultural construction of ideal citizenship. The colonial

Bildungsroman, then, offers a new possibility for understanding the roles of

women within this genre, as well as a broader understanding of the concept of

ideal citizenship.

Although I wish to read all of these novels as members of a single

subgenre, how these authors go about characterizing their characters’ national

development, given the variances in their historical situations, is one of the major

questions this dissertation seeks to address.  One of the foundational dialogues in

the texts I will be discussing is that between “tradition” and “modernity”—I put

the signifiers in scare quotes to indicate that they are, in a sense, divorced from

the usual time-based concepts of past and future.  Indeed, in many of these

works, “tradition” indicates progress in terms of an individuated national

identity.  Thus the paradox: to maintain a national identity distinct from that of
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the metropolis, peripheral writers are often forced into a conservative vision of

the future that resembles the past as closely as possible.  Katie Trumpener’s

study of the Celtic bard figure makes this clear.  For Trumpener, the bard is a

repository of cultural memory who, in keeping alive a particular version of

national consciousness, becomes a site of resistance to cultural and political

imperialism.  The bard, she writes, “represents the resistance of vernacular oral

traditions to the historical pressures of . . . imperialism and . . . brings the voices

of the past into the sites of the present” (Trumpener 33).  The drawback of this

vision of bardic nationalism, however, is that the past is always valued over the

present, and the future is positive only insofar as it mirrors the ideologically

privileged cultural memory. “To write the story of the nation demands that we

articulate that archaic ambivalence that informs modernity” writes Homi Bhabha

(Bhabha LC 142), and indeed it seems to me that Scott, Edgeworth, Hogg and

Child are all attempting to negotiate that conflict between the past and the

present, whether, in Hogg’s case, by combining the figure of the rural bard with

that of the modern literary entrepreneur or in Child’s, by creating an instant,

complex and unique history for the United States, and in the process,

constructing a mythic past to unify a nation still in the process of forging a

distinct national identity.

Any project that deals with nationalism must naturally owe a great deal to

Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities.  Specifically, what I find appealing

about Anderson’s project is his insistence on examining the emergence of

nationalism in the fictions of colonized sites (Indonesia, the Philippines and



24

South America), as well as his examination of language as a constitutive element

of nationhood.  However, as with many critics, I have come to disagree with

some central points in the Anderson thesis. Primary among these is Anderson’s

Benjaminian belief that the nation occupies—in fact, must

occupy—“homogeneous, empty time.” The nation, he argues, “is. . .a solid

community moving steadily down (or up) history” (26).  In arguing that the

concept of the nation only arose when human beings were able to divorce

themselves from “a conception of temporality in which cosmology and history

were indistinguishable” (36), Anderson, it seems to me, overlooks a crucial

aspect of both the historical novel and the national romance, which aim to situate

themselves precisely in relation to time and history.  The Romantic novel, as it

shapes the nation, seems to me to be not so much open to the future and to

historical progress except, per my earlier discussion, insofar as these relate to the

traditions of the past.  Nonetheless, Anderson’s work remains seminal in the

field, and his concept of the “imagined community” provides a powerful model

for understanding the way nations develop culturally and politically.

In identifying these authors as inhabitants of the Romantic periphery, I

argue that their status as hybrid citizens—citizens whose national affiliations the

British Empire has attempted to subsume—prompts these authors to shape

national identities that can accommodate hybridity by successfully holding

disparate traditions in equilibrium.  Of the foundational postcolonial

theorists—Said, Spivak, Bhabha et al.—it is Homi Bhabha’s work that I find most

compelling within the specific purview of this project, especially as it pertains to
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the concept of hybridity.5  In fact, many of the themes and ideas that I have

discussed thus far are sourced, to one degree or another, in Bhabha’s writing.  Of

particular relevance to me are Bhabha’s writings on hybridity, on national time

and on the power of narrative as a socially constitutive act.

However, I’m also interested in those critics who are engaging with and

reshaping Bhabha. Robert J. C. Young, in particular, offers a useful critique of

Bhabha’s (and Edward Said’s) concept of hybridity:

. . .hybridity begins to become the form of cultural difference itself, the

jarrings of a differentiated culture whose ‘hybrid counter-energies,’ in

Said’s phrase, challenge the centred, dominant cultural norms with their

unsettling perplexities generated out to their ‘disjunctive, liminal space’.

Hybridity here becomes a third term which can never in fact be third

because, as a monstrous inversion, a miscreated perversion of its

progenitors, it exhausts the differences between them (23).

Young’s critique is useful here because it reminds us that hybridity, which

functions for Bhabha (and for me) primarily as a space to challenge cultural

dominance, can also negate difference in a way that undermines the very

challenge it attempts to present.  This is the great task the authors I discuss in the

dissertation must overcome: how to assert difference in an imperial social

structure that seeks to eradicate it, while simultaneously remaining viable

players in the literary and cultural lives of that empire.

                                                  
5 Bhabha’s writings on national time and on the power of narrative as a socially constitutive act
also resonate within this project, particularly as they are taken up and reimagined by
Romanticists like Saree Makdisi.
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My selection of Ireland, Scotland, and the United States as sites of analysis

necessarily raises the question of which members of the British Empire are left

out. Wales, for example, as the fourth member of the United Kingdom, could also

be included in this group.  However as Gwyn A. Williams shows, although

Wales was a site of extensive cultural tourism during the Romantic era, much of

its literature has been neglected because of the tendency to publish in the Welsh

language.  Moreover, much Welsh literature was performed orally, at literary

competitions known as “eisteddfodau,” and was almost exclusively poetical in

form; Williams identifies bardic poetry and hymn-writing as the two major

genres of Welsh literature in the 18th and 19th centuries.  Many Commonwealth

scholars would include Australia, New Zealand, Canada, India, and the British

Caribbean here as well.  My decision not to consider these sites has some basis in

my scholarly training, which has focused on the Celtic peripheries.  More

importantly, however, these regions lack a common bond with Ireland, Scotland

and the United States in two ways.  First, although I hope in future iterations of

this project to be able to consider other genres under the rubric of peripheral

Romanticism, as in Wales, the English-language novel as a genre did not develop

as a major literary form in these regions until after the Romantic period. Second,

while there were numerous armed uprisings throughout the British Empire

during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Ireland, Scotland and the United

States share the distinction of mounting serious armed rebellions in this

period—rebellions that, successful or not, continued to inflect Romantic writing.
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If the exclusion of these other imperial sites is a somewhat arbitrary

attempt to focus the scope of this dissertation, the inclusion of novels from

Scotland and Ireland is perhaps self-explanatory: any discussion of British

Romanticism that strays beyond the purely canonical poets (and even those that

remain within those limiting boundaries) must recognize the presence of authors

from these countries as both enriching to and even, as I will argue in my chapter

on Edgeworth, constitutive of, the Romantic novel.  Scotland and Ireland are not,

however, always understood as equivalent postcolonial sites within the British

empire, as suggested by Linda Colley’s notorious refusal to attempt to account

for Ireland in her narrative of the formation of a British identity in Britons (Colley

8).  Ireland is, in such a reading, constructed as a troublesome outsider, a thorn in

the side of the British empire, and its long history of armed resistance to British

occupation merely emphasizes its outsider status.  The critical understanding of

Ireland as postcolonial is fairly widespread; for example, members of the Field

Day school such as Seamus Deane, Kevin Whelan and Luke Gibbons have

conclusively established Ireland’s colonial/postcolonial status.  Yet it is

important to differentiate among the different social and religious groups that

constitute the Irish people; an Anglo-Irish writer like Edgeworth would have a

far different experience of Irishness than would a Catholic tenant on her family’s

estate.  As a settler colonist, Edgeworth is caught in the gulf between colonizer

and colonized, living, as is said, on the hyphen.
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Interestingly, there is no common usage of an analogous term for “Anglo-

Scots6,” a fact that speaks, perhaps, to the closer connections between English

and Scottish people.  England and Scotland were connected by state apparatus in

1603, with the ascension of James I of England/IV of Scotland, and that

connection was reinforced with the formation of a joint Parliament following the

Act of Union in 1707.  Yet despite their legal joint status, the two nations were

not always politically united; T.M. Devine dryly notes many “difficulties in the

Anglo-Scottish relationship” (Devine 2), which culminated in the Jacobite risings

in 1715 and, most dangerously, 1745.  The tension between the two nations had

its roots in multiple causes—religion prominent among them—but at its heart, I

believe, was the de facto colony status assigned to Scotland, theoretically an

equal partner in the United Kingdom.  As Leith Davis notes,

For the English, the unification of Scotland and England meant a

readjustment of national identity, but one made less threatening by the

fact that . . . England remained the seat of economic and legislative power.

For the Scottish national identity, however, the consequences of union

were more dramatic. (Davis 5-6).

Union, for Scotland, meant surrendering power and national identity, while for

England, things remained much the same as usual.

 Yet here too it is important to differentiate between the experiences of

Highland and Lowland Scots; the former were considered, as we will see in my

discussions of Scott and Hogg, fascinating but dangerous foreigners, while the

                                                  
6 The term does exist, but it seems to be used descriptively, rather than carrying the analytical
weight borne by the term “Anglo-Irish” in the Irish Studies context.
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latter were safer and more familiar, in large part because of extensive settlement

and intermarriage across the Border.  Indeed, although Colley’s argument—that

“Britishness,” in the long eighteenth century, was not an imposed imperial

identity but rather a popular choice—allows us to understand the relatively

smooth integration of the Lowlands during this period, as Alexander Murdoch

points out, it overlooks “a significant Scottish element . . . [that] included many

Gaelic speakers, certainly all those who could not speak English as well as

Gaelic” (Murdoch 113).  Thus, understanding the Scottish experience of

colonialism based on only one of its constitutive social elements is impossible,

and assuming that one group’s experience of British colonialism is nationally

representative is ill-advised.  Indeed, Davis uses this internal divide in

perspective as a foundational point for her analysis in Acts of Union, noting that

eighteenth-century Scottish “national identity is a dialogic process” (Davis 8).  As

Davis further observes, however, the religious, sociological and linguistic

differences that contributed to that process were not always recognized

externally, and “the Scots, especially the Highlanders, were categorically seen as

less civilized [than the English]” (Davis 6).  This reductive external view

emphasizes a home truth about the colonial status of Scotland and Ireland: both

were always seen, in relation to the metropolis, as “less than,” or at the very best,

“different than.”

This difference between metropolis and periphery is emphasized in the

American colonies as well.  It might be argued that the inclusion of the United

States in this project is based on a flawed analogy: the Anglo-Americans, by and
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large, were initially English subjects, the colonizers rather than the colonized.7

The United States, in fact, in its early national period, seems to be struggling with

the legacy of two conflicting versions of colonial nationhood: an internal

construction that classed it as equal with all other (white) members of the British

Empire, and an external variant that ranked it as equal with those other second-

class citizens Ireland and Scotland—British perhaps, but never English.  Which of

these constructions, one might ask, is the “imagined community”: the adopted or

the imposed version?  (That Scotland, Ireland and the States have three different

answers to this question suggests the usefulness of asking it: how and why do

the experiences of these three nations diverge, and where are they similar?)  The

position of many colonial Americans vis-à-vis the “mother country” underwent a

fairly radical shift between the initial plantings in Jamestown and Plymouth and

the initial stirrings of revolution in the 1760s. By the Revolution, then, with the

exception of the Tory loyalists, colonial Americans had become a group of people

whose identity was no less hyphenated than an Anglo-Irishwoman like Maria

Edgeworth: colonial Americans very definitely considered themselves—called

themselves—Anglo-Americans, American Englishmen, American Britons, etc.

As Linda Colley notes,

The majority of American colonists at this time were of British descent and

came for the most part from England.  They dressed like Britons back
                                                  
7 The presence of other ethnic groups who helped shape the character of the emerging nations is
of course important to note; Scots-Irish and Germans in particular were influential members of
the new national community, and Native Americans and Africans/African-Americans, though
often rendered invisible in discourses of early American nationalism, were nonetheless essential
to the development of the nation.  However, as Linda Colley establishes, the majority of colonists
were of English descent (Colley 134), and the central agon of the American Revolution was its
forcible sundering of those colonists from the mother country.
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home, purchased British manufactured goods, read books printed in the

main in England, spoke English. . .In these respects, American colonists

were the same people as their brethren on the British mainland.  But they

were also very different, set apart by their experiences as emigrants and

pioneers. . . (Colley 134)

In order to insist on their autonomy, the authors writing the new national

literature had to emphasize these differences, and thus a distinct colonial identity

was thus forged at a far earlier period than Child’s; however, Child’s historical

romances reveal that even by 1825, citizens of the United States were still

struggling to validate a national identity entirely divorced from their English

roots.8

The similarity in situation between the post-colonial Americans like Child

and the Anglo-Irish Edgeworth is informative. Both women occupy a shifting

subject position somewhere between colonizer and colonized—an extra level of

hybridity, if you will—and thus are forced to negotiate national identities based,

at some level, on ahistorical claims.  Just as Child is “American” in the sense that

she was born in Medford, Massachusetts, Edgeworth is “Irish” by dint of being

raised in Ireland—but the assertion of those national identities elides the fact that

other groups, namely Native Americans and native Irish, have far better claims

to those particular nationalities.  Who can be included in the postcolonial nation,

then, becomes an important question in both these women’s writing.  Child’s

                                                  
8 The unnecessary and futile War of 1812, which made it clear that the political ties between
England and America had not yet been sufficiently broken, perhaps contributed to this crisis of
national identity, as it ended more or less in stalemate.
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elision, in her historical novels, of Native Americans and African Americans

(despite her later efforts as an abolitionist and a supporter of Indian rights)9 and

of the native Irish by Edgeworth suggests that in many cases, the flip side of

overthrowing imperial control is the subjugation of other, less-powerful groups.

That the achievement of national subjectivity is staked so heavily on the silencing

of other subject positions is of course problematic; in identifying it I do not wish

to appear to be validating it but rather exploring it as a strategy of self-

legitimization.  In a sense, this particular strategy becomes an assertion of

sameness with the imperial power it rejects rather than difference from it, an

insistence on the rights guaranteed by Britishness rather than a repudiation of

those ideals.  Paradoxically, the Americans and the Anglo-Irish Ascendancy, we

might argue, rebel against their inscribed identity in order to assert their own

construction of national identity—a construction sited firmly in that which they

repudiate.

Ultimately, these novelists find the components that make up the national

identity of these characters throughout the Empire.  For Child, the ideal citizen of

the United States incorporates metropolitan as well as peripheral characteristics;

Mary Conant’s identification with her aristocratic English heritage is balanced by

her Puritan upbringing and her half-native son.  Similarly, Edgeworth’s

Glenthorn, though born an Irish Catholic peasant, earns his earldom via Scottish

lessons in land management and an English legal education.  Scott’s characters

inhabit a literal middle ground; as Lowland Scots, both Waverley and Jeanie

                                                  
9 In Hobomok, for example, Child radically allows her heroine to marry a Native American and
bear his son, but ultimately, Hobomok himself is removed from the narrative.
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Deans can access both Scottish and English models of national character.  Even

Hogg, in constructing his multiple rhetorical identities, has recourse to both

marketable English notions of “authentic” Scottishness and the professionalism

of literary Edinburgh.  Assembling these national identities is the work of the

colonial Bildungsroman, which allows the authors who deploy it to work outside

of a strict social structure to question some values of Empire, even though they

might appropriate others.  That authors from Ireland, Scotland and the United

states use this subgenre to negotiate identity-building indicates both its potency

and its ability to circulate.  Presaging more modern incarnations of its genre, the

colonial Bildungsroman allows us to see how Romanticism inflects the search for

a national identity, and how that search, in turn, helped to shape the Romantic

movement.

Chapter Summaries

The first chapter of my dissertation offers a reading of Maria Edgeworth’s Irish

novels, briefly discussing Castle Rackrent (1800) and Ennui (1809) and extensively

considering The Absentee (1812) and Ormond (1819).  In these later novels

especially, Edgeworth’s Anglo-Irish heroes must not only choose affective

identification with England or Ireland, but also must decide among the various

available constructions of Irish masculinity: Protestant gentleman, Gaelic

throwback, or Catholic rebel.  These earliest examples of the regional novel allow

me to ground my discussion both textually and theoretically: not only are

Edgeworth’s tales patterns for the other novels I consider (explicitly so, in Scott’s
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case), but they also establish grounds for the feminist and postcolonial criticism

that informs my dissertation.  Of all the spaces discussed in this novel, Ireland

has been the most conclusively established as a postcolonial site, so that by

drawing parallels between Edgeworth’s novels and those of the other authors

considered in this dissertation I am able to argue that Scotland and the United

States can be read under this rubric as well. Another crucial aspect of this chapter

concerns Edgeworth’s relationship to Romanticism.  Steeped in Enlightenment

values, she has generally been considered at best a “pre-Romantic” writer.

However, the dialectic between tradition and modernity, which in many ways is

very similar to the dialectic between Enlightenment and Romantic thought, is a

crucial aspect of my definition of Romantic nationalism.  Exploring Edgeworth’s

position at the heart of that dialectic contributes to our understanding of her as a

Romantic author, and, in turn, allows us to broaden our understanding of

Romanticism to include “Early Romantics.”

In the second chapter, I turn to Sir Walter Scott’s novels Waverley (1814)

and The Heart of Mid-Lothian (1818).  Read together, these two Scottish novels

record the movement towards a national identity from two apparently

oppositional perspectives: Mid-Lothian, set in Scott’s contemporary world,

focuses on progress and “modernity,” while Waverley is temporally dislocated, as

it revisits the Jacobite rebellion of 1745.  Although it is tempting to read these

novels as uncomplicated celebrations of progress in the first case and a Romantic

national past in the second, each novel is troubled by Scott’s introduction of

viewpoints that mitigate his apparent sympathies.  This chapter thus explores the
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complicated version of Scottish national identity that Scott delineates by holding

tradition and modernity in careful balance.  Although it appears that the peasant

Jeanie Deans and the aristocratic Edward Waverley must choose between

Highlands antiquity and English futurity, Scott positions both his protagonists in

the literal middle ground of the Scottish Lowlands.  In doing so, he indicates his

reluctance to condemn either the Gaelic traditions of the Highlands or the

polished cosmopolitanism of London.  This reluctance is made clear in both

novels by the introduction of the Romantic theme of the double, read here as a

symptom of the fragmented nature of a hybridized postcolonial subjectivity.

The third chapter of my dissertation discusses Lydia Maria Child’s early

historical novels Hobomok (1824) and the critically neglected The Rebels; or, Boston

Before the Revolution (1825).  Child’s appropriation of Romantic tropes serves to

challenge Enlightenment distinctions between the private and public spheres

even as they are becoming culturally naturalized, and, in so doing, to forward a

national agenda in which American citizenship is defined by affective choices. In

Hobomok and The Rebels Child attempts to formulate a definition of American

national identity as inclusive and tolerant of difference, while insisting on its

divergence from an exclusively English—or even a British—identity. We may

read Child as a Romantic novelist by virtue of her belief in the power of feeling

to effect the political changes for which she argues and in the ability of minority

populations to voice those feelings.  However, Child’s foray into the imaginative

tradition of the Romantic novel departs from what she perceives as

Romanticism’s tendency toward male-centered (and male-authored) political
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allegory.  Her version of the Bildungsroman is both female-centered and

specifically political: in making radical, even transgressive, choices regarding

marriage, Mary Conant and Lucretia Fitzherbert (the heroines of Hobomok and

The Rebels respectively) define the young nation’s identity in ways that their male

counterparts acting in the worlds of politics and religion cannot.

The final chapter of this project deals with James Hogg, Scott’s protégé,

whose best-known novel, The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner

(1824), allows readers a phantasmagoric glimpse at the costs of hybridity,

undermining the concept of the “ideal citizen.”  Using a Scottish Covenanter and

his demonic double to illustrate the dangers inherent in nationalist fanaticism,

Hogg reveals not only his protagonist but himself as a doubled subject.  Reading

Confessions in conjunction with the autobiographical Memoir of the Author’s Life

(continuously revised between 1807 and 1832) offers a portrait of a writer

actively engaged in producing literature based on a newly-revived metropolitan

interest in Celtic antiquity, yet simultaneously working against both Romantic

ideologies and the inscription of Scottishness based solely on a rural ethos.  In

doing so, Hogg negotiates two separate identities: James Hogg, to whom

literature is a career as well as an avocation, and the Ettrick Shepherd, whose

status as “authentic” national bard is in many ways thrust upon him by a literary

marketplace with a newly-developed taste for rural “authenticity.” This de facto

fracturing of Hogg’s identity is both a consequence and a critique of the

colonizing effects of canonical Romanticism, effects that Hogg subtly undermines

through the production of an unstable, doubled literary voice in his prose works.
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Caught between two separate constructions of “ideal” Scottishness, Hogg rejects

both as viable identities, suggesting that a nation’s insistence on a singe ideal of

citizenship is both reductive and dangerous.
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Chapter One

“Come to reign over us again”: Edgeworth’s Responsible Aristocrats

I. Introduction

Maria Edgeworth’s Irish novels have a complicated critical history.  Anne

Mellor notes, understatedly, that “a book should be written about the shifting

roles of race, class and gender in Edgeworth’s writing” (Mellor 80).  Embraced as

glowing examples – and even the originators – of regional fiction by writers of

the caliber of Scott and Chekhov, Edgeworth’s “Irish novels”10 have been just as

readily dismissed by nationalist and postcolonial critics as didactic and complicit

in the colonial structure of the Anglo-Irish Ascendancy.11  Edgeworth herself

seems ambivalent; she is torn between sympathetically portraying Ireland to an

English audience and promoting the idea, dear to the hearts of the Ascendancy,

that the native Irish were greatly in need of governance by the Anglo colonizers.

Marilyn Butler, Edgeworth’s largely sympathetic biographer, notes that “Maria

was nearly as much bent on improving Ireland’s image with the English public

as on serving the abstract interests of truth” (Butler 363), but Terry Eagleton

                                                  
10 Castle Rackrent (1800), Ennui (1809), The Absentee (1812) and Ormond (1817).
11 Writing in 1936, Stephen Gwynn complains that “The limitations of Maria Edgeworth as an
Irish novelist are the limitations of her power to apprehend what Thady Quirk really stood for
and signified” (quoted in Butler, 389); more recently Mary Jean Corbett notes that “to be moved
only to laughter by Castle Rackrent means to overlook the novel’s implications in systems of
colonial control, and so to reproduce the very structure of dominance and subordination the
novel replays” (“Another Tale” 383).
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more shrewdly points out that “Edgeworth’s fictions deploy style and spirit in

the service of hard-headed interests. . .” (Eagleton 169).  The “hard-headed

interest” which Edgeworth intends to promote, I would argue, is the necessity of

the presence of her own class, the Anglo-Irish landed gentry, in Ireland.

While this is certainly one of the effects implicit in Edgeworth’s novels,

another argument they make is that Ireland’s ruling class, and particularly its

young men, are responsible for the well-being of the nation.  Edgeworth never

questions the hierarchical nature of Irish society—in these novels, disaster strikes

when the rich and poor change places—but she does fictionalize many of the

Enlightenment values espoused by her father, creating microcosms of

harmonious utilitarianism that her young heroes can observe, learn from, and

eventually apply to their entire estates.  As Seamus Deane puts it, in these novels

“Irish national character was to be brought to school” (SC 32).  Edgeworth’s

landed aristocrats must be educated in politics, economics and social

relations—within their own class as well as across classes—in order to make

Ireland a prosperous, humane society.

The three later Irish novels are self-conscious about their Bildungsroman

status—the young hero of Ormond successively patterns himself after Tom Jones

and Sir Charles Grandison—but their particular appeal for this discussion is the

specifically political nature of the characters’ growth.  In these novels, though

Edgeworth’s heroes signify their eventual emotional maturity via appropriate

(that is, economically as well as romantically successful) marriages, their true

maturation takes place on a national scale.  As aristocrats, or at the very least
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members of the landed gentry, these young men do not face the vocational

choices of, for example, a Wilhelm Meister.  Instead, their work is to be the

building and maintenance of an Irish nation that blends the best elements of

traditional Irish culture—generosity, loyalty, spiritedness—with “modern”

political and economic principles.  This mélange of cultures, as Katie Trumpener

argues, “not only ends the vicious cycle of local poverty but causes political

discontent to disappear of its own accord” (Trumpener 49).  For Edgeworth,

economic success foretells political harmony, and as she writes these novels she

rewrites the unsuccessful Irish Rebellion of 1798.  Edgeworth’s version of

rebellion is top-down (her reformers are the Anglo-Irish themselves) and rather

than becoming independent of England, Ireland is cast as a site whose potential

for political success is predicated on English-style reform.  The arc of

development for the subjects of her colonial Bildungsromans, then, model a

peaceful melding of the two cultures, largely via practical education in both

cultural traditions.

England by itself, however, is not to be held up as a model for Irish

success.  As we shall see, imposing English practices wholesale on Ireland results

in chaos (and possibly, hints Edgeworth, even in the events of 1798).  And as her

absentee landlords circulate in the empire’s fashionable metropolis, Edgeworth is

openly and wholeheartedly critical of what she calls “Londonomania” (Absentee

199): the conspicuous consumption that exposes the absentee families to ridicule

as mere colonials and, more importantly, drives them into debt, forcing them to

sell, mortgage, or rackrent their Irish properties.  Indeed, as we trace the novels’
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themes, we can see a relaxation of Edgeworth’s position with regard to England’s

role in Ireland.  Rackrent (1800) and Ennui (1809) insist on the need for English

guidance if Ireland is to be a “successful” society.  As Seamus Deane puts it,

“Edgeworth is in fact saying that the English system, if transferred to Ireland,

would work better because it is – radically – a more rational and benign system

than any Ireland has produced” (Deane, SC 35).   The Absentee, however, begins

to question the amount of influence that the English have over Irish culture, and

by the time Ormond appears, Edgeworth seems to have revised her national

politics, ending up in a far more ambiguous position regarding English influence

in Ireland.  The “school” to which “Irish national character was to be brought,”

then, is not exclusively an English one, “rational and benign” though that might

be.  Deane, and other postcolonial critics of Edgeworth, often seem to dismiss her

as a meddling Anglo-Irishwoman, single-mindedly insisting on the wholesale

importation of Englishness to a benighted Ireland.  The Irish novels, however,

should be read as a trajectory.  If at first Edgeworth reads as merely a benevolent

colonialist, she later becomes, while never an enthusiastic proponent of Irish

independence, willing to admit that the Irish might in fact be capable of self-

improvement without excessive English influence (and even, in cases such as

Glenthorn’s attempts to “improve” his estate, that English practices are simply

unworkable in the Irish context).

However, the strictly Irish model will not work either, as suggested by

Edgeworth’s most famous novel (and the originary of the national tale), Castle

Rackrent.  Written in 1800, just after the Rebellion of 1798, Rackrent focuses on the
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national failings of the Anglo-Irish as Edgeworth sees them—drunkenness,

laziness, gambling, litigiousness.  Most importantly, however, the Rackrents

suffer from a lack of responsibility to both their own personal finances and to

their tenants—economic and social responsibilities which are, for Edgeworth,

inextricably connected.  In Rackrent, Edgeworth’s Irish aristocrats are so far from

being responsible heads of a state-sized family (as Edmund Burke might have

imagined) that their entire estate can be bought out from under them by the son

of a servant.  The Irish novels, then, suggest that for Edgeworth, a cautious

blending of English and Irish traits is the best possible solution to the Irish

question: mitigated by English sobriety and rationality, Irish bonhomie and

traditionalism contribute to a model of benevolent paternalism borrowed, in

large part, from Burke.  The choices Edgeworth’s Irish heroes must make over

the course of their development as national characters, then, reflect this desire to

appropriate what is best about England and Ireland.

The common thread between Glenthorn and Ormond, then, is their ability

to learn under the tutelage of a range of masters.  For Glenthorn, the Scotsman

McLeod and the Anglo-Irish Lord Y— form an axis of British cultural knowledge

under which he can prosper as the ideal Irish citizen.  For Ormond, Sir Ulick,

King Corny, both Irish, and the Anglo-Irish Herbert Annaly form a similar axis,

but here, the emphasis is less on Britishness, but rather how to be Irish within a

British context.  These issues of national identity resonate particularly strongly in

Edgeworth’s novels, because although her characters inhabit the Irish past—both

are set before 1800—their author must cope with the realities of post-Union
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Ireland.  The 1801 Act of Union officially incorporated Ireland into the United

Kingdom (thereafter officially to be called the United Kingdom of Great Britain

and Ireland), abolishing the Parliament in Dublin and instead offering Ireland

representation in the British parliament at Westminster.  That the Irish were

legally British after 1801, however, did not mean that they were culturally

Britons; Linda Colley, famously, refuses to try to integrate Ireland in her study of

the rise of British national identity between 1707 and 1837 , noting that “Ireland

was never able or willing to play a satisfactory part in [the British Empire]”

(Colley 8).  Colley’s claim here is at best misinformed—one might just as easily

say that Ireland was not allowed to participate as a full member of the

Empire—and at worst deliberately shortsighted, and it is handily challenged by

Edgeworth’s oeuvre.  In her Irish novels, Edgeworth does her best to illustrate

the roles that both Ireland and England must play within the context of the

British Empire.  In doing so, she creates a model of Enlightened, active

stewardship for the Anglo-Irish ruling classes, arguing that without such

stewardship, Ireland is doomed to poverty and social chaos.

Ironically, it is the influence of Burke—the sworn enemy of many of the

early Romantic political radicals—that allows us one way of reading Edgeworth,

to a certain degree, as a Romantic novelist. Steeped in Enlightenment values as

she is, Edgeworth has generally been considered an Enlightenment, or at best a

“pre-Romantic” writer.  More recently, Lisa Moore has characterized Edgeworth

as “self-consciously anti-Romantic,” arguing that she “engag[es] with many of

the same issues and literary conventions as a Romantic [writer], but us[es] them
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for critique instead of celebration” (Moore 117).  This characterization of

Edgeworth usefully dodges the teleological bullet of the “pre-Romantic”

label—certainly, Edgeworth is not anticipatory of, for example, Shelleyan

transcendence—but it does not, I think, completely account for the aspects of

Edgeworth’s writing that can be read as bridging the gap between

Enlightenment and Romantic writing. As a student of Burke,12 Edgeworth

reproduces his spirit of reactionary conservatism with regard, in particular, to

the French revolution, but she also shares in his understanding of the nation as

organic, growing naturally out of the past and into the future. Burke, as David

Fairer notes, assumes an understanding of history that enables “the act of

looking back and offering some kind of connective reading of the prior” (Fairer

12).  For Burke, this sense of the organicism leads to a conservative approach to

nations and national character: it dangerously naturalizes a conservative form of

government—the monarchy—as well particular cultural practices, such as the

relegation of women to second-class status within the nation.  Yet, on a more

positive note, this organic sense of history as it manifests in Edgeworth’s writing

is what necessitates a hybridized culture: at some level, Ireland must retain its

own cultural practices to remain a healthy, functional society.

Edgeworth’s nostalgia for a national past is one feature that she shares

with both Burke and conventionally-understood Romanticism.  Another

commonality with writing of the Romantic period is Edgeworth and Burke’s
                                                  
12 Her father Richard Lovell Edgeworth was a great admirer of Burke, proclaiming after traveling
with him that “‘I think I have been the better, I need not say the wiser, ever since’” (quoted in
Butler 129).  Maria herself drew up notes for an essay “on the Genius and Style of Burke,” citing
Burke as “an example of an orator who draws noble illusions from ignoble objects” (Absentee
282).
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mutual reliance on Gothic tropes.  The reliance on the imaginary, the fantastic,

and the macabre that the Gothic shares with Romanticism would seem entirely

foreign to the conservative Burke and the rational Edgeworth.  Yet Burke’s

hysterical recounting of the abduction, metaphorical penetration, and eventual

death of Marie Antoinette in Reflections on the Revolution in France,13 and of the

“Revolution harpies” he describes in “Letter to a Member of the National

Assembly”14 contain elements of macabre sexual threat that, while they certainly

do not rival Lewis’s The Monk, for example, certainly display an awareness of the

conventions of Gothic fiction.  Similarly, Edgeworth’s description of Sir Kit

Rackrent’s imprisonment of his wife in a tower, as well as the switched-at-birth

plotline of Ennui and the other-worldliness of Ormond’s Black Islands make use

of these tropes. Indeed, Rackrent, I think, although the only one of the Irish novels

that can truly be read as Gothic, presages the high Gothic of Maturin’s Melmoth

the Wanderer, and even Stoker’s Dracula, insofar as it uses the self-destructing

nature of the Rackrent family—and the practice of landlordism in general—to

predict the self-destruction of the Irish nation.15

But even as Edgeworth borrows some tropes from the Gothic, she also

inaugurates a new genre: the national tale.  In its investment in the rural and the

                                                  
13 In Burke’s description, the French revolutionaries “ pierc[e] with a hundred strokes of bayonets
and poniards the bed” of the queen (Reflections 62).
14 “The Revolution harpies of France, sprung from Night and Hell, or from that chaotic Anarchy
which generates equivocally “all monstrous, all prodigious things”. . .These obscene harpies, who
deck themselves in I know not what divine attributes, but who in reality are foul and ravenous
birds of prey, (both mothers and daughters) flutter over our heads. . .” (Further Reflections 53-4).
15 Gothic elements surface in Edgeworth’s Belinda as well—for example, Harriot Freke’s use of
phosphorous drawings to convince the slave Juba that he is being visited by demons—but in that
novel, which functions partly as a sendup of fashionable reading, the Gothic is employed
primarily as a humorous device.  Even Lady Delacour’s dark Gothic secret—the supposed cancer
in her breast—is merely a flesh wound.
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particular, the national tale participates in the discourse of Romanticism that

valorizes rustic “authenticity.”  Wordsworth’s stated interest in “the real

language of men” codified this aspect of Romanticism, but its roots are in the

Celtic peripheries—in the Ossian craze of the 1760s, in Irish and Welsh

antiquarianism, in Joanna Baillie’s plays and essays, in the poetry of Robert

Burns and, especially, in Edgeworth’s novels.  As with much Romantic

ethnography and antiquarianism, Edgeworth’s novels can be dismissed as an

elitist exercise in cultural tourism—for example, her portrayals of the Irish

peasantry as unintelligible, illiterate, and inefficient.  But as national tales, they

do important—and Romantic—work: as Katie Trumpener points out, the interest

in the national particulars of Ireland and Scotland “partially offset a process of

cultural centralization” (Trumpener xi).  Edgeworth’s reproductions of Irish

dialect, under this rubric, are not unintelligible except to the uninformed reader:

that is, the reader who assumes that there is only one right way of speaking and

acting as a citizen of the United Kingdom.  Trumpener’s point about cultural

centralization can be extended, however.  Rather than assuming, as the

canonizing process does, that Romantic culture is sited in the single, inspired

genius of a handful of poets, we can locate inspiration throughout the Empire.

Rewriting definitions of Romanticism that account for its genesis in these

theoretically peripheral sites is essential to understanding it fully as an

intellectual movement: the interest in naturalness and authenticity—particularly

as it is exhibited in national character—expressed by the “canonical” Romantic
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authors is not sui generis, but rather an effect of the work produced by authors

such as Edgeworth.

To the degree that I read Edgeworth as a Romantic, then, I would locate

that Romanticism within this impulse to the precise evocation of place that

characterizes her novels.  While Edgeworth’s Enlightenment  values—and her

Burkean conservatism—certainly mitigate our ability to consider her as a

Romantic author per se, she does participate in several significant aspects of

Romantic thought.  Perhaps more importantly, she creates a generic space for

later Irish Romantic writers, such as Lady Morgan, Charles Maturin, and William

Carleton, as well as for Walter Scott.  Whether these authors, like Scott, are self-

consciously  inhabiting the tradition of the national tale (or its later forms, the

regional and historical novels), or whether, like Wordsworth, they are

participating in a general revival of public interest in the Celtic periphery, they

inherit an important set of tropes from Edgeworth. Even as these novels, like

Burke’s treatises, validate an aristocratic and paternalistic model of government,

they critique the effects of that style of government by forcing their implied

readers—readers who are able to undergo the sort of personal-cum-national

development modeled by Edgeworth’s heroes—to consider the “real” people of

Ireland as authentic representatives of Irishness, even as their governors must

become representatives of Britishness.

Much as Edgeworth herself works between Enlightenment and Romantic

writing, her novels a inhabit a middle ground between tradition and modernity,

a ground which Edgeworth suggests as a firm foundation for Ireland’s future.
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Understanding both her desire for rational progress—improved living

conditions, political harmony—in Ireland and her attempts to portray Ireland as

a unique and privileged national culture permits us to reconcile some of the

seemingly contradictory strains of thought in her novels.  In this chapter, I hope

to offer a unifying reading of Edgeworth’s Irish novels, recognizing their ability

to hold both Britishness and Irishness and the past and the future (which, it

should be noted, are non-analogous dualities) in tension.  I will begin by offering

a brief reading of Castle Rackrent as an anti-colonial Bildungsroman, one in which

the consequences of the abdication of the gentry class can be seen all too clearly.

I will then turn to Ennui to demonstrate Edgeworth’s reliance on Enlightenment

values and her insistence on the value of class education—a value that, it turns

out, exceeds that of actual class membership. I will conclude the chapter with a

discussion of Ormond, perhaps Edgeworth’s most pro-Irish text, insofar as it is

competing versions of Irishness that are at stake: rather than choose between

Irish and English ways of life, the hero must decide whether he will follow in the

footsteps of the backwater Gaelic throwback King Corny or in the more

sophisticated, but less honest, path of the Irish parliamentarian Sir Ulick

O’Shane.

II: Background

Maria Edgeworth was born in Oxfordshire in 1768, the eldest surviving daughter

of what would eventually be the 22 children of Richard Lovell Edgeworth.

(Maria’s mother was Richard Lovell’s first wife; he would eventually marry three
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more times).  As the eldest child, Maria was very close to her father, and

although she attended school in England until she was 14, upon her permanent

return to Ireland, Richard Lovell became deeply involved in continuing her

education.  Their intellectual partnership encompassed literary as well as

practical education; Maria read philosophy with her father, but also helped him

manage his estates.  Eventually, they would produce many books together

(Practical Education [1798] was their most successful joint venture), but Richard

Lovell is understood to have a hand in many of Maria’s Irish novels as well,

whether openly, as in his editorial apparatus in Rackrent, or more covertly.

It is difficult to find a biography of Edgeworth that does not also center on

her father, in fact; the first two sections of Marilyn Butler’s definitive Maria

Edgeworth: A Literary Biography, titled “Apprenticeship” and “Partnership,”

encompass 352 pages, but the third, covering Maria’s life after Richard Lovell’s

death and entitled “Independence, merits a mere 80 pages, despite the fact that

Edgeworth lived for 20 years after her father’s death in 1817.  The weight Butler

gives to the first two sections of her biography perhaps explains much

contemporary feminist critique of Edgeworth.  Mary Jean Corbett’s assertion that

Edgeworth’s “identification with [her father], however tenuous, effectively

militates against her developing both a more nuanced perception of her own

otherness in patriarchal thought and a more thoroughgoing critique of the

structures of colonial domination” (“Another Tale” 397) is a clear statement of

this strain of criticism, while Elizabeth Kowaleski-Wallace’s statement that

Edgeworth was “a particularly strong example of a male-centered woman”
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(Kowaleski-Wallace 96) – the male, of course, being Richard Lovell Edgeworth –

reinforces the argument.  Indeed, the complexity of Castle Rackrent in comparison

with the other Irish novels is for many critics proof that Edgeworth could have

been an even better novelist had she not worked so closely with her father.

Gerry Brookes, for example, notes that since Rackrent was written

without the aid or interference, depending on your point of view, of her

father. . .[Edgeworth] seems to have been free to create a more successful

didactic form which embedded judgments and attitudes in examples and

did not grind to a halt, as many of her other stories do, to make explicit

what is (or ought to be) implicit in her fictions.  (Brookes 603)

The extent to which Richard Edgeworth was editor or even co-author of his

daughter’s texts is an intricate and vexed question, well beyond the scope of this

project.  It is possible to note, however, that Maria Edgeworth’s other Irish tales,

are far more programmatic and didactic than Rackrent, giving rise to the question

of exactly which Edgeworth contributed this didactic tone.

Edgeworth’s identification with her father, as Mary Jean Corbett’s analysis

hints at, has to do with gender, but it is also an issue of class.  Richard Lovell

Edgeworth, though personally invested in progressive education and

Enlightenment values, was indeed an Anglo-Irish landlord; the Edgeworth estate

had been granted by Queen Elizabeth, and Edgeworth’s forebears enjoyed a

somewhat dissipated lifestyle—not unlike, as Marilyn Butler notes, that of the
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Rackrent family.16  As Protestants, the Edgeworths had legal privileges and

protections that many other Irish subjects lacked. Under the Penal Laws, which

remained in place from the mid-14th century until 1829, the native Catholic

majority were not allowed to own land; more importantly, they were forbidden

from either holding elected office or voting for office-holders.  Thus denied the

most vital privilege of citizenship—the ability to represent or to vote for

representatives of the people—Irish Catholics were second-class citizens within

their country, and theoretically, third-class citizens within the Empire, which

turned up its nose even at the Protestant Anglo-Irish.  Yet even if they were

dismissed by the English, the Anglo-Irish could participate in shaping the laws

and policies of their country, and Richard Lovell Edgeworth, as a Member of the

Irish House of Commons for County Longford, was quite active in that regard.

During Richard Lovell’s tenure in Parliament, Ireland faced two of its

most important national crises: the Rebellion of 1798 and the 1801 Act of Union.

Led by the United Irishmen, a group that transected class and religious divides,

the Rebellion sought parliamentary reform, as well as fair and equal treatment

for Catholic and Protestant citizens of Ireland; although the Rebellion failed, it

was the impetus for Parliamentary change, and in 1801 Ireland was officially

united with Great Britain. Richard Lovell supported the Union, believing it

would be a means of “removing the sectarian bitterness which was endemic in

Irish life” (Butler ME 182).  Yet, in a hair-splitting iteration of that idealism, he
                                                  
16 The exploits of the Edgeworths, Butler notes, “could be paralleled in dozens of anecdotes about
the Anglo-Irish squirearchy of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries . . . the Rackrents are
sportsmen, litigants, drunkards, gamblers, duellists [sic], and adventurers in marriage; Maria did
not give them a characteristic that she could not have found among her own predecessors” (ME
16).
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voted against it due to his belief that the political maneuverings surrounding it

were corrupt.17  The Union, of course, passed nonetheless, but Richard Lovell

gained a certain amount of popularity among his fellow landlords for opposing a

cause that, in Butler’s term, “castrated” the Anglo-Irish as a class (Butler ME 183).

Edgeworth’s construction of ideal citizenship, then, is in many ways

constrained by the narrow definition of citizenship allowed by the Penal Laws.

Richard Lovell Edgeworth, her intellectual model, was also her political model;

his service in the House of Commons allowed him to directly participate in the

shaping of the Irish nation, but it also allowed him to explicitly ally himself with

the landed gentry, whatever his stated reasons.  Edgeworth’s heroes, too, come

to understand the need to accommodate Ireland’s various religions and social

classes, but remain firmly sited in their roles as lawmakers and land

administrators.  For Edgeworth, ideal citizenship requires a position of power;

top-down governance is, for her, the best way to manage the estates that model

the country as a whole.  Yet as we will see in both Ennui  and Ormond,

birth—aristocratic status—is not a prerequisite.  Rather, ideal citizenship must be

earned, and this is where Edgeworth’s model of citizenship has a hint of the

revolutionary about it.  Neither Glenthorn nor Ormond is born an

aristocrat—indeed, Glenthorn, by birth, is a Catholic peasant—but both attain

positions of governance over large estates, earning those places by virtue of hard

work, dedication, and a desire to improve conditions in their country.  Class is

still essential to Edgeworth’s construction of citizenship, but membership in that

                                                  
17 Butler cites two letters in which Edgeworth details offers that were made to buy his vote on
Union.
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class can be earned.  Thus Edgeworth’s ideal citizens stand as sharp critiques of

the hereditary aristocracy that, until 1801, controlled Ireland more or less

exclusively.  As long as Glenthorn, for example, believes himself an earl by birth,

he is dissipated and ennui-ridden.  Once the truth of his birth is exposed,

however, he transforms himself into a hard-working lawyer who ably resumes

management of his estate when it is nearly ruined by the real earl.  It is

Edgeworth’s first Irish tale, however, that most sternly criticizes the hereditary

system that allows aristocrats to destroy their estates—and their tenants—in

pursuit of luxury and folly.

III. Castle Rackrent: The Anti-Colonial Bildungsroman

If the colonial Bildungsroman is an author’s attempt to model the nation’s

development vis-à-vis a particular character’s growth, then Castle Rackrent

functions as an anti-colonial Bildungsroman, in which Edgeworth portrays

Ireland’s long slide into disaster by following the fortunes of the Rackrent family,

a sterile clan whose dissipations allow the eventual takeover of their estate by

Jason Quirk, the son of the Rackrents' faithful family retainer Thady.  Jason’s

development into a successful landowner is the secret Bildungsroman of this

novel, which ostensibly focuses on the decline of the Rackrents.  It is tempting to

read Castle Rackrent as a subversive work, one that depicts the dissolution of the

Rackrent family as a vehicle for the rise of the native Irish.  Yet in conjunction

with Edgeworth’s other Irish novels, it becomes evident that Rackrent is merely a

worst-case scenario, one in which her fears about a non-hierarchical, overly Irish
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society are put into play.  Despite redemptive moments in the text,18
 Edgeworth

seems to be using Rackrent as a description of community without traditional

controls, one in which hereditary landlords abdicate responsibility and the lower

middle class is rising to control property and wealth.  All of these conditions

contribute to the dissolution of the society depicted in the text.

One of the defenses of Rackrent as a work sympathetic to the plight of a

colonized people is the very portrayal of the self-destructiveness of the

Rackrents.  Edgeworth has been read as saying that the Anglo-Irish are a class

that will destroy themselves given the opportunity.19  An important aspect of this

argument that has been generally overlooked in Edgeworth criticism, however, is

that the Rackrents themselves are not particularly representative of the Anglo-

Irish class.  They are O’Shaughlins, Irish Catholics who have taken on a

Protestant identity in order to become landowners.  This fact is almost glossed

over in the text; Edgeworth alludes to it only very briefly:

 – Everybody knows this is not the old family name, which was

O’Shaughlin, related to the kings of Ireland – but that was before my

time. . . I ought to bless that day, for the estate came straight into the

family, upon one condition, which Sir Patrick O’Shaughlin took sadly to

                                                  
18 Thady’s momentary sympathy with Jessica, the Jewish wife of one of the Rackrents, for
example, indicates a certain amount of awareness on Edgeworth’s part that both characters are
subject to othering by the dominant culture within which they live.
19 Newcomer, for one, declares that Edgeworth’s purpose in writing Rackrent was to condemn the
class: “She chooses her material to suit her larger purpose of depicting the decline and fall of the
Rackrent family.  Obviously she wants to create fictional entertainment, but just as certainly she
has the philosophical purpose of making a sociological judgment on the family and a moral
judgment on individual members of the family” (Newcomer, Castle Rackrent 171).  Even Seamus
Deane refers to “the Protestant Anglo-Irish figures like. . .the whole Rackrent family. . .” (Strange
Country 32)
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heart, they say. . .that he should, by Act of Parliament, take and bear the

sirname [sic] and arms of Rackrent (CRE 8-9).

The Rackrents’ behavior, then, can be read as a demonstration of the self-

destructive tendencies of the Irish if left without proper governance.  Formerly

Catholic, their ruinous impulses cannot be controlled even by their assumption

of Anglo identity.  Terry Eagleton suggests that this is a rhetorical strategy on

Edgeworth’s part: “. . .this allows Edgeworth to put a degree of daylight between

herself and her subject matter” (Eagleton 164).20  Edgeworth emphasizes the

difference between the Rackrents and her own class by highlighting their

“scarcely intelligible” speech (CRE 4), their incontinent lifestyles, their inability to

manage the daily responsibilities of an estate, and their outmoded (to a

fashionable English reader) way of living.  She is therefore able to escape

criticizing the “real” Anglo-Irish, whose position she is working to support,

while simultaneously reinforcing her need for social hierarchy: If even those

native Irish who have renounced their Irish identity are so prone to self-

destruction, how can the “Irish” Irish be let alone to run themselves into the

ground?

One of Edgeworth’s most telling critiques of the Rackrents is their familial

inability to reproduce.  It has been noted that, except for Sir Patrick, the Rackrent

marriages are childless.  The estate passes from Patrick to his son Murtagh, then

                                                  
20 The antithetical argument, as made by Daniel Hack, is that Edgeworth silences the conversion
from Catholic to Protestant as a sign of her disapproval of the policy that requires it.  (Hack 156).
However, her silence on this point seems to me to be a silence of complicity.  In Ormond,
however, she will have a slightly different take on the questions.
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to Murtagh’s brother Kit, and finally to their distant cousin Condy.  The

barrenness of the family indicates Edgeworth’s complete rejection of the

possibility that the Rackrents – or those of their ilk – could be a positive force in

Ireland.  In Edgeworth’s Burkean world, “the power of perpetuating our

property in our families is. . .that which tends the most to the perpetuation of

society itself” (Reflections 45).  Since each Rackrent has less property to perpetuate

and no direct issue by which to perpetuate it, they become members of a doomed

society.  Corbett sums this up neatly: “The breaks in the transmission of the

estate and the concomitant degeneracy of the family itself, Edgeworth implies,

contribute to the social instability of the world she portrays” (“Another Tale”

394).  Indeed, in the later Irish novels, a significant marker of emotional and

social maturity is the ability to manage credit and debt responsibly.  In Rackrent,

the Rackrents are heavily indebted, which lead to their displacement by Jason

Quirk.

Jason is able to obtain the Rackrent estates by virtue of his position as their

middleman, the agent who ostensibly makes sure that the estates are well-

managed and financially productive.  Rather than dealing with the landlord

directly, tenants would deal with the middleman.  If the landlord were not

attentive to the middleman’s activities, checking up on accounts and the like, the

middleman would be in a perfect position, as Jason is, to benefit materially from

the estate. Ostensibly the protector of the Rackrent estate, Jason ends up more or

less stealing it out from under the nose of the ruined Sir Condy—who is ruined
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in part because of Jason’s self-interested management of the estate.  Jason learns

his trade from the original middleman of the estate, of whom Thady tells us:

The agent was one of your middle men, who grind the face of the poor,

and can never bear a man with a hat upon his head – he ferreted the

tenants out of their lives – not a week without a call for money – drafts

upon drafts from Sir Kit – but I laid it all to the fault of the agent; for, says

I, what can Sir Kit do with so much money, and he a single man? (CRE

21).

The implications of this passage are threefold: first, the excessive spending of the

Rackrents hurts not only themselves but their tenants as well.  Second, the

exploitative middleman, rather than discouraging their spending, “grinds” the

poor tenants—with the implication that he himself is profiting from their

payments (Thady’s faux-naïf claim that the agent is entirely to blame for the

rackrenting notwithstanding, middlemen were notorious for exploiting their

tenants).  Third, Jason, as a pupil of this man, is not learning responsible estate

management; rather, he is learning how to benefit himself by running the estate.

Once Sir Condy Rackrent, Jason’s contemporary and the last of the

Rackrents, is convinced that the estate is ruined, he is more than willing to

relinquish control to Jason, who rapidly turns Condy’s inaction to his own

advantage:

. . . Sir Condy not willing to take his affairs into his own hands, or to look

them even in the face, he gave my son a bargain of some acres . . . Jason set

the land, as soon as his lease was sealed, to under-tenants, to make the
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rent, and got two hundred a-year profit rent. . .He bought the land at

twelve years’ purchase two years afterwards, when Sir Condy was pushed

for money on [a legal judgment] . . . (CRE 87).

Edgeworth’s complaint about Sir Condy will be echoed in her critiques of the

absentee landlords of Ennui and The Absentee: Condy is not a problem because he

is a gambler, but because he refuses responsibility for his financial situation and

for the well-being of the tenants on his estate.  Since he is “not willing to take

affairs into his own hands,” Condy allows Jason to maneuver his way into his

eventual takeover of the Rackrent estate.  The land Condy grants him at a

“bargain” price eventually positions Jason to become Condy’s “principal

creditor” (CRE 108), charging him compound interest on all his loans, so that at

last Condy has no choice but to sign over to Jason “the lands of O’Shaughlin’s

town, and the lands of Gruneaghoolaghan, and the lands of Crookaghnawaturgh

. . .and—Oh murder, Jason! Surely you won’t put this in—the castle, stable and

appurtenances of Castle Rackrent” (CRE 109).  This land transfer is “murder,” as

Condy’s response implies, not because the Rackrents must sell off their

townlands, but because they must relinquish the last signifier of their feudal

control: Castle Rackrent itself.  Jason’s acquisition of the castle is particularly

troubling to Edgeworth because of his circumvention of the hierarchy of the

traditional system (corrupt though it may be in the case of the Rackrents). The

inappropriateness of this movement is highlighted by the villagers’

unwillingness to accept Jason as their new landlord:
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. . .they cried, No Jason! No Jason! – Sir Condy! Sir Condy! Sir Condy

Rackrent forever! and the mob grew so great and so loud I [Thady] was

frighted. . .’I’ll tell you what you’d best do, (said Sir Condy, who was

laughing to see [Jason’s] fright) finish your glass first, then let’s go to the

window and shew ourselves, and I’ll tell ‘em, or you shall if you please,

that I’m going to the Lodge for a change of air for my health, and by my

own desire, for the rest of my days.’ (CRE 79)

In a set piece that is repeated in both Ennui and Ormond, the villagers are on the

point of riot to preserve the aristocratic system for what they believe to be their

own good.  The danger of an exploitative landlord who has taken the rightful

place of the aristocrat, Edgeworth suggests, is greater than the inconvenience of

an inadequate but hereditary one.

Edgeworth presents Jason’s case as a further note of her disapproval of the

Rackrents’ dissolution.  Jason serves as an echo of the rise of the Rackrent family,

but those who would posit him as the secret hero of Rackrent21 ignore the

intimations for his own self-ruin contained in the history of the Rackrents.  Jason

Quirk too must necessarily have cast off his religious affiliation to attain a certain

status in society as an attorney.  Just as Sir Patrick’s inheritance of the estate was

caused by careless management on the part of the late Sir Tallyhoo Rackrent,22

Jason is able to take possession of Castle Rackrent when Condy is finally unable

                                                  
21 “What Thady accomplishes through Jason is more than any Irish peasant could have hoped for.
. .” (Newcomer, “Castle Rackrent” 177).
22 Sir Tallyhoo refuses to maintain the gates on his estate and, as a result, falls to his death while
jumping a horse over a fence.  Sir Patrick then inherits.  (CRE 9)
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to pay the debts he has incurred. Jason, as Edgeworth portrays his character, is as

deeply flawed as the Rackrents, although his faults are avarice and opportunism

rather than dissipation: “. . .Jason’s estrangement from his family suggests that

his ambition has led him to value market relations over the ties of a Catholic

community” (Kirkpatrick, Castle Rackrent xxxi).  Feared by the tenants and

rejected by his father, Jason ends the novel unmarried and as wrapped up in

litigation as Sir Patrick ever was.  Jason, then, is by no means a successful model

of national character.  Although he has attained wealth and status, he is not a

figure to represent the modern, Enlightened Ireland that Edgeworth desires to

bring about through her writing.  Instead, his story stands as a cautionary tale for

those landlords who, like the Rackrents, abdicate their responsibilities to their

land and themselves.

V: Ennui: The Education of an Irishman

This theme of enlightened responsibility shapes Edgeworth’s subsequent Irish

novels.  Ennui’s Lord Glenthorn has all the makings of a Condy Rackrent:  as the

novel opens, he is so overcome with ennui that he has signed over control of his

English estates to a false friend, who nearly ruins him.  Over the course of the

novel, however, we follow Glenthorn’s transformation from dissipated young

aristocrat to hard-working barrister, a transformation necessitated by the

discovery that he is actually the son of an Irish wet-nurse, switched at birth with

the child of an English earl.  As we see Glenthorn slowly become a responsible
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citizen, however, we also witness the downfall of his foster-brother Christy, to

whom Glenthorn surrenders the earldom on finding out the truth of his

parentage.  All of Edgeworth’s key themes are played out in this arrangement:

Christy, born of English parents but raised as an Irish peasant, is incompetent at

managing his own affairs, while Glenthorn, of Irish parentage but educated as an

English gentleman, is nearly ruined at a young age but recovers nicely when he

begins to take charge of his financial and social responsibilities.

When we first meet Glenthorn, who is, as he tells us, “bred up in

indolence” (CRE 143), his estate is being slowly whittled away by his gambling

habits and Epicureanism.  His estate’s diminishment is compounded by his age:

as Glenthorn is an orphan, he has a guardian who manages his estates, which are

in both England and Ireland.  This guardian, Edgeworth tells us, is an

unscrupulous cad, who “expected to bribe [Glenthorn] with a part of [his] own

fortune, to forbear inquiring what had become of a certain deficiency in the

remainder” (CRE 143).  Yet even when Glenthorn attains his majority, he does

not take responsibility for his financial standing.  He delegates all his affairs to

one Captain Crawley, despite recognizing him as “a humble companion of mine,

a gross unblushing, thorough-going flatterer” (CRE 143), and continues his

practices of overspending and three-day gambling bouts.  Crawley is Ennui’s

version of Jason Quirk: a grasping underling who seeks to attain his master’s

position, eventually even seducing the future Lady Glenthorn.  By putting his

affairs in the hands of this man, Glenthorn does considerable harm not only to

his finances, but to his reputation as well.
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Whereas Condy Rackrent is so overwhelmed by his debts that he is afraid

to examine his own finances, Glenthorn abdicates control over his estate because

of his principal character flaw: ennui.  Essentially, Glenthorn can’t be bothered to

do anything whatsoever: as he tells us, “I had an utter abhorrence and incapacity

of voluntary exertion” (CRE 144).  This ennui is, Glenthorn posits, a result of his

upbringing.  Allowed to choose his own tutors, he invariably selects the ones

who make him do the least work, so that, like Scott’s Waverley, he fails to

develop the mental discipline that builds character.  Glenthorn’s attempts to

shake off his ennui are the subject of much of the novel’s first 200-odd pages; he

gambles, delves into Epicureanism, travels, and consistently fails to shake off the

“frequent fits of fidgeting, yawning and stretching . . . constant restlessness of

mind and body . . . aversion to the place I was in or the thing I was doing, or

rather to the thing that was passing before my eyes, for I was never doing

anything” (CRE 144). Unlike most young men in Romantic novels, Glenthorn is

not even stirred by the sublime beauty of a natural landscape; on viewing the

Giant’s Causeway, a spectacular natural feature of Northern Ireland, he

was seized with a fit of yawning, as I sat in my pleasure-boat to observe

the sublime spectacle.  I looked at my watch, observed that we should be

late for dinner, and grew impatient to be rowed back to the place where

we were to dine; not that I was hungry . . . Neither science nor taste

expanded my view, and I saw nothing worthy of my admiration, or

capable of giving me pleasure.  The watching a straw floating down the
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tide was the only amusement I recollect to have enjoyed during this

excursion (CRE 250-1).

Whereas a Waverley would be transported by the Giant’s Causeway, Glenthorn

is merely bored by it; not even his own physical needs, such as hunger, can

propel him to be active.  Curing Glenthorn’s ennui, then, is the novel’s primary

task: Edgeworth must find something for Glenthorn to do, and, moreover,

something that Glenthorn is willing to do.  If “neither science nor taste” can stir

Glenthorn’s intellect, he cannot contribute in any meaningful way to society.  For

Edgeworth, ennui is not merely intellectual or physical lassitude—it is a moral

malaise.

The mechanism by which Edgeworth begins to cure that malaise is the

shift of the novel’s location from England to Ireland.  Due to his own

profligacy—a profligacy closely associated with the excess spending of

“Londonomania”—and Crawley’s mismanagement of his affairs, Glenthorn

comes perilously close to complete financial ruin.  Though a brief marriage to a

rich heiress stops Glenthorn’s slide into bankruptcy, he is still cursed with ennui

and, unhappy in his marriage and bored with his life, he determines to kill

himself.

Glenthorn’s suicide attempt, however, is cut short by the appearance of

his supposed former nurse Ellinor:

At the outside of the gate sat upon the ground, huddled in a great red

cloak, an old woman, who started up and sprang forwards the moment
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she saw me, stretching out her arms and her cloak with one and the same

motion.  “Ogh, is it you I see?” cried she, in a strong Irish tone (CRE 155).

Ellinor’s sudden spring, ghostly form and Irish wail give the impression that she

is some sort of banshee, an Irish spirit whose appearance foretells death, and in

fact, her rag-cloaked form spooks Glenthorn’s horse so badly that Glenthorn is

thrown, knocked unconscious, and presumed dead by his servants.  The servants

carry him back to his house, and feigning unconsciousness, Glenthorn quickly

ascertains that neither his servants nor his friends truly care whether he is alive

or dead.  Yet Ellinor insists on staying with him, in “an agony of grief” (CRE

156), weeping over his body until Glenthorn signals to her that he is in fact alive.

As many critics have noted, this is a highly symbolic moment for Glenthorn.

Presumed dead, he comes back to life in the arms of the woman who is

ostensibly his wet-nurse and in fact is his biological mother.  Glenthorn’s rebirth

is one of two truly decisive moments in the text (the second being the

renunciation of his earldom), setting into motion his divorce, his dismissal of

Crawley, and his attempt to take charge of his own affairs.  It is also the impetus

for his journey to Ireland: Glenthorn promises to visit Ellinor before she dies, and

“it was impossible for a man of honour to break a promise, even to an old

woman” (CRE 169).

This second birth, then, is the true beginning of Glenthorn’s colonial

Bildungsroman.  His spoiled childhood, wasted adolescence and dissipated

young adulthood are forgotten, as Glenthorn’s ennui begins to be wiped away by

Ellinor; in particular he is amused and fascinated by the Irish folk tales and fairy
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stories she tells him.  Perhaps more importantly, he is captivated by the picture

she paints for him of his reception in the Glenthorn lands:

I was only a lord, as she said, in England, but I could be all as one as a

king in Ireland.  Ellinor impressed me with the idea of the sort of feudal

power I should possess in my vast territory, over tenants who were almost

vassals, and amongst a numerous train of dependants (CRE 160).

This feudal vision, particularly enchanting to Glenthorn, is one of the traditional

models of Irishness that Edgeworth will turn to in Ormond.  For the English-

raised Glenthorn, however, the power at his disposal when he arrives at his

estates is almost overwhelming: “These people,” he tells us,

seemed ‘born for my use’: the officious precipitation with which they ran

to and fro; the style in which they addressed me, some crying ‘Long life to

the Earl of Glenthorn!’; some blessing me for coming to reign over them;

all together gave more the idea of vassals than of tenants (CRE 178).

Like the Rackrent tenants, the inhabitants of Glenthorn’s place seem

extraordinarily happy with their subservient place in the estate’s hierarchy.   Like

the Rackrent tenants as well, however, the Glenthorn tenants are motivated

primarily by the prospect of benefiting from the potential incompetence of their

landlord.  In Glenthorn’s case, the tenants have the advantage of his complete

lack of familiarity with Irish customs, and with practices of good estate

management.  Consequently, they take advantage of Glenthorn’s naïveté and

desire to be helpful, badgering him with requests for money, leases, and

adjudication of disputes, among other things.  The appearance of this world, to
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Glenthorn’s vain perception, is completely feudalistic:  he delights in the

subservience of the tenants, as well as in what he perceives as their dependence

on him.  In fact, Glenthorn is prodded briefly out of his ennui by his delight in

his role as Lord Bountiful, bestowing food, gifts, long leases, and money on his

poorer tenants.

In particular, Glenthorn is interested in providing for Ellinor, in part

because he feels obliged to her but also because he is “pleased with [himself] for

[his] gratitude toward the poor woman (CRE 187).  Thinking to provide her with

every material comfort, he has built for her an “English-style cottage,” with a

slate roof, papered walls, and painted trim (CRE 189).  Ellinor’s reaction to the

cottage, however, is not what Glenthorn desires: she refuses to keep it tidy, she

allows broken windows to remain unfixed, and worst of all, she wants the slate

roof to be replaced with traditional thatch.  Dealing with this apparent

recalcitrance has two effects on Glenthorn.  First, in recognizing Ellinor’s desire

to live in an Irish-style thatched cottage, whatever its apparent disadvantages, he

is plunged back into ennui: “I did not entirely recover my desire to do good to

my poor tenants. . .In the pettishness of my disappointment, I decided that it was

in vain to attempt to improve and civilize such people as the Irish” (CRE 200).

Perhaps more importantly, however, Glenthorn is forced to recognize that he

cannot impose on his tenants a way of life that they neither desire nor

understand, and that is simply not practicable in his new context:  Ellinor wants

to thatch her roof because it is more windproof and warmer than the slate tiles

Glenthorn has chosen.  Much as Glenthorn’s willingness to allow his English
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“friends” to make all his decisions for him has resulted in his own personal

unhappiness, his attempts to make decisions for his tenants without considering

their interests results, in cases such as Ellinor’s, in general unhappiness, and with

regard to his more unscrupulous tenants, in potential economic chaos on the

estate.  As Glenthorn is finally forced to admit,

. . . crowds of eloquent beggars . . . soon surrounded me: many who had

been resolutely struggling with their difficulties, slackened their exertions,

and left their labour for the easier trade of imposing on my credulity.  The

money I had bestowed was wasted at the dram-shop, or it became the

subject of family quarrels; and those whom I had relieved turned again to

my honour, with fresh and insatiable expectations. (CRE 190)

 This passage, in focusing on the unwelcome consequences of Glenthorn’s

charity, bespeaks the need for more careful management of the estate’s resources

by someone whose job it is to manage them.  A Glenthorn acting for himself, it

turns out, is almost as unproductive as a Glenthorn who relies on untrustworthy

middlemen such as Crawley.  Thus, the affair of Ellinor’s house becomes a

turning point at which Glenthorn is forced to recognize that he is not fit to

govern and must instead allow a suitable agent both to manage the estate’s

affairs and to teach Glenthorn the art of governance.

Glenthorn’s education in estate management becomes the responsibility of

Mr. McLeod, a Scotsman who has been managing the estate in Glenthorn’s

absence.  Rather than a rackrenting middleman like Jason Quirk, McLeod is a

humane, rational and experienced manager who has been running the Glenthorn
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estates successfully since the Glenthorn’s father was alive.  As an Edgeworthian

voice of reason in contrast to Glenthorn’s dilettantism, McLeod quotes

Enlightenment icons like Adam Smith in opposition to Glenthorn’s injudicious

generosity with his tenants, pointing out that “the difficulty” with Glenthorn’s

misguided charitable giving “is to relieve present misery, without creating more

in the future” (CRE 189).  McLeod’s most important means of opposition,

however, is to let Glenthorn make his own mistakes in the hopes that he will

eventually learn from them.  In fact, McLeod’s approach to dealing with

Glenthorn is almost exactly the approach he takes to increasing the productivity

of his tenants.

McLeod’s land on Glenthorn’s estate is a model of Enlightenment

rationality; as Marilyn Butler points out, it embodies Adam Smith’s claim that

“labour . . . is the only universal as well as the only accurate measure of value”

(CRE 28).  When Glenthorn comes to visit, he observes “. . . such an air of

neatness and comfort, order and activity, in the people and in their cottages, that

I almost thought myself in England” (CRE  215).  Obviously, this tidy

industriousness stands in sharp contrast to Ellinor’s “mouldy,” “decayed” and

smoky cottage.  Whereas Ellinor, as the tenant of the alternately meddlesome and

ennui-ridden Glenthorn, turns an English cottage into a thatched Irish hovel,

McLeod’s tenants turn his Irish land into a village that can pass, in what is

obviously Glenthorn’s highest standard of praise, for English.

Why, then, is McLeod’s transformation successful?  Glenthorn’s attempts

to transform his estate into a familiar English setting have failed catastrophically,
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yet McLeod’s success is unmistakable.  In despair, Glenthorn demands to know

“How could all this be brought about in Ireland?”  McLeod replies:

Chiefly by not doing and not expecting too much at first . . . Perhaps it

was best for [the tenants] and for us, that we were not rich; for we could

not do too much at a time, and we were never tempted to begin a grand

scheme that we could not finish (CRE 215).

McLeod’s gradual approach has allowed the tenantry to absorb his methods at

their own pace; he goes on to tell Glenthorn that he and his wife have labored for

26 years to educate the estate’s children, during which time “a race of our own

training has grown up” (CRE 216).  In fact, the McLeods run a school on their

estate, which operates according to the Edgeworths’ own didactic principles as

set forth in works like Practical Education.  The contrast between this scene and

Glenthorn’s estate is telling; if the Irish are guided with an enlightened British

hand, then they will become a happy, productive race.  If left to their own

devices, however, or, worse, encouraged in their indolence by over-generous

treatment, chaos will ensue, as it has on Glenthorn’s (and the Rackrents’) estate.

McLeod’s success at running the Glenthorn estate speaks to a larger

cultural meme that underpins Edgeworth’s novel: the dispersal of a British

imperial identity by colonial subjects themselves.  Edgeworth’s novels are one

such example of this enterprise: although she is Anglo-Irish, Edgeworth’s

concern for regulating the behavior of her Irish compatriots speaks to an implicit

consent to the project of Empire.  Whereas Edgeworth’s novels perform this

work on a cultural level, McLeod is representative of a group of people who
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engaged with British imperialism on a political and economic level: the

thousands of Scots who served as colonial administrators throughout the British

empire.  As Linda Colley notes, “[i]nvesting in Empire [as colonial

administrators] supplied Scots with a means of redressing some of the imbalance

in wealth, power, and enterprise between them and the English” (Colley 129).  In

other words, even after the official unification of Scotland and England in 1707,

the Scots, as we shall see in my discussions of Walter Scott and James Hogg,

were relegated to a second class within the empire.  To compensate for that

status, Colley argues, Scots were very active in British colonial enterprises, where

they, presumably, could attain some kind of superiority, or at least equality.  Yet

as Michael Fry shows, Scots members of colonial enterprises such as the East

India company were often responsible for engendering moral and intellectual

critiques of colonial systems as a whole.  The Scottish attitude, Fry argues, was

that “moral philosophy and commercial empire” should “[enrich] and [reinforce]

each other” (Fry 60).  Out of this blend of morality and self-interest, “colonial

peoples and lands might be induced to develop on their own terms by the

transformatory power of commerce . . .”(Fry 62).  The pressures and advantages

of a free-market economy, these colonial administrators believed, would

necessarily serve as a moral corrective for their equally colonial subjects.

McLeod’s presence in Ireland, then, is historically significant.  But it is also

culturally meaningful: Edgeworth is putting Glenthorn’s instruction in “moral

philosophy and commercial empire” into the hands not of an Englishman, but a

Scotsman.  In doing so, I would argue, she is not equating England and Scotland
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as members of the United Kingdom, but rather recognizing that each country

within the UK has significant and unique cultural contributions to make to the

others.  The Scottish Enlightenment provides Edgeworth with a philosophical

basis for what she envisions as benevolent colonialism, and certainly, although

McLeod’s improvements are ultimately economically self-serving, they are also

intended for the benefit of his tenants.  By “growing up” a “race of [his] own

training,” McLeod is able to disseminate  Scotland’s most significant cultural

contributions throughout Ireland, and by teaching Glenthorn to act according to

Enlightenment principles, he is ensuring that Enlightenment rationality will

benefit the people of Ireland, insofar as it helps Glenthorn avoid the chaos into

which his mismanaged estates descend.

One very significant form that that chaos takes in Ennui is the Rebellion of

1798. The Rebellion takes up only a few pages of the text, but it is a significant

period for Glenthorn as it provides him with both a respite from his ennui and a

catalyst for defining his national identity.  At first, Glenthorn tells us, because of

his habitual “state of apathy,” he is not “roused in the least” by the

“disturbances23” ( CRE 244).  Glenthorn’s apathy is certainly part of his

disinterest; his lack of true identification with Ireland, however, is also a cause.

Raised in England, Glenthorn is “unacquainted with the causes and the progress

of the disease” of rebellion (CRE 245), and this lack of understanding leads him

into errors of judgment that are far greater than his mistake in inflicting an

                                                  
23 Although Edgeworth does name the Rebellion as such, in this passage and another on p. 248,
most of her characters circumlocute, referring instead to “disturbances” or “troubles”—or, in
Ellinor’s case, “rubbles.”
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English house on the Irish Ellinor.   Failing to grasp the stakes of the Rebellion,

Glenthorn takes the side of his foster-brother Christy, a blacksmith, when

soldiers raid his forge searching for weapons.  Even Christy, a good-hearted naïf,

recognizes Glenthorn’s error, suggesting that Glenthorn “let it drop, and don’t be

making of yourself inimies for the likes of me” (CRE 245).  Glenthorn will not let

it drop, however, and in taking Christy’s side finds himself considered a traitor

by his peers and a possible sympathizer by his tenants.  As a result, Glenthorn is

prompted out of his ennui for the first time by actual adversity, and exerts

himself to prove his loyalty, in fear for his own life:

How few act from purely patriotic and rational motives!  At any rate I

acted, and acted with energy; and certainly at this period of my life I felt

no ennui . . . All my passions were roused, and my mind and my body

kept in continued activity.  I was either galloping, or haranguing, or

fearing, or hoping, or fighting; and so long as it was said that I could not

sleep in my bed [for fear of reprisals], I slept remarkably well, and never

had so good an appetite as when I was in hourly danger of having nothing

to eat (CRE 246-47).

Although Glenthorn admits he is acting out of self-interest, his decision to

connect his actions to “patriotic motives” allows Edgeworth to investigate the

question of Ireland, which did not formally become part of the British Empire as

a separate-but-(theoretically)-equal nation until 1800—two years after the

Rebellion.  When Glenthorn appeals to “patriotism,” then, it is not Ireland to

which he is referring, but England, the ruling nation against whom the United



73

Irishmen were rebelling.  In seeking to prove his patriotism, then, Glenthorn is

asserting his class loyalty as much as his national identity.  As the English-raised

Earl of Glenthorn, he has little enough incentive to do otherwise, despite his

early interest in Ellinor’s romantic tales of Black Hugh O’Neill, the 15th-century

earl who rebelled against Queen Elizabeth.

Yet as it transpires, Glenthorn, though very much English-raised, is not in

fact the Earl of Glenthorn. After the Rebellion is put down, his life is threatened

by a gang of erstwhile rebels, who order him to lead their party in a second

attempt at revolution.  Their plot is foiled, and they are arrested, but in the chaos,

Ellinor believes that she sees her son Owen being thrown into jail.  Though she is

mistaken, her fear for her son’s life is such that she begs Glenthorn to free him,

on the grounds that Owen is actually his brother—he himself is in fact Ellinor’s

son.  Upon the death of his mother, Ellinor confesses, the infant heir to the Earl of

Glenthorn was sent to an Irish wet-nurse—Ellinor—for fostering.  However, the

boy who is returned to the Earl is not in fact his own son; rather it is Christy

O’Donoghoe, Ellinor’s son.  The real earl is raised as Christy O’Donoghoe, and

becomes a blacksmith on the Glenthorn estate, while Christy develops into the

ennui-ridden Earl of Glenthorn.  If Edgeworth were writing a conventional fairy

tale, this switch would have little result; in the end, the rightful earl would shine

forth. In Ennui, however, which is a moral tale, not a fairy tale, the reverse is true.

Glenthorn, the true Christy O’Donoghoe, is given the education and the manners

of an English gentleman, and acts accordingly.  While this does not always mean

that he acts nobly or wisely, he certainly acts within the socioeconomic contexts
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of his upbringing.24  For good or for ill, Glenthorn, having been raised as an

aristocrat, is one.

Faced with the truth about his parentage, Glenthorn realizes that he must

surrender the earldom to Christy, and in doing so, finally begins to rid himself of

ennui once and for all.  The adversity of the Rebellion, which Glenthorn admits,

“had not lasted long enough to form and season my character” is over, but

Glenthorn’s integrity in surrendering his title issues in a new set of adverse

circumstances that will reshape his character entirely.  In doing so, however, he

must acquire a new national identity as well as a new socioeconomic one.  When

Glenthorn gives up the earldom, he must surrender his name as well.  Instead, he

must take on the unmistakably Irish signifier of the name O’Donoghoe, for which

he initially feels “repugnance” (CRE 294).25  As Marilyn Butler notes, this

exchange of identities is roughly contemporaneous with one great historical

event that, perhaps not surprisingly given the Edgeworth family’s vexed

relationship to it, is not mentioned in the novel—the Act of Union, which was

passed in 1800.  As the Act collapses England and Ireland into the United

Kingdom, Glenthorn’s decision to reclaim his Irish identity (which is the

necessary flip side of renouncing his earldom) merges his true national identity

with his English upbringing; though he is still internally the same person he was

before the swap, to outsiders such as his Dublin landlady he is now no more and

no less than an Irishman. As Butler puts it, “we see in the doublings and
                                                  
24 On hearing of his pre-Ireland lifestyle, Lady Y-, wife of Glenthorn’s future patron, asks
rhetorically, “What could be expected from a young man bred up as Lord Glenthorn was?” (CRE
300).
25 Glenthorn is especially sensitive to this switch when he must send and receive mail under the
name Christopher O’Donoghoe, a legal and public sign of his new identity.
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mergings of ‘Christy’ the meltdown of the polarized class and national identities

that have separated key characters until now” (CRE 36).

This “meltdown,” as it turns out, is the catalyst that finally propels

Glenthorn out of his ennui for good: realizing that he must have some sort of

career if he is to survive, he turns, with the advice of his friend Lord Y-, to the

study of law.  Even here, however, Glenthorn is neither English nor Irish; though

he will eventually practice law in Dublin, he goes to England to study for the bar.

As an aristocrat, Glenthorn was irresponsible about his obligations toward his

country; as he tells us, “it never occurred to me that it became a British nobleman

to have some notion of the general state of that empire, in the legislation of which

he has a share; nor had I the slightest suspicion that political economy was a

study requisite or suitable to my rank in life…” (CRE 254).  As a private citizen

and a lawyer, however, he is invested in precisely that “legislation,” and, by

extension, he has now an even greater knowledge of both political economy and

the British Empire.  Losing his identity as Lord Glenthorn, in short, makes

Glenthorn a far more responsible citizen of the Union.

Yet the Irish part of Glenthorn still proves problematic in his quest for

personal happiness.  Ideals of citizenship are not what drive Glenthorn in his

labors.  Instead, he is motivated by his love for Cecilia Delamere, the ward of

Lord Y-, who also happens to be the heir to the Glenthorn estate thanks to an

entailment.  Although Cecilia tacitly promises to accept Glenthorn if he makes a

success of himself, her mother is more cautious about the match, even after

Glenthorn wins his first case:
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No doubt Mr. O’Donoghoe might make a fortune, since he had made a

figure already at the bar.  In short, she could not oppose the wishes of

Lord Y-, and the affections of her daughter, since they were so fixed.  But

after all, said Mrs. Delamere, ‘what a horrid thing it will be to hear my girl

called Mrs. O’Donoghoe!  Only conceive the sound of— Mrs.

O’Donoghoe’s carriage there! Mrs. O’Donoghoe’s carriage stops the way!’

(CRE 320)

The Irish signifier of the O’Donoghoe name is an insurmountable obstacle for

Mrs. Delamere—it is too clearly connected to the Catholic tenant class of which

Glenthorn is, by birth, a part.  Even the kindly and rational Lord Y- compares

Cecilia’s situation to that of a girl who turned down a proposal because her

suitor was named Sheepshanks.  The proposed solution is that Glenthorn,

instead of continuing to be called O’Donoghoe, should take the name Delamere.

Doing so emphasizes his place in the line of inheritance for the Glenthorn title; if

the entitlement dictates that it should go to a Delamere in the event that the

Glenthorns not produce an heir, Glenthorn is now identifiable as such.  Covertly,

however, the new name maintains Glenthorn’s connection to his true Irish

heritage.  The Catholic Irish and the Catholic French had long been allies against

the English, and in French, Cecilia’s last name translates to “of the mother”—a

subtle reminder of Glenthorn’s mother who is, of course, Ellinor.  On the surface,

then, Glenthorn’s third name change clearly showcases the endemic prejudice

that governed English and Anglo-Irish relations with the native Irish.  His new

name, though, reminds readers that at some level, the new, industrious,
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successful Glenthorn has closer ties to his mother’s people than did the

lassitudinous Earl.

Unfortunately for the real Glenthorn, Christy O’Donoghoe, being thrust

into an earldom takes away the only means of successful industriousness.  As

Marilyn Butler notes in her introduction to the novel, Edgeworth had “an almost

devout belief in the formative influence of acquired over innate characteristics”

(CRE 47).  Trained as a blacksmith, Christy is unable to overcome his lower-class

upbringing when he steps into Glenthorn’s shoes.  Edgeworth continually refers

to Christy as “astonished” at his new role in life, as well he might be.  But rather

than making a proactive attempt to adjust to his situation, as Glenthorn will,

“Christy, instead of being at the forge, was almost every day at the whiskey-

shop” (CRE 286).  Although he is actually an Anglo-Irish aristocrat, Christy’s

upbringing has made him susceptible to that most stereotypical of Irish vices:

drink.  Once he is actually settled in Glenthorn Castle, Christy remains

bewildered by his new station.  Not only does he fail to take control of his estate,

he loses any influence he might have had over his family: his wife and the son for

whose sake he has become an earl.  As Christy’s wife and son grow more and

more dissolute, the Glenthorn estate crumbles around them, much as the

Rackrents’ familial declines marked the destruction of their property.

Eventually, the destruction is literalized, as Christy’s son Johnny, in a drunken

stupor, burns down Glenthorn Castle, dying in the process.

Johnny’s death means that the Glenthorn line is without a direct heir,

legitimizing Cecilia’s inheritance of the estates.   And rather than maintaining his
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position for his lifetime, Christy requests that the Delameres return to Glenthorn

immediately:

I write this to beg you, being married, of which I give you joy, to Miss

Delamere, that is the hare at law, will take possession of all immediately,

for I am as good as dead . . . I will go back to my forge, and, by the help of

God, forget at my work what has passed.  May the blessings of God attind

[sic], and come to reign over us again, when you will find me, as

heretofore,

Your loyal foster-brother,
CHRISTY O’DONOGHOE

(CRE 323)

Unable, due to his upbringing, to live as the Earl of Glenthorn, Christy reclaims

his name and abdicates his position to Glenthorn, so that he can once again

“reign” over the estate.  This is the punch line to Edgeworth’s novel, of course:

even an Irish peasant can be made into an earl with the proper education and

training.  Equally true, however, is the reverse.  Without the proper education, an

earl will become a peasant, literally and figuratively: for the Glenthorn who had

“utter abhorrence and incapacity of voluntary exertion,” the Glenthorn who

shared the Rackrent dissipation, was just as dangerous to his estates as was the

ill-prepared Christy O’Donoghoe.   As Delamere, however, Glenthorn has earned

his place in society. Having learned the value of rational estate management and

personal application, Glenthorn can successfully begin helping to shape the Irish

nation.
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Glenthorn’s transformation into the ideal Irish citizen allows Edgeworth

to offer her readers a moral compass for dealing with Ireland and the Irish.  Set

against a backdrop of Rebellion, the novel reworks that rebellion in miniature,

figuring it as the chaos that emerges on Glenthorn’s estate as he attempts either

to order every detail of his tenants’ lives or to abdicate his responsibilities

entirely.  However, once Glenthorn immerses himself in the duties of

citizenship—in his case, this entails both his entry into the legal profession and

his resumption of the Glenthorn estate—his ennui vanishes, and his estate

becomes the productive, harmonious model envisioned by McLeod.  Likewise,

Edgeworth suggests, the post-Union government might quell the possibility of

rebellion in Ireland by administering the nation properly: programmatic

micromanagement won’t work without a true understanding of the Irish people,

but an entirely hands-off approach can be just as dangerous, since the land-

owning classes have a moral responsibility to their tenants.  Before he learns this

lesson, Glenthorn cannot be trusted with the management of an estate—hence

his demotion.  Only when he finally emerges from his colonial Bildungsroman as

an active Irish citizen does Glenthorn truly merit his status as an aristocrat.

V. Ormond: Which Ireland?

Ormond is the last of Edgeworth’s Irish novels, and while its theme—the

education of its hero—is similar to that of Ennui, it is somewhat more complex

than its antecedent.  Edgeworth never returns to the ambiguity of Rackrent, but

Ormond  is not quite the wholly optimistic celebration of the Anglo-Irish
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Ascendancy that characterizes the end of her other Irish novels.26 Like Glenthorn,

Ormond must educate himself in virtue in order to achieve the usual outcome of

Edgeworth’s Irish novels: marriage to a “suitable” woman and possession, with

appropriate management, of property.  Its hero, Harry Ormond, however, rather

than being a hereditary (or supposedly hereditary) aristocrat like Glenthorn, is

an orphan, the son of a British Army officer posted in India who first marries a

native woman, abandoning Harry, and then dies, leaving his considerable

fortune to the Indian woman and her child, although in a deus-ex-machina plot

twist, the woman and her son also die, passing an £80,000 fortune to Harry.

Harry is then raised by his legal guardian, Sir Ulick O’Shane, with help from

Ulick’s distant cousin Cornelius, or King Corny, as he styles himself.

Sir Ulick is a politician (in both the literal and figurative senses), a

fashionable gentleman who is involved in banking, road-building and other

government-sponsored schemes.  He represents the “new” post-Union Ireland:

bureaucratic, Protestant, Londonesque, modern—although without the rational

enlightenment that represents true modernity for Edgeworth.  King Corny, on

the other hand, is a throwback, a representative of the “old” Ireland.  Living on

his “kingdom” of the Black Islands, Corny functions in a truly feudal

economy—everything his people need is produced on their own land (often by

Corny himself), and their Catholic faith is as much a marker of their political

inclinations as is their fierce loyalty to King Corny.  Harry Ormond, then, is

provided with two apprenticeships over the course of the novel.  His

                                                  
26 Compare the ending of The Absentee, nearly identical to that of Ennui.
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development as an Irishman—and the future success of the Irish

nation—depends on which model of Irishness he chooses to follow.

Edgeworth’s departure in this novel is to remove England as a source of

political and social education.  Although in Ennui Glenthorn’s most important

learning experiences—his lessons at the hands of Mr. McLeod, his dedication to

hard work under Lord Y- —take place in Ireland, all of his practical education,

including the law degree that allows him to reassume his status, takes place in

England. In Ormond, on the other hand, not only does Ormond set foot in

England only as a way-station on his journeys to and from France, characters

who do spend time in England return to Ireland weakened either morally or

physically, proving their unsuitability as models of Irishness.  Ormond’s foster-

brother Marcus O’Shane (Ulick’s son) is a prime example of this. Because

Ormond originally has no fortune of his own, Sir Ulick chooses not to educate

him in the ways of a “gentleman,” while Marcus is sent to school in London.

Unfortunately London has the same effect on Marcus that it did on Glenthorn,

and he falls into debt through gambling and overspending.  In Edgeworth’s

moral universe, Marcus’s economic decline is inevitably contemporaneous with a

moral lapse.  Rather than maintaining the role of a benevolent aristocrat, Marcus

has committed the sin of acting below his station:

But the external polish he had received had not reached the mind; high-

bred society had taught him only to be polite to his equals.  He was now

still more disposed to be insolent to his inferiors, especially to his Irish

inferiors.  He affected now to consider himself as more than half an
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Englishman; and returning from London in all the distress and disgrace

to which he had reduced himself by criminal indulgence in the vices of

the fashionable, and what he called refined society, he vented his ill-

humour on his countrymen, on the poor Irish peasants – the natives, he

termed them, in derision.  He spoke to them always as if they were

slaves; he considered them as barbarians and savages  (Ormond 265).

Yet Edgeworth is quick to point out that Marcus considers himself above the

Irish not because of his status as Sir Ulick’s heir, but rather because he “affected

to consider himself as more than half an Englishman.”  Not only have his

pretensions to English ways and manners run him into debt; worse, they cause

him to treat the native Irish unjustly.  Edgeworth does not question Marcus’s

superiority to the Irish on a class basis, yet she condemns his dismissal of them

as “barbarians and savages.”  An English education, in this case, prevents

Marcus from seeing that the Anglo-Irish have obligations, both financial and

moral, towards those whom they have colonized.

Marcus’s opposite within the text, Sir Herbert Annaly (the brother of

Ormond’s future bride) is also educated in England.  Returning to the Annaly

estates, he implements the sort of rational estate management plan of which Mr.

McLeod would be proud.  Faced with a tenantry reliant on scavenging

shipwrecks and distilling illegal alcohol, Sir Herbert “was employing some of his

tenants on the coast, in building a lighthouse, for which he has a grant from

Parliament; and he was endeavouring to establish a manufacture of sail-cloth, for

which there was sufficient demand” (Ormond 203).  Yet just as Marcus is morally
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unfit for Irish life, Sir Herbert, despite—indeed, because of—his

programmatically English approach to estate management, is not quite right for

Ireland either.  Herbert’s tenants, unlike McLeod’s, resist his attempts at

improvement—in part because their neighbours (Sir Ulick’s tenants) continue to

live by their traditional, if illegal, practices.

Lacking the experience with his tenants and the flexibility necessary to

finesse his style of governance, Herbert’s rigidity ends up killing him.  While

vigorously attempting to stop Sir Ulick’s tenants from plundering a shipwreck,

Sir Herbert, whose health has always been weak, has a stroke and dies. As

Meredith Cary notes, “the weakness of English law in Ireland is summed up

symbolically by Sir Herbert’s death: an imported code of behavior cannot survive

in Irish contexts” (Cary 34). English models, clearly, will not fit Ormond for his

role as an Irish gentleman.  Although Ormond does learn some estate-

management practices from Sir Herbert, ultimately he must choose not between

English and Irish ways of life, but rather between his two models of Irishness, Sir

Ulick and King Corny.

As Harry’s guardians, both Ulick and Corny are both paradigmatic Irish

gentlemen, but in very different ways.  Sir Ulick is the typical Anglo-Irish

Protestant of the Rackrent type, living off his inflated rents and treating his

tenants as little more than producers of income.  He is also involved in politics,

with a sophisticated social life and a pragmatic turn of mind.  After Ormond

inherits his father’s Indian fortune, it is Sir Ulick who introduces him to the best

Anglo-Irish society, ensuring that Harry will be socially as well as financially



84

secure.  In short, Sir Ulick presents Harry with a model of worldliness, but it is

clearly and specifically Irish worldliness.  Ulick works for the Irish government;

he has an unmistakably Irish last name (which, unlike the Rackrents or

Glenthorn, he has not been forced to renounce to cover his Irishness).27  Unlike

the absentee landlords Edgeworth criticizes, Ulick lives primarily on his own

estates, and when he wasn’t to be part of fashionable society, he goes to Dublin,

not London.

King Corny, on the other hand, even in post-Union Ireland represents

vividly the Old Irish/Gaelic aristocracy.  As Brian Hollingworth notes, “. . . it

must be recognized that King Corny is not a member of the Ascendancy

oligarchy . . . He robustly opposes the venal Ascendancy power-mongering

personified in Sir Ulick.  He clearly represents primitive, unanglicized Ireland”

(Hollingworth 194).  What Hollingworth codes as “primitive” reads also as

feudal: King Corny rules over the Black Islands, which are perhaps more Irish

than Ireland itself—the punishment for misbehavior on the Black Islands is to be

banished to “the continent,” as Corny calls the Irish mainland.  In contrast to

Ulick’s worldliness, King Corny spends his days hunting, farming and fishing

(and, not infrequently, drinking). Whereas Ulick regards his tenants as a means

to a financial end, Corny takes a personal interest in his; indeed, his estate has the

feeling of a family rather than an economic enterprise.  Corny is undoubtedly in

charge, but his is a paternal authority, as evidenced by his fondness for Little

Tommy, the son of his housekeeper.

                                                  
27 He has, however, converted to Protestantism, and King Corny is openly contemptuous of this
“desertion of his party” (Ormond 47).
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Yet as models for Irishness, both Corny and Ulick are flawed.  Although

they are cousins, and united in their fondness for Harry, each is highly critical of

the other’s lifestyle, as Ulick dismisses Corny’s feudal lifestyle and Corny turns

up his nose at Ulick’s fashionable life.  Edgeworth does not criticize them solely

via each other, however; to do so would allow those criticisms to be dismissed as

the lack of understanding that sharply divides Ascendancy from Old Irish ways

of life.  Instead, Harry himself, though initially blinded by filial love for both

men, gradually begins to ascertain the limitations to each lifestyle.  Thus, when

he arrives at the Black Islands, he thinks fondly of a time when he admired King

Corny for his self-sufficiency.  Having lived with Sir Ulick, however, Harry

began to doubt whether it were worthy of a king or a gentleman to be his

own shoemaker, hatter, and tailor; whether it were not better managed in

society, where these things are performed by different tradesmen: still the

things were wonderful, considering who made them, and under what

disadvantages they were made; but Harry having now seen and

compared Corny’s violins with other violins, and having discovered that

so much better could be had for money, with so much less trouble, his

admiration had a little decreased (Ormond 44).

Ormond’s growing doubts about King Corny have two bases: first, he questions

the social appropriateness of Corny’s self-sufficiency.  He deems these craft

activities unsuitable for someone of Corny’s standing—a position that is of

course mitigated by Corny’s complete dismissal of “continental” society and its

mores, as well as by the fact that Corny’s kingship, though affirmed by his
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tenants, is entirely soi-disant; he is no more a king than Ulick is.  Harry’s second

objection to Corny’s craftsmanship, however, has its basis in contemporary

economic theory; just as McLeod teaches Glenthorn about Adam Smith’s

principles, here Ormond instinctively grasps the concept of division of labor.

The relative value of Corny’s traditional crafts, then, is what is in question.

Corny, obviously, values the self-reliance and insularity that his multiple skills

provide for the Black Islands; Ormond, on the other hand, begins to wonder

whether that wholly traditional approach to life is appropriate for Ireland’s

future.

Unfortunately for Harry, he is less perceptive about the character of Sir

Ulick.  As his guardian, Ulick genuinely seems to want to do well by Harry—at

least as long as doing so is in his own interests.28  When he feels that Harry

threatens his son Marcus’s chances with the rich and beautiful Florence Annaly,

Ulick has no compunctions about packing him off to the Black Islands on the

grounds that Lady O’ Shane is angry with him.  This small-scale deception,

however, has greater ramifications, for Ulick’s lack of scruples on a personal

level carry over into his actions in the public sphere.  Dismissed by many

respected politicians and people of influence as a “jobber,” Ulick’s reputation as

a dishonest pork-barrel politician is so bad that at one point Harry is forced to

fight a duel over it.  Yet despite Harry’s willingness to defend Ulick, ultimately

he is forced to acknowledge Ulick’s flawed character when the financial scandal

                                                  
28 “When he said or swore in the most cordial manner that he ‘would do anything in the world for
a friend,’ there was always a mental reservation of ‘anything that does not hurt my own interest,
or cross my own schemes” (Ormond 25)
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he is involved in is revealed.  Not only has Ulick mismanaged the funds of those

who have deposited money in his bank, he has attempted to steal Harry’s fortune

as well.  Though Ulick’s dying missive to Ormond states that “I intended to

employ your money to re-establish my failing credit, I never intended to defraud

you” (Ormond 390), the implications of Ulick’s dealings are clear.  Like the

Rackrents, he has ventured into the uncertain world of debt and credit, and in

the process is forced to mortgage away his entire estate.  To society at large, Ulick

is reviled as “a sham” (Ormond 286).

Ulick’s actions get to the heart of Edgeworth’s complaint about the

mismanagement of Irish affairs.  The Rackrents, and Glenthorn before his

reformation, make a mess of their own estates primarily though neglect,

carelessness, and stupidity.  Ulick’s deliberate financial misconduct, however,

affects “every face, every house” in Dublin (Ormond 284), and he is in a position

to wreak this level of havoc because he is involved in the government.  Once the

Irish have their own government, Edgeworth argues, the question of proper,

conservative management of resources becomes imperative: while the self-

sufficiency of Corny’s concrete economy of shoe-making might be limiting and

impractical, it is better than the abstract world of speculation if Ireland is to be a

successful nation.  The failure of a single estate affects the tenants on that estate,

whereas the failure of Ulick’s bank affects “people of all ranks” who gather in the

streets of Dublin to discuss “their hopes—their fears—their losses—their

ruin—their despair—their rage” (Ormond 285).  Edgeworth’s move from the

country to the city here emphasizes Ireland’s new cosmopolitanism—the country
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is not only a rural backwater—but it also highlights the new political reality of

nineteenth-century Ireland, where people “of all ranks” will share a common

fate, should their government fail them.

As proof that Ormond has learned the lesson of economic conservatism,

Edgeworth places him squarely in the path of temptation, sending him to Paris to

visit King Corny’s married daughter Dora. Originally, of course, Ormond’s

thrifty economic practices are a matter of necessity.  As an orphan with no

inheritance, he has no estate, or hope thereof, against which to get credit; his sole

property is a farm given to him by King Corny.  By the time Ormond comes into

possession of his father’s fortune (which, at £80,000, is not inconsiderable), his

moral education has reached such heights that he is reluctant to squander or

misuse it.29  This sensible economic policy is highlighted in his refusal to gamble

to excess in Paris.  Although vast fortunes are being wagered at the faro tables

around him, Ormond sets a sensible limit for himself and sticks with it.30  Despite

offers of credit from Dora and her husband (both of whom have stakes in the faro

bank), Ormond maintains his resolution, and his fortune.  He explains this

strategy to the Abbé Morellet, Edgeworth’s voice of reason in extravagant French

society:

                                                  
29 When first told of his inheritance, Ormond’s first instinct is to seek the advice of his moral
guide, Dr. Cambray, while Sir Ulick immediately sets about spending for him: “’Pray,’ continued
Sir Ulick, ‘do you like a gig, a curricle, or a phaeton best, or what carriage will you have?  There is
Tom Darrell, in London now, who can bring it over for you’” (Ormond 214).
30 Jeffares, among others, points out that Richard Lovell Edgeworth adopted a similar practice
when gambling (Jeffares xvi).
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I have determined to lose a certain sum, suppose five hundred guineas; I

have won and lost backwards and forwards, and have been longer about

it than you would conceive to be probable, but it is not lost yet.  The

moment it is I shall stop short.  By this means I have acquired all the

advantages of yielding to the fashionable madness, without risking my

future happiness.  (Ormond 262)

This resolution functions on a personal level to maintain Ormond’s solvency, yet

it indicates an understanding of the necessity of conservatism in financial

markets—and by extension in financial policy in general.  Dora’s faro bank is

merely Ulick’s national bank on a smaller scale; by refusing to gamble over his

head, Ormond ensures his “future happiness”—a happiness that has a clear

economic foundation.

Thus when Ulick and Corny are both dead, and Harry must choose

between living in Castle Hermitage, Sir Ulick’s home, or on the Black Islands, he

is presented with a choice unavailable in Rackrent or Ennui: he must choose not

whether to be English or Irish, but whether to be a member of the Anglo-Irish

Ascendancy or a member of the Old Gaelic aristocracy.  Given Ormond’s

sensible economic behavior, it is unsurprising that he chooses the Black Islands.

From Ulick, he has learned sociability, political tact, and refined manners.  From

King Corny, however, he has learned self-reliance, honesty, and the duties of a

lord to his subject, traits in keeping with the kind of benevolent feudalism

Edgeworth’s Irish novels ultimately endorse.  As William Howard notes, “by the

end of Ormond, the peasants are welcoming a continuation of the primitive
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existence they had experienced under King Corny” (Howard 388); indeed, the

final scene of the novel is verbally consonant with Glenthorn’s arrival on his

estates, and Christy’s plea that he return:

. . . he might do a great deal of good by carrying on [Corny’s]

improvements, and by farther civilizing the people of the Islands, all of

whom were warmly attached to him.  They considered prince Harry the

lawful representative of their dear king Corny, and actually offered up

prayers for his coming again to reign over them (Ormond 297).

Ormond, then, will become the kind of improving landlord that Glenthorn also

becomes.  And unlike Jason Quirk, he is considered a legitimate ruler of the

Islands, because of his close and friendly association with King Corny.  Rather

than usurp his friend’s place, he is transformed into a “prince” so that he can

gracefully succeed him.

Ormond’s transformation into an aristocrat mirrors Glenthorn’s re-

establishment in that role.  More so than any other characters in this dissertation

(with the exception of Edward Waverley), Edgeworth’s heroes are in positions of

responsibility vis-à-vis their country: as landholders, charged with the

responsibility to care for their tenants, they administer microcosms of the nation.

For both men, ascension into the ruling classes—that is, performance of ideal

citizenship—must be earned through an education that encompasses both a

knowledge of Ireland and a wider understanding of Ireland’s place in an

imperial context.
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VI.  Conclusion

Edgeworth’s construction of the ideal citizen forms a pattern for the colonial

Bildungsroman.  Her heroes, educated in virtue, become ideal citizens when they

earn the right to participate in the shaping of the nation’s future.   By choosing,

in Glenthorn’s case, to become engaged in the legal process by earning a place at

the bar, or, in Ormond’s, to become an improving landlord on the Black Islands,

these characters actively establish themselves as future-oriented, an important

characteristic of nation-building.  By creating a desirable present situation—one

in which landlords are responsible, tenants are treated fairly, and estates

prosper—they can ensure that the nation’s future will be successful.  McLeod’s

attempt to “[grow] up a race of our own training” is emblematic here: not only

the children of the Glenthorn estate, but Glenthorn and Ormond themselves have

been trained to administer Ireland’s future responsibly.

Ormond and Glenthorn’s successful attainment of ideal citizenship reveals

another Romantic aspect of Edgeworth’s writing.  Edgeworth’s  Ireland, while wearing

aristocratic trappings, is actually something of a meritocracy.  Neither Glenthorn nor

Ormond is born into a ruling class, yet they both end up in possession of large estates,

responsible for the care and livelihood of large numbers of tenants and dependants.  In

using the colonial Bildungsroman to establish the fitness of the Irish to govern

themselves, Edgeworth—ironically, given her admiration of Burke—nods at the

democratic principles behind the American and French Revolutions.  Establishing the

colonial Bildungsroman, Edgeworth also creates space for herself as an early Romantic

author.
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Chapter Two

“Neither a romance of chivalry, nor a tale of modern manners”: Sir Walter

Scott’s Nationalist Nostalgia

I: Introduction

Maria Edgeworth’s novels revolve around her desire to create a place for Ireland

within an imperial context, blending distinctive Irish, Scottish and English

national characteristics into a successful British identity. In doing so, she created

the national tale as we understand it—a work of fiction that evokes a particular

time and place31—and her innovations in that genre inspired not only other Irish

writers, but writers throughout the Empire.  Indeed, in the final chapter of

Waverley, Scott himself famously acknowledges his debt to “Miss Edgeworth,”

stating his desire to describe his Scottish subjects “not by a caricatured and

exaggerated use of the national dialect, but by their habits, manners and feelings;

so as, in some distant degree, to emulate the admirable Irish portraits drawn” in

Edgeworth’s novels (W  341).  In borrowing specifically from Edgeworth’s

techniques, as well as from those of two other women authors, Anne Grant and

Elizabeth Hamilton,32 Scott perhaps actively seeks to transform what

contemporary critics understood as the local sketch into a politically suggestive

narrative of national transformation.  This view is, of course, famously espoused

                                                  
31 Katie Trumpener usefully distinguishes the national tale from the historical novel thusly: “The
first genre [has] a thick evocation of place . . . [the second [has] a plot of loss and growth through
historical change” (Trumpener 131).
32 Scott specifically mentions these Scottish women in the same paragraph in which he discusses
Edgeworth, contending that both have “genius” that is “highly creditable to their country” (W
341).
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by Georg Lukács, who in The Historical Novel argues that “What in Scott has been

called very superficially ‘authenticity of local color’ is in actual fact an artistic

demonstration of historical reality.  It is the portrayal of the broad living basis of

historical events…” (43).  This contention is the basis for our understanding of

Scott as a preeminent historical novelist.

Yet the crux of Scott’s writings is that “artistic demonstration of historical

reality.”  Are Scott’s Waverley novels truly reflective of a collective Scottish

awareness of history (a history that for most of these novels is fairly recent)?  In

other words, is “historical reality” as Scott perceives it—or more precisely, as the

heroes of his novels perceive it—reality at all?  Tony Inglis raises this question in

his introduction to The Heart of Mid-Lothian as he assesses Scott’s reputation

among modern critics, who have:

vigorously debated whether Scott saved Scottish national consciousness

by complicating, enriching, and defining it at a moment when extinction

seemed possible, or (as they more commonly argue) gravely damaged

Scottish identity either by “fixing” its false image as a tartan idyll or by

some more insidious failure of stance in relation to social and national

questions (HML xvi).

The same questions might be asked of Edgeworth, although in her case a third

way might be suggested: rather than “fixing” Irish identity or “enriching” it,

Edgeworth’s novels imply that a new, pan-British identity must be

established—albeit one that recognizes the need for flexible treatment of various

regions.   Scott’s self-conscious appropriation of Edgeworth’s methods suggest
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that for him too, merely to depict a region is neither to delimit nor to complicate

it.  For Scott, like Edgeworth, regional fiction is a means of negotiating Scotland’s

place in the British Empire.  Unlike Edgeworth, however, Scott’s inscription of

British national character is rife with nostalgia—evidenced by his elaborate,

almost anthropological, descriptions of the Scottish way of life before the

Union—the “habits, manners and feelings” he so admires in Edgeworth’s work.

In this view, Scott, rather than functioning as a herald of progress,

imperial unity and, ultimately, the erasure of Scottish national character,

functions as a “mythologizing” author whose “traditionalism express[es] . . . the

felt absence of continuous national traditions” (Trumpener “National Character”

686).  Lukács characterizes Scott’s novels as “a renunciation of Romanticism”

(33), but to subscribe only to the Lukácsian reading of Scott’s novels is to ignore,

or to devalue, his status as a  Romantic novelist, for if we see the novels only as

depictions of historical change, we miss entirely the current of nationalist

nostalgia that underlies that progress.  In fact, attending to Scott’s Romanticism

enables readers to see the novels as working almost exactly against the Lukácsian

reading of Scott’s Whiggish progressivism, for in both Waverley and the Heart of

Mid-Lothian, the overtly future-oriented trajectories of their main characters are

consistently undermined by Romantic nostalgia for the “authentic” national

character—nostalgia that is tempered by the trauma that supposed progress has

inflicted on exemplars of that character.  Indeed, As Jon Thompson points out,

…Lukács’s theory, or any such theory which maintains that Scott’s fiction

achieves a totalizing whole and internally consistent work of art, is



95

untenable in relation to The Heart of Midlothian because the ideological

gaps and inconsistencies in [various minor characters] disclose deep

contradictions within Scott’s realism – contradictions which Scott

unsuccessfully attempts to contain. (Thompson 189)

Thompson’s definition of success here—or rather, his claim that Scott is actively

attempting to subsume contradictions into a coherent narrative of progress—is, I

think, inaccurate.  Reading Scott as a Romantic rather than a realist, we might

instead argue that the very “ideological gaps and inconsistencies” permeating

these novels are what make them successful as critiques, rather than reifiers, of a

version of progressivism that necessarily links futurity to rationality to England

and Lowland Scotland, and anteriority to R/romanticism to Highland Scotland.33

Even as Edward Waverley and Jeannie Deans follow the path of the colonial

Bildungsroman, educating themselves about the various national identities

available to them, their journeys are haunted by tragicomic figures like Davie

Gellatly and Madge Wildfire,34 or nobly tragic figures like Fergus Mac Ivor and,

to some extent, Effie Deans.

The self-interrogating nature of these novels, then, which Jerome McGann

has recently characterized as “Scott’s Romantic postmodernity,” serves as an

admirable backdrop for the colonial Bildungsroman; it mitigates, to a certain

degree, the didacticism that, while present in Scott, is far more legible in

Edgeworth’s work, and to a lesser extent, that of Lydia Maria Child.  But the
                                                  
33 The mapping of time onto space, and vice versa, will be considered in greater detail in the body
of the essay, and is compellingly explored in Saree Makdisi’s excellent essay “Colonial Space and
the Colonization of Time in Scott’s Waverley.”
34 Both are semi-lunatic characters most comfortable expressing themselves in national songs,
with mothers accused of witchcraft because of the madness of their children.
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disparity between Edward Waverley, the “wavering” hero of Waverley, and the

resolute steadfastness of Jeanie Deans, in The Heart of Mid-Lothian, is instructive.

The former, published in 1814, written between 1805 and 1814, and set in 1745,

the year of the final attempt by the Stewart dynasty to retake control of the

English throne, is much more attracted to, even in its rejection of, the romantic

nationalism of the Highland Jacobites.  The latter, on the other hand, published

later (in 1818) and set earlier (1737, thirty years after the official Union of

England and Scotland) inverts, as Tony Inglis notes (xix), the temporal, spatial

and psychological progress of Waverley’s main character; if Waverley moves into

the past of the Highlands and is changed by his journey, in Mid-Lothian Jeanie

travels into the future of London and returns much the same as when she left.

Yet Mid-Lothian does not wholeheartedly endorse the “progress” implied by the

Union.  Jeanie’s steadfastness is perhaps more a result of her own mental

fortitude and personal virtue than of her symbolic function as a unifier of

Scotland and England: characters with less strength of mind (Effie; Madge; even

George Staunton) are damaged irreparably by the clash of space and time

represented by the Union.

The juxtaposition of these two novels suggests that Scott himself

undergoes something of an adjustment in his attitude towards the Union.  The

two countries (three, if the Lowlands are thought of as a separate national space)

must be integrated, but that integration must come with a price: some members

of the Union, particularly those less solid than Jeanie Deans, will suffer from the

fractured subjectivity that accompanies national hybridization.  Thus even as
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Waverley is criticized for (and eventually surrenders) his Romantic attachment

to the doomed Highland Jacobite cause, The Heart of Mid-Lothian uses Gothic and

Romantic tropes to foster a critique of Union that acknowledges the necessity of

historical “progress” even as it undermines the idea that the Union is universally

beneficial.

II. Background

Walter Scott was born in Edinburgh in 1771.  The son of a relatively well-to-do

family, Scott received far more extensive formal schooling than the other authors

I consider here:  he attended the prestigious Edinburgh High School and

Edinburgh University, and went on to study for the bar, to which he was

accepted in 1792.  Scott’s familial and personal ties to the government—his father

was a solicitor, and Scott himself held the posts of Sheriff-Depute of Selkirkshire

and Clerk of the Court of Session in Edinburgh—suggest a second difference

from Edgeworth, Child or Hogg.  As women, Child and Edgeworth could not

have served in official capacities such as this, and Hogg’s lower-class birth, while

not prohibiting him from participating in state apparatus, made it unlikely that

he would have the opportunity to do so.  Scott’s position as a government

functionary, then, puts him in a different relationship to the colonial experience

than these other authors; rather than being subject to colonial control, he is in the

position of legally administering that control.35

                                                  
35 Edgeworth too, as a member of an Anglo-Irish landed family, can be associated with this idea
of colonial control as well, and in fact in terms of day-to-day decisions may have had even more
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This “official” status might to some degree help explain Scott’s position as

one of the most important codifiers of Scottishness in nineteenth-century British

literature.  As Leith Davis establishes, Scott was engaged with the idea of Scottish

national literature from a young age, writing a university essay on the Ossian

poems36 and a review essay on Ossian’s critics published in the Edinburgh

Review in 1805 (Davis 145).  Scott’s ongoing engagement with Highland, and

especially with Border literature shaped his literary oeuvre.  From his 1801

Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border to the Waverley Novels, Scott continued to

explore the Scottish experience from medieval times to Scott’s contemporary

moment, in prose, poetry and fiction.  In the process, Scott became a central

mythologizer of Scotland: As Saree Makdisi notes, “Beginning with Waverley

…Sir Walter Scott’s image of the Highlands has in cultural terms virtually taken

over from and supplanted ‘the real thing’…”(155).  Scott’s construction of

Scottish national identity, then, has the potential to be socially prescriptive in

terms of ideal citizenship.  If indeed his conception of Scottishness is more

powerful than “the real thing”—if a “real” representation of national identity is

even possible—then Scott can decide what is and is not acceptable in terms of

cultural practice.

Scott’s position within Scottish society, however, is perhaps a double-

edged sword.  On the one hand, as opposed to a writer like Hogg, who must

attempt to fit into a prescribed definition of national identity, Scott has the ability

                                                                                                                                                      
control over the lives of the Edgeworth tenants than Scott did over his jurisdiction, but as a
woman, she is not in an official position of administration.
36 I will discuss the Ossian forgeries at length in my chapter on James Hogg.
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to contribute to the creation of that identity.  Depicting Scotland simultaneously

as a site of Romantic nationalism and a progressive, future-oriented society

allows Scott to both lament the past and endorse the present.  Yet the question, of

course, is which of these purposes is more central to Scott’s argument.  The very

social position that allows him to define Scottish national identity also can be

seen as coercing him into endorsing a Whiggish view of Union: as an appointed

figure in the judicial system, it might very well be impolitic for him to reject that

narrative of progress.  Thus, I would argue, the impulse to Romantic nostalgia.

By writing novels in which the major trajectory is that of Whiggish

progressivism, Scott can satisfy the requirements of his position within the legal

system.  Yet by allowing the “ideological gaps and inconsistencies” that Jon

Thompson identifies to reorient that trajectory ever so slightly, Scott is able to

introduce a critique of the colonial system as well.

III: Waverley, or, ’Tis Sixty Years Since: Romantic Scotland?

Waverley, Scott’s first novel, is, as are many of his later novels, self-

consciously historical, in that there is a distinct narrative voice that positions the

text for us as readers.  In fact, the narrator spends a good deal of the first chapter

of the novel justifying his choices in it: his genre, the name of his hero, and most

importantly the date at which it is set, the same date to which the reader’s

attention is drawn in the novel’s title:

By fixing. . . the date of my story Sixty Years before this present 1st

November 1805, I would have my readers understand that they will meet
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in the following pages neither a romance of chivalry, nor a tale of modern

manners. . .From this choice of an æra the understanding critic may

farther presage, that the object of my tale is more a description of men

than manners (W 4).

Scott’s impulse here, both to draw the attention of his readers to the date—which

works out, of course, to November of 1745—and to distance himself from it by

situating his narrator over half a century later, begins Waverley’s project of

inscribing specifically Scottish national culture—as symbolized by the dress,

speech, stories, songs and politics of the Highlands—onto a specific moment in

time.  However, even as he localizes—spatializes—the past, Scott universalizes

his novel by pointing out that it is not a description only of a particular set of

“manners,” but rather a tale of “men,” suggesting that the story will produce

some sort of generalized understanding of human psychology that will give it

more value than a transient exploration of fashionable life.  And indeed, the plot

of the novel—a “prototypical Bildungsroman” (Makdisi 171)—traces a universal

theme of personal growth and development, but it does so within a very specific

set of historical conditions: Scotland in 1745.

Scott’s choice of dates is, of course, not accidental: 1745 is the year of the

final Jacobite rebellion in Scotland, which marks both the last serious attempt of

the Stuart dynasty to reclaim the crown surrendered by James II, and the last

serious rebellion in arms of Scotland against England.  Known colloquially as

“the ’45,” it is a watershed moment in Scottish history, and, as Scott reads it, it is

a marker of the transition between antiquated, faintly foreign, Romantic
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Scotland, and modern, familiar, Enlightened Britain. Waverley is placed on the

fringes of this conflict, as he resigns his commission in the Hanoverian English

Army after he is accused of treason and instead pledges his loyalty to Prince

Charles Edward Stuart (Bonnie Prince Charlie), whom he has met under the

auspices of his friend and potential brother-in-law, Fergus Mac Ivor, a Highland

clan chief.  After accepting a commission in the Jacobite Army, Waverley fights

in a few skirmishes, but (not without some relief on his own part), is taken

prisoner by the English before he can participate in the final major battle of the

rebellion, at which most of his Highland friends are captured and executed.

As even this brief plot synopsis demonstrates, Waverley does indeed

“waver” in his allegiances during the course of the novel; as many critics have

noted, in fact, his inconstancy is perhaps the hallmark of his character. Scott links

Waverley’s capacity to be influenced directly to his excessive novel-reading and

general dilettantism in the field of literature, likening his “slight, flimsy and

inadequate manner” to “the epicure who only deigned to take a single morsel

from the sunny side of a peach” (W 12-13).  Yet Waverley himself is not held

entirely to blame for his weak habits of mind.  Rather, Scott lays the blame for

young Edward’s impressionableness at the feet of his guardian/uncle Sir

Everard Waverley and the family chaplain, both of whom hold “the whole train

of tory [sic] or high-church predilections and prejudices, which had

distinguished the house of Waverley since the great civil war” (W 6).  Indulged

by these well-meaning but ineffective tutors, Waverley, like his literary

predecessor Glenthorn, turns away from the course of disciplined study that
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would have, presumably, made him a more steadfast character.  Whereas

Glenthorn’s dilettantism results in ennui, however, Waverley’s imagination is

engaged by the romantic tales of suffering endured by the Waverleys during the

civil war, as told by his aunt Rachael.  Thus, almost casually, Waverley becomes

more and more susceptible to flights of fancy; the “predominant faculty of his

mind,” Scott tells us, is his imagination (W 16).

What is interesting about this characterization of Edward Waverley is the

circumstances out of which it arises.  Tutored by Jacobites, High Church clergy,

and women, Waverley becomes an ineffectual, almost effete character (Scott

describes his tastes as “dainty, squeamish and fastidious” [W  15]) precisely

because he desires to live not in the rational present of disciplined studiousness,

but in the romantic past of battles, feudalism and “moss-grown monuments” (W

17).  Thus, even as we begin to sympathize with Waverley as a character, we are

forced to recognize the futility of his affinities.  To live in the past, Scott suggests,

is foolish, even a bit distasteful.  Yet the reader is drawn, as is Waverley, to Aunt

Rachael’s tales of true love and chivalry, and understands Waverley’s attraction

to the gothic scenery of Waverley-Honour, with its Mirkwood Meres and

“pristine and savage” character (W 17-18), and in fact, as hard as Scott works to

distinguish his own work from Gothic novels, German romances or sentimental

tales,37 he is in the process of creating a blend of all of those genres even as he

disavows them.

                                                  
37 “Had I, for example, announced in my frontispiece, ‘Waverley, a Tale of Other Days,’ must not
every novel-reader have anticipated a castle scarce less that of Udolpho, of which the eastern
wing had long been uninhabited…would not the owl have shrieked and the cricket cried in my
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Scott’s critique of Waverley’s Romantic turn of mind (as well as that of

other characters), becomes a motif of the novel, in fact, such that one often

wonders whether its author is protesting too much.  It is worthwhile here to trace

out the associations that the word “romantic” has for Scott in this novel, as it is

one that occurs not only frequently,38 but almost always disparagingly.  Yet it is

the central paradox of the novel that the term is also associated with its most

vibrant and interesting characters: the Highlanders whom Waverley befriends

after being sent to Scotland with the English army.  On leave to visit his uncle’s

friend, the Baron of Bradwardine (a charmingly pedantic character whose house

is festooned with bears), Waverley finds himself witness to a cattle raid by the

outlaw Donald Bean Lean.  Donald Bean is under the protection of a chief with

the highly exotic name of Fergus Mac Ivor Vich Ian Vhor, Earl of Glennaquoich,

and when Mac Ivor’s foster brother, Evan Dhu Maccombich, shows up to broker

peace between Bradwardine and Bean Lean, Waverley is invited to return to the

Highlands with Evan Dhu.

As Saree Makdisi notes, Waverley’s journey into the Highlands with Evan

Dhu is a movement not only in space but in time,39 and it is in this linkage of

                                                                                                                                                      
very title-page? …Again, had my title borne, ‘Waverley, a Romance from the German,’ what
head so obtuse as not to imagine forth a profligate abbot, an oppressive duke, a secret and
mysterious association of Rosycrucians and illuminati…Or if I had chosen to call my work a
‘Sentimental Tale,’ would it not have been a sufficient presage of a heroine with auburn hair, and
a harp, the soft solace of her solitary hours, which she fortunately finds always the means of
transporting from castle to cottage …?” (W 3-4).
38 A search of Project Gutenberg’s full-text online version of the novel finds 36 instances of the
word, all associated with Waverley’s reading habits, his perceptions of the natural world, or with
the Highlanders.  The word “romance,” similarly, appears 25 times.
39 “ Waverley’s map of Scotland is also a map of time, for the opposition between Highlands and
Lowlands is temporally and historically coded as an opposition between past and present.  That
is, the novel’s Highland space does not just open up into the past, and into the archaic trappings
and rituals of (an invented) tradition; it is the spatialization of the past and of this tradition.  At
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spatiality and temporality that Scott, I would argue, locates his definition of

“romantic.”  As Waverley moves north, the landscape around him grows wilder,

the people he encounters grow more foreign in dress and speech, and Waverley

himself grows more inclined to turn loose his capacity for imagination:

He now had time to give himself up to the full romance of his situation.

Here he sat on the banks of an unknown lake, under the guidance of a

wild native, whose language was unknown to him, on a visit to the den of

some renowned outlaw [Donald Bean Lean], a second Robin Hood,

perhaps, or Adam O’Gordon, and that at deep midnight, through scenes

of difficulty and toil, separated from his attendant, left by his guide:

—what a fund of circumstances for the exercise of a romantic imagination,

and all enhanced by the solemn feeling of uncertainty at least, if not of

danger!  The only circumstance which assorted ill with the rest was the

cause of his journey— the Baron’s milk-cows! this degrading incident he

kept in the back-ground (W 78).

The Baron’s prosaic milk-cows aside, of course, this passage highlights all the

elements of romance as Scott conceives of it: the wild landscape; the air of

danger; the exotic and incomprehensible native guide; the folk-tale identity that

Waverley ascribes to Donald Bean. The very unreadability of this scene—the

“unknown lake,” the “unknown” language of Waverley’s guide, argues that it

does not take place in the present of the narrator (that is, 1805, not 1745)—a

present which is also a place: Great Britain, where/when people speak English,

                                                                                                                                                      
the same time, it is the temporalization of the Highlands, registering, merging, coupling, linking,
relentlessly identifying the Highlands with the past” (Makdisi 161).
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where/when the territory is thoroughly mapped, and where/when Robin Hood

and his ilk are folktales, not lived experience: the place, as Makdisi puts it, “that

[was] then, still [is], and will forever be peaceful, rational, scientific, enlightened,

known, and civilized” (161-2).

Certainly, Scott is mocking his character in this scene.  But just as

certainly, we may read this passage (and others like it in the novel) as what

McGann calls “Scott’s ‘postmodernity’: the ironic awareness with which he

constructs and pursues his Romantic quest, the awareness that forbids him from

turning his poetic tale into a form of worship” (McGann 129).  Because our

wavering hero perceives a scene as Romantic does not mean that it is not so, but

Scott must distance himself from that assessment if he wishes to consign to a

national past the romance associated with the doomed culture of the Highlands.

As James Kerr observes, “while he suggests that romance is a form of false

consciousness, Scott employs it as a way of…keeping the past at a distance and

thereby reducing its disruptive force” (19).  Hence the milk-cows: if we are

laughing at Waverley, as that final sentence invites us to do, we automatically

distantiate ourselves from his causes.

And Waverley’s causes are quite disruptive; as is the fact that he espouses

multiple causes over the course of the novel.  In some ways, Waverley’s

intellectual dilettantism makes him the perfect hero of a colonial Bildungsroman,

as he can try on and cast off various national identities until he finds a suitable

one.  Yet his very wavering robs his choices of any real conviction: often,

Waverley is guided by his sense of “romance” rather than by any particular
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beliefs about colonialism, national self-definition, or personal loyalty.  Indeed, his

response to his father’s procurement on his behalf of a captain’s commission in

the British army is to admire himself in his new red coat and to compose a

farewell poem to Waverley-Honour’s “romantic dells.”  Once Waverley arrives

at his post in Perthshire, he becomes no more engaged with the Hanoverian

cause per se, and in fact spends much of his time procuring extensions for the

leave of absence that permits him to visit the Baron of Bradwardine.

Although Everard and Rachael Waverley are professed Jacobites, their

political beliefs, Scott tells us, have been “gradually decaying, like a fire which

burns out for want of fuel” (W 21).  The Baron of Bradwardine and his associates,

however, have a much more engaged relationship to Jacobitism: the Baron

himself had “been out” in the Jacobite rising of 1715.  Thus Waverley’s trip to

Tully-Veolan, the Baron’s home, is his first real exposure to active political

commitment.  The contrast between the convictions even of these Lowland lairds

and the relative political disengagement of Waverley is highlighted when one of

Bradwardine’s friends, the Laird of Balmawhipple, proposes a toast to “the little

gentleman in black velvet who did such service in 1702” (49)—a reference to the

story that William of Orange, whose Hanoverian dynasty subsequently replaced

the Stuarts, died when his horse stumbled over a molehill and threw him,

breaking his neck.  Waverley feels that he ought to “take umbrage” at this toast,

yet does nothing, only to reflect in the morning that “he had received a personal

insult; he was of the House of Waverley; and he bore a commission” (W 51).  His

decision to “resent this insult”—that is, to challenge Balmawhipple to a
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duel—seems more inspired by the first of these two reasons than by the third; his

resentment is fueled more by a feeling that he ought to be offended than that his

King should.  Ultimately, Waverley avoids a duel when Bradwardine forces

Balmawhipple to apologize, but the incident raises its head later, when it

becomes at least the partial cause of Waverley, his uncle, and his father being

accused of treason, as word gets back to his commanding officer that he allowed

a “treasonable toast” “to pass in silence” (243).

In fact, Waverley’s lack of true commitment to anything other than his

personal honor makes it all too easy for him to renounce his allegiance to the

Hanoverian government of which he is technically a military representative.

Accused of abandoning his regiment and not responding to repeated orders to

rejoin it (as it transpires, the letters instructing Waverley to return have been

intercepted by Donald Bean Lean for vaguely nefarious purposes), Waverley

receives what he considers an “insolent” letter from Colonel G____, informing

him that he will be court-martialed if he doesn’t return immediately.  Rather than

taking the expedient step of returning immediately, however, Waverley fires off

a letter to Colonel G____, “inclos[ing] the formal resignation of a situation which

subjected him to so unpleasant a correspondence” (W  126).  As with the

“treasonable toast,” Waverley’s concern here is not with his political affiliations

but with his own standing in the world.40   Yet without a political system in

which to envision himself, Scott suggests, Waverley is completely adrift, even to

                                                  
40 Later, when he finds out he had been replaced even before tendering his resignation, he reflects
on “the apparently premeditated insult… of one who had aspired after honour, and was thus
wantonly held up to public scorn and disgrace” (W 127).
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the point of being unsure how to word the terms of his resignation.  In his

insecurity, he turns to a character with far more political conviction—and more

political savvy—than even the Baron of Bradwardine: Fergus Mac Ivor.

In the national scheme of the novel, Mac Ivor represents the

Highlands—and the past—so perfectly that Scott calls attention to his location

within that moment:

Had Fergus lived sixty years sooner than he did, he would, in all

probability, have wanted the polished manner and knowledge of the

world whish he now possessed; and had he lived sixty years later, his

ambition and love of rule would have lacked the fuel which his situation

now afforded (W 91-2).

In other words, Fergus Mac Ivor is, by virtue of his clan chieftainship, his

Continental upbringing (that “polished manner and knowledge of the world”),

and his support of the Jacobite cause, a perfect product of his time—and a

character that would be unviable at any other time in history.  In this sense

Fergus is the Highlands, insofar as the Highlands are linked to a particular

moment in history.  Fergus, like the Highlands, is “temporalized” (Makdisi

161)—and his linkage to the past is cemented by his commitment to the Jacobite

cause.  If, as Scott suggests, Fergus’s political ambitions for the Stuarts are fueled

by the promise of an Earl’s coronet upon their reaccession to the throne,41 they

are no less passionate for it (and no less doomed).  As a clan chieftain, Fergus is

disposed to bring as many people as possible under his banner; as a politician, he

                                                  
41 “… at the moment he should unsheathe his claymore, it might be difficult to say whether it
would be most with the view of making James Stuart a king, or Fergus MacIvor an earl” (W 100).
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is determined to recruit Waverley, the aimless scion of an English Jacobite family

and thus a highly symbolic convert, to the army of Charles Edward Stuart.

Luckily for Fergus, Waverley is more than happy to waver.

Waverley’s own mental weakness makes him the perfect victim for

Fergus’s political machinations: though—or perhaps because—he himself lacks

strong convictions, Waverley is all the more attracted to Fergus’s strength of

mind.

The bold and prompt habits of thinking, acting, and speaking, which

distinguished this young Chieftain, had given him considerable

ascendancy over the mind of Waverley.  Endowed with at least equal

powers of understanding, and with much finer genius, Edward yet

stooped to the bold and decisive activity of an intellect which was

sharpened by the habit of acting on a preconceived and regular system, as

well as by extensive knowledge of the world (W 126).

Fergus, then, possesses the very qualities which Waverley lacks, and which Scott

believes he should have: boldness, decisiveness, regularity.  Yet in Fergus these

qualities turn almost Machiavellian: his “preconceived and regular system” is a

single political aim—which, of course, will benefit him materially—and he is

willing to take advantage of the impressionable Edward in order to achieve those

goals.  Thus, even though Fergus has “a deep and sincere interest” in Waverley

that transcends the political, he actively attempts to further Waverley’s

disaffection with the Hanoverian government.  Redirecting Waverley’s energy

away from his first impulse, which is to challenge Colonel G____ to a duel (a
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response that again reinforces Waverley’s personal sense of affront while

suggesting his total lack of commitment to the English military hierarchy),

Fergus argues that he “would have vengeance fall on the head, not on the hand;

on the tyrannical and oppressive government which designed and directed these

premeditated and reiterated insults. . .upon the usurping House of Hanover,

whom your grandfather would no more have served than he would have taken

wages of red-hot gold from the great fiend of hell! ” (W 127-8).  Fergus here

begins his argument with the political convictions he holds—that the Hanovers

are usurpers—but ends with a claim calculated to appeal both to Waverley’s self-

interested commitment to personal honor and to his sense of romance.  By

suggesting that the Waverleys as a family are personally connected to the

Jacobite cause—or at least that they are against the Hanoverian one—Fergus

reignites Waverley’s Romantic attachment to the past, and by extension to the

Highlander himself.

Historic loyalties, however, are not the only weapons that Fergus can

deploy against Waverley.  During his trip to Glennaquoich, Edward has become

attached to Flora Mac Ivor, Fergus’s sister, and Fergus takes every opportunity to

draw connections for Waverley between the Jacobite cause and Flora herself.

These connections, admittedly, are not hard to make; Flora is even more

committed than Fergus to the Stuarts, and Scott suggests, her political

convictions are not tainted by self-interest, as are those of her brother: “her

loyalty, as it exceeded her brother’s in fanaticism, excelled it also in purity…she

would as soon have made religion the mask of ambitious and interested views as
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have shrowded [sic] them under the opinions which she had been taught to think

patriotism” (W 100).  Flora’s purity, however, has its drawbacks as a political

mode: the self-interest which motivates Fergus makes him, paradoxically, less of

a political “fanatic” than his sister.  This contrast only serves to highlight the

untenable nature of the Highland cause: to be less than pure in one’s devotion is

to fall prey to accusations of egomania; to be purely disinterested is to be accused

of fanaticism.  Waverley’s attraction to Flora, however, is based on the Romantic

lens through which he perceives her, and the fanaticism of her Jacobitism is

merely an accessory to that Romanticism.

In a particularly telling scene, Edward, overwhelmed by the rowdy

drinking party into which one of Fergus’s clan banquets has descended, is sent to

have tea with Flora, who promises to translate for him the ballads sung at the

banquet.  Rather than performing in her drawing-room, however, Flora sends

Edward to meet her in a glen by a waterfall, or, as Waverley perceives it, in a

“land of romance,” by a “romantic water-fall” which feeds into a “romantic

reservoir” in a scene suffused with “romantic wildness” (W 105-6).  Seeing Flora

in this setting, Waverley naturally believes that he has “never, even in his wildest

dreams, imagined a figure of such exquisite and interesting loveliness,” and is

instantly overcome by a “wild feeling of romantic delight” (W  106-7).

Waverley’s impressionable character, it seems, is so overcome by this moment

that he is able to produce only two adjectives: “romantic” and “wild,” and his

susceptibility to the wild romance of the scenery—and Flora—is quickly

channeled (by Fergus) into a greater appreciation for Highland culture in
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general.  When Fergus arrives on the scene, Flora is singing Gaelic ballads

translated into English; Fergus, however, requests that Flora’s servant-girl

Cathleen sing to Waverley in her native language, and immediately afterwards,

the party returns to the hall, where Waverley, taking Flora’s hand, dances to the

bagpipes from which he had earlier tried to escape.

The roots of Waverley’s attraction to the Highlands, then, like his

resignation of his commission, are personal rather than political.  But, as Fergus

perhaps intends from the beginning, the personal quickly becomes political for

Waverley, because for Flora the two are not separate.  Thus after Waverley quits

the army, he feels empowered to propose to Flora, on the grounds that he is no

longer “an officer in the service of the Elector of Hanover,” as Flora calls him (W

131).  Yet Flora, even in her fanaticism more rational than both her brother and

her suitor, clearly sees the fallacy Waverley’s proposal: Whether he is switching

loyalties to court her, or courting her to cement his switched loyalties, Waverley

is in danger.  In fact, she advises, Waverley would do well to “consult your own

good sense and reason rather than a prepossession hastily adopted, probably

only because you have met a young woman possessed of the usual

accomplishments, in a sequestered and romantic situation.  Let your part in this

great and perilous drama rest upon conviction, and not upon a hurried and

probably a temporary feeling” (W  136).  Flora’s advice here is, of course,

eminently sensible.  Yet in having her offer it, Scott suggests not only the

unlikelihood of Waverley suddenly and wholeheartedly embracing the Jacobite

cause, but also the unlikelihood that the Highland Scots will have much to do
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with the future of the union.  Were Flora to accept the proposal of the English

hero, we would have the makings of a national romance such as those in

Edgeworth’s Irish novels: Highland Scots and English lines would unite to

produce an invigorated future for both countries.  Yet Flora’s politically-

motivated rejection presages the defeat of the Jacobites: her association with the

Romantic past of the Highlands is not a viable part of the future of Britain (a

certainty that Scott will revisit in Mid-Lothian).  In fact, rather than marrying at

all, Flora retires to a convent after the defeat of the Jacobite forces and the

beheading of Fergus.  The Mac Ivor line is thus ended—as is, by extension, the

feudal clan system that they represent.

As James Kerr notes, “Waverley’s Jacobitism is a politics of unrequited

love…the less accessible she is…the greater his desire” (Kerr 28-9).  Kerr is

partially right on this point: ultimately, Flora’s rejection of Waverley’s suit only

serves to make him believe that he is committed to the Jacobite cause.  Yet

initially, Waverley seems about to take Flora’s advice to heart:

Whatever were the original rights of the Stuarts, calm reflection told him

that, omitting the question of how far James the Second could forfeit those

of his posterity, he had, according to the united voice of the whole nation,

justly forfeited his own.  Since that period, four monarchs had reigned in

peace and prosperity over Britain…Reason asked, was it worth while to

disturb a government so long settled and established, and to plunge a

kingdom into all the miseries of civil war, to replace upon the throne the
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descendants of a monarch by whom it had been willfully forfeited? (W

140-1)

Striking here, as Andrew Hook, among others, has noted, is the complete absence

of that wildly romantic point of view to which Waverley has been so given.

Instead, “cool reflection” and “reason” govern his thought process as he weighs

the merit of the Jacobite cause.  Admittedly, his reasoning is based more on

convenience than on passion, but it does have a certain Benthamite logic, and,

leaving aside the truth of the claim that the “united voice of the whole nation”

supported the abdication of James II/VII, is certainly a more sensible position

than is usual for Waverley.

Having arrived at this conclusion and unwilling to remain at the scene of

his rejection, Waverley rides to the rescue of Rose Bradwardine, the daughter of

the Baron, who has been imprisoned by Hanoverian troops.  On the way,

however, Edward is himself taken captive for his supposed treasonous behavior,

and when he is rescued—indirectly by Fergus—he is once again feeling

personally insulted: enough, in this instance, to declare his allegiance personally

to Prince Charles Edward Stuart.  Again, Fergus is almost Machiavellian in his

knowledge of Waverley’s character flaws and his willingness to exploit them: he

is aware of both Waverley’s wounded self-image and pride, and his inability to

resist a good romance.  Introducing Waverley to Prince Charles, Fergus correctly

calculates the impression that the “eminently skilful” “royal adventurer” will

make on his friend:
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…[Charles’s] words and his kindness penetrated the heart of our hero,

and easily outweighed all prudential motives.  To be thus personally

solicited by a prince, whose forms and manners, as well as [his]

spirit…answered [Waverley’s] ideas of a hero of romance; to be courted

by him in the ancient halls of his paternal palace…gave Edward, in his

own eyes, the dignity and importance which he had ceased to consider as

his attributes.  Rejected, slandered, and threatened on one side, he was

irresistibly attracted to the cause…and Waverley, kneeling to Charles

Edward, devoted his heart and his sword to the vindication of his rights!

(W 193).

Missing here, obviously, is the rationality Waverley displayed in the wake of

Flora’s rejection.  Instead, egged on by Fergus, and by the Prince, who is also an

expert manipulator, Waverley returns to the torrent of romantic feeling that led,

in the first place, to his supposed treason to the English government and that

now leads him to actual treason.  Again, Scott demonstrates the irony of

Waverley’s version of Romanticism, which is clearly linked to—and inspired

by—the doomed cause of the Jacobites, but perhaps more importantly, to

Waverley’s own (somewhat petulant) sense of self.  His attachment to the cause

is fueled, as Flora points out, not by conviction, but by rejection, which is not a

particularly sustainable political identity.  Indeed, even as Waverley becomes

more physically embroiled in the revolution—fighting in a battle, for instance, at

which his former commander, Colonel G____, is killed—he becomes more aware

that he is fighting for a cause in which he does not really believe.  This awareness
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is only heightened when Waverley takes prisoner his uncle’s friend Captain

Talbot, a Hanoverian officer who has been sent to find Waverley and bring him

back to England.

If Fergus Mac Ivor provides one possible model for Waverley’s personal

development—passionate, inspiring, loyal, but ultimately self-serving and

committed to a doomed cause—Colonel Talbot provides the opposite model.

Unlike Fergus, whose attitude is “that of a petty sovereign, rather than of a

soldier,” Colonel Talbot “was in every point the English soldier. . .devoted to the

service of his king and country, without . . . applying his science to his own

particular plans” (W 246). Lacking Fergus’s romantic appeal, however, Talbot

still manages to make an impression on Waverley: he shares with Fergus the

steadfastness of purpose (albeit with an opposite goal) that so easily attracts the

malleable Waverley.  And although Talbot is just as prejudiced against the Scots

as many of the Scots are against the English,42 his overall quality is that of a stolid

English rationality that begins to swing Waverley’s sympathies away from the

romantic cause of the Stuarts.  Fergus and Talbot thus both serve as potential

models for Waverley’s national identity, and as such, they function as well as

doubles for each other, establishing a theme that Scott will return to in The Heart

of Mid-Lothian, where each major character will have a double who calls into

question the unifying trajectory of the British Empire.  In Waverley, however,

characters such as Fergus and Flora allow Waverley to expunge his shiftless

                                                  
42 For Colonel Talbot, a “white cockade on the breast, the white rose in the hair, and Mac at the
beginning of a name, would have made a devil out of an angel; and indeed he himself jocularly
allowed, that he could not have endured Venus herself, if she had been announced in a drawing
room by the name of Miss Mac-Jupiter” (W 247).
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impulses towards adventure and romance, while their more prosaic doubles

(Captain Talbot for Fergus and Rose Bradwardine for Flora) create a domestic

space into which Waverley can escape after he has exhausted his taste for the

exotic foreignness of the Highlands.  Colonel Talbot’s displays of emotion while

he is held prisoner by the Jacobites, for example, are limited to the tears he sheds

over the news of his wife’s illness.

Like Colonel Talbot, Rose Bradwardine’s affections are sited firmly within

the domestic.  As a Lowland Scot, she is not the source of romantic inspiration

for Waverley that her friend Flora is, but neither is she as unavailable as Flora.

Indeed, Waverley’s very lack of political commitment, which renders him so

unappealing to Flora, endears him to Rose.  After witnessing a confrontation

between two of the Jacobite commanders, Flora and Rose have the following

exchange:

‘My dear Rose . . . [y]ou saw when Corrinaschian raised his voice in great

passion, and laid his hand upon his sword, Waverley lifted his head as if

he had just awakened from a dream, and asked, with great composure,

what the matter was.’

‘Well, and did not the laughter they fell into at his absence of mind

serve better to break off the dispute, than any thing he could have said to

them?’

‘True, but not quite so creditably for Waverley as if he had brought

them to their senses by force of reason’ (W 249).
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For Flora, Waverley’s distracted interjection reveals a lack of commitment and of

personal quality; not only is he not paying attention to a debate about military

issues, but he turns them—and by extension Flora’s cause—into a joke.  In Rose’s

estimation, however, Waverley’s virtues are sourced precisely in his “absence of

mind”—that is, in his refusal, or his inability, to fully attend to military matters.

And indeed, Scott seems to validate Rose’s viewpoint here: as we learn, the

debate interrupted by Waverley is not about troop placement or military

strategy; rather, it is about whether a particular Highland chieftain will be given

the rank of captain or colonel in the Jacobite army.  Waverley’s inattention to

such insubstantial politicking is thus revealed to be sensible, although the

question does indeed remain whether he would have been similarly inattentive if

the debate were about serious matters.  The nature of the argument, moreover,

exposes the major complaint about the Jacobite army (and particularly about

Fergus) by its English opponents in this novel: that it is a revolt based on flimsy

pretenses, and that its leaders are more concerned with rank and prestige than

with genuine political principles.  Waverley’s “absence of mind” in this matter,

then, is perhaps a virtue, as it allows Scott to distance him from the more

vainglorious aspects of the Jacobite rebellion, as well as its ultimate defeat.

As that distantiation occurs, Waverley becomes less attracted to Flora, and

more interested in Rose, whose entire affect is domestic: she keeps house for her

father, the Baron of Bradwardine, and Waverley’s first feelings for her are purely

fraternal: “the very intimacy of their intercourse” when he is a guest at Tully-

Veolan “prevented his feeling for her other sentiments than those of a brother for
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an amiable and accomplished sister” (W  66).  Waverley’s initial brotherly

appreciation of Rose marks her as a safer object than the “wild” Flora, whose

national character attracts, but also, at some level, repels Waverley, as he

connects it with her haughtiness and lack of interest in him.  Rose, on the other

hand, is a national character as well, but rather than Flora’s dark, dangerous

beauty, Rose is “a very pretty girl of the Scotch cast of beauty, that is, with a

profusion of hair of paley gold, and a skin like the snow of her own mountains in

whiteness” (W 40).  Yet even as Rose literally embodies Scotland, mirroring its

geography in her appearance, she is accessible, gentle and even at times

maternal, as she presides over meals and tends to Tully-Veolan’s gardens.  In

fact, her familial relationship with Waverley marks her as more British than

Flora, despite her status as a Lowland Scot; Flora’s exotic Scottishness is wholly

foreign to Waverley, but Rose is familiar, comfortable.

Thus Waverley’s eventual marriage to Rose, while a national romance in

the sense that it unites Scotland and England in a harmonious relationship,

presents a sort of middle way for Scottish national character: a character that is

more understandable, less alien to the average English reader.  Rather than

desiring, as Flora does, the overthrow of the Hanoverian government and the

installment of a Scots/French king, Rose wishes only for, in Flora’s words, “the

quiet circle of domestic happiness, lettered indolence, and the elegant

enjoyments of Waverley-Honour” (W 250).  Waverley and Rose’s yet-to-be-born

first son will inherit Waverley-Honour, but the Baron of Bradwardine settles his

ancestral home on the theoretical second son of Waverley and Rose.  Thus the
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future Waverley children will be Scots-English hybrids, one on each side of the

Border (although it is worth noting here that the Scottish portion of the

inheritance is relegated to the second son).  That the future of the British Empire

lies in these children and others like them is clear: neither Flora nor Fergus ever

marries, and her retreat to the convent and his death ensures that the Highlands

are not represented in this formula.

With the erasure of his Highland characters, Scott suggests that both the

place and the time of that version of Scottishness is over.  With the danger of The

’45 safely in the past, the narrative of Waverley returns from the Highlands to the

Lowlands, and the future-oriented ending of Waverley shifts the novel’s

definition of Scottishness to “a class of beings as different from their

grandfathers, as the existing English are from those of Queen Elizabeth’s time,”

as Scott writes in the novel’s postscript (W 340).  However, much as Waverley is

a blank slate, waiting to have some kind of national character inscripted on him,

so this “class of beings” have not so much an actual identity as a lack of certain

qualities: the “singular and disinterested attachment to the principles of loyalty .

. . and of old Scottish faith, hospitality, worth and honour” that characterize

those forefathers from whom the 1805 Scots are so different (W 340).  Thus even

as Scott recognizes the impossibility of successfully incorporating the Highland

way of life into a British national character, he mourns its passing: the admirable

qualities of the “ancient” Scots are gone along with their more problematic

tendencies towards violence and rebellion.  And as we shall see in The Heart of

Mid-Lothian, for Scott the complete erasure of Highland Scots from the Empire is
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neither as successful nor as conducive to the health of the imperial body as

Fergus’s death and Flora’s self-immural might lead one to believe.

IV. The Heart of Mid-Lothian:  Whiggish Progressivism, Romantic Nostalgia

If Waverley has been read by critics as a nostalgic but ultimately untenable trip

into the recent past of Scotland,  The Heart of Mid-Lothian has traditionally been

read as an epithalamion of sorts, a celebration of the Union of Scotland and

England.  Yet as Scott sympathizes with Waverley’s romanticism even as he

critiques it, in Mid-Lothian, Scott continually questions the imperial project by

creating characters--most notably Madge Wildfire and George Staunton--who

undermine the idea that the Union is universally beneficial.43 In this section, I

hope to provide a reading of the figure of the double, or surrogate, in Scott’s The

Heart of Mid-Lothian as a response to the “internal colonization” of Scotland; that

is, as a means of both eliding and expressing the trauma of Union.44  Whereas

Jeanie Deans’s colonial Bildungsroman—her journey to London and subsequent

return to Scotland—is the surface narrative of this novel, Mid-Lothian’s

undercurrents complicate its ostensible project: the depiction of modernity’s

arrival in the Scottish Lowlands.

                                                  
43 Tony Inglis notes that critical work on the Gothic and the uncanny “forces readers to address
such characters as Madge and Staunton more seriously, as evidence that the art which embodies
or contains [them] is indeed grappling with troubling and unassimilated emotional content at the
level of the individual and/or culture” (Inglis xlii).
44 Paul Coates argues that the process can work both ways: “The prevalence of Doubles in the
iconography of German Romantic literature, however, is the basis for the internal colonisation
known as national integration….  The exchange of images of the self that occurs when the Double
appears is a transaction that fosters the development of the process of exchange in
general.”(Coates 32)
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In its attempts to portray the process of internal colonization—the

subsumption of Scotland into Great Britain—The Heart of Mid-Lothian fits neatly

into the Lukácsian paradigm of the historical novel, depicting as it does “the

great transformations of history as transformations of popular life” (Lukács 48-9).

Yet throughout the novel, the presence of surrogate characters illustrate the

negative aspects of this transformation just as Scott’s primary characters—Jeanie,

Reuben and the Duke of Argyle in particular—demonstrate the assimilation of

Scottish culture by English imperialism.  Scott carefully structures his narrative

to focus on the forward motion of history, but the historical fact of Scottish

discomfort with English rule is an obstacle to his project. In order to elide or

rationalize the trauma of union, Scott must produce a narrative in which union is

in fact the desired, even the inevitable, outcome of historical progress, but

because such characters as Madge exist in the narrative, Scott undermines the

reading of history that he ostensibly wishes to present even as he creates it.

As James Kerr notes:

Scott wrote Midlothian not merely as a faithful depiction of a crisis in

British history, but as a story about the past, an interpretation of a great

historical moment that culminates in an elaborate projection of a better

Scotland.  Midlothian was written with a particular political intention, as a

means of placing historical reality at a comfortable distance.  The primary

motive of Scott’s art is to rewrite history in such a way as to… reconcile

Scotland and England within the received form of the Union. (Kerr 75)
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“Placing historical reality at a comfortable distance” affords Scott the opportunity

to portray the Union in the best possible light. By siting this project in the idealized

characters of Jeanie Deans, Reuben Butler and the Duke of Argyle, Scott can

emphasize what he sees as the benefits of Union, while still hinting at its

ramifications for Scottish culture. By idealizing those who combine the best of both

the Scottish and English ways of life-- Jeanie Deans, Reuben Butler and the Duke of

Argyle--Scott can suggest to his readers that Great Britain too will be better off

when it can fuse its disparate national characters.

By presenting Jeanie, Reuben, and Argyle as the most positive characters in

the novel, it would seem that Scott is able to flesh out his goal of re-presenting the

history of the Union as a beneficial institution. Despite the pastoral harmony with

which The Heart of Mid-Lothian ends, however, tensions within the novel allow

Scott to interrogate this version of history: the vision of a harmoniously blended

union of “English” and “Scottish” traits is a deeply flawed one.  In attempting to

become like the colonizer, as Albert Memmi suggests, the colonized subject is

forced to reject him- or herself45.  This rejection, in turn, provides the impetus for

the appearance of the double in the text. The colonial subject creating a text must

create characters who represent the rejected self as well as those who fulfill the

ideal of assimilation.  As Paul Coates notes, “Stories that deal explicitly with the

double seem in the main to be written by authors who are suspended between

languages and cultures…. Here the Double is the self when it speaks another
                                                  
45Memmi suggests that colonized peoples have two possible responses to colonialism:
assimilation and rebellion.  In attempting to assimilate, a practice which “actually presupposes
admiration for the colonizer, one can infer approval of colonialism.  But by obvious logic, at the
very moment when the colonized best adjusts himself to his fate, he rejects himself with most
tenacity” (Memmi 121).
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language” (Coates 2)46. Although Coates likely intends his use of the word

“language” to be figurative, it has a literal valance here as well: Scott, as a member

of a colonial society (albeit an internally contained one) creates characters such as

George Robertson/Staunton, Duncan of Knockdunder, and Effie Deans and

Madge Wildfire, all of whom question the success of the imperial project, not least,

as we shall see, by their deployment of language.

Although Jeanie is the primary locus of Scott’s efforts at developing an

assimilated modern/British national character, her husband Reuben is

representative as well of this effort to legitimize history’s course. Reuben is “of

English extraction, though born in Scotland” (Scott 76) and so represents the actual

genetic blend of English and Scottish that will enable his and Jeanie’s children, like

those of Waverley and Rose, to enter fully the world of modern Britain. When he

enters the world of capitalism by purchasing the estate of Craigsture, Reuben

ensures that he and his heirs are fit inhabitants of the Union.  Scott does recognize

the impossibility of the Scots ever fully conforming to English ways of life:

Without Jeanie’s more Scottish traits, her language and her pragmatism, for

example, Reuben might become too modern altogether. In fact, Megan Perrigoe

Stitt notes that Reuben needs Jeanie to anchor him in his Scottishness: “[The two

cultures] occupy different spaces.  Butler by himself cannot make them overlap.…

Jeanie, in some ways, bridges the gap” (Stitt 174).  Still, despite his requisite dose

                                                  
46 Coates’s example of this suspension is Hogg’s Confessions of a Justified Sinner : “…[the use of the
Double]…is connected to the author’s origin in a Scottish culture in the process of being
integrated into ‘Great Britain’.  The period of integration is a transitional one during which two
parallel languages are employed; in the end, however, the integrating one establishes
dominance…” (Coates 33)
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of “Scottishness”, Reuben is already well on the path to modernity, as his lack of

Scots accent and his moderate religious beliefs demonstrate.

If Reuben represents the rising British middle class as beneficiaries of the

Union, the Duke of Argyle, Jeanie’s benefactor, functions as the facilitator of such

economic development. “A cautious and politic mediator between England and

Scotland…” (Secor 259), Argyle represents, in Scott’s view, the best of both

worlds.  His benevolent intervention gains Jeanie access to Queen Caroline,

thereby legitimating the presence of an authentic Scots voice in the metropolis,

and by sending Jeanie home in his coach rather than on foot, he symbolically

ensures that her return does not necessitate a step backwards in terms of

modernity.  Although Argyle’s demesne is in the Highlands, the most “Scottish”

part of Scotland, he is clearly at home in London as well.  The ease with which he

travels between cultures represents the aristocratic version of the blended

national character that is Scott’s ideal.  Yet what Scott does not mention until

Chapter 40 of The Heart of Mid-Lothian is Argyle's role in the colonization process.

Although Scott portrays him as a Scottish patriot, Argyle has actually fought

against the Highlanders in the interests of the English crown.  Argyle claims to

wish the Highlanders well, "for a' the ill they hae done me yet" (Scott 406);

nonetheless the very fact that he has taken up arms against his countrymen

reveals a rift in the historical fabric of Union: clearly, the integration of Scotland

and England is not just a matter of cross-Border marriages.

Reuben and Argyle are clearly important attempts on Scott’s part to find a

way to integrate “Englishness” with “Scottishness”.  As the heroine of The Heart of
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Mid-Lothian, however, Jeanie Deans is perhaps its best representative of this

amalgam of national traits.  A relatively unlettered dairymaid, Jeanie nonetheless

“embodies all the principles that her age regarded as necessary for the cultivation

and exercise of eloquence: virtue, passion, naturalness, and (at least partly

because she is a woman) isolation from the influences that have corrupted

modern eloquence” (Secor 256).  Yet isolation from modern corruption—that is,

simple peasant virtue—is not Jeanie’s only asset.  In her ability to travel from the

margin to the center of Britain, Jeanie represents a national push towards

modernity.  Jeanie’s pilgrimage to London is the key to her identity as a character,

as well as to the character of Scott’s ideal society.  Her journey, like Waverley’s,

represents a spatio-temporal voyage, yet hers is the reverse of his: whereas

Waverley travels into the past as he journeys to the Highlands, Jeanie moves from

the antiquated, or at least outmoded, terrain of the North to the highly

fashionable and modern environs of England’s capital. Once she encounters

modernity, Jeanie will be able to transport it back to Scotland.

Jeanie’s journey is prompted by a family crisis: her half-sister Effie is

convicted (wrongfully, as it turns out) of child-murder, and is condemned to

death—in part because of Jeanie’s refusal to lie under oath.  To try to save Effie’s

life, Jeanie determines to go to London to ask Queen Caroline for a pardon.  Here,

as in Waverley, Scott emphasizes the disjunction between the present of his novel

(1737) and the moment at which he is writing it (1818).  In doing so, he

demonstrates the benefits that the Union can bring to Scotland.  Contrasting

Jeanie’s journey, which is undertaken “using the mode of conveyance with which
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nature had provided her”—that is, her feet—with the “present day,” in which “a

journey from Edinburgh to London is at once safe, brief and simple” because of the

“[numerous coaches . . . and packets [that] are perpetually passing and repassing

betwixt the capital of Britain and her northern sister” (HML 283), Scott emphasizes

the benefits of modernity: the implication, of course, is that when travelers can

traverse the Union safely, so too can commercial goods and intellectual exchanges.

That this safe passage exists suggests that the Union is working.

Yet the ease of travel in 1818 is predicated on the difficulties of 1737:

Jeanie’s journey is the primordial version of the exchange that will facilitate Union.

As Scott makes clear, before Jeanie can model that modern peregrination, she must

shed the outer signifiers of her Scottish identity.  Traveling in a tartan shawl and

bare feet, a commonplace in Scotland, Jeanie attracts not only “ill-natured

observation” from the English townspeople she encounters, but “sarcasm and

taunts” as well (HML 283).  In order to deflect this attention, Jeanie “deposited [her

plaid] carefully in her bundle, and she conformed to the national extravagance of

wearing shoes and stockings for the whole day” (HML 284).  The absence of her

plaid, moreover, is not enough of a disguise; she replaces it with “a large straw

bonnet, like those worn by the English maidens when labouring in the fields”

(HML 284).  Outwardly, then, as soon as she crosses the Border, Jeanie begins to

resemble an Englishwoman rather than a Scot, a visual transformation that signals

her conversion into the ideal citizen of Great Britain.

Jeanie’s transformation, however, is not exclusively visual.  Just as her

tartan and bare feet attract negative attention from the English, her accent also
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makes her a target.  While no longer “kenspeckle,” as she renders it, to a casual

observer, as soon as Jeanie speaks, “her accent and language [draw] down on her

so many jests and gibes . . . that she soon found it was in her interest to talk as little

and as seldom as possible.  She answered, therefore, civil salutations of chance

passers with a civil curtsey” (HML 284).  It is not enough, then, to physically

resemble the English; to truly pass as a citizen of Great Britain (as Effie will learn),

Jeanie must sound like one as well—which she cannot do.  Her inability to rid

herself of her accent—that is, the aural mark of her national character—causes her

to be silenced.  Reading Jeanie’s journey as a prelude to modernity, then, suggests

that there is a price to be paid for easy travel: the Scottish voice is not to be heard

in the imperial context.

Jeanie eventually recovers her Scottish voice in the presence of Queen

Caroline, but her doubles Effie and Madge Wildfire are not so lucky.  As parallel

characters rather than doubles of each other, Effie and Madge’s similar

experiences highlight Jeanie’s “fortitude, simplicity and decision of character”

(Scott 85).  Yet just as Jeanie is identified as “a country-girl from Scotland” (Scott

362) so are her unfortunate doubles.  Effie, for example, is presented as a physical

type of the national character: “Her brown russet short-gown set off a shape

which time, perhaps, might be expected to render too robust, the frequent

objection to Scottish beauty...” (Scott 98).  Madge, on the other hand, is identified

through her voice: “A voice was heard to sing one of those wild and monotonous

strains so common in Scotland...” (Scott 161).  Both women, then, are just as, if
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not more, representative of Scotland as Jeanie Deans is.47  Eventually, however,

they, like Waverley’s Highlanders, prove incompatible with the course of

modernity: Madge dies at the hands of a mob, and Effie, like Flora Mac Ivor,

retires to a convent.

Before they are written out of the novel, however, Scott allows Effie and

Madge, unavoidably typed as Scottish, to destabilize a simple narrative of

historical progress in a variety of ways.  First, they are both agents of

transgressive sexuality: as mothers of illegitimate children, of whom one is killed

at birth and the other lives and dies a societal outcast, Effie and Madge inhibit

the transmission of the positive cultural norms that would facilitate the

integration of Scotland and England.  That their respective encounters with

Staunton occur in proximity to the Scottish version of the metropolis, Edinburgh

(London’s “northern sister”), indicates the anxieties that accompany the

transition from rural to metropolitan modes of existence.  Unlike Jeanie, who can

travel to London and yet return to thrive in Scotland, Madge and Effie,

representative of a majority of Scottish women, are not equipped to deal with the

adjustment to urban lifestyles. The very death of their children adds illegitimacy

to the cultural shift: Children born of encounters between margin and metropole

are not capable of becoming participating members of the society that produces

                                                  
47 Jon Thompson argues that these two parallel characters are in fact more representative of
Scottish life than Jeanie is:

Far from being typical, [Jeanie] is the fictive amalgam of several different
ideological versions of the ideal woman… Madge’s life—and by this I do
not mean her eccentric behaviour—is far more representative.  In effect,
her life testifies to the circumscribed choices available to the female
servant class of eighteenth-century England and the social and
psychological consequences afflicting ‘fallen’ women of that class.
(Thompson 190)
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them48.  Finally, where Jeanie represents a progressive notion of personhood in

relation to history, Effie and Madge both move backward.  Madge’s encounter

with Staunton pushes her into insanity, the inversion of Jeanie’s rational

pragmatism, while Effie’s eventual retreat into Catholicism indicates her

identification with an older way of life than that of her sister’s moderate Scots

Presbyterianism.

Although Effie and Madge have many similarities, their characters

naturally diverge in many aspects as well.  Effie, despite her transgressions, has

avenues open to her which Madge does not.  Able to escape her censuring

society through marriage, Effie nevertheless continues to prove that the

successful cultural assimilation of Scotland by England is at best improbable.

Despite her fashionable life as Staunton’s wife, Effie is never quite the grand lady

that she pretends to be.  Recognizing the illegitimacy of her masquerade, she tells

Jeanie, “I am a Lie of fifteen years’ standing” (Scott 499).  Effie is not alone in her

acknowledgement of her position; even her admirers at court realize that there is

something unorthodox about her.  The Duke of Argyle, who, as a “properly”

assimilated character, is in a unique position to recognize such a lapse, mentions

to Jeanie that Lady Staunton “speaks with a Scotch accent, and now and then a

provincial word slips out so prettily, that it is quite Doric…” (Scott 482).  Speech

here reveals Effie’s inability to blend in fully with what Coates refers to as the

“integrating” language.  She is thus inescapably marked as other; and as other,

she reveals the inherent impossibility of full cultural assimilation.  If Effie can

                                                  
48 Compare, for example, the posited success of the children of Rose and Waverley—both
inhabitants of the Borders—and the actual thriving of Jeanie and Reuben’s Border family.
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mask herself so perfectly that her own sister at first cannot recognize her, yet can

still be detected by those who belong to the dominant society, then it is unlikely

that assimilation can ever be complete.

While Effie, despite her transgressiveness, at least ostensibly manages to

“pass” as an upper class, well-bred lady, Madge Wildfire is a permanently

troubling force in the novel.  A “powerful figure of protest” (Inglis xliii), Madge

is the clearest example of the mad double in The Heart of Mid-Lothian.  Tony Inglis

describes Madge as “a transposed version of Effie, darker, violent, inexpungable,

and virtually embedded in Jeanie’s psyche” (Inglis xliii), thus ascribing to her

most of the traditional characteristics of the mad double; compare Jane Eyre and

Bertha Mason, for example.

From her first appearance, Madge is a disruptive force.  We first learn of

Madge during the Porteous riots, in which a prison guard was lynched for

shooting into an Edinburgh mob and killing seven people; allegedly it is she who

led the lynch mob to the prison.  The fact that it is actually Staunton in her

clothes merely reveals Madge’s capability for transgression: that Staunton is able

to assume her identity unquestioned identifies her as a liminal figure, one who is

not bounded by traditional roles and values.  When she is brought into the

magistrate's offices for questioning, Madge by her very presence reveals that she

is no Jeanie Deans:

...a tall, strapping wench of eighteen or twenty, dressed fantastically, in a

sort of blue riding jacket, with tarnished lace, her hair clubbed like that of a

man, a Highland bonnet, and a bunch of broken feathers, a riding skirt (or
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petticoat)...  Her features were coarse and masculine, yet at a little distance,

by dint of very bright, wild-looking black eyes, an aquiline nose, and a

commanding profile, appeared rather handsome.  (Scott 168)

As with Staunton and, later, Duncan of Knockdunder, Madge destabilizes

accepted forms of appearance by ignoring conventional modes of attire.  Dressed

in a blend of male and female sartorial styles, looking as much like a man as a

woman, Madge is clearly presents a challenge to traditional notions of what a

woman should look like.   Compared to Jeanie, who is repeatedly described as

“tidy,” Madge is, as her name suggests, wild.  Tellingly, a Highland bonnet,

revealing her Scottish, or, more pointedly, unAnglicized nature, tops off Madge’s

outlandish outfit, a sharp contrast to Jeanie’s English straw bonnet.

Madge’s appearance is not the only wild thing about her.  Her voice, too,

represents an examination of her position within society.  This is emphasized by

Scott’s choice of epigraph for the chapter.  Speaking of Ophelia, Shakespeare

writes: “She speaks things in doubt/ That carry but half sense: her speech is

nothing,/ Yet the unshaped use of it doth move/ The hearers to collection...”

Madge, then, parallels Ophelia: Driven insane by love of a man who has cast her

aside, Madge constantly resorts to snatches of ballad and nonsense speech in

order to “move the hearers to collection”.  Her use of song, then, is of great

importance: Not only does it emphasize her Scottish roots, it also demonstrates

her ability to use folk culture, unsanctioned by the metropole, as a signifier.49

                                                  
49 As Thompson observes, “At virtually every possible opportunity in the novel [Madge]... lashes
out at her oppressors with irony, caustic humor and a pointedly metaphorical use of song”
(Thompson 191).
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Upon being questioned by Sharptilaw as to the location of the clothes that

Staunton borrowed from her, “Madge Wildfire made no answer, unless the

question may seem connected with a snatch of song with which she indulged the

embarrassed investigator” (Scott 172).  The song is an answer, albeit an indirect

one, revealing more about Madge’s circumstances than we know to this point.

Unable to interpret her “nonsense,” however, Madge’s captors are incapable of

looking beyond the surface meaning of her song, concluding that “[o]f all the

mad-women who have sung and said, since the days of Hamlet the Dane, if

Ophelia be the most affecting, Madge Wildfire was the most provoking” (Scott

172).  Having set up Madge as a tragic character by dint of the chapter epigraph,

Scott now reduces her to a “provoking” comic figure.50  As we will see later with

Duncan of Knockdunder, Scott elides anxieties about Union by turning his mad,

or potentially mad, doubles into comic ones.

By far the most relevant encounter between Madge and her double Jeanie

occurs on Jeanie’s pilgrimage to London.  Held captive in a barn by a band of

outlaws, of which Madge is a somewhat unwilling member, Jeanie must rely on

her alter ego to lead her back to the road on which she is traveling.  The

proximity in which this encounter places the two women throws into relief their

essential differences, but also provides grounds for sympathy between them.

Despite Ratcliffe’s letter of passage, Jeanie is waylaid by the outlaws and

imprisoned.  Madge, desirous of a walk in the surrounding woods, offers to take

                                                  
50 A reduction emphasized by Scott’s comparison of Madge to the comic Audrey of As You Like
It—Madge is a Shakespearean figure, but rather than having the tragic dignity of Ophelia, she is
compared to a rustic buffoon.
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Jeanie with her, yet although Jeanie is dependent on Madge for freedom and

direction, she still treats her condescendingly, speaking to her “in such a tone as

a nurse used to coax a child” (Scott 309).  As Thompson notes, “Scott’s obvious

preference for the sensible, thrifty, virtuous Jeanie Deans contrasts sharply with

his attempt to turn Madge into a raving lunatic or a figure of fun” (Thompson

196).  Yet Madge manages, to an extent, to resist Jeanie’s attempts to condemn

her; again, the focus is on Madge’s speech:

“Oh, fie, Madge,” said Jeanie, “ye should not speak such words.”

“It’s very true,” said Madge, shaking her head. “But then I maunna think

on my puir bit doggie Snap, when I saw it lying dying in the gutter.”

(Scott 312)

Jeanie attempts to regulate Madge's language, yet Madge challenges Jeanie’s

right to tell her how to think or feel.  If Madge “should not speak such words”,

then she must repress her feelings, becoming in the process less “mad” and more

“civilized.”  As Thompson demonstrates, Madge, for all her dementia, is still a

sharp and valid social commentator; her ability to recognize and resist Jeanie’s

attempt to silence her is representative of this capability.  Later in the novel,

Madge recognizes that her place in society is one ascribed to her rather than one,

which she has chosen.  “I am often singing [the ballad that Staunton wrote]” she

tells Jeanie, “and maybe that’s the reason folks ca’ me Madge Wildfire.  I aye

answer to the name, though it’s no my ain, for what’s the use of making a fash?”

(Scott 316).  Merely by recognizing that the name is not hers, however, Madge

again demonstrates the ability to resist the narratives that are created for her.
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Her use of language is itself “making a fash”; by refusing to conform to the

dominant, progressive language paradigm Madge can interrogate the forces that

pull Jeanie inexorably toward the metropolis.

Jeanie attempts to enforce on Madge the conventional language and

modes of dealing with society that make her (Jeanie) the paradigm of

intercultural harmony in this novel, yet she is not entirely without sympathy for

Madge.  In one of Scott’s few acknowledgements that Madge's madness is caused

by her treatment at the hands of Staunton, he gives Jeanie “a dark insight into

Madge’s history” (Scott 314): a version of the story of Staunton’s seduction of her

and the death of her illegitimate child.  Yet even the sympathy for Madge that

this narrative elicits in Jeanie can be seen as furthering Scott’s project of

validating the Union.  Rather than allowing Staunton’s mistreatment of her to

explain fully Madge’s condition,  Scott refocuses the blame for her madness on

Madge herself: “That the consequence should be a total derangement of a mind

which was constitutionally unsettled by giddiness and vanity, was extremely

natural...” (Scott 314).  If Madge's own constitution is to blame for her madness,

then Scott can convince his readers that Staunton (the Englishman masquerading

as a Scot), has not adversely affected Madge (representative of unassimilated

Scottishness); that is, that English interference has not adversely affected the

Scottish people.  Obviously, however, Madge’s madness has been thrust upon

her; by calling attention to the true reasons behind it, Scott allows the subtext of

the novel to question the project of Union.
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Madge’s death at the hands of a mob serves to finalize the elision of that

which she has come to represent.  As Jeanie passes through Haribee in Argyle’s

carriage, she observes the hanging of Meg Murdockson, Madge’s mother.51

Also witnessing the event is Madge, who is being attacked by a mob.  Seeing

Jeanie, Madge begs her and her companions to save her mother’s body, yet

Jeanie and Archibald, the Duke’s representative, do not heed her pleas.  Even

when they realize that the mob is about to do Madge serious harm, they do not

take action.  Scott notes, “It was clear that nothing could be done to rescue

Madge, and Archibald, who was a man of humanity, could only bid the

postillions hurry on to Carlisle, where they might obtain some assistance…”

(Scott 411).  The “humanity” of these assimilated figures allows them to leave

Madge to be beaten and half drowned, a condition which prompts Madge to

finally give up the tenuous connection to society that she has maintained thus

far.  When Jeanie visits Madge in the poor-house to which she has been taken,

Madge was singing when they entered-- singing in her own wild snatches

of song and obsolete airs… Jeanie advanced to the bedside when the strain

was finished and addressed Madge by her name.  But it produced no

symptom of recollection.  On the contrary, the patient… called out, with

an impatient tone, ‘Nurse-- nurse, turn my face to the wa’, that I may

never answer to that name ony mair, and never see mair of a wicked

world’. (Scott 413)

                                                  
51Scott gives us a glimpse of the English mentality towards Union in the statement of one of the
witnesses of Meg's hanging: “…at ony rate, we have but tint a Scot of her, and that's a thing better
lost than found” (Scott 410).
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On her deathbed, Madge is finally able to refuse to answer to the name that society

has ascribed to her.  Singing “in her own wild snatches of song,” she disappears

from the text, yet manages not to be written out of history entirely.  Maintaining

her voice and reclaiming her identity, Madge positions herself as a reminder of the

dark side, the cost, of progress.

The link between Effie and Madge is, of course, George

Staunton/Robertson, the Byronic anti-hero of the novel.  Like Reuben Butler, he

is, in a way, the product of Scots-English parentage; his nurse was Madge’s

mother, Meg Murdockson. However, in Staunton’s case, the Scots influence is

not melded happily with the English stock from which he comes.  In fact,

Staunton tells Jeanie that “…the source form which I derived food, when an

infant, must have communicated to me [a] wretched—[a] fated—propensity to

vices…” (Scott 338). Unlike Reuben, Staunton is certainly not an agent of

domestic tranquility. Of the women with whom he associates, one goes mad and

the other ends her days in a convent, totally removed from society.   Like Madge

and Effie, Staunton is a sexual transgressor in a Calvinist world; unlike them,

however, he does not share in the public stigma of bearing an illegitimate child.

The trope of the colonial situation as a rape of the colonized country is common

enough, and here it is literalized, as Staunton’s sexual predations contribute to

the breakdown of Madge’s sanity, as well as to Effie’s shame and eventual “self-

immolation” (Thompson 192). If Reuben is a reminder that Scottish and English

blood need to mingle in order for historical progress to occur, Staunton is an

excellent argument for Scottish separatism.  His and Effie’s Scots-English
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offspring, raised as a Highland bandit, (unknowingly) shoots and kills Staunton,

illustrating the illegitimacy of the English presence in the Highlands.

Whereas Staunton serves as an anti-hero and a dark double to Reuben, the

character of Duncan of Knockdunder presents a lighter contrast to the Duke of

Argyle, whose representative he is.  Instead of being a “mad” double, Duncan is

a comic one.   Rather than examine the anxieties attendant upon yet another

tempestuous figure such as Madge or Staunton, Scott displaces the tension into

comic relief.  As Argyle’s castellan, Duncan should represent the harmonious

multiculturalism of his master.  Yet Scott makes him an explicitly ridiculous

figure:

The present representative of that ancient family was a short stout man

about fifty, whose pleasure it was to unite in his own person the dress of

the Highlands and Lowlands... it seemed as if some Jacobite enchanter,

having recalled the sufferers to life, had clapped, in his haste, an

Englishman’s head on a Highlander’s body.  (Scott 447)

Argyle mixes the best of Scottish and English in his manners; Duncan, however,

attempts an external mixture and becomes a comic figure.  Kerr notes that

“...Duncan of Knockdunder could have been a serious historical portrait of

Highlands mingling with Lowlands, half bandit and half bailiff.... But

Knockdunder is a piece of caricature...” (Kerr 82).  Yet by making him comic, Scott

is able to question the very validity of the English presence in the Highlands (and

by extension all of Scotland).  As Coates points out, “[t]he very persistence of the

Double is a sign of the unrepressed vitality of the Other, which the self
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continually strives to cocoon in projections” (Coates 2).  Duncan is a buffoon

precisely because he attempts to blend the sartorial styles of the two countries, yet

the buffoonery overlies a serious question about the legitimacy of the Union.

Much as in Maria Edgeworth’s portraits of the Irish peasantry, anxieties about

internal colonization manifest themselves in supposedly comic form, but here, as

in Edgeworth, the comedy is interrogated by the tensions which underlie it.

   The Heart of Mid-Lothian, then, is not the stable narrative of historical

progress that critics have claimed.  Scott’s project of blending the English and

Scottish to project a harmonious modernity is evident, but it is also undermined

by forces within the narrative itself.  For each of Scott’s idealized characters, we

have a shadow figure, a double, who serves to remind the reader (and perhaps

Scott himself) of the tensions which are otherwise elided in the novel.  As Tony

Inglis points out, “[the troubling undercurrents of the novel], dynamically

written up, have the power to overwhelm and occlude, for chapters at a time, the

ostensible project of the middle part of the book, Jeanie’s… walk from Edinburgh

to London” (Inglis xliii).  Indeed, I would extend Inglis’s claim to argue that the

counter-narrative of The Heart of Mid-Lothian is actually the novel’s most

important function.  The second-place status to which Jeanie’s Bildungsroman is

relegated highlights the radical difference between this novel and Waverley.  As a

“blank slate,” Waverley can become a national character by assembling bits and

pieces of an identity from his Scots and English role models.  Although Jeanie, by

contrast, can allegorically transport modernity from London to Scotland in

Argyle’s carriage, she is constantly confronted by national characters who resist
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the neat allegorical reading that is possible with Jeanie.  By hinting that

characters like Madge Wildfire, whose very identities trouble the narrative of

Union that is the ostensible project of the novel, are unassimilatable, Scott

suggests that the project of Union may have cultural costs that belie its successes.

The romantic Highlanders of Waverley’s imagination here become Gothic

reminders of the consequences of colonialism, a theme that will be foregrounded

in Hogg’s Confessions of a Justified Sinner.

Even as Scott looks askance at Waverley’s adolescent version of

Romanticism, then, he himself participates in a Romantic discourse that

recognizes and critiques the costs of modernity.  The nation that Scott posits in

both these novels is one that accepts the teleology of Union, and in fact values

Union as a political and economic enterprise.  Yet, like Edgeworth, Scott

acknowledges that the “progress” that Union provides does not allow for

alternate—perhaps archaic—forms of national identity.  Edgeworth’s Ormond

can retreat to his “kingdom” on the Black Islands to limit the effect that

modernization has on Ireland, but for Madge Wildfire and the Mac Ivors, the

movement of time denies them the space to exist within a newly British version

of Scotland.

Perhaps the most telling evidence of this displacement is the fate of the

Whistler, the son of Madge and George Staunton.  After accidentally shooting

and killing Staunton, the Whistler escapes prison.  He decides to board a ship for

the American colonies, but the “avaricious shipmaster . . . secured the person of

the fugitive, and, having transported him to America, sold him as a slave, or
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indented [sic] servant, to a Virginia planter” (HML  530).  Thus far Scott’s

narrative seems to coincide with the experiences of many Irish and Scots

emigrants to the American colonies.  However, the Whistler leads an uprising

against his master and escapes from servitude.  To escape prosecution, he then

flees “to the next tribe of wild Indians.  He was never more heard of, and it may

therefore be presumed that he lived and died after the manner of that savage

people, with whom his former habits had well fitted him to associate” (HML

530).  By virtue of his Highlands upbringing—he had been raised by Donacha

Dhu, the bandit who haunts much of the novel—the Whistler is an outlaw,

unassimilatable by either his father’s English culture or his mother’s Scottish one.

That Scott chooses to banish his character not only to the American colonies, but

to a tribe of Native Americans suggests his status as an absolute outsider not

only to place, but to time as well.  To Scott, the “savage people” who are the

original inhabitants of the Americas belong to a precolonial past, much as the

Highlanders belong to a Scottish national past that, although it continues to

trouble narratives of the future, must be left behind.

V. Conclusion

The conflict between Scott’s Whiggish progressivism and his romantic nostalgia

emphasizes the dilemma of the colonial subject: to cling to the past is neither

practical, nor, in many cases, possible, but futurity is all too often linked to a

distantiation between the subject and his or her national identity.  Scott’s

attempts to construct the ideal citizen in his novels, I would argue, are not
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wholly successful in part because he himself is torn between these two

possibilities, wanting to preserve Scottish culture while also recognizing the

impracticability of the feudal clan system.  It is this tension, I would argue, that

positions Scott as a Romantic author; these novels allow us to see clearly the

conflict between anteriority and modernity that is central to the movement.

This ambivalence about the national past and the imperial future also

inflects Scott’s version of the colonial Bildungsroman.  Constructing the ideal

citizen is difficult when no desirable nation exists for that citizen to inhabit.

Scott’s approach to this challenge is to develop a middle ground of national

identity, a version of citizenship that, like Waverley, can appreciate the wild

romance of the Highlands or, like Jeanie Deans, can navigate the treacherous

terrain of political London, while still, in both cases, remaining culturally

attached to the Scottish Lowlands and Borders.  Yet in with Scott’s novels, we

begin to see fractures in the concept of the ideal citizen, insofar as that category

fails to accommodate versions of citizenship that interrogate the safe middle

ground of the Lowlands.  Characters like Madge Wildfire and Fergus Mac Ivor

presage the full-blown critique of colonial constructions of ideal citizenship that

we will see with Hogg, but that also surface, in characters like Hobomok, in

Lydia Maria Child’s oeuvre.
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Chapter Three

“No, madam, I am an American”:  Lydia Maria Child’s Romantic Revolution

I.  Introduction

Scott’s decision to banish the Whistler from The Heart of Mid-Lothian by sending

him to an anonymous Indian tribe suggests the correlative foreignness of the

Scottish Highlands and Native America during the Romantic period.  It also

suggests their correlative familiarity: both Highlanders and native Americans

were constructed during this period as noble savages, Romantic figures of a

national past that was both mourned and gladly left behind.  Yet while Scott’s

Highland characters, by virtue of their death or sterility, can contribute little to a

national future, Lydia Maria Child’s Hobomok uses a Native American character

to suggest that the national past is an essential part of an American national

identity.

In the mid-1820s, a period considered late in the Romantic era in English

literature but that predates what is traditionally considered “American

Romanticism,” Child, later best known as an abolitionist, produced several

historical novels that serve to illustrate the power of affect to shape national

character. One of the hallmarks of Romantic fiction is its insistence on private

feeling as a political act; as Gary Kelly points out, Romantic fiction validated

“domestic affections as authentic social experience” (Kelly 64).52   In Hobomok, A

                                                  
52 Despite what I see as the limitations of Kelly’s argument (as discussed in my introduction), I
think this claim does do important work in terms of incorporating female-authored texts—many,
though not all, of which deal with domestic themes—into canonical Romanticism.
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Tale of Early Times, written in 1824 but set in Puritan New England, and The

Rebels; or Boston before the Revolution, written in 1825 but set just before the

Revolutionary War, Child collapses the distinctions—artificial though they might

be53—between the private and public spheres and, in collapsing them, forwards a

national agenda in which citizenship is delimited by affective choices.

Specifically, Child works to ensure that in making radical, even transgressive,

choices regarding marriage, Mary Conant and Lucretia Fitzherbert (the heroines

of Hobomok and The Rebels respectively) define the young nation’s identity in

ways that their male counterparts acting in the worlds of politics and religion

cannot.

In my introduction, I briefly discussed Child’s preface to Hobomok.  In it,

Child draws overt connections between her own novel and those of her

contemporaries James Fenimore Cooper and Walter Scott.  Child’s prefatory

material is relatively conventional enough for her genre; Edgeworth, Scott and

Hogg all use prefaces to frame their narratives.  Child’s preface, however, is

important precisely because of its conventionality, and what it tells us about the

status of both nation and genre in the imagination of the early nineteenth century

transatlantic world.  The language used by Frederic and S— in their discussion of

                                                  
53 As Nina Baym demonstrates, in the nineteenth century the terms “public sphere” and “private
sphere” function to “[separate] business and political activities from the home and [associate]
them exclusively with men” This distinction “gestured towards two fundamentally shared
cultural beliefs: first, that there was a ‘natural’ difference between men and women consisting in
differential physical strength; second, that this difference made sexual division of labor socially
practical . . .” (Baym 5).  As she goes on to argue, however, the Habermasian distinction between
the private sphere of the home and the “official sphere,” the “imagined area outside the state
apparatus where public opinion is formed” assumes a male-only presence in public discourse,
whereas of course women’s writing was very present in the circulating print that forms public
opinion (Baym 6).
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the status of the historical novel/national romance is militant: the novels are

analogous to a “conquering sword,” and America is an “occupied” territory.

Child, then, construes these novels almost as a colonizing force—not only the

metaphorical colonization of the imagination, but literal territorial colonization.

These novels—and their authors—have the ability to enter and define a given

locale, shaping its national status by virtue of describing it.  What is especially

interesting here, though, is that the practitioners of this literary colonization are

not English (Austen, Richardson, or Fielding, for example), but rather members

of nations that have been colonized by England.  Scott and Cooper thus might be

said to be attempting a decolonization, a national self-definition that challenges

external constructions of national identity.   That Child conceives of her genre as

so potent reveals the intellectual currency these novels had in the literary

imagination of the nineteenth century: Child is writing about various revolutions

in a revolutionary mode.

Thus, even as Child positions New England history as “barren and

uninteresting,” she asks us to reconsider that positioning.  Though Child is

writing 50 years after the Revolution, the central role that Massachusetts

politicians (and demagogues) in particular played in its inception would not

have been forgotten by the American public.  The New England setting of

Hobomok, in fact, is crucial to the ideological work it is performing: by setting her

novel at the birthplace of the Revolution, but removed from it in time, Child is

actively participating in the national myth-making that enshrined the early

Puritan settlers as proto-Revolutionaries and asked Americans to think of
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themselves as historically iconoclastic, freedom-loving and independent—in

short, political subjects rather than objects of a colonial program.

Child’s 1825 novel The Rebels, or, Boston Before the Revolution continues this

program of retroactively creating a political identity for the new nation, and here

the procedure by which she will solicit affective identification with her version of

American national identity is even more transparent.  Like Hobomok, The Rebels

has a preface; in it, Child’s anonymous narrator, “An American,” writes:

Had I the power to [discuss in detail the political causes of the Revolution]

I fear the number to whom I should impart pleasure would be but small.

Surely, however, the domestic annals of those times, when the whole

community seemed heaving with the pressure of expanding energies, yet

unconscious of the desperate effort which was soon to tax its utmost

strength, cannot fail to interest every American heart (Rebels v-iv).

Here we see Child’s methodology openly at work: by engaging the interest of

“every American heart,” she can collapse “domestic” with “community”

concerns to make an affectively appealing political argument. In Hobomok and

The Rebels Child attempts to formulate a definition of national identity as

inclusive and tolerant of difference, while insisting on its divergence from an

exclusively English or British identity.  To do so, she adapts the generic

conventions of the domestic and sentimental novels to further her political goal

of defining a desirable American identity in the post-imperial context of the

Republican United States.
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The implicit and explicit beliefs running through these two prefaces reveal

Child, precisely because of her understanding of the affective appeal of the anti-

imperialist politics foregrounded by the Revolution, as a Romantic novelist: she

believes in the power of feeling to effect political change and in the ability of

minor populations to voice those feelings.  For Child, affect grounds virtuous

citizenship.  But as Child observed the emergent Romantic rhetoric that

separated the politicized public sphere from the domesticated private sphere, she

identified it as misogynist and reductive—hence her decision to relocate the

practices of Scott and Cooper into “the domestic annals.”   Her foray into the

imaginative tradition of the Romantic/regional novel is an attempt to revise this

strain of male-centered (and male-authored) political allegory and rewrite it as a

female Bildungsroman that is specifically political.  Although both Hobomok and

The Rebels follow the paths of young women from late adolescence through

marriage and thus conform with the contemporary notion of female adulthood

as coincident with wifehood, Child works to ensure that we see her heroines not

merely as marriageable girls, but rather as agents of political change—even of

Revolution itself.  By shifting her focus into the domestic sphere—rather than, for

example writing about the Revolution itself in The Rebels, she sets her marriage

plot in the years leading up to 1776—Child allows her heroines to provide

resolution to divisive historical events by using their domestic status as

marriageable women to fuse various national identities into a uniquely American

national character.
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This approach to establishing national character allows women and their

choices a more active role in constituting the nation; as we shall see, most of the

choices that Hobomok’s Mary and The Rebels’ Lucretia make regarding marriage

are transgressive (both novels caused minor scandals when they were

published), but those transgressions have the effect of strengthening both the

image of the young nation itself and the national characters of the heroines.  By

using the affective vocabulary of the private sphere to discuss the issues that

shape the public sphere, Child collapses that artificial divide, allowing us to see

that women have an essential role in formulating the character of emergent

nations.  In doing so, Child presages the claims made by Cathy Davidson and

Jessamyn Hatcher in No More Separate Spheres!  Davidson and Hatcher suggest

that the rhetoric of separate spheres is no longer critically useful, insofar as critics

who deploy it often limit their analysis to simplistic readings of gender,

assuming that “man” and “woman,” “public” and “private” exist as one-

dimensional terms.  Instead, Davidson and Hatcher argue, we should

understand first of all that these terms are nuanced by other important categories

of analysis—race and class central among them—and second, that we need to

step back from a concept of “the spheres” as mutually exclusive.  Instead, we

must understand them as “intimately intertwined and mutually constitutive”

(Davidson & Hatcher 8).  Writing in the 1820s, I would argue, Child instinctively

grasped this argument.  As the novels validate Mary’s and Lucretia’s choices,

Child offers them political subjectivity which, in turn, allows both Mary and

Lucretia to assert a national identity: as they use marriage to expand and define
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the communities of which they wish to be a part, they model the composition of

the nation as inclusive, non-patriarchal, and thus specifically, by Child’s

definition, American.

Both Child’s novels and Davidson and Hatcher’s critical work towards

dismantling the concept of separate spheres, however, do presuppose their

existence as a critical tradition.  As Gustavus Stadler notes, the concept of the

separate spheres has “provided for a rhetoric of fantasy, of imaginations of the

self and its ability (or lack of ability) to act and to speak as a citizen, as an

American self, in an American nation and culture” (41).  The spheres, in other

words, artificial and limiting though they might be, allow for a certain shorthand

in Child’s writing.  Because her readers have certain assumptions about the role

of a “proper” nineteenth-century American woman, Child can turn that rhetoric

against itself.  By creating her heroines as various versions of the domestic

fantasy—Mary Conant, the rebellious daughter, Grace Osborne, the devout

maiden, Lucretia Fitzherbert, the switched-at-birth heiress—Child is able to

exploit conventional understandings of “womanhood” to force an expanded

definition of citizenship that is founded on cultural and civic responsibility

rather than mere legal status: her characters, who are in many ways stock generic

figures, are also just unconventional enough to push generic boundaries, which,

in turn, allows Child to push at the boundaries of national identity.
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II. Background

Lydia Maria Child was born Lydia Francis in Boston in 1802.  Although her

father, David Francis, a baker, sent her older brother, Convers, to Harvard, Lydia

was discouraged from reading and after the death of her mother was sent to live

with her married sister in a frontier town in Maine.  As Carolyn Karcher54 and

many other critics note, David Francis’s preferential treatment of his son with

regard to education “sowed the seeds of a feminist consciousness” (Karcher H x)

in Child, and she continued to educate herself by immersing herself in the

classics also being studied by her brother at Harvard.  In 1822, Child left her

sister’s Maine household to live with Convers in Watertown, a suburb of Boston,

which was one of the centers of the Transcendentalist movement.  As a result of

the connections provided by Convers’s Harvard education, as well as by virtue

of their location, Child was in frequent contact with Ralph Waldo Emerson,

Margaret Fuller, and many other prominent figures of the Transcendental and

abolitionist movements.

Exposure to these radical figures cemented Child’s position as a woman

well ahead of her time.  By the age of 15, Karcher recounts, Child was vigorously

protesting Milton’s treatment of Eve—and by extension all women—in letters to

her brother, and this progressive sensibility pervaded her political beliefs

throughout her life. Child’s writing career covered a multitude of genres and

                                                  
54 Karcher’s biography of Child, The First Woman of the Republic , is considered authoritative,
although her highly biographical treatment of Child’s novels is something I wish to diverge from
here, particularly with regard to The Rebels.
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subjects (including biographical encyclopedias of famous women), but her legacy

is primarily her abolitionist work: novels, essays, pamphlets and speeches.  These

works were at times so radical—for example, in their endorsement of

intermarriage between blacks, whites and native Americans—that Child suffered

great financial losses as the public stopped buying her influential housekeeping

and child-rearing books and the periodical for children that she had inaugurated.

In light of the importance of Child’s political convictions, Hobomok and The

Rebels, her earliest works, and probably her least well-known, are often

dismissed as juvenilia or imperfect works of fiction—Karcher, for example,

denounces The Rebels as “manifestly inadequate . . . [m]elodramatic and

weakened by a profusion of implausible complications” (Karcher 45)—or

celebrated only for their proto-feminist rejections of patriarchal authority.  But as

I will argue in this chapter, these two novels also present unique and radical

visions of the emerging nation, and as such, are in keeping with Child’s later

work.

In Hobomok and The Rebels, Child turns to two historical periods in which

the Anglo-American colonists were perhaps most invested in asserting an

identity distinct from but equally valuable to that of their English counterparts.

The essential differences between colonies and mother country, after all, were in

tension with historical, political and philosophic similarities that made the

assertion of a wholly differentiated identity problematic.  The challenge for the

colonists was how to re-inscribe the attributes of Englishness they valued so that

these likenesses could become part of a uniquely American national character.
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Hobomok, set in Puritan Massachusetts, is populated by a mixture of historically

accurate and invented characters. The historical Roger Conant, along with his

wife Sarah and one son, arrived in Naumkeag (the novel’s Naumkeak), in 1626,

and renamed it Salem in 1629.  In 1628, the Massachusetts Bay Company had,

under Governor Endicott, incorporated Naumkeag by royal charter into the

Massachusetts Bay Colony, and the historical competition for leadership between

Endicott in Boston and the community at Salem forms one of the underlying

tensions of Child’s novel.  Religious and national tensions highlight the

separatist identities of the Puritan colonists, but, as I will argue, similarities

between the Puritans and their English counterparts are also emphasized; Mary

Conant, the novel’s (wholly fictional) heroine, is the granddaughter of a

nobleman on her mother’s side, and despite her father’s strict Puritanism,

maintains her Episcopalian sympathies.

The Rebels, also featuring a blend of historical and fictional characters, is

set during an even more contentious period: it opens during the Stamp Act Riots

of August 14, 1765, immediately landing the reader in a world of revolutionary

chaos.  This setting is a clear indication that Child will take a much firmer stand

on the question of a distinctive American identity in The Rebels than she did in

Hobomok; even here, however, she distances herself slightly from outright

revolution by setting her novel in the initial stages of active discontent with the

British regime rather than centering the action during the Revolutionary War

itself.  This distantiation allows Child to reaffirm the justice of the American

argument for separation from England; in setting her novel before the outbreak
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of the Revolution per se, Child is free to recount, and to render sentimentally

appealing, the perceived grievances that led to war.   She is also able to model

the American move towards revolutionary nationalism, as her heroine, Lucretia

Fitzherbert, is swayed from her Tory sympathies to marry an American patriot.

Presenting national identity as a series of affective choices allows Child to

present that identity as malleable, individual and most importantly, subjective: it

is not a fait accompli, but rather a political position arrived at through free will

and active preference. Thus the national romance and the domestic novel are

fused in Child’s versions of the colonial Bildungsroman: the domestic concerns

of her characters force them to mature as ideal citizens: political beings highly

invested in the construction of the nation.

In both of these novels, the historical setting serves as a backdrop for a

conventional domestic/Gothic plot, a juxtaposition that allows Child to draw

explicit connections between what is happening on the national stage and in the

domestic space of personal relationships.   Indeed, as the heroines of both

Hobomok and The Rebels choose between marrying into the domestic spaces of

American nationalists, British loyalists, and, in Hobomok, Native Americans,

Child fuses the political and the domestic, collapsing what are ostensibly

separate spheres in the politicized bodies of her heroines.  Writing in 1824 and

1825, a period of relative historical calm, Child deliberately revisits two historical

moments of dissent and rupture; in doing so, she allows her heroines to provide

resolution to divisive historical events by using their domestic status as

marriageable women to fuse various national identities into a uniquely American
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national character.  Thus, for example, Mary Conant’s mixed race child is

accepted as a member of the white Puritan community after she divorces his

Native father and marries a white Englishman.

Child’s construction of these women as sites where the personal and

political spheres can merge, however, is contingent on their status as adults

capable of making political choices; thus she places them all on the threshold of

marriage.  Each woman’s decisions regarding marriage function as markers of

ideal citizenship; indeed, by placing her heroines in the marriage market, Child

establishes that their choice of husbands will serve not only to ensure their

personal happiness or misery, but also to predict the future of the United States

as a nation.  As Mary Conant divorces the Native American Hobomok in favor of

Charles Brown, thus ensuring a relatively broad definition of citizenship within

the Puritan community via the acceptance of her mixed-race son, so Lucretia

Fitzherbert must reject her Tory fiancé in order to limit a definition of ideal

American citizenship to those who claim that identity on affective rather than

exploitative grounds.

The transgressions committed by Mary and Lucretia within the sphere of

marriage indicate their ability to disregard societal convention in the interest of

personal happiness.  But on a national level, they further indicate a desire on

Child’s part to increase female autonomy in the new nation.  As Julie Shaffer

argues,

[Marriage plot novels] . . .teach that for the sake of integration into society,

women must relinquish desires for autonomous and independent identity
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or subjectivity celebrated by the Romantic poets.  And heroines who do

not relinquish such desires pay a high price: Transgressive heroines in this

era generally met with a death signaling their incapacity to be

incorporated into social life and so to assume a sanctioned social

role—any role by which women’s very identity in the period was defined

(Shaffer par. 10).

It is interesting, in light of this claim, to consider the transgressions committed by

Mary Conant and Lucretia Fitzherbert.  Both women, though they function

within the confines of the traditional marriage plot, nevertheless seriously assert

their “autonomous and independent” subjectivities, whether in Mary’s case by

committing miscegenation, or in Lucretia’s by publicly shaming and humiliating

Captain Somerville at the altar.  These transgressions have the effect, however, of

allowing each woman to establish a variant community—an expanded definition

of community in Mary’s case, and in Lucretia’s, an outright revolutionary

body—in which she is accepted as a member.  Thus, rather than “relinquishing”

their subjectivity and autonomy, Mary and Lucretia actually insist on inhabiting

a social space in which these qualities are accommodated and even admired.

Their domestic affections, far from causing them to surrender their autonomy,

actually enable subjectivity. Rather than functioning solely within the traditional

marriage plot novel that Shaffer discusses, Child’s novels are consonant with the

political nature of the colonial Bildungsroman (where marriage is often, but not

necessarily, a component of ideal citizenship):  The subjectivity provided by their

affective choices allows both Mary and Lucretia to assert a new version of
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American national identity.  In expanding their communities’ understanding of

who and what can be included, Child’s heroines define the nation as inclusive of

racial and religious difference, as a space where women’s voices are heard, and

as uniquely American.

III.  Hobomok: Hybridity as American National Character

Child’s first attempt at creating a model for national identity was in

Hobomok—her first piece of formal writing.  The novel appears to owe some of its

plot to Yamoyden, a narrative poem by James Wallis Eastburn and Robert Sands.

A review of Yamoyden in the North American Review did occasion the production

of the first chapter of Hobomok (Karcher H xviii), but Child’s novel also contains

many innovative plot points: Mary Conant, who has been raised by her

aristocratic grandfather in England, now resides in Puritan Massachusetts with

her dogmatic father and dying mother.  After her mother dies and her father

forbids her to marry her Anglican lover Charles Brown, Mary, believing Charles

dead in a shipwreck, marries Hobomok, a Wampanoag Indian who has been

friendly to the settlers, and bears him a son.  When Charles Brown returns to the

community, Hobomok divorces Mary so she can marry Charles; eventually she

and her mixed-race son are reintegrated into the white community.

Part of Child’s project in this novel is to establish both the uniqueness of

American national character and the importance of political subjectivity.  To this

end, Child, like Maria Edgeworth, must justify the presence of the Puritan

settlers—colonizers—as a distinct (and distinctly oppressed) class with a
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legitimate right to their claims of political legitimacy and autonomy.  In this

regard, Child is more like the Edgeworth of Ormond, who could see the virtue of

blending Irish and English traits into an Irish national identity, than like the

earlier, less open-minded Edgeworth of Rackrent or Ennui:  Child is not wholly

laudatory of the colonizers at the expense of the colonized.   Her central site of

resistance here is the figure of Hobomok himself, who, as the tragic hero of the

novel, evokes readers’ sympathy for the truly colonized while allowing Child to

portray Native Americans as willing relinquishers of their territory.

Paradoxically, it is Hobomok’s very nobility—a nobility that stands in stark

contrast to the behavior of most of the Puritan community—that allows those

Puritan settlers to erase him from the national memory.  As Hobomok sacrifices

his personal happiness to reunite his English-born wife with the English man she

truly loves, the novel suggests, so Native Americans as a whole peacefully

slipped away into an invisible wilderness, willingly leaving their lands to the

English.  So we are asked to believe, but even as Child creates this idealized

version of colonization, she troubles the narrative by positing the future—as

represented by Mary Conant’s son—as English-reared, English-educated, but

genetically half-Indian.  Child’s insistence on racial hybridity as the future of the

emerging nation was a radical one for its time and in fact engendered strong

criticism in contemporary reviews:  The North American Review, according to

Harry Brown, viewed Mary and Hobomok’s son as “not only unnatural, but

revolting, to every feeling of delicacy in man or woman” (Brown par. 17).  Yet

Child’s insistence on Hobomok’s importance to the survival of America



158

illustrates clearly her recognition that a purely English national identity was

impossible for the colonists if they wished to attain political and cultural

sovereignty.

We can see this question of identity formation most clearly if we read

Mary Conant directly as an analog for Republican America, positioned as she is

between the austere, impoverished Puritanism of her father and the elegant,

cultured Anglicanism of her lover, Charles Brown, who is presumed dead in a

shipwreck.  The tension between these conflicting affections is symbolized by

Mary’s most prized possession, an Anglican prayerbook, privately printed for

the royal family, that has been given to her by Charles:  The prayerbook is

…bound in the utmost elegance of the times . . . It was ornamented with

gold clasps, richly chased; the one representing the head of King Charles,

the other the handsome features of his French queen; and the inside of

both adorned with the arms of England.  (H 103)

This prayer book functions as a symbol not only of the fundamental divide

between Anglicanism and Puritanism: not only is the prayerbook—a distilled

version of the Word of God as found in the Bible—a heresy, but in using the

miniatures of the king and queen as clasps, the prayer book literalizes the Puritan

resentment of the imposition of false authorities between God and man as well as

the cultural gap between England and its colonies.  In the Puritan colony of

Naumkeak there are no resources to produce such a book, even if it were not

seen as a tool of Satan.  In rejecting the Anglican religion of the metropolis, the
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Puritans have also divorced themselves from the cultural riches that can only be

found, in the novel’s worldview, in England.

The significance of the prayer book as a cultural marker becomes clear

later in the novel when, after the death of her aristocratic mother and grandfather

and the presumed death of Charles Brown, Mary is bereft of all affective ties to

England.  Similarly, she feels herself inherently set apart from the Puritan

community because of both political and religious inclinations: “What

communion,” Child writes, “could she have with those around her?” (H 121).

Here a third option presents itself: as Mary lies mourning on her mother’s grave,

the Wampanoag Hobomok appears, and in the space of a paragraph, Mary has

agreed to elope with him.  As noted earlier, this radically casual depiction of

miscegenation caused a minor scandal when the novel first appeared in 1824.

Child makes it clear, however, that Mary is driven to this extreme by her father’s

rejection of English culture as signified by the prayer book:

When Mary thought that she was perhaps hearing [her father’s] venerable

voice for the last time, her heart relented.  She acknowledged that a sort of

desperate resentment towards him, had partly influenced her late conduct

. . .

 Perhaps this effort of dawning reason and gentler feeling would have

prevailed; but her father angrily seized the prayer book, which she had

carelessly left in his way, and would have thrown it upon the fire, had she

not caught his arm and rescued it from his grasp.
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“Have it out of my sight,” exclaimed the old man, in a violent tone.

“My soul abhorreth it, as it doth the spirits of the bottomless pit.”

That single act decided the fluctuating fate of his child. (H 122)

Mary’s rebellion here has been read by many critics as a specifically gendered

rejection of the patriarchal structures of Puritanism, but I wish to extend that

reading by arguing that her self-imposed exile from the Puritan community is

actually a rejection of a rejection; that is, it reflects a refusal to participate in an

American identity that does not in some way acknowledge the value of its

English heritage.  Puritanism, in divorcing itself from a faith in which the head of

the church was also the head of the state, was forced to discard an entire political

system—and its concomitant cultural heritage—as it attempted to reform a

religion.  While Child’s version of Republican nationalism is certainly willing to

repudiate the monarchy, it is important to note her reluctance to dismiss the

highly developed culture of English civil society along with its politics.  Mary’s

disavowal of her father’s authority, cemented by his condemnation of the only

tangible token that remains to her of her culturally elite life in England, becomes

a statement about the importance of including English culture in the new

American identity.

The question then becomes: why does Mary run to the Native world,

which seems equally lacking in the cultural riches of England?  The answer lies

in the fact of Mary’s maturation as a specifically American political being.

Though Child wants to insist on the validity of English culture as part of the

composite nature of American identity, as a writer in the early national period
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she must find a means to differentiate America from England.  For Child, as for

many early national writers, the ultimate marker of American distinction was the

Native body, which was fetishized as a symbol of American uniqueness even as

real Native Americans were pushed to the frontiers of the Republic and into

political invisibility.55  For Child, Hobomok-as-America here becomes an escape

route for Mary, who is exiled from England by the death of her mother just as the

American colonies were forcibly separated from the mother country by

revolution.

Child works to ensure that Hobomok is not seen exclusively as a

savage—nature as opposed to Charles Brown’s culture.  As Carolyn Karcher

notes, Hobomok and Charles are in many ways doubles.  Hobomok’s cultural

traditions may be different than Mary’s, but he, like Charles, uses those

traditions to attract Mary, telling her stories, showing her how to design a

wampum belt, participating in religious ritual.  In choosing to marry Hobomok,

Mary is not rejecting culture per se; rather she is establishing a hybridized

cultural identity that draws not only from Englishness but also from Native

American traditions.

One clear example of this cultural mélange is Mary’s religious beliefs and

practices, which are clearly not those of her Puritan father, but nor are they

entirely sourced in Anglicanism either. Karcher, Harry Brown, Steven Frye, and

                                                  
55 James Fenimore Cooper’s novels are the most obvious example of this strategy, but early
national writers such as Washington Irving, Catherine Sedgwick and James Wallis Eastburn and
Robert Sands, among many others, used the Native American subject as symbolic of the
vigorous, “natural” energies of the new nation.  For more on this literary troping of native
Americans, see Renee Bergland, Philip Deloria, Suzanne Opfermann, Gustavus Stadler, Priscilla
Wald
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most other critics of Child posit Mary’s heterodox religious beliefs as rebellion

against patriarchal authority, but these beliefs also work to position her as more

closely linked to Hobomok than to either her father or Charles Brown.  In a scene

early in the novel that has received much critical attention, Mary attempts to

divine the name of her future husband by engaging in witchcraft:

Taking a knife from her pocket, she opened a vein in her little arm, and

dipping a feather in the blood, wrote something on a piece of white cloth .

. . [T]aking a stick and marking out a large circle on the margin of the

stream, she stept [sic] into the magic ring, walked round three times with

measured tread, then carefully retraced her steps backward, speaking all

the while in a distinct but trembling voice . . .

‘Whoever’s to claim a husband’s power,

Come to me in the moonlight hour . . .’ (H 13)

To Mary’s surprise, it is not Charles Brown who enters the circle, but Hobomok.

Significantly, however, he has appeared not because of the spell, but because

Mary has performed her ritual in a clearing sacred to Hobomok’s tribe; he has

come to perform his own ritual, which in many details, parallels Mary’s.

Hobomok too takes “a large knife from his belt” (H 14), although he cuts tree

branches with it rather than his own flesh, and his ritual is also performed three

times: “‘Three times much winnit Abbamocho56 said; three times me do’” ( H 14).

As the prayerbook is the material symbol of Mary and Charles’ shared love and

common religious beliefs, the corresponding rituals of Mary and Hobomok,

                                                  
56 Child’s note: “Meaning ‘very good devil,’ a term they generally applied to those prophets or
priests who had effected any great cures.”
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rather than indicating, as Harry Brown suggests, Mary’s descent into depression

and madness, in fact establish her ability to accommodate and participate in

multiple cultural points of view.

The overlap of Charles and Hobomok here is also significant: Charles

appears in the circle just after Hobomok does, emphasizing the failure of a single

cultural influence to determine American national character.  This association is

reinforced by Mary’s rumination on the universality of religion: waiting for a

visit from Charles, Mary considers the passage of the moon through the sky:

Thou hast kissed the cross-crowned turrets of the Catholic, and the proud

spires of the Episcopalian.  Thou hast smiled on distant mosques and

temples, and now thou art shedding the same light on the sacrifice heap of

the Indian and the rude dwellings of the Calvinist.  And can it be, as my

father says, that of all the multitude of people who view thy cheering rays,

so small a remnant only are pleasing in the sight of God?  Oh, no.  It

cannot be thus. (H 48)

As Mary considers the parity of religions, she allows for an inclusivity that

would be allowed by few of them, and least of all, as she notes, by the Puritanism

of her father, another marker of how unsuitable Child considers Puritan

patriarchalism as a model for American national identity.57  Furthermore, in

using the moon as a symbol for the universality of religious practice, Mary is

participating in a pantheistic vocabulary that is closer to Native American

                                                  
57 Child was committed to this belief throughout her writing career: in 1855 she wrote The
Progression of Religious Ideas Through Successive Ages, in which she “scandalized nineteenth-
century readers by putting Hinduism, Mohammedanism [sic], and Buddhism on an equal footing
with Christianity” (Karcher Hobomok xxiv).
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approaches to spirituality than to traditional Christianity.  The Anglican Charles

Brown’s appearance on the heels of these reflections, then, once again

emphasizes the balance Child is trying to argue for: neither approach to religion

on its own is enough to accommodate the needs of the inclusive American

nation.

The cultural correspondences between Hobomok and Mary, however, are

not sufficient to allow the full inclusion of Native Americans into the new nation.

Ultimately, Charles Brown returns and Hobomok willingly cedes Mary to him,

while he himself disappears into the wilderness that fringes the novel.

Hobomok’s elision from the narrative echoes the historical erasure of Native

Americans from the national consciousness as anything other than a symbol of

both exotic freedom and looming threat—Karcher notes that at this point in her

life Child was not the committed advocate of Indian rights that she later

became—but it is his and Mary’s, rather than Charles and Mary’s, descendants

who are posited as the future defenders of the republic in the closing passage of

the novel.  Charles Hobomok Conant, as Mary and Hobomok’s son is named,

literally embodies the hybridized identity of the American nation, and in doing

so recognizes that without that hybridity, the nation would cease to exist:

[Charles Hobomok] was afterwards a distinguished graduate at

Cambridge; and when he left that infant university, he departed to finish

his studies in England.  His father was seldom spoken of; and by degrees

his Indian appellation was silently omitted.  But the devoted, romantic

love of Hobomok was never forgotten by its object; and his faithful



165

services to the ‘Yengees’ are still remembered with gratitude; thought the

tender slip which he protected, has since become a mighty tree, and the

nations of the earth seek refuge beneath its branches. (H 150)

In this final passage, Child emphasizes the three elements that have contributed

to the survival of the nation: an American upbringing, a gloss of English culture,

and most importantly, an infusion of the native blood.  Although in the case of

Charles Hobomok, Child makes it clear that his Indian heritage is something to

be hidden and forgotten, she makes it equally clear that without his father’s

contribution to the endurance of Puritan America, the nation might not exist in

its current form.

Child’s emphasis on Hobomok’s ancestral role in ensuring the future of

the American republic calls attention to the textual centrality of Hobomok and

Mary’s marriage.  Though, ultimately, this primary union must be disavowed in

favor of a more suitable one with Charles, the marriage of the white woman and

Native American man takes up much more textual space than the more “proper”

partnership between Mary and Charles.  In other words, we actually see the

daily progression of Hobomok and Mary’s relationship, while Charles and

Mary’s union occurs on the next-to-last page of the novel.

Focusing on this more contentious marriage allows Child to make several

points.  First, as feminist critics of Hobomok have noted, one of the major themes

of the novel is Mary’s desire to escape from patriarchal control.  Focusing on the

Mary/Hobomok marriage allows Child to doubly emphasize this point.  Not

only does Mary literally escape the control of her father by running away from
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his house to engage in a marriage he would never approve of, but in marrying

into Hobomok’s family, Mary enters a relatively matriarchal world, in which

Hobomok’s mother and a white friend of Mary’s, Sally Oldham, constitute her

primary social contacts.  And to further emphasize the female-centered nature of

Native American society (as Child understands it), when Mary has a son, he

bears her name “according to Indian custom” (H 149).58

Second, in devoting a larger proportion of the novel to Hobomok and

Mary’s marriage, Child is illustrating a good-faith effort at integration, which,

though it is eventually proven impractical, emerges in the text as a real

possibility.  Unlike many fictional (and biographical) descriptions of marriage or

sexual relationships between white women and Native American men, Hobomok

is not a captivity narrative; rather, Mary freely chooses marriage to Hobomok

(though Child mitigates this choice by hinting that Mary is not mentally stable

when she makes it). Despite the protestations of Mary’s father, who tells a friend

that he would prefer to bury his daughter than see her married to an Indian,

their marriage is a relatively happy one, and Mary tells her friend Sally that

“every day I live with that kind, noble-hearted creature, the better I love him” (H

137). Though Hobomok divorces Mary when he learns of Charles Brown’s

return, he does so as an act of love and generosity rather than out of anger.  In

allowing Mary to achieve some happiness in her heterogeneous marriage, Child

hints at the political convictions that would later earn her so much censure.  In
                                                  
58 Child’s continuing admiration of the privileges of Native women as opposed to their white
counterparts is further made evident in her short story “A Legend of the Falls of St. Anthony”
(1846), in which she notes that “[a]ccording to Indian custom, the mother’s right to her offspring
amounts to unquestioned law.  If her husband chooses to leave the tribe, the children must
remain with her” (H 208).
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both her great abolitionist tract An Appeal in Favor of That Class of Americans Called

Africans (1833) and her essay in favor of Native rights, An Appeal for the Indians

(1868), in fact, Child argues in favor of both black-white and Native-white

intermarriage.   In both, Child cites examples of happily intermarried couples,

and although in the An Appeal in Favor of That Class of Americans Called Africans

she is careful to note that these marriages are delineated by class—the white

wives are “of the laboring class” (188)—in the Appeal for the Indians Child

particularly emphasizes the gentility of a Mrs. Johnson, the daughter of a

Cherokee chief, who has married a white man.  These examples are loaded with

class connotations as well as racial assumptions that may make present-day

readers cringe, but to her contemporaries, Child’s proclamation that “ . . .

intermarriages . . . prove, as plainly as the complexions of mulattoes and

quadroons, that the ‘antipathy of races’ is not a natural antipathy” (Appeal for the

Indians 230) was dangerously radical.  Although she fails to finally endorse via a

happy ending her heroine’s choice of marriage to a Native American, in

portraying the marriage both as a happy one, and, as we have seen, one essential

to the survival of the nation, Child argues that such marriages are within the

parameters of the expanded community she envisions for America.

Ultimately, by choosing not to focus on Mary’s marriage to the English

(and Anglican) Charles Brown, Child can emphasize the affective national ties

that she has chosen, rather than simply inherited.  As an English-born woman, it

may make sense for Mary to want to marry an Englishman; however, Child is

interested here in establishing a broader, more inclusive community than that
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provided by consistent endogamy.  In actively choosing to marry a Native

American—albeit by default—Mary asserts her desire for personal happiness,

and in the process, becomes the mother of a child who will introduce difference

into the Puritan community.

In fact, even Mary’s second marriage to Charles Brown expands

Naumkeak’s understanding of community.  Only when the community,

reassured by her remarriage to a white man, expands its borders to accept both

her Anglican husband and half-Indian son can the sentimental reunion between

Mary and her father take place; thus Child is able to suggest a shape for a new,

hybrid American identity: one which tempers the dissenting iconoclasm of the

Puritans with the refinement and culture of English traditions, while the vitality

of Native America, shaped and tamed by white education and religion, provides

the strength and self-sacrifice needed to maintain the integrity of the new

Republic.  As Priscilla Wald argues,

     . . . [Young Hobomok’s] blood seems to be just the seasoning necessary

to de-anglicize, or nativize, the fledgling national culture . . .Hobomok

occasions a transformation of the Conant family that symbolically links

colonial and nineteenth-century America as it distinguishes both from

England. (Wald 72)

Of course, as Wald also points out, this transformation occurs at the expense of

Hobomok pére; Child does fail to follow through on her metaphorical reliance on

interracial romance.  Furthermore, I think Wald overstates the degree to which

American culture, in Child’s understanding, can be “nativized”; as Child makes
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clear, Charles Hobomok per se cannot remain within the community.  His

“Indian appellation” forgotten, Charles Hobomok Conant, half-Native American

becomes Charles Brown, Jr., educated, like his stepfather, in England, where he

remains at the end of the novel.  Yet the fact remains that genetically, Hobomok

maintains his presence in the community, indicating Child’s vexed relationship

to contemporary fears about miscegenation.59

The moment Mary decides to leave her father’s home to marry Hobomok,

then, can be read as the moment when the potential for a uniquely American

national identity is actualized.  In choosing which aspects of the various available

political identities she should reject and which she should embrace, Mary comes

of age as a political being, not only embodying resistance to patriarchal

oppression, but also modeling Child’s vision of American national identity.

IV.  The Rebels: Affective Americanism

The process of political maturation is developed even more clearly in

Child’s 1825 novel The Rebels, or Boston Before the Revolution. In The Rebels, an

orphaned young woman, Lucretia Fitzherbert, is raised as the niece of the über-

Tory Governor Hutchinson. But Lucretia also enjoys extended social contact with

a Whig family, the Osbornes: Grace Osborne is Lucretia’s best friend, while

Grace’s brother Henry is in love with Lucretia.  Much of the novel’s tension

arises from Lucretia’s attempts to balance her allegiances between the

                                                  
59 Nina Baym’s argument that Child presents this option as “a lost opportunity rather than a
present day possibility” (Baym 40) is complicated by Child’s support of intermarriage in her
Appeals.
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moderately radical Osbornes—they are friends with both James Otis and Samuel

Adams—and her conservative adoptive family.  Complicating matters is the

redcoat Captain Somerville, with whom both Grace and Lucretia are in love.

Lucretia’s attempts to sort out her loyalties are further complicated by the plot’s

Gothic secret: Lucretia’s witchcraft-practicing grandmother has switched her at

birth with the Gertrude Wilson, the daughter of a criminal intent on defrauding

“Lucretia” of her fortune.  As it transpires, Gertrude is raised as the

impoverished Lucretia, while the real Lucretia is raised in a convent in Quebec,

believing herself to be Gertrude Wilson.60

 The only serious critical treatment of The Rebels occurs in Carolyn

Karcher’s biography of Child.  In it, Karcher argues that, perhaps because of

critical backlash from the more scandalous aspects of Hobomok, Child is much

more politically and socially conservative in her second novel.  However,

reading The Rebels in the context of what I argue is an ongoing discussion about

the formation of American national identity in Child’s writing allows us to see

that, in fact, this novel is even more radical in terms of shaping and claiming an

American identity.  Rather than insisting, as she does in Hobomok, on the

necessity of English culture as part of a composite American identity, Child here

makes definitive anti-British claims; she is also more radical in terms of women’s

position in Republican society.  As Karcher admits,

Although Child failed to achieve her aims in The Rebels, she had

undertaken some ambitious tasks: to inject serious political discourse into

                                                  
60 For clarity’s sake, I will refer to the woman raised in Boston as Lucretia and the woman raised
in Quebec as Gertrude, even after their real identities are revealed.
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the American historical novel; to reorient the subgenre of novels about the

Revolution—hitherto concerned mainly with celebrating the colonists’

heroism in battle—toward exploring the issues that had generated their

struggle for independence; and to extend the political revolution against

patriarchal authority into the domestic realm of gender relations (FW 46).

Karcher’s belief that Child “failed” in her aims seems to have more to do with the

aesthetic quality of the novel than with any significant philosophical failure.

While the novel’s plot and writing may be at times overambitious and contrived,

it is important to remember that The Rebels was only the second outing of a 23-

year old novelist, and that by even attempting to open the debates that Karcher

identifies—debates about political identity, gender and about genre itself—Child

was breaking new ground.

One of Child’s innovations in this novel is her use the of generic

convention of a pair of contrasting heroines to make an unexpected point.  The

main female characters of The Rebels, Lucretia and Grace, represent two

variations on the melodramatic heroine; perhaps as a response to the criticism

leveled at Mary Conant’s willfulness, Grace especially is the kind of meek, quiet

heroine, principled but not strident, who so often represents the ideal woman in

sentimental fiction. Ultimately, however, Grace is displaced by her sentimental

death of a broken heart, and Lucretia, not beautiful, neither initially nor

ultimately wealthy, and extremely transgressive with relation to marriage,

emerges as the lone heroine of the novel.
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The physical contrast between Grace and Lucretia is evident in the

opening scene of the novel, in which Child describes Grace as almost

otherworldly in her beauty:

The exquisite proportion of her aerial little figure, and her beauty, pale

and unearthly as Guido represented his Madonnas, showed finely against

[a nearby bust] of Cicero.  In the living figure, the soul was shrouded in its

loveliest and most transparent veil; in the marble, its glowing fires seemed

gleaming through the shrine they were consuming.  (R 7)

Upon observing this vision, both her brother Henry and her future lover, Captain

Somerville, adopt an almost reverential attitude towards Grace, lowering their

voices and speaking in tones of “fervent admiration.”  The description of

Lucretia, on the other hand, is far more restrained:

 . . . the inelegant form and very plain face of Lucretia, though transiently

lighted up with expression that almost atoned for the want of beauty,

formed a contrast extremely favorable to the ethereal loveliness of Grace . .

. (R 8)

Lucretia’s appearance, it seems, is a negative, a foil for Grace’s perfection: the

very brevity of Child’s description—which immediately returns to Grace’s

beauty—testifies to Lucretia’s physical nullity.  However, even in this initial

description, Lucretia’s plainness is (nearly) compensated for by her animation

and intellect.  Though Grace is compared to the smooth marble of a statue,

Lucretia is internally animated: her countenance is illuminated by intellectual

activity.
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What truly distinguishes Lucretia from her friend, then, is her capacity not

only for intellectual discourse, but her ability to externalize her thoughts and

feelings.  Lucretia’s propensity for engaging in intellectual debate, her

willingness to be outspoken, and ultimately, her adaptability, trumps her lack of

beauty.  In Grace’s case, however, her failure to adapt—to change her

emotions—is fatal. Unable to recover from Somerville’s rejection of her, Grace

dies of grief (as, we might understand, America will perish if it is not liberated

from oppressive England).  On the other hand, Lucretia, who makes dramatic

and very public changes in her relationship to things English, including her

fiancé, her family name and fortune, and her familial ties to prominent Tories,

not only survives but thrives as a Republican wife.  Lucretia’s ability to

renegotiate her ideas about national identity—and to act firmly and decisively on

her beliefs—is what makes her the ideal American.

Indeed, as the heroine of a colonial Bildungsroman, Lucretia is far more

ideal than Grace, whose political beliefs, thanks to her family, are already in

place at the beginning of the novel.   Lucretia, on the other hand, must shape her

opinions and beliefs over the course of the novel, until the climactic moment at

which she must choose to be American.  Initially, she is described as possessing a

mind “vigorous as an eagle’s wing, and rapid as the streams of Chili [sic]” but

which has unfortunately “been left to her own guidance” with the result that

“imagination had become her favourite region . . . She was wont to examine

every thing in the illusive kaleidoscope of fancy . . .” (R 87).  Partly, the novel

implicitly argues, this lack of rigor in intellectual pursuits stems from Lucretia’s
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education, which hitherto has been supervised by Dr. Mather Byles, a close

friend of the Hutchinson family.  Dr. Byles, as he is portrayed in the text, is given

to dogmatic and conservative pronouncements on political and social affairs, and

is constantly making extraordinarily bad puns.61  Besides being a Tory, Dr. Byles

very firmly believes that a woman’s place is not in the midst of political—or even

social—conversations.  As he tells Aunt Stanhope, “[w]omen should only speak

when it is necessary” (R 21).  A tutor of this sort is clearly not the ideal person to

assist Lucretia in attaining the sort of intellectual or political discipline that a

virtuous Republican woman should have, and thus part of Lucretia’s political

maturation is to exchange the tuition of Dr. Byles for that of Henry Osborne, who

resolves to try to undo his influence by educating her in prudence, suggesting

books for her to read and offering examples like Benjamin Franklin’s methodical

practice of virtue.

Still, even as Lucretia develops her status as the successful American

heroine, Grace too holds a central generic role: her death of a broken heart

establishes her importance as a tragic heroine.  Grace is in love with the Tory

Captain Somerville, who, before returning to England as Lucretia Fitzherbert’s

escort, gives Grace a ring and tacitly promises to marry her on his return.

Whereas, much to the dismay of their critics, neither Mary Conant nor Lucretia is

punished for her transgressions against conventional behavior, the virtuous
                                                  
61 For example, he likes to call an upstairs room in his house, which is equipped with a telescope,
an observatory, “because from it [he] can observe-a-Tory all over Boston!” (R 147).  The historical
Mather Byles, a descendent of Cotton and Increase Mather, was notoriously guilty of punning;
collections of his puns appear in various commonplace books from the era, according to David
Shields, and Edward Griffin, who is currently producing a biography of Byles, characterizes him
charmingly as “colonial New England’s resident smart-aleck.”  My thanks to Joanna Brooks for
forwarding my query about this subject to the Society of Early Americanists listerv.
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Grace dies of a broken heart after her betrayal by Captain Somerville.  In ceding

heroine status to Lucretia, Child is drawing her readers’ attention to the question

of choice and adaptability, but Grace’s death too has significance for her

arguments about national character.

We can read Grace’s death in several ways.  First, we might consider this

plot point as Child’s response (although perhaps an unconscious or subliminal

one) to her critics’ rejection of Mary Conant’s subversiveness—the conventions of

Gothic fiction certainly allow for the death even of a virtuous heroine.  But

beyond conforming to those generic standards, Child is careful to portray Grace

as a much less interesting, less spirited character than Lucretia, and though Grace

is not necessarily less intelligent than her friend, she makes several attempts over

the course of the novel to shift the political discourse of Somerville, Henry

Osborne and Lucretia to other, less contentious topics.  In playing the role of

peacemaker, Grace removes political contention from the domestic spaces of the

novel.  As she attempts to emphasize the separation of the spheres, Grace models

ideal “feminine” behavior, as opposed to Lucretia, who actively participates in

political debate.  Thus we might see Grace’s death as a comment on behavioral

standards regarding what is “appropriate” for women: choosing to remain

outside political, philosophical and moral debates, Grace is intellectually

deadened.   Had she more actively engaged with Somerville on those grounds,

she might have seen the incompatibility of their principles; as it is, as she

perceives him only as an object of doomed love rather than as a political

oppressor. Even Somerville notices her lack of intellectual engagement.  As he
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tells Lucretia (falsely) that Grace rejected his proposal, he comments, “I have

long ceased to regret it; for I am convinced she had not mind enough to make me

happy” (R 214).  Reading Grace’s death as Child’s critique of a system that

encourages women to be mindless exposes the double standard that pervades

even the nascent republic.

A second way we might interpret Grace’s death, however, is to read it as a

national allegory, a reading which itself works on two levels. Child, despite

making her heroine passive, timid and meek, also goes out of her way to

establish that Grace is indeed a national character.  Viewed in this light, Grace’s

resigned passivity is emblematic of the American colonies themselves: she is

willing to play the passive role until a certain point only, after which she will be

forced to assert herself; as the novel’s narrator observes, “Perhaps this

unaccountable neglect [of Grace by Somerville] had given additional fervor to

political feelings . . .” (R 198).  In fact, Grace is given the most assertive claim

about national identity in the book, which she makes almost against her better

judgment:

At the door [Grace] met the landlady, who . . . asked if they had ordered

tea.  The mild and timid beauty answered, in a tone of unusual decision,

“No, madam, I am an American . . . I am not very apt to speak on politics .

. . for it is a subject on which I do not love to hear ladies talk; but, in these

times, it seems fitting they should act.  If John Dudley, and all the honest

farmers in the country, can refrain from mutton, in order to raise wool
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enough to manufacture our own cloth, and vex the English merchants, I

can surely dispense with the petty luxury of tea.” (R 197-8)

Though Grace may “not love to hear ladies talk” of politics, here she is declaring

her political identity with an expressly domestic choice: the decision to reject the

gendered ritual of tea-drinking in order to lay positive claim to an American

identity.  Grace’s Republican virtue here, highlighted by her description of tea as

a “petty luxury,” allows us to read her as the ideal American, willing to sacrifice

comfort for country—and siting her national identity precisely within that

sacrifice.

Grace’s self-identification as an American, then, allows her to serve as an

allegory for the mistreatment of the American colonies at the hands of their

British oppressors.  As Grace is typed as American by her words and

actions—that is to say, by the exercise of her free will—Somerville’s national

character is described almost as though it is beyond his control:

The political principles of Frederic Somerville were rather the result of

habit and education, than of personal character.  He was fresh from the

classical schools of Greece and Rome, and his own spirit was as free as the

untamed courser of the desert; but he had read gorgeous descriptions of

feudal power—he had gazed on old baronial castles, the massive

grandeur of the Gothic, and the lighter and more graceful outline of Saxon

architecture, till his imagination was wedded to pompous pageantry, and

his heart bowed down before the crown, the coronet, and the mitre. (R 27)
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Child’s argument here is that national character is a matter not of nature, but of

culture.  Grace, raised in a Republican, Dissenting household, is able to enunciate

her American identity in reaction to tea, the emblem of British colonialism.  By

contrast, although Somerville’s “free” “spirit” has been educated in the classical

models of democracy and republicanism that informed the structure of the

American republic, he is nonetheless in thrall to the monarchical trappings of

Episcopalian Britain, which, by implication, enslave those who believe in them.

When Somerville reneges on his engagement to Grace in order to propose

to the newly wealthy Lucretia, who is unaware of his prior engagement, the

result is Grace’s decline and eventual death. The political implication here, that

Britain prefers the revenues provided by its colonies to the personal relationship

of trust and mutual affection that should exist between the “mother” country and

her “children,” is rendered intensely sympathetic at the personal level, as the

entire community mourns the death of Grace, and by extension, the complete

dissolution of affective ties between England and the colonies:

She whom they followed to the grave was the only daughter of a man that

had ever firmly vindicated the rights of America; and she had been cut

down, in the full bloom of youth and beauty by the cruelty of a haughty

foreigner—a pampered connection of Hutchinson—an insolent military

oppressor. (R 262)

Child’s explication of the emotions of the colonists towards Somerville illustrate

precisely the growing disconnect between the colonial subjects and their foreign

rulers.  First, Somerville is merely a “haughty foreigner,” perhaps disliked on a
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personal level, certainly distinct from the colonials, but he quickly becomes a

political enemy, a “pampered connection” of one of the most hated Tories in

Massachusetts, and ends as a “military oppressor”—a member of a violent

enemy nation.  Thus, by using the conventions of the sentimental novel to evoke

sympathy for Grace, which is concomitant with sympathy for the oppressed

colonies, Child illustrates the impossibility of happy reconciliation between

America and England.  Here again, the domestic and political spheres collapse as

Child kills off her “mild, timid” heroine, exploiting generic conventions to make

a political point.

Yet in removing Grace Osborne from the narrative, Child cedes national

heroine status to Grace’s far more transgressive counterpart, Lucretia Fitzherbert.

Lucretia is an unconventional heroine in several ways: although she is intelligent

and, though orphaned, presumed to be of respectable birth, she is neither rich

nor, as we have seen, beautiful. (In fact, as Karcher notes, one reviewer “prais[ed]

the characterization of Lucretia as a successful attempt to ‘render a heroine

interesting without beauty’” [FW 46].)  However, at the midpoint of the novel,

Lucretia’s status changes from relatively destitute orphan to heiress: her great-

uncle, Lord Fitzherbert, having heard that his heretofore long-lost niece is alive

and living in Boston, arranges for her to travel to England in order to inherit his

fortune.  On her journey, she is frequently in the company of Captain Somerville,

who accompanies her back to England and eventually proposes marriage.

Yet Lucretia, for all her newfound riches, is uncomfortable with both the

engagement to Somerville and the wealth that she fears may have occasioned it.
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Somerville, like Charles Brown, is textually linked to the “glittering” world of

British aristocracy, but unlike Mary Conant, Lucretia rejects the products of

British artifice with which he attempts to woo her:

Wealth is a glittering and much coveted bauble; but the heart cannot

nestle in it, and cling to it, in its hour of loneliness . . . What do I care for

Turkey carpets, Parisian mirrors, and Chinese vases, when every being

around me is as chilling as the tessellated marble of our grand saloon? (R

194)

Like Grace Osborne, Lucretia is willing to give up luxuries to do her Republican

duty; although she does not make the overt connection between renunciation

and American identity that Grace does, she widens her critique of British

imperialism by refusing the opulence that is its product.  In rejecting Turkish

carpets and Chinese porcelain, Lucretia privileges human feeling—the desire for

personal interactions—over the dehumanizing treatment of colonial sites that are

viewed by the British exclusively as sources of goods and revenue (a critique

highlighted by the Child’s decision to open her novel during the Stamp Act

crisis).

Economic interests, however, are not Lucretia’s only objection to her role

as English heiress.  It is while she is in England that her affective identification

with the American colonies, and particularly with Boston, begins to become

clear.  Though she writes to Grace and to her aunt that she is initially enthralled

with the grandeur of London society, she eventually admits that she is unhappy

in her uncle’s world:
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What would the world say, if they knew that, with “all my blushing

honors thick upon me,” I often retire to my chamber, to think of Boston,

and give vent to my tears, as they start up from their fountain of

bitterness? (R 194)

Here Lucretia begins to connect her emotional status to her national identity:

though she is interested in seeing and learning about the cultural wonders of

England, her affective ties to the colonies take precedence even over her

economic status.

The desire to emphasize personal affections over financial interests is, in

the end, what convinces Lucretia not to marry Captain Somerville—a rejection

that allows her to ally herself with the American cause.  Upon discovering on her

return to Boston that Somerville actually had given Grace a ring and that Grace

had believed they would marry, Lucretia decides to break her engagement.

However, rather than merely telling Somerville about this decision, she allows

her Aunt Stanhope to make extravagant wedding plans, publicizing the event

throughout the community.  On the day of the wedding itself,

[t]he rooms were tastefully festooned with evergreen and artificial roses;

in front of the two large lamps were placed the armorial bearings of

Somerville and Fitzherbert, richly painted on glass; a full band of music

was stationed near the house; and at a very early hour in the evening, the

whole mansion was brilliantly illuminated.  Such regal magnificence had

never before been seen in the colony; and every avenue was crowded long
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before the rooms began to fill with company.  The British officers, in full

uniform . . . added much to the general enchantment of the scene. (R 243)

Though it takes place in Boston, this is an event replete with English signifiers.

The “regal” room is decorated with armorial bearings, visible markers of the

aristocratic system against which the colonists are murmuring.  And while the

presence of British officers might “add much to the general enchantment” of the

Tory wedding guests, it serves primarily as a focus of hatred for the Republican

colonists.

By directing her audience’s attention to this lavishness, however, Lucretia

positions herself to punish and humiliate Somerville in the most public way

possible, and in so doing, asserts the political status of her affective alliance with

the American populace.  It is necessary that she perform that assertion, centering

as it does on a domestic act, at a public ceremony, because of all the characters in

this novel, Lucretia’s national identity is, to this point, the most unreliable; she is

the only character who is portrayed as shifting between English and American

personae.  Though she is described by the narrator as an “American girl” (R 250)

and, when she is in England, longs for her “native land” (R 181) neither

Lucretia’s American birth nor her intellectual development is sufficient to make

her a representative American character: in addition to disciplining her

“vigorous” and “rapid” mind, she must find a way to let go of the aristocratic

beliefs that undermine Republican virtue. Lucretia Fitzherbert, ward of Governor

Hutchinson, is a difficult identity to reconcile with revolutionary principles, but

Lucretia Fitzherbert, niece and heir of Lord Fitzherbert, as she is eventually
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discovered to be, is utterly incompatible with them.  Just as Frederic Somerville

“had gazed on old baronial castles . . . till his imagination was wedded to

pompous pageantry,” once Lucretia rediscovers her relations and goes to

England to claim her inheritance, she comes dangerously close to slipping into

the mindset of the oppressor.  Defending her decision not to marry Somerville,

she tells Governor Hutchinson:

 “I know not, sir, what reason the house of Fitzherbert have to be proud of

a union with the house of Somerville . . .Methinks their rent-roll is not as

large, nor their ancestry as noble.” The high color subsided from her face

as she added, “But it was not things like these I thought of.” (R 247)

Fortune and noble ancestry, two categories central to English social life but

theoretically anathema to a true American, are revealed here to be ingrained in

Lucretia’s assessment of Somerville’s character, though she quickly tries to

mitigate their centrality to her decision.  The fact that she uses these criteria at all

illustrates the extent to which Child believes that luxury and privilege can

contaminate the American character; Lucretia’s only real hope of expiating them

comes from removing herself from circles in which her anti-Republican ideas

might be reinforced, and, in the process, avenging the wrong done to Grace by

Somerville.

Thus the public nature of her rejection of Somerville: by humiliating him

at the altar, rather than privately informing him that their engagement is off,

Lucretia is performing her national identity and emphasizing her desire to be

American rather than English.  Though part of her grounds for rejecting



184

Somerville is his fortune hunting, her main objection is to his abuse of Grace’s

affections: again, the parallel between Somerville’s treatment of both Lucretia

and Grace and England’s treatment of the colonies is clear:

O, what a moment that was for Lucretia!  Her color went and came, as

rapidly as the lightening flickers in an over-charged cloud . . . with a quick

gasp, and a start, sudden as that which precedes a violent death, she said,

“Stop, sir!  I can never be the wife of [Captain Somerville]!  That he sought

me for my wealth only, deserved my silent contempt,—that his falsehood

has broken a generous heart, justifies this public expression of scorn.” (R

245)

Economic abuses, it seems, can be tolerated, although should be met with

scorn.  The exploitation of personal affections, however, is what Lucretia appears

to find truly unforgivable: it is the act that justifies moving a private-sphere

offense into a public forum.   But in a neat twist, in affiliating herself with Grace

on these affective grounds, Lucretia revenges herself against Somerville for both

offenses.  Though his affective offense is Lucretia’s excuse for public rejection,

her economic motive maintains its importance—conditions very similar to those

of the rhetoric surrounding the American Revolution.  The American

revolutionaries, Lucretia, and Child herself all have the same approach to

soliciting sympathy for their cause: cloak political and economic motives in

emotional arguments.  As Lauren Berlant suggests, moments of national crisis

can have the power to encourage people to “violate the zones of privacy that give

them privilege and protection to fix something social that feels threatening”
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(“Poor Eliza” 302).  On the national level, the outcome of this move from private

to public is revolution; on the allegorical, it’s the personal disgrace of Somerville

at the hands of an American woman.

This public humiliation of Somerville, and Lucretia’s subsequent failure to

die in repentance, was marked out as problematic by Child’s critics much as

Mary Conant’s mixed-race marriage was. C.J. Gray, writing in The North

American Review, complained that Lucretia would have been better off

“consigned, like her friend Grace, to an early grave, or to a hopeless celibacy”

(qtd. Karcher, FW 46).  Lucretia’s transgression here—against convention, against

established gender roles, and against the explicit wishes of her guardians—is

indeed the type of sin that the sentimental novel so often punishes with death,

and it is compounded here by being a specifically public transgression,

committed in front of a large audience.  Yet the very public nature of Lucretia’s

rejection of Somerville is necessary to answer the question of Lucretia’s true

national character:  this public display works to cement Lucretia’s American

identity; she has made her wedding deliberately public in order to make a

nationalistic point.  By allowing her life to become a focus for gossip and

speculation, Lucretia actually serves American national interests.

Indeed, Child is careful to monitor public reaction to Lucretia’s action as

she shifts her focus from Tories to Americans:

Many, who from the neighboring streets had witnessed the

commencement of [the wedding], had deeply and bitterly reproached the

American girl who could find it in her heart to bestow an immense
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fortune on one of the hateful oppressors of her native country; and could

they have known how ingeniously the haughty Briton had been humbled,

they would have drawn her carriage in triumph. (R 250)

As with the American public’s response to Grace’s death, here public feeling

transitions from regarding Lucretia and Somerville as participants in a domestic

act—marriage—to considering them in an national context.  Lucretia is not a

woman who has rejected a suitor; she is an “American girl” who has publicly

humiliated “the haughty Briton” oppressing her nation.  Thus Lucretia can use

this affective decision—to marry or not to marry—in order to publicly assert her

national identity.  Far from wishing her dead, the colonists will celebrate

Lucretia’s declaration of American identity as the act of national resistance Child

believes it to be.

Though Lucretia has rejected Somerville, however, Child is still faced with

the problem of an American heroine who is possessed of a British fortune and

title.  This problem is resolved by the arrival of the plot’s deus ex machina:

Lucretia’s maternal grandmother, a witch named Molly Bradstreet.  Molly

reveals that, when Lucretia was an infant, Molly had switched her with Gertrude

Wilson, the daughter of a criminal, who, ironically, was involved with the plot to

defraud Lucretia of her fortune.  The real Lucretia Fitzherbert, it turns out, has

been raised in a convent in Quebec, watched over by the reformed father of

Gertrude, while the real Gertrude, raised as Lucretia, has inherited the

Fitzherbert wealth and status. Though Molly Bradstreet dies in the Boston

Massacre, leaving Lucretia in sole possession of the knowledge of her true
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identity, the lessons of Republican ideology that she has learned dictate only one

course of action:  Lucretia finds Gertrude in Canada and relinquishes to her the

English fortune, its concomitant social status, and even her name.  It is this act of

renunciation, even more than her rejection of Somerville’s “glittering” English

world, that marks Lucretia as a “true American.”  With the burden of English

property placed in the possession of a Catholic Canadian—a doubly foreign

subject—Lucretia’s own identity as American is cemented: her subsequent

devoted care of Dr. Osborne on his deathbed and her marriage to Henry Osborne

permit her to slip seamlessly into Grace’s role in the novel as the model

Republican daughter and wife.

V. Conclusion

Lucretia Fitzherbert and Mary Conant both are ultimately integrated into

the community of their choice via a relatively prudent marriage—on Mary’s part,

to a man who, though Anglican, has the virtue of being English; on Lucretia’s, to

a member of a prominent Republican family.  But it is their earlier, more

transgressive relationships that force the issue of national identity.  In Mary’s

case, her marriage to Hobomok allows her to validate aspects of Native culture

that are an improvement over the harsh exclusivity of Puritan society; in

addition, she forces a literal expansion of that society as she integrates it with her

mixed-race son.  In Lucretia’s case, her engagement to Captain Somerville is the

catalyst that allows her to identify herself as an American, and, in doing so, to

redefine “American” as specifically not-British.  As Child allows her characters to
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make unconventional decisions with regard to marriage, then, she demonstrates

that the distinction between the private and public spheres is indeed both

artificial and underanalyzed, as Davidson and Hatcher insist.  These putative

private-sphere moments, performed publicly, allow for affective identification

with political causes.  By soliciting her audience’s affective interest, Child, even

as she portrays transgressive behavior, can shrewdly invoke sympathy for her

new model of ideal citizenship.  Thus in writing these female-centered colonial

Bildungsromans, Child allows us to see  that early national American writing

and the peripheral Romanticisms of Ireland and Scotland have in common the

desire to hypothesize citizenship not merely as a legal construct, but rather as

active participation in the creation of national identity.
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Chapter Four
“This my second self”: James Hogg, The Ettrick Shepherd and Scottish

National Character

I. Introduction

Part of Lydia Maria Child’s task, in constructing the ideal citizen of the new

United States, is to integrate the various models of national identity available to

her in an inclusive but unique version of American identity.  Though that model

recognizes its roots in British, Puritan, and even Native American traits, in the

end Child’s version of the ideal American citizen is one who affectively and

actively lays claim to a Revolutionary uniqueness.  Child, like Edgeworth and

Scott, uses the colonial Bildungsroman to show her heroines’ growth toward and

acceptance of their national identity.  In sharp contrast, however, James Hogg

deploys the colonial Bildungsroman to demonstrate the hazards inherent in

delimiting a national identity, arguing that the nationalist impulse to define who

is—and who isn’t—a member of the nation can be dangerously reductive.  In this

chapter, I will examine Hogg’s critique of the concept of “ideal citizenship,”

arguing that his version of the colonial Bildungsroman works to destabilize that

category, replacing it with a more nuanced understanding of citizenship in a

(post)colonial society.

In The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner, Hogg’s central

character, Robert Wringhim, narrates the experience of being possessed by the

Devil:
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I generally conceived myself to be two people.  When I lay in bed, I

deemed there were two of us in it; when I sat up I always beheld another

person . . . It mattered not how many or how few were present; this my

second self was sure to be present in his place, and this occasioned a

confusion in all my words and ideas that utterly confounded my friends . .

. (Confessions 119-120)

Although the devil initially appears to Robert as a separate being who goes by

the name Gil-Martin, the two characters become closer in appearance, thought,

and deed so that eventually, they achieve the symbiotic state described here by

Robert.  In characterizing his demonic double as his “second self,” Robert

stresses his inability to wholly separate his identity from that of Gil-Martin’s, and

although he highlights the physical nearness of his double, what is truly

puzzling to an external audience is the “confusion” of “ideas and words” that is

the consequence of Robert’s possession.  Those outside of the Robert/Gil-Martin

dyad, no longer able at this point in the novel to discriminate visually between

the two, can only detect Robert’s doubled nature as it manifests verbally.

Robert’s friends, like readers of Hogg’s novel, expect a consistency of thought or

speech, but instead are faced with two sets of “ideas and words” emanating from

one body.

Indeed, readers of Hogg often must cope with this dualism, which does

not occur exclusively in his fiction.  In “Butchering James Hogg: Romantic

Identity in the Magazine Marketplace,” Mark Schoenfield argues that James

Hogg, the Scottish poet, novelist and contributor to Blackwood’s Magazine,
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engages with identity in a way that seems almost post-modern.  Unlike

Wordsworth or Byron, whose writings, Schoenfield argues, “propose a coherent

inner self, or at least a self accountable for its own instabilities,” Hogg’s attempts

to represent himself and his oeuvre are incoherent because they are shaped not

only by Hogg himself but by his “defensive engagement with critics.”  In this

model, Hogg, persecuted by unkind reviewers, must recognize “the self as a

function of professional contingencies and accidents” (Schoenfield 208).

Schoenfield’s impulse to identify Hogg as a man of multiple identities is

understandable; as an author working in several genres and writing in numerous

distinct voices, Hogg certainly shows himself able to adapt easily to various

rhetorical contexts.  However, in locating the source of this multiplicity in the

dialogue between a writer and his critics, Schoenfield glosses over a central fact

about James Hogg: his Scottishness.  Although he does acknowledge Kenneth

Simpson’s contention that Scottish national character was in crisis during the

long eighteenth century, and suggests that this crisis might shape some of the

concerns of Hogg’s best-known novel, The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a

Justified Sinner, Schoenfield fails to consistently engage with Hogg’s Scottishness

as a source of his destabilized identity.  In contrast, this chapter argues that

Hogg’s Scottish nationality creates a cultural context that results in his

fragmented identity, and that his “mediated public figuration” (Schoenfield 208)

is a mark of both a canny manipulation of colonialist presuppositions about

Scottish national character and a resistance to being subsumed by those

stereotypes.
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Attending to Hogg’s Scottish origins in this context allows us to

understand the ways in which colonialism mediates the Romantic aesthetic; at

first glance, Hogg’s literary persona “The Ettrick Shepherd,” the name under

which he published in Blackwood’s Magazine, produced specifically national

poems, tales and ballads, and thus would seem to embody the Romantic ideal of

a natural genius, inspired by the rural landscape to write in what Wordsworth

extols as “the very language of men” (Wordsworth 600).  Indeed, his

contemporaries (in particular his publishers at the Edinburgh Review and his

mentor Walter Scott) tended to celebrate Hogg as the embodiment of this rustic

paragon—untutored, naïve, perhaps even a bit simple.  Yet Hogg’s deliberate

self-positioning as a Scottish “national character”—and the contemporary

approbation it earned—suggests  that Romanticism’s impulse to privilege an

“authentic” voice resulted in the reification of the rustic personae of, for example,

Simon Lee, the Blind Highland Boy, or “happy, happy, happy John,” the Idiot

Boy.  What was intended by the first-generation Romantics as a liberating

aesthetic, then, may have been experienced by later writers such as Hogg as

aesthetically and politically limiting, even if useful in the literary marketplace.

Indeed, his modern critics have dismissed most of his poetic efforts precisely on

the grounds of his rusticity.62  Hogg, a “rough diamond” ( Strout 14), has

“altogether too much bathos for the modern reader”  (Crawford 93), and is

“clearly not among the first rank of literary artists” (Smith 12).  As these

assessments show, even Hogg’s best efforts are generally written off.  To his
                                                  
62 The exception is Hogg’s novel The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner ,
which is widely held to be a masterwork.
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most positive critics—Strout, Crawford and Nelson are all enthusiastic—he is a

lesser version of Burns or Scott, useful as a type of Scottish national character and

as a literary curiosity rather than as a writer who can tell us something new

about the age he wrote in.

Yet Hogg was by no means exclusively a poet; nor was the “low and

rustic” language extolled by Wordsworth in the Preface to Lyrical Ballads

(Wordsworth 597) his only authorial voice.  In his prose, both fictional and non-

fictional (though the line between the two often blurs), Hogg engages in a

fascinating self-conscious production of national character as literary commodity.

Reading Hogg’s fiction specifically in conjunction with his autobiography allows

us to see him as a writer actively engaged in producing literature based on what

he knows to be the tastes of metropolitan London for Romantic naturalized

genius and fetishized “Scottishness,” yet simultaneously working against

Romantic ideologies and the inscription of Scottish national identity based solely

on a rural ethos.  In doing so, Hogg negotiates two separate identities: James

Hogg, to whom literature is a career as well as an avocation, and the Ettrick

Shepherd, whose status as national bard is in many ways thrust upon him by a

literary culture with a taste for “authenticity.”  This de facto fracturing of Hogg’s

identity is both a consequence and a critique of the colonizing effects of canonical

Romanticism, effects that Hogg subtly undermines through the production of an

unstable, doubled literary voice in his prose works.

In this way, Hogg, as he characterizes himself in his Memoirs of the

Author’s Life among other places, is in the same position as his character Robert
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Wringhim, possessed of “second self”: both the author and his creation, although

maintaining their own identities, must take responsibility for the actions of a

being indistinguishable—to a surface reading—from themselves.  Robert

Wringhim’s double, read as a literary manifestation of Hogg’s own doubled

nature, becomes an emblem of a divided Scotland; Hogg’s concern as both an

author and a character—for as we shall see, Hogg’s “Ettrick Shepherd” identity

was as much thrust upon him as self-invoked—is to find a way to represent that

fractured society.  Reading Hogg’s gothic fiction against his autobiography,

however, suggests that to identify the fissures in Scottish national identity is not

to resolve them: Hogg, in consistently doubling both his characters and himself,

seems to imply that, because of its second-class status within the British Empire,

Scotland can never be represented by a unified vision of ideal citizenship.  Rather

than creating a colonial Bildungsroman that describes such a citizen, Hogg writes

a version that reflects the consequences of assuming that the ideal Scottish citizen

exists in a single version.

Hogg’s continual reworkings of this question of national identity suggest

that his oeuvre, rather than reflecting the incoherence suggested by Schoenfield,

actually allows for a unified understanding of both his fiction and his prose.

Although his multiplicity of identities often appear to contradict each other, they

all function together to produce a career-long colonial Bildungsroman that

incorporates Hogg’s characters as well as the author himself.  Playing with the

contrasts—and the correspondences—between his urbane, literate self-

representation and the inscripted “Ettrick Shepherd” identity that often masks it,
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Hogg allows us to see that his maturation as a writer is also a maturation on a

national scale.  His awareness of the very impossibility of a single version of

national character identifies Hogg as working consciously within a post-colonial

context.  His choice to engage with the consequences of colonialism manifests in

his self-portrait as the demonic double of Confessions, a self-portrait that argues

against the fanaticisms often inherent in versions of nationalism that look

exclusively backward for their models of national character.  Hogg’s version of

the colonial Bildungsroman, then, is less an assertion of national identity than an

assertion that national identity is not, nor should be, a fixed object.  Rather than

developing into “ideal” citizens of Scotland, Hogg and his characters fracture

under the pressure to function as citizens in an Empire that does not allow them

to actively construct citizenship.

II. Background

The “Ettrick Shepherd” was not, of course, simply a performative identity

for Hogg.  He was born in Ettrick, on the Scottish Borders; his father was an

unsuccessful tenant farmer, and Hogg was apprenticed as a cowherd at the age

of six.  This job coincided with the failure of his father’s farm, and effectively

ended Hogg’s formal education, which had encompassed about six months total.

In 1788, he was hired as a shepherd by the Laidlaw family, who gave him access

to books and actively encouraged him to read.  At the age of 18, however, he

seems to have been, at least by his own estimation, almost functionally illiterate:

though he explains in his Memoirs of the Author’s Life that he read what could
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enthusiastically, nonetheless “the little reading that I had learned I had nearly

lost . . . and, having never drawn a pen for such a number of years, I had actually

forgotten how to make sundry letters of the alphabet” (Memoir 8-9).  It was

nearly 10 years after this that Hogg first attempted any writing of his own, and

even though his first book, published in 1807, was a collection of poetry called

The Mountain Bard, he published in that same year a treatise on the diseases of

sheep.  (Officially called The Shepherd’s Guide, the book appears to have been

referred to, not least by Hogg himself, as “Hogg on Sheep.”)  Hogg’s emergence

into the literary world, then, is firmly sited in his identity as an actual shepherd,

as well as in his experiences of rural life.

The question of Hogg’s identity is further complicated by his historical

and cultural milieu: the liminal status of Scotland as a separate, and slightly less

than equal, member of the UK.  Though Scotland and England had shared a

monarch since 1603 and a parliament since 1707, Scotland in the late 18th and

early 19th centuries was considered by the English as something of a poor

relation, if not a foreign country altogether.  Scots, especially those outside the

metropolitan centers of Edinburgh and Glasgow, were often depicted as wild,

barbaric foreigners who spoke a bastardized, barely comprehensible version of

English.  These stereotypes were born out of ignorance, of course, but also out of

fear: a series of conflicts culminating in the unsuccessful 1745 Jacobite rebellion

in the Highlands had consistently threatened England’s internal security.  Yet in

the perpetual British search for a gloriously mythical national past, Scotland was

also valorized during this period as a site of literary and cultural heritage, thanks
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in no small part to the Ossian forgeries.  Published in 1760, James Macpherson’s

“translations” of poems by the mythic Scottish bard Ossian combined some

authentic traditional oral poetry with Macpherson’s own writing.  Though from

the outset their authenticity was questioned by their more educated readers, the

poems were nonetheless bestsellers.  As Robert Clyde establishes, in the latter

half of the eighteenth century and well into the nineteenth, “no self-respecting

man or woman of letters in Europe was without an opinion” on the merit or the

authenticity of the Ossian poems (Clyde 118).

The outcome of the Ossian controversy was twofold.  First, Macpherson

managed to modify contemporary perceptions of Scotland in ways that were

perhaps even more problematic (to the postcolonial reader, at least) than the

initial English snobbery.  Since Ossian had been a Highland poet, all Scots were

assumed to conform to Highland modes of dress and speech, though in fact there

were profound differences between Highland and Lowland ways of life.  Scots

were no longer objects of automatic hostility or outright fear,63 but instead were

recreated as noble savages and became objects of curiosity and tourist attractions.

The production of Scotland as a stereotyped cultural Other, then, is the first

consequence of the Ossian poems; what Robert Clyde refers to as “tartan kitsch”

has its roots in Macpherson’s work.  The second major effect was to help

establish Romantic paradigms in Scottish literature.

                                                  
63 Though as late as 1830, Walter Scott writes to Maria Edgeworth that “the Highland Lairds like
the Irish have in many instances run the reckless course you describe and I would to God that
gibbeting one of them would be a warning to the rest” (cited Clyde 130).
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Though it is often suggested that British Romanticism was not codified

until Wordsworth’s famous Preface to the 1800 edition of his and Coleridge’s

Lyrical Ballads, in fact Romanticism owes earlier Scottish writing a larger debt

than is generally acknowledged.  Indeed, several of the major tenets of

Romanticism were in play in Scottish literature well before 1800, not least in the

Ossian poems.64  Macpherson’s “translations” prefigured much of what

Wordsworth would call for in his Preface: they were written in everyday

language—“a plainer and more emphatic language”—rather than in Augustan

poetic diction; they represented the experience of “low and rustic” people rather

than the aristocratic subjects of the Restoration poets; and they were strongly

influenced by natural phenomena, “the best objects from which the best part of

language is originally derived” (Wordsworth 597).  Wordsworth was very much

interested in, and influenced by, the Ossian poems.  His interest in Romantic

Scotland—an interest shared by his sister Dorothy65 and by other influential

shapers of culture such as Samuel Johnson and Sir Walter Scott—all served to

cement in the British public a taste for a particular brand of “Scottishness.”  In

this literary construction of national identity, fear of the foreign was tempered by

the allure of the picturesque, the sublime was made accessible by the merely

beautiful, and difference was subsumed by stereotype.

                                                  
64 Joanna Baillie and Robert Burns, among others, both exemplify this pre-Wordsworthian, post-
Ossianic Scottish Romanticism.
65 Dorothy Wordsworth’s Recollection of a Tour to the Highlands of Scotland  was published in 1803 ;
William’s Memorials of a Tour in Scotland in 1814.
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III.  Constructing Hogg: Blackwood’s, The Noctes, and Memoirs of the Author’s

Life

This, then, is Hogg’s cultural moment: he must exploit some truths about his

background in the service of a literary public that assumes it to be his only

possible background.  In other words, had the Ettrick Shepherd not already

existed, James Hogg would have found it necessary to invent him in order to

participate in a specific discourse of marketable national character.  Yet his

background gave him only so much cachet with Scottish readers.  Though the

English were quite willing to admire the untutored genius of a poetic shepherd,

as long as it came wrapped in tartan and dialect, Hogg’s literary compatriots

needed to be actively persuaded to accept his merits as a writer.  As the home

of the Scottish Enlightenment, Edinburgh by the early nineteenth century was

an intellectual center in its own right, and the various literary magazines

produced there, including Blackwood’s and the Edinburgh Review, were in fact

among the most influential journals of their day, shaping tastes in London as

well as in Scotland.  However, the men who produced these magazines,

perhaps because of their participation in the metropolitan cultural life of the

empire, were not consistently supportive of Hogg’s literary efforts; even as

Blackwood’s published his work, they reviewed his books unfavorably.66  Scott,

in particular, seems to have been invested in keeping Hogg in his place.
                                                  
66 Especially hurtful to Hogg was an 1821 Blackwood’s review of a joint edition of Hogg’s Memoir
and The Mountain Bard, in which John Wilson, the magazine’s editor expounds on the “matchless
stupidity and vanity of Hogg,” describing him as “a stout country lout. . .enveloped in a coarse
plaid impregnated with tobacco, with a prodigious mouthful of immeasuarable tusks, and a
dialect that set all conjecture at defiance. . .” (Qtd. Strout 223).  Wilson’s insistence on the putative
incomprehensibility of Hogg’s “dialect” emphasizes the distinction he wishes to draw between
urban and  rural Scots.
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Although Scott served as a sort of literary mentor for Hogg, his frequent

unkind comments about Hogg reveal his discomfort with the Shepherd’s ascent

to literary prominence.  Though Scott was happy to make use of the ballads

Hogg sent him for his Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border, he nonetheless wrote in

1810, “The poor fellow has just enough talent to spoil him for his own trade,

without having enough to support him by literature” (cited Strout 7).  Hogg

was keenly aware of the disapprobation of his literary “betters”, as he shows in

his Memoir:

For my own part, I know that I have always been looked on by the

learned part of the community as an intruder in the paths of literature,

and every opprobrium has been thrown on me from that quarter.  The

truth is, that I am so.  The walks of learning are occupied by a powerful

aristocracy, who deem that province their own peculiar right . . .No

wonder that they should view an intruder, from the humble and

despised ranks of the community, with a jealous and indignant eye . . .

(Memoir 46)

Thus we may conjecture that the Ettrick Shepherd, as well as being a

marketable identity, was something of a defense mechanism, a gesture of

defiance towards the aristocracy of literature who would exclude the “humble

and despised” shepherd.67  By retreating into his Ettrick Shepherd persona,

claiming, as he does here, that he is in fact “an intruder in the paths of

                                                  
67 It is certainly worth noting in this respect that Hogg identified Scott's primary flaw—both
literary and personal—as  a "too strong leaning toward the old aristocracy" (Familiar Anecdotes
95)
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literature,” Hogg could easily excuse any perceived inadequacies in his own

work.  Still, despite his protestations to the contrary, Hogg desperately wanted

to be accepted amongst the Scottish literati as well as by the imperial

marketplace, and to that end he set about strengthening the Ettrick Shepherd’s

claim to genius by explicitly aligning himself with Robert Burns.

For both Scottish and English readers, Burns was the paradigmatic

populist poet, a farmer who wrote in his own rough dialect about humble

subjects.  By Hogg’s day, Burns was a folk hero, a true national poet who

played no small part in creating much of the myth surrounding the Jacobite

rebellions.  His use of the lyric and ballad forms in particular would have

caught Hogg’s attention, but what is interesting is not so much Hogg’s personal

affinity with Burns’s work, but rather the effort that Hogg puts into ensuring

that the reading public understood that affinity.  In particular, Hogg changes

one of the most basic facts about his life-his birthday-to establish a connection

between himself and Burns: he writes in his Memoir that he “was born on the

25th of January, 1772” (Memoir 3), yet as Douglas Mack, the editor of the

Memoir, points out,

The Ettrick parish register shows that Hogg was mistaken about the date

of his birth, as his baptism was recorded for 9 December 1770.  It is

interesting to note that Hogg convinced himself that he shared Burns’s

birthday, 25 January.  However, his reasons for thinking that he was

born in 1772 are less obvious. (Memoir 3, n.4)
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Mack’s language suggests that Hogg’s recording of his birthday is simply a

mixup: a “mistake” rather than a choice.  I would suggest, however, that, rather

than simply “convinc[ing] himself” of a shared birthdate, Hogg was quite

actively interested in convincing others of his kinship with Burns.  In fact, he

returns to the birthday parallel as he narrates his first reaction to reading a

poem by Burns:

The first time I ever heard of Burns was in 1797, the year after he died . . . I

was delighted! I was far more than delighted-I was ravished! I cannot

describe my feelings . . . [An acquaintance] told me it was made by one

Robert Burns, the sweetest poet that ever was born; but that he was now

dead, and his place would never be supplied.  He told me all about him,

how he was born on the 25th of January . . .

This formed a new epoch of my life. Every day I pondered on the

genius and fate of Burns. I wept, and always thought with myself—what

is to hinder me from succeeding Burns? I too was born on the 25th of

January . . .

. . . I had an inward consciousness that I would yet live to be

compared to Burns; and though I might never equal him at some things,

I thought I might excel him in others. (Memoir 11-12)

Sharing a birthday, then, is a sufficient indicator of poetic potential; Hogg here

makes a (false) coincidence a meaningful portent, and his aims are not modest.

Not only will he “succeed” Burns, he will “excel” him, at least at some things

(though Hogg is careful not to specify what those things are).  This seemingly
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artless maneuvering between fact, fiction, and speculation typifies Hogg’s self-

characterization in the Memoir.

While even the most scrupulous autobiographer rarely sticks solely to

fact, Hogg’s Memoir, which he refers to as a “romance” (Memoir 3), actively

blurs the lines between autobiography and fiction in a manner calculated to

establish his dual persona as rustic naïf and professional writer; it is here that

we may most clearly see Hogg constructing a colonial Bildungsroman.  Though

he takes great pains to affirm his identity as a natural, regional genius, his more

formal literary abilities nonetheless frequently show through the cracks.  I

would suggest that, rather than an unconscious slippage, this is a deliberate

maneuver on Hogg’s part, as he consciously manipulates the political identities

available to him.  His divided identity allows him to simultaneously cater to a

metropolitan audience hungry for “tartan kitsch” and to demonstrate to the

Scottish literati that he is in fact more than a country bumpkin with a gift for

words.  These complementary identities are most evident in Hogg’s discussion

of his process of poetic inspiration and composition:

During this time I generally went on a tour into the Highlands every

summer, and always made a point of tarrying some time at . . . the seat of

Chalmers Izzet, Esq., whose lady had taken an early interest in my

fortunes . . . ‘Since you will set me down to write,’ said I, ‘you must

choose a subject for me . . .’—‘How can you be at a loss for a subject,’

returned she, ‘and that majestic river rolling beneath your eyes?’—‘Well,’
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said I, ‘. . . I consider myself exquisite at descriptions of nature, and

mountain-scenery in particular. . .’

Upon this I determined immediately to write a poem descriptive of the

river Tay, and after spending two hours considering in what verse I

should write it, I fixed on the stanza of Spenser.  ‘That is the finest verse in

the world, said I to myself; ‘it rolls off the tongue with such majesty and

grandeur.  What an effect it will have in the description of mountains,

cataracts, and storms!’

I had also another motive for adopting it.  I was fond of the

Spenserian measure; but there was something in the best models that

always offended my ear.  It was owing to this.  I thought it so formed,

that every verse ought to be a structure of itself, resembling an arch, of

which the two meeting rhymes in the middle should represent the key-

stone, and on these all the strength and flow of the verse should rest.

(Memoir 32-3)

I quote this passage at length to demonstrate Hogg’s nearly seamless transition

between identities. The passage initially centers itself on the production of

marketable Scottishness.  The Highlands (the epicenter of “tartan kitsch”) are to

be memorialized by the pen of the Ettrick Shepherd, whose descriptions of

nature are “exquisite”—that is, picturesque, charming and precise; in short, the

sublimity of the mountain scenery is rendered beautiful, thus accessible, to the

metropolitan reader. Yet in attempting this transformation, Hogg decides to rely

not on lyric or ballad form, but on the complicated and difficult format of the
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Spenserian stanza.  Far from being a spontaneous effusion, Hogg’s poem

requires not only two hours of contemplation but a formal metrical pattern—a

far cry from what might be expected of the “natural” genius of the Ettrick

Shepherd if he were in fact as rustic and untutored as it behooved him to appear.

Hogg’s sophisticated analysis of the verse form with which the passage ends

only confirms that he was a far more capable poet than Scott, for example, would

have us believe.  In the space of three paragraphs, then, Hogg demonstrates the

range of his abilities and his identities: his assessment of his capabilities as a poet

of nature is simultaneously self-mocking and self-aggrandizing, but he is also

clearly better-educated than he has led us to believe, and fully capable of

elaborate composition and urbane discussion of poetic form.  Consequently, he is

able to suggest an implicit redefinition of both the Romantic nature poet and the

professional metropolitan writer: each of these identities inflects the other as

Hogg deploys them  in the service of a re-inscription of Scottish national

character.

In his Memoir, Hogg, shifting from one identity to another depending on

which is most useful to him at the time, is writing himself.  The tension between

his various identities, however, becomes even clearer when he is being written

about, as frequently happened in the pages of Blackwood’s Magazine.  One of the

most popular features of Blackwood’s was the monthly column “Noctes

Ambrosianae,” in which the alter egos of several people involved with the

magazine held forth in a fictional tavern on various subjects.  Chief among

these characters were “Sir Christopher North,” the alter ego of John Wilson, the
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magazine’s editor, and “the Ettrick Shepherd”, who was, of course, a

fictionalized James Hogg.  Hearkening back to the fictional “Mr. Spectator” of

Addison and Steele, these fabricated identities served primarily as comic relief,

as well as allowing the Blackwood’s editorial board to pass literary, social and

political judgments that, stated openly, might have been libelous or otherwise

contentious.

Hogg’s relationship to Blackwood’s was vexed at the best of times; he had

a hand in its founding, but it was not always kind to him in its treatment either

of him or of his work. In fact, as Hogg claims in his Memoir, he eventually

“declined all connexion with it, further than as an occasional contributor”

(Memoir 42).  Hogg’s decision to distance himself from Blackwood’s, I suggest, is

largely based on his discomfort with his portrayal in its pages.  Though he was

originally one of the regular contributors to the writing of the “Noctes,”

eventually John Wilson began shaping his character of the Ettrick Shepherd

into a rural buffoon who sometimes dispensed wisdom by accident but

primarily was trapped in the world of “tartan kitsch.”  Speaking in heavy Scots

dialect, the Shepherd, in the “Noctes,” became less of the marketable

commodity consciously created by Hogg and more of a broad, unflattering

caricature inscribed by the “powerful aristocracy” of literary Edinburgh :

During that hour—and there is nae occasion to allow difference for

clocks, for in nature every object is a dial—how mony thousand groups

are collected a’ ower Scotland... under bits o’ bonny buddin’ oe leaffu’

hedgeraws, some bit fragrant and fluttering birk-tree, aneath some
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owerhangin’ rock in th’ desert, or by som diamond well in its mossy

cave—breakin’ their bread wi’ thanksgiving, and eatin’ with the clear

blood o’health meandering in the heaven-blue veins o’ the sweet lassies

... then up again wi’ lauchter to their wark amang the tedded grass, or

the corn-rigs sae bonny, scenes that Robbie Burns lo’ed sae well and sang

sae gloriously—and the whilk, need I fear to say’t, your ain Ettrick

Shepherd, my dear fellows, has sung on his auld border harp... (Noctes

36)

This version of the Shepherd, a lazy, effusive rusticator who is locked into the

pastoral by both his accent and his actions, is the most common incarnation of

Hogg in the later “Noctes.”  Furthermore, the Shepherd was portrayed as a

glutton and a drunk,68 and Hogg took real offense at what he considered

personal libels. “That Magazine . . .,” he writes “which owes its rise principally

to myself, has of late put words and sentiments into my mouth of which I have

been greatly ashamed. . .” (Memoir 59).  Though the extent to which Hogg was

singlehandedly responsible for the rise of Blackwood’s is of course questionable,

the fact remains that what he is expressing here is a real discomfort with his

lack of agency regarding the “Noctes.”  Rather than being able to engage in a

play of identities, Hogg, as represented by Wilson, is trapped in the seemingly

unselfconscious figure of the country bumpkin with pretensions to poetry.  The

“Noctes” in general then, and Wilson’s writing of Hogg in particular, work

                                                  
68 Strout quotes this particularly pithy passage from 1821: “Men are—I know them—let that
pass/(Who crack a joke and love a glass)/Whether, like Falstaff, it be sack,/Champaigne [sic],
Old Hock, or Frontiniac,/Or whiskey-punch, which, jovial dog,/Is true heart’s-balsam to James
Hogg” (Qtd. Strout 220).
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against Hogg’s goal of simultaneously achieving popular success and being

accepted as an equal by literary Scotland.

IV. Questioning National Identity: The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a

Justified Sinner

Hogg’s novel The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner,

considered by modern critics to be his greatest literary achievement, may serve

as a response to this characterization of Hogg by Blackwood’s.  In it we see a

powerful argument for the necessity of the fragmented sense of identity that

pervades Hogg’s writing; by insisting on a multiplicity of possible readings of

his text, Hogg refuses to allow us a single, limiting reading of himself.  The plot

of the novel is, on the surface, fairly simple.  A young Covenanter, Robert

Wringhim, is convinced by the Devil, who appears as Robert’s doppelganger,

that he is one of God’s elect and thus justified in any crime he might commit.

Both the structure and the characters of the novel, however, rapidly become

more complex and more confusing.  Katie Trumpener argues that the

“Nationalist Gothic... stress[es] the traumatic consequences of historical

transformation and the long-term uneven development, even schizophrenia, it

creates in ‘national characters’” (Trumpener xiii).  Though Trumpener never

mentions Hogg’s Confessions, the novel is a dazzling example of that

schizophrenia, doubling, dividing and redoubling its central characters,

themes, and even its genres.  As such, it reflects two important externals: the

doubled condition of post-Union Scotland and the double existence of its
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author.  As Robert Wringhim, who shares his identity with the Devil, is neither

wholly himself nor wholly another, post-1707 Scotland is both a nation in itself

and a fragment of a larger empire; as the novel is both regional fiction and

spiritual autobiography, Hogg himself is both the Ettrick Shepherd, a rural type

of “Scot” and an urban(e) literary figure in metropolitan Edinburgh.  The

novel’s schizophrenic nature, then, both is created by and creates instability.

As the “real world” holds no absolute truth, neither does the narrative: there is

no character whose beliefs are unquestioned, no position left uncritiqued.  The

doubling endemic to the novel thus ultimately not only subverts meaning but

acts as a leveling device: by assigning  each character, each belief system, each

nation, each author an Other as a matter of course, Hogg unmasks the system

of hierarchy that allows the automatic denigration of othered subject positions

by an imperial power.  Because we do not know which of Hogg’s doubles to

sympathize with, it becomes difficult to assign an automatic position of

privilege to one version over another.  Hogg’s system of doubles thus functions

as a nationalist text, as Trumpener might argue, in that it asks readers to

reassess the relative cultural positioning of England and Scotland.  However,

the Confessions also serves as a critique of nationalisms that privilege certain

subject positions while disadvantaging others.

The Confessions began life as a letter to Blackwood’s Magazine.

Appearing in 1823, a year before the publication of the Confessions itself, the

letter, entitled “A Scots Mummy,” is a fiction by a fiction written to a fiction:

James Hogg, in the character of “the Ettrick Shepherd,” writes to “Sir
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Christopher North,” John Wilson’s alter-ego, regarding the excavation of the

grave of a suicide in Scotland; the letter’s exigence is a request by “Sir

Christopher” for a “genuine” Scottish tale.  The letter is then partially

reproduced in the Confessions by the Editor (a figure for Wilson) who, in

attempting to ascertain the truth of “Hogg’s” account, discovers the document

that is published as the actual confession of the title.  What is striking about the

portions of the letter that the “Editor” cites is that the extracted sections give

“Hogg” only one voice, while in the version originally published in Blackwood’s

he has two: the broad Scots of the Shepherd conversing with “Sir Christy”

alternates with the polished urbanity of the narration:

‘Gude sauf us, Christy’s mair nor half seas ower!’ thinks I; ‘but I maunna

pretend no to understand him, for fear he get intil a rage ... Weel, gude

night, or rather gude morning, honest Sir Christy. I’ll try to pick you up

something o’ yon sort... I came home here and... I said to myself, ‘this is

the very thing for old Christy! But thereby hangs a tale, which is simply

and literally as follows:

On the top of a wild height, called Cowanscroft, where the lands of

three proprietors meet all at one point, there has been, for long and many

years, the grave of a suicide, marked out by a stone standing at the head,

and another at the feet. Often have I stood musing over it . . . (Works 188)

When Christy, the Confessions’ Editor (who, of course, is also Wilson, Hogg’s

editor), is invoking Hogg as the Ettrick Shepherd, a national type, Hogg thinks

and speaks as a rural Scot. When,  however, Hogg is crafting fiction, he speaks
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the English of the metropolis, and it is that metropolitan voice that is

emphasized in the Confessions.  The literary enterprise itself, then, forces Hogg

into a double role.  As a writer, he produces text that, although it may focus on

the rural and the regional, nevertheless does so in the language of the urban

and the imperial: standard English. However, as written (especially in the pages

of the Noctes Ambrosianae, where the Ettrick Shepherd soon took on a life utterly

separate from Hogg’s), Hogg is limited to the marginalized Scots dialect, with

all its implicit messages: “authenticity” belied by illiteracy, superstition, and

simple-mindedness. If Wilson and the rest of the Blackwood’s circle insist on

seeing Hogg as the Ettrick Shepherd, he will never be able to attain literary

status on an equal footing with them—he will remain a curiosity, a rural oddity

commodified for and by the literary imagination of the metropolis.  The

Blackwood’s letter, then, can be read as Hogg’s attempt to expose the

consequences of enforcing doubleness: Hogg writes Wilson writing

“Scotland”—writing Hogg—and the resulting text, as it moves from a self-

assured statement of epistemological certainty, consistently undermines itself

as it pushes the concept  of doubling to the point of absurdity.

The pathological doubling that occurs within the text of the Confessions

only reinforces Hogg’s critique of the double nature ascribed to him.  Nearly

every level of the text has its double, the most obvious pairings being at the

level of character in the Dalcastle/Wringhim “family,” in which there are two

fathers, Lord Dalcastle and Reverend Wringhim, two mothers, Dalcastle’s

mistress Mrs. Logan and Wringhim’s mistress Lady Dalcastle, and two sons,
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George (the legitimate heir of Dalcastle) and Robert (the product of an affair

between Lady Dalcastle and Reverend Wringhim).  The belief systems of these

families are also doubled: the Jacobite, possibly Catholic69 Dalcastles are

mirrored by the Covenanting Presbyterian Wringhims.  The narrative purpose

thus at first appears clear: a “bad family” and a “good family” will illustrate a

moral lesson, didactically arguing for one belief system over the other.  For that

reading to be possible, however, the text must privilege one system over the

other, and the Confessions can’t, or won’t, make up its mind which side to

prefer.  The Dalcastles are bluff, good-natured and unapologetically Highland

Scots: the Laird’s dreams are of Scottish dances such as “the strathspey and the

corant” (Confessions 6) and holds fast to both the feudal system (he claims a

somewhat modified droit de signeur from all the women at his wedding) and to

the spectre of Cavalier victory. Yet he also beats and quite probably rapes his

wife, imprisons her in a tower, and acts with an extreme lack of charity towards

Robert, who is possibly, if not probably, his son.  George is an idler, drinks

excessively, and visits houses of ill repute.  Mrs. Logan acts in the role of wife

and mother though not married to the Laird, thus subverting both law and

religious principle.  The Wringhims are also national types; dour and staunch

Calvinists (to the extreme), they are at the opposite end of the spectrum of

“Scottishness.”  Yet they too are critiqued: Rev. Wringhim and Lady Dalcastle
                                                  
69 While never actually identifying the Laird as Catholic, the Editor notes that "It is well known that
the Reformation principles had long before that time taken a powerful hold of the hearts and
affections of the people of Scotland, although the feeling was by no means general, or in equal
degrees; and it so happened that this married couple [the Dalcastles] felt completely at variance on the
subject" (3). Given the extremities of Lady Dalcastle's belief system, the Laird's Jacobite political
position, and the contrary nature of the text, it seems fairly possible that we are intended to think of
the Dalcastles as Catholic.
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are firm believers in his fanatical version of their religion, but they are

hypocrites at best as they preach morality while committing adultery.  And

Robert, of course, is possessed by, or a familiar of, the Devil.

Hogg, then, is demonstrating the impossibility of limiting Scotland to a

single national “type.”  As the text makes clear, there are infinite variations on

“Scottishness,” none of which are uncomplicated.  To make matters still more

complex, though, the simple dyads of the Dalcastle/ Wringhim doubles are

only the beginning of the pairings.  Robert and George each share their fathers’

names; thus in some senses they are doubles of the past as well as of each other.

The jovial Mrs. Arabella Logan contrasts neatly with the pious Lady Dalcastle,

but is also linked by name, social situation, and inclination to the sometime

prostitute and thief Arabella Calvert.  Jacobite turns on Jacobite and Whig on

Whig over the course of the novel, thus each party has its own internal double.

The most obvious, and important, second layer of doubling, however, rests in

Robert and his doppelganger Gil-Martin.

Gil-Martin may be Robert acting unconsciously, or he may merely be a

product of Robert’s diseased imagination.  The text most strongly supports the

suggestion that he is actually the Devil.  Whatever he is, Gil-Martin is

unquestionably a goad to fanaticism.  Not only does he push Robert’s faith to

its most dangerous extreme, antinomianism, he heightens political tensions as

well, causing a mob in Edinburgh to riot.  All fanaticisms require an Other to

react against—the saved need the damned, the Whigs need the Jacobites—thus

Gil-Martin is not only Robert’s double, but the deranged double as well of
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rational behavior.  In pushing Robert’s fanaticism, as well as the fanaticisms of

the Edinburgh mob, to extremes, Gil-Martin exposes the fact that the Other

created by fanaticism to justify itself is not in fact the opposite position as it

exists, but rather as the fanatic sees it.  The “damned” are thus not damned by

any objective measure, but rather by the beliefs of the “elect”.  This point is

made most strongly in the Edinburgh riots, in which Whigs, thinking they are

attacking Jacobites, actually injure members of their own party; as we later

learn, they do so at the instigation of Gil-Martin.  This system of doubles, then,

calls attention to the tendency of a restrictively defined national identity to

construct an essentialized portrait of its opposite; as the English construct all

Scots as Romantic—or dangerous—Highlanders, so the “literary aristocracy” of

Edinburgh creates the “Ettrick Shepherd” to highlight its own perceived

superiority.  The critique of the idea of “national character” that Hogg is

offering here, I would argue, is thus intensified.  Fanaticism, in creating

stereotypes based on prejudice, is the demonic Other of nationalism as it exists

in the portrayal of the Ettrick Shepherd.

Hogg highlights this critique of nationalist fanaticisms by pointing out

that Gil-Martin, like his author, is a construct.  Rather than maintaining a

coherent self-construction of character, Gil-Martin takes his mannerisms and

appearance from those of others.  As he tells Robert,

My countenance changes with my studies and sensations.  It is a natural

peculiarity in me, over which I have not full control.  If I contemplate a

man's features seriously, mine own gradually assume the very same
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appearance and character.  and what is more, by contemplating a face

minutely,  I not only attain the same likeness, but, with the likeness, I

attain the very same ideas as well as the mode of arranging them . . .

(Confessions 98)

By falsely reproducing affect--the "sensations" that he contemplates—Gil-Martin

is able to reproduce not only the external appearance but the mental processes of

another.  While Gil-Martin uses this power for evil, it is interesting to consider

how Hogg uses his own similar power of adapting multiple rhetorical positions

in the service of undermining his inscription as a one-dimensional Scottish

national character.  As Gil-Martin can mimic the ways in which other people

express their thought--their “mode of arranging” their ideas--Hogg can mimic

the voice expected from him by others while nonetheless maintaining that the

inscripted voice is not his only means of expressing himself.  That Hogg

identifies this process as one over which Gil-Martin has “not full control,”

though, indicates his anxieties about the power of inscription.  If Hogg cannot

fully control his rhetorical position, his ability to define himself as an author is in

danger being subsumed by external expectations of him.  Hogg's self-

identification with the evil Gil-Martin, then, suggests that a lack of agency with

regard to constructed identities—those that rely on the ideas and assumptions of

others—is the root of his critique of nationalist investment in identity-formation.

Gil-Martin’s eventual attainment of “the same likeness” as Robert to the point

that they become one person,  registers Hogg’s contention that to maintain a

constructed identity is eventually to disappear within it.  Reading the Confessions
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as a colonial Bildungsroman, then, suggests that perhaps the best way to

represent national character is to resist representing it at all:  as long as there are

multiple varieties of Scottishness available, Hogg can resist being limited to his

Ettrick Shepherd persona.

Hogg further discredits Wilson’s essentializing impulse by undermining

the Editor’s firm belief in objective truth.  The Editor, in telling his tale, relies, he

tells us, on oral history and tradition, but the “truth” of his narrative lies with the

two Arabellas, Logan and Calvert, who unravel the mystery of George’s murder.

Bell Calvert, who has witnessed the murder, bases her exculpation of

Drummond and accusation of Robert on the evidence of her senses, accepting

Lockean ideas of sense-perception as the source of knowledge: “We have nothing

on earth but our senses to depend upon” she tells Mrs. Logan, “if these deceive

us, what are we to do?” (Confessions 63).  For Bell Calvert, seeing is believing,

and the Editor seems to validate her viewpoint; after all, it is she who solves the

mystery.  Hogg, however, is less sanguine; fanaticism, as represented by Gil-

Martin, has a way of destabilizing knowledge, replacing what one sees with

what one wants to see.  Thus when Gil-Martin appears to Mrs. Logan in the guise

of George, she accepts the “truth” perceived by her senses though she knows it

cannot actually be true within the framework of rationalistic epistemology:

‘It cannot be in nature, that is quite clear, said Mrs. Logan. ‘Yet how it

should be that I think so - I who knew and nursed him from his infancy -

there lies the paradox. As you [Bell Calvert] said once before, we have

nothing but our senses to depend on, and if you and I believe that we see
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a person, why, we do see him. Whose word, or whose reasoning can

convince us against our own senses?’ (Confessions 67)

Mrs. Logan’s question—“Whose word, or whose reasoning can convince us

against our senses?”—has, then, a logical answer: it is Gil-Martin who subverts

sense-perception.  It is even possible to say that, by driving people to deny the

evidence of their senses, he in fact drives them out of their senses.  By

compromising sense evidence, Gil-Martin removes the efficacy of affect as a

reliable identifier of character.

Robert, Gil-Martin’s chief dupe,  is the most gullible of all in this regard.

His first meeting with Gil-Martin is precisely sensational, as Robert feels Gil-

Martin’s glance and presence within his own body:

I felt a sort of invisible power that drew me towards him, something like

the force of enchantment, which I could not resist. As we approached

each other, our eyes met and I can never describe the strange sensations

that thrilled through my whole frame at that impressive moment ... What

was my astonishment at perceiving that he was the same being as myself!

(Confessions 91)

Robert’s senses, were he able to trust them, would offer a very clear warning:

obviously one cannot perceive “the same being as oneself” with any amount of

credulity. Yet Gil-Martin’s power over Robert (and/or Robert’s gullibility and

delusion) is such that Gil-Martin is able to undermine the conclusions that

Robert should have drawn from his physical reaction. Rather than concluding

(as George had when he felt the same sensations) that Gil-Martin is the Fiend,
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Robert instead concludes, in an utterly astounding leap of logic, that Gil-Martin

“was [Czar] Peter of Russia. Everything combined to warrant the supposition. .

.” (Confessions 104).  Robert’s own fanaticism, fueled by Gil-Martin’s sophistry,

forces him into a position that the reader is asked to see as ludicrous.  Because

his fanatical belief in his own sanctity renders him unable to interpret affect,

Robert descends into madness and murder: fanaticisms (love and hatred in

Mrs. Logan’s case, perverted religious faith in Robert’s) create a world in which

we see what we want to see rather than what truly exists.  In the book’s

metacontext, Hogg thus critiques Wilson’s creation of him as the Ettrick

Shepherd.  Wilson, presented with an urban sophisticate, nonetheless insists on

seeing the rural naïf and inscribing that vision on the pages of Blackwood’s in a

manner as fanatic as that of any of the Confessions’ characters.

Hogg drives home this point in the Editor’s postscript by highlighting

his own status as unreliable narrator.  By identifying the source of the

Confessions as his own letter to Blackwood’s, Hogg is able to call into question

both the fictional status of the magazine itself and the “truth” of the

commentary provided by the Ettrick Shepherd as written by Wilson:

The letter from which the above is an extract is signed JAMES HOGG.. .

It bears the stamp of authenticity in every line, yet so often had I been

hoaxed by the ingenious fancies displayed in that Magazine that when

this relation met my eye I did not believe it... I mentioned to [Mr. L—t]

Hogg’s letter, asking him if the statement was founded at all on truth.

His answer was, ‘I suppose so. For my part I never doubted the thing,
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having been told that there has been a deal of talking about it up in the

Forest for some time past. But God knows!  Hogg has imposed as

ingenious lies on the public ere now.” (Confessions 188-9)

If Hogg the character is a creation of a Magazine known for its “ingenious

fancies,” it is unsurprising that he is responsible for imposing “ingenious lies”

on the public.  The letter as it initially appeared in Blackwood’s is a result of, and

a reaction to, “Sir Christopher North’s” insistence on speaking to the Ettrick

Shepherd rather than to Hogg.  The entire Confessions, then, is in a sense a

product of a national fanaticism.  Privileging the “authentic” version of

“Scottishness” as he perceives it, Wilson interpellates a document with no

stable vision of truth. Hogg thus critiques this essentializing version of national

character by making it the foundation for a narrative of schizophrenic

fanaticism.

V. Conclusion

As “James Hogg”, Hogg is a writer of sharp, savvy prose, a satirist of

contemporary Romantic poets, and a well-read, urban, urbane journalist, novelist

and humorist.  As “the Ettrick Shepherd”, he appears to be a simple, ill-educated,

semi-civilized national type, a Lowland Scot rather than a citizen of the United

Kingdom of England and Scotland.  But as we have seen, Hogg is a far more

complex writer than either of these identities can express alone.  By writing both

his fiction and his life as a colonial Bildungsroman, Hogg uses existing

tastes—for the national figure, for the Romantic author—to force us to broaden
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our concept of who and what fits into these categories.  As Hogg refuses to be

delimited by the Romantic aesthetic that reified the rustic voice even as it

attempted to valorize it,  he claims agency for the rustic characters who inhabit

those poems.

Hogg thus challenges Romantic definitions of author and subject, blurring

the line between the two by inventing himself in his autobiography as well as in

his fiction.  Hogg’s challenge to the literary establishment of Edinburgh furthers

his claim to political agency; by refusing to exist as the rural buffoon who will

highlight, by contrast, the cosmopolitanism of the “literary aristocracy,” he

instead suggests a malleable version of Scottish national character.  Resisting the

construction of a single valid version of “Scotland” not only by its imperial

rulers, but by Scots who insist on an internal hierarchy, Hogg calls into question

the viability of ideal citizenship in the postcolonial context.
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Conclusion: Romanticism and the Colonial Bildungsroman

Hogg’s refusal to accept a single form of Scottish national identity limits his

ability to perform as an ideal citizen—that is, to actively participate in the

shaping of his nation.  However, his very resistance to the concept of national

identity makes him a strikingly modern figure.  The texts that I examine in this

dissertation grow out of the context of colonialism, a context in which national

identities are at risk of being subsumed into an imperial hegemony.  To resist this

elision, these authors created fictions of national identity that run the risk of

being limiting and exclusionary: Scott’s version of ideal citizenship cannot allow

the participation of Highlanders; Edgeworth’s is limited to those who can own

and administer land, and Child’s fails to take into account the multitude of ethnic

groups that inhabited the American colonies and the new United States.  Even

when these authors permit the more radical aspects of the Romantic age to creep

into their writing they must, in order to produce a version of national identity

that is distinctive enough to be recognizably not that of the imperial power, but

close enough to that of the metropolis to be permitted to exist, emphasize the

conservative aspects of their versions of ideal citizenship.  Hogg, however, in

borrowing liberally from  both imperial constructions of Scotland and Scottish

constructions of class and culture but refusing to comply wholly with either one,

provides a model for moving out of that inscripted version of citizenship.  For

Edgeworth, Scott, and Child, the ideal citizen needs to be delimited so that the

nation can be preserved.  For Hogg, the nation is a category in flux, a category
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that must be interrogated and critiqued by the ideal citizen, lest it model the

hegemonic practices of the British Empire.

Looked at in this light, Hogg is perhaps the most  Romantic of the authors

I have discussed in this dissertation.  Even as he self-consciously mocks the

Romantic fetish for rustic authenticity, he taps into the radical strain of dissent

that allowed the early Romantics to embrace the French Revolution, that insisted

on the necessity of abolition, and that valued subjectivity so highly.  For Hogg,

the question of national self-determination is trumped by the need for personal

freedom.  Thus, even though he stands at the outer limits of what we might

consider the colonial Bildungsroman, he illustrates its potential  as a means of

liberation from a narrowly inscripted national identity.  Hogg thus helps us to

understand the colonial Bildungsroman as a specifically postcolonial genre, in

which the colonized subject can begin to claim a broader range of understanding

of what it means to be a citizen.

Hogg’s radicalism in this regard puts him at one end of a possible

spectrum of colonial Bildungsromans; I would argue, however, that such

radicalism is not a necessary component of the genre.  As we have seen,

Edgeworth, Scott and Child actually do a far better job of following the classic

path of the Bildungsroman per se.  Their protagonists, following a traditional

trajectory of growth and change, set up a pattern for exploring national identity.

Without the rough parameters circumscribed by these authors, Hogg’s

dissenting version might not be available as a critique.  It is equally important,

then, to understand the more conservative visions of national identity put forth
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by these authors as constitutive of the subgenre that I have attempted to describe

here.  Nor, by singling out Hogg here, do I wish to portray these other authors as

retrograde or conservative per se.  It is my belief that the colonial Bildungsroman

serves a specific role in the development of a nation, and that it is rare for radical

changes in national identity to occur instantaneously.   Each of these authors has

his or her own moment of radical dissent within these texts: Edgeworth’s

acceptance that aristocrats are made, not born; Child’s descriptions of interracial

marriage; Scott’s interrogation of the Union via figures like Madge Wildfire and

the Whistler.  By examining these moments as well as the overall trajectory of the

genre, I believe we can trace the literary and cultural record of the development

of national identity in Ireland, Scotland, and the United States.

Lydia Maria Child’s context is post-colonial; she inhabits a nation that has

forcibly sundered itself from a colonizing power.  Edgeworth, Scott and Hogg,

on the other hand, live in what have been troped “stateless nations”–nations that

are sufficiently extant to allow cultural and emotional  allegiance, but that do not

possess the political or legal apparatus to officially function as a state distinct

from the imperial body. In the future, I am interested in examining the colonial

Bildungsroman model in other colonial/postcolonial sites and in literatures from

other periods, learning more about its ability to demarcate the ideal citizen.  Is it

more likely to be found in colonial or postcolonial contexts?  Is it a genre limited

to the romantic period, or can we trace its parameters in other literary

movements?  Instinctively, it seems to me that much contemporary literature
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from Africa and South Asia has the potential to broaden our understanding of

this genre, as do other texts from the Romantic era itself.

If it is indeed possible that the colonial Bildungsroman still exists as a

functioning genre, rather than simply as an artifact of the Romantic era, then we

might begin to understand how this peripheral Romantic genre has shaped our

understanding of literature.  We might also begin to see the effect that these

peripheral Romantics had on more canonical versions of the movement.  Looking

back at the texts I have examined here, we might observe that these authors’

ideals of citizenship correlate with the democratic principles of citizenship that

we have inherited in part from the Romantic era: though Edgeworth and Scott

might have been incapable of promoting the “liberty, equality, fraternity” brand

of revolutionary nationalism espoused by the early Romantics via the French

Revolution, Child and Hogg, I think, certainly gesture at these principles.  And

even Edgeworth—the most conservative author I treat here—recognizes the

necessity of stepping away from a purely hereditary aristocratic model of

government to ensure Ireland’s success as a nation.

Considering these peripheral  Romantics, then, helps us broaden our

understanding of Romanticism’s legacies  It also helps us achieve a more

complex understanding of Romanticism in its historical moment.  Whether we

accept her as a member of the Romantic movement or not, for example, if it

unlikely that Romanticism, with its interest in the local and the particular, would

appear the same to us today without the influence of Edgeworth’s regional tale.

Similarly, Scott’s nostalgia for a bardic national past both speaks to and
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perpetuates canonical Romanticism’s fascination with that cultural movement.

And Child’s deployment of the tropes of the colonial Bildungsroman helps us see

how Romanticism traveled transatlantically.  Reading Child as a Romantic may

rub against the grain for both some British Romanticists and some Americanists,

but Child’s own awareness of her place within a transatlantic literary discourse

of the Romantic novel suggests that she would not have objected to her inclusion

within this dissertation.  Moreover, reading Child as a Romantic helps us

understand more about the roles of women authors within that movement;

Child’s challenge to the separate sphere model would make her an interesting

counterpart to Romantic poets like Felicia Hemans and novelists like Charlotte

Smith.  Finally, Hogg, as a “minor” author, does as much, if not more than the

other three to help us see the effects that canonical Romanticism—as both an

aesthetic movement and a market force—might have had on its rural subjects

and practitioners.  Hogg forces us to examine the motives of Romanticism’s

desire for “authenticity,” suggesting, in a port-modern fracture, that that desire is

responsible for the manufacture and inscription of artificial constructions of

national identity.

In writing this dissertation, I have attempted to convey my belief that the

Romantic era, with all of its variations, self-contradictions, and ambiguities, was

deeply enriched by writing from the geographical peripheries of the British

empire.  Those contributions were certainly not limited to the novelists I discuss

here.  Poets, playwrights and essayists, and even writers of travel literature and

records of colonial administration from India and the British Caribbean all
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contributed to the enrichment of a movement whose effects are still being felt in

literature today.  It is my hope that my proposal of the colonial Bildungsroman

as a new category of analysis will help us to continue to identify and explicate

new facets of Romanticism, extending our understanding of that term to include

not only its canonical and/or English practitioners, but writers throughout the

British Empire.
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