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In this dissertation, I examine antagonistic relationships between women writers 

in the first half of the eighteenth century, focusing on the works of Delarivier Manley, 

Martha Fowke Sansom, Eliza Haywood, and Laetitia Pilkington. Professional rivalry 

among women writers represents an under-studied but vital element of the history of print 

culture in the early eighteenth century. I argue that the shared burden of negotiating the 

complicated literary marketplace did not, as critics have at times suggested, inspire 

women who wrote for print publication to feel for one another a sisterly benevolence. 

Rather, fine gradations in social class, questions of genre status and individual talent, 

and—perhaps most importantly—clashing literary ambitions spurred early eighteenth-

century women writers into vicious rivalries recorded in print and driven by print culture. 

Women documented their literary battles in poems, in prefaces, and in autobiographical 

texts replete with self-justification and with attacks on former friends or disappointing 

patronesses. This dissertation recognizes rivalry as a crucial mode of interaction between 
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eighteenth-century literary women and analyzes the ways in which these professional 

women writers labored to defend themselves not just against patriarchal pressures but 

against one another. In doing so, it contributes to the construction of a more complete 

literary history of the first half of the eighteenth century by exploring how early 

eighteenth-century women writers imagined their own professional lives, how they 

imagined the professional lives of other women, and how they therefore believed 

themselves influenced (or claimed themselves influenced) by the support or detraction of 

other women.  

The first two chapters of this dissertation focus on Delarivier Manley's career and 

writings, while the second two address the entangled writing lives of Eliza Haywood and 

Martha Fowke Sansom. The concluding chapter briefly examines Laetitia Pilkington's 

Memoirs. I investigate the way these women employed the practice of life-writing as a 

means of self-construction, self-promotion, and public appeal. 
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Introduction 
  

 Delarivier Manley draws the distinction herself. In her infamous political scandal 

fiction the New Atalantis (1709), within a little-noticed narrative framing an interpolated 

poem by Anne Finch, Countess of Winchilsea, Manley establishes a stark and 

surprisingly poignant opposition between women like the Countess who write for 

“pleasure” and women like herself who write out of “necessity” (New Atalantis [NA] 

92).1 Finch's previously unpublished poem, entitled “The Progress of Life,” complains of 

life's disappointing downward course, lamenting, “How promising's the book of fate / Till 

thro'ly understood!” (NA 90)2 Though she clearly approves of the poem and its theme, 

Manley offers a critique of Finch's work in the voice of Astrea, one of the two deities 

touring Manley's allegorical England, whose name recalls Aphra Behn's poetic persona. 

Astrea suggests an alteration to one stanza of the poem, then concludes:  

I presume she's one of the happy few that write out of pleasure and not 

necessity. By that means it's her own fault, if she publish any thing but 

what's good, for it's next to impossible to write much and write well. (NA 

93) 

Barred from considering herself one of the “real worthy” among the poets of her age by 

                                                
1 Citations from Delarivier Manley, New Atalantis. Ed. Rosalind Ballaster. New York: Penguin, 1991. 

The complete title of the work, as published in 1709, is: Secret Memoirs and Manners of several 
Persons of Quality, of both Sexes. From the New Atalantis, an Island in the Mediterranean. Written 
Originally in Italian. 

2 Manley explains that Finch's poem had “met with abundance of applause,” presumably when circulated 
in manuscript (92). This poem was eventually published in a slightly altered form in Finch's Miscellany 
Poems, on Several Occasions in 1713, printed by John Barber, Manley's business partner and lover 
(McGovern 108). Manley may have obtained copies of Finch's poems via Barber or Jonathan Swift, or 
may have been acquainted with Finch herself.  
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an awareness of her own artistic compromises, Manley defines herself against the elite 

tradition of female amateur writing of which Anne Finch was a part (60). This sense of 

division among women writers represents an understudied but vital element of the history 

of print culture in the early eighteenth century. Manley was not the only woman writing 

in the first decades of the eighteenth century to comprehend the distinction between 

women who wrote for pleasure and women who wrote out of necessity, nor the only one 

to publicly acknowledge her role as a writer for hire. But the shared burden of negotiating 

the complicated literary marketplace did not, as critics have at times suggested, inspire 

women who wrote for print publication to feel for one another a kind and sisterly 

beneficence.3 Fine gradations in social class, questions of genre status and individual 

talent, and—perhaps most importantly—clashing literary ambitions spurred early 

eighteenth-century women writers into vicious rivalries often recorded in print. Women 

documented their literary battles in poems, in prefaces, and in autobiographical texts 

replete with self-justification and with attacks on former friends or disappointing 

patronesses. The literary marketplace shaped their relationships, but their relationships 

also shaped the marketplace. To construct a more complete literary history of the first 

half of the eighteenth century, we must explore how early eighteenth-century women 

writers imagined their own professional lives, how they imagined the professional lives 

of other women, and how they believed themselves influenced (or claimed themselves 

                                                
3 Margaret Ezell aptly explains the habit of treating earlier women writers as an extended “female literary 

family” with whom modern feminist critics can identify (Writing Women's Literary History 27). This 
desire for identification also seems to lead critics to interpret the records of relationships between 
literary women more positively than is justified by the available evidence.  
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influenced) by the support or detraction of other women.4  

 This study of conflict between literary women focuses on the works of Delarivier 

Manley, Martha Fowke Sansom,5 Eliza Haywood, and Laetitia Pilkington. All four 

women participated actively in London literary circles, and, with the arguable exception 

of Fowke, all worked to establish professional literary careers. All were connected to the 

male literary giants of the early eighteenth century and traded on these connections to 

promote their own literary fame (and, in some cases, celebrity).6 Manley knew Jonathan 

Swift well enough to write political pamphlets for him and to rate several mentions in 

letters to Stella, while Laetitia Pilkington was a frequent guest and good friend of Swift's 

during his later years in Dublin, though the public dissolution of her marriage ended 

Swift's patronage of Pilkington and her husband. Fowke and Haywood moved from 

uneasy friendship to sour antagonism while participating in the literary circle surrounding 

Aaron Hill, where Richard Savage served as an intermediary in their disputes. Most 

famously, Alexander Pope fixed his judgment of Eliza Haywood in rhyme, and shaped 

                                                
4 In each case study, I attempt to determine the actual pattern of interaction between the women in 

question. Any attempt to parse three-hundred-year-old emotional relationships is necessarily provisional 
at best, however, especially when drawing on accounts of rivalries written by women involved in those 
rivalries. While the facts of the case—if relationships can be described as based on fact—are of course 
important, the narrative strategies used by women writers to depict their relationships with others can 
prove just as illuminating. 

5 In this dissertation, I refer to Martha Fowke Sansom as Martha Fowke. See the beginning of Chapter 1 
for more information about this naming choice.  

6 For more on theorizing celebrity in eighteenth-century culture, see Joseph Roach, It; Leo Braudy, The 
Frenzy of Renown: Fame and its History; Graeme Turner, Understanding Celebrity; Felicity Nussbaum, 
“Actresses and the Economics of Celebrity, 1700-1800,” in Theatre and Celebrity in Britain, 1660-
2000; Linda Zionkowski, “Celebrity Violence in the Careers of Savage, Pope and Johnson,” in 
Romanticism and Celebrity Culture, 1750-1850; Ann Cline Kelly, Jonathan Swift and Popular Culture: 
Myth, Media, and the Man; Jocelyn Margaret Harris, “Jane Austen and Celebrity Culture: Shakespeare, 
Dorothy Jordan, and Elizabeth Bennet.” (All citations in Works Cited.) I am also indebted to a 
discussion about Austen, the Wentworths, and celebrity culture inspired by a talk given by Janine 
Barchas to the 18th Century Faculty Research Cluster at the University of Texas at Austin on October 1, 
2010. 
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the course of later critical opinion about professional women writers working early in the 

century. But satirical portraits of women writers drawn by male authors of their time 

cannot offer us much useful information about the nature of women's interactions within 

the literary marketplace. Though many women wrote between 1700 and 1750, relatively 

few autobiographical narratives addressing the experiences of women writers in this 

period have survived. Manley, Fowke, and Pilkington left substantial autobiographies 

that document, analyze, and dramatize their experiences as urban literary women in the 

first half of the eighteenth century, while the body of prefatory material appended to 

Haywood's many published works engages in similar acts of introspection and 

performance.  

 Self-defensive autobiography, simultaneously revealing and aggressive, was often 

the last stop on the downward trajectory of professional women writers. With surprising 

frequency, women writers began their literary careers as participants in coteries, 

exchanging complimentary poems with friends, and later turned to print publication, 

prose-writing, and hackwork to support themselves, often publishing an autobiographical 

apologia near the end of their careers. Elizabeth Thomas, who does not appear in this 

dissertation but will feature in the expanded version of this project, represents an 

especially fine example of this career trajectory. Her association with Curll began only 

after the disastrous legal battle that depleted her finances and deprived her of an 

inheritance willed to her by Richard Gwinnett, her devoted but determinedly chaste lover. 

Once a participant in coterie exchanges, her earlier poetic promise was, according to 

Norma Clarke, “overwhelmed by Grub Street associations: debtors' prison, duncehood, 
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and shame” (“Rise and Fall” 302). The careers of Delarivier Manley and Eliza Haywood 

trace similar trajectories, particularly regarding their abandonment of poetic ambition for 

self-defensive prose writing. For women writers, this change of genres often represented 

a decline in social status, as different social meanings attended coterie manuscript poetry 

and printed Grub Street prose.  

 In their autobiographical texts and other writings, these early eighteenth-century 

women writers represent themselves as isolated figures, beset by other literary women 

whose violent jealousies and secret fears drove them to slander and demean their targets. 

Delarivier Manley claims to have suffered “the first great Blow ... against her 

Reputation” from a “Woman's malicious Tongue,” and describes the character 

representing Catherine Trotter Cockburn as “the most of a Prude in her outward 

Professions, but the least of it in her inward Practice” (Rivella 32, 66). Manley's 

characterization of her former friend distills a notion common to these female-authored 

texts. She suggests, as do Fowke, Haywood, and Pilkington, that some women do not 

possess a real moral sense, but hide behind what Laud Humphreys, writing in a quite 

different context, termed a “breastplate of righteousness.”7 Laetitia Pilkington states: 

“what I think most surprising is, that Women, who have suffered in their own 

                                                
7 Humphreys employed this term (borrowed from Ephesians 6:14) to describe the behavior of men who 

decried homosexuality while secretly engaging in illicit gay encounters: “In donning the breastplate of 
righteousness, the covert deviant assumes a protective shield of superpropriety. His armor has a 
particularly shiny quality, a refulgence, which tends to blind the audience to certain of his practices” 
(135). See chapter 7 of Tearoom Trade: Impersonal Sex in Public Places (London: Duckworth, 1970). 
As I discuss in Chapter 1, the breastplate of righteousness is only one metaphor for hypocrisy, and 
Manley, in particular, deploys a variety of images to depict her female enemies as hypocrites. 
Nonetheless, Humphreys's term seems apt given that concern over women's reputations also focused on 
their sexual behavior. For more on the history of Humphreys's study, see Peter M. Nardi, “'The 
Breastplate of Righteousness': Twenty-Five Years After Laud Humphreys' Tearoom Trade: Impersonal 
Sex in Public Places.” 
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Reputations, are generally most cruel in their Censures on others” (Memoirs 70). She 

cites a particular adulterous lady who, after the death of her married lover, “commenced 

Prude, though not till Youth and Beauty were fled, and is, if she yet lives, one of the 

bitterest Enemies to any Woman, who has ever committed even an Act of Indiscretion...” 

(Memoirs 70). Martha Fowke describes a “fair Adder, who wounded me in her 

Friendship” as a “coquet to Men, but severe on all Women” (Clio 123). Even Eliza 

Haywood's manual for servant girls, A Present for a Serving Maid (1743) warns against 

mistresses of the house who display “a double Purity of Behaviour” but actually engage 

in “Scenes of Debauchery” in their private lives (2). 

 The idea that women are driven by uncontrollable envy and secret shame appears 

not only in texts by women writers but in the texts that have long comprised the male-

authored eighteenth-century canon. The best-known proponent of the hypocritical model 

of female behavior was Alexander Pope, whose epigrammatic dismissals of the female 

sex became cultural commonplaces. In “Epistle to a Lady: Of the Characters of Women,” 

for example, Pope claims that “ev'ry Lady would be Queen for life,” then warns: “Yet 

mark the fate of a whole sex of Queens!” (Poems 567) In his “Epilogue to Jane Shore,” 

he channels female criticism of other women through the voice of the actress and 

patroness Mrs. Oldfield as Jane Shore, and explains that a woman's condemnation of the 

sins of others often indicates secret indulgence in those very sins.8 Pope's stance, like that 

adopted by Manley, Haywood, Sansom, and Pilkington, evinces misogynistic feeling. 

                                                
8 Anne Oldfield (1683-1730) had a lengthy and successful acting career, performing at both Drury Lane 

and the Haymarket. She may have been a patron of Richard Savage, though Kathryn King questions this 
common assertion. For more on Oldfield and Manley, see Richard B. Kline, “Anne Oldfield and Mary 
de la Riviere Manley: The Unnoticed Reconciliation.” 
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When reading the autobiographical narratives produced by these women writers, we must 

consider why they repeatedly characterize other women as their “bitterest Enemies” and 

most dangerous critics, and why they view accusations of hypocrisy as the most grievous 

insult they can offer female rivals. 

 Feminine interest, even if expressed as scornful fascination, could be worth 

courting. Pope, like other early eighteenth-century writers sensitive to the workings of the 

marketplace, remained aware of the commercial potential of this mode of female 

interaction. His Mrs. Oldfield as Jane Shore takes great emotional and fiscal delight in 

every ticket bought by a female audience member who attends the play to mock its 

scandalous women. Haywood's decision to name her pamphlet shop “The Sign of 

Fame,”9 Manley's repeated retellings of her ruinous youth, and Pilkington's winking 

account of her divorce on grounds of adultery each represent similar attempts to 

capitalize on reputations already tattered by the attacks of men and women. But aiming to 

profit as a writer by reminding one's audience of one's unfortunate history or earlier 

scandalous writings required delicate rhetorical maneuvering. Moreover, cultural 

expectations of women writers shifted over the first half of the century. While Manley, 

Haywood, and Fowke characterized themselves in the context of Restoration models of 

literary womanhood, Pilkington founded her public persona on a rejection of their 

writings, but also struggled to dissociate herself from the contemporary trend of 

“scandalous memoir.” All four women sought female readers but also feared the damage 

                                                
9 For new information about the nature of Haywood’s business at the Sign of Fame, see King’s recent 

article in Notes & Queries, which describes an advertisement printed in 1744 offering the goods from 
the shop and Haywood’s residence above it for sale. (See Works Cited.) 
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their reputations might suffer if female readers found them insufficiently moral, 

insufficiently entertaining, or both.  

 The works of Manley, Haywood, Fowke, and Pilkington, who all struggled for 

validation from male writers and patrons, present a remarkably unified vision of female 

iniquity, or, at the very least, extreme feminine untrustworthiness. I don't mean to 

suggest, of course, that these writers portray every woman as a monster, or that the 

evident friendships among literary women of their time were simply opportunistic 

alliances.10 Yet the bitterness pervading early-eighteenth-century female authors' 

accounts of their relationships with other women contrasts markedly with scenes from the 

end of the century, when women writers (and others) deployed a rhetoric of female 

friendship rather than antagonism, in concert with a newly ascendant cultural assumption 

of feminine cooperation and literary sisterhood. Yet eruptions of antagonism marred even 

the newer practices of female community, as a survey of the relationships of women 

associated with the Bluestocking coterie makes clear. The supposedly sisterly 

Bluestockings sometimes rescinded their support for one another as punishment for social 

missteps. Catherine Macaulay's second marriage infuriated Sarah Scott so profoundly that 

Scott wanted  “the pure Virgins & Virtuous Matrons who reside in this place [to] unite & 

drown her in the Avon.”11 While the prevailing cultural attitudes about appropriate public 

                                                
10 For a sample of late twentieth-century psychological studies of friendship, jealousy, and competition 

among women, see Competition: A Feminist Taboo?, ed. Valerie Miner and Helen E. Longino (1987); 
Between Women: Love, Envy, and Competition in Women's Friendships, ed. Luise Eichenbaum and 
Susie Orbach (1987); and Women and Friendship, ed. Joel D. Block and Diane Greenberg (1985); for 
broad connections with literature, see Suzanne L. Bunkers, “'Faithful Friends': Diaries and the 
Dynamics of Women's Friendships,” Communication and Women's Friendships: Parallels and 
Intersections in Literature and Life. 

11 Cited by Nicole Pohl and Betty Schellenberg, “Introduction: A Bluestocking Historiography,” The 
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expression for women changed, women did not cease to fear the damage female 

vengeance could inflict on their reputations or to treat each other as literary rivals.  

 The antagonistic attitudes adopted by early eighteenth-century women writers 

toward one another have largely been ignored by late twentieth-century critics, who have 

constructed sympathetic relations between those women writers.12 This critical reluctance 

to examine negative interactions between women writers is a symptom of the “search for 

commonality and shared emotional response” that Margaret Ezell describes so vividly in 

the initial chapters of Writing Women's Literary History (1993) (28). The crucial 

recovery work of the 1970s-1990s began with the rehabilitation of nineteenth- and 

eighteenth-century novels, as feminist critics mined newly available prose for female-

authored representations of women's lives. Frequently, they also read the lives of women 

writers through their work, as if fictional prose might provide a transparent lens through 

                                                
Huntingdon Library Quarterly 6.5 (2002), 7. 

12 For examples of critics characterizing relationships between eighteenth-century women writers as 
overwhelmingly positive, see: Paula Backscheider, Eighteenth-Century Women Poets and Their Poetry: 
Inventing Agency, Inventing Genre (2005), 93, 106, 128, 247, 184, 200, 205; Janet Todd, Women's 
Friendship in Literature (1980), 360-61, 379; Emma Donoghue, Passions Between Women (1993), 134-
137, and Poems Between Women  (1997), xliv; Paula McDowell, The Women of Grub Street (1998), 
272; Norma Clarke, The Rise and Fall of the Woman of Letters (2004), 119, 123, 125. Paula 
Backscheider's book, an important contribution to the field of women’s literary history, claims that 
“Incrementally women poets writing between 1660 and 1750 develop a safe space in which women 
read, write, encourage one another to write, and carry on happy lives in a largely female world” (200). 
Conflict between literary women also vanishes from studies of individual writers. As an example, Jane 
Spencer's account of Delarivier Manley's writing life does not mention Manley's satirical attacks on 
other women writers, and instead presents Manley as a positive model for later female authors (The Rise 
of the Woman Novelist 29, 62). Other studies of Manley that do address relationships between women 
but neglect to discuss Manley's satires of her fellow female authors include Rosalind Ballaster, 
Seductive Forms: Women's Amatory Fiction from 1684-1740 (1992), and Janet Todd, Women's 
Friendship in Literature. In Living By the Pen: Women Writers in the Eighteenth Century, Cheryl 
Turner addresses only male-authored attacks on Eliza Haywood, and suggests that Haywood's 
“successes must have been encouraging for other women,” even after noting that “Haywood's problems 
really began” after she satirized Pope's friend Henrietta Howard (47). 
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which to understand literary history.13 The honorable revisionist impulse to “rescue” 

neglected women writers has also encouraged critics to identify proto-feminist strands in 

the writings of these early eighteenth-century women, and to place those writings in a 

progressive “tradition” of work by women, as Ezell notes (Writing Women's Literary 

History 18).  

 The urge to group early eighteenth-century women writers together as a 

beleaguered band of sisters is not surprising, given the derision heaped upon them as 

representatives of feminine “Dulness” by Pope and by others who later read The Dunciad 

as if it were historical record. Feminist critics have therefore sought to open a space for 

women writers in earlier histories of the rise of the novel, such as those constructed by 

Ian Watt and later by Michael McKeon. But, as Ezell explains with admirable clarity, the 

notion of an “evolutionary model” of feminism and of women's writing has also 

encouraged the “belief in a uniform female response to life” (18, 27). This identification-

driven approach to women's literary history has led critics to “read backward” by 

interpreting the eighteenth century according to twentieth-century theories of nineteenth-

century relationships (Writing Women's Literary History 19). By doing so, critics have 

created a narrative in which deep female friendship, assumed to be an unalterable fact of 

interaction between women, simply becomes more freely and truly expressed in writing 

as centuries pass.14  

                                                
13 The most representative and compendious example of this sort of criticism is Sandra Gilbert and Susan 

Gubar's The Madwoman in the Attic: the Woman Writer and the Nineteenth-Century Literary 
Imagination (1979). This pathbreaking book has a tendency to pronounce with stunning certainty on the 
thoughts and emotions of women writers.  

14 See, for example, the introduction to Lillian Faderman's Surpassing the Love of Men: Romantic 
Friendship and Love Between Women from the Renaissance to the Present (1981), in which Faderman 
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 While early feminist criticism of nineteenth-century fiction was exquisitely 

sensitive to the anger women writers felt because of patriarchal oppression, anger 

directed at women by women has remained largely off-limits in feminist criticism of 

eighteenth-century works. Avoiding or attempting to explain away negative portrayals of 

women in these works prevents us from developing a full and accurate understanding of 

relationships between women who wrote professionally at the beginning of the eighteenth 

century, and such avoidance is unnecessary, even for critics concerned about the feminist 

credentials of earlier women writers. Proto-feminist ideas and vitriolic attacks against 

female contemporaries can, and do, exist in the same literary works, and obscuring the 

less harmonious registers of feminine relations may hide from us important insights about 

the way women writers used the rhetoric of feminine rivalry to accomplish other goals.  

 Critical studies of Eliza Haywood's writing perhaps provide the best example of 

critics' reluctance to study conflict between women in the lives of eighteenth-century 

women writers. The vitally important recuperative critical work accomplished since the 

1960s has assured Haywood a place in the revised and still-expanding canon of 

eighteenth-century literature and has encouraged a new flowering of Haywood 

scholarship. But the development of a lively scholarly tradition of Haywood studies has 

also led to the creation of some stubborn myths about Haywood's life and work, as 

                                                
states: “At first I assumed that this kind of romantic attachment was born in the Victorian era . . . . But I 
soon discovered that the eighteenth century also had a term for love between women—romantic 
friendship—and that the term signified a relationship that was considered noble and virtuous in every 
way. I found romantic friendships not only in the eighteenth century but in the seventeenth as well, and 
I came upon the genesis of the institution of European and American romantic friendship in the 
Renaissance” (16). 
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Kathryn King explains in her recent article on Eliza Haywood and the Hillarian circle.15 

While critics have generally interpreted Haywood's public spat with Martha Fowke as a 

tussle over the affections of Richard Savage, King argues persuasively that Haywood and 

Fowke fought primarily for literary reasons. Because critics had labeled the 

Haywood/Fowke rivalry a romantic feud, they have left the meaning of Haywood's 

animosity toward Fowke, and toward other women, largely unplumbed. Along with her 

attacks on Fowke in Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of Utopia 

(1725) and other works, Haywood complained bitterly about the attacks she suffered 

from other women writers, a lament that takes its most memorable and venomous shape 

in her dedication to The Memoirs of the Baron de Brosse (1725-26). When dedicating this 

text to the Earl of Scarsdale, Haywood warns darkly that despite her attempts to “mingle 

some little Improvement with the Diversion my Novels are allowed to afford,” she is “not 

without Enemies, who, perhaps, may have represented me in a Light vastly different from 

what I am” (iv). She continues:  

It would be impossible to recount the numerous Difficulties a Woman has 

to struggle through in her Approach to Fame: If her Writings are 

considerable enough to make any Figure in the World, Envy pursues her 

with unweary'd Diligence; and if, on the contrary, she only writes what is 

forgot, as soon as read, Contempt is all the Reward, her Wish to please, 

excites; and the cold Breath of Scorn chills the little Genius she has, and 
                                                
15 The Hillarian circle was a London literary coterie dominated by Aaron Hill, active in the 1720s. See 

Christine Gerrard's Aaron Hill: The Muses' Projector for a detailed account of Hill's relationships with 
other members of the coterie. While I understand that the term “Hillarian circle” has a masculinocentric 
ring, the fact remains that Hill was indeed the center of the writing community it describes, as much of 
the verse exchanged by its members demonstrates.  
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which, perhaps, cherished by Encouragement, might, in Time, grow to a 

Praise-worthy Height. (Baron de Brosse ded. v) 

Haywood refers to both male and female persecutors in this passage, but the narrative 

emphasized by the italic phrases within the text reads like a distillation of the hypocritical 

model of feminine relations: Woman, Fame, Envy, Contempt. Haywood's “Enemies” here 

seem to be chiefly women who berate her in terms like those later used by Pilkington, 

who ascribed to Haywood “the wicked Art of painting up Vice in attractive Colours, as 

too many of our Female Writers have done to the Destruction of Thousands, amongst 

whom Mrs. Manly, and Mrs. Haywood deserve the foremost Rank” (Memoirs 227). 

Pilkington paints Haywood as a corrupter of youth; Fowke depicts Haywood as a 

“Scorpion” and a “Female Fiend,” unnatural because she turns on other women (Clio 82). 

These attacks, and Haywood's vicious response to Fowke, demonstrate that both 

Haywood and her detractors considered her and her status as a writer vulnerable to 

ridicule of this sort. 

 Yet despite these indications that Haywood did not always maintain positive 

relationships with other women writers, feminist critics have attempted to trace in 

Haywood's early work a quasi-utopian desire for a uniquely feminine and communitarian 

mode of writing and reading. Haywood's writing does, as Patricia Meyer Spacks notes in 

her introduction to a volume of selections from The Female Spectator (1725), 

demonstrate a profound understanding of the social and cultural plight of women in the 

early eighteenth century. But to assume that sympathetic portrayals of women in fiction 

or essays indicate sympathetic feelings on the author's part toward female colleagues 
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seems to me an irresponsible form of biographical criticism. Criticism of this sort has 

sometimes tended to rescue female authors from obscurity only to impose a different kind 

of distortion on their lives and careers. We should not assume that “women writers” were 

a homogeneous and friendly body, even during periods in which groups of women 

produced similar kinds of writing. Class and status separated female authors just as they 

did male authors, and these differences often created conflict and fostered intense 

rivalries that deserve more critical attention.  

 The mode of publication a female writer adopted also shaped her relationships 

with other literary women. The act of writing poetry in manuscript helped to build a 

different authorial identity than did writing prose for printers on deadline or for 

disappointed subscribers awaiting one's long-delayed volume. Manley, Haywood, and 

Pilkington wrote prose on demand, while Fowke remained lucky and wealthy enough to 

continue writing polite poetry and to leave her autobiographical manuscript, Clio, 

unpublished during her lifetime (and likely unread except by its addressee, Aaron Hill).16 

Manley's distinction between the “happy few” who write for pleasure and the presumably 

less happy majority who write to support themselves demonstrates that at least one 

professionally successful woman author writing in the first decade of the eighteenth 

century considered the growing divides between manuscript and print circulation and 

between poetry and prose to be formative of a writer's identity. Women who write out of 

necessity, she suggests, must compromise the process of artistic creation when the 

                                                
16 Fowke wrote Clio as an extended love letter to Hill, with whom she was passionately (if not sexually) 

involved. Clio was finally published in 1752, by M. Cooper. For more on Hill's relationship with 
Fowke, see Christine Gerrard's biography of Hill. 
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demands of the market require it, while women who write at their leisure have the luxury 

of revision and grander poetic ambition.  

 Manuscript and print production were not strictly separated, of course. Prose 

works circulated in manuscript and women published decorous collections of 

“accomplished” poetry.17 Nevertheless, the notion of ascribing higher social status to 

manuscript poetry than to printed prose persists even in some twentieth-century criticism. 

Paula Backscheider's study of eighteenth-century women poets, while extremely valuable 

as a survey of too-long-neglected writers, often omits to mention the prose work of 

female and male poets and obscures the less-rosy elements of women's literary relations 

in the desire to trace an “unbroken” friendship tradition in the poetry she includes (177).18 

Backscheider focuses her attention on wealthy, secure women who often viewed their 

writing as “amusement,” were reluctant to publish or published infrequently, and viewed 

themselves as members of a female literary tradition rather than attacking other women in 

print (81). As Backscheider states, “Friendship poems that encourage writing and 

publishing are most common among the gently bred, educated women poets” (207). Yet 

her book does not sufficiently explore the ways in which class divided women writers 

and stirred resentment among those who, despite their gentle breeding and education, 
                                                
17 In her essay on male connoisseurship in the eighteenth century, Ann Bermingham describes the position 

of the “accomplished woman,” whose lesser skills and weaker reason reinforced masculine artistic and 
intellectual superiority. Bermingham suggests that the “accomplished woman’s role was to consume art 
in order to be exchanged as art, and it was her very skills as a consumer—her taste and discrimination in 
choosing and displaying those commodities that would be an extension of her subjectivity—that in turn 
would determine how she was consumed” (502). 

18 Jonathan Swift, for example, is mentioned only as a poet, while Backscheider sums up Delarivier 
Manley's relationship with Sarah Egerton by stating that Egerton “knew Manley well” and neglecting to 
address Manley's vicious satire of Egerton in The New Atalantis (100). Similarly, Backscheider cites 
Constantia Grierson's friendship poems to Laetitia Van Lewen without explaining that Van Lewen later 
married Matthew Pilkington and, though kind to Grierson in her Memoirs, took to savaging other 
former friends in print (189). 
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found themselves required to write for pay.19  

 As Backscheider's comment suggests, poetry circulated in manuscript was not 

considered “amateur” in terms of authorial talent or status. In Social Authorship and the 

Advent of Print (2003), Margaret Ezell argues against the traditional critical view of print 

technology as progressively and uniquely modern and manuscript circulation “as a 

nostalgic clinging to an outdated technology” (12). Ezell contends that our critical 

emphasis on “professionalism” in the eighteenth-century literary world has led to “an 

imaginative gap in our thinking about writers during this transition period” and a habit of 

attempting to force all writers of the period to conform to our ideas of “'prototype' 

modern authors” (Social Authorship 24). Expanding on her earlier defense of coterie 

literary culture as “the most common form of literary exchange” pre-1800 in Writing 

Women's Literary History (37), Ezell calls for a reconsideration of manuscript literary 

culture as a vibrant and complex social enterprise, especially for writers unable for 

various reasons to participate in the urban print market, and proposes that “we still need a 

history of authorship that is concerned with the author's, not the printer's or bookseller's, 

experience of writing in the material conditions of the times” (12). To modify Ezell's 

statement slightly, I suggest that any “history of the author” must draw upon the 

methodological innovations of the history of the book. If we must be sensitive to the 

                                                
19 In her final chapter, Backscheider argues explicitly that barriers to women's publication were less 

troublesome than critics have assumed, and also asserts that critical attention to “poems in which 
women criticize other women” causes a distorted view of women's literary relationships (392). Were 
feminine criticism of other women confined to a few poems, this might be true, and it may be an 
accurate statement regarding some of the leisured women she studies. The inclusion of prose writing by 
women complicates this picture. Backscheider does conclude by calling for “discriminating analyses” 
of individual women poets, however, and clearly recognizes the need to treat women poets as serious 
practitioners of poetry, despite the generalizations in her earlier chapters. 
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circumstances of a text's production, as Jerome McGann so usefully reminds us in his 

2002 book Byron and Romanticism, we must also work to produce careful, biographically 

responsible, historically contextualized accounts of writers' career trajectories.20 As 

Kathryn King and Betty Schellenberg have convincingly argued, this means that we must 

not, for example, conflate the lives of amatory fiction writers with the travails of their 

heroines.21 Nor can we ignore the evidence of real animosity expressed by women writers 

toward other women writers, or neglect to trace the factors that contributed to that 

animosity. Bluntly stated, we cannot allow ourselves to accept notions of near-universal 

sisterly fellow-feeling among women writers simply because we find the idea of such 

fellow-feeling pleasingly feminist and comfortingly progressive.  

 While I sympathize with Ezell's desire to direct critical attention to writers 

peripheral to the London literary scene, I resist the notion that a past overemphasis on the 

workings of print production means that literary critics ought to move away from studies 

of “professionalized” women writers and toward explorations of the social resonances of 

manuscript circulation. In fact, I think that closer attention to all the social practices of 

women's development as writers—whether they aimed at print publication or coterie-

based success—in the early eighteenth century will allow us to continue to create a 

nuanced and sensitive history of women's writing and of the rise (or “rises,” as Franco 

Moretti suggests in his provocative Graphs, Maps, Trees [2005]) of the novel. My 

method of investigation here draws inspiration from the case study model of literary 
                                                
20 In Writing Women's Literary History, Ezell also cites McGann as a responsible practitioner of new 

historicist criticism and a critical model for her own approach to the study of women's writing (17, 20, 
133). 

21 See King's “Eliza Haywood, Savage Love, and Biographical Uncertainty” and Schellenberg's The 
Professionalization of the Woman Writer (in Works Cited). 
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criticism, recently employed by Betty Schellenberg in her book The Professionalization 

of Women Writers in Eighteenth-Century Britain (2005). Schellenberg argues for the 

importance of “reading women writers' texts, as well as women writers' publishing 

activities, in conjunction with one another” as a remedy for the generalized statements 

about women writers sometimes produced by critics working to recover those writers 

from obscurity (18-19). While Schellenberg also celebrates the “invaluable legacy of 

analyses of texts by women writers—texts, usually fictions, read in terms of their 

representations of female subjectivity in an overwhelming patriarchal system,” she 

contends that closer readings of the “fine-print” of the writing lives of individual women 

will enrich feminist literary history and combat the oversimplicity of the separate-spheres 

model of feminine engagement in the literary world (14-15, 15). In effect, Schellenberg 

and Ezell propose similar means of refining the hazy generalizations that have at times 

distorted our study of women writers. While Ezell suggests that we ought to focus our 

attention outside the urban literary center, however, Schellenberg insists that we treat the 

careers of urban women authors to the same level of scrutiny that famous male authors 

have received.  

 Since Schellenberg writes about mid-century women writers often characterized 

as “Modest Muse[s],” she concerns herself first with establishing that even the so-called 

“daughters of Richardson” worked assiduously to gain literary reputation (2).22 

                                                
22 Schellenberg also identifies a basic division among the women writers she studies, distinguishing 

between the urban professional woman—such as Charlotte Lennox, who relied on her proximity to 
figures in the London publishing scene to gain access to print—and the “person of letters,” exemplified 
by Sarah Fielding, a more leisured, quasi-amateur writer able to elicit support from a wider network of 
friends (94). Though this dissertation focuses primarily on women writing at the beginning of the 
century, the expanded version of this study may address some work by mid-century female novelists, 
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Regarding earlier eighteenth-century women writers, one can hardly claim that critics 

have refused to acknowledge Delarivier Manley or Eliza Haywood as professionals.23  

Paula McDowell's landmark study The Women of Grub Street: Press, Politics, and 

Gender in the London Literary Marketplace, 1678-1730 (1998) devotes a chapter to 

Manley, treating her as an exemplar of women's empowering involvement in the book 

trade.24 But Martha Fowke and Laetitia Pilkington also sought professional standing as 

writers, though neither fits the mold of the successful woman writer. Nonetheless, they 

share with Manley and Haywood the experience of existing as women in a marketplace 

largely controlled by men. They share the experience of seeking assistance and support 

from other literary women, and finding themselves rebuked and denied. And, finally, they 

share the experience of railing against those women in print. To read women's writing 

careers “in conjunction with one another” (18-19), as Schellenberg suggests, we must 

trace how women writers interacted with one another, how they depicted those 

interactions in poetry and prose, and how they, at times, built their own literary self-

characterizations on the rubble of former friendships with equally ambitious women. 

 In this dissertation, I read women's autobiographical texts through both literary 

and historical lenses. At times, I draw upon fictional texts or texts that are not 

transparently autobiographical, particularly those written by Delarivier Manley and Eliza 

                                                
particularly Charlotte Lennox and Hester Thrale Piozzi. 

23 For two excellent examples of this attention, see Ruth Herman's The Business of a Woman: the Political 
Writings of Delarivier Manley (2003) and Rosalind Ballaster's Seductive Forms: Women's Amatory 
Fiction from 1684-1740 (1992). 

24 McDowell's study achieves some of the critical goals I've laid out above, but her work on Manley, 
thorough and groundbreaking as it is, often judges Manley's literary success according to a set of 
twentieth-century standards, rather than attending to Manley's own representations of her literary 
ambition. 
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Haywood, both of whom were far more prolific than Martha Fowke or Laetitia 

Pilkington. While Manley produced several iterations of her life history, Haywood left no 

explicitly autobiographical texts, but wrote coterie poetry and stage plays, and appended 

to her remarkable body of fiction a series of dedicatory epistles that often engage with the 

same issues of reputation and feminine jealousy that concern Manley, Fowke, and 

Pilkington. Writing about Haywood's literary relationships has required that I “read the 

'fine-print' of the text's, and the writer's, paratext and context,” as Schellenberg proposes 

(15).  

 I do not approach these texts as transparent historical records of the relations 

among female participants in the print culture of the early eighteenth century. Nor do I 

intend this dissertation to anthologize the fictional representations of women writers 

composed during that period, though those portraits do sometimes offer important 

evidence about public understandings of women writers' careers. Instead, I explore the 

ways in which women writers employed the practices of life-writing as means of self-

construction, self-promotion, and public appeal. Their autobiographical texts must be 

seen not only as repositories of evidence, but as meaningful literary objects, the very 

genre and form of which offer evidence about the lives of their writers and about the 

process of professionalization, which seems to have produced in writing women a drive 

to narrate their own writing lives and to defend the events of their lives against 

anticipated feminine criticism. While I do believe that we can conduct useful literary-

historical studies of the careers of women writers based on their own life-writing, I 

acknowledge that reading women's accounts of their own relationships historically is a 
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vexed proposition. The women I study wrote negatively about other women not just to 

record the wrongs they felt they had suffered, but to shape and rehabilitate their own 

reputations. I hope that my attempts to contextualize each woman's autobiographical 

writing and to remain attentive to the contradictions inherent in their self-presentations 

have allowed me to navigate the perilous terrain of biography as neatly as possible.  

 I have chosen the term “career” advisedly to describe the working lives of these 

writing women. Critics continue to debate whether or not the concept of an intentionally 

built career can be applied to writers working in the early eighteenth century. Most admit 

that Pope viewed himself as an independent professional, despite his ties to the 

aristocratic wealthy. But the “romance of obscurity,” to borrow the phrase Christine 

Blouch has used to characterize the treatment of Eliza Haywood, has shaded our thinking 

about the professional lives of women writers. The autobiographical writings of Manley, 

Haywood, Fowke, and Pilkington demonstrate that all four understood the literary 

marketplace as a field of competition that required ambitious and intentional self-

promotion; Pilkington explicitly compares herself to Pope and frequently treats him as a 

model of poetic and professional accomplishment (196). But, as Pope's own consignment 

of Haywood25 to the dunghill of literary history demonstrates, women who wrote for pay 

often found themselves treated and described as grasping Grub Street hacks. A hack 
                                                
25 Pope treated Elizabeth Thomas similarly. Early in her career, before being financially ruined by family 

legal problems, Thomas wrote the poetry and genteel letters that formed the germ of Pylades and 
Corinna (1731-32), co-written with Richard Gwinnet and published after her death by Edmund Curll. 
Thomas's autobiographical essay in that volume, narrated by a fictional “(Female) Friend,” 
demonstrates the depth of her alienation from other women writers and her isolation as a female writer 
for pay (“Life of Corinna” iv). Despite this striking narrative stance, Thomas is still known as “Curll's 
Corinna,” thanks to Pope's vicious portrait of her in The Dunciad, and little work has yet been done to 
illuminate the real workings of her writing life. For more on Thomas, see Anne McWhir, “Elizabeth 
Thomas and the Two Corinnas: Giving the Woman Writer a Bad Name” and T. R. Steiner, “The 
Misrepresentation of Elizabeth Thomas, 'Curll's Corinna'.”  
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writer might be no less career-hungry or ambitious than a celebrated poet, merely less 

successful and more driven by necessity, as Manley's formulation states. 

 Manley does not describe herself specifically as a “hack,” but the term was widely 

available and commonly used during her writing career, and it fits her well, as it does 

Haywood and Pilkington.26 They wrote in the same years as Swift, Pope, and John Gay, 

writers who defined the figure of the writer for hire through their satire, avoidance, and 

embodiment of the term “hack.” Because the “hack writer” was essentially a figure of 

mockery, not necessarily formed by the lived experience of the writers who fit that label, 

it is difficult to state definitively that hack writers wrote or acted in particular ways. 

Indeed, Pilkington's account of her constant struggle to eke out support for her writing 

offers as anthropologically useful a narration of the Grub Street style of existence as any I 

have read. But even fairly extreme parodies like Richard Savage's An Author to be Lett 

(1729) affirm that rivalry and jealousy acted powerfully on the relationships among hack 

writers.27 The bitterness that Manley, Haywood, Fowke and Pilkington display both 

matches and contradicts the masculine early-eighteenth-century model of hack-writer 

behavior. Antagonistic representations of women by women tend to lack the sloppy, 

joyous violence of the combat between the men of Grub Street. Pilkington, furious as she 

grew with the “Ladies” who crossed her, does not seem to have slipped an emetic into 

anyone's drink. Yet all four women in this study launch remarkably personal and visceral 

                                                
26 The OED dates the first usage of “hackney” referring to a writer to 1590, and the phrase takes on 

increasingly pejorative associations with its continued appearances. I have chosen to apply the term to 
Manley, Haywood, and Pilkington, in particular, because I believe that these women did consider some 
of their writings to be mercenary and subpar. I intend the word to reflect their own characterizations of 
their interactions with the marketplace. For a longer study of the tradition of hack writing, see Brean S. 
Hammond's Professional Imaginative Writing in England, 1670-1740: 'Hackney for Bread.' 

27 Savage's pamphlet features a striking attack on Haywood as a writer; I address it in my third chapter. 
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attacks on other women, though they sometimes seem reluctant to berate male writers 

with the same vehemence they reserve for female rivals. This study considers not only 

the relationships of women writers to one another, but the ways in which women who 

wrote for money did or did not conform to the Grub Street ethos, such as it was. In the 

course of this exploration, I at times refer to women who wrote for pay as “hack writers” 

when the term seems appropriate.  

 This dissertation necessarily constitutes an incomplete sampling of the female 

literary professionals writing in the eighteenth century. This study could include other 

women who wrote in the early eighteenth century, and many critics focusing on the same 

time period have aimed to introduce their readers to as many women writers as possible. 

Any new study of women writers owes much to critics like Roger Lonsdale, Paula 

Backscheider, and Norma Clarke, who have worked to recover, circulate, and analyze the 

languishing works of a host of eighteenth-century women.28 As I have said, I prefer to 

approach each chapter in this work as a case study, with all the narrowness and depth—

and, I hope, richness—that term implies.  

 The four chapters following this introduction fall in loosely chronological order. 

Though I originally intended to write four chapters about four different authors—to 

include Elizabeth Thomas and Laetitia Pilkington in the body of the dissertation—I found 

instead that my case studies of Delarivier Manley's attacks on fellow women writers and 

of the entangled writing lives of Eliza Haywood and Martha Fowke required two chapters 

                                                
28 See Lonsdale's Eighteenth-Century Women Poets, Backscheider's Eighteenth-Century Women Poets 

and Their Poetry: Inventing Agency, Inventing Genre, and Norma Clarke's The Rise and Fall of the 
Woman of Letters. 
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apiece. The dissertation therefore centers on two very detailed case studies, and 

concludes with a briefer exploration of Laetitia Pilkington's career and works. 

 My first chapter, “The Myth of the Cheerful Satirist,” recontextualizes the life and 

work of Delarivier Manley, best known now for her 1709 scandal fiction the New 

Atalantis and thought of primarily as a political writer—and even as a model for a newly 

liberated sort of woman writer with access to the public sphere, according to recent 

celebratory criticism of her work. But Manley, who wrote poetry and drama as well as 

prose, does not represent herself as a writer whose only aims were political. Instead, she 

characterizes herself as a self-aware citizen of Grub Street who has abandoned her once-

grandiose literary ambitions to make a living as a partisan truth-teller, or “female 

intelligencer,” to use Paula McDowell's phrase. As Manley turned from producing coterie 

poetry to periodical writing and scandal fiction, she also turned on other women writers 

she had once supported and accused them of squandering their own poetic talents and 

scheming to ruin her already-delicate reputation. Manley frames her attacks upon other 

women as revelations of their hypocrisy and paints herself as a trusting, wounded target 

of their spleen. Yet contemporary depictions of Manley, such as the character “Marsilia” 

in the satirical play The Female Wits (1696), attack Manley herself as a hypocrite who 

mistreats other women writers. This chapter offers a new account of Manley's career pre-

1700, devoting needed attention to the paratexts accompanying her early plays and 

collections of letters. 

 While critics have addressed Manley's political writings in great detail and have at 

times remarked upon her fondness for skewering hypocrisy, few have acknowledged the 
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depth of her early literary aspirations or the extent to which her vindictive satirical 

portraits of other women writers seem motivated by frustrated poetic ambition. My 

second chapter, “Delarivier Manley's Masks,” analyzes Manley's later scandal fictions, as 

well as her fictionalized autobiography, Rivella (1714). I trace the dissolution of Manley's 

friendship with the writer Catharine Trotter Cockburn, whom she derides in Rivella as 

“the most of a Prude in her outward Professions, but the least of it in her inward 

Practice.” In this chapter, I draw critical attention to Manley's admission of defeat in the 

campaign for poetic glory she initiated in the 1690s and reveal how she characterized 

other women writers as vicious foes responsible for her literary failures. 

 My third chapter, entitled “Eliza Haywood, Martha Fowke Sansom, and the 

Spaces of Fame,” concerns the animosity between two members of the literary circle 

centered on the poet, essayist, and playwright Aaron Hill. The relationship between the 

newly-canonized Haywood and less-prolific Fowke has consistently been misread as a 

fight over the affections of Richard Savage, as Kathryn King explains in her provocative 

recent essay on problems in Haywood biography. Taking up King's challenge to critics, I 

reread this relationship as a clash between two ambitious literary women, carried out 

primarily in autobiographical literary forms. This chapter delves into the social dynamics 

of the Hillarian circle before 1722, the year in which Haywood launched her first printed 

satirical attack on Fowke. I examine early publications by both writers, including plays, 

occasional poetry, and prefatory essays by Haywood. I also analyze Fowke's largely 

ignored Clio and Strephon, a collection of verse epistles written with William Bond, and 

poems originally published in the Barbados Gazette, both of which offer evidence of 
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Fowke's self-characterization as a leisured woman writer. 

 My fourth chapter, “Gloatitia and the Scorpion: Reassessing the Haywood/Fowke 

Rivalry,” focuses on Hillarian materials published after 1722, including coterie verse 

collected by Richard Savage, Haywood's scandal fictions, Fowke's remarkable Clio, an 

epistolary autobiography addressed to Hill, in which she responds to Haywood's assaults 

against her reputation. I examine Haywood's 1722 The Injur'd Husband, a short novel 

about a thinly disguised Martha Fowke originally intended to have been published in a 

collection entitled The Danger of Giving Way to Passion, and compare that text (and its 

contexts) with the later, more veiled attacks on Fowke Haywood inserted into longer 

works. These records of the rivalrous Haywood/Fowke relationship have not yet received 

the full and responsible critical account they deserve. Haywood studies have recently 

entered a new era of critical historiography and self-assessment, however, and this 

chapter’s reading of the Haywood/Fowke rivalry not only enriches the ongoing critical 

conversation about Eliza Haywood but encourages critics of Haywood to consider 

Martha Fowke Sansom as more than a satellite to Richard Savage.  

 In my concluding chapter, “'A Tale for the Ladies': Scandals, Memoirs, and 

Female Literary Celebrity,” I briefly explore the three-volume Memoirs of Laetitia 

Pilkington, a chronicle of Grub Street living composed by an Irish woman writer about 

whom little has been written. Pilkington, divorced by her clergyman husband and 

shunned by society (and by her friend Jonathan Swift), abandoned coterie writing to eke 

out support by writing poetry for shillings in London. Her narrative does not merely 

document her social exclusion or serve as a “scandalous memoir,” however, as critics 
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have previously claimed; it records her attempt to fashion a literary career and 

demonstrates her belief that life-writing is an honorable alternative to prostitution. This 

self-titled “Cream of Historians, . . . [and] Mirror of Poets” seeks the assistance of male 

writers and patrons because she considers herself persecuted by women, claiming that 

“from the Ladies I yet hope Compassion; tho' rarely met with from one Woman to 

another” (Memoirs 290). Yet Pilkington's Memoirs display a striking absence of women 

who act as patrons, supporters, or even rivals. I analyze the rhetorical and 

autobiographical strategies employed by this understudied woman writer who considered 

“conversing with women” a dangerous habit, and consider her life-writing as a mid-

century answer to the negatively feminocentric works produced by Manley, Fowke, and 

Haywood earlier in the century.  

 These women's overlapping careers span approximately the years 1700-1750. 

Manley began publishing in the 1690s, while Pilkington's last volume of Memoirs 

appeared in 1754, four years after her death. I have chosen to limit my focus to the first 

half of the eighteenth century not because I believe that women writers post-1750 

discarded the “breastplate of righteousness” model of feminine relations and adopted a 

cheerier view of one another, but because the literary marketplace of the latter half of the 

century differs so profoundly from that of its early decades. Conflict between literary 

women did not remain confined to this period, but any attempt to interpret the meaning of 

that conflict demands a historically specific approach. This dissertation centers on the 

careful analysis of the writing lives of early eighteenth century women who speak vividly 

about the demands of the marketplace and the clash between their own literary ambitions 
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and the necessity of writing for pay.  

 In The Rise and Fall of the Woman of Letters, Norma Clarke suggests that works 

such as Clio, Rivella, and Elizabeth Thomas's Pylades and Corinna were “not received as 

accounts of writers' lives,” as they “were experimental in form” and suffered the 

misfortune of being “published by Curll” (121). None of these texts are straightforward 

“writers' lives”—if such a formalized genre can even be properly identified in the first 

half of the eighteenth century. But their texts did not need to conform to recognizable 

generic boundaries in order to influence public discourse about women in the literary 

sphere. Clarke continues, “There seems to have been little interest in the construct of the 

woman writer as an identity to be acknowledged, defended, justified or opposed” (121). 

The voluminous literary productions of the women to whom this project is devoted, not 

to mention the entire strand of literary history derived from the Dunciad and other 

documents of the Scriblerian mythos, contradict this assertion. Manley and Fowke seem 

interested in defending themselves, as do Haywood and Pilkington, and, for centuries, 

readers have demonstrated an interest in justifying and opposing their presences in 

literary history. By listening carefully to what these women say about the demands of the 

marketplace and the clash between their own ambitions and the necessity of writing for 

pay, by studying the ways in which they acknowledge, defend, justify, and oppose one 

another, we can create a fuller literary history of women writers in the first half of the 

eighteenth century, and happily deploy that knowledge to deepen our understanding of 

the women who succeeded them. 
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Chapter 1 

The Myth of the Cheerful Satirist 

Who bid her write? What good did she do? Could she not sit quiet as well 
as her Neighbors, and not meddle her self about what did not concern her? 

--Delarivier Manley, Rivella (1714): the fictional Charles Lovemore   
describing the Tory response to Manley's satirical fiction, p. 111 

 

 Fidelis Morgan's creative patchwork biography of Delarivier Manley, A Woman of 

No Character: An Autobiography of Mrs Manley (1986), begins with Morgan's notice to 

the reader that she has compiled a collection of excerpts from Manley's writing that 

represent “Mrs Manley in different disguises” (13). In these excerpts, Morgan “replaced 

the romantic names with the generally accepted identifications1 of the actual people in 

Manley's life” (13). In other words, she composed Manley's life from pieces of her works, 

making explicit the process—now regarded with critical suspicion—through which so 

many early women writers have been reanimated after centuries of neglect. Morgan's 

biography, though constructed according to thoroughly idiosyncratic and indeed rather 

horrifying editorial principles, makes for thrilling reading. But though she speaks of 

“disguises,” Morgan treats Manley's works as a set of costumes under which we can 

discern the real Manley: a savvy, confident woman author whose works offer proof of her 

worldliness. This is the Manley we generally accept, even today. Rachel Carnell's recent 

political autobiography of Manley offers an updated version of this portrait, describing 

Manley as “an intellectually engaged political thinker and a writer who was always fully 

conscious of the political tides of the publishing world around her” (4). Carnell's 

                                                
1 Morgan offers a “Key to Pseudonyms” for the real-life identities of characters in Manley's fiction, and 

treats these identifications as essentially factual (165). 
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depiction of Manley, like Morgan's, ascribes to Manley a remarkable level of agency and 

volition; in effect, both critics suggest that Manley chose and even reveled in her status as 

a hack writer. This chapter and the next argue against that interpretation of Manley's 

literary career and demonstrate that Manley considers her satirical prose and post-1690s 

occasional poetry touched with “but a faint relish of the muses” and views her own need 

to write for pay as a betrayal of her early poetic aspirations (New Atalantis [NA] 54). 

Manley expresses these feelings of bitterness in explicitly autobiographical works such as 

Rivella, but also embeds deprecatory self-portraits in her scandal fictions—the same 

works in which she ridicules disguised versions of other women writers whom she 

apparently believed to have betrayed their own literary aspirations or sabotaged her own. 

Contemporary depictions of Manley, such as the satirical The Female Wits: or The 

Triumvirate of Poets at Rehearsal (performed 1696, printed 1704), reveal that even her 

own colleagues had discerned the link between Manley's mistreatment of other women 

writers and the grandiosity of the ambitions that drove her in the 1690s. Yet few critics 

have remarked on the disjunction between the Manley of the 1690s and the Manley who 

wrote the New Atalantis in 1709. That later Manley indisputably does take pleasure in her 

satirical power, as the slyly smiling woman adorning the cover of Morgan's biography 

suggests. But a careful reading of Manley's works shows that her autobiographical 

writings, rather than serving as a series of disguises that camouflage an essentially 

unchanging practitioner of satire, reflect her shifting opinions of her work, herself, and 

the women writers she once befriended. This chapter presents an overview of Manley 

criticism and a timeline of Manley's development as a writer, with special attention to her 
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career in the 1690s. Chapter 2 draws from the information provided in this timeline to 

address Manley's later works and analyze her methods of attacking other literary women 

in print.   

 Manley studies, like many subfields dedicated to recently-recuperated women 

writers, has its own timeline and trajectory shaped by the evolution of critical processes. 

Our early twenty-first century understanding of Manley as a proto-feminist and a cheerful 

satirist has developed in the context of earlier dismissals of her work. Critics writing at 

the beginning of the twentieth century approached Manley with far less humor and 

enthusiasm than Morgan did in the 1980s. Many found her outrageous or even immoral, 

and some seemed just as eager as eighteenth-century writers were to invoke the rhetorical 

connection between her scandalous fiction and necessarily scandalous life.2 Winston 

Churchill, who resented her attacks on his forebears John and Sarah Churchill, dismissed 

her writing as “the lying inventions of a prurient and filthy underworld, served up to 

those who relish them and paid for by party interest and political malice” (qtd. in Morgan 

17).3 In fact, Manley received remarkably little money from the Tories,4 and, as an 

examination of her vitriolic attacks on other women writers reveals, directed her malice 

toward personal as well as political ends. Yet Churchill's opinion of Manley and her work 

persisted, due in part to misogynist notions about the propriety of political satire for 

                                                
2 Paul Bunyan Anderson's 1936 article “Mistress Delariviere Manley's Biography” initiated this practice 

in the twentieth century. Anderson claims that Manley's “sophistication is not profound enough to make 
her capable of real deception” and that her autobiographical works therefore offer “an exact picture of 
her mind in its naive candor, its untrained ignorance, and its wistful eagerness to gain masculine 
approval” (262). Though the real and unchanging Manley Anderson sees in her works is different from 
Morgan's Manley, both seem to subscribe to the same theory of autobiographical personae as masks 
covering an essential self.  

3 Morgan does not cite a source for this quotation from Churchill, and I have not yet tracked it down. 
4 See Carnell, Political Biography, 160-61. 
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women writers, as Morgan explains in her summary of the unflattering remarks about 

Manley included in The Cambridge History of English Literature and similar texts (17). 

Even critics who devoted attention to Manley's work often treated her as a minor writer, 

important mostly as a curiosity or because of her proximity to better-known male writers 

such as Swift and Steele.5 As late as the 1960s, John Richetti labeled Manley's work 

“embarrassing” and immoral (Popular Fiction 120). Of Manley and Eliza Haywood, 

Richetti remarks, “[t]o us they are absolutely irrelevant in either a moral or an aesthetic 

sense,” though he acknowledges that Manley's fantastic chroniques scandaleuses 

possessed an energy that captivated contemporary readers despite their patent failure to 

adhere to the standards of “what is usually called the emerging realistic novel” (119, 

121).6 Even Janet Todd, in her important 1989 study of women's writing, The Sign of 

Angellica, describes Manley's “personal, financial and literary dealings” as “morally 

dubious” (86). 

 Over the course of the century, critical opinion of Manley shifted from a general 

dismissal of her as a demirep and her work as mere gossipmongering to later stages of 

recovery, celebration, and reappraisal that included Morgan's biography. Perhaps due to 

the explicitly political nature of much of her writing, or to the fact that she produced her 

major prose works before the novel became a codified form, however, Delarivier 

                                                
5 Though Paul Bunyan Anderson, her early biographer, does describe Manley as a “courageous feminist 

pioneer,” he finally concludes that she was “a serviceable practitioner present at the delivery of the 
modern novel” (“Prose Fiction” 168, 172).  

6 Though he clearly recognizes the efficacy of Manley's political attacks, Richetti writes of her 
“instinctive strategy” when addressing an element of the plot of the New Atalantis, a formulation that 
does not grant Manley much authorial intentionality (139). Compare Anderson's statement that “Half of 
the pleasure of reading Delariviere Manley's prose fiction comes from observing her virago's grasp of 
the life she knew and lived” (“Prose Fiction” 172).  
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Manley's critical renaissance has not matched those of writers like Eliza Haywood and 

Charlotte Lennox, who produced works that at least engage with the developing genre of 

realistic fiction. Manley's scandal fictions have, as Rachel Carnell notes, been “often 

misread as novels,” when in fact her fictions stubbornly fail to provide the consistency of 

character, evocations of psychological interiority, and narrative arcs that modern novel-

readers expect (4). Critics now recognize the digressive structure and schematic character 

development in Manley's works, the very qualities that prompted Richetti to disparage 

her writing,7 as conscious literary choices worthy of study. But this new and valuable 

awareness means that most academics who study Manley today concern themselves with 

rescuing her from earlier charges of triviality and meretriciousness and insist on 

establishing her credentials as an innovator and a breaker of discursive boundaries. 

Though her works do not slot neatly into a diagram of the rise of the novel, critics such as 

Carnell, Ruth Herman, and Paula McDowell still seek to create a niche for her in canon. 

In pursuit of this worthy goal, they tend to ignore moments in Manley's writing in which 

she describes her own work as meretricious and trivial.  

 In other words, the fine recent critics of Manley's work and life have neglected to 

examine her complicated reflections upon her own artistic failure. Even the most 

sensitive among them tend to read her literary career as a narrative of progress—

specifically, progress toward greater participation of women writers in the public 

sphere—rather than as the scrambling, picaresque Grub Street tale of frustrated literary 

                                                
7 Richetti acknowledges that judging Manley's scandal fiction according to the rules of the novel will 

only produce “a patronizing or bemused scorn,” but does not offer an alternate rubric for evaluating the 
literary quality of her works (121). 
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ambition that Manley herself offered. Even McDowell's identification of the character 

“Intelligence” in the New Atalantis as a fictional alter ego of Manley's, “her own 

politicized brand of 'female intelligencer,'” requires that Manley transcend the traditional 

role of “gossip” and “construct new, more effective models for herself as a woman party 

writer” (231). Melinda Rabb, who rebukes Swift critics for ignoring or slighting Manley, 

seeks to elevate Manley by allying her with Swift as a principled political writer. Both 

authors “were propagandists but not hacks,” Rabb states, “who put themselves at risks for 

political causes” (126). Political causes motivated both Manley and Swift, of course, but 

one can feel strongly partisan while producing pamphlets on demand.8   

 Rachel Carnell's new political biography of Manley exemplifies this trend. This 

extremely useful book, in which Carnell distills and synthesizes her own archival 

research and earlier work conducted by Herman and others, represents a leap forward in 

Manley criticism. It provides a detailed account of Manley's early life and meticulously 

reconstructs her father's career as a writer and spy—important, given Manley's pride in 

his writing and his Tory identity.9 Above all, Carnell attends sensitively to the 

circumstances in which Manley produced her works. But, as demonstrated by her 

fondness for employing the verb “rupture” to describe Manley's cross-genre writing, 

Carnell too succumbs to the temptation to regard Manley as a uniquely forward-looking 

                                                
8 I will not attempt to evaluate Swift's literary status here, except to say that his prolific output certainly 

matches the stereotype of a hack writer, even if we have canonized many of his productions. 
9 Roger Manley wrote a number of works of military history, including A True Description of the Mighty 

Kingdoms of Japan and Siam (1663), History of the Late Warres in Denmark (1670), The Russian 
Imposter (1674), and Commentatorium de Rebellione Anglicana (1686, later published in English as 
The History of the Rebellions in England, Scotland and Ireland (1691), and a part of The History of the 
Turkish Empire (1687). See Carnell 7-8, 10, 44-45, 56-57. 
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woman writer who embraced hack writing as a viable literary calling.10 Manley's multi-

genre career deserves recognition and analysis, but it seems unlikely that every work she 

produced was capable of “rupturing” otherwise stable boundaries, particularly given the 

enthusiasm with which her contemporaries were also producing cross-genre literary 

works. Nor is literary inventiveness a quality hack writers cannot possess. Carnell does 

admit that 

Manley's secret histories nevertheless give the impression of being 

produced in some haste, as they probably were, given the topicality of the 

attacks.  . . . these works do not give the impression of having been 

thoroughly revised—either for felicity of phrasing or coherence of 

narrative . . . (199) 

Infelicitously phrased topical attacks produced in haste: all very Grub Street, and all 

admitted to by Manley in her works written post-1709. Carnell seeks to refute earlier 

characterizations of Manley as “a disreputable gossip, failed novelist, or mere political 

hack,” and to paint a new portrait of the author as a manipulator of genres, a successful 

gossip, and a clever political commentator (4). Like many other critics, Carnell seems 

eager to remove Manley from the sphere of Grub Street to a more refined realm of 

political action (199). She offers some compelling evidence for this recasting of Manley, 

noting that Manley was well-off enough to rent a house in the country in her late middle 

age; that she chose to dedicate the first volume of her 1710 Memoirs of Europe to Steele 

                                                
10 See, for example, pp. 12-13, where Carnell describes Manley as “a liminal figure, one who helped 

rupture and update seventeenth-century and neoclassical traditions.” Carnell also credits Catharine 
Trotter with “ruptur[ing] many conventions of the seventeenth-century epistolary novel” (106). 
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in order to satirize him in her preface, rather than writing another panegyric to a 

nobleman who might offer aid; and that she died with £500 worth of South Sea stock in 

her name (though, as Carnell notes, that stock had dwindled in worth [163-64]). Carnell's 

biography disproves the myth that Manley was an impoverished writer for pay till the end 

of her life, but does not address Manley's apparent dissatisfaction with her own artistic 

compromises. 

 Throughout her political biography of Manley, Carnell repeatedly argues that 

Manley was politically flexible when necessary and capable of savvy acts of self-

fashioning. This is an astute observation about the vagaries of Manley's career and a valid 

response to the earlier critical habit of assuming an essential, unchanging Manley. Carnell 

offers this description of Manley as proof that Manley was engaged in politics in a far 

more sophisticated way than was the average starving writer in his or her garret. The fact 

that Manley sometimes allowed pragmatism to dictate the expression of her 

predominantly Tory political attitudes does not, however, place her in opposition to the 

political ethics of hack writing. Her lack of ideological rigidity and her willingness to 

avoid provoking powerful Whig friends seem perfectly in keeping with the stereotypical 

behavior of the eternally flexible hack. These assertions of Manley's political seriousness 

and literary worth can read as attempts to distract from or excuse her sometimes shoddy 

literary productions. Manley's relevance should not, of course, depend solely on the 

aesthetic success of her fictions, but the variable quality of her writing attests to the 

pressures under which she wrote. We do not need to haul Manley out of Grub Street so 

that we can accord her proper respect as an author. Instead, we can attend to her moving 
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accounts of the difficulties of female authorship in the early eighteenth century and can 

discern, in those accounts, evidence of the tensions and rivalries that gripped professional 

women writers in this period.  

 In one sense, Fidelis Morgan is correct to speak of Manley as disguised in her 

autobiographical writings. Though Manley berated others for wearing public masks, she 

too adopted different personae: the innocent girl betrayed, the bold authoress, the noble 

patriot, the retired country woman writing for her own amusement, and the hack. This 

chapter and the next map the development of those personae and explain the continuities 

in Manley's self-presentation without defaulting to the assumption that there is an 

essential Manley to be unearthed beneath the masks. If anything, the strongest continuity 

in Manley's work is her own use of accusations of masking and hypocrisy as rhetorical 

tools and the remarkably varied metaphors she employs to portray her enemies as 

hypocrites. 

 This chapter explains Manley's spotty and complicated publication history and 

touches on events in her life that affected her writing or influenced her interactions with 

other writers, printers, or publishers.11 I approach Manley's works in chronological order, 

first analyzing several early coterie poems by Manley, as well the paratexts appended to 

early works such as Letters Writen by Mrs. Manley (1696), The Lost Lover; Or, the 

Jealous Husband: A Comedy (1696), The Royal Mischief: A Tragedy (1696). This chapter 

addresses Manley's literary friendships with women in the 1690s, while the next chapter 

                                                
11 In addition to Morgan, Carnell, Herman, and McDowell, criticism by Rosalind Ballaster, Dolores Clark 

Duff, and Paul Bunyan Anderson, among others, established Manley's basic biographical details and 
accomplished the more important task of bringing new attention to her long-neglected texts. I am deeply 
indebted to their pioneering work in the field of Manley studies.  
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contextualizes the dissolution of those friendships, particularly Manley's relationship with 

the writer Catharine Trotter Cockburn,12 which imploded as their approaches to the 

literary marketplace diverged. Though Manley was initially enthusiastic about Trotter 

Cockburn's work, she grew increasingly belligerent in the face of Trotter's abdication of 

her role as poet. The poems they exchanged dramatize this change, as does the 

anonymously authored satirical play The Female Wits, which portrays Manley as a 

hypocritical woman entirely willing to sabotage her female literary friends for profit and, 

perhaps, for fun. I conclude this chapter with a close reading of The Female Wits and an 

explanation of the fallow period in Manley's literary career that followed it. Chapter 2 

then delves into the works Manley produced after 1700, addressing the question of her 

authorship of Queen Zarah and the Zarazians and analyzing the New Atalantis (1709), 

Memoirs of Europe (1710), and Rivella (1714).  

 We can date the beginning of Delarivier Manley's literary career only imprecisely, 

to the mid-1690s. She entered the literary marketplace as a poet and playwright, a 

“female wit” sometimes honored and sometimes ridiculed for the “warmth” of her 

melodramatic theatrical works (Royal Mischief pref. 1). This first period of Manley's 

career, while financially precarious and marked with critical strife, features a few brief 

and shining moments in which Manley appears satisfied with the support and friendship 

of other women writers. For a short time, perhaps only a year or two and certainly no 

longer than three or four years, she belonged to a coterie whose women participants 

                                                
12 Trotter married the Reverend Patrick Cockburn in 1708. She had re-converted to Anglicanism in 1707 

after an earlier conversion to Catholicism (Kelley DNB n.p.). For more about her philosophical writing, 
see Chapter 6 of Jacqueline Broad's Women Philosophers of the Seventeenth Century. 
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spurred one another on to ever-greater poetic ambition and wrote openly of their desire to 

outdo male writers. Paula Backscheider describes this group as “a community of women 

who felt free to write for money in what was not yet a rigidly gendered literary 

marketplace. They were willing to work alongside men, they praised and contested men's 

ideas, and they were aware of but not apologetic about their public striving for critical 

and economic success. They knew and praised each other's work” (“Stretching the Form” 

454). This description shades too far toward utopianism and obscures the importance of 

gender as an organizing force that bound these women writers together, but captures the 

sense of possibility that Manley and her 1690s poetic cohort seemed to feel. In this brief 

period at the inception of her career, Manley exchanged poems and encouragement with 

other women writers, among them Trotter, Mary Pix, and Sarah Fyge Egerton. All of 

these women, however, later became targets of her satirical wrath—as Backscheider 

admits in a footnote (“Stretching the Form” 454 n. 45).  

 Manley's first known published poem is a puff piece celebrating Catharine 

Trotter's drama Agnes de Castro13 (1696), which was printed in the prefatory material 

accompanying the play. That poem, entitled “To The Author of Agnes de Castro,” brims 

with fellow-feeling and sisterly support of the younger Trotter, whom Manley depicts as 

a heroic descendant of Katherine Phillips and Aphra Behn, a daughter who will, titan-

like, surpass her female forebears and gather poetic honors for “our Kind”: 

                                                
13 Trotter's play adapted Behn's original 1688 novella Agnes de Castro: or, The Force of Generous Love. 

Carnell describes Trotter's changes to the narrative as superficially more proto-feminist, in that her 
Agnes demonstrates spotless virtue, but also somewhat reactionary in her refusal to portray positively a 
heroine whose desires are not perfectly chaste (100). Backscheider finds that Trotter Cockburn's Love at 
a Loss, her one comedy, does offer three “seriously flawed” female characters” (“Stretching the Form” 
451).  
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  Orinda, and the Fair Astrea gone, 

  Not one was found to fill the Vacant Throne: 

  Aspiring Man had quite regain'd the Sway, 

  Again had Taught us humbly to Obey; 

  Till you (Natures third start, in favour of our Kind) 

  With stronger Arms, their Empire have disjoin'd, 

  And snatcht a Lawrel which they thought their Prize, 

  Thus Conqu'ror, with your Wit, as with your Eyes. 

  Fired by the bold Example, I would try 

  To turn our Sexes weaker Destiny. 

  O! How I long in the Poetick Race, 

  To loose the Reins, and give their Glory Chase; 

  For thus Encourag'd, and thus led by you, 

  Methinks we might more Crowns than theirs Subdue.14 

The poem's rhetoric echoes the proto-feminist language of Mary Pix and Lady Mary 

Chudleigh, and resonates with Mary Astell's dry but stern manifestos, which later earn 

their own parodic mention in the New Atalantis (1709).15 Manley celebrates Trotter as the 

heir to a “Vacant Throne,” a Pretender to the realm of poetry, and aims to foster unity 

                                                
14 Trotter returned the favor by producing a tribute poem for Manley's The Royal Mischief later in 1696. I 

discuss this poem, and Manley's relationship with Trotter, in more detail later in this chapter. Mary Pix 
also contributed a poem in honor of The Royal Mischief. 

15 The similarity to Astell's rhetoric may have been meant as a gesture of appreciation for Trotter's own 
proto-feminism; Backscheider describes possible influences of Astell's work on Trotter's plays in 
“Stretching the Form” (455). Of course, both Manley and Trotter would also have been aware of their 
friend Sarah Fyge Egerton's 1686 The Female Advocate, and, later, in the same year that Agnes de 
Castro appeared, her An Essay in Defence of the Female Sex (1696). 
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among women writers, not division or hierarchy. Perhaps most importantly, the poem 

honors both Behn and Phillips, the two great ladies of mid-seventeenth-century literature, 

rather than treating them as contrasting models of feminine literary fame. In Women of 

Grub Street, McDowell argues that Manley considered these earlier women writers to 

represent two entirely distinct methods of literary practice (233),16 and most critics seem 

to believe that Manley's allegiance lay wholly with Behn. In fact, Manley's self-

identification as a “daughter of Behn,” to borrow Jeslyn Medoff's term, was complicated 

and grudging. As she grew increasingly frustrated with her status in the literary 

marketplace and with the supposed betrayals of other women writers, she also 

characterized herself more frequently as a descendant of “the fair Astrea.” In this coterie 

poem written in support of a female friend, however, Manley affects to wear no mask, 

and instead takes ownership of the role of speaker by signing the poem “Dela Manley” 

(which is, of course, also a public persona). The poem envisions Dela and “the author of 

Agnes de Castro” as a team of queens, two racing partners who will surpass the talent of 

literary men and will elevate other writing women through the force of their 

accomplishments. 

 Even in this positive and comradely poem, though, we can see the first hints of the 

turn from support to ambition that would sour Manley's relationship with Trotter. This 

shift coincides with the rhetorical turn in the poem itself, occurring in the first line of the 

sestet, which begins with a trochee rather than an iamb: “Fired by the bold Example, I 

                                                
16 McDowell writes that “Neither 'Aphra' nor 'Orinda' were appropriate models for Manley as a post-

revolutionary woman party writer. Accordingly, she ultimately rejected both models in the New 
Atalantis—and created new, more empowering one instead” (233).  
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would try . . .” Despite Trotter's clear ascendancy in the first half of the poem, Manley 

executes a swift takeover, replacing “you” with “I.” But she quickly grows conciliatory 

again, bringing Trotter into the “we” of the poem's last lines as she invites her sister poet 

to join her in the project of “subdu[ing]” not just the male poets who currently hold the 

poetic “Lawrels,” but the “Crowns” of powerful political targets. In this early poem, 

Manley announces an ambition at once political and artistic. When this poem was written 

in late 1695 or early 1696,17 it seems, she believed herself capable of producing poetic 

works that could radically alter the literary world while also influencing the lords and 

ministers of the realm. Moreover, she claimed to believe that other women writers would 

be eager and able to assist her in her poetic project.  

 This early optimism of Manley's, shaped by her experience as a participant in an 

ambitious female coterie, demands more critical attention for its brevity as well as for its 

direct contradiction of her later attitude toward other women writers. Furthermore, this 

boosterish stance appears in a series of works with complexly entangled publication 

histories that ought to inform our understanding of her later autobiographical writing. 

When measured as generously as possible—from Manley's first known publication to the 

printing of the collection The Nine Muses in 1700—this golden period lasted only four 

years. It may be most accurate, however, to limit it to less than one.  

 1696 marked Manley's return to London. It was also the year in which her first 

three major works—Letters Writen by Mrs. Manley, The Lost Lover; Or, the Jealous 

Husband: A Comedy, and The Royal Mischief: A Tragedy—appeared in print, in that 

                                                
17 See the next page for an explication of this date.  
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order.18 During the course of her career, Manley staged two long retreats from London 

after suffering harsh social setbacks. Her first absence was prompted when she lost the 

favor of Barbara Palmer, who had taken Manley in after her marriage to her bigamous 

cousin John Manley ended and left her without a direct means of support. Palmer, a 

former mistress of Charles II, was Manley's first—perhaps only—female patron.19 After 

Palmer tired of Manley in 1694, Manley left London—in June, according to the dates in 

the epistolary collection Letters Writen20—and was likely absent for at least a year.21 Her 

return to London initiated her career as a playwright and poet, but it is unclear whether or 

not she visited the city during her absence. In the preface to The Lost Lover, Manley 

claims that she has in “the six foregoing years” only seen two plays in town, and that she 

“had lived buried in the Countrey,” but references in Manley's 1696 productions to plays 

performed before the 1696 season suggest that she was familiar with recent happenings in 

                                                
18 Letters Writen was advertised in February 1696, The Lost Lover in April 1696, and The Royal Mischief 

in June (Carnell 256 nn. 1-2). The Lost Lover was performed “in about March 1696” at Drury Lane, 
while The Royal Mischief was performed at Lincoln's Inn Fields around May 1696 (Carnell 83). 

19 Barbara Palmer (née Villiers; 1640-1709), Lady Castlemaine, Duchess of Cleveland, was rewarded by 
the king with the title of lady of the bedchamber, as well as with her own estates (Morgan 55). Morgan 
suggests that Manley absorbed much of her knowledge of the court during her stint with Palmer (56). 

20 The collection includes seven letters dated June 1694, then one later letter dated 15 March 1695, in 
which Manley claims not to have any idea when she may be able to return to London. Carnell suggests 
that this seeming uncertainty may have been false and that Manley may actually have gone back to the 
city as early as late spring 1695 (87). The collection also includes, as its title page notes, “A LETTER 
from a supposed NUN in Portugal to a GENTLEMAN in France, in Imitation of the NUN's Five LETTERS 
in Print, by Colonel Pack” (LW t.p.). Manley asks her correspondent for his opinion of this letter.  

21 According to Manley's account in Rivella, Palmer grew tired of Manley and, in order to get rid of her, 
charged her with having attempted to seduce Palmer's son (Rivella 38). Manley chose to leave Palmer's 
house in the summer of 1694 (Carnell 11). Carnell suggests that Manley may have been supported by 
John Manley during her travels, and that she may even have traveled to Exeter to be near him (82). 
Alternatively, she proposes that Manley might have been “returned to London incognito as the mistress 
of someone, as yet unidentified, whose reputation she was trying to protect, along with her own” (86-
87). Carnell suggests that this patron and lover may also have been the recipient of the letters in Letters 
Writen, but cannot offer direct evidence to support this (88). 
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the London theatre world despite her travels in Exeter (pref. 1).22 Her friendship with 

Trotter and the appearance of her prefatory poem for Agnes de Castro suggest that 

Manley returned in late 1695.23  

 Letters Writen by Mrs. Manley (LW), which documents Manley's journey to 

Exeter in a series of letters addressed to a friend in London, introduced Manley to the 

literary world while insisting upon her reluctance to appear in print. According to its 

preface, the volume was edited by an associate of Manley's named only as “J. H.,” who 

identifies himself as a friend of Manley's father and a person still deeply interested in her 

welfare.24 J. H. does not state that he was the recipient of the letters, though Carnell 

suggests that he could have been; she also assumes that Manley may have relied upon a 

lover's patronage during her journeys back and forth to London between 1694 and 1696 

(87-88). If all of Carnell's suppositions about this period of Manley's life are correct, then 

J. H. may have been not only Manley's editor but also her patron, lover, and literary 

correspondent. This is all speculation, however, and Carnell's assumption that Manley 

must have been under the protection of a lover if she returned to London before 1696 

relies on a minimum of evidence. The critical fantasy that has grown up surrounding 

Eliza Haywood, Martha Fowke, and their supposed romantic rivalry over Richard 

Savage—the other main topic of this dissertation—demonstrates the dangers of ascribing 
                                                
22 Carnell cites references in Manley's 1696 works to Congreve's The Double Dealer (1693), Southerne's 

Oroonoko (1695), Dryden's Aureng-Zebe (reprinted 1694, possibly revived 1693-94), and Etherege's 
The Man of Mode: or, Sir Fopling Flutter (also likely revived in 1693, reprinted 1693) (85-86).  

23 Agnes de Castro was printed in January 1696; Carnell concludes that it likely premiered in December 
1695 (86). 

24 Carnell lists several candidates for the role of “J. H.,” including James Hargreaves, John Hughes, and 
John Hervey, later the first Earl of Bristol, her own nomination (88). Hervey was briefly unmarried in 
1694, which leads Carnell to speculate about a possible flirtation (88). She also nominates Sir Thomas 
Skipwith as a possible recipient of the letters, based on Manley's account in Rivella of their odd 
romantic entanglement (Carnell 88-90).  
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romantic motivation to a woman writer rather than literary ambition. In the prologue to 

her comedy The Lost Lover, Manley warns against assuming that she had more masculine 

assistance than she admits to. She states that male critics, “if our Play succeeds, will 

surely say / Some private Lover helpt her on her way, / As Female Wit were barren like 

the Moon, / That borrows all her influence from the Sun” (LL pref. 4). Carnell does not 

intend to malign Manley's literary talent, of course. But unless clearer evidence of a 

romantic patronage relationship in the 1690s comes to light, we ought to remain cautious 

about assigning Manley one. 

 J. H. writes to Manley in the preface that he “warmly oppos'd [her] Design of 

Writing Plays; and more, that of Making them Publick” and decided to publish the letters 

without her consent in order to “giv[e] the Town a true Taste of your Thoughts and 

Sense; I say, a true Taste, for here you cannot but be suppos'd to speak for your self”25 

(LW ded. 3, 4).26 Of course, the reader has no way of knowing if these letters represent a 

“true Taste” of Manley's character or talent; the letters themselves may be fictional 

creations, as may “J. H.,” and even if the letters do represent Manley's real 

correspondence, Manley, J. H., or others involved in the publication process may have 

edited their content.27 But the pose of the collection—the characterization of Manley that 

                                                
25 J. H. is not the only one of Manley's male literary intercessors to claim that her letter-writing offered a 

truer representation of her genius than her other prose or poetry; Charles Lovemore, the fictional 
narrator of Rivella, also prefers her letters to any of her other writing, which may suggest that Manley 
herself also believed her epistolary prose to have some special quality. 

26 Morgan claims that Manley “had [the letters] quickly withdrawn” after their publication (73), though 
Carnell makes no mention of this.  

27 Despite her speculation about the possible identity of J. H., Carnell also states that “it seems more likely 
that such a claim [of the letters being illicitly published] was intended as a sales pitch, to suggest that 
there was something more risqué than there actually was in this brief epistolary collection” (105). But 
this is not merely a prefatory pose. The text itself also reminds us of the presence of an intermediary 
editor and foregrounds the fact of its curation. Between Letters VII and VIII, for example, the following 
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it presented to the London literary world in early 1696—is that readers may comprehend 

the real and “Incomparably Excellent” Mrs. Manley from her familiar letters (LW ded. 1). 

The work's title names her as its author; here she is not Delia, as in the New Atalantis, or 

Rivella, but the same Dela Manley who wrote so supportively of Catharine Trotter.28 

Leaving aside the role that J. H. ostensibly played in procuring and publishing the letters, 

this collection can be read as the only time Manley does “speak for herself” in her 

autobiographical writings without the adoption of a fictional persona. 

  These letters, with their sprightly, charming prose, display the talent for 

portraiture also evident in Manley's later satirical and epistolary works and establish their 

author as a sophisticated and cosmopolitan observer with a fine literary mind. Yet the text 

invites a sort of reader interaction very different from the gleeful tabloid gawking 

prompted by Manley's later scandal fictions. While Manley's depictions of her 

coachmates can be bitingly precise, the warm and clever tone of the letters encourages 

the reader to enjoy the satirical descriptions of the “low, disagreeble [sic]” Mrs. Mayoress 

and the pompous fop “Beaux”29 with his “dying Eyes” from the writer's superior social 

and intellectual perspective (LW 27, 7, 27). Furthermore, the letters are studded with 

moments of intimacy, whether real or constructed, as when Manley asks her friend in 

town to sort out the chocolate order she forgot to settle, or when she laments wryly, 
                                                

statement appears, marked with a manicule: “There happen'd a long Intercourse between these Letters; 
but Business unfit for the Publick keeps 'em at present conceal'd” (LW 62). 

28 Carnell also proposes that Letters Writen's supposedly clandestine publication may be intended to allude 
to Trotter's The Adventures of a Young Lady (1693, originally printed as part of Letters of Love and 
Gallantry and Several Other Subjects, All Written by Ladies; later reprinted as Olinda's Adventures: or 
The Amours of a Young Lady in 1718), a work she calls “proto-feminist” (106, 109). Manley does refer 
to this text when mocking Trotter Cockburn in Rivella by giving John Tilly the name “Cleander,” the 
same name as Olinda's correspondent/lover. As Carnell acknowledges, however, Manley's work owes 
more to the travel narrative tradition than to Trotter's epistolary/amatory fiction. 

29 Despite the plural form, Manley does seem to mean this as a singular name. 
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having left London only two hours before, that “All my Constancy is not Proof against 

the Thoughts, I am going to have no Lover but my self for ever” (LW 3-4). These letters 

do hint at flirtation, for even this early Manley is not all propriety, but she brandishes her 

wit as part of that cheeky performance rather than with real intent to harm. 

 This performative element to the text highlights another crucial feature of Letters 

Writen: its author's obvious confidence in her own abilities. Manley seems to envision 

herself as a sparkling public figure, a literary conversationalist whose travel accounts 

must hold interest for an intelligent audience.30 Not yet embittered by the cruelty of 

critics or the unreasonable nature of the public, she writes breezily that she “think[s] 

Imitation the hardest Part of Writing: It confines a Free-born Genius, which naturally 

loves Untrod Wilds; at least, if I may guess at anothers [sic] by my own” (LW 63). Here, 

Manley is willing to assign herself a measure of literary genius and to measure others' 

talents according to her own standard. Though likely composed at least a year before 

Manley wrote her prefatory poem to Trotter, this passage hints at the writerly bravado 

Manley would display upon her return to London.  

 Carnell suggests, when discussing Manley's later epistolary collection The 

Remaining Part of the Unknown Lady's Pacquet of Letters (1707), that Manley aimed in 

that work to “establish[ing] her authorial persona as someone who just might know a 

little more about most public figures than they would like her to” (158). Letters Writen 

demonstrates that Manley's earliest autobiographical writings were concerned with 

different aspects of self-fashioning. In 1696, as she enters the literary marketplace, 

                                                
30 Carnell lists the work's allusions to d'Aulnoy, Cowley, Donne, Congreve, Cleveland, and others (109).  
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Manley presents herself as a writer who is sensitive to the niceties of social hierarchy, but 

hardly a dangerous satirist or an overtly political force. This is not, of course, the same 

authorial persona Manley would later cultivate. Manley's experiences in the remainder of 

1696, and the satirical treatment she received in The Female Wits, may partly explain 

why her autobiographical self-presentation altered so dramatically.  

 The two remaining works of Manley's printed in 1696 were plays: one comedy 

and one tragedy. Critics often mention these plays' paratexts, but have rarely devoted 

much attention to analyzing Manley's self-presentation in these prefatory essays other 

than to note that she responded bitterly to her contemporaries' criticism of her dramatic 

work. In fact, these prefaces demonstrate a continuity of expression with Letters Writen 

and “To the Author of Agnes de Castro.” They also reveal that Manley had drastically 

revised her expectations of success as an author and of the support available to her as a 

woman in the literary marketplace. Though The Lost Lover (LL) appeared in print shortly 

after Letters Writen in 1696,31 the play's “little success . . . in the Acting” had already 

begun to sour Manley against the literary marketplace and against women who did not 

support her ventures into it.  

 The Lost Lover is a comedy in the Restoration style perfected by Congreve and 

Wycherley, full of sexually ridiculous older characters and scheming younger 

characters.32 Sir Thomas Skipwith,33 one of the owners of Drury Lane, championed the 

                                                
31 Carnell concludes that, though the Term Catalogue lists The Lost Lover as having been printed between 

April and June 1696, it is likely that Letters Writen actually appeared in print first, as it was advertised 
in February, several months before either play was advertised (105). 

32 Carnell identifies the play as neither quite “a traditional Restoration 'comedy of manners'” nor an entry 
in “the newer 1690s genre of 'sentimental comedy'” (95). She insists that The Lost Lover therefore 
“ruptured familiar social and dramatic conventions” and later states that “Manley . . . frequently 
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play, and Manley thanks him profusely for his patronage. Nonetheless, the play ran for 

three nights only. Manley blames the failure of The Lost Lover on a number of factors, 

citing her country retirement, her haste in writing, male critics' disapproval of women 

writers, and female audience members' recalcitrance. She engages in autobiographical 

self-defense by contextualizing the writing of this failed play in the larger scope of her 

nascent literary career. To do so, she winces away from her earlier declarations of 

“Poetick Vanity” and identifies herself as a gently bred, unworldly, leisured woman 

writer whose works were meant only for her own entertainment, not for the rigors of 

critical evaluation (LL pref. 3). In this prefatory essay, Manley attempts to reassert 

control over others' perceptions of her literary career. And she has evidently developed a 

notion of herself as possessing a career, one that can be chronologically organized, 

accurately interpreted, and/or distorted. Displeased with the effect The Lost Lover's 

failure will have on her reputation, she demands that the “Witty Criticks” who “make a 

Jest of my proving so favourable an Enemy” not judge her poetic talent by that play 

alone. She reminds readers that The Lost Lover was “writ two years before” she produced 

“the Verses . . . before Agnes de Castro, where, with Poetick Vanity I seemed to think my 

self a Champion for our Sex” (LL pref. 3). This dates the composition of The Lost Lover 

to 1694 at the latest, presumably not long after the June 1694 letters of Letters Writen, as 

Manley claims that she wrote The Lost Lover merely to while away “some tedious 

                                                
ruptured traditional representations of gender roles in her stage productions” (95, 97). 

33 Carnell notes that Skipwith was the MP for Malmesbury (1696-98), but “there is no record of his having 
spoken in Parliament” (84). Manley's willingness to accept his patronage, as well as the support of the 
Duke of Devonshire, supports Carnell's thesis that Manley was hardly as rigid a Tory as she later 
claimed and that she “sought out the [sic] intellectual and political comradeship from politically purist 
Tory writers such as [George] Granville, while simultaneously seeking the financial patronage of 
womanizing Whigs” (93). 
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Country hours, not imagining [she] should be so severely repay'd” by criticism (LL pref. 

2). By explaining the timeline of her literary productions, Manley seeks to disarm critics 

who “Object” to her bold entry into print (LL pref. 3). “[L]et me tell them, this [LL] was 

not design'd a Consequence of that Challenge [to the poem],” Manley reiterates (LL pref. 

3). The play, she says, “cannot have a smaller Share in their Esteem than mine” (LL pref. 

4). 

 When read in conjunction with the preface to The Lost Lover, the bright, amiable, 

confident tone of Letters Writen takes on an almost tragic cast. Contrast Manley's 

declaration that “Imitation . . . confines a Free-born Genius, which naturally loves Untrod 

Wilds; at least, if I may guess at anothers [sic] by my own” (LW 63) with this bitter self-

rebuke: 

I am now convinc'd Writing for the Stage is no way proper for a Woman, 

to whom all advantages but meer Nature, are refused; If we happen to have 

a Genius to Poetry, it presently shoots to a fond desire of Imitation. Tho' to 

be lamely ridiculous, mine was indulged by my Flatterers, who said, That 

nothing cou'd come from me unentertaining; like a Hero not contented 

with Applause from lesser Conquests, I find myself not only disappointed 

of my hopes of greater, but even to have lost all the glory of the former; 

Had I confin'd my Sense, as before, to some short Song of Phillis, a 

Tender Billet, and the freedom of agreeable Conversation, I had still 

preserved the Character of a Witty Woman. (LL pref. 2) 

Manley's “Genius,” rather than being “Free-born” and feeling trapped by the duty to 
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imitate earlier traditions, “presently shoots to a fond desire of Imitation,” and fails at that 

task, as well. Her aesthetic expectations, though lowered, still remain out of reach. Unlike 

Catharine Trotter, whom she celebrated in print only months earlier as a “Conqu'ror,” 

Manley has not been able to “snatch” the “Lawrel” of poetic “glory” she set out to claim 

(“To the Author of Agnes de Castro” l. 8 and 7, LL pref. 2). She is “like a Hero,” but a 

“disappointed” one, having lost even “the Character of a Witty Woman”—the very 

character that Letters Writen so carefully establishes. In a fashion, the preface to The Lost 

Lover succumbs to J. H.'s fear that Manley's involvement with the theatre will ruin her, 

though Manley emphasizes her loss of artistic reputation over any lost social cachet.  

 Manley acknowledges flaws in the play, which she insists was written in “seven 

Days” and had its “better Half . . . cut” in performance (LL pref. 1). But she also makes 

clear that responsibility for The Lost Lover's failure lies with its audience as well as in her 

own “fond” folly (LL pref. 2). She specifically cites a lack of support from women, 

complaining that not even “the Modesty of the Play it self . . . [could] prevail with the 

Ladies to Espouse it” (LL pref. 3). We hear no more of the “Untrod Wilds” that were 

accessible to genius in Letters Writen, which itself portrays female friendship as the only 

worthy social interaction available to Manley on her amusingly miserable journey, or of 

the flights of aesthetic triumph Manley and Trotter hoped to make.34 Now, Manley 

bemoans the fact that female audience members cannot even bring themselves to 

“espouse” her comedy, despite her desire to please them. Manley did reach out to the 
                                                
34 In Letter IV of Letters Writen, Manley gives an account of her new friendship with a fellow traveler 

named Mrs. Stanhope, who “went with me to my Chamber, and after much Discourse, offered 
Friendship, and mutual Knowledge of each other” (LW 36). This new intimacy provides Manley with 
another source of gossip, as Mrs. Stanhope cements their friendship by telling a story of her own near-
seduction by an unscrupulous Captain. 
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women who attended her play, though she may have misjudged her approach. The play's 

“Epiloge” [sic], spoken by Miss Cross, opens with an address to the “Kind City Wives” 

in the audience, reminding them of the chastity of the character Olivia and encouraging 

them to be “Her Apes in Virtue” (LL ep. 1). When the epilogue begs directly for support, 

though, it shifts to addressing male audience members in a move that foreshadows 

Manley's later self-descriptions as an object of masculine desire in Rivella: 

  But for our Poetess—Lord, no Virgin ever 

  Resigned so bashfully her darling Treasure, 

  She sweats and reddens, then turns pale for fear, 

  See what disorders you can give the Fair; 

  Shou'd I ask ne're [sic] so much to make you kind, 

  You'd damn or pitty [sic] as ye are inclin'd, 

  Tho' each in private wou'd be sworn her Lover, 

  Scarce one true Friend the Publick will discover. (LL ep. 1) 

Manley as faux-virgin author hardly seems to “ape” the virtue of her character, and her 

decision to exclude women from an appeal for kindness while teasingly lecturing them 

about their own morality seems unwise. The prickliness of this epilogue also militates 

against the notion that Manley did have a secret male patron devoted to nurturing her 

literary career, or at the very least suggests that she was unsatisfied with that patron's 

protection of her and her work. Of the play's reception, she writes, “After all, I think my 

Treatment much severer than I deserved; I am satisfied the bare Name of being a 

Woman's Play damn'd it beyond its own want of Merit” (LL pref. 4). Though she 
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promises to “bear so great a Loss (even of Fame) with patience,” Manley also concludes 

bitterly that she “now know[s] my Faults, and will promise to mend them by the surest 

way, not attempting to repeat them” (LL pref. 2).  

 When The Lost Lover appeared in print, however, Manley's tragedy The Royal 

Mischief (RM) was then already in rehearsals and would soon face the “Offended Judges” 

of the town (LL pref. 3).35 This tragedy depicts the downfall of the strong-willed Persian 

queen Homais, whose lust for her nephew, Levan Dadian, leads to the gruesome deaths 

of the majority of the court, including the virtuous Bassima, whose “Sherbet” is poisoned 

by Homais's eunuch Acmat (RM 41); Homais herself, who is stabbed by her husband and 

“dash[es]” him “with [her] gore” (45); and Osman, the Chief Vizier, who is killed by 

being fired out of a cannon.36 The play managed six performances (Carnell 99), but 

Manley was still stung by its critics and responded with another defensive preface. 

Modern critics often quote the first line of this preface—“I shou'd not have given my self 

and the Town the trouble of a Preface, if the aspersions of my Enemies had not made it 

necessary” (RM pref. 1)—to demonstrate how ill-suited Manley was to dramatic writing 

and the competitive world of the theatre.  

 Manley's prefatory essay aims specifically to rebuke women who have refused to 

see her play because of the negative rumors others have spread about its content. “I am 

sorry those of my own Sex are influenced by them ['my Enemies'], and receive any 

Character of a Play, upon Trust, without distinguishing Ill Nature, Envy, and Detraction 

                                                
35 The Royal Mischief was produced by Betterton's new theatre at Lincoln's Inn Fields, as Manley had 

quarreled with the managers of Drury Lane.  
36 Carnell suggests that the play can be read as “a critique of the problem for royalists of a weak (hence 

impotent) monarch, such as James II” (104).  
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in the Representor,” she continues, and affects amazement at “Ladies” who “sit 

attentively, and unconcern'd at the Widow Lackitt,37 and her Son Daniel's Dialect, yet 

pretend to be shock'd at the meaning of blank Verse, for the words can give no offense” 

(RM pref. 1). She even insists upon the rigorous morality of her staging decisions, such as 

concluding a scene with the intervention of a third character rather than allowing a couple 

to “retire” together, “as resolving to perform Articles” (RM pref. 1). Finally, Manley 

reminds readers that she has drawn her portrait of the “wicked” Homais from Sir John 

Chardin's Travels into Persia38 (1711), and that she has “done her no Injustice, unless it 

were in punishing her at the last” (RM pref. 1).  

 Manley's characterization of female audience members as easily deceived prudes 

and of herself as their misunderstood victim represents her first engagement with the 

trope of feminine hypocrisy.39 She does not actually impugn the morality of the women 

in the audience or imply that their outward expressions of prudery conceal inward vice, 

but she suggests that female audience members condemn her play only because they seek 

to preserve their own characters as the sort of women who reject lewd dramas—that they 

are more concerned with appearances than with the moral truth of her play. She therefore 

seeks to change their perception of the play by explaining her own artistic motives. 

                                                
37 A “conventional stage widow” character in Southerne's Oroonoko: a Tragedy (1696); according to 

Kristina Bross and Kathryn Rummell, an addition of Southerne's to Behn's plot (59). 
38 Herman and Carnell explain that Manley also borrowed heavily from The Rival Princesses: or, the 

Colchian Court: A Novel (1689), a work anonymously published in R. Bentley's Modern Novels. See 
Carnell 102-104, Herman 188. Carnell notes that Manley's Letters Writen may also have been published 
by Bentley, according to at least one later advertisement (105).  

39 The Royal Mischief itself also touches on feminine hypocrisy when Ismael, Levan Dadian's cousin, 
describes women's secret lasciviousness as follows: “ . . . Virtue in such Souls is like their form, / Only 
exteriour Beauty, worn to deceive / The credulous World, and buy opinions / From the common rout-- / 
But when they meet a Lover to their wish, / They gladly throw the borrow'd Veil aside, / And naked in 
his Arms disclose the cheat” (RM 10). 



 

 55 

Noting that “[t]he principal Objection made against this Tragedy is the warmth of it, as 

they are pleas'd to call it,” Manley argues that love dominates the play because she 

thought it a more appropriate theme for a woman writer than “Ambition”—a topic she 

exploits to the fullest in her later scandal fictions, and one she also addresses here, given 

Homais's lust for power (RM pref. 1). Young Bassima's virtue ought to outweigh the 

queen Homais's violent passions, Manley suggests, and she herself should be celebrated 

for delicately negotiating the portrayal of sexuality and introducing a moral conclusion to 

Chardin's original narrative.  

 Despite its injured tone, the preface invites female readers to study the play, to 

realize its moral value, and to support Manley against the reputation-damaging criticism 

of men: “I do not doubt when the Ladies have given themselves the trouble of reading, 

and comparing it with others, they'll find the Prejudice against our Sex, and not refuse me 

the Satisfaction of entertaining them . . .” (RM pref. 1). The female audience members 

she addresses are not yet her “Enemies,” though they have been too easily swayed. 

Manley musters some of her early enthusiasm in order to educate them, declaring that she 

“shou'd think it but an indifferent Commendation to have it said she writes like a 

Woman” (RM pref. 1). The remainder of the paratextual material associated with the play 

also recalls the bold challenges Manley issued in “To the Author of Agnes de Castro.” 

Manley models the sort of support she requires by including three effusive poems 

celebrating her glorious poetic achievements (RM pref. 1). The first poem was written by 

Catharine Trotter, and the second by Mary Pix, while the third is anonymous40 and 

                                                
40 Carnell proposes that this poem may have been written by Skipwith or the Duke of Devonshire, to 
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written from a male point of view.  

 These poems effect a striking return to the heroic imagery of Manley's own poem 

to Trotter. Trotter's poem, “To Mrs. Manley, By the Author of Agnes de Castro,” portrays 

Trotter herself as the advance guard and Manley as the one who will finalize the female 

victory by driving men from “the Field” of the stage:  

  Th'attempt was brave, how happy your success, 

  The Men with shame our Sex with Pride confess 

  For us you've vanquishd, though the toyl was yours, 

  You were our Champion, and the Glory ours. 

  Well you've maintained our equal right in Fame, 

  To which vain Man had quite engrost the claim: 

  I knew my force too weak, and but assay'd  

  The Borders of their Empire to invade, 

  I incite a greater genius to my aid: 

  The War begun you generously pursu'd, 

  With double Arms you every way subdu'd; 

  Our Title clear'd, nor can a doubt remain, 

  Unless in which you'll greater Conquest gain,  

  The Comick, or the loftier Tragick strain. 

  The Men always o'ercome will quit the Field, 

  Where they have lost their Hearts, the Lawrel yield. (RM n.p.) 

                                                
whom Manley dedicated the play (92). 
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Yet despite, or perhaps because of, its proud certainty, Trotter's poem rings false in a way 

that Manley's celebration of her work did not. Manley has hardly conquered much of 

anything with her comedic and tragic productions, and Trotter's expansion of Manley's 

martial metaphors seems more likely to have conjured thoughts of retreat than of victory. 

Trotter's decision to place Manley's supposed victory in the past tense only heightens the 

contrast between the idealized situation of the poem, in which women have made real 

strides toward recognition as the poetic equals of men, and the reality acknowledged by 

Manley's preface.  

 Interestingly, Pix also employs martial language to celebrate Manley; all three 

women seem to be working from the same vocabulary, though Pix embellishes hers with 

an epic simile comparing Manley to “some mighty Hero” that infelicitously recalls 

Manley's self-description as a hero disappointed (RM n.p.). Pix labels Manley “the 

unequal'd wonder of the Age, / Pride of our Sex, and Glory of the Stage” and adds that 

she has   

  . . . charm'd our hearts with your immortal lays,  

  And tun'd us all with Everlasting Praise.  

  You snatch Lawrels with undisputed right,  

  And Conquer when you but begin to fight;  

  Your infant strokes have such Herculean force,  

  Your self must strive to keep the rapid course;  

  Like Sappho Charming, like Afra Eloquent,  

  Like Chast Orinda, sweetly Innocent . . . (RM n.p.)  
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Pix's poem emphasizes Manley's youth and inexperience, but it also connects her to the 

varied traditions of women's writing mentioned earlier in this chapter. Manley is like 

Sappho, like Aphra Behn, and like Katherine Phillips—though calling Manley “sweetly 

Innocent” seems about as accurate as describing her dramatic productions as triumphant 

blows for equal rights onstage, given the public awareness of Manley's marital history.  

 The unsigned poem's celebration of Manley, in contrast to those offered by Trotter 

and Pix, portrays her primarily as a seductress and codes her accomplishment as a woman 

writer in sexual terms. This representation presages her later self-descriptions in Rivella, 

in which Lovemore cites her amatory fiction as proof of her amorous powers. Here, the 

speaker begins by lamenting that “all our Sex” are “in one sad hour undone” by Manley's 

poetic prowess, but soon shifts to figuring Manley's body as a representation of her talent 

(RM n.p.). Manley's eyes and hands are objects of desire but are also the tools she uses 

for writing:  

  That hand but seen gives wonder and desire, 

  Snow to our sight, but with its touches fire:  

  You stroke our Souls, and all the Passions move, 

  By fierce desires made fit for raging Love; 

  Who sees thy yielding Queen, and wou'd not be 

  On any terms the blest the happy he 

  Entranc'd, we all fancie his Ecstasy.  

  Quote Ovid no more ye amorous Swains;  

  Delia, than Ovid has more moving Strains . . .   
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Desire itself is a product of writing, and Manley's role as a woman writer is to produce 

desire in her male audience. The conclusion of the poem states this baldly, in terms that 

echo the later language of Rivella: “She who by writing thus our wishes warms, / What 

Worlds of Love must Circle in her Arms” (RM n.p.). Yet this poem represents only a 

brief intrusion of masculine fantasy into the paratextual space. The prologue, printed next 

in the text of the play, returns to the theme of feminine sympathy and support for 

Manley's play, concluding with a line that could be read as blessing or threat: “My last 

kind Wishes Ladies are for you, / Espouse your Sexes Cause, and bravely too, / So may 

you still be fair, your Lovers ever true” (RM n.p.).  

 The question of how influential “the Ladies” were as a moral force for theatrical 

reform in the 1690s has been frequently debated. Arthur Scouten and Robert Hume 

concur with John Harrington Smith's identification of The Country-Wife (1675) as the 

first play widely boycotted by outraged women, though they note an earlier incident 

involving the throwing of fruit by women at a performance of The Custom of the Country 

(1620) in 1667 (53). Scouten and Hume also describe Behn's irritation with audiences 

that complained of bawdiness in her plays when stock comedies performed at the time 

were equally or more risqué (55-56). Intriguingly, Scouten and Hume suggest that 

audiences in the 1680s and '90s demonstrated extreme pickiness about “verbal indelicacy, 

rather than . . . sex or cuckolding as such,” which accords with Manley's frustration about 

female audience members who “pretend to be shock'd at the meaning of blank Verse” 

(56). Manley's plays may have suffered because of general audience malaise and a larger 

cultural trend toward the reform of theatrical language. Scouten and Hume head one 
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section of their essay “The Cranky Audiences of 1697-1703,” noting that in this period 

“Audiences continued to support stock plays, but for reasons which we do not pretend to 

understand completely they damned practically all the new plays mounted by both 

companies” (57). Manley's bad luck in the 1696 theatrical season may have partly been a 

precursor of this trend, though this would have offered little comfort to a woman seeking 

to make a living by writing plays.  

 Even the support of Trotter and Pix, which Manley apparently still retained when 

The Royal Mischief went to print, did not enable Manley to bear the loss of fame with 

patience, as she had promised to do in the preface to The Lost Lover. Carnell writes that 

“By 1697, . . . Manley had at least temporarily ceased trying to make a living by her pen” 

(111). While the appearance of The Nine Muses in 1700 complicates Carnell's proposed 

timeline, she accurately identifies a dramatic gap in Manley's publication record. 

 The Nine Muses: Or, Poems Written by Nine several Ladies Upon the Death of 

the late Famous John Dryden, Esq. (NM) represents the final printed documentation of 

Manley's literary career in the 1690s, as well as the final evidence of collegial feeling on 

Manley's part for other women writers. In 1700, Manley and seven41 other “Ladies” 

produced this anthology to mourn the death of John Dryden (NM t.p.).42 Manley wrote as 

“Melpomene: The Tragick Muse” and as “Thalia: The Comick Muse,” both of which are 

signed “Mrs. M----” (NM 1, 11). The other contributors to The Nine Muses included 

Sarah Fyge (later Egerton) as Erato, Catharine Trotter as “Calliope: The Heroick Muse,” 
                                                
41 Despite the long title of the volume, Manley seems to have written two of the nine poems. See notes 

below. 
42 Carnell lists the publication date of The Nine Muses as 1702 (115), but Yale University's copy of the 

work, available via Early English Books Online, bears the date 1700 on its title page. Carnell later gives 
the date October 1700 for the volume's publication (125). 



 

 61 

Mary Pix as “Clio: The Historick Muse,” “Mrs. D. E.” as “Polimnia: Of Rhetorick,” “Mrs. 

L. D.” as “Terpsichore: A Lyrick Muse,” “Mrs. J. E.” as “Euterpe: The Lyrick Muse,” and 

“the Honourable the Lady P-----” (Lady Sarah Piers) as “Urania: The Divine Muse.”43 

The paratexts appended to the anthology veer between coy deprecation and delighted 

celebration of the women poets' talent. Richard Basset44 signs the dedication to the Whig 

Earl of Halifax, Charles Montague [sic], claiming that “the ladies” are too modest to do 

so themselves and that “The Sex, which the Authors are of, is an excuse for their 

performance” (i). Yet an unsigned prefatory poem printed after this dedication, addressed 

to the volume's publisher, lauds the women poets' “divine” beauty and wit (iii-iv). 

Despite these disclaimers of their work and their talent—tactics also adopted by many 

male writers of the time, as Margaret Ezell notes in her excellent study The Patriarch's 

Wife (1987)45—Manley and her female colleagues consider themselves worthy to enter 

the literary sphere and even to ally themselves rhetorically with its greatest luminaries. 

Manley's place at the beginning of the volume, as well as the fact that she is the only 

writer to play the part of two muses, suggests that she was significantly involved in the 

anthology's creation.46  

                                                
43 Sarah Fyge is listed in the text as “Mrs. S. F.,” Catharine Trotter as “Mrs. C. T.,” and Mary Pix as “Mrs. 

M. P.” Carnell identifies Lady P----- as Sarah Piers (or Pierce), though she identifies Sarah Fyge as 
“Sarah Field” (125). (Fyge has been called by both names. See Jeslyn Medoff, “New Light on Sarah 
Fyge [Field, Egerton].”) Following the DNB, Carnell also credits Susannah Centlivre with the poem by 
“Polimnia,” though she acknowledges that the signature “Mrs. D. E.” lends little credence to this 
attribution (262 n. 49). “Mrs L. D.” and “Mrs. J. E.” also remain unidentified, and the non-standardized 
epithets given to the muses unexplained. 

44 Carnell also spells Basset's last name “Bassett” (126-27); Montagu's name is usually spelled without an 
E. 

45  See p. 88.  
46 Carnell concurs, stating that Manley “helped to organize” this anthology  (115). The only archival 

evidence for this is apparently an October 1700 letter from Sarah Piers to Catharine Trotter asking 
Trotter to thank Manley “for her discharge of the late trouble I gave her” due to an illness; Carnell 
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 The content of the elegies reinforces the importance of Manley's Melpomene, who 

serves as the leader of the call-and-response of grief that echoes through these poems. 

Melpomene's poem opens with an invitation to “Come all my sisters now in Confort [sic] 

join, / Each weep her Fav'rite's loss with Tears Divine” (1).47 She wears a “mourning 

Vail” for Dryden, “load[s] my Brow” with cypress branches, and winks at Dryden's “vast 

Ambition” as his only vice (NM 1). As Carnell points out, both poems display Manley's 

ability to write in a particular poetic genre—first a straightforward neoclassical elegy that 

cites many of Dryden's famous elegiac poems, then pastoral elegy, including an imitation 

of Dryden's heroic couplets (126). Yet Thalia's “On the Death of John Dryden, Esq.; / A 

PASTORAL” does not only imitate Dryden's pastoral elegies, but also prefigures Manley's 

own later adoption and subversion of the form in the New Atalantis, when she 

interpolates mercenary, overblown pastoral elegies for the Cokes into her prose 

narrative.48 Both poems of Manley's in The Nine Muses, in fact, involve forms of 

poeticized grief that Manley would later mock; both invoke the act of mourning with 

other female companions, the question of when it is appropriate to demonstrate grief in 

public, and the pastoral elegy as a refined expression of loss. Though the anthology as a 

whole strikes a solemn and respectful tone, these poems operates on two levels at once: 

the muses mourn together for Dryden's death, while the women writers embodying the 
                                                

theorizes that Piers may have been late delivering her poem (qtd. in Carnell 262 n. 49). 
47 The shared grief Manley's poem invites contrasts starkly with the masochistic ravening of the nymphs 

who exchange tales of woe in the elegies embedded in Manley's 1709 New Atalantis. In that text, the 
nymphs urge each other to reveal and dwell upon their deepest griefs, expressing a morbid desire for 
pain and portraying women's talk as a potentially dangerous mode of discourse. The Nine Muses, on the 
other hand, offers mannered and genteel lamentations for the death of a famous male writer and seeks to 
incorporate the participating women poets into an established poetic tradition. 

48 See Chapter 2 for a detailed explanation of the role these poems play in Manley's self-presentation as a 
poet in the New Atalantis, and for more about Manley's use of the name “Melpomene” in her later 
career. 
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muses mourn, too—but mourn by displaying their skill. Though Euterpe/Mrs. J. E. 

declares that “If Any dare on Dryden's Death to Write, / Not to express their Grief, but 

shew their Wit, / I the ambitious Purpose will reverse, / Deny my Aid, / And so shall each 

inspiring Maid,” the coy use of initials to sign the poems implies that the poets wanted to 

allow readers to admire the form they gave to their expressions of grief (NM 10).  

  Despite their confident participation in the literary community of which Dryden 

was a part, these women poets do not name a female successor to Dryden. To 

Melpomene, “all other Writers” seem like “Pale twinkling stars” next to Dryden's 

brilliance, though one of the nymphs of Manley's pastoral poem mentions Waller 

approvingly (NM 2, 12). Lady Piers's Urania nominates “Garth, who alone can justify the 

Claim” of inheriting Dryden's poetic throne, while Trotter as Calliope cites “Granvill” 

and “Vanbrugh” in addition to Garth but concludes that “Nature can no second Dryden 

give” (NM 4, 16-17). The Nine Muses offers an ambiguous portrait of female 

comradeship in the literary world. Manley's apparent role as editor or organizer of the 

volume speaks well of her professional relationships with other women poets, but the 

volume's silence regarding female poets who might emulate Dryden's accomplishments 

contrasts strikingly with the ambitiousness of Manley and Trotter's 1696 declarations of 

female triumph in the realm of poetry. There are no queens in this clutch of muses. 

 As I have explained, The Nine Muses is itself a blip in the trajectory of Manley's 

literary career: a brief spike in the trough between her most successful moments in the 

literary marketplace. It is not easy to assign a single cause to Manley's period of silence, 

which otherwise runs uninterrupted from late 1696 through 1705 or 1707, depending on 
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the attribution of the scandal fiction Queen Zarah and the Zarazians. This fallow period 

spans Manley's involvement in the infamous Albemarle lawsuit, her relationship with 

John Tilly, the death of Tilly's wife, and Tilly's subsequent decision to marry a rich young 

widow and dissolve their relationship, which seems to have spurred Manley to leave 

London again in 1702 or 1703. 

 Carnell and Morgan have, in extremely different ways, done excellent jobs of 

explaining the events of Manley's life during these years, and I will not reproduce their 

biographical work here.49 Most important for the purposes of this study is the fact that 

Manley's relationships with fellow writers began to unravel during this period, even 

though she seems not to have been writing herself. Manley's friendship with Richard 

Steele, never particularly stable, entered a newly combative phase in which Steele and 

Manley began trading insults in print in high Grub Street style.50 Manley's relationships 

with the women who constituted her original coterie also disintegrated. Given that 

Dryden died on 1 May 1700, Manley must still have been on reasonably cordial terms 

with Trotter, Pix, and Fyge Egerton in that year in order to organize The Nine Muses so 

quickly, and it is difficult to discern precisely when or why she turned against each of 

them. In 1704, for example, she visited Sarah Fyge Egerton in the country.51 In 1705, 

however, Fyge Egerton may have given evidence against Mary Thompson, a friend 

whom Manley was attempting to assist in a lawsuit (Carnell 130).52 Regardless of her 

                                                
49 In particular, see Carnell's Chapter 5 in A Political Biography of Delarivier Manley (113ff), which 

provides a terrifically cogent explanation of the complexities of the Albemarle suit and of Manley's 
relatively minor role in it. 

50 See Chapter 2 for more details about the Manley/Steele relationship and rivalry.  
51 Fyge Egerton's letter of invitation appears in Manley's Lady's Pacquet of Letters (563-564). 
52 See also Morgan 143, Herman 24-25. 
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actual misdeed, Fyge Egerton soon incurred Manley's wrath. Trotter's relationship with 

Manley fractured after Trotter introduced Manley to Tilly and likely worsened further 

when Trotter wrote a panegyric to the Duke of Marlborough (Morgan 103). And, 

according to Manley's thinly veiled portrait of her in the New Atalantis, Pix claimed 

several of Manley's poems as her own.  

 After the initial, fruitful period of writing documented in the coterie poems 

Manley traded with Pix and Trotter, Manley would not “in Confort join” with her sister 

writers again. Instead, she satirized them viciously for what she viewed as their 

hypocritical behavior and abandonment of their literary ambitions. No longer divine 

muses, Trotter, Pix, and Egerton become prudes and liars in Manley's later works, while 

Manley paints herself as a trusting, wounded target of their spleen. Though Manley felt 

her own artistic goals to be compromised by financial exigency, she ridiculed such 

compromises when committed by other women writers. The remainder of this chapter 

examines one reason why Manley's relationships with Pix and Trotter, in particular, 

might have failed, then summarizes the important events of the latter portion of Manley's 

literary career to contextualize the next chapter's analysis of her attacks on other women 

writers.  

 As we return briefly to 1696, I want to re-consider a term frequently used by 

critics of early eighteenth-century women's writing to denote a state of proto-feminist 

awareness evident in a text or in the writing of a particular author. Several critics, most 

notably Rosalind Ballaster and Ruth Herman, have labeled Manley's works—and, by 
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extension, her worldview—as “feminocentric.”53 The word “feminocentric” was not 

coined by feminist critics,54 but it nonetheless resonates with Cixous's edict, in “The 

Laugh of the Medusa,” that “woman must write woman”55 (877), and seems to have first 

been popularized by critics such as Carolyn Ruth Swift Lenz, Gayle Greene, and Carol 

Thomas Neely in their 1980 edited collection The Woman's Part: Feminist Criticism of 

Shakespeare, by Nancy K. Miller in her 1980 The Heroine's Text: Readings in the French 

and English Novel, 1722-1782, and by Joan DeJean in her 1991 Tender Geographies: 

Women and the Origins of the Novel in France. The term has since entered standard 

feminist critical discourse; a quick search on Google Books turns up nearly two thousand 

instances of the term, most post-1990. 

 In its most basic sense, this adjective fits Manley's body of work quite accurately. 

She evinces a concern with women, with their actions, their feelings, and, at times, their 

suffering. But when applied by feminist critics writing since the 1980s, the word 

“feminocentric” has an undeniably positive overtone, implying that a work centered 

around women will be more charitable to them than a comparable “androcentric” (or 

“phallocentric,” to use the word Cixous's translators choose) work of the same period. In 

Manley's case, we need to determine how her “feminocentric” works depict the women 
                                                
53 Herman refers to the “gyno-centric elements of Manley's work” (15). See also Ballaster, Seductive 

Forms, 114-15, 145; Ballaster, introduction to the New Atalantis, xiii. Anne Kelley has also adopted this 
term in her recent study of Catharine Trotter, which is subtitled “An early modern writer in the 
vanguard of feminism.” William Beatty Warner has criticized Ballaster's use of the term (“Formulating 
Fiction: Romancing the Reader in Early Modern Britain”; see works cited), but it otherwise seems to 
have entered into standard feminist critical discourse with little debate about its precise meaning or 
usage.  

54 The first usage of the term that Google Books turns up is from 1919, in a work by Arthur Wallace 
Calhoun entitled A Social History of the American Family from Colonial Times to the Present (119). 

55 Cixous's essay, as translated by Keith and Paula Cohen, does not actually use the word 
“feminocentrism,” though it promotes the concept of inscribing femininity. The word “phallocentric” 
does appear in the essay (879). 
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on which they focus. Ballaster calls “The New Atalantis . . . the most thoroughly 

feminocentric of her novels, almost exclusively narrated to women by women and about 

women” (Seductive Forms 145). Yet that text is rife with negative portraits of women: of 

Sarah Churchill, portrayed here and in Memoirs of Europe as a hypersexualized witch 

who will sacrifice nearly anything to accomplish her political ends; of the “new Cabal,” a 

group of crypto-sapphists who are both satirized and musingly celebrated for their 

independence from men;56 and of the women writers Manley ridicules. Manley attacks 

men, too. Richard Steele is not the only male target of her pen, and the New Atalantis's 

lamentations concerning how commonly men stray from women or betray them may well 

have shaped the amatory-fiction model of heterosexual romantic relations found in the 

writing of Eliza Haywood and others.  

 Critics who seek to connect the “feminocentric” amatory fiction tradition to 

Manley's work generally also represent her as a larval proto-feminist. But New Atalantis 

is the same text in which Manley engages in an unprecedented display of satirical passion 

against her former female friends and colleagues. Haywood did not merely borrow 

Manley's stereotypically predatory male characters, or her beautifully suffering ladies. 

She also adopted Manley's satirical methods, producing scandal fictions with inset 

satirical narratives that deride political figures as well as Martha Fowke Sansom, a former 

literary friend and colleague. Their rivalry and its tangled literary-critical history are the 

subjects of the second half of this dissertation. If we observe that the weight of Manley's 

disdain lands most heavily on her female colleagues, and if we also note that Haywood's 

                                                
56 I discuss the “new Cabal” in detail in the next chapter. 
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adoption of Manley's literary strategies produces works centered on women and works 

intended to destroy women's reputations, then surely we must also consider applying the 

term “feminocentric” to their shared satirical model of “women writing women.”   

 Of course, satirizing women was not a new idea at the turn of the eighteenth 

century. The Juvenalian satirical tradition relied on the stereotyping and mockery of 

women (and of many other targets). Many of the British and French querelle des femmes 

texts of the late-seventeenth-century engaged in satirical portraiture, and the periodical 

genre as developed in texts by Richard Steele, Aaron Hill, and others updated this sort of 

portraiture for a broader London audience.57 We must also question, therefore, how 

Manley's sudden drive to annihilate in fiction the writing women she had once befriended 

was linked to contemporary social discourses and perceived by her contemporaries.  

 Surprisingly, the most explicitly feminocentric satire in Manley's literary life was 

not her own work. It was, instead, a contemporary response to Manley's work and to her 

personality, and it may have dealt a hard blow to her heroic poetic project. In October 

1696,58 after the production of The Royal Mischief, Manley, Catharine Trotter, and Mary 

Pix were ridiculed onstage in The Female Wits (FW) (Carnell 83). The play was produced 

by the Drury Lane theatre company in response to Manley's having withdrawn The Royal 

Mischief from Drury Lane and taken it to Betterton's new company at Lincoln's Inn 

Fields. Purporting to offer a behind-the-scenes glimpse of Manley at work, the play cast 

Manley as “Marsilia,” an arrogant, flamboyant, and viciously hypocritical woman 

                                                
57 For an excellent summary of the 1680s/1690s querelles des femmes texts and how they defined the 

contemporary cultural discourse on women, see Rae Blanchard's 1929 article “Richard Steele and the 
Status of Women” (see Works Cited).  

58 See Carnell, p. 83.  



 

 69 

playwright, and Catharine Trotter and Mary Pix as her hapless colleagues and supposed 

friends. The play was anonymously published and its title page credits no author. Modern 

critics generally assume that it was thrown together by a group of Drury Lane actors, 

though Lucyle Hook suggests that the actor and writer Joseph Haynes may have been the 

group's prime mover (FW xii). The play follows Marsilia from her boudoir to a rehearsal 

at the theatre, where Marsilia proceeds to hold court over a group of friends, sycophants, 

and enemies as long-suffering actors practise a bombastic tragedy based on The Royal 

Mischief.59   

 Marsilia's pride and hypocrisy are the central conceits of The Female Wits, which 

is an extended joke about the effects of Manley's two-faced treatment of Calista (Trotter) 

and Mrs. Wellfed (Pix) and her profound misunderstanding of the social codes governing 

women's interactions. Marsilia believes that she can mock other women in clever asides 

while maintaining an appearance of friendship and accepting praise from those women 

for her own fine phrases. She does not realize that they are perfectly aware of her 

mistreatment of them and seems to think that all female friends treat one another in this 

manner. In the play's opening scene, Marsilia expects Calista and Mrs. Wellfed to visit 

her before she goes to the playhouse. Mrs. Wellfed arrives before Calista does, and as 

they wait, Marsilia execrates Calista in the following terms: 

Mar: Oh! 'Tis the vainest, proudest, senseless Thing, she pretends to 

Grammar, writes in Mood and Figure; does every thing methodically.---

                                                
59 Chapter 4 of Carnell's Political Biography mentions the possible political resonance of Marsilia's 

impatience to see “The Duke,” likely meant to refer to the Duke of Devonshire, the dedicatee of The 
Royal Mischief (84).  
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Poor Creature! She shews me her Works first; I always commend 'em, 

with a Design she shou'd expose 'em, and the Town be so kind to laugh her 

out of her Follies.  

  Mrs. Wellfed: That's hard in a Friend.  

  Mar.: But 'tis very usual. (FW 5) 

When Calista arrives, however, Marsilia lauds her as “the charming'st Nymph of all 

Apollo's train,” leaving Mrs. Wellfed to remark (accurately) to the audience: “So, I 

suppose my Reception was preceeded [sic] like this” (FW 5). Only a few lines later, 

Marsilia crows about their collegiality, friendship, and talent in terms that echo the tribute 

poems Manley, Trotter, and Pix had contributed to each other's works: “Now here's the 

Female Triumvirate, methinks 'twou'd be but civil of the Men to lay down their Pens for 

one Year, and let us divert the Town; but if we shou'd, they'd certainly be asham'd ever to 

take 'em up again” (FW 5). This is a dead-on satirical portrait of Manley as laurel-hungry 

artist, clearly based on her self-presentation in early 1696. It echoes the language of the 

poems Manley and Trotter wrote to celebrate one another's plays and recalls the dreams 

of female poetic triumph that Manley harbored when she first began to participate in the 

literary marketplace. 

 But this portrait of Manley also seems prescient, as it demonstrates that Marsilia 

merely plays at sisterliness. As soon as she has a receptive audience, she ridicules Mrs. 

Wellfed, countering the fop Mr. Aw'dwell's praise by exclaiming in surprise “That you 

shou'd wrong your Judgment thus! Don't do it, because you think her my Friend: I 

profess, I can't forbear saying, her Heroicks want Beautiful Uniformity as much as her 
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Person, and her Comedies are as void of Jests as her Conversation” (FW 11). This attack 

on Wellfed anticipates Manley's later treatment of Sarah Fyge Egerton, in particular, in 

its equation of bodily ungainliness with poetic failure. It also characterizes Marsilia as a 

woman who “can't forbear” transforming friends into targets. 

 Though Marsilia remains the comic center of the play, Calista draws ire for her 

youth, beauty, and pedantry, and Mrs. Wellfed for her stolid mediocrity. Both risk their 

dignity to impress George Powell with the powers of love displayed by their respective 

main female characters—whom they describe as their “Ladies”—in hopes of winning the 

next production spot in the theatrical line-up (FW 22). Yet the text accords them 

marginally more respect than it does Manley, who has “of late discontinued” her 

“Correspondence with the Muses …  for some more profitable Employ” (FW pref. 2). 

The preface describes Trotter and Pix, on the contrary, as “two Gentlewomen that have 

made no small Struggle in the World to get into Print; and who are now in such a State of 

Wedlock to Pen and Ink, that it will be very difficult for them to get out of it” (FW pref. 

3). Manley is also labeled a gentlewoman, but her relationship to print does not resemble 

“Wedlock.” Instead she sacrifices feminine-coded artistic aims for commercial 

opportunity, as she abandons her “Conference with the Muses” for extra-literary work. 

Nor, it seems, did the works she produced in 1696 evince an appropriately feminine 

modesty. Mrs. Wellfed, uninspired but correct, channels the voice of the male and female 

critics who condemned the sexual content of Manley's plays. When she expresses 

concern about the “warmth” of a few of Marsilia's favorite lines, Marsilia dismisses her 

blithely, stating, “Sure, Madam, I understand the ladies better than you” (FW 4).  
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 Marsilia claims to possess a special ability to craft drama that will involve the 

emotions of women; in effect, she identifies The Royal Mischief as feminocentric. Having 

declared that “there's none like” her dramas in the London theatrical world, she singles 

out the female roles in her plays to explain why her talent ranks above even that of 

celebrated actresses: “The turns are so surprizing, the Love so passionate, the Lines so 

strong; 'Gad, I'm afraid there's not a Female Actress in England can reach 'em” (FW 3).60 

Manley herself was careful to honor—at least in print—the famous actresses who graced 

her plays.61 But Marsilia seems utterly ignorant of the methods of preserving 

relationships with other women, has no interest in discerning their true feelings, and 

ascribes little value to those ties. As she declaims later in the play, “I always choose to 

believe what peases [sic: “pleases”] me best” (FW 57). Marsilia's willful blindness is 

humorous, of course, but also suggests that Manley intentionally skews her perception of 

the world according to the dictates of her own desires and opinions—an excellent quality 

in a political satirist, perhaps, but a difficult one in a friend.  

 Even when Calista and Mrs. Wellfed spar briefly, their exchange sharpens to a 

critique of Marsilia, who, as Mrs. Wellfed notes, “shows her Folly, in laughing at what 

she don't understand” when she mocks Wellfed's weak classical education (FW 15).62 

Eventually, having agreed that Marsilia is “very tedious,” they leave to dine together, 

breaking the triumvirate and excluding Marsilia (FW 21). Their reactions unmask 

                                                
60 Marsilia later states that “if we Poets did but act, as well as write, the Plays wou'd never miscarry” (FW 

60).  
61 See address “To the Reader” that prefaces The Royal Mischief, in which she celebrates Mrs. Barry. 
62 The text seems fairly sympathetic to the learned Calista, who insists to Mrs. Wellfed that “you, or 

whoever writes, imposes upon the Town” by writing despite lacking a classical education, and later 
repeats: “I'll maintain it with my Life; Learning is absolutely necessary to all who pretend to Poetry” 
(FW 15, 16). 
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Marsilia, revealing her deceitful doubleness and demonstrating that her conception of 

herself as a woman writer knowledgeable about the sentiments of other women is deeply 

mistaken. Feminocentrism, in the farcical world of The Female Wits, means directing 

one's satirical fire chiefly at women for the purpose of disguising one's own failings.63 

While it may seem strange to claim a moral center for a satire so focused on belittling 

dramatic reform, the play's final dismissal of Manley as “neither worth” the “love or 

hate” of those around her relies for dramatic impact upon its depiction of Marsilia as 

ungrateful and hypocritical in her relationships with women (FW 67). When Marsilia 

declares at the work's end that “by this Play, the Town will perceive what a woman can 

do,” the play's immediate satirical target is the lavish absurdity of her prose and plotting 

and the hubris of feminine attempts to seize the stage. But her statement seems equally 

applicable to the play's revelation of her hypocritical treatment of her fellow female 

writers. What a woman can do is attack other women.  

 The play's comic action relies on the premise that women writers must be 

conniving, hypocritical, and cruel to one another. Lucyle Hook argues that The Female 

Wits represents one example of a larger contemporary backlash against women 

dramatists, and that the play itself was “merely the distillation” of masculine critical 

opinion regarding Manley and other women playwrights (FW v). This backlash against 

female authors was not limited to the stage, nor was it unusual for a powerful woman to 

be satirized as jealous and conniving—Manley herself would level the same charges at 

                                                
63 According to this definition, the authors of The Female Wits have also produced a feminocentric play, 

as their satire focuses largely on women. The silly fops who attend Marsilia are props, not targets, and 
the men of the theatre earn only some gentle ribbing for their drinking habits. 
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Sarah Churchill. But in 1696, she had not attacked Sarah Churchill directly, nor had she 

written any of the fictions in which she would savage other women writers.64 This 

renders the specific satiric thrust of The Female Wits and the sharpness with which it 

targets Manley particularly startling. What, in 1696, might have inspired this apparently 

prophetic characterization of Manley as two-faced and willing to ridicule supposed 

friends to better her own position in the marketplace?  

 If we credit the authors of The Female Wits with a bit more subtlety than they 

display in print, we might consider the notion that the character of Marsilia is meant to 

exaggerate the hint of feminine rivalry present in The Lost Lover itself. In a footnote to 

her chapter on Manley, McDowell suggests that the character of Orinda, the “Affected 

Poetess” in The Lost Lover who takes her name from Katherine Philips' poetic moniker 

(LL 13), is meant to satirize Catharine Trotter Cockburn as well as other female writers:  

I read Manley's Orinda as I do her “Astrea” in the New Atalantis: as a 

satirical composite of the contemporary women writers (or rather their 

self-representations) Manley did not like. Regardless of how we are to 

interpret Manley's “Orinda” character, however, the character is further 

evidence of her concern with issues of female authorial self-representation. 

(McDowell 235 n. 27) 

                                                
64 It is difficult to determine why Manley later lashed out at the women who shared her role as satirical 

target rather than attacking the writer or writers of The Female Wits or other male critics who shared an 
animus against female writers. Manley had already stopped writing by the time the play was performed 
in October 1696, as the play's preface notes, and did not then feel that she needed to defend herself in 
print (FW pref. 2). It is also possible that she did not know who had authored the play—though, as 
Hook points out, it hardly mattered which member of the Drury Lane crew actually put pen to paper 
(FW xii). Given Manley's later insistence on the evils of hypocrisy, however, she might also have been 
reluctant to draw attention to a portrait of herself as a dishonest, self-obsessed flatterer apparently 
incapable of real friendship with other women. 
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In truth, Orinda barely appears in The Lost Lover at all. During her brief appearance, 

Orinda does speak at least one line that links her to the portrayal of Marsilia and Calista 

in The Female Wits, when she declares that she “finish't a Copy of Verses last night, 

which I have sent to half a score of my Friends for their approbation” (LL 13).65 Though 

she probably does represent Trotter, Orinda's presence hardly constitutes an attack of the 

sort Manley would launch against Trotter and other women in the New Atalantis. 

Conflating the two contributes to the static reading of Manley and her career that I 

described at the beginning of this chapter. In 1709, Manley enumerates the reasons that 

Trotter deserves her audience's disdain. But it is not clear at all why Manley might have 

wanted to produce a satirical composite character with some resemblance to Trotter in 

1696, and McDowell does not explain this. She observes elsewhere that “Manley tended 

to place herself in opposition to didacts … and she frequently portrayed contemporary 

moralists as hypocrites” (Women of Grub Street 236). Orinda is not a hypocrite, however, 

or a woman concealing her misdeeds behind any sort of mask—her chief vice is thinking 

too well of her own poetry. She is “silly,” as Susan Staves notes, self-centered, and 

entirely transparent (Literary History 111).66  

 In 1696, Manley had not yet developed or deployed the motifs and rhetorical 

strategies she would use to satirize other women writers. The depiction of Manley as 

hypocritical in The Female Wits in October 1696 could not, therefore, simply represent a 

                                                
65 Marsilia's statement that Calista “shews me her Works first” recalls this line (FW 5). Orinda's name also 

resembles that of “Olinda,” the title character in Trotter's Adventures of a Young Lady (1693), later 
retitled Olinda's Adventures (1718). 

66 Staves also considers the “Orinda” character evidence that “Manley begins her literary career as a 
daughter of Behn rather than a daughter of Philips” (111), countering McDowell's assertion that Manley 
rejected both women writers as unsatisfactory role models. 
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turning of her own rhetorical tools upon herself.  

 The simplest explanation seems the most convincing: that Manley engaged in this 

sort of hypocritical behavior in the presence of the Drury Lane actors responsible for The 

Female Wits while they rehearsed Manley's first play, The Lost Lover. The writers of The 

Female Wits would not likely have chosen to satirize Manley for qualities she did not 

possess at all. Effective satire depends on the sense of truth it conveys, as Manley herself 

would argue in her scandal fictions. I want to suggest the possibility that the Manley of 

The Female Wits does represent the real Manley—or a real Manley, at least, to the degree 

to which any person's behavior at a given time can stand in for his or her individual self. 

The Female Wits offers us a glimpse of a Manley who has not been accounted for by 

critics, a Manley who is neither the bold and flexible businesswoman of Rachel Carnell's 

political biography or the heroic proto-journalist of Paula McDowell's study. Even if 

Manley did act hypocritically during the rehearsal of The Lost Lover, of course, Marsilia's 

vices may reflect the writers' desire to characterize an outspoken champion of women 

writers as a traitor to other women and a symbol of women's failure to achieve parity in 

the literary marketplace or in the realm of aesthetic achievement.67 But the coterie in-

jokiness of the play, in combination with its relative lack of literary sophistication, does 

present the tantalizing possibility that the Manley on the page might resemble a Manley 

who truly existed. 

 In 1704, when The Female Wits appeared in print, Manley had not yet written any 

                                                
67 This characterization of Manley as a traitor to other women writers may also have been politically 

suggestive. Ruth Herman explains that the figure of “Faction” was frequently identified as female, 
beginning in 1704 (52). 
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new works. In fact, we cannot say with certainty that Manley authored any new works 

between 1700 and 1707. As I have mentioned, Manley fled London again after the end of 

her relationship with John Tilly, likely in 1702 or 1703. Carnell dates her return to 

London to 1705, citing records that note Manley's imprisonment in the Fleet “because of 

her 'Disregard of Her baile' in a lawsuit about which no other details have been 

discovered” (115).68 In 1705, The Secret History of Queen Zarah and the Zarazians 

Being a Looking-Glass for ------ ---------------- in the Kingdom of Albigion (1705) 

appeared in print.  

 Traditionally, critics have attributed this text to Manley and have mined it and its 

preface for points of comparison with Manley's later scandal fictions. But Manley's 

authorship of this text has been questioned by a number of critics, including J. A. 

Downie69 and, more recently, Carnell.70 Zarah does align in a broad sense with Manley's 

Tory political principles—chief among them a deep-seated hatred of the Churchills and 

their ambitions—and casts these ideological reactions in “a crude allegory” of 

contemporary London politics (Carnell 138). The timing of Zarah's publication in 1705, 

                                                
68 Carnell suggests that Manley have been desperate enough financially during this period to seek to 

finagle meals from her ex-lover Tilly's servants (115). In Rivella, Manley does lament the amount of 
money wasted on the Albemarle case, but never mentions her own time in the Fleet. 

69 Downie's article on the question of Zarah's attribution, “What if Delarivier Manley did Not Write The 
Secret History of Queen Zarah?”, though persuasive, does contain a strange error. Throughout the 
article, Downie refers to the work as The Secret History of Queen Zarah and the Zaranians (with an N, 
instead of a second Z). No editions I have found employ this spelling, nor have I seen any other critic 
mention this odd choice, though the work's title does seem peculiarly prone to being altered by critics. 
Morgan, in A Woman of No Character, consistently spells the work's title Queen Zara and the 
Zarazians, as does Ballaster in her introduction to the New Atalantis, presumably borrowing from 
Morgan. 

70 Herman offers a dissenting argument for the attribution of Zarah to Manley, while McDowell cites 
Zarah and its paratexts extensively in support her argument for Manley as empowered party writer, 
acknowledging only in her notes the extent to which Zarah consists of translations of previously written 
material. Ballaster's introduction to the New Atalantis also makes no mention of the debate over 
Manley's authorship of Zarah (xiv). 
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just as the Whigs were regaining power in the general elections, tempted earlier critics to 

assume that Manley's outrage over the new Whig ascendancy inspired her to begin 

writing scandal fiction, though admittedly in a less organized and effective manner than 

that of her later works. Yet the text's style differs not only from that of the New Atalantis 

and Memoirs of Europe, but, as Carnell notes, from the satirical pamphlets Manley later 

penned for Jonathan Swift and from the clever sophistication of her earlier Letters Writen 

(140).71 Most importantly, as Carnell explains, removing Zarah from Manley's 

publication record fundamentally alters our understanding of her development as a writer. 

If Zarah did not serve as Manley's apprentice work as a political satirist, then the New 

Atalantis was indeed “the first stone” that Manley cast against the Whig ministry, as she 

herself claims in Rivella (Carnell 141, 265 n. 14).  

 Manley seems to have tried to re-enter the literary marketplace with dramatic and 

prose works similar to those she produced in the 1690s, despite the ridicule she faced in 

The Female Wits and the attacks she cites in the prefaces to The Lost Lover and The 

Royal Mischief. In 1706, the Haymarket Theatre produced her play Almyna: or, The 

Arabian Vow, a serious fable about the “Heroick Virtue” of the beautiful virgin Almyna, 

who convinces the Sultan to abandon his vow to murder every woman he marries after 

less than a day of matrimony in order to avenge his first wife's infidelity (Almyna pref. 

                                                
71 Downie offers a number of other reasons not to assume Manley's authorship of Zarah: the fact that the 

work was originally published anonymously and only later linked to the New Atalantis, probably in an 
attempt to sell leftover stock; the fact that Manley never mentioned Zarah in Rivella, or anywhere else; 
and the fact that the preface, read by critics such as Dolores Duff as an expression of Manley's views on 
romance and scandal fiction, is actually a close translation of a French essay by Jean Baptiste Morvan 
de Bellegarde entitled Letters curieuses de literature et de morale (1702) (258). For more about 
attributions to Manley, John L. Sutton, “The Source of Mrs. Manley's Preface to Queen Zarah,” and 
Ruth Herman, “Similarities between Delarivier Manley's Secret History of Queen Zarah and the English 
Translation of Hattigé” and “A New Attribution to Delarivier Manley?”  
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3).72 In terms of content and style, this play seems an odd entry from a woman who had, 

less than ten years before, vowed to stop writing for the stage.73 If anything, the poetic 

aims of Almyna seem far greater than those of The Royal Mischief or The Lost Lover. At 

times, Manley's verse attains an almost Shakespearean cadence, which contrasts 

strikingly with the histrionic Jacobean excess of The Royal Mischief. But it is difficult to 

tell how to read this stylistic shift on Manley's part. She does not offer much prefatorial 

explanation of her motives or her aesthetic goals, nor does she make any grand claims 

about the worthiness of her play. Considering her admiring reference to Dennis's An 

Essay on the Opera's [sic] After the Italian Manner, Which Are About to be Established 

on the English Stage (1706) in the play's preface,74 Manley may have intended to ally 

herself with the contemporary movement for theatrical reform by highlighting the virtue 

and seriousness of her characters. But she also seems less grieved by Almyna's short run 

than she was by that of The Lost Lover, blaming only bad fortune in the form of actors' 

illnesses. Rather than turning the prefatorial space into a stage from which she can 

flounce off dramatically, Manley remains mannered and polite, and expresses hope that 

the play's publication will “prepare the Town against next Winter, for a new and kind 

Reception of it” (Almyna pref. 3). 

 In 1707, Manley also seems to have been hoping for a “new and kind Reception” 

for another genre of writing with which she previously experimented. She returned to the 

                                                
72 Though the printed version of Almyna was published in 1707, Carnell states that the play was 

performed in “late 1706” (111). Carnell also notes that the Haymarket Theatre's management had 
changed since 1696 (111). 

73 Ruth Herman and Rachel Carnell read political import into the mistaken “vow” in Almyna. See Herman 
196-97; Carnell 145-152. 

74 The prologue to Almyna, spoken by Mr. Cibber, also defends the play against the opera, depicting opera 
a whorish kind of performance meant for “warmer Climes” (Almyna prologue 2). 
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letter format with the first part of The Lady's Pacquet of Letters, a collection sold with 

Marie D'Aulnoy's Memoirs of the Court of England, also printed in 1707 and popular 

enough to be reprinted in 1708.75 These letters purport to be the stolen contents of 

Manley's mail, in the style of Charles Gildon's The Post-Boy Robb'd of His Mail: or, the 

Pacquet Broke Open (1706), and therefore feature entries “Suppos'd to be Written by 

Several Men of Quality,” including Richard Steele, in a series of letters written before 

their friendship soured.76 Though Manley is not “Suppos'd” to have written these letters, 

her status as the correspondent of men of quality might nonetheless have shored up her 

always-shaky reputation—or, depending on the light in which her readers viewed her 

correspondence, undermined it further. The multiplicity of voices in the “Pacquet” render 

its contents more unsettling than Letters Writen, as the “Unknown Lady” becomes a 

magnet for gossip, attracting information and entreaties of every sort. These small 

portraits of individuals and relationships, some scandalous and some innocuous, prefigure 

the narrative strategies of Manley's scandal fiction, in which a succession of narrators 

string together a series of digressive narratives that form a collective portrait of a 

particular stratum of society. 

                                                
75 Katherine Zelinsky repeatedly refers to this collection of letters as The Lady's Paquet Broke Open (see 

her Broadview edition of Rivella, 38). This form of the title is only present in the running heads of the 
1707 and 1708 editions and is rendered there as The Lady's Pacquet broke open. In the 1707 edition, the 
main title page for the volume lists Manley's work as The Lady's Pacquet of Letters, Taken from her by 
a French Privateer in her Passage to Holland. Suppos'd to be Written by several Men of Quality. 
Brought over from St. Malo's by an English Officer at the last Exchange of Prisoners., and the inner 
title page gives the title as The Unknown Lady's Pacquet of Letters. (Carnell refers to the work as a 
whole as The Lady's Pacquet of Letters, and refers to the first part as The Unknown Lady's Pacquet of 
Letters.) The 1708 edition's inner title page is the same, but the main title page lists the work as The 
Lady's Packet of Letters. I have not found any instances of the “paquet” spelling in the 1707/1708 
editions. Zelinsky may have borrowed this form of the title from Fidelis Morgan and indirectly from 
Paul Bunyan Anderson, as both refer to the work as The Lady's Paquet Broke Open. 

76 Carnell states that these “appear to be actual letters from Steele, or else close approximations of letters 
he seems to have sent her between 1697 and 1702” (121).  
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 Secret Memoirs and Manners of several Persons of Quality, of Both Sexes. From 

the New Atalantis, an Island in the Mediterranean (1709), the satirical anti-Whig scandal 

fiction for which Manley is still best known, represents her most effective deployment of 

those narrative strategies. It repackages what Manley termed “old Stories” for the 

consumption of an audience eager to read dramatic accounts of the supposed peccadilloes 

of the Marlboroughs and other Whig luminaries (Rivella 110). The text also includes 

Manley's first sustained attacks on other women writers and her first admission of defeat 

in the campaign for poetic glory she had initiated in the 1690s. She describes herself as a 

mercenary writer and as a victim of other women's spite and prudery, and depicts the 

literary world as a hierarchized realm in which some women may write for “pleasure,” 

while others, no matter how grandiose their original literary ambitions, are reduced to 

writing out of “necessity” (NA 92). In writing the New Atalantis, Manley abandoned her 

optimistic embrace of other women writers while simultaneously demonstrating a 

previously latent ability to assess the literary marketplace and the tastes of her readers. 

 Having crafted a form that inspired wild popular response, Manley attempted to 

reproduce and to trade on her success. In effect, she embraced and even publicized her 

status as a hack writer. After the New Atalantis, she turned out a rambling three-volume 

sequel entitled Memoirs of Europe Towards the Close of the Eighth Century. Written by 

Eginardus, Secretary and Favourite to Charlemagne; And done into English by the 

Translator of the New Atalantis (1710) within a year.77 Memoirs of Europe digresses not 

                                                
77 In addition, John Morphew printed a patchwork volume of previously published letters entitled Court 

Intrigues in a Collection of Letters from the Island of the New Atalantis in 1711 (see Herman 217, 294 
n. 63). This unauthorized reprint contains letters previously published in Letters Writen by Mrs. Manley 
(1696), as noted earlier, and also includes some letters drawn from both parts of The Lady's Pacquet of 
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with the controlled art of Swift or Sterne, but with the page-filling urgency of a hack paid 

by volume. As Paul Bunyan Anderson accurately notes: “Under the exigencies of daily 

life in Grub street no more haphazard jumble of material was ever heaped together to 

make copy for the printer than for the successive volumes of The New Atalantis” (“Prose 

Fiction” 177). The work was issued in two parts, and, in the preface to the second, 

Manley thanks her “Courteous Readers” for the “Incouragement” they “have given 

Eginardus, in less than six Months to take off so large an Impression, and suffering him 

to come to a Second Edition” (Memoirs of Europe Vol. 2 pref. 1). Their seductive 

approbation has “tempted” her to produce a second volume, which she promises will be 

even “more diverting” (Memoirs of Europe Vol. 2 pref. 1). Around 1711, Manley also 

began to compose political pamphlets for Jonathan Swift, who writes of her fondly 

enough as a woman capable of “cook[ing]” a pamphlet “in her own style” with little 

advice or assistance from him (Journal to Stella 244).78 She also took over the writing of 

Swift's Examiner from Issue 46 to Issue 52, in 1711 (Carnell 159). Her association with 

the periodical style has even led some critics to identify her as a possible author of The 

Female Tatler, though others have disputed this identification.79 

 Manley had already published several versions of her own life story before she 

produced The Adventures of Rivella; Or, the History of the Author of the Atalantis 
                                                

Letters.  
78 For lengthier discussions of Manley's role as a pamphleteer, see Herman's Business of a Woman, 

Chapters 5 and 6, McDowell's discussion of Manley in Women of Grub Street, and Carnell, Political 
Biography, Chapters 6 through 8. 

79 Regarding the Female Tatler, see Herman 223-24 and Carnell 217 (both against attributing the work to 
Manley). Manley has also been credited as the author of the 1725 Bath-Intrigues: in Four Letters to a 
Friend in London, which does resemble her Letters Writen. In the introduction to the Augustan Reprint 
Society's edition of Bath-Intrigues, however, Simon Varey argues for Haywood as the likelier author, 
given Manley's death in July 1724, allusions in the text to Haywood's own works, and the inclusion of 
the pamphlet's text in the 1727 Secret Histories, Novels, &c (Varey iii). 
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(1714), a short fictionalized account of her life structured as a conversation between two 

male characters about Manley (“Rivella”). According to Edmund Curll's later preface to 

the 1725 edition, Rivella was conceived as an act of self-defense, as Manley agreed to 

write it in order to prevent the publication of “a severe Invective upon some part of her 

Conduct” to be written by Charles Gildon and published by Curll (Mrs. Manley's History 

iv80). Manley was accustomed to presenting herself as a fictional character and to 

defending herself in print. While her early works merely hinted at autobiographical 

revelations and experimented with varied authorial personae, however, Manley's later 

works pair derision toward other women writers with a desperately autobiographical 

drive toward self-justification. As I explained in the introduction to this dissertation, that 

drive often seems to coincide with a woman writer's slide from producing coterie poetry 

or acceptably highbrow drama to prose written for pay. In my next chapter, I explore 

Manley's specific reasons for crafting self-defensive autobiographical writing and analyze 

the rhetorical means by which she incorporates attacks against other women into her 

autobiographical project. 

 Though Manley was not desperate for money in her later years, her final works 

reveal that she continued to make market-driven choices. In Rivella, she promised to give 

up satire, and billed her last produced play, Lucius, the First Christian King of Britain 

(1717), as evidence of her conversion from dangerous satirist to patriotic dramatist.81 In 

                                                
80 The Adventures of Rivella was republished by Curll in 1725 with the title Mrs. Manley's History of her 

Own Life and Times Published from her Original Manuscript, to which he added a preface describing 
the supposed composition history of Manley's autobiographical work.  

81 Manley's will mentions two other plays—“one Tragedy called the Duke of Somerset and one Comedy 
named the double Mistress . . . which may perhaps turn to some amount,” neither of which have been 
found in manuscript (qtd. in Carnell 223).  
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an even more transparent bid for readership, she next produced The Power of Love in 

Seven Novels (1720), a series of amatory fiction novellas indebted to Eliza Haywood's 

successful Love in Excess (1719-20).82 In the dedicatory epistle attached to this text, 

Manley identifies The Power of Love as part of a longstanding tradition of adapting 

ancient tales for modern audiences, and compares her aims to Dryden's, stating that she 

undertook “the same Design as Mr. Dryden had in his Tales from Boccace and Chaucer. 

Though with a far, far unequal Performance! As much as Poetry is more Eloquent than 

Prose; or an extraordinary Genius, preferable to None” (Power of Love xv-xvi). In 1700, 

Manley dared to eulogize Dryden twice in poetic form; at the conclusion of her career, 

she measures Dryden's poetry against her prose and Dryden's genius against her lack of it. 

No longer a bold champion of her sex's campaign for poetic achievement, she positions 

herself instead as a pragmatic author for hire who has experienced the limitations 

imposed on women writers by the misogyny of male critics and the hypocrisy of her 

female peers. 

                                                
82 See Ballaster, Seductive Forms, 153-54. 
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Chapter 2 

Delarivier Manley's Masks 

 

  There is a Meaning, in the very Name of a Poet, that shou'd seem to  
 prescribe us this Duty [of adopting the persona of “some figurative Speaker”]:  
 And the Use and Necessity of Invention can never be more manifest, than  
 where the Subject is so invidious, as Satire.  
  Who is there, to say Truth, so unguilty of the Follies of Life, that he  
 dares, in his own Proper person, stand out and justify the Right he assumes,  
 of reproaching the Conduct of Others? 
  --Aaron Hill, “Advertisement to the Reader,” The Tears of the Muses1 
   (1738), viii 
 

 

I. Satirical Personae 

 In this “Advertisement,” written almost two decades after the publication of the 

New Atalantis, Aaron Hill describes the ideal satirist as male, gentlemanly, public-

spirited, and driven by “Decency” to adopt a satiric mask because his flaws render it 

impossible for him to speak in his own voice (viii). Hill's ideal satirist bears little 

resemblance to Manley as she appears in her works, though perhaps rather more 

resemblance to the persona of Manley's that has become most popular with modern 

critics. Though Howard Weinbrot does not write specifically about Manley in his 1988 

monograph Eighteenth-Century Satire, he cites Hill's description of the ideal satirist to 

illustrate how eighteenth-century writers justified the adoption of satirical personae. 

Weinbrot's masterful explanation of satirical masking focuses on attacks leveled at Pope 

                                                
1 Intriguingly, the first muse who speaks in Hill's The Tears of the Muses is Clio, the muse of history, 

whose name Martha Fowke Sansom adopted as her poetic moniker. Hill and Fowke were romantically 
involved in the early 1720s (see Chapters 3 and 4). 
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in the late 1730s for hiding behind poetic personae, but his explication of the functioning 

of satirical masks in early eighteenth-century poetic discourse offers us a new way to 

approach Manley's writing, as well. Weinbrot demonstrates that the practice of satirical 

masking was widespread among periodical writers at the beginning of the century and 

that contemporary critics considered it acceptable for satirists to employ “an appropriate 

mask for the good poet and, . . . to remove an inappropriate mask from the bad person” 

(38).2 Manley's adoption of poetic personae and her frequent references to masks in her 

attacks on political figures and female colleagues are therefore not literary aberrations or 

signs that Manley was an immoral and compulsively aggressive writer or a brilliantly 

inventive smasher of genre boundaries.3 These literary tactics of Manley's nevertheless 

demand thorough analysis—not for what they symbolize about some real, static Manley, 

but because of the revelations they offer about her participation in the literary 

marketplace post-1700.  

 Manley drew inspiration from the tradition of classical satire, as did many of her 

fellow satirists. Thomas Blackwell, writing at mid-century, said of Horace's satirical 

personae that “By introducing various Characters, and making them talk each in their 

own style, you put a PERSON between you and the PUBLIC, and out of his mouth can say 

                                                
2 Weinbrot explains that critics in the early to mid-eighteenth century seem to have held two opposing 

ideas about satirical personae simultaneously. In many cases, they applaud poets for adopting virtuous 
personae capable of communicating moral messages to readers, but in other cases—as in Pope's case—
they deride poets for dishonesty, or assume that all statements made in a poet's work must reflect his 
own ideas. See Chapter 3 of Weinbrot's Eighteenth-Century Satire, pp. 34-49.  

3 These are the two roles usually assigned to Manley by modern critics. For moral indignation about the 
cruelty of Manley's writing and the underhandedness of her satirical attacks, see Susan Staves, A 
Literary History of Women's Writing in Britain, 1660-1789; for exceedingly valuable yet perhaps overly 
enthusiastic celebration of Manley's ability to remake genre conventions, see Rachel Carnell's A 
Political Biography of Delarivier Manley, discussed in detail in Chapter 1. (The remainder of this 
chapter addresses both books.) 
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many things which you could not have said so well, or possibly not said at all from your 

own” (Blackwell Vol. 3 71).4 Like Hill, Blackwell suggests that readers would accept, 

and perhaps even admire, a poet's choice to deliver his satirical attacks via a fictional 

persona. In this context, Manley's defensive fictionalization of her own life seems less 

unusual, as it merely extends the desire to “put a PERSON between [herself] and the 

PUBLIC.” But her drive to narrate the story of her life even in texts nominally unrelated to 

it is unusual, as are her attacks on other women writers. As we theorize and historicize 

the development of literary celebrity in the early eighteenth century, Delarivier Manley's 

masks allow us the opportunity to analyze how a professional woman writer attempted to 

control her own public image by creating textual portraits of herself and her literary 

enemies.  

 Though Manley invested just as much worth in “the Name of a Poet” as her male 

contemporaries did, she did not always feel qualified to claim that name. She therefore 

assumed a series of shifting poetic personae meant to justify her hastily written works and 

to exonerate herself from charges of immoral behavior. She also ridiculed women writers 

she considered untrustworthy or hypocritical by including in her texts malicious stories 

about their marriages and affairs, grotesque descriptions of their physical flaws, and 

broad hints about their sexual depravity. In effect, she created personae for them, often 

drawing on and customizing stereotypical comic figures such as a shrewish housewife, a 

foolish rake, or a faux-virginal gossip. When she attacked an individual repeatedly—as 

she did the Churchills, Richard Steele, and Catharine Trotter Cockburn—she assigned her 

                                                
4 Cited by Weinbrot, p. 39. 
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target a different stereotypical persona each time, slapping a new allegorical name onto a 

newly tailored stock figure to see if a second round of satire would work to better effect. 

She presented these satirical attacks as unmaskings, though her relationship with the idea 

of masking is far more complicated than the common frontispiece-portrait image of a 

satirist simply “remov[ing] the mask of hypocrisy and reveal[ing] the truth beneath it” 

(Weinbrot 43). This chapter addresses the complex interplay between Manley's own 

poetic personae, the stereotypical portraits she created of her satiric targets, and the 

metaphors she employs to describe their alleged hypocrisy. 

 As we consider Manley's post-1700 literary personae anew, we should also 

reconsider the impulse to refute identifications of Manley's works as trivial and 

workmanlike. In Gossip (1985), Patricia Meyer Spacks notes that “the assumed triviality 

of gossip has constituted one basis for attack on the activity,” but insists that gossip's 

triviality “might equally well supply a ground for defense. To make something out of 

nothing is gossip's special creativity” (15). Making something out of nothing is also the 

special creativity of the hack,5 and Delarivier Manley's post-1700 participation in the 

literary marketplace demonstrates her facility as a manufacturer of triviality and topical 

slander. But, as I have explained, late twentieth-century critical approaches to Manley's 

best-known works have labored to free her from charges of triviality by ascribing serious 

                                                
5 Spacks does not make explicit the parallel between gossip and hack writing in this section of her text, 

nor does she connect the triviality of gossip to the topicality of satire. Later, she does cite Heidegger's 
assertion that “idle talk . . . is not confined to vocal gossip, but even spreads to what we write, where it 
takes the form of 'scribbling'”—a word with hackish connotations (qtd. in Gossip 17). Spacks also 
describes representations of gossips that resemble the rhetoric of the breastplate of righteousness in their 
descriptions of gossips as aggressive “Backbiters” who “eat a man whole, or eat him piece by piece; 
they resemble the scorpion, which makes a good appearance with his face while spurting venom from 
his tail” [italics mine] (27).  
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political aims to even her most lubricious or silly narrative digressions. When critics 

acknowledge the triviality of the New Atalantis and Manley's other scandal fictions, they 

treat the gossipy elements of Manley's writing as weapons in her Tory satirical arsenal. 

But Manley's political aims were not the only extra-literary force shaping her texts and 

influencing her rhetorical strategies. Post-1700—or perhaps following the performance of 

the The Female Wits in 1696—Manley also employed gossip's trivial tools to manage her 

reputation. 

 We can discern three loosely defined groups of targets for Manley's satirical pen, 

as well as three corresponding modes of attack and accompanying authorial personae. In 

this chapter, I trace the boundaries of these categories primarily through a reading of the 

New Atalantis, in which she demonstrates all three modes of satirical self-fashioning. The 

first set of targets includes political figures or wealthy private citizens whose bad 

behavior Manley believes deserves public exposure. In the New Atalantis, written after 

the ascendancy of the Whig ministry in 1708, Manley attacks prominent Whig 

politicians, including John and Sarah Churchill, for what she sees as their self-interested 

mismanagement of the country. I address this category of attacks first in order to 

introduce the narrative and descriptive strategies Manley employs to represent hypocrisy, 

not in an attempt to repeat the fine analysis of Manley's political motives already 

performed by Herman and Carnell. Though my study of Manley's treatment of the tropes 

of feminine rivalry intersects frequently with their accounts of her political activity, the 

shape of this chapter derives not from an argument about Manley's flexible political 

affiliations but from the unsteady trajectory of Manley's career in the literary marketplace 
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and the ruinous effects her professional insecurity had on her friendships with other 

women writers.6 I therefore begin this chapter by describing Manley's self-representation 

in the New Atalantis as a heroic truth-teller and by summarizing the metaphors and 

rhetorical tactics she employs when writing in her truth-telling persona, because the 

satirical strategies Manley uses against her literary friends overlap with her political 

rhetoric. 

 I turn then to the second and third categories of satirical target, divided according 

to their response to Manley's attacks. The second category consists of the writer Richard 

Steele, whose gender and whose willingness to respond in print to Manley's barbs make 

him a special case. During their falling-out and eventual reconciliation, Manley 

characterizes herself as both victim and duellist and develops her technique of reiterating 

stereotypical attacks upon her literary enemies. In her battles with Steele, Manley also 

develops her strategy of switching authorial personae according to her changing 

rhetorical goals. She claims to be a heroic political satirist, an able participant in a paper 

war, and a blameless sufferer of female aggression, then links all of these personae to 

self-deprecating descriptions of herself as a hack writer. Manley's reluctant adoption of a 

hack persona has long been ignored by critics of her writing. I point to abundant textual 

evidence in the New Atalantis that Manley herself identified herself as a citizen of Grub 

Street, and that she ascribed much of the blame for her lowly status as a writer for pay to 

the women writers she attacked in print.  

                                                
6 Carnell suggests that Manley, despite her self-identification as “a perfect Bigot” for the Tory party, was 

in fact quite willing to adapt her expressions of her political beliefs to suit her current situation. See 
Carnell 3-4, 12-18. 
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 The third category comprises those women: Elizabeth Taylor, Mary Pix, Sarah 

Fyge Egerton, and Catharine Trotter Cockburn, who suffered Manley's most sustained 

rage. I assess what Manley's satirical portraits of these women reveal about Manley's 

corresponding authorial persona as a victim of feminine aggression. I then examine the 

evolution of Manley's campaign against Trotter in the Atalantis sequel Memoirs of 

Europe (1710) and conclude with a study of Rivella (1714), Manley's lengthiest 

fictionalized autobiography and the site of her final satirical portrait of Trotter. As I 

explained in Chapter 1, Manley's success and popularity peaked twice, first in the 1690s 

and second in 1709 with the publication of the New Atalantis. Rivella represents a third, 

complicated moment of literary success, as Manley assumes and alters the voice of the 

male hack who had planned to print “A severe Invective upon some Part of her Conduct” 

(Rivella iv). It also represents the last time that Manley produced an autobiographical text 

or interpolated autobiographical material into the body of another text. Her last printed 

play, Lucius, the First Christian King of Britain (1717), contains paratextual material 

directly addressed to Richard Steele and, in a surprising turn, to the “Ladies” who 

supported the play, but does not labor to characterize Manley herself, marking a final 

shift in her self-presentation as a writer. 

 

II. Applauding Virtue and Decrying Vice 

 When Manley attacks targets for political reasons, she adopts the role of crusading 

truth-teller, a writer who “shall be so honest as (without Hopes or Fears) to tell the 

Vicious of their Vices, the too many Great of their Pride, Reserve, and Haughtiness; ...” 
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(Memoirs of Europe Vol. I 17). She derides writers who are merely “Prostitutes to a 

Party” and suggests that virtue and vice must both be exposed regardless of the affiliation 

of the person in question (Memoirs of Europe Vol. I 20). Weinbrot describes this 

authorial role as “scourger of the wicked,” and notes that a satirist would “defend” it “by 

anointing himself as the agent of God, history, law, the best part of the state . . . . He 

might also argue that he hurt no one in any case, and that he was only responding to and 

not initiating attacks” (42). To preserve this persona, Weinbrot adds, the satirist “must 

seem to be a good man untainted by the vices he attacks in others” (42). But, of course, 

Manley's relationship with the reading public was always affected by her gender. The 

Female Wits shows that Manley did not succeed in “seem[ing] to be a good [wo]man” or 

in dressing herself in the “Decency” that Hill ascribed to true satirists (Weinbrot 42). She 

did, however, succeed in irritating powerful Whigs and in creating for herself the persona 

of staunch Tory party writer that has only recently been questioned by critics such as 

Herman and Carnell. 

 As Herman's and Carnell's biographical studies of Manley's political history 

suggest, the text of the New Atalantis is not pure Tory propaganda. Manley occasionally 

turns on Tories or directs her satire at seemingly obscure figures for unknown reasons, 

and balances her railing against the secret vices of Whig grandees with outbursts of 

panegyric addressed to the few politicians she considered virtuous and worthy.7 As 

Ballaster points out, Manley “positively sought political patronage, in the shape of 

                                                
7 Among the Tories Manley mocks are her former husband John Manley, the Coke family (see discussion 

of her elegies for the Cokes later in this chapter), the Haversham family, and Sir Humphrey Mackworth 
(1657-1727), later prosecuted for corruption (Carnell 172-73).  
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financial reward,” though she had little luck obtaining it (Seductive Forms 117). Her 

applications to Robert Harley for support, her dedications to the Duke of Beaufort and 

other “disaffected Tor[ies],” and her attacks on Whig power brokers represent a cleverly 

calibrated series of rhetorical maneuvers rather than a purely ideological campaign 

(Herman 76-77).8 But some modern critical claims about Manley's political importance 

exaggerate the high-mindedness of Manley's political aims, and, as a result, obscure the 

more complicated reality of her career as a pamphleteer and political opportunist. 

Herman and Carnell seem especially prone to championing a Manley whose political 

goals trumped any other considerations. Herman, who labels Manley a “political 

journalist,” treats the New Atalantis itself as an elevated political document, while 

dismissing a similar text of the same period—The Rival Dutchess (1708), a satire against 

Abigail Masham that Sarah Churchill at one point confused with the New Atalantis—as 

“a scurrilous attack” (75).  

 Earlier critical approaches to Manley's political satire, however, offer an even less 

accurate representation of the vagaries of her literary career. Susan Staves still hews to 

the earlier view of Manley, and remains almost the only dissenting voice against the 

canonization of the New Atalantis and the nomination of Manley as one of the first 

female journalists. Instead, her Manley is a harpy. In A Literary History of Women's 

Writing in Britain, 1660-1789, Staves declares that: 

. . . the absence of serious or interesting political thought in The New 

                                                
8 Carnell speculates about the political valences of Manley's relationship with the printer John Barber, 

who printed Manley's works from 1709 until the end of her life, and suggests that “Barber may have 
been supporting Manley” when she began writing the New Atalantis (167). It is unclear, however, what 
sort of influence Barber's collaboration with Manley might have had on the text's political content. 
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Atalantis, its highly personalized and sometimes unfounded attacks 

(coupled with servile panegyric of possible patrons) and its acceptance of 

misogynistic ideas about women did more to reinforce resistance to 

women's entitlement to write than to advance the cause. (Literary History 

149) 

Staves embraces the notion that Manley and her entire literary enterprise ought to be 

judged according to her success or failure in “advancing the cause” of women's literature 

and describes Manley's writing in a tone that recalls John Richetti's 1960s dismissal of 

Manley as “embarrassing” (Popular Fiction 120). More importantly, however, Staves's 

word choice illuminates the problems caused by failing to distinguish between Manley's 

savaging of friends and her caricaturing of prominent political figures like Sarah 

Churchill. Manley's political attacks are personalized or customized, not personal. She 

draws on stereotypes and tailors them to fit their targets and to produce specific satirical 

and political effects. The ambition displayed by the Marlboroughs evidently infuriated 

Manley, for example, but her choice to satirize them repeatedly was strategic, as were the 

specific accusations she leveled at them. 

 The New Atalantis represents Manley's first thorough working-out of the 

metaphors of hypocrisy. Manley structures her text as a tour of Angela, the capital city of 

Atalantis, an allegorical England. Astrea (or Justice) and her mother Virtue, two 

goddesses returned to earth to marvel at its corruption, follow Lady Intelligence as she 

narrates the histories of the individuals they pass. Many, though not all, of these 

fancifully-named individuals happen to be Whig luminaries (Herman 67-68), whose 
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identities were revealed to readers by the publication of keys to the text.9 Astrea tells her 

mother Virtue that one of her chief aims while traveling in Atalantis will be to see those 

who “presume[s] to hold the scales in my name, to see how remote their profession is 

from their practice,” a construction that Manley often employs to describe those who 

attempt to disguise their immoral behavior (New Atalantis [NA] 8). Intelligence 

condemns the entire court, stating that though the “heart” of the “graceful Empress 

[Queen Anne] . . . is entirely upright,” her reliance on untrustworthy ministers has led to 

widespread corruption: 

'Tis impossible a prince can come to the knowledge of things but by 

representation, and they are always represented according to the sense of 

the representator. Either avarice, revenge, or favour, are their motive, and 

yet how is it possible to prevent it? A prince knows not how to distinguish 

by the out, and are seldom let into the inside. All appears fair to 'em, if he 

be a good man. Who so forward as the atheist in affecting piety? The 

debauchee becomes regular: the covetous and revengeful, generous and 

calm: the most choleric knows nothing else but smiles. Not that they have 

in reality exchanged their vices, but the appearance of 'em. (NA 110) 

The problem has become so severe that the “grievances” it causes “will be . . . I fear hard 

to be redressed, or not till the last general conflagration” (NA 110). Having established 

the apocalyptic stakes of hypocrisy, Manley accuses Sarah Churchill of this sort of moral 

dishonesty and charges her with having introduced to the court a woman who is “called 

                                                
9 For more discussion of “key” narratives, see Nicola Parsons, “Secrecy and Enlightenment: Delarivier 

Manley's New Atalantis.”  
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by all that but superficially behold her Virtue” and “deceives people at the first view, but 

then with a very little acquaintance, we find 'tis only Virtue pretended” (NA 110).10 

Churchill's own apartment overflows with household gods celebrating “Corruption, 

Bribery, and Just Rewards,” petitioners offering bribes for places in the army, and 

merchants bringing bills (NA 111). Via the voice of Lady Intelligence, Manley rails 

against the wastefulness, greed, and hypocrisy of the Marlboroughs, and characterizes 

herself in opposition to them as a principled Tory critic of ministerial misbehavior. 

 Manley's focus on political hypocrisy also allows her to graft amatory fiction 

narrative imperatives to her political goals.  In one of the most famous inset fictions from 

the New Atalantis, the story of the innocent virgin ward Charlot and her unscrupulous 

uncle the Duke,11 Intelligence sums up the Duke's character in a paragraph that typifies 

Manley's descriptions of hypocrisy in political figures:  

The Duke had a seeming admiration for virtue wherever he found it, but he 

was a statesman, and held it incompatible (in an age like this) with a mans 

[sic] making his fortune. Ambition, desire of gain, dissimulation, cunning, 

all these were notoriously serviceable to him. 'Twas enough he always 

applauded virtue, and in his discourse decried vice. As long as he stuck 
                                                
10 This woman is not named by Manley or by Ballaster in her notes on the text, and the formulation of the 

paragraph in which she is introduced almost seems to conflate her with Sarah Churchill. They share 
many qualities, including their devotion to worshiping wealth and corruption and their supposed sexual 
misbehavior. But the text states quite clearly that “the favourite [Sarah Churchill] . . . has introduced” 
this woman to the court, and that she stands beside the favourite on public days (NA 110).  

11 The Duke represents Hans William Bentinck, the first Earl of Portland (1649-1709); according to 
Ballaster, his presence as William of Orange's confidante “was deeply unpopular with the English 
people as a perpetual reminder of the influence held over William from abroad” (273 n. 74). More 
generally, the Duke also serves as an archetypal anti-hero of political-cum-amatory scandal fiction, an 
ancestor of Eliza Haywood's satirical portraits of Robert Walpole in Memoirs of a Certain Island 
(1725), The Secret History of the Present Intrigues of the Court of Caramania (1727), and The 
Adventures of Eovaai (1736). 
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close in his practice, no matter what became of his words; these are not 

times when the heart and tongue do agree! (NA 30) 

Manley blames the Duke's deceitfulness on his nature as “a statesman,” but this tale is 

just as concerned with his nature as a man and a lover. The inset story relies for dramatic 

impact on the struggle between the Duke's immorality and his initial desire to educate 

“young Charlot . . . in the high road to applause and virtue” (NA 30).12 At first, his 

worldliness enables him to protect Charlot against the dangers presented by other men 

and by her own weaker impulses, but once he discovers his own desire for her, his 

understanding of the functioning of hypocrisy allows him to ruin her: “The Duke, who 

was master of all mankind, could trace 'em through all the meanders of dissimulation and 

cunning, was not at a loss how to interpret the agitation of a girl who knew no hypocrisy” 

(NA 36). Manley's virtuous mouthpieces in the text—the goddesses Astrea and Virtue—

claim to be able to discern two morals from Charlot's downfall. The first, according to 

cynical Astrea, is “that no woman ought to introduce another to the man by whom she is 

beloved” (NA 45). Establishing a theme that runs through the remainder of the text, she 

also warns that  

Modesty is the principle, the foundation, upon which they [women] ought 

to build for esteem and admiration and that once violated, they totter and 

fall, dashed in pieces upon the obdurate land of contempt, from whence no 

                                                
12 The tenets of Charlot's early education may echo (and mock) the language of Mary Astell's A Serious 

Proposal to the Ladies, which warns against the dangers of frivolous reading, the “tyranny” of female 
outspokenness, and precisely the sort of “dangerous sparkles” that mark Charlot as a person of “genius” 
(New Atalantis 30). Spacks notes that Astell “made one of the first attempts to argue explicitly the 
positive value of talking about others” (Gossip 36). One wonders what Manley thought of Astell's desire 
to remake gossip as a means of learning and reflection.  



 

 98 

kind hand can ever be put forth, either to rescue or compassionate 'em. 

Men may regain their reputations, though after a complication of vices—

cowardice, robbery, adultery, bribery and murder—but a woman, once 

departed from the road of virtue, is made incapable of a return. (NA 45) 

This theme of unjustly harsh repercussions for women's minor moral deviations is crucial 

to Manley's self-characterization. It also suggests one motivation for her attacks on the 

women she dislikes and distrusts the most—Sarah Churchill, the fictional Harriat 

(described below), and Catharine Trotter, who all manage to evade societal punishment 

for deviating from the path of virtue. Though Manley sometimes employs martial 

metaphors when portraying these women, evoking the breastplate of righteousness image 

I mentioned in my introductory chapter, she more commonly relies upon metaphors 

drawn from the theatre in depicting these women as wearers of masks and costumes that 

disguise their sin.13  

 The masks hypocrites wear in Manley's works are not like those found at a 

masquerade, and are certainly not associated with “the joy of change and reincarnation” 

found in Bakhtinian carnival (Bakhtin 39).14 They present no opportunities for social 

revolution, even of a temporary nature. Instead, they enable the hypocrites who wear 
                                                
13 The trope of the breastplate of righteousness is one of the models of hypocrisy that Manley draws on 

when satirizing political figures and friends. As I explained in the introduction, I have borrowed this 
term from Ephesians 6:14 by way of Laud Humphreys's sociological use of it to characterize the 
behavior of closeted but sexually active gay men who declaim their abhorrence of homosexuality. 
Humphreys's understanding of the term subverts the original English Biblical usage, as it refers not to 
holy righteousness but to a hypocritical display of virtue in order to conceal sexual vice. (Of course, 
Humphreys's use of the term also connotes additional meanings specific to mid-twentieth century sexual 
politics.) But both senses of the term convey a martial metaphor, with virtuous or seemingly virtuous 
behavior acting as armor that protects a warrior. Manley's politicians do not engage in literal battles, 
but, like numerous modern politicians, they defend their positions and power by concealing their vices 
behind especially shiny and protective breastplates of righteousness. 

14 See Section V, “The Women,” for more discussion of masking and masquerade.  
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them to preserve their social standing despite their violations of the social order.15 Janet 

Todd states that “everyone must wear a mask” in the world of Atalantis (Sign of 

Angellica 91). The grammar of that assertion bears close attention: exactly whose “must” 

is Todd discerning when she identifies Atalantis as a place that enforces masking? Within 

the fictional reality of Atalantis politics, and in the real-world English political milieu 

they allegorize, characters seem to be driven to wear masks out of political necessity. But 

the “must” is Manley's. She organizes the narrative, prefers to attack her targets by 

labeling them as hypocrites, and chooses to depict hypocrisy via metaphors of mask and 

costume. We could revise Todd's statement by specifying that, in Manley's works, 

everyone whom Manley means to harm must wear a mask of Manley's own construction, 

so that Manley may rip that mask away.  

 The ultimate model of hypocritical womanhood in Manley's writing is Harriat, 

one of the few monstrous women in her works whose real-world identity does not seem 

to matter as much as her totemic fictional import. She is the daughter of a Baroness who 

has agreed to take in a pair of orphaned siblings named Urania and Polydore—Harriat's 

                                                
15 Manley's preoccupation with masks as a symbol of hypocrisy was endemic to the decade in which she 

wrote the New Atalantis. In 1709, the same year that Manley published the New Atalantis, Swift 
anonymously published a rather baffling pamphlet entitled A Project for the Advancement of Religion 
and the Reformation of Manners, which calls for “introducing Religion as much as possible to be the 
Turn and Fashion of the Age” by celebrating and enforcing hypocrisy (33). Though the tone often 
seems as if it might be satirical, the pamphlet does seem earnestly to suggest that society would be 
much improved if only “those who could not subdue [vice], would at least endeavour to disguise it” 
(Project 19). Jenny Davidson has admirably explicated the connections between Swift's use of the term 
“Livery of Religion” and contemporary debates about the social dangers presented by servants; see 
Chapter 1 of Hypocrisy and the Politics of Politeness: Manners and Morals from Locke to Austen. In 
particular, Davidson notes that “As soon as the phenomenon of the livery servant is born, writers of 
plays and pamphlets isolate the tendency of livery to mask insolence beneath subservience” (23). But 
Manley's metaphors for hypocrisy do not demonstrate an upper-class fear of unruly lower-class 
behavior, nor would she agree with Swift's speaker that hypocrisy should be morally sanctioned. 
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cousins.16 Harriat, as perfectly evil as either of the Marlboroughs, believes that “it 

render[s] her virtue more conspicuous to find a defect in any other's” (NA 149). She is 

“tall, well-made, genteel, agreeable, precise, a devotee, fraught with precepts of outward 

honour, an affectation of virtue, unfathomed hypocrisy, fire in her constitution, frost in 

conversation” (NA 141-42). The kind and beautiful Urania, who spends her days closeted 

with her brother because her beauty endangers the marriage prospects of her cousins, 

offers a perfect outlet for Harriat's wrath.  

 Harriat discovers and takes great pleasure in revealing the incestuous relationship 

between her cousins, but not before speechifying to them about the virtues of hypocrisy. 

The necessity of insincere public behavior is “the perpetual subject of her conversation 

with Urania” (NA 143). In a passage of somewhat unusual free indirect discourse,17 

Manley's narrator Intelligence ventriloquizes Harriat as she cautions the unlucky Urania 

that   

. . . the world's opinion . . . never looked after what was really good, but 

only what appeared so. Sincerity in manners was most abominable; what, 

                                                
16 Ballaster suggests that Harriat represents Henrietta Long, daughter of Sarah Dashwood and Fulke 

Greville, 5th Baron Brooke, but notes that that identification clashes with the identities given to 
Polydore and Urania in the published keys to the text (NA 291 n. 337, n. 340). They were supposed to 
be “the children of Sir John Thompson, 1st Baron Haversham (1647-1710),” a Dissenter who married 
his housekeeper after the death of his first wife, and Harriat's mother should therefore be the sister of 
Thompson's first wife (NA 291 n. 340). But Ballaster notes that this first wife does not seem to have 
been related to Sarah Dashwood (NA 291 n. 340). It is possible that Harriat's name is also meant to 
evoke the name of Sarah Churchill's daughter Harriot, though that would be a low blow even for 
Manley, as Harriot died very young (NA 291 n. 335).  

17 Free indirect discourse is complicated in the New Atalantis by the fact that Intelligence usually serves as 
narrator, so that passages we would usually identify as FID are in fact Intelligence speaking for other 
characters, as I mention above. That said, Manley's characters often rhapsodize in this style—generally 
with an even greater number of exclamation marks—about their romantic feelings, or their feelings of 
despair after being betrayed or abandoned. This passage seems unusual because Harriat is celebrating 
the freedom offered to women by hypocrisy rather than lamenting her misfortune.  
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wear one's motions as one's thoughts? . . . Oh, how necessary was 

dissimulation! How it bought opinion! 'Twas like a veil to the face, 

concealed all that one wouldn't have disclosed to vulgar eyes, and  entirely 

one's pleasure and discretion when to wear or when to lay aside. (NA 143) 

In the service of a larger argument about Harriat and her family as portraits of  “the 

internal dynamics of a Whig hypocrisy,” Ellen Pollak notes aptly that “Harriat 

emblematizes a corrupt modern investment in the dangerous powers of representation” 

(“Guarding the Succession” 106, 103). Pollak writes that “Manley's project in The New 

Atalantis is to expose the moral and ideological contradictions whereby incest becomes 

the product as well as the vanishing point of Whig morality” (106).18 Instead, Manley 

seems to consider hypocrisy a fundamental feature of human relationships, and to believe 

that those who do not condemn it in people of their own political persuasion become 

“prostitutes to a party.” She argues for the banality of hypocrisy, with Harriat as her 

prime showpiece. Harriat does not quite, strictly speaking, wear a mask—she wears a 

supple, subtle veil, and speaks of dissimulation as a “pleasure.” She resembles the vicious 

queen Homais from Manley's 1696 play The Royal Mischief more closely than she 

resembles Sarah Churchill, even in allegorical guise. Most importantly, Harriat displays 

many of the characteristics Manley will later accuse friends such as Sarah Fyge Egerton 

of possessing.  She does not merely pursue her own selfish or lewd aims but vindictively 

seeks to destroy others who have never harmed her, enjoys the torments of others, and is 

“pleased and triumphant” at the misery that she causes the siblings (151). Her “principles 

                                                
18 Urania becomes pregnant and dies in childbirth after Harriat has informed the Baroness about the sexual 

relationship between the two siblings.  
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of good nature” include “censuring and exposing the frailties of others. Nor did she wait 

for convincing proofs . . . ” (151). Harriat exists as a kind of dark double to Lady 

Intelligence, and is also linked rhetorically with Mrs. Nightwork, a midwife and a gossip 

even more inveterate than Intelligence, who assists Harriat with her own illicit labor. 

“Her eyes,” Intelligence tells us, “were perpetually where they should not, broad upon the 

faults of every one but her own” (151). Harriat's interest in gossip complicates Manley's 

self-presentation as a crusading satirist, for Harriat's curiosity is motivated not by civic 

interest but by hypocrisy. 

 Urania and Polydore argue in response to Harriat “that hypocrisy, a sin in itself, 

was only of use to heighten sin and not conceal it, for generally those who veiled the 

closet still left day enough for a skillful discerner to disclose the cheat” (NA 143). Their 

view aligns with the contemporary societal view of hypocrisy, which held that “most 

hypocrites are unable to keep their real motives hidden behind the mask of virtue. On the 

contrary: hypocrites stand out, exposing themselves at every turn” (Davidson 1). We 

must keep this context in mind when evaluating Manley's interest in hypocrisy; if we 

dismiss it as a personal obsession, as Staves does, we strip her metaphors of their 

contemporary resonance and distort the meaning of her texts.  

 Staves locates the first evidence of Manley's fondness for exposing hypocrisy in 

the text of The Lost Lover, stating that the play “touches on what subsequently becomes a 

major theme of Manley's later scandal chronicles: the alleged hypocrisy of respectable 

people who pay verbal tributes to virtue but in secret act as lasciviously as those they 
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condemn” (Literary History 111).19 But Staves's explanation for Manley's fascination 

with this trope is reductively psychological. She does not acknowledge that Manley could 

have felt deep concern about hidden vice and simultaneously have seen the trope of 

hypocrisy as a profitable means of attacking public figures and revenging herself upon 

former friends. Staves claims that “Manley seems so traumatized by the loss of her own 

reputation for virtue that she is bent on exposing any other virtue as duplicitous 

appearance or, alternatively, on showing that it will be destroyed, as Bassima and Osman 

are” (Literary History 114). Though Staves's critical goals are feminist, her elision of 

Manley's artistic agency is troubling, as is her representation of Manley's interest in 

ridiculing hypocrisy as an emotional rather than intellectual project.20 Staves's 

characterization of Manley as a traumatized, reactive writer reproduces the sort of 

feminine “difference” that Margaret Ezell identifies as an organizing principle of 

eighteenth- and nineteenth-century anthologies of women's writing (Writing Women's 

Literary History 69). It is difficult to imagine a male satirist's work being dismissed so 

summarily or for the same reasons by a modern critic.  

 Staves's representation of Manley clashes not only with the now-standard modern 

critical view of Manley as a bold female intelligencer but with Manley's own self-

representation as a gossip who uses her powers only for good. In the tale of Harriat, 

Polydore, and Urania, for example, Intelligence defends her social role to Virtue and 

                                                
19 The play does touch very briefly on hypocritical behavior. In the first scene, Marina and Belira gossip 

about “Lord Rural's second Daughter,” an “Ill-natur'd, False, pretended piece of Virtue” who has 
married “a Fool” who will “uphold her ill Nature in railing at Mankind, and cloak her Pleasure in using 
them” (Lost Lover 2). Note the costume/clothing metaphor for hypocrisy, again. 

20 The subject of my concluding chapter, Laetitia Pilkington, does explicitly identify herself as 
traumatized and reactive. Her Memoirs, published over a period of several years, often pause to respond 
to recently published pamphlets satirizing her.  
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Astrea after she insists on leaving Harriat to labor alone in a park at nighttime, while she 

recounts Harriat's story to the goddesses: 

INTELL: Alas, your Excellencies! is it criminal to expose the pretenders to 

Virtue? those who rail at all the world are themselves most guilty? Did I 

wrong the good! accuse the innocent! that indeed would be blameable, but 

the libertine in practice, the devotee in profession, those that with the mask 

of hypocrisy undo the reputation of thousands, ought pitilessly, by a sort of 

retaliation, to be exposed themselves, and which I beg leave to appeal to 

the divine Astrea, whether it be not justice? (NA 137) 

Astrea agrees that it is “Something very near” justice, though she presses Intelligence to 

assist the laboring Harriat (NA 137).21 Intelligence argues that, by exposing cruel women 

like Harriat and male predators like the Duke, she serves the imperatives of justice. In the 

New Atalantis and its sequel Memoirs of Europe, Manley seems to see no disjunction 

between revealing trivial and gossipy details about the lives of others while claiming 

honorable, patriotic intent for her writing, or with criticizing others for their self-

fashioning while shuffling through a series of authorial personae.22  

                                                
21 Like Urania, Harriat has been impregnated by a lover, but unlike Urania, she does not labor silently, 

secret herself away in misery, or die of grief. The midwife Mrs. Nightwork tells the assembled 
goddesses that Harriat has sworn to “set dressed at dinner tomorrow, though it cost her her life!” in 
order to preserve her reputation (NA 138). Urania's sin is of course condemned by the text as worse than 
Harriat's, but the text celebrates her personal virtues in comparison with Harriat's viciousness. The tale 
of Urania and Polydore also includes one of the few entirely noble women in the text, an older woman 
who nurses the pregnant Urania and guides her to “the road of honour,” for “without ever having her 
self been criminal, she did not cease to have compassion for those that were so” (NA 148).  

22 It is difficult to know how seriously to take Manley's public crusades against ambition and wickedness, 
or how to read her insistence that writers who unmask the vices of public figures deserve recognition 
for their own civic-minded virtue, given that her most dramatic moments of self-glorification tend to 
occur within paragraphs of, for example, an account of Sarah Marlborough's mother's fondness for 
sexual voyeurism (Memoirs of Europe Vol. I, 174). 
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III.  “A Commodious Useful Hireling” 

 Manley's attacks on Richard Steele, her fellow pamphleteer and periodical writer, 

center on charges of ingratitude, egocentrism, and intellectual laziness, and seem to have 

been inspired partly by envy of his literary success. We can draw an illuminating 

comparison between the portrait Manley paints of Steele as an undeserving but happy 

producer of mercenary writing and her own self-presentation as a writer for pay. Carnell 

calls Steele a “serious political journalist,” but Manley was also shaping the genre of 

political journalism in their period.23 Originally, they seem to have considered one 

another brethren in arms. Steele first appears in Manley's work in The Lady's Pacquet of 

Letters (1707), which includes sixteen letters that copy or paraphrase Steele's 

correspondence to her (Carnell 121). The gallant tone of these letters has led Carnell to 

consider the possibility, following Dolores Clark Duff, that the friendship between the 

two writers may soured when Steele rejected Manley romantically (Carnell 123-24). 

Steele and Manley published digs at one another in every available outlet, and Carnell 
                                                
23 Manley defended herself when arrested after the publication of the New Atalantis partly by claiming 

that the work could do no damage because it “was full of 'old Stories that all the World has long since 
reported,'” but her contemporaries recognized its effectiveness (Herman 73; see also McDowell 222). 
This new form of political satire, studded with encapsulated amatory fiction narratives that dramatized 
previously circulated gossip, would also inspire imitation by later women writers (Herman 73). Only 
two decades later, Eliza Haywood adopted the form for several of her own works, the best known of 
which is Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of Utopia (1727). Haywood's other 
political satires include Adventures of Eovaai, Princess of Ijaveo (1736) and The Secret History of the 
Present Intrigues of the Court of Caramania (1727). Josephine Donovan notes that Manley's use of 
encapsulated amatory-fiction narratives draws heavily on the continental “framed-novelle” tradition, 
which Donovan also associates with feminine “gift economies” (953). The idea of “history-sharing” as 
a means of connection between women, as derived from the romance tradition, is also central to the 
structure of much amatory fiction, and even to mid-century novels, as I've argued in another essay 
(“'The Sole Business of Ladies in Romances': Sharing Histories in Charlotte Lennox’s The Female 
Quixote,” in Masters of the Marketplace: Women Novelists of the 1750s, ed. Susan Carlile [see Works 
Cited]). See also John J. Richetti, Popular Fiction Before Richardson: Narrative Patterns, 1700-1739, 
for a list of other imitators of the New Atalantis (153).  
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therefore also reads the dissolution of their friendship as “the Whig Guardian and the 

Tory Examiner exchanging barbs as part of a strongly partisan paper war”—or, she 

admits, part of a feud with “a partisan edge, if not an entirely partisan origin” (124). 

Manley's portrait of Steele in Memoirs of Europe—her second attempt to fit him with an 

appropriate stereotypical guise—does rely on political rhetoric. In the New Atalantis, 

however, she focuses on his lack of skill as a writer, his undeserved fame, and his 

disloyalty to her. Manley does mention that Steele fancied her in love with him, but I 

hesitate to ascribe her animosity toward Steele to romantic causes without evaluating the 

considerable evidence that their rivalry was also literary.24 When writing to and about 

Steele, Manley represents herself chiefly as a wronged friend who must now answer 

Steele's libels with her own printed attacks.  

 In the New Atalantis, Manley charges Steele with hypocrisy, just as she does 

many of her political targets. She depicts Steele as “Monsieur l'Ingrate,” a man with “an 

inexhaustible fund of dissimulation” who pretends “to be extreme religious” despite 

impregnating two women (NA 101, 102). His hypocrisy differs from that of a statesman 

such as the Duke because he expresses his false virtue through writing: “His moral [sic] 

were loose, his principles were nothing but pretence and a firm resolution of making his 

fortune at what rate soever . . . he covered all by a most profound dissimulation, not in his 

practice, but in his words: not in his actions, but in his pens” (NA 102). He does not 

pretend to live a virtuous life, in other words, but writes as if he did. Though ambitious, 

                                                
24 Herman also suggests that there may have been a romantic element to their feud. Steele's letters to 

Manley certainly were flirtatious on occasion, but this interpretation seems perilously close to the 
misreading of Eliza Haywood's literary battles with Martha Fowke as motivated solely by her anger 
over being jilted by Savage. 
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he is not terribly clever. Intelligence, about to “burst with laughter,” tells Astrea and 

Virtue gleefully that Monsieur l'Ingrate was easily duped by a fraudulent alchemist. She 

depicts him as a clownish figure, a “black beau . . . thickset, his eyes lost in his head, 

hanging eyebrows, broad face and tallow complexion” probably aided by makeup (NA 

101).  

 Despite this comic portrait, Manley condemns Steele first not for hypocrisy or for 

foppishness but for being a literary fraud. As a poet, he has been “very favourably 

received by the town, especially in his first performance, where, if you'll take my 

opinion, he exhausted most of his stock, for what he has since produced seem but faint 

copies of that agreeable original” (NA 101-102). Even Intelligence must admit, however, 

that Steele's “most incorrect” writing “pleases, in spite of the faults we see and own,” 

though she concludes sneeringly that “Whether application might not burnish the defect 

or, if those very defects were brightened, whether the genuine spirit would not fly off, are 

queries not so easily resolved” (102).   

 In this account of her relationship with Steele, only Steele receives an allegorical 

name. Manley represents herself mockingly as “an airy wife, who pretended to be a sort 

of director in the laws of poetry. She was mightily taken with Monsieur's conversation, 

prayed him often to favour her that way” (NA 102). Having befriended l'Ingrate through 

John Tilly (also not named in this account), her then-lover and another partner in the 

alchemy scheme, the “airy wife” helps Steele to secure a midwife for his illegitimate 

children, then, because she is “good-natured and detested the cheat,” tries to warn him in 
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private25 about the alchemist's dishonesty (NA 103). But, according to Manley, this kind-

hearted warning only infuriated l'Ingrate, who is so “Vain of his merit” that he had 

expected to be told that she harbored a secret desire for him (NA 103). Even after his 

ungentlemanly reaction to her warning, she continues to assist him. Manley writes 

bitterly that l'Ingrate “used to term her his guardian angel and every thing that was 

generous and humane,” and claims that the “airy wife” only became angry when l'Ingrate 

refused to give her a small amount of money to fund a trip into the country (NA 104).  

 Manley frames this specific act of rudeness in general terms, stating via 

Intelligence that l'Ingrate has “showed himself so ingrateful” to everyone who has helped 

him (105). But her portrayals of Steele here and in Memoirs of Europe also evince 

profound jealousy of Steele's success and of his genius, both of which she believes him to 

be squandering. Though she claims not to be certain if his talent would stand up to harder 

work and better editing, she blames him for his laziness as a writer. Nonetheless, her 

antipathy for Steele did not prevent her from attempting to take advantage of his literary 

connections, and she sought his help when the publication of the New Atalantis led to her 

arrest for libel in 1709 (Carnell 124, 172). In one sense, this action recalls the fictional 

Marsilia's behavior in The Female Wits: ridiculing her friends before they appear, then 

expecting unwavering support. Yet it also indicates that Manley's political and financial 

situation in 1709 was dire enough to force her to beg an enemy for assistance.  

 Manley's attack on Steele prefigures her attacks on fellow women writers in her 

                                                
25 In fact, she invites him to visit her when she herself is in childbed (NA 105). Carnell notes that this 

“renders Steele a 'gossip' for his presence at the lying-in,” though he seems to spend more of his time 
flirting with the other women present than gossiping (Carnell 171).  
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interpolation of his writing as well as in her complaint about his neglect of his own talent. 

This interpolation occurs in the dedicatory epistle to Memoirs of Europe, addressed 

sarcastically to Steele's fictional alter ego Isaac Bickerstaff, a persona that originally 

belonged to Jonathan Swift before becoming better known in association with Steele's 

Tatler.26 She wants, she says, to apologize to a certain Captain Steele for having 

“mistaken him for your Worship,” and offers as proof of their distinct identities a letter 

ostensibly written by Steele in which he defends himself against her and complains of her 

having “honour'd me with a Character in that Celebrated Piece,”27 the New Atalantis 

(Memoirs of Europe ded. 4). The letter continues: “I had the greatest Sense imaginable of 

the kind Notice you gave me when I was going on to my Ruin, and am so far from 

retaining an Inclination to revenge the Inhumanity with which you have treated Me, that I 

give my self a Satisfaction in that you have cancell'd, with Injuries, a Friendship I should 

never have been able to return” (ded. 4). Assuming that this letter was authored by Steele, 

its presence allows Steele to act out his combative role as a partner in their paper war on 

the page of Manley's own text, a privilege she never grants her female colleagues. The 

crucial difference between Manley's invective-trading with Steele and her assaults on 

other women—or on famous politicians, for that matter—is the level of reciprocity. Many 

critics define the Manley/Steele friendship in military terms, describing their “feud” or 

their “battles,” and both sides engaged equally in slander and defamation.28 But Manley 

                                                
26 The Tatler was first published as The Lucubrations of Isaac Bickerstaff (Carnell 172). 
27 The charge of ingratitude apparently struck a nerve. Steele claims, somewhat threateningly, that this 

polite letter should “convince” Manley of “how little I am an Ingrate; for I believe you will allow no 
one that is so mean as to be forgetful of Services, ever fails in returning Injuries” (Memoirs of Europe 
ded. 4). 

28 Carnell describes their falling out as a “public feud” and a “pamphlet war” (124); McDowell cites 
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claims that Bickerstaff has drawn her into this battle against her will by gracing her with 

his satirical attentions (Memoirs of Europe ded. 6). Feigning astonishment, she exclaims: 

It must be you, Sir, to whom my Thanks are due; making me a Person of 

such Consideration, as to be worthy your important War. A weak 

unlearned Woman's Writings, to employ so great a Pen! Heavens! how 

valuable am I? How fond of that Immortality, even of Infamy, that you 

have promised! I am ravish'd at the Thought of living a thousand Years 

hence in your indelible Lines, tho' to give Offence. (ded. 6) 

No longer an instrument of divine justice, as Intelligence claimed to be in the New 

Atalantis, Manley poses as a victim whose “frail Woman's Life” exists at the mercy of 

Steele's satire and will survive only in his “Lines” (ded. 7). Though her later assault on 

Steele as “Stelico” in the text of Memoirs of Europe does rely on partisan rhetoric, the 

dedication that opens the work communicates a strong sense of personal hurt: his volleys 

against her in the Tatler are “the Treacherousest! the Basest! the most Abject thing upon 

Earth!” (ded. 6). 

 Again, however, the juxtapositions in Manley's works highlight her self-

fashioning. The dedicatory epistle in which she declares herself harmless and lacking in 

consequence is essentially an eight-page excoriation of Steele-as-Bickerstaff. Her attacks 

on Steele also suggest an awareness of the bombastic quality of her own rhetoric and 

express some distance from her rage in a way that her attacks on women writers generally 
                                                

Steele's “polemical response” to Manley's work (223); Herman mentions Manley's “vicious personal 
vendetta” against Steele (230). Weinbrot cites Steele's Tatler no. 242, originally published in 1710: 
“Good-nature [is] an essential Quality in a Satirist, and . . . all the Sentiments which are beautiful in this 
Way of Writing must proceed from this Quality in the Author” (Steele, Tatler Vol. 4 185, quoted with 
slight variation in Weinbrot 35). Neither Steele nor Manley seems to have conformed to this rule. 



 

 111 

do not. After Intelligence concludes her narrative digression about Monsieur l'Ingrate in 

the New Atalantis, Astrea responds, “I think you have dwelt much too long upon so bad a 

subject,” notes that “a man whose principles are corrupted by hypocrisy and covetousness 

can never be either good or grateful,” and promptly moves on (105). In Memoirs of 

Europe, Manley buries her second attack on Steele in the midst of an extended scene of 

politicking and intrigue. Sarah Churchill appears in that text as Irene, an intriguing, back-

biting Empress, and Cataline, a prelate and an ally of Irene's, introduces Stelico, whom he 

calls a “diligent, obsequious, trembling, dutiful Mercenary” willing to slander their 

enemies for profit (Vol. I 237): 

What tho' he grows dull, has Recourse to Authors, and is often forc'd to go 

to the Shades for Recruit, a Man is not oblig'd to hold out for ever, we 

must not let him lay down because he is ready at any Occasion; tho' I must 

tell you, my Lords, 'tis a hard Task to be forc'd to be witty, be one in never 

so opposite an Humour, but he has still Fire and Malice enough to do our 

Business: They call him in Contempt, a Bread-Writer, a sorry half Sesterce 

Fellow; but his Pen is generally acceptable; he pleases those whom he 

stings; a commodious useful Hireling, stops at nothing, goes through thick 

and thin: He cants admirably, and pretends to Vertue, but is as ungrateful 

and unfair as one cou'd desire. He'll lay on any Colours, and is so great an 

Artist, he can metamorphose in a Twinkling the brightest Hero into a dirty 

Scavenger. (Vol. I 236-37) 

Cataline promises that “Stelico shall make it his Care to daub and misrepresent even the 
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brightest and greatest Characters, to threaten and stigmatize with his Pen, those whom we 

fear and disapprove” (237). He describes Stelico as a Whig counterpart to the role many 

would place Manley in—that of obedient Tory attack dog. Though Manley despises 

Steele's willingness to advance the Whig agenda in his hack productions, even this nasty 

portrait displays a hint of sympathy for his “hard task” as a writer-for-pay. As the 

remainder of this chapter demonstrates, Manley also characterizes herself in her satirical 

works as a poet forced to compromise her artistic goals and unable to gain patronage 

from the worthy.  

 Manley did publicly reconcile with Steele by 1717, when her Lucius appeared in 

print after being staged at Steele's Drury Lane Theatre. Her apologetic dedication to 

Steele prefaces the play, and in it she states good-humoredly that she will “allow[ing] 

You, like a true Woman, all the good Qualities in the World now I am Pleas'd with you, 

as well as I gave You all the ill One's [sic] when I was Angry with You” (Lucius ded. 3). 

She wants this dedication to do “the plain and honest Business of . . . an Act of Justice, 

and to End a former Misunderstanding between the Author, and Him, whom She, here, 

makes her Patron” (Lucius ded. 1). Manley revises her persona accordingly. No longer 

insisting on her own righteousness, she positions Steele as truly worthy of a dedication to 

a patron, in contrast to his alter ego Bickerstaff, who called a “Patron the Filthiest 

Creature in the Street, &c” (Memoirs of Europe ded. 2). The printed play also includes a 

prologue written by Steele that celebrates Manley's “Ambitious” treatment of “the just 

Laws of Empire, and of Love!” (Lucius pro. 2).29 By 1717, however, many of the 

                                                
29 A second prologue “By a young Gentleman. Spoken by Mr. Walker,” accompanies the printed play, and 
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exigencies of 1709 had ceased to trouble her. Her financial situation (like Steele's) had 

improved, and Lucius had met with more success onstage than any of her previous plays 

(Carnell 223, 219). Manley's thaw did not extend to the women she had once satirized, 

however. No printed evidence exists that she ever reconciled with Mary Pix, Sarah Fyge 

Egerton, or Catharine Trotter Cockburn.  

  

IV. Two Elegies and a Funeral 

 Though Manley and Steele both produced topical writing, Manley also borrowed 

from a number of earlier prose traditions, as the utopian elements of the New Atalantis 

indicate, and these borrowings contribute tremendously to the construction of her various 

authorial personae. Numerous critics note that Manley's title echoes Francis Bacon's New 

Atlantis (1626).30 But the most obvious foremother of the book is Aphra Behn, whose 

poetic name—Astrea—Manley applies to one of her two touring goddesses (Ballaster 

43).31 The name “Astrea” also bore other neoclassical connotations, as Aaron Santesso 

notes (180), but Manley's invocation of Behn's famous name also “invites the reader to 

seek the trace of a feminocentric tradition in Manley's work” (Seductive Forms 114-15).32 

                                                
declares the play and its author to be uninterested in faction and deserving of the kindness and 
forgiveness of its (mostly feminine) audience (Memoirs of Europe Vol. I pro. 3-4). 

30 For other traditions from which Manley borrows, see Donovan; Santesso, “The New Atalantis and 
Varronian Satire”; Seductive Forms 51. 

31 See also Seductive Forms 72-73, 114. Paula McDowell suggests that Manley may have borrowed 
Behn's poetic name merely as a “marketing ploy rather than a tribute” (234), and further argues that the 
Astrea of the New Atalantis resembles Katherine Philips's public persona far more closely than Behn's 
(235). While Astrea the goddess is less bawdy than Behn, McDowell's claim that Manley 
wholeheartedly rejected Behn as a model for her own career is not persuasive, for reasons I'll explain 
later in this paper.  

32 As stated in my discussion of The Female Wits in Chapter 1, I do not think that the term 
“feminocentric” should be applied only to works that depict women sympathetically—that play's 
existence illustrates how deeply interested Manley and her contemporary critics were in women who 
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The New Atalantis and Behn's Love-Letters Between a Nobleman and His Sister (1684) 

feature similar narrative strategies, and the two writers shared notoriety as disreputable 

women. The interpolated poems and accompanying frame commentary in the New 

Atalantis also demonstrate the depth of Manley's identification with Behn, and work to 

differentiate her from the women she satirizes.  

 Yet the woman Manley most directly satirizes in the New Atalantis is herself, a 

fact that some other critics have noted but not sufficiently explored.33 In this work, 

Manley develops a persona strikingly different from those represented in her early poems 

and letters and the paratextual materials accompanying her 1696 plays, and constrasts her 

previous poetic aims with her current modes of writing. Contrary to Paula McDowell's 

reading of Manley's character “Lady Intelligence” as evidence that Manley constructed a 

new role for women writers as tabloid reporters who crossed the boundaries of the public 

and private spheres, Manley's framing of the poems incorporated into her text—poems 

she wrote, and poems by other women—demonstrates that being a succès de scandale did 

not satisfy her literary aspirations (McDowell 220-21). By writing the New Atalantis, 

Manley did exercise literary power, as the book's numerous print runs, its putative effect 

on the Whig aristocracy, and even its oft-cited mention in Pope's “Rape of the Lock”34 

indicate (Needham 258). But the New Atalantis also documents Manley's disappointed 

literary ambitions and her awareness of her own status as a woman who wrote out of 

necessity.  

                                                
undermine and betray one another. Nonetheless, Manley's writings are invested in women's experiences 
and do evince concern with the dangers unprotected young women face in the world.  

33 See McDowell (245) and Herman (220) for brief mentions of Manley's self-mockery. 
34 See Canto III of “The Rape of the Lock.” 
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 Manley first identifies herself as a hack in the frame narrative surrounding her two 

elegies for Edward Coke and his wife Cary, here called Sacharissa, “the richest widow in 

all Atalantis,” who died only months apart (NA 47). I do not mean to suggest that this 

persona trumps the others I have already discussed, or that Manley proudly declaims her 

status as a writer for pay. Her self-characterization as a hack relies upon ironic 

implication, as do many of her satiric attacks on others. In a shifting farrago of tone and 

perspective, Manley creates a satirical audience that mocks exaggerated “funeral 

solemnity” only to introduce two pastoral elegies celebrating endless grief (NA 47). First, 

in the frame narrative surrounding the interpolated elegies, she suggests her own 

authorship of the poems. The grieving nymph/speakers of these poems in turn introduce 

the heroic poetess Delia (who will famously become Manley's alter ego later in the text), 

who again criticizes opulent displays of mourning, then mourns Edward Coke opulently. 

Her verse seems to assure that “his immortal fame will never waste,” until, speaking as it 

were from the gallery, Astrea rebukes the poet for insincerity and deflates the entire 

monument (NA 53). Manley then trots out a second elegy in which the same two nymphs 

who “live with horror, and [were] formed for pain”—Aminta and Melissa— rise to a 

histrionic crescendo of celebration for the Cokes' appearance as constellations in the 

skies, where “shining gods such happiness approve” (NA 60). Cut back to the satirical 

frame, where Astrea remarks that the shining gods did no such thing on her last visit to 

the stars, and Intelligence explains that a desire for patronage, not truth, motivates the 

author of the elegies. Manley points her readers to the stinging contrast between the 

flattering and formulaic poetic portraits of the couple and the mocking treatment they 
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receive in the encapsulated amatory-fiction narrative that follows the poems. She reveals 

the poems—and, by extension, herself—to be entirely insincere, but “well enough, 

according to the rate of the present writers” (NA 60). Though she derides the state of 

contemporary poetry, she also indicts herself as a substandard practitioner who has been 

forced by financial necessity to produce bombastic verse for pay. 

 What are we to make of such a performance?  

 Manley introduces these elegies by marching the Cokes' opulent funeral parade 

directly across the paths of the disapproving Astrea and Virtue. “True grief consists not in 

ceremony,” Astrea remarks, and Intelligence replies: “There's no such thing among those 

that appear in these cavalcades. There's scarce any of them that ever saw the person 

deceased. ... 'Tis none of their business; they are paid for what they do” (NA 47). 

Intelligence's description could just as neatly fit a hack writer fashioning elegies in the 

hope of receiving a few guineas from a distraught family. As the inset narrative 

continues, the resemblance between Manley and the paid mourners grows stronger.  

 An “obscure poet” (Manley) wrote Edward Coke's elegy, Intelligence tells Astrea 

and Virtue, as a favor for a “lazy” friend whose “genius” had “shrunk” (Mary Pix) and 

who later mistreated the poet by claiming the elegy as his own (NA 48).35 Intelligence's 

claim to have the second Coke elegy “just warm from the muse, finished but yesterday 

and newly communicated to me, to be distributed abroad,” reinforces the identification of 

                                                
35 Though both poets in this account are male, Rosalind Ballaster and Paul Bunyan Anderson both identify 

Mary Pix as the “false friend.” Ballaster notes that “No attribution is given in any of the keys” for the 
dishonest friend or the poet, and supports her identification by noting that Pix “dedicated her play 
Queen Catherine (1698) to 'The Honourable Mrs. Coke of Norfolk'” (NA 276 n. 111). Considering that 
Manley also flips the genders of the entire royal court later in the work, coding herself and Pix as male 
writers is not much of a cover for her own authorship, nor is it likely that Manley wanted to obscure her 
authorial claim to the poems.  
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Manley as the wronged poet in question (NA 54, 54-55).36 In effect, Intelligence plays the 

role of Manley's poetic midwife. Manley writes that the poet, “Justly incensed against the 

treachery of his friend, ... resolves to own and print this piece in the next miscellanea” 

(48). The beginning of the first elegy immediately follows that line, temporarily 

transforming Manley's scandal fiction itself into “the next miscellanea,” as McDowell has 

noted (239).  

 Manley structures both elegies in the usual dialogic style of the pastoral elegy. 

Oddly, both poems begin with an introductory stanza labeled “Astrea,” as if spoken by 

the goddess.37 Considering that Intelligence offers the poems to Astrea and Virtue as 

unfamiliar literary objects, it makes little sense to consider Astrea-the-goddess as the 

literal speaker of these stanzas, particularly given that the frame narrative implies that 

Manley wrote both poems before she composed the New Atalantis. Her choice to append 

Aphra Behn's poetic name to these elegies may have been intended to lend the poems 

extra authority, but could also have reminded readers of her similarity to that earlier 

“punk and poetess” who wrote for money (Medoff 34). Given the complicated interplay 

between Manley's authorial personae, even allusive gestures as small as this one can be 

revealing.  

 In the first elegy, a stylized, melodramatic tribute to Edward Coke, two nymphs 

                                                
36 Anderson, who first identified Pix as the friend in question, did not offer any textual support for this 

assertion (“Delariviere Manley's Prose Fiction” 170). Pix is now known as a playwright, and not a 
particularly successful one (see Jean I. Marsden's essay discussing her reputation and talents); though it 
seems a bit strange for Manley to attack her as a failed poet, the dedication to Cary Coke remains 
suggestive, and the nature of Manley's attack resonates with her own larger concerns about hierarchies 
of poetic talent.  

37 To the best of my knowledge, no critics have commented on this odd choice. Patricia Köster's 1971 
facsimile reprint edition of the New Atalantis contains the same speech labels, though, as do the first 
and second London editions, available on ECCO. 
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bewail their own romantic losses and to participate in a morbid, unhealthy, and 

competitive variety of female storytelling and companionship. Melissa and Aminta “met 

to mourn, not seek relief, / But to indulge, and to enlarge their grief” by comparing their 

own “little woe” to the greater sadness of “Sacharissa” (Cary Coke) (NA 49).38 The poem 

suggests that they will cease to feel their own sorrows by mourning a public loss, but that 

argument has already been undercut by the frame narrative's skepticism about public 

mourning. Like the goddesses, Aminta critiques the “pompous mourning of the tomb” 

(NA 53). While the notion of women sharing suffering might seem to offer a rare moment 

of feminine community in a text which often features women suffering alone, the 

nymphs' greed for secret details of woe seems to position them as kin to Mrs. Nightwork, 

Lady Intelligence, and the other minions of the Princess Fame, and to undermine 

Manley's self-presentation as a civic-minded truth-teller. She digresses from her duty of 

shaming the vicious and celebrating the virtuous to allow these nymphs, and, by proxy, 

her readers, to wallow in the supposed misery caused by the deaths of the Cokes. If the 

eighteenth-century equivalent of tabloid funeral coverage is what her readers want, she 

will provide it.  

 The final mourner in this first elegy is Delia, whom first-time readers of the text 

would not yet recognize as Manley's explicitly autobiographical persona within the New 

Atalantis—her life history appears later in the text.39 Here, Aminta introduces Delia 

                                                
38 I have only given page numbers for these quotations because Ballaster's edition does not include line 

numbers. 
39 Though Manley's fictionalized autobiography The Adventures of Rivella; or, the History of the Author 

of the Atalantis was not published until 1714, Manley indicates in that work that the details of her life 
were well known to the London public long before, and that she intended the publication of Rivella as a 
partial corrective to rumor (and as a means of blocking Edmund Curll's planned biography by Charles 
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simply as a heroic poetess, in lines that reveal the aims Manley still seems to have 

cherished for her poetry in 1709: 

  Delia began to sing the hero dead;  

  Delia had in Apollo's court been bred.  

  Nor Afra [Aphra Behn], nor Orinda [Katherine Philips] knew so well,  

  Scarce Grecian Sappho, Delia to excel:  

  In strains that tell the certainty of fate,  

  And the uncertainty of human state,  

  Imperfect tho' I am, I will her song relate. (53) 

Manley's references to Behn and Philips recall her 1696 poem to Trotter in celebration of 

Agnes de Castro and Pix's 1696 poem prefacing The Royal Mischief, which both name 

Behn and Philips as inspiring figures to be emulated and bested by bold new female poets 

(NA 276 n. 117). McDowell suggests that Manley's claim to “excel” both poets here 

amounts to a rejection of what each woman represented (NA 233), but this oversimplifies 

Manley's relationships to her predecessors. Instead, Delia tops Aminta's hierarchy of 

women poets as a new Sappho for her times, worthy of elegizing the honorable Cokes. 

Striking a moralistic pose that seems rather hypocritical given the elegy's overwrought 

tone, Delia criticizes opulent display in the face of death, ordering young women in “rich 

robes” to “put dark cypress on” (NA 53). Her stanzas lament Edward Coke's loss as a 

generous patron of poets and the poor, and apostrophize his grieving mother, reassuring 

her that Delia's song, greater even than the work of all earlier women poets, will preserve 

                                                
Gildon, which would likely have slandered her further). See Rivella's conversation with Lovemore 
(Rivella 61).  
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him (NA 54, 53).  

 Yet in the prose narrative passage following this elegy, Manley immediately 

sabotages any promise of poetic truth or preservation offered in the poem, and 

consequently undercuts Delia's role as heroic poetess. Astrea, “used to the genuine 

elegies of Molpomene ... find[s] but a faint relish of the muses in this poem,” and asks 

Intelligence if the poet “drew [Coke] as he was, or as he ought to have been?” (NA 54) 

Manley never presents the Cokes as they were, as Intelligence's later satirical recounting 

of the Cokes' history demonstrates. In the elegies, she lauds them with flattering epithets, 

while in the main narrative they become satirical targets—and, in the case of Cary Coke, 

are also reduced to amatory-fiction stereotypes.  

 Most importantly, Astrea's choice to contrast this poem with the “genuine elegies 

of Molpomene” refers directly to Manley's first poem in The Nine Muses, which she 

wrote under the name of “Melpomene: The Tragick Muse” (Nine Muses 1). That poem 

invited her “sisters” to “in Confort [sic] join, / Each weep her Fav'rite's loss with Tears 

Divine” (Nine Muses 1). The model of communal feminine grieving in that poem appears 

both socially and artistically acceptable, meant to honor a male poet (Dryden) and to 

demonstrate Manley's poetic talent. When Manley's Melpomene declares, “Well may I 

now my mourning Vail [sic] put on: / Well may I now with Cypress load my Brow,” the 

context for her declaration encourages readers to view her lament as an expression of 

honest mourning, unlike the wailing of the Cokes' paid funeral attendants or the unruly, 

exaggerated grief of Manley's nymphs. By prodding her audience to recognize this 

disjunction, Manley characterizes herself and her alter ego Delia as hacks willing to pen 
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the most risible sort of panegyric, touched only with “a faint relish of the muses.” Before 

readers ever encounter Delia's life history—a dramatized version of Manley's own past, 

complete with loyal Tory father, bigamous marriage to a cousin, and ruinous loss of 

reputation—Manley has given them reason to doubt Delia's status as a sincere and 

uncorrupted poet. Though much critical attention has been paid to the later section of the 

New Atalantis in which Manley recounts Delia's story, little notice has been taken of the 

way in which Manley's introduction of Delia complicates her later appeals to the 

audience's sympathy, or of the fact that Manley employs one of her doubles in the text, 

Lady Intelligence, to cast doubt on Delia's sincerity as a poet. 

 The poignancy of Manley's self-characterization as a hack writer deepens in the 

commentary following the second elegy, for Cary Coke. In this poem, the nymphs at first 

seem, again, to offer a model of “fearless” female “friendship” (NA 55). But their hunger 

for grief quickly grows even more disturbing, as Melissa finds Aminta mourning for the 

dead Octavio (Edward) and attempts to “New vigour add to [Aminta's] expiring life” by 

telling her of Sacharissa's death (NA 56). Aminta replies: “I live with horror, and was 

formed for pain. / Thy brimful eyes, much untold sorrows show, / Give me the cause, 

give me the theme of woe” (NA 56).40 Their voracity for stories of anguish seems again to 

damn Manley's readers as well as Manley herself, suggesting a distrust of the very 

practices of gossip on which she depended for bread. The poem then concludes with a 

ringingly empty command to the world to admire the “New constellations!” of the Cokes, 

                                                
40 This second elegy also contains another invocation of Hymen's torn saffron robe, “In pieces rent, and 

lying upon the ground,” one of the symptoms that Virtue cites as representative of humanity's 
abandonment of her (NA 58, 5). Here, Hymen's robe is torn because he mourns Sacharissa, but the echo 
links the Cokes to the general decline of humanity.  
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now installed in the skies, where “[t]he shining gods . . . approve” their joy (NA 60). 

Once again, Astrea's dry response calls the sincerity of the entire elegiac enterprise into 

question: “I doubt this is but your poet's compliment, for, as lately I came from thence, 

they knew nothing of the matter then” (NA 60). In these two elegies, Manley creates a 

idealized poetic self-portrait that evokes both her 1690s boasts of a heroic literary talent 

equal to that of Behn or Philips and the adulatory poems she once received from 

supportive female friends. Then, through the conjunction of frame narrative and poetic 

content, she dismisses the elegies and the self-portrait as hackwork produced for purely 

mercenary reasons. Manley, who once adopted the personae of muses to honor Dryden 

after his death, is now reduced to producing insincere tribute poetry for the worthless 

rich. While she likely considered this work more honorable than Steele's Whig 

propaganda writing, she nonetheless occupied a relatively similar position in the literary 

marketplace as a writer for pay, “forc'd to be witty,” even if “in never so opposite an 

Humour” (Memoirs of Europe Vol. I 236-37). 

 In reaction to Astrea's comment about the falsity of the poet's “compliment,” 

Intelligence launches into a bitter diatribe regarding the contemporary state of poetry, 

which I cite here in its entirety: 

That's no business of his: he [the poet] cares not whether they get there [to 

the stars] or no. I see his flattery has not catched your Mightinesses 

applause nor approbation, and yet 'tis well enough, according to the rate of 

the present writers. There are so few in this warlike age that understand the 

true beauties of poetry, the happy few that can distinguish themselves (in a 
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just indignation at its ignorance) are silent. The critic is degenerated from 

his first original; 'tis now only understood as a person of spleen and ill-

nature, who professes against being pleased at any thing but his own 

compositions, or when he can find fault with others. He never applauds, 

though in the right place, but often condemns in the wrong. And these (by 

faction and party) are leading men among the ignorant, who are fifty to 

one the greater number. This silent resentment from the real worthy (those 

that can rescue declining poetry) gives the greater liberty to the poetaster 

to fire the town, and over-swarm it with their bombast. A certain author 

says that he tasted verses like melons—if they have not something in their 

flavour approaching to perfection, he cannot relish 'em. I'm afraid he must 

have resolved, had he lived now, not to have eat at all, or at least without 

the bon goust. (NA 60) 

The broader complaint about the poor quality of contemporary poetry and contemporary 

critics is hardly original, but Manley's abdication of the heroic role is worth noting. Here, 

Manley labels “the poet”—herself—a flatterer and a hack, and excludes herself from the 

“happy few that can distinguish themselves” as true writers of poetry (NA 60). She cannot 

maintain a virtuous silence or write solely to “rescue declining poetry,” but must adjust 

her standards “according to the rate of the present writers” in order to obtain patronage 

(NA 60). When rebuked for “wander[ing] from her subject,” Intelligence's response—

“But a short digression, ladies. 'Tis natural to our sex to elope”—again recalls the 

exigencies that drove Manley to write (NA 60).   



 

 124 

  McDowell asserts that Manley's formulations of authorial vice and virtue differed 

from the two opposing archetypes available to women writers in the latter part of the 

seventeenth century (i.e., Behn and Philips) (232). She argues, for example, that the 

figure of the staid Astrea is meant to satirize contemporary women writers, like Philips 

and Trotter Cockburn, who adopted a moralistic public stance. McDowell proposes that, 

by 1705, “a new ideological spectrum of female literary virtue and vice” had grown 

culturally dominant, and that Manley's attacks on Trotter Cockburn, in particular, reflect 

her disgust at the ease with which Trotter Cockburn assumed the virtuous role (232). 

McDowell also claims that Manley viewed herself as removed from this model, and that 

“she ultimately rejected both models in the New Atalantis—and created a new, more 

empowering one instead” (233).  

 To the contrary: Manley's concern with the alleged hypocrisy of other women 

writers suggests that Manley found herself publicly condemned to the role of “vice” by 

women like Trotter, who were more successful at maintaining an “outward Practice” of 

virtue (Rivella 66). Manley's writings in self-defense—the prefaces to her early plays, 

Rivella, the Delia section of the New Atalantis, certain passages of Memoirs of Europe—

reveal that, rather than struggling to escape the virtue/vice binary, Manley attempts to 

alter the definition of virtue for a woman writer and to recast her enemies as vicious. She 

argues that moral courage, lack of social ambition, and the desire for truth, not simply 

chastity and sexual modesty, should constitute virtue. Ballaster notes that the New 

Atalantis features amatory-fiction-style “stories of suffering virtue,” but she refers 

primarily to tales of innocent women sexually betrayed, not to Manley's self-
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characterization as a writer suffering for her truth-telling publications (Seductive Forms 

136). Ballaster suggests that the inset amatory fiction tales offer “an ambiguous moral, 

that women must seek a new relationship to the amatory text/political order if they are 

not to remain its victims and it they are to become agents of change within it”—that 

women can no longer be celebrated for “embodying iconic suffering” (136). In fact, 

while Manley repeatedly states that she hopes her works will effect political change by 

shaming the vicious, she assumes for herself the role of virtuous sufferer, and does so 

primarily by attacking other women. 

 

V. The Women  

 In the introduction to this dissertation, I cited Manley's interpolation of Anne 

Finch's poem “The Progress of Life,” and Astrea's mild answering criticism of Finch as 

leisured woman writer.41 Astrea's role as a ghostly narrator of Manley's elegies, as well as 

her commentary on Finch and Manley's poems, demonstrates that she too plays an 

important role in Manley's self-characterization as a woman writer in this text. When 

Manley constructs an elite group of poets that excludes her, as she does when placing 

Finch among the lucky women who write for pleasure and consigning herself to the 

group who write out of necessity, she does so in the voice of Astrea, a voice explicitly 

named for Aphra Behn. Manley may indeed have wanted to reject the model of female 

authorship that Behn represented in the early eighteenth century, as McDowell contends, 

                                                
41 McDowell and Staves are among the few critics who have noted this passage (see McDowell 239; 

Literary History 145). Barbara McGovern also cites it briefly in Anne Finch and Her Poetry: A Critical 
Biography.  
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but her repeated invocations of Behn read like acknowledgments of their similarity. 

Strikingly, Manley involves Behn's name in the New Atalantis in precisely the places 

where she draws readerly attention to her own status as a hack writer and/or to her 

putative virtue as a satirist and a teller of hard truths.  

 Even those few women writers who appear truly virtuous in Manley's eyes must 

be measured by their level of privilege relative to her own position. Therefore, though she 

appreciates Finch's poetic talent, Manley nonetheless chides her for having neglected to 

polish the poem “The Progress of Life,” given her titled comfort and apparent leisure. 

According to Manley's formulation, a poor woman writer willing to risk public 

disapprobation in order to produce truthful or beautiful work is the most virtuous of all. 

In Memoirs of Europe, the narrator, after invoking “Fortune” as if she were a muse (Vol. 

II 1), celebrates writers who dare to publish the truth about the powerful: 

May he not assuredly be term'd Brave, who in this degenerate Age dares 

trace the Windings, the Deformity of Faction? who trembles not at the 

great Man's vicious Frown, nor the mighty Lady's Revenge? and can 

embrace the Demon of Poverty, rather than that of Dissimulation; with 

never ending Aversion pursues Ingratitude, wresting of Royal Favour, 

Avarice, and Lawless Love; reveals the beautiful Goddess Virtue 

embellish'd by herself, and adorn'd with transcendent Charms. Smile as 

before, O Fortune! upon the gliding Ink, conduct the Meanders of our Pen, 

so shall my auspicious Reader be charm'd at the Emanation which departs 

from thee; so shall he be warm'd at the Pleasure thou wilt enable us to 
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bestow; so shall all be Sun-shine, flow'ry Lawns and flowing Vintage; so 

shall I be secure of an immortal, graceful Laurel, and the World delighted 

to bestow it. (Memoirs of Europe Vol. II 4) 

Manley seems to claim here that her poverty as a hack writer stems from her 

unwillingness to lie and flatter. Unlike Steele, she avoids “Dissimulation” and censures 

“Ingratitude,” and the writing she produces for pay should therefore improve the world 

and secure her recognition. Yet this fantasy of recognized authorial worth crumbles as it 

appears, and concludes with biting irony. The “World” has never yet been “delighted to 

bestow” “an immortal, graceful Laurel” upon Manley's head. Rather, she has suffered the 

“Revenge” of “mighty Lad[ies],” and that experience has taught her to approach other 

women writers as proven enemies and to expose their frailties in print.  

 Critics such as Staves have read Manley's interpolation of poems by other women 

writers as evidence that Manley “did not scruple to engage in the unauthorized 

publication of other women's writing,” and have accordingly depicted her as a savvy, 

even unprincipled literary businesswoman, “like the contemporary commercial publishers 

who tried to profit from the novelty value of women's writing” (Literary History 145). 

(No critic seems to have made a similar claim about her interpolation of Steele's letter 

into the dedication of Memoirs of Europe.) This is an unnecessarily negative evaluation 

of one of the few collegial impulses Manley seems to have had toward other women 

writers in her post-1700 career. Rather than attempting to “establish an ideology of the 

feminine,” as Ezell contends that many contemporary editors of miscellanies did, Manley 

aims to promote the women whose poems she interpolates even as she acknowledges that 
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women like Finch are unlikely to require the sort of patronage she can offer (Writing 

Women's Literary History 69).42 Intelligence “recommends[s]” Finch's “The Progress of 

Life” to Astrea and Virtue, states that its author has “made it her business to devote her 

self to the muses,” and reports that the stanzas “have met with abundance of applause” 

(NA 92).43  

 While we are unlikely ever to learn precisely how Manley obtained the poems she 

included in her scandal fictions, we should acknowledge that she distinguishes between 

this sort of miscellany-making and the act of the “false friend” who pretended to have 

written one of Manley's poems.44 Most importantly, the group of women whose poems 

Manley prints and the group of women she satirizes remain almost entirely separate. Only 

one of the women whose poetry Manley interpolates suffers any of her scathing wit—the 

writer Elizabeth Taylor45—and Manley mocks her precisely because she is not capable of 

                                                
42 Ezell cites The Nine Muses (1700) as an anthology that does invite its readers to “ponder exactly what 

style, subject, or domestic circumstance were revealed as 'feminine' in the selections of women's writing 
presented” within (Writing Women's Literary History 69). She argues that eighteenth-century 
anthologies of women's writing, most notably George Colman and Bonnell Thornton's 1755 Poems by 
Eminent Ladies, characterized women's poetic genius as separate from men's, “'different' . . . in its 
nature, if not its quality” (92). 

43 Manley also interpolates a second poem by Finch, a devotional piece entitled “The Hymn” that praises 
God in the wake of, according to Intelligence, “a terrible hurricane that not long since distressed not 
only Atalantis, but all the other islands in the Mediterranean” (NA 211). Manley revised the poem to 
refer to “Jove,” in keeping with the pagan religious schema of her work, and Ballaster identifies this as 
the first publication of the poem (NA 298 n. 436). The poem later appeared appended to a longer 
pindaric poem by Finch about the 1703 hurricane. For more about these poems, see Paul Bunyan 
Anderson, “Mrs. Manley's Texts of Three of Lady Winchilsea's Poems”; for more about Finch's writing, 
see Carol Barash, “The Political Origins of Anne Finch's Poetry.” 

44 As noted in the introduction to this dissertation, Finch’s “The Progress of Life” was eventually 
published in a slightly altered form in Finch's Miscellany Poems, on Several Occasions in 1713, printed 
by John Barber, Manley's business partner and lover (McGovern 108). Manley may have obtained 
copies of Finch's poems via Barber or Jonathan Swift, or may have been acquainted with Finch herself. 

45 Ballaster identifies Olinda as Elizabeth Taylor, Lady Wythens, and apparently as the “Mrs. Taylor” who 
authored several poems in Aphra Behn's Miscellany (1685) (NA 304 n. 515). The poems identified as 
Taylor's in that volume are: “Song, made by Mrs. Taylor”; “To Mertill, who desired her to speak to 
Clorinda of his Love. By Mrs. Taylor”; and “Song, by Mrs. Taylor.” These three poems, simple lyrics 
about the danger of love, are similar in tone and structure to the “Ode” published in the New Atalantis. 
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assuming a mask of hypocrisy to hide her vices.  

 Carnell and Herman often suggest that Manley's contentious relationships with 

other female writers (and with Steele) were inspired by their political differences: that the 

Tory Manley considered her friends' Whiggish sympathies provoking. I propose, instead, 

that Manley's practice of labeling women writers who angered her with the same set of 

metaphors of hypocrisy she deployed against political figures suggests that she saw 

literary rivalry between women as analogous to the battles of “faction and party” that 

were destroying “declining poetry” (NA 60). Manley does not link femininity itself with 

the decline of poetry, as Pope does in The Dunciad. But she also does not associate 

femininity, female relationships, or feminine means of communication with 

unproblematic empowerment, as McDowell's reading of the New Atalantis implies. 

 While Manley employs some of the same tactics when attacking other female 

authors as she does when ridiculing public figures or Steele, these tactics read quite 

differently in the context of her earlier collegiality toward other writing women. In the 

New Atalantis, Memoirs of Europe, and Rivella, specifically, Manley attacks other 

women for their hypocrisy not simply to unmask them for political reasons but to explain 

why she has turned against them. Their offenses, like Steele's, are sometimes quite 

specific: Mary Pix took a poem of Manley's and presented it as her own (NA 48); 

Catharine Trotter, “who was the most of a Prude in her outward Professions, and the least 

of it in her inward Practice,” lied to her and entangled her in the Albemarle case (Rivella 

                                                
Their presence in Behn's Miscellany also indicates that Taylor would have been familiar with the 
practice of women interpolating the poems of other women into their works, and may have participated 
willingly in Manley's publication of her poems. 
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66). But the motivations behind some of Manley's attacks on other women writers, such 

as her remarkably nasty burlesque of Sarah Fyge Egerton and Egerton's husband, remain 

opaque. She often offers their hypocrisy as the sole reason for the dissolution of a 

friendship, rather than providing the sort of detailed narrative she creates when battling 

with Steele. In this way, she differs from the other women writers in this dissertation. The 

rivalry of Eliza Haywood and Martha Fowke Sansom is remarkably well-documented, 

while Laetitia Pilkington, who threatened to name in print any acquaintance who did not 

subscribe to her Memoirs, does not hesitate to expose anyone whom she blames for her 

misfortunes.46 

 In these invectives, Manley assumes a tone of justified grievance, as she did when 

replying to Steele. Yet we never see Trotter Cockburn or Pix imply that Manley can kill 

unsuspecting readers “with the Help of some artificial Poisons conveyed by Smells” as 

Steele did, nor does Manley ever accuse them of having engaged her in a paper war.47 

Instead, she charges the women she satirizes with having mistreated her and betrayed her 

trust by adopting respectable public guises that required them to snub her as a scandalous 

woman. We cannot know which of Manley's attacks on her female colleagues were truly 

provoked and which she might have manufactured simply in order to serve her purposes 

of self-characterization—to provide foils for her poetic talent, virtue, and honesty. Yet we 

can analyze the methods she employed when satirizing other women writers and link the 

development of her antagonistic relationships with former friends to accompanying 
                                                
46 Pilkington claims in her third volume that “I was very well diverted with Mr. Woodward's Coffee, and 

humorous description of me, crying, / Subscribe, or else I'll paint you like the Devil” (Memoirs 265).  
47 This insult was printed in Tatler no. 63 (originally published September 3, 1709), and presumably 

written by Steele, though he denied its authorship when confronted by Manley (Steele Tatler Vol. 2 71; 
see Zelinsky 132 n. 2). 
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changes in her self-fashioning. 

 I have already described Manley's attack on Mary Pix as a lazy, thieving poet, 

which, remarkably, is the least cruel portrait of a former female friend in the New 

Atalantis. Manley's depiction of Elizabeth Taylor represents the next gradation of cruelty, 

as her approval of Taylor's poetry allays some of the harshness of her portrayal of Taylor. 

Manley introduces Taylor, here called “Olinda,” in a celebratory light, deeming her 

poems “natural, easy, amorous, and sparkling!” and declaring that “nothing of hers 

should ever endure” the fate of being “almost quite forgotten,” for her work “will always 

be new to the ingenious” (260).48 Taylor's Ode, a paean to a charming lover whose 

presence still distracts the lovelorn Olinda, elicits a “smile of approbation” when 

presented to the goddesses (NA 261). Manley first casts Taylor as one of the unfortunate 

virgins who appear so frequently in this text, married off “without any regard to the 

delicacy of her own choice” and finally unable to resist the advances of a charming 

young Chevalier, whom she eventually marries after the death of her “old, infirm, and 

humourous” husband, who leaves her wealthy (NA 261). Despite this sympathetic 

introduction, Manley's portrait of Taylor quickly turns waspish. Intelligence pretends to 

applaud the Chevalier for demonstrating his “wonderful” constancy in marrying “Olinda, 

no longer in youth! never handsome! amorous! termagant! jealous! revengeful! and so 

little mistress of her passions, or so defective of the art of  concealing 'em, that they had 

often made her (with all her distinguishing wit) both the object of his pity and contempt” 

(NA 262). According to Manley, Olinda and her Chevalier never once sleep together after 

                                                
48 The name “Olinda” may also be a reference to Catharine Trotter Cockburn's Adventures of a Young 

Woman, mentioned earlier in Chapter 1.  
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they marry, despite having had a passionate affair for the previous seventeen years. 

Intelligence even suggests—though she attributes this theory to unnamed gossips of “ill 

nature”—that the Chevalier married Olinda out of fear that she would “shoot or strangle 

him with her own hand” if he didn't wed her, as she “had often threatened” him with this 

treatment “if he ever refused or delayed to repair her honour, should fortune be so 

obliging as to put it in his power!” (NA 262).  

 Manley presents Taylor as the antithesis of a prudish hypocrite like Harriat, and 

never charges her with any specific wrongs to other women. Perhaps this is because, 

unlike Harriat, Taylor preserves a sense of honor and virtue and seeks to patch up her 

tattered reputation, or because Manley recognizes some faint hint of similarity in their 

social situations. Manley's depiction of Taylor does echo her own later self-description in 

Rivella: “never handsome,” “amorous,” too passionate, with “the face of a wit, much 

sprightliness and but little beauty” (NA 260). Furthermore, though the rages and 

jealousies of Taylor's private life earn her ridicule, they do not provoke Manley to attack 

her as a writer—a crucial difference between this satirical portrait and Manley's other 

portraits of female colleagues. Manley seems to regard Taylor's life story as a fit occasion 

for another inset narrative of melodramatic adultery. By interpolating and applauding the 

Ode, however, she allows Taylor's “distinguishing wit” to shape the satiric portrait of 

Taylor she presents.  

 Not so the other women mocked in the New Atalantis. Manley's attacks on them 

rise to new rhetorical heights and contrast brutally with her comparatively mild 

depictions of Pix and Taylor. Sarah Fyge Egerton's portrait is the most visually striking. 
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Astrea and Virtue, led by Intelligence, find Egerton and her priest husband brawling like 

characters in a Fielding novel, the “old, thin, rawboned priest” wearing a “baked mask” 

of hot apple filling from a pie tossed by Egerton, who is “buffett[ing] him” as the 

goddesses approach (NA 86, 87, 86).49 They continue to struggle, and Manley 

choreographs their dispute as if blocking out action for a play, describing the way the 

priest “catched hold of her top-knot to demolish that fabric,” but “pulled and pulled in 

vain. She shrieked out as he pulled, . . . for he had tore a piece of ear from her head, 

which made the blood run down . . .” (NA 86-87). 

 After Intelligence breaks up the fight, Egerton flees, and the priest complains at 

length to Intelligence and the goddesses about his dreadful wife, channeling Manley's 

grievances. He complains not only about their relationship and about Egerton's violence 

but about her poorly written poetry and outsized literary ambition. Like Pix, the “false 

friend” who stole Manley's elegies, Egerton is a former friend and fellow writer, and also 

contributed to the Nine Muses anthology in 1700 (before marrying Egerton). Egerton's 

husband describes the specific wrong that Egerton did to Manley, whom he identifies as 

“a lady whom [Egerton] had invited to stay at our house . . . , [who] assumed the 

reasonable freedom to advise her against passion and anger” (88). Egerton supposedly 

repaid Manley by testifying dishonestly against her as “a voluntary evidence” in a 

lawsuit, which Manley then lost (88).50 Here, as in her battle with Steele, Manley 

                                                
49 Egerton's character in the New Atalantis is never named directly. Ballaster identifies the priest's wife as 

Egerton because of the trip Manley took to visit her in 1704, documented elsewhere (NA 279 n. 170; see 
also NA xii). 

50 Ballaster explains the details of this lawsuit on p. xii of her introductory essay to her edition of the New 
Atalantis. In brief, Egerton testified that Manley had hired a forger on behalf of a woman named Mrs. 
Mary Thompson, who needed falsified documents in order to win a palimony case (Ballaster, 
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characterizes herself as a blameless victim, but relegates that persona to a more 

subordinate role within the larger narrative digression than she did when describing 

Steele's mistreatment of her. In this passage, she focuses on destroying Egerton's 

reputation by ridiculing her physical appearance, her domestic life, and finally her poetic 

talent.  

 In the place of an epithet like “never handsome,” Manley offers this cruel 

caricature of Egerton, spoken by the priest: 

Nothing was ever so homely. Her face is made in part like a blackamoor, 

flat-nosed, blobber-lipped. There's no sign of life in her complexion. It 

savours all of mortality. She looks as if she had been buried a 

twelvemonth. Neither her cheeks nor lips can claim any distinction; they 

are all of an earthy hue, her teeth rotten and sweet as the grave, or charnel-

house. (NA 87) 

Pix, the dishonest poet who displayed Manley's elegy as her own, was merely 

intellectually withered; Egerton becomes a grotesque, a murderous demon who, the priest 

claims, “had once like to have choked my daughter, that's a woman grown . . . the poor 

girl's tongue hung out of her mouth and her face was grown black, and [Egerton] had 

certainly killed her in a few minutes more if I had not come and prevented her” (NA 88). 

Though Egerton also feels ungovernable passion for beautiful men, “her face protects her 

chastity, for none sure was ever yet so courageous as to assault it” (NA 88).51   

                                                
Introduction to NA, xii). Ballaster notes that “Manley had hoped to gain a retainer of £100 a year for her 
part in the fraud” (Introduction xii). 

51 Manley repeats this insult in Memoirs of Europe, where she observes that Julius Sergius (Halifax) is 
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 Egerton stays with her husband, he claims, “because she dares not torment any 

body else as she does me” and “finds joy in my torments” (NA 88). While Manley does 

not explicitly label Egerton a hypocrite, her portrayal of Egerton as a “fury” who cannot 

be satisfied unless making others miserable evokes the character of Harriat, the fictional52 

embodiment of hypocrisy and the text's most outspoken proponent of masking, veiling, 

and deception. The priest's “baked mask” offers a comic and pathetic version of this 

conceit calculated to turn readerly sympathy against Egerton from the scene's beginning. 

Unsurprisingly, Manley approaches her treatment of Egerton as a metaphorical 

unmasking, as she strips aside the veil of civil respectability associated with Egerton's 

humble but pious station in life to reveal her as a hideous, ridiculous creature and, 

perhaps even more importantly, a bad poet.  

 Egerton's husband derides her as a “wit” and “poetical wife” who “rumbles in 

verses of atoms, artic and antartic [sic], of gods and strange things, foreign to all 

fashionable understanding” (NA 87). The phrase “poetical wife” recalls the “airy wife” 

persona Manley created in her portrait of Steele, but the similarity ends there. Most 

damningly, Egerton's poems do not express real poetic ambition, but reflect only her 

hopeless infatuations with “a pitiful law clerk” and “a foolish apothecary” (NA 88). Her 

                                                
unwilling to hang a portrait of Egerton in his gallery after she presents her work to him because “she 
was so forbidding, or rather so shockingly ugly, that Sergius with all his good Nature and affected 
Gallantry, deferring to ask the favor of Clarinda to set [sic] for her Picture, 'till he should have an 
occasion to make a Collection of the Furies, where she may assure her self of the Preference” (290). 
This bit part as “Clarinda” is Egerton's only appearance in Memoirs of Europe, while Trotter and Steele 
both appear in multiple guises. 

52 Catherine Gallagher argues that the New Atalantis “cannot accurately be called 'fiction' because it 
retains the pleasurable and controversial doubleness, the special way of seeming to point 'outside' that 
belongs to allegory” (513). Manley's autobiographical insertions in the text, as well as these 
fictionalized satirical portraits, suggest to me that Gallagher's notion of “doubleness” is not complex 
enough in only comprehending two generic modes. 
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“love-verses and dialogues of Clarinda and Daphnis” allow her to “vent[s] her passion,” 

and contain “rattling epithets, bombast descriptions, romantic flights, and, in short, 

nothing of nature in 'em” (NA 88). Though Egerton's position as a country minister's wife 

affords her leisure to write, she squanders it and produces trash. Only five pages after 

Manley's savaging of Egerton in the original 1709 edition, Manley interpolates Anne 

Finch's “The Progress of Life.” Readers would therefore have encountered Finch's poem, 

and Manley's response to it, while still reeling from her grotesque portrait of Egerton. 

Though Manley critiques Finch's imperfect poem, she states that Finch “speaks very 

feelingly” and must have intimate personal knowledge of the regrets her poem describes 

(NA 92).  If we grant Manley agency as a writer, contrary to Staves's notion of a bruised 

Manley lashing out blindly at former friends, we must recognize that Manley surely 

meant these portraits of women writers to be read against one another, and intended 

Finch's “feeling”-ness to reflect badly on Egerton, Pix, Taylor, and, especially, on 

Catharine Trotter Cockburn.  

 Trotter Cockburn haunts Manley's post-1700 works like a bitter comic ghost, 

appearing in multiple absurd guises, always mocked for her hypocritically pious new 

public face. Trotter's abandonment of dramatic and poetic writing for her new role as 

Trotter Cockburn, philosopher and wife of a poor divine, appears to have been a 

sufficient betrayal to mark her out as Manley's favorite target. Manley attacks Trotter for 

changing authorial personae, which seems utterly incongruous given her own 

autobiographical shapeshifting. But the fluidity of Manley's self-presentation was, as 

Carnell has suggested regarding her political affiliations, driven by self-preservation and 
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opportunism—by the necessity of writing for pay. Manley apparently thought of Trotter's 

re-invention of her public image as a choice, and a “blameable” one, to use one of her 

favorite words.  

 Manley launches her most brazen attack against Trotter in the New Atalantis, 

pages after relating the tale of Harriat, Urania, and Polydore. She camouflages this attack 

as an anthropological description of the women of the “new Cabal,” a secretive lesbian 

“sect” whose members “vow eternal tenderness, . . . exclude the men, and condition that 

they will always do so” (NA 154).53 The text's representation of the new Cabal is 

curiously ambivalent and complexly ironic, and the inset narrative describing their 

culture abounds with coy rhetorical questions that testify to the tensions surrounding 

Manley's depictions of its members. After introducing the “ladies,” Intelligence asks: 

Alas! what can they do? How unfortunate are women? If they seek their 

diversions out of themselves and include the other sex, they must be 

criminal? If in themselves (as those of the new Cabal), still they are 

criminal? Though censurers must carry their imaginations a much greater 

length than I am able to do mine, to explain this hypothesis with success. 

They pretend to find in these the vices of old Rome revived . . . (NA 154) 

Intelligence claims that these vices spring entirely from the minds of “certain detestable 

authors who (to amuse posterity) have introduced you lasting monuments of vice, which 

could only subsist in imagination and can, in reality, have no other foundation that [sic] 

what are to be found in the dreams of poets and the ill nature of these censurers” (NA 

                                                
53 For more on the new Cabal, see Harriette Andreadis, Sappho in Early Modern England: Female Same-

sex Literary Erotics, 1550-1714.  
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154). But the mere mention of Roman vices hints at sexual desire between the members 

of the Cabal, a possibility that seems more like a probability with every additional 

rhetorical question. “For how can they be guilty?” Intelligence asks, and continues, a 

sentence later, “What irregularity can there be in this?” (NA 154). These questions invite 

the reader to examine the potential “irregularities” of the Cabal in salacious detail. 

 But Intelligence then shifts modes dramatically. She celebrates the women's self-

reliance and “wise” abandonment of “that rapacious sex” as “laudable! … extraordinary! 

… wonderful!” because it allows them to avoid the dishonors men inflict (NA 154). Chief 

among these dishonors is the embarrassment and potential ruin that attend hearing one's 

letters read out loud in chocolate-houses, where men “expose the letters of the fair, 

explain the mysterious and refine upon the happy part, in their redundancy of vanity 

consulting nothing but what may feed the insatiable hydra!” (154).54 Considering that 

Manley's scandal fictions thrive upon the exposure of the fair and the explanation of the 

mysterious, and depend for their verve upon many refinements upon the happy part of 

love, this condemnation of masculine gossip seems both heartfelt and profoundly 

insincere.  

 Critical approaches to this passage differ. Ballaster claims that Manley generally 

“had no hesitation in valorizing [the Cabal's] separatist ideology” (Seductive Forms 140), 

while David Robinson seeks to place Manley's satirical pose of “Mock Unknowing” 

regarding the new Cabal in a tradition of antilesbian writing and derides other critics' 

                                                
54 The imagery of the hydra here brings to mind Linebaugh and Rediker's notion of “the many-headed 

hydra” as a frequently-used symbol of resistance to forces of global capitalism. The men who frequent 
chocolate shops and read out ladies' letters do not represent a “hydrarchy” in any similar sense, but the 
basic metaphor aptly describes the peril women face in Manley's texts (Many-Headed Hydra 179). 
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more positive views of Manley's account of the Cabal as “dissident” “misreadings” (“'For 

How Can They Be Guilty?'” 193, 203, 201). Robinson also suggests, intriguingly, that 

Manley presents the sapphic intimacy of the new Cabal in opposition to an “impossible 

ideal” of female friendship, and that her “treatment of lesbianism thus helps to illuminate 

the contours and limits of her feminism in The New Atalantis” (208). In Robinson's view, 

the moments in which Manley appears to “valorize female friendship” must be 

understood within her broader satirical approach as “foil[s] for the corrupt world the 

satirist reveals and condemns” (208). Ballaster also argues that the Cabal might be meant 

to parody the “famous coterie circle of female friends and poets” associated with 

Katherine Philips,55 though she finally concludes that Manley's approach more closely 

parallels the “time-honored satiric tradition” labeled by Felicity Nussbaum as the 

“Amazon Utopia” (NA xiii).56 But Ballaster comes closest to isolating the most important 

element of Manley's portrait of the Cabal when she mentions, in passing, that the Cabal's 

practices are “a form of masquerade” (xiv). While Ballaster refers most directly to the act 

of cross-dressing, the culture of the Cabal involves masquerades of many kinds, as it 

demands that women hide the depth of their same-sex attachments from censorious men 

and that they assure their female lovers that they “reserve their heart, their tender amity 

for their fair friend” even if forced to marry (156). Ballaster's allusion to “masquerade” 

seems to evoke Terry Castle's sense of the word, with its hints of carnival and misrule. 

But as we have seen, Manley's mistrust of all forms of disguise, and her association of 

                                                
55 As only two of the women of the Cabal are identified as writers, this seems unlikely.  
56 Nussbaum discusses the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century obsession with the Amazon myth in her 

book The Brink of All We Hate (44-50).  
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masking with hypocrisy, mean that we cannot read her descriptions of the Cabal's secret 

rendezvous and members who “mask their diversions in the habit of the other sex” 

without suspecting an inherent negativity to this portrayal (NA 157). 

 In the context of this ambivalently negative group portrait, Manley introduces 

Catharine Trotter Cockburn as “Daphne,” a name that connotes virgin fear and the 

avoidance of sexual pursuit as well as passive artistic inspiration of others (NA 293 n. 

363).57 Fittingly, Daphne becomes the coddled “favourite” of Zara, another writer 

satirized in passing for her desire “to be caressed in a poetical manner” by a previous 

male lover (NA 158).58 Having failed to secure the masculine affection she wanted, Zara 

“fell into the taste of the Cabal,” and discovered Daphne, who seems to circle the Cabal 

without fully participating in their practices. Intelligence credits Daphne's sexual 

initiation to Lord Fortunatus, one of Manley's names for John Churchill, but claims that 

Daphne had little innocence to ruin. Fortunatus invites her to meet him privately in a 

coach to discuss a relative's petition, “where they might have more liberty . . . to enquire 

into the merits of her relation's cause and pretensions” (NA 159). Daphne has had enough 

“conversation with the world” to understand his implication, “but having the pretence of 

                                                
57 This name may also be meant as a slap at Trotter's friendship with Lady Sarah Piers, who contributed a 

prefatory poem to the publication of Trotter's The Unhappy Penitent (1701) that begins: “Myrtle and 
Bays about thy temples twine, / Plac'd by Apollo and the sacred nine; / And ev'ry grace and ev'ry 
virtue's thine” and concludes with an earnest prayer that “Minerva and Diana guard” Trotter's “perfect 
… soul” (quoted by Birch, “Life of Mrs. Catharine Cockburn,” xiv). Ballaster notes that contemporary 
keys to the New Atalantis identified Daphne as “Mrs. Griffith,” or Mary Pix (whose maiden name was 
Griffith), but that the biographical details of Daphne's history fit Trotter much more neatly, as does 
Manley's insinuation that Trotter had a sexual relationship with John Churchill (also repeated in Rivella, 
as Ballaster points out) (NA 293 n. 363). This mix-up suggests that the female rivals Manley attacked 
were regarded by some as interchangeable. 

58 Ballaster identifies Zara as Catherine Colyear, Countess Portmore, who was often satirized for being a 
homely though witty woman (NA 293 n. 361). Anne Kelley, citing Margaret Maison, suggests that Piers 
is more likely the woman satirized as Zara (20).  
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business to veil her modesty, as thin as was that veil and as easily seen through, she 

assumed it and went to the meeting” (NA 159). Yet she soon loses the Count's favor and 

is “forced to descend; all were not Fortunatus's that she saw her self obliged to endure” 

(159).59 This prompts her turn to writing rather than mistressing: “Then it was that she 

wrote for the stage, sometimes with ill fortune, sometimes with indifferent but once with 

success” (NA 159). 

 Manley attempts a detached and balanced tone in the initial paragraphs of her 

description of Daphne, as Intelligence states that she “[has] heard several divided in 

opinion as to her person, whether she should be esteemed pretty or indifferent” (NA 158). 

Intelligence catalogues Daphne's features as if eyeing her for purchase, noting her “much 

too sanguine” cheeks, her “low” stature, and “a certain stiffness” in her motions that 

causes her to appear “unbecoming,” yet admitting that “Her teeth indeed are admirable” 

(158). Finally, she zeroes in on the qualities that have enabled Daphne's social success, 

noting that “she has an air of youth and innocence which has been of excellent use to her 

in those occasions she has since has [sic] to impose upon the world as to matters of 

conduct” (159). It was this “air” that drew the Count's attention, and the same air now 

draws Manley's ire, for she considers it the essence of Trotter's hypocrisy (159).  

 Manley does not grant Daphne the dignity of treating her as a serious writer, but 

focuses on Daphne's “adventures,” a word that simultaneously recalls Trotter's Olinda's 

                                                
59 Trotter did write tribute poetry to Marlborough after several successful battles, according to Thomas 

Birch (“Life of Mrs. Catharine Cockburn” xxvi, xxix). Anne Kelley claims that Manley's account of 
Trotter's first meeting with Marlborough parallels “almost word for word” the passage of Olinda's 
Adventures in which Olinda first meets Cloridon, though this seems a little overstated, as Olinda and 
Cloridon's first meeting in a hackney coach is chaste, if flirtatious (55). Kelley also notes that other 
critics, including Germaine Greer, have questioned Trotter's authorship of Olinda's Adventures, though 
Manley clearly thought it to be Trotter's work (55). 
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Adventures and brands Trotter a sexual adventuress. Intelligence claims that she “could 

enumerate, were it not too tedious,” the tale of how Daphne “was become the diversion 

of as many of the town as found her to their taste and would purchase” (NA 160). But she 

declines to narrate it in full and sums up Daphne as a wearer of hypocritical masks who 

“still assumed an air of Virtue pretended60 and was ever eloquent (according to her stiff 

manner) upon the foible of others” (NA 160). Daphne's misbehavior is not only sexual: 

“She also fitted her self with an excellent mask called religion, having as often changed 

and as often professed her self a votary to that shrine, where was to be found the most 

apparent interest, or which priest had the greatest art of persuading” (NA 160). Finally, 

she makes getting “a husband” her “business,” as that is “the only means to prevent her 

from falling (when her youth and charms were upon the wing) into extreme contempt” 

(NA 160). Manley depicts Daphne as a woman skilled at self-preservation, most notably 

in the active language surrounding her adoption of the “excellent mask called religion” 

and in her practical determination to find a husband, despite having promised Zara that 

her many male lovers “had no part in her inclinations” (NA 160). Daphne's actions belie 

Ballaster's claim that the members of the new Cabal “reject the masculine pursuit of 

interest” (Seductive Forms 139).  

 This accusation of self-interestedness drives Manley's condemnation of Trotter. 

Trotter's abandonment of poetic and theatrical writing represents not only a hypocritical 

scrubbing of her own public image but a selfish rejection of the goals to which their 

                                                
60 The phrase “Virtue pretended” appears—also in italics—in Manley's earlier attack on Sarah Churchill 

in the same text, cited earlier in this chapter (NA 110). Though Manley does not charge Trotter 
Cockburn with political wrongdoing, the repeated phrase does connect Trotter Cockburn to “faction and 
party.”  
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1690s community of female poets aspired. The dramatic “success” that Intelligence cites 

was Agnes de Castro, published in 1696 with Manley's tribute poem declaring Trotter 

first among equals in their sisterhood of triumphantly ambitious literary women (NA 

159). Rather than casting Trotter's invention of a new authorial persona as a triumph of 

feminine determination and cleverness over the prejudices of society, as we can imagine 

that she might in the case of another young heroine, Manley attacks Trotter for her 

hypocritical shift from licentious behavior to public piety. In the country, Intelligence 

states, Daphne “now sets up for regularity and intends to be an ornament to the religion, 

which she had once before abandoned and newly again professed.61 She will write no 

more for the stage; 'tis profane, indiscreet, unpardonable” (NA 160). Intelligence engages 

here in an almost Austenian moment of free indirect discourse that communicates the 

finality with which Trotter has abandoned dramatic writing and the women with whom 

she wrote. “Controversy62 engrosses all her hours,” she insists, and “the Muses”—

perhaps the Nine Muses of their anthologizing years—“must give place” (NA 160, italics 

mine). Trotter has tried to erase the shame of her earlier actions by establishing herself as 

an authority on religious matters, but Intelligence's description of Trotter suggests that 

Trotter's literary productions will be “excellent” only in that they will be excellent 

representations of her own hypocritical “experience.”   

 Manley deemed this last slap at Trotter's hypocrisy insufficient, and satirized her 

                                                
61 Trotter converted from Anglicanism to Catholicism in her youth, then returned to the Church of 

England in 1717 (NA 294 n. 367). 
62 In 1707, Trotter published a work entitled A discourse concerning a guide to Controversies; in two 

Letters: Written to one of the church of Rome, by a person lately converted from that communion (cited 
in Birch, “The Life of Mrs. Catharine Cockburn,” xxx). Of course, “controversy” in the modern tabloid-
television sense engrosses all of Manley's hours, as well, but her controversies concern political 
wrangling and sexual misdeeds, not learned discourses on Lockean philosophy or theological inquiries. 
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once more in the New Atalantis, reducing Trotter to a flat portrait on the wall of an 

“Atalantic-poetic Lord” (NA 265)—Charles Montagu, Earl Halifax, according to 

Ballaster (NA 304 n. 521). This lord has “a gallery adorned with pictures of the ingenious, 

among which Daphne has the honour of a place, whether seated there for her little talent 

in poetry, or her larger one in amour, I will leave to his Lordship's decision” (NA 265). If 

Trotter attempts to reshape her public image with new declarations of piety and 

commitment to dramatic reform, this passage implies, Manley will offer her readers an 

alternate image that reveals the calculating ways in which Trotter has repackaged herself 

and salvaged her reputation, as Manley never could her own.  

 Critics have long noted Manley's deep resentment of Trotter Cockburn's newly 

pious pose, and many have remarked upon Manley's obvious dislike of Trotter's 

hypocrisy. Anne Kelley asserts that the “hidden agenda behind [Manley's] vilification of 

Trotter” was entirely political, and Ballaster, Herman, and Carnell generally agree (21). 

Though she insists that Manley's “political motivation would have been recognised,” 

Kelley also admits that “an unflattering—and widely-read—representation by a fellow 

female writer is undoubtedly more damaging in the long term than a similar exercise by a 

man, whose allegations could be discredited as misogynistic” (23). This theoretical 

substitution of a faceless male hack writer for Manley obscures the sources of Manley's 

attacks on Trotter and elides the similarity between their early careers and even between 

their upbringings as talented young girls. Thomas Birch's “Life of Mrs. Catharine 

Cockburn” (included in her 1751 Works) describes a Trotter with youthful literary 

ambitions similar to Manley's. In a dedicatory epistle to the same Charles, Lord Halifax, 
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appended to her The Unhappy Penitent (1701),63 Trotter solemnly addresses the talents of 

Shakespeare, Dryden, Otway, and Lee, before turning “with great modesty” (as Birch 

describes it) to her own dramatic work (Birch xii). Modest or not, the comparisons 

suggest the scope of Trotter's early literary ambition and desire for greater literary power 

for women. In her prefatory poem for Manley's The Royal Mischief, Trotter even claimed 

that Manley's success would help to bring about new opportunities for women writers, 

stating that “The Men always o'ercome will quit the Field, / Where they have lost their 

hearts, the Lawrel yield” (Royal Mischief pref. 4).  

 Trotter's decision to seek “Lawrels” in a different field finally yielded her the 

respect she apparently desired. After she abandoned dramatic writing for philosophy, 

Trotter was celebrated by male critics for “the superiority of [her] genius,” while Manley 

was dismissed as an author of “a comprehensive body of scandalous history” whose “pen 

… can injure no reputation but her own” (Birch xlviii, xlvii). No doubt partly due to the 

caricatures presented in The Female Wits, the notion of Trotter as Manley's virtuous 

antithesis persisted well into the eighteenth century. John Duncombe's “The Feminead: 

Or, Female Genius. A Poem,” printed in 1754, counts Manley among “Vice's Friends and 

Virtue's female foes” (l. 140 p. 14) while celebrating Trotter Cockburn as a remarkable 

“female mind” in which “Philosopher, Divine, and Poet join'd!” (14 l. 138).64 Thomas 

Whincop's List of all the Dramatic Authors (1747) labels Manley “very free with her own 

Sex in her wanton Description of Love Adventures” and “a Dabbler also in Politics as 
                                                
63 For context, this date is one year after the publication of the Nine Muses and four years after the 

performance of The Female Wits and the appearance of The Lost Lover and The Royal Mischief.  
64 Like many later critics, Duncombe applauds Cockburn mainly for her role as Locke's “great successful 

champion,” and laments that she has been “long, to dark, oblivious want a prey,” her “aged worth … 
unperceiv'd” (“Feminead” lines 132 and 134, p. 14). 
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well as Poetry” (257). The use of the word “Adventures” here points to an important 

paradox in Manley's self-representation; she aimed to damage the reputations of others by 

recounting their “Adventures,” as she does with Trotter, but damaged her own instead.  

 When attacking Trotter in the New Atalantis, Manley initially seeks to preserve 

the appearance of objectivity. Her next salvo against Trotter, in the Memoirs of Europe, 

makes no such attempt. She describes Trotter in terms that recall her lament about the 

decline of poetry in Atalantis, mourning the lack of true poets in Constantinople (which 

stands for London, as Atalantis did earlier): 

Nor has another of the Sex forebore to intrude her self, Constantinople 

abounds in Pretenders of both kinds, the result of that Silence, which has 

invaded those who are truly Master of the Muses; but this Thing without a 

Name, is only known by the permission Julius Sergius gave her to invoke 

him as a Patron; if she had any other Art of pleasing him, he had best 

conceal it, lest he make himself the Laugh of those numerous Coxcombs, 

by whom her Address and Adulations have been so often rejected: Much 

good may it do you, Sergius, with Lais's Charms, the Leavings of the 

Multitude. (Memoirs of Europe Vol. I. 289) 

According to the key to the text, “Julius Sergius” is “Ld H----l----x,” or Halifax—the man 

on whose wall “Daphne's” portrait hangs, and to whom Trotter dedicated The Unhappy 

Penitent in 1701 (Memoirs of Europe Vol. I. key 3). The “Thing without a Name” is 

Trotter Cockburn, linked here, as at the end of the New Atalantis, with a Whig politician 

whose patronage of her writing may be as relevant to Manley as his politics. In Memoirs 
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of Europe, Trotter Cockburn stands outside Manley's usual satirical schema; she is 

literally an object of ridicule. She finally acquires a name in the last line of the passage, 

but “Lais,” a classical name associated with courtesans, barely marks a step up from 

namelessness. If, as Gallagher suggests, Manley's style of adopting satirical names for her 

targets (such as “Monsieur L'Ingrate” for Steele) “conveys the accusation in the very act 

of changing the name,” then the accusation made against Trotter in this text seems grave 

indeed, even if the amount of prose dedicated to her is comparatively small (Gallagher 

510). But this accusation, like Manley's earlier attacks on Trotter, failed to ruin her. 

 

VI. Rivella  

 The adventures of Rivella; or, the history of the author of the Atalantis. With 

secret memoirs and characters of several considerable persons her contemporaries. 

Deliver'd in a conversation to the young Chevalier d'Aumont in Somerset-House Garden, 

by Sir Charles Lovemore. Done into English from the French. (1714)65 carries on 

Manley's project of destroying Trotter and of characterizing herself. It represents the final 

stage in the long self-defensive campaign Manley conducted through her 

autobiographical writings, intended to excuse her marriage to a cousin and her notoriety 

as a writer of licentious plays and fiction. Manley was, as Ballaster notes, “an inveterate 

autobiographer” (NA vi). Personal feeling saturates even elements of her satirical texts 

that critics generally do not study as autobiographical writing, and encapsulated 

                                                
65 Many scholars also cite the fourth edition, published as Mrs. Manley's history of her own life and times. 

Published from Her Original Manuscript. (1724) because it contains Curll's address to the reader and a 
key to the text.  
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narratives that seem to focus on the lives of her satirical targets often serve to adjust her 

own authorial persona. But Rivella demonstrates that the shifting satirical personae she 

created in the New Atalantis and in Memoirs of Europe did not provide Manley with 

sufficient control over her public image. According to Manley, at least, literary market 

forces—in the form of Edmund Curll—finally forced her to produce a longer narrative of 

her life or risk further corruption of her reputation.66  

 Rivella was apparently written in response to Curll's plan to hire Charles Gildon to 

write a spurious and probably slanderous version of Manley's life. Instead, Manley 

offered to write the piece herself, based on Gildon's already-chosen title and premise.67 In 

the Preface to Rivella, Curll echoes Manley's claim that she was left to choose between 

suffering the satirical attentions of a Gildon-authored biography or producing her own 

“full-blown vindication” for Curll to publish (NA vi). But Manley complicates Gildon's 

planned structure for the text by the mere act of borrowing it, subverting his third-party 

narrative and transforming it into a third-person autobiography. In her text, the fictional 

Sir Charles Lovemore narrates the life history of “Rivella” to a French friend, the 

                                                
66 The “Delia” narrative in the New Atalantis demonstrates how seriously and personally Manley took the 

issue of lost feminine reputation. At the end of that passage, which largely reproduces in a more 
amatory-fiction style the biographical information provided in Rivella, “Delia” (Manley) laments that 
“the reputation I had lost (by living in such a clandestine manner with Don Marcus [John Manley] had 
destroyed all the esteem that my truth or conversation might have else procured me” (NA 227). She then 
pleads with the Grand Druid to assist her in engaging female patrons, begging: “[r]epresent me through 
your charitable glass with that persuasive eloquence to the two shining princesses of Adario and 
Beaumond. Would either of such bright examples but lend a ray of favour to the unhappy Delia who 
should dare dispute her virtue! nay, her merit?” (227) I have not examined the Delia narrative in detail 
here because it focuses on the early years of Manley's life, before she became a writer, and because this 
chapter focuses primarily on Manley's attacks on others and her satirical personae. In a future version of 
this chapter, I might delve more into the Delia narrative.  

67 Curll asserts Gildon's responsibility for the book's title and conceit and includes in the preface to the 
fourth edition a letter from Manley in which she states that she approves of both and will adopt them in 
her own manuscript (Rivella 116). Curll first acknowledged Manley's authorship in this fourth edition, 
published 1725, which also includes a key to the characters.  
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Chevalier D'aumont. Lovemore claims to have been raised with Rivella as a boy, and to 

have been in love with her since childhood, though Rivella only considers him a friend. 

Both men view her amatory fiction as evidence of her passionate nature and interest 

themselves greatly in her romantic history. Approximately two-thirds of the text concerns 

a complicated and tedious lawsuit in which Manley played a minor role.68 In this section, 

as in the rest of the text, she seems eager to justify herself and to repair the wrongs done 

to her reputation by slandering women. The tone of Rivella teeters between businesslike 

self-promotion and prefatorial self-defense. Manley portrays herself as a socially 

marginal but romantically knowledgeable woman writer, one whose generosity, warmth, 

and talent more than outweigh her few negative qualities, and who has been pressed by 

necessity to work as a hack. As Lovemore states, “Her Vertues are her own, her Vices 

occasion’d by her Misfortunes; and yet I have often heard her say, If she had been a man, 

she had been without fault” (7).  

 Rivella also aims to defend Manley against charges of political cowardice, as she 

explains the events of her arrest for libel after the publication of the New Atalantis and 

claims, as she did in court, that her work was merely harmless gossip, but that she would 

not let her printer or publisher suffer for the government's mistake.69 Gallagher suggests 

that Rivella represents a “heroic version” of Manley's actions (504), and accurately 

describes Manley's account of the libel trial as containing “a confession as well as a 

                                                
68 Staves argues that the narrative structure of Rivella is uneven because Rivella, no longer innocent and in 

a bigamous marriage, “can no longer be the subject of normative romance, and Manley seems unsure 
how to develop her plot” (150). Given the ease with which Manley produced non-normative romance 
narrative in other contexts—some, such as the “Delia” tale, featuring her alter egos—this assertion does 
not make a great deal of sense. 

69 For an explanation of the libel case, see Carnell, Political Biography, 180ff. 
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defense” (515). Ballaster offers a similar interpretation of the arguments Manley offered 

during the trial, noting that Manley's “disguise of producing 'a few amorous Trifles' is 

nothing more than a trope” and is “meant to be seen through” (Seductive Forms 117). 

Again, Ballaster's word choices resonate with the themes of this chapter in their 

suggestions of masking. Manley's rhetorical strategies during the trial have drawn more 

critical interest than much of her fiction, perhaps because of her bold attempts at 

revisionist self-fashioning while on the stand.70 Many critics of Manley have tried to 

parse the meaning of her responses to the court and her self-representation as a brave 

defender of others, and have concluded, as Gallagher does, that “Delarivier Manley was a 

phenomenon of the new political culture that kept the Secretary of State so busy issuing 

warrants” (508). Manley acted as a political provocateur, but considering Manley only as 

a political “phenomenon” circumscribes her public persona. The wily, metafictional text 

of Rivella reflects contemporary fears of libel and the uncontrollable press, but it also 

offers compelling evidence of the central importance of relationships with other female 

writers to Manley's autobiographical self-construction.  

 In Rivella, Manley finally discovers a new, enduring authorial persona. No longer 

“an airy wife, who pretended to be a sort of director in the laws of poetry, [and] believed 

her self to be a very good judge of the excellencies and defects of writing,” Manley 

presents herself as a very good judge of the excellencies and defects of love, and 

therefore a talented writer of amatory fiction (NA 102). Unlike Staves, I do not see this 

new public pose as evidence that Manley or her writings were “backward looking,” or 

                                                
70  See Kathryn Temple’s “Manley’s ‘Feigned Scene’: The Fictions of Law at Westminster Hall” (in 

Works Cited).  
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that she “desperately clung to a debased form of the old language of love, [and] insisted 

that her heroines have power to compel male adoration” despite an obvious 

understanding of the risks of “male predation” (165).71 It seems remarkably forward-

looking, given that Haywood's Love in Excess was first published only five years after 

Rivella, in 1719, and Manley herself would produce a long volume of amatory fiction 

entitled The Power of Love in Seven Novels in 1724, the year she died.72 Nor do I think it 

responsible to suggest that Manley “ground[ed] the woman writer's authority in her 

expertise as 'mistress of the arts of love'” (Staves 165, italics mine). In this version of her 

story, Manley grounds her own authority in that expertise, but she makes no attempt in 

Rivella or elsewhere to suggest that other women writers can or should obtain authority 

because of their knowledge of love or sex. On the contrary, other women writers with 

questionable romantic reputations—such as Taylor, Egerton, and Trotter Cockburn—

receive varying degrees of scorn and mistreatment from her. Staves's reading of Manley's 

autobiographical self-fashioning assumes a breadth of intention on Manley's part that the 

text does not bear out. In the end, Manley seems most concerned with herself, her 

reputation, and the relationships others have with her and her reputation. She does make 

grand moral declarations in her scandal fictions, but those declarations serve as much to 

characterize Manley in her authorial personae as to offer real moral judgment. 

Furthermore, Staves's assertion fails to question why Manley would want to emphasize 

                                                
71 Staves will only grant that Manley is “sometimes alert” to the dangers men pose for women, which 

seems like a mischaracterization of the New Atalantis, in particular (165).  
72 The first of these “novels” is a ninety-page novella entitled “The Fair Hypocrite,” but it is not a roman à 

clef or scandal fiction. William Painter's Palace of Pleasure (1566-7), which collected and translated 
texts from continental sources, was the source for five of the seven novellas, including “The Fair 
Hypocrite” (Carnell 229). 
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her expertise as a lover, given her turbulent history as a political writer. I suggest that 

Manley represents herself in Rivella as a woman writer authorized by her knowledge of 

romance not to explain her conduct but to provide a (rather weak) reassurance that she is 

no longer the dangerous satirical force she once was. 

 In Rivella, Manley claims via Lovemore to have realized that “Politicks is not the 

Business of a Woman, especially of one that can so well delight and entertain her Readers 

with more gentle pleasing Theams” (117). Of course we recognize this statement as 

insincere and disingenuous, especially given its timing. As McDowell notes, Manley's 

“Translator's Preface” to Rivella bears the same date as a letter Manley wrote to Robert 

Harley in which she proposed to write another political satire similar to the New Atalantis 

(182). Even if insincere, this claim demosntrates Manley's sensitivity to the practical 

demands of the market and awareness of her presence as an agent within it. Her political 

writing had been serious, dangerous business, as her arrest for libel indicates, and she 

wanted now to turn to another kind of business and work as a different sort of writer. The 

phrase “gentle pleasing Theams” here refers to the content of “a Tragedy for the Stage” 

Manley wished to advertise, as she hoped to stage it that winter (Rivella 112).73 It could 

also suggest the type of ambitious poetic writing she had been forced to abandon when 

she accepted the role of writer for hire. 

 Manley's portrait of herself as Rivella also seems calculated to oppose specific 

charges leveled at her character by her critics, including the anonymous authors of The 

Female Wits and Richard Steele. Unlike the vain Marsilia, Rivella is not arrogant or 

                                                
73 This was Lucius, which would not be staged until 1717 (Zelinsky 112 n. 1). 
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excessively eager to talk about herself and her own works. Lovemore tells us approvingly 

that “she rarely speaks of her own Writings, unless when she would expressly ask the 

Judgment of her Friends . . . one might discourse Seven Years together with Rivella, and 

never find out from her self, that she was a Wit, or an Author” (11).74 More importantly, 

Manley obscures her antagonistic relationships with fellow women writers, despite the 

fact that she continues to satirize them in this very work. Though noting that Manley was 

dealt “the first great Blow . . . against her Reputation” from a “Woman's malicious 

Tongue” (32), Lovemore insists that he has “often heard her say, that she was an utter 

Stranger to what is meant by Hatred and Revenge; nor was she ever known to persue hers 

upon any Person, tho' often injured, excepting Mr. S----le, whose notorious Ingratitude 

and Breach of Friendship affected her too far, and made her think it a Piece of Justice to 

expose him” (13).75 If Manley were disclaiming all satirical battles, this passage would be 

easy to interpret as entirely dishonest. But the italicizing of “was an utter Stranger to 

what is meant by Hatred and Revenge”—which, given the text's apparent provenance, we 

can read as either Manley's typographic decision or Curll's ironic contribution to 

Manley's self-characterization—adds an odd weight to this assertion. These italics 

conceal her pursuit of “Hatred and Revenge” against other women, which she apparently 

saw as categorically distinct from—and perhaps more shameful than—her paper war with 
                                                
74 Presumably, the friends whose judgement she solicits will not encourage her to share her bad writing 

with the town, as Marsilia does Calista in The Female Wits. Staves also suggests that Manley aims to 
“avoid[s] the appearance of blatant narcissism” in this text, noting that the structure of the narrative 
itself, which she describes as “several Chinese boxes,” allows Manley to retain some distance from the 
positive self-presentation Lovemore offers (149).  

75 This view of Manley as victim is corroborated by An Impartial History of the Life of Mr. John Barber, a 
Curll biography of Manley's printer and companion, which also states sympathetically: “NEVER was she 
Vindictive against the most inveterate Enemy. The innate Softness of her Soul rendered her deportment 
equally obliging to all Beholders; never did she resent but with the strictest Justice; and, with equal 
Humanity, forgave the Offender” (45). 
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Steele. Despite her threatening promise that she may entertain her readers with the 

“Stor[ies]” of “other writing Ladies of our Age,” Manley never acknowledges her 

attempts to revenge herself against the women who “often injured” her (64, 13). She 

simply leaves her responses to their supposed betrayals out of this version of her story, 

and, in doing so, attempts to revise her authorial persona and originate the long tradition 

of obscuring her antagonistic relationships with women.  

 Yet despite this innocent pose, Manley cannot resist creating another satirical 

portrait of Catharine Trotter Cockburn, here depicted as Calista, “her Sister Authoress” 

(64). It is Trotter's “Story” that Lovemore, speaking for Manley, originally threatens to 

“entertain” readers with (64). In comparison to the vitriol she poured on Trotter Cockburn 

in Memoirs of Europe, Manley's ridicule in Rivella appears surprisingly well-mannered 

and utilitarian. She presents Trotter as important mainly because she introduced Manley 

to John Tilly, the unscrupulous Governor of Fleet Prison who became her lover.76 But 

Manley claims that Trotter's motive was selfish and amorous rather than charitable. 

Lovemore suggests that Trotter and Tilly had previously been lovers, though Trotter tells 

Rivella that she is merely friends with Tilly's wife. Later, Cleander (Tilly) confesses to 

Rivella that Trotter “was the first Lady that had ever made him unfaithful” (Rivella 101). 

This deceit leads Lovemore to describe the character representing Trotter Cockburn as 

“the most of a Prude in her outward Professions, but the least of it in her inward Practice, 

unless you'll think it no Prudery to allow Freedoms with the Air of Restraint ” (Rivella 

66). Because “Rivella . . . hates Dissimulation, especially amongst Friends,” she decides 

                                                
76 Trotter asked Manley to persuade John Manley to “stand neuter” in the case against Tilly (Rivella 65). 
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“to pique [Trotter] for her insincerity,” and meets with Tilly herself, initiating their 

relationship and ushering herself into “a new Scene, ... of Business” (66, 70). Manley's 

ridicule of Trotter is transformed by the tone of Rivella, which reads as alternately 

aggrieved and triumphal; this attack seems almost pro forma, a sort of literary habit 

Manley must continue. She spends little time establishing Trotter's supposed wrongs and 

offers only a few insinuations about Trotter's whorish past and hyprocritical present.  

 Yet this comparatively mild portrait of Trotter, a “Sister Authoress,” still provides 

revelations. In Rivella, Manley names Trotter “Calista”—the same name she bore in The 

Female Wits, which singles out Manley as its model for a hypocritical female writer and 

represents her as a woman incapable of female friendship. Manley's choice to name 

Trotter “Calista,” in conjunction with her reference to the Nine Muses and “the genuine 

elegies of Molpomene” in the New Atalantis, demonstrates in Manley's work a self-

referential awareness previously unacknowledged by critics. Rivella reveals, above all, 

that Manley did perceive her writing work as a career, that she tracked her successes and 

failures, and that she explicitly linked more than one of those failures to a former female 

colleague. It also demonstrates, as do her earlier attempts at self-fashioning in her scandal 

fictions, that she considered the maintenance of her authorial personae crucial to the 

development of her career.  

 The writers of The Female Wits were not the only ones to accuse Manley of 

engaging in precisely the sort of hypocritical behavior she derided in other women 

writers, and this accusation continued to be leveled at her after she produced the New 

Atalantis and Memoirs of Europe. Its recurrence in the periodical press may well have 
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contributed to her decision to write Rivella for Curll. Ruth Herman quotes two illustrative 

passages attacking Manley, but only addresses their political ramifications. Two years 

before Rivella was published, for example, The Protestant Post-Boy compared Manley to 

a “lewd Mother Superior” who is caught sleeping with a younger priest, and suggests that  

The Person who stiles herself Author of the Atalantis, may, if she thinks 

fitting,  take the Application to herself, and consider that the Lady Abbess 

and she are much of the same Complection. Since they both equally rail at, 

and condemn what their selves are guilty of, and it's as proper for the one 

to vent Invectives against Incontinence, as for the other to read Lectures 

against Human Frailties. What a pity 'tis, methinks, she does not look into 

herself a little, and from that Inspection rest assur'd, that one who 

Midwife's John Bull into his Senses, ought not to be out of her own. (no. 

102; April 26, 1712) 

Noting that the Whig satirist who authored this attack does not attack Manley primarily 

for her sexual history, Herman asserts that “[t]he journalists' sole purpose is to discredit 

her position as spokesperson for the Tory ministry. It is simply convenient that she is a 

woman” (230). Though Manley's gender seems more relevant to this Whig party writer 

than Herman acknowledges—she appears in the role of a female gossip “who Midwife's” 

stories into existence—it is not her gender that disqualifies her as a political 

commentator, according to the Protestant Post-Boy. Instead, it is her moral failure, and, 

the writer(s) implies, her failure as a female friend. 

 In 1714, John Oldmixon labeled Manley a “She Poet” who pleases patrons “with 
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her Fustian Compliments,” then treats their support as “a Certificate for her Virtue and 

Honour, which she exposes on all Occasions; and amidst her Lewdness and Infamy is the 

greatest Fury of a Zealot that it ever produc'd” (87). Oldmixon zeroes in on Manley's 

desire to be thought of as a virtuous truth-teller, amply demonstrated in the New Atalantis 

and its sequel, and he links that persona to her concern with the others' hypocrisy. 

Though she is “the Lewdest Wretch in the Island” (Oldmixon 87), Manley directs her 

zealotry outward, rather than “looking into herself a little” as the Protestant Post-Boy 

suggested. Once again, Herman discounts the reappearance of the trope of prudish faux-

morality as relevant to contemporary opinion about Manley and insists that Oldmixon 

merely intends to use “the best method of discrediting [Manley] and her political allies” 

(233). Herman does not explain why Oldmixon would have identified the conceit of 

hypocrisy as the “best method” of attacking Manley or, by proxy, the Tories. But the 

persona Oldmixon creates for Manley, that of a woman writer who treats her paper 

“Certificate” as a shield against accusations of hypocrisy and defends herself through 

textual exposure, must have been as galling for personal, literary reasons as much as for 

political ones, as it contradicts every authorial persona she attempted to promote. 

 When summing up the literary evidence of Manley's “Fury,” as Oldmixon calls 

it,77 and considering the range of targets against which she deployed it, I want to examine 

two final passages. In Memoirs of Europe, the Count de St. Girrone,78 explaining his 

romantic history to his companions, launches into a stunning aria about the deceitfulness 

                                                
77 Egerton's husband describes her as a “Fury” in the New Atalantis (88) and Manley includes her among 

the gallery of Furies in Memoirs of Europe (290). Oldmixon's use of this term is probably coincidental 
but nonetheless evocative of Manley's satirical attacks on other women writers. 

78 The Count de St. Girrone is not identified in the published key to the work. 
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of women. Here, Manley reaches ecstatic heights of hatred, rivaling the daring of her 

early works: 

But, alas! what dependence is there on the frail Inclinations of Women? 

The varying Seasons! nor the changing Winds! can but faintly represent 

the April Weather of their Affections! Nothing in Nature but themselves, 

can come up to their Fantast; Whirlwinds, and Whirl-pools! The Crocodile 

and Hyena have been used as Emblems of their Cruelty and Inconstancy! 

Those are indeed devouring Evils, but not comparable to Woman! Who 

are false by Inheritance, full of native Deceit and attracting Fraud! . . . 

their own Sex [are] hated by 'em; Nor are their dear, sudden, momentary 

Intimacies; ever design'd, but to be let into each others [sic] Defects, which 

they unpitifully expose to us, with a Mask of Vertue dissembling their own 

Vices, yet transported to convict Others, of their's [sic] on which they are 

inexorable, and never forgive, tho' their Repentance be never so sincere: 

And what is all this for? why truly, to gratifie [sic] their first Principle, 

Pride! For so short-sighted are their Judgments, they know not how to set a 

just Estimation upon themselves, or others, and as often under, as over-

value, both; . . . (Memoirs of Europe Vol. 1 141-142) 

This tirade, though spoken by a male character, evokes the same motifs of hypocrisy 

Manley employs, and states what her portraits of women writers often imply: that 

wearing a “Mask[s] of Vertue” is natural to women in a way that it is perhaps not for 

men. It may seem surprising that this essentialist view of feminine behavior, whether it 
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truly represents Manley's point of view or not, has gone unremarked in Manley criticism. 

Yet despite the obvious mistrust of women she displays in her satirical works, Manley is 

still characterized by modern critics as a writer with, in Ballaster's words, a “commitment 

to furthering the careers of her female contemporaries in 'the Poetic Race' of women's 

writing” that clashed with her “fierce loyalty to party,” as if her party politics and her 

relationships with other women were two separable entities (Introduction to NA xix).79 

Manley's complex deployment of metaphors of hypocrisy against political figures, 

Richard Steele, and other women writers suggests that this polarized approach cannot 

possibly explain the entangled relationships that grew out of her involvement in the 

literary marketplace.  

 We must also remember that those relationships, and Manley's depiction of them, 

transformed over the course of her career. The performance and publication of Lucius, 

the First Christian King of Britain (1717) provides a reminder of that, thanks to Manley's 

rapprochement with Steele. Manley's preface to the printed edition of the play also 

demonstrates that she had, near the end of her writing career, reached a similar 

rapprochement with female dramatic audiences—or had at least constructed a persona 

that depended on feminine support. Contrast the above passage from Memoirs of Europe 

with these lines from the preface to Lucius, in which Manley thanks her female audience 

members for their enthusiasm and attention:  

I cannot suffer this Play to pass into the World, without expressing my 
                                                
79 Ballaster goes on to suggest that “Party politics, in the early eighteenth century as now, not only defines 

but also divides the sexual politics women could, did, and do chose [sic] to practice” (NA xix). In the 
same introductory essay, she notes that attacks against women are “a common pattern in Manley's 
writing,” but does not treat those attacks as representative of Manley's relationships with other women 
writers (xiii). 



 

 160 

Gratitude to the Ladies, who, in such a distinguishing Manner, graced and 

supported it. So much Beauty and good Nature, could not fail of rend'ring 

that Person happy, for whose Benefit they were employ'd: I think my self 

infinitely bless'd in their Smiles, since I can be sensible of no greater 

Glory, than to hear, that I have the Honour to Please them. (Lucius pref. 1) 

This is, needless to say, not the Manley of Memoirs of Europe, or of the New Atalantis, or 

even of The Female Wits. It represents a new persona, a Manley leisured enough to dwell 

only on the positive experiences associated with a literary endeavor and to consider her 

readers' approbation a “blessing” rather than an insufficient reward for her literary work.  

 We are left, then, with a Manley whose works are “feminocentric,” yet also direct 

the greatest part of their ire at women who transgress Manley's standards of virtuous 

behavior; a Manley who presents herself as a hack writer of prose fiction and a failed 

“heroic” poet, but also lauds herself for performing the virtuous work of political truth-

telling; a Manley who sharply rebuked other women for differing in their professions and 

practice but wore, according to her critics, a particularly polished breastplate of 

righteousness herself; and finally, a Manley who  managed, at the end of her career, to 

write for the pleasure of other women, if not for her own. Though she worked to conquer 

multiple genres, Manley nonetheless privileged poetry (and perhaps drama) over prose 

fiction, or at least acknowledged and absorbed the contemporary cultural privileging of 

those genres. Her prose, which has finally won her entrance to the expanding canon, also 

served as her direst weapon against other women writers. This writer, who had once “set 

her sights on” poetic glory rather than on “becoming a member of the Tory writing 
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team,” found success as a satirist, but also expressed a profound sense of bitterness and 

betrayal and a conviction that other women writers were not members of a shared 

community but rather rivals and enemies driven by envy to destroy the career she had 

carefully built (Herman 96). 

 Far from representing an empowering new model of proto-feminist literary 

freedom, Manley, like other women writers in the early eighteenth century, struggled to 

negotiate the demands of the marketplace while still attempting to maintain her artistic 

and poetic integrity. Her self-representation as a hack and a flatterer in the narratives 

surrounding the interpolated poems in the New Atalantis suggests that she then judged 

herself a failure according to the high literary standards she had embraced in the 1690s. 

The complacent tone of the preface to Lucius indicates that, by 1717, she had relaxed that 

judgment. Above all, Manley's persistent manipulation of her literary personae and of her 

public image as a writer should caution us against adopting any monolithic notion of her 

and encourage us to delve even more deeply into the complexities of her self-

representation and of her participation in the literary marketplace.
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Chapter 3 

Eliza Haywood, Martha Fowke Sansom,1 and the Spaces of Fame 

I would not wish the Chariot of the Sun, 
Nor JUNO's Birds, to bear me thro' the Skies, 

But on the Wings of Verse alone I wish to rise. 
--Martha Fowke, from The Epistles of Clio and Strephon, 17202 

 

 When we talk about the process of recovery, we often employ spatial 

terminology. We speak of authors “taking a place” in canon, of “opening” the canon, of 

inviting women into it, as if the canon were a supper club or, perhaps, the kind of locked 

Oxbridgian library that Virginia Woolf confronts in A Room of One's Own. This 

metaphor is undeniably powerful and often accurate, as it gives a physical dimension to 

the action of silencing writers who do not belong to the privileged and canonized class.3  

 During the last quarter of the twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-

first, Eliza Haywood has been granted entrée to the canon. Critics have celebrated her 

work as a playwright and a political satirist, plumbed her once-derided amatory fiction 

                                                
1 After her marriage to Arnold Sansom—which had occurred by 1721, though the exact date of their 

wedding is unclear—Martha Fowke became Martha Fowke Sansom. Though the Dictionary of National 
Biography lists her as “Martha Sansom (née Fowke),” I have chosen to refer to her as Martha Fowke in 
the body of this chapter and Chapter 4 because her writing career began before she adopted her married 
name and because she initially participated in the Hillarian circle under the name “Martha Fowke.” 
Phyllis Guskin, the foremost critic and champion of Martha Fowke Sansom's work, refers to her as 
“Martha Fowke Sansom” in book and article titles, presumably to assist researchers, but generally uses 
the name “Martha Fowke” in the text of those books and articles; see Clio, p. 44 n. 4, for her similar 
explanation of her choice to use Fowke's maiden name. Kathryn King, however, uses the name “Martha 
Fowke Sansom” in her essays on the Haywood/Fowke rivalry and the Hillarian circle. 

2 See “The Interview” on the Plain of St. Dennis, 131. The Epistles of Clio and Strephon (1720) will 
hereafter be abbreviated as “CS,” to avoid confusion with the title of Fowke's autobiographical Clio 
(written 1723, printed 1752).  

3 The effects of a closed canon linger even after a certain group—women writers, in this case—has 
ostensibly been welcomed into it. Even in late 2009, Publishers Weekly's list of the top ten books of the 
year included no women writers at all. Claire Messud published a particularly insightful piece on 
internalized female dismissal of writing by women, “Writers, Plain and Simple,” in the February 2010 
issue of Guernica.  
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for meaning, and noted her capacity for savvy marketing decisions and self-reinvention. 

Now, at the end of the first decade of the twenty-first century, critical conversations about 

Haywood's work have advanced beyond the process of recovery. In March 2010, a panel 

on Haywood's work at the annual American Society for Eighteenth Century Studies 

conference attempted to reconsider the motives and methods of Haywood studies, asking, 

essentially, where we go from here.4 Recent work by Kathryn King, Al Coppola, and 

others has suggested a new direction for research by divining the presence of two very 

different public perceptions of Haywood and her work that co-existed for a short time in 

the early 1720s. King introduces this notion in her essay “New Contexts for Early Novels 

by Women: the Case of Eliza Haywood, Aaron Hill, and the Hillarians, 1719-1725,” 

published in A Companion to the Eighteenth-Century English Novel and Culture (2005), 

in which she states that “Although the reasons for this development are uncertain, it is 

clear that by 1725 there existed two Haywoods, one elegant and the other scandalous” 

(266). In support of this theory, King compares the print quality and graphic design of 

Haywood's earliest works, the amatory fiction in three volumes Love in Excess (1719-

1720) and Letters from a Lady of Quality to a Chevalier (1721), a translation project 

printed by subscription, to the cheaper and lower-quality appearance of works printed 

after 1724 (266). Those first two books are printed on rich paper stock in “a fine Elzevir 

                                                
4 This panel, held on March 19, 2010, was a roundtable entitled “Recovered and ‘Canonized’—Now 

What?: Examining the Future of Eliza Haywood Studies,” chaired by Patsy Fowler of Gonzaga 
University. Participants included Catherine Ingrassia, David Oakleaf, Juliette Merrit, and Kathryn King. 
A second panel, “Writing Women's Literary History: Problems and Possibilities,” organized by Jennie 
Batchelor of the University of Kent, engaged with similar questions on a broader scale (and was a 
follow-up to a panel I participated in at ASECS 2009, entitled “Women's Work and Working on 
Women”). This dissertation partakes in the enthusiasm for revisiting the goals of Haywood studies 
evident in the work of Ingrassia, King, Batchelor, Fowler, and many other critics, and owes a great deal 
to their groundbreaking research and encouragement of these important discussions.  
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letter with many elaborate printer’s ornaments and a great deal of white space” (Coppola 

13), indicating their “suitability for a fashionable readership,” as King concludes (266). 

But, as Patrick Spedding has discovered, sales of Letters from a Lady of Quality did not 

meet expectations (Bibliography 101).5 

 King's essay—which is just as clear and succinct as her earlier article in the 

Review of English Studies on the Haywood/Fowke rivalry, “Eliza Haywood, Savage 

Love, and Biographical Uncertainty”—utilizes bibliographical evidence discovered and 

analyzed by Al Coppola in a not-yet-published essay on the publication history of The 

Works of Mrs. Eliza Haywood; Consisting of Novels, Letters, Poems and Plays. In Four 

Volumes (1724) and the later Secret Histories, Novels and Poems. In Four Volumes. 

Written by Mrs. Eliza Haywood (1725). Though the Secret Histories is usually referred to 

as a “second edition” of the Works, Coppola demonstrates that the substantial alterations 

to the content from one “Works” to the next reflected a changing conception of 

Haywood's place in literary circles on the part of her publishers. No longer seen as the 

“elegant” writer of high-class entertainments who produced Love in Excess, she became 

increasingly associated with scandal fiction. Furthermore, Coppola explains that the 

Works itself was a scaled-down production intended to recoup costs after the poor 

performance of Letters from a Lady of Quality and the cancellation of an earlier-proposed 

volume of collected works that would have been entitled, deliciously enough, The 

Danger of Giving Way to Passion, in Five Exemplary Novels.6 Coppola, too, locates this 

                                                
5    Though I sometimes dispute the timelines Spedding proposes regarding the dynamics of the Hillarian 

circle, I want to acknowledge how invaluable his monumental bibliography of Haywood’s works has 
been for this project’s development and for the development of Haywood studies as a field. 

6 The edition was to have included The British Recluse, Idalia, The Rash Resolve, and The Injured 
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shift in Haywood's public image in 1724.7  

 One of the chief goals of this dissertation is to conduct a more thorough analysis 

of Haywood's contentious relationship with Martha Fowke, and the chronology advanced 

by King and Coppola demonstrates that this is a project necessary for the further 

development of Haywood studies. As King points out, the “public attacks” on Haywood 

by Pope, Savage, and Fielding did not commence until 1725, the year when Haywood 

published Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of Utopia—her first 

scandal fiction, and the medium of one of her most outrageous satirical blows against 

Martha Fowke (266). Around 1724-1725, then, Haywood's public image underwent a 

remarkable double transformation: she lost any stature she had earned as a writer of 

sublime lyrics and prose and she became known as a vitriolic purveyor of politically 

inflected and nearly pornographic trash.8 As King suggests but does not have room to 

explore fully, both of these changes are tied to the degradation of Haywood's relationship 

with Martha Fowke and with the rest of the Hillarian circle.9  

                                                
Husband (Coppola 8; see also Whicher 12). For more on The Danger of Giving Way to Passion, see 
Spedding, Bibliography, 53-56; Spedding states that Haywood's publishers may have conceived of the 
collection because of the success of Manley's The Power of Love: in Seven Novels (54). Coppola notes 
that “Haywood's booksellers first advertised” this collection “on 26 December 1720, less than a year 
after Haywood published the last part of Love in Excess” (6). Coppola's essay, forthcoming in Volume 
18 of 1650–1850: Ideas, Aesthetics, and Inquiries in the Early Modern Era, also details the shifts in 
copyright ownership that befell Haywood's early works; I address this in more detail in Chapter 4. 

7 Specifically, he suggests that the 1724 Works still “seemed like a good strategy” to Browne and 
Chapman “as late as December 1723/January 1724,” given that they were then still attempting to 
purchase more copyrights for her work in order make the collection “appropriately comprehensive” 
(Coppola 15, 16). 

8 See King's “ New Contexts” for a convincing argument that Haywood's early amatory fiction—
especially Love in Excess—represents an attempt to translate the ideals of the poetry of the sublime into 
prose form. I discuss this claim in more detail later in this chapter. 

9   As stated in my introduction, I refer to this coterie as the “Hillarian circle” not only because it is the 
term most often used by Gerrard and the few other critics who study the coterie's productions, but 
because it seems most accurately to reflect the dynamics of the group. Aaron Hill's energy and charm 
attracted male and female devotees, and the rivalry between Fowke and Haywood demonstrates how 
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 In the following chapters, I answer King's call for more detailed attention to the 

dynamics of the Hillarian circle, and particularly to the Haywood/Fowke rivalry. My 

approach in explicating their antagonistic relationship is not primarily founded in 

uncovering new archival materials. Like King, I believe that many of the available texts 

related to the Hillarian circle have not yet been adequately studied, and I seek to extract 

as much meaning as possible from those texts in order to assist future scholars in finding 

fruitful paths for more archival research. A comparison of Fowke's literary career with 

Haywood's adds complexity to our understanding of both women writers and their 

literary careers. In these chapters, I also hope to contribute to the historiography of 

women's literary history by illuminating the ways in which past approaches to the 

Fowke/Haywood rivalry have been shaped by our own critical practices.   

 The absence of Martha Fowke in most research on Haywood indicates another 

spatial problem in Haywood studies: the lack of room made for other women writers, 

even those whose interactions with Haywood obviously affected the course of her writing 

life. In most Haywood criticism, Martha Fowke remains a mere footnote. Perhaps 

because she was wealthier than Haywood and more successful at negotiating the perilous 

straits of self-representation, she has not received the kind of passionate defense mounted 

by Haywood's late-twentieth and early twenty-first century critics, and her relationship to 

the literary marketplace remains largely uninterrogated. Fowke has been defined as 

leisured rather than professional, a dilettante rather than a journeywoman, while 

Haywood's prolific productions, once seen as a symptom of her “Dulness,” have 

                                                
fiercely those acolytes were willing to fight for Hill's attention and imprimatur. 
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encouraged critical investment in her writing. As Haywood ascended to a place in the 

canon, Fowke, her friend and rival in the coterie circle surrounding Aaron Hill, has been 

left behind—an ignominious fate for a woman who claimed that she “wish[ed] to rise” 

“on the Wings of Verse alone” (CS 131).  

 Critics who address the Haywood/Fowke rivalry tend to treat it as a squabble over 

the dubious attractions of Richard Savage.10 This reading of the Haywood/Fowke 

relationship, which King convincingly characterizes as a misinterpretation in her RES 

essay, reveals another blind spot in Haywood studies. Even the most sensitive critics of 

Haywood's writing tend to see only two types of relationships within her narratives: first, 

dangerous heterosexual love affairs that dramatize the inequality between men and 

women, and second, readerly connections with Haywood's female characters encouraged 

by her sympathetic portrayals of ruined women.11 Haywood's contentious relationship 

with Fowke fits neither of these models. Rather than depicting Fowke as a model of 

virtue or an object of pity for her readership, she treats Fowke unsympathetically and 

characterizes her as a sexual predator and a barely-literate fool. Though Haywood did not 

write her own life, she seems to have been driven to write scandalous accounts of 

                                                
10 As I have explained, Martha Fowke's recuperation began far more recently than Haywood's. The chief 

architect of Fowke's recovery is Phyllis Guskin, who produced a fine and thorough edition of her Clio 
and published an article identifying Fowke as the writer of the “amorous Lady” poems published in the 
Barbados Gazette, an attribution I discuss in greater detail later in this chapter. Guskin presents Fowke 
as an important woman writer of her period, not merely a satellite to Richard Savage or an appendage of 
Aaron Hill's. Even Guskin's fine edition of Clio treats the Fowke/Haywood rivalry primarily as a 
romantic battle, however, and her discussion of Haywood's satirical attacks on Fowke serves largely to 
provide partisan counterpoint to the derogatory treatment of Fowke common in Haywood criticism. 
Guskin's painstaking research has also opened Fowke's oeuvre to broader study, however; thanks to her 
work, and the work of Christine Gerrard, the formerly obscure Hillarian circle has garnered new critical 
attention. 

11 For one exception, see Rachel Carnell's “It's Not Easy Being Green: Gender and Friendship in Eliza 
Haywood's Political Periodicals.” 
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Fowke's life. These scandalous biographies were likely inspired by Fowke's self-

characterization in the coterie poems she produced for the Hillarian circle, and in her 

epistolary verse exchange with William Bond in Clio and Strephon. In these early poems, 

Fowke portrays herself as a physically desirable woman, a talented poet, and a 

practitioner of “Platonick” love (CS t.p.). She employs poetry as a mode of life-writing 

and presents love and poetic talent as inextricably linked; her ability to write waxes and 

wanes according to the success of her love affairs, and being thwarted in love hinders her 

participation in coterie socializing. This hybrid self-presentation, in combination with 

Fowke's close relationship with Aaron Hill, seems to have drawn Haywood's ire. Fowke's 

radical openness, celebrated by Phyllis Guskin in her introductory essay to the 

autobiographical Clio, may also partially explain the lack of critical interest in her, since 

she does not offer “the romance of obscurity” described by Blouch. But her writing and 

career offer a useful counterpoint to Haywood's, as they operated in the same literary 

circle and faced some similar obstacles as women seeking literary fame in the early 

eighteenth century, yet experienced remarkably different fates in literary history. 

 In this chapter and the next, I examine the textual strategies employed by both 

women in their attacks against one another and in their larger literary careers. This 

chapter focuses on the writing lives of both women prior to 1722, a period during which 

they remained friendly (if occasionally contentious) colleagues within the Hillarian 

circle, while Chapter 4 addresses the printed evidence of their rivalry, including 

Haywood's The Injur'd Husband (1723), A Spy Upon the Conjurer (1724), The Tea-Table 

(1725), and Memoirs of a Certain Island (1725); Martha Fowke's autobiographical Clio 
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(first published in 1752)12; Savage's An Author to be Let (first published in pamphlet 

form 1728 or 1729, republished 1732), Authors of the Town and “Unconstant”; works in 

Savage's collection Miscellaneous Poems and Translations (1726); and letters from Hill 

to Savage later published in the European Magazine (1784). The breadth of genres 

represented by the Hillarian materials, and the variety of authors responsible for their 

creation, represents a challenge and an opportunity. I focus first on the works of 

Haywood and Fowke published in the years 1720-22, prior to the 1724-25 boundary 

proposed by King and Coppola, because so little critical attention has been devoted to the 

literary ambitions Haywood expresses in this earliest phase of her career, and because 

that period encompasses the publication of Martha Fowke's Clio and Strephon and poems 

included in Anthony Hammond's 1720 New Miscellany, two works that offer a portrait of 

Fowke as a literary professional. I conclude with 1722 because that is the year in which 

Haywood's The Injur'd Husband, the first work of hers to caricature Fowke, appeared in 

print.13 The works addressed in this chapter antedate the initiation of the war between 

Haywood and Fowke. Perhaps not coincidentally, several are works of Haywood's that 

have also received little attention: the poems collected in her Poems on Several 

Occasions (first published in the 1724 Works, but written earlier14), and the paratextual 

materials associated with Love in Excess, with Letters from a Lady of Quality, and with 

her play The Fair Captive (1721). King's readings of the Hillarian material lead her to 

argue that Haywood possessed a “fierce poetic ambition that drove her in the early days 

                                                
12 Clio was completed in manuscript form in October 1723 (Clio 15). 
13 King also suggests that “the intense phase of Haywood's friendship with Hill had come to an end by 

1722” (“Savage Love” 10).  
14 See King, “Savage Love,” 8. 
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before she settled into a life of subsistence writing” (3). It is that move—from “fierce 

poetic ambition” to the frustrations of subsistence writing—that connects Haywood so 

concretely to Manley and to Pilkington, and separates her so profoundly from Martha 

Fowke.  

 In this chapter, I offer my own account of the dynamics of the Hillarian circle at 

the beginning of the 1720s, inspired in part by King's recent questioning of the accepted 

narrative of sexual jealousy among members of the coterie.15 King proposes that Fowke 

and Haywood fought not over the affections of the feckless Richard Savage but over the 

literary attention of Aaron Hill, whom Fowke loved and Haywood admired. She supports 

this corrective theory with readings of the coterie verse, letters, and paratextual material I 

have mentioned above—material that has largely been ignored in the fabrication of the 

oft-repeated biographical tale of Haywood as single mother and “cast-off Dame” 

abandoned by Savage (3).16 The Hillarian coterie circle was itself a dramatic space, 

defined by textual interactions and hierarchized according to the poetic ambition of its 

members, not simply a backdrop for an amatory-fiction plot starring Eliza Haywood as 

the abandoned woman.  

 The rivalrous relationship between Haywood and Fowke is crucial to our 

understanding of the professional experiences of women writers in the early eighteenth 

century because it was a literary rivalry rather than a romantic one—and because their 

antagonism, uniquely in early eighteenth century women’s writing, was mutual and 
                                                
15 For reference, Fowke was approximately ten years older than Savage—she was born in 1689, while he 

was born around 1698—while Haywood was about five years older than Savage, with an approximate 
birth date of 1693. See DNB. 

16 Savage describes Haywood as a “cast-off Dame” in Authors of the Town (1725), a long satirical poem 
about hack writing and hack writers (10). 
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mutually committed to print. Though Delarivier Manley and Laetitia Pilkington satirize 

the literary women who affronted them, we read only one side of those disputes. The 

rivalry between Haywood and Fowke is more fully documented by the two women 

themselves and by other participants and observers in their circle. To examine their 

rivalry, we must therefore read Haywood and Fowke's “texts, as well as . . . publishing 

activities, in conjunction with one another,” and we must devote attention to Fowke's 

literary aspirations as well as to Haywood's promotional machinations 

(“Professionalization” 18-19). In the second half of this chapter, I present evidence of 

Martha Fowke's literary ambition and develop a portrait of her as a professionalized (if 

leisured) woman writer who labored as intensely as Haywood did to protect her own 

reputation. I contextualize Fowke's Clio and Strephon and her earliest coterie poetry 

within the trajectory of her career and address the question of Fowke's authorship of the 

poems originally published in the Barbados Gazette, an attribution asserted by Phyllis 

Guskin. I argue that Fowke's public persona as a virtuous woman poet, shaped by her 

own self-presentation and by the way her publishers and colleagues depicted her in print, 

allowed her a modicum of respectability inaccessible to Haywood. Though her romantic 

life appears to have been at least as tumultuous as Haywood's, her canny decision to 

characterize herself as a vulnerable “little Trembler” in need of the protection of more 

powerful and talented male poets allowed her to deflect controversy about her 

relationships with men (CS 36). I suspect that the success of this rhetorical strategy, in 

conjunction with Fowke's unrelenting insistence upon love as the fundamental subject of 

poetry, may have been what provoked Haywood to attack Fowke so viciously. I agree 
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with King's suggestion that Fowke's successful appropriation of the interest and 

affections of Aaron Hill was likely the spark that ignited the Haywood/Fowke rivalry. 

But my study of Fowke's early writings demonstrates that her relationship with Hill 

greatly resembled her earlier poetic relationships as she represented them for public 

consumption. While Haywood was particularly infuriated by Fowke's pursuit of Hill, she 

also satirizes Fowke for this very pattern of pursuit and public flirtation. 

 Haywood's narrations of Fowke's romantic life highlight one of the chief 

difficulties of Haywood studies, the problem of autobiography—or rather, the lack of it. 

If she did produce entire works explicitly meant as life-writing, none have survived. The 

problem of Haywood's autobiographical reticence has been well known in Haywood 

studies since George Whicher's 1915 biography, The Life and Romances of Mrs. Eliza 

Haywood, a title that seems far more fitting for Martha Fowke than for Haywood.17 

Whicher opens his biography with the following assertion about Haywood: 

Autobiography was almost the only form of writing not attempted by Eliza 

Haywood in the course of her long career as an adventuress in letters. Unlike 

Mme de Villedieu or Mrs. Manley she did not publish the story of her life 

romantically disguised as the Secret  History of Eliza, nor was there One of the 

Fair Sex (real or pretended) to chronicle her “strange and surprising adventures” 

or to print her passion-stirring epistles, as had happened with Mrs. Aphra Behn's 

fictitious exploits and amorous correspondence. (1)18 

                                                
17 Whicher states that Haywood insisted that her friends not set down any details of her life and adds, 

rather snidely: “Consequently Mrs. Haywood's one resemblance to Shakespeare is the obscurity that 
covers the events of her life” (2). 

18 Whicher also labels Haywood an “apprehensive dame” for her desire to prevent contemporaries from 
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Christine Blouch's formative article, “Eliza Haywood and the Romance of Obscurity,” 

published in 1992, simultaneously acknowledges the difficulty of parsing the details of 

Haywood's life and succumbs to the lure of that romance, constructing a Haywood who 

resembles the heroines of her amatory fiction. 19 As King explains, most other early 

critics of Haywood's work also followed this pattern. Though they knew that any 

biography of Haywood would have to be based largely on speculation, they were unable 

to resist advancing their own speculative narratives of her life (“Savage Love” 2). As 

Rosalind Ballaster notes in her 1998 Seductive Forms: Women's Amatory Fiction from 

1684 to 1740, the lack of specific information about Haywood's personal history has 

meant “that the books stand in for the life” (159). Given this lack, Haywood's paratextual 

materials represent one of our best sources of potentially autobiographical statements 

regarding the vagaries of her literary career. In this chapter and the next, I analyze a 

number of Haywood's prefaces and dedications, texts that serve as a fragmented form of 

self-defensive autobiography.  

 The new primacy of textual studies as a mode of criticism has inspired some 

critics to view Haywood's dedications and prefaces as documents worthy of individual 

study,20 but even critics as sensitive as Ballaster do not always treat Haywood's paratexts 

as carefully as they ought. In the chapter on Haywood in Seductive Forms, for example, 

Ballaster claims that “[t]he few comments on her role as female writer that Haywood 

                                                
writing her life (1).  

19 King names Blouch's article as the original source of the “Savage Love” hypothesis regarding 
Haywood's single motherhood and victimization by Savage (“Savage Love” 2).  

20 For example, Patsy Fowler of Gonzaga University presented a paper entitled “Playwriting as Self-
Promotion: Eliza Haywood's Prologues and Epilogues” at the 2007 ASECS meeting in Atlanta, GA. 
Fowler also published a book chapter on this topic in Prologues, Epilogues, Curtain-Raisers, and 
Afterpieces, a collection of essays aimed at critics of theatre (2007).  
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inserts in her narratives are largely conventional”—then cites quotations from two of 

Haywood's dedications and one preface in support of this argument (168).21 In fact, 

Haywood chose not to insert those comments on her role as a woman writer into her 

narratives, but instead restricted them largely to prefatorial spaces. As my previous 

chapters on Delarivier Manley's “miscellaneous” texts have shown, each generic form 

available to women writers in the early eighteenth century offered distinct opportunities 

for attacks on other women writers, for self-promotion, and for autobiographical self-

defense. Conflating text and paratext obscures the subtleties of Haywood's satirical 

strategies and prevents us from considering why Haywood might have chosen to limit 

any revelations about her life and experiences as a woman writer to the realm of the 

paratext. In Haywood's case, I suggest that we literalize the notion of the “marginalized 

woman writer” that has afflicted her since readers first scribbled her name in the margins 

of copies of Pope's Dunciad. Haywood's fragmented autobiographical moments can help 

us to parse the ways that life-writing functions when a woman writer's life is documented 

primarily in paratextual spaces.  

 The usual explanation for the popularity of Haywood's works is that her amatory 

fiction and scandalous political satire offered readers an updated version of the prose 

works of Behn and Manley, the other two women writers and members of the 

demimonde generally named with Haywood in the “Fair Triumvirate of Wit” (Pettit 

266).22 This notion has become entrenched partly, I think, because of the neat genealogy 

                                                
21 On this page alone, Ballaster cites the dedication to The Fatal Secret (1724), the dedication to The Fair 

Captive (1721), and the preface to The Memoirs of the Baron de Brosse (1725) (Seductive Forms 168). 
22 The “fair triumvirate of wit” phrase derives from James Sterling's 1732 poem “To Mrs. Eliza Haywood 

on Her Writings,” the same poem that named Haywood the “Great arbitress of passion!” (Exclamation 
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of women's fiction it offers. Rosalind Ballaster observes that “Eliza Haywood's rise to 

fame as an amatory novelist coincided almost exactly with Manley's final sally into the 

field of fiction,” and Manley's reports of writing her father's love letters for him as a 

young girl resonate with the libertine values of Behn's Restoration heyday (Seductive 

Forms 153). Like Behn and Manley, Haywood was a generalist who wrote prose, poetry, 

drama, and letters. She was also an actress, and her theatrical experiences shaped her 

writing life and our understanding of it. Blouch persuasively argues that Haywood's 

supposed wounded retreat from the world of print in the 1730s was instead a return to the 

theatrical world (73). Haywood's participation in London literary circles was always 

closely linked to her theatrical connections; biographers date her arrival in London by 

1717 by her appearance at Lincoln's Inn Fields by that date.23 Most studies of Haywood's 

writing life begin, however, with the 1719-20 Love in Excess, her first work of amatory 

fiction and still perhaps her best-known piece of writing.24 Haywood's amatory fiction 

has defined critical approaches to her work (and to her life, as King points out) .25 Lately, 

critics have pushed to fold Haywood's writing in other genres back into the field of 

Haywood studies. Paula Backscheider's 2004 entry in the Dictionary of National 

Biography for Haywood records this impulse, reminding readers that “Just as Haywood 

maintained some involvement with translation, the theatre, and with politics throughout 
                                                

mark original.) Karen Hollis's 1997 article “Eliza Haywood and the Gender of Print” made a case for 
Haywood as the neglected member of this triad and was one of the early studies of Haywood dedicated 
to proving how commercially savvy she was. 

23 See Haywood's entry in the Dictionary of National Biography, written by Paula Backscheider, which 
states that Haywood had earlier appeared at Smock Alley in Dublin, as well. 

24 As Spedding's Bibliography notes, and Coppola reminds us, Love in Excess was not the runaway hit 
most critics treat it as, but rather a more modest success (Spedding 88-99). 

25 King states this with particular elegance near the end of her “Savage Love” essay, when she insists: 
“That the stormy sex triangle constructed in otherwise sober scholarly accounts resembles nothing so 
much as the storyline of a Haywood amatory novel should give pause” (13).  
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her life, she never stopped writing poetry” (n.p.).  

 King's “New Contexts” essay offers a truly holistic approach to Haywood's 

amatory fiction, as she argues that Love in Excess and other early works of Haywood's 

should be considered as attempts to employ in prose form the themes and methods of the 

Longinian sublime as interpreted by John Dennis, “a mode of writing that excited the 

enthusiasms of Aaron Hill and his circle” (“New Contexts” 263).26 As King explains: 

The notoriously exclamatory nature of Haywood's prose style, its melting 

and swelling tendency—features that have occasioned their share of 

ridicule—may be seen in this context as an attempt to translate into 

amatory fiction the effects of 'the sublime,' to represent the effects of love 

in the medium of prose fiction. (265) 

Even the later-published Tea-Table (printed in 1725), some of which was almost 

certainly written before 1722, supports King's theory. In the first part of The Tea-Table, 

the charming and kind Philetus, whom King identifies elsewhere as a stand-in for Hill 

(“New Contexts” 264), speaks glowingly of the sensory impact of love in terms that 

marry the rhetoric of the sublime with the content of amatory fiction: 

. . . what can be more pleasing than the first kindling of that tender 

Flame!—When new Desires play round the gently throbbing Heart, thrill 

through each swelling Vein, and make us all o'er Pulse!—With what 

unspeakable Delight we gaze upon the darling Object!—With what sweet 

Hopes do we beguile her Absence!—The soft Inchantment steals upon us 

                                                
26 See King, “Savage Love,” 9. 
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ere we are aware!—o'erwhelms the Senses with a Tide of Extasy, and we 

are lost before we see the Danger! (Tea-Table 8-9)27 

This passage demonstrates the accuracy of King's emphasis on the “melting and 

swelling” of Haywood's prose, a phrase derived from Richard Savage's mockery of 

Haywood in “The Authors of the Town” (Authors of the Town 10). Love is 

overwhelming, thrilling, unspeakable: in other words, sublime.28 Though Philetus means 

to celebrate the effects of love, he also intends this description of its effects to explain the 

unaccountable actions of lovers who seem deprived of reason by their passions. Haywood 

authorizes the aesthetic project of her amatory fiction by putting these words in the mouth 

of a character designed as a Hill analogue, and this connection to Hill links the moralistic 

thread in her works, perceptible even in Love in Excess and The Fair Captive, to her 

relationships with Hill and the rest of the Hillarian circle. 

 King's description of Love in Excess as a sublime text highlights another 

inconsistency in the usual critical representation of Haywood's early career, particularly 

in contrast to Fowke’s—for Fowke did indeed have a professional literary career, if a 

                                                
27 In the preface to his own A Full and Just Account of the Present State of the Ottoman Empire in All its 

Branches (1709), Hill defended the romantic style of writing, explaining that “Every Body Knows, the 
Language of Romances differs from more Serious Writings, only in the Fine Descriptions, Florid 
Speeches, Artful Turns, and Winning Eloquence, which are made use of, to Adorn and Recommend a 
Feign’d Relation; and by Covering the Flaws, occasion’d by its Want of Truth” (Ottoman Empire pref. 
xi). As Gerrard explains, Hill seems to have discerned “an epistemological gap which is ‘covered’ with 
the language of romance,” but did not view this gap as irreconciliable with claims of authenticity in 
fiction (20, 22). Hill also wrote positively about amatory fiction in the Plain Dealer; one issue, in 
particular, celebrated Manley (Gerrard 68).  

28 Christine Gerrard characterizes Haywood's early poetry in a similar manner, stating that “Haywood’s 
poems to Hill redeploy the language of the high sublime and the ‘enthusiastick passions’ which 
characterizes Hill’s biblical paraphrases of the early 1720s, investing it with erotic and sensual 
overtones” (70). Gerrard views Haywood's coterie poems as evidence that Haywood was romantically 
attracted to Hill and that that Haywood's rivalry with Fowke was caused by romantic jealousy. She 
states: “If Hill admired Haywood as a writer, it would not be too extreme to say that Haywood adored 
Hill as a man” (70). 
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short one, centered around 1720. If Love in Excess truly represents an attempt to import 

the poetic goals of the Hillarian circle into a new medium, then Haywood's first move 

away from poetry to the production of prose no longer appears to be as bleak and profit-

driven a decision as it might in the context of Manley's earlier choice to adopt hack 

writing as a means of survival and of the social and economic distance between Haywood 

and Fowke post-1722. Rather than abandoning her poetic ambitions outright, Haywood 

may have simply transferred them to another genre, at least initially. But these fictional 

“experiments” in the sublime mode did not succeed as she may have wished (“New 

Contexts” 263). As early as 1721, only a year after the publication of Love in Excess, she 

is already lamenting the perfidy of critics and the vitriol that women who dare to publish 

encounter, though she restricts her complaints to the paratexts accompanying these 

earliest texts. In works printed after 1722, she continues to represent herself as persecuted 

in paratextual spaces, but also begins to incorporate satirical attacks on Fowke into the 

fabric of her texts themselves, the shift I discuss in Chapter 4. Haywood may not have 

ever stopped writing poetry, as Backscheider notes, but she adopted self-deprecating 

rhetorical strategies to defend her prose writing and herself.29 Most importantly, she 

ceased to claim the kind of communal inspiration that she apparently felt as a member of 

the Hillarian circle at the inception of her career in print.  

 King’s theory of Love in Excess as an expression of the Longinian sublime 

demonstrates the sort of insight available to critics who do take Haywood's Hillarian 
                                                
29 Haywood's shift to explicitly moral Richardsonian fiction at the end of her writing life, a choice that has 

been read as a savvy career move, a political shift, and an act of desperation by various critics, 
represents an even more complete abandonment of the aesthetic values of the sublime. The History of 
Miss Betsy Thoughtless (1751), while compelling in its way, hardly offers readers an overwhelming 
sensory experience.  
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experiences into account when crafting a history of her literary career, especially in its 

early stages. Haywood was actively involved with the members of the Hillarian coterie 

circle before the publication of Love in Excess, though the works she produced before 

that novel were sometimes not printed until substantially later.30 Gerrard dates the 

creation of the circle to 1720, the year that “Hill began to invest nearly all his emotional 

and intellectual energies into the circle of young male and female writers he began to 

gather round him” (Muses' Projector 61-62). Hill was, as Gerrard’s superb biographical 

work reveals, a physically striking, personally compelling, and cosmopolitan man—

hardly the dunce he was portrayed as by Augustan neoclassicists like Pope, he was 

instead dedicated to the “visionary potential of poetry” and to the realization of “an 

entirely different poetic derived from a critically marginalized tradition of enthusiasm 

and sublimity” (Gerrard 1, 2).31 He was also hungry for literary success. In 1708, after his 

arrival in London, he “networked furiously” to establish himself as a writer and editor of 

periodicals, first of the British Apollo and later of The Plain Dealer and other 

publications (Gerrard 15). After being overthrown as general manager of Drury Lane in 

1710, Hill cherished his own frustrated literary ambitions and hungered to reform English 

theatre (Gerrard 25). He later became involved in business projects that sometimes 

earned him money and sometimes ridicule.32 Gerrard explains that “Had he been 

                                                
30  Christine Gerrard and King both date the “Pastoral Dialogue” in the second part of Haywood's The Tea-

Table (1725) to 1718 or 1719, for example, based on the timing of one of Aaron Hill's projecting 
schemes, this one a plan for an American colony (Gerrard 68; “Savage Love” 17, fnote 29). 

31 Hill, like many of the women in this dissertation, did not take kindly to having his literary ambitions 
derided by better-established literary colleages, and developed something of a rivalry with Pope.  

32 Hill's later dramatic works, such as his adaptation of Henry V (staged at Drury Lane in 1723), 
demonstrate the seriousness of his literary ambition. For more regarding Hill's “projecting” career, see 
Gerrard 40-49. 
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wealthier, Hill would almost certainly have opted for a life-long career as a stage 

manager-cum-playwright; as it was, his inability to buy one of the patents forced him into 

other roles” (26). Despite this, he acted until at least 1728 as a patron for younger artists 

(Gerrard 62). Though he could not afford to support other writers financially, he gave 

generously of his time and influence, often “using every available means to draw 

deserving writers to the public attention,” contributing prologues, organizing benefits, 

and, in the case of Richard Savage, conducting a major promotional campaign (Gerrard 

63). From 1720 through 1728, he was, as Gerrard states, “perhaps the most important, 

certainly the most ubiquitous, man of letters in London literary life” (62). 

 The composition of the coterie as a whole is important. Fowke and Haywood 

were not the only female members, nor were they the only promising young writers 

associated with Hill. Hill's wife Margaret produced poetry, as did several other women 

currently identified only by their poetic names (Gerrard 75).33 Beyond Savage, the group 

included Walter Bowman, Joseph Mitchell, James Thomson, and David Mallet, all of 

whom, as Gerrard notes, had Scottish connections (75). Benjamin Victor, John Dyer (a 

particular friend of Fowke's), and Edward Young, who was close to Savage, also 

participated (Gerrard 75). Robert Inglesfield names Mallet, Thompson, and Savage as the 

poets particularly committed to the expression of the sublime, though notably he does not 

mention Fowke or Haywood as practitioners of that mode of writing (216). The group 

seems to have been devoted not just to the production of poetry but to its critique and 

                                                
33 According to Gerrard, the women of the Hillarian circle included Margaret Hill (“Miranda”); Haywood; 

Fowke; and unidentified women who went by Evandra, Daphne, and Aurelia. Joseph Mitchell's wife 
may also have participated, using the poetic name “Ophelia” (75). 
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improvement; the letters between by Savage and Hill reprinted in the European Magazine 

later in the century include lively exchanges about revisions of particular works.34  

 By the mid-1720s, however, the Hillarian circle had essentially collapsed, largely 

because of the Haywood/Fowke rivalry and Savage's increasingly belligerent responses 

to Hill's attempts to assist him in his quest to force Lady Macclesfield to acknowledge 

him as her natural son. I address the dissolution of the circle in the next chapter. First, I 

want to sum up the connections between the major Hillarian players in the early 1720s—

a period during which Haywood and Fowke had separate, functional relationships with 

Hill, and were not yet violently at odds with one another.  

 King argues that the major source of tension within the circle was the emulative 

passion Hill seems to have inspired in all his young devotees. Even male members of the 

circle gushed about his fine qualities. Inglesfield cites a letter from James Thomson to 

Hill so fulsome that “Hill must have found [it] distinctly embarrassing,” and notes that 

Thomson later told Hill that “When you approve, my whole Soul is awak'd, and charm'd” 

(216, 217). In this context, the poems publicly traded by Hill, Fowke, and Haywood 

appear less obviously romantic, especially when contrasted with the verses Fowke and 

Hill exchanged privately. 

 Hill and his young acolytes had rarefied goals for their poetic community, goals 

that encompassed social as well as literary reform. They sought to produce, to borrow 

King's phrase, “an understanding of poetry as experience rather than artifact” (“New 

Contexts” 264). They also aimed to create an ideal collaborative circle and conversational 

                                                
34 These letters were printed in 1784, volume 6 of the European Magazine. See Works Cited.  



 

 182 

group. Guskin explains, quoting Leon Guilhamet, that Hill conceived of the circle as a 

means to produce “nothing less than the reformation of manners based on the universal 

cultivation of social love” and congeniality among poets, including high-minded platonic 

relationships between men and women (Guilhamet 79, qtd. in Clio 48 n. 44). They aimed, 

as Gerrard suggests, “to create a public space for a civilized relationship between men 

and women untainted by outmoded rituals of female coquetry and male pursuit” (76).35  

 Fowke's Clio makes clear that heterosexual love nonetheless had a way of 

intruding into this supposedly platonic literary group. But the Hillarian circle was 

intended to be heterosocial, and the lack of critical attention to Haywood's devotion to 

this conversational model has led to seeming misinterpretations of her early work. 

Catherine Ingrassia's reading of The Tea-Table as a representation of a homosocial 

female reading community, for example, served a tremendously important purpose in 

Haywood scholarship by drawing attention to Haywood's sensitive treatment of women 

readers and by inviting critics to see Haywood as a writer concerned with relationships 

between women authors. But this essay does, if only by implication, misrepresent the 

gender balance of the group depicted in The Tea-Table in a manner that obscures that 

text's probable origins in the conversation of the Hillarian circle. Ingrassia's reading of 

the text as committed to a homosocial vision of female authorship includes what appears, 

at one moment in her essay, to be a misreading of the character Philetus—the same 

character King identifies as an analogue of Hill,36 and the character in The Tea-Table 

                                                
35 Gerrard concludes that “Hill's circle never came close to transforming itself into a 'fair assembly'” 

because of the tension between male and female members of the group (77). 
36 See King, “New Contexts,” 264. 
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who launches the most spirited defense of romantic writing37—as a woman rather than a 

man, though the full title of the work demonstrates that both men and women are present 

(The TEA-TABLE, Or a CONVERSATION between some Polite Persons of both Sexes at a 

LADY'S VISITING DAY).38 Ingrassia mentions Hill briefly because of the “Pastoral 

Dialogue” included in the second part of The Tea-Table, but she does not connect 

Haywood's membership in the Hillarian circle with the supposedly Sapphic subtext of the 

work as a whole.39 To complement her reading, I want to suggest that the comparison 

Haywood makes in The Tea-Table is not necessarily between male/male homosocial 

groups and “women's homosocial connections,” as Ingrassia proposes, but between the 

masculine “Fraternity” of “needy Scribbler[s]” and the more enlightened mixed-gender 

conversation of the Hillarians (“Fashioning Female Authorship” 297, TT 2.20, 2.13). It 

may function as an early harbinger of Haywood's unhappiness with the hostility she felt 

from other women than as a celebration of sisterhood among women writers. Fowke's 

first published work, the 1720 Clio and Strephon, had insulted “TEA-TABLE 

                                                
37 Philetus declares the following: “’In my Mind, therefore,’ rejoyn’d PHILETUS, ‘these kind of Writings 

are not so trifling as by many people they are thought.—Nor are they design’d, as some imagine, for 
Amusement only, but Instruction also, most of them containing Morals, which if well observed would 
be of no small Service to those that read ‘em” (TT 48). 

38 The implication that Philetus is a woman occurs in this paragraph: “All the women at the tea table are 
ready to contribute to the conversation with whatever manuscript they carry with them. Philetus plans to 
bring 'a small piece of ingenuity' [1.51]. One woman has 'a copy of verses in [her] pocket …'” (292). 
Alexander Pettit, in the essay “Adventures in Pornographic Places: Eliza Haywood's Tea-Table and the 
Decentering of Moral Argument,” notes that the group consists of two women, two men, and the 
narrator, whose gender is not specified (249). Ingrassia states that “[t]he preoccupation with fame and 
self interest—rather than instruction, collaboration, or generosity that motivates women—excludes men 
from the model of authorship Haywood advances” and argues that Haywood wants to promote a model 
of literary conversation in which “feminine characteristics promote authorship” (298, 297). While 
Haywood does seem interested in promoting feminine authorship, her admiring portrait of Hill in this 
text suggests that she does not want to exclude men entirely. 

39 Ingrassia comments on the “inside joke” that Haywood perpetrates by interpolating one of her own 
poems into The Tea-Table (“Fashioning Female Authorship” 299). We could also read this choice in the 
context of Delarivier Manley's multiple interpolations of work by women into the New Atalantis (see 
Chapter 2), though Haywood's impulse to interpolate seems less self-deprecatory than Manley's.  
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conversations” and the women who promote them (129). Given that elements of The Tea-

Table were likely written before 1720, it's easy to imagine the text as an expression of 

Haywood's defiance of Fowke's influence in the Hillarian circle.  

 One can imagine why Fowke's flirting might have proved disruptive within this 

mixed-gender literary community. Gerrard notes that, while Fowke “wished to be taken 

seriously as a poet, she also presented herself as an object of erotic fascination to the men 

in the circle, much to the chagrin of the other writing women” (78). The primary 

evidence of this chagrin exists in Haywood's writing. Before 1722, she celebrates Hill 

rather than denigrating Fowke directly. Most critics have presented Haywood's early 

poems to Hill as evidence of her supposed romantic jealousy, but these poems explicitly 

figure Haywood's admiration for Hill as literary in nature. As Gerrard acknowledges, Hill 

also seems to have thought positively of Haywood's writing. He subscribed to Haywood's 

Letters from a Lady of Quality and wrote essays in the Plain Dealer approving of the 

aims of romance fiction and celebrating Manley (Gerrard 68). He also contributed an 

epilogue for The Fair Captive, about which I'll say more in a moment, and wrote “To 

Eliza, on her design'd Voyage to Spain,” which appeared in Savage's Miscellaneous 

Poems and Translations (1726).40 In this brief poem, Hill labels Haywood a “blessing” 

whose presence can enliven a country and implores her not to abandon England for Spain 

(MPT 90). The poem hints at sensuality—the speaker breathlessly asks Eliza to “Oh, let 

                                                
40 Abbreviated hereafter as MPT. Gerrard asserts that the content of MPT does not match the tenor of the 

Hillarian circle in 1726, when its “[m]embers … were united in their condemnation of Haywood” (96). 
She proposes that the book was likely delayed by more than two years, and notes that it was published 
not just to legitimize Savage but “to celebrate and commemorate the close-knit friendships of the 
Hillarian circle” (96). She states that “more than half” the poems in the volume “are intensely personal 
pieces written by different members of Hill's circle about each other” (96). This is not inaccurate, but 
the level of implied intimacy in the poems included in MPT varies a great deal. 
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thy Indies be by us possest” rather than allowing Spain the benefit of her presence—but 

is tonally more brisk than passionate (MPT 90).  

 As the portrait of Philetus in The Tea-Table demonstrates, Haywood did feel 

passionate admiration for Hill. Philetus is, in the words of that narrator: 

a Gentleman than whom there is scarce to be found one Master of more 

Accomplishments, a greater Capacity, or a Taste more refin'd and polite; 

he is just arriv'd at those Years, which look back with Shame on the 

Inadvertencies of Youth, and far from those which threaten a Decay of 

Vigour and Understanding. He can be grave without Austerity, a Plain-

dealer41 without Bluntness, facetious without derogating from that Majesty 

of Sentiment and Behaviour which is necessary to command Veneration; 

in fine, there is nothing wanting that one would wish to find in a Lover, a 

Husband, a Brother, a Companion, or a Friend. (TT 7) 

Despite her nomination of this “Plain-dealer” as a suitable lover or husband (among other 

roles), Haywood's praise remains more social and professional than romantic, particularly 

in comparison with the arms, hearts, eyes, and bosoms that throng Martha Fowke's 

contemporaneous poetry to Hill. Haywood seems to take a proprietary pride in Hill's fine 

public qualities and claims to have bestowed upon him the name “Hillarius.” One of her 

Poems on Several Occasions (published in the 1724 Works, though King dates its 

                                                
41 King bases her identification of Philetus as Hill on this reference to Hill's periodical The Plain Dealer, 

as well as on Haywood's general description of Philetus (“New Contexts” 264). Pettit, though he does 
not seem to recognize Hill as Philetus, labels Philetus a “a mentor-figure in Haywood's moral universe” 
(“Adventures” 257). Pettit's assertion that Philetus's role in the text is to “imbue[s] his environment with 
pornographic possibility,” however, seems to me to overreach the textual evidence (257). 
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contents to 1721 or earlier)42 is entitled “An Irregular ODE, To Mr. WALTER 

BOWMAN, Professor of the Mathematicks. Occasion'd by his objecting against my 

giving the Name of HILLARIUS to AARON HILL, Esq;” (POSO 2). In this poem, Haywood 

strikes an outsider's pose, defending herself against Bowman's apparent slurs against her 

lack of classical learning. Unlike the writer of the Barbados poems addressed later in this 

chapter, she does not boldly revel in her unorthodox education or compliment her own 

authenticity. She describes herself as “Unskill'd in Science, in rude Ign'rance bred,” and 

disclaims responsibility for that ignorance: “Unhappy that I am, / (For mine is not the 

Blame) / Learning's sweet Paths I ne'er was taught to tred” (POSO 2). Nonetheless, she 

hints at pride in her own poetic productions. In this “Irregular Ode,” she lauds Bowman's 

skills but quickly turns the poem into a meditation on the wonders of Hill, challenging 

Bowman to compose a more fitting name for Hill than “Hillarius” and suggesting that her 

effusive style better suits the task of praising him.    

 Gerrard and others often cite this poem as proof of the romantic and/or sexual 

nature of Haywood's interest in Hill, but the reality seems, as King argues, more 

complex. The “Extasy” Hill inspires in the speaker is really “Tenderness and Reverence” 

(3), not exactly bodice-ripping stuff, and the poem as a whole emanates an exuberant 

literary piety. Haywood extends admiration for Hill to Heaven, where God and “(Angels 

are his Admirers too, / And copy Hallelujahs from his Songs)” (POSO 3). The speaker 

cites with approval Hill's “deathless Lays” because they have made the Hebrew sages of 

                                                
42 See King, “Savage Love,” 8. Patrick Spedding notes only that “Poems on Several Occasions (PSO) has 

no title-page and no marked price, indicating that it never had a separate existence and was not expected 
to have one” (Bibliography 57). 
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old “more glorious Shine” (3). Though her own poetry may be “irregular,” she rejoices 

that “Far as Creation reaches, shall the Name / Eliza chose, tune the whole Voice of 

Fame” and draw the attention of  “the Wise, the Brave, the Great, and Good” (POSO 4). 

 “The VISION,” another celebration of Hill's talents, also contains the “rapturous 

language” Gerrard cites, but like “An Irregular ODE” it reads more as an expression of 

pseudo-religious than of sexual ecstasy. In this account of an out-of-body poetic 

experience, the speaker visits an Elysium for “High-Thron'd Sons of Wit” where she 

observes many piles of “neglected” books lying “like useless Lumber” (11). The books 

are the great works of the ancients in translation, she discovers, and the “awfull'st” spirit 

among the ghostly throng of poets directs her to go back to earth and study Hillarius and 

his work rather than reading these pale imitations of their verse: 

  Go then, his matchless Works with Care read o'er, 

  Just Admiration will enflame thee more, 

  Than vain Defenses of Knowledge could before. (POSO 12) 

This poem, like the “Irregular Ode,” is indeed “extravagantly adulatory” and “intensely 

idealising,” as King points out (“Savage Love” 8). Yet what “will enflame” the speaker is 

not the beauty of Hill's person but the quality and daring of his writing. Even the 

“daringly blasphemous” poem “To DIANA, / On her asking me how I lik'd a / fine Poem 

of Mr. HILL's”—“a foolish question,” as King quips—with its “seas of Extasy,” is at heart 

a didactic poem intended to glorify Hill's poetic aims (“Savage Love” 9, POSO 16). Like 

the ancient poets, the speaker of that poem urges Diana to “Read thou with care, each 

soul-extracting Line” and claims that “Heaven! and Hillarius! are above all Praise” 
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(POSO 15). 

 Poems on Several Occasions comprises only sixteen pages of poems, but this 

small collection demonstrates how fully Haywood's two artistic preoccupations—Hill and 

amatory fiction—commingled in the early 1720s. Several of the poems included in the 

collection are translations from the French that depict the typical amatory-fiction 

abandonment of a young woman by her lover, a blow that triggers flights of mad poetry 

in the sublime mode. Again, King's argument for Love in Excess as an experiment in 

adapting the rhetoric of the sublime for use in prose fiction suggests new interpretations 

of the available evidence. The poems in Poems on Several Occasions, plus the “Pastoral 

Dialogue” interpolated in The Tea-Table, demonstrate the connection between 

Haywood's employment of the sublime in fiction and her adulation of Hill as a poetic 

mentor.43 King does not directly connect her assertion that Haywood's poems to Hill are 

“not the 'effusive love verses' of existing accounts, not exactly anyway” with her theory 

about the literary ambitions of Haywood's early amatory fiction in particular, but she 

does term the works in Poems on Several Occasions “poems of vocation and 

apprenticeship” that recognize Hill “as champion and practitioner of a new, progressive 

literary aesthetic” (“Savage Love” 9, 8). In these poems, Haywood allies her writing with 

Hill's poetic goals. “To Diana” characterizes the high-mindedness of Hill's poetic 

endeavors in warlike terms: “Observe the glitt'ring Legions by him led, / Whose God-like 

Aim their influence would spread, / Virtue to re-instate, and strike Oppression dead” 

                                                
43 Kathleen Lubey's 2006 ECS article “Eliza Haywood's Amatory Aesthetic” (see Works Cited) also 

recognizes the influence of the sublime on Haywood's early amatory fiction, but does not connect 
Haywood's interest in creating “states of extreme aesthetic engagement” with her participation in the 
Hillarian circle. 
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(POSO 16). Whereas Fowke represents herself as a “little trembling Volunteer” to 

Strephon's “General,” Haywood trumpets her own willingness to take up arms (CS 24).  

 The “erotic and sensual overtones” that Gerrard identifies in Haywood's poems to 

Hill, then, should be read in conjunction with Haywood's larger literary project (Gerrard 

70).44 Moreover, the POSO poems—including the translations I have only briefly 

mentioned—offer new material to students of Haywood's fiction (“Savage Love” 8). 

These poems ought also to highlight the casually sexist assumptions that underlie the 

critical theory of Haywood's grand passion for Hill. Haywood's overwritten tribute poetry 

to Hill suits the dominant mode of discourse in the Hillarian circle—yet no one, to the 

best of my knowledge, has suggested that James Thomson's awed missives to Hill 

represent evidence of passionate jealousy. But the practice of reducing Haywood's 

literary output to its sexual content is well entrenched in Haywood studies. Another 

influential article on The Tea-Table, Pettit's “Adventures in Pornographic Places: Eliza 

Haywood's Tea-Table and the Decentering of Moral Argument,”45 engages in a similarly 

narrow interpretive process. Despite the insistence of the characters in The Tea-Table that 

they are discussing “Love”—despite Philetus's multi-page monologue in defense of the 

representation of love in fiction46—Pettit ruthlessly whittles the subject of the work, 

stating that “The conversation revolves around 'The Passions,' meaning 'Love,' meaning 

                                                
44 While Gerrard acknowledges that “Haywood’s poems to Hill redeploy the language of the high sublime 

and the ‘enthusiastick passions’ which characterizes Hill’s biblical paraphrases of the early 1720s,” she 
also argues that Haywood imbues her poems to Hill with “erotic and sensual overtones” not present in 
Hill's vision of the sublime (70). 

45 Pettit reads The Tea-Table in conjunction with Haywood's advice manual A Present for a Servant-Maid: 
Or, the Sure Means of Gaining Love and Esteem (1743), which he cites as another work that creates 
“pornographic places” that contradict the work's overtly conservative morality. 

46 Philetus's “apology” for amatory fiction, as Pettit terms it, echoes the rhetoric that Haywood deploys in 
her later prefaces in insisting that amatory fiction can morally instruct its readers (“Adventures” 263). 
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(usually) sex” (250).47 He sums up the interactions of the characters in The Tea-Table as 

follows: 

Having assembled a group of attractive single young men and women and 

having encouraged the exchange of ideas about sex, Amiana responds 

huffily to the inevitable conversational infelicities that threaten the moral 

tenor she struggles to sustain. (250) 

The drama that Pettit identifies here, the “struggle” for the “moral tenor” of a group's 

conversation, is not merely a key to Haywood's other works of amatory fiction but a 

dramatization of the interactions of the Hillarian circle. Pettit remarks that “Amiana … is 

a prude, the narrator's praise of her notwithstanding,” but in the context of her later 

attacks on Fowke for flirtatiousness, Haywood's sympathy for Amiana's prudishness 

seems less surprising (250).48 Perhaps unaware of the connection to the Hillarian circle, 

Pettit reads the Tea-Table group in the pornographic/transgressive tradition of “a spatially 

isolated cadre doing things that we'd like to do but don't” (256). But even this 

interpretation, in an odd way, emphasizes the depth of Haywood's connection to the 

Hillarians. Haywood's willingness to publish The Tea-Table in 1725, despite the 

dissolution of the circle, may indicate nostalgia for the group at its best, just as Gerrard 

sees Savage's 1726 Miscellaneous Poems and Translations as a fundamentally nostalgic 

project (Muses' Projector 96). I would argue therefore that The Tea-Table should be read 

as sympathetic with Haywood's early coterie poetry, rather than philosophically opposed 
                                                
47 Pettit also insists that Haywood's readers “would have known that sex, not philosophy, had been the 

authror's favorite topic since her debut in print five years earlier” (250).  
48 Amiana is not represented entirely positively; in contrast to the urbane Philetus, she does seem rather 

uptight, but the text firmly privileges her primness above the unruly behavior of the men and women 
who interrupt the tea table's conversation in parts one and two of the work. 



 

 191 

to it. After all, as Stephen Marcus explains, the isolation of pornography—he might use a 

term more like “placelessness”—shades into a kind of utopian impulse.49 The mannered 

exchanges of The Tea-Table and the idealized spiritual journeys of Poems on Several 

Occasions both reveal Haywood's deep commitment to the aesthetic and literary 

ambitions of the Hillarians and foreshadow the fury she would later unleash upon Fowke, 

her poetic rival.  

 The only evidence of jealousy notable in Poems on Several Occasions appears in 

“To HILLARIUS / On his sending some VERSES / sign'd M. S.” The M. S. in the title is 

Martha Fowke Sansom, and the poem is worth reproducing here in full: 

  In vain a borrow'd Name, shrowds Light divine! 

  Nothing from me can be conceal'd, that's thine! 

  What tho' each Character wore deep disguise, 

  Such as might cheat the most discerning Eyes: 

  My Soul acknowledg'd the magnetick Call! 

  And cry'd, in transport, 'Tis Hillarius all! 

   But what, thou great Inspirer, could attone, 

  If Sense deceiv'd, I had some outrage done? 

  If sacrilegiously, with Scorn posesst, 

  I'd torn the paper, which thy hands have blest?  

   For who, approv'd by thee, can stoop to take 

  The little Praises that the Vulgar make? (POSO 14) 

                                                
49 See Stephen Marcus on “pornotopia” in The Other Victorians: a Study of Sexuality and Pornography in 

Mid-Nineteenth-Century England, 269-273. 
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This poem, which King does not mention, reveals the dark underbelly of Haywood's 

extravagant praise of Hill. The majority of the poem reads as simple territory-staking, 

with Haywood claiming a personal connection with Hill that exceeds even that of other 

“discerning Eyes.” But the last two lines enact a startling turn. Those lines suggest that 

the poem signed “M. S.” was written in praise of Haywood, and that, had she received 

such praise from Fowke, she would have ripped it to pieces. If these Poems on Several 

Occasions were indeed written by 1721, as King proposes, and the optimism evident in 

Haywood's poems about Hill suggests to me that they were, this poem represents 

Haywood's most explicit attack on Fowke before 1722. 

 Even in this relatively calm period before the inception of their public rivalry, 

Haywood sought to distinguish herself from Fowke in terms of the subject matter of her 

writing. King cites the “Pastoral Dialogue” published in The Tea-Table primarily as 

evidence of Haywood's unromantic relationship with Richard Savage, whom she suggests 

Haywood views as “an exasperating brother whom she regards with wary affection” 

rather than as a lover (“Savage Love” 8).50 This poem also forcefully rejects the notion of 

romantic love as the driving force of poetry, the very idea espoused by Fowke in her 

early publications. The argument of the “Pastoral Dialogue” counters many critical 

assessments of Haywood based on her amatory fiction. Ballaster states, for example, that 

“In contrast to both Behn and Manley, Haywood was unequivocal in her address to a 

female audience and her commitment to the discourse of love” (158). The “Pastoral 

Dialogue” and the works in Poems on Several Occasions show that the discourse of love 

                                                
50 I address the question of the Haywood/Fowke/Savage triangle in Chapter 4.  
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was not the only discourse that inspired Haywood. In her early career, at least, she also 

devoted her work to aesthetic philosophizing about the goals of poetry.  

 The “Pastoral Dialogue” is spoken by the masculine “Alexis,” probably meant to 

be Savage, and “Clorinda,” presumably Haywood's poetic alter ego.51 In form, the poem 

resembles the pastoral elegies inserted by Delarivier Manley into the New Atalantis, 

though the tone of the poem is cleverly self-deprecatory rather than insincere. When 

Clorinda declares that Hill's absence will be a “Publick Loss,” she seems to mean it (40). 

Though both Haywood and Manley intend their elegies to flatter, Haywood adopts the 

rhetoric of mourning not to raise money by engaging in hackish ambulance-chasing but 

to please and glorify Hill, whose impending departure to America for business she claims 

will prove ruinous for British poetry. 

 The poem begins with Clorinda as pathetic object, discovered by Alexis: 

“trickling Tears” her “Rosy Cheeks bedew,” and so on (TT 39). When Alexis inquires 

about Clorinda's “Woe,” he assumes that her misery has an “Amorous” cause and that 

she will write about it, as King points out. She corrects his misapprehension angrily:  

  Mistaken Swain! Such Toys Clorinda's Mind 

  Rejects with Scorn; by Nobler Themes refin'd, 

  The Publick Loss I mourn:  . . . 

  . . .  

                                                
51 King lists several other instances of coterie members using the name “Alexis” to refer to Savage, 

including Hill's poem beginning “Thus, sigh'd Alexis, friendless, and alone.” published in the Plain 
Dealer on 27 June 1724 (“Savage Love” 7). She traces the “Clorinda” name to a poem by Savage that 
appeared in a music miscellany, “Clorinda Reigns as Beautys Queen,” in 1720 (“Savage Love” 7), in 
which, as she notes, Savage labels this Clorinda “quite averse to Love” (7-8). Like King, I find the 
notion of Haywood as more deeply motivated by literary ambition than romantic desire well-supported 
by the available evidence. 



 

 194 

  O wretched Isle! Thy Neighbours Envy now, 

  Hillarius lost, how abject wilt thou grow! (TT 39-40) 

But she is unable to figure out a way to force Hillarius to remain in England, and seeks 

Alexis's help despite his “condescending airs” (“Savage Love” 8), enlisting him in her 

efforts—and allowing him to lecture her pompously on his greater understanding of 

Hillarius's genius—because she believes that a woman's sadness alone will not be enough 

to keep Hill from leaving.52 This pose of Clorinda's burlesques the “little Trembler” 

attitude Fowke would strike in the 1720 Clio and Strephon, as Clorinda winkingly 

implores her male counterpart to “Teach me, Alexis, Thou of stronger Soul / With Manly 

Fortitude can'st Grief controul [sic], / Teach me, I say, with Temperance to know, / And 

stem this torrent of impending Woe” (40). Though she turns to Alexis for aid, “for 

Haywood, as for Sansom, Savage is basically satellite to Hill's centre” (“Savage Love” 

8).  

 Alexis suggests that Clorinda deploy her “eloquent” tears to convince Hillarius to 

stay (TT 42). But Clorinda, aware that “Men too often laugh when Women wail,” orders 

him to “Go thou! And summon all the Sons of Fame, / Those who by Merit justify their 

Claim, / Those who ungenerous Emulation scorn, / And know, and dread, the danger 

which we mourn” (TT 43). “Tears … from Manly Eyes!” will, she hopes, destroy 

Hillarius's resistance (ibid.). Though she allows Alexis to conclude the poem by 

expressing their shared desire—“Give us Hillarius, and we ask no more”—Haywood-as-

                                                
52 Alexis's condescension shades into language that also resembles that of Manley's nymphs in its hunger 

for grief: “But O' Clorinda! Had thy Knowledge space, / Coud'st thou the Wonders of his Wisdom 
trace, / How would it strengthen Sorrow's Energy, / Encrease Despair, and make Consolement dye” (TT 
40). 
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Clorinda retains control of its multivalent message. The surface level of the poem, which 

Pettit derides as “punishingly dull,” submissively acknowledges Haywood's minor place 

in the mixed-gender Hillarian circle (“Adventures” 259). But the coded coterie meanings 

are more complex. Like the “Irregular Ode,” this poem expresses Haywood's proprietary 

feelings about Hill as poet and mentor and neatly elides the influence and existence of 

Martha Fowke.  

 Poems such as the “Pastoral Dialogue” reveal that Haywood, regardless of her 

later dislike for autobiography and desire to obscure the details of her life, did engage in 

coterie-based self-fashioning and social negotiation, a sphere of creative activity that 

most critics prior to King have ignored. Ballaster argues that “unlike Aphra Behn or 

Delarivier Manley, [Haywood] demonstrates little or no interest in employing the strategy 

of ironic self-representation, or (auto)biographizing, through which her predecessors had 

concentrated their resistance to masculinist interpretation” (167-68). In the early years of 

the Hillarian circle, however, Haywood demonstrated a great deal of interest in 

employing strategies of ironic self-representation, as her “Clorinda” indicates. She also 

seems to have had little trouble resisting masculinist interpretations of herself and her 

writing, at least initially. We must consider why Haywood's approach to self-

representation changed—why she ceased participating in coterie culture, why her later 

paratexts emphasize moral rather than poetic didacticism, and why her work becomes 

more obviously “feminocentric” as she launches ever-fiercer attacks against Martha 

Fowke.  

 The paratextual materials accompanying Haywood's 1720 Letters from a Lady of 
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Quality to a Chevalier53 and her 1721 play The Fair Captive, a work that King identifies 

as her “first (and reluctantly undertaken) venture in hackney writing” (“Savage Love” 17 

n. 37), hint at the origins of these dramatic shifts in Haywood's self-presentation and 

management of her literary career. Increasing interest in the Haywood/Fowke/Savage 

relationship has brought new attention to Letters to a Lady of Quality and particularly to 

“A Discourse concerning Writings of this Nature, by way of Essay,” separately paginated 

and appended at the end of the volume containing LLQ. Gerrard suggests that the 

“Discourse” “seems inextricably related to the rivalry with Fowke,” given its concern 

with the impropriety of corresponding with men (89). She argues, as does Guskin, that 

Haywood may have seen Fowke's correspondence with Hill. The timing here is inexact, 

since Spedding lists the work as published by December 1720 and Gerrard can only 

confirm that Hill and Fowke were corresponding by 1721 (90). Counter to Guskin's 

assertion that “the vituperative flurry of Haywood's attacks began in late 1720 or 1721 

with the hitherto unnoticed character of a 'wit' who initiates correspondence with men in 

Letters from a Lady of Quality,” Gerrard claims that the “Discourse” is “not an entirely 

unsympathetic account of [Fowke's] conduct” (Clio 28, Muses' Projector 91). In fact, 

Haywood's treatment of the “Lady, for whom [the narrator's friend] never profess'd more 

than a common Civility” marks one of the only unsympathetic moments in what is 

largely a sympathetic and nuanced text about the dangers of amatory epistolarity 

(“Discourse” 11). Haywood's narrator attacks the prudish feminine hypocrisy of women 

who conceal their own faults while deriding the failings of others. She speaks of the 

                                                
53 The title page of this work is dated 1721, but Spedding lists its publication date as 26 December 1720 

(Bibliography 99). 
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“Charity” she feels “for my Sex,” and her careful explication of the workings of passion 

in otherwise sensible women bears out this claim (“Discourse” 7).  

 This was likely not Haywood's first attack on Fowke. “To HILLARIUS / On his 

sending some VERSES / sign'd M. S.” should probably earn that title. But the “Discourse” 

does represent Haywood's first attack on Fowke for her flirtatious behavior rather than for 

her inferior writing and critical understanding of poetry. In the “Discourse,” Haywood 

attacks Fowke by interpolating one of Fowke's poems into her own work—the same trick 

Manley uses when criticizing other women writers in the New Atalantis. This poem 

strongly resembles Fowke's Clio and Strephon and Clio poems, even in its vocabulary 

and frequent triplet rhymes. “Its pentameter couplet form, its immediacy, intimacy, and 

emphasis on acts of looking and enchantment” reinforce the attribution to Fowke 

previously suggested by Gerrard and Guskin (Muses' Projector 90). Spedding, rebutting 

Guskin, comments drily that “it is unlikely that every person with this characteristic 

['shameless behaviour in writing to men'] in Haywood's writings is a portrait of Sansom” 

(102). This critique would be more difficult to refute were it not based on the assertion 

that “there is no other evidence of antagonism between Haywood and Sansom in 1720-

21” (103): 

. . . the major problem for Guskin's theory is the lack of motivation for the 

attack.  The enmity between Sansom and Fowke is credibly supposed to be 

the result of Sansom alienating the affections of the poet Richard Savage 

from Haywood after Haywood was carrying, or had given birth to, a child 

fathered by Savage. Since this occurred in 1722 or 1723, and Savage was 
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still writing poems in praise of Haywood late in 1723, Haywood had little 

reason to be attacking Sansom in 1720. (Bibliography 102-103, italics 

original) 

This might be labeled the Baby Mama Corollary to the Savage Love Hypothesis. We 

know Haywood had Savage's child because Pope tells us so, and Savage told him; 

Haywood's affair with Savage must be the only reason she might have attacked Martha 

Fowke; therefore, Haywood could not have attacked Martha Fowke before she began her 

(likely fictional) affair with Savage. Hill remains absent from Spedding's reading of the 

Haywood/Fowke/Savage triangle, as does any mention of Haywood's—or Fowke's—

literary ambition. But the “Discourse” itself, which portrays Haywood and (presumably) 

Hill arrayed against Fowke, trading her letters and amused by and “tired” of her 

flirtatious over-confidence, suggests that we cannot read the Haywood/Fowke rivalry 

accurately without accounting for these missing elements (“Discourse” 11). 

 The paratextual materials accompanying The Fair Captive offer further evidence 

of Hill's support for Haywood's literary career and record her own early, uneasy 

negotiations between literary idealism and hackish practicality. Readers of The Fair 

Captive in print would first have encountered the play's epigraph, printed on the title 

page, a quotation from a work of Sir Robert Howard's: “All our Affections wait on 

prosperous Fame; / Not he that climbs, but he that falls, meets Shame.”54 Only a few 

years later, The Tea-Table would feature a similar epigraph from Howard and Dryden's 

                                                
54 From The Duell of the Stags (1668). Republished in 1709 as The Duel of the Stags, A Poem, with an 

epistle to Howard by Dryden attached. Haywood could conceivably have found this in Charles Gildon's 
1718 collection The Complete Art of Poetry, which quotes the same lines (though with slight 
variations).  
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Indian Queen, a quotation that emphasizes Haywood's nostalgic yet cynical view of the 

already-crumbling Hillarian circle (“The Heavens have Clouds, and Spots are in the 

Moon, / A faultless Virtue's to be found in none”). The Fair Captive's epigraph 

highlights, as does much of Haywood's later scandal fiction, the foibles of the great. It 

also testifies to the poet’s ambition.  

 The dedication to Lord Viscount Gage foreshadows some of Haywood's later self-

defensive rhetorical flourishes. We cannot know if Haywood intended to include Martha 

Fowke among the “Pretenders to Wit” and “Wou'd-be” poets she criticizes in this 

dedication, but her description of the animosity faced by successful writers directly 

prefigures the terms she uses in her dedication to Memoirs of the Baron de Brosse (1725): 

. . . the Venom of Malice, thus directed, is of so spreading a Nature, that 

while the infectious Cloud rises to lessen, if not totally obscure the 

Brightness of the most exalted Undertaking, it sheds a baleful Influence 

also on the meanest. Instead of that generous Emulation, which the 

Example of any Excellence should inspire, Envy and Hate pursue the 

Genius skill'd to soar; and cold Contempt, and blasting Scorn, check the 

weak Aspirer's Flight; which, if indulg'd by the warm Sun-shine of 

Encouragement, might tower to Heights deserving Admiration. (Baron vi-

vii) 

Here, Haywood does not yet state explicitly that her attackers are women, but given her 

later linking of terms like “envy,” “hate,” “contempt,” and “scorn” with female enemies, 

and the language of contagion she employs, it seems possible. Her self-presentation has 
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also changed. The soldier of Hillarius has become a “weak Aspirer,” looking to male 

poets and patrons for “Encouragement” without displaying any of the sardonic cleverness 

of the “Pastoral Dialogue.” Though she claims to have “little Pretences” to “Merit” and 

“never . . .  much Reason to rely on” the effects of “Good-fortune,” Haywood expresses 

gratitude for the Viscount's support (viii). Before she secured his assistance, she says, 

I suffer'd all that Apprehension could inflict, and found I wanted many 

more Arguments than the little Philosophy I am mistress of could furnish 

me with, to enable me to stem that Tide of Raillery, which all of my Sex, 

unless they are very excellent indeed, must expect, when once they 

exchange the Needle for the Quill. (FC viii) 

Haywood seems in 1721 still to feel some connection to other women writers and to 

conceive herself as one member of an embattled group, not “as a sufferer on a par with 

her heroines” (Seductive Forms 168).55 But even this fellow-feeling seems tinged with 

ambivalence, or at least with a hint of asperity (that little italicized indeed). 

 The Advertisement to readers accompanying the play offers another variety of 

ambivalence, this time focused on Haywood's expression of literary ambition. Her 

manner of introducing the play evokes Manley's criticism of Anne Finch for neglecting to 

craft her poetry as finely as possible despite her leisured life. Haywood writes of the play, 

originally drafted by a Captain Hurst, that 

To attempt any thing in Vindication of the following Scenes, wou'd cost 

                                                
55 Ballaster differentiates Haywood from Behn and Manley, who she says “asserted the will to power of 

the female writer by marking her difference from the women victims she re-presented to her readers” 
(168). 
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me more Time than the Composing 'em took me up: therefore I shall only 

say in my own Excuse, that if the Play had been what I cou'd have call'd 

myself the sole Author of, or foretold the kind Reception it has met, I 

should certainly have taken more pains. And though it may appear like 

Vanity, I take the liberty to add, it was in my power to have made it much 

better than it is, both in the Sentiment and Expression: But without a 

Prospect of some Applause, I shou'd never imagine, if the Example of 

many Authors did not convince me, that any meaner Views cou'd wing the 

Poet's Flight. (FC xi) 

King describes Haywood's address to the readers of this text as “a remarkable statement 

of Haywood's high authorial ideals and disdain for mercenary motives” (17 n. 37).56 But 

this Advertisement reflects a wistful understanding of the temporal demands of hack 

writing and demonstrates the author's chagrin at having misjudged the likely popularity 

of a work she had thought of as a mere bit of dramatic editing for hire, the sort of work a 

poet would take on only because of “meaner” needs. In 1721, this represents a new strain 

in Haywood's writing, perhaps one inspired by her grappling with the genre of the 

paratextual advertisement to the reader. Love in Excess was preceded only by a 

dedication to Anne Oldfield written by William Chetwood, and the preface to the 

subscription-published Letters from a Lady of Quality focuses entirely on explaining 

Haywood's choices as a translator. The only remarkable element of the preface to LLQ is 

                                                
56 While King's essay highlights the centrality of poetic ambition to the rivalry between Haywood and 

Fowke, the scope of the essay prevents her from placing that rivalry in a broader cultural and literary 
context, or from comparing the behavior and rhetoric of Haywood and Fowke to that of other early 
eighteenth-century women writers. 
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what Spedding labels “an extraordinary profession of aristocratic disdain for the opinion 

of the general reader”: 

If those few I wish to please are satisfy'd, I shall not ask the Question, 

whether it be with mine or the French Author's part of the Performance; 

any more that I shall be solicitous what opinion the rest of the World may 

have of it altogether. (LLQ v-vi) 

This declaration is not quite as iconoclastic as Spedding's excerpt makes it appear. 

Haywood introduces it by noting that translators always have difficulty pleasing their 

entire audiences, and that she is fortunate to be “not of a Humour to make myself very 

unhappy by such a Reflection” (LLQ v). The existence of the preface proves that she 

remained interested in how her readers would approach the text, though she does not 

engage in the kind of self-justifying explanation of her didactic goals that characterizes 

her later paratexts. She does not need to, since Letters from a Lady of Quality relies for 

the justification of its existence on the list of subscribers following the preface.  

 The Fair Captive had no such automatic audience. Haywood disclaims ownership 

of the play, but she also disclaims effort, claiming that she could have produced 

something better had she known that it would be successful or had she regarded the play 

as worthy of more extended work.57 Rhetorically, she also seems to distance herself from 

the “many Authors” of whom she writes, yet her tangled prose complicates any easy 

reading of the Advertisement as idealistic or cynically self-aware.58 This hybrid self-

                                                
57 In fact, according to David Erskine Baker's 1764 The Companion to the Play-House (later Biographica 

Dramatica), Haywood “so totally new-modelled it [the play], that, except in the parts of Alphonso and 
Isabella, there remained not twenty lines of the original play. It was acted without success” (2.112).   

58 The Advertisement also demonstrates Haywood's awareness of the risks of taking on this sort of work. 
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presentation likely reflects the liminal state of Haywood's career in 1721, when she could 

still lay claim to elegance but had already experienced the failure of several projects (The 

Fair Captive, which ran for just three nights, and LLQ).   

 The Advertisement provides one odd hybrid moment in the evolution of 

Haywood's career; the play's unsigned prologue—which I, like Patsy Fowler, assume was 

written by Haywood, though it may have been written by a friend aiming to drum up 

feminine support for Haywood—reveals another. Here, the speaker calls to female 

audience members (and readers) for support, reminding them of the demands of 

sisterhood in terms that echo the dedication to Gage: 

  The guarded Muse all other Rage defies,  

  Save what from your Displeasure may arise: 

  Not but her Sex to Favour pleads some Right, 

  A Female Pencil draws the Lines to-night.  

  Ladies, 'tis your Concern to interpose, 

  Who hurt a Woman, are your Sex's Foes; 

  And, Sirs, consider 'tis a Lover's Cause,  

  Sure, a Fair Captive some Compassion draws:  

  Think her the Muse, and learn to pity then 

  A Woman's Sufferings, from a Woman's Pen.  

Haywood invites her male and female audience members to engage in an act of 

                                                
She informs her readers that she was reluctant to rewrite the play: “I cannot say my Inclination had 
much share in my Consent; knowing well, that the Consequence of altering a Manuscript, is to dare the 
Tongue of Censure without the least View of acquiring Reputation” (Fair Captive xii). 



 

 204 

imaginative substitution by extending their sympathy for her virtuous main character to 

her as well, then slips into coquetry without seeming to consider it dangerous to represent 

herself as a love object. In 1721, Haywood could still claim social, if not sexual, virtue. 

The Hillarian circle had not yet collapsed, and she retained Hill's favor. The Fair Captive 

concludes with a comedic epilogue he contributed. 

 In his 1915 account of Haywood's life, Whicher claims that “[a]s a writer she 

knew but one unfailing recipe for popularity: whatever she touched must be forthwith 

gilded with passion” and insists that “to the scribbling authoress love was the force that 

motivated all the world” (72). Whicher's characterization, like some recent critical 

approaches to Haywood, assumes a Haywood whose aesthetic goals and hackish 

tendencies remained constant and unchanging throughout the course of her nearly forty-

year career. Some points of continuity exist, of course. In all phases of her career, she 

produced prose, poetry, and drama, and her early fictions touch on many of the themes 

present in her later work. As the epigraph to Love in Excess declares: “first or last, we all 

must love” (t.p). But though Haywood's early work aimed at popularity, it was also 

shaped by her desire for poetic greatness and by the literary methods she experimented as 

she attempted to import the effects of the sublime into the new realm of the novel. If 

Haywood studies seeks a new direction, acknowledging the distinct chronological periods 

into which her career can be divided is a necessary first step. 

 Oddly, the same critics who generally write about Haywood as a monolithic 

figure of subversive feminine power often insist on viewing Haywood's prose writing as 

representative of a special kind of risk and Haywood herself as a victim of Pope, of 
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Fielding, and of the patriarchy at large (though rarely of other women writers). Ballaster, 

for example, contends that “Writing a work of fiction in search of public fame entails the 

same risks for a woman as entering into a criminal 'conversation' with a man” (Seductive 

Forms 169). Haywood may have believed this in the early 1720s, though the LLQ 

“Discourse” suggests that she still considered prose writing a relatively innocent medium 

in which to educate women about the dangers of correspondence. The vitriol she faced 

from Savage and Pope could have changed that. Her later attacks on Fowke suggest that 

she recognized and despised the double standard that rendered her amatory prose more 

socially dangerous than Fowke's poetical narrations of her romantic life. 

 Modern critics, like her contemporaries, seem to assume that Fowke’s writings 

were less risky, perhaps because they do not view her as a professional or a hack and 

assume that she was therefore not “in search of public fame.” Gerrard states that Fowke 

“was not a professional writer of novels and plays like Haywood but a poet whose 

writing mediated between older courtly traditions of coterie writing and the new 

commercial world of publication to which Haywood belonged” (Muses' Projector 71). 

Gerrard notes that Fowke's “real splash on the London literary scene” occurred in 1720, 

however—the date of publication of Clio and Strephon, a commercially printed work 

(72). Though Fowke did not rely on prose writing for support, her partipication in the 

Hillarian circle connected her to many writers who did. Ingrassia cites Haywood's 

mention of Hill in The Tea-Table as evidence of “her familiarity with the personalities 

and practices of Grub Street,” a criterion that could as neatly be applied to Fowke 

(“Fashioning Female Authorship” 299). 
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 Other resemblances appear between Haywood's early work and Martha Fowke's. 

King refers to Haywood's early aesthetic as a “marriage of Longinus and Plato,” an 

interesting formula given that the printed editions of Fowke's poetic correspondence with 

William Bond subtitled the pair “the platonick lovers” (“New Contexts” 265). If 

Haywood “moved the experience of the sublime into small, female, sexualized spaces,” 

as King suggests, Fowke opened traditionally private areas of female desire and sexuality 

to public view and insisted on the primacy of romantic love as a proper subject for poetry 

by women and as the fuel of poetic creativity (265).59 While the poems published in Clio 

and Strephon emphasize chastity and a hunger for emotional and mental, rather than 

sexual, connection with a lover, Fowke's poems written to Hill—and the poems she may 

have written for the Barbados Gazette—offer a competing portrait of feminine desire and 

poetic sensibility. 

 Fowke, who adopted the moniker of the muse of history as her own poetic name, 

established a careful balance between public performance and private communication 

early in her writing career.60 Her first poetic publications occurred in miscellanies, such 

as the 1711 Delights for the Ingenious, and her first major publication was The Epistles of 

Clio and Strephon (1720), a volume of verse epistles written with William Bond (Clio 

15).61 The work purports to contain the correspondence of two innocent young French 

                                                
59 King's notion of Haywood as the poet of a feminine sublime of small spaces seems inspired by Pettit's 

assertion in “Adventures in Pornographic Places” that “Haywood represents London as a collection of 
interiors—shops, houses, rooms—in which the defining codes of civilization are at risk” (249).  

60 “Clio” was also, of course, a traditional pastoral poetic name.  
61 The Epistles of Clio and Strephon was first published in 1720, printed for J. Hooke, F. Gyles, and W. 

Boreham. The work went through three editions. The second edition was printed for J. Hooke in 1729 
with the same title. The third edition was printed for John Wilford in 1732 and retitled The platonic 
lovers: consisting of original letters, in prose and verse, that pass'd between an English lady, and an 
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lovers who had never met in person but wooed one another through verse and developed 

“an Ideal Love” (CS xxvii). Throughout their verse correspondence, they negotiate the 

terms of platonic love, as Strephon urges greater freedoms and Clio retreats strategically.  

 The paratexts accompanying the work include a lengthy dedication to Sir Richard 

Steele and an introductory essay by John Porter, a self-declared amateur reader who 

addresses his letter “to his friend Richard Pocock”62 (CS xxv, ital. reversed) because he is 

“unwilling to do this [praise the poems] in publick Print, after such a manner, as to seem 

delivering my opinion to the World” (xxvi). The fulsome dedication to Steele enlists him 

as a defender of Fowke's and expresses sympathy for his sufferings at the pens of jealous 

critics. The dedicator describes Steele's literary enemies as 

. . . a very few Zoili, who satisfy their Tongues, when they itch with the 

Venom of more than ordinary Detraction, by venting their Envy and 

Malice against you … For Envy is nothing but a Sorrow at other Mens 

[sic] Good, and a repining at their Happiness. This is certainly one of the 

Vices that most predominates in the World and often does the most 

Mischief without making any Noise. Its chief aim is to persecute good 

Men, and such as are esteemed for their Virtue, Wit, and other 

commendable Qualities. (xx, ital. reversed) 

Despite Manley’s feud with Steele, the “Zoili” are presumably male, if they are directly 

                                                
English gentleman in France, under the borrow'd Names of Clio and Strephon; who took an Affection 
to each other, by reading accidentally one another's occasional Compositions. With A Critical Essay; 
containing some Remarks upon the Nature of Epistolary and Elegiac Poetry; and on the most beautiful 
Passages in these Epistles. By the Ingenious Mr. John Porter. 

62 Richard Pocock does not appear in the DNB, nor have I yet been able to find any other information 
about him. (John Porter is also not to be found in the DNB.) 
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modeled upon Zoilus himself, and “Men” are the victims of their envy. Clio herself is the 

sole woman in the dedication, named because Steele's approval justifies her presumption 

in entering the literary marketplace. In his anonymous dedication to Steele, the editor 

reminds Steele and the reader that Steele has met “the Lady … who takes upon herself 

the Name of Clio”63 and that he has “often expressed, in several Companies, the singular 

Value and Esteem you have for her Extraordinary Wit” (xxiv, ital. reversed). Already, the 

dedication distinguishes Clio from other women for her cleverness and links her debut as 

a poet to the “approv[al]” of an established male writer (xxiv).64 

 Joseph Porter's introduction to the volume continues to emphasize Clio's fitness to 

inherit the laurels of earlier male writers. Porter presents himself as an enthusiast 

charmed by the “innocent” verses exchanged by the two lovers, which offer “all the 

softness of Love without the indecency of it” (CS xxvii). Though he admires Strephon, 

his summary and analysis of the work reveal him to be a shameless partisan of Clio's. His 

partiality extends beyond an admiration for Clio's writing to an attraction to her mind, 

and, despite her manner of “artfully disparag[ing] her own Person,” to her physical form 

as well (CS xxix). Porter suggests that the shapeliness of her lines promises a 

corresponding beauty of soul and body: 

. . .  the Syrens, the Smiles, and the Graces, warble, conquer, please, and 

awe almost in every Line of Clio, and her Mind was surely formed to 

                                                
63 This description of Fowke provides an interesting counterpoint to the story of Elizabeth Thomas, who 

was given her poetic name—“Corinna,” with its hints of Ovidian meretriciousness—by Dryden. 
64 Interestingly, the dedication also reminds Steele that “even to the best Poems some of the more severely 

Learned have given no better a Title than that of being splendid elaborative Trifles and vain 
Amusements,” terms that echo the dismissive manner in which the Barbadian “amorous lady” describes 
“learned” men (xxiii, ital. reversed). See the discussion of the poems originally published in the 
Barbados Gazette later in this chapter. 



 

 209 

Excite such an intellectual Courtship. I grow almost a Rival to the Poet 

when I Write of his Mistress that I never saw, and I fancy every ingenious 

Man will be the same, that reads her. (CS xxviii) 

To read Clio's poetry is to “read her,” a construction that Fowke herself encourages in 

Clio and Strephon and in Clio, and that recalls the glamorous verbal portrait of Delarivier 

Manley that concludes Manley's fictionalized autobiography, Rivella (1714). But, despite 

the erotic interest Clio inspires in him, Porter identifies the epistles in Clio and Strephon 

as uniquely moral and chaste examples of the genre of romantic correspondence. The 

verse letters between lovers who have never seen one another, “no not so much as in 

Effigie,” are “perfect Originals” of a type “so very rare, that they have never been heard 

of till now” (CS xxvii). The distance between the lovers renders their affair so pure that  

the Fair, in full Possession of all the treasured beauty[,] virtue, and bloom 

of Fifteen, may read every Line of it, with as much innocence, as she may 

hear a kind Expression, or behold a look, more kind than Ordinary, pass 

between her Father and Mother. (CS xxviii) 

Though Fowke is a young unmarried woman exchanging letters with a lover, she has 

somehow assumed the dignity—and safety from scandal—of a married mother, at least in 

Porter's depiction of her. Compare this to Haywood's entrance into the marketplace only a 

year earlier—with Love In Excess (1719-20), a characteristically melodramatic work of 

amatory fiction in prose—and it seems evident that it is not simply the the “moral and 

pious Sentiments” contained in Clio and Strephon that protect Fowke from the 

opprobrium directed at Haywood, but Fowke's stature as a writer of lyric poetry (CS 
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xxxi).65  

 Fowke’s stature derives first from Porter's comparisons of Clio to earlier authors 

in his introductory essay. Porter cites Addison, Ovid, Tibullus, Longinus, and Waller as 

poets whose talent Clio equals, stating, for example, that were the “Beauties” of her verse 

“to be found in any of the ancient Writers of Poetical Love Epistles, I except not even the 

great Masters, Ovid and Tibullus themselves, many Pages would be filled by 

Commentators in their Praise” (CS xxxiv).66 He later measures Fowke's work against that 

of earlier women writers, as well, insisting that “when she is equal to her self, I know no 

Female Author deserves a superiour Character, not excepting the ORINDA and ASTREA, 

she speaks off [sic] in it who were an Honour to our English Nation, nor MADAM DACIER 

who is an Ornament to the French” (CS lxvii).67  

 Porter celebrates “the Inimitable turns of Wit, with which [Clio and Strephon] as 

Singularly express the Passion of their Minds, as the Passion is itself Singular” (CS 

xxvii). He then elaborates on Clio's singularity, which reflects not only her talent but also 

her amiability and “generosity of Mind,” supposedly uncommon female traits (CS xxxiii). 

Even in the first letter in the volume, Porter says, Clio “shows her self eminently 

distinguished from all her Sex” and demonstrates “the nearer resemblance she seems to 

bear to [an angel], than to any of the wittiest of her own Sex” (CS xxix). Strephon, who 

                                                
65 In this section, Porter himself expounds upon the supposed contrast between Clio's rhetorical situation 

and the actual effect of her poetry, noting that, though the text “is even supposed to be a Dream of a 
Woman, concerning her Lover, it appears more like the virtuous Rapture of a kind well-wishing Friend, 
and is filled with moral and pious Sentiments” (xxxi). 

66 Porter twice compares Strephon to Ovid and Tibullus, but first does so by stating that Strephon's trick of 
incorporating Clio's lines into his own poems imitates Ovid's copying of Tibullus (lxiv). While this 
analogy flatters Strephon as well, the weight of Porter's comparisons favors Clio. 

67 Porter seems to suggest here that his comparison of Clio to other women writers is prompted by her 
references to those women—his own world of referents comprises only male writers. 
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never earns such praise, serves as a stand-in for male readers interested in Clio as a 

sexual object and/or a literary curiosity.68 After describing the wondrous talents that lift 

Clio above the ranks of other writing women, Porter gushes that “(I fancy I am here 

growing again his Rival, and that I envy him as much a Mistress, whom I never saw, as 

he lov'd her before he saw her)” (CS xxxiii). Like the fictional Sir Charles Lovemore in 

Delarivier Manley's Rivella, Porter takes on the role of protective-yet-attracted male 

friend of a woman writer and figures Clio as a desirable woman and noteworthy poet.69 

Clio's femininity and responsiveness to Strephon's courtly flirtations structure Porter's 

response to her poetry and authorize her own poetic flights. She is “a Lady who had a full 

and lawful Call from Minerva and Nature to Poetry, and . . . [was] led by Nature likewise 

to this soft subject of Love . . . a Woman born by Nature a Wit and Poetess, writing to a 

Man she loves for his Sense, and by whom she is beloved for her own” (CS xlv). Clio 

may be “at least Mr. Waller's Equal in” the writing of panegyric and love poetry, with “a 

Fancy as strong, Sentiments as elevated, and a Judgment as correct,” but her singularity 

depends on the coupling of those talents with an appropriate self-presentation as a 

“lawful,” moral woman (CS lv). 

 In Clio and Strephon, Fowke paints herself as aloof from the entreaties of other 

men and offers her devotion to poetry as the reason for her self-restraint. Her self-

characterization in Clio and Strephon prefigures the narrative strategies employed in Clio 

and by the mysterious “amorous lady” who authored the poems published in the 

                                                
68 One of Porter's strongest praises of Strephon is that he “even rivals the very Excellency of his Mistress” 

(lxvii). 
69 Unlike Lovemore, however, Porter does not criticize Fowke's choice of genres, as she produces genteel 

lyric verse rather than scandal fiction. 
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Barbados Gazette. As in those works, Fowke's current addressee—Strephon, here—

outshines all other men, and Fowke flatters him by insisting that she cares only for him 

and for poetry. He, unlike “all the boasted Crowd” of her previous admirers, “can 

improve, or charm the Mind” and “make my Mem’ry proud” (CS 22). Though she has 

“been what others call belov’d,” Fowke insists that, in her earlier encounters with men, 

“my nicer Inclination found / Some happy Fault to keep me yet unbound. / My Muse has 

been my Pleasure, and my Care, / And I no other Fetters wish to bear” (22). That flourish 

of independence foreshadows Fowke's later resistance to marriage, to which she finally 

consented in 1721 under pressure from her brother.70  

 Clio casts herself as “Mother” to Strephon's muse in a formulation subtly different 

from Porter's depiction of Clio and Strephon as virtuous pseudo-parents to vulnerable 

female readers (CS 38). The exact nature of her role as muse does not remain stable. 

Sometimes she situates herself in a position of authority over Strephon, while at other 

times she appears as an ornament to his verse or a supplicant for his support. Near the end 

of their correspondence, Clio compares Strephon to Waller and herself to Waller's 

Sacharissa, suggesting that she will be satisfied to inspire his writing rather than earning 

fame for her own. But her willingness to abandon all ambition for an afterlife in his 

poetry demands a particular price. First, Strephon must assure her exclusive literary 

immortality in his works: “Let CLIO only in thy Numbers live. / To ev'ry Thought of thine 

I'll lay a Claim, / I'll give thee Friendship, thou must give me Fame,” she demands (CS 

37). Strephon must also “secure” her reputation and defend her from the depredations of 

                                                
70  Clio declares a lack of interest in later in the course of her correspondence with Strephon, as well, when 

she berates him for believing a rumor that she has wed. 
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other writers: 

  No After-ages will repeat my Name,  

  Nor can I rob thee of thy purchas’d Fame;  

  Yet if thy Verse does CLIO’s Name adorn,  

  I wish her not to greater Glory born.  

  Secur’d by thee, what petty Bard will dare 

  To wound my Weakness when thy Guard is there? (CS 23) 

In this early work, Fowke is already engaging in the art of securing protection from male 

poets. This requires not only the abdication of her own ambition but flattering portrayals 

of Strephon's literary power that employ metaphors equally frequent in her later 

encomiums upon Hill. Fowke boasts that Strephon's “Verse” would have “taught 

[Apollo] how to fly,” then begs Strephon: “Oh! guide me, to my weakness be a Friend, / 

And learn my trembling Pinions to ascend” (CS 38, 66). Yet a martial undertone infuses 

Fowke's appeals to Strephon. Strephon is her “General,” while she describes herself as 

“thy little trembling Volunteer” and his “LITTLE TREMBLER” (CS 24, 36).  

 Though she does not name any particular “petty Bard” as an enemy, Clio 

anticipates criticism from female readers and confronts them with a defense of her 

reactions to Strephon's epistles. She commands: “Blush not, ye PRUDES, to hear my 

modest praise, / Who ne'er have felt the Magick of his Lays” (CS 37).71 This warning 

highlights the social risk Fowke runs by participating in a printed epistolary verse 

exchange with a man, the risk that Haywood satirizes in the “Discourse” appended to 

                                                
71 After finally meeting Clio, Strephon also rebukes some women readers, declaring: “Ye Peevish 

Beauties who but shine an hour / Envy to Death Superiour CLIO's Pow'r” (CS 125). 
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LLQ. Porter's approval of Clio's reactions to Strephon is always shadowed by the 

possibility that she might have responded to Strephon's flirtation with permissiveness or 

plain physical desire rather than with cleverness, and his portrayal of Clio-as-virtuous 

poetess aestheticizes the danger their correspondence represents for her. Describing Clio's 

response to one of Strephon's early gambits, for example, Porter remarks that “[s]he has 

no sooner consented, but she seems beautifully ashamed of the consenting Letter; she can 

endure her own Writings no longer, and his are only suitable to her Taste” (CS xliv). 

Clio's publicly displayed shame is a necessary mechanism of defense, defusing readers' 

impulses to criticize her as a woman while Porter's supposedly “amateur” reading of her 

work bolsters her reputation as a poet and promises that her writing, which she must 

disclaim, will indeed suit the public taste, if not her own.  

 The text's subtitle, “the platonic lovers,” demonstrates another means of defensive 

self-characterization employed by Clio (though Strephon, too, participates in the creation 

of this identity). Given her frequent invocations of its arguments throughout her body of 

work, Fowke seems genuinely dedicated to the philosophy of platonic love, at least as a 

rhetorical tool that allows her to champion the power of love as a creative force while still 

escaping infamy. Clio represents herself as a woman who, in Porter’s words, “generously 

. . . bring[s], or rather force[s] herself to endure the Corporal Man, for the sake of the 

Intellectual One” (CS xliii). The distance between the poets means that Clio does not face 

any immediate threat from Strephon, but she nonetheless chides him repeatedly to keep 

his feelings for her limited to the intellectual sphere, warning him that “Thy Body must 

not all our Meetings know, / For that's a Man, and therefore is my Foe” (CS 42). In one 
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noteworthy instance, her playful teasing shades into desperation and bitterness in a 

minor-key lament that strikes notes familiar from letters by Haywood's embattled 

amatory fiction heroines:  

  For I am tir'd with being long pursu'd, 

  By low Desires of Mortal Flesh and Blood,  

   A greater Complement [sic] you cou'd not Pay,  

  Than throwing all the Dross of Love away,  

  Then coming to my Bosom thus refin'd,  

  And leaving Sex and Interest behind. (CS 43)  

Their poetic intercourse is evidence of an “everlasting Flame” that Strephon's vile body 

“strive[s] to damp” (CS 65). Clio warns Strephon that his “Body is inform'd of our 

Design,” that the masculine body is a parasitical spy upon the poetic process, siphoning 

away energy created by love that could be dedicated to poetic enterprise (CS 65). Death 

offers an appealing alternative to the demands of the body, for it preserves reputation and 

crystallizes their relationship in a state of virtuous distance. Once enshrined as platonic 

lovers, she and Strephon “like Stars together shall ascend” (CS 66). Bluntly, she directs 

him: “You may admire me, all the Ways you can, / Give me the Lover; but keep back the 

Man” (CS 68). Fowke later echoes this injunction when writing to Aaron Hill, but in Clio 

and Strephon her position as the partner counseling patient self-denial gives Clio a 

teacherly authority over Strephon that the later Clio does not claim over Hill.72  

                                                
72 Clio claims the right not only to rule Strephon's heart but to guide it: “Let CLIO still her Empire there 

maintain, / Sweet are her Laws, and gentle is her Reign, / She shall not Tyrannize, nor thou complain” 
(CS 68). 
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 “Platonic love” also functions as a marketing concept, a catchphrase that glosses 

over the darker undercurrents of Clio and Strephon's interactions.73 Clio promises 

Strephon posthumous fame if they limit themselves to intellectual passion, and later 

literary evidence affirms that this work was remembered most for its espousal of platonic 

love.74 A 1738 pamphlet entitled “To Sylvia, a poem. Occasion'd by her commending the 

epistles of the Platonick lovers, Clio and Strephon” treats Clio and Strephon as models 

that the beloved Sylvia and her admirer will outshine with their own virtuous love. The 

anonymous poet interpolates and reworks several lines from the original poems, 

including Clio's injunction to Strephon to “keep back the Man.” Unlike the original poets, 

he declares himself willing to abandon poetry as soon as it has encouraged Sylvia to love 

him: “if, like CLIO, you'd my Song approve, / And grant me leave, as STREPHON had, to 

love; / I'd ask Apollo's needless Aid no more, / And only thy blest Influence implore” 

(“To Sylvia” 6). This adaptation of the poem's themes reflects the dynamics of the 

original poem, in which Clio, the more chaste and discerning member of the pair, must 

“approve” Strephon's poetry and his romantic conduct. As Fowke boasts in Clio and 

Strephon, “In happy Order, all my Passions move, / For Clio's a Philosopher in Love” 

(97).  

 At the root of her platonic philosophy, surprisingly enough, are lessons learned 

                                                
73 The printing of supposedly private correspondence was of course itself a marketing gimmick, as 

Margaret Ezell explained in a February 2010 talk at the University of Texas at Austin. Claims about the 
authenticity of “never before printed” letters, Ezell argued, were meant to entice readers by offering 
glimpses of a private world of coterie communication. The paratextual cues accompanying Clio and 
Strephon, such as Porter's insistence on the uniqueness of the Clio/Strephon epistles, suggest a similar 
motive.  

74 “Sure a peculiar Brightness thou wilt wear, / From all the sparkling Crowd of Poets there,” she 
reassures him (66).  
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from earlier women writers. Clio urges Strephon to imitate the works and self-restraint of 

Orinda, Astraea, and “Sapho,” and to keep his poetry pure even when it addresses 

romantic love: “Paint thou the Passion,--but, if that can be! / Amidst the dangers, keep 

thy Bosom free” (129). The women writers Clio names represent for Fowke an artistic 

femininity divorced from the vulgar constraints of the marketplace. Clio's last poem 

concludes with the lines quoted at the beginning of this chapter, which disclaim desire for 

patronage of any sort: “I would not wish the Chariot of the Sun, / Nor JUNO's Birds, to 

bear me thro' the Skies, / But on the Wings of Verse alone I wish to rise” (131). She 

figures herself as soaring alone. Clio states boldly: “. . .  I loathe my duller Friends / TEA-

TABLE conversations I avoid, / Averse to Nonsence [sic], with their Scandal cloy'd” (129). 

Though the first part of The Tea-Table was not published until 1725, it is hard not to hear 

an attack on Haywood's gossipy amatory fiction style, if not against The Tea-Table 

directly, in those lines.75 

Clio's repeated denials of interest in the “Bays” accorded to famous poets initially 

appear to be a function of her desire to flatter Strephon and represent herself as an 

unthreatening admirer rather than a poetic rival (128). By the conclusion of their verse 

correspondence, her denial seems like a different kind of performance. Clio separates 

herself and her poetic aims from those of other women writers not only according to 

measures of talent and interest, but according to her own comfortable position as a writer 

untouched by the exigencies of the market. Her ambition is to produce beautiful poetry. 

In her final poem, she identifies Shakespeare as a poet whom she reads “With Wonder, 

                                                
75 In the first part of The Tea-Table, Haywood herself seems to deride this sort of scandalous gossip even 

as she delivers it, though she insists that Amiana's tea table is superior to most. 
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and with Envy,” declaiming: “I ask not Life, not Fortune, but the Art, / As HE does mine, 

to Touch the READER's Heart” (130). The early Clio represents herself as a poet free from 

the “necessity” of this dissertation's title, despite the paratextual materials that firmly 

ground Clio and Strephon in the milieu of the literary marketplace. 

 Fowke joined the Hillarian circle having already earned renown as a bright young 

woman writer of good reputation and claimed independence from the demands of the 

market. In 1720, she was “Mrs. Fowke,” according to the signatures of several of her 

poems published in Anthony Hammond's New Miscellany76 of that year. She had not yet 

married, but had, as the public persona constructed by Clio and Strephon demonstrates, 

achieved a kind of respectability at odds with her self-reported romantic history. The 

poetry contained in the New Miscellany enacts intriguing continuities with Fowke's 

poems in Clio and Strephon. The most representative of the New Miscellany poems is 

“Clio's Picture,” a self-portrait in verse that defined Fowke's interactions with male 

writers, and with the Hillarian circle in particular.77 In this poem, addressed to Anthony 

                                                
76 The New Miscellany's full title is A new miscellany of original poems, translations and imitations. By 

the most eminent hands, viz. Mr. Prior, Mr. Pope, Mr. Hughes, Mr. Harcourt, Lady M. W. M. Mrs. 
Manley, &c. Now first Published from their Respective Manuscripts. With some Familiar Letters by the 
late Earl of Rochester, never before Printed. This miscellany was printed for T. Jauncy, one of the 
booksellers who originally owned the copyright to Haywood's The Fair Captive. The volume also 
contains several poems addressed to a “Mira,” the poetic name Fowke adopted later in life, including a 
poem entitled “Looking on Mira's Picture” (106). Other poetic names that appear in this volume 
include: Amynta; Clara; Theresa; Amanda; Amintor; Damon, a name that also appears in the Barbados 
Gazette poems; Strephon, who is here sighing over a “Celia”; Corinna; Caelia; Cloe, whose name 
appears in apparently heterosexual contexts as well as in the saucy “Cloe to Artimesa,” in which she 
invites a female friend to abandon men for her; Cleon, to whom several of Fowke's poems are 
addressed; and Caroletta. The volume also includes poems addressed to Susannah Centlivre. 

77 Hammond (1668-1738) was the editor of The New Miscellany and later became a successful politician. 
At the end of the seventeenth century, Hammond was friendly with Charles Hopkins, “Congreve, 
Moyle, Southerne, and Wycherley,” according to the Dictionary of National Biography. (Hopkins's 
poem to Hammond lamenting Hammond's marriage in 1694 is included in the 1720 New Miscellany.) In 
the Preface to the volume, Hammond notes that the unattributed poems in The New Miscellany are his 
own work. 
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Hammond, Esq., Fowke asks to be immortalized alongside “a Brother”—presumably a 

male member of their circle, possibly Hill78—in Hammond's “Friendship and thy Lines” 

(New Miscellany 257). She claims herself disinterested in the “Lawrels” to be awarded to 

male poets, insisting, however disingenuously, that her “Chaplet must be of a softer kind” 

and that she will be satisfied by the poetic success of her male “Neighbour[s]” (New 

Miscellany 257).79 But, as in Clio and Strephon, the medium in which she transmits her 

request for assistance undercuts her pose of resigned admiration. She appeals to 

Hammond to immortalize her in a poem explicitly intended to be a self-portrait. “Here let 

the Muse perform the Painter's Art, / And strike the Picture of my Face and Heart,” she 

declares, and then takes on that task herself, offering a teasingly self-deprecatory physical 

description similar to the one she provided to Strephon (New Miscellany 258). Fowke 

characterizes herself as designed more for the requirements of poetry than for beauty, 

though she also emphasizes her appeal as a romantic object: 

  Poesie is call'd the Image of the Mind, 

  In mine my Soul and Body both are joyn'd;  

  Large is my Forehead made, not wond'rous Fair,  

  But Room enough for all the Muses there. 

  Full are my Eyes, and of a harmless Blue, 

  As if no Wound they made, no Dart they knew;  

                                                
78 Clio of Clio and Strephon does refer to a biological brother (75). 
79 Fowke's distinction between “Lawrels” and “sweet Bays” in this section of the poem is a bit confusing, 

as bay leaves grow on the laurel tree: “I ask not Lawrels, those are ne'er resign'd, / My Chaplet must be 
of a softer kind, / Let the sweet Bays my longing Temples bind: / If all the Graces in her Person shine, / 
Oh! think the Muses have befriended mine . . . ” (New Miscellany 257). She may intend the phrase 
“sweet Bays” to suggest a more feminine sort of poetic honor, though her abdication of the masculine 
laurels is rendered unconvincing by the later phrase “longing Temples.”  
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  My Eye-brows circling o'er, a shade bestow, 

  Vailing [sic] the Dulness of the Eye below; 

  Nature so niggard to the upper Part, 

  Fell to my Lips, and gave a dash of Art. 

  Oft have I heard her faithful Lover80 swear, 

  That Poetry and Love were shining there. (New Miscellany 258) 

She denies physical vanity, but does not disclaim seductive powers. Though in 

“THOUGHTS / To a Friend, on the MASQUERADES. By the Same” she derides the 

dangers of the masquerade and claims that “DISGUISE is what I little understand,” here 

she delights in suggesting that she is simultaneously innocent and dangerous, with an “As 

if” that allows her to wink at her own desirability (New Miscellany 261).  

 Fowke's other poems in the New Miscellany resemble the verses to Hill she 

included in Clio. In two poems to a lover named “Cleon,” she flirts with the recipient by 

complimenting his poetic prowess,81 and then reproaches him for his “hard'ned Mind” 

and unkind treatment of her (New Miscellany 268). A third love poem, “To these soft 

Lines what Name shall I impart, / But the last Message of a breaking Heart” addresses an 

unnamed recipient in terms not dissimilar to the complaints of Haywood's abandoned 

amatory fiction heroines, as the speaker laments her own “Tenderness” and invites her 

absent lover to return to mourn her death (New Miscellany 269-270). These poems enable 

Fowke to maintain a moralistic stance and to position her “Out-of-Fashion Muse” in 
                                                
80 This odd construction presumably refers to her own lover (or to a lover of Nature), and seems to 

indicate that Fowke is stepping outside of herself in order to create a self-portrait.  
81 In the first Cleon poem, entitled, “To CLEON's Eyes,” the poem's narrator declares that “there is Poetry 

in Eyes,” and that she can “see a Waller shine, / In every sparkling Beam of Thine” (New Miscellany 
265). 
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rhetorical opposition to writers who can “Paint with Pleasure or with Wit” the appeal of 

risqué entertainments like masquerades (New Miscellany 261).  

 Later appearances of these poems, which proved popular, complicate Fowke's 

self-presentation because of the new contexts in which they were published. The poems 

originally printed in the 1720 New Miscellany were reprinted by Edmund Curll in his 

1729 pamphlet Epistles and Poems by Clio and Strephon. With The Parson's Daughter, a 

TALE.82 That thirty-five page volume, presumably meant to capitalize upon the success 

of the original Clio and Strephon, contains several new poems, including Clio's poem 

“To Mr. Duncan Campbell, A Gentleman who, tho' born Deaf and Dumb, writes down 

any Stranger's Name at first Sight, with their future Contingencies of Fortune”; 

Strephon's “To CLIO. Occasioned by the foregoing Verses.”; “BUCKINGHAM-HOUSE. By 

STREPHON.”; and “THE PARSON's DAUGHTER. A TALE. For the Use of pretty GIRLS with 

small FORTUNES.” Though the first poem is nominally a celebration of Campbell, Fowke 

treats it as an opportunity to display her own poetic virtuosity, claiming once again that 

she “court[s] no Muse amidst the tuneful Throng” but nonetheless becomes “a Poet 

Grown” by the inspiring force of Campbell's presence (Epistles 14). As Strephon raves in 

his “To Clio,” she “in [her] Sex's Power presume[s], / By praising CAMPBELL, to strike 

Nations Dumb” (16). Furthermore, Fowke criticizes gossip in terms similar to her 

dismissal of “tea-table” conversations in Clio and Strephon, declaring: “O sacred Silence! 

let me ever dwell, / With the sweet Muses in thy lonely Cell; / Or else bind up, in thy 

Eternal Chain, / Scandal and Noise, and all that Talk in vain” (Epistles 15).  

                                                
82 The “third edition” of this volume is available on ECCO. Curll also reprinted these epistles in Volume 

Four of Alexander Pope's literary correspondence in 1736 (see Works Cited).  
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 We are reminded of Fowke's singularity by Strephon's “Buckingham-House,” 

which upon a first reading appears to re-cast Fowke's poems by dwarfing them. This 

Latin-studded eleven-page country house ode to the estate of John Sheffield, first duke of 

Buckingham and Normanby, attempts panegyric and social satire as well as pastoral 

architectural portraiture. Bond cites Virgil, not Waller, as the poet whose “Genius” he 

“crave[s],” and his reference to “Astraea” alludes to the mythical figure of Justice rather 

than to Aphra Behn's poetic persona (Epistles 20).83 But the poem concludes with a 

footnote stating that “His Grace was pleased, when Mr. BOND presented him with this 

POEM, to pay him this Compliment, That it would last much longer than the Building” 

(Epistles 27). Presumably, Sheffield also rewarded Bond with more tangible forms of 

patronage. The structure of the poem and its paratextual framing place Bond in a 

contingent relationship with a powerful friend, a relationship both like and profoundly 

unlike Fowke's relations with male poets. While Strephon may be able to claim more 

influential friends and may be writing poems more likely to win him the “Lawrels” 

Fowke claims not to want, Fowke retains her poetic independence.  

 The last poem included in Curll's pamphlet, “The Parson's Daughter,” is an 

unsigned poem about a country girl named “Cloe”—a name that also appears in The New 

Miscellany84—who, after her father's death, goes to London and is corrupted by “Nelly,” 

a stereotypical whoremonger and supporter of Sacheverell. Under the influence of Nelly's 

“cant” (Epistles 32), Cloe replaces her sermon-reading with Ovid, Rochester, and the 
                                                
83 Bond does later cite Waller (along with Denham, Pope, Granville, and Cowley) as an admirable poet, 

but this poem is clearly more aligned with the nationalistic works of Virgil than with the tradition of 
love poetry that Waller symbolized in Clio and Strephon. 

84 See earlier footnote about the poetic names used in The New Miscellany. This poem also prefigures the 
story of A Harlot's Progress, which Hogarth first painted in 1731.  
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“Raptures / . . . she met with in Romances, / Where dying Lovers fall in Trances” 

(Epistles 33). While the poem ends with a clearly stated “Moral” condemning Cloe's fall, 

the presence of this poem in juxtaposition with the “epistles” included in the rest of 

Curll's pamphlet reveals how delicate a negotiation Fowke's carefully balanced public 

image must have required. In Curll's hands, the high-toned rhetoric of “platonic love” of 

the original volume of poetry has disappeared, and its place are Fowke's own poems 

lamenting her lover's lack of constancy and the prurient moralizing of “The Parson's 

Daughter,” a work as eager to titillate as it is to judge.  

 The contents of this pamphlet were later re-issued by Curll in 1732 under the 

remarkable title Clio and Strephon: being, the second and last part of The platonic 

lovers. Consisting of love epistles, &c. By William Bond, Esq; of Bury St. Edmonds. And 

Mrs. Martha Fowke; who became enamoured by reading each others occasional 

compositions. To which is added, a collection of miscellanies by the most eminent hands. 

This title again identifies the corresponding lovers with the philosophy of platonic love, 

and elides the distinction between William Bond and “Mrs. Martha Fowke,” the authors, 

and their fictional counterparts.  

 Fowke rehearsed her romantic and poetic histories in poems nominally meant for 

private consumption as well as in coterie works and in more “professional” texts like Clio 

and Strephon and The New Miscellany. Some were published with clear attributions to 

Fowke; others, given the vagaries of manuscript transmission in coterie groups, may yet 

remain unattributed. By drawing on the body of poetry Fowke produced in Clio and 

Strephon and in the New Miscellany and its later incarnations, we can contextualize not 
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only her later poems in Savage's Miscellaneous Poems and Translations (1726) but 

another series of poems that could, if attributed to Fowke with certainty, greatly enrich 

our understanding of her early literary career.  

 These poems, which currently exist in a frustrating state of uncertain authorship, 

were first published in Samuel Keimer's Barbados Gazette between 1731 and 1737. A 

group of forty ostensibly female-authored poems, a selection of the poetry included in the 

miscellaneous Gazette during that period of time, was later reprinted in a two-volume 

collection entitled Caribbeana, originating in London in 1741. As Bill Overton's edition 

of the love poems by women republished in Caribbeana explains, the editor or editors of 

Caribbeana often extricated these poems from their original context of publication in the 

Gazette in order to produce a balance of poetry and prose in the new London volume, 

shifting poems from one issue to another or removing accompanying items.85 The 

Gazette “integrat[ed] the normal functions of a colonial newspaper at the time with the 

appeal of a miscellaneous journal” and interpolated work by female writers as a means of 

attracting women readers interested in poetry and/or in the gossipy hints dropped in the 

poems' original editorial introductions (Overton 16). These introductions explicitly 

ascribe twenty-six of the forty poems to the “amorous lady,” as the Gazette labels her, a 

woman writing in London, “well known in society,” who had displayed “precocious” 

poetic talent and died by 1740, having written the majority of these poems about twelve 

years before 1733 (Overton 27). The Gazette editor introduces the remaining fourteen 
                                                
85 Only five issues of the Gazette survive, and none contain love poetry (Overton 7, 16-17). More than 700 

Gazette papers were published; 166 appear in Caribbeana (Overton 19). As the subtitle of A Letter to 
My Love: Love Poems by Women First Published in the Barbados Gazette, 1731-1737 indicates, 
Overton limits his edition's scope to female-authored love poems, though he does mention that 
Caribbeana included nine love poems written by or about men (20).  
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poems as if they were written by other women, though they share thematic concerns, 

stylistic choices, and diction with some of the amorous lady's work.86  

 Two of these fourteen poems—one entitled “To Mr. –––––– on his having 

resolved to write no more. By CLIO,” and one untitled poem that begins “To 

Aberglasney, lovely Place!”—almost certainly belong to Fowke, as both Overton and 

Phyllis Guskin aver.87 Furthermore, the poem “The ANSWER. To the most excellent and 

most admirable CLIO,” published in the Gazette and Caribbeana in accompaniment to 

“To Mr. ––––––” but not included by Bill Overton in A Letter to My Love,88 parallels one 

of Aaron Hill's poems to Fowke in a number of striking ways.89 Both works address the 

same poetic situation, as the speaker describes the feelings inspired by seeing the beloved 

                                                
86 The twenty-six poems ascribed to the amorous lady were published in the Gazette between July 1733 

and March 1735 (Overton 7). Overton also notes that the majority of the papers selected for inclusion in 
Caribbeana date between 1733-1735. 

87 John Dyer published a poem entitled “Grongar Hill” that refers to Aberglasney. Overton insists that 
Dyer's poem could not have been published before 1726 and that “To Aberglasney” must therefore have 
been written after 1721, and could not belong the group of poems attributed to the anonymous lady. See 
Overton 34. 

88 Regarding “The ANSWER. To the most excellent and admirable CLIO,” Overton states only that “the 
style of the poem . . . is in keeping with that of poems by [Hill] in Savage's Miscellaneous Poems and 
Translations of 1726” (33). He also proposes John Dyer as a possible author of the poem, noting that 
“Hill was so enthusiastic a writer that it is difficult to imagine him ever saying that he would give up his 
pen,” though he does acknowledge that Hill was especially busy with theatrical and other projects in 
1721-1722 (33).  

89 Hill's poem, “To the never enough admir'd Mrs. ––––––. after seeing her at Julius Caesar,” was printed 
in The Dramatic Works of the Late Aaron Hill, Esq., 2 vols. (London: Printed for the Benefit of the 
Family, 1760): 2: 389-92 (reprinted in Clio 169-72; italics reversed in title of poem). This poem was 
interpolated into an undated love letter from Hill to Fowke, addressed as “Mira.” Guskin suggests that 
the use of the name “Mira” in this letter “probably reflects later editorial intervention, since Fowke was 
'new-christened' by Mallet in 1726, after the attacks on her by Haywood” (Clio 169). The appellations 
“most admirable” and “never enough admir'd” also suggest a connection between the poems, as I have 
mentioned above. Guskin also states that “Aaron Hill and Fowke apparently first met each other at the 
theater at the production of Julius Caesar, although it is possible that they may have seen each other at 
other theatrical events” (“Not Originally Intended” 88 n. 22). She proposes the Drury Lane 
performances of January 26 and April 26, 1721, as possible meeting times, dismissing a March 4 
performance because Hill would likely have been attending the first night of Haywood's “The Fair 
Captive” at Lincoln's Inn Fields (ibid.). Guskin also compares “The ANSWER” to the letter in which 
“To the never enough admir'd Mrs. ––––––. after seeing her at Julius Caesar” was interpolated (ibid.). 
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at a play. Hill's poem, “To the never enough admir'd Mrs. ––––––, after seeing her at 

Julius Caesar,” specifies the play, while “To Mr. ––––––” and “The ANSWER” refer to 

Shakespeare90 and “the mention'd Play” (Caribbeana 324).91 Hill's poem expresses 

delight at the freedom to observe “Mira” unseen as she watches the play, and figures the 

“admiration” in its title as an erotic visual experience that mimics Fowke's own poetic 

self-portrait, “Clio's Picture.”92 Mira is “never enough admir'd,” a situation the poem 

seeks to remedy by attesting to Hill's difficulty in tearing his gaze away from her to 

watch Caesar die onstage. In “The ANSWER,” however, Clio is “admirable” because of 

her persuasive force as a poet. Her song revives the speaker, who was “Dead to the 

Muse's World” (323), and encourages him to abandon his “vow'd Resolve” against 

writing and obey the “Ambition” that “beats” within him (324). Her effect on him is so 

powerful that, had his soul been truly present when he saw her at the play, it would 

  . . . have sprung, conscious, from my beating Breast, 

  Shot thro' those sparkling Windows of your Mind, 

  Round it, in pure and Flame-like Folds, to wind. (Caribbeana 324) 

Clio's influence on the speaker is seductive, but it is a seduction of the mind and spirit, 

not merely an invitation to physical pleasure as in Hill's “To the never enough admir'd 

Mrs. ––––––.” In “The ANSWER,” the speaker adopts the rhetoric of platonic love 

                                                
90 The speaker in “To Mr. –––––” celebrates the addressee as a poet who bests her “darling Shakespear” 

with his “superior Lyre” (Overton 80, poem 38, l. 4).  
91 “The ANSWER” also contains a play on the word “Hill.” The speaker states that he had wanted to 

pursue charitable works, leaving others to “tread” on “the Hill's slipp'ry side” (Caribbeana 324) while 
he ascended to the top and “Rain[ed] Comforts round” on those below; now, however, Clio has 
convinced him to return to poetry rather than projecting (325). 

92 This poem was not included in the first edition of Clio and Strephon, but was printed in J. Hooke's 1729 
second edition and in Curll's versions of the text. 
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Fowke deployed in Clio and Strephon, in which Clio laments her inability to travel to and 

commune with Strephon as a disembodied spirit.93 This poem grants Clio the power to 

inspire similar wishes in her lover. Her talent transforms him, leaving him, at the 

conclusion of the poem,   

  Weaken'd with wonder at thy Pow'rful Lays, 

  My slack'ning Soul dissolves in silent Praise; 

  Still thy sweet Voice I hear, thy Charms I see; 

  And all my lab'ring Heart is full of thee! (Caribbeana 325) 

The poem's invocation of Clio as a physical being capable of inspiring the speaker to 

poetry by her mere presence fulfills the characterization of Clio established in the 

paratextual materials surrounding Clio and Strephon. To return to the spatial metaphors 

that began this chapter, the poems “To Mr. –––––,” “To Aberglasney, lovely Place!”, and 

“The ANSWER” situate Martha Fowke within the pages of the Gazette, via the later 

publication of Caribbeana.94 They do so by depicting her as both muse and artist: as a 

woman writer who celebrates the ambition of her male peers while aiming for her own 

poetic glory.95 “The ANSWER” disputes Clio's self-deprecating claim of possessing only 

“artless Numbers” and finding her “Words … Prisoners to the matchless Charms” of a 

                                                
93 Given the uncertain dates of both poems, it is tempting to speculate that the shift in strategies from “To 

the never enough admir'd Mrs. ––––––” to “The ANSWER” might reveal Hill adapting his romantic 
pursuit of Fowke to better suit her poetic and philosophical tenets.  

94 As Guskin states, the inclusion of these poems in the Gazette “demonstrates access to Fowke 
manuscripts” (“Not Originally Intended” 67). 

95 Guskin characterizes “To Mr. –––––” as a “a more public poem” than many of the other poems that 
partook of “the ongoing strategies of literary compliment that permeated the social circles around Hill at 
that time” (ibid. 67). Yet supposedly “public” forms of discourse were invested with emotional and 
romantic import within the Hillarian circle. Furthermore, Guskin also asserts that “Fowke’s poems as 
they appeared in Barbados preserved the freshness of manuscript communication; both self-expressive 
and self-evaluative, they are not controlled by public codes of style and decorum” (ibid. 62).  
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male poet whose “great Star” warms her feeble lyric gift (Overton 80-81, l. 14, 27, 33). 

Again, Fowke appears in a rhetorical situation that preserves her artistic modesty while 

establishing her genius.  

 Overton and Guskin disagree about the number of poems authored by Fowke and 

about the likeliest route of transmission by which those poems traveled from London to 

Samuel Keimer's Barbados press and back to London to appear in Caribbeana. In an 

article published in Eighteenth Century Studies in 2000, “'Not Originally Intended for the 

Press': Martha Fowke Sansom's Poems in the Barbados Gazette,” Guskin contends that 

Fowke authored all of the Gazette poems reprinted in Caribbeana, not merely “To Mr. ––

–––” and “To Aberglasney,” an assertion I will return to in a moment.96  

 Both Guskin and Overton name Jonathan Blenman, the Attorney General of 

Barbados, as the unnamed “resident of the island” who gave the poems to Keimer for 

publication in the Gazette (“Not Originally Intended” 64, Overton 23).97 Overton believes 

that Blenman was not the only person who contributed poetry by women writers to the 

Gazette, however, and concludes that “it is not possible to verify Guskin's claim that 

Blenman edited” Caribbeana (Overton 25). Guskin originally believed that Blenman 

himself could be the addressee of the poems as well as their steward, a theory she later 

                                                
96 Christine Gerrard's entry for Martha Fowke in the Dictionary of National Biography accepts Guskin's 

claim but dances delicately around the question of exact attribution, stating that “recent evidence has 
considerably enlarged the known corpus of her poems, including some fine amatory verse first printed 
in the Barbados Gazette, subsequently collected in Caribbeana (London, 1741).”  

97 Guskin and Overton both cite a poem by Joseph Mitchell, printed in the Gazette, that seems to describe 
Blenman (Overton 23, “Not Originally Intended” 67). Overton also cites a poem by Susannah Centlivre 
and a poem about Theophilus Keene as evidence of Blenman's connections to the Gazette, and suggests 
that Blenman himself may have written the poem entitled “To Mr. ------- on his Incomparable Lines,” 
apparently addressed to Addison (Overton 24). The connections to Centlivre and Rowe, at least, seem 
rather weak; Guskin notes that “Blenman and Centlivre shared strong Whig affiliations, while Rowe 
lived in Blenman’s family county of Somerset” (“Not Originally Intended” 66). 
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discarded, though she does state that Blenman's possession of the poems demonstrates his 

own “involvement in a literate and sensitive coterie” in Barbados and London (“Not 

Originally Intended” 66).98 Guskin proposes instead that Nicholas Hope, Blenman's 

young lawyer assistant, is the young man usually addressed as “Damon” in the poems by 

the amorous lady, and represents “the hitherto mysterious 'Mr. H.' described in her 

[Fowke’s] autobiography” (“Not Originally Intended” 75).99 She bases this argument on 

an interpretation of an occasional poem printed in the Gazette and Caribbeana, entitled 

“To the Reverend Mr. Gordon, on his Success in the Complaints against the late 

Governor of Barbados,” that commemorated Gordon's journey to London with Blenman 

and Hope (75). Guskin maintains that this poem, which she identifies as “probably by 

Fowke,” not only establishes a connection between Fowke, Blenman, and Hope, but dates 

Fowke's interactions with the two men to 1720, a date that suits the editorial hints about 

the amorous lady's literary career (75). Yet Overton disputes Guskin's identification, 

labeling Hope “an improbable candidate” given the date of his marriage, his age, and the 

supposed unlikelihood that Fowke would refer to a lawyer as a “a Man of Business” 

(32).100 He also challenges Guskin's dating of the journey to London undertaken by 

Gordon, Blenman, and Hope, and argues that Blenman and Hope were unlikely to have 

remained in London after their business with Gordon had concluded in late spring 

                                                
98 See Overton's discussion of Guskin's earlier consideration of Blenman as the addressee of the poems 

(32). 
99 Guskin argues confidently for this identification, stating: ”Martha Fowke’s personal situation in 1720 

matches precisely that revealed by the group of poems printed in the Barbados Gazette” (“Not 
Originally Intended” 76). She notes that no poems attributed to the “amorous lady” were published after 
Hope's death in 1736 (ibid. 76-77). 

100 This last point seems a bit overdetermined, but Overton's research into the dates of the London 
journey taken by Gordon, Blenman, and Hope appears solid. 
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1720.101 Until further research into the movements of Blenman and Hope reveals more 

details about their whereabouts in late 1720, Guskin's identification of Hope as the “Mr. 

H.” of Clio merits interest but not certainty.  

 But Overton cannot dispute Guskin's claim that Fowke is the only early eighteenth 

century woman writer who “fits the profile of a young woman, a well-known writer of 

love poetry in 1720, mixing in good society, living in 1731, but dead before 1741” (68). 

Most importantly, Guskin collects a persuasive body of internal poetic evidence to 

support her theory that Fowke and the amorous lady are one and the same. The similarity 

in their poetic styles is striking; the Gazette poems strongly resemble Fowke's work in 

their thematic concerns, their diction, and their complicated negotiation of the public and 

private. Like Fowke's poetry, the amorous lady's poems demonstrate a concern with 

space: with the distance between lovers separated emotionally or physically, the power of 

writing as a medium to bridge that chasm, and the intellectual space allowed to a woman 

who wants to write.  

                                                
101 Overton notes that the most important objective of this journey—the order from the Lords Justice 

ruling the Governor's actions improper—was dated 2 April 1720, and that another Barbadian document 
suggests Blenman's return to London occurred “by late summer or early fall” (31). The question of 
whether Joseph Mitchell employed the Scottish or English dating scheme when addressing his poem to 
Blenman prevents Overton from stating categorically that Blenman returned to Barbados that quickly, 
but he also points out that Blenman's wife bore a son in January 1722, presumably suggesting that 
Blenman had been back on the island for the majority of 1721 (31.). Overton's examination of these 
dates provides a necessary critique of Guskin's identification of Hope as Fowke's “Mr. H.,” but his 
primary goal in producing a new edition of the Caribbeana poems seems to be to promote the twenty-
six poems by the “amorous lady”—or, as he calls her, the “anonymous lady”—as a poetic sequence that 
can “stand comparison with the best English love poems of any period, not excluding Shakespeare's; 
and that, taken together, . . .  constitute a series that deserves to be known as well as the love lyrics of 
Donne, or Hardy's Poems of 1912-13” (8). To this end, he aims to differentiate the “amorous lady” 
poems from the remaining female-authored love poems in Caribbeana and to disqualify Fowke as their 
author. Guskin, on the other hand, draws on the female-authored love poems as evidence of Fowke's 
poetic skill against charges of inadequacy such as those later leveled at her by Haywood, stating 
defensively, for example, that “Fowke was conscious of stylistic and metrical variations as part of an 
inherited poetical tradition” (“Not Originally Intended” 70). 
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 Some words and phrases recur often in the Barbados poems and in Fowke's work, 

most notably “conventional amatory diction, such as heart, breast, arms, charms, 

sweetness, tenderness” (“Not Originally Intended” 68).102 One phrase in particular ties 

the amorous lady to Fowke and Clio: the term “aching Sight,” which echoes the “aking 

Sight” of Clio's verse “To Mr. SAVAGE, on telling me his / Misfortunes” in Savage's 

Miscellaneous Poems and Translations.103 Furthermore, the situation described in this 

sequence of poems echoes the dramatic situation of Fowke's Clio, written to Hill in order 

to stir up his flagging desire for her. “Tho', blind with Love, I well perceive / Thy 

Tenderness decline,” the amorous lady tells her retreating lover (“To the SAME,” 

Overton 59-60, l. 1-2). Her solution to the perennial problem of amatory fiction—

masculine fickleness and loss of interest in a more constant female partner—is to employ 

the genre of the love lyric as a means of life-writing and to envisage life-writing as 

seduction. If Fowke wrote these poems, her later move to prose life-writing in Clio 

(written 1723) indicates that she, like the other women writers in this dissertation, found 

poetry an insufficient medium for life-writing. But the amorous lady pursues self-defense 

                                                
102 Overton remarks upon the use of the odd word “Herdlings” in multiple female-authored poems in 

the Gazette, strengthening the case that the amorous lady may have been responsible for poems not 
classified as hers (32). He also notes, however, that some of the metrical schemes of the anonymous 
poems differ from those favored by the amorous lady or by Fowke, and chastises Guskin for making 
overly broad claims about Fowke's verse forms (31-32). 

103 The amorous lady's poem, entitled “To Mr. *******” (Overton 52), employs the phrase to 
describe its author's suffering: ““My wishing Senses all demand their Right, / My trembling Bosom, and 
my aching Sight; / My Eyes are dying to behold thy Face, / And tir'd with searching thee in every Place, 
/ Whilst my Soul sighs to Death, for thy Embrace” (l. 5-9). Clio's poem to Savage, in contrast, 
concludes with the words “aking Sight,” as Clio enjoins Savage to admire Hill's superior poetic gifts: 
“Great is the Height thy Infant Eaglet flies; / But who will wonder at its early Flight? / Hillarius has 
inform'd it where to rise, / And shown it all the shining Fields of Light; / Oh! I gaze after it with aking 
Sight” (MPT 303). In “To Mr. SAVAGE, Son of the late Earl RIVERS,” Clio measures Hill's genius as 
equal to Shakespeare's, as both cause her to stay awake reading until “My Eyes of aking Injuries 
complain, / They bend, but Oh! they fondly read again, / And for his sake, their falling Lids restrain” 
(MPT 251). Note that both Fowke and the amorous lady are particularly fond of rhyming triplets.  
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of a narrower sort than that found in Manley's Rivella, in Clio, or in Laetitia Pilkington's 

Memoirs. The Gazette poems are concerned with attracting and retaining male attention 

rather than with repelling attacks by other women writers.  

 The varied rhetorical strategies of self-characterization deployed by the amorous 

lady, however, do resemble the strategies of other women writers of her time. The 

amorous lady's approach to life-writing is profoundly contradictory. She claims 

legitimacy by allying herself with earlier poets, yet insists that love, not classical poetic 

models, inspires her work;104 she displays the breadth of her reading while portraying 

herself as an uneducated naïf; she assumes the role of adoring muse for her male 

addressees and disclaims talent while engaging in sophisticated metrical play. Given the 

mode of transmission by which these poems reached Barbados, the poems must be read 

as an accidental sequence, despite Overton's curation of them as an intentionally designed 

grouping. Haphazardly collected and redolent of “the freshness of manuscript 

communication,” the poems fashion for readers a portrait of the lady as a bold literary 

adventuress, willing to break poetic rules in order to force her verse to record her love as 

dramatically and effectively as possible (“Not Originally Intended” 62). In one poem, the 

amorous lady cites Cowley, Waller, Lansdown, Congreve, Addison, and Prior, 

establishing a list of poetic forebears largely congruent with the authors to whom Joseph 

Porter compares Clio in the introduction to Clio and Strephon. She admits that other 

poets may write better than she, but insists on her superior “Tenderness” and the 

“undissembled” beauty of her verse (“On Reading Dr. Donne's Poems,” Overton 45, l. 

                                                
104 See the poem “Occasion'd by some Lines of his,” Overton 64-65. 
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27). The same poem demonstrates its author's autobiographical impulses, declaring: “Let 

my Soul be open laid, / In Absence all my Thoughts survey'd” (l. 50-51). The amorous 

lady, like Clio, believes that autobiographical writing allows openness between lovers 

and fosters creative amibition.  

 Guskin, addressing the Barbados poems and Fowke's other published poetry, 

observes that “throughout her work Fowke consistently conflates love/sex and writing” 

(“Not Originally Intended” 69). For the amorous lady, tenderness is talent, and writing 

about one's life is the essence of art. In an untitled poem, she declares:  

  I, no Tenderness disguising,  

  Pour out every Thought to thee; 

  Every little Art despising,  

  Which with meaner Hearts agree;  

  Take my Soul, as it is rising,  

  Flowing in my Verse to Thee. (untitled, Overton 61-63, l. 24-30)  

Here, the amorous lady's soul infuses her poetry—or, as she states in another poem, 

“while I write, I live” (“To the SAME,” Overton 47, l. 8). Though she envies her lover's 

poetic facility and renown, as the poem “Occasion'd by some Lines of his” reveals 

(Overton 64-65), she appears to value fulfilling the role of muse as highly as she does 

achieving her own potential poetic glory. The amorous lady encourages her lover to 

write—as does Clio, in “To Mr. –––––– on his having resolved to write no more. By 

CLIO”—and instructs him to credit her influence upon his work: “Say, 'Twas a Mistress 

tun'd thy Lyre'” (“Occasion'd by some Lines of his,” Overton 64-65, l.35). But she is not 
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without ambition, and her negotiation of the necessities of love, writing, and fame grows 

complicated. She compares herself to “The dying Sappho,” whose song of “lovely 

Phaon” demonstrated and empowered her literary genius: “By Love to Immortality she 

soar'd, / Fame crown'd her Temples, while her Heart ador'd” (“The PROTESTATION,” 

Overton 56, l. 7-11). The amorous lady's suffering upon the waning of her lover's interest 

in her seems genuinely felt, but it also inspires and enables her to produce passionate 

verse that demonstrates her writing talent and her incomparably “tender” feelings.105 Her 

poems elevate love poetry above all other genres and celebrate it as a form of writing that 

offers women space and freedom to excel, offering a feminized version of the 

longstanding trope of considering literary genius and vital (male) sexual energy as 

emanations from the same source. 

 In his insightful analysis of several poems by the “amorous Lady,” Jerome 

McGann describes her poetic goals in similar terms, treating the poems as early examples 

of the literature of sensibility. McGann seems particularly charmed by “On being charged 

with writing incorrectly,” one of the poems Overton claims is “more sophisticated” and 

more “witty” than any surviving early work of Fowke's.106 This poem, a bold defense of 

the poet's unorthodox writing style, declares to critics that the amorous lady scorns all 

learned writers who would insult her natural verse. In McGann's words, the lady 

“becomes charged with the charges she is charged with, flourishing in her adversaries and 

                                                
105 See, for example, the poem entitled “To my LOVE. Wrote in Tears” (Overton 67-68). 
106 Overton refers specifically to the 1711 poems by Fowke included in Delights for the Ingenious, an 

attribution discovered by Phyllis Guskin (Overton 35, Clio 15). He also suggests that “On being 
charged” must have been written after Dennis began to attack Pope for the 1711 Essay on Criticism, but 
notes that Fowke would not fit the description of the poem's young author given in the Gazette, as she 
was older than nineteen in 1711 (Overton 35).  
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her adversities” (45). The poem genders her adversaries male, as well as her tutors. 

“[T]hese mighty dull, these mighty wise” resemble old schoolmasters, formed in Busby's 

mold (Overton 61, l. 14), while McGann notes the presence of a man who serves “as 

master, scholar, teacher” (49). Unlike Clio, the poem does not lament the attacks of 

women against its bold protagonist. The only women present in the poem are the muses, 

“tuneful Sisters” led by Apollo, who “glories in” the “artless Breast” of the poet (Overton 

61, l. 21, 23). Considering Fowke's pseudonym, it is tempting to imagine this poem as a 

toward the amorous lady's identity as well as a declaration of poetic philosophy.107 The 

amorous lady does not explicitly identify her own bold style as part of a larger movement 

of women writers eager to seize the laurels from men. Instead, she claims to restrict her 

ambition to the private sphere of heterosexual romance, penning poems for the enjoyment 

of herself, her own “Muse,”108 and her lover: 

  Writing's my Pleasure, which my Muse 

  Wou'd not for all their Glory lose: 

  With transport I the Pen employ, 

  And every Line reveals my Joy:  

  . . . 

  If I a Pleasure can impart,  

                                                
107 Fowke's poetic sobriquet allies her with women writing at the turn of the century, such as 

Delarivier Manley and Catharine Trotter Cockburn, who adopted the roles of muses in their 1700 
collection The Nine Muses, a collaborative work elegizing John Dryden. (See Chapter 1.) Fowke's 
decision to change her pseudonym to “Mira” after Haywood's attacks on her as “Clio” echoes the 
abandonment of sisterly muse imagery in Manley's later work.  

108 This usage of the term “Muse” seems to mean, loosely, “genius,” rather than suggesting that the 
lady's lover serves her in the same encouraging role she plays for him. 
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  Or to my own, or thy dear Heart;109 

  If I thy gentle Passions move; 

  'Tis all I ask of Fame, or Love. (Overton 61, l. 31-34, 39-42) 

As McGann comments, the poem offers a compelling “argument against writing to any 

rule but the rule of pleasure,” a formulation that aligns the amorous lady with Anne 

Finch, the aristocratic writer whose apparent leisure inspired Delarivier Manley to 

formulate the comparison between pleasure and necessity employed in the title of this 

dissertation (45). Like Finch, the amorous lady aims to write for pleasure, but her 

pleasure depends on flouting the usual rules of poetry. Her artistry requires freedom, a 

word that appears with great frequency in Fowke's work, as Guskin and Overton note—

freedom from want, as well as freedom from social constrictions (“Not Originally 

Intended” 68, Overton 98-102).110 The notion of commercializing her talent never 

appears in the poem. Her love, like her poetry, cannot be “shock[ed]” by “Interest” (“To 

the SAME,” Overton 58-59, l. 39).111  

 The amorous lady's works acknowledge that writing causes its own forms of 

suffering, but her poems put even creative agonies through “elaborate and surprising 

transformations” that fashion art from pain (McGann 46). McGann cites the artful 

                                                
109 This archaic, even Shakespearean formulation—see, for example, Henry V, I.ii, in which Henry 

asks the Archbishop of Canterbury to explain why the Salic Law “Or should, or should not bar us in our 
claim” to France—epitomizes the playful disingenuousness of the poet's claim that she is “artless” and 
not “Learned” (Overton 61, l. 23; 60, l. 1). 

110 While I remain skeptical of Guskin's suggestion that Haywood's animosity toward Fowke can be 
traced to a rejected request for patronage (Clio 30), the amorous lady's poem demonstrates the same 
blitheness about material needs that Fowke's own poetry does.  

111 The same poem describes the author as a kind of zombie, overmastered by her lover's artistic 
power: “When my dearer Soul is gone; / Then a kind of Corps I seem, / And not live, but only dream. / 
In thy Absence I am dead, / Folded arms and drooping Head: / If a Lover talks to me; / Still I answer 
him with thee” (l. 17-24). 
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immediacy of the poem entitled “A Letter to my Love.---All alone, past 12, in the 

Dumps,” which cleverly records the poet's supposed frustration about not being able to 

write and draws the reader and addressee into an intimate awareness of the poet's process 

of composition:  

  Or to the Pen and Ink I haste,  

  And there a World of Paper waste.   

  All I can write, tho' Love is here,  

  Does much unlike my Soul appear.  

  Angry, the scrawling Side I turn, 

  I write and blot, and write and burn;112  

  . . .  

  I burn my Pen, I bite my Nails,  

  Rail at my Stars, nay, I accuse  

  Even my Lover, and my Muse . . . (Overton 63-64, l. 11-18, 21-24) 

In this poem, the creative impulse is purely self-expressive, not mercenary. McGann 

emphasizes that “What is new here is the way issues of style are foregrounded when the 

writing is self-consciously gendered. The constellation 'men/conceptual mastery/language 

of ideas/mind' is ranged against 'women/practical expression/affective language/heart', 

and the latter comes to overthrow the former” (47). The amorous lady places feminine 

affective expression of emotion above masculine poetic showmanship, though she does 

so without inviting other women to share her pedestal. She transforms the production of 

                                                
112 The amorous lady's documented passion offers an early version of Richardson's “writing to the 

moment.”  
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aesthetically daring love poetry into a political act while disclaiming interest in the public 

sphere.  

 What, then, are and were the stakes of naming Fowke as the writer of the love 

poems in the Gazette and Caribbeana? Guskin presents a persuasive case for identifying 

Fowke as the “amorous lady,” but does not offer enough evidence to back up her 

assertion that Fowke wrote all the poems by women reprinted in Caribbeana. Overton, 

who does not believe that all the poems should be attributed to Fowke, offers a strange 

explanation in support of his theory of multiple authors, arguing that the existence of a 

woman writer who engaged in and wrote about multiple serious romantic relationships 

would have been “too scandalous” for a colonial audience: 

If all the poems are assigned to a single hand, and if they are given the 

autobiographical reading they invite, the writer must have been involved in 

passionate relationships with  several different men. This might well have 

seemed too scandalous for readers of the Barbados Gazette, though it is no 

less than what Clio suggests, even while, writing for the eyes of her loved 

Hill, Fowke plays down her previous liaisons. (Overton 38) 

Fowke's narrative of her life, which “plays down her previous liaisons” only by assuring 

Hill that she loves him more than any previous companion, relies for its structure upon 

her relationships with multiple lovers, and this amatory history is precisely what Eliza 

Haywood satirizes in her attacks on Fowke. Fowke is, therefore, a reasonable candidate 

for the role of “single hand,” just as Overton notes. Overton may be right to suggest that 

Barbadian readers of the time would have been shocked to learn that the female author 
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was a serial monogamist, assuming that they read the poems as purely autobiographical 

(a reading that may not be warranted). But the notion that Keimer or others associated 

with the printing of the Gazette might have wanted to conceal the fact that this varied 

group of poems was written by a single author—if, in fact, they were—does not prove or 

disprove Guskin's argument for Fowke as that single author.  

 Guskin’s convincing identification of several of the Gazette poems as Fowke’s 

does not mean that we should therefore adopt the entire corpus of the female-authored 

Gazette poems as Fowke's. In “Not Originally Intended for the Press,” Guskin sometimes 

qualifies her assertions about Fowke's authorship of all the female-authored poems 

republished in Caribbeana, but more commonly refers to these poems as Fowke's work, 

though Overton's ripostes to some of her specific data points demonstrate that her 

argument for attributing all of the female-authored poems to Fowke still requires more 

attention.113 For now, we must keep the Gazette poems cordoned off from the known 

body of Fowke's work in order to avoid assuming connections where none exist. But we 

should not forget that, even if Fowke did not write every female-authored love poem in 

Caribbeana, the two poems Guskin has conclusively identified as her work establish a 

transatlantic publication history for her poems, and, perhaps, for the record of her 

relationship with Aaron Hill. Guskin argues that the poems offered readers on Barbados 

“a sense of privileged access to a world of private emotions and tantalizing relationships” 

                                                
113 Guskin includes the Gazette poems in broad statements about Fowke's writing, stating that 

“Fowke’s poems are presented as testimony of her constancy, whereas in her life she was extremely 
volatile in her emotional commitments” (“Not Originally Intended” 74), and frequently referring to 
Fowke as the author of individual poems (see 68-70, 72-76). At the beginning of the essay she states 
that “External and internal evidence substantiate these poems, not as the productions of an anonymous 
'West Indian Lady,' but as the work of Martha Fowke Sansom, well known in London literary circles 
around 1720 as 'Clio'” (62). 
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(“Not Originally Intended” 65). The “amorous lady” poems and the other female-

authored love poetry in Caribbeana may not offer us direct information about Fowke's 

writing or life, but, if nothing else, they offer a remarkably valuable comparison to a 

woman author whose circumstances and poetic aspirations seem to have been strikingly 

similar to Fowke's. 

 The introductory materials in the Gazette and Caribbeana suggest that the author 

of the “amorous lady” poems did not intentionally seek to have her poems published on 

the island, but simply delivered them to a current or former suitor. Even if the poems 

were, as Phyllis Guskin points out, “not originally intended for the Press,” the author's 

decision to gift them to a lover must have been made with an awareness of the possibility 

of publication (Caribbeana 29). We know that Fowke later made a similar choice to 

surrender control of her work when she gave the manuscript of Clio to Aaron Hill. Fowke 

may not have been a professional or a hack, but neither was she blind to the realities of 

the marketplace. Her willingness to deliver her work to male lovers or friends implies an 

acceptance of the potential risks to her reputation posed by the publication of her 

writings, or perhaps indicates a stubborn belief that those who read her poems correctly—

unlike vicious detractors such as Haywood—would understand how central love is to her 

poetic nature and would view her emotional commitments generously. Yet, despite this 

apparent openness to the vicissitudes of publication, Fowke went to great lengths to 

defend herself against Haywood's satirical attacks upon her, as I explain in the next 

chapter, which addresses their literary rivalry as depicted in their works written post-

1722.
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Chapter 4 

Gloatitia and the Scorpion: Reassessing the Haywood/Fowke Rivalry 

 

. . .  although Eliza had few rivals as an 'arbitress of the passions,' she did not enjoy  
an equal success as the 'proxy of vindictive heaven.' When she attempted to apply  
the caustic of satire instead of the mild balsam of moral tales, she speedily made  

herself enemies.—George Whicher, Life and Romances of Mrs. Eliza Haywood (20) 
 

 In the previous chapter, I offered two revisions of recent critical approaches to the 

rivalrous relationship between Eliza Haywood and Martha Fowke. I suggested 

refinements to the portrait of Martha Fowke as a leisured amateur based on her self-

presentation in Clio and Strephon and argued for cautious consideration of the poems in 

the Barbados Gazette that have not yet been irrefutably attributed to Fowke. I also 

contended that Eliza Haywood's animus against Fowke was, at least in the years prior to 

1722, motivated more by professional literary ambition than by romantic jealousy.  

 This chapter, which focuses on works written by Haywood and Fowke in and 

after 1722, builds upon my interpretation of the early, comparatively untroubled years of 

the Fowke/Haywood relationship in order to analyze the spectacular pyrotechnics they 

produced in the middle of that decade. Post-1722, the once-idyllic Hillarian circle was 

transformed into a strikingly different social environment, prickly with overt and latent 

hostilities among members of the coterie. In this chapter, I therefore focus on the texts 

that record and enact that period of upheaval in the literary careers—and lives—of Fowke 

and Haywood. I begin by addressing the coterie poems included in Savage's 1726 

Miscellaneous Poems and Translations (MPT). These poems, many of which were likely 
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written in the late 1710s and first few years of the 1720s, offer nostalgic documentation 

of the Hillarian circle before its collapse.1 Though MPT was printed after these Hillarian 

relationships disintegrated, the poems included in MPT offer the last printed evidence of 

Savage's support of Haywood, of the near-universal devotion to Hill that shaped the 

circle's interactions, and of Haywood and Fowke's doomed and tendentious friendship. 

These poems also illuminate Fowke's account of her own life and relationships in Clio,2 

an autobiographical letter she wrote to Aaron Hill in 1723, in which she describes 

Haywood as a “Devil,” a “Tygress,” and a “Female Fiend,” and labels her “the Scorpion 

Haywood,” a “wretched Creature” whose inhumanity causes Fowke to lament that even 

“the Grave is not a Retreat from Envy” (Clio 82).  

 Recognizing that professional rivalry motivated the Haywood/Fowke feud does 

not require glossing over the depth of cruelty displayed by both writers, though most 

remarkably by Haywood. Given the emphasis on biographical criticism in the early years 

of Haywood studies, it seems odd that so few critics of Haywood have written about her 

attacks on Fowke—indeed, that many articles about Haywood's early work neglect even 

to mention Hillarians other than Savage. Regardless of whether or not these attacks were 

provoked by actions of Fowke's, Haywood's textual responses to her frustrations, like 

Pope's, must be counted among the legendary overreactions of literary history and seem 

to me to offer evidence crucial not only for scholars seeking to understand Haywood's 

literary career but for those who want to create responsible accounts of the rise of 

                                                
1 See King, “Savage Love,” 5, and my previous chapter.  
2 Not to be confused with Clio and Strephon, the collaborative volume she published with William Bond 

in 1720. 
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professionalized women writers in the early eighteenth century. Though Haywood may 

not have stooped to drugging Fowke as Pope did Curll, she equals his talent for 

sustaining vitriolic passion in print. The Injur'd Husband (1722), like The Dunciad, is an 

entire stand-alone work dedicated to pillorying Haywood's enemies. This text mimics the 

metaphor of the pillory far more effectively than does Pope's scattershot derision, as it 

directs nearly all its scathing ridicule and fantasy violence at the Baroness de Tortillée, 

who represents Martha Fowke Sansom. But the crowd surrounding the pillory is also 

reduced to one person: Eliza Haywood, lobbing every rotten vegetable she's got at her 

unfortunate rival, with an effect both embarrassing and unnerving for the reader. 

 The Injur'd Husband was among the five texts originally intended to be included 

in the never-produced collection The Danger of Giving Way to Passion, in Five 

Exemplary Novels (DGW) and later published as individual works. In this chapter, I 

analyze each of these five texts—several of which have received little attention—in light 

of the dramatic escalation of the Haywood/Fowke rivalry, and consider the texts together 

as a chronologically linked body of work. Most critics who mention the Haywood/Fowke 

rivalry address only the major texts in which Haywood attacks Fowke and Fowke 

responds: Haywood's The Injur'd Husband, A Spy on a Conjurer (1724) (also written 

around 1723), and Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of Utopia 

(1724-25), and Fowke's Clio (published 1752, written 1723). Even King's fine essay 

debunking the “Savage Love hypothesis” must, given its length constraints, adopt a 

“greatest hits of the Haywood/Fowke rivalry” approach, with moments of textual 

interpretation organized thematically rather than chronologically. Haywood's scandal 
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fictions and Fowke's autobiography demand a reading that grounds them contextually in 

the careers of the women who produced them, a reading that links the most egregious 

examples of Haywood's satirical brutality or Fowke's adoption of a pose of feminine 

helplessness to similar moments and themes in their larger bodies of work. In this 

chapter, I read The Injur'd Husband in conjunction with the texts intended to be 

published as DGW—The British Recluse (1722), The Rash Resolve (1723), Lasselia 

(1723), and Idalia (1723)—as well as with A Wife to be Lett (1723) and A Spy on a 

Conjurer (1724), works Haywood wrote around the same time as the DGW texts.3 The 

last-printed publication I read in detail is Memoirs of a Certain Island, one of Haywood's 

most-studied attacks on Fowke, published in 1724-25.  

 Because these texts date in composition and publication from the period 1721-25, 

this chapter also concentrates primarily on those years. While I do refer in this chapter to 

works Haywood published after 1725, I have tried to avoid the temptation to be too 

encyclopedic, to gather every reference to feminine jealousy in her massive body of work 

or to search for traces of Fowke in every female villain.4 Instead, by focusing on the 

works both women produced in the early-to-mid-1720s, I attempt to construct a clear 

narrative of the dissolution of their tenuous friendship and the heightening of their 

animosity as it is represented in their autobiographical texts. This tight chronological 

                                                
3 Spedding asserts that the DGW texts were written between 1720 and 1723, and suggests an even 

narrower period of composition for them, proposing that “Haywood spent much of 1721 drafting these 
five novels and A Spy on a Conjurer” (Bibliography 110). See discussion of Spedding's dating system 
later in this chapter. 

4 Patrick Spedding notes that “it is unlikely that every person with this characteristic [writing openly to 
men] in Haywood's writings is a portrait of Sansom” (Bibliography 102). Though I believe the example 
he cites—from the Discourse appended to Letters from a Lady of Quality—is actually a portrait of 
Fowke, as I explained in Chapter 3, Spedding's larger point remains valid. 
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focus demonstrates the extent to which Haywood's feud with Fowke dominated her many 

mid-1720s works.  

 The proliferation of Haywood's texts, proverbial in eighteenth-century studies, 

dwarfs Fowke's post-1722 literary output, which consists, essentially, of Clio. 

Nonetheless, this chapter benefits from the fact that both women produced more text after 

1722 than they did before it, and that both produced more prose. The poems published in 

Miscellaneous Poems and Translations represent an aberration in both women's post-

1722 careers, because they depict a happier, cohesive, lost vision of Hillarian friendship, 

and because MPT was one of the last major collections of poetry in which either 

Haywood or Fowke appear. In fact, Haywood exists in MPT only as an addressee, not as 

an author, presumably due to her falling-out with Savage. She had earlier printed a 

selection of Poems on Several Occasions within her Secret Histories, Novels, and Poems 

of Mrs. Eliza Haywood (1724), and the poems contained in that volume originate, as do 

the MPT poems written by other coterie members, in the sunnier Hillarian period of 

1718-1719.5 Haywood's turn to prose fits the rough trajectory I sketched in the 

introduction to this dissertation, in which a professional woman writer begins her career 

writing within a coterie circle, then shifts to producing drama and prose to support 

herself. Unlike Manley, Fowke, and Pilkington, Haywood pointedly did not produce a 

separate prose autobiography, but did engage in self-defensive autobiographical posturing 

in some of the paratexts attached to her works. In the course of this chapter I refer to a 

number of those paratextual documents, including prefaces and dedications associated 

                                                
5 Spedding states that “[a]lthough incidental poetry is common in Haywood's works, no other collection 

of her poetry appeared or has been published since” (Bibliography 139). 
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with her post-1720s works. The broader strategies of self-fashioning Haywood engages in 

within paratextual spaces remain distinct from the methods she uses to ridicule Fowke in 

the bodies of her prose texts. But, given how deeply her rivalry with Fowke seems to 

have affected her professional choices in the mid-1720s, I suggest that Haywood's attacks 

on Fowke can also be read as a kind of life-writing, if not a straightforward or directly 

revealing one—that her alter-egos and proxy characters invite us to investigate the 

autobiographical resonances in works usually treated as formulaic amatory and/or scandal 

fiction.  

 George Whicher's now largely ignored 1915 biography,6 quoted in the epigraph to 

this chapter, offers a neat encapsulation of the reversal of cause and effect that has 

dogged our understanding of Haywood as “the Proxy of vindictive Heav'n!” Whicher 

cites this phrase from James Sterling's poem “To Mrs. Eliza Haywood,” first published in 

Haywood's collection Secret Histories, Novels, and Poems. The particular “enemies” to 

which Whicher refers are those described in Haywood's preface to Memoirs of the Baron 

de Brosse, published in 1724. Whicher writes of the remarkable passage from that 

preface cited in the introduction to this dissertation, in which Haywood declares that “It 

would be impossible to recount the numerous Difficulties a Woman has to struggle 

through in her Approach to Fame” (Baron de Brosse 5) and italicizes that delightfully 

evocative string of key words: Woman, Fame, Envy, Contempt. This self-defensively 

autobiographical preface, which does not attack Fowke or any other “enemy” directly, 

                                                
6 Whicher gets a great deal wrong, factually, and few modern critics seem to be able to forgive the 

condescending tone of the passages in which he evaluates Haywood's talent, but he also mentions some 
details—such as the original title of DGW—that seem to have temporarily slipped out of the critical 
discourse around Haywood's work. 
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was written after Haywood had already made enemies in the Hillarian circle and had 

employed satire as a tool to discredit and degrade them. Her use of “the caustic of satire” 

was a response to perceived injuries already done her by Fowke and Savage, as The 

Injur'd Husband makes clear. Her persecution by Pope, the enemy of hers best known to 

later readers, occurred because of the disintegration of her friendship with Savage, who 

sided with Martha Fowke against Haywood when their feud began.  

 Haywood's vindictiveness has been studied in the context of her political satires: 

Memoirs of a Certain Island, with its extended skewering of Walpole as villainous sexual 

predator; A Secret History of the Present Intrigues of the Court of Caramania (1727); and 

Adventures of Eovaai, Princess of Ijaveo. A Pre-Adamitical History (1736).7 These 

works, which include frame narratives featuring classical deities, satirical versions of 

utopian tropes, and amatory-fiction digressions ridiculing the romantic and sexual foibles 

of public figures, derive their format from Delariver Manley's Secret Memoirs and 

Manners of Several Persons of Quality, of Both Sexes. From the New Atalantis, an Island 

in the Mediteranean [sic] (1709) and Memoirs of Europe, Toward the Close of the Eighth 

Century (1710). Most critics treat Haywood's attempts to adopt Manley's pose of patriotic 

citizenship and partisan truth-telling as her only forays into satire. With the exception of 

studies focused on these three texts, the notion of Eliza Haywood as a self-appointed 

deliverer of heavenly justice is strangely absent from recent critical studies of her work. 

Outside the realm of political satire, she reverts to the role of the “Great Arbitress of 

                                                
7 Memoirs of a Certain Island was anonymously published, though its authorship seems to have been 

well known, and Haywood was not arrested or persecuted for her boldness (Bibliography 168). 
Haywood was investigated and arrested later in life after the publication of the pamphlet entitled Letter 
from H ---- G---g, Esq., though she attempted to disclaim responsibility for it (Hollis 56-57). 
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Passion” (Sterling's better-known epithet for her) or “Mrs. Novel,” the comic character 

Henry Fielding based upon her—both archetypes of the unruly woman writer celebrated 

in feminist criticism of the late twentieth century. King's forthcoming Political Biography 

of Eliza Haywood promises to integrate studies of Haywood's political satire with 

readings of her amatory fiction, drama, conduct novels, and letter collections, and to add 

interesting political shadings to King's already-valuable depictions of the interactions of 

the Hillarian circle. In this chapter, however, I spend comparatively little time on the 

political content of Memoirs of a Certain Island, or of Haywood's other works. 

Haywood's attacks on Fowke, at least in their expression, are strikingly apolitical, as are 

the coterie poems traded by Haywood, Fowke, Savage, and Hill.8  

 Based on his quotation of the preface to Baron de Brosse, Whicher seems to 

suggest 1724 as the moment when Haywood's “enemies” truly began to mass against her, 

a date which would dovetail neatly with King and Coppola's observations about the shift 

in public perceptions of Haywood and her work in 1724-25. As I have suggested, my 

reading of the Hillarian materials instead highlights 1722 as a plausible date after which 

Haywood's dislike of Fowke began to dominate her publications and to shape her writing 

career. This chapter traces the interpersonal crises that drove the public alteration in 

Haywood's image and answers King's call for a thorough exploration of the Hillarian 

texts that will add new depths to previous scholarly accounts of Haywood's writing career 

in the mid-1720s. Disregarding the importance of Haywood's relationships with the 

                                                
8 It is possible that future work on Haywood and Hillarians might unearth political meanings in these 

poems, of course, but a detailed examination of the political views of the Hillarians is currently beyond 
the scope of this project. 
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Hillarian circle can lead to incomplete readings of Haywood’s works, such as 

Backscheider's profile of Haywood in the Dictionary of National Biography: 

To match her cast of vicious, depraved men, she creates a series of 

monstrous women as well as her better-known seduced-and-betrayed 

heroines, and all serve to problematize the platitudes of her society. When 

the baroness de Tortellée [sic] in The Injur'd Husband, Gigantilla in The 

Perplex'd Dutchess (1727), and Glicera in The City Jilt act like men, they 

reveal the avarice, lust, and emptiness at the core of modern desire. (n.p.) 

Including the Fowke-analogue the Baroness de Tortillée in this list skews Backscheider's 

otherwise compelling argument. As I will show, Haywood's aim in constructing a book-

length excoriation of the Baroness's disgusting immorality was not to critique the 

workings of “modern desire.” It was, quite simply, to destroy Fowke.  

 What caused the break between Haywood and Fowke? The poems published in 

Savage's MPT contextualize the Haywood/Fowke relationship within the network of 

Hillarian friendships, and offer some hints in answer to this question. I have already 

mentioned a few of these poems in Chapter 3, including Aaron Hill's poem “To ELIZA, on 

her design'd Voyage / to Spain,” with its slight hint of eroticism and far more evident 

tone of professional respect (90). That poem is emblematic of the collection as a whole, 

in which the poems written by the most prominent Hillarians feature evidence of 

professional competition complicated by romantic undercurrents. Though MPT also 

contains poems written by others,9 I focus here on the poems exchanged by Martha 

                                                
9 The other poets included in the volume are listed as: William Popple; Mr. Concanen; Mr. Stacey; Mr. 
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Fowke Sansom, Richard Savage, Aaron Hill, Eliza Haywood, and Aaron Hill's wife, 

Margaret, whose poetic name was Miranda.  

 Before I discuss the MPT poems, I want to pause to examine the timeline of the 

relationships between these poets and to acknowledge the problems inherent in 

attempting to untangle their knotty history. I am not alone in endeavoring to lay out a 

neat Hillarian chronology; this is a move all recent revisionist Haywood critics make, 

with good reason. In the following pages, I draw from similar narratives by King, 

Spedding, Gerrard, Guskin, and others, each arguing for a particular interpretation of 

publishing history as biography. The difficulty of this project lies in the fact that some of 

these interpretations are troublingly tautological. See, for example, Christine Blouch's 

description of the end of Haywood and Savage's supposed sexual affair in her recent 

biographical introduction to the Pickering & Chatto Selected Works edited by Alexander 

Pettit (2000-01):  

The chronology of the relationships involved can be confirmed to some 

extent. In December 1723 Haywood and Savage were still together; and 

that month she published The Rash Resolve: or, the Untimely Discovery, to 

which he provided a prefatory poem, with lines such as these: 'Eliza, still 

impaint Love's pow'rful Queen! …' (“Eliza Haywood” xxxi) 

Blouch states that Haywood and Savage were “still together” in a particular month in 

1723. Then, after a semi-colon and the conjunction “and,” which both seem to suggest an 

                                                
Thomas Cooke; Mr. Victor; William Colepeper, Esq.; the Rev. Mr. Philip Carter; and “the Author of 
the celebrated Ballad of William and Margaret” (MPT xxx-xxxij). Hill interpolates a letter from the 
author of this ballad in Plain Dealer no. 46 (Plain Dealer vol. 1 388ff). 
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piece of supplementary evidence, she adds that Haywood published a work in December 

1723 to which Savage had contributed a flattering bit of poetic front matter. But her only 

evidence that Haywood and Savage were “still together” in December 1723 is that poem, 

published in the same month. Given the gap between composition and publication, we 

cannot necessarily assume that an author’s emotions, opinions, and relationships at the 

time of writing remained unchanged by the time a poem or volume appeared in print. 

Blouch calls attention to the same issue in the next sentence of her essay, though not in 

relation to Haywood's works, when she explains that Savage later republished this puff 

poem after the dissolution of his friendship with Haywood: 

Savage liked the poem well enough to reprint it in his collected works 

some years later, but the relationship was nearing its end. According to 

Tracy, Haywood and Savage parted early in 1724, for reasons that are 

unclear (p. 61). Tracy does not document his argument for this fairly 

specific date, but certainly Haywood and Savage were no longer together 

by the time of the publication of Memoirs of a Certain Island. (“Eliza 

Haywood” xxxi) 

By the end of this passage, which swerves between a tentative acknowledgement of 

uncertainty10 and a final “certainly,” Blouch has returned to citing a publication date to 

define a terminus ante quem for the dissolution of the putative Haywood/Savage 

romance. I do not mean to harass Blouch for relying on these dates; given the scarcity of 

the manuscript record for the Hillarian circle, publication dates must be included in any 

                                                
10 Tracy's book, which did a great deal to shore up the assumptions that underlie the “Savage Love” 

hypothesis, deserves more skeptical scrutiny than Blouch gives it here. 
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timeline of their relationships. In this chapter and the previous one, however, I have tried 

to complicate citations of publication dates by noting any evidence of the dates of 

composition associated with printed material. To do so, I am patching together 

provisional dates gathered from the accounts I named above, though most of these 

accounts seem to me to be reliable in some places and distorted by the “Savage Love” 

hypothesis in others. Spedding's detailed, valuable biographical headnotes, for example, 

begin to engage in milder versions of the argument examined above as soon as he 

introduces the Savage/Haywood romance.11 I find King's timeline fully convincing. 

Because her interpretation of the Hillarian circle's dynamics differs so greatly from the 

accepted and persistent critical account of their interactions, though, I want to clarify and 

expand her narrative, to note the dates that seem both reliable and relevant to my own 

interpretive project, and to contextualize them within a reading of the MPT poems. 

 As none of the principal Hillarians left a Pepysian diary, even the dates of 

origination of their friendships can only be tentatively assigned. Spedding suggests that 

“Savage seems to have met Haywood after the publication of the first part of . . . Love in 

Excess in January 1719, but before the publication of the second part of LiE in June 

                                                
11 For example, see Spedding's attempt to date the composition of The Rash Resolve, the same book 

Blouch cites, with the prefatory poem by Savage. Spedding states that Fowke had attacked Haywood in 
Clio in October 1723, two months before The Rash Resolve was published, and sensibly suggests that 
Savage's poem was therefore likely written before October of that year (Bibliography 135-6). But he 
ties this theory to a supposed relationship between Fowke and Savage, claiming: “If Haywood wrote her 
initial attack on Sansom because Sansom had 'stolen' Savage from her, it is unlikely that Savage would 
have written this poem afterwards or after Haywood's attack on Sansom [in Memoirs and Spy] was 
circulating (by October 1723). Therefore, it seems likely that Savage's poem (and Haywood's novel) 
was written some time before October 1723” (ibid.). The timing of these events in no way depends on 
the premise that Fowke stole Savage from Haywood. While I agree with Spedding that Haywood likely 
circulated Memoirs before its publication, I continue to believe that The Injur'd Husband, not Memoirs, 
represents Haywood's first clear attack on Fowke.  
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1719” (Bibliography 158).12 Gerrard cites the increasingly tense and prickly letters 

between Savage and Hill later printed in the European Magazine and dated 1721-24 as 

evidence that that Savage and Hill likely “met by 1719 or 1720” and “by 1721 . . . were 

on very close terms” (63). Haywood, Savage, and Hill therefore probably knew one 

another before any of them had met Martha Fowke. As Gerrard notes, “Savage may have 

introduced Haywood and Hill to each other as early as 1719” (Muses' Projector 68). The 

Hillarian circle also overlapped with the literary circle attached to Duncan Campbell, the 

famous deaf-mute whose supposed psychic talents are the subject of Haywood's A Spy on 

a Conjurer (1724), discussed later in this chapter. Fowke participated in Campbell's 

circle, as did William Bond, the Strephon to her Clio.13 After the publication of Clio and 

Strephon in 1720, Fowke “rapidly displace[d] Haywood as the female luminary of the 

Hillarian circle” (Muses' Projector 71).  

 Despite her practice of poetic flirtation, as evidenced by Clio and Strephon and by 

the MPT poems, Fowke's role as the eminent lady of the circle appears to have been 

primarily maternal. In her poetic exchanges with the other members of the coterie, Fowke 

positions herself as a tutor to Haywood and a parental figure for the circle, allied with 

Hill in support of the juvenile Savage (“Savage Love” 6-7). Evidence of Hill’s fatherly 

role abounds in their writings. Gerrard notes that Hill's Plain Dealer no. 11, in which the 

Plain Dealer visits a friend's house and interacts with a group of attractive young people 

assembled to meet him, offers “what looks like an idealized account of the Hillarian 
                                                
12 Gerrard concurs with the date of 1719, though she connects it, without any new evidence, to the 

“Savage Love” hypothesis derided by King (Muses' Projector 68). 
13 Gerrard suggests that Haywood's attack on Fowke in Spy, in which the narrator observes as a female 

friend of hers (Fowke) is warned by Campbell that her immoral life will lead her to ruin, could be based 
on a real encounter (73). 
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circle” (Muses' Projector 76). It also dramatizes Hill's experience as the shining center of 

the Hillarian sphere. The notion of Hill as father should not be taken as a refutation of 

King's argument that “it was Hill who was the focus of the erotic energies in the coterie” 

(“Savage Love” 3). Hill's parental role, like Fowke's, was charged with erotic possibility, 

as the poems by Haywood and the letters of Mallet and Thompson cited in Chapter 3 

demonstrate. The circle was founded upon the notion of Hill's desirability—as a literary 

mentor and friend, if nothing else—and even the participation of his wife Margaret 

(“Miranda”) served to protect rather than dismantle this premise. In her poetic role, 

Miranda policed Hill's interactions with the lesser female members of the coterie. In the 

poem “To AURELIA, hearing she was an Admirer of HILLARIUS,” Miranda cleverly warns 

off a woman attracted to her husband by reminding Aurelia of her own friendship with 

Miranda and of the dangers of the “Woman-catching Snare” of love embodied by her 

charming husband (MPT 278). Half apologetic and half smug, she declares: “By Love 

and Law 'twas doom'd he shou'd be Mine, / And He's the only Wealth, I wish not Thine” 

(MPT 278). Margaret's poetic exchange with Fowke in MPT is more complex. While she 

still lays claim to Hill, she also accepts Fowke's effusive praise of her poetry, and 

obligingly offers a vision of Fowke as a “great Redeemer of thy Sex's Fame” who 

“Outblazest Manhood with thy tow'ring Flame; / Ages to come, the wide-spread Light 

shall see, / And worship Womankind in Praise of thee” (MPT 265).14 

                                                
14 Fowke's poem to Margaret, “CLIO to MIRANDA; / Occasion'd by her Verses on SLEEP,” could be read 

as an attempt to enlist Margaret as an ally against Haywood by proposing her as the model of a female 
poet. Fowke writes that “Scandal wou'd listen with relenting Heart, / And drop, with trembling Hand, 
the venom'd Dart” when faced with Miranda's poetry (MPT 263). Savage, too, buttered up Margaret in 
verse, though one wonders how effective he found his comparisons of her writing to Fowke's (see “To 
the excellent MIRANDA (Consort of AARON HILL, Esq;) on reading her Poems,” MPT 286). 
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 Savage's relationship with Hill was more strictly familial and was acknowledged 

as such by Fowke and Haywood. Like Mallet, Dyer, and Thompson, Savage looked up to 

Hill, and the circle's poems recorded and codified that hierarchical relationship. In “To 

Mr. SAVAGE, on telling me his / Misfortunes,” in which Fowke chides Savage for 

claiming that his abandonment could equal her sorrow over the loss of her murdered 

father, Savage is an “Infant Eaglet” to Hill's magisterial eagle: 

  How bless'd art thou, while such a Hand sustains 

  Thy helpless Youth; so fit to lead thee on; 

  Inspiring still, and lengthening out the Reins; 

  Pointing the glorious Course himself has run; 

  Warming thy Soul with his own native Sun. 

 

  Great is the Height thy Infant Eaglet flies; 

  But who will wonder at its early Flight? 

  Hillarius has inform'd it where to rise, 

  And shown it all the shining Fields of Light;  

  Oh! I gaze after it with aking Sight. (MPT 302-3) 

Fowke's “aking Sight,” though nominally directed at Savage-as-eaglet, edges toward the 

sensual yearning expressed by that phrase in the poem “To Mr. *******” published in 

the Barbados Gazette (Overton 52).15 Savage is luckier than Fowke because his miseries 

are recompensed by a connection with Hill that exceeds her own: “The Muses are thy 

                                                
15 See Chapter 3. 
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Parents, . . .  / . . .  / Hillarius too, the God of Wit, is thine, / Father, Friend, and Ev'ry 

thing to Thee: / How rich art Thou in Happiness, to Me?” (MPT 302). This vying for 

Hill's attention echoes the dramatic situation of Haywood's “Pastoral Dialogue” in the 

second part of The Tea-Table, in which Haywood's Clorinda and Alexis, a stand-in for 

Savage, dispute about who might have a greater claim on Hillarius's emotions. Unlike 

Haywood, however, Fowke figures herself as a partner for Hill, not a protegée. Indeed, 

the poem nearly collapses under the dreamy weight of a vision of Clio and Hillarius 

“shipwreck'd” together, an example of the imaginative influence of Defoe's Crusoe (MPT 

302). In another poem addressed to Savage—“To Mr. SAVAGE, Son of the late Earl 

RIVERS”—Fowke makes more explicit her fantasy of herself and Hill as adoptive parents 

to Savage, reassuring the young poet that “Parents, not Thine, mean while thy Wrongs 

can see / And, weeping, wish for Sons resembling Thee” (MPT 253). She repeats the 

image of Hill as ascending poetic power as she commands: “See, Savage! See! Hillarius 

cuts the Sky / Keep, while you soar, his Brightness in your Eye. / He saw thy Worth, rich 

beneath gloomy Fate, / Chear'd thy cold Hopes, and taught 'em to be Great!” (MPT 252) 

Savage seems to have been comfortable with this model of his relationship with Hill, at 

least initially, and he continued to acknowledge Hill's beneficence publicly despite their 

later disagreements. Savage's poem “The FRIEND, / Address'd to AARON HILL, Esq, / 

Written by Mr. SAVAGE, Son of the late Earl RIVERS,” which he cites in the original MPT 

preface, also codes Hill as a familial connection, labeling him “Thou Brother, Father, 

nearer yet!-- Thou Friend!”, and describing him as “dearer . . . Than Int'rest, Kindred, 
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Love, or Fame, to me” (MPT 126).16 

 Miscellaneous Poems and Translations itself offers evidence of Hill's profound 

sympathy for Savage and support for his campaign against Lady Macclesfield.17 The first 

edition of MPT, published in February 1726, included a preface viciously attacking Lady 

Macclesfield, as well as reprints of two issues of the Plain Dealer in which Hill had 

espoused Savage's case and interpolated Savage's poetry and letters decrying his ill 

treatment (Muses' Projector 66).18 After Lord Tyrconnel pushed Lady Macclesfield to 

give Savage an annuity of 50 pounds, that first edition of MPT was withdrawn and a new 

edition, minus the preface and Plain Dealer selections, was reprinted in July of the same 

year (Muses' Projector 66).  

 Savage's motherless state seems to have inspired feelings of sympathy in Martha 

Fowke, but there is little evidence, despite critical suggestions to the contrary, that he was 

one of the lovers she “hunt[ed]” in verse (MPT 183). Gerrard argues that both Haywood 

and Fowke were attracted to Savage despite the “far more considerable” enticements 

embodied by Hill, a theory I find unconvincing (66).19 Yet Gerrard also notes that though 

Fowke and Savage had become “very close by 1722 . . . even the embittered Haywood 

did not accuse them of a sexual relationship,” and suggests that their friendship was “an 

                                                
16 This rather touching poem celebrates Hill as patron and caring supporter; not wealthy enough to fund 

his protegés, he nonetheless nurtures and guides them, and Savage's encomium honors his goodness 
without suggesting that he is without flaws (“The humane Virtues his sweet Life compose, / The 
humane Frailties are alone his Foes” [MPT 128]). 

17 Gerrard proposes that Hill's willingness to serve as an accessory to Savage's blackmail campaign may 
have been motivated by his “own latent sense of frustrated expectation” and by his sympathy for 
Savage's parental abandonment (Muses' Projector 66).  

18 The numbers included are XXVIII (28) and LXXIII (73).  
19 In support of her characterization of Hill's attractions, Gerrard quotes from Haywood's “Pastoral 

Dialogue,” a poem with little resemblance to the intimacy and physicality of Fowke's poems about Hill 
(67).  
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intimacy Hill encouraged on literary grounds” (79, 80).20  

 The “maternal stance” Fowke struck in the poems cited above was not her only 

mode of interaction with Savage (“Savage Love” 6). King reads Fowke's “The Innocent 

Inconstant” and Savage's “Verses to a Young Lady”—a poem included in Savage's 

Poetical Works and later reprinted under the title “Unconstant”—as a representative 

example of the clever Hillarian exchanges celebrated in Savage's miscellany. These 

paired poems “give the sense . . . not of lovers in thrall but rather of sophisticated coterie 

role playing” (“Savage Love” 5). Though Fowke was approximately a decade older than 

Savage, her style of flirtation as displayed in Clio and Strephon matches that assigned to 

“Polly,” the “Young Lady” of Savage's verse: “You love, yet from your lover's wish 

retire; / Doubt yet discern, deny and yet desire” (Poetical Works [PW] 173 l. 17-18). 

Most intriguing is the speaker's assertion that Polly's inconstancy stems from a contrarian 

reaction to the desires of other women:  

  My tongue you silence, yet my silence chide.  

  How would you praise me should your sex defame! 

  Yet, should they praise, grow jealous, and exclaim. 

  If I despair, with some kind look you bless; 

  But if I hope, at once all hope suppress. (PW 173 l. 10-14) 

Assuming that Fowke is indeed the original of Polly, Savage's description of her as 

possessing “A heart of softness, yet a tongue of satire” and “cruelty, yet ev'n with that 

                                                
20 Gerrard also claims that John Dyer, the recipient of the “To Aberglasney” poem in the Barbados 

Gazette, “developed a serious crush on” Fowke and cites a letter of his as evidence (80). If true, this 
contributes to the notion of Fowke as seductive female center of the masculine Hillarian world, but adds 
little other information to a reading of the Haywood/Fowke relationship.  
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good-nature” offers an interesting contrast to Phyllis Guskin's representation of Fowke as 

wilting victim of Haywood's ire (PW 173 l. 5-6).  

 Fowke's answering poem, “The Innocent Inconstant,” displays the saucier side of 

Fowke's interactions with men in the Hillarian circle. In reply to Savage's criticism, she 

declares: “WELL! an Inconstant, let me then be thought: / Nor can I help it, if it be a 

Fault” (MPT 100). The poem is, to use King's term, “a vindication” of feminine 

changeability, one that “evokes the female self as all whirling motion in its quest for 

liberty and pleasure and disparagement of the dull rule-bound 'heavy Earth'” (“Savage 

Love” 6). This defense of inconstancy requires Fowke to strip her fickleness of any trace 

of sexual motivation and to pre-emptively dismiss the sort of attacks Haywood would 

soon launch against her respectability. She insists that her loves are “chast,” and that her 

“smiling Soul, from dang'rous Sin secure, / Scorns loose Desires, and is with Pleasure 

pure” (MPT 101). As in Clio and Strephon, she argues for the acceptability of intellectual 

dalliance uncomplicated by physical passion. What King describes as the speaker's 

“appropriat[ion]” of “both roles in the gendered courtship ritual, wooing and resisting 

simultaneously,” is consonant with Fowke's self-representation as a practitioner of 

Platonic love in that earlier poetic exchange. She insists to Savage that she is only 

interested in the “bright, transparent Part” of love and that her refined, literary 

expressions of romance should earn her a place in the poetic pantheon, despite the 

sniping of other women: “Let but the Bays and Myrtle crown my Brow, / I envy not the 

Frost, that Prudes avow. / No matter! – if my little Sallies look / But fairly in the Great 

Accounting Book!” (MPT 101)  
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 Savage's poem is a mere pretext for Fowke's response, as the conclusion of “The 

Innocent Inconstant” reveals. King notes the contrast between the mercurial sparkle of 

this poem and Fowke's later poems to Hill, “which suggest nothing so much as a 

despairing inability to shift the sails” (“Savage Love” 6), but this poem already displays 

the influence of Fowke's passion for Hill, who seems the likeliest candidate for the 

capitalized “He” in the concluding lines of the poem: “. . .  inconstant as I may appear, / 

Cou'd I once find a Poet, and sincere; / Wisdom, with Wit, might sure for ever move, / 

And He might clip the Wings of Flying Love” (MPT 101). The speaker of the poem 

seems to welcome a more serious romantic affair, but not with Richard Savage. Neither 

of these paired poems, nor Fowke's poems addressed to Savage directly, offer any 

evidence that Fowke pursued Savage romantically, as Spedding claims she did.21 

Furthermore, from June 1721 through “the period 1722-23 when biographers would have 

her dallying with Savage,” Fowke was romantically—and perhaps sexually—involved 

with Hill (“Savage Love” 4). This affair is documented in Fowke's Clio and in letters and 

poems exchanged by Fowke and Hill. 

 The 1722-23 period is a crucial moment in biographical studies of Haywood, as 

well. In her article debunking the “Savage Love” hypothesis, King describes the narrative 

about the Hillarians that has “passed uncritically into scholarly discourse” as follows:22 

The story goes something like this. Haywood and Savage were close from 

roughly 1719 to 1723 or 1724. Somewhere in there, 1722 is the usual 

                                                
21 See Bibliography 116, 136.  
22 King singles out accounts by Walter and Clare Jerrold, and by Clarence Tracy (the same account 

Blouch cites as evidence for for dating the Haywood/Savage relationship) (“Savage Love” 2).  
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guess, Haywood gave birth to Savage's child, the first of the infamous 

“two Babes of Love” described in Curll's key to the Dunciad . . .  . By 

1724 Savage had left Haywood and child for Martha Sansom. In a jealous 

fury Haywood attacked her rival in the stupendously vicious portrait of 

Gloatitia in Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of 

Utopia (1724); Savage in turn slammed Haywood in “The  Authors of the 

Town” (1725) where she figures, famously, as a “cast-off Dame.” 

(“Savage Love” 2)  

The usual critical argument is, in other words, that Haywood must have hated Fowke 

because Fowke was involved with Savage, despite the lack of documentary evidence of 

an affair between Fowke and Savage and plenitude of evidence verifying the involvement 

of Fowke and Hill. Gerrard's account of the interactions among the members of Hillarian 

circle, for example, simplifies the relationships between Haywood, Savage, and Fowke in 

this manner. Like most critics of Haywood's writing, Gerrard claims that Savage was 

“almost certainly . . . Haywood's lover, and probably father of the first of her illegitimate 

children, born in 1722 or 1723” (68). Spedding concurs, citing the same letter that many 

critics quote, an undated Haywood manuscript “seemingly sent shortly after March 1729” 

that mentions her “'two Children, the eldest of whom is no more than 7 years of Age'” 

(Bibliography 116). King demolishes the putative chain of evidence establishing Savage 

as Haywood's lover, a “delicious piece of scandal” that “did not surface till the twentieth 

century,” that “can be traced to just one or possibly two sources, Pope's Dunciad and 

Curll's key,” and that requires its adherents to believe that Savage's contemporaries could 
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have resisted rhapsodizing about the “bastard's bastard” (“Savage Love” 3, 4).23 Quite 

simply, the fact that Haywood likely had a child in 1722-23, following a period when she 

was friendly with Richard Savage, does not prove that Savage fathered her child.24 

Correlation is not causation.  

 The nature of Haywood's relationship with Savage has long been treated as the 

greatest mystery of the Hillarian circle. But MPT contains one poem that hints at another 

mystery, if perhaps a slightly less sexy one: Fowke's “To Lady E— H—. / By CLIO,” a 

strange piece that deserves a thorough exegesis (MPT 182). Critics of Fowke frequently 

cite this poem, as it features a neat little pull-quote summing up Fowke's romantic 

history: “Did I not the Art discover, / How, in Verse, to hunt a Lover!” (MPT 183). But 

no one seems to have studied it in detail or to have considered the meaning of its 

presence in MPT.  

 This odd, punchy poem, written in light-hearted trochaic tetrameter, invites the 

addressee to revel with Fowke in the power of feminine literary skill to capture men's 

hearts. The poem begins with a teasing acknowledgement of the addressee's talents, as 

the speaker seems to admit to defeat in a contest of skill and seduction: 

  It was not, that I lost Direction; 

  Nor is it, that I want Affection; 

  No—To be silent I submitted,  

  Because I found myself outwitted: 
                                                
23 King borrows this phrase from Spedding, who acknowledges that this detail would have been “too 

piquant to be passed over in silence” (Bibliography 208). 
24 This may even be a generous overstatement. Assuming that Haywood actually wrote The Injur'd 

Husband in 1721, she may have already turned against Fowke and Savage before 1722, rendering it 
rather less likely that Savage impregnated her during that year.  
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  You contrive all Ways to spite me;   

  You outlook me, and outwrite me . . . (MPT 182) 

The immediacy of this opening suggests an already ongoing conversation and poetic 

competition between the speaker and the addressee—perhaps a contest for a particular 

lover, or for poetic fame in general. The addressee, formerly the speaker's mentee, has 

learned her poetic tricks and used them to her own advantage. But the formal and 

metrical tricks are, after all, only tools to be used in the pursuit of men: 

  Did I teach you all my Graces,  

  All the Muse's different Paces; 

  In Heroicks to be bounding, 

  With Expressions high, and sounding, 

  In sweet Lyricks how to amble, 

  Or in airy Odes to ramble:  

  Did I not the Art discover,  

  How, in Verse, to hunt a Lover! 

  How, agreeably, to wind him, 

  And in pleasing Fetters bind him, 

  So that Beauty cou'd not steal him, 

  Wit, nor Wine, nor Musick heal him . . . (MPT 182-83) 

Fowke offers this self-portrait proudly; Haywood will later transform it into an accusation 

in Memoirs of a Certain Island, in which she paints Fowke as a poetic dabbler only 

interested in male attention. But the speaker in this poem has a more distinctly proto-
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feminist view. She characterizes poetic skill as a means of establishing feminine control 

over men and retreats from open competition in order to congratulate the poem's 

addressee on a successful conquest. Though she boasts about her own powers of poetic 

seduction, she also recognizes the addressee's wittiness as evidence of an equal ability to 

attract men. The speaker characterizes female poets as paragons of desirability and 

invites the addressee to share that identity, declaring that “'Ts not Face, as fair as Lilly, / 

Chalky Lady, looking silly, / That can hold a Lover to it, / 'Tis alone the Female Poet” 

(MPT 183). The next section of the poem suggests a similar inclusivity: 

  We're a Sort of Midnight Witches,  

  Men are our obedient Switches; 

  Is it not a pretty Scene-a,25  

  To behold this large Machin-a?  

  Call'd the Lords of the Creation,  

  Ganders, drove by Inclination! 

  Oh! I hate the wretched Victors, 

  Fancy fain wou'd paint their Pictures: 

  I cou'd hiss these hideous Heroes, 

  Slaves before – and after, Neroes. (MPT 184) 

The speaker offers the addressee a place in her vision of the world, where women, 

operating within a society supposedly ruled by masculine power, dominate “silly” men 

through the combined force of their feminine wiles and their poetry (MPT 185). The final 

                                                
25 These rhyming sing-song endings recur throughout the poem without any obvious interpretive payoff. 

See following pages for more about this.  
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stanzas of the poem congratulate the addressee on her possession of a worthy lover from 

their social circle, a lordly “younger Brother” with his own poetic talent who admires her 

single-mindedly: 

  One of yours, of all the Throng-a, 

  Is the Fav'rite of my Song-a; 

  Wit enough for all the Others, 

  Flower, and Pearl, of younger Brothers.  

  Still, in Verse, may he address you, 

  And on ev'ry Tree, confess you! 

  Till his Penknife spare no Bark-a, 

  In his noble Brother's Park-a. 

  May ev'ry Eccho [sic] sigh your Name,  

  And ev'ry Puppy yelp the same,   

  While the flying Hare pursuing, 

  Mourning so their Master's Ruin, 

  Who hunts you through ev'ry Turning, 

  With his Passion, and his Learning. 

 

  To Both I wish a good Success, 

  And this Letter in the Press;  

  Which for Wit, deserves a Name-a,  

  In the brazen Book of Fame-a. (MPT 185-86) 
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The last stanza appears to wink slyly at the remarkably odd use of “-a” endings 

throughout the poem, extra “Letter[s] in the Press”26 that are presumably meant to 

highlight the “Wit” and quirkiness of the poem. (Whether they succeed in this venture or 

not is for the reader to determine.) These “-a” syllables are presumably present in order to 

complete the trochaic tetrameter line, but serve no other obvious purpose besides 

feminizing the rhymes they are added to.27 The format of the endings suggests a joke 

about dialect (perhaps Italianate stage dialect?), but it is not clear that Fowke intends to 

mimic or mock any particular accent or speaker. Is Fowke's choice of this stylistic tic 

linked to the addressee's identity? 

 “Lady E----- H-----” has not been identified. Gerrard suggests that the poem might 

be addressed to Elizabeth Howard, a daughter of Charles Howard, the third Earl of 

Carlisle (Muses' Projector 78 n. 78).28 Howard does suit some of the poem's biographical 

hints. In 1719, she married Nicholas, Baron Lechmere, a politically-minded second son 

with a landed “noble brother” who was “a willing accomplice in the composition of 

Richard Steele's explosive attack on the Oxford ministry, The Crisis, published in 

January 1714” (DNB).29 Elizabeth Howard's sister, Anne Ingram, earned some attention 

for her poetry in the 1730s.30 Though Gerrard calls Howard a poet, I have not yet found 

any evidence to connect Fowke to Howard, particularly with the level of intimacy likely 

                                                
26 The “Letter in the Press” seems to refer to the poetic epistle itself as well as the extra letters added to 

the ends of words throughout the poem. 
27 The line “And this Letter in the Press” is the only seven-syllable line in the poem, as Lance Bertelsen 

noted, though given that the poem's metrical structure emphasizes beats rather than feet, it is difficult to 
assign any real meaning to that variation. My thanks to Travis Brown for his guidance in matters 
prosodic. 

28 Gerrard does not explain how she identified Howard as a possible addressee.  
29 See the DNB entry for Charles Howard, Elizabeth's father.  
30 According to her DNB entry, Ingram had some poetic correspondence with Pope. 
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necessary to enable the exchange of an epistle this “brazen.” Guskin's edition of Clio 

makes no mention of Howard or Lechmere. Fowke was reasonably well-born and was 

financially comfortable for much of her young life, but she was not a noblewoman, nor 

did she generally attract noble lovers. The first and final stanzas of “To Lady E— H—. / 

By CLIO” imply that the speaker and the addressee have competed for the same man. If 

the poem was addressed to Howard, then we must date the poem to 1719 or earlier, which 

would make it one of the earliest surviving poems by Fowke, and perhaps one of the 

earliest-written poems included in Savage's MPT. 

 The initials of the addressee offer the admittedly remote but tantalizing possibility 

that Haywood, not Howard, was the poem's recipient. The most obvious problem with 

this theory is the poem's title. Haywood was not a Lady, though one can imagine a joking 

coterie context in which Fowke might address her as one. Beyond that hurdle, though, we 

can deduce some intriguing parallels between the Haywood/Fowke rivalry and Fowke's 

contest with the mysterious recipient. First, the relationship between this poem's speaker 

and addressee seems out of place amidst the carefully complimentary verses traded by 

Fowke, Margaret Hill, “Evandra,” and “Aurelia.” The poem's bold artificiality, 

epitomized by those silly word endings, also counters the ideal of “artlessness” celebrated 

in many of the poems in MPT, including Fowke's own “The Invitation from a Country 

Cottage / By CLIO” and “To Mr. JOHN DYER, of Carmarthenshire / By CLIO” (191, 209).31 

Furthermore, the profile of the pursuing lover, a poetically-inclined second son with a 

connection to a family estate, fits John Dyer as neatly as it does Nicholas, Lord 

                                                
31 See also “To EVANDRA, on seeing some POEMS of her writing” by Miranda (Margaret Hill) and “On a 

Blank Leaf of COLIN's Mistakes, in CLIO's Window” by Aaron Hill (MPT 253, 211). 
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Lechmere. The Dyer family estate of Aberglasney inspired both the eponymous poem by 

Fowke in the Barbados Gazette and Dyer's own “Grongar Hill.” Gerrard claims that Dyer 

had a “crush” on Fowke (80). They certainly had a close friendship, and his portrait of 

her set off a flurry of versifying about “Clio's Picture” and its merits among the Hillarian 

men. No critics, however, have previously proposed a similar intimacy between 

Haywood and Dyer. If future evidence arises to support identifying Haywood as the 

recipient of this poem, it could significantly complicate our understanding of the 

Hillarian circle, even if Fowke only intended to tease Haywood about a possible 

relationship with Dyer.  

 The poem may read as atypical for Hillarian discourse simply because it was 

written earlier, in 1718 or 1719, in honor of Lechmere's pursuit of Howard. But the 

poem's tactic of playing poetic rivalry for comedy, its touchiness about being 

“outwritten,” invites more careful attention from future critics studying the life and 

writing of Martha Fowke Sansom. We simply do not know of any other female poetic 

rivals with whom Fowke traded coterie verse. Either Fowke had a closer relationship with 

Lady Elizabeth Howard than anyone has yet suggested, or this poem represents a 

previously unstudied documentation of her rivalry with Eliza Haywood.  

 The Haywood/Fowke relationship appears only obliquely in MPT because 

Haywood herself appears only obliquely in that volume. As I mentioned earlier, her 

contributions to the Hillarian discourse are missing from Savage's collection, though a 

few poems addressed to her remain, presumably because Savage still considered the 
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poetry appealing despite his animosity toward Haywood.32 The works she included in the 

Poems on Several Occasions section within The Works of Mrs. Eliza Haywood (1724) do 

display some aggression toward Fowke and a passionate preference for Hill as mentor, 

but they do not engage in direct attacks on Fowke.  

 Haywood's first direct attack on Fowke takes the form of The Injur'd Husband 

(IH), a roman à clef scandal fiction published in 1722. Critics have long acknowledged 

that this work targeted Fowke, but few have delved into the details of its excoriation of 

her or have recognized the importance of this attack in the context of the Hillarian social 

circle. As I mentioned earlier, King is the first critic to identify Du Lache, the pandering 

assistant of the Baroness de Tortillée, as Richard Savage. This identification requires that 

King diverge from the dating scheme offered by adherents of the “Savage Love” 

hypothesis, which usually posits the dissolution of the Haywood/Savage relationship in 

1723 or 1724. King proposes, instead, “that the intense phase of Haywood's friendship 

with Hill had come to an end by 1722, the year she [Haywood] used the roman à clef 

framework of IH to lash out at Savage and Sansom for breaking up a certain ideal 

relationship” (“Savage Love” 10).   

 The text of IH and its paratexts bear out King’s theory. Post-1722, Haywood often 

observes a distinction between paratext and text, employing each textual space for 

different purposes. While she may attack Fowke directly in the main texts of her works, 

as she does in A Spy on a Conjurer and Memoirs of a Certain Island, her later paratexts 

offer restrained and comparatively impersonal complaints about her treatment by critics 

                                                
32 For example, Hill's “To ELIZA, on her design'd Voyage / to Spain” and “To Mrs ELIZA HAYWOOD, on 

her NOVEL, call'd, The Rash Resolve. By Mr. SAVAGE, Son of the late Earl RIVERS” (MPT 90, 161). 
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and other women writers. In IH, no such distinction between textual spaces exists. The 

paratexts comment self-defensively on the text and its pre-print reception, as Haywood 

rebuts charges of defamation from Fowke and Savage, who had apparently read the text 

in advance of its publication. The text's dedication to Lady How [sic for “Howe”] adopts 

a rhetorical position commonly found in Haywood's later prefatory materials, claiming 

that the text serves a didactic moral purpose and denying any “mercenary End” to 

Haywood's writing (IH i). But Haywood then contrasts the virtue of her dedicatee with 

the negative example of the barbarous Baroness, the character meant to represent Fowke:  

The Subject of the Trifle I presume to offer, is, The Worst of Women; and 

while I treat of the inadvertencies, and indeed Vices, which there is a 

Possibility that our Sex may be guilty of, I wou'd put those of the other in 

Mind, that there is One among us, whose Virtues may atone for the 

Mismanagement of the rest. (IH i-ii) 

Fowke is literally a character in the prefatory space, isolated from the rest of the text and 

the rest of her gender by those dramatic italics. She is the “Subject” of IH and of its 

paratexts, and those texts attempt to demolish her standing as a woman, a writer, and a 

member of the Hillarian circle. 

 In the preface, Haywood intensifies her negative depiction of “The Worst of 

Women” and maintains the fictionality of her text. She has deigned to write a preface, she 

states, only “to clear myself of an Accusation, which, I am inform'd, is already contrived 

and prepared to thunder out against me, as soon as this is publish'd” (IH iii). Haywood 

insists that the Baroness is not a portrait of any living London jilt but a figure in a factual 
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tale related to her by a friend who visited France, always a handy source of fictional vice 

(IH i). Even if the Baroness were based on an Englishwoman, Haywood states, she has 

not defamed that woman because she names no “Original” for this portrait. Instead, the 

man who accuses her of libel bears responsibility for damaging Fowke's reputation: 

A Gentleman, who applies the little Ingenuity he is Master of to no other 

Study than that of sowing Dissension among those who are so unhappy; 

and indeed unwise, as to entertain him, either imagines, or pretends to do 

so, that tho' I have laid the Scene in Paris, I mean, that the Adventure 

shou'd be thought to have happen'd in London; and that in the Character of 

a French Baroness, I have attempted to expose the Reputation of an 

English Woman of Quality. I shou'd be sorry to think the Actions of any of 

our Ladies such as cou'd give room for a Conjecture of the Reality of what 

he wou'd suggest. But suppose there were indeed an Affinity between the 

Vices I have described, and those of some Woman he knows, (for 

doubtless, if there be, she must be of his Acquaintance) I leave the World 

to judge to whom she is indebted for becoming the Subject of Ridicule, to 

me for drawing a Picture, whose Original is unknown, or to him who 

writes her Name at the bottom of it. (IH iii-iv) 

Haywood turns this “Gentleman's” accusation into a new weapon, reversing his 

complaint so that his very accusation lends credence to her depiction. Though she 

“hope[s] there is not a second De Tortillée in the World,” she declares that “if there be, 

she certainly is not without a Du Lache to advise and assist her; and he, that Du Lache, 
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who is most sensible of the Secrets of her Soul, is best able to point her out” (IH iv). 

Since most critics agree that Fowke is the original of the Baroness, and since, as King 

points out, Fowke and Savage play quite similar roles to these in Memoirs of a Certain 

Island,33 it seems disingenuous to suggest that Du Lache could be meant to portray 

anyone but Savage, the member of the Hillarian circle most committed to attacking 

Haywood later in this decade. It is possible that some other male friend of Fowke's read 

Haywood's manuscript of IH and took it upon himself to defend Fowke from her, but 

unlikely.  

 The “Injur'd Husband” of the title belongs to the Baroness, though he is the least 

important of her victims. This Baron was raised in tranquility, “and thus, in all 

Probability, had he died, had not his ill Fortune introduc'd him to the Acquaintance of 

Madamoiselle [sic] La Motte,” the future Baroness, whose monstrous desires warp and 

consume the text (IH 126). Though the text's sympathies lie with Montamour, its 

ostensible protagonist, readers learn far more about the greedy Baroness's “ungovern'd 

Passions” than they do about Haywood's Hill-loving alter ego (IH 124). Hill himself 

appears in the person of Beauclair, Montamour's devoted but easily duped fiancé, whom 

the Baroness seduces out of spite with the assistance of Du Lache.34  

 The Injur'd Husband represents Haywood's first serious assault on Fowke's 

reputation and establishes the pattern Haywood will follow in future textual assaults on 

                                                
33 Spedding claims that this is not true, and insists that “there is no equivalent in MoU of the Countess' 

factotum Du Lache” (Bibliography 115). In contradiction of this, King states: “The pimp charge 
reappears two years later in Memoirs of a Certain Island where Savage / Riverius is said to advance the 
'leud Designs' of Sansom / Gloatitia upon 'those of his Acquaintance who appeared amiable in her 
Eyes,'” and also notes a later instance of Savage being compared to “a Pandarus” (“Savage Love” 5). 

34 Guskin identifies Aaron Hill as Beauclair in her introduction to Clio (see page 30); Spedding criticizes 
this assertion and claims that there is no evidence for it (Bibliography 116). 
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Fowke, as she attempts to transform Fowke's preoccupation with romantic love into a 

means of attacking her reputation as a poet. Haywood encumbers the character who 

represents Fowke—here, the Baroness—with a romantic history based on Fowke's, 

depicts this character as grossly sexual and physical rather than intellectual or literary, 

and engages in fantasies of Fowke's unmasking and humiliation that turn upon the public 

ridicule of her writing. Despite her prefatory defensiveness, Haywood links Fowke to the 

Baroness in the paragraph that introduces her, by citing “Don Philip d'Esperanz, a 

Spaniard” as the man who had supported the Baroness while she was still Madame La 

Motte but had since returned to his own “Wife and Family” abroad (IH 122). D'Esperanz 

represents Nicholas Hope, the married Barbadian whom Phyllis Guskin names as “Mr. 

H,” who may have been the recipient of the Barbados Gazette poems before returning to 

the Caribbean in 1721 (“Not Originally Intended” 76).35 Any member of the Hillarian 

circle familiar with Fowke's romantic past—and given her propensity for writing about 

love, it seems likely that many were familiar with it—would know immediately that 

Haywood intended the Baroness as a mockery of her.  

 Merely “tolerable” in beauty, but not lacking in “Wit,” the Baroness acquires a 

stable of lovers who maintain her after she has depleted her fortune and whom she largely 

keeps secret from one another. The captivated Baron marries her, but, as she is not 

“possess'd of the smallest Grain of Honour, Gratitude, or even common good Nature,” 

she continues her other affairs and considers “the large Fortune she was now become 

Mistress of, only as a larger Means to gratify her Inclinations” (IH 123). Women of 

                                                
35 Oddly, Guskin does not cite IH in support of her identification of Hope as “Mr. H.”  



 

 274 

quality initially socialize with the Baroness but soon realize that she believes herself 

beyond criticism, and that she has “no Sense of Honour or Decorum, but, behav'd herself 

in so wild, so dissolute a Manner, that in a little Time none, who but wish'd to be thought 

virtuous, would take notice of her: The very Men, who gloried not in Debauchery, 

shunn'd her Acquaintance, or were asham'd to own it” (IH 124). The texts lavishes 

attention on the shame of others who become involved with the Baroness as well as on 

her own utter lack of shame. Unlike many of the outwardly prudish women reviled by 

Delarivier Manley, however, the Baroness retains an appeal that even the narrator must 

reluctantly acknowledge: 

No Woman that ever liv'd was Mistress of more Artifice, nor had less the 

Appearance of being so: Nature had given her a Countenance extremely 

favourable for her Purpose; and whenever she was pleas'd to join to those 

Looks  of Sincerity and Innocence any Asseverations that she was so, it 

was hardly possible to believe her otherwise: Her Voice too had a 

perswasive Softness in it, which it was very difficult to withstand; and one 

had need to be perfectly acquainted with her Actions before one cou'd 

distrust her Words. (IH 125) 

Of course, the narrator is “perfectly acquainted” with every flaw of the Baroness's 

character and every illicit assignation she makes, and eager to communicate Fowke's 

“History, which alone can give the Reader any just Notion of her Character” (IH 125). 

This omniscience seems a crucial element of Haywood's fantasy of power over Fowke, 

and resonates with Haywood's next satire upon her in A Spy on a Conjurer, in which 
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Haywood enlists the powers and persona of the mystic Duncan Campbell as tools in her 

war with Fowke. These revelations of Fowke's villainy are meant to portray her as a 

literary cheat whose stated principles—a passionate belief in platonic love, an insistence 

on “artlessness”—run counter to her oversexed behavior. 

 Haywood's attack on Savage as Du Lache seeks out points of vulnerability in 

Savage's self-presentation and ridicules him as someone who “never had met with 

Persons who thought the Service he did merited the Supply of even the common 

Necessaries of Life” (IH 126). As King observes, Haywood's portrayal of Du Lache does 

not suggest that Fowke had stolen Savage away from her. Even the Baroness finds him 

“too disagreeable to be receiv'd in the Quality of a Lover,” but consents to be his 

patroness because of his experience “in the Management of several Intrigues” (IH 126). 

The “wretchedly indigent” Du Lache becomes the Baroness's factotum (IH 126), 

defending her just as the “Gentleman” referenced in the preface defends his female 

friend:  

His Business was, in all publick Places, to extol the Wit and Beauty of the 

Baroness Tortillée! to make all Women appear vile in Competition with 

her; . . . in fine, wherever he found a noble Friendship between Persons of 

different Sexes, to endeavour to disunite, or make it appear scandalous. 

(IH 126) 

The “noble friendship” in IH is that between Montamour and Beauclair, both idealized in 

the extreme. Montamour, “fam'd for, and really Mistress of every Excellence that cou'd 

adorn a Woman,” is eager to wed Beauclair, but modestly conceals the depth of her 
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passion (IH 132). Though their relationship seems solid, the Baroness nevertheless finds 

herself “resolv'd to triumph over” Montamour (IH 132). With the help of Madame 

Sansfoy, a vain and coquettish friend of Montamour's who “took a vast Pleasure in 

picquing any one more aimable than herself, and was never so happy as when she had the 

Power of giving Pain,”36 Du Lache convinces Beauclair that Montamour has been 

unfaithful to him,37 and takes advantage of her natural reticence to widen the breach 

between the lovers (IH 134). Du Lache sees, as Savage himself remarks in his poem “The 

Friend,” that Beauclair's “Wisdom, Honour, Generosity, Sweetness of Disposition, and a 

thousand shining Qualities” do not bar him from possessing “certain Frailties . . . which 

prov'd him not absolutely Divine”—in particular, “an Impatience of Indignities, and a too 

great Aptitude to credit all Reports that shou'd be made him, gave Treachery an 

advantageous Ground to dart her Arrows from” (IH 137). 

 The Baroness darts her arrows with great success into the heart of the wounded 

Beauclair, but he soon tires of her. In contrast, Montamour's perfections increase. She 

eventually retreats to a convent, shattered by Beauclair's cruel treatment but determined 

“to die away in fruitless Wishes, rather than let the dear Unkind be sensible of what she 

felt” (IH 166). Her “Soul” is so “incapable of harbouring any mean Notions” that she 

                                                
36 Though Sansfoy is not exactly malicious, she possesses many of the qualities associated with the 

breastplate of righteousness, which undermine her ability to form friendships with women: “She had a 
great deal of Vanity in her Nature, and therefore could not be without an equal Share of Coquetry in her 
Behaviour; and as she was excessive fond of being admir'd by the Men, could not be capable of any real 
Regard for the Women” (IH 134). Sansfoy also serves as a conduit for stories of the Baroness's past, 
telling Montamour that she is “acquainted with the whole History of her several Amours,----can prove 
that d' Esperanse, tho' he maintain'd her, was not the only favour'd Lover;----and that since her 
Marriage with this foolish Baron, she has been had by half the Town” (172). 

37 When misled into thinking that Montamour has been false, Beauclair's reaction is to assume that she, 
too, is hypocritical. He tells Du Lache that “she is all Artifice, --- all damn'd Deceit, and knows how to 
dress the worst of Vices with a Shew of Virtue” (IH 144). 
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refuses to listen to Sansfoy's “Revilings” of the Baroness, though this retelling 

conveniently allows Haywood to expose the Baroness's misdeeds to the reader (IH 173). 

The text's contorted amatory-fiction plot, in which Montamour rejects a penitent 

Beauclair, then breaks out of the convent to testify at his trial for the murder of the 

Baroness's husband—while dressed as a man and calling herself “Vrayment”—appears 

constructed chiefly to establish Montamour as a paragon of feminine virtue, insusceptible 

to jealousy or envy.  

 The existence of The Injur'd Husband, dedicated solely to the destruction of 

Fowke's reputation as a woman and writer, rather undermines Haywood's pose of virtue 

by authorial proxy. It reeks instead of “a vindictive malice that certainly looks like sexual 

jealousy” (“Savage Love” 9). I agree with King that Haywood appears to be responding 

to what she perceived as Fowke's indirect destruction of her relationship with Hill, but I 

also contend that the plot's emphasis on romantic love and betrayal can be read as an 

indictment of Fowke as a poet. Throughout the text and paratexts of The Injur’d 

Husband, Haywood mocks the supposed sincerity of Fowke's dedication to love as an 

inspiration for poetry. The Baroness hungers for attention, declaring that “Not to be 

ador'd, indeed, is not to live!”, but believes “that Woman was a Fool that ever gave 

herself the least real Uneasiness on the Account of Love” and insists that she merely 

“counterfeit[s] a Passion” in order “to engage the Assiduity of a Fellow one likes” (IH 

128). When the beautiful Beauclair changes her mind, she responds as many of 

Haywood's more sympathetic heroines do, shocked at the sudden onslaught of emotion 
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she feels.38 She declares to Du Lache: 

One fatal Moment has inform'd me more, than all the various Amours of 

many Years cou'd do. ---Oh! I have seen a Man, whose Looks, whose 

Voice, whose every Motion is Enchantment! ---At the first View my 

melting Soul dissolv'd;---but when he talk'd, methought, my very Life flew 

from me,---the soft Delight was more than Sense cou'd bear! ---O Du 

Lache, thou know'st this Prodigy of Charms!---this Wonder of his Sex!---

this more than Angel!---yet, dull, dull, as thou art, thou never spok'st him 

as he is! (IH 130-131) 

The style of the Baroness's outburst, which mimics that of Haywood's other 

contemporary amatory fiction, indicates that Haywood may feel some sympathy with her 

passionate interest in Beauclair. But her admiration for him finally leads her to new 

heights of depravity. After the Baron discovers her with Beauclair, the Baroness poisons 

her husband with a drug that does not kill him but renders him mentally disabled. Despite 

Du Lache's assistance, however, she loses control of her seemingly innumerable lovers. 

One named La Branche reads her letters in public—a theme that will reappear in 

Memoirs—and another, the Marquis de Sonville, visits the Baroness's assembly and reads 

those letters out loud to embarrass her, selecting a passage reminiscent of the Barbados 

Gazette poems and the poems Fowke wrote to Hill.39 Rather than winning her influence 

                                                
38 Among the other texts Haywood wrote around this time, the characters Lasselia, Idalia, Anadea of The 

Fatal Secret, and Cleomira and Belinda of The British Recluse all experience a similar awakening upon 
first meeting the men who will undo them.  

39 This sentence, in particular, could be a prose version of one of Fowke's complaints to Hill: “The Day, 
indeed, that curs'd detested Thing call'd Business may engross, but Love and I might surely claim the 
Night!---” (IH 197). 
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and attention, as Fowke's did in the Hillarian circle, the Baroness's writing becomes “fatal 

Paper,” a testimony of her falseness and deceit (IH 199). 

 The scene that follows deserves excerpts lengthy enough to communicate the 

cruelty of Haywood's revenge fantasy about Fowke's exposure as a literary fraud and a 

jilt. First, the Baroness reacts to finding herself betrayed and unable to retrieve her letters: 

She rav'd like one distracted; call'd him ten thousand Villains; and 

perceiving herself on the very Brink of being exposed in the most 

shameful Manner imaginable, no hope from Artifice, no Relief from 

Dissimulation, she threw the Mask of Softness off; unheard-of Curses 

issued from her Mouth; her Eyes shot Fire; in all her Air the Fury stood 

confess'd . . .  (IH 198-99) 

After she flees, the Marquis reads aloud more of her letters, and the company begin to 

assemble a crowd-sourced history of the Baroness's despicable behavior, constructing a 

narrative of her “Intrigues” that resembles The Injur'd Husband itself: 

… there being scarce one Person in the Room that was not privy to one, or 

more of her Intrigues, each now contributed their Part, and the whole 

Scene of all her monstrous Actions was laid open to them all. Never was 

Woman so expos'd and ridicul'd,----so despis'd and hated: Some took so 

great a Pleasure in affronting her, and the rest so little regarded her 

Resentment, that the being within her House, and probably within her 

Hearing, did not in the least hinder them from saying all that so ample a 

Field of Scandal to indulge in, cou'd give room to . . . (IH 204) 
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Demonstrating either deep hypocrisy or rueful self-awareness, Haywood singles out the 

“Women who set up for being admir'd” as those most pleased by the Baroness's 

“Downfal [sic]” (IH 207). Seeing the Baroness “sunk in a Moment,----her Charms 

depriv'd of all their wonted Force,---her Arts, her Blandishments no more effectual;---

Contempt in the place of Esteem, and Detestation in the room of Love, gave a Joy too 

exquisite to be describ'd by any Thing but itself” to the “enliven'd Souls!” present (IH 

211). Despite the moralizing tone of the narrator, The Injur'd Husband invites the reader 

to share in the pleasure of the Baroness's ruin. When the text's labored plot has finally 

concluded, she has been stripped of “All her Policy” and “Power of dissembling,” and 

finally poisons herself after Du Lache stabs her husband, while Beauclair and Montamour 

live on in wedded bliss (IH 238). 

 The character of the Baroness has become a touchstone in Haywood criticism, 

despite, or perhaps because of, the lack of critical awareness that she is a cipher for 

Martha Fowke. The most common critical approach to the character is to represent her, as 

Ballaster does, as an archetypal figure who symbolizes Haywood's ambivalence toward 

the usual amatory-fiction storylines of victimized women.40 Ballaster points out that 

Haywood's description of the Baroness resembles “Bussy-Rabutin's depiction of 

hypocritical court ladies in his Amorous History of the Gauls” and discerns an 

“essentially masculine quality” in the Baroness’s “desire” (Seductive Forms 177). 

Ballaster approaches the text from a psychoanalytic feminist perspective and 

characterizes the conflict between “the mistress of artifice” archetype represented by the 

                                                
40 For other examples of critics discussing the Baroness without even footnoting the Hillarians, see: 

Lubey, “Eliza Haywood's Amatory Aesthetic,” 315; Pettit, “Adventures in Pornographic Places,” 252.  
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Baroness and Montamour's embodiment of “the hysterical female role” (181, 178). While 

readings of The Injur’d Husband that do not refer to the Hillarian circle remain 

profoundly incomplete, they also illuminate an important facet of Haywood's 

development as a prose writer. If we strip the Baroness of her biographical and 

autobiographical meaning—for this record of Haywood's vindictiveness toward Fowke 

also offers autobiographical information about Haywood herself—and instead regard her 

as a female figure whom the structure of the amatory fiction plot is unable to contain, we 

notice that The Injur'd Husband marks Haywood's first departure from an amatory mode 

and into the realm of satire, the realm in which she became known as the author of “The 

New Utopia,” to use Pope's mangled and Manleyesque retitling of Memoirs of a Certain 

Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of Utopia.  

 As Haywood's first step toward satire, The Injur'd Husband engages more deeply 

with the theme of hypocrisy than do any of her earlier or contemporaneous texts. 

Haywood's employment of the breastplate of righteousness motif, which would become 

an essential arrow in her satirical quiver, grows out of her rivalry with Fowke. The 

Baroness, that “Mistress of . . . Artifice,” represents the most obvious practitioner of this 

behavior, as she misleads her collection of lovers and seeks to ruin the truly virtuous 

Montamour (IH 125).41 But the text also broadens its condemnation of hypocrisy in a 

manner that suggests a subtler strategy on Haywood's part than simply depicting Fowke 

as immoral and sexually insatiable. The most evil brand of hypocrisy, The Injur'd 
                                                
41 The narrator insists that the Baroness is hypocritical and two-faced, but also notes that “The Knowledge 

that there was a Rival in the Way, always made the Baroness's Desires more eager: To give Disquiet to 
her own Sex, heighten'd her Satisfaction in the Enjoyment of the other” (IH 194). When we read this 
text with the portrait of Fowke in Memoirs, Haywood's chief complaint appears to be that Fowke 
deceives men into thinking that she is soft, sincere, and innocent (IH 125). 
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Husband suggests, is that of a person who envies the talents of others: 

. . . when, disregarding the Substance, and grasping at the Shadow, we aim 

only at the Reputation of a Perfection, without taking any Pains to make us 

worthy of it, 'tis idle Ostentation, and often draws the Owner into worse 

Vices, Envy and Detraction. Such a Person can hardly endure another to 

be spoke well of; whereas the other hears his Companion extoll'd with no 

other Uneasiness than a secret Indignation against himself, for either his 

Inability, or Want of Application to attain those Virtues he finds so 

universally applauded. (IH 149) 

Fowke's hypocrisy, as Haywood portrays it, lies in her insistence on her own poetic 

talents and on her special ability to “artlessly” depict the effects of love. Her self-

confidence is a blind for her “Envy and Detraction” of Haywood's literary skills.  

 Even King assumes that Haywood's vituperative attack on Fowke in IH was likely 

motivated by her romantic feelings for Hill; in essence, King slots Hill into the gap left 

by removing Savage from the Savage Love hypothesis.42 In her analysis of IH and 

Memoirs, she writes that “The bitter portrait of the sexually insatiable Sansom/Gloatitia is 

certainly consistent with sexual wounds” (3). King does not claim that Haywood and Hill 

had a reciprocal romantic relationship, but her notion of “sexual wounds” continues the 

elision of Haywood's literary ambition that she rightly derides in other contexts. 

Haywood may well have been romantically interested in Hill, though based on the poems 

preserved in Savage's MPT, Margaret Hill doesn't seem to have considered her a rival 

                                                
42 See also Guskin, Clio, 30. 
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worth warning off. But positing a romantic interest in Hill on Haywood's part does not 

preclude reading her portraits of Fowke, Savage, Hill, and herself in IH as salvos in a 

battle for literary supremacy. If the amatory flights of Love in Excess can be read as 

poetic statements, as King proposes, then we ought also to recognize the possibility that a 

text purporting to dramatize an evil woman's attempt to thwart an honorable romance 

might be meant to depict a literary rivalry rather than a romance-driven feud. The tactic 

of coding political or literary relationships as romantic was not uncommon in early 

eighteenth century satire. Manley's New Atalantis offers the most obvious model, but 

Haywood's own works, as well as the works of her literary enemies, provide other 

examples. Haywood ridicules Walpole by casting him as the villainous lover in an 

amatory fiction plot, and Pope's portrayal of Haywood as the “prize” for the booksellers 

in the Dunciad plays a similar, if dirtier, trick. 

 If we read Haywood's first sustained attack on Fowke as more than a spat between 

rivals for the love of Savage (or even the admiration of Hill), we can also re-contextualize 

the texts and paratexts associated with the four other works originally intended to be 

published as The Danger of Giving Way to Passion. The most frequently cited of these is 

the dedication to Lasselia (1723), addressed to Earl of Suffolk and Bindon. This 

dedication models Haywood's more restrained self-defensive tactics, as deployed in 

paratextual spaces. She complains of “aspersions” cast upon her by other women and 

claims that her amatory fictions have a worthy didactic project: “to remind the unthinking 

Part of the World, how dangerous it is to give way to Passion” and to warn readers 
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against the “Inadvertencies”43 her characters commit (Lasselia v). In this dedicatory 

epistle, she aims 

to clear my self of that Aspersion which some of my own Sex have been 

unkind enough to throw upon me, that “I seem to endeavour to divert more 

than improve the Minds of my Readers.” Now, as I take it, the Aim of 

every Person, who pretends, to write (tho' in the most insignificant and 

ludicrous way) ought to tend at least to a good Moral Use; I shou'd be 

sorry to have my Intentions judg'd to be the very reverse of what they are 

in reality.  How far I have been able to succeed in my Desires of infusing 

those Cautions, too necessary to a Number, I will not pretend to 

determine; but where I have had the Misfortune to fail, must impute it 

either to the Obstinacy of those I wou'd persuade, or to my own Deficiency 

in that very Thing which they are pleased to say I too much abound in---a 

true Description of Nature. (Lasselia v-vi) 

Critics cite this dedication as proof of Haywood's commercial savvy and evidence that 

she was already attempting to portray her books as moral early in her career.44 Read in 

conjunction with Haywood's attacks on Fowke's literary ambitions in IH and elsewhere, 

the dedication appears layered with other meanings. Though she disingenuously insisted 

that the satirical portraits in IH did not represent a “true Description of Nature,” 

Haywood now claims that her works present exactly that. Her fictions offer a “true 

                                                
43 Though Haywood uses masculine pronouns when referring to her readers here, her language recalls “the 

inadvertencies, and indeed Vices” mentioned in the dedication to The Injur'd Husband. 
44 See, for example, the introductory paragraphs of Lubey's “Eliza Haywood's Amatory Aesthetic” (309). 
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Description” of Fowke as a woman who “pretends, to write (tho' in the most insignificant 

and ludicrous way),” and whose writing serves no “good Moral Use,” yet feels free to 

malign Haywood's literary ambitions. Beneath the self-deprecatory facade of this 

dedication lie barbs aimed at Fowke.  

 The text of Lasselia itself hides a few other thorns. The heroine is no Baroness—

her missteps are “inadvertencies” rather than overt vices—but she resembles Fowke in 

her participation in coterie-style communication with her lover, de l'Amye, whose 

“Hand” she knows because “she had often seen [it] before in Songs and little Pieces of 

Poetry” (Lasselia 24). Most damningly, she produces bad poetry about love, which she 

claims to write without premeditation in a phrase echoing Fowke's espousal of the 

“artless” aesthetic: “I took up the Pen, which, without the Aid of any Muse to guide it, run 

into these Lines” (29). Haywood mercilessly interpolates the poem, entitled “The 

Impossibility; or, the Combat of the SENSES.”, which begins: 

  When on thy Form I feast my ravish'd Eye!  

  I think no Bliss cou'd Want of Sight supply;  

  Or, when the Musick of thy Voice I hear,  

  My Soul is all collected in my Ear! (Lasselia 30) 

. . . and is about as wonderfully terrible as one might expect from those opening lines, 

with an emphasis on eyes, bosoms, hearts, souls, and arms that echoes the language of 

Fowke's romantic poems. Lasselia asks de l'Amye to “Let the kind Meaning excuse the 

bad Poetry and Deficiency of Expresion: For, oh!  I own no Words can reach thy Worth--

-there are two Things in Nature, which never can be described by Art; and they are, that 
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Profusion of Perfections thou art stor'd with, and my Adoration of them---” (Lasselia 30-

31). Members of the Hillarian circle would, again, have recognized Fowke's insistence on 

the inadequacy of art to compass the poetic inspiration of love. This is a mere sideswipe 

at Fowke rather than a full portrait, however, and represents only a temporary derailing of 

the text, though it is tempting to read the book's abrupt conclusion, in which the penitent 

Lasselia gives up her married lover and retreats to a convent to become “an Example of 

Piety,” as Haywood suggesting a more appropriate ending for the tale of the Baroness 

and for Fowke (Lasselia 93). 

 The remaining three texts intended to be published as DGW also hint at the 

Haywood/Fowke rivalry. Idalia (1723), the lightest-weight of these five texts, also 

features a heroine with literary tendencies. Florez exposes the coquettish Idalia's letters, 

“those fatal and undisputable Testimonials of her Folly” (Idalia 6-7), and Idalia later 

writes an interpolated poem to Myrtano, another lover, which also ascribes to him “a 

Sweetness Language cannot name” (47). The British Recluse (1722) breaks form slightly 

by focusing on two women rather than one. These two heroines share their romantic 

histories and finally retreat to the country together after discovering that they were 

betrayed by the same lover.45 The name of one of these women, Cleomira, could be read 

as a reference to Fowke, as it combines both of her poetic names,46 but Cleomira's rival, 

Melissa, actually suits the role of proto-Baroness far better than Cleomira herself does.47 

                                                
45 See Ballaster's mention of this (“Seductive Forms” 186).  
46 Fowke was first known as “Clio,” but later adopted the name “Mira,” perhaps because Haywood had 

succeeded in tarnishing “Clio” (see Guskin, Clio, 169). 
47 Melissa, an “unfaithful” and “inconstant” married woman who seduces Cleomira's Lysander, 

“become[s] one of the most expos'd and unpitied Women in the World” (British Recluse 56, 68). 
Cleomira describes her as “ so notoriously Impudent, I may say Shameless, that she sought all 
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The text's fantasy of sisterly community in the face of masculine perfidy and feminine 

persecution offers a surpassingly odd counterpoint to Haywood's extended attack on 

Fowke. While it may indicate some yearning for feminine friendship on Haywood's part, 

however, there is no evidence in the text that Haywood meant for the relationship 

between Cleomira and Melissa to reflect her relationship with Fowke.  

 The Rash Resolve (1723), the final text originally intended to be included in The 

Danger of Giving Way to Passion, presents another bizarre juxtaposition, this one 

involving Savage's poem celebrating the work's publication. The poem is usually read as 

a document of Savage's supposed short-lived passion for Haywood and as evidence that 

the two were still friendly in 1723, but the timeline suggested by the publication of The 

Injur'd Husband complicates that notion. Yet the mere fact of this poem's publication, 

and of the cooperation it implies between Haywood and Savage, does not prove that 

Haywood and Savage were lovers or even remained friendly in December 1723. It 

demonstrates only that both Haywood and Savage considered the publication of this 

volume and its prefatory poem personally advantageous at the time when it was printed. 

This poem, also published in Applebee's Weekly Journal two days after The Rash 

Resolve's publication48 and later in Savage's MPT, applauds Haywood for her true 

description of nature: “As Music charms, thy Language lifts the Mind. / Thy Pow'r gives 

Form, and touches into Life / The Passions imag'd in their bleeding Strife” (Rash Resolve 

xi). The language of the poem as a whole strongly supports King's assertion that 
                                                

Opportunities of dishonoring her Husband, and cou'd not hear of a Man fam'd for any Perfection, 
without desiring to engage him; she wou'd write to the most absolute Strangers, and her being often 
repuls'd by those whose Discretion made them despise her, did not discourage her from attempting 
others” (British Recluse 55).  

48 See Bibliography 135.  
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Haywood crafted her amatory fiction to conform to the poetic aesthetic of the Hillarian 

circle. Savage casts Haywood as one of the Hebrew-inspired children of Dennis, like Hill 

and presumably himself, who carry on the sublime tradition: 

  Such Orient Light, as the first Poets knew,  

  Flames from thy Thought, and brightens ev'ry View! 

  A strong, a glorious, a luxuriant Fire, 

  Which warms cold Wisdom into wild Desire! 

  Thy Fable glows so rich thro' ev'ry Page, 

  What Moral's Force can the fierce Heat assuage? (Rash Resolve xi) 

The moral force of this particular text may have been designed to appeal to Savage. King 

notes the uniqueness of its protagonist Emanuella,49 a fallen heroine who is nonetheless a 

devoted and caring mother—and, King suggests, possibly meant to support Savage's 

representation of Anne Brett as an unnatural woman (“New Contexts” 270-71). Savage 

lends extra legitimacy to his own claims by elevating Haywood's texts beyond the merely 

didactic into the realm of deathless “Fable” imbued with moral weight, but also suggests 

that Haywood's works represent passion with such sublime power that they risk 

undermining their own moral causes.  

 The Danger of Giving Way to Passion texts reveal that, by 1722, Haywood seems 

to have viewed her rivalry with Fowke as an excellent teaching tool about the dangers of 

female friendship as well as of romantic passion. After the publication of The Injur'd 

                                                
49 The pseudonymous author of The Prude, who dedicated that work to Haywood, also cites Emanuella as 

a remarkable example of “maternal Tenderness” (cited by Spedding, Bibliography 136, and by King, 
“New Contexts” 271).  
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Husband, she altered her mode of attack, perhaps because of the negative responses to 

that text described in its preface, and couched her next two salvos against Fowke as 

digressive capsule narratives within longer texts. A Spy on a Conjurer: or, a Collection of 

Surprising Stories, with Names, Places, and Particular Circumstances Relating to Mr. 

Duncan Campbell (1724) consists of a series of first-person observations of visitors to 

Campbell's salon, followed by a collection of letters ostensibly written to Campbell by 

his clients. It is, as King explains, “not so much a novel as a convergence of novelistic 

tendencies” describing the deaf-mute man's remarkable powers of prediction and 

delivering often-satirical portraits of his visitors' reactions (“Spying” 178). Though the 

work's title page claims that it was written “by a Lady, who, for Twenty Years past, has 

made it her Business to observe all Transactions in the Life and Conversation of Mr. 

CAMPBELL” and “Revised by Mrs. Eliza. HAYWOOD,” the passage ridiculing Fowke 

offers “the clearest evidence that Haywood was more than just an editor of Campbell's 

letters” (Spy t.p., Bibliography 141). The text contains two other explicitly 

autobiographical passages not usually mentioned by critics, one describing the author's 

discovery of a lover's betrayal and the other lamenting the author's brother's mistreatment 

at the hands of a “seeming Friend” (Spy 133). All of these autobiographical asides adopt a 

confiding tone, as the narrator, who signs herself “Justicia,” reminds the unnamed Lord to 

whom the text is addressed of their similar experiences with unfaithful lovers and 

untrustworthy friends.  

 That unnamed Lord is apparently also familiar with “the famous Mrs F.----”, as 

Haywood terms her, since “all the Town gave [her] to your Lordship for a Mistress” (Spy 
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51). Fowke has pretended to be involved with the Lord, even going so far as to “fold up 

Papers, which on the Inside were only Blanks, and directing 'em for you; lay 'em on her 

Toilet, and Card-Table, that they might be taken Notice of” (Spy 52). The narrator 

marvels at this “strange and unaccountable Ambition . . . of endeavouring to be thought 

guilty of a Crime she was innocent of” (Spy 51-52). Mrs. F. reverses the usual practices 

of feminine modesty and morality: 

Never did Woman sollicite [sic] the Affections of a Man with more 

Ardency than she did yours; and, failing in her Aim, never did any Woman 

take half the Pains to appear virtuous, as she did to be thought the 

contrary.50 (Spy 52) 

Yet the narrator is willing enough to attend Mrs. F. on a visit to Campbell, who 

admonishes Mrs F. sternly that her role-playing will ruin her in reality and warns her 

against suffering the same fate as the Baroness in The Injur'd Husband. Madam F. will be 

corrupted by her vanity and will choose to cuckold her husband rather than reforming her 

behavior: 

Madam --- F --- you are handsome, and good-natur'd enough; but where 

your Vanity interposes to make you otherwise --- You are in Love, or fancy 

yourself to be so, with a Gentleman whose affections are engaged 

elsewhere; you take Pains, however, to make the World believe you meet 

with a Return, and by that Means have blasted your Character your own 
                                                
50 Oddly, the narrator hints that this playacting of Fowke's inspired “a vast Uneasiness” in a “more 

fortunate and beloved Rival” actually lucky enough to have earned the Lord's affection (Spy 52). It is 
not clear from context whether this rival is meant to be Haywood herself or another member of their 
circle. Regardless, the narrator states that Fowke was not aware of the rival's involvement with the Lord 
(though would surely have been happy to exploit that knowledge if she had been). 
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self; which, for any Crime you yet have been guilty of, might have been 

unblemish'd. But you will not always remain thus innocent, as much as you 

are now pleas'd to be believ'd the Mistress of  ------ A Time will shortly 

come, when it will be evident you will be so to a great many, most of them 

Men far unworthy of your Favours; --- You will at last, in spite of the 

Censure of all who know you, have the good luck to get a Husband. ---

Happy may you then be, if you can have the Power to live in any 

Regularity; but I much fear you will not. Whenever this Day comes think of 

me, and, if it be possible, prevent a Fate most terrible, which I see now 

hanging o'er your Head. (Spy 53) 

As Spedding reminds us, Fowke had already married Arthur Sansom before A Spy on a 

Conjurer was published (Bibliography 142). By 1723, she had also fallen in love with 

Aaron Hill. This text slyly pretends to be offering Fowke a warning about future events 

while actually condemning her current behavior. This condemnation may even have been 

based on real knowledge of an encounter between Fowke and Campbell, as Spedding 

notes (143). Both Haywood and Fowke participated in the social circle surrounding 

Campbell, though Spedding believes that Haywood likely knew Campbell better than 

Fowke did (143).51  

 The capsule portrait of Fowke in Spy appears surprisingly tame in comparison to 

the book-length lashing Fowke receives in IH, but the style of the attack reveals a new 
                                                
51 Fowke did write a poem entitled “Verses to Mr. Campbell, on the History of his Life and Adventures,” 

likely around 1720. Spedding explains that this poem was actually a response to William Bond's The 
History of … Mr. Duncan Campbell in 1720 and that Fowke's primary connection to Campbell's circle 
may have been through Bond (Bibliography 142). Even in this early poem to Campbell, Fowke laments 
the ascendancy of “Scandal and Noise, and all that Talk in vain” (Mr. Campbell's Packet 1-2). 
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direction in Haywood's campaign against her. The publication of The Injur'd Husband 

had not destroyed Fowke socially or invoked “the Censure of all” who knew her, and that 

failure evidently led Haywood to pursue satirical tactics derived from Manley's New 

Atalantis. The author as “spy” is a new Lady Intelligence, wearing her allegorical 

costume quite lightly. The metafictional trappings King describes replace the faux-

utopian features of Manley's writing, and the narrator's inclusion of Fowke among the 

throng of other visitors to Campbell places her in a specific social context—unlike the 

Baroness, who is established in the preface to IH as a literary phantom derived from a 

Frenchwoman but secretly meant to portray an English “woman of quality.” Here, only a 

few dashes obscure the identity of the woman of quality, while the text smothers the 

overwhelming power of her personality by surrounding her portrait with dozens of other, 

similarly foolish visitors to Campbell's salon. Moreover, this portrait of Fowke denies her 

any literary importance by entirely eliding her identity as a poet. Even the letters that 

precipitated the Baroness's downfall have vanished. In A Spy on the Conjurer, Haywood 

herself, or at least her alter ego Justicia, now has the vexed relationship to writing and to 

the revelation of private “Papers.”  

 The two explicitly autobiographical passages later in this text dramatize that 

vexed relationship. They may also present biographical questions unexplored by 

Haywood scholars. In the first passage, the author dresses up as Campbell's maid and in 

that guise takes papers a pretty visitor wants burned.52 “[T]hose Papers” turn out to be 

letters between the visitor and “him, who, till that fatal Moment, I thought myself secure 

                                                
52 The author steals papers from a number of Campbell's visitors, as well as engaging in other means of 

spying. See King, “Spying,” 186.  
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of” (Spy 74). The letters reveal that her lover is “plotting to get rid of me, in as handsome 

a Manner as he could” in favor of her “too charming Rival” (Spy 74). The author rebukes 

Campbell for not having warned her of her lover's unfaithfulness, but he writes to her that 

she had no right to snoop or to expect that he would tell her about the rival.53 Her lover 

“lov'd you longer and better than ever he did any of your Sex; but I told you it would not 

last” (Spy 74). If “the author” is indeed Haywood, this interlude suggests the possible 

existence of another romantic rival, this one younger and more innocent than Fowke. In 

this contest, the author is the one who behaves badly, not her rival: 

. . .  I proceeded to all the Mischief my Jealouzy [sic] could suggest. Your 

Lordship knows the Success of my Plots, how fatal they were to the Peace 

of a whole Family, how my Rival suffered by my discovering it to her 

Relations, and how much my own Character was made ridiculous by the 

Wildness of my ungovernable Rage. (Spy 75) 

We have no evidence of Haywood attacking another young woman in print—nor does 

this passage specify that the author's mode of retribution was literary in nature. In 

“discovering” this young woman's affair, however, the narrator also “discovers” herself, 

and writes self-mockingly of her own willingness to expose herself in order to attack their 

rivals and revenge herself upon her former lover, characterizing this folly as typically 

feminine (Spy 76). This satirical response separates the author from women like the 

Baroness, who are unable to reform their behavior or even to recognize it as immoral. 
                                                
53 Earlier in the text, the author claims that Campbell foretold her lover's name and predicted that she 

“should be undone by Love and the Perfidy of Mankind” (Spy 13). She also states that Campbell 
forewarned her of “the Ruin of my Fortune in the Loss of my Father” (13). We do not know enough 
about Haywood's life to verify this, but Martha Fowke lost her father when young and writes about this 
loss similarly in Clio.  
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She grants herself the grace of retrospective vision and ridicules her own cruelty as a past 

folly committed before she “got over the Storm”and recovered from this betrayal, though 

she admits that “there yet remains a Tenderness, which, if touch'd, will smart afresh” (Spy 

76).  

 The narrator blames her own curiosity for this painful revelation. King ties the 

text's trope of curiosity to the Gildon model of the “pacquet broke open,” a form earlier 

borrowed by Delarivier Manley (“Spying” 180).54 King's article on this text, published in 

the late '90s, emphasizes the text's self-reflexivity and “narrative sophistication” and 

characterizes the text as “so unlike anything she wrote during her amatory phase” 

(“Spying” 184). Sensible as King's essay is, a distinction that sharp is unnecessary and 

perhaps not entirely relevant. Given the connections we now see between The Injur'd 

Husband and other texts written in Haywood's “amatory phase”—a period that did not 

end before 1724—it seems more useful to ask why Haywood chose to vary her satirical 

tactics after the publication of The Injur'd Husband and to combine autobiographical 

hints with the salacious moral didacticism of Manley's Astrea and Justice. In the second 

passage, for example, Justicia consults Campbell about her brother's health, only to 

receive another warning that she and all her family are “doom'd to suffer by false 

Friends” and to “too readily believe those that speak you fair” (Spy 130). Having 

lamented the unfairness of this edict, the author interpolates a poem meant to reassure the 

lordly addressee that “there are People in the World whose Love survives the Life of the 

                                                
54 King's article on A Spy on a Conjurer traces the development of the trope of curiosity in the late 17th 

and early 18th centuries, and only briefly mentions Manley's The Lady's Paquet of Letters (1707) 
(“Spying” 191 n. 8). 
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Person belov'd, tho' the little Sincerity both you and I have met with, would induce us to 

think otherwise” (Spy 133). The passage concludes with the somewhat apocalyptic 

prediction that “a Time will come when all must appear without Disguise, and every 

naked Thought be disclos'd to the unnumber'd Millions that surround us; Dissimulation 

and sham'd Hypocrisy meet their due Reward, and Truth and Honour, however unhappy 

here, be crown'd with everlasting Praise” (Spy 133). The obvious reference here is to 

Judgment Day and the measuring of souls after death, but the result of heavenly judgment 

bears a curious resemblance to the fate that Haywood engineered for Fowke as the 

Baroness in The Injur'd Husband: “sham'd Hypocrisy” revealed and ruined, “Truth and 

Honour” in the form of Montamour rewarded with happiness, and Hill. Just as Manley 

declared herself the standard-bearer of the virtuous, Haywood characterizes her satirical 

attacks against Fowke as a part of her Christian duty. 

 As its title indicates, Haywood shapes Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to 

the Kingdom of Utopia (MCI) in the tradition of Manley's New Atalantis, adapting her 

satirical “utopian” vision of a fallen pagan city.55 Like the New Atalantis, Memoirs 

functions as a kind of travelogue, as a visitor to the Island observes the ridiculous 

behavior of its residents. Cupid acts as both guide and mourner, fulfilling the roles of the 

gossipy Intelligence and of Astrea, the goddess who laments the increasingly immorality 

and irreligiousness of her subjects in Atalantis. Haywood conjures a world in which love, 

                                                
55 Manley followed Secret Memoirs and Manners of Several Persons of Quality of Both Sexes, from the 

New Atalantis, an Island in the Mediterranean (1709) with Memoirs of Europe toward the Close of the 
Eighth Century. Written by Eginardus (1710), which itself represents a modification of the satirical 
utopian form (though with little new content), as it purports to be set in medieval Europe. The New 
Atalantis appears to have influenced Haywood and her contemporaries—including Pope, who mentions 
it disapprovingly in “The Rape of the Lock”—far more thoroughly than did Memoirs of Europe. See 
Chapters 1 and 2. 
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not justice, is the most important deity, and the most wronged. We cannot draw an 

absolute distinction between their satirical goals in these works, however; while Manley 

employs scenes of passion as a means of dramatizing the deceit and treachery of her 

political and personal enemies, she often seems just as concerned as Haywood with the 

fickleness of men and the dangers love poses for women—and, of course, both authors 

aim to titillate their readers while declaring an intention to instruct them. As central as 

love is to the riotous world of Manley's satire, Haywood's insistence that virtuous love is 

the chief necessity for civil society derives from her earlier experimentation with 

narratives of romance as showpieces for the sublime aesthetic of the Hillarian circle.56  

 Haywood and her publishers were far less bashful about identifying this work's 

satiric targets. Though the text itself was published “anonymously and without a 

publisher's name in the imprint,”57 the appended key—the only paratext associated with 

this text—cheerfully names Haywood's victims, including Fowke (“Mrs. S—ns—m,” in 

this case),58 Savage, Hill, and others, such as Pope's friend Martha Blount, who earns a 

drubbing almost as thorough as Fowke's (Bibliography 207).59 Haywood's allegiances 

and intentions grow even more transparent in this work, which rivals The Injur'd 

                                                
56 One of the chief effects of Haywood's aesthetic preoccupations in this text is its remarkably bombastic 

prose, which rivals even Manley's passion for exclamation marks. See the opening pages of Memoirs 
for examples. 

57 Spedding suggests that Henry Woodfall, not Samuel Chapman, was the printer of Memoirs and that the 
original copyright holders were probably Daniel Browne junior, Joseph Pote, and Thomas Astley 
(Bibliography 209).  

58 See the second page of the key to MCI. 
59 Haywood describes “Marthalia” as “the most dissolute and shameless of her Sex,” so “foul” that she 

infects her many lovers with sexually transmitted diseases (MCI 12, 13). Even after she finally marries, 
she remains, according to Cupid, “proud, inconstant, mercenary, designing, a Contemner of the Gods, 
and a most zealous Votary of that Demon, who, for the Punishment of ill-judging Mortals, is permitted 
to assume my name” (ibid. 13). This portrait of Blount sets the tone for Haywood's depictions of 
women in MCI. 
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Husband in the intensity of its attacks on Fowke and also serves as a last-ditch attempt to 

reclaim Savage's sympathy, if not his affection, and attests to Haywood's continuing 

desire to regain Hill's support. Hill appears as Lauranus, a paragon whom “'tis impossible 

to view . . . without a mixture of Delight and Reverence, or to hear him without Wonder 

and Improvement” (MCI 35). Lauranus's sister-in-law, the awful Flirtillaria, attempts to 

turn Lauranus's virtuous wife against him, and finally bankrupts him and his family. 

Despite his trials, he “exceeds the gentleness of Woman,” and indeed displays a better 

nature than most of the women in the text (MCI 35).60 

 Fowke first appears as “Gloatitia,”61 a “big bon'd, buxom, brown woman” with a 

“Conformity of Manners” with Flirtillaria (MCI 43). Her narrative mimics the Baroness's 

history in IH. Though of good family, she finds herself without sufficient money and 

relies upon her many lovers to support her. After the Duke with whom she's produced a 

child casts her out, Gloatitia experiences a short period of the same social ruin that ends 

the Baroness's story, finding herself “shunn'd by all who had the power to serve her, … 

common even to the meanest Rank of Men, and at last despis'd by the vilest, and most 

profligate” (44). In MCI, that glorious moment has already occurred, and Gloatitia is now 

ascendant. Her wiles have secured her “Rutho”62 for a husband, though like the Baroness 

she continues to pursue other lovers, and “her Inclinations now appear bare-fac'd, and so 

monstrous impudent is she in pursuing the gratification of them, that she waits not for 

                                                
60 One of the few exceptions to this trend is the extremely good Miranda, “a Woman in nothing but her 

Form!” (MCI 23). (Miranda was the poetic name of Margaret Hill.) 
61 King glosses “Gloatitia” as referring to Fowke's “'gloating', that is, lascivious eye” (“Savage Love” 5). 
62 Haywood also remarks snidely that Gloatitia “has lately been deliver'd of a Child which must heir the 

unhappy Rutho's Estate, tho' to which of her Enamorato's the little Compound does with most right 
belong, even the omnipotent Jupiter, who breath'd the breath of Life into it, can scarce determine” (MCI 
49). This is an interesting observation for the supposed mother of two illegitimate children to make.  
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being address'd, nor thinks it beneath her to make the first application” (MCI 46).  

 That difference in timing, coupled with the retrospective resignation with which 

the narrator addresses Gloatitia's recovery of her social status, renders the narrative a 

complaint rather than a true attack. Memoirs revivifies several tropes Haywood 

abandoned or de-emphasized in Spy, but does so in ways that admit the ineffectiveness of 

these tropes as tools of Fowke's destruction. The trope of the publicized letter, used to 

such dramatic effect in The Injur'd Husband, reappears, as Cupid declares that Gloatitia's 

habit of corresponding with men who share her letters at coffeehouses has reduced actual 

print publication to an afterthought. The revelation of the Baroness's letters destroyed her, 

while the discovery of Gloatitia's writings cannot faze her: 

Few Men, of any rank whatsoever, but have been honour'd with the receipt 

of some of her Letters both in Prose and Measure—few Coffee-houses but 

been the Repository of them—she daily hears the upbraidings of one 

Lover for her discover'd Addresses to another; but she can bear it without 

blushing, and is not of a humour to make herself uneasy at any thing that is 

said to her, or of her. (MCI 47)  

Fowke's Clio, which I discuss in more detail in the next section of this chapter, is a long 

letter to Hill written “in Prose and Measure.” Haywood clearly intends to target the 

relationships most important to Fowke and most harmful to her own status in the 

Hillarian circle, though the tone of this passage suggests that she may have begun to 

doubt her eventual success.   

 Haywood engages in desperate tactics in a bid to make Fowke uneasy, the most 
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outrageous being a suggestion of “an Act of Incest” with her father about which Cupid 

primly refuses to speculate:  

Some say it was from him she learn'd those deluding Arts, she has since 

practis'd, to the Ruin of as many Women as she could get acquainted with 

their Lovers or their Husbands.--Whether this report is true, I will not 

pretend to determine; for my pure and hallow'd Fires would sicken at a 

sight so horrible, so shocking as an Act of Incest. (MCI 43-44) 

This accusation seems to have had some effect, as Fowke cites it in Clio as the chief 

evidence of Haywood's fiendish nature (81-82). In context, it represents an opening 

gambit in Haywood's last attempt to demolish Fowke's literary reputation, and an 

acknowledgment that accusations of lesser vice have failed to accomplish her goals. 

 This narrative digression satirizing Fowke—one of several, since the section of 

the text nominally focused on Savage and his misfortunes as the “Young Riverius” also 

devolves into a shrill denunciation of Fowke—appears in the context of a long series of 

roman à clef encounters with the objects of Haywood's ire. In Memoirs, however, this has 

at least the momentary effect of muting the potency of Haywood's attack still further. 

Even the narrator seems weary of repeating Fowke's transgressions. Cupid insists that he 

“shou'd wear out day, to recount the thousandth part of her various Amours, or the 

unnumber'd Changes of her roving Inclinations;--nor does a History, such as hers, 

become me to relate” (MCI 48). Both women appear to have been obsessed with relating 

the history of Fowke's amours, as Clio shows. But though Memoirs does describe 

Gloatitia's romantic history, the text aims not simply to shame her for immorality but to 
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construct a damning portrait of Fowke as a talentless woman poet made absurd by her 

physical desires. Haywood attempted this on a smaller scale in IH and Spy, in which 

Fowke’s poetic ambitions vanish. Memoirs ridicules these ambitions rather than erasing 

them. Gloatitia begs Phoebus Apollo, the only god she honors, “to charm her Lovers with 

the Spirit of Poetry . . . ”, as her own poetry cannot charm (MCI 46). Cupid sums up her 

poetic failings in the following terms: 

She pretends, however, to have an intimate acquaintance with the Muses—

has judgment enough to know that ease and please make a rhyme, and to 

count ten Syllables on her Fingers.--This is the stock with which she sets 

up for a Wit, and among some ignorant Wretches passes for such; but with 

People of true Understanding, nothing affords more subject of Ridicule, 

than that incoherent Stuff which she calls Verses. (MCI 47) 

Haywood attacks Fowke by caricaturing her as a jilt, but her primary objective in this 

particular passage is to paint Fowke as a poetic dabbler, indulged in her belief in her own 

artistry only because men desire her. Gloatitia is a grotesque figure of disorder, but is also 

pathetic in her grasping for poetic acclaim, hardly capable of “outwriting” Haywood. 

Cupid sneers that “The best Wine, and Conversation with the handsomest Men, are all the 

Heaven she wishes” (MCI 46). Even Gloatitia's leisured status counts against her. She 

must “bribe[d], with all the Favours she is capable of conferring, a Bookseller (famous 

for publishing soft things) to print some of her Works, on which she is not a little vain” 

(MCI 47).63 Haywood sets up a new hierarchy in which Gloatitia's actions reveal her to 

                                                
63 This presumably refers to Clio and Strephon, begging the question of how William Bond might have 



 

 301 

be even more debased than a hack writer. The contemporary discourse equates writing for 

hire to prostitution, but Gloatitia prostitutes herself merely to gain entrance to the world 

of print publication, welcoming rather than accepting its dangers—dangers that her 

careless letter-writing has already rendered moot.  

 If the passage describing Gloatitia seems to capitulate bitterly to her new 

ascendancy, the tale of Young Riverius refuses to cede the Hillarian circle entirely to 

Fowke's influence. This narrative begins as a straightforward amatory fiction plot focused 

on Masonia (Anne Brett, the countess of Macclesfield), her cruel husband Count 

Marville, and Count Riverius (Earl Rivers). Riverius pursues the chaste Masonia and 

eventually wins her. After she falls in love with Riverius and Marville divorces her, the 

sufferings of “this fallen Fair” mimic those of many of Haywood's (and Manley's) 

heroines when exposed to the hypocritical moral judgments of “every little Prude” and 

“every Flirt”: “her Misfortune render'd her a mark of Pity to the truly Virtuous, and the 

Discovery, of Contempt to the Pretenders to it” (MCI 178). But Masonia herself soon 

grows worse even than these casually hypocritical women. Cupid insists that Masonia's 

“Repentance . . . was no less sincere” than her love for Riverius, “and had she confin'd 

her Hatred within the just Bounds she ought to have done, . . . the latter part of her Life 

had been as truly praise-worthy as the first” (MCI 180). Instead, she turns her hatred on 

the daughter and son she bore to Riverius: 

. . . the Punishments which ought to have been confined to the guilty 

Causes of her Shame, she extended to the innocent Effects—with the most 

                                                
felt about Haywood's suggestion that his own poems were published because of Fowke's 
meretriciousness. 
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unheard-of and unnatural Barbarity, abhorring, and throwing out to Misery 

those unhappy Infants, the Pledges of that Tenderness she once had for 

Riverius. (MCI 180) 

The “unhappy Infant” who concerns Haywood is, according to his own claims, Richard 

Savage.  

 Haywood's portrait of Savage as the Young Riverius at first strikes a remarkably 

conciliatory note, particularly in contrast to the nastiness of her depiction of him as Du 

Lache in IH. She enumerates his hardships at the hands of Masonia and lauds his 

continued devotion “to a Mother who had not deserv'd it from him” (MCI 186). This 

more nuanced incarnation of Savage also shares his literary talent: “Apollo, to soften the 

Severity of the other Powers, endued him with the Spirit of Poetry” (MCI 183). But he 

has been corrupted by “a vile Woman, a Pretender to that Art” whose “Insinuations” and 

whose wealth have “sway'd” him “not only to mean Actions, but such also as are unjust 

and wicked” (MCI 183). Cupid “grieve[s]” over the facility with which Fowke has gained 

control of “the easily deceiv'd Riverius,” but quickly abandons Riverius's narrative in 

order to expand upon the depths of her depravity (MCI 183, 184). 

 This “Wretch,” who burdened her husband with a “Dower” of “three base 

begotten Children”—a new accusation—continues, like Gloatitia, to flaunt “her now 

almost antiquated Charms” at every possible lover, and suborns Cupid's “young 

Favourite . . .  to further her leud Designs on those of his Acquaintance who appeared 

amiable in her Eyes” (MCI 183, 184). Yet her worst transgressions are not against her 

husband, but against other women, as Cupid explains: 
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. . . the Monster whose Soul is wholly compos'd of Hypocrisy, Envy, and 

Lust, can ill endure another Woman should be esteem'd Mistress of those 

Virtues she has acted with too barefaced an Impudence to pretend to, and 

is never so happy as when by some horrid Stratagem she finds the means 

to traduce and blast the Character of the Worthy: To assist a Disposition 

therefore so near of kin, and so pleasing to the infernal Potentate, a 

thousand busy Fiends are always at her Call to furnish Mischief, and new 

point Invention . . . (MCI 184) 

This is, to put it mildly, a dramatic rhetorical escalation from Gloatitia counting metrical 

feet on her fingers. Fowke is now kin to the devil and the only “Invention” Haywood will 

credit her with is demonic in nature—interestingly, Fowke herself will adopt the same 

language in Clio when describing Haywood's mistreatment of her. As in Haywood's 

earlier diatribes against Fowke, this passage emphasizes sexual virtue as a means of 

judging female worthiness, but still hints at a literary rivalry.  

 In her characterization of Savage, Haywood showcases her own ability to turn 

both “Prose and Measure” to satirical ends. Haywood interpolates a poem that attests to 

her interest in cultivating Savage's goodwill and her bitterness about his role as Fowke's 

stooge. She introduces this poem by defending her right to satirize Savage for his own 

hypocrisies: 

It cannot be doubted but that he has lost many Friends on her account, in 

particular one  there was who bore him a singular Respect, tho' no 

otherwise capacitated to serve him than by good Wishes.—This Person 
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receiv'd a more than common Injury from him, thro' the Instigations of that 

Female Fury; but yet continuing to acknowledge his good Qualities, and 

pitying his falling into the contrary, took no other Revenge than writing a 

little Satire, which his having publish'd some admirable fine things in the 

praise of Friendship and Honour, gave a handsome Opportunity for— 

(MCI 185) 

Critics cite Haywood's mention of a “more than common Injury” as evidence that Savage 

abandoned Haywood for Fowke.64 Haywood's self-characterization here seems more akin 

to the role Savage ascribed to Hill in his poem “The Friend,” that of promoter and 

impoverished benefactor who wishes good things for Savage and is wounded by his 

betrayal. Unlike Hill, however, she responds to this breach of friendship in print and 

insists that even her satirical representations of Savage are meant only to educate and 

protect him.  

 “To the Ingenious RIVERIUS, on his writing in the Praise of Friendship” sharply 

contradicts the tone of the prose apologia surrounding it. Repeatedly, the poem offers 

reluctant admiration for Savage's poetic talents, only to undermine that praise with 

references to his role as Fowke's procurer. The structure of the poem as a whole also 

follows this pattern. In its opening lines, the speaker seems willing to overlook the hurts 

she has suffered in order to honor Riverius's poetic skill, citing the “nobler Pleasure 

when a Foe commends” and admitting that 

  When from my injur'd Soul thy moving Lays 

                                                
64  See Spedding, Bibliography, 208.  
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  Extort Delight, and force unwilling Praise, 

  The World must own the Justice of the Theme, 

  And those thy Folly wrong'd, thy Wit esteem! (MCI 185) 

Her magnanimity only extends so far, however, and the next line reverses neatly, 

constructing dichotomies far less flattering than the wit/folly pairing of the previous lines. 

The poem's speaker marvels at the difference between Savage's actions and his poetic 

professions, noting that “While with such Force thou plead'st in Friendship's Cause, / We 

wonder whence thy Muse th'Idea draws; / Or how so well the Theory thou know'st / Of 

Virtues, which thy Practice cannot boast” (MCI 185). Savage's “more than Titian skill” 

can write beautifully of “Love and Honour,” but does not guarantee that his own behavior 

will match the ideals described by his “loose Pen” (MCI 186). Furthermore, his talent for 

mimicry can also be turned to depicting villains who resemble him, such as “vile 

Thersites” or “a Pandarus . . . / Who thy late Deeds dost from his Pattern shape” (ibid. 

185-86). Yet his poetic talent and imaginative power conquer even this objection, and 

once again the speaker appears ready to extend forgiveness to Riverius for her “Wrongs,” 

as “the ravish'd Heart with Admiration burns”: 

  . . . my Indignation dies, 

  Or lull'd by thy Sweet Notes suspended lies; 

  Some Angel sure descended to inspire 

  Thy late enlightened Breast with sacred Fire; 

  From the long-reigning Fiends set free thy Mind, 

  Sublim'd each Thought, and every Wish refin'd: 
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  O keep th'instructive Vision still in View, 

  With zealous Care the shining Track pursue! 

  Enjoy the Virtues thou'st so well express'd; 

  Nor blessing others, be thyself unbless'd: 

  Believe in humble Innocence thou'lt know 

  Delights, which pompous Vice could ne'er bestow. (MCI 186) 

King remarks upon the “angel/fiend imagery” in this poem, which recalls Haywood's 

earlier ascription of Fowke's powers of imagination to Satan and his minions (“Savage 

Love” 11). Whether intentionally or not, these lines also mimic Fowke's habit of figuring 

Hill as the inspiring eagle whose “shining Track” of poetic accomplishment the younger 

Savage ought to follow. Haywood casts herself as a successor to Hill in the role of 

Savage's poetic tutor and guardian. The “Delights” that conclude the poem hint at 

sensuality, but could as easily describe the overwhelming emotions valued in the sublime 

Hillarian aesthetic.  

 Having “fully, tho' briefly comprehended” Savage's “Character” in this poem, 

Haywood grows conciliatory, declaring that the Young Riverius “is, notwithstanding 

what has been said of him, of so excellent a Disposition, that whenever he has been 

drawn into Mischiefs of this kind, it has been meerly thro' Inadvertency” (MCI 185, 186). 

Cupid insists that “his thinking Soul” could never have prompted him to any “barbarous 

or unjust Action” (MCI 186). Yet even this guardedly positive portrait of Savage as 

Riverius offers little evidence that Haywood's vitriolic attacks on Fowke were inspired by 

a romantic rivalry. Haywood's wrath centers on Fowke; Savage proves useful because he 
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is in thrall to Fowke, though that captivation seems more opportunistic on Savage's part 

than romantic. Unlike Du Lache, Riverius is entirely Fowke's dupe, “and all the Crimes 

which the Delusion of this worse than Lais have involv'd him in, have rather been 

occasioned by his too great Good-nature to her, than Malice or Ill-will to those who have 

suffered by them” (MCI 186). This distinction between vice and inadvertency, earlier 

introduced by Haywood in the dedication to The Injur'd Husband, aligns Savage with 

with innocent virtue misled, in contrast to the vicious and deceitful femininity embodied 

by Fowke. Savage, like Haywood's amatory fiction heroines, has been abandoned and 

taken advantage of. But the continuity between the terms of moral judgment introduced 

in The Injur'd Husband and Memoirs demonstrates Savage's true function in the latter 

text as a blunt instrument to beat Fowke with, since previous attacks upon her had been 

unsuccessful. 

 The usual critical approach to Memoirs, dominant even as recently as Spedding's 

Bibliography, overemphasizes Savage's importance in this text and neglects Fowke. The 

treatment of this text mirrors the overall critical neglect of Fowke and her writing. In 

many cases, this neglect has been essentially benign, and has proceeded from the 

assumption that Fowke was Haywood's innocent victim. As King has hinted, however, 

Clio offers evidence that Fowke was, if not initially a willing antagonist, invested in 

employing life-writing as a way to defend herself and to secure her influence over Hill 

and the other men of the Hillarian circle. Though Haywood and Fowke were both 

inspired by Manley's generic experimentation, their rivalrous relationship does not mirror 

the dynamics of Manley's one-sided feuds with other women writers. As I explained in 
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Chapters 1 and 2, Manley's only reciprocated quarrel appears to have been with Richard 

Steele, while the battle between Haywood and Fowke was decidedly mutual, if not 

evenly matched. Haywood published far more material denigrating Fowke than vice 

versa; indeed, Guskin insists that “there is no evidence for Fowke's injuring Haywood” 

(Clio 28). I am slightly less willing than Guskin to take Fowke's word that Haywood's ill 

treatment of her was entirely unprovoked, given the consistency of Haywood's claim that 

Fowke's preferred method of demolishing the reputations was to insinuate and encourage 

others to speak (or publish) ill of her targets. In Memoirs of a Certain Island, for 

example, Haywood unwillingly admits to susceptibility to Fowke's charm, but insists that 

that charm only conceals Fowke's devious scheming: 

No body in Conversation seems to have more Softness and Gentleness, she 

boasts of no good quality so much as Good-nature, and under that Cover, 

when ever she does speak a severe thing against any one, 'tis with the more 

ease believ'd; but it is but seldom she attempts it, 'tis enough for her to lay 

out the Scheme of Mischief, the executing it she leaves to others, who if 

detected, must bear the Blame; while she perhaps shall be the first to 

condemn what she has been the sole occasion of. (MCI 184) 

But the question of provocation, despite these tantalizing hints that Fowke may have 

masterminded a whispering campaign against Haywood, is unanswerable at this remove. 

What we can examine in detail is how Fowke's major textual contribution to their rivalry 

differs from Haywood's, and how she employed the techniques of life-writing to defend 

her position as a leisured woman writer respected for her poetic talent. 
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 As I have mentioned, Haywood was at best a grudging autobiographer, more 

interested in creating compelling romance or satire than in offering direct representations 

of her life. Fowke's published poems attest that she was more open and personal in her 

writing, and her choice to write her life indicates a willingness to fit her own narrative to 

the generic mode of the “secret memoir,” as Clio's internal title reads (Clio 60). But 

Fowke's method of participation in the literary marketplace still differed dramatically 

from Haywood's. While Haywood transformed their rivalry into fodder for published 

satirical texts, Clio, written as a letter to Aaron Hill in 1723, was not printed during 

Fowke's life, or even during Hill's.65 Nor does it exactly suit the tradition of published 

memoirs produced by professional women writers such as Manley and Thomas. Guskin 

points out that “unlike Manley, who uses a male narrator, Fowke speaks in her own 

voice” (Clio 18). This is, as Guskin also explains, one of the superficial resemblances 

between Fowke's text and the “scandalous memoirs” published in the 1750s.66 But 

Fowke's autobiography creates a more complicated rhetorical situation than Con 

Phillips's bold catalogue of indiscretions. Fowke does speak in her own voice, but she 

addresses the story of her life to a male lover whom she fears has abandoned her and 

whose protection she entreats against the depredations of other women.  

 The text's status as an autobiographical epistle complicates its role in the 

Haywood/Fowke rivalry. Even as an unpublished manuscript, the text creates a triangle 

between Fowke-as-writer, Hill-as-addressee, and other implied potential readers, whose 
                                                
65 Guskin speculates that Hill's children may have sold the work after finding it among his papers after he 

died (Clio 42). 
66 Guskin cites Laetitia Pilkington's Memoirs as an entry in the “scandalous memoirs” genre; I explain in 

the conclusion to this dissertation how Pilkington's autobiography differs from works such as Teresa 
Constantia Phillips'.  
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numbers include Haywood (though Fowke never addresses Haywood directly, just as 

Haywood never addressed her directly; they write prose about, but not to, one another). 

The nebulous presence of these potentially unfriendly readers prompts Fowke to defend 

her romantic history and her attraction to Hill, as both underpin her identity as a poet of 

love. The full title of the text as published in 1752 acknowledges that publication has 

turned the text over to those nebulous potential readers and hints at the canniness of 

Fowke's self-fashioning as a “celebrated” poet: Clio: or, a Secret History of the Life and 

Amours of the Late celebrated Mrs. S—n—m. Written by Herself, in a Letter to Hillarius 

(Clio 53). As Linda S. Kauffman notes in Discourses of Desire: Gender, Genre and 

Epistolary Fictions (1986), “every letter to the beloved is also a self-address” (25). The 

paratextual materials associated with the 1752 first printed edition of Clio—materials 

included by Fowke with her 1723 manuscript, which was, as Guskin notes, laid out to 

resemble a printed book (Clio 32)—demonstrate Fowke's desire to shape her text 

according to the dictates of the literary marketplace, even if she did not actually intend to 

publish it.  

 Fowke addresses her autobiography “TO THE INSPIRER OF MY SOUL, BUT SWEET 

DISTURBER OF IT,” and prefaces the text with a dedication to Hill, a brief note to him, and 

a poem entitled “TO THE FOR-EVER-LOVELY HILLARIUS” that cites him as the “Inspirer of 

my Muse” and “Sweet Patron of my Lays” (Clio 58). In the context of a summary of 

Ovid's Heroides,67 Kauffman explains the “pattern” of the letter to the beloved as 

                                                
67 The comparison to the Heroides is particularly apt because of the importance of Sappho as a figure of 

female poesy in the early eighteenth century. As we have seen in Chapters 1 and 2, women writers of 
the 1690s such as Catharine Trotter Cockburn, Mary Pix, and Delarivier Manley viewed Sappho as an 
exemplar of female poetic genius. Phyllis Guskin cites Laurence Lipking's assertion that Addison's 
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follows: 

. . . the heroine challenges the lover to read her letter, rages against the 

forces that separated them, recalls past pleasures, speculates about his 

infidelity, laments his indifference, and discusses the sole act that engages 

her in his absence: writing. In many of the epistles, the heroine considers 

ending her life, but she avoids every sort of closure and dedicates herself 

to nurturing her illusions: of his presence, of his eventual return, of her 

own identity as his beloved, as their mutual passion. Yet her strategy is 

simultaneously subversive, for she contests the fate to which her lover has 

abandoned her. Her epistle is simultaneously a love letter and a legal 

challenge, a revolt staged in writing. (Kauffman 17-18) 

Fowke's opening note to Hill moves through precisely these stages, though she concludes 

by threatening rather unconvincingly that she may eventually “return this Coldness, and 

transplant [my]self to some kinder Bosom” (Clio 58). She claims to be writing her life 

only to satisfy him, complains that “Business or Friends have engaged you too often,” 

and laments, in the past tense: “Oh! if you have a Heart, why did it not beat with Clio's 

Anguish? why was it silent when mine was torn to death with Love and Sorrow?” (58). 

Yet the very first paratextual document included in the 1752 volume is “Clio's Picture,” a 

poem analyzed in detail in Chapter 3, in which Fowke enumerates the beauties of her 

body and her poetry. The inclusion of this poem in the place of a traditional frontispiece 

                                                
treatment of Sappho in the Spectator in 1711 completed Sappho's rehabilitation and rendered her 
“socially acceptable” (Lawrence Lipking, Abandoned Women and Poetic Tradition, 80-81; qtd. in “Not 
Intended” 70).  
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portrait foregrounds Fowke's unabated poetic ambition. Fowke, like the subjects of 

Kauffman's study, intends by the production of Clio to control Hill's perception of her not 

only as a lover but as a writer. By producing a textual record of her passionate feelings 

for him, she hopes to “transform[s] herself from the archetypal Woman Who Waits into 

the Woman Who Writes” (Kauffman 25). This text expresses her love for Hill and 

demonstrates how her desire for him is connected to her hunger for influence in the 

Hillarian circle and for literary recognition. Fowke compares herself to Sappho, and her 

poetic name, Clio, was also the name of Sappho's daughter (Clio 15). Fowke never 

mentions the other Clio—the muse of history—but her insistence on shaping Hill's 

understanding of her own history suggests that the production of her autobiography is a 

response to Haywood's satirical representations of her.68  

 Fowke's youth, as she presents it, resembles the early lives of Delarivier Manley 

and Elizabeth Thomas, two earlier life-writers who did publish professionally. While still 

young, Fowke built a reputation as a poet and wit, and Clio delivers the usual set-pieces 

of precocious literary talent: the romance-reading daughter rebuked by her mother for 

reading too much, yet encouraged by her father to write and educate herself.69 These 

scenes, meant to establish Fowke's natural talent, also remind the reader of her genteel 

upbringing (and of her general resemblance to one of Haywood's early heroines). But 

                                                
68 Hill's poems to Fowke reinforce this impression. In “To a Lady, desiring her Letters might not been 

[sic] expos'd.”, he swears to Fowke that he would be tortured before he'd “spread thy beauties on the 
public tongue” (qtd. in Clio 185). See also the poem “The MUSE'S EXPOSTULATION, with a LADY, 
who denied herself the Freedom of FRIENDSHIP, from too delicate an Apprehension of the WORLD'S 
MISTAKEN CENSURE,” described later in this chapter (qtd. in Clio 180). 

69 Laetitia Pilkington describes a similar inconsistency in her parents' reactions to her writing as a child, 
having been sometimes encouraged and sometimes punished for her constant desire to write (Memoirs 
of Laetitia Pilkington 13).  
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Fowke's literary childhood also had an unusual, bizarrely sexual quirk. Her libertine 

father carried on affairs and from the age of “nine or ten” Martha “often dictated his Love 

Letters” to mistresses “in such a tender Manner, he had too much Success with them” 

(Clio 66). This closeness between father and daughter evidently provided grist for 

Haywood's accusation of incest in Memoirs, prompting Fowke's own excoriation of her 

later in this text. Fowke nonetheless writes proudly of her stint as her father's Cyrano, 

perhaps because it allows her characterize herself as especially sensitive to the intricacies 

of romantic feeling while suggesting that her talent for romantic writing is essentially 

chaste, even childlike. Throughout the text, she insists that she was, like all good 

amatory-fiction heroines, untouched by true romantic passion before meeting Hill. In 

effect, she makes private and personal the public persona first introduced by Clio and 

Strephon. Clio is an avatar of “platonic romance,” able to write about passion without 

compromising herself or her reputation. 

 Clio also records the history of Fowke's “amours,” as Haywood sneeringly calls 

them, though these “amours” are mostly one-sided affairs in which some poor man falls 

deeply in love with the alluring Fowke, who treats the majority of the men who pursue 

her with Admiration or “Pity, but no Love” (Clio 67). Guskin explains that “Fowke 

presents herself as the constant object of desire, although she analyzes carefully 

gradations of feeling in her own responses, from friendship to gratitude to passion” (Clio 

18). Fowke seems to intend her analysis to vindicate her conduct in Hill's eyes and to 

reassure him of the primacy of his place in her affections, perhaps with good reason. The 

cast of lovers introduced in the pages of Clio lends some credence to Cupid's insistence 
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that he “shou'd wear out day, to recount the thousandth part of her various Amours, or the 

unnumber'd Changes of her roving Inclinations” (MCI 48). Fowke's list of admirers is so 

extensive that its length and breadth shapes the structure of her memoir. Guskin argues 

that Fowke's style in Clio differs greatly from Behn or Manley's, but Manley's 

autobiographical Rivella is similarly focused on representing Manley as desirable to men 

and knowledgeable about love, but innocent of any lewdness herself (Clio 23).  

 Fowke's text employs another a stylistic trick used in Rivella, the direct invitation 

to imagine a particular dramatic scene. Fowke frequently commands Hill to “Behold” her 

in a particular situation (Clio 76): “Behold me, my ever charming Conqueror, in close 

Captivity!” (76); “See my weeping Lover [Sir William], adored Hillarius, grown a 

Tyrant” (89); “Survey me again at Fulham . . . ” (99); “See me, my guardian Angel, 

dealing away my Interest . . . ” (115); “Behold me, my lovely Angel, half free, and 

wishing entirely to be so . . . ” (125). Manley engages in this tactic only once, when her 

narrator Charles Lovemore instructs his listener, the Chevalier D'aumont, to “Behold 

Rivella in a new Scene, that of Business” (Rivella 70). Fowke's commands are not simply 

dramatic flourishes. She delivers these commands in her own poetic persona, as Clio 

writing to Hillarius, and her insistence on controlling the mental images inspired by her 

autobiographical text evinces a real anxiety about Hill's perception of her and his 

understanding of her situation and context. She seems to fear that the capsule narratives 

of her amours, which also resemble the content of Rivella, will not be directive enough to 

ensure that Hill will accept her interpretation of the events of her own life. The 

conclusion of the prose section of the text, in which Fowke claims that “I now flatter 
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myself I have not long to live; ‘tis the only Thought that affords me Comfort; it is kinder 

than the absent Hillarius, and bids me sweetly hope” and asks Hill to “sometimes give a 

Tear to this faithful Picture of my Soul,” aims to manipulate Hill's imagination and 

emotions even more directly (Clio 132). Fowke first hints at her death in the prefatory 

note to Hill, and many of the poems concluding the text seek to dramatize her inevitable 

demise, should Hill continue to neglect her. The final poem in the volume is entitled “My 

Last Will. To the immortal Hillarius”70 (Clio 147). The entire text demonstrates a lack of 

confidence that her own interpretations of her life will prove convincing to Hill, a lack 

that might have been inspired by Haywood's aggressive re-interpretations of those events. 

Despite Fowke's claims of openness, it is difficult to discern whether this lack of 

confidence actually indicates that Haywood's attacks actually affected Fowke’s ability to 

write her own life, or whether she emphasized their effect in order to win Hill's sympathy 

and support. Regardless of Fowke's level of sincerity, the narrative works even more 

insistently to control Hill's imaginative engagement with the events of Fowke's life in the 

section of the text depicting her rivalry with Haywood.  

 Even death, Fowke insists, cannot protect her from Haywood's wrath. As evidence 

of this, she cites Haywood's attacks on her and her father in Memoirs of a Certain Island 

and adopts the same language of “fiends” and demons that Haywood deployed in MCI. 

Fowke turns from recounting the death of her father, who was murdered by a servant, to 

railing against Haywood's accusations of incest and vice. I excerpt the whole of this 

passage, as it constitutes the only direct response Fowke ever made to Haywood's 

                                                
70 Intriguingly, Fowke “wills” Dyer to Hill's protection, begging “Oh! Let me recommend him to thy 

Care” (Clio 147). 
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campaign against her:  

My Loss was inexpressible, and I find it more every Day, and this Instant 

more than ever; when the Ashes of the Dead are wounded by the Malice of 

the Living. My Griefs bleed anew, to find the Grave is not a Retreat from 

Envy, there I hop’d to rest with my poor Father; but the Scorpion 

Haywood will bear her Sting even thither.  

I hear she even violates the Dead, who never had the Misfortune to 

see her, and has committed no Crime against her but in giving my Life; 

she taxes him with Follies he never heard of, my Soul knows him innocent 

of every Charge. 

Sure this wretched Creature’s mind is as harsh and unlucky as her 

Features, that neither Death, nor Innocence, can intreat her; how much 

worse is this Female Fiend than the Villain that stabbed my Father’s 

Bosom, who darts the Poison of her Pen in his very Dust; may it perish 

there, nor rise again to hurt the World!  

Pardon me, my Angel, while I am speaking of this Devil; till now 

she had not Power to afflict me. Oh, take me to your heav’nly Protection, 

and defend me from this Tygress, who delights in my Misfortunes, and 

pursues me in all that is dear and sacred to me, my Friends, my 

Reputation, my Parents, and even my adored Hillarius, who is dearer to me 

than all these, or Life itself; there she wou’d strike me; but I trust in 

Heaven, and your divine Sweetness, you will preserve me from her; what 
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can I expect, oh my Adorable, from the Tongue that will not spare even 

you, the sweestest and most lovely of all Mankind.71 (Clio 81-82) 

Again, Fowke's response here indicates that she had either read or learned about the 

contents of the text of MCI by 1723—and her response to that knowledge was to 

lambaste Haywood in an ostensibly private communication to Hill that partakes of the 

conventions of published texts. King points out that “Sansom is doing much what 

Haywood charged—seeking male protection, inveigling a man, Hill in this case, to go 

after Haywood for her” (“Savage Love” 10). Even more remarkably, Fowke herself 

suggests that Haywood “wou'd strike” at her relationship with Hill, and hints that 

Haywood wishes to supplant her. She makes no mention of Savage whatsoever; like 

Haywood, she directs her concern and interest chiefly at Hill. 

 Also like Haywood, Fowke singles out “delight” in the “Misfortunes” of other 

women as the chief characteristic of a “Female Fiend.” She reinforces her identification 

of Haywood as a villain of this sort by labeling her with a litany of beastly epithets. 

Haywood is not merely a “Devil,” but an entire menagerie of monsters, many with 

masculine characteristics: a scorpion, a “Tygress,” a female writer with a darting “Poison 

. . . Pen.” She is “worse” than a murderer, and Fowke wants to condemn her satirical 

talents to the grave. It is worth noting that Clio is not, on the whole, a satirical work, and 

that Fowke's attack on Haywood does not appear in the context of a series of attacks on 

other friends or public figures. Though Fowke mocks some of the men who pursued her, 

she also works to emphasize the “Good-nature” that Haywood claims is merely a front 

                                                
71 In fact, Haywood's portrait of Hill as Lauranus in MCI is fairly affectionate and restrained, particularly 

in contrast to her treatment of Fowke and Savage. 
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for her manipulation of others. Her tirade against Haywood and her pleas to Hill for 

protection contrast starkly with the overall tone of the text.72  

 Clio describes a few instances of female friendship, but the force of masculine 

desire corrupts the majority of these potential relationships. At times, when reading 

Fowke's life, it seems that just about every woman in the text besides Haywood exists as 

a pretext for introducing a connection to some unfortunate young man who will fall in 

love with Fowke, a process that seems almost automatic. Inevitably, the woman feels 

betrayed by Fowke and the friendship ends. The only woman other than Haywood who 

earns much space in Fowke's narrative is “an agreeable but dangerous Acquaintance” 

who pursues Fowke single-mindedly: 

Never did any Lover endeavour to charm more than this Friend. She 

flattered, she intreated me still to be with her. Her Wit was amuseing [sic], 

and released me from the duller World; she was still gay, and had been 

handsome; but was a Coquet to Men and severe on all Women. She lashed 

her dearest Friends in absence, even me, whom she courted as a Goddess. 

(Clio 123)73  

This “fair Adder, who wounded me in her Friendship, and was charming me to Ruin” 

                                                
72 Again, we cannot know how successful Fowke was at inspiring antagonistic feelings toward Haywood 

in Hill, though this passage offers proof that she tried to do so. (A few possible pieces of evidence: 
Gerrard notes that the 26 October 1724 issue of Plain Dealer “revived its earlier discussion of slander 
and detraction,” and quotes from a letter from Mallet to Savage sending good wishes to Fowke and 
asking forgiveness for mentioning Haywood in the same letter [95].) Fowke's attitude of wounded 
bafflement about the fierceness of Haywood's vitriol may be entirely honest; it is also exactly the pose 
one might expect if Haywood's description of her duplicity in Memoirs of a Certain Island is accurate. 

73 It is tempting to wonder if this “false Friend” might be the same woman portrayed as Madame Sansfoy 
in Haywood's The Injur'd Husband, a similarly faithless and manipulative woman who works hard to 
charm Montamour but is also perfectly willing to sabotage her happiness. Both texts seem to suggest 
that she was a member of the Hillarian circle but is not meant to represent Haywood or Fowke. 
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attempts to set Fowke up with “Mr. C----y,” another friend of hers, only to reveal after 

they've become attracted to each other than Mr. C----y was previously engaged (Clio 

123). Like all women who wear the breastplate of righteousness, the false friend 

“rejoiced at our Misery” (Clio 123). Yet even this portrait of another untrustworthy 

woman pales in comparison to Fowke's response to Haywood's savaging of her reputation 

in print.  

 The other element of Clio relevant to any analysis of the Haywood/Fowke rivalry 

is Fowke's blitheness about her class status and the ability it affords her to write what she 

pleases. Haywood's representation of Fowke as a dilettante and Fowke's answering self-

characterization as a woman who views poetic talent as her birthright reveal the profound 

importance of class as a shaping and motivating force in the Haywood/Fowke rivalry. In 

Clio, Fowke comes very close to ascribing her literary talent to her leisured upbringing. 

Regarding Clio and Strephon, she reminds Hill that at the time of its composition she 

“was not then inspired by your divine Beauties, nor by Love, I was only taught by Fancy, 

and by Solitude and Nature” (125). Fowke was born into a wealthy, well-connected 

family, and though she lost her father and mother before her nineteenth birthday, she also 

received an education appropriate to her class status, with “specialized tutors for 

languages, music, and dance” (Guskin Clio 21). Though she obviously feels that the loss 

of her father ought to make her an object of pity, her description of her life before 

marriage, at least, lacks many of the trials suffered by women like Haywood, Manley, 

and Laetitia Pilkington, who had to rely upon their pens for support. Before marriage, 



 

 320 

Fowke “was adored by my Friends, and favoured by the Muses” (103).74 As Guskin 

states, Clio engages in “a conscious presentation and self-justification of the self as a 

writer,” but it is not an entirely untroubled self-justification (Guskin Clio 18). She seems 

to take for granted her participation in the Hillarian circle, and to assume that its culture 

of casual verse exchanges is the most natural form of writing, particularly for anyone 

who intends to write about love. Haywood, in contrast, writes in the “Irregular ODE” 

quoted in Chapter 3 that she remains “Unskill'd in Science, in rude Ign'rance bred, / 

Unhappy that I am, / (For mine is not the Blame) / Learning's sweet Paths I ne'er was 

taught to tred” (POSO 2). Her participation in the Hillarian circle allows her to aspire to 

poetic greatness by emulating the example set for her by Hill. This could perhaps be the 

reason Haywood continues to feel some sympathy for Savage, whose role in the circle 

was also to emulate and learn, even after his multiple betrayals of her.  

 Despite the brevity of Fowke's direct response to Haywood in Clio, the structure 

of her autobiographical epistle offers just as much insight into the foundational problems 

of their rivalrous relationship as does her depiction of Haywood as a scorpion (and a 

tiger, and a devil). Recall that Haywood ridicules Fowke in Memoirs for writing to her 

lovers “Letters both in Prose and Measure,” precisely the format of this text (MCI 47). 

This insult, like many of Haywood's attacks on Fowke, betrays a self-conscious 

awareness of the gulf between their respective places in the class hierarchy of 

contemporary print culture. While Haywood's own texts interpolate verse, they generally 

do so with the intention of further characterizing a figure in an amatory fiction or of 

                                                
74 Fowke's marriage to Arthur Sansom was not a happy one. Guskin describes him as “a quarrelsome 

drunkard” who ruined their financial standing (Clio 17). Fowke died in 1736, “in poverty” (17). 
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hitting the final sharp note in a satirical portrait, as does her poem addressed to Savage in 

Memoirs of a Certain Island. Her interpolated poems serve a strong narrative purpose. 

Fowke's poems in Clio, on the other hand, seem meant to represent the purest expression 

of her self and of her love for Hill. The ability to privilege self-expression over the 

demands of the marketplace is what separates women who write for pleasure from those 

who write out of necessity.  

 Guskin's edition of Clio appends letters between Fowke and Hill that reveal the 

inextricability of their prose and verse correspondence. In the verse dialogue Clio and 

Strephon, the “platonic lovers” slipped into prose at times in order to add drama to their 

communiques. But the ease with which Fowke moves between these modes of 

expression, as well as the placement of a body of poems at the end of the text of Clio, 

indicates that Fowke continued to identify herself as a poet first and foremost, despite 

Haywood's ridicule of her talent. The poems concluding Clio exist in a strange textual 

limbo, not precisely text or paratext. But we can define their purpose, if not their nature. 

On the most practical level, they serve to resist closure, to refuse to allow Hill-as-reader 

to abandon the book as he has abandoned its author, by always offering one more 

passionate lament to keep his attention. The presence of these poems also demonstrates 

Fowke's belief that poetry is the true language of the Hillarians as well as the true 

language of the heart. This philosophy may have been formed without reference to 

Haywood's facility in prose, but it creates, as do so many of Fowke's other self-

characterizations, a further chasm between the two women writers. Despite her unhappy 

marriage and her later financial troubles, Fowke was never forced to compromise her 
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artistic principles for money.  

 The question of class status as a motivating force in the rift between Haywood 

and Fowke has largely gone unplumbed, with the exception of asides by King and 

Guskin. If it is true that Fowke “may have been [Savage's] patron but was not his lover,” 

that Fowke could patronize while Haywood pleaded for support, then the critical habit of 

ascribing their differences to a tussle over the dubious wiles of Savage actively 

misrepresents not only their relationship but the real difficulties facing women writers in 

the early eighteenth century (“Savage Love” 3). While we do not yet have any evidence 

that Fowke “refused to support Haywood at a critical juncture,” as Guskin suggests she 

might have, the possibility that a soured patronage relationship could have spurred 

Haywood to attack Fowke deserves more attention (Guskin Clio 30).75 Further research 

into Fowke's life and literary connections may, in turn, help Haywood scholars to refine 

their understanding of Haywood's attitudes towards non-professional women writers and 

women who participated in the literary sphere through the practice of patronage. 

 Haywood's dedications and other paratextual material express profound bitterness 

at the lack of literary support she received from better-off women—a sentiment shared 

wholeheartedly by Laetitia Pilkington, as I explain in the concluding chapter of this 

dissertation. Yet Haywood did seek connection with her female readers, particularly with 

female readers wealthy enough to assist her financially. She preferred to inscribe her 

books to women,76 a choice which seems to have been unusual even among 

                                                
75 Haywood ascribes Savage's devotion to Fowke to the power of wealth, but I have not yet found any 

evidence suggesting that Haywood sought financial support from Fowke. 
76 Whicher notes that “of all her dedications those addressed to her own sex were the most melting, and 

from their frequency were evidently the most fruitful” (15). 
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contemporary female writers, and attempted to inspire in her female dedicatees feelings 

of sympathy for herself and the characters in her works, striking quite a different tone 

from the pleadingly deferential dedications she addressed to male patrons.77 Laura Runge 

cites Manley's satirical target Mary Pix as one of the first woman authors to 

“domesticate[s] the conventions of the dedicatory epistle” by addressing female 

dedicatees and celebrating them as models of virtue (“Gendered Strategies” 369). Runge 

notes that Pix's “domesticated” dedications reveal “a changing attitude toward the ideals 

of femininity, celebrating the proper female roles of wife and mother. Pix assumes the 

position of an admirer of the same sex, not the would-be lover of heterosexual romance” 

(370). Haywood follows Pix's model, emphasizing the familial ties and wifely virtue of 

the women she is metaphorically courting.78 In her dedications to women, in particular, 

she appears meek, even conservative. Most importantly, she often describes a connection 

between the dedicatee and the work itself. In the dedication to The Disguis’d Prince 

(1728), for example, Haywood points out the similarity between Lady Lombe and the 

narrative’s virtuous main female character, who is  

. . . the Ornament of Paris, as your Ladyship is of this Metropolis, her rival 

                                                
77  In a survey of British book dedications in the eighteenth century, Pat Rogers lists the 17 “leading 

dedicatees” of the century: 3 of 17 are female, and all three are queens of England: Caroline, Anne, and 
Charlotte, in descending order of dedicatory prominence (222). Among the works of 48 female 
dedicators in the first half of the eighteenth century, Rogers states that “only 28 of the 88 dedications 
are addressed to women, though this at 26.1% is considerably above the overall rate for female 
dedicatees (225). Haywood, who chose female dedicatees for 17 of her 27 dedicated works (63%), was 
therefore far outside the norm for female-to-female dedications, if Rogers's calculations are 
representative. (Rogers does not seem to have included all of Haywood’s dedications in his survey of 
the dedications of female writers in the first half of the century, unless the remaining 47 female writers 
he surveys only produced a total of 9 dedications to women. This casts some doubt on the accuracy of 
his sample and his methodology.) 

78 See the dedications for: The Agreeable Caledonian (1728; later revised and retitled Clementina); The 
Fruitless Enquiry (1727); The City Widow (1728); even The Adventures of Eovaai (1736), dedicated to 
Sarah Churchill; The Virtuous Villager (1742); and, of course, The Injur’d Husband (1722). 
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City in magnificence, and vastly superior in the more estimable 

Advantages of Liberty. The Parity between your Ladyship and the 

beautiful Parisian gives her a kind of Claim to your Protection, and will, I 

hope, be some Excuse for the Temerity of, . . . [signature]. (Disguis’d 

Prince iv) 

Haywood hopes that the “Parity” of goodness between dedicatee and character will also 

create a bond of pleasure and reciprocal responsibility between herself and Lady Lombe, 

and will inspire that lady as well as other susceptible women of quality to provide support 

to Haywood in acknowledgement of this bond. Haywood claims that it is “[t]he most 

laudable Ambition of an Author . . . certainly, to be favour’d with the Patronage of 

Persons, eminent for their Virtues,” but it was not merely the reflected glow of Lady 

Lombe’s virtue that she sought (Disguis'd Prince iii). Though her stated motive for 

drawing comparisons between dedicatee and work was didactic, she also hoped to instill 

in her female dedicatees a sense of familiarity and obligation—precisely the sort of 

connection that Guskin suggests she may have sought, and been denied, with Fowke.  

 Haywood's preference for female dedicatees was likely pragmatic and self-

protective. As Dustin Griffin explains, “Some women may have hesitated to enter into an 

arrangement whereby they implicitly engaged to exchange ‘benefits’ with a patron—

especially a male patron—or to accept his ‘protection’ at a time when ‘protection’ was a 

euphemism for sexual ‘keeping’” (189). But her repeated attempts to earn the patronage 

of wealthy women may also have expressed a desire for the kind of communal feeling 

evidently lacking in her relationships with Fowke and the other women of the Hillarian 
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circle. As I have explained, Haywood also writes in paratextual spaces of her 

mistreatment by women. The preface to The Memoirs of the Baron de Brosse (1724), 

analyzed in the introduction to this dissertation, offers her most extreme version of this 

complaint. Though many of these paratexts seem to hint at an identification with Fowke, 

Haywood also looses her ire upon the generality of women. In her dedication for The 

Fruitless Enquiry (1727), she denigrates “the prude, the coquet, the vainglorious boaster 

of imaginary conquests; the proud, the over-curious, and the splenetick part of 

womankind” (iv).79 Though she quickly modulates her tone and returns to praise, 

claiming that readers who fall into these categories will surely be altered for the better by 

observing the character of her female dedicatee, her litany of negative feminine qualities 

carries a real sting (Fruitless iv). As her carefully crafted dedications to patronesses, her 

extended satirical grudge match with Fowke, and her other disparaging comments about 

women writers demonstrate, Haywood did not necessarily view other women as 

positively as critics have suggested, and her overtures toward female readers were often 

based on canny calculations of authorial identity. In Authorship, Commerce and Gender, 

for example, Catherine Ingrassia writes insightfully of Haywood's 1729 letter to a 

patron—the letter mentioned earlier in this chapter, in which Haywood refers to her two 

children—that “Where in the early 1720s she professed ‘fame’ as her desire, Haywood 

now modifies her ambitions; she claims to write simply because of ‘the melancholy 

necessity of depending on my pen.’ She assumes a doubly subordinate position: failed 

writer and impoverished widow. In doing so, she converts possibly negative categories 

                                                
79 Page numbers for this text refer to the 1767 edition. 
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(woman and writer) into valorizing markers in an effort to tap into another type of 

gendered currency” (Authorship 105). Haywood's dedications written after 1722, and 

especially those written after 1726, illustrate this trajectory. But this paratextual strategy 

does not necessarily indicate “Repentance for the Sins of her Youth,” as Savage 

mockingly states in the preface to his 1729 An Author to be Lett, and as some critics have 

suggested (iv). Instead, Haywood's practice of striking a subordinate pose in 

communications with patrons, and her new habit of restricting her complaints about the 

mistreatment she received from other women to the paratexts of her works rather than 

satirizing her enemies in the bodies of those texts, may have been due to the disastrous 

results of her rivalry with Fowke. 

 Haywood built her literary career on sympathetic representations of amorous 

women, but also employed the tropes common in her amatory fiction to ridicule Fowke 

and Fowke's literary aspirations. For this, she was generally dismissed by the literary 

establishment as she was by Savage in An Author to be Lett, as a woman who “chuses 

starving by writing Novels of Intriegue [sic], to teach young Heiresses the Art of running 

away with Fortune-hunters, and scandalizing Persons of the highest Worth and 

Distinction” (iv). Savage's claim that Haywood chose to starve is obviously malicious 

and obtuse, especially given his own familiarity with the hungry life of a hack writer. But 

the critical embrace of the “Savage Love hypothesis” has tended to strip Haywood of 

agency by insisting that her animosity toward Fowke was merely the natural jealousy of a 

“cast-off Dame” (“Authors of the Town” 10). Haywood may at times have been, as 

Savage sneers, “obliged to write for want of Money, and to abuse for want of other 
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Subjects” (Author be Lett iv). But her determined persecution of Martha Fowke in 

multiple printed texts strongly suggests that her rivalry with Fowke was a subject that 

exerted an outsized influence on the course of her writing life. Before we assume that this 

subject commanded Haywood's attention purely because of her amatory-fiction-esque 

abandonment by Savage, we ought to give her relationship with Fowke, and with Fowke's 

understudied writing, the attention it deserves. 
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Conclusion 

“A Tale for the Ladies”: Scandals, Memoirs, and Female Literary Celebrity 

 

   The life of a Wit is a warfare upon earth; and the present spirit  
  of the world is such, that to attempt to serve it (any way) one must have  
  the constancy of a martyr, and a resolution to suffer for its sake. 

—Alexander Pope, Preface to The Works of Mr. Alexander Pope (1717), 
n.p. 

 
   I cannot, like a certain Female Writer, say, I hope if I have done  
  nothing to please, I have done nothing to offend; for truly I mean to give  
  both Pleasure and Offence; Lemon and Sugar is very pretty. I should be  
  sorry to write a Satire which did not sting, nor will I ever write a Pane- 
  gyrick to an undeserver. 
  —Laetitia Pilkington, Memoirs of Laetitia Pilkington (1748-54), p. 263 
 

 

 Judging by the studies of eighteenth-century celebrity published in the last thirty 

years, critics have agreed to enshrine several male contemporaries of Manley, Haywood, 

and Fowke as literary celebrities. Ann Cline Kelly's Jonathan Swift and Popular Culture: 

Myth, Media, and the Man (2002) treats Swift's manipulations of his own public image; 

Linda Zionkowski's “Celebrity Violence in the Careers of Savage, Pope and Johnson” 

addresses the importance of a rhetoric of masculine aggression in the development of the 

Augustan figure of the polite man of letters. But theorists of celebrity have written 

comparatively little about professional women authors in the first half of the century, 

with the exception of Margaret Ezell's recent work on invocations of celebrity in the 

paratexts accompanying editions of Aphra Behn's letters. Janine Barchas and Jocelyn 

Harris are currently tackling Jane Austen's previously overlooked allusions to the names, 

histories, and physical characteristics of well-known figures of her day, but their studies 
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necessarily focus on Austen's texts rather than on her authorial persona, and address the 

latter part of the century.1 Most critics working on female celebrity in the eighteenth 

century have gravitated toward the theatre, with good reason. The increasing popularity 

of star actresses, epitomized near the end of the century by the reign of Sarah Siddons, as 

well as the physicality and exposure inherent in acting, make theatrical women rewarding 

subjects of study for critics interested in the workings of fame.2 Their careers offer more 

straightforward narratives of celebrity, as do the careers of male writers like Swift, 

Johnson, Savage, and Pope. 

 The standard critical narratives about Manley, Haywood, and Fowke gesture 

toward a recognition of their participation in cultural models of celebrity. Critics study 

Manley's posturing during her libel trial, most essays on Haywood mention her theatrical 

roles and her choice to name her printing shop “The Sign of Fame,” and studies of the 

Hillarian circle note Fowke's semi-public role as Clio, celebrated muse of the coterie. But 

few have expanded these gestures into deeper analyses of these women as minor literary 

celebrities of their times. To conclude this study, I want to contrast their autobiographical 

writings with the Memoirs of Laetitia Pilkington, a three-volume autobiography 

published between 1748 and 1754 (Elias “Introduction” xvi).3 The editor of Pilkington's 

                                                
1 Jocelyn Margaret Harris, “Jane Austen and Celebrity Culture: Shakespeare, Dorothy Jordan, and 

Elizabeth Bennet”; Janine Barchas's research on Austen, the Wentworths, and celebrity culture was 
discussed following a talk by Barchas at the 18th Century Faculty Research Cluster at the University of 
Texas at Austin on October 1, 2010.  

2 Felicity Nussbaum notes that rivalries also “heightened the commercial appeal” of actresses' public 
personae (“Actresses” 159). In particular, she cites George Anne Bellamy's narration of her rivalry with 
Peg Woffington as “evidence that actresses' negotiation of celebrity is embedded in competition with 
other actresses” (163). These rivalries, she argues, were “over pay and roles, not men; in contrast, 
similar accounts of male actors' public quarrels are very scarce” (159). See also Cheryl Wanko's Roles 
of Authority: Thespian Biography and Celebrity in Eighteenth-century Britain. 

3 Pilkington only completed a part of the third and final volume of the Memoirs before her death in 1750. 



 

 330 

Memoirs, A. C. Elias, Jr., confidently labels her a “minor celebrity” and analyzes her 

practices of self-fashioning, but does not connect her autobiographical strategies to those 

of earlier women writers like Manley, Haywood, and Fowke, though Pilkington pointedly 

contrasts herself with them (xviii). In this concluding chapter, I map the differences 

between their self-fashioning and satirical treatment of other women and Pilkington's 

mid-century response. 

 When we talk about the lives and careers of early eighteenth-century women 

writers, we tend to describe their public personae in terms of notoriety, not celebrity. But 

some theorists of celebrity treat notoriety and celebrity as essentially equivalent, or 

consider notoriety merely one type of celebrity. Chris Rojek, for example, defines 

celebrity as “the attribution of glamorous or notorious status to an individual within the 

public sphere” (10). In Rojek's terms, both glamor and notoriety may be “achieved” by or 

“attributed” to an individual; negative publicity does not involve a different set of cultural 

models from positive publicity, merely a different value judgment within those models 

(18).4 This does not mean that every woman writer once described as notorious was a 

literary celebrity in her own time, but Rojek's definitions should prompt us to consider 

what it means when we apply that term to women writers.  

 Another narrative competes with the narrative of feminine notoriety, a history in 

which eighteenth-century women wrote for literary renown, not to obtain celebrity. To 

apply Rojek's terms once more, this narrative insists that female authors sought to build 
                                                

See the remainder of this chapter for more about the work's publication history. 
4 The third type of celebrity Rojek describes is “ascribed” celebrity, which aristocrats receive due to their 

lineage (17). For descriptions of different taxonomies of celebrity, see Graeme Turner, Understanding 
Celebrity, 21; for example, Turner cites James Monaco's division of celebrities into “heroes,” “stars” 
and “quasars” (21). 
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their reputations through “personal contact” that led others to consider them “unusual or 

unique,” and did not desire the “distanced” or mediated “differentiat[ion]” that engenders 

celebrity or notoriety (12). Women writers and their agents often excuse their boldness in 

publishing in similarly self-effacing terms. The editor of the 1700 volume The Nine 

Muses, for example, claims that its female authors wrote only to honor Dryden's memory. 

The distinction between women who write for literary renown and women who seek 

celebrity also savors of the Behn/Philips divide described by Jocelyn Medoff and 

reproduced in the critical work of Paula McDowell, with Behn as publicly professional 

demimondaine and Philips as modest manuscript circulator. While this binary usefully 

characterizes many contemporary responses to the professionalization of women writers, 

it does not fully encompass the experiences of women like Manley, Fowke, and 

Haywood, none of whom confined their writing entirely to public or private venues, and 

all of whom suffered attacks upon their reputations because of their participation in the 

literary marketplace, as well as for their private behavior.  

 There may be a bit of a Johnsonian “surprised to find it done at all” quality to the 

lack of critical consideration of women as literary celebrities in the first decades of the 

century—a feeling that achieving professional status was difficult enough for a woman 

writing in that period, and that few women were likely to have soared into the 

stratospheric realm we usually associate with celebrity. This is a fair complaint, as is 

Rojek's point that the limited nature of early eighteenth-century print culture complicates 

the notion of celebrity in that period. Rojek claims that pre-modern figures “enjoyed a 

measure of metropolitan celebrity, . . . . But it was unevenly distributed. Its indispensable 
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conduits were kinship and friendship circles and the possession of literacy” (19). Among 

modern theorists of celebrity, Rojek's qualifications are actually quite moderate. Richard 

Schickel insists that “there was no such thing as celebrity prior to the beginning of the 

twentieth century,” an assertion he seems to base on the usage of the word “celebrity” 

itself (23). But critics who study the eighteenth century more closely recognize that 

certain literary figures did achieve the sort of broad popularity that Rojek dismisses as 

improbable given the state of literacy. Elias cites, for example, the Dublin custom of 

ringing church-bells and lighting bonfires on Swift's birthday (“Introduction” xviii). 

Moreover, print culture in the mid-eighteenth century included a small cottage industry of 

writing that vilified or celebrated these literary stars. The marketability of these 

celebratory projects enabled Laetitia Pilkington to write and sell her Memoirs. 

 Laetitia Pilkington (née Van Lewen), an Anglo-Irish woman writer, was born in 

1708 or 1709 to a physician and his wife. She married the Rev. Matthew Pilkington in 

1725 and the young couple became friends with Jonathan Swift, probably in 1729 

(Memoirs 350, 351). In 1738, Matthew Pilkington divorced her for adultery after finding 

her alone in her bedchamber, late at night, with Robin Adair5; Pilkington6 claimed to 

have been reading a book that Adair refused to lend her (Memoirs 353). She countersued 

unsuccessfully and lost custody of her children, as was common in divorce cases. Swift 

repudiated both of the Pilkingtons. Pilkington fled to London, where she tried to support 

herself by writing, befriended the gentlemen of White's coffee house, eventually won 
                                                
5 Robin Adair's proper name was actually Robert Adair, but the song written by his future wife 

popularized that nickname. Adair was a surgeon, and after being discovered with Pilkington, left Dublin 
for a short time to work abroad (Memoirs 474 n. 88.13). 

6 For most of this chapter, I will refer to Laetitia Pilkington simply as “Pilkington,” and will refer to 
Matthew Pilkington by his full name. 
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support from other literary celebrities of her time such as Colley Cibber and Samuel 

Richardson, spent a short period in debtors' prison, briefly ran a print shop, and finally 

returned to Dublin with her grown son and daughter. In Ireland she printed two volumes 

of the Memoirs by subscription in 1748, then died in 1750. The third volume appeared in 

1754, printed by her son Jack, who added an introduction and appendix.7  

 Pilkington's Memoirs are sprawling and picaresque. Elias labels them 

“conversational,” and Pilkington herself admits that “I am a sad digressive Writer; by 

which my Readers may plainly perceive I am no Methodist” (“Introduction” xxii, 

Memoirs 109). Yet though this autobiography operates on a scale different from the 

shorter autobiographical works produced by Manley and Fowke, the works share many 

other characteristics. One of the first modern critics to note the charm of Pilkington's 

writings was Virginia Woolf, who included her in an essay on the “Lives of the Obscure” 

in the first Common Reader in 1925. Woolf delights in Pilkington, whom she aptly 

describes as “a very extraordinary cross between Moll Flanders and Lady Ritchie,” both 

“a rolling and rollicking woman of the town and a lady of breeding and refinement” 

(117). But her summary of Pilkington's Memoirs also emphasizes the “agonies of hate 

and vituperation” Pilkington expends on those who have wronged her (120-21).8 

“Throughout her Memoirs,” Woolf writes, “we can never forget that it is her wish to 

entertain, her unhappy fate to sob. Dabbing her eyes and controlling her anguish, she 

begs us to forgive an odious breach of manners which only the suffering of a lifetime, the 
                                                
7 Jack also printed his own memoirs by subscription in London in 1760 as The Real Story of John 

Carteret Pilkington (Memoirs 358).  
8 Woolf distorts Pilkington's life story a bit for effect—she did spend time in debtors' prison, but did not 

end up there permanently, as Woolf's summary suggests (122). Instead, she returned to Ireland in 1747 
(Memoirs 355). 
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intolerable persecution of Mr. P--------n, the malignant, she must say the h-----h, spite of 

Lady C-----t can excuse” (118). The two persecutors Woolf cites are Pilkington's former 

husband and an aristocratic woman. This is, as we shall see, an accurate metonymic 

representation of the groups Pilkington attacks in the Memoirs: clergymen and 

uncharitable women.  

 After Woolf, critics have usually treated Pilkington as a “scandalous memoirist,” 

perhaps partly due to Woolf's description of her.9 Indeed, the most detailed recent study 

of that literary subgenre, Lynda M. Thompson's The 'Scandalous Memoirists': Constantia 

Phillips, Laetitia Pilkington, and the Shame of 'Publick Fame', places Pilkington squarely 

in its title. Thompson describes scandalous memoir as a mid-century subgenre inspired 

by the “breathless, up-to-the-minute style” of Richardson's works (1). These new female 

memoirists, “[w]riting in their own defence, like Pamela, and insisting on their 'strict 

Adherence to Truth,' . . . spurned any screening devices and named themselves as authors 

of their own texts” (Thompson 1). In Pilkington's case, Thompson claims, this new style 

manifested in an interest in comparing private behavior with public, and in baring her 

own faults to her readers along with the faults of her enemies.10 While this interest in 

comparing the private lives of well-known figures with their public actions was not as 

unique and new as Thompson claims, Pilkington's Memoirs did appear among a group of 

newly confessional memoirs by women writers, and contemporary readers and critics 

connected Pilkington with other scandalous memoirists like Teresa Constantia Phillips 

                                                
9 For a representative early-twentieth-century approach to Pilkington, see Arthur Ponsonby, “Laetitia 

Pilkington (1712-50): A Curiosity of Literature” (published 1936). 
10 See Thompson, Chapter 2. 
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and Lady Vane. In private correspondence, Samuel Richardson wrote of the three as a 

triumvirate (Elias “Introduction” xlvii). As Elias notes, Pilkington's London publisher, 

Ralph Griffiths, “had a sideline in the racy and controversial,” and distributed Con 

Phillips's Apology as well as publishing part of Fanny Hill (republished in 1750 with an 

advertisement for Pilkington's Memoirs) (“Introduction” xlix). The limiting effects of 

these connections on Pilkington's literary reputation cannot be overstated. Outside the 

narrow field of scandalous memoir, Pilkington's works have barely been studied.  

 In 1997, Elias's exhaustively annotated edition of Pilkington's Memoirs appeared 

from the University of Georgia Press. Elias's work represents a major scholarly 

breakthrough for Pilkington studies but has attracted surprisingly little attention. Norma 

Clarke published a biography of Pilkington in 2008, Queen of the Wits: A Life of Laetitia 

Pilkington, but it essentially retells Pilkington's already very detailed Memoirs for a 

general audience unfamiliar with the original text. Elias's project is far more ambitious, 

and among those ambitions, he desires to rescue Pilkington from the crowd of mid-

century women designated as scandalous memoirists by critics like Thompson. Elias 

views Pilkington as an innovator of many elements of the scandalous memoir tradition, 

not an imitator of its autobiographical practices. Indeed, he identifies the Memoirs as 

“sailing into relatively uncharted popular waters” because of Pilkington's mixing of 

genres rather than because of her confessional mode of writing (“Introduction” xxv). His 

primary claim for innovation rests on Pilkington's interpolation of her own poetry and a 

few poems by others into the prose body of her autobiographical text. Elias insists that 

few earlier examples of this genre-blending existed and that, moreover, “Apart from first-
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person accounts of military or diplomatic exploits, and first-person accounts of religious 

experience in the tradition of St. Augustine's Confessions, autobiography in the modern 

sense hardly existed at all. Writing her Memoirs when she did, Mrs. Pilkington was 

largely free to suit herself” (xxv). But as we have seen in Rivella, the New Atalantis, and 

Clio, women writers had already produced several forms of self-defensive autobiography 

and interpolated poetry into their longer prose narratives. Though Clio was not published 

until after Pilkington's death, she knew of Manley's work, which she cites disapprovingly. 

Regardless of Pilkington's level of familiarity with her textual precursors, Elias's claim 

that autobiography “hardly existed at all” when she began writing in the 1740s seems 

drastically overstated. The genre of autobiography had yet to be defined, but the works 

studied in this dissertation, as well as texts like Elizabeth Thomas's “Life of Corinna,” 

demonstrate that many writing women felt the impulse to narrate their lives, often as a 

means of defending themselves against the perceived attacks of others. 

 Of course, Pilkington's Memoirs differ markedly from Manley's Rivella and 

Fowke's Clio, largely because Pilkington also drew inspiration from other life narratives. 

Elias correctly cites Colley Cibber's An Apology for the Life of Colley Cibber (1740) as a 

strong influence on Pilkington's digressive style and forthright narrative voice. 

Pilkington's narrative, in turn, would influence the style of Cibber's daughter Charlotte 

Charke's autobiographical A Narrative of the Life of Mrs. Charlotte Charke (1755). But 

the key differences between Pilkington's Memoirs and those produced by earlier women 

writers are the circumstances of the text's production and the specific motivations 

Pilkington offers for producing it. She published the text not to defend an already-
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established literary career, but to strike back at those who might deprive her of the 

subscription money she needed to survive and to print more volumes of her Memoirs. 

While Manley, Fowke, and Haywood insult former writing colleagues because of 

disputes founded in literary ambition and professional envy, Pilkington writes for and 

about survival. The book offers an accounting of her fiscal fortunes not found in any of 

the other texts analyzed here, so detailed that one is almost tempted to track her income 

and expenses: Walpole owes her two shillings for a poem; she receives two guineas, but 

loses one in a crack in her rooming-house floor; her pamphlet shop costs 21 pounds a 

year in rent (Memoirs 131, 197, 209).11 One aristocratic visitor to her print shop, seeing 

the manuscript of her Memoirs open before her, actually assumes that it is an account 

book (Memoirs 273).12 This obsessive need to track the exact amount of generosity 

shown or lacked by her contemporaries distinguishes her autobiography from the life-

writing of Manley, Haywood, and Fowke, who usually record offenses in more general 

terms.  

 Pilkington's account of her life was her first major published work, though she 

had had occasional poems printed in periodicals. Her reliance on the subscription model 

also differentiates her literary career from those of Manley and Haywood, and renders her 

relationship with her readers drastically different from Fowke's, who addressed her 

memoir to Aaron Hill, though she must have been aware of the possibility of a wider 

                                                
11 She was imprisoned for a debt of 40 shillings (Memoirs 203). 
12 In a conference presentation on Charlotte Charke at SEASECS 2008, I examined Charke's Narrative as 

an accounting of her professional failures rather than simply the scandalous account of theatrical cross-
dressing it is usually approached as. (This paper, “'A Tolerable Opinion of My Labours' Debt, 
Profession, and Paratext in A Narrative of the Life of Mrs. Charlotte Chark,” won a Graduate Paper 
Prize at SEASECS; I hope to publish a longer version of it soon.) 
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future audience. Pilkington converses with her readers, often addressing them directly 

and seeking to connect with or rebuke them. She had earlier collected subscriptions for a 

collection of poetry that was never printed, and was known, as Elias suggests, mostly for 

her conversational gifts rather than her body of work. Her authorial persona, therefore, 

also differed from those constructed by previous women writers. Rather than having 

acquired fame for her writing, Pilkington earned notoriety for being divorced by her 

husband. The divorce was of course not something she initiated, but it nonetheless forced 

her to shift from an amateur or leisured mode of literary production to a model of seeking 

patronage for individual pieces of writing and soliciting contributions to subscription 

projects. When interpolating her own poems early in the Memoirs, she insists that as a 

young wife she wrote “[t]o amuse myself, and indeed with no other View, . . . in my 

Husband's Absence, all the following Poems,” and informs her readers that if they do not 

find the poems amusing “they are at their own Liberty, and may turn them over” (57). 

Post-divorce, however, she had to adopt a more mercenary view of writing, and her new 

role as a hack writer revealed to her her talent as a memoirist. Elias notes, “From Swift's 

letters we would not even know her Christian name. Publication endowed her with an 

identity, a personality, and a distinctive voice of her own” (xvii). In this concluding 

chapter, I want to define that identity and to explore the means by which Pilkington 

creates it, especially in regard to her attacks on other women. 

 While Pilkington's persona and voice remain strikingly consistent, the tone of her 

work shifts dramatically from volume to volume. Elias notes the tonal shift between 

Volume I, which strikes a “humorously threatening” note when teasing friends who 
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haven't yet subscribed, and Volume II, which he describes as “pay-back time” (xxx). 

More importantly, perhaps, Volume I balances its rebuking of uncharitable individuals 

with expressions of gratitude to Swift and others who have assisted or cared for her. The 

shift toward more vitriolic attacks also coincides with a general shift from the reporting 

of first-hand experience to second-hand gossip, as “[a]ssociation of ideas . . . almost 

entirely replace[s] narrative; innuendo and sarcasm crowd out description; hearsay takes 

over from first-hand experience” (Elias “Introduction” xxxi). Volumes II and III still 

offer positive reports to weigh against these complaints. Pilkington receives enthusiastic 

support from Cibber and later visits the surprisingly genteel Samuel Richardson at his 

home, and she offers personal accounts of her interactions with both of them. Though 

Pilkington fills her Memoirs with details of others' private lives, however, she never 

defines herself as a gossip or a spy as Manley and Haywood do. Instead, she casts her 

reports of other literary celebrities as the work of a biographer,13 and adopts an authorial 

persona shaped by the tradition of amatory fiction. 

 At the beginning of Volume I, she introduces herself and her life “not as an 

Example, but a Warning” to her female readers, and cautions them about the dangers of 

lost reputation (9). Though her divorce and possible adultery represent Pilkington's most 

obvious “Follies, and . . . Misfortunes,” this warning also reflects her belief that the 

writing life itself can be dangerous for women (9). She calls her desire to write her 

“scribbling Itch,” an “incurable Disease” that contributed to the breakdown of her 

                                                
13 See Memoirs 309, where Pilkington explains that, by describing Swift's private life, she provides her 

readers with a fuller, truer picture of the man himself than has previously been available. See also Elias, 
“Laetitia Pilkington on Swift: How Reliable Is She?” 
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marriage (Memoirs 56). She laments the fact that “if a Man cannot bear his Friend should 

write, much less can he endure it in his Wife; it seems to set them too much upon a Level 

with their Lords and Masters,” and recounts her husband's envy of her talent and of 

Swift's approval of her poems (49). While their relationship begins with amatory-fiction-

style wooing on Matthew's part, the structure of Pilkington's narrative immediately places 

her in a victimized role. Yet the vulnerability of her position—first as the married “little 

woman” Swift wrote to fondly, and then as a divorced scribbler—enables her to appeal to 

the charitable impulses of men like Swift, Cibber, and Richardson, and therefore to offer 

a “lively Portraiture” of their manners and behavior to her reading audience (qtd. in 

“Introduction” xv, Memoirs 308).14 By becoming, in Cibber's words, “this poor Lady 

[who] is obliged to publish her Writings by Subscription,” she also becomes a source of 

“the most minute Circumstances relating to” such “great . . . M[en]” (192, 308). Some of 

the private scenes she recounts reinforce this duality almost brutally. At one point in the 

narrative, Swift forces her to eat gingerbread and drink wine despite her fierce heartburn 

(281). Later in the text, he passes her another chunk of gingerbread with guineas tucked 

inside it and a letter labeling it “Plumb cake” for her christening, as if she were a child 

(316). 

 Pilkington also models herself as a rebellious figure, striking back at Matthew 

Pilkington's mistreatment of her through the very act of publication. Though she remains 

coy about whether or not she actually slept with Robin Adair,15 she insists that Pilkington 

                                                
14 Pilkington also dedicates the volumes of her Memoirs to a more conventional patron, Sir Robert King 

(1725-1755), later Lord Kingsborough, whose patronage she finally loses after sending him a rude 
letter. (See Memoirs 331, 359 n. 5.1-5.10.) 

15 Pilkington writes that “Lovers of Learning will, I am sure, pardon me” for her desire to finish the book, 
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had earlier attempted to force her into adultery and had recruited friends to try to seduce 

her so that he could obtain a divorce (Memoirs 82, 150). Though she could not defeat him 

in court, she now resists victimization by publishing works that demonstrate her superior 

wit, learning, and poetic talent. Among her many allusions to Shakespeare, she identifies 

most strongly with Falstaff, noting within ten pages of the text's beginning “That 

Rebellion lay in my Way, and I found it” (Memoirs 17).16 The comparison to Falstaff 

evokes the moment in Rivella when Manley's fictional narrator Charles Lovemore 

recounts Rivella's declaration that “If she had been a man, she had been without fault” 

(Rivella 7). Had she been a man, Pilkington often seems to suggest, her faults would at 

least have been forgiven, and her reputation salvageable—indeed, the foibles of the male 

literary celebrities Pilkington befriended seem to support this argument. Instead, like 

Falstaff, she has been humiliated and repudiated.  

 Like Falstaff, Pilkington also has little respect for institutions or hierarchies, 

whether religious or literary. Perhaps due to her husband's position as a Reverend, she 

targets clergymen with special glee.17 More importantly, this disdain for institutions 

manifests itself in a lack of concern about literary status that represents another break 

with the autobiographical tradition of women writers like Manley, Haywood, and Fowke. 

Pilkington works off and on as a “Subaltern[s], or under Strapper[s] in Poetical Stock-

jobbing” for James Worsdale, a friend of her husband's who “had a strange Ambition to 

                                                
and insists that “whether [Matthew Pilkington] is entitled to the Horn, or not, must always be a secret” 
(88, 89). The mixed signals she sends regarding her own culpability seems to be a tactic designed to 
sustain reader interest and retain sympathy while still trading on the notoriety of her divorce case.  

16 See other Falstaff references on pages 131 and 148 of Elias's edition of the Memoirs. 
17 See pp. 103 and 228 for other indictments of the clergy. 
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be thought a Poet” (95).18 More broadly, she characterizes her own work as hack writing, 

as the following advertisement19—reproduced here at length because it is, frankly, 

delightful—indicates: 

. . . If any illiterate Divine, from Cambridge or Oxford, has a Mind to shew 

his Parts in a London Pulpit, let him repair to me, and he shall have a 

Sermon, not stolen from Barrow, Tillotson, or other eminent Preachers, as 

is frequently the Practice, with those who have Sense enough to do it; but 

Fire-new from the Mint. If any Painter has a Mind to commence Bard 

without Wit, and join the Sister Arts, I also will assist him. If any Author 

wants a Copy of commendatory Verses, to prefix to his Work, or a 

flattering Dedication, to a worthless Great Man;20 any poor Person, a 

Memorial or Petition, properly calculated to dissolve the Walls of  Stone 

and Flint which inviron the Hearts of rich men, Prelates in particular; any 

Print-seller, Lines to put under his humorous, comic, or serious 

Representations; any Player an occasional Prologue or Epilogue; any Beau 

a handsome Billetdoux, from a fair Incognita; any old Maid, a Copy of 

Verses in her Praise; any Lady, of high Dress, and low Quality, such as are 
                                                
18 Worsdale also employed Matthew Pilkington as a writer for hire and, according to the Memoirs, often 

showed the ex-spouses' work to each other (101). 
19 This advertisement finally appeared in the third volume of the Memoirs, printed after Pilkington's death 

and prepared for the press by her son Jack. Despite the advertisement's bitter tone, Jack insists that she 
had intended to publish it while living in London, and her account of her print shop mentions a briefer 
version hanging outside the shop to attract customers. Elias also notes a reference to a similar 
advertisement: “In Apr. 1746, to judge by a letter to Samuel Richardson, she was seriously thinking 
about publishing a short advertisement offering her services 'writing letters and drawing petitions' for 
people, to tide her over while she gets 'my other writings in order for the press'” (Memoirs 744 n. 
346.23).  

20 Pilkington calculated the precise cost of writing a dedication and includes an itemized list of the 
necessary expenses in the Memoirs (286). 
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generally the Ladies of the Town, an amorous melting delicate Epistle; any 

Projector a Paragraph in Praise of his Scheme; any extravagant Prodigal, a 

Letter of Recantation to his Honoured Father; any Minister of State, an 

Apology for his Conduct, which those Gentlemen frequently want; any 

Undertaker a Funeral Elegy; or any Stone-Cutter an Epitaph; or, in short, 

any Thing in the Poetical Way; shall be dispatched in the most private, 

easy, and genteel Manner by  applying to me, and that at the most 

reasonable Rates. (Memoirs 347) 

Yet Pilkington does not categorize her writing as of lesser value because she produces it 

in haste for money. She boldly admits to circulating among “a great many of the 

Nobility” from whom she sought patronage “my one Poem, which I sent all round, like 

the Bishop's Pastoral Letter . . .” (197). About another poem, she states breezily that “the 

lines were wrote offhand, as, to say the Truth, everything of mine is, for I am too volatile 

to revise or correct any Thing I write” (Memoirs 48). This artistic pose echoes the 

celebration of “natural” writing found in the Barbados poems,21 but it also indicates the 

realities of her professional life, which were more dire than anything Manley or Haywood 

record in their autobiographical moments.22  

 Pilkington lauds hack writing as a moral alternative to prostitution. She works for 

Worsdale, she says, because “he assured me, if I would devote my Genius to his Service, 

he would liberally reward me; to which I gladly consented, as an easy and honourable 

                                                
21 See Chapter 3 for more about the Barbados poems, some of which Phyllis Guskin attributes to Martha 

Fowke. 
22 Despite her distress, however, Pilkington states proudly that Edmund Curll failed to “secure[d] me a 

Prisoner in his poetical Garret” (194). 
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Method of getting a Subsistence” (95). She temporizes about the line between the two 

professions and excuses, for example, her willingness to earn money by writing “Billet-

Doux” for an old Colonel to show his friends at White's (137). The choice to pursue hack 

writing rather than become a whore or a mistress is one she must make repeatedly. When 

the Duke of Marlborough visits her rented room with a friend and offers her a fifty-pound 

bank note, she reacts with uncertainty and temptation: 

This was the Ordeal, or fiery Trial; Youth, Beauty, Nobility of Birth, and 

unsought Generosity, attacking at once the most desolate Person in the 

World. His Grace, I believe guess'd at my Apprehensions, by the Concern 

which was but too visible in my Countenance, and generously assured me, 

that he was above making any hard Conditions, that I might look up with 

Chearfulness, and not rivet my Eyes to the Floor, but consider him as a 

sincere and disinterested Friend. (139) 

Pilkington writes him a poem on the spot—which she interpolates into her text, of 

course—and notes that they “parted, each of us, I believe, satisfied with our selves, and 

our own Conduct” (140). She insists “that however careless I have been about 

Reputation, I was always determined not to put my own precious Person into any Peril” 

(303). 

 As I have suggested, Pilkington seems generally satisfied with her own conduct 

and with the quality of her poetry, if not with the reception she and her work receive from 

the town's worthies. Though she writes for subsistence, her poems allow her to flaunt her 

talents and to express her frustration with the societal punishment she faces as a divorced 
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woman, as she explains when introducing one interpolated poem: “If I went out to take a 

little Air, they said, I had great Impudence to shew my Face; and if I stay'd at Home, I 

was then in Keeping with some Man who confin'd me, and, in short, I could please no 

body: Which gave rise to the following Lines . . .” (Memoirs 115). She admits that some 

leisure is required for true artistic expression, as “no Person can ever [write] well, while 

their minds are, like Martha's, troubled with many Things” (164). She labels herself, only 

half-jokingly, “the Cream of Historians, the Mirror of Poets,” but her conception of her 

historian/poet identity does not depend, as Manley and Haywood's do, on an authorial 

persona committed to patriotic truth-telling (267). Nor does she seem convinced that 

hypocrisy and self-disguise are inexcusable. Instead, she writes that even women who 

have deviated from the path of virtue should preserve “the appearance of modesty” if 

they hope to receive help from others (180). Her own concern with appearances forces 

her to move out of a lodging run by a perfectly respectable couple once she discovers that 

the little lane she's moved to is Drury Lane; as Elias notes, there were already rumors that 

she was prostituting herself (Memoirs 556 n. 172.9).23  

 The chief way Pilkington sought to preserve her reputation was by dissociating 

                                                
23 Elias suggests that Matthew Pilkington either began or promoted these rumors, as several of the 

publications Pilkington identifies as his refer to her as “an infamous Woman” and “an incorrigible 
Prostitute” (Memoirs 556 n. 172.9). Accusations of prostitution were a favorite tactic among men who 
sought to attack her reputation. Benjamin Victor, once a friend and colleague, tried to “distance” 
himself from Pilkington by declaring to their mutual friend Cibber that “[h]er 'prostituted body must be 
the habitation of a depraved and prostituted mind!'” (qtd. in Memoirs 725 n. 328.13). Victor had 
previously hired her to write for him, as Worsdale did. According to Pilkington, he paid her small 
amounts, then “since my Return to Ireland, he was twice so civil to write me Word, I was a Fool; I must 
insist on it, he was a much greater, to apply to a Fool for Wit. / And, if he disputes these Facts, let him 
but finish the Comedy of Le Païsan Parvenu in the same Stile I wrote the first Act for him, and I will 
own myself to be the Dunce, he so freely calls me” (Memoirs 150). 
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herself from other women. Once she moves to London alone24 and begins to work as a 

writer for hire, the text does not mention a single female colleague or female friend in her 

own social circle. Pilkington recounts far more interactions with men than with women, 

and the few women who do appear in the text seek to use her in some way: one distracts 

her abusive husband by inviting Pilkington home, another sends her to debtor's prison 

(Memoirs 199, 203). Her landladies are almost universally evil, and several are 

“procuress[es],” foul hags, or both (179). But her most telling statement on her lack of 

female connections occurs, appropriately enough, during an encounter with a man. A 

gentleman25 she hopes will support her writing instead treats her as a procuress herself:  

After his first Salutation, he very politely asked me, if I could help him to 

a Whore, telling me, he had married an ugly old Devil for Money, whom 

he hated, and wanted to take a Girl into keeping, which he depended on 

my Skill to chuse for him: I thanked him for the honourable Employment 

he recommended to me, but assured him, it was not in my power to serve 

him, as I never conversed with Women. (189)  

The Memoirs support this statement. Unlike Manley's works, or Haywood's, which are 

“feminocentric” both in their density of female characters and in their focus on female 

misbehavior, Pilkington's autobiography centers on herself and her encounters with men, 

which never turn explicitly sexual but almost always hint at sexual threats.26  

                                                
24 She had visited London earlier while still married, but only stayed for several months in 1733 (Memoirs 

351-52). 
25 Elias names him as Robert Nugent (Memoirs 568 n. 188.30); Pilkington mentions that she knew him 

slightly in Dublin and was familiar with his poetry (188). 
26 The one poem in the text that celebrates a female patron, “To a Lady, who defended the Author's 

Character” was written to be delivered by Worsdale as his own work (111). 
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 Furthermore, Pilkington pointedly rejects the models of feminocentric writing 

associated with Manley and Haywood. In the context of an attack on Lady Athenry,27 a 

former acquaintance who refused to subscribe to her works, Pilkington bursts out with an 

impassioned defense of her autobiography that deprecates earlier women writers as 

purveyors of trash. Lady Athenry accuses her of writing pornography (based on her life, 

of course), and Pilkington snaps back that, if that were true,  

. . . she would have purchased my Book sooner than the Bible to indulge 

her private Meditations, especially if I had the wicked Art of painting up 

Vice in attractive Colours, as too many of our Female Writers have done 

to the Destruction of Thousands, amongst whom Mrs. Manly, and Mrs. 

Haywood deserve the foremost Rank.  

 But what extraordinary Passions these Ladies may have 

experienced I know not; far be such Knowledge from a modest Woman: 

Indeed Mrs. Haywood seems to have dropped her former luscious Stile, 

and, for Variety, presents us with the insipid: Her Female Spectators are a 

Collection of trite Stories, delivered to us in stale and worn-out phrases . . . 

(227)28 

She add that the only “Ladies who have taken up the Pen . . . who deserve[d] the Name of 

a Writer” are Madame Dacier and Katherine Philips (227). Of her immediate 

                                                
27 This lady is not named in the text, but Elias identifies her based on the family history mentioned by 

Pilkington (Memoirs 617 n. 227.7). 
28 Elias's notes on Haywood require some updating, as he writes that she abandoned an “elderly clerical 

husband” (618 n. 227.22; this cleric's name was Valentine Haywood), a narrative since refuted by 
biographers.  
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contemporaries, Pilkington honors her childhood friend Constantia Grierson29 as a 

worthy poet (228). Her desire to differentiate herself from Manley and Haywood has 

nothing to do with a hunger for sisterhood, but instead speaks to a desperate need to 

distance herself from the supposed immorality of their writings (and, apparently, from the 

dullness of Haywood's tamer style). Again, Pilkington was responding to real 

contemporary criticism. Richardson's private comments to Hester Chapone about 

Pilkington's scandalous writing link her not only to Constantia Phillips and Lady Vane, 

but label them “a Set of Wretches, wishing to perpetuate their Infamy, . . . [who] make 

the Behn's, the Manley's, and the Heywood's [sic], look white”—they are a “Poison” that 

requires an “Antidote” to revive their “injured, disgraced, profaned Sex” (qtd. in 

“Introduction” xlvii).30 

 In one sense, Pilkington is right to distinguish between her writing and that of 

Manley and Haywood. Her methods of attacking women who have angered her are far 

more blunt than theirs, and she does not gild her attacks with political themes or present 

her narrative as a roman à clef. She conceals the identities of her targets only at the behest 

of her printer, and laments the suppression of “the honest Liberty of the Press . . . in 

Ireland” that “oblige[s]” her “to lock up” her “Secrets” (68).31 She describes precisely 

                                                
29 Constantia Grierson had lived with the Van Lewens for a short time during her youth and traded 

affectionate poems with the young Laetitia. Pilkington interpolates several of these poems near the 
beginning of Volume I, with great approval and evident fondness (Memoirs 18ff). For more about 
Grierson's poetry, see Kate Lilley's “Homosocial Women: Martha Sansom, Constantia Grierson, Mary 
Leapor and Georgic Verse Epistle.” 

30 Richardson did provide Pilkington with financial support and corresponded with her, despite 
disapproving of the content of her work. Elias proposes that Richardson considered a casual friendship 
with Pilkington good for his cachet as a writer who knew the depths of feminine misery (see 
“Introduction” xliv-xlvii).  

31 She promises her subscribers that a key to the work will be printed later, but her son Jack later chose not 
to produce one, fearing reprisal from those named in it (Memoirs 68, 448 n. 68.23). 
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how her enemies have insulted or damaged her, then insults them (and any handy family 

members) in return, and characterizes this process as “return[ing] . . . my publick and 

grateful Acknowledgements” (68). She implies, moreover, that envy motivates the 

women who refuse to subscribe to her Memoirs: 

Neither can I really imagine what I had done to merit all the cruel and 

scandalous Aspersions thrown on me, especially by the Ladies: It would 

be infinite vanity to suppose Envy had any Share in their gentle Breasts; or 

that the Praises received from the other Sex, on Account of my Writings, 

awaked their Displeasure against me . . . (70) 

Yet suppose it she does, and that supposition empowers her to address these women, and 

her readers, directly.32 The frequency of those direct addresses represents another crucial 

difference between her autobiographical style and those of earlier women writers. She 

warns one “Vice-Queen” that “I will not name you, because you shall not take the Law of 

me, but describe you I will,” and demands of her: “Pray, when I sent you a Book, how 

came it to intitle me to an Affront?” (266, 267). By her third volume, she addresses 

women who have implored her not to mention them in her Memoirs as secretly guilty 

supplicants, asking them, “But, oh my dear LADIES, why are you so frightened? Why so 

many Supplications to a Person unacquainted with you? Have you all then a sore Place, 

which you are afraid I should touch?” (263).  

 As the above quote suggests, some of her accusations against other women evoke 

a Manley- or Haywood-like interest in exposing female hypocrisy. She claims to be 

                                                
32 She addresses her husband directly, as well as clergymen she feels have wronged her. This rhetorical 

tactic is not limited to her attacks on women but does shape the way she pursues her female targets. 
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surprised “that Women, who have suffered in their own Reputations, are generally most 

cruel in their Censures on others,” and cites an adulterous lady who, after the death of her 

married lover, “commenced Prude, though not till Youth and Beauty were fled, and is, if 

she yet lives, one of the bitterest Enemies to any Woman, who has ever committed even 

an Act of Indiscretion, that can be found in the World, as I have proved many Years ago 

by woful [sic] Experience” (70). But sexual misconduct and hypocritical prudery are not, 

contrary to Elias's suggestion in his Introduction, her primary themes when attacking 

women. Most of the women she attacks have failed to give her financial support, and 

while she will happily gossip about their proclivities in order to humiliate them, they earn 

her satirical attention because of their false, hypocritical charity. She notes that after her 

divorce “I wrote to many Ladies, to whom my Father had been Physician, and who once 

seem'd to be my Friends, but to no Purpose; their constant Answer was, that I deserv'd 

nothing, to which General Rule, I never met with but two Exceptions” (102-103). In her 

third volume, she rails even more explicitly against “benevolent Ladies” who give 

charitably for appearance's sake, spend extravagantly on themselves, and avoid the sight 

of “disagreeable Objects” of human misery, but want “to be almost deified for their 

Munificence” (278).33 Even the less wealthy receive her scorn for lacking benevolence. 

She applauds Swift for firing a servant who rejected an old woman's plea for charity 

(287). Even when she attacks a former literary friend—the poet Mary Barber, who had 

                                                
33 Pilkington contrasts this portrait of a “Lady Bountifull” with Swift's plan to build “a Hospital for 

Lunaticks and Idiots,” which she characterizes as “laudable” and patriotic (279). She adds that, “If no 
body knows this Picture [of the lady], without writing the Name under it, I will confess myself to be as 
bad a Painter as Worsdale” (279). 



 

 351 

once been a sort of patron to her34—and disparages her writing, she criticizes Barber 

primarily for withdrawing her financial support (283).35 

 When recounting her mistreatment at the hands of other women, Pilkington seeks 

to define herself, rather than allowing her enemies to define her. She requests: “Ladies, 

let me entreat you will drop that nasty paw Word impudent, at least don't annex it to my 

Name, who never yet had the Assurance to appear in any publick Place, since I last came 

to this Kingdom; nor ever to apply in Person for a Favour” (319). Instead she suggests a 

different definition that better describes the self-sufficiency her circumstances have 

forced her to cultivate: 

But alas! poor I, have been for many years a Noun Substantive, obliged to 

stand alone, which, praise to the eternal Goodness! I have done, 

notwithstanding the various Efforts of my Enemies to destroy me, many of 

whom I have lived to triumph over, though they encompassed me on every 

Side, like so many Bulls of Basan, and though they should now kick up 

their Heels, like so many wild Asses in the Valley of Geohron, though the 

Dunces should make Songs of me . . . I think it would not afflict me. 

(226)36  

In fact, mockery does afflict her, and the structure of her work demonstrates how 

                                                
34 Barber was likely indirectly responsible for the Pilkingtons' introduction to Swift (Memoirs 390-92 n. 

26.33-26.37). For more about Barber, see Elias's “Editing Minor Writers: The Case of Laetitia 
Pilkington and Mary Barber.” 

35 Pilkington does celebrate one female patroness, Lady Codrington, whom she apostrophizes as the 
“lovely Epitome of every female Virtue, whose Ear is shut to Scandal, whose Hand is liberal, whose 
Chastity immaculate, whose Zeal to serve the distress'd unwearied, whose Friendship I experienced . . .” 
(290-91). Her emphasis on charity rather than sexual purity is evident in the order of those epithets.  

36 Later, Pilkington also identifies herself as “an Heteroclite, or irregular Verb, which can never be 
declined, or conjugated” (Memoirs 273). 
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profoundly.  

 Like Manley, Haywood, and Fowke, Pilkington was an object of satire in her own 

time. As I have mentioned, her three volumes appeared separately, the first in February or 

Match 1748, the second in December 1748, and the third posthumously, in 1754 (Elias 

“Introduction” xvi). In her second and third volumes, she responds to pamphlets attacking 

her first volume and to insults directed at her since her publication. Sometimes these 

responses are as detailed as her financial accounting. She enumerates the damaging 

rumors spread about her by one Dr. Owens by responding, point by point: “----a Lie . . . 

another Lie, . . . ----another Lie” (156). She claims to enjoy satires on her if done well, 

and even cites a few examples approvingly.37 She finds most infuriating the pamphlets 

that compare her to Con Phillips. One of these actually interrupts her writing, near the 

end of her second volume: “Just as I was writing about Worsdale a Gentleman brought 

me a Pamphlet, entitled, A Parallel between Mrs. Pilkington and Mrs. Philips, written by 

an Oxford Scholar,38 as he tells us, himself, starving in a Garret . . .” (248). She accuses 

the writer of being hired by Worsdale, then defends herself against each accusation, 

particularly regarding her accounts of other male writers: “You say I admired the Dean 

for being a Brute. N.B. you lie, and none, but a Villain would call him one; I admired his 

Charity, Wit, Sense, Taste, &c. and to say he had Passions which obscur'd for a while his 

shining and uncommon Excellencies, is no more than saying he was human, and 

                                                
37 She claims to have been “very well diverted with Mr. Woodward's Coffee, and humorous description of 

me, crying, / Subscribe, or else I'll paint you like the Devil” (265). In this satirical skit, a response to a 
skit of her own writing performed by her son Jack in collaboration with Samuel Foote, Pilkington 
appears as “Madam Pill-Kill-Tongue” (Memoirs 652 n. 265.14). In fact, she engaged in a brief 
pamphlet war with Woodward after the skit's performance. 

38 For more about The Parallel, see Thompson, Chapter 3, which addresses its portrayals of “Letty” and 
“Conny” (Thompson 125). 



 

 353 

consequently liable to Error” (248). She claims that she “never was a Match for Mrs. 

Philips,” and demands: “And now how dare you to abuse my husband? Why, thou poor 

paultry Garetteer, thou starveling Bard! if I have a Mind to do it myself, what's that to 

you?” (250, 249). In conclusion, she offers the hack “three hundred Kicks” from her 

“Treasurer,” and apologizes to her readers and to Lord Kingsborough, whom she had 

previously been addressing, for this violent digression, saying simply “it was almost 

impossible for me not to bestow those Libellers a Lash” (250).39 At the end of that 

volume, she also invites true critics to examine her work, and announces that if they 

disapprove of her writing, she'll “drown my book” like Prospero (253). Pilkington's 

combination of self-centered digressiveness and direct addresses to her readers reveals 

her stylistic debt to Swift, or at least to the hack personae he developed in works like A 

Tale of a Tub, one of the best-known examples of the “spontaneous, digressive, and 

associational” Grub Street mode (Bertelsen 123). As Lance Bertelsen notes, features of 

this associational style were adopted and adapted by mid-century writers like Henry 

Fielding, Christopher Smart, Charles Churchill, and, of course, Laurence Sterne (124). 

Pilkington's construction of life-writing as a “self-reflexive,”40 recursive activity, in 

which responses to her work inspire reactions which she then records as she continues 

writing, are not simply hallmarks of the scandalous memoir subgenre, but indications of 

her engagement with the literary zeitgeist of her day (Blom 60).  

 In Volume III, this reader/writer interactivity peaks when Pilkington suggests that 
                                                
39 In this passage, Pilkington also notes that Worsdale plans to publish her letters, and details as proposed 

payment the writing he should return to her: “three Operas, twenty-five Odes, the Letters I wrote for 
him, the Poem which begins . . .” (Memoirs 250). 

40 See T. E. Blom's “Eighteenth-Century Reflexive Process Poetry” for a detailed study of the self-
reflexive poetic process in the mid- and late-century.  
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readers correct her digressiveness by editing their copies of her text.41 She also wants her 

readers to know that this interactivity works in both directions, and therefore offers them 

unprecedented familiarity and access, even interpolating their written missives into her 

own work.42 Twice she describes the correspondence she has received from readers after 

the publication of her first volume, listing “amorous Epistles, Odes, Songs, 

Anacreonticks, Saphics, Lyricks, and Pindaricks, in Praise of my Mind and Person too” 

(303). She “assure[s]” her readers that “I have as many Pacquets of a Day, as a Minister 

of State; some praising, and some abusing me,” and, of course, includes “the best . . . in 

my Praise . . . for their Perusal” (125). The fact that Pilkington's living depended on the 

number of readers willing to continue subscribing to her Memoirs pushed her to trade on 

her notoriety and even to encourage it with this sort of direct address to her readers and 

critics. But the exigencies of her life also freed her to dispense with allegory and with the 

finer flourishes of satire practiced by Manley and Haywood in their roman à clef 

narratives. Instead, she censures her enemies and appeals to all potential friends, 

concluding, despite the lack of female friendship evident in her works, that “from the 

Ladies I yet hope Compassion; tho' rarely met with from one Woman to another” (290).  

 It seems customary when writing about mid-century literary culture to cite its 

upheavals and shifts: the move away from traditional patronage systems, the flashes of 

modern or even post-modern narrative destabilization evident in works like Tristram 

                                                
41 She writes: “If the Reader thinks this little Narrative is not quite in Point; which, now it is related, I 

begin to find out myself, he may blot it out of his Book if he pleases, but he shall not blot it out of my 
Manuscript, for that would be to deprive me of a Page, and that is worth a Crown to me . . .” (285). 

42 Linda Zionkowski writes that “As Tom Mole observes, along with individual authors and the 
bookselling industry that promotes them, the audience is integral to the 'apparatus' of literary celebrity, 
and readers require that writers be accessible to them rather than remote or forbidding” (169). 
Pilkington had apparently learned that lesson well.  



 

 355 

Shandy, the rise of sensibility fiction and experimental it-narratives. Pilkington was a 

writer of her time, and like Colley Cibber, Charlotte Charke, and Con Phillips, she 

produced autobiographical writing marked by the constraints her time imposed upon her 

life. These constraints resembled the challenges that faced professional women like 

Manley and Haywood at the turn of the century, but, as I have explained, Pilkington 

chose different rhetorical strategies when accounting for her life in print.  

 In the third volume of her Memoirs, presumably written near the end of her life, 

Pilkington recounts a final Swift story that contains, for her, a satirical moral about the 

backbiting Dublin social scene: 

I remember Doctor Swift told me, he once dined at a Person's House, 

where the part of the Table-Cloth, which was next to him, happened to 

have a small Hole in it, which, says he, I tore as I wide as I could; then 

asked for some Soop [sic], and fed myself through the Hole. The Dean, 

who was a great friend to Houswifery, did this to mortify the Lady of the 

House; but upon my Word, by the general Love of Scandal and Detraction 

in Dublin, one might reasonably imagine they were all to feed themselves 

through the Holes, which they had made in the Characters of others . . . 

(264) 

This image of Swift tearing a hole in his host's table-cloth in order to feed himself soup, 

comical as it is, ought to remind us of the difficult realities of the writing lives of 

Pilkington, Manley, Haywood, and Fowke, all of whom embraced some form of self-

defensive literary autobiography as a means of repairing their literary careers and 
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attacking their female enemies. They turned to life-writing out of necessity to “feed 

themselves through the Holes, which they had made in the Characters of other[s]” women 

writers. The dedicated work of critics committed to recovering women's texts has enabled 

us to move beyond the “mere Outside” represented by portrayals like Pope's and to delve 

into women's own accounts of their friendships and animosities (Memoirs 309). While 

women's literary history may seem more pleasant if we neglect to study the rivalries 

prevalent among women during their early years of professionalization, examining the 

holes women writers tore in one another's characters allows us to create a fuller picture of 

their literary ambitions and professional relationships—to attempt “frame a true 

Judgment” of the way those relationships shaped their contributions to the literature of 

the early eighteenth century (Memoirs 309). 
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