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on the kindness of friends, even as she insisted on her rights:
complained of her dispossession, led many writers to igno;
practice the principles of authorial self-reliance they procl
Did Lady Vane write the “Memoirs of a Lady of Quality”
occupy the center of The Adventures of Peregrine Pickle? Did S
Fielding help write chapters 4 and 5 of book 2 of Joseph Andre
Did Johnson write the climactic penultimate chapter of The Fe
Quixote? That scholars continue to debate these questions attests#
the general diffuseness of authorship in the period. :
What does seem to distinguish “our Charlotte,” as Johnson calleds
her, was the skill with which she broadcast her dispossession a ,
thereby invited the investment of time, labor, and money in hesd
career. As an author, in other words, she functioned rather like ongi
of her own fictional characters. Johnson, for example, was requi :
to “stand in her place” whenever he impersonated her in a dedi- 4
cation or introductory address, and he is never more “the author 4
of the Female Quixote” than when calling attention to some defi- 4
ciency in her experience or being: “My Sex, my Age,” he writes fo
. peidppertunibes of Bsmmgm in the
ons here is the occasion for the
vates him to write the preface 4
the sense that he creates it as
an the sense that he compensates 4
e. Lennox thus became a type 4
e same way that nobody became 4
»standing for a definitive lack of
. Sympathized with, puffed, pitied,
d never become her own person.

5

Nobody’s Debt

Frances Burney’s Universal Obligation

Frances Burney was only fifteen when she

body. Her first “private journal” @u ins,! .

To whom . . . must I dedicate my Woisdeti
adventures?—to whom dare I reveal my private
Relations? the secret thoughts of my dearest fiiends? my own hopes,
fears, reflections & dislikes?—Nobody!

To Nobody, then will I write my Journal! since To Nobody can I
be wholly unreserved—to Nobody can I reveal every thought, every
wish of my Heart, with the most unlimited confidence, the most
unremitting sincerity to the end of my Life! For what chance, what
accident can end my connections with Nobody? No secret can I
conceal from No-body, & to No-body can I be ever unreserved.
Disagreement cannot stop our affection, Time :mm: has no power to
end our friendship. The love, the esteem I entertain for Nobody, Zo-
body’s self has not power to destroy. From Nobody I .rw<m nothing
to fear, (the)? secrets sacred to friendship, Nobody will not nm<m.pr
when the affair is doubtful, Nobody will not look towards the side

t favourable. ' %
_mmw .. In Wo:n Breast my errors may create pity 2::.05. exciting
contempt; may raise your compassion, without eradicating your

love. (1:1-2)

ik, Sk

I quote this passage at length to mmBomemﬂ.m rosw the Qx-oﬁus
which seems at first merely to express Burney’s Bnﬁ.gemg
her journal private, proceeds toward general monB— satire as the
writer explores the linguistic paradox of a substantive that overtly

1. It was labeled “Old Juvenile private jommal Np. x~ by

d’Arblay when she edited it many years-kiter te. Joumm e
the many journal letters Burney wrote for- disteibati H-mnha. »_nn. Fnunw!. e
MHM_ v:.nwmmrmn% r_b The Early Journals and gigg wol. 1, 1768-1773

i : Subse-
Lars E. Troide (Kingston and Montreal: Mc s Univ. Press, 1988) Subs

tations from this work are cited et m-.— - o
nzmMn %M editor of Early Journals uses angled brackets toindicate uncertain readings

203
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proclaims the nonexistence of its referent but nevertheless b
the grammatical functions of any proper noun. One can
Nobody the subject of a sentence, as if one were talking
anybody else, but to posit anything of Nobody is to deny &
quality in everybody. To delineate Nobody’s virtues (“From Na
I have nothing to fear”) is also to cast aspersions on everybody

obody helped Burney reinvent the novel, and in this chapter I
ore Nobody’s social and economic conditions more fully in
r to understand how she became so helpful and what sorts of
iration she provided. First, I briefly outline Nobody’s history
nd identify the gender, class, and literary characteristics that make
fictional Evelina, her intended readers, and her author all into
declare one’s confidence in Nobody’s perfect “compassion” # jobodies. Second, I discuss the Burney family’s lack of indepen-
make a terse joke out of the Humean puzzle discussed in the p ent social and economic substance, especially their reliance on
ceding chapter: sympathy flows most freely when one of the parfi oth the literary marketplace and a widely ramified patronage
to it is nonexistent. Nobody, the juvenile Burney implies, is an es ork; this double dependence, strikingly figured in the division
cially necessary companion to all properly reserved young fema literary labor between Frances Burney and her father, made the
“to No-body can I be ever unreserved,” she writes twice, : ey family itself seem a phenomenon of representation in which,
minor variations. And the more this necessity is insisted upon normal patriarchal order was sustained by fictions. Third,
the language of sentimental enthusiasm, the hollower that very explore the sense of placelessness and universal obligation that
guage sounds and the more broadly applicable the satire become Lattended these circumstances, arguing that Burney’s perception of
Burney’s earliest extant writings thus link the ideas of pri seless circulation and unpayable debt aroused the transcendent
self-reflection and satire through witty play with the concept ical aspirations, a new way of longing to be Nobody, that shaped
Nobody. The concept, moreover, quickly suggests the idea of er second novel, Cecilia, and that those very aspirations intro-
explicitly fictional addressee, marking the easy transition be uced moral self-criticism into the heart of the novel form.
writing to and writing about Nobody. Since the reader is Nobody, Most of Burney’s jokes about Nobody were very old by 1768,
1 of her: ting back at least to the Odyssey.* The early modern period in
orthern Europe saw the widespread use of the figure of Nobody
popular social satire, and the tradition lived on longer in England
‘than anywhere else.> Richard Burton used the conceit in the Anat-
womy of Melancholy in ways that were typical of a late medieval and
enaissance tradition that would still be evident in Burney’s journal
. 150 years later. Wondering who should not be locked up in a
madhouse, he remembers that “Nemo is wise at all hours, Nemo
. is born without faults, Nemo is free from crime, Nemo is content
L with his lot, Nemo in love is wise, Nemo is good, Nemo’s a wise
. man and perfectly happy and therefore Nicholas Nemo or Mon-
.sieur No-body shall go free.”¢

/o be my best friend; tho’ God forbid you

. ‘companion—& a romantick Girl, for mere
§3 perhaps be more sincere—more tender—than if you were
a friend [in] propria personae [sic]—in as much as imagination often
exceeds reality. (1:2)

This move, however, is immediately identified as humorously re-
versible: “[BJut why, permit me to ask, must a female be made
Nobody? Ah! my dear, what were this world good for, were Nobody. .
a female?” (1:2). Through the concept of Nobody, Burney clears a :
linguistic space that can be occupied by a suppositional being; v:r
since this “romantick Girl” stands in the place of Nobody, s
represents the very void that made room for her. Moreover, mmBT
nine reserve is so deeply implicated in this fiction-making process.:
(by necessitating Nobody in the first place and then defining her.
ideal qualities),® that its reversibility facetiously threatens the very
existence of the female.

"dangerous pastime because it left a record of thoughts that a young woman,
! “especially, should keep to herself. See the diary, pp. 18—22.

4. Greta Calmann traces the history of Nobody in “The Picture of Nobody: An
~ Iconographical Study,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 23 (1960): 60—
104, beginning with the trick Odysseus played when he told the Cyclops his name
was Noman, thus causing the monster’s fellows to ignore him when he called out
that no man was tormenting him.

5. Calmann, pp. 93-104.

3. Family and friends explicitly told Frances that her journal writing might be a 6. Anatomy of Melancholy (New <9._n 1951), p. 99; quoted in Calmann, p. 93. For
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person of no social consequence. Henry Fielding, for example,
efined “No Body” as “All the People in Great Britain, except about
00.”? Hogarth also seems to have intended his Nobody to stand
r the common man, and “opposed him . . . to the pretentious
omebody.”'” Somebody was used throughout the seventeenth and
ghteenth centuries as Nobody’s foil; the two figures were common
= enough, for example, to form a pair in a deck of playing cards and

‘were /monw masquerade nrwumnﬁmnm.u Somebody was often depicted
is nothing but a substantial, well-dressed body, with dwarfed
mbs. Often a fop, he “was a person of consequence, whose name
as perhaps intentionally suppressed.”"! Hence, just as Nobody
ight be seen as the prototype of fictional characters, Somebody
ight be seen as the prototype of scandalous reflections.

N In the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth cent
ough, Nobody evolved some peculiarly English qualities ,
.m:ro:mr not emphasized at the beginning of Burne \m\ i
Nocﬁdmr .Eovmc_% kept Nobody’s fictional possibilities mv_w<m~u.
'magination during the long gestation of Evelina. First, the .
word “nobody” allows a pun that was not possible 5\ other
pean E:.m:mmmm\ “and by the seventeenth century he is pictureds
a Bmd:ﬁ: composed of head and limbs only, s&ro:nbm .
The title page of a 1606 play called Nobody and Somebod for
ple, represents Nobody as a man with a head md:m%m:am
mously ~o.:m pantaloons, starting just under Ew nE:.\ The fig;
MMMWﬂmmrrEwmm: for ?m lack of fashionable clothes by me...
b hﬁMM&MO _u%avo thereby ma\:ﬁrmmmﬁ:m bodilessness, or
ol iates QNMEMMMN mﬂmw_w\mwmwm”wnwmm%mmnm. This perso Nobody’s social profile reminds us that the eighteenth-century
s e o Bt A &msm:o 7% _us}ms Hogart cap preoccupation with reference in representation had always been
attackied to 4 per ot g i & Nobody as merely a €z ied closely to issues of status. If we see Nobody, the addressee of
T g i Zc?,..va%\m " b Burney’s juvenile journal, as the progenitor of the author’s first
il e nes Big rmuﬁamﬂnmr mm well as meta ' heroine, therefore, Evelina’s social insubstantiality looks all but
. S.Tu..-m —vﬂno.mmmrmw T a Hmmmm.m:m wﬁmnﬂm_ same- 3 inevitable; her lack of social status, even social identity, is both an
= g'ga 3 »——E&@. L %ﬁ”ﬂ:nm. Time itself hg . extension and an obfuscation of her fictionality. Her constant tee-
Dl.-ﬂl-ﬂ. i s g . rmm-v. : e, the esteem I entertai . tering on the brink of social nonbeing, the frequency with which
— e not power to destroy.” Nobod she is reminded that she is “a person who is nobody,”*? even the
s Peand reductio ad absurdum of Emmnno

a “persona” who is emphatically detache

from all that normally defin
es a “self”—the particulars of
place, sex; dlass, and age that no real bod o wi

9. The Covent Garden Journal, no. 4 (January 4, 1752); rpt. in The Covent Garden
Journal by Sir Alexander Drawcansir, Knt. Censor of Great Britain, ed. Gerard
Edward Jensen, vol. 1 (New Haven, CT: Yale Univ. Press, 1915), p. 156.

10. Mitchell, introduction to Hogarth’s Peregrination, p. xxix.

11. Calmann, p. 93.

12. Evelina; or, the History of a Young Lady’s Entrance into the World, ed. and introd.
Edward A. Bloom and Lillian D. Bloom (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1982), p. 32
Subsequent quotations from this edition are cited parenthetically in the text. Recent
studies of Evelina include Joanne Cutting-Gray, Woman as “Nobody” in the Novels of
Fanny Burney (Gainesville: Univ. Press of Florida, 1992), pp. 9—31; Julia Epstein, The
Iron Pen: Frances Burney and the Politics of Women's Writing (Bristol: Bristol Classical
Press, 1989), pp. 93-122; Irene Fizer, “The Name of the Daughter: Identity and
Incest in Evelina,” in Refiguring the Father: New Feminist Readings of Patriarchy, ed.
Patricia Yaeger and Elizabeth Kowaleski-Wallace (Carbondale: Southern Illinois
Univ. Press, 1989), pp. 78-107; Susan Fraiman, Unbecoming Women: British Women R
Writers and the Novel of Development (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 1993), pp.
32-58; Judith Lowder Newton, Women, Power and Subversion: Social Strategies _.xﬂz
British Fiction, 1778—-1860 (Athens: Univ. of Georgia Press, 1981), pp. 23-54; Toby A.
Olshin, ““To Whom I Most Belong’: The Role of Family in Evelina,” Eighteenth Century
Life n.s. 6:1 (October 1980): 29—42; Ronald Paulson, Satire and the Novel in Eighteenth- %
Century England (New Haven, CT: Yale Univ. Press, 1976), pp. 158—92; Mary Poovey,
“Fathers and Daughters: The Trauma of Growing Up Female,” in Men by Women,

an account i
nt of St. Nemo, the progenitor of Burton’s Nicholas, see Calmann, pp. 60—

3.: m:Q -mm::hT _Umﬂ:.m

. e, m\nw d Hi i fii

und \A:‘ﬁ\ﬂ : 3 EW er storia Qmm ZQBO\ \»NQ:.G it N.N.mmgﬁ:s-
. NEWNMh\NR\.N.wN R.mm \(?:NENQM 4 Angv.. wwO|Am

- .. Imitated i 1 / ]
in I:&SE&S\G by one well acquainted with some of the Travellers, and of the

5 the text went un bli g

i ; of the tailpiece . published until

iconographic hj ; "'P1ece as a portrait of Nobod Al
graphic history in England are given by Charles Mitchell in a y m%_nwu. %wm MMW_.“MW

edition, Hogarth’s Pere inati i
Preie ta Y il me 5 1n, ed. and introd. Charles Mitchell (Oxford: Clarendon
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memory of the ease with which her mother, Caroline Evel
dwindled in the vacuum of social ostracism into the bodilessne
of a mere letter—all this discourse of nonentity indicates the vam
ishing point, the absence of reference that makes realistic fictional
perspective possible and simultaneously seems to give that very
absence a referent in the specific social situation of an illegitimates
daughter. As is the case in reading The Female Quixote or any numbes:
of other eighteenth-century novels, therefore, to be mindful that
Evelina is nobody’s story and to be oblivious of the fact are practi=
cally the same thing. ,.
To get a full sense of the uses of Nobody in Burney’s career, «
though, we need to note yet another of the figure’s contemporary
/\ associations, one that brings us back to the implications of writing
for as well as about Nobody. As Fielding’s definition suggests,
Nobody was easily interchangeable with Everybody. Indeed, Ho-
garth used the conceit of writing for Nobody/Everybody to define
the situation of the writer whose works were intended for the

ed. Janet Todd, Women and Liferature n.s. 2 (1981): 39—58; Patricia Meyer Spacks,
imagoTng & ROTTRLF ‘Nowel in Eighteenth-Century England (Cambridge:
2; Susan Staves, “Evelina; or, Female Difficul-
6): 36881; Kristina Straub, Divided Fictions: Fanny
mgton: Univ. Press of Kentucky, 1987), pp. 23-108;
rand Anonymity in Evelina,” in Fanny Burney’s
Chelsea House, 1988), pp. 99-109.
mey's career as a whole, see Margaret Doody,
orks (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers Univ. Press, and
; Press, 1988); and Lillian D. Bloom and Edward A.

: Nowels: The Retreat from Wonder,” Novel 12 (Spring 1979):
215-35; Rose Marie Cutting, “Defiant Women: The Growth of Feminism in Fanny
Burney’s Novels,” Stmdirs s Emglish Literature, 1500-1900 17 (1977): 519—30; Martha
G. Brown, “Fanny Burney’s “Feminism": Gender or Genre,” in Fetter'd or Free? British
Women Novelists, 16701815, ed. Mary Anne Schofield and Cecilia Macheski (Athens:
Ohio Univ. Press, 1986), pp. 29—39; Marjorie Dobbin, “The Novel, Women'’s Aware-
ness, and Fanny Burney,” English Language Notes 22 (March 1985): 42—52; Eva Figes,
Sex and Subterfuge: Women Novelists #o 1850 (London: Macmillan, 1982), pp. 33-55;
Juliet McMaster, “The Silent Angel: Impediments to Female Expression in Frances
Burney’s Novels,” Studies in the Novel 21 (1989): 235-52; Johnd=Richettj, “Voice and
Gender in Eighteenth-Century Fiction: Haywood to Burney,” Studies in the Novel 19
(1987): 263—71; Katharine M. Rogers, “Fanny Burney: The Private Self and the
Published Self,” International Journal of Women's Studies 7:2 (March/April 1984): 110~
17; Jane Spencer, The Rise of the Woman Novelist: From Aphra Behn to Jane Austen
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986), pp. 95-98; Dale Spender, Mothers of the Novel: 100
Good Women Writers before Jane Austen (London: Pandora, 1986), pp. 270—86; Janet
wﬁﬁo&a\ The Sign of Angellica: Women, Writing and Fiction, 1660-1800 (London: Virago,
1989), pp. 273-87. See also Joseph A. Grau, Fanny Burney: An Annotated Bibliography
(New York: Garland, 1981).
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general public rather than for a patron or coterie. He v_mbdma to
preface a semiautobiographical book on the arts and artists of
England with “The no Dedication™:

Not Dedicated to any Prince in Christendom for fear it might be

thought an Idle piece of Arrogance. 7%
'Not Dedicated to any man of quality for fear it might be thought

too assuming.
Not Dedicated to any learned body of E as ‘either of the

universityes, or the Royal Society, for fear it be thought an
uncommon piece of Vanity. ) s oo :
Not Dedicated to any particular Friend, for f ar_ of offending
another, =
Therefore Dedicated to nobody.

But if for once we may m:%gswnig as
Every body is often said to be nobody, then is this work Dedicated

to every body.?

:A,rmBoUm&nmnoz:rmmociozmmmmammm s&ruorbmos‘wumxmn SAV
Lord Chesterfield, discussed in the preceding chapter; it announces
the author’s independence as a corollary of his willingness to rely
on a theoretically unlimited multitude of readers. Hogarth, how-
ever, draws out the paradox that the larger this crowd grows @5
more it equals Everybody), the more its individual members shrink
in significance. His joke is ostensibly pointed toward the m.vmca
arrogance of the Somebodies who think almost .méJ&omw is No-
body; nevertheless, the metamorphosis mnnoBﬁ__mea here reveals
the necessary insubstantiality of any particular .::: of that aggre-
gate giant the public. When writers like EmE.Em\ _o.r:moF mb.m
Hogarth equated their authorial virtue with their allegiance to this
entity, a sense of its problematic ontological status was already well
developed.

_bamwm\ one might argue that the upright author in the ﬁ.mnrmn.
place of letters was bound to imagine his reader as Nobody in order
to tell the truth and avoid flattery. His_integrity, as the mm& of
Shaftesbury claimed in his “Advice to an >=Eo%m
of the century, depended on the reader’s de-realization. In an
interestingly gendered metaphor, Shaftesbury complained about

“the coquetry of a modern author, whose epistles dedicatory, pre-
—— — :

13. Quoted in Mitchell, p. .

7
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faces, and addresses to the are so many affected gracesy
esigned to draw the attention from the subject towards him
. gg dialogues in which the author woul
! through a pair of personae, interrogate his own opinions instea
_,_ ' of rhetorically embellishing them to cajole and seduce the reades
lover. In true philosophical dialogues, he confidently claimed, “
reader, being no way applied to, stands for nobody.” 4
Writing for Nobody, therefore, was what both the talented lit
erary entrepreneur and the serious, self-effacing philosopher were:
said to do in the eighteenth century. Keeping a journal addressed
to Nobody and publishing a book for Everybody’s consumption
were thus perhaps in Burney’s mind not so much polar opposites
as paradoxical counterparts. Nobody clears a space not only for
Evelina biit-also for the unknown and unknowable reader, who
must be kept a cipher if the author is to preserve her integrity.
Recalling Shaftesbury’s chastisement of authorial “coquetry,”s &
moreover, we can speculate that the pressure to make the reader
“stand for nobody,” to annihilate the addressee in order to escape

the censure of carrying on a flirtatious correspondence, might have -
been even ra female than for a male author. The increas-
- female modesty during the century might have

“with the growth of the reading public to
distinction between ication. Paradoxically,
the larger and more impersonal the audience became, the more
writing for it could be conceived in the same innocent terms as .
writing only for oneself, that is, as writing for nobody.

This last point brings us back to the most obvious referent of
Burney’s “Nobody”: herself. To say that she writes for Nobody is

14. Anthony, earl of Shaftesbury, “Advice to an Author,” in Characteristics of Men,
Manners, Opinions, Times, ed. John M. Robertson, introd. Stanley Grean (Indianap-
olis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill, 1964), vol. 1, p. 131.

15. The coquette has an interestingly ambiguous gender in the eighteenth
century. She seeks to gratify her vanity by achieving emotional ascendancy over
men; she wishes to be loved without loving, and hence she represents the “com-
mon” female vice of narcissistic self-preoccupation. However, the very word “co-
quette,” deriving from “coq,” reverberates with associations of masculine vainglory.
The coquette reverses the “natural” relations of male and female by assuming the
role of the preening barnyard rooster surrounded by a flock of admiring men. Hence
coquetry is unfeminine. The masculine behavior it mimes, however, is generally
regarded as foppish when observed in the salon rather than the barnyard, and
hence it is strongly tinged with femininity. Thus coquetry can be imagined as doubly
androgynous: it is practiced by women in imitation of effeminate men.

to say that, as
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she later told a companion, “my Journal was ,ﬂ:&w
own perusal” (Early Journals, 1:21). Emdam Q.E.nm m<\m
MMW:HMWM out ﬂrwﬂ the writer _umnogmmn;?w.bwoava nOﬁ.HE.bm the Ho.ﬁgmwmm
mode of address as the first of Burn€y’s characteristic m:.mrodw_ self-
effacements. ¢ It presages, for example, both the mawrmcn msoHMWHB..
ity of Evelina’s author and the :mBm_omm_...mmm wm m<mrbMM<mm—me OM“
the heroine signs her first letter in this epistolary ¢ :
lina » and then proceeds to ask, “what other name may
claim?” All of this would seem to point noiua a strong assodation |
between authorship and blankness or emptiness of reference.
Moreover, the namelessness of Evelina Hl— her creator, which
lace them at the brink of existence, 1S Enked

seems to. s - . -

to their (fathers’ power to “own” or &mgm—-ﬁ-\mg That .ﬂ”
nymity i licitly marked as a dau; I

B o luctance fo she contends in the dedica-

author’s reluctance to identify herself,
tory poem, addressed “To
to make what might be seen as an 8L
She defers to her father as author, characterizin

representation:

7 stems from her refusal

illegitimate use of the patronym.
g herself as a mere

Oh author of my being!—far more dear
To me than light, than :ocnmraw:"\
Hygieia’s blessings, Rapture’s cﬁ.ﬂ:bm tear, _
Or the life blood that mantles in my breast!

If in my heart the love of Virtue m_nim\ :

"Twas planted there by an upering rule; <

From thy example the pure flame arose, ~
Thy mvm@ my precept—thy good works, my school.*

or rest,
|
@

16. Margaret Doody, for example, links the \\chom< %%\M% mnonv&:g and
the general social insignificance of young women: rw. mmm ose ?m:a:m%io&mm%mm -
the universal adolescent experience om.Bm_C:m an en .m:mm= o
body, without an established vmnmo.zm_&\ or fixed mOQm.—: Tsan&. wgn . Fﬁ%@. =
that experience from the female point w* view . . . A»_mo Oﬁwﬁunwg.ﬂ-u% "
Works, p. 41). On mcﬂsmvmmmwa&mwm M@ meoﬂww.. mmuM et gii!.nmugv.
“ ” in the Novels of Fanny bu , 5 ; m « e
mﬂmwﬂmwwm Novels: The Retreat from Wonder”; and Straub, Divided Fictions, pp

A _— Burney’s father her life and
o 17. For other interpretations of the om_ - m-“u gnnomb Evelina”;
work, see Fizer, :,.E—m Name om. W_wrhwn%: MM«?.:“M%B:%‘%QWQQAF
Elizabeth Kowaleski-Wallace, ﬂr«w_\mH mn Grford Univ. Press, 1991), Pp: 9-11, 22-23;

i licity (New eSS, PP
Nﬁ%ﬂ:ﬁmﬂa%ﬁﬁm I m_oﬂﬁ Belong’: The Role of Family in Evelina”; and Poovey,

i ale.”
“ hters: The Trauma of Growing Up Fem
mmmwmnmwM“ﬂﬂMm allude to two passages in Paradise Lost that Burney may have



e

{

conflated in memory. The first is Eve’s speech to Adam

LMIRCO DRIeY O UILLUETSUL vougarion

m,rmw the stanza’s fiery language (“light,” “burning” “
. flame”) itself seems to murmur the unwritten name :wm\gm o
_:Q.wmme our sense of the difficulty of the suppression Wm ,
dedication continues, the author-daughter asserts that r%. t

as her father’s work, and therefore as his representation, Bmmwwm

impossible for her to claim her own é
ultimately to him, work, which must belon

is to name her father and there
to p§mobm“ S

Could my weak pow’rs thy num’rous virtues trace
By filial love each fear should be repress’d \
The blush of Incapacity I'd chace,
And stand, recorder of thy worth, confess’d:
But since my niggard stars that gift refuse,
Concealment is the only boon I claim;
Obscure be still the unsuccessful Zcmm\\
Who cannot raise, but would not sink, your fame.

glo

Here the “burning” life blood—the “spark” of life provide
Burney—becomes a “blush” at the daughter’s nohﬁmmmzh. ww\mmww
atch her father’s authorship would be to
erown “being,” but since the poem
0 watality from author to work, from sub-
Ssis g a feat is impossible. Ag imitation
anily represents the father imperfectly, and as
represents the daughter imper-

wﬂwwgghnpg imperfect as w representation of the father.

b Lr E—.“\. EE.QON Unlike a son, a daughter cannot

oo of bodies that bear her father’s name; she
not restore the full, warm, breathing substance to the

» which would make the
and Disposer, what thou
more problematic, but the
J.?wc art my Father, thou my author, thou
address to Satan! Yet another source
Sir, I love you more than word i
can wield ;
Dearer than eye-sight, space, and liberty; i
Beyond what can be valued, rich or nmnm\
No less than life, with grace, health, beauty, honour.
(King Lear 1.1. 56-59)

I'am grateful to Janet Adelman for pointing out these similarities

Burneys’ relationshi i

urn nship em sexual: “My A
w.a& st/ Unargu'd I obey” (4.635-36). The m@nd:.uvwm m:mMM ;
inguistic echoes are undeniably strong:
/ My vm_.:m 8av'st me” (2.864—65). Thi f
for the lines, almost as weird, is Goneril's fla
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other name. In her father’s name, she can only come up with cold,
pale substitutes, representations twice removed: no bodies. Bur-
ney’s dedication puts the dutiful daughter in a double bind: she
must try to imitate the authorial act in her father’'s name, but her
attempts to pay her life debt through writing must also always be
deficient.

By imagining fatherhood as the original act of authorship, there-

fore, Burney, drawing on an ancient tradition of
women, gives herself the secondary ontol ._.,.L. cal stat Tese:
tation.”” Her existence, like that of the heroine she-has'in turn
created, is contingent, a mere reflection of i
level of reality. The dedication, then, partly a iswers the que
of the fifteen-year-old journal writer—"why . . . must 2 female be
made Nobody?”—by showing that females, in relationship to their
fathers, start out with a deficit of being. Their deficiency, moreover,
stimulates authorship, which paradoxically adds to the daughter’s
sense of diminishing “life.” Thus, as I noted at the beginning of
this chapter, female writing about Nobody brings to mind the
regrettable precariousness of female existence in general: “what
were this world good for, were Nobody a female?”

We should not, however, be too quick to associate anonymity
entirely with the figure of Nobody, for both the author and the
heroine claim by their very “———"s to be related to Somebody:
“——— as we have noticed in previous chapters, is the sign of
nonfictional writing, the mark of scandal, the-tear in the text that
indicates an outside where a referent too important to be named
waits to be discovered. In this sense, to go nameless and to be
Nobody were opposite conditions. The dedication to Evelina t
the reader that there is matter and substance behind the author’s
unwritten name, just as Evelina’s “———" is the first step she
makes toward asserting her relationship to her aristocratic father:
“——" erases “Anville” and clears a space where “Belmont” will
eventually appear.

Authorial anonymity in Burney’s early works, therefore, does
not indicate a lack of substance without simultaneously calling
attention to the significance of the author’s patronym by making
an issue out of the daughter’s right to use it. The dedication claims

o

,,5.mmmw.moimaw_g?gm&@& immc%\:wa:&Sm~=em=:.§&“S\meRWQSn::.n
Love (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1991).
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' marketplace was deseribed.

Burney’s writings are
discourse about nonentity had

i
1

private in Burney’s work; see, for ex
) ; see, ample, R
wwm the Published Self ”; Spencer, The mMmm of nmw wmw\
rivacy and Anonymity in Eveling.”

SO

Univ. Press, 1985), chapter 2.
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MMM w.cﬂmv\ is moﬁ._mwomv\m daughter and therefore neither Some-
aB::E €rown-right nar Nebedy. For Evelina, too, ~ is
. aneously the erasure of a name and a line drawn between
_ﬁc. Mam”ﬂ“w of Zovoaw Am<m=:.mv and that of Somebody (Belmont), a
e ﬁ.m o:aérﬁr the writer suspends herself. Even in the case
i M aged journal writer, “Nobody” applies to the writer as
- €T OWn secrets, and to assert the existence of such secrets
move toward self-substantiation.

:ZWW MMS : M:Bm.% wrote for, wvocv and from the point of view of
v TM\H MTNMMMWEM m:mmﬂusmEm ontological and/or social sta-
case Nobody is Qm:m\mo“m””:“mwwwa her dowbies, pom €ach
comes a book for and about Everybody by Miss Somebod A
critics have pointed out, in her very blankness Evelina cmwohwﬂ.mm mm

nge, as if fictionality itself were
to its surrounding conditions of
‘ ever, as [ have specified, the idea
ed notions both of the reading public and
fI0F, so that the fictionality of the text might
ption of the terms in which the

’

. . literary
Was not surprising that Frances
remarkably saturated with those terms, for

ved off their representations. special resonance for people who

20. mmm m°~ mXN=—mV~m mcm Hun.mmm\ Sex and mﬂiﬁu‘wﬁ%~ mvv. wA.I.wm.
21, O:QOM :mcm O:mumﬁm various nummgm:nm of g—m ~0—NQOH~ Tmnsmm: mvc_v—uﬂ N:Q

“Fanny Burney: The Private Self
man Novelist, 95-98; and Wagner,

22, ,mﬁmwnlemmP imi i
makes a similar point about eighteenth-centu

nification, in Personification and the Sublime: Milton to Coleridge (Cam atlge P

bridge: Harvard

Frances Burney's Universal Uvnigarion

<15

Burney’s relationship to the literary marketplace differed from that
of the other authors we have surveyed because she was born and
raised in a “literary” milieu. Aphra Behn, Delarivier Manley, and
Charlotte Lennox had all claimed to be the orphaned daughters of
military officers, claims on which their status as gentlewomen
rested. But the daughter of a man who was a musician, music
teacher, composer, and author had few secure social credentials.
Authorship was the highest activity to which Burney’s father as-
pired; without it, he was a mere hireling. He had apparently
cultivated a gentlemanly demeanor early in life, which made it easy
for him to find employers, but for many years his relationship to
them was much more that of servant to master than that of arfist
to patron. He was an apprentice to the composer and orchestra
leader Dr. Thomas Arne in 1748, when Fulke Greville, in need of a
musician who would be “fit company for a gentleman,”? bought
his indenture for £300. Through Greville, he made numerous con-
tacts and some lasting friendships with broad-minded gentlefolk,
but his status in many of their homes was ambiguous, something
between music teacher and guest. The Thrales, for example, paid
him a salary of £100 for “dining [at their house] once a week and
remaining for the evening, departing as early as he wished in the
morning.”?* ,
When Frances was summoned to meet the Thrales after the
appearance of Evelina and the revelation of her authorship, she was
at first perceived by Hester Thrale not as a lady novelist, but as a
performer: “[H]is Daughter is a graceful looking Girl, but ‘tis the
Grace of an Actress not a Woman of Fashion—how should it?"*
The Burney family, she pointed out elsewhere, was on display:
“[E]very individual of it must write and read & be literary.”> Their
accomplishments were less marks of leisure than of semiprofes-
sional training. Indeed, Frances’s understanding of the tasks of
authorship came from her exhausting work as amanuensis to her

23. Quoted by Joyce Hemlow in The History of Fanny Burney (Oxford: Oxford
Univ. Press, 1958), p. 2.

24. Hemlow, p. 70.

25. From Thraliana, 1:368; quoted in Doody, p. 59.

26. Thraliana, 1:399; quoted in Doody, p. 21.
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I
/ mmﬁrm.n. mﬁ.,.m had to copy all of Evelina in a “disguised hand” be
| sending it out because her own handwriting was already fan

| to London compositors. In a sense, the .

i

most intimate sentiments and deepest sense of identity. The social
|| trade, and au . ; i ) . significance of the family name, however, was not a given. The,
\| down from a WMM“”WNMMM Mmo» wm nﬂ.:m%:m& in her case as a family was self-consciously engaged in the project of creating :.,‘
publication was thought of as mw M ,Mw“a%rm: we remember that . They had no rent roles, no pedigrees, no real or invented histories
Burney family, the anonymity of mnms.nm%mwmﬁwgm QOﬁ.mmv\ in the { of military or public service; they had only talent and knowledge, |
to seem downright pretentious. r nrn B a:oem might be .,, . copyrights and such “symbolic capital” as Dr. Burney’s degree from *
musician and writer, entitled o »:Em , the daug ».mn of a mere Oxford and (much later) Frances’s place at court. The writings of
There is no “true” answe to thi mén_ﬁgm% i other families might have been imagined as second-order realities,
would always be based o za.. o s .n:mw .y since the response as accomplishments indicating a (past or present) economic inde-
We should notice ﬁro:mh EM%HWMWM:MMM»MMAW MOQM_ position. pendence, but the writings of the Burneys were the business of
impli " : € to the gentility their lives.
mnmﬂ“m WMWMMM\M&_Q 29“_& Tk have been :b?mw sally r mnomaNmN Once we notice the family’s dependence oncultural and sym-
only the individual author” me.:ﬂ therefore be said to register not bolic capital, the dedicatory poem of Evelina takes on a different
the desire for socal _,mnoo; ms.m:,: to belong to Somebody but also significance. The “———" I have suggésted, announces what
category of people: those Wﬂoﬂ:ﬁw%h Mmaﬂmg . m_mmS&.% new might easily have been disputed at the time: that the author’s father
the holders and producers of “cyl P P has described as is Somebody, a man of substance. The first line of the poem then
of “cultural capital.”” The accumulation goes on rather slyly to place, if not to name, him. “Oh author of
my being!” may at first appear simply to repeat, with its Miltonic
echoes, the familiar author-male, pen-penis metaphors that have
so often been the object of feminist analysis. But insofar as those
metaphors assume that the ability to father precedes the ability to
author, that authorship depends on phallic power, Burney’s line
potentially upsets the usual order of precedence. When we read it
with the Burneys’ actual situation in mind, it seems a covert ac-
knowledgment that the father has achieved the authority of a
traditional paterfamilias through the quite untraditional means of
authorship. Indeed, the metaphor collapses into a kind of facetious
literalism: Dr. Burney’s authorship of his books is the basis of
Frances Burney’s being because it is her economic provision.

n, she was raised to

e rances, did arduous secretarial work
4 : > novels. Cultivating talent ishi
. S : , polishin
M_.mmm HWMMMM. EEE.QS:@ contacts, and collecting m:w
g knowledge were the economic activities of the Bur-

MM% family, and they were conceived of as contributing to a_collec-
Ve _pro oper - They puffed each other, mo_Mﬂﬁ

ployment as his secretary and copyist. In this sense, representation

on the specific relationship between Frances Burney and her father,
rather than as a comment on daughters and fathers in general, the
dedicatory poem hints at a possible reversal of the assumed pri-
macy of “life” over writing, substance over representation. Such a|
hint in turn destabilizes the very thing the poem so loudly pro-

27. See Pierre Bourdieu, Distinctions: ; i
trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge: :&8:%& ACN..‘.me:g:m of the Judgement of Taste,

“Social Space and Symbolic Power” i ess, 1984), esp. pp. 1-96, and
er, 4
(Stanford, CA: Stanford Uniy. _uummw\ ~580~wu~ WW@NM(WMM@ frans. Matthew Adamson

of relationships that would make it grow was bound up with their

Frances’s place in her father’s household was assured by her em-

could be said to have preceded substance. Reread as a comment |
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« | [claims: the priori i
* | /\ Enciir EW%: Mﬂ ﬂmﬂ.wwrm father over his mere representations,
If Frances Burney’s father was Somebody, therefore, he differed
ma.oB other Somebodies by virtue of the difficulty of distinguishin
his substance from his representations. The father, like the dau rm
ter, was sometimes on the edge of Nobodiness. That was _umnrmmm
ei.d\ the daughter had to be particularly chary (as a :mﬁ:m ﬂ\w
nr:mv of his and her name/fame: they were all her father had v\gm,rm
dedicatory poem, then, was at once pretentious and apt; :.Sm
rm<m. exaggerated the father’s social status, but it mws::m\:mo:m_%
admitted his “fame” was so fragile and so all-important that TM
could vm. materially damaged by his daughter’s literary failure. Th
poem might be read, then, as both a clever piece of w:mm. m..za .
n.mB_:qu to us modern readers that aristocratic patriarchal MMm:B :
tions (even in the revised version used by seventeenth- and ej W”
teenth-century women writers) are inappropriate to cultural ca W 1
accumulation. The patriarchal language obscured the mmﬂrmwmﬁmm
\M”:Mm:nm On representation; the social and economic conditions Mm
\ € burneys revealed it. The anxiety underlying the naming of the

father i - -
f G&Fn”m . E - o o mﬁwﬂn might stem from both an
i , uﬂi.. - he father’s loftiness and a recognition of his

B

& g-ﬂ.t&c lives by the pen can be injured

.M“@ very g of .m:»roar_.v to Frances Burney’s
\_, poc 35;@8%. n‘r e m~ m:nm__.ma nmrm.moa the fledgling novelist and
e : o nisk of exposing the Incorporeality of the family’s
INCce. ohe seems to have believed that the novel was an
specially risky genre for a Burney to undertake,? but for that very

- The social meanings of genres, however, are not stable, and they

cannot be inferred from formal properties alone. A full sense of

28. Others who have discussed Eveli
( velina as a possible subversi i
MMMMM%: _Mn_:n_m Newton, Women, Power and Subversion, pp. AMHM._%:%m EMSR?&
;i %S; v_u.: 59-83; and Straub, Divided Fictions, pp. 25-26. R
9. en her father told her he could not understand why she had published

her novel anonymous}
y, why she had antici is di
that she thought the form 8% far below M”M M%“W“nﬂm e e
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why novel authorship was specifically associated with nonentity
in this period, and thus why it might have seemed a hazardous
departure from the family enterprise, requires a brief description
of changes in the production and dissemination of novels in the
later decades of the eighteenth century.

It was during this period that novels became the favorite reading
matter of that common avatar of Nobody: Everybody. The market
in novels during those decades appears to have expanded even
faster than the swelling general marketplace in books. Historians
of the book trade and of literacy credit this general expansion to a
growing population and the extension of the marketinto the middle
ranks of society: the appearance, that is, of the numerous nobody
readers discussed earlier. In the preceding chapter, I noted that the
middle decades of the century, when the novel was beginning to
establish itself, were not a period of growth for the book trade.
Indeed, there was a slump in the 1740s, when the total number of
publications in England was only 10,000, and the recovery of the
17508 was modest: the 11,794 titles produced in that decade were
only 270 more than the number published in the decade 1710-19.
Although historians often generalize about the dramatic increase
in publications of the second half of the eighteenth century, most
of it actually occurred in the last three decades: the 1770s show an
increase of 2,400 (approximately a 20 percent increase over the total
number of publications of the 1760s); the 1780s again produced a
20 percent increase; and the statistics for the 1790s (which are
admittedly questionable) show a whopping 64 percent increase.*

Many of the new nobody readers were women, and judging by
the rate of increase at which women began publishing in these
decades, the expanding market was receptive to female authors of
all forms of belles lettres. The number of previously unpublished

30. These numbers come from Michael Crump, “Stranger than Fiction: The
Eighteenth-Century True Story,” in Searching the Eighteenth Century: Papers Presented
at the Symposium on the Eighteenth Century Short Title Catalogue in 1982, ed. M. Crump
and M. Harris (London: British Library, 1983), pp. 61—62. The number of publications
of the 1790s might be greatly inflated by Crump’s decision to include all publications
dated 1800 by the ESTC, thus creating an eleven-year decade. Moreover, many
works dated 1800 by the ESTC might well have been published a few years later.
As Crump explains: “I have chosen to combine the final decade with the searches
for 1800 because it is ESTC policy to date undated material to the nearest five years
and to flag the conjecture with a question mark. This means that a considerable
number of works around the end of the century have the date: [1800?]” (p. 61).
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. changing reading habits of upper-class men, their shift to what
Johnson called “general and easy reading,’¥ was no doubt partly
responsible for the augmented use of the term “novel”; but contem-
poraries and modern historians agree that the term was most
enticing to the new readers: women of all classes, country people,
. and lower-middle-class townspeople. Indeed, one might argue that ﬂ.
. the term was designed to demarcate a class of books suitable for j
. these readers. v -
| that attracted : . ¢  For example, in 1779, immediately after the Donaldson dispute
ﬁmnmamm\a but MMM MMWMWM,MM»MM:MWQS Soa_:ms writers in these | " had been finally settled in the House of Lords and numerous
P S :o<m=w~mwm popular a choice. The rate copyrights that had formerly been held de facto in perpetuity
inerease i womern wiiters, matchin Snﬂm mmmmﬁmn #rm:. the overall became public property, John Cooke began putting out cheap
il Patnsedlpoyels \:E. " mm e figures for increases in (sixpenny) editions of Fielding, Richardson, Defoe, and others
R S —— :o<@= ﬂ_‘m. ed in each decade. In 1770, there under the rubric “Novelists’ Magazine.”* It would appear, then,
seventy-five. elists; in 1790, there were approximately that in picking up a lucrative former property for which no copy-
right money need be paid and marketing it to a rapidly increasing
lower-middle-class readership or to young women on small allow-
ances who were actively seeking unovels,” Cooke and other book-
sellers helped retroactively to put Fielding and Richardson in a

- Wﬂoamz writers was w:.mam:nm& by 50 percent every decade starting ..
fﬁ m._m. 1760s.%! The biggest gains were made among poets m:..,u
' novelists, but writers of religious meditations, authors of collections
| OM letters, autobiographers, and playwrights also increased mark- ..
| e ly. F the decade 1760-69, for example, only two new women:
playwrights were published, whereas between 1770 and 1 EMHP_,
M . teen published for the first time; another thirteen first a wwmomma ing
H , the 1780s, and the number of novice women Emvéﬁ.mmwm rose HM,,”.

\ / sixteen in the last decade of the century.®? Poetry was the genre

\

Zn.rocmr the new readers were by no means exclusively inter-
MWMMM =M :”\MW\ the genre certainly benefited from their emergence.
it would seem ?oB n.m rate of mHos;r. 5 publications calling
g&. .ﬂgﬂmﬁn , which is even more mn:k.Em than the overall
g& " .E, - marketplace, especially in the last two
decades Gy E 1770s show a 24 percent increase, the
_Eﬁ.n 1790s a 149 percent increase.* These
e nl-.nn»u_ increase in prose fiction or simply
g <o word “novel” on title pages. In either
o, 4 e ,Ju.n new acceptance of the term and desire
t attacks on “novels” in the second

category the writers themselves The cheap editions | .

thus strengthened a classifying and marketing trend that had begun
at mid-century when Defoe, Fielding, and Richardson were classi-
fied as “novelists” in the catalogues of the circulating libraries.”
Although novels by no means constituted the majority of volumes
in the large circulating libraries, there was a strong belief at the
time that the dissemination of fiction among a new class of readers

was their raison d’étre.

half of the cen l, el .
tury,* the label was an asset in marketing books. The Market e i ination thus gave
31. Judith Phillips S - thé novel “classics,” ing a nati on” of prose fiction, %ﬁ
ps Stanton, “Statistical Profile of Women Writing in English from irm\m\_nm_mm be considered the common_pi of ev y \\

1660 to 1800,” in NNW‘:NW::.—IQRE‘ and the Ar wmx ed. m~mﬂm:ﬁr M. Keener and
’ Women
Susan E. Lorsch AZNS._ York: Greenwood g\ H&WV\ mmﬂ. ﬁmu. kmlmﬂ.
32. m»w:nOH—\ pP- 251.

33. Indeed, poetry was the s fi
M_._no_mmr the second half of the cwnﬂl.wh.d“ ﬁﬁmummﬂuwmﬂ% nHMM. ; e mﬁvznwmozm =
ominated. Stanton, pp. 250-51. Sl ate oo

34. Cheryl Turner, Livin, : Women Writers i 1
Vit R ige, ) umw @ the Pen: Writers in the Eighteenth Century (New
35. Crump, “Stranger than Fiction: The Ei
1 : Eighteenth-C 4
5 ¢ gl en True Story,
xmnw:e: %Maworm Tinnon Taylor, Early Opposition to the m:g Novel: mwwwm % : mw.
g 1760 to wa.o (New York: King’s Crown Press, 1943); and F << G ik
mmmm_ onservative Attitude towards Fiction, 1770-1830 ” ESPH» e
also Chapter 6 of this book, pp. 273-88. \ A

the genre’s prestige, both sides of which can be seen in the preface |/ T
to Evelina. The book came out the very year the copyright dispute U/t __——
was settled in favor of the publishers of cheap editions, and Burney g\:\—\_\.\%\:

4 N 37. Quoted in A. S. Collins, The Profession of Letters: A Study of the Relation of g
b ' Author to Patron, Publisher, and Public, 1780-1832 (London: Routledge, 1928), p- 65. ]
E—— I

who hD:ELﬁwm. Such a development had contradictory effectson \ w)w?

38. Collins, pp- 58-59. .
39. K A Manley, “London Circulating Library Catalogues of the 17408, Library \

History 8 (1989): 74-79-
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w A\ m_,ﬂrmwma :me&bm\ Richardson, and Smollet” in the preface to raise
the BEA of “the humble Novelist” (preface, p. 1). But the me |
by which these writers became undisputed “classic” novelists wam
&m.o the means by which they were cheapened, and their nrmmnm

ening m:mmwmd to the appeal of the whole genre to an ::&mnn.a,m..

Wma:m w:ahm:om. Thus Burney jokingly suggests that the word
v, _.m:_v:n Swﬂﬁm%mvm 8.0 dignified a title for the readers she was
| likely to get: “The following letters are presented to the public—for

i

WMMM M”Mma mMMM:m Snﬁnmv_m - - - surely all attempts to contribute to
T of those which may be read at least wi inj
- st with
ought rather to be encouraged than contemned. (p- 8) o

Insiste 4?@5« and Richardson were, after all,
and legitimated the genre, but they
ho -nized what had previously seemed distinct
ped the ém under “light” reading fit for the

ming a novelist, the author of Eeling
thorial path marked out by her

M 5 H.:mnmq for a frolic to see how a production of my own would
gure in that Author like form . . - [But I] destined [Evelina] to no

/ such, by novel writers, novel readers will be called” (p. 7). She
assumes a tone of decided superiority to novel readers in general:
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obler habitation than a circulating library.”4! Evelina, she claimed,

‘was intended to have readers rather than buyers; it was destined
for people who would consume it without even owning it. The
imagined relationship between text-and reader here is not only
| anonymous but also transit wded to be
consta
and 16 shillings per year; finally, tattered and no longer “novel,”

. Such books were intended to be
y circulating among subscribers, who paid between 10

they were discarded. Often merely “sewn” or half-bound, their
physical form declared their ephemeral status.*

Burney’s readers barely existed in her imagination as individuals;
they were diminished in every sense. In another often quoted letter,
she describes them as artisanal nonentities:

I have an exceeding odd sensation, when I consider that it is now in

the power of any and every body to read what I so carefully hoarded
even from my best friends, till this last month or two,—and that a

work which was so lately lodged, in all privacy of my bureau, may
now be seen by every butcher and baker, cobbler and tinker, through-

out the three kingdoms.*

SN
The pl Eueling, Gﬂ? was really no place because it was m<m\@
t

place; it was the state of circulation itself, where it belonged
nobody because its readers were ~any and every body.”

o
n shor publish a novel, especially one for-the circulating

’

libraries, in the late 1770s was to embrace all that was most imper-
manent and insubstantial about the literary marketplace; it was not
to court immortality but to solicit a big audience of little people for
a short time. Frances Burney’s first book thus appeared in an
“Author like form” that differed widely from that of her father’s
books. Dr. Burney’s publications were certainly economic enter-
prises, but they were by no means intended for those newest j
additions to the reading public, the Miss Nobodies who frequented
the circulating libraries. They were, rather, aimed at discriminating

41. It was widely believed that subscribers to circulating libraries, as one re-
viewer of Evelina remarked, “are seldom in more elevated situations than the middle
ranks of life” (quoted in Hemlow, p. 101). There is evidence, however, that circulat-
ing libraries were patronized by the upper classes as well.

42. See Hilda M. Hamlyn, “Eighteenth-Century Circulating Libraries in En-
gland,” Library sth ser. 1 (1946—47): 197—222. See also Raymond Irwin, The English
Library: Sources and History (London: Allen and Unwin, 1966), chapter 14.

43. Quoted in Hemlow, p. 101.
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readers, and they were obvious occasions for exploiting the net-

work of powerful acquaintances the author assiduously developed.

He published his first book, The Present State of Music in France and

Italy, at his own risk, and, according to his admiring daughter,
sent a multitude of them to his particular friends as presents”

(Early Journals, 1:146-47). By undertaking the gentlemanly pursuit

of letters and making presents of his product, Dr. Burney stressed
his equality with those gentlemen and ladies who had admitted
him to their society; it was an important step in his climb from
musician to music teacher to composer and then to “man of let-
ters.”* The book eventually did make a profit; indeed, it went into
a second edition in two years. Whenever Frances mentions it in
her journal, though, she refers to the “honour” it brought her

father; she pays detailed attention to the ways in which it extended
Burney’s acquaintance:

S.\m hear Daily of new Readers & approvers. Mr. Mason has wrote
him a very polite Letter upon it desiring to introduce him to Sir
James Gray, one of the meost accomplished men of the Age, who was
so g : my Father’s Book, as to beg of Mr. Mason to

arn-hur Brookes who wrote Lady Julia
,—has also wrote to praise it. (Early

. Burney’s lifeblood: Sir James Gray, a
i st an . gave Burney letters of introduction for
his travels through Germany in 1772; Mrs. Brooke (Burney mis-
spelled the namie) and her husband became managers of the opera
and were therefore important contacts for a composer.

~.= short, Dr. Bumey'’s writings were directed at the powerful
and mnnoB.vmmer people who conferred prestige and preferment
whereas his daughter daimed that her first novel was aimed at mnﬂ
anonymous, undiscriminating crowd.* At the beginning of Frances

England Hﬂulm.nwno? NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1970), chapter 10.
:m%ﬁm.ﬁmmm m~ Mm_.mdmm between Frances Burney’s intended readership and Dr. Bur-
perhaps like that between the commercial circulating libraries and the

proprietary libraries. A typical proprietary libra i
¢ ! p ry of the late eighteenth
Bristol Library (whose borrowing records for the years wamlma Mmﬁnﬂﬂmﬁnﬁhﬂw
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Burney’s career, then, the father and daughter seem to have had
almost opposite orientations toward the literary marketplace: Dr.
Burney imagined himself to be entertaining and informing a read-
ership of socially and culturally prominent people, whom he as-
pired to know; Frances Burney, in contrast, described herself as a
“popular” entertainer, superior to her unknowable readers. The
two Burneys, we might say, at first glance represent two different
profiles of the cultural producer: one seeking alliances with people
in higher ranks and insisting on his own respectability even when
he assumed a subservient posture toward the powerful; the other
catering, condescendingly, to a growing middle- and lower-middle-
class audience.

These two profiles, though, are attached to the same being:
together they make up the Janus-faced figure of authorship at the
end of the eighteenth century. In his orientation toward what
ourdieu would call the “dominating classes,” Dr. Burney rightly
recognized the necessity for an alliance with them that entailed an
acknowledgment of his own dependence. Frances Burney’s orien-
tation toward the anonymous marketplace, in contrast, was becom-
ing the more normal mode through which cultural producers be-
came, again in Bourdieu’s words, “the dominated sector of the
dominating classes.” Evelina’s actual reception, however, as op-
posed to the reception the author had fantasized, shows the prox-

lished), admitted members at the price of a guinea and then charged another guinea
for a yearly subscription. Members, who tended to be upper-middle-class and
overwhelmingly male, actively helped choose the library’s books. Of 198 members
in 1798, only five were women. The library offered very little prose fiction, and
among those novelists represented, Fielding and Sterne were vastly more popular
than Richardson, whose Pamela was borrowed less frequently than Hannah More's
Two Legendary Tales. The Bristol Library owned none of Frances Burney’s novels, but
three of Charles Burney’s works are listed under “Belles Lettres” and were frequently
borrowed. Of course, members of the proprietary library might also hawe subscribed
to one of the six commercial circulating libraries in Bristol, and, as Paul Kaufman
points out, “the low scores of Richardson and a few other works of fiction and the
absence of . . . other novelists, as well as some 18th-century drama and Eghter
literature can be explained by the borrowing of all these from the drculafing
libraries” (Borrowings from the Bristol Library, 1773-1784- A Unmigme Record of Reading
Vogues [Charlottesville: Bibliographical Society of the Univ. of Virginia, 1960], pp.
132-33). Some of the same readers, then, might have borrowed from both libraries,
but the circulating libraries had a much higher percentage of female and lower-
income subscribers, and novels were considered the natural fare of such readers.
Proprietary libraries in the new industrial towns seem to have carried more novels,
including Frances Burney’s. See M. Kay Flavell, “A Study of the Liverpool Library,
1758-1790,” British Journal of Eighteenth-Century Studies 8 (1985): 17-35.
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imity of what at first looked like widely different forms

Mrﬁ. The :o.<m_ had its own Cinderella-style success story,
ery much like that of the novel’s heroine. A work of .
birth,” which started out .

conspicuous merit won it the disti
claimed she had never expected.
according to a letter from Thomas
Great World was sending for Evelina,”

might expose the family’s obscure origins and insubstantia] foun-
been doubly delighted to find herself

dations, she must have

sought after by the very people her father had courted.

,vmnm:mm o i Indeed,

ight.them, she had an aura of “proud”
N ...EES:&. In her recent E.om-
tDoody discusses Hester Thrale’s appar-
Wiy discovered author rebuffeq her at-
“to.make her gifts of money, and to
‘e ways she had been used to “employ”
amment and encomia in return. Dr.
led to vm patronized and acknowledged
a ﬁ._ﬁmgmm gift from Mrs. Thrale in the
.., tion, he responded:
Insolvent, yet I neer repi
At Favour rﬁﬂm—”ﬂ”ﬁ~

And though both numerous & great
They no remorse or shame create
%Mb by the Manner you bestow

e Hearts acquire so warm a glow
Of all who benefits receive ' 2

As makes them fee] Jike those who give. v

46. Quoted in Hemlow, p. 101.

47. Charles Burney to Hester Thrale

Quoted in Doody, il

Frances Burney: The Life in the Works, pp. mwv\_m:nm MS 545, no. 4.

7—-68, where the date is

of author-

: ; obscure
among “boarding-school damsels,” it

Six months after its publication,
Lowndes, who published it, “the

. and ladies feared being
read it.”# Frances Burney’s diaries
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But his daughter, who was read by everybody and whose next
book was expected to make a killing, behaved with more reserve
~and was soon accepted as an intimate friend by Hester Thrale. In
she was read by all those Nobodies,

she could assume an assure
' career progressed, the literary circles she inhabited and her contacts
in the fashionable world increasingly determined what and how
she published, but her status as a “popular” author, her orientation
~ toward Nobody, actually made her contacts with the powerful seem
merely sociable, obscuring their economic significance and her
actual relations of dependency. Burney’s adherence to Nobedy,
therefore, paradoxically augmented the family’s apparent sub-
stance and gave it a more secure social position.

But what was Frances Burney’s position? Evelina, “unpatronized,
unaided, unowned, past through Four Editions in one year,”* but
this profuse dissemination did little to stabilize the author’s posi-
tion. It was widely known that she had parted with the copyright
to the bookseller Thomas Lowndes for twenty guineas (“O, ma’am,
what a Book thrown away was-t all the Trade cry shame on
Lowndes”#). The book was by its author in more than

given as March 1778. For numerous instances of Dr. Burney’s unembarrassed
acceptance of the patronage of the great and his assiduous efforts to please them,
see Lonsdale, Dr. Charles Burney, esp. chapters 1, 6, and 7.

48. Preface to Cecilia; or, the Memoirs of an Heiress, introd. Judy Simons (New
York: Penguin Books/Virago Press, 1986). Subsequent quotations from this edition
are cited parenthetically in the text.

49. Reportedly said to Hester Thrale by Mr. Bowen, the bookseller at Brighton.
The passage continues: “[N]Jot, ma’am, that I expected he could have known its
worth, because that’s out of the question,—but when its profits told him what it
was, it’s quite scandalous that he should have done nothing!-—quite ungentleman
like indeed!” (quoted by Hemlow, p. 101). The Booksellers, a 1766 poem by Henry
Dell, characterizes Lowndes primarily as a publisher of drama and a polemidist in
the copyright controversy, although which side he was on is undlear:

Subservient to his interest Lownds has made

The better part of th’dramatic trade,

"Bout property he made a much ado,

But now the point is settled firm and true

"Twas his, ’tis mine, and may belong to you.

Quoted in Terry Belanger, “A Directory of the London Book Trade, 1766,” Publishing

History 1 (1977): 31.
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o:mrmm:mm\ so her capital was entirely symbolic. She was n
perhaps the most famous Burney, but that might only have i
pressed her with the bubble quality of the family’s resources an,

Mrm S a mere m%on.w - - ., being she knows nothing of business” (p-+

57, emphasis mine). That Burney might succeed as a 0 _@.
writer m:m yet fail to get anywhere or gain anything of mzﬂmw noe §
was facetiously, but also rather pathetically, indicated by FEHM.M 4

in 1780:

[H]e offered to take me with hi
. m to Grub Street, to see th i
:_wm house[s?] demolished there in the late riots, by a mob %wﬂ: _M m%m
W< ._m_mi\ma\ could be no friend to the Muses! . . . “[Y]ou and 1 m:nwmm
i > i :
memmMu hmmwwrm%\: we have a very good right to 80, so we'll visit EM
progenitors, and take up our own freedom

S uin was “the only bit of London
own.">' To have arrived at the august
nion to Samuel Johnson was to share the
bwas being demolished into a metaphor.
10 be no place in particular. Frances
, like her novel, Q.noEmm:m,::m,\mnE.:m
#ﬂuq and fashionable alike”>—whjle
she EM.*”H M&: a more secure situation.
. 3 e, Samuel Johnson, David
MMMM.WV »mMHMSn Burke, her father, and her adopted “Daddy”
bty wmamn that she should capitalize on her initial
Pl Play. At the end of the eighteenth century, as at the

€ seventeenth, plays were still the most potentially lucra-

na had amply demonstrated its

50. Diary and Letters of Madame Dr Arblay
lan, 1904), vol. 1, P- 438 A\ME& hereafter as Umm‘.in Mwwao:m Barrett (London: Macmil-

51. Pat Rogers, Hack : S
1980), p. 118. 8 acks and Dunces: Pope, Swift and Grub Street (London: Methuen,

52. Quoted in Hemlow, p- 101.
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jthor’s talent as a satirist of manners and conversation. Ultimately,
pugh, Dr. Burney and “Daddy” Crisp refused to allow the pro-
fion of Frances’s comedy, The Witlings (1779); their reasons merit
gr attention because they articulate the dilemma faced by the
athor as she embarked on her second novel.
"The trouble with The Witlings was that it seemed to be about
Somebody, Elizabeth Montagu, in fact, the queen of the bluestock-
i gs. As Joyce Hemlow explains, “The butt of the criticisms was
ot here the jostling vulgarity of the lower middle classes and
ollies of fops, rakes, and affected young ladies . . . but a surpris-
ingly sharp satire on the affectations of the witlings [minor wits]
hemselves and especially the bas bleus.” In short, Burney was
ampooning a portion of the very set she had so recently been
* allowed to join. This scandalous play could be seen as a declaration
. of her independence, a statement that, unlike her father, she would
not be eager to please.* Johnson, indeed, seems to have admired
. it for just this quality, imagining that Frances Burney and Elizabeth
. Montagu, despite the enormous social and economic gap that
. divided them, were simply competitors in a battle of wits:

Down with her, Burney!—down with her!—spare her not!—attack
her, fight her, and down with her at once! You are a rising wit, and
she is at the top; when I was beginning the world, and was nothing
and nobody, the joy of my life was to fire at all the established wits!
and then everybody loved to halloo me on.

But, as the nostalgic tone of this passage hints, Johnson mistook
the times and their etiquette. The rude, combative days of the 1730s
and 1740s (when Johnson was “nobody”) had given way to the
genteel civility he had himself, as we saw in the last chapter, done
'so much to promote by attacking the patronage mentality that had
encouraged scandal. Perhaps one could still make a living writing
scandal and personal satire, but powerful people would no longer

pay much for it, and it was certainly not a respectable occupation.
Dr. Burney shrewdly assessed the damaging effect such a play

might have on the family‘s-eredit-and suppressed it, insisting that

53. Hemlow, p. 133.
54. Margaret Doody interprets the episode as rebellion against Dr. Burney. See

Frances Burney: The Life in the Works, pp. 66—98.
55. Dand L, vol. 1, p. 115.
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56. Unpublished ]
quoted in Doody, p. wM.ﬂ ter from Dr.

57. Note all the talk jn Burney”

she was going to en 7
gage in pe ;
58. See Doody’s &mmn,cmm e i

Burney to Frances Burney, August 29 1779
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to light a new phase ,
:v&o:m_.smz to thel
had once require

om writers. Indeed, we cannot entirely rule oug

ofd fined “place

Frunees vuiney o ...

ual social and economic connections. However, this knowledge
fid not teach her, to paraphrase Evelina, “to whom she most
slonged”;® instead it taught her that her relationships must be to
body simultaneously. Since her acceptance among the domi-

g classes relied on her successful address to Nobody, her lack

This placelessness, this belongj here and thereforeY
where, could also be thought of as a universal obligation. In the

period between her first two novels, Frances Burney was living on

e credit of her name, a credit she had done much to increase, but
mere credit nevertheless. And credit, of course, implied debt.<
urney was obliged to write another novel for the “public,” for her

Mfather, for the wits and hostesses who had encouraged and patron-

ed her—in short, for Everybody. The daughterly debt she ac-
knowledged in the dedicatory poem to Evelina had not been repaid
by that novel’s success; it had rather been multiplied and dispersed
into the world at large. Now that she was “Burney,” a stern,
impersonal injunction to write emanated from everywhere, but
there was no longer even the fleeting illusion that writing would
discharge rather than augment it.

As numerous critics have noticed, the change in Burney’s status
is rather obviously encoded in Cecilia; or, Memoirs of an Heiress.
Instead of being nameless like Evelina, Cecilia Beverley is overbur-
dened by her name; her uncle’s will, which as a condition of her
inheriting his estate enjoins that any man she marries take the
surname Beverley, welds patronym and property together. In Eve-
lina, the sought-after name Belmont, whose use implied her father’s

59. “I hardly know, my Lord, I hardly know myself to whom I most belong,”
Evelina tells Lord Orville when he asks if she is free to dispose herself in marriage

(p- 353)-
60. That a writer’s creditors might own even his unwritten works is advanced

by one pamphleteer in 1762 as an absurd consequence of the concept of Eterary
property: “If these works were to become a Property, they would be taken in
Execution for Debt. . . . If literary Property consists in the Ideas, the Creditors would
have an Interest in all the Ideas of their Debtors. Ideas are in their Nature equally
susceptible of Property, whether they exist only in the Brain of the Author, or are
by him transmitted to Paper” (An Enquiry into the Nature and Origin of Literary Property
[London: William Flexney, 1762], p. 35). Literary property thus makes one’s mind
vulnerable to seizure for debt, according to this writer, and his warning might
indicate the state of trepidation and self-estrangement Burney experienced in the
long incarceration during which she wrote Cecilia.
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,,‘“_mo but secure this one point, while it is in your Power, & all §§ §

. else shall be added unto thee.”s . § ¢
Cecilia, however, is far more than an allegory of m:w:&xw er

acknowledgment of her legitimacy, was actually employed by the |
heroine only once, just after her father’s recognition and just before |
her marriage: “Now then therefore, for the first—and probably *
the last time I shall ever own thesname, permit me to sign myself, |
... EVELINA BELMONT” (p. 404). i

L 2 Q
name, but there is no anxie m_uo:g.n is something not
lonly to be traded on but also to be tradedin—Fhe plot of Cecilia, on

discovers that those particulars are

. bodiment, abstraction, dissermnation, s2
» 80 much so that | becomes an allegory of aﬁm Pasicig. Sy St the
the two cannot be told apart.s! ~ of the heroine’s ::?Q.% mn—dnm_ QOmBCeN S nuna - :
" This seems a relatively simple allegory registering the anxiety lars are themselves mm@g chological
and resentment of a writer undertaking her second nove] in a fe V,ﬂm. The specific mon.b CRtIRONI, wb.ﬂﬂm%_ erioss, ndlons ciell
dutiful mood, conscious that she had become the chief represen- surrounding both Cecilia and OQQ.NEIHV mMm €es mam. the circum- |4/
tative of the family name and was expected both to promote and culation, and a sense of mmn..mam._ .5%@8 Bmwm.loﬁ_ is personal ||
to cash in on it. The diaries and letters from the period of the stances of a universalist mCGmnSSQ. Burney’s Msw when certain
novel’s writi sonate with these demands. Dr. Burney, for ex- only in a paradoxical way: it nwnonn_m the Boambmnmmuma ethical | . . i
el p *d as quickly as possible so that conditions of displacement conspire to create a g S o & s

with the appearance of the second
“Music in 1781, and his daughter
self for failing to meet the deadline that
the family’s fame. The financial issue also
ce; in a playful conflation of the author
e, “Daddy” Crisp delivered his admon-
Eyin the very idiom of Cecilia’s miserly
T Wouch the yellow Boys'—'grow Warm’'—make

61. For a discussion of the contrast between the two heroines, see Doody, p.
101; for discussion of the names in Cecilia, see Doody, pp. 1 35-40, and Epstein, The
Iron Pen, pp. 156- 59. Recent interpretations of Cecilig may be found in Terry Castle,
Masquerade and Civilization: The Carnivalesque in m@i@:&-@:?@ English Culture and
Fiction (Stanford, CA. Stanford Univ., Press, 1986), PP- 255-89; Cutting-Gray, Woman
as “Nobody” in the Novels of Fanny Burney, PP- 32-52; Edward Copeland, “Money in
the Novels of Fanny Burney,” Studies in the Novel 8 (1976): 24-37; Jan Fergus, Jane
Austen and the Didactic Novel: “Northanger Abbey,” “Sense and Sensibility,” and “Pride
and Prejudice” (Totowa, NJ: Barnes and Noble, 1983), PP 62-72; Epstein, The Iron
Pen, pp. 155-73; Figes, Sex and Subterfuge, pp. 41-45; Kay Rogers, “Deflation of Male

Pretensions in Fann y Burney’s Cecilia,” Women'’s Studies 15 ( 1988): 87-96; and Straub,
Drvided Fictions, PP- 109-51.

subject. Py
%m many critics have noticed, the character of Cecilia differs from

that of Evelina by being more than merely 5:0%2..” If Smmmww_
distinguish between Evelina the character and m<m_5m. w*m. narr rmm
we can say that the character nOB.nmnqm:mn_ oﬁaﬁmj\mwwb%mmmm-
virginity, safeguarding her Hmvimwo? and avoi Hm 9@ pos >
sion.” Her virtues were almost entirely negative, like M BSEGonm:mm
virtue of fiction itself: Evelina and the novel were both mmwm becanse,
they were not mnmbam_ocmm wm noMH.mM_ HMM MMMM\RMM %M.M :&:Q.&oo_n_
elina also provided satiric ! .
H“H,M_:MM but the EWo_m did not Wmm&nm to be an 58@38“ .HMM_—
discourse. Cecilia, in contrast, is the first of Burney

ion i different;
62. See D and L, vol. 2, pp. 98—99, where the A:O.N““- is somewhat

this is from the letter of July 1782, quoted by Doody, _Wba > ) e
63. Julia Epstein, for example, puts Cecilia in a s .nﬂ—.-.—n:i E~§~ o Uoraa_.o:amm
that includes Clarissa, the heroines of Sarah Scott’s . nik, , e
R e G%“nﬂmnmwnmw _WMMMM W‘_.MM_MNQ who, unlike Evelina, has the
haracterizes Cecilia as n who, } he

”wwﬂmm_mmwﬂnmxﬁmgm_ resources to control her own life” (“Deflation of Male Prete

sions in Fanny Burney’s Cecilia,” pp. 87-88).

: - gl y P A iy
fniesasand Sof - guintay S0 i

27 £
2y o



234 rrances Burney's Universal Obligation

“works.”¢* The heroine obviously strives to go beyond Evelina’s
|| mere passive goodness, just as th a whole claims ethical
|\ significance for fiction.

~Granted, then, that Cecilia seems more serious, more intellec-

tually and morally ambitious, than Evelina as a character. That very
- ambition, however, creates its own blankness. If Evelina
was nobody looking for a name (Belmont) and an inheritance,
% e

Cecilia Beverley is a name and an inheritance trying to achieve the

i body in particular. As soon as she enters the
fashionable world of London, wherg her name and fortune com-
pletely define rm& she envisions escaping from its petty and insipid
routines through impersonal acts of charity:

Many and various . . . were the scenes which her fancy delineated;
now she supported an orphan, now softened the sorrows of a widow,
now snatched from iniquity the feeble trembler at poverty, and now
rescued from shame the proud struggler with disgrace . . . [S]he
regarded herself as an agent of Charity, and already in idea antici-
pated the rewards of a good and faithful delegate: so animating are
the designs of disinterested benevolence! so pure is the bliss of

intellectual philanthropy! (p- 52

tone in this passage gently mocks,
tion, Cecilia’s dream of leaving her
scoming a deus ex machina in myriad other

e be simply another human being, but the
agent” or “dele of “Charity.” Her ambition is to escape from
the particulars of nowelistic “character” into the abstraction of
m:wmoan& impersonation. But, as the passage wryly hints, such
“disinterested benevolence” is alway purest when it is imaginary,
disembodied, “intellectual philanthropy.” The very moral ambition
that makes Cecilia more substantial than Evelina, therefore, impels
her toward an ideal form of Nobodiness.

Cecilia’s dreams of being nobody in particular and occupying

) 64. m:n:m.% began insistently referring to her writings as “works” instead of
novels” during the composition of Camilla. See Edward A. Bloom and Lillian L.
Bloom, introduction to Camilla: or, a Picture of Youth (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press
uo.muv p- x; and d_m Journals and Letters of Fanny Burney, vol. 3, ed. Joyce Zma_osw
MWHE%M:“%W w%:&mmn w:%ﬁ Zrz._mm Douglas (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), letter
, Pp. —18. We might, however, istincti i i
e mn o er, use the distinction to describe the difference
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nowhere in particular so that she can dispense charity and justice
are almost always, as in the passage above, subjected to some form
of Johnsonian deflation. Margaret Doody points out that the follow-
mbm..._ummmmmm\ for example, counterposes the dream of allegorical
disembodiment against the reality of personal connectedness and

mortality:*

In her sleep she bestowed riches, and poured plenty upon the land;
she humbled the oppressor, she exalted the oppressed; slaves were
raised to dignities, captives restored to liberty; beggars saw smiling
abundance, and wretchedness was banished the world. Fromadoud
in which she was supported by angels, Cecilia beheld these wonders;
and while enjoying the glorious illusi ' .
maid, with news that Mrs. Char
panion] was dying!

She started up, and undressed, was running to her apartment,—
when the maid, calling to stop her, confessed she was already dead!

(pp- 696-97)

G

Certainly the passage is Johnsonian in the way it chastens Cecilia 4 \&\k\(\ )e

vainglorious dream of omniscient and omnipotent benevolence: as
she imagines seeing and relieving all suffering, she is actually
ignorant of and powerless to prevent the “paralytic stroke”
simultaneously being suffered by her friend.

The passage, though, has some features that cannot be explained
wholly as an ironic commentary on Cecilia’s naive enthusiasm or
even her egoism. The dream itself, for instance, has an odd struc-
ture. Cecilia sees herself not only righting all wrongs, but also
seeing herself righting all wrongs. There are two Cecilias in the
dream: one who acts, and one who floats abg’ eand enjoys watch-
ing the acts. This configuration resembles Adam Smithi’s descrip-
tion of the self-division inherent in moral self-scrutiny:

When I endeavour to examine my own conduct, when I endeavour
to pass sentence upon it, and either to approve or condemn it, it is
evident that, in all such cases, I divide myself, as it were, into two
persons; and that I, the examiner and judge, represent a different
character from that other I, the person whose conduct is examined
into and judged of. The first is the spectator, whose sentiments with

65. Doody, pp. 117-18. See also Doody, “Deserts, Ruins and Troubled Waters:
Female Dreams in Fiction and the Development of the Gothic Novel,” Genre 10

(1977): 546-48.
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regard to my own conduct I end i
HWmMMm: his situation, and by no:MMmemormﬂ mm Whmmmcwvvwwﬂm e also has a moral obligation to be in the world where one is
+ When seen from that particular point of view. The mmooz% is ﬁrm o s i s e

#a.also converts the paradox of reading novels into a correspond-
ig moral problem. Insofar as one identifies with novel heroes and
leroines precisely because one knows they are Nobodies, one
ndulges in a fantasy of one’s own potential transcendence of the
world. The very moral elevation one experiences in reading a
properly uplifting fiction, therefore, is caused by one’s imaginary
removal from any context of moral action. The heavenly Cecilia
* who watches herself in the dream sequence is an obvious allegory
for the reader’s vicarious pleasure as she indulges in the “glorious
illusion” that the ideal Nobody (precisely b she &5

called “Cecilia” is a version of herself doing
ney’s language suggests that the moral imagi
pe € possibility of moral el

agent, the person whom [ properly call myself. s

\:mg ﬂrma nmnmwa Cecilia is both the “agent” practicing virtue and the.
pectator,” who appears in the dream as a deified figure of virtue

N\wﬂn Mnmincﬁ include even herself, a site outside time and g ace
atSmith calls the impartial Spectator’s “particular point of <~wm<,\h ]

is revealed in the dream to h
w< . . . - k
teribordl et € no particularity in the Spatio-

with death. T

ironic no:c.mmﬁr MOOMM”M_M Swo Hoats g, the sky is not so much an “dream.” Even inside-thedrea re “beheld” simulta

apotheosis. The rozwamwm HM.HM.Mm Charlton as she is the latter’s arrator also tells us that the
Py s. Charlton’s death, making Cecilia who r-the clouds, like the reader; fences

a :b@?%@ﬁm@@bmr@agﬁ\ m&s&wmmmwwm the
temporal sequence and stresses the-connection between the plea-

sures of moral imagining and the deferral/suspension of moral life.

~Cecilia;-therefore; is a moral heroine, not because she serves as
a paragon or pattern of what virtuous females should be, but

moral problem. The novel, moreover, rearticulates what had been
the comic predicament of The Female Quixote (how can one both
read and be?) as a moral dilemma. To imagine “disinterested”
benevolence, to identify with the character who strains against
particularity, is to receive “promissory enjoyment,” a phrase that
implies some sort of obligation. Cecilia, we will see, i
suggests that the moral reader doesnot sim
personae; ith a promise to
Disinterested benevolence actually exacts a usuriously high lev
of interest. The novel thus becomes a moral work, not by providin;

some detachable lesson, but by first eliciting the reader’s identifi-
cation with a Nobody, whose very morality is defined by her sense
of universal indebtedness, and then further suggesting that the
reader’s identification is itself a form of borrowing for which he or

she should be held accountable.

Cecilia
[ | started up . . . to her [Mrs. Charlton’s] apartment .

when th i i .
Ormnzo:w HMEM““__EW to stop her [Cecilia], confessed she [Mrs
o s , ady dead!” The rapid alternation of pro .
erents unsteadies that of the final “she” who is :m_nmmmw m:o% .
ead.”

Re
peatedly, then, the novel enforces an awareness that Cecilia’s

66. Adam Smith, Theory of Moral Sentiments,

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976), 3.1.6. ed. D. D. Raphael and A. L. Macfie

because she turns the paradox of being a fictional heroine into a<{¢
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The inseparability of debt, morality, and identification with Na
body is evident from the outset of Cecilia. The heroine’s first indul-
gence in “
this explanation: “A strong sense of DUTY, a fervent desire to ACE
RIGHT, were the ruling characteristics of her mind: her affluen
she therefore considered as a debt contracted with the poor: and her

independence, as a tie upon her liberality to pay it with interest”

(p- 52, emphasis mine). It is precisely this construction of herself
as the universal debtor that stimulates Cecilia’s imagination: “Many,
and various, then . . . were the scenes which her fancy delineated”

(p- 52). The passage begins with a consciousness of debt and ends.

with indulgence in promissory enjoyments.

N - Debt, therefore, is both the condition and the result of morality
| in the novel. Cecilia begins with the understanding that she owes
| whatever she owns, and the telos of the novel is to make that
| proposition literally true. Thus at its climax the heroine actually
| becomes an item in a pawnshop. Improbable as this climax sounds,
it is the logical outcome of a transcendent morality (at once pro-

| moted and criticized by its superimposition on the structure of
fictional experience) that destroys the distinction between discharg-
ing and incurring debts. To be sure, Cecilia is not allowed to run
headlong into deficit spending to prove her moral superiority. On
ry, almost every step of the nearly nine-hundred-page
awnshop is taken reluctantly. Perhaps no book in
novel succeeds as thoroughly as this one
in focusing our apprehensive attention on a character’s property.

We do not often fear for Cecilia, but we are kept in a state of
perpetual anxiety about the fate of her money. The heroine very
gradually loses her fortune through a series of painful extortions.
Nevertheless, each expropriation displays Cecilia’s moral con-

| sciousness, that is, the consciousness that she is already in debt.*
+—  Cecilia is neatly divided into two parts, corresponding to the two
components of the Beverley family fortune that Cecilia, as sole
survivor, has inherited. The opening of the novel is extraordinarily

67. Other interpretations of the role of money in Cecilia include Castle, Masquer-
ade and Civilization, relating the novel’s “shift in emphasis from the erotic to the
fiscal” to its “decarnivalization of the masquerade” (p. 161); and Epstein, The Iron
Pen, which focuses on “money as a medium of .exchange for . . . plot and . . .
materialist social critique” in Cecilia (p- 159).

intellectual philanthropy,” for example, is prefaced with_
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precise about these matters: her parents, we immediately learn,
have left her £10,000, and through her uncle and former guardian,
“in whom, by various contingencies, the accumulated possessions
of a rising and prosperous family were centered,” she has been
bequeathed an estate of £3,000 per annum. The only restriction on
her ownership of the estate is “that of annexing her name, if she is
married, to the disposal of her hand and her riches” (pp. 1-2). One
part of her fortune, then, is a direct money legacy from her parents;
the first half of the novel tells of the loss of that wealth. The other
part, which she loses in the second half of the book, is the landed
estate that represents the wealth of all the.rest-of the Beverley
family. These two bequests are quite disti the heroine’s moral
economy. Although the whole is a “debt contractedwith the poox,™
the second is not really imagined to be at her; ;
holds it “sacred” (p. 174) and thinks of herself, in Burke’s termsyas
its trustee. “But the £10,000 bequeathed me by my father,” she
announces, “I regard as more peculiarly my own property” (p.
174). It is this property, which is not entirely (but “more peculiarly”)
her own, that she loses first.

Because the money is more her own, it is in principle easier than
the estate to detach from her. As in so many other books surveyed
in this study, ownership in Cecilia is realized by the disposal of
property. Because Cecilia thinks of the £10,000 as “more” hers, she
thinks herself “at liberty to dispose of it as I please” (p. 174). But

S —

ning of the plot is to force Cecilia to part with her money in
a way that e her of anyone else. The plot sternly

enforces the idea of a universal debt when the heroine herself

would qualify~and_compromise-it—Things are so arranged that
Cecilia cantotspend-hermoney as she chooses. First, it is entrusted

to a guardian for most of the period covered by the novel’s actiong
and, second, Cecilia prides herself on living frugally so that s
can pay her debt to the poor by patronizing worthy ....,
charity. Worthy objects, of course, seldom need much, si
are frugal themselves. The deep reason Cecilia cannot s
money as she pleases, though, is simply that to do se e
her. Whenever Cecilia does manage to give something | d
poor people, she receives egotistical gratification; a g
emotional return that is difficult to account for in her owmn logic of
debt. When, for example, she establishes g fills, a wi s
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self-importance:

Never had the heart of Cecili
ecilia felt so light i
h . . . ght, so gay, so gl
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By localizing her general “debt to the poor”
.m:Q actually trying to pay it off, Cecilia allows
in the mere discharge of her duty.

The plot, however, imposes a more rj

identifiable, source
isfaction.” The achievement of
Mﬂﬂmnmnm Cecilia from her money, before sh,

>m§ﬂ ms both Q—”ﬁ-—w mperative and utterly wastefy].

three
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entire amount
of her paternal legacy. In the first of these transac-

-law and
, from a severe financial

o . : + an incorrigible gambler
p hrift, Imposing upon Arnott’s generosity, she _.BBm&m“m

substitutes herself for the victi

o : € victim. At first ¢

o mﬂﬂwmwmmuo:& because Mr. Arnott would have to “take M@ MM%me

aal pay Mr. Harrel’s debt, whereas Cecilia beli !
Ply ask for an advance ity

that Mr. Briggs, the y

’ guard
advance her m oney ( 1an who controls her fo
and Cecilia m:m:v\ fe

of Cecilia recoiled at

: ; rtune, refuses to
“Keep it for your husband; get you one soon”)

els oE_.mmm to go into debt herself: “The heart

after some rmm:mc.o:\ to have
imitative action, her
In a chain of debt. To

p of their own, she gets in return augmeng A,

in deserving objects
herself to fee] v:dm...

» and the payment results In no “exquisite sat-

e legally has it, in a way

exigencies, Mr. Harrel, one of Cecilia’s
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itute herself for Arnott, who was generously trying to substi-
his money for Harrel’s, Cecilia must substitute “honest old

on’s” money for her own, thereby taking Harrel’s place as the

ebtor. Both the ultimate source and the destination of the money
e-unknown. Harrel claims he must pay his tailor, but we are led

p doubt him; and the usurer’s money, because it is a usurer’s,

annot be said to belong to anybody. The actual scene of Cecilia’s

erosity, therefore, is precisely the opposite , of
scendent goodness she fantasizes: inst bove the

orld and watching the spectacle of her heroic and i

, she “recoils” from the dimly understood inter e; instead

seeing herself exalted, she is forced to sully herself by “contract-

(ing a voluntary debt” (p. 182) and thus changing places with the

. villain of the piece.

. The next two extortions follow the same pattern. Harrel threat-

ens suicide to force her to borrow another £7,500 and then holds

his wife hostage until Cecilia signs for yet another £1,000. The Jews
become more anonymous and rapacious, and Cecilia’s sense of the
unworthiness of both the Harrels constantly increases. After dis-
suading Harrel from suicide by swearing to pay his debts, for
example, she found that “every moment she obtained for reflection,
augmented her reluctance to parting with so large a sum of money
for so worthless an object, and added strength to her resentment
for the unjustifiable menaces which had extorted from her such a
promise” (p. 262). And after the final signing, Cecilia’s sense of
desolation is so strong that she doubts she has performed an ethical
act at all: “The soothing recompense of succouring benevolence,
followed not this gift, nor made amends for this loss: perplexity
and uneasiness, regret and resentment, accompanied the donation,

and rested upon her mind; she feared she had done wrong™ (p.

383.) In the austerely ethical world Cecilia comes to inhakbit, there

is no “recompense” of any kind for right action, nor is there 2

simple set of definitive markers that distinguish right from wrong.

Mrs. Harrel benefits from Cecilia’s generosity because she just

happens to be there pressing a claim of childhood friendship that

is also purely accidental: “When-[Cecilia’s] enlightened mind dis-
cerned [her] deficiencies, [Mrs. Harrel] had already an interest in

- re

her affections” (p. 698).

N
f A
The recognition of ﬁrmmmi:»mn mr\\wﬁm prior condition of debt
\ _ o
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arising merely from the fortuitous i .

. particulars of one’s li :
of the merit of the object, make ! pam
complicates her dreams of
This debt, entailed in one’s
by Cecilia’s .vozam. Simultaneously, however, the demand is P
mmﬁmm as bizarrely impersonal and abstract: the heroine has n
chosen Mrs. Harrel as a friend; nor
connections. Indeed, she explicitly cite
as a reason against borrowing money for the Harrels:

“disinterested,” transcendent morality:

I have not, it is true, an
for their memory suppl
in the distribution of th

y relations to call me to account, but respect
ies the place of their authority, and I cannot
e fortune which has devolved to me \

MWMWMMMM Mmgﬂmama:m how they would have wished it spent, and
e . y
should ring that what was acquired by industry and labour,

But despite this com
the immediat.

peting sense of duty, Cecilia must give in to

of these expropriations, in
» Temoves her from such relatively
identity, and forces her to change

places l’. " El—n—-ﬂq of, the most proximate sufferer.
Eug. ,, el Ew bag” for Harrel when he blows
vwmmﬂﬂ-nﬂc-l..ﬁ Eil , at the n_E._mx of the novel’s first half after
e o — ‘packet nobnﬂ.Ebm “a roll of enormous bills,

collection letters from various creditors, Eammﬂmazm the

utmost severity of
swered” (p. 41g).
we are told, “was

- the r!. if their demands were longer unan-
O-.. a mEn.v of paper which held these together,”
et il written, in Mr. Emﬁmwm hand, To be all paid to-
Bt s ﬂn“.wv. O:om again Cecilia occupies the vantage
s , which, “to her no small amazement ” she
 reams of detached demands. The dream of being Nob i 4
particular has become a nightmare. o

e bills, as well as one final
Arnott: “Pray for me”
ate sentiment:

supplication to Cecilia and Mr.
The addressees respond with the appropri-

s Cecilia a moral paragon and

mere being in the world, is literalized
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Wretch as Mr. Harrel appeared, without religion, principle, or hon-
our, this incoherent letter, evidently written in the desperate moment
of determined suicide, very much affected both Cecilia and Mr.
Arnott; and in spite either of abhorrence or resentment, they mu-
tually shed tears over the address to themselves. (p. 421)

Once the body is out of the way, identification is all the more
gamperative and disconnected from worth. Of course, identification
‘at this point is seemingly risk free, just as it is normally considered
k free when one sympathizes with fictional nobodies. But the
passage nevertheless locates the roots of Cecilia’s indebtedness in
this ready readerly response. Arnott and Cecilia cannot disavow
what the narrator had earlier called “the obligations™ of “a general
humanity” (p. 406), and precisely because Harrel had individually
“forfeited all right to [Cecilia’s] esteem” (p. 406), he becomes,
especially in his death, an emblem of the minimally human, the
very nobody that can never deserve or repay our sympathetic
interest. Harrel becomes a figure for fiction’s necessary default.
There is, moreover, one further link between debt and reading
in this part of the book. When Cecilia first decides to stand in for
Mr. Arnott by paying Harrel’s debt, she tries to get £600 from her

-guardian Briggs, £400 of which she intends for Harrel, £50 for the
her family, and £150 to clear her

7

impoverished Mrs. Hill and
account with a bookseller. Cecilia’s only legal debt in the beginning
is the one she has contracted as a reader. Furthermore, paying this
debt is the only purpose she mentions when she asks for an
advance on her inheritance, so her discussions with her guardians
Mr. Briggs and Mr. Delvile make a firm connection between reading

and going into debt. It is the nature of the outstanding bill that |
confirms Mr. Briggs’s opposition to paying it: “‘Books, he cried, .‘
cratic guardian, to override the decision of the miserly Briggs, but

‘what do you want with books? do no good; all lost time; words
get no cash’” (p. 174). Next she applies to Mr. Delvile, her aristo- /
again the nature of the debt is remarked as singularly inappropriate:

“But what bill at all,” cried he, with much surprise, “can a young
lady have with a bookseller? The Spectator, Tatler, and Guardian,
would make library sufficient for any female in the kingdom, nor do
[ think it like a gentlewoman to have more. . . . And let me counsel
you to remember, that a lady, whether so called from birth or only

IRYATE
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from fortune, should nev
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hen this business comes to be settled, it will be very essential to
e exact as to the time [of your wedding], even to the very hour; for
large income per annum divides into a small one per diem; and if
your husband keeps his own name, you must not only give up your
~ uncle’s inheritance from the time of relinquishing yours, but refund
from the very day of your marriage. . . . You will please, then, to
recollect, madam, that this sum is every hour increasing. (p. 836)

oreover, this unconsciously contracted debt, this hourly charge
her married life, is owed to a stranger who himself does not
ear the Beverley name and who apparently plans to exploit the
estate to pay his sons’ debts. It is as if Cecilia suddenly finds herself
debt to a brood of Harrels, who are themselves in debt to God-
knows-who. Her estate, like her personal fortune, becomes an
abstract debit, a link in a chain of debt with an unspecdified origin
and destination.
This happens, moreover, at precisely the moment she loses her
name, for the plot is so arranged as to require either Cecilia or
Mortimer Delvile to be disinherited at the moment of their mar-
riage. The provisions of Cecilia’s uncle’s will had reversed normal
patriarchal practices by compelling the husband to adopt the wife’s
surname, to be folded in to the female line. Of course, Cecilia’s
property would still become her husband’s, but he would, like a
woman, change his family identity on marrying. Young Delvile’s
aristocratic family, though, refuses to endure this humiliation:
“How will the blood of your wronged ancestors,” Mrs. Delvile
assures her son, “rise into your guilty cheeks, and how will your
heart throb with secret shame and reproach, when wished joy
upon your marriage by the name of Mr. Beverley!” (p. 662). The
severance of “blood” from name here promises a humiliating lack
of control over one’s body, a lack of control triggered by the name
Beverley.

It is this humiliating feminization of her son that gives Mrs.
Delvile an excuse to take over Harrel’s role as extortionist in the
second half of the book.® Mortimer Delvile himself accuses his
mother of extortion when she attempts to convince Cecilia to

renounce him: “I see your intention, I see your dreadful purpose;

68. Doody, Frances Burney: The Life in the Works, p. 137.

22
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Wo: eH.E work upon the feelings of Miss Beverley, you will extort .,,,_..,
rom her a promise to see me no more!” (p. 664); and Mrs. Delvile
reenacts Harrel’s suicidal threats and actions when she thinks the

young couple will rebel:

Mﬂ_.mm wsﬁ._ ~...o=os next to frenzy . . . rose in the face of Mrs. Delvile
L w\\ striking her hand upon her forehead, cried, “M brain is on
ire!” and rushed out of the room. ; y ik
.. . Delvile . hastened ea
. .. gerly to pursue her: she had
m\wuﬂmwbmwmﬁmﬂm :Mzrmma_o:d but, upon mo:oim:m her thither eMMW
and his alarm, when he saw her ext ’
floor, her face, hands, and “vith bl e
e hes » he 7 neck all covered with blood. “G
Heaven!” he exclaimed, prostrating himself by her side, “what _.,mmm
you have done!—where are you wounded?” (p. 665) \ o

W\?m .ﬁ Delvile has not mnEm:% attempted self-slaughter; she has on]
urst a blood vessel, as if to illustrate that the Delvile “blood” :VM

not ﬁo_mamﬁm her son’s insubordination (for Mrs. Delvile not «M_

married a Delvile, ._2: was also born one). Nevertheless the vmawcmm

- i R - - - -
Once &”.l - : :-nﬂ:i-m—a:& life she tries to save is a
g . more abstract, indeed unknowable
- . , set of extor-
nists. Just as Harrel’s body eventually dissolved into a bag of

ﬂw,— 3 7w

_UHM: onwm\wms.mmm. «S.Q all them old grandfathers and aunts you
o mwo \Q nﬂmmm rails at Delvile, “mere clay and dirt! fine things to
Erw:m::vow a vmwnm_& om old mouldy rubbish quite departed this life!
! ones and dust, nobody knows fo hat! ,
ashamed; who cares for dead DEbU ot

; : carcasses? nothing but carrion”
Mwwmw.ﬂ wwmznm\ despite Cecilia’s admiration for Mrs. Om_sm._ o
- oM. to save that lady by giving up her property is an\ma\ a
%m QM.M _.rozﬂrm echo of a demand that originates, finally, in nobody
+ P1€N, must pay the debt of her sex, a m\ ;

. 5 ebt that
avuncular will could cancel, and she must not pay it to her r:mMm:Mo

her

.

from whom she might expect some return. The dream of being

nobody in particular recurs as a nightmare. Unowned by her father-
in-law; separated from her husband, who is tending his mother (in
whom the blood of their ancestors continually threatens to “rise

" up”) abroad; and driven from her former estate by the fear of
* incurring further debts to Eggleston, Cecilia is entirely displaced:

“[S]he was now in one moment to appear to the werld, an outcast
from her own house, yet received into no'other!abride, unclaimed
by a husband! an HEIRESS, dispossessed of all wealth!” indeed, she,
is not even capable of claiming her new name: “To be first acknowl-
edged as Mrs. Delvile in a state so degrading, she could not endure”
(p- 848). Such a complete dispossession, one would imagine, would
at least bring the relief of canceling all debts, but kability clings
the heroine. A series of accidents in London deprives her of her
purse, the contents of her pockets, all indications of her i ity,
her memory, and her reason. In this state, she runs into an open
shop, which just happens to be the establishment of pawnbrokers,
and sits down on the floor, literally putting herself in hock. The
pawnbrokers duly lock her up and advertise for “Whoever she
belongs to” (p. 879) to come and redeem her.

As an item in a pawnshop, Cecilia attains a bizarre fulfillment of
the fantasy of freedom from all particulars. Although she is locked
up, she exists, like everything else in the shop, in a state that
postpones normal property relations, for a pawnshop is where
people temporarily suspend their rights to ownership. Things in a
pawnshop are peculiarly unowned, inhabiting a transitional state
between proprietors. Forfeited, they become the pawnbroker’s
commodities; redeemed, they return to their original owners; but
while they are in hock, they seem to belong to nobody in particular.
In this location of estrangement, Cecilia does not even own herself;
she experiences what the narrator calls a “temporary . . . alienatiom
of reason” (p. 878). Finally, when she was truly beside herself, “hex

fancy roved” (p. 879) from one incident of her history to anothes,
just as it had roved during her dream of disembodiment fromome

scene of charity to another. She no longer has “promissory-enjoy-
ment,” but while she dreams, the pawnbroker’s bill grows longer.

This state of suspended identity, this escape from all particulars,
achieved through (and constantly augmenting) debt, marks the
climax of Cecilia’s adventures. Once she is reclaimed by the Del-
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MMMM% M:m.._.ﬂrm possibility of closure is provided, moreover by
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s .nrm.rmno_bm. They wanted, like Cecilia
Sonifedint SHEOCM see justice done, to watch evil characters
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its means and chastening i "
. ening its ambition. Criti :
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69. The English Review, quoted in Doody, p. 144

s found a restrictive principle with which to stop

. pedients that would preserve
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also implied that the work’s moral was obscured by the failure
give each character his due:

's conduct, in sacrificing s0 large a fortune to gratify the pride

Cecilia
of the Delvile family, is an example which we would by no means

bject of imitation for the fair sex, nor do we

wish to propose as an o
Q&am_%mﬁvnoé of the conclusion, as we are of the opinion that the

ride and ostentation of old Delvile, ought, in justice, to have been
unished.”

the waste of the heroine’s resources was thus seen as a seepage of
meaning out of the novel, as well as a dissipation of the reader’s
nvestment of time and sympathy. Frances Burney, these Q.Enmi
ggest, had reneged on an implicit contract to provide the nmwamaf
ith an unequivocal emotional payoit. Edmund Burke even :
- {either more happy or more mi mﬂmwgmg
Lin a work of imagination, he said, there is no medium.””* The
switch from a general toa restrictive economy of identification, the
refusal to be profuse “even in beneficence,” comes just at the time
when the demands of the reader are at their most clamorous: the
end.
Burney had actually considered and expressly rejected these

demands when they were earlier voiced by Samuel Crisp and
Charles Burney on reading the manuscript. According to Margaret
Daddies “tried hard to think of ex-

Doody, Frances Burney’s two

Cecilia’s estate for her and Morti-
mer—they were quite tender-hearted at seeing the fictional girl
robbed of her treasure.”” But the author was adamant, and her
reply to a letter from Crisp on this subject reveals the connection
between her chastening condusion and the desire to differentiate

herself in the literary marketplace:

I must frankly confess 1 shall think I g%%ugaﬂ:
a serious history, if the whole is to end, like the hack [talian operas,
with a jolly chorus that makes all parties mocn»-l—n-%g

You find, my dear daddy, I am prepared to fight a good battle
here; but I have thought the matter much over, and if I am made to

7o. Critical Review, quoted in Doody, p- 144-
71. Quoted in Doody, p- 145-
72. Doody, p- 145-
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WM\WM—MM M”G _uow:ﬁ. my whole plan is rendered abortive, and the last
last page M m:wM.m_ in ?.F Noble’s circulating library Bmvmmm:\m for Mwm
une, since: a marriage, a reconciliati
sudden expedient for great riches, concludes them m__ow__wwwdw pome

able to cash in on her enormous authorial credit: “Miss

peen able to caSil == ———

olmondeley told me she understood 1 have behaved like a poor

To reward Cecilia for her sacrifice, to re 1 th e ill” fr Cecili i i
T 5 mﬁu om NQNS was Scmmﬁmﬂ m n—dm n?ﬂmﬁlmvmu.nnmﬁﬂm\ n—dmn
both would be to ab (4 S »tor e & X r for hi ap nOmun.wmnm— in the 5&¢O§N~ Qm_Uﬁ. it mvmuﬂ her a mere ﬁwﬁwﬁ-nm
ort “the whole @_ND: U% Hmmngambm the novel’s P Y ’

1 severe H._:_m” identifying with Nobody must end i , N ually.

[ paradoxically, by enforcing this rule :Nm writer %Hm“m MMMMM“ %% 3 Di. BRfmEyeeee indeed unconseouet sicaificed bis dougl
1

'. i

W

the importunat i — : s }
| ' must _mMH: SDnmcM TAMM M:w:mm of an anonymous public. The reades ¥ :M Nwwcwmmmgmwww_ ﬂ#“mnmmﬁg&”o Ecam-rbn wﬁaﬁa&ﬂw—:—-ﬁ —IEE.&S wwu-.h
By herself defaulti Omme so that they will not become the writer’s. y P OO vw., , . W <
\ aulting on “promissory enjoyment” she avoids being is son James was courting Faynes daughter m‘n., y: “Old Payne

a hack” (the linking of this word with “Italian operas” might havd iendship was a valuable family asset, and sendimng im a profitable

b A )

vw_m“ »qucmc_mzv.\ mmm.ncﬁm against Dr. Burney) and establishes a*

ptes % eo .Humnan.:_mdq that distinguished her novel from all Mrm ,..
gible capitulations to Nobody that circulate through Mr. ZoEmM

library. Unlike Cecilia, th
s ’ e author sh . i
putting herself in Nobody’s plac M.m ows her peculiar worth by not

' book would only improve and solidify fheir ©
| dent reveals, once again, the discrepancy between Dr. Bumey's
' orientation toward networks of influence and patronage and his
" daughter’s orientation toward an anonymous marketplace. As

——

. have seen, there was a vmnwaoan& complementarity to these ori-
 entations early in Frances Burney’s career, but after Cecilia their
.~ incompatibility became increasingly apparent.

Dr. Burney was relatively indifferent to the cash value of his
daughter’s copyright because he was not ambitious for her financial
. independence. His ambition, rather, was to extend the family’s
. honor and social reach through her authorship, and this ambition
. was completely fulfilled when Frances was offered a place at court
. § as Second Keeper of the Queen’s Robes. She would have a maid
% . and footman and be paid a salary of £200 a year; her duty would
be to assist at the queen’s toilette. Her father was delighted at this
proposal of “a place solicited by thousands and thousands of
women of Fashion and Rank”” and even more excited by the

success. A

mﬂﬂ nts l!.-uumn n“um Mﬁ.ﬂm\ Cecilia was a huge popular
LA edition two d ousand copies sold rapidly. Book- 3
%&—Q« - Eargm» gor»@:-wg W itin stock, and “the circulating library
D o g y old customers for months to come.”7* “_
>vﬁ§n%§m7m iww - rances Burney financially independent.
i o mumman_m_nm:% consulted about the sale of the
b S\E_\m r ther contracted to Payne and Cadell for

she was away at Chessington. Thomas Payne was

closely associated with th :
. € mﬂhﬂﬁ.—%\ and Dr. B .
:oﬁ.&.:\m: a hard bargain with him, although H:m% . obskoue prospect, as Joyce Hemlow remarks, “of organ-posts for himself,
an informal agreement that Payne might GARER SWM apparently r ships for James, schools, degrees, and dioceses for Charles.”™ The
the work answer’d.” Dr. Johnson nm_ncmmw mm :M &mw\uo:m_ £50 “if = . daughter dreaded to disappoint such high hopes: “1 see him so
.Humv\:m\: as the Burneys called him, must h bl much delighted at the prospect of an establishment he looks upon
in the first four months of y ave matle a profitef £500 o honourable [Blut what can make me amends for all I shall
Burney’s letters récord m:o m&mm\. July to October Gmm.d@m:nmm Mmmm 2 o

er growing realization that she had not on,—w_“m. sad story of all Frances uforfeited” to the Bumey family

F

73- m:oﬁm& in Doody, p. 145
74. Quoted i i
75. The Emoﬁsmnmww_o%‘ %*_Mmmioé of Fanny Burney, p. 151. : .A
e transactions is all drawn from Hemlow, pp. 149 A 76. Quoted in Hemlow, p. 151.
il {8 77. Quoted in Hemlow, p. 196
78. Hemlow, p- 197

51.

ple thing again, & had a Father no wiser than myself!”® Burney’s x



Tt-g v ~arssvLr oUL wuuguLon
Frances Burney’s Universal Obligation 253

i/
e

interest durj i .

8 her five years in court has been fr equently reto ,g his life: “Et me voila, madame, réduit a rien, hormis un peu
gent comptant, et encore trés peu.”® At first they lived on
jurney’s income—~£100 from the pension, and £20 per annum from
he invested revenue from Cecilia—but inflation, the failure in
duction of one of the tragedies she had written while serving
5 Second Keeper of the Queen’s Robes, and the birth of a son sent
ter back to her surest resource, the novel.®
should have made her some amends, seems to have p, " This time she was determined to ensure the highest income

’ €en a so sible by subscription publication. Like Cegilia, she now had “a

otive for economy” in her husband and son. Echoing and rein-
rcing her own sentiments, her brother Charles composed a slogan
o guide his negotiations with the booksellers: “What Evelina . . .
pes now for the Son of Lowndes, & !E F%Rl.ﬁﬂm.l-
of Payne, let your third work do for the Son of its Authour™ At
. the beginning of the saga of the publication of Camilla, we might
_,_.mm%‘ Frances Burney was in the position Cecilia attained at the end
. of her story: she was liberated from a sense of obligation to Every-
. body and Nobody. She was finally free to pursue her self-interest
. in the form of cash. As if to mark the discontinuity represented by
this policy, she associates herself with the usurious instrument of
Cecilia’s indebtedness, asking Charles to use “Jewish callousness”*
| in his dealings with the booksellers. Charles, in fact, proved a

If i

:rmm:?ﬂzﬁoﬂﬂ _.mcmv at me too much, I will also acknowled e that [
vamqmm.moamr 1as all the more for ovmmns.:m him as ms%s\ma mm d
§ OW to present me my salary as [ felt myself in nmnmﬂr

5

There i ’ ;
:m<mhwﬂ Mm MM“M“M.E@ mm.ﬁma m=\ In money, by itself money, that I can
fepmadorcP Bo:m_o~.~ o.m it without a secret feeling of something like
g So_..m o Yy in its mmmwﬂm\ and its produce, creates far differ-
T ,M. sant sensations. But here it made me feel so lik

A ort—a servant! We are all servants, to be sure, in Mﬂ

. with the Burney family’s collective needs. She wanted to publish
by subscription, retaining the copyright and employing the book-
seller who bid the highest amount for the project. Her family and
friends all approved and enthusiastically joined in the subscription
plan, for it demonstrated the extraordinary effectiveness of their
extensive network of influence. But her father thought it was rude
to deal so impersonally with the booksellers; moreover, her brother

When Burne i
her o Smwm: M.Mﬂ. wﬂ.mlnma:m the possibilities of patronage for
given a pone Ened Place in the royal household, she was
A e 100 per year, an adequate income for 3 single
e Q\Vn M,m in Sw.u.ww she Bmamm an impoverished French
had been :Eud.mozw\m in WAM..MM:MM mM%% HM ﬂmsw e L
, ad escaped with nothing

80. Quoted in Hemlow, p. 229.

81. “For my own part I can only say, & solicit, & urge to my Fanny to prinf,
print, print!—Here is a ressource [sic]—a certainty of removing present difficulties”
(quoted in Bloom and Bloom, introduction to Camilla, p. xii; and in The Journals and
Letters of Fanny Burney, vol. 2, ed. Joyce Hemlow and Althea Douglas [Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1972], letter 101, June 9, 1793, p. 148).

82. Quoted in Bloom and Bloom, introduction to Camilla, p. xviii; and in The
Journals and Letters of Fanny Burney, vol. 3, letter 179, July 15, 1795, p. 140.

83. Quoted in Bloom and Bloom, introduction to Camilla, p. xvii; and in The

79- Dand L, vol. 3, pp. 14243,
Journals and Letters of Fanny Burney, vol. 3, letter 174, July 5, 1795, p. 126.

trustworthy agent, but she once again found herself at variance .

i
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ﬁmEmm Pushed the claims of his father-in
,Nw»mmmmmmzv\ pleaded the needs of her n
A,,, bambino,” over the interests of her ori
.,.,.Bogm}ooa had, :oE.nmzvo
[In her works at the very mo
_, Camilla was her “Brain wo
j)any other posse

-law, Payne. But Fra
m.S mmn:._ve especially
ginal family. Zmammm

rEma when, _mmmzx she had lost then

Tk as much fair & individyga]

. . . ﬁﬂo ¢ 4

retir o Ssion in either art or nature,”8* ghe Enoﬁm Moq

i - M 2 m&mm when defending her decision to sell the job t

jughest bidding bookseller No matter who he wag ,:“m a o.
: u

m m:m=v\ had a family of h
_,, nefwork of the da y €r own to defend her against the patrona

of responsibility to them did not .. "y
erybody” or dissolve into “Nobody.” M.

dividual” to whom her “Brain work”
and her “agent,” Charles, make no

ent on 5.@ topic of the legal owner.

to sell. In becom;j , ge it was not h

quired both an anmmzmmgmmm o d'Arblay, then, Frances Burney MM

in opposition to th _we e her individual economic interests

husband who, “r mM ._Mw,:m.%m collective wishes and a docile foreign
’ u ” i

own. 1t @ rien,” apparently pressed no claims of hig

84. The Journals ang Let
t
85. Quoted in Bloom ang o Fanny Burney, vol. 3, letter 176, July 7, 1795,

d Bloom, P- Xxiv. P- 130.

given her a new sense of ownershig

belonged.
> the general is referred to simply,

KA e mﬁa Even the siblings’ vama,_
[ Sel 2icopyright after the mzcmod.ﬁ:.oa )
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he magic of the marketplace, properly exploited, one could write
meself into one’s own stable and heritable place. But the stability
oved short-lived. For a variety of complicated reasons, the d’Ar-
ays spent most of the Napoleonic period in France, and eventu-
' ally they lost Camilla Cottage when the land under it was sold.

. Hence the transition from Burney to d’Arblay, which seemed at
first to offer a stabilizing particularity, actually inaugurated a new
set of displacements. Moreover, the marriage to d’Arblay recapit-
' ulated the author’s association with Nobody. Like Dr. Burney,
. d’Arblay combined Nobody and Somebody, since he was a déclassé
" French nobleman “réduit a rien.” Dr. Burney had started out as the
- Nobody that d’Arblay was on the brink of becoming. It was as if
Frances Burney had been attracted to d’ Arblay because he provided
the heritage that her own father lacked, but a heritage that had
been reduced simply to a name. This “rien,” furthermore, put the
author more at Nobody’s disposal than she had ever been before.
. She was now completely intent on writing a novel that would sell,
and the result was a marked decline in the quality of her work.

.. Camilla was a great financial success, but it did not succeed with

critics because it was hastily written and designed to please every
taste. It tried, for example, to capitalize on the new craze for
Gotbhic,® was excessive in its melodrama and trite in its conduct-
book moralizing, and concluded with precisely the sort of payoffs
Frances Burney had denounced as bribes when she defaulted at
the end of Cecilia. In short, this capitulation to what the author
apparently believed were the demands of her anonymous public
actually produced a book that the public found disappointing. It
sold on the basis of her reputation, but that reputation was also
diminished by it. She had finally cashed in her credit with her
readers, but only by devaluing her own paper.

In a sense, Burney continued to live off the credit of her first two
novels for the rest of her life. Even the place that Napoleon gave
d’Arblay when the couple lived in France was, the general thought,
really just a tribute to “le mari de Cecilia,” Ceciliz being one of the
emperor’s favorite novels. She never wrote another truly popular
work, although both Camilla and The Wanderer made money. How-
ever, because the criticisms of these later works belied their sales,

86. See Bloom and Bloom on this point, p. xx.
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because readers complained of having been disappointed in their .

Xpectations, the author continued to owe what she owned. The
more mrm wrote, the more she sold, the deeper in debt she << am w
a public S&o continually complained that she was not makin, 6o M
on her wmn.rmn promise. The Nobodies who had taken such W pare ]
in her fictions gradually declined, it seemed, into nobody M» Mwﬁm

The Changeling’s Debt
Maria Edgeworth’s Productive Fictions

- One might expect Maria Edgew
feelings of indebtedness that plagued Frana  Bu i
Burneys, the Edgeworths were gentry. Far from b no-
where, they lived in a town in Ireland called “Edgeworthstown,”
where the family had been installed since the time of Elizabeth.
Maria Edgeworth, moreover, composed her first works for publi-
cation with her father’s full approval, and she thought of their
literary relationship as a “partnership.” She had, furthermore, a far
more fully developed rationale than Frances Burney’s for explaining
the role of fiction in the general economy of literature. And to top
off all these advantages, she had been taught to believe in the
“productivist” economic theories of the political economists, who
stressed that human labor created value, and she applied their
ideas to her own work as an author.

We might expect these various factors to combine into an opti-
mism about staying out of debt, and many of Edgeworth’s explicit
statements fulfill that expectation. In an 1836 letter, for example,
she declared, “I have always thought it disgracefully mean in
literary manufacturers to trade upon their name and to put off ill-
finished works upon credit. That is what I never will do.™ In tt
same letter she explained that she relied on market
selves (as embodied in the booksellers) to keep roIT
her authorial credit: “The Booksellers, the g - are the only
advisers to be depended upon because both their interest and their

1. Letter to Rachel Mordecai Lazarus, April 15, 1836, in The Education of the Heart:
The Correspondence of Rachel Mordecai Lazarus and Maria Edgeworth, ed. Edgar E.
MacDonald (Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1977), p. 276.
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