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ABSTRACT

Undercover in the Underclasses: Dressing Down ictdfian Literaturefocuses on
narratives in which characters embark on a perdefigarative “descent” into another class or
race, through disguise or performance. Tracinghtireative device of “dressing down” back to
its origins in the theater, this dissertation aggtat performance shaped the Victorian
understanding of racial difference and class $ization, and provided a way of bridging those
divides. The chapters map the spaces in which fhesermances occur: moving outward from
the home, to the city, and the empire.

Charles Dickens’'8leak HousgWilkie Collins’sNo Nameand Ellen Wood'&ast
Lynneare the central texts of the first chapter, whaghmines servant impersonation in the
Victorian household. Written in the 1850s and 18®0s decades in which the ideology of
separate spheres was at its height, these nowtsatize current anxieties about shifting gender
roles by portraying dangerous and even criminal emmnfremale servant impersonators are
inherently “fallen woman” in terms of social clabsit are often sexually fallen as well. Their
disguised and fallen state associates servant gapators with the duplicitous theatricality of
the actress and the dangerous sexuality of théijutes The presence of such a deceitful figure
in the fictional home was threatening, but alsatet/readers’ sympathy for this simultaneous
insider and outsider. Theatrical adaptations pahdigures on the stage, further courting
audience members’ sympathy through the physicabeimient of the actress.

The second chapter examines texts that representrshg in London’s East End and
Surrey Side: including James Greenwood’s “A NighaiWorkhouse,” Sir Arthur Conan
Doyle’s “The Man with the Twisted Lip,” and Henryayhew’s theatrical adaptationsladndon

Labour and the London Poofhe Poor Law of 1834 distinguished between thay't



deserving” poor versus the merely idle beggar; dntrast, slumming narratives present an
alternate discourse in which performance promatesseclass sympathy and facilitates
interactions between different social classes. @ytrast to the Poor Laws’ valorization of
authenticity, the slumming journalist and the “@sgional” beggar draw attention to the
performative nature of social class, duthperformers ask their audience to willingly suspend
their disbelief, as if in the theater.

Chapter three addresses the performance of raceudtnde in boys’ adventure fiction.
Rudyard Kipling’sKim and H. Rider Haggardiing Solomon’s Mineare preoccupied with the
formation of British masculine identity. The elabte playacting found in these novels prepares
the boys to take their places as administratoesygdire; however, the boys’ Orientalized and
feminized disguises reveal British imperial masutyito be surprisingly flexible, creative, and
playful—and open to experimenting with non-whitel aron-male roles.

This project contributes to the ongoing scholarigeavor to recuperate the Victorian
stage as an object of study, demonstrating thabakia adaptations of novels can function as
literary criticism in their own right. “Transmediah” is a more apt term to describe the
transformation or translation between media thatafaation,” since it does not privilege one
medium as original or superior. The Victorians hibpgonsumed the same narratives in
serialized, volume, or dramatic form. Charactews\iise transcended their original medium.
This dissertation explores the rich cross-pollimatacross printed, visual, and dramatic media,

while unpacking the implications of transgressing boundaries of class or race.
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INTRODUCTION: PRESTO!: CLOTHING AND CROSSINGS

The labyrinthine “depths” of the British metropo#iad the far reaches of Empire shared
a similar fascination for Victorian writers. In ketch titled “A Street,” Arthur Morrison
describes the East End as well-known but simultasigainknown: “The East End is a vast city,
as famous in its way as any the hand of man hagnigad who knows the East End?” (Keating
1). Like the blank map of Africa that fascinatesn@ul’s Marlow, the unknown territory of the
East End called out to the intrepid middle-clagsi@er. One such explorer was American writer
Jack London. At the outset of his slumming expeditchronicled inThe People of the Abyss
(1903), London hops into a cab, and tells the drit2rive me down to the East End.” The
cabby, understandably confused, presses his custormeemore exact location (“Where, sir?”
“But wot’s the haddress, sir?”), but London respomdpatiently, “To the East End, anywhere,”
as if it were an undifferentiated zone (London E)r London’s purposes, one part of the East
End is as good as any other. Though sociologistsGharles Booth were busy mapping this
urban wilderness, journalists and novelists oftepicted the area in terms that evoked the exotic
lands of the Empire. From William Booth’s famoutetin Darkest England, and the Way Qut
which nods to Henry Stanley’s imperial travelogn®arkest Africa to Marlow’s well-known
words inHeart of Darknesg$"And this [London] also...has been one of the dadces of the
earth”), to the Victorians’ use of the epithet &gt Arabs” to describe their own native-born
English street urchins, the Victorians deployedapkbrs drawn from the experience of Empire
to articulate their anxieties about class, jushay used the Empire itself as a dumping ground
for England’s undesirables: convicts, orphans,lsimgpmen, etc. At the same time, the
entertainment industry was bringing members of iothees and cultures into England as part of

ethnological displays and exhibits, or other exsfiectacles. Concerned observers worried about



the future of such human “specimens”; one critedicted glumly that the “Aztec Lilliputians,”
exotic performers in a London ethnological displaguld “end their days” in the workhouse
(Altick 286). The transplanted natives of otherdarould easily become part of England’s
lower-classes. In fact, the “savages” of Empire gmedmore “home-grown” savages of the East
End were often viewed as competitors for attentobwaritable donations, and missionary
activity. A satirical poem ifPunchcriticizes Londoners’ fascination with the 1858retlogical
exhibit of Zulus at St. George’s Gallery, Hyde P@dtrner, contrasting it with their indifference
to the plight of the “hordes of young savages” atow “the back courts of St. Giles” (Altick
283). Charles Dickens’s Mrs. Jellyby similarly negls her own children, devoting all her energy

to the savages of “Borioboola-Gha.”

In their foundational work on the London “underwhtIPeter Stallybrass and Allon
White argue that the “lower” parts of the city wassociated with the “lower” parts of the body,
with their potential to produce both waste and glee, to arouse disgust or desire. The urge to
visit the “lower” regions of one’s city gives texa$ slum exploration an erotic undercurrent.
Scholars of cross-class or cross-cultural perfocedrave used Stallybrass and White’s theory to
illuminate the conflicted impulses that motivate thesire to transgress the boundaries of class
and race. Eric Lott, for example, famously des@ithe practice of blackface minstrelsy in the
nineteenth century as a product of “love and th&ftnstrelsy mocks black culture, but
simultaneously demonstrates a profound attraction Seth Koven similarly analyzes the
homoerotic attraction to lower-class male subceluhat motivates James Greenwood’s
sensational article “A Night in a Workhouse.” Thesguments are compelling; however, it is
important to acknowledge that the popular upped-raiddle-class practice of “slumming” had

diverse practioners with varied motives. This preouto the 28 century sociological concept



of “participant-observation” was often motivatedthg pursuit of knowledge, or by the desire to
experience the lives of the lower-classes firstehato feel their pains, wear their clothes, and
eat their food—if only for a short time. Many figtial characters as well as real-life individuals
were motivated by a genuine sense of philanthripgovels, upper-class characters frequently
disguise themselves as servants as a means afigaiformation as well as the ability to behave
in a way that was socially unacceptable in theatatm of society. Disguise is often linked with
detection; dressing down gives a character acoegsaces and information which she may not

be able to access in haropria persona

In this dissertationndercover in the Underclasses: Dressing Down ictdfian
Literature | examine the related practices of cross-clasguite and cultural transvestism. | will
discuss many of the varied motives | have outlialkedve, but my analysis focuses on the
theatricality of this practice—its roots in the sgpturvy role reversals of the pantomime, and its
influence on Victorian theatrical culture, but atee ways in which performance was an
essential part of the Victorian understanding ofaladifference and class stratification. Through
the chapters of this dissertation, the Victoriameocity, and empire resemble a series of stages
on which scenes of sympathy for the social margiedl“other” are enacted. This sympathy is
often partial, incomplete, or ultimately disavowadwever, in each instance, performing the
other provides an opportunity to redefine the bauies between self and other, and to

reestablish the relationship between them, eveadh opportunities are incompletely realized.

The origin of this project took shape as | waslieg Victorian short stories, and noticed
an intriguing pattern. In Sir Arthur Conan DoyléThe Man with the Twisted Lip” (1891), a
man pretends to be a beggar, because he can esrmmapey panhandling in the streets than he

can make in his respectable day job. W. S. Haywdithe Mysterious Countess” (1864)



features a female detective who disguises herselfservant in order to infiltrate the household
of a criminal. And in Rudyard Kipling’'s “Miss Youglis Sais” (1888), a policeman in India
disguises himself as a native servant in ordeetadar the woman he loves. In each of these
stories, a character embarks upon a descent iatiigilrative “depths” of a class or culture
imagined as lower than their own. And, cruciallgcle story features a detective or policeman—
cross-class or cross-cultural disguise is ofteardral narrative device in detective fiction. I il

analyze each of these short stories in more deptiei pages that follow.

In Down and Out in Paris and Lond¢h933), Orwell employslouble entendrevhen he
becomes @longeur—the French word means a dishwasher, but thelliteeaning is a “diver,
or a plunger.” By becoming@ongeur Orwell figuratively plunges into the depths oéth
working-class world. The imagery of the plunge ®ssin subsequent undercover journalism
that explores lower-class life; journalist BarbBlarenreich opens her famodarpersarticle
“Nickel-and-Dimed” with the same image: “At the begng of June 1998 | leave behind
everything that normally soothes the ego and susthie body...for a plunge into the low-wage
workforce” (Ehrenreich 37). As Orwell, Ehrenreieimd others willfully venture into the lower
echelons of the social hierarchy, each of thenmeftsfsome sort of class privilege in the process.
And yet this descent into a lower social positi@ngaloxically gives each of these characters a

newfound mobility, freedom, or access to a desmgdct—whether knowledge, money, or love.

Anne McClintock warns against conflating “differdotms of mimicry such as passing
and cross-dressing”; she writes that “criticalidiions are lost if these historically variant
cultural practices are collapsed under the ahtsdbsign of the same” (McClintock 65). While
connecting the threads that tie these differertucail practices together, my dissertation is

organized spatially, in order to respect the destims between these “different forms of
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mimicry.” My chapters map the spaces in which th#isguises occur: moving outward from
home, to metropolis, to globe. My first chaptermi@es servant impersonation within the
domestic sphere, my second focuses on slummirtgeikast End of London, and my third

chapter expands to cover cross-cultural masqueradbs far reaches of Empire.

At the outset, it will be useful to address twogmital objections to my dissertation topic
as | have formulated it above. The first is an otigm to the phrase in my subtitle: dressing
down. In an essay on Sir Richard Burton’s adoptdgnae, Thomas F. McDow cautions
against the idea that powerful Europeans are ag@sdbown” when they adopt the garb of other
classes or races: “Criticism based on assumedrbiees of passing ‘up’ or ‘down’ only reify
British colonial understandings and structuraligitithe initiative and agency of non-
Europeans” (McDow 507). McDow makes a salutary pa@nd | certainly have no wish to reify
British notions of class or racial superiority; hewer, texts written by Victorians necessarily
reflect their prejudices and anxieties. The rhetofi“descent” and “depths” is everywhere in
these texts. Titles such bsw Life Deepsor People of the Abyswiith their imagery of climbing
or plunging downwards, are common during this mkrio many ways, these texts are secular
versions of the anciefitabasis$ narrative: the descent into the underworld thauosinThe
OdysseyandThe lliad,and is Christianized in Christ’s “Harrowing of H&land Dante’s
Inferna The texts | examine bring these ancient preodaupainto a Victorian context, while

also reflecting nineteenth-century evolutionaryoties about degeneration.

The second objection contests the notion that iceity and disguise are always and
necessarily subversive. McClintock argues that 8Srdressing can...be mobilized for a variety

of political purposes, not all of them subversivdattcross-dressing disrupts stable social

1 . . \ .
From Ancient Greek: katdfaotg, from kata “down” and Baivw “go.”

11



identities does not guarantee the subversion adeemace or class power” (McClintock 67).
Disguise in the texts | examine is often inflectdth an excitement, even a libidinal charge, for
the narrators and characters involved. | aim tlecethis excitement in my analysis, which is
attentive to the ways such cross-dressing presdtetmatives to Victorian notions of class
hierarchy and racial superiority, but does not sude to the tempting notion that this

theatricality necessarily challenged Victorian sbanores in any significant way.

One of the major topics my chapters will exploréhis material and symbolic value of
clothing as signifier of class or race, which whieraately depicted as bafflingly hard to read, or
transparently legible. Servants’ uniforms give theethreatening anonymity, while the costume
of vagrants or natives in a colonial context isgecific and “realistic” to Victorian eyes thaist
endowed with an almost magical ability to transfame’s identity. Clothing and accessories are
more significant markers of class and race in thests than other such obvious characteristics
as speech patterns, skin color, gesture, or badykge. Jack London recountsTime People of
the Abysg1903) that he “was impressed by the differencaatus effected by my clothes,”
when he ventured into the East End in second-hkntkireg: “All servility vanished from the
demeanour of the common people with whom | caneimtact. Presto! in the twinkling of an
eye, so to say, | had become one of them. My frayetlout-at-elbows jacket was the badge and
advertisement of my class, which was their cla@ohdon 25) Kipling uses strikingly similar
language to London, in his contemporary nd<ieh (1901): “It needs only to change his
clothing, and in a twinkling he would be a low-@stindi boy” Kim 154). This dissertation is
motivated by my desire to understand what exa@pplens during this sleight of hand “Presto!”
moment—what is occluded and what is revealed mrtoment of seemingly instantaneous

transformation.
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The twinkling in the reader’s proverbial eye washags the momentary blinking caused
by the glare of the limelight, for the Victoriaretiter propagated the fantasy that other races
were accessible through costume and a little maketimological exhibits and shows were all
the rage in mid-Victorian England, but theatricalmagers often attempted short-cuts in their
guest for “the real thing.” For instance, when eg@roprietor George Sanger sought to
capitalize on the trend for exhibiting “red Indidhs 1856, he looked for exotic specimens
closer to home, in the “dreadful slums” of Liverhdavhere in half an hour | engaged eight wild
men and two savage women” (Sanger Y9&3cording to Sanger, it took no more than costume
and makeup to transform these “savage” Liverpudliato American Indians: “A little red ochre
for skin tint, some long, snaky black hair, feathekins, and beads did the trick properly, and |
had as savage a lot of Ojibbeways to look at astew& a scalp” (Sanger 196). Sanger’s fraud
illustrates the connection between class and ratiei Victorian imagination, “a resemblance
that heavily informed representations of both anttieatrical stage,” according to Tiziana

Morosetti (Morosetti 3).

The quasi-magical transformative powers of costaarebe seen in Victorian theatrical
productions ofOthello, that most famous blackface role for white actbrghe Victorian period,
critics argued that Othello’s otherness was begstifsed by costume, rather than the darkness of
his skin. An article irOnce a Weekn “Othello’s Costume” (Sept. 8, 1866) summaritres
debate over the Moor’s garments, and begins byigiraythree descriptions of the costume

worn by David Garrick when he played the role. Qdthe three witnesses give completely

* The craze for exhibiting Indians, and Ojibwes in particular, was started by American painter George Catlin, who
exhibited his paintings of Native Americans and his collection of American Indian artifacts across Europe. In 1839,
he toured with a “Wild West” show of his own devising, which wowed crowds in London, Paris, and Brussels, and
was exhibited to Queen Victoria in 1843. Bruce Watson explains that Catlin used both genuine Ojibwes and actors:
“He hired local actors to whoop in feathers and war paint and pose in tableaux vivants. In time he was joined by
several groups of Indians (21 Ojibwe and 14 lowa) who were touring Europe with promoters” (Watson n.p.). Two
of the Ojibwe eventually died during the tour, and the rest returned to the North American plains.

13



different accounts. John Forster writes that heaviarregimental suit of King George the
Second’s body-guard with a flowing Ramilies wig,hih his eighteenth-century audience
would have recognized as the contemporary Britighiary uniform. However, Arthur Murphy,

a biographer of Garrick, recorded that he wore Yanalress, “in order to assist his figure,” and
make himself appear taller. (Presumably Venetimssimvolves wearing heels.) Yet a third
account differs from both of these, and insist$ @arrick wore a “Moorish dress,” which this
writer deems absurd: why would a Venetian geneeanivMoorish dress? These three accounts
represent the three typical ways to dress Othetlotemporary dress, Venetian attire, and
Moorish costume. But the debate is not merely atistht also reflects Victorian discomfort
over the legibility of race and culture. How caruydistinguish Othello as Othello, especially if
he is played by a white man? Should you distingarsi®thello by the darkness of his skin, or by

the distinctiveness of his costume?

Perhaps the author of “Othello’s Costume” placethssmphasis on the Moor’s costume,
because the questions surrounding Othello’s sKior @gere so fraught. Until 1833, when black
actor Ira Aldridge debuted in the part, Othello waslusively played by white actors in
blackface, but the precise amount and hue of tip@@nt varied. Blackening the Moor’s face too
much threatened to turn him into a comic characé¢her than a tragic one, by invoking the
contemporaneous figure of the blackface minstre¢aGepaint also has the unfortunate

tendency, our author reminds us, of smearing ccestume or even smudging other actors:

The lamp-black Othellos were, therefore, not whalithout warrant for their
jetty hue, in spite of its many disadvantages:ipaldrly in coming off
inconveniently and being transferrable from hantand; oftentimes they were

seen to touch nothing they did not soll; let ithessdemona’s dress or even her

14



cheek, or the handkerchief with which, in momeritometfulness, in the

whirlwind of their passion they dabbed their bro@&thello’s Costume” 274)

If Othello is playing his role with proper emotidriarce, his color will stain Desdemona. The
symbolic resonance of this passage is remarkalhell@'s race is depicted as a visibly
communicable stain. His blackness will leave a nmarlanything it comes in contact with,
especially if that surface is white—Desdemona’s&her the tell-tale handkerchief. The threat

of interracial marriage and miscegenation is reedemncomfortably visibl&.

Because of these disadvantages, “paler Othellos b@we into vogue” (Ibid).The
journalist forOnce a Weegoints out that Mr. Fechter, playing a light-skednOthello at the
Princess’s Theatre, “was content to make his Maodarker than a gipsy,” but he should “be
commended for the artistic taste of his Eastersgitéindeed,” the author remarks, “itis in his
Eastern robes that the stage-figure of Othelles Bnown to us of the present day” (Ibid). For
this author, sartorial markers distinguish Othallotherness more reliably than his skin tone.

Again, clothing on the stage had become a moreptedenarker of difference than skin cofor.

* Another disadvantage of the dark pigment was that it made facial expression less legible to English audiences.
The author of “Othello’s Costume” feels that actors like David Garrick, who was “so accustomed to perform
wonders by mere facial expression,” are not well-suited to the part. Joyce Green MacDonald similarly points to
Edmund Kean, who opted for a “tawny” instead of black Othello, because the black paint “obscured the play of the
countenance” (qtd. MacDonald 242). MacDonald notes that “The physical impact of blackness was itself blamed
for a kind of imperviousness to interpretation.... This mysterious and stubborn resistance of blackness to being
read and fully understood by whites is a recurring trope in European discourse about Africa and Africans, from
antiquity through the nineteenth century” (241-242).

* Brownface or blackface continued to be a tradition in productions of the opera Otello until well into the 21st
century. The Metropolitan Opera company in New York only recently repudiated the practice, and discontinued
the practice for its 2015 production of Verdi’s operatic adaptation. The New York Times reported, “That leading
opera houses have continued to use blackface into the early 21st century, long after minstrel shows and similar
performances have been rejected as racist, may be more surprising to many people than that the practice is now
being ended by the Met, after 124 years, for the new production of ‘Otello’ that will open its 2015-16 season on
Monday, Sept. 21.” (Cooper n.p.)

> Of course, there were critics who protested against the trend for “tawny” Othellos. George Henry Lewes objected
to Fechter’s depiction of the Moor as a “half-caste,” arguing that the darkness of Othello’s skin is an important
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Clothes have a paradoxical function in these t&3isthing functions as a sign of class or
race that is easy to read, but the ability of dlajto alter its wearer’s identity in the blink an
eye (Jack London’s “Presto!” moment) makes it difft to pinpoint someone’s “true” inner
identity. Othello’s Moorish dresss identifies hinora reliably than his skin color, but the
transformative power of clothing enables frauds lixeorge Sanger to deceive a trusting viewer,
using a few feathers and beads. Because of trstebetween signifier and signified, these
texts are preoccupied with the distinction betweeap and surface reading, even as slumming

reveals the interdependence of surface and

" MONMOUTH STREET. o _
v/ depth: the dive into the “depths” is enabled

by a superficial change of clothes. While
fascinated by the theatrical ability to don a
mask and adopt a role, these texts also
foreground the process of detection and the
scene of unmasking the fraud. The magical
transformation scene of the pantomime,

: with its attendant suspension of disbelief,
coexists with a hermeneutics of suspicion,

and a drive to unmask the imposter. To

Now i [ The'te be sure as poss iy @ man cont see A-nrhb.lL &1t like war.and goar e and,
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Figure 1: “Monmouth Street,” J. Cooke, printmaker (1789), and surface readmg’ it will be useful to

Lewis Walpole Library Digital Collection: Yale University ) o
examine two fictional readers.

element of Shakespeare’s plot: “Othello is black—the very tragedy lies there: the whole force of the contrast, the
whole pathos and extenuation of his doubts of Desdemona, depend on this blackness” (Lewes 128).
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The year is 1836; the place, London. Imagine thetri@s Dickens’s and Thomas
Carlyle’s famous narrators, Boz and Professor Tiediféckh, bump into each other in the street.
Dickens’sSketches by Band Carlyle’sSartor Resartusvere published contemporaneously,
and Boz and Teufelsdrdckh both spend time in Lotsdblonmouth Street, a thoroughfare
known since the eighteenth century as a marketftaicecond-hand clothes. In John Gay’s
1716 poem “Trivia: or, the Art of Walking in Londg@reach street offers a different kind of
goods: “Thames-street gives Cheeses; Covent-g&mets; / Moor-fields old Books; and
Monmouth-street old Suits.” A 1789 cartoon depatalesman in Monmouth Street trying to
convince a customer to buy a coat (Figure 1). awstd “being fitted” for a coat, the man is
trying to fit into a coat that is too small for hiffihe salesman insists that the coat “was made for
a Gentleman, a man of Fashion, | assure you,” lagudittis better to have a coat “a little tightish”

than to have it “hang like a hop-sack.”

Like this salesman, Boz takes an interest in tle®ipus owners of used clothes, and
enjoys guessing what kind of person wore them. \Bews clothes, even when divorced from
their previous owners, as legible signs that thetaseader can piece together into a narrative.
“We love to walk among these extensive groves efilthstrious dead,” says Boz, “and to
indulge in the speculations to which they give .rissndeavoring, from the shape and fashion of
the garment itself, to bring its former owner befour mind’s eye”$ketches by Ba&8). But
Boz takes his “speculations” one step further, @adns that he can actually “read” these

garments like a book:

We were occupied in this manner the other day. wdwe eyes happened to
alight on a few suits of clothes ranged outsidaasvindow, which it

immediately struck us, must at different periodgehall belonged to, and been
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worn by, the same individual...The idea seemedhtastic one, and we looked at
the clothes again with a firm determination nobéoeasily led away. No, we were
right; the more we looked, the more we were corednaf the accuracy of our
previous impression. There was the man’s wholewifigten as legibly on those
clothes, as if we had his autobiography engrossgaaochment before us.

(Sketches by BaB)

Here, Dickens draws on the old analogy betweenhaedtexile; like a written
autobiography, these clothes are legible. Boz mas¢o construct a narrative from this set of
suits of varying sizes, the story of a “town boyiavgoes to a modest day school. He is raised by
a single mother, gets a job as an errand boy woffare, but falls into bad company, and
ultimately becomes a ne’er-do-well who turns ten&ito support his family, and ends up in
prison. From the material fabric of these garmeantsl, the signs of wear and tear on them, Boz
weaves together a sort of Hogarthian “Rake’s Pasgter perhaps, “Bill Sykes’s Progress”. But
instead of acknowledging that he is fabricatingcadn, Boz defends the accuracy of his

speculations, claiming truth status for his naveati

We commonly associate this kind of truth claingl #8ms method of “reading” the
external appearance of a character with the readgtl. In the opening pagesAadam Bedge
George Eliot describes the body and clothes oéffumymous hero, giving the reader clues
about his character: Adam'’s “sleeve rolled up akltbeeelbow,” and his “light paper cap”
indicate his occupation as a workm&uém Bedd. 0). The reader of the realist novel rarely
guestions the veracity of the narrator’s descrigtiof characters. Only a very unsophisticated

reader of Eliot would say, “Maybe Adam isndally a skilled workman.” The realist novel
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establishes a metonymic relationship between tkergi¢ion of characters’ exterior appearance
and clothing, and their true character; clothing teerefore be considered a fairly reliable

indicator of the occupation, class status, and ¢vemoral character of the wearer.

Sherlock Holmes is probably the most famous exaraph “reader” of clothing and
accessories as metonymic links to their owner. Wat®mpares Holmes’s powers of deduction
to the process of reading, saying to Holmes, “lehlagard you say that it is difficult for a man to
have any object in daily use without leaving th@iess of his individuality upon it in such a
way that a trained observer might read 8ign9). Holmes enjoys displaying his ability to
extrapolate details about an owner’s identity basethe marks of use on an object, as when he
famously deduces the “untidy habits,” squandergmbdpnities, and alcoholism of Watson'’s
brother based on the traces of use he finds opduket watch (another Rake’s Progress).
Holmes is so confident in his reading abilitiest the claims that “Deceit...was an impossibility
in the case of one trained to observation and ar&l{Study20). Disguise must also be an
impossibility—in spite of the fact that Holmes freamtly disguises himself and assumes that no
one will suspect him. In short, Sherlock Holmegespnts the metonymic mode at work in a
world of total legibility, at least to a particubaastute reader, like himself. But Holmes would

not be so successful in the worldSHrtor Resartus

Professor Teufelsdrockh, by contrast to Boz aretiSbk Holmes, is an idealist; instead
of seeing discarded clothes as legible signs af thiemer owner’s identity, Teufelsdrockh
celebrates them as signs that signify everythirgraothing: “That reverence which cannot act
without obstruction and perversion when the Clo#resfull, may have free course when they
are empty. Even as, for Hindoo Worshippers, theoBags not less sacred than the God; so do |

too worship the hollow cloth Garment with equaltair, as when it contained the Man; nay,
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with more, for | now fear no deception, of mysaifod others.” (Carlyle 182) Whereas Sherlock
Holmes claims that deceit is an impossibility, Tesdirockh knows that the relationship between
character and clothing is often vexed and slippany, that clothing frequently enables
deception. Like words, clothes can be unrelialdeifers. Riffing on Samuel Johnson’s maxim,
Teufelsdrockh declares that “Language is calleddhament of Thought: however, it should
rather be, Language is the Flesh-Garment, the Bafdjhought. | said that Imagination wove
this Flesh-Garment; and does not she? Metaphotsearstuff.... Moreover, there are sham
Metaphors, which overhanging that same Thought'dyBbest naked), and deceptively
bedizening, or bolstering it out, may be calledalse stuffings, superfluous show-cloaks (Putz-
Mantel)” (Carlyle 57). Just as clothing can be usedisguise the body, language can be used to
disguise thought. I&artor Resartusthe relationship between character and clothas is
metaphorical association, where two dissimilargiiare equated to each other, but as Carlyle
points out, exterior signs always open up the jpdggiof a “Sham metaphor” dPutzmantel

(Carlyle’s coinage: this wonderful pseudo-Teutomard means, “Show cloak,” or disguise).

Disguise occurs with higher frequency in sensdiiction (and related genres like
detective fiction) than in the realist novel, besmgensation fiction is more invested in the idea
of secrets and mystery. Sensation fiction traimsatiders to be suspicious of any information the

narrative supplies about a character. Many femadeacters in sensation novels, like actresses,

®In my usage of the terms “metonymy” and “metaphor,” | reverse the paradigm Elaine Freedgood outlines in The
Ideas in Things: Freedgood refers to the “stability of metaphors” and the “unpredictability of metonyms”
(Freedgood 7). In my reading of Dickens and Carlyle, metonymy is stable and metaphor is unpredictable. And yet,
Freedgood writes that metonymy “tells us what we already know by habit and convention; it is not expected to
generate the kind of startling, knowledge producing connections that metaphor promises” (Freedgood 12). This
latter distinction is closer to what | am getting at when | use the terms, and | restrict my field of analysis to
clothing, rather than the whole range of things that Freedgood analyzes. In Dickens, clothing is ultimately legible
because convention and habit associate it with particular classes and types of people. For Carlyle, clothing can
produce startling connections, but it can also deceive or dupe the viewer, just as a false or deceptive metaphor can
narrow one’s vision, foreclosing other possible significations.
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are playing a role. The reader of sensation ficisgorimed to be suspicious of any description of
the physical appearance of a character. The agtatker ol.adyAudley’s Secrettealizes that

this lady might not be exactly what she appeaistaespecially when Braddon’s narrator
informs us that “No one knew anything of her” (Bdad 47). The realist novel relies on the
social legibility of character, but the sensatiavel portrays the increasing anonymity of
modern life and dramatizes the threat of deceptioppsture, and disguigthink of Melmotte in
Trollope’sThe Way We Live Ngwr the Lammles in Dickens@ur Mutual Friend. Of course,
sensation and realism mutually influence each athdrare not completely distinct. Rosamond
Vincy of George Eliot’sMiddlemarchis also described as a consummate actress: “Shéywa
nature an actress of parts that entered intphysique she even acted her own character, and so
well, that she did not know it to be precisely bem” (Middlemarch117). Unlike Lady Audley,
however, Rosamond is playihgrself she is an actress in a realist mode, ratherithan
sensational or melodramatic mode. Here we see hewetlist novel can incorporate sensational
techniques, such as depicting female charactetaragerously sexualized actresses, while

modifying them to fit a more realistic plot.

| have used Carlyle and Dickens to establish arashbetween two modes of reading
clothing as a sign of character, but | see theti@hship as a dialectic that exists in tension
throughout the Victorian period, even within indiual works of literature. The challenge for
this project is to synthesize or hybridize the regdanethods of Boz and Teufelsdréckh. Readers
of slum narratives must be trained readers of tinlase, who read clothing as if it were a book.
But at the same time, we must be skeptical of ¢tetionship between this surface and any

perceived or apparent depths. We must suspendshegligéf during the “presto” moment of
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disguise, and believe in the transformative powalathing for “the twinkling of an eye,” but

also see this gesture for the elaborate con timt it

By shuttling between prose genres in print and dtaomealizations of these texts, my
project aims to create a balance between readim@csuand depth. In the early stages of writing
the dissertation, | frequently used the words “theality” and “performance” in a figurative
sense, but my research led me to discover thalliteundation for those terms in the nineteenth
century theater. My research for this project hasrgme the opportunity to explore rich and
often unexplored archival materials—including thieal promptbooks in the British Library and
Houghton Library at Harvard, a typescript of a statpy in a Canadian archive, as well as the
treasure trove of theatrical reviews in Victoriagripdicals that are available online. These
primary sources have driven my research, but rmkihg has also been influenced by several
recent monographs that focus on the theatricafiti@novel, in particular by David Kurnick’s
Empty Houses: Theatrical Failure and the Nowthny earlier studies, such as Emily Allen’s
Theater Figures: The Production of the Nineteeegdémtury British Novelfocus on “novelistic
representations” of theater or “representationadidual theatrical characters” in the novel
(Allen 8). By contrast, Kurnick argues that higéhalism is what sharply differentiates” his
study from previous books on the theatricalitylef hovel; he writes about the plays that a
handful of novelists wrote before they turned teelavriting, and he argues that the failure of
their theatrical ventures shaped these authorgatiae innovations (Kurnick 6). Kurnick
“demonstrates that the novel’s interior spacediaeel with longing references to the public

worlds they would seem to have left behind” (3). Mgthodology has been influenced by both

22



Allen and Kurnick’ | write about the representation of acting andesses within the novel

(such as Wilkie Collins’s Magdalen Vanstone), adl a®the ways in which prose genres
incorporate techniques drawn from popular entemeints like the pantomime. But | also turn to
the actual theater, examining theatrical adaptatairseveral of the novels | discuss. When | use
the terms “theatrical” and “theatricality,” | refey the conventions of Victorian theater, and the
long shadow of its influence. The idea of “perforo@’ is also relevant to my research, but is a
much more capacious term. Performance can occstage, but the term encompasses any
action that is done with the intention to be seeto@roduce an effect on an audience, or even a
single spectator. James Greenwood’s “A Night aMilmekhouse” is theatrical when it depicts
the influence of the Victorian pantomime and mumstt on workhouse life; Greenwood’s
narrative is performative in the sense that Gre@anamlopts a role that he hopes will fool his

audience.

Nineteenth-century theater has long been maligne@glected, though more recently,
many scholars have been working to recuperatettitly 8f the Victorian stage. Theatrical
adaptations of Victorian novels are particularlgleeted as they have the additional stigma of
being derivative or unoriginal. This project aimsdemonstrate that dramatic adaptations of
novels can function as creative responses to gfen@nces of particular audiences, or as literary
criticism in their own right. | prefer the term &insmediation” over “adaptation,” though | use
both terms. Transmediation signifies a transforamatir translation between media, without
privileging one medium as originary or superior. Wik of ourselves as inhabiting a

multimedia age because of digitization and sockdliay however, the Victorians were also

7 Other monographs on the theatricality of the novel that have influenced my approach include Joseph Litvak’s
Caught In the Act: Theatricality in the Nineteenth-Century English Novel, Elaine Hadley’s Melodramatic Tactics, Neil
Hultgren’s Melodramatic Imperial Writing, and Nina Auerbach’s Private Theatricals.
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sophisticated and highly literate consumers of iplalforms of media, and could happily
consume the same narrative in serialized, volumdramatic form. Characters, similarly,
transcended their original medium; the Victoriarighthread James Greenwood’s account of the
Lambeth Workhouse pauper warden, Old Daddy, irPdeMall Gazettethen go see Old

Daddy perform himself at the Britannia Theatre wxkbn, or purchase a carte-de-visite
featuring his photograph. No medium existed inatoh, and there was a rich cross-pollination
across printed, visual, and dramatic media. Crgstia borders of genre and medium helped

these authors think through the implications ofsiog the boundaries of class or race.

Because of the rich multimedia archive availablengy the chapters that follow are full
of examples from multiple genres and media: phaplgs and illustrations, playbills, theater
promptbooks and reviews, undercover journalismsagon novels, detective fiction, and boys’
adventure fiction. The idea of the “performance'tlafss or race connects this array of texts and
objects. The chapters are organized by the spaaelkich these performances occur. Moving
from the smallest and most containted space torepass a global scope: my first chapter
examines servant impersonation in the Victorian éomy second chapter moves outward to
look at slumming in London’s East End, and my tluhépter explores cross-cultural
masquerades in the British Empire. Peformanceligigis the resemblance between “savage”
abroad, as well as the “savage” at home, but theest savage may be the reflection in the
mirror. The mask and the mirror are both flat scefg one hides, and one reflects. The disguise

that claims to represent the other is both mirrat mask; it reveals as much as it conceals.
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CHAPTER ONE: “IN CAP AND APRON”: SERVANT IMPERSONATON IN VICTORIAN
SENSATION FICTION AND THEATRICAL ADAPTATIONS

In his seminal study of the literary servant, & URobbins laments the ahistorical
sameness of the servant figure: “Much has changeuden Homer and Virginia Woolf, but the
literary servant has not undergone proportionahgea; servants are the commonplaces of many
times and places” (Robbins x). Robbins outlinesvidr@us archetypes into which literary
servants typically fall: often a nondescript noiitgnsometimes a figure of comic relief. But all
too often, the servant is a cipher, an empty sgacgloyers advertise for a “position to be
filled,” which can be filled by any number of simui| interchangeable characters. Visual images
of servant maids similarly represent female sew/astfungible commaodities, rather than
individuated persons. As interchangeable as thergebars of soap they carry, a line of
uniformed servant women in an 1898 advertisemdagu(g 2) stretches vertiginously back to
the image’s vanishing point. The color of theirrhairibbons may vary, but otherwise, these
women are completely identical.

But this commonness ultimately complicates Robbiokim about the literary servant’s
ahistorical nature. In the 1850s and 1860s, tkegliyy servant did undergo a change; in the
novels of these decades, the servant was very sfi@eone else in disguise. The
interchangeability of servants led to the trenderfzant impersonation in the literature of the
mid-Victorian period. Sensation novels exploit ey “commonness” of the servant that
Robbins points out, turning the servant into adteringly anonymous and interchangeable
figure who infiltrates the home and penetrateseétsets. The servant was a blank space onto
which Victorian authors projected their preoccupadi and anxieties. The threateningly

anonymous figure of the servant allowed novelistsiterrogate modes of reading, and ways
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interpreting character in fiction, and allowed thenmexperiment with alternative ways of
representing character. Rather than seeing intigres the main goal of character description,
these authors represent character as a theateidatmance designed to obfuscate or conceal the
character’s interiority. Novels that feature setiarpersonation raise questions about character

Lk and interpretation. Is character performed

WAIFS @N or innate? How should one interpret

MATCHLESS CLEANSER

character: whether literary character, moral
character, or the character reference?
Rather than give us firm answers to those
questions, Victorian sensation novels
imagine various possible answers and

explore their ramifications.

Servant impersonation illuminates

P[5 THE BEST SOAP

FBR. ALL PURPOSES the vexed relationship between gender and

labor in the Victorian novel. Straddling the

MATGH LESS CLEANSER. boundary that separates the public and

= ~ private spheres, female servants present a
Figure 2: Advertisement for Watson's Matchless Cleanser, 1898
(National Archives at Kew)

challenge to the ideology of Victorian
gender role& By playing the part of a servant, servant impeasors highlight the performative

nature of domestic roles for women within the hoBleak HouseNo NameandEast Lynne

® The servant impersonators | examine in this chapter are all female; | have found male servant impersonation to
be rare in the Victorian novel. There are several possible reasons for this discrepancy. Male servants had worn
livery since the eighteenth century, whereas female servants’ dress was only standardized near the beginning of
the nineteenth century. Additionally, as | have stated above, female servants straddled the boundary between
public and private spheres. As Karen Chase and Michael Levenson note, the lady’s maid was the only servant
whose rooms were in the upstairs or “family” half of the house, in Robert Kerr’s model of the ideal house: “Placed
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the three major texts | examine in this chaptergweritten in the 1850s and 1860s, the decades
in which the ideology of separate spheres was ditdaight. But it was also a time in which
domestic roles were being hotly contested, and Wweginning to changeéThe laws regulating
divorce, infant custody, and women’s property wsosvly, but surely, shifting in favor of
women. But the 1860s also saw the peak in popylafisensation fiction, which dramatized
current anxieties about shifting gender roles byrpging dangerous and even criminal women.
The servant impersonators | examine in this chdpteoutside the boundaries of conventional
roles for women. Though these novels often end mor@ conservative note, they nevertheless
present alternate ways to organize the domestaespad alternative modes of conceiving the
relationship between character and performances&hant is a position to be filled, but
consequently raises various questions about readiengtity, and performance. These three
topics—gender, genre, and character— structureistysision of servant impersonation in
Bleak HouseNo NameandEast Lynne

But | will start with a brief example that illustes these three major threads of my
argument. Servant impersonators investigate theehgoestion gender roles, and reveal new
ways of representing character that conform to gemres. Therefore, it is only fitting that one
of the first female detectives in English liter&woes undercover as a servant on her first case:

| dressed myself one morning... and put on the lEistphings | could find in my

wardrobe, which was as extensive and as full gjudges as that of a costumier’s

in household limbo, Kerr’s lady’s maid experiences all the ambiguity of the domestic social order” (Chase and
Levenson 166). The physical and emotional proximity of the lady’s maid to the lady roused the jealousy and
suspicion of other servants, in addition to breaching the boundary of privacy that separated household staff from
the family.

° Mary Poovey discusses the complex and contradictory construction of gender roles at mid-century:
“representations of gender constituted one of the sites on which ideological systems were simultaneously
constructed and contested...representations of gender...were themselves contested images, the sites at which
struggles for authority occurred, as well as the locus of assumptions used to underwrite the very authority that
authorized these struggles” (Poovey 2). This unevenness of reinforcement resulted in a “genuinely oppositional
voice” on gender issues (Poovey 4).
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shop. | wished to appear like a servant out ofgldty idea was to present

myself as a lady’s-maid or under housekeeper (Hey\23).
In 1864, more than twenty years before Sherlockrésl made his entrance with his “wardrobe
of disguises,” the first female detectives appearethe literary scen®.In W. S. Hayward's
story “The Mysterious Countess,” Mrs. Paschal, “ohthe much-dreaded, but little-known
people called Female Detectives,” investigatesuantass whose wealth is of dubious origin
(Hayward 18). Mrs. Paschal decides that “the begtsairest way of penetrating the veil of
secrecy which surrounded the Countess of Vervamdadwe to obtain a footing in her
household, either as a domestic servant, or in s@pacity such as would enable me to play the
spy upon her actions, and watch all her movemeittstire greatest care and closeness”
(Hayward 21). Mrs. Paschal is ostensibly examinimg particular home, and this individual
woman, but she uncovers the secrets of the Victdraane in general, and the performative
nature of the roles for women within it.

The servant is ideally positioned to uncover theserets. Simultaneously an insider and
an outsider within the household; the servant enrtimeteenth century was less frequently an
intimate and trusted confidante of the faniityThe increasing anonymity of modern life and
ability to travel meant that servants left posiida find new ones with increasing frequency.

According to Brian McCuskey, servants were also¢hydreaded” figures during the Victorian

'%n his introduction to the British Library edition of Hayward’s stories, Mike Ashley writes, “Within a few months
of the publication of Andrew Forrester’s The Female Detective, rival publisher, George Vickers released the
anonymous Revelations of a Lady Detective” (Hayward 7).

" Mark Girouard describes how this shift in the definition of the family was reflected in the architectural
construction of the nineteenth century house, which was divided into the family’s living quarters and the servants’
quarters, as opposed to the more capacious hall of the medieval dwelling. “Perhaps the most obvious and
important change in country houses between 1400 and 1900 was that in 1400 they were designed for one
community and in 1900 for two. In the Middle Ages (and indeed up till the early eighteenth century) when
someone talked about his family he meant everyone living under his roof, including his servants; by the nineteenth
century he meant his wife and children. The early type can be epitomized by the great hall, in which the whole
household ate together with its guests, and the later by the green baize door, dividing the servants’ wing from the
very different world of the gentry.” (Girouard 10)
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period; they were often depicted as spies who cctedwcovert surveillance over their masters’
actions: “Through servants’ curiosity and gosdig, private affairs of the family become public
knowledge: the master’s business interests aréodestt, the mistress’s confidences broadcast,
the daughter’s flirtations and son’s debts expogbttCuskey 359-360). The secrets Victorian
masters and mistresses were so keen to hide weadlyusiundane matters of sexual indiscretion
or financial mismanagement. The Countess of Veeraensgresses both sexual mores and the
laws of property; Mrs. Paschal discovers that thentess cross-dresses as a man by night, and
steals money from a nearby bank via subterranearetst?

The story begins with the detective donning a dsgyand assuming a role. Mrs. Paschal
boasts that “| was well born and well educatedhsd, like an accomplished actress, | could play
my part in any drama in which | was instructedaiet part,” but as Mrs. Paschal discovers, the
countess has experience as a professional actéésswas on the stage when the notorious and
imbecile nobleman made her his wife.” (Hayward 2B), Mrs. Paschal plays the role of a
servant in order to gain access to the countessigehand the countess cross-dresses in order to
conduct a bank robbery. The countess’ male cosamdétrips” to the bank parody the male
role in the Victorian ideology of separate spheaesl Mrs. Paschal refers to the masked man
using male pronouns even after she figures outtgathe countess in disguise—the disguise
effects a change in gend€The Countess plays the role of financial provialéstted to the

male, just as easily as she played the feminiresrol wife and widow. She is a skilled actress

2 This double disguise anticipates the plot of Doyle’s “A Scandal in Bohemia” (The Strand, 1891), in which Sherlock
Holmes disguises himself as a clergyman in order to gain access to the home of opera singer and adventuress Irene
Adler, only to have her turn the tables on him and follow him home, cross-dressed as a man. In many ways, Mrs.
Paschal is ahead of her time and decades ahead of her more famous late-century counterpart.

3 As Karen Chase and Michael Levenson have shown, this ideology of separate spheres was reflected in the
architecture of the mid-Victorian home. Architect Robert Kerr divided the ideal home into quadrants
corresponding to divisions of gender and class: a vertical axis separated male from female halves, and a horizontal
axis divided the upper-class family from its domestic staff. The Victorian house “becomes a concise geography of
sexual relations” as well as “a scale model of the Victorian economy” (Chase and Levenson 163, 164).
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whose disguises threaten to collapse the distingti@tween gender roles. Mrs. Paschal does not
mention the detail, but one wonders precisely HmvGountess found the tunnel from her home
to the bank vault; she must be a very canny exgloit the permeable boundaries between

public and private spheres.

According to one interpretation, the story représéme straightforward triumph of the
industrious middle class over the corrupt and atlstocracy. Mrs. Paschal and the countess are
both widows, but one has experienced a fall inadatass, and the other a rise. Mrs. Paschal’s
husband “died suddenly and left [her] badly off fieveas the countess somehow grows
wealthier upon her widowhood (Hayward 18). Mrs.dpas$ envies the countess’s wealth and
possessions, but she consoles herself with thgttai her moral uprightness and hard work: “|
congratulated myself that | was not, like her, Bject of suspicion and mistrust to the police,
and that a female detective, like Nemesis, waslmeady upon my track” (Hayward 24). “The
Mysterious Countess” appears to be a story abeutithmph of the new professional woman—
the female detective—over the more traditional séiywappealing woman who makes her
money by seducing men.

The middle-class woman defeats the aristocraharend, but the underlying message of
the story is ultimately that New Woman are everywgheven in the home, and that many
traditional “Angels in the house” are consummateesses performing a role. “The Mysterious
Countess” is a story about progress in generalpangress for women in particular. As one of
the first female detectives in English literatuvs. Paschal is as much a symbol of progress as
the railway that helps her track down the count&dsere is to me,” says Mrs. Paschal, “always
something very exhilarating in the quickly rushimgtion of a railway carriage. It is typical of

progress, and raises my spirits in proportion téogpeed at which we career along” (Hayward
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45). It is fitting that the first female detectigdirst case should investigate a female criminal.
And indeed, the scandal of the “Mysterious Couritssthat both detective and criminal are

14 and have much in common: both are widows, botltansummate actresses,

“‘New Women,
and both are determined to make their money in satimey way than by a second marriage. This
servant impersonator investigates the domesticrephaveiling its secrets, and she finds that
these secrets depend on the successful perforroémeamen’s gender roles: the wife, the
mother, the widow, the mistress of the househadte: gerformance of servitude highlights the
performative nature of other subservient domesiiesrfor womert?

Like “The Mysterious Countess,” the novels | examim this chapter focus on
relationships between women of different clasuses. Kirsti Bohata argues that servant
impersonation can express or sublimate homoeresoe between mistress and maid. Bohata
writes that “The positions of mistress and maichgtvvo women together under the same roof
while separating them by class, thus providingaawork for a fictional exploration for
yearning, desire, unrequited love, or sometimesniniBohata 341}° This chapter, by contrast,
argues that these novels pit women against eaeh astrivals or foils to each other (Mrs.

Paschal vs. the Countess, Barbara vs. Isabel, Nstd¥flagdalen), but the contest between these

pairs of women reveals not difference, but simiilesi Though these pairs are framed as the

| call Mrs. Paschal a “New Woman,” but | should add that she is a New Woman avant la lettre. Sarah Grand
coined the term in her article “The New Aspect of the Woman Question,” (North American Review, March 1894)
and it came into common usage in the fin de siecle.

Y This portion of my argument is heavily indebted to Judith Butler’s insights about the performative nature of
gender in Gender Trouble (1990). Butler suggests that “gender is a kind of persistent impersonation that passes as
the real,” and raises the question “Is drag the imitation of gender, or does it dramatize the signifying gestures
through which gender itself is established?” (Butler viii) Similarly, | argue that servant impersonation reveals the
performative nature of other subservient domestic roles for women.

'® Kirsti Bohata analyzes the sexuality of the servant figure, particularly the possibility of homosocial or homosexual
relations between mistress and maid: “As a group, female servants were seen as sexually available and morally
suspect and, towards the latter part of the century, prostitution, lesbianism, and domestic servants were directly
linked in (and through) French literature, journalism, and European sexology” (Bohata 342). Bohata draws on
Koven’s argument about the erotics of slumming to argue that servant impersonation and cross-class disguise can
express or sublimate homosexual desire between mistress and maid.
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Angel in the House vs. the Fallen Woman, the pldtimmately reveal both stock characters to be
actresses performing a role.

Servant impersonators are inherently “fallen wohmanerms of social class, but many
of the servant impersonators | discuss in this @rapDickens’s Lady Dedlock, Wood’s Isabel
Vane—are also fallen women in the sexual sensdin€sl Magdalen Vanstone is not a fallen
woman, but her name and her chosen profession asti@ss signal her transgressive femininity.
These characters’ socially and sexually fallerustallows them to investigate the home from an
outsider’s perspective, and to uncover its seciidts.servant impersonator displays the
duplicitous theatricality and potentially dangersesuality of the actress or prostitute, creating a
slippage between the three professions for woth&he presence of such a deceitful figure in
the fictional home was threatening, but also in/teaders’ sympathy for this simultaneous
insider and outsider. Putting such figures on thgesalso courted audience sympathy through
the embodiment of the actual actress.

In the novels | consider in this chapter, the nfamale characters are accomplished
actresses. Rather than focusing on their inteyidttite plots emphasize their ability to perform
multiple roles. These characters were also assatwith flesh-and-blood actresses thanks to
wildly popular stage adaptations Bleak HouseandEast LynneWhen the average reader
thought of Lady Dedlock, she perhaps pictured astFgancesca Janauschek. If an audience
member commented on Isabel Vane’s beauty, it vkatylMadge Kendal or Ada Gray's
features that came to mind. The literary trendes¥ant impersonation highlights the

interdependence of novel and stage in the mid-Yeogperiod. Fiction and journalism also

Yl am not suggesting that Victorian actresses were practicing prostitutes simultaneously. Instead, | follow Tracy C.
Davis’s suggestion that we consider actresses and prostitutes as “parallel rather than convergent professions” (T.
Davis 81). They were associated in the popular imagination due to physical proximity of theater district and red-
light district, as well as through the notion that actresses displayed their bodies for visual consumption.
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influenced each other; sensational newspaperest@muld become the inspiration for a novel’'s
plots, and the more entertaining nature of sensditition forced newspaper articles to become
more sensationalized. As a writer filie London Revieput it in 1863, “We can hardly take up
aTimeswithout perceiving the skeleton of a sensation howy waiting to be appropriatdaly
Mrs. Wood or Miss Braddon, and put on the stag&éxd out with the necessary amount of
tawdry morality and high-flown sentiment” (“AuroFdoyd” 175). Transmediation was a typical
part of nineteenth century literary culture: seioset! journalism influenced the novel, which
provided fresh material for a melodramatic stageuoel

Servant impersonation is symptomatic of a largdtucal crisis over questions of reading
character. Three distinct but interrelated defoms of “character” are relevant to my discussion
of servant impersonation: literary character, moraracter, and a servant’s “character”
reference. The convergence of literary charactdmaoral character can be found in the written
character reference provided to servants seekpuggiéion in a new household. Anxieties about
unreliable or even counterfeited characters wesgglent since at least the eighteenth century.
In 1859, Mrs. Beeton included this recommendatioherBook of Household Managemetih
obtaining a servant’s character, it is not welb&oguided by a written one from some unknown
quarter; but it is better to have an intervievatifll possible, with the former mistress. By this
means you will be assisted in your decision ofghi¢éableness of the servant for your place, from
the appearance of the lady and the state of hesetigBeeton 6). At least according to Mrs.
Beeton, it is easier to interpret character basedsual cues than on verbal representations. The
notion that the written character was an unreligidex of moral character brings together the

literary and moral definitions of “character” iretiperson of the servant.
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Servant impersonation brings the crisis in readimgracter in all three senses to the
foreground by dramatizing the tension between tvevaling models of understanding identity:
the performed vs. the innate. Related to thesatadels are two divergent ways of
conceptualizing the relationship between a persextsrior presentation of self, and their inner
character: the metonymic and the metaphoricalothing has a metonymic relationship to
identity, clothing is an extension of the persoranimy it, and can therefore be considered a
reliable indicator of the class status and moratatter of the wearer. A metaphorical
relationship between interior and exterior ideniitynore complex; two unequal things equate to
each other in theory, but this more distant retediop leaves open the possibility for deception
and imposture. The metaphorical relationship betvwedentity and exterior is more
performative, and thus connected with Victorianaaptions of theatricality and the theater. The
metonymic conception, on the other hand, is mareaty related to the traditional modes of
characterization associated with the realist ndvaed on the premise that the description of
external signifiers such as dress and the bodwaltbe reader to make deductions about the
character’s moral and social identity, as | outéwéength in my introduction.

Both discourses existed in tension with each athére Victorian period, and novels that
feature servant impersonation as a prominent pahnteoplot dramatize the conflict between
these two competing notions. The novels discusséus chapter allow clothing to function as
an unstable sign of character, for a time, in otdeggenerate the mystery and possibilities that

propel the plot forward. Strategic doubling of ceters in texts likBleak Hous¥ encourages

¥ | include Bleak House in my discussion of “sensation fiction,” even though it is not normally categorized as such.
Just as Dickens protested that he dwelt upon “the romantic side of familiar things,” | argue that Bleak House is a
hybrid novel in terms of genre; it borrows from and anticipates tropes from detective fiction, the gothic, and
realism. The plot involving Lady Dedlock as Esther’s secret mother, | would argue, anticipates the themes that
would become so popular in sensation novels: disguise, secrets, adultery, murder, hidden or mistaken identity, and
melodramatic revelation and death scenes.
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the notion that identity is a fluid concept thah dee exchanged between characters as readily as
one exchanges clothes with another person. Thdugioo of these novels, however, frequently
shut down these more chaotic possibilities, resgporder and reestablishing clothing as a
reliable sign of character. As | will demonstradtel in the chapter, theatrical adaptations of
novels likeBleak HouseandEast Lynnaeanimate the transgressive possibilities of a
performative conception of identity, encouraging #udience to see a looser and less
straightforward relationship between the actresktha role she plays. Wildly popular theatrical
adaptations oEast Lynnefor example, removed the last vestige of didaicby eliminating
the moralizing third person narrator, allowing ardies to feel even freer about expressing their
tearful sympathy for the adulterous heroine’s gligervant impersonators such as Lady
Dedlock, Magdalen Vanstone, and Isabel Vane weesigtibly sympathetic, in potentially
subversive ways.

These servant impersonators were simultaneousiyrdisg and sympathetic to
Victorian readers and audiences. The moral amlyigiithese characters is the product of the
distinct but often overlapping concepts of imitatend imposture or impersonation. Imitation is
depicted as a largely a positive act in Victorianauct books. George Eliot's Maggie Tulliver
turns tolmitatio Christiin her quest for self-improvement and self-fulfi#nt; a classic text in
the long tradition of conduct literature, the bdakds up Christ’s renunciation as a model for the
pupil to imitate. Samuel Smiles asserts in his cehdookCharacter(1871)that imitation is the
foundation of character building: “By imitation a€ts, the character becomes slowly and
imperceptibly, but at length decidedly formed” ($wi35). If imitation is the basis on which
character is formed, and at the heart of Christihics, why is impersonation so wrong? The

distinction between imitation and impersonatioa fne one; the former aims to reproduce a
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modelapproximately whereas the latter is a form of theft that appedps a character for
oneself. But surely the final aim of imitation mi&t impersonation? The most perfect imitation
would reproduce the model perfectly. The aim ofithigation of Christ is to be like Christ, but it
is blasphemous to claim that oseChrist. Impersonation calls attention to the tarsio
distinction between itself and imitation, whichasgely a positive value. Elaine Hadley explains
that “Imposture,” a conceptual combination of insiion and deceit, was the dirty underside of
theatrical performance, the term used by the agdigrhen it no longer was willing to believe in
or indulge the actor” (Hadley 85). Imposture regdhk theatrical basis of character building,
which is based on repeated acts that continuatlgligser to approximating the model: in
Smiles’s words, “The several acts may seem in tieéres trivial; but so are the continuous acts
of daily life. Like snowflakes, they fall unpercei; each flake added to the pile produces no
sensible change, and yet the accumulated snowftak&s the avalanche. So do repeated acts,
one following another, at length become consoldi@tehabit, determine the action of the human
being for good or evil, and, in a word, form theuccter” (Smiles 36)° Smiles’s phrase
“several acts” is evocative of theatrical languaye] the several acts of a play. The idea of
“repeated acts” calls to mind the notion of rehakrsr the repetition of lines that leads to
memorization. Good behavior is learned throughttiezd rehearsal, repetition, and imitation.
This chapter opens with an overview of the eighteeentury literary and social
contexts that led servant impersonation to becamk a widespread phenomenon in the
Victorian period. After establishing this necessagkground, the chapter discusses each of the
three novels in detail, and concludes with a lrafa discussing the place of servant

impersonation irfin-de-siéclenvestigative journalism. The American journalidizabeth Banks

¥ Smiles reproduces the ideology of separate spheres that shaped Victorian gender roles. The mother, according
to Smiles, is the crucial model by which her children learn good or bad behavior (Smiles 36).
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enters the home as a servant under false pretengesfer to uncover its secrets. Servants posed
the threat of strangers entering the privacy oftbme, and raised the fear that the home was

under surveillance and investigation.

Costume and Character: The Servant Question in thighteenthCentury

The eighteenth century saw both the rise of theehand the emergence of debates
surrounding “the servant problem.” The first nos&ioften weighed in on questions regarding
servants, in pamphlets and the popular press,ratieir novels. These debates centered on
issues of regulating servants’ dress, as well @ written “characters,” two concerns that are
intimately related, and that ultimately led to #ueial and cultural environment in which servant
impersonation would become such a popular litetrayd. Both issues revolve around questions
of reading and interpretation. How can you telbadservant from a bad one? How can you
distinguish between mistress and maid? These guestrise from the unstable systems of signs
that signify authenticity and identity—the sign t®yas of dress and written character.
Eighteenth-century novelists sought to stabilize sagulate these sartorial and narrative
systems, in order to make them more transparestiple.

In his 1725 pamphlet “Everybody’s Business is Niyji® Business,” published under the
pseudonym Andrew Moreton, Daniel Defoe arguestti@tiress of female servants should be
regulated. As mistresses give their cast-off cletioetheir maids, and maids strive to emulate the
fashions worn by their mistresses, Defoe compldias‘it is a hard matter to know the mistress
from the maid by their dress; nay, very often tredcshall be much the finer of the two.” Defoe
recommends that female servants wear some soistofgliishing dress. He asserts that

requiring servants to wear uniforms would save azpdor husbands, who would no longer
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have to pay for their wives’ increasingly extravagand expensive clothing, which they needed
in order to compete with their maids. Defoe alsotends that regulating servants’ dress would
save these employees from the moral sins of pvialdty, and extravagance:
Our charity children are distinguished by theirsdrevhy then may not our
women-servants? why may they not be made frugdiopee, and not suffered to
put all on their backs, but obliged to save sonmgtlaigainst a rainy day? | am,
therefore, entirely against servants wearing éisiaces, and other superfluous
finery; it sets them above themselves, and malasfistresses contemptible in
their eyes. | am handsomer than my mistress, sggareg prinked up baggage,
what pity it is | should be her servant, | go adlweessed, or better than she.
(Every-body’s Businesks)
This is a clear case of life imitating art; Defgeventriloquizing his own fictional characters
(albeit pseudonymously), and applying the situatibe constructs in fiction to real life. The
words of the “young prinked up baggage” of thisgaa® sounds suspiciously similar to
something the heroine Moll Flanders(1722) would say. Though born into a prison, Moll’
ambition is to become a gentlewoman. Moll's downfaltypical fashion, begins with gifts of
hand-me-down clothes from well-meaning ladies: “Tddies also gave me clothes frequently of
their own or their children's; some stockings, s@atticoats, some gowns, some one thing,
some another...At last one of the ladies took sohfancy to me that she would have me home
to her house, for a month, she said, to be amondéwghters”oll Flanders16).
After this lady dies, Moll finds work as a servaintspite of her “aversion to going to service.”
She is educated alongside her mistress’s daughtbish leads her to make comparisons

between herself and her more fortunate peers:
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[Iln some things | had the advantage of my ladiesiigh they were my superiors;
but they were all the gifts of nature, and whidhtair fortunes could not furnish.
First, | was apparently handsomer than any of themopndly, | was better
shaped; and, thirdly, | sang betteMMo{l Flanders18)
“But that which | was too vain of was my ruin, a@tlier my vanity was the cause of it,” she
admits. Moll's self-described “vanity” makes hesseptible to the sexual overtures of her
mistress’s son, the first step on the slipperyelapwhoring and theft.

By contrast to Moll, Samuel Richardson’s Pamelaggjles to resist these temptations. In
Richardson’s novel, cast-off clothes become theunsents of sexual predation. Pamela’s
parents express concern when they learn that Panteka mistress “has always been giving you
Cloaths and Linen, and every thing [sic] that a &voman need not be asham’d to appear in”
(Richardson 13). Pamela’s parents worry that tiggtewill corrupt her, or lead to the sin of
pride: “But our chief Trouble is, and indeed a vgrgat one, for fear you should be brought to
anything dishonest or wicked, by being set so alyoweself’ (Richardson 13). As readers of
Pamelaknow, she is less in danger of becoming pridefutl more in actual physical danger
from her sexually rapacious master. In the famaasifitry garb” scene, Pamela rejects Mr. B’s
gifts of fine clothing in favor of a plain countdyess she has sewn herself, only to find that Mr.
B is even more attracted to her in this costumeh&idson highlights the sexual vulnerability of
female servants, regardless of their attire; ewecneaacknowledges that the clothing female
servants wear is a contentious issue.

Through her sartorial choices, Pamela assertgiftee; her clothes are an external
signifier of her moral character. Character andhes are mutually reinforcing; the clothes a

person wears often reveal much about his or heactex, identity, and class status. Another
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reliable indicator of a woman’s character is hexexgh, or what others say about her. Character
and class can be signified through the externakenarof dress, but they can also be expressed
verbally, through the sign systems of verbal nares Pamela also attempts to prove her virtue
through her letters, the written record of her thassistance to Mr. B’s advances. However,
signification can easily become misrepresentatimrds and clothes can both be unreliable
signifiers, and both carry the possibility of detbep.* As sociologist Nathan Joseph points out,
“Clothing lends itself to manipulation and distortias much as verbal signs” (Joseph 3). If
Defoe was concerned with reading and misreadingas&s’ clothes, Henry Fielding was equally
concerned with correctly reading servants’ writtelmaracters.” But, as | have attempted to
demonstrate, these are two ways of formulatingsémee concern.

In 1750, Henry Fielding and his brother set upgistry office, or employment agency,
which promised to certify that the servants it rmagended were in fact trustworthy. In his
capacity as a magistrate, Fielding expressed corhat servants were receiving unjust
“characters” from their former masters. While twefitst century readers likely associate the
word “character” with the literary representatidragerson in a novel or a play, in Fielding’s
day, “a ‘character’ was a statement in which onelegrer described to another employer the
habits and qualities of a servant, vouching for #mb controlling such key traits as honesty,

chastity, sobriety, and industriousne@@bbbins 35-36)% In The Covent Garden Journaio.

% Dress is often used as a metaphor to describe language, as well, as in Samuel Johnson’s famous pronouncement,
“Language is the dress of thought.” (Lives of the Poets, 1779-1781)

tis impossible to escape from Samuel Johnson if one is talking about any eighteenth-century moral or social
debate. Johnson also comments in the Rambler on the slipperiness of words: "Among those who have
endeavoured to promote learning and rectify judgment, it has long been customary to complain of the abuse of
words, which are often admitted to signify things so different that, instead of assisting the understanding as
vehicles of knowledge, they produce error, dissension, and perplexity, because what is affirmed in one sense is
received in another." (Rambler 202: February 22, 1752)

2 According to the Oxford English Dictionary, both definitions of the word emerged around the same time. The
first entry for “character,” meaning “A testimonial, esp. one given by a previous employer” is dated 1693, and the
first usage of “character,” meaning “A person portrayed in a work of fiction, a drama, a film, a comic strip, etc.;
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64 (September 30, 1752), Fielding outlined the jg@yas consequences of writing characters
that were not “true” to reality:
But | am very sure, and that from Experience, thatCharacters given by
Superiors of their Inferiors, are dreadful to thstldegree: what | mean is the
unjust Characters given of Servants; an Order opRRewho are moved out of
one Station into another, and are admitted intod&®&f Trust according to their
Recommendations.lt.is very plain that false good Nature will recommal the
Undeserving, and improper Resentment traduce thetdFielding vol. 2, 103)
Whereas Defoe proposed to manage internal traatstfy pride, extravagance) by regulating the
external sign system of servants’ dress, Fieldiag woncerned that the legible narrative signs of
a written “character” did not always accuratelyeef a servant’s internal character and moral
worth. Both are concerned with issues of decepaathenticity, and interpretation. “And the
Public may be assured,” writes Fielding, “that til@ost Care will be taken to prevent any
Imposition; and that none will be registered irstliffice who give the least suspicious Account
of themselves, and who have lived in any disrepgatBlaces.”

However, this kind of imposition was extremelyfidifilt to prevent. In the early 1790s,
several householders in London and Westminstetigratid Parliament with a list of various
grievances regarding servants they had hired osttbagth of false characters. One petitioner,
Dr. Richard Brocklesby, claimed he had been rolilyed servant who had obtained his position
using a false reference. The result of the petitvas the introduction of the Servants’ Character
Act of 1792. According to this new law, “many falsed counterfeit characters of servants have

either been given personally or in writing by elidposed persons being or pretending to be the

(also) a part played by an actor on the stage, in a film, etc., a role” is listed as 1664, in John Dryden’s Rival Ladies.
However, the previous definition is described as “now somewhat archaic.” So while both words were operative in
the eighteenth century, we are chiefly familiar with the latter today (OED, “Character,” web accessed 6 June 2015).
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master, mistress, retainer or superintendent df sacvants... contrary to truth and justice and to
the peace and security of his Majesty’s subjeésTHe writer of the law remarks that “the evil
herein complained of is not only difficult to beagded against, but is also of great magnitude
and continually increasing, and no sufficient regnkds hitherto been applied.” The law
legislates fines for various kinds of offenses|uding “personating a master,” “giving a false
character to a servant,” and offering oneself ssraant “asserting or pretending that he or she
hath served in any service in which such servaait sbt actually have served, or with a false,
forged or counterfeit certificate of his or her idaer.” The justification for the new law was the
threat to property, but the language of the laeot$ anxieties that revolve around imposture
and impersonation. Being duped is more humiliativam being robbed.

Similarly, Defoe justifies the idea of servantfonins by appealing to economic interests:
wages would stop rising if servants did not feel tieed for extravagant clothing, and husbands
would be spared the expense of keeping their wivéiser clothes than their maids. He also
thought that servants wearing silk would be detntakto the native English wool trade (De
Marly 73). However, what really seems to rankled2es the possibility that he might misread
the class of a domestic servant. The social povembarrassment is palpable in the following
anecdote:

The apparel of our women-servants should be nexiaieed, that we may know
the mistress from the maid. | remember | was onter@ry much to the blush,
being at a friend’s house, and by him requiredatate the ladies, | kissed the

chamber-jade into the bargain, for she was asdvetised as the best. But | was

2 servants’ Character Act 1792: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/apgb/Geo3/32/56/1993-11-05 The law was not
repealed until 2008, when critics remarked that it had only once been used to prosecute successfully in over 200
years. (Statute Law Repeals: Eighteenth Report: draft Statute Law (repeals) Bill. London: Stationery Office, 2008.
Print. p. 58.)
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soon undeceived by a general titter, which gaveh@eitmost confusion; nor can

| believe myself the only person who has made suetistake. Every-body’s

Businesdlb)
Defoe’s blush and confusion, as those around hter at his socidlaux pashave an affective
energy that motivates him as much as, if not mioae,tthe economic justifications for his
proposal. This blend of social and economic aneseteflects what Kristina Straub refers to as
the “mixed contractual and affective status” of seevant in the eighteenth century (Straub 6). In
the nineteenth century, the pendulum swung towdarelmpersonal and contractual; and
Defoe’s vision was posthumously realized: it becaineecustom to require female servants to
wear uniforms or some other kind of distinguishilngss. Diana Crane writes that relationships
between mistresses and servants “became less tatand more authoritarian” in the nineteenth
century, and that as a consequence, “Changesvargst clothing occurred as middle-class
women sought to create visible status boundaritgdem themselves and their maidservants”
(Crane 91).

Social changes in an industrializing and urbaigsociety meant that servants were more
often anonymous strangers entering the househatlierthan faithful retainers who had
belonged to a single household for all of theiediyand often, for multiple generations. In 1724,
John Dennis could refer to both children and ses/as members of the family, “Families are
the first Seminaries of Religion...The Neglect aédPreparation of our Children and Servants at
Home can hardly ever be corrected afterwards” @#hnet 138). By contrasthe Servant’s
Practical Guide published in 1880, admonished its readers thatidit the constant co-
operation of well-trained servants, domestic maahjins completely thrown out of gear, and the

best bred of hostesses placed at a disadvantatge’Hgrn 17). From being considered
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subordinate members of the family, similar to celd in the early eighteenth century, servants
had transformed over the course of a century irgcergears and cogs to keep the “machinery”
of the household going. The pedagogical metaphtveohome as seminary had shifted to the
more industrial image of the household as maclieanis’s pedagogical, religious, and moral
concerns have also morphed into the less didactiaveore socially conscious concern with
appearances and being “placed at a disadvantage.”

This more industrial image of the home correlébethe industrialization of the fashion
industry, which facilitated faster and cheaper paithn of clothing, allowing lower-classes to
emulate the fashion choices of the rich. This deataation of fashion made it increasingly
difficult to read a person’s class based on extenaakers such as clothing, which in turn led to
the institution of uniforms for servants. Howewvenjforms caused servants to become even
more dangerously anonymous and interchangeablejingethhat anyone could impersonate a
servant, if they had the proper clothes. Elaineléjadrgues that these sartorial changes led to
the decreased legibility of social identity:

Clothing... had traditionally affiliated a persaith a specific region, rank, or
profession, in part because of its reliance onllfaaic and skills and its
responsiveness to variations in climate and workigditions. Clothing thus
carried the weight of ‘costume,’ for it providedsible signs of a person’s
identity... [In] a static, hierarchical culture #eecostumes were not allegorical
signs in need of decoding, but were perceived @sathgible constituents of
identity. In some sense, clothes did indeed ma&ertan (and woman). By the
early nineteenth century, urban dress had becommdee uniform, at least

within classes, while for those central mediatdrslass society, the servant
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population, clothing had, in some sense, becomsgaide.... Amidst these

cultural shifts, people and places became, raliar knowable entities,

inscrutable sites of mystery. (Hadley 83-84)
Hadley describes the shift from a metonymic conoepf identity, in which clothing provides
“tangible constituents,” or “visible signs of a pen’s identity” to a metaphorical conception of
identity, in which the uniformity of clothing maké&sncreasingly difficult to read people, who
may or may not be in disguise. In this chapteakktliterally Hadley’s suggestion that the
servant uniform had “become a disguise” by the teiath century, and suggest that servants
were a particularly fraught “site of mystery” atthime.

Ironically, the uniforms that were meant to digtiirsh so clearly between servants and
family, and to prevent servants from emulating memlof the family, turned the servant into a
figure who could easily be imitated, increasing ltkelihood of imposture and “false
characters.” The sartorial and narrative systemtdighteenth-century authors sought to
regulate were as unstable as ever; social legilil#s on the decline. By the time we get to
Dickens’sBleak Housen 1852, the urban world of London, with its laimghine streets and
anonymous crowds, is encroaching on the traditiariatocratic and hierarchical domain of the

country estate, Chesney Wold.

“Is There Three of ‘em Then?”: Theatrical Energies Bleak House

Dickens’s involvement in the theater, as an astoiter, and manager, are well
documented and well known. As his biographer P&téroyd writes, “his skills as an actor
were matched by his authority as a stage managlediegctor” Dickens475). In 1845, Dickens

and some friends put on an amateur production afJ®ason’€very Man in His Humour
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Dickens was to play the colorful character CapBobadil. Ackroyd argues that Dickens’s
“eagerness to play a theatrical role was at leagairt a way of combating that stale and weary
sense of familiarity, of adopting a new identityifly for an hour or so, of exorcising the
London gloom by promoting all the colour and brigkgs of a play’ickens470). Dickens'’s
close friend John Forster was among the cast dslwdiis biography of Dickens, Forster
describes Dickens’s attention to the minutiae efthcal detail:
He took everything on himself, and did the wholet efithout an effort. He was
stage-director, very often stage-carpenter, sceeeger, property-man,
prompter, and band-master.... He adjusted scessisted carpenters, invented
costumes, devised playbills, wrote out calls, amdreed as well as exhibited in
his proper person everything of which he urgedieessity on others. (Forster
184)
Dickens’s skills for arranging scenes, inventingtames, and directing actors carried over into
his novel writing; as Forster remarks of Dickengwice of the career of novelist over that of the
playwright, “He took to a higher calling, but italuded the lower.” We can see traces of the
stage manager’s hand in some of Dickens’s narra@gsages. For instance, in the following
passage frorBleak Housgone can hear Dickens directing an actress, amdggiips to the
costumes mistress and props master:
“She should be an upper servant by her attirg,iiyéter air and step, though both
are hurried and assumed—as far as she can asstineenmuddy streets, which
she treads with an unaccustomed foot—she is a Kelyface is veiled, and still
she sufficiently betrays herself to make more thia@ of those who pass her look

round sharply.” Bleak House€38-239)
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This passage could conceivably be a stage direittiarplay?* The costume designer knows
what is required: the attire of an upper servamd, @ veil for the lady’s face. The actress should
look like a lady who is trying to play a part, gt playing it well enough to avoid attracting
attention. Instead, the narrator uses the langohtfee theater to convey a sense of mystery; the
language of gesture, “air,” and gait convey theabti@r's uncertainty—and the language of
dress borrows from theatrical conventions of disguThis scene dramatizes the difficulty of
parsing social class based on dress, its mosteigiticator. In this scene, the aristocratic Lady
Dedlock disguises herself as her maid Hortensedardo navigate the streets of London
incognito and explore the haunts of her deceasmaliolover. The confusion caused by Lady
Dedlock’s cross-class disguise sets off an invattg in which the proliferating identities of the
characters are sorted out, and the mysteries swdiogi their origins are resolved. The plot of
Bleak Housebsorbs the theatrical energies of cross-clagsides, which enables a
carnivalesque overturning of class hierarchiesahtlirring of social boundaries, but
subsequently harnesses this energy and bring®ithe disciplinary framework of the detective
novel. These theatrical energies are releasedosesuent theatrical adaptations of the novel in
which Lady Dedlock’s servant impersonation becothescentral event of the plot. Reading
these theatrical adaptations alongside the soaxtedveals the problematic nature of reading
class and costume in the novel. In once populanbwtlittie-known adaptations likehesney
WoldandThe Great Lady Dedlogllaywrights and audiences draw our attentioméornovel’s
frustrating and tantalizing silence on these issi@sading class, dress, and character. This

section of the chapter builds on scholarly efftotsecuperate stage and film adaptations as

*|t’s also noteworthy that this passage is in the present tense, the typical tense used in stage directions in plays.
Though, in general, it seems to hold true that Esther’s chapters are retrospective and narrated in the past tense,
whereas the third-person narrative is in the present tense. In this sense at least, the third person sections of the
novel are more “theatrical” than Esther’s chapters.
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serious works of literary criticism and artworksteir own right, rather than derivative works
that merely capitalize on the success of the aaigiext. In particular, Julianne Smith analyzes
earlyBleak Hous@adaptations that were written and performed indamis East End, even
before serialization of the novel had ceased. Sarijlaes that such adaptations “tell us about the
range of the novel’'s reception,” “assert distinetoontemporaneous readingBtéak Housg

and “speculat[e] on the shape of the novel's usfiad narrative” (Smith 2). By contrast, | focus
on a cluster of adaptations produced in Ameridaényears following Dickens’s death, which
illuminate the changing reception and interpretattbone of Dickens’s most famous novels, in
a Transatlantic context. My analysisRieak Housedaptations confirms Raoul Granqvist’s
speculation that American audiences (especialiylian theatres) favored plays that “provided
an opportunity for the woman actor to excel inalat role” (Granqgvist 156). And the “stellar
role” for a woman actor iBleak Housevas not the demure and ladylike narrator Esther, b
rather the fiery French maid, Hortense, and hen¢mted mistress, Lady Dedlock.

Bleak Houses a novel structured by pairs, doubles, and tuahside from the famous
split narration (switching back and forth betwelenited third-person narration and a first-person
narration from Esther’s perspective), the noveb alsntains several pairs of female characters
whose similarities give them the uncanny valencinefGothic doppelganger. As in many
Shakespearean comedies, mistaken identities arqpbsdglaces between characters drive much
of the plot of the novel. For example, the clerkp@yis struck by the uncanny resemblance
between Lady Dedlock and Esther Summerson, whe muhto be Lady Dedlock’s illegitimate
child. Lady Dedlock also sufficiently resembles Regnch maid Hortense to enable her to
borrow the maid’s clothing when venturing into #iems of London. The crossing sweeper Jo

registers the confusion caused by these prolifegagets of doubles and triads when he exclaims,
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“Is there three of ‘em then?” Jo’s confusion abitwt overlapping identities of these women
points to the anarchic potential of cross-classsing.

The scene of Lady Dedlock’s cross-class disguessationalizes a contemporary
Victorian anxiety about differentiating betweenvats and their mistresses. As we have seen,
Daniel Defoe drew attention to this problem in &aely eighteenth century, and it had not abated
by the Victorian period. Innovations in textile gdration in the nineteenth century increased the
speed of production of readymade clothing and @esem the price of fashionable garments,
making them more accessible to the lower clasSes Aindow 16.) This “democracy of modern
dress” resulted in a blurring of the distinctiongkersonal appearance that had demarcated the
boundaries between social classes. Arthur A. Banmamomplaint in 1888 sounds remarkably
like Daniel Defoe’s lament in 1725: according tauB&nn, “it requires all the skill of St.

James'’s to tell the difference between the ladyagdnor milliner, in her smart guinea jacket,
faced with dyed sheep’s-skin or cat’s fur, andfa@rmistress or customer” (gtd. Aindow 20).

As | have discussed earlier in this chapter, thigety about distinguishing between mistress and
maid, exacerbated by the upper-classes’ tendendgrtate their old clothes to their servants,
ultimately led to the institution of uniforms foervants in the nineteenth century. (See Horn 13.)

Jo’s inability to distinguish between Hortense &ady Dedlock is symptomatic of the
clash between the two conflicting attitudes abdothing and identity outlined in my
introduction: either clothing is a metonymic linkthe owner’s identity, since clothing is an
individual possession whose proximity to the wearkeody makes it a part of his or her social
persona, or clothing is a fungible commaodity thert easily be exchanged between persons
regardless of their socially assigned identity. etonymic and the metaphorical modes of

conceptualizing character are both in plaBieak Housgvying for prominence in the
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characters’ and readers’ minds. Jo demonstratexdhisrence to the metonymic mode when he
explains to Bucket why he misidentified Hortenseheswoman who paid him a sovereign.
‘'Cos,’ says Jo, with a perplexed stare, but withioeing at all shaken in his
certainty, ‘Cos that there’s the wale, the bonaet] the gownd. It is her and it
an’t her. It an’'t her hand, nor yet her rings, yet her woice. But that there’s the
wale, the bonnet, and the gownd, and they're waeesame way wot she wore
‘em...” (Bleak House336)
“Itis her and it an’t her.” If you read clothing @ metonymic sign of characterisiher; it's her
vale, bonnet and gown, and that’s the way she Wae. The clothing is an individual
possession that provides signs of its owner’s iderut if clothing has a more metaphorical,
less stable relationship to characteisiitt her; the hand and the voice don’t match up wigh th
exterior signs. It's a false metaphor, or Carlyl®anz-Mantel(false cloak, or disguise) (Carlyle
57). Jo’s mistake reveals the inadequacies of ngatothing as a metonymic sign.

Hablot Knight Browne (alias “Phiz”) provides viswalidence of the inadequacies of the
metonymic mode in his illustrations fBteak Houseln the plate entitled “Consecrated Ground”
(Figure 3), for chapter sixteen, Jo points throadbcked gate into the burying ground where
Captain Hawdon is buried. Lady Dedlock huddles mextim, but her head is turned away from
the viewer, and the brim of her bonnet obscureptaile. The viewer can only see a bonnet, a
shawl, and a gown. In this illustration, Lady Dexlas reduced to her clothes; they are a
metonym for her person. But since she is in diggutss normally comforting thought—that one
can identify a person by her clothes—is subvei@adthing only functions metonymically if you

are certain that the person wearing the cloth#seis owner, and not in disguise.
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Figure 3: "Consecrated Ground" (engraving by Phiz). Scanned image by
George P. Landow (Victorian Web)

Similarly, in another illustration in
which Lady Dedlock appears, we see
another female figure in profile whose
bonnet obscures her face—only this time,
Esther’s face is the one obscured. In the
illustration “Lady Dedlock in the Wood”
(Figure 4), for chapter 36, Lady Dedlock
rushes toward the seated figure of Esther,
with her arms outstretched to embrace her
long-lost daughter. Lady Dedlock’s face is
seen in profile, but her features are visible
since her bonnet and veil stream out behind

her head. Esther’s face, by contrast, is

hidden, perhaps because of the illustrator’'s ralum to depict her now deformed features. But

Esther and Lady Dedlock’s nearly identical clothinglain dress, dark colored shawl, trimmed

bonnet—now sets this pair up as a crucial set abtés for the novel, making a triad between

Hortense, Lady Dedlock, and Esther.

These competing sets of doubles—Esther and LadjobDledHortense and Lady

Dedlock—foreground the mysteries surrounding tletseacters’ identities: Lady Dedlock’s

ambiguous class status and tainted sexual histad/Esther’s unknown parentage. Again, Jo

voices the potential confusion caused by theseferaling doubles: when Esther visits him at

the brickmaker’s cottage, he feverishly mistaketh&sfor the woman he guided to the burying

ground. Trying to distinguish between Esther, LBayllock, and Hortense, Jo asks Charley, “If
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she ain’t the t'other one, she ain’t the
forrenner. Is theréhreeof ‘em then?” Bleak

House453)The difficulty of distinguishing

between the three raises uncomfortable
guestions about the inability to differentiate
between social and sexual categories: the
fallen woman vs. the Angel in the House, th
servant vs. the mistress, the English womar":“_
vs. the foreigner. The use of disguise
highlights the theatricality of social roles,

raising the unsettling possibility that multiplg

characters can inhabit any given role so lon
Figure 4: "Lady Dedlock in the Wood" (engraving by Phiz). Scanned
as they can “play the part.” image by George P. Landow (Victorian Web)

Critics have often noted the detective plot fold®d Bleak Housewhich gradually
makes sense of these mysteries. The teleologyealdtective novel’'s plot ensures that the
reader will not remain as confused as Jo, tryingigtinguish between various characters and
their actions. The detective plot promises an atgido Chancery: by the end, all of the untidy
threads will be tied up. D. A. Miller has most famsty outlined this disciplinary interpretation of
the novel, which resolves ambiguities through tbkcpg process of narrative:

AlthoughBleak Houséaffles us in the first few hundred pages by feagia
profusion of characters who seem to have nothirdptwith one another, a

miscellany of events whose bearing on a possilbeiplundecidable, and even

two separate systems of narration that are unemdalnrelated, it
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simultaneously encourages us to anticipate theoéhdfflement and the

acquisition of various structures of coherence..otheer words, the novel

dramatizes the liabilities of fragmentation andtposement within the hopeful

prospect that they will eventually be overcome.l(@1i89-90)
In a novel featuring so many instances of crosssotiisguise, the proliferation and conflation of
characters is baffling, but as Miller notes, theeglseems to promise an end to bafflement by
means of increasing narrative coherence and steuddgcording to Miller, narrative reduces
chaos to order, assigning each character to heeprole, and clarifying ambiguous identities.
But | would like to draw attention to Miller's worchoice in the final sentence of the passage:
“the noveldramatizeghe liabilities of fragmentation and postponenienivould like to take the
word “dramatizes” literally, and to suggest thas thovel stages the ludic and anarchic
possibilities of the theater, only to reduce therorder. Miller refers to this increasing narrative
coherence as a “hopeful prospect,” but Helena Midnaws attention to the punitive nature of
such narrative ordering, especially for female abtars; she writes that “women who disguise,
transform, and replicate themselves, who diffuggr tldentities” are depicted as criminals,
aligning the reader with the detective figure af tiovel who must “sort through the multiple
identities offered by each heroine,” confining teea single identity (Michie 59).

Part of the pleasure of readiBfeak Houses that Dickens allows the reader to be one

step ahead of the detective, Mr. Bucket. In théieeof the novel that most resembles a
detective novel, Inspector Bucket and Esther attémfyack Lady Dedlock after her
disappearance. Their search first leads them tbribkmaker’s cottage, the site of Jo’s
confusion upon seeing Esther, mistaking her foryLR@ddlock disguised as Hortense: “Is there

threeof ‘em then?” Both Jenny, the brickmaker’s wifadd_ady Dedlock are gone. According
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Figure 5: "The Morning," by Phiz. (from David Perdue's Charles
Dickens page)

to the inhabitants of the cottage, Jenny
has gone toward London, while Lady
Dedlock traveled south. Obtaining a
description of Lady Dedlock’s dress,
Bucket and Esther accordingly go south.
Inspector Bucket's reports at various
checkpoints along the way make clear
that he is tracking Esther’s mother by
means of her sartorial identifiers.
“There’s not a doubt ahe dresduy this
time, andthe dresdhas been seen here,”
he tells Esther confidently({eak House
816, emphasis added). At a certain
point, they lose the trail of the dress:

“At last...he told me that he had lost the

track of the dress so long that he began to beisadj Bleak Housé16). In spite of his almost

Panoptic vision, Inspector Bucket fails to realizat clothing and identity do not always have a

direct one-to-one correlation until a very lategstaf their journey, at which point he turns the

coach around, in order to pursue the “other” figwréondon Bleak House319). Esther takes

even longer to understand their mistake; she bediewp until the last moment, that Bucket is

now tracking the lower-class woman, Jenny. Esthelated recognition of her mother occurs at

the major site of Lady Dedlock’s first disguisee thate of the burying ground where Captain

Hawdon is buried. The illustrations highlight thea circularity of the plot by again depicting
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Lady Dedlock as little more than a bundle of clsthed that the clothing becomes the only
means of identifying the character depicted (Figyrdnspector Bucket attempts to prepare
Esther for this revelation, hinting at the pos#pibf disguise: “Miss Summerson, you'll
understand me, if you think a moment. They charujetthes at the cottage.” Esther fails to grasp
the significance of his words: “They changed clsthethe cottage. | could repeat the words in
my mind, and | knew what they meant of themsellsas) attached no meaning to them in any
other connection”Bleak Hous&344). Esther only understands the significanahisftheatrical
cross-class dressing when she turns over the carmassees the face: “I passed on to the gate,
and stooped down. | lifted the heavy head, putdhg dank hair aside, and turned the face. And
it was my mother, cold and deadBléak House&347).

As at many other points in her narrative, Estléuges to confront moments of strong
emotion, repressing them in the name of humility self-abnegation. At the very start of the
next chapter, Esther writes “I proceed to othespgss of my narrative,” as if the discovery of
her mother’s disguised corpse were not an occueremcth analyzinggleak House47).

Esther does not acknowledge her failure, or Ingpddticket’s failure to realize, until too late,
that clothing is not a stable marker of class ignthe novel suggests the unsettling possibility
that there is no essential difference between koleisses, that they are theatrical roles that can
convincingly be played by canny actresses. Theatiarr represses this knowledge, as Esther
moves on to the reassuringly orderly conclusiothefnovel, but theatrical adaptations of the

novel give voice to the implications of Esther’'sdtrating and tantalizing silence.
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Dramatic adaptations @fleak o o R Wi
Houserelease what had been contained /to%g&ﬁwm”?@@@ﬁ{ Y
e Ly

in the novelistic form, blurring the N
boundaries and crossing the borders
between classes, characters, and
costumes. One dramatic adaptation

entittedChesney Woldhade Lady ‘

Dedlock’s cross-class disguise the

central motif of the plag® Czech-
American actress Francesca Janauschd
(Figure 6) collaborated with H. A.
Randle to adaleak Housdor the

stage so that Janauschek could play bo 2 el
PHILADELPHIA. LEE & 'HA.LKER 1822 CHESTNUT ST.

W.H.BONER 8 CO. 1108, CHESTAUTST. i OLIYER DITSON & C0. BOSTON.

roles: Lady Dedlock and Hortense.
Figure 6: Engraving of Madame Janauschek, frontispiece for "The
Chesney Wold Quadrille" (Johns Hopkins University Libraries, The

Madame Janauschek felt that a Lester S. Levy Sheet Music Collection)

production in which she played both the tragic lrer@nd the villainous foreign maid would
provide an opportunity to showcase her range axtass. By all accounts, she was a great
success in this production, which opened at Fdetand Opera House in Baltimore, on

February 22, 187%

> American stage adaptations of Dickens’s novels often dramatically reduced the cast of characters, and focused
either on the comic and farcical elements of the novel while ignoring the pathos of the story, or on the sentimental
and tragic aspects to the exclusion of the humorous. A comic one-act play adapted from Dombey and Son was
entitled “The Capture of Captain Cuttle and Bunsby’s Wedding,” whereas a sentimental and melodramatic
adaptation of the same novel was entitled “Edith; or, Dealings with the Firm of Dombey and Son.” (see Grangqvist,
152-153)

*Fora complete list of the locations and dates of the US tour of Chesney Wold, see H. Philip Bolton, “Bleak House
and the Playhouse,” pp. 98-103.
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MUH]]AY UESDAY AND WEDNESDAY EVEHIH[}E MARCH 8, 9 AND- 10,
And SATURDAY MATINEE, April 13,

An adaptation of Charles Dickens' Celebrated Novel of ¥ BLEAK HOUSE,” entitled

CHESNEY WOLD

With NEW AND APPROPRIATE SCENERY AND ACCESSORIES, and the following
Unequalled Distribution of Characters:

JANAUSCHEK | ™ ter fircat Duat Bepre-d TADY DEDLOCK, and HORTENSE, “erfrcnen

Sir Lester Dedlock, Bart, with the spm: and suul ur a {:entlcmal:l .................. James Taylor
+A. D

Mr, Tulkinghorn, a Man of Mystery.. b st AR O . Bradley
Inspector Bucket, of the I“EIllCE FD[‘CE .......................................... sl Dy Chaplin
William Guppy, a Lawyer’s Clerk...... vl 0, Sefton
Mr. Rouncewell, an [ronmaslor.ceeeceacanas +wowUharles Frye
Jo, a Walfl of the Strmt ............................. W. . Bhinae
Hun Bob, Staples, Cousin of tha Dedlocks.. aee cessnessanAigustus Pitan
Powers, the Modern F‘]unkr .......................... SR e RS SR P J. B, Ashton
TRnEER; B VAL, .. counsninaesan  -Banssasnanasssnistrinsssnneesnsisasrassabasiisntiaanannsqes B. Wallace
Esther Summerson, 4 Ward in Chancery Miss Kate Fleicher
Lady VOIuDmii. cve. . cosrenses ssannansasisnssssssisiiissstnansasnssssnssnsasanessss Miss F. Lascelles
Drs. Rouncewell, o Housekeeper at Chesney Wold..oooviieciiaaciisiarinn Mrs. Ianbatla Preston

Figure 7: From the playbill for Chesney Wold (the Globe Theatre, Boston: Marsh 8, 1875), Princeton Libraries

As Julianne Smith points out, “SinBéeak Houses a novel that not only offers a wide
range of characters but whose title does not gpaaifiain character, theatrical adaptations
attempted to answer two questions: What is thighalout? Which character(s) owns this
sprawling narrative?” (Smith 3). American stagepdtons of Dickens’s novels often
dramatically reduced the cast of characters, fogusither on the humorous elements of the
novel, or on the sentimental and tragic aspectse§tory. This was done partly for
practicality’s sake: it would be impossible to €ayery subplot of a sprawling multi-plot novel.
Contemporary readers Gireat Expectationdor example, might be shocked to know that there
is a Victorian stage adaptation of the novel that/es out Miss Havisham entireGhesney
Wold likewise displaces Esther’s narrative as the eg¢iiterest, focusing instead on the tragic
history of Lady Dedlock. The titl€hesney Woldhifts the major scene of action from John
Jarndyce’s Bleak House to the more aristocraticauadltly gothic estate of Sir Leicester
Dedlock. On the playbill fo€hesney WoldFigure 7), thalramatis personags arranged in

order of importance, and Esther is fairly low og tist— lower than “Powers, the Modern
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Flunkey,” and “James, a Valet"—which is surprisis@ce she narrates about half of the novel.
Esther is listed below the servants, but in thigaation, this is an appropriate placement. In
Chesney WolcEsther is a stand-in for Rosa; it is Esther,Rata who replaces Hortense as
Lady Dedlock’s maid, tightening the triad that é¢xis the novel. The play adaptation adds one
more secret to a novel already full of them: “Ldagdlock’s child was here as a servant long
before she knew it,” Inspector Bucket reveals (drepromptbook, p. 163).

In Madame Janauschek’s promptbook, copied by R&leiton, of the California
Theatre, San Francisco, the great actress’s limgesuatailed: only the last few words of any
given line are copied for Hortense and Lady Dedlaskcues for the other actors. Therefore, we
can only reconstruct Madame Janauschek’s perforenfrom the glowing reviews and
reminiscences of her performance. In 1912, joush&dward Freiburger reminisced about
Janauschek’s performance: “She startled her auelsdmg the lightning rapidity of her
changes...The two impersonations were so strikinegy and so startlingly in contrast that many
uninformed playgoers insisted it was impossibledioe woman thus to play both roles”
(Freiburger n.p.). Theater critic Henry Mawson techthat “the business of the play was so
arranged that when Lady Deadlock [sic] made anaxibne side of the stage, Hortense
immediately made an entrance from the other, aedltision was so wonderfully complete that
there were always unbelievers who declared there agrely two women and that Janauschek
had an understudy.” Mawson explains that Madamaukuhek was able to pull off this stunt by
means of clever costume design, and a Dickensiditydab impersonate different accents and
registers of voice: “Mme. Janauschek “turned” thick by having a black gown made all in one
piece to slip on over the other, a wig and a boatieeady in the wings, [so] that it took but a

second or two to make the change from one pahdmther. The change of voice was also
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remarkable” (Mawson 48). Like Jo, audiences thanegsed Madame Janauschek’s performance

had difficulty discerning whether the two roles e/@tayed by the same person, insisting that

“there were surely two women.” (Echoing Jo’s coefilis‘ls therghreeof ‘em then?”)

Figure 8: Photograph of Margaret Anglin in the title role of
The Great Lady Dedlock (Theatre Magazine, 1929)

The Hortense/Lady Dedlock doubling clearly
hit a nerve for American audiences. The two parts
were revived by Canadian-American actress
Margaret Anglin (Figure 8) in the 1920s, in a new
adaptation titled’he Great Lady Dedlockvritten by
Paul Kester. The play opened on July 16, 1923eat th
Curran Theatre in San Francisco and was generally
well received. However, some reviewers thought
that the dual role detracted from the quality & th
play. “The feat has more the nature of a stunt tifan
characterization,” wrote one reviewer (qtd. LeVay
215). Margaret Anglin closed the productionltfe

Great Lady Dedlockn August 1923, but she revived

the play in early 1929. At this point, in her ealys, Margaret Anglin was considered past her

prime. Jerome Collamore, a fellow actor, reminisgedharitably about Anglin’s performance in

The Great Lady Dedlock

Much as | hate to say it, M.A. was not good... she W@ heavy to do the quick

changes with ease, or, to give the illusion of gerdifferent person when the change

was made. When | came out | heard two young gaying “What is this? Hasn'’t she

enough money for a maid and she makes out shene@s(qtd. LeVay 257)
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Decidedly, the stunt had outlived its prime. Fritna “lightning rapidity” of Janauschek’s
changes, the part had descended to an actress agoowrlimber enough to pull it off. The
“illusion of being a different person when the chamwas made” was shattered. Now audiences
merely registered this stunt for what had origyaltcurred in the novel: servant impersonation.
“Hasn’t she enough money for a maid and she makeshe has one?” the girls titter in the
foyer after the performance.

Unwittingly, these girlish audience members contleymajor contribution of Kester’'s
dramatic adaptation to the understanding of thesdity in Bleak HousgThe Great Lady
Dedlockmakes the economic underpinnings of the relatipnsétween Lady Dedlock and
Hortense explicit. Kester takes scenes from theehibzvat are meant to convey Hortense’s
passionate temper and criminal nature, and tuers thto a commentary on the ill treatment of
servants. In a famous scene in the novel, Horteasts off her shoes after being dismissed by
Lady Dedlock, and walks back to the house throhghutet grass in her bare feet. In the
dramatic adaptation, this wanton display of tempéranslated into a reasonable expression of
the resentment a maid might feel at having to vmeamistress’s cast-off clothing. In the play, it
is not Hortense who “casts off” her shoes, but LBeyllock who gives “cast off” shoes to
Hortense. Kester's Bucket remarks on the elegahEmrense’s slippers, and she replies, “Tis a
cast off shoe of her ladyship’s. ‘Tis too large floe” (Kester 13). Bucket finds the similarities
between the two women more striking than theiredéhces: “If that slipper was made for her
ladyship it might just as well ‘ave been made fouyExtremities apparently hidentical [sic]...”
(Kester 14). Clearly, this line is meant to be funsince Hortense and Lady Dedlock are played

by the same actress, however, the lines also makegaus point about “dressing down.” If the

60



aristocracy are giving their cast off clothes te kbwer classes, and then disguising themselves
as lower class, who is imitating whom?

Her ladyship’s cast off shoes become a crucial pbotit in Kester’s play; much like the
detective in an Agatha Christie novel, Kester'pbtor Bucket must connect a series of cfies.
The murderess of Mr. Tulkinghorn fled to the lakeorder to dispose of the pistol with which
she shot him (unlike in the novel, Tulkinghorn ianatered at Chesney Wold). Hortense offers to
show Inspector Bucket that the footsteps by the ladonged to her Ladyship by placing her
own slippered feet in the footprints. Since sheraeast off shoes from her Ladyship, which are
all made on “the same laét'and therefore identical, Hortense offers to priha the footprints
were made by Lady Dedlock (Kester 114). Hortengsdtieclaims as an alibi that she has not
left the house; the dry soles of her slippers pitbige But when her slipper slips off, Bucket
replaces it, noting that while the outside of theper is dry, the inside is damp. “So you've ‘ad
time to change your slipper, miss, but you aind teme to change your stockings, ‘ave you?” he
deduces (Kester 116). Kester’'s Inspector Buckeigeizes the dichotomy between interior and
exterior, and unlike Dicken’s Bucket, Kester's Batkan penetrate below the outward
appearance, to see the truth beneath. The idestippérs of the two characters make a
convenient plot point for solving the mystery, buty also constitute a return of the knowledge
repressed by the novel: the failure of clothingtove a stable marker of social class. In the
novel, Esther mistakes her mother for the lowessl@oman Jenny, and the narrative quickly
passes over this knowledge of the fundamentalribahty of social classBleak House

temporarily gives free rein to the anarchic, caatégque, and inchoate energies of cross-class

%’ Christie’s first detective novel, The Mysterious Affair at Styles (1920), was published only a few years before The
Great Lady Dedlock.

B gee “last, n. 1,” definition 2a. in the OED: “A model of the foot made of wood, metal, (now) plastic, etc., on
which boots and shoes are shaped during making or manufacture.”
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disguise, and a metaphorical conception of characie identity; but the novel introduces order
via the detective plot, sorting all the charactets their proper places. Theatrical adaptations
like Chesney WoldndThe Great Lady Dedlockllow us to reopen the chaotic and messy
possibilities of the earlier portions of the nakr@t and help us to recognize the latent
theatricality that is always threatening to disrily@ narrative. Esther closes the chapter of her
mother’s death without acknowledging its implicagobut theatrical adaptations reopen the
chapter and its possibilities; they insist that¢hee is not closed. The boundaries between the
novel and the theater in the Victorian period ar@@rmeable as the boundaries between social
classes. Like Lady Dedlock, the novel wants to demy keep secret its forays into the realm of
the theatrical, but the truth will out. Like theotsteps on the Ghost's Walk, the steps of these
shadowy actresses echo just offstage in the “win§#ie novel, waiting for an attentive ear to

hear them.

“I Could Act Every Character in the Play”:The Homas Performance Space in Wilkie
Collins’s No Name

“If I know anything of my own faculty, it is a dr@atic one,” wrote Wilkie Collins in an
autobiographical fragment in 1862, explaining thae had been a Frenchman, he would have
written for the stage, instead of writing novelaifsh 5). Collins dabbled in acting and writing
for the stage, but he also successfully incorpdrhte “dramatic faculty” into his novels. In the
preface to his novéasil (1852), Collins expresses his belief that dranthtae novel share a
family resemblance: “the Novel and the Play arentgisters in the family of Fiction...the one is
a drama narrated, as the other is a drama adBagil@). In his 1862 novalo Name Collins
uses the characters of two sisters to illustragectintrast between the novel and the theater, but

also to demonstrate their interdependence. Thelistederoine, Norah, may win the day in the
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end, but Magdalen, the theatrical heroine, undaliptgeals the show. Norah represents what
Michael Meeuwis terms “novel thinking” (the modddhinking about identity we commonly
see in the novel; as opposed to “theater thinkirgfi® typifies the interiority and inwardness
associated with the traditional novelistic herdiBgeryone’s Theatet50). Collins, by contrast,
shows that incident, plot, and excitement (thelstapf sensation fiction) depend more on a
theatrical heroine who can evacuate herself ofioiéy and impersonate other characters.
Magdalen challenges the notion that the charaetighsthe richest interiority are the most
interesting fictional characters.

Towards the beginning of the novel, Magdalen bexoimvolved in amateur theatricals,
and she declares, “I have the strongest intermaliction that | could act every character in the
play” (No Name34). Clearly, Magdalen’s “internal convictions’eaonly important insofar as
they express her ability to shape-shift and tramsfoerself. Magdalen takes on roles based on
the exigencies of the novel’s plot: to recoverititeeritance she and Norah have lost. By
espousing a more performative view of characteljrds sensation fiction poses a challenge to
the notion of character as conceived by the cowesbf the realist novéf. Emily Allen
astutely points our attention to the intrageneoimpetition between various types of novels:
“While there may be tension between the novel aedheater, it is much more common, and
much more interesting, for novels to use theatéjusd as a means of defining ‘themselves’ in
some sort of monolithic sense but of defining thelvess against other kinds of novels” (Allen
6). By affording theater and performativity suchraminent place in his novel, Collins defines

sensation fiction in distinction to the realist ebv

* Even Magdalen’s appearance challenges the notion that character is physiognomically legible. Magdalen’s
“plastic, ever-changing face” would frustrate the efforts of the physiognomist. Her countenance is remarkable for
its “strongly opposed characteristics” as well as its “extraordinary mobility,” signaling both potentiality and
changefulness, making it impossible to read (No Name 8). Like Captain Wragge’s “eyes of two different colors,”
Magdalen’s appearance signals her potential for duplicity (No Name 17).
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The novel opens with an idyllic domestic settiwyich is disturbed by an eruption of the
theatrical, setting the scene for the major theofi®é NameMuch like the domestic
performance oLovers’ Vowdn Mansfield Parkthe amateur production of Sheridaiitse
Rivalssignals the outbreak of familial conflict and ecagntanglements iNo Name“The bad
result of the acting,” predicts Magdalen’s oldestasi Norah, “will be the familiarity it is sure to
encourage between Magdalen and Francis Cl&feName38), just as the bad result of the
acting inMansfield Parkwas to encourage intimacy between Edmund BertradriMary
Crawford. However, Collins uses these scenes tosexpn even deeper antitheatrical prejudice
than the association of acting with libidinous desActing is inherently dangerous in the world
of No Namethe real reason that the theatricals are dangesdoecause they reveal Magdalen’s
skills as an actress. Miss Garth'’s “worst appretoensf results in connection with the theatrical
enterprise had foreboded levity of conduct with sarhthe gentlemen—she had not bargained
for this. Magdalen, in the capacity of a thougltlgsl, was comparatively easy to deal with.
Magdalen, in the character of a born actress, tinea serious future difficultiesNO Name43-
44). The Victorian prejudice that the actress wdarggerously seductive and sexually
promiscuous figure gives way to the deeper fearghegormance is subversive in and of itself.

Magdalen’s performance iFhe Rivalslike Fanny Janauschek’s @hesney Wold
involves playing the dual role of the lady and skeevant. Initially cast as the devious maid Lucy,
Magdalen picks up the second part of Julia whetthenactress leaves the company.
Magdalen’s performance in these two roles hightight differences between melodramatic and
naturalistic styles of acting. As Julia, “She wasssed very plainly in dark colours, and wore
her own hair; all stage adjuncts and alteratiorsdpting the slightest possible touch of rouge on

her cheeks) having been kept in reserve, to disdwes the more effectually in her second part.”
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(No Name47) Magdalen’s costume in the role of Julia isgerand subdued—more like a
normal middle-class woman'’s dress than a stagemmestHer costume and makeup for the part
of Lucy, by contrast, are highly theatrical, and arfact referred to as a disguise:
Magdalen’s disguised appearance at the end ofcthénahe character of Lucy—
with false hair and false eyebrows, with a brigéd-complexion and patches on
her cheeks, with the gayest colours flaunting indress, and the shrillest
vivacity of voice and manner—fairly staggered thidiance. They looked down
at their programmes, in which the representativieuafy figured under an
assumed name; looked up again at the stage; pttetne disguise; and vented
their astonishment in another round of applauseldoand heartier even than the
last. No Name48)
The repetition of the word “false” to describe Liscgostume highlights the artificiality of an
overtly theatrical performance, as opposed to #taralistic and subdued performance of Julia.
The gay colors and bright makeup also associatg with the sexual promiscuity of the actress,
by contrast with the ladylike Julia. The referete®&lagdalen’s second costume as a “disguise”
draws attention to the theatricality—and deceptegsa—of servants. Lucy’s duplicity in
Sheridan’s play primes the reader to distrust sgsvia this novel; Lucy uses her role as a go-
between among various couples in the play to lgreolwn pockets. Magdalen is also listed on
the program under “an assumed name” in the charattaicy, foreshadowing her later forays
into domestic service under false names.
However, it is not Magdalen’s melodramatic impeison of a servant that shocks her
family, but rather her decision to use her sisterdd as a model for the role of Julia: “Norah

detected, to her own indescribable astonishmeat Miagdalen had audaciously individualized
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the feeble amiability of Julia’s character, by s&gzno less a person than herself as the model to
act it by.” No Name48) Michael Meeuwis argues that amateur theafripggsented Victorian
audiences with models of emulable behavior and Were pedagogical and didactic exercises.
Meeuwis writes that domestic playacting was thelpob of a “culture premised on the theory
that human organisms innately replicate successiits that they see in public” (“Back
Drawing-Room” 427)No Nameby contrast, flips the paradigm so that the astan stage is
imitating a person she knows from “real life.” Thise of the real-life person as an imitable
model exposes the performative nature of sociakt@ven when they are not enacted onstage.
According to Meeuwis, the Victorians placed a “gahéaith in the space of amateur
performance as a laboratory for modeling emulableabior” (“Back Drawing-Room” 433But
whereas Meeuwis depicts this theatrical modelirdyiamtation as a largely positive process (the
Victorians place “faith” in it as a force for goodjollins’s novel draws attention to the way that
this theatrical modeling blurs the lines betweesathcality and authenticity. If one imitates the
kinds of behaviors one sees enacted onstage,@ge imitations equally theatrical, and
therefore, not genuine? In this case, imitatiorobees a hall of mirrors; Magdalen uses her sister
as a model for her theatrical performance, but Nerbehaviors have been held up to Magdalen
as exemplary in the past. Though the audience renigmorant of the model on which
Magdalen’s Julia is based, Norah realizes the darafeMagdalen’s imitation game, and
understands that Magdalen is mocking her exempld@it reproducing Norah'’s “little formal
peculiarities of manner and movement,” and mimigKithe very tone of [Norah’s] voice,”
Magdalen shows that these mannerisms are indeeld@ebut she simultaneously exposes
Norah’s behavior as performative in a negative sellagdalen transforms Norah'’s feminine

submissiveness into “feeble amiability.” Acting nuais instructed actors how to imitate real life
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convincingly, just as conduct manuals directed eemtiow to model their behaviors on the
“successful habits” of others. In other words, gbetiavior could be as much a duplicitous act
as Magdalen'’s theatrical performances. Magdalenfgersonation implies that Norah’s docility
could be a self-conscious performance, an actgritration or opportunism in a culture that
values those qualities in a woman.

Magdalen’s performance of respectability foresheslthe exposure of the domestic idyll
of the Vanstones’ family life as a charade or penfance. Collins reveals the secret of the novel
early on: Magdalen and Norah were born out of wadltheir parents were only pretending to
be husband and wife. After the sudden deaths ofakll. Mrs. Vanstone, the family skeletons
come out of the closet. Magdalen and Norah argitileate children, and cannot inherit their
father’s property. Norah resigns herself to hes, faut Magdalen uses her newfound skills as an
actress to get close to the male relatives who hdhearited the money, and gain access to the
inheritance through deception and disguise. Theeder of the novel follows these
impersonations and escapades, which ultimatelyotigucceed. A happy ending emerges out of
a series of unlikely incidents: Magdalen repente@fdeceptive ways, is punished with a fever,
and marries a sea captain; Norah accidentally fine$egal documents Magdalen was searching
for, and marries the eventual heir to her fathersey, after the less honorable male heirs die
off.

In his preface to the novel, Collins boils thismgmicated plot down to “the struggle of a
human creature, under those opposing influenc&oofl and Evil, which we have all felt,
which we have all known"™o Namexxvii). However, the plot of this novel is much redhan a

simple allegorical struggle between the powersgbitland darkness. In addition to critiquing
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social attitudes towards and laws governing iliegicy° Collins’s novel exposes the
theatricality of Victorian social roles. Respectiépicould easily be simulated, making it

difficult to tell a fake from the genuine articl€ollins uses this critique of the theatricality of

social roles to push the boundaries of genre. @otionstructs this novel as a series of dramatic

“scenes” loosely connected together with epistolargrludes, which he labels “between the
scenes”—like a layer cake of performative scenés together by epistolary icing. The

epistolary interludes represent the interiority arglicitly written narrative form of the realist

novel, whereas the scenes are like dramatic tablieahe Victorian drama. The sensation novel

is often accused of favoring plot over charactat,@ollins is not so much interested in plot as

linear narrative, as he is in incident, drama, exctement. Frequently improbable events move

the novel from one scene to another, or eldeus ex machinappears to move the plot on to the

next incident. (Captain Kirke is the clasdeus ex machinaho coincidentally appears at just
the right moment, in order to move Magdalen intoriepentant phase.) As Peter Ackroyd

observes, Collins and Poe have this trait in comrboth “were artists of the improbable, by

which they maintain the utmost verisimilitude irder to encompass the wildest impossibilities”

(Wilkie Collins68). Collins claims that he adhered throughoutplioé of No Namé‘to the truth
as it is in Nature,” but how natural is it to beeeed coincidentally by the son of the man who

rescued one’s fatheNo Namexxvii)? Or for all the intervening heirs to a forte to die off

%% As a social critique, No Name tackles the issue of inheritance laws for illegitimate children. Miss Garth, the girls’
governess, voices the opinion that the law that disinherits Magdalen and Norah is “a cruel law in a Christian
country” (No Name 109). The family lawyer Mr. Pendril agrees with her: “I am far from defending the law of
England, as it affects illegitimate offspring. On the contrary, | think it a disgrace to the nation. It visits the sins of
the parents on the children; it encourages vice by depriving father and mothers of the strongest of all motives for
making the atonement of marriage; and it claims to produce these two abominable results in the names of
morality and religion” (No Name 110). Collins had his own personal reasons to feel strongly about this issue; he
would later father three illegitimate children (two of them daughters) with his mistress Martha Rudd, but clearly
his ambivalence about marriage and illegitimacy was longstanding. Like the Vanstones, Collins and Rudd assumed
false names in order to maintain an appearance of respectability.
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conveniently? The anonymous reviewer for Atkenaeunwrote ofNo Name“Few, if any
other, novels could be named in which unforeseathds so frequently appealed to as an
incident necessary to carrying out the author’ppse. There are no fewer than five such
catastrophes...” (3 January 1863; Norman Page N2B)e of events ilNo Namés plot is
technically impossible, but they become increasimgbrobable because of their accumulation.
Collins was aware that reviewers found his plotprobable. In his preface Basil,
Collins defends himself against such charges ofatgbility by appealing to the conventions of
the theater:
Believing...that all the strong and deep emotiohgtvthe Play-writer is
privileged to excite, the Novel-writer is priviledj¢o excite also, | have not
thought it either politic or necessary, while adihgto realities, to adhere to
every-day realities only...Those extraordinary dents and events which happen
to few men, seemed to me as legitimate materialgiftion to work with—when
there was a good object in using them—as the arglmecidents and events
which may, and do, happen to us dlasil 4)
Here, in Emily Allen’s terms, Collins uses the figwof the theater to defend the type of fiction
he writes—sensation fiction based on extraordig@cidents and events, which excite strong
and deep emotions—from fiction based on “ordinaalities,” in other words, the realist novel.
Norah is a heroine in the mode of the realist havBo responds to the “ordinary
accidents” of life in a predictable way, but aftiee first “scene,” she retreats into the epistolary
interludes—the reader only has access to her pergpé¢hrough the letters she sends Miss
Garth, Magdalen, and Mr. Pendril. Norah does niarést Collins, and her interiority does

nothing to further the plot. By contrast, Magdateimpersonations and disguises propel the
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story forward, even though its resolution is ultietg not the result of her actions. It would be
untrue to say that Magdalen has no interiority,Hmrtinteriority is not the point. Even in the
scene in which Magdalen contemplates suicide (étieeamost inward of deliberations), she
makes her decision based on the number of shippdisa her window during a certain time
(Figure 9). Rather than use this opportunity tegive reader insight into Magdalen’s mind,

Collins relies on dramatic accident and chanceddyce suspense and sensation.

Figure 9: Frontispiece to the 1864 Samson Low one-volume edition of No Name, engraving based on Millais

In her willingness to transform herself in ordermatccomplish a single-minded goal,
Magdalen is the Victorian successor of Eliza Haywsa@ctress heroine, Fantomina (1725).
While Fantomina disguises herself as four differgainen in order to retain the attention of her
lover, Magdalen disguises herself repeatedly asgbdwer quest to claim her rightful inheritance.
As with Fantomina thetelosof Collins’s plot calls for the heroine to transfoherself, making

her interiority less important than the masks s®imes. Magdalen’s most frequent disguise is
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that of the servant, and her two major servant isgreations have important parallels. In both
situations, she has arival in the master’s “readant”: Noel Vanstone’s housekeeper Mrs.
Lecount and Admiral Bertram’s loyal servant Old MgzBut in both situations, Magdalen’s
servant impersonation exposes the disingenuougsiibsce of the actual servafitBoth Mrs.
Lecount and Old Mazey enact “pious frauds” agdinsir masters in order to gain power over
them. And in both cases, the master’s physicabiisaor debility makes this spurious
performance of servitude possible. Noel Vanstorenfeebled and effete, and therefore he is
easily manipulated by the clever Mrs. Lecount. AdinBertram’s somnambulism is a very
visible manifestation of his physical weaknesgrevent his master from wandering during the
night, Old Mazey sleeps across the threshold ofrfaister’s bedroom door. As with Hegel’s
master/servant dialectic, the physical soundnegsfd by the servant’s labor gives him power
over his master. The vacuum of power created bgral ineffectual male figures (Magdalen’s
father Andrew Vanstone, her love interest Frand@se; her cousin Noel Vanstone, and Admiral
Bertram are all absent or weak) allows women ta gawer over these men by a complex and
convincing performance of subservience. Gendersardality are both central aspects of these
performances, creating a slippage between vargmsale roles—the wife, the servant, the
actress, and the prostitute. At the most basid,|évese are some of the few occupations by
which a woman could support herself in Victoriargiamd. (It is also no coincidence that
Fantomina’s disguises also include a widow, a segmeid, and a prostitute.) Magdalen uses her
skills as a consummate actress to impersonatergsyamnd to convince her cousin to marry her.

For this use of her sexuality and gender to detnde, Magdalen could be considered a fallen

3 Again, | am indebted to Judith Butler’s theory of gender and performance outlined in Gender Trouble (1990). She
argues that the performance of gender that constitutes drag allows us to see how gender in general is a
performance. Similarly, | argue that the performance of servitude highlights the fact that the other “real” servants
are consciously performing a role.
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woman—the heroine’s name is an unsubtle indicatiah Collins wants to evoke this notion in
his reader’s mind, though the author is ultimatebsing the reader; Magdalen never becomes a
fallen woman; instead, more provocatively, she “esathe general sense of propriety [her]
“accomplice” No Name484).

Through her performance of these roles, Magdaéneas her acting style, moving from
a melodramatic to a naturalistic performance s@Halins’s depiction of the transition from
melodramatic to naturalistic performance styleghia novel anticipates the shift from the early
to mid-Victorian preference for melodrama to therenoaturalistic acting style practiced and
preferred in the late Victorian theater, and thmdstic focus that accompanied it.(dm Actors
and the Art of Acting1875), G. H. Lewes outlines the “truthfulnesstidnatural feeling” of the

”

naturalistic style of acting, which he contrastgdwihe “bombast,” “mouthing and rant” of
melodrama. But he also draws a distinction betwaaturalness” and “realism.” “Naturalness
being truthfulness,” writes Lewes, “it is obviolmat a coat-and-waistcoat realism demands a
manner, delivery, and gesture wholly unlike thetpoealism of tragedy and comedy; and it has
been the great mistake of actors that they haveftea brought with them into the drama of
ordinary life the style they have been accustornad the drama of ideal life” (Lewes 103). In
No NameMagdalen makes the mistake of bringing the drafdeal life into the drama of
ordinary life. She must learn to adjust her actityde from the melodramatic to the naturalistic,
and even further, she must adopt the “coat andtecaisrealism.” Lewes’s focus on items of
clothing makes his phrase an apt one for my prpjeetservant impersonator must attempt to
create a sense of realism precisely through theracg of her costume.

In the first of her disguises, impersonating hen@everness Miss Garth, Magdalen

finds it difficult to transition from an acting $éythat is appropriate to the stage, to an acting
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style suited to the subtler performance of sociahners in a drawing room. Magdalen is “fully
alive to the vast difference between a disguisenvbgrgas-light for the amusement of an
audience and a disguise assumed by daylight tavdettee searching eyes of two strangers,” but
she cannot make the shift immediately. “The artolwtsucceeded by gas-light failed by day.”
(No Name217) The contrast between daylight and gaslighgheasizes the artificial nature of the
stage as opposed to the untheatrical authentitineal life.”** To succeed in daylight,
Magdalen must make her costume, manner, and makdier and more naturalistic: more like
Julia, less like Lucy. In this endeavor she ultieasucceeds, because she realizes that
performances in daylight can be just as calculatetiduplicitous as those enacted in gaslight.

In her final and most audacious imposture, MagdaVeitches places with her maid
Louisa, who in turn got her place using a falseatiar. Instead of being angry with her maid
for deceiving her, Magdalen is sympathetic. “In yplace | should have gone into service with a
false character too,” Magdalen assures Nerlame498). Magdalen sympathizes with Louisa
because she has also played roles under falsenpesteand because Louisa is the mother of an
illegitimate child whose father cannot marry harfioancial reasons, just as Magdalen’s parents
could not get married. In exchange for the monayaory her child’s father and emigrate,
Louisa agrees to tutor Magdalen in a servant’segyaand help her gain a position as parlour
maid in the house of Admiral Bartram. When Louisat@sts that she cannot pass herself off as a
lady, Magdalen responds, “Shall | tell you whaadyl is? A lady is a woman who wears a silk
gown, and has a sense of her own importande’Name503). Reducing the societal role of

respectable lady to the silk gown and the perfoeant superiority, Magdalen essentially

3 Though, ironically, the advent of gaslight and the dimming of the lights in theaters—which encouraged a divide
between audience and stage, was a relatively recent innovation. Gaslight was introduced to the two legitimate
theaters in London in 1817. Previously, there would have been less distinction between audience and actors,
because the lights in the theater were not dimmed and the stage was not so brightly illuminated.
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claims that social roles are “skins to jump infto use Captain Wragge'’s phrase), requiring only
practice or good acting skills in order to pulliheff. Her belief that class cross-dressing works
both ways is truly radical; Louisa can become g kasleasily as Magdalen can become a maid.
Magdalen stresses the importance of appearartbe imring of a domestic servant, as in
the choice of a wife. Sexual attractiveness isnigportant qualification for both positions. “My
good looks are sadly gone off, | know. But I thirdan still look the parlour-maid whom
Admiral Bartram wants”"Nlo Name504). Though Magdalen practices the duties aritb siia
parlour-maid that she learned from Louisa, clotrang good looks are the crucial prerequisites
to passing oneself off as a serv&ullins implies that sexuality was part of the peniance of
servitude for female domestics. Magdalen’s serieodtume” at St. Crux is deliberately
alluring:
In this servant's costume—in the plain gown fastgmigh round her neck, in the
neat little white cap at the back of her head—ia #imple dress, to the eyes of all
men, not linen-drapers, at once the most modesthenchost alluring that a
woman can wear, the sad changes which mental mgfead wrought in her
beauty almost disappeared from view. In the eveoasgjume of a lady, with her
bosom uncovered, with her figure armed, rather thassed, in unpliable silk, the
admiral might have passed her by without noticeisnown drawing-room. In the
evening costume of a servant, no admirer of beemyd have looked at her once
and not have turned again to look at her for tlese time. No Nameb11)
In this passage, the narrator suggests that thernesof a servant is more “alluring” than that of

a well-dressed lady in evening clothes. The aitvageems to lie in the supposedly more
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“pliable” nature of the servant’s dress and theuséavailability (or vulnerability) it implies®
The narrative confirms that Magdalen’s performapicthe sexualized servant maid succeeds;
both Admiral Bartram and his servant Old Mazeyaagtivated by her, and the other female
servants instinctively dislike her. Admiral Bartraiso clearly expects “Louisa” to be pliable,
and to reshape her identity in order to please biwing Magdalen/Louisa yet another new
name: “What's your name, my good girl? Louisa{d shall call you Lucy, if you don't mind”
(No Nameb12). This new name is also an old one: Magdajaineassumes the name of the
servant character she played in the domestic thakstrcircling back to the role of Lucy.
Ironically, the woman who got her position as avast in his household under an assumed name
immediately changes it for another at the whimafimaster. Taking a new name and assuming
a new identity is only a crime when it is the sem&choice, rather than the master’s order.
This impersonation, like all of Magdalen’s impasts, ultimately fails. In the end, as in
Bleak Housgethe topsy-turvy world of theatricality gives whyynarrative closure. The real
servant triumphs over the false one; Old Mazeyhesdviagdalen red-handed (literally, with the
Secret Trust in her hand). Magdalen is punished, @mventional fallen women, with a severe
fever. Strong male figures are restored to powergddlen is rescued by the rugged Captain
Kirke, captain of the aptly named ship The Deliveea Magdalen transforms from a Fantomina
into a Pamela; she confesses her sins to Captéie Kia an epistolary message (to which the
reader has no access, however; her interioritjlipaque to us), and is rewarded for her
penitence when the gallant captain asks her toynham. And the novelistic heroine wins out
over the theatrical heroine; Norah finds the Setrest by accident, and marries George

Bertram, the eventual heir to her father’s fortune.

*The trope of the servant girl whose beauty is set off by “plain” or “simple” dress, of course, goes back to
Richardson’s Pamela (1742) whose “country garb” is so alluring to Mr. B. And the sexual allure or availability of the
servant is a major theme in She Stoops to Conquer (1773), a major 18" century text about servant impersonation.
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So far, so didactic. And yet, Victorian review&yand Magdalen’s punishment light in
proportion to her transgressions. Why did the \fietws find Magdalen such a dangerous
character? After all, she ot the fallen woman her name implies; sexual proniigési not one
of her crimes. Nevertheless, reviewd\af Namereveal a pattern of vituperation against
Magdalen. An unsigned review for tAdéghenaeuntomplained,

Magdalen, the perverse heroine, whose heart-wrandstrong desire to right a
cruel injustice caused by her and her sister’gitilmacy led her into crime,
falsehood, imposture, to the verge of theft eveteti off with a punishment
gentle in proportion to the unscrupulous selfissrasher character: a period of
agonized remorse and admitted failure—an illnesshwhrings her to death’s
door; but she is then dismissed to restored fortand marriage with a man worth
ten thousand of the fickle and feeble creature barwher affections had at first
fixed fast. (3 January 1863; Norman Page 131)

Margaret Oliphant, with her finger on the pulse/aftorian respectability, similarly lamented:
Mr. Wilkie Collins...has chosen, by way of making heroine piquant and
interesting... to throw her into a career of vulgad aimless trickery and
wickedness, with which it is impossible to havéhadow of sympathy, but from
all the pollutions of which he intends us to bedig¢liat she emerges, at the cheap
cost of a fever, as pure, as high-minded, and attesis as the most dazzling
white of heroines. The Magdalenldd Namedoes not go astray after the usual
fashion of erring maidens in romance. Her pollui®decorous, and justified by

law; and after all her endless deceptions and lblermarriage, it seems quite
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right to the author that she should be restoresbttety, and have a good husband
and a happy home. (“Novels” 170)

I quote from these reviews at length because letilewers use strikingly similar language to
identify Magdalen’s crimes, her insufficient pumsént, and her undeserved reward. In these
reviews, it appears that being an actress is asdaeing a fallen womaif especially when the
actress uses her skills to deceive a man into mmgrher. Oliphant is also angered by the fact
that Magdalensn’t a fallen woman (she is not your typical “erringidea”), and so her
pollution is “justified by law.” Her sins are expiily not sexual; she wants the money and
societal recognition she feels she deserves. Tdweallrestoring such an actress to fortune and
society angers both reviewers. A fallen woman egent and be rehabilitated, but a theatrical
conception of identity arouses deep anxieties ttdfian readers.

| have argued so far that Magdalen destabilizesyghical notions of character, not only
by impersonating other characters, but by remaiopaue to any efforts to penetrate her
interiority or analyze her psychology. Even Magd&eepentance and rehabilitation is not
sparked by her own personal decision or moral éalee doesn’t have a conversion moment or
a sudden conviction of wrong doing. Her efforts eigfail to attain their end, and she
“emerges” (to borrow Oliphant’s phrase) from traddre a changed character. She tears up the
Secret Trust and promises to part with her past'dg | have parted with those torn morsels of
paper,” but Magdalen has committed an unforgivabieshe exposed the hypocrisy of Victorian
respectability, and the fundamentally theatricai®af social roles. By performing convincingly

as servant, wife, and actress, Magdalen confirnfextReray’s misogynist assertion regarding

** The Victorian prejudice against the actress was surprisingly persistent. In 1898, Clement Scott declared, “It is
really impossible for a woman to remain pure who adopts the stage as a profession. Everything is against her. The
freedom of life, speech and gesture which is the rule behind the curtain render it almost impossible for a woman
to preserve the simplicity of manner which is her greatest charm. Her whole life is artificial and unnatural to the
last degree. Therefore it is an unhealthy life to live.” (“This Way to the Pit” 164).
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Becky Sharp, the actress/heroine/ahity Fair. “The best of women...are hypocrites. We don't
know how much they hide from us: how watchful tlaeg when they seem most artless and
confidential: how often those frank smiles whickyttwear so easily, are traps to cajole or elude
or disarm—I don't mean in your mere coquettesybut domestic models, and paragons of
female virtue” (Thackeray 167).

Fanny Price, oMansfield Parkis one of those domestic models, as well as being
heroine according to the realist tradition; heeirdrity is more striking than her actions. Sha is
conscientious objector to amateur theatricals,rafuses to participate. In reward for her virtue
and resolution, Fanny finally marries her cousidmiand Bertram. Magdalen, by contrast,
embraces domestic theatricals wholeheartedly, @ed fricks her cousin Noel into marrying her.
Magdalen is no Fanny Price. In fact, she is md&e the handsome rake and consummate actor
Henry Crawford. Whereas Fanny declares, “I canofyt Blenry anticipates Magdalen’s
declaration that she could “act every part in tlag’p “I really believe,” said he, “I could be fool
enough at this moment to undertake any characitetrer was written, from Shylock or
Richard Il down to the singing hero of a farcehia scarlet coat and cocked hat. | feel as if |
could be any thing or every thing, as if | couldtrand storm, or sigh, or cut capers in any
tragedy or comedy in the English language” (qtdi€da306). Henry’s theatrical ability is a sign
of his mutability and weak moral character; Magdagerformances reveal the theatrical
underpinnings of respectability and virtue. Forl@s| character is a performance, rather than
the expression of interiority or inwardness. Ireasation novel lik&No Nameestablishing the
interiority of the characters is not the point;teesl Collins creates dramatic incident and

excitement, by establishing dramatic “scenes” aadsforming the actress/heroine from one role
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to another. Like Fanny Janauschek and Margaretidniglagdalen is a quick-change artist

whose “stunts” keep her audience enthralled.

“And He Never Called Me Mother”: The Invisible Laloof Mothers, and Maternity as
Spectacle in East Lynne

Because of the long exposure time required fdy gdnotographs, it was difficult to
photograph children (at least when they were dlibetause they have trouble holding still for
long periods of time. To solve this problem, phoggpers often had mothers pose with their
children in photographs. But oddly enough, thes¢éhers and caretakers are concealed beneath a
curtain or a sheet of drapery, or disguised asaa.drar from being anomalous, thousands of
such portraits have been collected into a bookibgd Fregni NaglerThe Hidden Mother
(Figure 10). These photographs attempt to conbeatiother and efface her labor, yet her
presence as an invisible worker is obvious. Theseats are highly theatrical (like most
Victorian photography), staging the swathed mo#tsea backdrop or prop, but also asking the
viewer to suspend his disbelief and pretend thatsfit there. In effect, the photographer turns
the mother into an object: as functional as a abagurtain. By doing so, these photographs
highlight the vanishing act of motherhood in thelmineteenth century: presumed to be the
moral center of the domestic sphere, mothers weneentities as far as legal matters were
concerned, and the duties of motherhood were diviigt® paid and unpaid labor that was shared
with domestic servants. It is unclear in these pb@phs if the concealed woman is the mother

or a servant, and that is precisely the point.
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Figure 10: Two Portraits from Linda Fregni Nagler's book, The Hidden Mother (2013)

The adulterous heroine of Ellen Woo&ast Lynng1861-1862) is also a mother hidden
in plain sight. After leaving her home with her éoyIsabel returns to tend to her children,
disguised as a governess. Lady Isabel’s disguissale the contradictions inherent in the
definition of motherhood in the mid-Victorian pedioViothers were expected to be totally
devoted to their children, and yet had no legditsdo custody if their husbands divorced or
separated from them for any reason. Even afterli@arborton’s famous campaigns of the
1830s, only wealthier mothers could afford to penithe court to consider custody. For middle-
and upper-class women, motherhood was a full-tinpaid vocation, and yet the everyday dirty-

work of raising children was often consigned to kiog-class women such as governesses and
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nursemaids, who were paid for their services. Bguising the mother as a servant or working
woman, Wood reveals the inconsistencies in theladgeal, social, and legal definitions of
motherhood.

Ellen Wood’sEast Lynnaramatizes the anxieties of a society rocked biglietive
change to definitions of marriage and the questigwoif traditional domestic roles for women.
The recently passed Matrimonial Causes Act (18=ardivorces easier to obtain, especially
for men® As with many innovations in science, technology &w in the nineteenth century,
this new law clashed with older accepted beliefshis case with biblical injunctions against
divorce. The novel's sensational plot revolves atbthe heroine’s departure from and return to
East Lynne, her ancestral home. Both times IsabakEVleaves and returns to East Lynne, she
suffers a fall in class status. Born into the hcasan aristocrat, Isabel leaves it penniless when
her dissolute father dies. She returns to the hasighe wife of Archibald Carlyle, the middle-
class lawyer who has bought the house. She leardausband, her children, and the house later
in the book, seduced by an aristocratic villain velbavinces her that her husband is in love with
a neighbor named Barbara (the ultimate “girl neodrd stereotype). Archibald divorces Isabel
when she commits adultery, but he still waits tbrgenarried until he learns of her death in a
sensational train accident. That news turns obettalse; Isabel is disfigured by the accident,
but not killed. Divorced and repentant, Isabel mesuto the house once more, disguised as a
governess, and using the pseudonym “Madame Vingtder to be near her children again. The
“cross she must bear” as punishment for her agyligto remain in the household incognito.
Isabel cannot reveal herself to her children, draohusband, who is now married to Barbara. In

one of the novel’s most dramatic scenes, Isabektéer son as he dies of consumption, and

*> Men only had to prove adultery on the wife’s part, whereas women suing for divorce had to provide evidence of
additional “aggravated cruelty” on the part of the husband.
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cannot reveal to him that she is his mother. Woad\g!| has all the titillation of a bigamy plot,
even though bigamy was no longer a major issulistitne. When Archibald discovers the
deception, he feels he has committed bigamy, actptd his Christian beliefs, if not according
to secular law®

In addition to the anxieties surrounding the d&bn of marriage in the face of new
divorce laws, the novel draws attention to the yaeehuous position of the mother in the
Victorian home. Wood’s novel raises the questioma¥\tonstitutes adequate compensation—
legal, monetary, societal—for the multivalent labbmotherhood—emotional, physical,
psychological? Victorian readers found themselyasgathizing with Isabel in spite of their
better judgment, showing that sympathies wereishifnh favor of the mother, and that the
ideology of separate spheres was breaking downiriage of Isabel suffering in silence at the
deathbed of her child drew on the conventions dbdrama to the confusion of Victorian
morality. Isabel’s suffering struck a chord withct¥érian readers, and her story was so popular
that it was adapted numerous times for the stagmgrhing one of the most famous melodramas
of the Victorian period. In theatrical adaptatia@ig€ast Lynneaudiences’ sympathy for Isabel’s
plight (in spite of her status as an adulterougfialvoman) was even more pronounced.

Playing the role of governess to her own childisabel simultaneously dramatizes the
plight of the mother and the predicament of theegpgss. Mary Poovey argues that the

governess poses a threat to the ideology of sepsphteres; she blurs the boundaries between

3 However, it is important to note that New Testament teachings are divided on the subject. It depends on
whether you read the gospel of Mark, where Jesus states, “Whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry another,
committeth adultery against her,” (Mark 10:11, KJV), or the gospel of Matthew, where the corresponding
statement includes an important exception clause: “Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for
fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery” (Matthew 19:9, KJV). The exception clauses permits
divorce in cases of adultery, whereas the first statement admits of no such exceptions. Archibald Carlyle clearly
adheres to the stricter commandment. The strictness of his adherence to the more restrictive of the two Biblical
interpretations is even more interesting because Carlyle is a lawyer by profession.
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the public sphere of work (an economic system baseitie exchange of money, goods and
services), and the private sphere of the homeffaot&e economy in which emotional and
moral transactions are paramount) (See Poovey TBé)anomalous position of the governess
was a rich subject for fiction, and Isabel is tived literary descendent of Jane Eyre, among
other heroines. Lady Eastlake’s reviewdahe Eyrds infamous for its condemnation of the
novel as an “anti-Christian composition” whose lgds an “unregenerate and undisciplined
spirit,” but in a less frequently quoted passagal\LEastlake provides a lengthy plea on behalf
of the “cause of governesses,” who were of negedsitwn from the downwardly mobile classes
in order to have the necessary skills and refineret qualified them for the position, as well
as the pecuniary need for a profession: the gogsrfie a needy lady...[who] is left to the
mercy...of the family that engages her” (Eastlake, 178, 179). The family that employs a
governess is benefitting from the misfortunes bkas. The governess was also a peculiarly
isolated figure, since she was more educated atter leed than most of the servants, but was
required to observe the “invisible but rigid lineéparating her from her employers (Eastlake
177). While Eastlake sympathized with the privasiohthe governess’s situation, she also
argued that the employment of a governess neggpi@ffdcts the mother, by leaving her nothing
to do with her time:
Women, whose husbands leave them in peace fromimgatih night, for
counting-houses or lawyers’ offices—certainly letivem with nothing better to
do than to educate and attend to their children—tmowx, forsooth, be keeping
ill-paid governesses for those duties which oneldibope a peeress only
unwillingly relinquishes. Women, from whom sociegguires nothing but that

they should quietly and unremittingly do that fdniah their station offers them
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the happy leisure, must now treat themselves tobti@sepro-mammasvho,
owing to various causes, more or less distressiangg become so plentiful that
they may be hadheap If more governesses find a penurious maintenéyce
these means, more mothers are encouraged to ndgisetduties, which, one
would have thought, they would have been as jeadbas of that first duty of all
that infancy requires from them. (Eastlake 180, lessfs original)
Of course, this portion of Eastlake’s rant is mapglicable to Isabel’s situation than to Jane
Eyre’s plight. Archibald leaves Isabel alone aly dehen he goes to his lawyer’s office, and she
has nothing productive to do with her time, sintedister Cornelia acts as a sort of governess
who manages the children. According to Eastlakeh sun arrangement is harmful to both
governess and mother: the governess is underpaddha mother has no useful occupation. The
neologism “pro-mamma” points to the simultaneowsfgssionalization of motherhood that the
governess represents, and the evacuation of thelanbther’s duties. Lady Eastlake points out
that hiring a governess is a marker of class-staiusssence, the family is buying the mother’s
leisure time when it pays a governess (howevéeg)itBy combining the roles of biological
mother with governess in the person of Lady IsalMalpd is making a similar commentary to
Lady Eastlake: the novel points to the burdens ealehcreates for women, while imagining a
way in which the two roles might be (re)combinetbiane. Lady Isabel was a highly
sympathetic figure for Victorian readers and audésnacross the class spectrum; no matter the
reader’s class status, she could likely sympathite some aspect of Lady Isabel’s experience.
Elizabeth Steere interprets Isabel's downward $octdbility in a largely positive light,
arguing that “When she plays the role of ‘MadameéVihe governess, Isabel is paradoxically

allowed more mobility within her home and is legbject to surveillance than she was as a

84



lady” (Steere 117 ). Steere claims that Isabebguise is part of the “bourgeois ethos of self-
help” and that her fall in class status allowsteerork towards the kind of role as a mother that
she chooses for herself, rather than followingetkgectations prescribed for her. It is true that
Isabel is allowed more proximity to her childrenaagoverness, than she was as a middle-class
wife; the class-based definition of motherhoodaties that upper-class women delegate the dirty
work of child-rearing to lower-class women. Howevers going too far to say that Isabel
“actively takes control of her own life and becoma@sautonomous woman,” by impersonating a
governess (Steere 59). Such an optimistic readdgtents the long passages in the novel
describing Isabel’'s physical and emotional suffgries well as her lack of freedom to express
her love for her children and Archibald openly wisée is in disguise. In place of Steere’s rose-
colored glasses, | would like to replace the bliasges of Madame Vine that allow Isabel to see
the gendered power dynamics of the domestic spher@ew light’ Isabel’s disguise reveals
that the ideology of separate spheres (public, @oary male vs. domestic, affective, female)
breaks down because motherhood is bifurcated mthgnd unpaid labor, with the mother as
moral influence or angel in the house, and the gmss as surrogate mother who is paid for her
services.

East Lynnallustrates the contest between overlapping amaesiones conflicting legal,
moral, and economic or class-based definitions @herhood. The mother was endowed with
great moral authority within the household, butnged little or no legal protection. She was the
model on which character is based, according tecasitof conduct books, such as Sarah Lewis
and Samuel Smiles. “The moral destinies of the aybtlewis declares grandly, ¥Woman'’s

Mission “depend not so much upon institutions, or upamcation as upon moral influence. The

> The glasses are variously described as blue and green in different parts of the novel, but are only one part of the
elaborate disguise Isabel assumes.

85



most powerful of all moral influences is the matdrh(qtd. Maunder ed. 727) Samuel Smiles
similarly opines,
It is because the mother, far more than the fathBuences the actions and
conduct of the child, that her good example iscofreich greater importance in
the home. It is easy to understand how this shbelgo. The home is the
woman’s domain—her kingdom, where she exercisasearuntrol. Her power
over the little subjects she rules there is abeollihey look up to her for
everything. She is the example and model constaefigre their eyes, whom they
unconsciously observe and imitate. (Smiles 36)
Smiles succinctly summarizes the ideology of sapaspheres: “home is the woman’s domain”
where she exerts her influence, and exercises aureeaf power and control. However, that
power and control are dependent on her meetingoteiens as a moral paragon, and she has no
legal recourse if the husband can prove that seebiamet those moral obligations. The
Matrimonial Causes Act of 1857 made divorces edsiebtain, but laws for infant custody that
were favorable to women were not put in place W8i3.East Lynnaedramatizes the anxieties
surrounding this change in the laws, which createift between legal and traditional definitions
of marriage and motherhood.

In addition to the shifting legal terrain surrourgimotherhood, there was a gap between
lower- and upper-class expectations for motheradraclass women did not have the luxury of
dividing the duties of motherhood into paid and aiddabor, though they could share their
labors with other female relatives. The duties otmerhood for middle- and upper-class women
were often delegated to governesses and othemdsrdde mother was expected to be the moral

paragon that the children imitated, but the govesnveould do most of the dirty work of raising
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and teaching the children. Isabel resents thisragpa when she is an upper-class mother. When
she wants to take the children to the seasideh@thher husband and sister-in-law will not
allow it. Ironically, when Isabel returns to Eastine as the governess Madame Vine, she has
more access to the children and more liberty toesgher emotions around them. Isabel and
Barbara present two alternative models of mothexhtvonically, as a born aristocrat, Isabel
desires the closer bond associated with an attaghmadel of parenting, whereas the middle-
class Barbara aspires to a more aristocratic verdionotherhood:
“Now, what | trust | shall never give up to anotheill be thetraining of my
children...Let the offices, properly belonging tawse, be performed by the
nurse—of course, taking care that she is thoroughbe depended on. Let her
have therouble of the children, their noise, their romping; irogh let the
nursery be her place and the children’s place.lBope | shall never fail to
gather my children round me daily, at stated pesidor higher purposes, to instill
into them Christian and moral duties; to striveégach them how best to fulfil
life’s obligations.Thisis a mother’s task—as | understand the questardr do
this work well, and the nurse can attend to theréd/ood 464-465, original
emphasis)
Barbara perfectly articulates the ideology of safmspheres Samuel Smiles outlines, as if she is
the personification of a Victorian conduct booke&ngues that the mother is an important moral
influence, but distinguishes between “training” &trduble” (i.e. work). The mother should

ideally not be a worker within the home, accordinghis logic, but rather a teacher and model
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to imitate®® And yet Victorian reviewers disliked Barabara, e#eough she articulates orthodox
views of motherhood, and found themselves sympathizith Isabel in spite of themselves.
Victorian reviewers who had difficulties with Ciolt’'s Magdalen had equal trouble with
Wood's “Magdalen,” though for opposite reasons. fimine ofNo Nameis not a fallen
woman, but reviewers thought she deserved a hapsimshment; Wood’s heroine, by contrast,
is an adulterous fallen woman, and yet Victorian eea@nd reviewers sympathized with her in
spite of their better judgment. Margaret Oliphding same reviewer who said it was “impossible
to have a shadow of sympathy” with Collins’s acdreeroine Magdalen, was begrudgingly
fascinated by Lady Isabel:
[The novel] is occupied with the story of a womamowpermitted herself, in
passion and folly, to be seduced from her husblaram first to last, it is she
alone in whom the reader feels any interest. Heéuous rival we should like to
bundle to the door and be rid of anyhow. The Mag&lerself, who is only
moderately interesting while she is good, becomgsoon as she is a Magdalen,
doubly a heroine. It is evident that nohow, exdspher wickedness and
sufferings, could she have gained so strong alnaich our sympathies. This is
dangerous and foolish work, as well as false, bothrt and Nature. Nothing can

be more wrong and fatal than to represent the #amheice as a purifying, fiery

*® Questions surrounding class, labor, and motherhood continue to vex us in the 21° century, though for very
different reasons. A lively debate centers around the question of whether stay-at-home motherhood is regressive
from a feminist standpoint, or whether it can be reclaimed as a choice of vocation that women should be
empowered to make. In an exposé of the lives of wealthy mothers on the Upper East Side in Manhattan,
Wednesday Martin is horrified that some women receive “wife bonuses,” or payments from their husbands in
exchange for satisfactory performance of their “job.” In response, Amanda Marcotte argues that if we want to
think of stay-at-home motherhood as a full-time job, we shouldn’t be so incensed by the idea of “wife bonuses.”
However, she fails to acknowledge that women with husbands wealthy enough to pay them such dividends likely
also employ household help such as housekeepers, nannies, aux pairs, or cleaning ladies. (See Martin, “Poor Little
Rich Women,” and Marcotte, “What’s Wrong with ‘Wife Bonuses’?”) Also relevant to the question of motherhood,
economics and labor is the debate surrounding the issue of paid maternity leave.
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ordeal, through which the penitent is to come d@kyand sublimed. (“Sensation

Novels” 567)
Oliphant admits that Barbara, Isabel’s “virtuousli is not sympathetic, and is in fact rather
irritating. Isabel manages to wrest the story afvam Barbara, as deftly as Magdalen steals the
limelight from her “good” sister, Noraltast Lynnds ostensibly a cautionary tale, deterring
wives and mothers from committing adultery, butlileeoine’s excessive suffering and emotion
work against the didactic purpose of the text. dipiction of the character’s suffering, as
Oliphant notes, gains a hold upon the reader’s syiyan spite of the narrator’s efforts to make
her situation seem undesirable. Wood presents bealitale in the form of a sensational story,
which appeals to the sympathetic emotions arougdubbily experience, rather than to the
cognitive functions necessary to the formulatiod aomprehension of social orthodoxies. The
character of Isabel transcended the moral confekieostory, and the novel got out of Wood'’s
control, not least because it was ultimately popzdal by its adaptations for the stage.

East Lynn&s melodramatic plot made it a rich source for dasimmaterial, and

adaptations of Wood’s novel were immensely popW#acording to the British Library, “a
staged version dtast Lynnevas performed somewhere in the English-speakintpvevery
Saturday night for forty year$®Like sensation fiction, melodrama appeals primgadlthe
“nerves,” body, and emotions, rather than to thgndove functions. As Peter Brooks points out,
melodrama relies heavily on gesture to expressitinaions of its characters, and muteness is a

common theme in melodrama—for both thematic anch&reasons’ Brooks writes that “[the

%% See British Library website: “Learning: English Timeline, Melodrama: East Lynne by Ellen Wood”
http://www.bl.uk/learning/timeline/item126924.html (web, accessed 18 May 2015)

“n England, the Licensing Act of 1737 restricted the performance of “legitimate spoken drama” to two patent
theaters, Drury Lane and Covent Garden. Carolyn Williams writes, “All other theatrical productions were deemed
‘illegitimate,” and they could not be performed at all, unless they highlighted their difference from spoken drama.
Many inventive ways were found to evade this restriction” (C. Williams 198). In the case of melodrama, a set of
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inarticulate cry and gesture] mark a kind of faulgap in the code [of language], the space that
marks its inadequacies to convey a full freigh¢mfotional meaning. In the silence of this gap,
the language of presence and immediacy, the ptanglage, is born anew” (Brooks 67).
Melodrama champions the powerless and dispossems@aften represents this lack of agency
as muteness. Isabel approximates the mute figureetddrama irfcast Lynngher subordinate
status as servant and her position as an imposteemt her from expressing her emotions,
which she vents in gesture, tears, and inarticdaés, as well as involuntary physiological
responses such as blushing. In the famous scandlf's death, Isabel’s grief transcends
language, and must also be suppressed in the peeséher husband and the household:
Down on her knees, her face buried in the counterpa corner of its stuffed into
her mouth that it might help to stifle her agongek Lady Isabel. The moment’s
excitement was well-nigh beyond her power of endceaHer own child; his
child; they alone around its death-bed, and shétmgt ask or receive from him
a word of comfort, of consolation! (Wood 649)
Isabel is literally, enforcedly mute; she has ankét in her mouth! “Mute gesture is an
expressionistic means,” writes Brooks, “to rendeamnings which are ineffable, but nonetheless
operative within the sphere of human ethical retathips” (Brooks 72). Isabel’s sufferings often
exceed the capacity of speech; the narrator, biyastnis never at a loss for words. The novel’s
narrator provides a verbal gloss on Isabel’'s mestugesEast Lynnéborrows these mute
gestures and expressionistic emotions from melodyamaking it unsurprising that the novel

was easy to adapt for the stage. Isabel’s matemations appealed to the sympathy of readers

coded gestures and music supplied the expression in place of speech. Though the licensing act was repealed in
1843, the aesthetic effects and formal elements of melodrama remained popular and influential in British theater.
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via the nerves of the body, whereas the narratemgits to appeal to their sense of morality and
social norms.

Ann Cvetkovich argues that sensation is a coasewvforce: “Rather than leading to
social change, the expression of feeling can beamrend in itself or an individualist solution to
systemic problems” (Cvetkovich 1). However, theariadaptations dtast Lynneshow that
sympathy can be a subversive and progressive fdicerian readers and reviewers
sympathized with Lady Isabel in spite of her depa&from Victorian ideals of womanhood.
Theatrical adaptations allowed audiences to syngetven more freely with Lady Isabel than
readers of the novel were able to do, becaus¢haarical production, the voice of the didactic
narrator is removed. Additionally, Lady Isabel’sfeting has to be openly expressed as direct
address to the audience, rather than by meansefrfdirect discourse or indirect reporting of
thoughts. And thirdly, the physical embodimenttt# ictress onstage enlists the audience’s
sympathies in a more direct way than the fictiartadracter comprised of words on the page.
Elizabeth McClure points out that “sympathy is urstieod as primarily emotional and
imaginative,” but she argues that “There is anosiind of nineteenth-century thinking,
however, that connects sympathy to more physiotbgitocesses, even going so far as to root
the emotional experience of sympathy in the phggiical processes of the body” (McClure 12).
Conservative critics were quick to point out thexsisation fiction appeals to the non-rational (and
therefore dangerously amoral or even immoral) etésnef bodily experience. “Sensation
writing is an appeal to the nerves rather thaméoheart,” opined a writer ifhe Christian
Remembrancen 1864. The visual and audible elements of attloah performance appealed
directly to the audience’s sympathy via the phygicaf the dramatic medium and the

embodiment of the actress on stage.
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Even the climactic scene of the narrative shiltetiveen novel and stage adaptation. On
29 May 1862, Wood wrote a letter to her publisheow the illustrations to accompany the 6-
shilling, one-volume edition dtast LynneShe complained about both the quality of the
illustrations and the selection of scenes chosédre tilustrated; insisting, “I urged upon Mr
Bentley, both to himself personally and by letteattthe chief illustration ought to be the
principle scene of the book which is, beyond dotli#,death scene of Lady Isabel—where she is
parting with Mr Carlyle” (qtd. Maunder ed. 696-69YYood may have considered Isabel’s death
scene the principle scene of the book, but audgottheatrical adaptations were most affected
by the melodramatic deathbed scene of Isabel angll€a child William; this scene is often
represented on promotional posters and ephemeraiteing for productions of the plays
(Figure 11). Itis no accident that one of the nfastous and oft-quoted lines from this novel
actually comes from Palmer’s dramatic adaptatiod, that this line expresses, not a judgment
on Isabel, but Isabel’s poignant grief that hetccdied while she was disguised as a servant:
“Oh, Willie, my child dead, dead, dead! and he méwyew me, never called me mother!”
(Scullion 336). This line never occurs in the nowelt became engrained in the popular
imagination, due to the popularity of Palmer’s adtipn. Though Palmer’s line might strike us
as overly melodramatic and verbose, the first-petgterance is more direct and affecting than
the stilted prose and indirect third-person spaeaiood’s novel, where the equivalent of this
line reads: “Beseeching him to come back to hargha might say farewell; to her, his mother;
her darling child, her lost William.” (Wood 652) Wd'’s line effaces Isabel as the subject of the
sentence, reducing her to the pronoun “her.” Pagtiexe, by contrast, uses direct address;
Isabel states her feelings to the audience usmjt-person pronoun. This scene struck a

nerve for Victorian audiences, and was the onerthagwers tended to focus on. The drama
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critic for theNottingham Daily Guardiameported the powerful effect the actress had on he
audience, performing this scene:
Miss Robertson as the Lady Isabel acted with patindspower that were most
impressive, thoroughly enlisting the sympathiethefaudience. She was
especially affecting in the scene where the Ladpéstends the death bed of her
darling boy and may not own her child. The angwish mother under this cruel
prohibition was touchingly delineated. (qtd. Maundd. 742, see Figure 11 for

scene, and Figure 12 for actress)

The reviewer’s choice of words is telling; “the
sympathies of the audience” are enlisted on
behalf of the mother, who suffers
“anguish...under this cruel prohibition.” Rather
than moralize about Isabel’s sins, and view
Isabel’s suffering as a just punishment, the
reviewers and audience merely see a sufferin . 
mother, who because of the cruel prohibition
the laws of custody, must resort to disguise in | _‘

order to be with her dying child. This shift in

sympathies is a result of the adaptatiofast

G

Lynnefrom didactic novel to melodramatic play9"/¢ 11 %Ada Gray in the New East Lynne, " promotional
poster featuring the iconic scene of Willie's death, circa

1894
without a narrative voice to comment on Isabel

actions, audiences are more likely to extend theimpathy to the adulterous mother. Like a

more garrulous and less philosophical version adrGe Eliot's magisterial narrative voice,
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Wood'’s sententious narrator does not shy away floattly addressing the reader and telling
her (the reader is almost always gendered femdtash Lynnghow to judge the characters’
actions, and apply the lessons gleaned from the@loer own life. The tone and rhetoric of the
narrator is often reminiscent of the conduct masé@l wives and mothers that were so popular
during this period. Here are two representativesagass in which Wood’s narrator directly
addresses the female reader:
Young lady, when he, who is soon to be your lord sraster, protests to you that
he shall always be as ardent a lover as he is beleve him if you like, but don’t
reproach him when disappointment comes. (Wood 247)
Oh, reader, believe me! Lady—wife—mother! should goer be tempted to
abandon your home, so will you waken! Whatevetgmaay be the lot of your
married life, though they may magnify themselvegdar crushed spirit as
beyond the endurance of woman to bear, resolvedothem... (Wood 334)
In William’s deathbed scene in the novel, the narrbkewise holds Isabel up as a negative
example; don’t commit adultery and leave your aieifdif you don’t want to suffer like Isabel
does. Isabel recollects her worst fears for heriage, and how her jealousy of Barbara brought
these fears to fruition:
She, dead; Barbara exalted to her place, Mr. Gaslyife, her child’s
stepmother!... But it had all come to pass. Shelnadght it forth. Not Mr
Carlyle; not Barbara; she alone. Oh, the dreadfsém of the retrospect! (Wood
652)
Though the narrative voice utilizes free indireiscdurse, Isabel crucially never says any of this

out loud. But in the dramatic version of the pléne didactic voice of the narrator is removed,
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and the audience is left only with direct, dramatic
utterance and unmediated emotion. The image of
Isabel kneeling at the side of her son’s deathbed,
when removed from the narrative context turning
it into a cautionary tale, could be considered as
powerful an appeal for the rights of divorced and
separated mothers to custody of their children as
any penned by Caroline Norton in the 1830s. Full
custody rights were granted to mothers in England
in 1873, one year before the staging of Palmer’s

adaptation; the tide of sympathy, both legal and

Figure 12: Madge Kendal (née Robertson) and her husband Iiterary, had turned in favor of the mother.
William Kendal, who portrayed Isabel and Archibald Carlyle

;”8%"\/ ”_’C"tg’r’i‘;f; Zﬁfffng ,5‘)7“ Lynne (photo circa We see a similar movement of sympathy
toward erring mothers in a contemporary theatickptation of Dickens’Bleak HouseWe
know that Sir Leicester Dedlock would have forgives wife, but she dies before she can
receive this forgiveness. In H. A. Randle and Fadaryauschek’s 1874 dramatic adaptation of
Bleak Housghowever, Sir Leicester accompanies Bucket ankeEsind finds Lady Dedlock
dying, but still alive. “May Heaven forgive you deat wife even as | forgive,” Sir Leicester
absolves his wife before she dies, and urges h@&egin the world, begin the world anew.”
Instead of closing a chapter, as it does in theehalis is the last scene before the final curtain
of the play. In this redemptive adaptation, théefalwvoman can atone for her sins through

suffering, rather than simply being punished fanth Though Dickens does not explicitly

advocate for any changes in the laws regardingiaggiand motherhood Bleak Housgthe

95



characters and institutions that personify secatal religious law in the novel— Tulkinghorn,
Chancery, and Esther’'s Aunt—are all representeddiudisfying and deadening forces. By
contrast, figures who represent forgiveness andn@gtion in the novel—Esther, Woodcourt,
Sir Leicester, and Jarndyce—have no interest ial legtters of crime and punishment, but
rather in healing and growth. However, the novaVés it an open question whether Lady
Dedlock’s death is a punishment for her sins. But®74, when Randle’s theatrical adaptation
was staged, audiences were more receptive to ¢aethéit a fallen woman could be redeemed.
The husband’s forgiveness of his wife’s sexualsodBtions moves from an unfulfilled

possibility in the novel to a tangible and fulfdieeality in the play.

“In Cap and Apron”: The Rise of the New Woman antié¢ Decline of Servanthood

Thirty years after Mrs. Paschal made her debonasof the first “lady detectives,” an
American journalist named Elizabeth Banks publisadok calledCampaigns of Curiosity
(1894), a firsthand account of Banks'’s investigagioto the lives of working women in
London. A “stunt journalist” in the manner of NellBly, Banks was famous for her disguises,
including a laundress, flower girl, crossing sweaepat first and most famously, a housemaid
for the “In Cap and Apron” series. Banks earnedliverg by her pen, producing sensational
“copy” for the The Weekly Suand other newspapers. Like Magdalen Vanstone saizkl Vane,
Banks got a job as a housemaid using a false diea@td a false name: Elizabeth Barrows.
Banks’s saucy journalistic persona aroused a hegledte about the appropriate boundaries of
women’s work, revealing anxieties about the indregy artificial nature of the home as a

theatrical space in which gender and class roles aeted with increasing self-consciousness.
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We have seen the negative responses of revieaés fictional servant impersonators
Magdalen Vanstone and Isabel Vane. The press ceadtie equal vitriol to this real-life servant
impersonator, but debates revolved not so muchndrthe rights or wrongs of Banks’s
deception, but rather around the issue of her wtiness:* Did this female journalist depart
from the rules of decorum governing her sex? Rdtreer training herself to become a “real”
domestic servant, Banks always privileged her &ctceupation of journalist, and saw her task
as the collection of information, rather than tequasition of domestic skills. Banks and one of
her employers nearly came to blows over her inghii wash floors properly. Alice Meynell
denounced Banks for her lack of femininity, appeglio readers of theall Mall Gazette
“[does] there actually breathe a woman in whomdbmestic instinct is so dead as thfé7he
harsh disparagement of Banks’s “campaign” in tlesgreveals the contested boundaries of
legitimate forms of female employment. How could@man appropriately earn her living in
Victorian England? The critique of both the fictsdicharacter and the female journalist as
“‘unwomanly” reveals the anxieties surrounding woisevork, and the theatricality of the
domestic sphere. Seth Koven astutely points out‘Tee rise of the female undercover reporter
in the slums coincided not only with the maniaglumming in late-Victorian London but with
the emergence of the New Woman both as a subjdiction and as a way to talk about newly

emerging constructions of femininity” (Koven 142).

* The critics of Banks’s “Cap and Apron” series also triumphantly proclaimed that they had detected Banks’s true
nationality, through her usage of “vulgar American” phrases. Banks claimed in response that she had not intended
to deceive, but merely to put the matter of nationality into the background:

‘When | wrote my “In Cap and Apron” experiences for the Weekly Sun, | determined to say nothing about my
nationality, and in correcting the proof | thought | divested the narrative of all obvious Americanisms. But, alas! it
was the “wash bowls” and “pitchers” that betrayed me. “Does not Miss Banks know how to use proper English,
that she says ‘bowl’ instead of basin, and ‘pitcher’ instead of jug?” wrote an irate matron to one of the papers, and
the Editor of the Weekly Sun was severely criticised for allowing “vulgar American” to appear in its columns.’
(Banks x).

*2 “The Wares of Autolycus,” Pall Mall Gazette (November 22, 1893).
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Even today, critics disparage Banks for the shalkess of her social commentary and the
superficiality of her depiction of social issuebeSmploys humor so liberally that it is
sometimes difficult to take her seriously. In respe to
a seamstress’s claim that the domestic servarpy'sucd
apron are “badges of slavery,” Banks responds
frivolously, “For my own part, | had always insidte
that no Paris milliner could manufacture any headge
more becoming to the majority of women than the
white ruffled cap of the domestic servant emplolgged
members of the upper classes. A pretty maid, to my
mind, was much prettier with a cap than without,one

while the face of an ugly girl was also improveditiy

(Banks 6)*° Banks seems to be missing the point, and

“ELIZABETH BARROWS," HOUSEMAID,
(From a Photograph by the London Stercoscopic Company.)

Figure 13: Studio Potrait of Elizabeth Banks as transforming an issue of labor conditions and saathsl
Elizabeth Barrows, Housemaid

of living into an issue of fashion. Similarly, & easy to
scoff at Banks when she refuses to take one ituatcause the potential mistress forbids her
maids to wear their hair with a “fringe” (i.e. ba)gBanks’s critigue seems especially shallow
when contrasted to with more serious investigatafrdomestic service coming out around the
same time, such as Clementina Black’s article “Disdike to Domestic ServiceThe
Nineteenth CentupyMarch 1893).
But perhaps Banks’s flighty and humorous persomeeals a deeper critique of the

conditions of Victorian domestic service. Banksigersonation of a domestic servant points to

* Once again, we see the paradoxical appeal of the maid servant’s plain dress, as with Magdalen’s use of the
alluring maid’s costume at St. Crux. Perhaps the legacy of this concept for our culture today is the “sexy maid”
costume (usually of the French variety) so prevalent at Halloween and fancy dress occasions.
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the theatricality of domestic service and the hasea theatrical space. Even Banks'’s elaborately
posed studio photograph, which Seth Koven critcioe being so overtly theatrical and fake,
points to the idea of the servant as actress . dstidiged photograph, we see Banks dressed in cap
and apron, leaning demurely over a chair, a dusiioifp in her hand. She gazes out self-
consciously at the viewer. A conservatory windourtain and wood paneling frame the
background, like the set on a stage. “They aralgi@ashow,” Koven writes dismissively of the
staged photographs @ampaigns of Curiositisee Figure 13)—but perhaps, instead of thinking
of the photographs as false, and domestic sergieithentic, we can think of Banks’s theatrical
photographs as calling attention to the practicéoohestic labor as a performance in itself

(Koven 143)**

We can see domestic labor as performance in Baak’'sunt of her time as a maid in the
household of Mrs. Allison. At numerous points i ecount, Banks (alias Elizabeth Barrows)
suggests ideas for labor saving devices or pract@éer mistress—including the use of a whisk
broom instead of a short-bristled brush broom ue of brown paper and a hot flat-iron to
remove candle grease stains, and heating serwhg@slin hot water rather than in the oven (to
prevent cracking of the finish). Banks reasons tihese improvements would not only to make
labor easier for her maids, but would save monelthuas benefit the employer as well. “If
mistresses would devote more thought to this savirtgbour,” Banks reflects, “they would find

they were at the same time lessening their houdehglenses by preventing an unnecessary

* Koven contrasts Banks’s staged photographs of herself “playing” the roles of lower-class types with Jack
London’s photographic efforts to capture the reality of life in the East End in his journalistic exposé The People of
the Abyss. Whereas Banks’s portraits were staged in a studio and featured only herself as subject, London’s
photographs occur in the “real city streets, refuges, or workplaces” of East London, and only one of London’s
photographs features himself as subject, standing next to a lower-class hop picker (Koven, 142-143). However,
London’s photographs still call attention to the performative nature of his slumming expeditions. He claims that he
can pass as a vagrant in the streets of London, without raising suspicion, but how could he manage to be totally
inconspicuous and convincing as a vagrant while toting a Kodak?
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outlay in servants’ wages, for where work is magdet] and quick methods employed, fewer
servants are required” (Banks 36). Banks is puzzajeMirs. Allison’s refusal to adopt these
suggestions. “The whole house seemed arrangedimasway as to make the work as hard as
possible,” Banks marvels (Banks 31).

Banks does not seem to realize that her mistress ot wish to reduce the number of
servants because domestic staff were one of theguanspicuous forms of consumption. The
more servants you can afford to pay, the wealtyoperappear. In this way, the visibility of labor
and the difficulty of labor are a sign of one’s gessions. Critics often stress the invisibility of
labor; in large houses, the servants were expexieth be seen during certain hours of the day,
and to perform their labor when their employersenast using the rooms. But foriddle-class
employers of servants, this desire for invisibilitgs less pressing; the presence of servants was
a marked display of status. This idea reversesdtien of “the theatrical performance of
leisure” that Anne McClintock describes:

Housewifery became a career in vanishing acts.fA’swocation was not only to
create a clean and productive family but also suemnthe skilled erasure of every
sign of her work. Her life took shape around thetcadictory imperative of
laboring while rendering her labor invisible. Heicsess as a wife depended on
her skill in the art of both working and appearivaj to work. Her parlor game—
the ritualized moment of appearing fresh, calmidielbefore the scrutiny of
husbands, fathers and visitors—was a theatricébpeance of leisure, the
ceremonial negation of her work. For most womemftbe still-disorganized
middling classes, | suggest, idleness was lesalibence of work than a

conspicuous labor of leisure (McClintock 162).

100



Banks’s account points to the opposite side ofchbis; instead of the “conspicuous labor of
leisure,” Banks’s expose stresses the conspicumsumnption of labor. Banks is less interested
in the “theatrical performance of leisure” and mioréhe theatrical performance of labor. Instead
of installing a dumb waiter to carry pails of waserd trays of food up and down stairs, Mrs.
Allison would prefer to have her servants makentaay trips, because the very visibility and
arduousness of such tasks points to the difficofitjpaintaining a large household.

Aside from labor-saving devices, Banks proposesrsd other reforms that might benefit
domestic servants and their employers, includingrawements to their meals (“A breakfast of
bread-and-butter and coffee is not a proper ona gmrvant,” Banks 86), the implementation of
“thorough training for domestic work” (89), and tredaxation of rules against servants having
“followers,” or boyfriends. One of Banks’s most exthe suggestions, however, is the
implementation of references for employers, togellvants whether they are good or bad to
work for: “The time will come,” Banks predicts, “wh references will be demanded from the
mistress as well as the maid. Then the Mrs. Alligge will not be so numerous” (Banks 46).
Decreasing social legibility meant that Victoriamgerienced a crisis in reading character; there
was no longer a straightforward relationship betwelething and character, or between the
written character reference of the servant anaihiger true character. But the crisis of reading
character extended to masters and mistresses lastwels no longer easy to tell who was rich
or of high status, and who was faking it. Bankdisa that the future of domestic service will
necessitate references on the part of the emppmyats to this crisis in the reading of character.

As every viewer oDownton Abbeknows, the institution of servanthood was on tlag w
to extinction in the twentieth century. This deelinappened for a number of reasons, and it is a

matter of debate which was the ultimate cause."3&&ant problem” had been an issue in the
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press for centuries; perhaps people got tiredyaidrto reform the institution, and decided it had
outlived its usefulness. The two world wars alsmderatized society by providing multiple
occupations for women outside the home, which waree appealing than the “slavery” of
domestic service. Lucy Lethbridge points out thatwars also dramatically reduced the number
of privately owned country houses: “Country housed their employers buckled under the
weight of post-war taxation and death duties. Mahtghe houses had been left in ruinous states
by their wartime occupants and the number of ptoggesecured by the National Trust,

including many of England’s greatest country estateas accelerated between 1939 and 1945”
(Lethbridge 276-277). New labor-saving devices afsale it easier for one woman to maintain a
moderately sized house. But perhaps, in some svagil the literary trend of servant
impersonation helped put this institution to beglrdwealing the performances of deference and
labor required to prop up the institution, or tlefprmative behavior it encouraged employers to
adopt. Possibly the notion that servants donniag ‘@and apron” were actresses (literally, or

figuratively) deterred people from inviting thentartheir homes.
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CHAPTER TWO: PAINTED DISTRESS AND CHARITABLE ACTINGPERFORMING
CLASS IN VICTORIAN SLUM NARRATIVES

The man emerges from the newsagents with his patkégarettes and his change in
hand. Putting both into his jeans pocket, he pl$is collar against the cold, as his eye is
drawn to a figure—man, woman?—hard to tell at thssance—huddled on the sidewalk,
leaning against the railings of a nearby park femecapped in a dirty brown blanket. Propped
against the figure, a cardboard sign appeals tegpsisy. The man lights a cigarette, jingles the
change in his pocket, and walks forward. A famiigght, the homeless. The man passes the
figure, his eyes averted. Don’t make eye contaethinks, glancing at the writing scrawled on
the sign. “I need money for the homeless peopkenasterdam,” the sign reads. The man raises
his eyes, and is startled to see the painted plissi, the glued-on eyelashes of a department
store mannequin. Just above the unblinking eyebemrenter of the waxy plastic, a slit has been
cut, as in a piggy bank. The man breathes a sighlief. Feeling unusually altruistic, he digs the

change out of his pocket, and slides the coinstitanannequin’s forehead.

In the summer of 2014, the BADT (Belangenbehartjghmsterdamse Dak-en
Thuislozen, or “Advocacy for Amsterdam’s Homeless’honprofit organization in the
Netherlands, “dressed up a number of mannequissahby clothing, and carved coin slots in
their heads. The group then scattered them thraughe streets with signs asking for money to
support the organization.” (Goldberg n.p.) The orgation’s leaders argued that people would
be more likely to give money to a simulacrum ofuaian being, rather than an actual homeless
person. “The idea is that the mannequin elimintdtesnvisible barrier that seems to separate

‘us’ from ‘them,”” writes journalist Brittany Greeuist (qtd. Goldberg n.p.). Any effort to raise
money for the homeless should be praised, but aresathe ethical implications of this strategy

of representation? Why should this charity workhaad to eliminate the potential giver's
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discomfort, rather than harnessing this discontforaise awareness? Is the strategy of
representing homeless people as human piggy bamkg thore harm than good? Are there

better ways to eliminate this “invisible barrier”?

BADT's charitable campaign, and the controversyainding it, raise questions that are
central to this chapter. Why is a fictional reprgaéion, a staged “act,” more effective at
arousing our sympathies than a real person? Whadhartheatrical or performative conventions
that govern cross-class interactions on the cigets? The mannequins on Amsterdam’s streets
turn the homeless into a prop, and eliminate tleglier human interaction, appealing to people
with benevolent intentions who may not be willimgengage in what Audrey Jaffe calls a “scene
of sympathy.” The writers of slum narratives in ¥ietorian period likewise created a fictional
representation of a vagrant by performing vagraaog, recorded their experiences for the
benefit of middle-class readers who did not negégsaant direct contact with the poor.
Through their performance, these journalists antergrsought to gain their readers’ sympathy
on behalf of the genuinely impoverished people afidon. Slumming paradoxically
demonstrates that an upper-class person can nfiestietly arrive at the truth of vagrant life by

playing a part, or being an imposter.

The struggle to distinguish between the deservimtgthe undeserving poor shapes much
of the discourse surrounding poor law legislatiothie nineteenth centuriypn TheWorkless, The
Thriftless, and the Worthle$$888), Francis Peek expressed the common beéiefTine great
end which every philanthropist and every patriostrmost earnestly desire, is such a reform in
the administration of the Poor Laws as shall resuihe separation of the deserving destitute
persons from the undeserving, and shall ensuresttwdit class shall be dealt with according to its

deserts” (qtd. Case 75). According to Peek and noéimgr writers on the topic of vagrancy, poor
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law legislators should provide relief to the gemlyndestitute, while preventing the idle,
thriftless, or “sturdy” vagrant from taking advagéaof the system. The legal problem was also a
social problem: if a beggar asks for coins on thees, or writes a letter requesting money, how
is the potential giver supposed to distinguish leetwvcases of true distress, and performances
intended to deceive? Many writers at this time higld pamphlets warning readers of the
dangers of being too trusting, and outlining theows “lurks” or “dodges” by which false
beggars might deceive the unwary. In “The Man i Twisted Lip,” Sherlock Holmes
searches for a missing man, whose wife fears hekisdlaapped. Holmes tracks him to his hiding
place, only to discover that his daily “businessLondon involves dressing himself up in rags,
disfiguring himself with makeup, and earning a tidgome as a panhandler. Like a poor law

official, Holmes discerns the truth, and returns ltieggar to his rightful place and true identity.

But alongside this image of winnowing the wheanfrihe chaff—distinguishing the
false beggar from the true one—exists an altersiaturse in which performance is accepted
(and even encouraged) as a natural part of theatttens between social classes. Slumming
narratives embrace deception and disguise, andftrer they fly in the face of much accepted
wisdom about the debates and discourses surroutitengban poor in the Victorian period.
Rather than accept authenticity as a paramounbaat social virtue, | propose that we
reconceptualize these interactions as performatieaes in whicbothparties willingly suspend
their disbelief of the other, as in the theater’ArComplaint of the Decay of Beggars in the
Metropolis” (1823), Charles Lamb exhorts his read€iShut not thy purse-strings always
against painted distress. Act a charity sometinjeainb 274). Putting the shoe on the other foot,
William Blanchard Jerrold asserts,liondon: a Pilgrimagg1872), that “It is better for all

parties that we should continue to believe in theuineness of every giver” (Jerrold 222). In
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contrast to Sherlock Holmes, who eagerly unmaskgtbfessional beggar, writers like Lamb
and Jerrold willingly turn a blind eye to impostersd frauds in order to facilitate cross-class
sympathy and exchange. Lyn Voskuil argues thatiticasity and authenticity need not be
antithetical terms; building on Voskuil’s work, igue that writers of slum narratives deliberately
deceive those around them in order to gain accessitl potential intimacy with, the lowest of
the low, who might otherwise shun or be shunned member of the journalist’s class. Like
“false beggars,” slumming writers put on a perfongein order to gain sympathy from a
middle-class audience, though the object of symypla#is expanded from one person to an entire

class of people.

The writings of artist Dorothy Tennant Stanleywitbat the Victorians’ conception of
class was highly performative, and that the repregion of lower class life must be highly
staged in order teeemauthentic to a middle-class audience. The wifelefiry Morton Stanley,
British imperialist and author ¢h Darkest Africa(1890), Dorothy was also an explorer, though
she ventured into the streets of “darkest Londarsdarch of subjects for her sketches. In her
book onLondonStreet Arabg1890), she gives a brief account of her artistethods and
philosophy?” In Dorothy’s brief introduction to her book of evimgs, she writes about her
longstanding attraction to ragamuffins and streehins, and her desire to represent them
faithfully. “Most of the pictures | had seen of gagl life appeared to me false and made up.
They were all so deplorably piteous,” she writeqressing her determination to show “the other
side,” the more cheerful and robust side, of “rablife.” Stanley complains about the lack of

realism in these pictures, but it soon becomes thed her own pictures are just as “false and

% Like William Booth, author of In Darkest London, Dorothy Tennant Stanley looked upon the poorer inhabitants of
her own city as savages, referring to them with the racially loaded term “street arabs,” an epithet that aludes to
their nomadic, vagrant lifestyle.
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made up” as the images she deplores. Stanley stikadse stage manager for a production of
Oliver!, advising her fellow artists of low life to keepdur properties in the studio.” (Stanley 7)
Mrs. Stanley urges the aspiring painter of streé@ten to keep a supply of rags and soot in her
studio, in case the children are not ragged artg divough to suit the purpose: “A good supply
of rags is essential (carefully fumigated, camptipamd peppered) and then you can dress up
your too respectable ragamuffin till he looks agejputable as you can wish” (Stanley 7). In
case the artist should feel squeamish about keepiciy articles in a domestic setting, Mrs.

Stanley proposes an alternative:

If you have no rags to start with, and shrink fre@eping them by you, the best
way is to find an average boy, win his confidergiee him sixpence, and
promise him another sixpence if he will bring yobhay more ragged than
himself. This second boy must be invited to dogémne, and urged to bring one
yet more “raggety.” You can in this way get dowrateery fine specimen, but the
drawback is the loss of time caused by the cajotimg difficulty of explaining
what you want and why you want it, and the greabability of failure after all

your expenditure of time, eloquence, and sixpen&anley 7)

Stanley relates another incident in which she dasfito a young urchin the difficulties she has
had finding a chimney sweep. The obliging urchitsteer to give him a minute to “rest” so that
he can solve her problem; he goes into the nexhystuffs himself up a chimney, and returns
“as black and sweeplike as | could desire” (Stadl@y This canny lad realizes that Stanley is
actually looking for aepresentatiorof a chimney sweep that lives up to her imagiral,

rather than an actual person.
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Figure 14: Portraits of Street Arabs, Dorothy Stanley (1890)

Stanley’s staged portraits, complete with ragsafoostume and soot for makeup,
demonstrate the ways in which the upper- and mididieses thought of the lower orders in
aestheticized, theatrical terms. (See Figure t41B8K8, writing inFraser’'s MagazingW. A.

Guy described begging as a performance that ses/&s proof of the artistic talent which
mendicancy presses into its service. In its ruftest, this talent embodies itself in the
picturesque arrangement of filthy rags; the dispiaygold weather, of the bare shoulder or
naked foot; and, in some instances, by a studiathess of attire” (qtd. Prizel 439). By the late
Victorian period, visual and narrative represeotagiof the poor had become familiar: it became
difficult to distinguish between the ‘real’ and tasificial beggar. Actual beggars had to imitate
the imitations of themselves. Begging was an artsb was charity. This chapter will examine

how the Victorians explored the performative pagdrdaf both acts.
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“I'm Like the Paupers What Tears Up Their Clothes'Slum Journalism and the Pantomime

On a cold day in January 1866, “a sly and ruffidigyre” emerged from a carriage in
Princes Road, Lambeth, and proceeded to gain admigsthe Lambeth Casual Ward (Freeman
and Nelson 53). This “figure” published an accoointis experiences as a series of three articles
in thePall Mall Gazette for he was none other than journalist James Greed, brother of the
journal’s editor Frederick Greenwood. The purpdsthe articles was to investigate the
implementation of new laws to regulate vagrancy lkeep beggars off the streets of London.
The Metropolitan Houseless Poor Act of 1864 stifmdahat all Poor Law Guardians, who were
in charge of running the union workhouses, weréggabgd to provide food and shelter for
“destitute wayfarers, wanderers and foundlingsardgess of their employment status or place
of residence (Koven 33). In order to deter paufrers relying on an easy bed and a free meal,
these “casual wards” (so named for the casual éabdhey aimed to assist) provided the bare
necessities, required their inmates to perform kaydr in exchange for services, and only
allowed paupers to spend one night per month ialperd “habitual users” of any given casual
ward, in an ill-conceived attempt to keep themtmmove in search for wofR.Such a system
might seem beneficial in theory, but Greenwood diteesee it in practice, and insisted that
going in disguise, under a false identity, wasdhky way to ensure that he saw a truthful picture
of life in the workhouse. Greenwood’s aim was ‘@arin by actual experience how casual

paupers are lodged and fed” (Freeman and NelsorGségnwood’s sensational account of his

** M. A. Crowther, among other scholars, has noted that the Metropolitan Poor Laws often militated against the
possibility of paupers finding steady employment. Crowther explains, “In 1871 the Pauper Inmates Discharge and
Regulation Act allowed guardians to detain a casual pauper until he had performed a morning’s work. If a casual
applied to the same workhouse more than twice in a month, he might be detailed for two nights.... The Act was
inconsistent, for it was based on the assumption that vagrants ought to be seeking work; but if vagrants were not
released from the workhouse until 11 a.m., they would not be able to find employment that day.” (Crowther 251)
This act codified a practice that had previously been enforced unofficially; a vagrant informant tells Mayhew, “I go
into the country because | am known at all the casual wards in the metropolis, and they will not let a tramperin a
second time if they know it.” (Mayhew, vol. llI., p. 399).
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experiences—the horrific sights, smells, and solredwas exposed to, and the indignities he
endured or withessed—had an electric effect oVhutorian readers. According to Seth Koven,
Greenwood’s articles “provoked passionate publit @ivate responses among a range of
constituencies” (Koven 47). But Greenwood did nay@ain readers; he also inspired a host of
imitators who took to the streets of East Londarognito, attempting to recreate his experience.
Greenwood inaugurated a craze that continued thimughe remaining decades of the
nineteenth century and into the twentieth, culmngamost famously in George Orwell’s
account of his experiences of poverty and low-wlager,Down and Out in Paris and London
(1933). Even today, slum tourism remains a luceabiusiness, and a controversial way to

explore cities around the worfd.

Seth Koven’sSlumming: Sexual and Social Politics in Victoriaandon(2004) focuses
on the undercurrent of homosexual desire that thwmegigh Greenwood’s narrative—his
lingering description of the beautiful young paupew, his references to “Sodom,” and his
salacious hints about the presumably sexual nbiseverheard during his night in the Casual
Ward. Koven argues that laws regulating the homsedesse inextricably linked to attempts to
police homosexuality in Victorian London. Anxieti@sout moral and physical contagion are
mutually reinforcing; Greenwood'’s disgust at haviaghare a bath with multiple paupers
reinforces his disgust that naked and half-naked ane crowded indiscriminately into a shed

equipped with insufficient bed&.

* From the post-Apartheid townships of Cape Town to the favelas of Rio de Janeiro and the slums of Mumbai,
slum tourism has once again become a major trend at the turn of the twenty-first century, giving rise to debates
about the ethics of this mode of tourism. For discussion of recent trends in slum tourism, see Fabian Frenzel, et al.,
Slum Tourism: Poverty, Power and Ethics, and Fabian Frenzel, Slumming It: The Tourist Valorisation of Urban
Poverty.

*® Shannon Case writes that “Nineteenth-century critics of the so-called mixed workhouse worried about the
presumed physical and moral contagion of worthy resident paupers by unworthy ones; they worried also about
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Though Koven remarks that Greenwood “exploit[slyftihe dramatic possibilities of
serial newspaper publication,” the direct influen€¢he Victorian popular theatre on slumming
narratives such as Greenwood’s has not been fpfyeziated (Koven 43). Greenwood borrows
a set of techniques from the theater: his usesgfuise, and the sudden transformations and
topsy-turvy role reversals that structure his aot@ue influenced by the hugely popular
pantomimes of the day. Additionally, he shows thpact of the popular theater on the lives of
the most marginalized or vulnerable segment oftikatergoing population: paupers or the
houseless poor. Our understanding of Victorianenmbs is largely shaped by reviews in the
press, written by middle-class journalists, or bgaunts in upper-class memoirs and diaries;
only rarely are we privileged to gain insight inb@ reception of popular forms of entertainment
by the lower-classes, especially the very poornd Greenwood’s own account is filtered
through his middle-class perspective, but examitiregpantomimes the paupers view and the

music hall songs they sing will give a sense oirtheorities.

Focusing on Greenwood’s “theatrical paupers,” sgistion of my chapter contributes to
the growing body of research on Victorian audienestablished in the work of Jim Davis and
Victor Emeljanow, who investigate the habits ofateegoers in Victorian London. In a 1977
essay, Michael R. Booth, called for an examinatibtheatre attendance with regard to social
class: he laments that we know very little aboulh&tkind of audiences went to what theatres,
what their class was, what jobs they did, how nthely got paid, what their non-theatrical tastes

were, how often they went to the theatre, wherg lived and under what conditions” (“East

the ‘contaminating’ effect that tramps and casuals were thought to have on the settled poor. The New Poor Law
promised to combat such contagion by weeding out the unworthy at the door, and, in a later development, by
quarantining the unsettled. In 1842, the central Poor Law Board directed the Unions to build separate ‘casual
wards’ (later also called ‘tramp wards’) for the maintenance of tramps and casuals, who would be admitted only at
night and then detained the following morning until they had completed their task of work” (Case 34-35).
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End West End”). In the years since Booth’s calhmms, scholarly interest in East End and
Surrey Side audiences has grot¥dndrew Maunder and Julianne Smith have researched
adaptations oEast LynneandBleak Househat were performed in East End theatres, andhwhic
revised the original novels to suit the tastes ofking-class audiences. Bethan Carney uses
Charles Dickens’s essay “The Amusements of the |IBeafpngside the material history of the
Old Vic’s mirrored curtain to reconstruct threpresentation of a working-class theatre
audience” on page and stage (Carney 206). In new lyothese and other scholars, the body of
scholarship on working-class audiences is growagyever, we still know very little about the
theatrical preferences of paupers, or the houspless This section of my dissertation aims to
recuperate the links between slumming and playgdiatyveen workhouse and theatre.
Greenwood’s account serves as a window into thédvadlower-class theater-goers, shedding
light on the habits and beliefs of pauper audieneenbers, pauper theater critics, and pauper
performers. My analysis of “A Night in a Workhoudetuses on paupers’ reception, criticism,
and appropriation of forms of popular entertainngnth as the pantomime and the music hall
song, and on the representation of paupers ortdge.sAttendance at the theater shapes the
paupers’ experience of the workhouse; conversalge@vood’s sensational article provides

potent material for stage adaptation.

The major plot points of Greenwood’s narrative ug: the “mutton broth” bath in
which all the paupers bathe in the same waterdaesattended with obvious concerns about
contagion and disease), the lack of clean clothdg@wels, the inadequate bedding (Greenwood
finds a blood stain on his “mattress”: a burlapksstaffed with straw), the vermin, the cold that

forces men to huddle together in states of undqressing anxieties about sodomy and indecent

* Booth notes that in 1866, the same year in which “A Night in a Workhouse” was published, “sixty-three per cent
of [audience] capacity is taken up by theatres outside the West End.” ("Melodrama and the Working Class,” 97)
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desires), the hard inedible bread and watery &Kil(or porridge), and the backbreaking but
monotonous labor required in the morning. Greenvigodrrative is also punctuated by
humorous accounts of a “swearing club” and alsphiiblogical discussions among the

vagrants.

Greenwood'’s third article, published on 15 Janua&§6, opens, as the third act of a play
might open, with the entrance of a new charadberfihal addition to hisiramatis personae

This character’s entrance signals the eruptiohetheater in the midst of the workhouse:

Whether there is a rule which closes the casualsvaiter a certain hour |
do not know; but before one o’clock our number wele up, the last comer,
signalizing his appearance with a grotespas seuf® His rug over his shoulders,
he waltzed into the shed, waving his hands, argirggnn an affected voice as he

sidled along—

“I like to be a swell, a-roaming down Pall Mall,
Or anywhere—I don’t much care, so | can be a sweéll—

A couplet which had an intensely comical effectisTdentleman had just
come from a pantomime (where he had learned hig, gwobably.) Too poor for
a lodging, he could only muster means for a setitargallery of “the Vic.”;
where he was well entertained, judging from th#dltang manner in which he
spoke of the clown. The columbine was less foreimahis opinion. “She’s
werry dicky!—ain’t got what | call ‘move’ about héHowever, the wretched

young woman was respited now from the scourges€hiicism; for the critic

”u

>0 “A dance or figure for one person,” “pas seul, n.” OED Online. Oxford University Press, December 2016.
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and his listeners were fast asleep; and yet | datiether anyone of the company

slept very soundly.” (Freeman and Nelson 65-66)

Immediately following this passage, Greenwood pedsgo describe the coughing that
plagues the paupers throughout the night, a mucle famous passage from the “Amateur
Causal” articles than the one quoted above. Likatien in the casual ward, subsequent critics
of Greenwood have largely ignored the entrancé®theatrical gentleman. Amidst the
percussive coughs of the paupers, readers’ eaosri@edulled; we forget that the music hall song
and the tap of dance steps are important sountte afasual ward as wéfl.Jim Davis briefly
mentions Greenwood'’s theatrical pauper, in anlaréinalysing the stage melodraitae Casual
Ward, which was loosely based on Greenwood’s accoure.“@rrival in the Lambeth
Workhouse [of a pauper] who had come straight foor of the south London theatres, where
he had been watching the pantomime” leads Davisitmise “that the prospect of the
workhouse was not altogether remote” from the erpee of audiences at East End and Surrey-
side theatres (“A Night” 122-123pavis argues that the productionTdfe Casual Warérought
attention to the ineffectual implementation of Bwor Laws during the 1860s. My argument
takes up Davis’s suggestion that “[p]Jantomime i@ Yictorian era was not only an all-pervasive
form of popular entertainment, but also functiomsda way of seeing, even as metaphor, in
shaping perceptions of the contemporary world &t as forceful a way as has long been
credited to melodramaVfictorian Pantomime). John O’Brien similarly suggests that
performances of the pantomime “referred to, refldcbr condensed in ways direct and indirect

the events and conditions of their cultural momg@t'Brien xix). In this section of the

> The interjection of music hall songs into the pantomime was a mid-Victorian innovation, which purists deplored.
(See Richards 11.) However, the pantomime had always been a hybrid genre.
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dissertation, | use the pantomime as a “way oinggehe “contemporary world” or “cultural

moment” that Greenwood depicts in “A Night in a \Waouse.”

The pantomime was a popular form of entertainmeetording to Booth, it “appealed to
all classes of society,” and is still produced mgEand to this dayTheatre198). The pantomime
was a distinctive form consisting of an opening,Wihich an authoritarian guardian or father,
assisted by his servant opposes the heroine’stwistarry her young man,” a transformation
scene, and a wordless “harlequinadBi€atre198) In the magical transformation scene, a
benevolent fairy or spirit turns the father, sety&ero and heroine into stock characters drawn
from the Italiancommedia dell’artéradition: Pantaloon, Clown, Harlequin, and Columab In
the early days of pantomime, the characters plalyiage parts wore giapapier machéeads or
masks during the opening, in order to facilitat itansformation scerié These parts were
played by specialists, including the famous ClowtoaJoseph Grimaldi. The “harlequinade”
depicts Pantaloon and Clown chasing Harlequin asidrbine, and includes slapstick physical
comedy, singing, and special effects. It culminatben the benevolent spirit intervenes on
behalf of Harlequin and Columbine, who ultimatelynwhe dayBy the 1840s and 50s, the
opening and the harlequinade became separatesmtith distinct plots. The opening often
consisted of a fairy tale plot that provided pleatypportunities for elaborate spectacle and
visually stunning scenery. Cinderella, Babes inWwmod, and Aladdin were popular story lines
for the opening. Other openings burlesqued cueeants; a pantomime entitled “The Birth of
the Steam Engine or Harlequin Locomotive” openetth@tVictoria Theatre on Boxing Day in

1846, commemorating the ®@nniversary of Stockton and Darlington steam loative line.

> “Once two different companies were used to perform in the opening and the harlequinade, the heads became
unnecessary and their use was discontinued after the middle of the nineteenth century.” (Richards 15)
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Since A. E. Wilson made the claim in 1935, it hasribcommon to view the pantomime
as “an escape from hard reality” (Wilson 24). Gefta this kind of entertainment seems worlds
away from Greenwood’s gritty, dirty, and smelly Wioouse, but the slum narrative is also a tale
of transformations, albeit less explicitly magioales. “A Night in a Workhouse” is a Cinderella
story in reverse. Instead of a fairy godmother gaigor transforms Greenwood’s respectable
clothes into a pauper’s rags, and turns him irdoualge who sleeps in uncomfortable quarters
and slaves away at menial tasks. Once James Gredngvdone with his night (and morning of
hard labor) in the workhouse, he meets his editothier Frederick in a carriage, on the stroke of
eleven, and is transformed back into his respestadh-pauper self. But if Greenwood
resembles Cinderella, his theatrical pauper is rikeghe clown whose acting he praises.
Pantomime clowns were known for their physical hats as well as their practical jokes and
mischievous spirit. According to the account oRaeal Casual,” another pauper who spent that
night in the Lambeth Workhouse, Greenwood'’s thealtpauper played a trick on him: the
“Real Casual’ reports, “I am afraid | swore morarii ought to have done at one blackguard
stealing my pillow from under my head, when he cémet one o'clock from the theatrg®The

pauper’s trick, if not worthy of Grimaldi, sharesl@ast in the same spirit of tricks and foolery.

The harlequinade represents an overturning of poweamics; the despotic father and
his servant are ridiculed, and the young loveisnaltely win the day. Similarly, Greenwood’s
depiction of the pauper “gentleman” (Greenwood @aly be using this honorific title ironically)
returning from the pantomime turns social rolesyefurvy. The pauper sings a song declaring

his wish to be “a swell a-roaming down Pall Mathéat street so famous for its gentlemen’s

>* . C. Parkinson advertised in the Times, soliciting accounts from Casual Paupers who spent the night at Lambeth
Workhouse on 8" January. He published the response he received as ‘A Real Casual on Casual Wards’, Temple bar:
a London magazine for town and country readers, March 1866.
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clubs. Meanwhile, the journalist James Greenwodth works for théPall Mall Gazetteis

dressed like a pauper. Though not quite a “swé@tgenwood is a respectable journalist, and the
allusion to Pall Mall in the journal’s name signtigir aspiration to a readership of gentlerten.
The two men have partially and temporarily switcpétes: the journalist pretends to be a
pauper; the pauper imagines himself as a swell.r@ésethe harlequinade ends with a victory for
the underdogs, the slum narrative ultimately raitest the status quo; Greenwood returns to his
carriage and his clothes in the morning, but thgpagoes back to the daily grind—quite
literally—the next day. The pantomime consoles witlantasy, while “A Night in a

Workhouse” demands social change.

In spite of its fantastical elements and unrealiséippy ending, the pantomime can be
read as political commentary on the unjust distrdsuof wealth and power. Reviews of the
pantomime in the contemporary press depict it @aivalesque form of entertainment that
briefly turns class hierarchies upside-down. A &rrfor Chambers’s Journahssociates the
Christmas pantomime with Boxing Day, the day ataristmas when servants were given the
day off from work and had the freedom to attendthieater: “There is a day in December upon
which, although it takes place during Christmasetigiass is set against class more than on any
other day in the year. The poor rejoice in it, tha rich grumble exceedingly; the kitchen is
uproarious with merriment, but the drawing-roonoficand especially ‘the study,” where
Paterfamilias sits, are shrouded in gloom” (“Lightel Shadows” 65). According to this writer,

the pantomime appeals to lower tastes; its interadellence can be found among the poor and in

>* The Pall Mall Gazette, edited by James Greenwood’s brother Frederick, was named after a fictional newspaper
mentioned in Thackeray’s novel The History of Pendennis (1848-1850): ‘The Pall Mall Gazette is written by
gentlemen for gentlemen; its conductors speak to the classes in which they live and were born. The field-preacher
has his journal, the radical free-thinker has his journal: why should the Gentlemen of England be unrepresented in
the Press?’ (qtd. J. W. Robertson Scott 20)
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the kitchen, not in the more intellectual spheréhefstudious patriarch, who is likely worried
that this form of “merriment” could result in sociarest. The harlequinade certainly never ends
well for overbearing father figures. At least thetdtfamilias has the consolation of snobbery. As
the critic forChambers’s Journadeclares, “If you would see Boxing Day in its tam@ours—

and they are bright even to gaudiness—you musbipigl a transpontine pantomime, and not
the Halls of Dazzling Delight at ‘the Lane’ or ‘Tiigarden™ (lbid). The passing of the Theatre
Regulation Act of 1843 eliminated such distinctidwe$ween legitimate and illegitimate theatre;
nevertheless, this writer still wishes to presaheedistinctions of class and taste that set Drury
Lane and Covent Garden apart from East End, aadspontine” theaters on the other side of
the River Thames, such as the Victoria Theatre. é¥@w this critic ignores the fact that
pantomime had a wide appeal across classes, amaldliances were composed of a
heterogeneous mixture of social classes, due ttugtad price levels and half-price time, which
made theaters accessible even to a pauper. Thoitigh often bemoan a perceived decline in
guality of Victorian drama, in fact more people wattending the theater than ever before.
Michael Booth points to the “vast expansion of uripapulations” that resulted in “a substantial
growth in audience numbers,” “the development ilvay system that brought audiences to
London and actors and companies to the provinbesyrowing sophistication and developing
taste of a middle-class audience co-existing wittuge demand for regular entertainment from a

much larger working- and lower-middle-class audee(f€omedy and Farce” 129).

Certainly, Greenwood'’s theatrical pauper seemsate ibeen a regular theatergoer; he
demonstrates a sophisticated awareness of the mimve of pantomime, and a critical appraisal
of the production he has just witnessed. The GheastPantomime of the 1865-1866 season at

“the Vic” (also known as the Royal Coburg or theyRloVictoria Theatre) was callddarlequin
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Old Aesop; or, Dr. Syntax and His Animated Alphab&o-authored by Frederick Fenton and
W. R. OsmanHarlequin Old Aesoxhibits many of the characteristic features ef th
pantomime genre. The presence of Aesop as a cégtred provides an excuse to punctuate the
story of the opening with short re-enactments afdyes “fable-us” fables (Fenton and Osman
2). The libretto is full of Byronically unwieldy gimes, to comic effect. (“Fable-us” rhymes with
“enable us,” naturally®) Aesop’s magical helpers—including a Queen Bdeady Bird fairy,

and a Dickensian “cricket on the hearth’—add amelet of whimsy to the production. The
pantomime also includes topical references to atieeents, including numerous unsuccessful
attempts to complete an Atlantic Telegraph calle gscape of the Irish revolutionary “Fenian
Stevens” (actually, James Stephens) from prisahcareky allusions to Dion Boucicault’s
contemporary plajrrah na Pogu€1864), a tale of Irish rebellion. Racist or xenopic
stereotypes are standard pantomime fare; the ptagisof characters includes a “Nigger”
character (presumably in blackface) and a Chineéart@amed Chant/. The main storyline
revolves around the thwarted love of Prince Diam of King Croesus, and Prince Periander,
son of King Cyrus, for each other’s sisters, Cidsmsind Helena. The kings, needless to say, do

not approve of the prospective nuptials. But whih &id of Aesop and his magic helpers, the

> George Rowell contends that ‘The most suitable outlet for Fenton’s skill were the pantomimes, played not only
at Christmas and Easter but also in the summer. Increasingly, however, the audience’s taste turned to local themes
and settings: Life in Lambeth (1864) and The London Arab (1866, with scenes of Lambeth, Clapham and
Wandsworth) reflect this taste. Perhaps it was to study these locales at first hand that in 1866 Fenton moved to 9
Southampton Street, Camberwell’ (Rowell 46). And perhaps Greenwood’s theatrical gentleman was also present at
these performances, which reflected the world around him in all its local particularity, rather than presenting a
world of magic and fantasy.

> Jeffrey Richards tells us that the Victorian stage, ‘liberated by the 1843 Theatre Regulation Act, revelled in
wordplay. The particular appeal of burlesque lay in puns, parodies both musical and literary, topical allusions and
contemporary slang’ (Richards 3). The burlesque and extravaganza increasingly influenced the opening of the
pantomime, while the harlequinade declined in length and importance after 1843.

>’ As Jim Davis notes, the pantomime ‘both endorsed and questioned the status quo’ (Victorian Pantomime 16).
The pantomime overturns hierarchies of race, and confounds those of gender. The ‘principal boy’ was a female
actress in boy’s clothing, while the ‘dame’ character was a cross-dressing male actor. However, the pantomime
increasingly supported jingoistic notions of British national and racial supremacy.
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young lovers successfully recover a treasure fitoerBgyptian Sphinx, thereby winning over
their disapproving fathers. This opening would déofved by a brief Harlequinade, with the

main characters transformed into the stock figofdhe pantomime.

Harlequin Old Aesojis indeed the pantomime Greenwood references iNight in a
Workhouse”: Prince Periander sings the song favbye@reenwood’s pauper, “I like to be a
swell,” in an ironic manner, during an arduous jay on a donkey, through the countryside near
Lydia. The song was written by Gaston Murray, aioraand theater manager who came from a
theatrical family (his older brother was actor Hebeigh Murray and his wife was actress Mary
Frances Murray), but the song was truly
popularized by its singer, Arthur Lloyd,
who began his career in Glasgow, and
first appeared on the London stage in
1862. Famous for his comic songs,
including such hits as “Three Acres and a

Cow,” and “Drink and Let's Have

Another,” LIloyd became known as one
of the “Lion Comiques,” or great music
hall comedians. He was also known as a
“swell” or “masher,” a well-dressed or

fashionable young man who is overly

fond of the company of ladies. The

Figure 15: Sheet Music Cover for “I like to be a swell,” illustrated by . .
Alfred Concanen, Bodleian Library, University of Oxford: John Ilthographed cover for the sheet music of
Johnson Collection

“I like to be a swell” features an image of
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Lloyd, looking quite the dandy; he sports a blukveecoat and canary colored trousers, as well
as a fashionable mustache, watch chain, and daigeré¢ 1552 This image is in marked contrast
to Greenwood’s description of himself as a ‘ruffiafigure’ in disguise, and of the paupers he
encounters in the workhouse. Greenwood’s paupkoge of this song marks his social
aspirations; the theater makes him feel, ever igdlyarlike a swell, by giving him access to a
world of music, fantasy, and spectacle. Bethan €aamd other critics have noted the presence
of a mirrored curtain in the Old Vic from 1821 omdait would have survived only in fragments
decorating the theatre by the time Greenwood’s gasgw the pantomime in 1866, but audience
members like Greenwood’s pauper could still expeskee a distorted reflection of their own

lives on stage, or at least a dim reflection ofrthspirations.

One scene iMarlequin Old Aesopnay have hit too close to home for Greenwood’s
pauper: while King Croesus is bathing, another attar mischievously steals his clothes. The
king emerges from the bath (presumably in some caiaite of partial undress) and exclaims,
“Oh manslaughter! Burglary! I'm nearly froze, / I'like the paupers what tears up their clothes”
(Fenton and Osman 18)Koven explains that tearing up their clothes aidweasual paupers
“to vent outrage over their treatment and forcditiafls to provide them with a new and
valuable suit of clothes” (Koven 69). In “Told bylaamp,” an account of life in the workhouse
purportedly written by another tramp who spentrifght in the Lambeth Casual Ward on the
same night as Greenwood, one pauper reportediyhésksllow casuals “What workhouse in

London was good for a tear-up?” (“Told by a Tram3@2). It is clear from this account and

*% Alfred Concanen, the lithographer of this image, was mostly known for his sheet music illustrations, but he also
provided the illustrations for James Greenwood’s The Wilds of London (1874), and Low Life Deeps (1876).

* The king’s use of dialect (“what” instead of “who,” “tears” instead of “tear”), makes this couplet sounds like a
direct reference or quotation. However, | have been unable to trace it to a source. The king may also lapse into
Cockney at this point, simply for comedic effect.
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others that paupers communicated with each otlertdabe varying conditions at different
workhouses. According to Koven, “The incidenceegarted cases of workhouse inmates
tearing up their clothes increased dramaticalthelast two weeks of January as the casual poor
themselves read, heard about, and discussed ‘A’N{gtoven 69). These copycat clothing
rippers could also, like Greenwood’s theatricalgeyhave been among the audience at the Vic,
watching King Croesus undergo this humiliation. kivey’'s bath, with its unpleasantly cold
ending, echoes Greenwood’s infamous plunge intdrthaton broth” bath at the Lambeth

Casual Ward. In another topsy-turvy moment, thg'’kiemergence from the bath mimics the
humiliation suffered by countless paupers as tmtgred the workhouse. The pantomime
references the ritual sufferings endured in the@lasard; just as Greenwood’s account allows

the music of the pantomime to infiltrate the worlbe.

Transpontine theatres such as the Royal Victori@wesociated in the popular press
with lower-class audiences, composed of criminatsl@eggars. The eponymous hero of Charles
Kingsley's 1850 novehlton Lockedescribes “passing by the door of the Victoriadthes it was
just half-price time—and the beggary and rascalitiyondon were pouring in to hear their low
amusement, from the neighbouring gin palaces aeudl’ cellars. A herd of ragged boys,
vomiting forth slang, filth and blasphemy, pushegtus, compelling us to take good care of our
pockets” (gtd. Rowell 35). These ragged boys sdikedhe same boys Greenwood describes in
“A Night in a Workhouse,” with their swearing clamd other rowdy games. It would not be a
stretch to imagine Greenwood'’s beautiful youngftKi@y among this “herd” of rough-talking
youths. In his article “Mr. Whelks over the WateGharles Dickens likewise associates the
transpontine theaters of Lambeth with an undesraét of audience members: “We need not go

all the way to Central Africa, or the wilds of SbuAmerica, to study the conditions and habits of
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savages,” declares Dickens, “when the New Cut, leaimbs within ten minutes’ walk of the
Houses of Parliament.” He describes the “swarnsedping, crawling, mangy-looking people
who constantly throng the thoroughfare” near thetdfia Theatre, and “are suggestive rather of
vermin than of human beings” (“Mr. Whelks” 58®avis and Emeljanow acknowledge the fact
that “the Victoria attracted an audience whose ausitipn reflected the neighborhood in which
the theatre was located,” but they question themissive or condescending commentary about
working class audiences in general and the Victbhi@atre in particular” that can be found in
the periodical press (Davis and Emeljanow 8, 10-Thpugh writers for the popular press were
dismissive or disdainful of transpontine audientesntend that the pauper’'s commentary on
his experience at the pantomime is as worthy ofatt@ntion as the criticism of such literary
lions as Leigh Hunt, George Augustus Sala, JohkiRusr Charles Dickens, who all attended

the pantomime.

In fact, Greenwood’s theatrical pauper is a motata<ritic of the pantomime than many
reviewers in the periodical press. Contrast, f@amegle, the pauper’s criticism blarlequin Old
Aesopwith a review found in Greenwood’s own journak Beall Mall Gazette Greenwood’s
pauper critiques the actress playing Columbinaen&drhaving “move about her,” for being
“dicky,” a slang word meaning “of inferior qualitgprry, poor; in bad condition, unsound,
shaky, queer® In other words, he is attentive to movement aedvitual aspects of the
pantomime in performance. By contrast, a revieth@Pall Mall Gazettefrom 20 January 1866
evaluates “the literary merits of some of the pamitoes which are now delighting the town,”
includingHarlequin Old AesopHowever, this writer insists on examining the toamme

prompt books in the absence of performance, degafwe have not withessed the performance

60 “dicky | dickey, adj.” OED Online. Oxford University Press, December 2016.
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of any of these pieces, but we have all the litdeks before us, and can examine them at
leisure” (“Literature of the Pantomimes” 224). hetabsence of spectacle, music, and
movement, the writer finds the words of the pantamlacking in literary depth. The punning
rhymes of the pantomimes disgust him, and he desllwese productions “senseless rubbish”
and “unmitigated trash” (Ibid). This critic bemoaheg linguistic excesses of the pantomime, the
result of the Theatre Regulation Act of 1843, whigiened the floodgates of “spoken drama,”
which had hitherto been the preserve of the “legite theaters.” This critic would agree with A.
E. Wilson’s assertion that the pantomime “catersenor the gourmand than the gourmet,”
appealing to an undiscriminating appetite rathanta discerning palate (Wilson 13). However,
Greenwood’s pauper is a more perceptive critihefgantomime than the reviewer at Bal

Mall Gazette for Greenwood’s pauper uses the conventionseofémre as the measuring stick
by which to judge any particular performance. Haises that the visual elements of
performance are more important than the linguistiatent of the pantomime. As John O’Brien
notes, the pantomime “undercut[s] the theater'srdeés define itself as a space of language”;
the pantomime glories in the “theater’'s materialiys use of costumes, scenery, and the bodies
of performers” (O’Brien xviii). While the journalisleplores the pantomime as a threat to the
primacy of language as medium of entertainment(gbssibly illiterate) pauper delights in the

spectacle that the pantomime so dazzlingly provides

Greenwood’s “A Night in a Workhouse” proved so plapuwvith readers that J. A. Cave,
the manager of the Marylebone Theatre (known asWestern home of East End melodrama”),
decided to capitalize on its success, producinigygntitledThe Casual Warth February
1866. Cave commissioned C. H. Hazlewood to wrigeplay, which was presented at the

Marylebone Theatre, and concurrently at the Rogailidn, Whitechapel and the Britannia,
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Hoxton—both located in the East End (see T. WilBal81). According to Seth Koven, “[t]he
play itself is entirely undistinguished,” “a piecEhack writing” (Koven 52). The play is indeed

a simple melodrama, and its title is somewhat wisnomer; only the second out of its three acts
takes place in the casual ward. However, the deddilts production and performance reveal a
canny exploitation of the celebrity status thaté&ngood had conferred on his pauper

performers.

The plot ofThe Casual Wardevolves around a contested inheritance. The erfihgz
businessman Graspleigh attempts to destroy avatsion of a will which disinherits him in
favor of an honest man who is down on his luckh&rd Glover. In an effort to keep the will
safe, Glover spends a night in a workhouse, inuisgg followed closely by the cunning villain
Graspleigh. Justice prevails, thanks to an undercdetective disguised as a Beadle, and before
the curtain falls, Glover declares, “And if whatdve suffered in my poverty does but draw
attention to the treatment the deserving poor megtsat the hands of tyrannical & ignorant
workhouse guardians & officials, | shall never etdraving passed a night in the Casual Ward.”
(Cave, folio 62) In spite of Glover’s statemeng ttasual ward merely provides a pretext to tell
this melodramatic tale of inheritance and frauchdAs Jim Davis has demonstrated, any
vaguely subversive content of the original text wasised by the Lord Chamberlain’s censors.)
However, as Tony Williams notes, Cave’s producstove for “extreme realism in its dramatic
presentation” (T. Williams 196). As Jeffrey N. Cpaints out, “such claims to literary ‘realism’
always arouse suspicion, and of course, ‘realisnthée theatre is essentially a matter of stage
conventions” (Cox 170). Nevertheless, mid-Victoraardiences craved a “realism” that
represented what was near and familiar. Accordnfhiomas Purnell, writing for the

Athenaeunin 1871, ‘An audience no longer enjoys the repreg®n of what is beyond its
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reach. The present and the near now best satisflaghe drama, as in prose fiction, realism is
wanted. Every man judges what is laid before hinmisyown experience” (qtd. Holder 116).

Like Greenwood and sensation journalists, dransasistight what was near and familiar, yet
unknown and exotic; the East End was near geogralphbut infamously unknown. In order to
heighten the reality effect of their productionv€and Hazlewood hired the real pauper warden
of the Lambeth Casual Ward, Old Daddy, to appediraself in the play. Exhibiting the real

Old Daddy on stage ihhe Casual Wardonfounds the boundaries between theatricality and
realism that Greenwood had so artfully blendedismiarrative. Whereas Greenwood introduced
a fictional character (his alias was Joshua Masun)a real situation, Cave introduced a real
person (Budge, nicknamed Daddy) into a theatriediopmance. By exhibiting Old Daddy, Cave
and Hazlewood’s melodrama incorporates the hypkstiezeffects of sensation journalism
within the moral universe of the melodramatic madetics of melodrama are often divided
between those who see melodrama as a “dream wibrddbited by dream people,” and those
who defend melodrama'’s “relevance to the sociditiesiof life.”®* The Casual Ward
demonstrates the compatibility of these seeminghtradictory views. By exhibiting Old Daddy
within the context of a melodramatic plot, Cave &tadlewood’s melodrama incorporates the
hyper-realistic effects of sensation journalismhivitthe moral universe of the melodramatic
mode. Old Daddy draws on the conventions of thedraimatic stock character of the “good old
man,®? but Cave’s emphasises Old Daddy’s real-life positit the workhouse in the advertising
for The Casual Wardevealing the influence of sensation journalismisam realism on mid-

Victorian melodrama.

® Michael R. Booth has provided a thorough description of both sides of the debate over melodrama’s relationship
to politics and everyday life. For an articulation of the argument for melodrama as “dream world,” see Booth,
English Melodrama, p. 14. And for the relevance of melodrama to the realities of working-class life, see Booth,
“Melodrama and the Working Class.”

%2 See Booth, English Melodrama, pp. 30-31.
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Reviews in the contemporary press worried abouetfeets of introducing such extreme
reality effects to the stage. A writer lBunchfretted that “In putting plays upon the stage, som
of our Managers of late have greatly studied tladitres, introducing real gas-lamps to illumine
a street scene, and cascades of real water infligmple paint. This mania for realities appears
to be extending, and real persons are exhibitedeisas real things” (“Another Drop” 117). The
Punchreviewer and a writer for Charles Dicken8lthe Year Rounthmented the bad taste
that led the Britannia Theatre to exhibit somehef survivors of the shipwreck of tie S.
Londonas the opening of their pantomime. Both reviewerspare this sensational exhibition to
the extreme reality effect of having Daddy play bt at the Marylebone Theatwll the Year
Roundexhorts “Every right-minded person” to “discouragel denounce exhibitions, the
essential brutality of which is not redeemed bysinghtest pretext of grace or beauty” (qtd. T.
Williams 195-196). Both writers cite the precedehéxhibiting “the real gig” of a murderer on
stage, and fret about where this trendmight leAtwhich theatre will the thrilling drama of
The Cattle Plague, with a real infected cow engaggulessly for the purpose, be first
produced?” the writer fohll the Year Roundhockingly asks (“Calamity Mongering” 188).
Punchpredicts, on the other hand, that “If the hormirthe casual ward be thought a fitting
subject for dramatic exhibition, perhaps we soon s&e a drama called The Union Infirmary,
with a score of real paupers all lying really @t a sensation scene of a surgery might prove
attractive, and a real leg or arm be amputatectlyigiefore a crowded house (“Another Drop”
117). These writers’ fears of contagion (both pbglsand moral) are strikingly similar to the
anxieties that pervade Greenwood’s account. ‘Raapers all lying really il and ‘a real
infected cow’ cannot be salutary spectacles fordfeidr working-class audiences, just as

glamorizing housebreakers and murderers could pbam audience’s morals. Critics were
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concerned that putting these real things on staghtmender them less serious in actual life. An
excess of spectacle could dull an audience’s sefrsmpathy. The relationship between stage
and life is represented as a parasitic one; tlgeegiats more out of its commerce with reality

than vice versa.

These reviewers fret that the crosspollination letwsensation journalism and sensation
drama might cause people to become “calamity maiger‘sensation harpies,” who use

others’ misfortune as entertainment:

The exquisite good taste which led a manager todume rescued sailors for his
stage, and turn the terrors of a shipwreck to tlesdtaccount, perhaps may set
the fashion for founding a new drama on any tegridbbaster that the newspapers
record. Playgoers will thus become familiarisedhwiorrors, which they read of
with dismay; and to some minds calamity may faitaoise regret, on the grounds

of it affording a good subject for the stage. (“Amer Drop” 117)

These reviews reverse the traditional notion thaaapetite for fiction could have an
immoral effect on readers; instead these writersyhat an insatiable appetite for the real
could have a deleterious effect on audiences’ raofidie critic blamed this craze for extreme
reality effects on managers who catered to thesastthe lower classes: “To please the
Cockney playgoer, real cows might be exhibited, r@adl cow-doctors employed to wrangle and
dispute” (“Another Drop” 117). The Britannia Theatin East London’s Hoxton neighborhood,
was the epicenter of this new fashion for dramayjoerrealism. Old Daddy appearedrime
Casual Wardat the Britannia, and the same manager who engagdcambeth pauper warden

also hired the “rescued sailors” from the receippwheck of theS. S. Londorto appear on
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stage. Like Daddy, these sailors “hired themsebt#do be stared at...by an East-end [sic]
theatrical audience.” “They do not shrink,” ondicrcringed, “from treading the boards of a
London theatre, in order to satisfy the cravingedjpp for novelty of a London mob” (“Sensation
Harpies 191). These responses to Old Daddy’s didmnkin the respectable middle-class press
confirm Bethan Carney’s argument that “consideretiof ‘realism’ are always politically
infused” (Carney 216). Concerns about tastes aathatics are convenient pretexts for the

control of working-class audiences.

Such critiques of the “exhibition” of a pauper liéd Daddy could be read as
paternalistically protecting such a vulnerable fegfrom exploitation and the voyeurism of
sensation-mongering audiences. However, theseisnits also reflect class prejudice; writers
objected to the idea that a lower-class persondcacthieve such celebrityhe London Review
asserted that “People who would not touch the‘Beddy’ with a pair of tongs will now place
that ‘kind old man,’ that ‘benevolent old man, timeir carte-de-visite album of ‘celebrities™
(“Sensation Harpies” 19f} The quotation marks gingerly placed around thedwioelebrities”
reveal this critic’s distaste at the idea that agimalized member of society could achieve such

notoriety, through no real effort or success ofdvis.

Like Madame Tussaud’s “Chamber of Horrors,” sesatirama could offend good taste
through its lurid pursuit of realism. It is fittintherefore, that Daddy was later commemorated as
a fictional piece of waxwork. In Margaret Harknessium noveln Darkest LondopJane Hardy
takes Ruth to see an exhibit of “Waxwork Cosmoramé Panorama.” Included among the wax

figures, Ruth sees “kind Old Daddy of the Lambe#ts@al Ward, made popular by a visit from a

® The Stereoscopic Company had placed an advertisement for a carte-de-visite portrait of Old Daddy, in the
Athenaeum, on 3 February 1866, asserting that “the truthful description of this wonderful narrative is confirmed in
the person of this benevolent old man.” The shipwrecked sailors, likewise, posed for souvenir photographs.
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Lord, who, seeing the kindness of Old Daddy toghepers, made him a present of a £5 note”
(Harkness 107). Old Daddy'’s status as pauper dglebnis appearance on cartes-de-visite,
onstage, and as a piece of waxwork in the pagasiolvel—demonstrates the transmediation of
Greenwood’s account from the documentary realisajofirnalistic expose to the full-blown

theatricality of popular entertainment.

While Old Daddy brought the “realities” of the wbiduse onto the stage, we can also
think of the workhouse itself as a kind of stagehaater. Greenwood himself is an actor,
attempting to pass himself off as a fictional pessdBecause Greenwood can view the spectacle
of the workhouse without being seen for his trdg &es slumming narrative and others like it
are rightly considered voyeuristic, and his navets often read within a Foucauldian
framework. In her study of theatrical performanttest occurred in the Rochdale workhouse,
Jenny Hughes points out that theater can functam rmeans of “disciplining the self” when used
in conjunction with social welfare institutions $uas the workhouse. But Greenwood is not the
only actor in the workhouse. The paupers he dessidtso use performance as a way to create
community, and to construct their public persofde workhouse is a theatrical space, in which
performance can function as “a world-making projeet mobilises diverse figurations of the
social” (Hughes 42). Koven'’s focus on voyeurisrmtegion, and containment lends itself to
illuminating analysis of Greenwood’s unpleasantezignce at the bath, or his lascivious
description of the pauper Kay. But this readingdoet account for the paupers’ amusements
and performances—the theatrical pauper’s performaha music hall song, the swearing club,
the philological discussions, and the scene in wthe paupers collectively sing music hall

songs while performing their morning labor.
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Hughes notes that this labor was part of a dis@pyi “regime crafted to condition the
able-bodied poor into habits of work and good ctiméd (Hughes 40) Many scholars have
observed that Greenwood focuses on the distintitween those who work diligently and
those who shirk their labor, between the worthy amdorthy poor. But if we shift our attention
to performance and the presence of theater in ttghesuse, we will notice that the paupers sing

in unisonwhile turning the crank; deserving and undeserpagpers join together in a rousing
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pantomime, where they learned th
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words and music to these songs, transposing thaingsaof the songs by transplanting them in
the context of the workhouse. The paupers singsiareof “John Brown’s Body” that contains
the lyric “We’ll hang up the miller on a sour apptee,” a subversive choice for paupers who are
in the process of grinding graifiWhile the latter song is overtly rebellious, tenfier is more
subtly subversive. Copeland’s song, popularizedhbgic hall singer and comedian Alfred
Vance, begins, “There is a school of jolly dogsplayful way of reimagining the workhouse as

a community of lighthearted scoundrels (Figure I8 paupers’ performance literally enacts
the lyrics of Copeland’s song, which include thegse, “wherever they may be / They dance,
they sing.”Evenwhile performing hard labor in the workhouse, plaeipers dance and sing. The
paupers’ songs are not only or even primarily anfof subversion or resistance; their singing
also functions as a way to pass the time, and Igidyeeach other’s spirits. These musical
exertions create a sense of community among theegpauegardless of such distinctions as
“worthy” or “idle.” Performance and song are comralinonding activities that cut across such
distinctions, just as the theater brought togeslueliences of diverse makeup in terms of class.
The civics of the audience mean that each audier@eber becomes part of a body in which
such distinctions temporarily fade and become upmamt. Reorienting our thinking to consider
the workhouse as theater prompts us to ask ceytastions: Which theaters did the very poor
attend? What kinds of entertainment did they enf did certain songs appeal to them?
These questions shift our focus from the binarglederving versus undeserving poor; instead,
drawing attention to the singing pauper, the dappauper, and the theatergoing pauper. We can

think of these paupers, like Old Daddy, as acttagipg themselves.

* The original lyrics highlight the Union soldiers’ antipathy to the president of the Confederate States: “We’ll hang
up Jeff Davis on a sour apple tree.” The tune of the song is now more commonly associated with the lyrics of “The
Battle Hymn of the Republic,” by Julia Ward Howe (first published in 1862).
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Scholars such as Davis and O'Brien encourage usddhe pantomime as “a way of
seeing” or as a reflection of its “cultural momémn. making such exhortations, however, they
take their cue from eminent Victorian critics oétpantomime, Charles Dickens and John
Ruskin. In an essay Bentley’s MiscellanyDickens declares that “A pantomime is to us a
mirror of life; nay, more, we maintain that it i ®© audiences generally, although they are not
aware of it, and that this very circumstance issberet cause of their amusement and delight”
(Sketches by B&01). His essay goes on to enumerate the panternfanitaloons and Clowns
to be found in “real life.” Similarly, John Ruskiecognized the necessary and potentially
fruitful relationship between stage and real lifeFors ClavigeralLetter 39 (March 1874),

Ruskin describes how his habitual attendance ahtegter has connected the London stage and

London street in his mental landscape:

During the last three weeks, the greater part obwajlable leisure has been spent
between Cinderella and Jack in the Box; with the&ocis result upon my mind,

that the intermediate scenes of Archer Street aim¢éStreet, Soho, have
become to me merely as one part of the drama,rdopame, which | happen to
have seen last; ... | begin to ask myself, Whiclhésreality, and which the
pantomime? Nay, it appears to me not of much momvbith we choose to call
Reality. Both are equally real; and the only quests whether the cheerful state
of things which the spectators, especially the gashand wisest, entirely
applaud and approve at Hengler’'s and Drury Lanest mecessarily be

interrupted always by the woeful interlude of thesade world. (qtd. Weltman,

“Arcadias” 42).
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Sharon Aronofsky Weltman argues that Ruskin prasiet theatre as a world of ideals, which
the “real world” can aspire to realize; if spectatenjoy the idealized world of the pantomime,
they should strive to alleviate the poverty andnegs outside the theater’s four walls.

According to Weltman, Ruskin “us[es] pantomimert@agine and create a better world”
(“Arcadias” 41). Greenwood’s pauper, who sings dadces his way into the Lambeth
Workhouse, is an astute connoisseur of the pantenililnis pauper recognizes that song and
dance, art and theater, are as necessary to kisawand mental well-being, as a place to sleep
for the night. Too poor to afford a lodging, he lebstill buy a seat at the theater. The workhouse

became to him merely a part of the drama, or paimenthat he had just witnessed.

In the pages that follow, | explore the utopiangotial of the slumming narrative, its
ability to recreate its writers as new charactangl to imagine new ways of interacting with
others, across class boundaries. This is not tg thenpotentially exploitative or voyeuristic side
of the slum narrative. As Seth Koven points outsthwriters were motivated by a messy
mixture of “good intentions and blinkered prejudid¢bat informed their vision of the poor and
of themselves” (Koven 3). However, the writers lohs narratives were able to recreate
themselves as new kinds of characters, and to fangenventional relationships with people of
a lower class than their own. A complete survegloif journalism is beyond the scope of my
project; instead, | turn my attention to the waysvhich literature takes up the call of the slum
narrative. | look at Sherlock Holmes as he polidass boundaries, but simultaneously
undermines them. | then turn to social explorerddénayhew, as he transforms his
ethnographic account of the London Poor into dranparformance. And | end with an
examination of late-Victorian slum novels featurimgmen who venture into the slums. The

exploration of the slum is also an explorationaif,sas Joseph McLaughlin has ably
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demonstrate® A journey into the East End allows these writerd aharacters to stage their
selfhood in new ways, and to find new ways to penfthe scene of sympathy, or cross-class

interactions and relationships.

Journalists, Actors, Detectives, and Beggars:Thefessional Man in Conan Doyle’s “The
Man with the Twisted Lip”

James Grant, editor of tivorning Chronicleand the_ondon Saturday Journabegins
his bookSketches in Londofi838) not with the grand buildings or great dritbe modern
Babylon,” but rather with a section on “Begging losgers.” Instead of showing off the
attractions of his great city, Grant remarks thairidon is proverbial all the world over for the
number and ingenuity of the tricks that are darygticed in it” (Grant 1). Grant aims to
catalogue the various tricks that begging impogtesistice on the unwary, but his catalogue has
a particular focus: “The London beggars are digtiolto a great variety of classes,” writes
Grant, “but | shall confine myself to the beggingpiostors who ply their avocation by means of
letters, and to those who by the assumption ofefistwhich they do not actually feel,
endeavour, in the open streets, to enlist the symgsof the charitable and humane in their
behalf” (Grantl). It is striking that Grant chooses beggars whosks in some sense resemble
his own vocation as a journalist. Like a beggirttelewriter, the journalist “plies his avocation
by means of letters,” and he may write things teatloes not personally feel in order to elicit a
certain response from his readers. Certainly, hieesvstories that he thinks will sell copy, just as

the beggar constructs his fictional persona in or@earn sympathy and coins.

®n Writing the Urban Jungle, McLaughlin writes that Jack London’s exploration of London’s East End, for People
of the Abyss, was simultaneously an exploration of London, himself, and an interrogation of his own identity.
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Andrew Halliday writes of the queasy blurring bétboundary between the professional
writer and the aspiring writer later in the centu&mong the begging-letter fraternity there are
not a few persons who affect to be literary mereylhave at one time or another been able to
publish a pamphlet, a poem, or a song—generalbtragtic one, and copies of these works—
they always call them ‘works’—they constantly caatyout with them to be ready for any
customer who may turn up” (Douglas-Fairhurst 3®%Ete, disconcertingly for the journalist, the
difference between a real man of letters and one mérely “affects” to be a literary man is the

consistency of his publication. A single publicatidoes not a writer make.

The harder the journalist tries to expose the imggignposter, the more likely he is to
reveal the fraud within himself. Consider the cusanoment irBketches in Londonhere the
writer turns from exposing the various tricks, “ded,” or “lurks” by which beggars deceive
their audiences, to a discussion of begging congsami fraternities that club together for the
purpose. Grant discusses these beggars in exptioghtrical terms, mentioning the “rehearsals”

they enact in order to practice and perfect theffggmance:

[T]he most amusing part of the proceedings of gglmggassociation usually takes
place at the formation of the company. A sort dieiasal, such as takes place in a
theatre when a new piece is about to be produseden duly gone through, in
which the pretensions of each member of the frateto the part he assumes are
put to the test by the leaders of the gang, assistehe opinions of some of “the
friends.” About two years since, a young man, nbfgar, dead—for he was then
in a very delicate state of health, and | havedeathing of him since—about

two years ago this young man was seized with sonmeerable a desire to make
himself personally acquainted with the habits, @eation, &c., of the leading
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mendicants in town, that he actually put on asuragged clothes, and spent a

whole night with fifteen or twenty of them in a tsmuin St. Giles's. (Grant 38)

In order to expose these imposters, the young esorts to slumming; in order to see a
rehearsal, this young man joins them in playingd o their performance. The desire to expose
the truth about beggars leads naturally to slumpong can only expose the truth by being false
oneself. The professional man’s anxiety about besgigas its source in the distorted image of
themselves that the beggar reflects back on hira.bEggar is his alter ego, the Hyde to his
Jekyll®” The fact that these writers use the adjectivefgssional” to modify the noun “beggar”
shows their uneasy awareness of this proximity,k@egtudgingly acknowledges the skill
involved in the beggar’s professiéh.Francis Peek labeled such vagrants “those wHaail
work,” buteven heacknowledged the planning and forethought invoiweprofessional

begging: “There are vagrants who periodically trahmpcountry, and are a terror to the cottagers
in lonely places; there are the mendicants who awaphe suburbs into districts for begging
purposes, and go backwards and forwards as regaladny man of business to his office...”

(Peek 19).

The image of the beggar as man of business whonctes to his “office” is the central

conceit of Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s 1891 story “Tiian with the Twisted Lip,” which

% Grant follows up on his promise by delivering a scene of comic dialogue worthy of the stage, in which three
beggars—one Scottish, one Irish, one English—attempt to understand each other’s dialect well enough to
coordinate their efforts.

® Here, | am indebted to Stephen D. Arata’s argument in “The Sedulous Ape.” Arata argues that Hyde reflects the
repressed violence of the professional bourgeoisie as much as the atavism of the lower classes or the decadence of
the aristocracy.

® Mark Hampton discusses the ambivalence surrounding journalism’s increasing professionalization in the late-
nineteenth century: his article “Defining Journalists in Late Nineteenth Century Britain” focuses on “the inherent
tensions of a profession whose claims to status derived from control over an ‘open’ public discourse, rather than
arcane ‘professional’ knowledge.” The National Association of Journalists, the first professional society for
journalists in the UK, was founded in 1884, in Manchester (Hampton 138-139).
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explores the uncomfortable proximity of the profesal beggar to other sorts of professional
men, and the easy transition from one to the offtee.main plotline follows Holmes'’s search

for a missing person; Mrs. St. Clair is concerrfeat her husband, Neville St. Clair hasn’t
returned from his mysterious “business” in the Cithie solution of the mystery reveals that “no
crime, but a very great error” has been commitiéslzille St. Clair daily transforms himself into
a very successful professional beggar named Hugin®avhen he commutes to the city. Rather
than risk discovery by his wife, who accidentakies him on an impromptu trip into London,

“Boone” allows himself to be arrested for the murdeabduction of St. Clair.

The frame narrative that opens the story paraifedsnain plotline; Kate Whitney enlists
Watson’s help in tracking her husband to an opiemid the East End. Isa Whitney’s
disappearance frames the narrative as a story afmuteading doubles lives, including
Sherlock Holmes. Watson finds more than he bargdioeat the opium den; Kate Whitney is
not the only one whose partner has gone astrag.skbry corroborates Rex Stout’s joking
assertion that “Watson was a wom&hih this story, Watson plays the role of the coneer
wife. His discovery in the opium den foreshadowsMBt. Clair’s discovery later in the story;
she finds her husband, and Watson finds Holmespantedly, in the opium den. Like Boone,
Holmes has assumed a disguise: Watson is astortistse@ an “old man... very thin, very
wrinkled, bent with age, an opium pipe dangling ddvom between his knees” transform before

his eyes into his partner, Holm@dinger ed. 164-165).

Like Holmes, St. Clair is adept at disguise. &AssHolmes occasionally dons a disguise in

pursuit of his profession, St. Clair earns hisrlgzthrough impersonation. The similarities

% In an article with this title, for The Saturday Review (March 1, 1941), detective fiction author Rex Stout
anticipates Lucy Liu’s role as “Joan Watson,” in the CBS television show Elementary, by half a century.
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between St. Clair and Holmes do not stop theremdslsolves this case by becoming even more
similar to St. Clair, down to his physical pose atiitude. Consider the following two
descriptions of St. Clair’'s alter ego, Hugh Boasueg Sherlock Holmes, respectively; the first

narrated by Holmes, the second by Watson:

His name is Hugh Boone, and his hideous face isndneh is familiar to every
man who goes much to the City. He is a professibaggar, though in order to
avoid the police regulations he pretends to a strae in wax vestas. Some little
distance down Threadneedle Street, upon the leit-sale, there is, as you may
have remarked, a small angle in the wall. Herg that this creature takes his
daily seat, cross-legged with his tiny stock of chat on his lap, and as he is a
piteous spectacle a small rain of charity descamdghe greasy leather cap

which lies upon the pavement beside him. (Klingkrle’3-174)

*k%k

It was soon evident to me that [Holmes] was nowpareg for an all-night

sitting. He took off his coat and waistcoat, puteolarge blue dressing-gown, and
then wandered about the room collecting pillowsrfiois bed and cushions from
the sofa and armchairs. With these he construcsedltaf Eastern divan, upon
which he perched himself cross-legged, with an ewishag tobacco and a box
of matches laid out in front of him. In the dimHigof the lamp | saw him sitting
there, an old briar pipe between his lips, his éyesl vacantly upon the corner
of the ceiling, the blue smoke curling up from hsilent, motionless, with the

light shining upon his strong-set aquiline featu(&inger ed. 184)
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Figure 17: Sidney Paget's illustrations of Holmes (left) and Hugh Boone (right)

Both men sit cross-legged, with a stock of matéhdsont of them. The visual similarity
between the two men is striking, especially comsgeSidney Paget’s iconic illustrations of
both men (Figure 17). Their similarities are mdrart skin deep. Both men trade upon their
unigue mental abilities: Boone upon his “wit,” H@mupon his powers of deduction. “A small
rain of charity” descends on Boone, while Holmessusis meditative pose and the mental state
it induces to solve the mystery. Both are practj¢imeir profession, but neither engages in
physical labor. As Audrey Jaffe points out, theed&te and the beggar, like the writer, do most
of their work while sitting still: “[t]he story djgays anxiety about labor that appears not to be
labor” (Jaffe 66). “The figure who professes rattien produces—whose speech, writing, or
self is his commodity—blurs the easily readablatiehship between producer and product,
laborer and commaodity; the professional perfornmgises whose merit, at least to some extent,
the client has to take on faith” (Jaffe 67). JusB& Clair switched from his “arduous” job as a
journalist to sitting still and begging, Conan Deghanged professions from doctor to author—

trading on his wit and words. The Sherlock Holmesiss brought Doyle fame, notoriety, and
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cash, but he felt that these productions demeamedust as St. Clair worried his alter ego

would bring shame on his famil$.

The narrative of the middle-class man leading@btiolife in late Victorian fiction often
functions as a cautionary tale or moral fable. BxiGray and Dr. Jekyll’s alter egos act out
these men’s amoral (even immoral) fantasies. HugbnB is an imposter, but he is not a
criminal. St. Clair experiences shame, not remauben his “dodge” is discovered. St. Clair's
shame over his chosen “profession” springs fromvesrtly theatrical nature, and from the
lower-class character he adopts—or else his shaitself the “great error” to which Holmes
refers. Notably, the rest of the story’s characéexsept the idea that the competing demands of
the domestic hearth and the world of businessrex@mpatible; modern urban and professional
life necessitates a bifurcation or splitting ofritiey.”* Even Watson is willing, perhaps eager, to
be seduced away from his wife. Watson writes tRatk who were in grief came to my wife like
birds to a light-house,” but he cannot resist thre bf adventure that Holmes represents: “I could
not wish anything better than to be associated migHriend in one of those singular adventures
which were the normal condition of his existen¢&linger ed. 161, 166) Watson’s relations

with his soothing wife and his stimulating partpeesent conflicting compensations and

% Scholars frequently comment on male authors’ ambivalence about writing fiction (specifically adventure fiction
or Romance as opposed to realist fiction) as a profession at the fin-de-siécle. Theresa Jamieson writes that the
“manliness” of those who labored intellectually was suspect in the Victorian period. At the same time, the
“industrialization” of fiction writing as a career led some authors to question the artistic merit of their works, often
produced in a “white heat” of haste, since these authors depended on the productions of their pen for their
livelihood. Jamieson asserts that writers at the fin-de-siécle “now had to negotiate the shifting identification of
literature as both art and business. An element of this ambivalence can be seen in R. L. Stevenson’s response to
the success of Jekyll and Hyde, for though the text’s reception consolidated his reputation as a writer, he was
motivated to consider whether its popular appeal was in fact rather damning evidence of the level of its
intellectual depth or artistic merit” (Jamieson 87). Stephen Arata also examines Stevenson’s ambivalence about his
own artistic creations, suggesting “that we might usefully approach Jekyll and Hyde as an indirect attempt by
Stevenson to size up his situation as a professional writer at the close of the nineteenth century” (“Sedulous”

251).

7 Interestingly, the bifurcation of identity caused by the competing demands of domestic and professional life is
not fraught with moral baggage in earlier works of Victorian fiction such as Dickens’s Great Expectations. Wemmick
very happily conducts separate lives in the city and the suburbs.
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pleasures; however, Watson’s dual identity as i&@apée doctor and partner in (solving) crime
can coexist in the world of Doyle’s stories. Holmgsnilarly, plays many roles, and does not
consider one aspect of himself to be his “truef. $dis Baker Street apartments are his living
quarters, his consulting room, and the space heshath his professional and domestic partner,
Watson. Mrs. St. Clair likewise understands thatfusband wears many hats; or rather, that he
writes multiple hands. “And you are sure that thigour husband’s hand?” Holmes inquires of
Mrs. St Clair regarding a letter, supposedly wnitby her husband. “One of his hands,” she
replies, “His hand when he wrote hurriedly. It &y unlike his usual writing, and yet | know it
well.” (Klinger ed. 182) In “The Man with the Twisdl Lip,” identity is performative, multiple,

and fluid. St. Clair is the most masterful exploibé this performative conception of identity, but

also its most ashamed practitioner.

St. Clair and Holmes'’s likeness also suggeststh@astreets of London are overtly
theatrical spaces where identity is performed. Bosrsuccessful, not because his poverty seems
particularly genuine, but because he is entertgjrand draws attention to himseffolmes
remarks of Boone: “His appearance is so remarkd#ieé¢ no one can pass him without observing
him” (Klinger ed. 174). Not only his appearancet &lso “his wit [marks him out from the
common crowd of mendicants], for he is ever readi & reply to any piece of chaff which may
be thrown at him by the passers-by” (Klinger edb)1Tt is no coincidence that St. Clair's
previous occupations were journabstd actor As James Grant has shown, there is a likeness
between beggars and actors, and this likeness votkswvays: beggars are like actors, as we

have seen, but actors are also precariously aboBedoming beggars.

The spectacle of actors’ poverty sometimes playgd/ery visibly onstage, according to

Grant. In his chapter on “Penny Theatres,” Grastdbes an occasion when two actresses argue
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noisily, in a “robing-room made out of a cornettioé¢ stage,” about which of them should be
able to eat the crust of bread used as a progéntain scene. The audience overhears their
argument, unsure at first “whether the parties were actually quarelling with each other, or
only acting” (Grant 165-166). The audience membémnately adjudicate between these two
actresses, arguing sensibly that the ladies shsplicthe crust and share it. Real life and theater
are complexly imbricated and interwoven, leading 8pecial intimacy between actor and
audience, who interact vocally in this lower-cléssatrical venue. Street and stage exist in a
symbiotic relationship to each other; beggars Be@ne borrow from the conventions of the
stage, while the actors’ poverty affects the pentamces that occur onstage. The streets became

the stage on which the performance of social dlads place.

Victorian drama is often denigrated by twenty- andnty-first-century critics, and was
derided even by the Victorians themselves. Howanstead of original written drama, the
Victorians had an inherently theatrical imaginatias well as a sophisticated awareness of the
theatricality of social life, and the porous bourydaetween street and stafd.ife imitates art
to the extent that social behavior itself is a kifidirama. Drama is then less a distinct genre for
the Victorians than a mode that informs their depis of social interactions and social class.
Charles Lamb, for instance, explicitly comparesdagg to actors, and argues that the
“authenticity” of beggars is beside the point: “Ratot into the bowels of unwelcome truth to
save a half-penny. It is good to believe him.... Whesy come with their counterfeit looks and

mumping tones, think them players. You pay your eyaio see a comedian feign these things,

Ina [related vein], the character Henry Wharton in Mary Augusta Ward’s novel Marcella exclaims, “We have no
drama in England at the present moment worth a cent; so | amuse myself with this great tragi-comedy of the
working-class movement. It stirs, pricks, interests me, from morning till night. | feel the great rough elemental
passions in it, and it delights me to know that every day brings us nearer to some great outburst, to scenes and
struggles at any rate that will make us all look alive.” (Ward 185)

143



which, concerning these poor people, thou cansterainly tell whether they are feigned or
not” (Lamb 274-275). Think them players: if the gag like Hugh Boone, is entertaining

enough to earn a coin, he deserves it. His perfocses a kind of labor.

In “The Man with the Twisted Lip,” Sherlock Holmegposes the professional beggar as
a fraud, literally wiping the grin off Boone’s fac#lolmes stooped to the waterjug, moistened
his sponge, and then rubbed it twice vigorouslpsEmland down the prisoner’s face.... Never in
my life have | seen such a sight. The man’s faegoeoff under the sponge like the bark from a
tree.” (Klinger ed. 189) Holmes discovers the doluto the mystery in that most private of
bourgeois spaces: the bath room; it is easy, thexefo read Holmes as an instrument of
bourgeois morality. Armed with a sponge, Holmesesipway the dirt from the beggar’s face,
cleaning him, civilizing him, returning him to hisoper identity. The image of Holmes wiping
off the beggar’s “face” is reminiscent of the gsmae Victorian advertisements for Pears Soap
(Figure 18). Inmperial Leathey Anne McClintock discusses many of these racieltigrged
images, in which a white child helps a black chifdprove his complexion”—by rubbing off his
blackness with soap. McClintock suggests that tlwtoian obsession with cleanliness was a
means of preserving racial purity and class diftns: “Soap and cleaning rituals became
central to the demarcation of body boundaries hagblicing of social hierarchies” in Victorian
Britain (McClintock 33). However, the likeness beem detective and beggar, which | have
outlined above, complicates this reading of Holmes$he enforcer of middle-class morality.
Holmes simultaneously polices bourgeois valueswarttermines them. Holmes accepts that
class and masculinity are a performance, and ufsik€lair, he feels no anxiety about the
invisibility of his labor. He boasts that he reaglnés results in this case “by sitting upon five

pillows and consuming an ounce of shag.” Holmes s&gm like the instrument of bourgeois
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values, but his Bohemianism and amorality reprefenantithesis of those same values. St.
Clair views slumming as shameful; Holmes revels.itiThe Man with the Twisted Lip,” like so
many other Sherlock Holmes stories, restores sooi@r by the end of the story, without

establishing a sense of moral order.
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Figure 18: left: an advertisement for Pear's Soap (ca. 1890) and right: Paget's illustration of Holmes wiping the prisoner's face

“The Man with the Twisted Lip” undermines the bgewois idea that the professional
beggar is undeserving. Like Charles Lamb, Holmgands beggars like Boone as “merely
players.” “I have watched the fellow more than oheéore ever | thought of making his
professional acquaintance,” Holmes admits to Watsord | have been surprised at the harvest
which he has reaped in a short time.” Holmes’s lagg is descriptive rather than judgmental;
his reactions are similar to those of an audienember in a theater. Holmes sees the beggar as
spectacle rather than nuisance (“I haxagchedthe fellow more than once...”) and his reaction is
admiring rather than moralistic (“I have bemmprised..”). Holmes acknowledges that a certain
amount of skill goes into the beggar’s performarmcdiis professional capacity as a detective,

Holmes restores social order at the end of they shut in his private capacity he admires a
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fellow actor. By contrast to the rhetoric of theoPdaws, which were bent on winnowing the
deserving from the undeserving, Holmes’s metapborpares St. Clair's work with agricultural
labor (he “reaps” a “harvest”), thus critiquing flaelgment social authorities cast on such
beggars. Instead, his speech encourages the teagbs likeness in the beggar rather than
difference, to sympathize with him—to imagine thater the dirt, scars, and rags, is a human
face like their own. Holmes wipes off the beggéase to reveal his common humanity, but also
to pay homage to his skill as an actor. What masfegsional men do unconsciously—create a

persona, don a mask—he does consciously, and wisuenmate skill.

He Do the Poor in Different Voices: Mayhew’s DramatPerformances of London Labour
and the London Poor

“Just ‘cause they're in the streets, doesn’t nteahthey lack opinions.”
—Gus HaynesThe Wire(season 5, episode 5)

In “The Man with the Twisted Lip,” Neville St. Claleaves his career on the stage to
become a journalist; Henry Mayhew made the revarsgression. Initially a correspondent for
theMorning Chronicle with a column dedicated to cataloguing and clgisgj London’s
working and vagrant poor, Mayhew eventually sebfijges on his own account, continuing
London Labour and the London Poas a free-standing publication. In this sectiothef
chapter, | examine his ill-fated attempt to adagt performLondon Labouion the stage. Like

St. Clair, Mayhew ultimately flees from his adopteztsonae.

Between April and September 1857, Mayhew took ketches of London street life on
the road. Many authors of this time undertook put#ading tours; by 1857, Dickens had been

giving charitable readings of his works for sevesdrs; in 1858, he gave his first
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“professional,” or for-profit performance (see Aadis 268 ff). Dickens did perform his
characters “in different voices,” but his set andtame were anti-theatrical; Dickens wore
evening dress and stood at a lectern. His setstedsonly of a screen placed behind him to help
project his voice, and a single spotlight to illmatie his figure (see Andrews 142-143). As
Malcolm Andrews describes it, Dickens “did not degp@n stage props to create an illusion,
only on auditory and visual enhancements to his dkamatic skills” (Andrews 144). Mayhew’s
initial lecture tour, “Oddities of the London Stteg which ran from April to May 1857, was
likewise restrained and traditional, and did naitfiee costumes. Mayhew’s second tour,
“Curious Conversazione” (July-August 1857) was ntbestrical; an advertisement promised
potential audience members the chance “to meet ©f8D CHARACTERS out of the
STREETS of LONDON, amongst whom the following hgwvemised to appear in their
professional costumes:—The London CostermongeRtimeh and Judy Man, the Death and
Fire Hunter, Old Water Cress Seller, the Jew Cktren, the Professional Beggar, &. &c.”
(Morning Post7 July 1857; qtd. Hakala 218-219). By contraddickens’s more respectable
reading tours, Mayhew embraced the dramatic patienitihis material, impersonating his

various characters, changing costumes betweenhgsets well as doing the voices.

The final iteration of Mayhew's performance touPuhch on the Platform,” added an
additional element borrowed from the stage; to Keepaudience entertained during Mayhew's
costume changes, Mayhew’s manager Thomas Bealgehgaanist “J. L. Hatton to play and
sing whenever he might be required to vary the ranogne by so doing” (qtd. Hakala 213).
Hatton’s comic songs mark “Punch on the Platforsvaavariant form of the vaudeville or
variety show, a popular or “low” entertainment,ragquct of the “illegitimate theater.” With each

iteration, Mayhew’s lecture tour became increagirtigeatrical. As Taryn Hakala argues,
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“Mayhew's public performance of his own investigatjournalism represented a new genre: part
educational lecture, part pathetic narrative, pamic entertainment” (Hakala 224). The opening
of “Punch on the Platform” was highly anticipat@da puff piece, th@ristol Athenaeum

declared, “Something of what Mr. Dickens has denlkedoks and Mr. Jerrold in Plays, Mr.

Mayhew attempts on the Platform” (August 1, 1857).

But “Punch on the Platform” came to an abrupt hbttost as soon as it began. As
Thomas Beale recalled in his memdihe Light of Other Dayshe opening performance in
Brighton’s Town Hall, on Tuesday, September 15,71&%arted as planned, with a song and a
short introduction in Mayhew’s “proper person”: Ll.Hatton plays a short introduction on the
pianoforte, Henry Mayhew comes onto the platforra.ddys a few lines, and is suddenly and
unaccountably much embarrassed. The introductagapat an end, he leaves Hatton to sing a
song.” (qtd. Hakala 211) Hatton was forced to $orga much longer interval than he expected;
Mayhew never returned to the stage, and cancelteéimaining engagements for “Punch on the
Platform” (or rather, as Beale wryly put it, “Puncti the Platform”). The bohemian journalist
cumentertainer had spotted his father, Joseph Maybkigtmg in the front row. Henry had
crashed headlong into the very embodiment of Viatorespectability. Just as Neville St. Clair
flees when he sees his wife, Mayhew could not beface a family member witnessing his

performance.

Henry Mayhew had a difficult relationship with Haher, whom he dubbed, in a poem
of the same title, “The Respectable Man” (Yeo ahdipson 13). Joseph Mayhew, a London
solicitor, likely regarded his son’s professionegsurnalist as a form of “slumming” to begin
with. Henry resented his father's miserliness @mortedly bought umbrellas by the gross, and

calculated the fare of cab rides down to the peranyd he resented the small allowance that
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gave his father a hold over him (Humpherys 2-3jelhis other siblings, Henry rejected
Joseph’s wish that he should follow in his footstapd become a solicitor; instead he pursued a
career as a journalist. As a mild form of rebelliblenry socialized with a bohemian and anti-
establishment set of fellow writers and journalistenry was often short on cash, and even
declared bankruptcy in 1847. The sight of his fathéhe Brighton theater likely aroused his
ambivalent feelings about writing, and now perfargifor a living”® (Think of Neville St.

Clair's shame that his children might find out abbis career as a professional begdr!

Scenes of embarrassment on stage are common ematighVictorian novel; think of
Wopsle’s preposterous performance as Hamlggraat ExpectationdHis strutting and
stammering arouse a mixture of pity and mockeryipn “We had made some pale efforts in the
beginning to applaud Mr. Wopsle; but they werehopeless to be persisted in. Therefore we
had sat, feeling keenly for him, but laughing, méweless, from ear to ear” (255). Henry
Mayhew’s untimely exit from the stage similarly &es comedy and pathos. Most critics of
Mayhew’s work regard his foray into the theateuafrtunate—if they talk about it at all—and
humorous at begt.But instead of laughing at Mayhew, as Pip laugh&/apsle, | propose that

we should make more than a “pale effort” to applhisdpoerformance.

73 According to George Hodder, Joshua “made such a solemn appeal to [Henry] as to his compromising the
respectability of his family by continuing so ‘degrading’ a pursuit, that he determined to abandon it” (qtd.
Humpherys 10). When Joshua died in 1858, the following year, he left Henry only a small allowance of £1 per
week. While it would be a stretch to say he disinherited his son on account of his appearance on stage—rather
than for the dozens of other financial and social indiscretions he committed—it is clear that he died displeased
with his son: “To my son Henry | cannot make any personal bequest because he cannot possess any property to his
own use” (qtd. Humpherys 10).

" When searching the opium den for Neville St. Clair, the police come upon his clothes, and a pile of children’s
bricks: “The toy he had promised to bring home” —a metonym for the respectable domesticity St. Clair leaves
behind him when he commutes into the city, and for the commitments it invokes.

> can only find one scholar who takes Mayhew’s staged sketches seriously: Taryn Hakala writes about them at
length in her dissertation, Working Dialect: Nonstandard Voices in Victorian Literature, pp. 211-224.
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Many critics see a decline in Mayhew’s work follogihis break with th&lorning
Chroniclein 1850. Eileen Yeo, for example, argues that “Nay was capable of his best work”
between 1849-1851, when he was “[flreed temporé&mign financial worries and able to stretch
his mind in ways not immediately designed to makiekgmoney” (Yeo & Thompson 51). Yeo
buys into the notion, common during the Victoriaaipd, that writing for money can
compromise an author’s artistic or ethical stangla¥eto sees the entertainment value of
Mayhew’sLondon Laboussketches as a dilution of their sociological atithegraphic value,
lumping his later sketches in with other “low-Idgeenes,” such as Pierce Egan’s “Tom and
Jerry” sketches ihife in London which suffered “from under-disciplined curioséapd over-
developed theatricality,” according to Yeo (Yeo &ompson 66). For Yeo, “theatricality” is a
term of opprobrium. Mayhew may not have had “finahworries” while writing for the
Morning Chronicle but he certainly could not write what he wishled;broke with the editors
over their censorship over his colufiBeing his own employer freed Mayhew to speak his
mind, and his so-called “financial worries” motigdthim to develop a closer relationship with

his readers.

Yeo worries that Mayhew’s sketches after his brerk theMorning Chronicleaimed to
entertain, rather than educate the reader; Regagmi@r similarly expresses skepticism about
the literary aspects of Mayhew’s sketches: “After furor over thdlorning Chronicleletters,”
writes Gagnier, “Mayhew continued his project witkerviews of the London streetfolk in

London Labour and the London Paod861-1862), which are sometimes seen as a ddotinme

76 Mayhew’s critical remarks about free trade were cut from his column, and on 4 October 1850, the editors of the
Chronicle published an article in Mayhew’s column, praising piecemeal wages in the tailoring industry, which
Mayhew did not write. Messrs. H. J. & D. Nicholl, tailors, had placed advertisements in The Chronicle, and were
displeased by the tone of Mayhew’s earlier critiques of the tailoring industry, though he did not specifically name
any firm in particular (see Humpherys 20). On 28 October, Mayhew met with the London tailors to repudiate the
article, and declare his break from the Morning Chronicle. (See Yeo and Thompson for details, pp. 34-37).
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his attempt at a systematic analysis of povertynftbe inside into his considerable talent as an
impressionist of streetlife ‘character” (Gagnie)8E. P. Thompson likewise identifies two
sides of Mayhew: Mayhew the “systematic empiricadislogist,” and Mayhew the “gifted
impressionist with an eye for ‘character.” (Yeadahhompson 45}’ Like Gagnier, Thompson
places the word “character” gingerly in scare qtiote. If one favors Mayhew as sociologist,
then the movement from tiMorning Chronicleletters toLondon Labour and the London Poor
and then finally to “Punch on the Platform” and f@ws Conversazione,” is definitely a decline.
Thompson refers to Mayhew’s abortive theatrical taery briefly, as “a venture which ended in
disaster” (Yeo and Thompson 49). However, if weljest our conception of Mayhew’s goals,
and see him as a writer who aimed to transmutsuiifect material into art, then we can view
his dramatic performances as the culmination oamsitious project to represent the spectrum

of characters on the London strets.

Such a stance is, admittedly, perverse—first oftedtause Victorian theater has
historically been underappreciated, and secondiglie Mayhew’s performance was marked as

low entertainment, by the presence of the pianggsland comic musical interludes. In order to

7 Anthony S. Wohl argues that this bifurcation or blend of subjective and objective perspectives was an inherent
feature of nineteenth-century works of local ethnography. The genre of slum exploration literature “was full of
ambiguities because it vacillated between viewing London, on the one hand, as a laboratory and, on the other, as a
theatre, between science and art, between reason and emotion, between individualizing or careful categorizing
and stereotyping, between objectivity and subjectivity” (Wohl 81).

% The image of transmuting a baser substance into a higher one is an appropriate metaphor for Mayhew’s work,
since, in terms of the material culture he represented, Mayhew was very interested in the concept of recycling, or
rather, what we would refer to today as “upcycling” (“the operation or process of reusing waste materials to
create a product of higher value or quality”: OED, “upcycling,” n.). Mayhew was able to see the potential beauty
and use value in refuse, trash, and detritus. In the sketch “Street Sellers of Second-Hand Articles,” Mayhew
describes the manufacture of “shoddy,” a fabric made from unraveled threads of other fabrics, and he points out
that these materials can be reclaimed: “In some article the re-manufacture is beautiful.... Thus the rags which the
beggar could no longer hang about him to cover his nakedness, may be a component of the soldier’s or sailor’s
uniform, the carpet of a palace, or the library table-cover of a prime minister.” (Douglas-Fairhurst, 151-152).
Mayhew’s literary project, similarly, aimed to reveal the hidden usefulness and beauty in lower-class working life,
to transform their difficult lives into literature. Mayhew could appreciate the aesthetics of lower-class life, and
aimed to make his readers see this neglected beauty.
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view “Punch on the Platform” as the pinnacle of Mey's project, we must first readjust the
criteria by which we measure success. In a depaftam the bulk of Mayhew scholarship, |
argue that Mayhew’s performance in “Punch on tlaéf&®m” and “Curious Conversazione”
represents the culmination of Mayhew’s increasiegire for intimacy with both his readers and
subjects, and his effacement of himself as interamgdl propose that we reclaim the
theatricality ofLondon Labour and the London Poaiot as “over-developed,” or simply an

unfortunate move to make money, but as absolutaiyral to Mayhew's project.

Mayhew’s sketches were unique in that Mayhew altbtie poor to speak for
themselves. Mayhew claimed that his project was fitst attempt to publish the history of a
people, from the lips of the people themselves.hairtown ‘unvarnished language ¢ndon
Labour 1.iii).” Mayhew interviewed his subjects, but for the npzst, he eliminated the
intervening questions he posed, presenting thevietgees’ speech as an uninterrupted
monologue. “The interviewer is absorbed into thee®f the interviewee,” Mary Shannon
notes, “so there is less of a mediating voice betwbe words of the informant and the
conclusions drawn by the reader” (Shannon 155) eRdbouglas-Fairhurst likens Mayhew’s
technique to the literary form of the dramatic miogoe: a genre “carefully situated between
theatrical speech and the quieter reflections ot pfDouglas-Fairhurst xxxiii). Hakala deftly
analyzes the subtle shifts in Mayhew's early |stfer theMorning Chronicle between free
indirect discourse and direct first-person speechayhew gradually excises his own
interrogations, while asserting his observationstatrvals (Hakala 185-190). “Mayhew flows in

and out of representing the weavers’ voices diyettterjecting his own voice less and less as

7 Hakala contrasts Mayhew’s transcription of regional dialect to the representation of lower class and regional
speech in the Morning Chronicle letters of Angus Reach, the correspondent for the Northern Districts, who “often
represents the regional speech of his informants with standard phonology...rather than capitalizing on the
Northern dialects, even if only for their quaintness” (Hakala 190).
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the letter progresses,” Hakala writes, of Mayhes@sond letter for th®lorning Chronicle
(Hakala 187). Effacing himself as interlocutor alkxd for greater intimacy between Mayhew's
readers and his subjects. Angus Reach'’s letterspbiyast, employ the dry analytical language

of the Parliamentary Blue Book, as Hakala notes.

Mayhew’s intimacy with his readers increased dfisrbreak with thé/lorning
Chronicle when he began to sélbndon Labour and the London Paarweekly serialized
installments. “What is most interesting, in thissnghase of publication,” notes E. P. Thompson,
“is the palpable sense of relationship between Mayand his audience—a relationship which,
until then, had been mediated through the corredgraece columns of théhronicle Each
twopenny part was bound in a wrapper, on which Mayprinted information and enquiries
received from readers, together with his own repl{eo and Thompson 42). The wrappers
served a dual purpose for Mayhew, as he annountéuaednitial wrapper, for his fifth number:
“In compliance with the request of many Subscrip#its outer pages of this periodical will, in
future, be used as a wrapper, intended to be €ut bfnding, [sic] This will not only keep the
work from being soiled, but enable Mr. Mayhew tewaear the inquiries of his several
Correspondents” (Taithe 87). These wrappers seaywdctical function in keeping the
periodical clean; Leah Price points out thabfidon Labouiconstantly reminds us that we're
wearing out its pages.... Even as the wording ofatteepers incorporated readers’ writing, their
material form kept dirty hands at a distance” (288). | focus on the former function:
Mayhew'’s use of these wrappers to increase himaay with his readers. Like the Proscenium
of the stage, these wrappers simultaneously mariéde boundary between audience and
performer (or reader and writer), but also esthklisa relationship between the two. The

wrappers allowed readers to become even closeaih®iv's subjects, sometimes in very
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tangible ways. Often, readers inquired about aqdar character Mayhew described. At one
point, readers raised enough money to replaceddlapedated” harp of a street musician (Yeo

and Thompson 43, Taithe 99).

The wrappers allowed Mayhew’s readers to feelttheg were interacting with
Mayhew’s subjects. At the same time, Mayhew’s mivieis own offices brought him
physically closer to the theater. Not only do Maylsesketches resemble dramatic monologues,
as Douglas-Fairhurst asserts; the theater wahise to Mayhew’s project in terms of
geographical proximity. As Mary Shannon points 6lihe office of The London Labour and the
London Pooyat 16 Upper Wellington Street, was practicallyidestant between the Lyceum
and Covent Garden theatres...and was in the middiechfster of theatres which included
Drury Lane, the Olympic...and the Adelphi.... The preseof the theatre and the presence of
journalists were equally inescapable during evesmg Wellington Street” (Shannon 113, 117).
Mayhew’s new independent offices, after his bre&hk whe Chronicle were geographically

close to many theatres, allowing for a rich crosBimation between page and stage.

In the transition from page to stage, Mayhew acdwigs several things. First, this
transition achieves a shift from the representadioan aggregate “type” to the representation of
an individual character. Ilnondon Labourfor example, Mayhew catalogues the habits,
amusements, finances, religion, sexuality, etcostermongers as a group;Garious
Conversazionehe allows a single costermonger to speak asrageptative of his type, but first
and foremost as an individual character. The cogirger may speak of “our chaps” or “ve
costers” (we costermongers) plural, but he standiont of the audience as a single individual.
Natalie Prizel has argued that “the taxonomical May, intent on distinguishing between
workers and non-workers, deserving and undesenpnogt, exists alongside a Mayhew who is
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more interested in “performance and portraiture...categories that push away taxonomy in
their emphasis on singularity” (Prizel 443). Theasion between Mayhew as taxonomist and
Mayhew as portraitist (another way of voicing Yedistinction between Mayhew as sociologist
and Mayhew as impressionistic sketcher of “charécig also a tension between the verbal and
the visual. The illustrations in Mayhew—engravimgade after daguerreotypes by Henry
Beard—point to the singularity and individuality tbie subject. Prizel focuses particularly on
Mayhew’s sketch and visual portrait of the crippsadler of nutmeg-graters. While this man
exists within the larger framework of Mayhew's taxonical category of street-sellers, his
portrait and the verbal sketch are unique. Fronp#trécular disability that characterizes his
body, this uniqueness or particularity extendhitems he sells: how much demand can there

be for nutmeg graters?

While Mayhew as observer and taxonomist is thenate authority over his work,
Mayhew as portraitist acknowledges the agency afiton of his subjects. Prizel argues that
these street sellers are canny performers, penfigrimnarketable versions of themselves” that fit
into Mayhew'’s preconceived categories. “Mayhewf®imants are by far his most important
collaborators,” Prizel asserts, “insofar as theirfprmances of the self provide the essential
content of his work” (Prizel 434-435). Putting Bigbjects on the stage tacitly acknowledges
their status as actors who initially perform forWiaw and his readers, and the “acts of self-

fashioning that constitute each portrait” (Priza#

By presenting his characters onstage, Mayhew saite to foreground the peculiarities
of their voice and language. As Mayhew writes i fieface td.ondon Labouyhis goal is to
tell the history of the people “in their own wortla,goal he accomplishes more thoroughly
when he represents these characters onstage. Wiressing costermongers in prose.andon
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Labour, Mayhew devotes a section to the “Language of€&osingers,” explaining the slang of
this class to the uninitiated: “The slang languafjeostermongers is not very remarkable for
originality of construction,” writes Mayhew, “it ggesses no humour: but they boast that it is
known only to themselves...The root of the costerneorigngue, so to speak, is to give the
words spelt backwards, or rather pronounced rudabtkwards” London Laboui.23). Mayhew
then provides a brief dictionary of costermongangl However, when Mayhew gets inside the
costermonger’s skin, so to speak, and ventriloguie voice, he finds the humor hidden in this

linguistic game:

Our chaps mostly talks vot's called “kab genalsct \@n airth’s “kab genals,”
d’'ye say? Vell, | never! | thought you did know thece of old rags! Vy “kab
genals” is on’y the vords “back slang” shoved righk’ards. Don’t ye see. A'n’t
c a bthe bak’ards for “back,” and isn’g&nals the topsy-turvy for “slang.” Oh!

You a'n’t half fly...

In the “kab-genals” patter, ye see, all the vosdgarnounced as if they vos
spelled wrong-end fust. Like this here now—"“Tuci$i'the back-slang for “cut
it;” and this is the vay ve does the reck’ning oghat there kind o’ talk. So keep
your heyes vide open, for I'm a-going over the nemshust like a crab vould, ye

know—back’ards.

Eno, ote, erth, rofe, evif, neves.... [He proceedsoumnt through the numbers up

to twenty, and then to give the back slang fora@sidenominations of currency.]

But on’y to think 0’ my having to give you a lession’arning! A’'n’t your

eddication been neglected though, that's @lirjous Conversaziong7)
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In ventriloquizing the coster’s speech, Mayhew éitide latent humor in it, which consists in
mocking the pretentions of the upper classes.drotiginalLondon Laboussketches, Mayhew is
condescending in his treatment of coster slanghéutirns his mockery toward the upper classes
in Curious Conversazionaddressing the audience directly. (“You ain’ffliigl” and “Ain’'t

your education been neglected?Ellen Rosenman argues that the “vulgarity” of skreet
sellers in Mayhew’s sketches “arises not from & lafcsophistication, but from a deliberate
intention to offend, resting on an awareness ofptheer dynamics of class relations”
(Rosenman 55). However, the stage costermongerratrts offend but to entertain his middle-
class audience through his gentle mockery of iheir pretensions to education and
respectability. If Mayhew was successful in making audience laugh, he made them laugh at
themselves, rather than at the costermonger. WMaykew sought ir.ondon Labourto

educate his readers, @urious Conversaziondayhew gently mocks them for their lack of
knowledge. In his prose sketch, Mayhew says theeoo®ngers pronounce their words “rudely
backwards,” but for the stage version, he addkercolorful literary analogy to the crab,

walking backwards.

The coster’s speech @urious Conversazions humorous, but also unrelentingly critical
of the powers that be. In his section on costerraslLondon LabourMayhew repeatedly
mentions the costermongers’ hatred of policememghvkounds like simple aggression: “The
notion of the police is so intimately blended withat may be called the politics of the
costermongers that | give them together.... As regtird police, the hatred of a costermonger to

a ‘peeler’ is intense,” writes Mayhew, “and wittethopinion of the police, all the more ignorant

¥ n Arundhati Roy’s 1997 novel The God of Small Things, the characters Estha and Rahel similarly speak
backwards, as children, and to similar effect: in both instances the powerless (children, the working classes) speak
backwards in order to annoy, confound, and tease the powerful (adults, the upper classes).
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unite that of the governing power.... To thwart tledige in any measure the costermongers
readily aid one another.... | am assured that in ohsepolitical riot every ‘coster’ would seize
his policeman” London Laboui.20). InCurious Conversazionéy contrast, the

costermonger’s political views gain nuance and stigation. After the costermonger explains
the system of “slang” or false weights and meashyeshich costermongers trick their
customers—using hollowed out weights, or onesdiliéth cork—he defensively admits, “Yes,

in coorse ve has our tricks o’ trade too, as vethe reg’lar shopkeepers,” linking his cheating in
the underground economy to the dubious practicesooé respectable salespeoeifous
Conversazion®). The costermonger doesn’t stop here, but esténd notion of false and

hollow appearances to the most powerful figurehéland:

Then as for yer ‘Marchint Princes,’ vy they a’nt better tharcork veightsarter
all. They looks big and solid enough to be suré Viea ye comes to turn ‘em up,
ye finds they’re stuffed up on'y vith paper in ptaaf the reel substarntial metal.
A’n’t a seat in Parliament too, since these heiigdBrBank disclojures, come to
be just like a seat on my donkey?—a wery dubereusitpn; and von vitch
makes a many a clever chap appear but little abdwaess.Qurious

Conversazion8)

Here Mayhew introduces a topical reference to cuiregents. According to Erik F. Gerding, the
1850s in England were characterized by “Widespfesad! at banks, including Strahan Paul and
Bates, Tipperary and Royal British Bank (lossesmithese three banks failed rivaled magnitude
of investor losses in Madoff Ponzi scheme of 200@Sgrding 102). This financial crisis

resulted in the institution of limited liability gaillations to minimize investor losses. While
introducing this topical reference, however, Mayrgwes the costermonger credit for more
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political acumen and subtlety than the simple ltatrfiepolice that he depicts london Labouy
and more humor. The costermonger’s language isteeplith metaphor (merchant princes are
cork weights) and simile (a seat in Parliamenikis & seat on an ass). His language is inventive,

flexible, and humorous.

Whereas one of Mayhew’s major aims in the proséchks is to establish categories
with clear boundaries, he collapses the categandsblurs the boundaries in the dramatic scenes
through analogy and performance. Costermongensargo very different from respectable
shopkeepers, and they also resemble merchant pramceeven members of parliament. Where
the goal of the prose is to establish a taxonomwibigh audiences can distinguish between
worthy and unworthy, the dramatic performance d@mnsreate sympathy across those categories.
Mayhew’s performance allows his audience to idgmtiith his subjects, who are really not so
different from themselves. Mayhew’'s embarrassmagseeing his father demonstrates his

extreme identification with his subjects; he is amassed at having fallen to their level.

The character i€urious Conversazionsho is most uncomfortably similar to Mayhew
is the professional beggar, based on Andrew Haflsdsketches in volume IV dfondon
Labour. As | mentioned in my section on Conan Doyle’s élMan with the Twisted Lip,”
journalists especially resent professional beghjacause they too closely resemble themselves.
Beggars use spoken and written words in order no@ct to an audience and gain their
sympathy and coin. They “affect” respectabilityf by doing so, they illustrate that
respectability is a contingent and fragile condbpt depends on performance. The professional
beggar arouses anxieties about correctly readagsclt is difficult to tell the class trajectory o
these imposters. How can one tell the differend¢eden a case of downward class mobility (a

“distressed scholar” or “decayed gentleman” fotanse), and an upstart beggar who merely
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affects respectability? Professional beggars hkille that make them uncomfortably similar to

other sorts of professional men; Halliday writes:

His calling is a special one, and requires studysg@verance, and some personal
advantages. The begging letter writer must wrig@ad hand, speak
grammatically, and have that shrewd perceptiorhafacter peculiar to fortune-
tellers, horoscopists, cheap-jacks, and pedlarsmdst read and write, and cast
accounts;” have an intuitive knowledge of the ‘ditypiand landed gentry;’ be a
keen physiognomist, and an adept at imitation otaaitings, old documents,
guaint ancient orthography, and the like. He muosispss an artistic eye for
costume, an unfaltering courage, and have tearsigstdrics at immediate

command. llondon LabouilV.403)

In other words, the begging letter writer is sorambination of writer and actor; a master of
both verbal facility and imitation, the beggingiéztwriter’'s qualities sound strikingly similar to
the unique combination of qualities Mayhew broughitis dramatic performances! (Later critics

similarly praise Mayhew for his knowledge of andligpto depict character.)

The main focus of the section on “Beggars and Ghéatvolume IV ofLondon Labour
is the effort to distinguish between true beggais immposters, between deserving and
undeserving poor—a goal it shares with the New Raar of 1834. “The beggar whose poverty
is not real, but assumed, is no longer a beggteitrue sense of the word, but a cheat and an
imposter, and as such he is naturally regardedasian object for compassion, but as an enemy
to the state,” writes Halliday-ondon LabourdV.393). Halliday proceeds to discuss various

beggars, cataloguing the many ways in which beggargieceive the unwary public. He also
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discusses the Mendicity Society, the “object” ofisthsociety “was to protect noblemen,
gentlemen, and other persons accustomed to disfagsesums in charity from being imposed
upon by cheats and pretenders, and at the samedtipnevide, on behalf of the public, a police
system, whose sole and special function shoulthdsuppression of mendicancybfidon
LabourlV.399). Halliday's goal, like James Grant's$ketches in Londois to taxonomize
various kinds of cheats and imposters in orderéwgnt people from giving their money to
unworthy persons. The assumption is that most bbeggen to deceive. “It will be found that
imposture in beggary has invariably been the oiifigpof a high state of civilization, and has
generally had its origin in large townd’gqndon LaboudV.393). In other words, Londoners are
particularly at risk. It is the duty of the invegior and journalist to reveal these deceptions to

the public.

However, when Mayhew translates Halliday’s profesal beggar for the stage in
Curious Conversaziona curious thing happens. Mayhew impersonatebdlygar, who
demonstrates to the audience the various ways ichwie deceives people. The beggar begins
by performing his destitution for the audience, than he breaks the fourth wall, admitting to
them that his poverty is merely an act, and brigghem in on the secret. “Ladies and
gentlemen,—I| am ashamed to appear before yousrddgraded condition, but | can assure you
| have not the wherewithal to purchase more deapparel,” he begins his sketch, outlining his
poverty, and his desire to become a teacher imtegkacademy, if he only had the right clothes,
and appealing to the audience for a donatieuripus Conversaziori29). But after outlining this
scenario, the beggar breaks charact&utdenly altering his tone and manh&ow, that's
what we call the distressed usher lurk! And a vy lurk it is too, if so be as you can throw in

a mouthful or two of dog Latin—just a little bage know, or dash of the canine, as the doctor’s
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[sic] call it—and with a little whine too, if yelke, so as to make the dose more palateable”
(Curious Conversaziong0). Again, we see the hallmarks of Mayhew’s drdereketches: the
added humor that is often absent in the originas@iversion (the joke about dog Latin, the pun

on whine/wine), and the direct and honest addefsetaudience.

Where Halliday aimed to expose the beggar, in Masgdramatic performance, the
beggar exposes his own tricks for the audience,diknagician revealing what goes on behind
the curtain. But an even stranger thing happetiseatnd of the sketch. After revealing his

multiple lurks to the audience, the beggar nevégtiseasks them in all sincerity for a donation:

So, ladies and gentlemen, I'd respectfully ask ydrat are we poor beggars to do
to live in ease and comfort. If therefore you woldliddly leave a small pittance
for me at the doors, | should be ever grateful,@s assure you we have been
decently brought up, and never been used to [ajrdt in all our lives. Curious

Conversazion&5)

Mayhew’s representation of the professional beggdergoes a radical shift frobondon

Labour and the London Podo its incarnation on stage. The major goal ofliHay’s articles on
beggars is to educate his readers so they can gwang) to unworthy objects, whereas the
performance o€Curious Conversazion@ms to arouse sympathy in spite of the beggamésno
admission that his performance is a deception.die them to pay his performance, regardless.
Mayhew’s professional beggar anticipates Berna@8hAlfred P. Doolittle, another
shameless beggar on the stage: “I'm one of thesewdimg poor: that's what | am,” Doolittle
admits, “But my needs is as great as the most degewvidow’s that ever got money out of six

different charities in one week for the death & $ame husband.... | ain’t pretending to be
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deserving. I'm undeserving; and | mean to go ondpeindeserving. | like it; and that’s the truth”
(PygmalionAct I1). Like Mayhew's professional beggar, Alfr&bolittle admits to being
undeserving, but asks for a donation anyway, aggianhis fundamental equality with fellow
human beings at the level of basic needs. Higgetagnizing that Doolittle is trading on the
currency universally recognized by academics, feagenatural gift of rhetoric,” gives him the

money he requests.

By contrast to the rhetoric of the Poor Laws—winmogwthe wheat from the chaff,
distinguishing between authenticity and imposturke-gierformance of class difference aims to
guestion, complicate, and interrogate those tigyirditions between deserving and undeserving.
A few writers went against the grain of such rhietarguing that the performance of poverty
should be enough to arouse the onlooker’s sympéttsybetter to be deceived than to be overly
skeptical. As in the theater, it is best to suspamels disbelief. Again, | return to Charles
Lamb’s idea that “painted distress” should not jievan excuse not to “act a charity.”
Crucially, Lamb implies that both parties in thgcéne of sympathy” are engaging in a
performance. The distress might be painted, busyhgpathetic onlooker is alsactinga
charity.” By implying that both participants in ghcene are actors, or participators in a
performance, Lamb calls the authenticity of therithble giver into question. Like Lamb,
William Blanchard Jerrold asserts that “It is bette all parties that we should continue to
believe in the genuineness of every giver’ (Jer&#id).For Jerrold, the beggar must also
suspend his disbelief of the authenticity of theegs motives. Authenticity is not the point;
rather, it is more important to engage in this alogcene, however artificial, in order to facilgat
cross-class interaction, sympathy, and exchangdiawiDean Howells makes a similar

argument in his essay “Tribulations of a Cheerfide® (1895). By contrast to Halliday, who
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asserts that the begging imposter is an enemyetettlie, Howells writes, “I am not able to think
very ill even of imposters. It is a great pity foem, and even a great shame, to go about
deceiving people of means; but | do not believeg #re so numerous as people of means
imagine ... All that | contend for is the right—orlic&the privilege—of giving to him that
asketh, even when you do not know that he neediesarves to need” (Howells 420). Mayhew
the journalist aims to categorize and taxonomieelibndon poor, to distinguish between true
and false beggars, but Mayhew the actor sideslvathb, Jerrold, and Howells in his rejection

of these categories.

Slumming, as a form of acting, complicates the jodgment surrounding the notion of
imposture. As | discussed in my first chapter, ati@n is not only the sincerest form of flattery,
but also the foundation of a moral education. Inty@sis immoral in that it succeeds too well in
imitating its object, deceiving the viewer. But wlelo we draw the line between imitation and
imposture? Why is one so praised and the otheled®Halliday flirts (albeit unwittingly) with
this fine line in his introduction to the section Beggars and Cheats” in volume IV labndon
Labour. In his discussion of the history of begging amel tise of imposture, he romanticizes the

early days of begging and early episodes of slurgmin

In early times beggary had even a romantic aspeets celebrated the wanderings
of beggars in so attractive a manner that greaopages would sometimes envy
the condition of the ragged mendicant and imitagentode of life. James V. of
Scotland was so enamoured of the life of the gabei® man that he assumed his
wallet and tattered garments, and wandered aboom@ims subjects begging from

door to door, and singing ballads for a supperandjht’s lodging. The beggar’s
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profession was held in respect at that time, foad not yet become associated with

imposture... London LaboulV.393, emphasis added).

Halliday seems blissfully unaware of the irony of statement. Halliday uses the word “imitate”
to describe the king’s activities, but the kingtdiaties are not immune to criticism; it is
dishonest to beg money from people who need it rii@e oneself. Halliday’'s description
reveals a class-based double standard: preterulingya beggar is harmless and romantic

“imitation” when a king does it, but “imposture” wh a needier person engages in this behavior.

In hisLondon Labouisketches, Mayhew aimed to taxonomize and clas#fy ondon
Poor “under three separate phases, according asvithevork, theycan’'t work, and theyvon't
work’: the classic categories of the Poor Laws (Tibpson and Yeo 102). In his dramatic
performances, Mayhew aimed to imitate the beggahe manner of King James V. But in

doing so, Mayhew revealed himself to be an imposted fled the stage.

Poke Bonnets and Plain Brown Holland: The Unifornsf Odd Women in London’s East End

As professional opportunities for women expandedubhout the nineteenth century,
philanthropic or charitable activities seemed toetail naturally with women’s existing roles. F.
K. Prochaska observes that “A distinctive featudre@men’s work in nineteenth-century
philanthropy is the degree to which they appliegltdomestic experience and education, the
concerns of family and relations, to the world algghe home” (Prochaska 7). Jill Rappoport
similarly argues that charity “allowed middle-clagsmen to expand the ideological and
practical reach of their domestic ‘sphere.” (Rappa 6§* One literary example of a woman

operating in an expanded domestic sphere is Gédigs Dorothea Brooke, whose

# Dorice Williams Elliott makes a similar argument in The Angel Out of the House. “Women’s philanthropy seemed
to be a natural extension of their domestic role,” she writes (Elliott 6).
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“incalculably diffusive” influence is ultimately gunded in her marriage to a good man; her
charity begins at home and naturally extends outsydike widening circles in a pool. Though
charity work seemed to present an appropriatefooleomen, nevertheless, women'’s forays
into more public and visible work raised anxietd®ut independent or unfeminine women.
Male writers often depicted female philanthropistan unflattering light; Dickens’s meddling
Mrs. Pardiggle and ridiculous Mrs. Jellyby are famexamples. While the saint and the shrew
are two well-known and understood models of Vienriemale charity workers, the heroines of
late-Victorian slum narratives do not fit neatlydreither paradigm. The uniforms or costumes of
charity workers empower these female characteasttanonymously; in this disguise, they are
free to reimagine their own identities as individbwamen, and also to reinvent themselves as
members of a community of women, regardless osdbasindaries, and outside the limits of the

nuclear family.

In this section of the chapter, | examine two Mtetorian novels featuring women who
venture into the slums of Londotarcella by Mary Augusta Ward (1894), aial Darkest
Londonby Margaret Harkness (188%)While Marcella ultimately contains the subversive
energies of the slum plot within the more convemiaonfines of the marriage plot, the ending
of In Darkest Londoreaves many loose ends unresolved. But crucidlgse two novels depict
single women who don a professional “disguise”ntien to conduct philanthropic work in the
slums of the East End. While these novels are mitedy enlightened in terms of class relations
and class consciousness, they do create a spaesfale agency. As Deborah Nord has argued,
the city of London was an ideal space in whichxpl@e new roles for women, because the city

“represented the antithesis of those private antepted spaces that middle-class women had

8 Originally titled Captain Lobe, and published under the pseudonym John Law.
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traditionally occupied” (Nord 182). The heroinessbfm narratives use their professional
uniform as a way to present their bodies in pullfeese costumes and props mark these women
as “odd” (both peculiar, and single or singularhile allowing them to stage and perform their
gender in new ways and in new spaces. Shiftingaoyd from beggars to reformers in this final
section, | argue that we can understand refornpaoigssion as performative; both involve not
just taking a stance on an issue, but strikingseptaking action, donning a uniform, making an
entrance. Shannon Jackson, historian of ChicagolsHbuse, has coined the portmanteau term
“reformance,” to describe the idea of social ref@osomplished through ritualized
performance. “Sharing an etymological root that msg&o bring into being’ or ‘to furnish,’
performanceainderscores the material acts of constructionignph the termrefornt’ (Jackson

8). In the novels | explore in this section, pemiance is exploratory rather than conventional.
Late-Victorian “reformance” brings into being nevays of performing class and gender roles.
Like the new methods of acting popularized in #ite tentury, these new roles repudiate the
conventional signs and symbols of the past. Lileeti's Nora Helmer, Ruth and Marcella leave

their homes in order to play new parts in the ufifad drama of their lives as women.

These novels have important differences of plodyatter, and style, but their similarities
are striking. The heroine of each novel is a singbenan. Ruth is orphaned as well, and
therefore doubly unattached and unchaperoned; Martdeough not an orphan, has a tenuous
relationship with her parents, who send her off@garding school at a young age. Both women
are heiresses: Ruth will inherit a candy factond Marcella is the heiress of her family’s estate.
Both foray into the East End of London, in disgusséncognito, and both heroines espouse a
greater “cause” or social scheme: Marcella becaarscialist, and Ruth joins the Salvation

Army.
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But the most essential element tying these chasatdgether is their gender. Because
these novels focus amomenwho venture into the slums, they explore the cversies
surrounding new professional roles for women. ERaiss argues that the vexed role of women
in philanthropy was made visible in the problenthadir dress: “As they moved about among
their clients or parishioners, women, because@if tiress, were far more conspicuous as
classed bodies than were their male counterpartiiés Ross. “Men clothed themselves
effortlessly for slum expeditions in expensive Batk-hued tweeds. For women, dressing was
more involved, for true female gentility was siggihby elaborate costumes, underclothing, and
headgear” (Ross 16). Clothing for female slum wslenveyed a complex intermixture of
class, sexuality or virtue, and professional staft®ugh Salvation Army founder William
Booth urged his adherents to “be odd,” such an gahon was more fraught for women who
attempted to signal their oddness visibly throughrtsartorial choices (qtd. Le Zotte 249). (Not
to mention that simply appearing unchaperoned erLtmdon streets was enough to mark a

woman as “odd.”)

Both Ruth and Marcella don the uniform of the neof@ssional woman: Ruth opts for
the “poke bonnet” and collar of the Salvation Arfyum Sister,” and Marcella chooses the
uniform of the professional nurse. Uniforms canfeothe benefit of anonymity and conformity,
but for Marcella and Ruth, these uniforms also higig their sexuality in problematic ways.
These professional “costumes” either make themlpgexualized or unfeminine, but they are
never neutral. Marcella’s nursing uniform, for exaes draws attention to her desirability in
ways that anticipate the misogynistic “sexy nursa@Stume and stereotype, making her an object
of desire for more than one man. In the passagewh@llarcella mesmerizes Harry Wharton, a

liberal MP and one of her two suitors:
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Wharton looked at her irresolute. He had spentdmaliour with hetéte-a-téte
before Louis Craven arrived, and he was reallyatube House. But now that she
was on the scene again, he did not find it so eaggp away. How astonishingly
beautiful she was, even in this disguise! She herenurse’s dress; for her
second daily round began at half-past four, anctloark, bonnet, and bag were
lying ready on a chair beside her. The dress wais prown Holland, with collar
and armlets of white linen; but, to Wharton’s etye, dark Italian head, and the
long slenderness of form had never shown moreyfinét hesitated and stayed.

(Ward 372-373)

The passage uses free indirect discourse to erftartan’s thoughts: “How astonishingly
beautiful she was, even in this disguise!” Thougirdélla makes no attempt to hide her true
identity, Wharton still refers to her nurse’s umifoas a “disguise”; her clothing adds an element
of intrigue and mystery to her identity. Like Ddnet Brooke, Marcella has “that kind of beauty
which seems to be thrown into relief by poor dreghough the utilitarian garb of the “new-
style” nurse was intended to downplay her sexuatityould have the opposite effect. The
uniform of the “new-style” nurse was in part areatpt to regulate the excesses of the female
body, as represented in Figure 19, which conttastsvorking-class, debauched, and sexually
promiscuous figure on the left with the middle-slagenteel, and chaste uniformed figure on the
right. Sairey Gamp’s bottle and shabby umbrellati@esformed into the spiritual symbol of the
cross. However, Catherine Judd complicates thenat a simplistic dichotomy between the
two models, arguing that “the saintly nurse waand of herself a highly eroticized figure, and
Victorian writers and reformers remained at leasitly aware of the inherent eroticism

contained in representations of the ‘saintly’ neéwlesnurse” (Judd 34).
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“FIFTY YEARS”

1838 18988

THEN HOW.

Figure 19: Supplement to the “Nursing Record” (December 20, 1888)

Thus, while Marcella maintains her respectabilitg @hastity during her stint as a nurse,
Harry Wharton’s admiring gaze recalls the clanadeskiss they shared, which caused Marcella
and Aldous to break off their engagement. Brools Rafferty note the ambiguity of the nurse’s
sexuality: “The nurse in her garb was both nun-&ke veiled in purity but also worldly, one
who had intimate dealings with bodies.” (Brooks &adferty 49)

Harkness’s Captain Lobe, a Salvation Army capt@ars that if his love interest Ruth

joins the Salvation Army, she too will be exposedhe gaze and desires of other men:

Even Salvationists have prejudices. Captain Lolmguced up a vision of Ruth
working among the scum of London, with no othertgection than an S on her
collar, and a poke bonnet. Drunken men are notcafgany for young women
who go about at all hours of the day and nighhenvery lowest East End

districts. Captain Lobe thought of this, and it m&xin hesitate. Yet he had given
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other girls who had become slum saviours every@agement; he had not
shrunk from seeing them put on the Salvation apidmy did he say to himself

that Ruth was too young for slum work, too deli@aidarkness 25-26)

Like the passage froMarcella, this passage frotm Darkest Londomuses free indirect
discourse to ventriloquize a male character’s thteigbout a female slum worker. Both
passages emphasize the woman’s sexuality, thoedirshfocuses on the male’s scopophilic
pleasure, while the second describes the maldinfseof anxiety, jealousy, and possessiveness.
In the second passage, at least, the woman’s pdijiay of her sexuality is depicted as a
problem. But how do these female charadteesnselveseel about their costume and vocation?
While the male characters find pleasure (or anxietyooking, the female characters find
pleasure in performance and action, as well asdrsisterly bonds they form with other women.
According to Jennifer Le Zotte, “The [Salvation Arhuniform signaled liberation for women,”
giving them access to portions of the city andxpegiences that would normally be considered
beyond the pale of respectability (Le Zotte 250)isTsection of my dissertation tests Le Zotte's
claims by seeing whether novels written by womepiaesuch uniforms as liberating for

women.

Marcella envisions a utopian community that crostass boundaries, and is not defined
by the demands of heterosexual romance and thearu@mily. Marcella becomes a nurse in
order to distance herself from her parents, andwerival love interests: the benevolent
conservative landowner Aldous Raeburn, and theisbgand radical member for Parliament
Harry Wharton. Though Marcella espouses Socialesvs early in the novel, her stint as a nurse
encourages her to test this ideology against ttts faf life in the East End slums. Her nurse’s

“disguise” allows her to reinvent herself, andéshrape the narrative of her life. As a novel,
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Marcella searches for new ways to narrate women'’s lived@res.Marcella strives to be a
love story where love is broadly defined; more thaimple narrative of heterosexual coupling,

the novel examines alternate forms of Igpkilia, agape andcaritas as well agros®

While Wharton admires Marcella’s “slenderness ofrfoin her nurse’s uniform,
Marcella has other ideas about him: “Altogethehawe met him again was pleasure; to think of
him was pleasure; to look forward to hearing hireadpin Parliament was pleasure; so too was
his new connection with her old friends” (Ward 37B)ough the grammatical structure of this
sentence emphasizes the word “pleasure” througls@f epistrophe, Marcella’s definition of
pleasure is very different from Wharton’s. “And lagsure which took nothing from self-respect;
which was open, honourable, eager,” the paragraptirues (Ward 378). Marcella’s pleasure
consists in the renewal of her friendship with Wbay in spite of their past history. The novel
suggests the possibility that men and women cdndyels on terms of equality and not be
romantically involved: “Such equal friendships beem men and women grow more possible
every day,” the narrator confidently asserts (Waifé). Though the plot of the novel puts
pressure on this utopian ideal, the narrative ribe&rss insists on platonic and nonhierarchical
relationships between the sexes as the “ever-gmppassibility,” which Mona Caird described
in her infamous 1888 essay on “Marriage.” Like @athese novels “look forward steadily,
hoping and working for the day when men and wontatl e comrades and fellow-workers as

well as lovers and husbands and wives” (Caird 2002

Though it is framed by the marriage plbtarcella strives to be a different kind of love

story, and this struggle to break the mold of tiadal plots for women brings the tension

8 c.s. Lewis famously analyzed these Greek terms in The Four Loves (1960). Philia refers to love between friends,
agape denotes unconditional love, and caritas gives us our English word “charity.” Eros, of course, denotes sexual
and romantic passion.
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between the progressive and conservative straitieeafovel to the foreground. Ultimately, this
is a novel about a woman’s conversion from politecseligion, from socialism to Christianity,
from radicalism to reform. The language of persaoalviction replaces the language of political
reform in Marcella’s vocabulary; “During the pastf weeks there had been something
wrestling in her—some new birth—some ‘convictiorsof.” (Ward 386). Marcella longs for

“the power to lose herself—the powerowe’ (Ward 387). On one hand, this desire represents a
departure from women'’s traditional domestic roMsycella longs for the power to love, not a
husband, but her fellow human beings—specificdigy lbwer-classvomenwho make up the
majority of her patients. Marcella’s experienceshi@ East End break the conventions of the
domestic novel: she primarily interacts with peopii@ different class than hers, but of the same
gender. She lives with Minta Hurd, a former ter@amtAldous’s estate, whose husband is in
prison. Therefore, Marcella’s longing to love ilaging for same-sex connections. Her visits to
these patients are emotionally charged and phygicdgimate. Mrs. Jervis remarks that Marcella
has “nice hands”: “they don’t never seemaoyer” (Ward 380). Her daughter Emily has left her
abusive husband, discarding her wedding ring. Miarexpresses pity for Emily, “laying her
hand on the ringless one that held down the shithe board” (Ward 381). This image of
female touch is a powerful moment of cross-claimarcy that directly repudiates the
heterosexual marriage plot. Emily’s husband “wasugh man,” but the hands of the female
nurse are gentle and soothing. Mrs. Vincent, yetteer battered wife, pulls up her sleeve to
show Marcella the “large bruise” that her husbaasl left on her “white delicate arm.” In this
intimate moment, when the patient reveals her hodyer nurse, Marcella finds Mrs. Vincent
attractive: “even in this abasement Marcella wascktonce more with her slim prettiness, her

refined air” (Ward 385). “The woman clung to [Malteg moaning about her husband” (ibid).
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In these physically intimate, potentially eroti@ses, husbands are abusive and absent figures.
Marriage has brought only pain and disappointm&htle a relationship with a woman of a

different class, a woman in uniform, promises tadphealing and comfort.

In these powerful encounters with other women, Midaadeparts from the conventions
of the woman'’s role in the domestic novel. And yetis shift to the language of religious
conversion, the novel and its heroine shift froalical notions of political revolution to a
moderate vision of social reform. In some respddtacellais a New Woman novel; it
envisions a world in which women have a profesdiania to play outside the family, and in
which men and women can enjoy platonic friendshipactuality, Mary Augusta Ward
advocated for women’s education, but she activalglt against female suffrage. In “An
Appeal Against Female Suffrage” (1889), Ward exgedsher belief “that the emancipating
process has now reached the limits fixed by thesjehY constitution of women, and by the
fundamental difference which must always exist leefvtheir main occupations and those of
men.” (Lewis 410). Ward asserts that “the caréhefdick and the insane; the treatment of the
poor; the education of children” are natural exi@ms of women'’s proper role as nurturers and
care-givers, but argues that addressing “questibfweign or colonial policy, or of grave
constitutional change” would be unnatural and beyitwve scope of women’s powers of “sound
judgement."Marcella ultimately suggests that moderate and graduatmresiould be
accomplished through the implementation of comptearmy but distinct gender roles. The
narrator claims that Marcella’s marriage to Aldewil allow her to effect true social change in
her appropriate sphere and with a masculine partedification, progress, change, there must
be, for us as for our fathers! Would marriage fdtier? It was not the least probable that he and

she, with their differing temperaments, would thalike in the future, any more than in the past.
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She would always be for experiments, for risks,olhhis critical temper, his larger brain, would
of themselves be slower to enter upon. Yet she kmelvenough that in her hands they would
become bearable and even welcome to him” (Ward. 338 narrator briefly entertains the
notion that marriage could “fetter” Marcella, ontydismiss it immediately, arguing that

Aldous’s “larger brain” will steer and channel Malla’s energy, passions, and ideas.

Like Marcella, Ruth is a New Woman in some respduisin others, is limited by
stereotypical gender roles. It is difficult to assdRuth’s interiority or subjectivitylr{ Darkest
Londonis also less polished and stranger than Ward'elitut is tempting to think of her, as
Captain Lobe does, adabula rasaor blank slate: “Her clear white forehead lookéa lan
ivory tablet, upon which Time had written no falgerd, no evil thought, nothing but love and
truthfulness” (Harkness 29). Ruth’s defining featig her golden hair, which signifies not only
beauty, but is described as “a halo of holinedstl{i Ruth herself seems like an empty cipher,
which makes some sense considering the novel vigiaalty titled Captain LobenotRuth
Rather than a fully developed character in her agint, Ruth is an object of desire, admiration,
and jealousy for other charact&f8ut she is, crucially, defined by her relationshith other
women—her mother, her guardian Hester, the “labistress” and socialist Jane Hardy, and the
Salvation Army Slum Sisters with whom she lives armtks—and not primarily by her
relationship with men. She is raised by Hestentibate her mother: “Her great aim in life had

been to become like her dead mother, for Hestetdwaght her to think her dead mother perfect”

84 Though a fascinating novel that touches on many social issues of the time, In Darkest London frustratingly avoids
developing some of its most original material. One tantalizing plot line that goes nowhere involves a dwarf named
Napoleon, who exhibits himself in a freak show, as the “missing link” of evolutionary biology. Napoleon and
Captain Lobe have a marvelously strange conversation in the very first chapter of the novel, about whether
midgets have souls (Harkness 15). But rather than pursue this line of inquiry into the spiritual and social status of
marginalized characters, Harkness kills off Napoleon rather unceremoniously, in the middle of the novel.

# Cameron and Dunleavy alternately describe Ruth as a “conduit of sympathy.” Her simple observation of and
sympathy for the poor allows the reader a supposedly unbiased view of London’s social problems, and creates a
sense of sympathy in the middle-class reader (Cameron and Dunleavy 131).
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(Harkness 72). She resists the advances of theryactanager Mr. Pember, and her relationship

with Captain Lobe is not consummated within theelov

One of the few passages in the novel to directhtrilequize Ruth’s thoughts occurs

after she suffers from smallpox and loses her hair:

She reached down the triangular piece of lookireggyl and knelt on the floor,
close to the grate. The flickering flames showeddade face. Her golden hair
had lost its gloss, her grey eyes had sunk deem é&bow her forehead, and
from brow to chin she was marked by the cruel sipad. She looked steadily at
herself for a minute; then she let the glass falthe floor, and as it shivered to

bits she gave a sob—a sob that had no tears(iatkness 173).

Ruth has an identity crisis, and develops inteyoprecisely at the moment when she loses her
hair, which had been her defining feature. Perlm@pdearless sob acknowledges the fact that
she must now build her identity on new and uncllagteunds. Ruth’s illness has the same
function as the uniform: to shift her value frontezxal to internal characteristics. In place of the
“halo” of golden hair, Ruth will have a differentrs of halo: the poke bonnet of the Salvation
army uniform. Harkness’s narrator asserts that3advation uniform gives the ‘snub direct’ to
all that is becoming in the way of female dressif the Slum Sister’s poke bonnet is in fact a
distinctive sort of fashion statement (Harkness)1£8 article in the evangelical temperance
periodicalThe Quiverdeclares, “The poke bonnet worn by Salvation Amoynen has for years
served as the symbol of sacrifice and service.$ Triter describes the “conference on
millinery” which led to the bonnet’s design: “Cathree Booth, the ‘Mother of the Salvation
Army,” planned the bonnet under circumstancesvlese thoroughly characteristic. Shutting

herself up in a room with her daughter, and surdedrby bonnets of various sorts and sizes, she
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set to work to devise for the women of the Armyeadigear which would be at once plain,

distinctive, and attractive” (“The Uniform of thelke Bonnet,” 299). The writer implies that the

bonnet was not intended solely to mortify the fldsit to be attractive in its plainness (like

Marcella’s nursing uniform), and to signal clealyvoman’s vocation. Catherine Booth

envisioned the poke bonnet as a fashion staternahivbuld reorient notions of women'’s

fashion; like their accessories, women could bé lattractiveand useful (Figure 20). This

anecdote also shows women’s agency in adaptingsi-quilitary uniform to shape and control

their image, and create a perception of profestienaninity.

The Originator of the Famous Poke Bonnet

(Mrs, William Booth, the Mother of the Salvation
Army),

Figure 20: "The Uniform of the Poke Bonnet," p. 301

Even before her illness, however,
Ruth is nofust a pretty face; she insists
from the very beginning of the novel that
she wants to dedicate her life to service by
joining the Salvation Army. Harkness does
not develop Ruth’s psychology in any
depth, so it is unclear what motivates her to
pursue this goal; nevertheless, her career
goal is clear. The early chapters of the
novel follow Ruth as she observes the life
of the London poor in her own factory, in
the streets, in their homes, and in places of
entertainment such as public houses and
penny gaff theatres. She plays the role of

passive observer; merely taking in all that
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she sees without analyzing it (like the urban stnedker orflaneusg, but her response remains
unchanged: “I wish to dedicate myself to the Armggsvice” (Harkness 37). The Salvation
Army was unique among other Protestant organizato sects in that it actively encouraged
women to preach: Catherine Booth’s “assertion afnen’sright to preach the gospel disrupted
a powerful sphere of masculine privilege while dpgra reconsideration of women'’s spiritual
and practical authority” (Walker 9). Ruth’s dediogoin the Army then, signals her desire to

enter the public sphere of male authority and msite.

Though Ruth’s motivations remain murky, the histatirecord is replete with the
writings of actual women who joined the Salvatiom in the late-Victorian era. The Salvation
Army officer Blanche B. Cox, who instituted a dressle for Salvation Army Slum Sisters,
explained her motives for “dressing down”: “We dréike the people—with shabby clothes,
shawls, aprons, and often bare heads. This enablesmake ourselves at home in the poorest
hovel...Our dress, we find, helps us go as SISTERS-V®ITORS.” (qtd. Rappoport 110) As
Jill Rappoport has argued, the uniform of the Stisters allowed these women “to cross
socially bounded spaces, and also to claim, thraigjerhood, the ability to transcend and
traverse class” (Rappoport 111). The relationshgasters is a horizontal, rather than vertical or
hierarchical relationship. Rappoport questionssilinecess of this idealistic mission, arguing that

” o

“dressing down” “emphasiz[es] the very hierarchiyigs to traverse,” by calling attention to the
descent in class status the Slum Sisters accomplisla poor are never shown ‘dressing up’ to
be sisters,” Rappoport drily remarks (Rappoport)1The schemes of real life and fictional
characters to enter into the lives of the Londoorpeere not always entirely enlightened in

terms of class; however, these women did envisiotopian community in which women shared

a common bond, regardless of class boundaries.
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These novels suggest the radical possibility tr@hen might find pleasure and
fulfillment in their professional work and in fenealriendships; nevertheless, their long narrative
arc bends toward marriagdarcellaends with the sound of wedding bells. Marcella lyear
reverses traditional gender roles and proposesdou& Raeburn, but he understands her signal,
and asks the question himséff.Darkest Londonhowever, resists the narrative closure offered
by matrimony. S. Brooke Cameron and Matthew Dunjesrgue that “Through Ruth...the
narrative gradually shifts its focus from sociablplems to romance.” Cameron and Dunleavy
see this shift as a marker of “the limits of syniydt arguing that the novel substitutes middle-
class sentimentality about the poor for true sagfdrm. However, | disagree with Cameron and
Dunleavy that Harkness “posit[s] domestic blisa @®lution” to the social problems presented
within the novel (Cameron & Dunleavy 110-111). RattHarkness’s novel attempts to realize
Amy Levy'’s vision of a world in which heterosexumhrriage is no longer the dominant cultural
institution governing relationships: “Grant, in dlian years at most, / Folk shall be neither

pairs nor odd” (“A Ballad of Religion and Marriage”

“Domestic bliss” eludes the main characters of iHads’s novel, and the novel ends
neither with pairs nor odd, but rather with thetlihaménage a troisin the final chapters dh
Darkest LondonRuth and Captain Lobe become engaged, but thel mathholds the closure of
a traditional happy ending. Ruth has been disfigimesmallpox, and the Salvation Army sends
Captain Lobe to a new post in Australia. They Wéle to wait two years until Captain Lobe can
return, or send for Ruth to join him. Ruth stantiha docks, watching the ship sail away,
accompanied by her friend Jane Hardy, the socialistr mistress and women'’s rights advocate.
Jane tells the captain that she may accompanytButhstralia, when the time comes, “if

they’re sound there on the Woman Question” (Harkrdé€zl). Not only does Jane triangulate the
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coupling of Captain Lobe and Ruth; she queersweals deeming Captain Lobe an honorary
woman: “He quite upsets my theories about men.. Hrret He isn’'t a man—he is a woman”
(Harkness 200%° These very strange final words of the novel ateret by Jane Hardin
Darkest Londorcomes closest to realizing the utopian ideal blagih of these novels (at least
temporarily) entertain: a gynocentric society iniethheterosexual coupling is not tsi@e qua

nonof human relationships.

The uniforms of the nurse and the Salvation Arnuyrssister allow Marcella and Ruth to
perform new professional roles for women, to bed‘dbddies”—women who are not primarily
defined in terms of their relationship to men, tather by their own actions. Their bodies are not
merely objects of male desire, but also cruciabacin the social drama of London’s East End.
Their oddness is signaled by their dress; the meywspand costumes of professionalized
women’s charity work—the nurse’s bag, the Salvagter's bonnet—allow them to perform
unconventional roles. They deviate from the samat the shrew, previous models of women’s
charity, in their attempt to form egalitarian sistdonds with women of various class
backgrounds. Marcella’s attempted friendship witimtsl Hurd, her intimate interactions with
female patients, and Ruth’s attachment to JaneyHaeimore interesting, and more fulfilling,

than their relationships with their male love iests.

® In his status as an honorary woman, Captain Lobe resembles the cross-dressing Prince in Tennyson’s 1847 poem,
The Princess. The eponymous heroine tells him, “And you look well too in your woman’s dress” (part iv. Line 508).
See Chase and Levenson, The Spectacle of Intimacy, chapter 6, for astute analysis of the prince’s androgyny
(Princeton University Press, 2000).
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CHAPTER THREE:THE WHITE ZULU, THE IRISH CHELA, AND THE HAJI FROM
THE FAR NORTH: THE PERFORMANCE OF CULTURAL HYBRIDITY IN BOYS’
ADVENTURE FICTION

“If a man turns to disguise as a way of life, iggasts a savage dissatisfaction with
himself,” writes Fawn Brodie, psychoanalytic bigginar of Sir Richard Burton: Victorian
explorer, linguist, ethnographer, translator, arastar of disguis@Brodie 89). This chapter puts
pressure on Brodie’s claim, examining the motivas effects of cross-cultural disguise in late-
Victorian boys’ adventure fiction. In it, | arguleat cross-cultural disguise suggests a savage
dissatisfaction not with a character’s individudgmtity, but rather a critique of monolithic ideas
of masculinity and whiteness as innate, esserttalacteristics and markers of superiority. In
order to defend whiteness as a distinct culturdlragial identity in the contact zone of empire,
white colonizers resort to a pantomime or melodtanperformance of whiteness, exposing the
dominant British culture to mockery, parody, oricide. The imperfectly white Kim enacts
whiteness in dumbshow, reducing whiteness to afseelodramatic gestures, while the
guintessential English gentleman John Good streksamportance of dressing like a
gentleman, resulting in a comic scene of undresg/bridity. The exaggerated performance of

whiteness undermines its essential nature andarqalities.

Because of their genre, boys’ adventure fictiomplikg and Haggard’s novels are
preoccupied with the proper formation of mascuidentity, and they insistently raise the
guestions, “What is a Sahib?” and “What is a gendle?” Instead of answering these questions
with a clear definition, the characters perforrmthén these novels, boys’ competitive play is a
rehearsal for adult behavior, and theatricalityrets the behavior of the child to that of the
man. For the boy protagonist, empire consists ofptitive play—the “Great Game” in Kim or
the Orientalized playacting fatalky & Co According to Johan Huizinga’s theory of play, the
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single combat between Sir Henry and Twala is art &dusion of this competitive play. (See
Homo Ludens91). Huizinga points to the importance of “draps$ as a central aspect of play:
“The terrors of childhood, open-hearted gaiety, tisyfentasy and sacred awe are all
inextricably entangled in this strange businessasks and disguises” (Huizinga 13). Kim’s
exuberant Indian disguises, the blue turban aad pljjamas irstalky & Cq and Sir Henry's
Kukuana warrior dress are all part of the elabotatéasy world of imperial play. This
playacting is a rehearsal for the spectacle anipeance of Empire, which also involves
“dressing up” in appropriate costumes. John S. Mty notes the importance of the uniform
for the British projection of power: “the Britiskatl to govern by prestige rather than force. They
had to project a spectacle of power based uporo§signs that clearly demarcated the ruler
from the ruled. One of these semiotic registers thhasAnglo-Indian uniform” (McBratney 36).
But instead of using the uniform in his playful sseehearsal, the boys (and boyish men) in
these novels often don native dress and perforrmEurapean identities. It seems paradoxical
that rehearsing the part of “English gentleman’bines role-playing non-white, non-English
parts—and even, as | will show in my discussio®taiky & Cq occasionally playing female
roles. The elaborate play-acting that prepared tméake their places as administrators of
empire reveals the construction of British impenelsculinity to be flexible, creative, and
playful—and open to experimenting with non-whiteesen non-male roles. Exemplifying the
traditional theory of British masculinity, J. A. Mgan, for instance, sees “games and the games
fields” of the English grammar school as centrahiformation of English middle-class
masculinity; they were “expensive symbols of soambition” on which boys practiced
“emulating superiors and distancing themselves firdfieriors” (Mangan 228). A. B. Haslam,

headmaster of Ripon from 1879-1890, expressedédhef that this so-called “games ethic”
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prepared British youth for their role in the empittbere was no doubt that the training of
English boys in the cricket and football field etegbthem to go to India” (qtd. Mangan 231). By
contrast to Mangan and Haslam’s conception of dheé&tion of British manhood, this chapter
examines play-acting as formative of British masuty, but rather than emulating superiors and
distancing themselves from inferiors, this playkagprecisely involves the impersonation of
identities considered “lower” in the social hietaycRather than consolidating a sense of
Englishness, “we find that what is portrayed agatigrizing English experience is rather often

the opposite, a sense of fluidity and painful sesfser need for, otherness” (Young 2).

Burton certainly felt this need for otherness. \Baston dissatisfied with himself, as
Brodie claims? His exuberant pride in his explaitaild suggest otherwise, but it is abundantly
clear that many of Burton’s contemporaries werpldassed with his actions. Burton’s
pilgrimage in disguise to Muslim holy sites at Ma@nd Medina certainly aroused controversy
in its day, just as Rachel Dolezal's claims to fitify as black” have excited passionate
responses in recent years, though for very diftereasong’ In the twenty-first century, cross-

racial disguise is criticized as cultural appropoia® but in Burton’s day, the controversy

¥ The appropriation of African-American culture became an issue of debate nationwide when Spokane NAACP
president Rachel Dolezal’s parents “outed” her as white. Dolezal’s insistence on her black identity touched a nerve
in American conceptions of race and identity politics. Carla Kaplan, writing for the Chronicle, pointed out that
liberals who firmly espouse the notion that race is a social construct, found themselves making arguments that
seemed to rely on notions of essentialism, in response to Rachel Dolezal’s case. Kaplan writes, “[Dolezal’s] defense
of what some dub deception is consistent with social constructionism, which maintains that there is no biological
or essential basis to race and that all notions of racial difference are rooted in culture.” Rachel Tuvel’s article “In
Defense of Transracialism,” published in the philosophy journal Hypatia in March 2017, contrasts the furor aroused
by Dolezal’s so-called “transracialism” to liberals’ widespread acceptance of the transgender community. Tuvel’s
article has aroused its share of controversy. Alicia Gaines counters that the analogy between race and gender is
flawed, since racial impersonation is not equally available to all. “Even with a consideration of the long and
understandable histories of racial passing from black to white...this option is not equally available to all. If the
police stopped a person of color, their stubborn insistence, ‘I identify as white,” would never be a viable alibi.
Consequently, it is dangerous to collapse the nuanced categories of gender identity onto the realities of race and
racism” (Gaines 170).

® Foran insightful discussion of the controversy surrounding “empathetic racial impersonation” in 20" and 21°
century America, see Alicia Gaines’ book Black for a Day (2017) (Gaines 8). Gaines argues that such cross-racial
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revolved around the contested ideal of the Engjestitleman. In the preface to the third edition
of hisPersonal Narrative of a Pilgrimage to Mecca and e published in 1874, Burton
addressed some of the objections to his accouetjfgally the idea that the imitation of another
religion inevitably involved a “violation of congmce.” Burton even quotes at length from his

critics, including fellow explorer of Arabia Willra Gifford Palgrave, who felt that

to feign a religion which the adventurer himseledmot believe, to perform with
scrupulous exactitude, as of the highest and Halgsort, practices which he
inwardly ridicules, and which he intends on hisiratto hold up to the ridicule of
others, to turn for weeks and months together tbst sacred and awful bearings
of man towards his Creator into a deliberate anthkess mummery...all this
seems hardly compatible with the character of @pean gentleman, let alone a

Christian (xiv-xv).

Burton begins his response with @ hominemiposte, pointing out that Palgrave’s own
religious affiliations were naitncomplicated; he was “born a Protestant, of Jewestent,” but
later converted to Catholicism. Burton’s own attéutoward Christianity was certainly
complicated by his relationship with his devoutt@édic wife, who was constantly trying to
convert him. However, his response to these @itisialso engages seriously with the
theological relationship between Christianity askhm. Burton questions Palgrave’s assertion
that he “ridicules” the sacraments of the Islanaith, asking, “What is in the Moslem

Pilgrimage so offensive to Christians—what makes'#ubject of ridicule’? Do they not
venerate Abraham the father of the faithful?” (X®&yrton goes on to make the classic argument

that Christians and Muslims are both “people oflibek,” emphasizing the theological

masquerades produce false consciousness in its practitioners, by convincing them that sympathy is a sufficient
response to the plight of oppressed minorities (rather than, say, political agitation or action).
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principles they hold in common as monotheists,aathan their differences. Palgrave’s criticism
and Burton’s response introduce the questionsiiiieshape the argument of this chapter, and
their debate remains relevant to controversies owitural cross-dressing even today; Larycia
Hawkins, the first African-American woman to becoanenured professor at Wheaton College,
an evangelical Christian college in lllinois, dodreehijab in solidarity with persecuted Muslims
during the Advent season of 2015. Her Facebookeastes Burton’s defense: “I stand in
religious solidarity with Muslims because theyglilkne, a Christian, are people of the book. And
as Pope Francis stated last week, we worship the &od.” Wheaton College put her on
administrative leave, and they “agreed to part Wway2016, despite Professor Hawkins’

insistence on her affirmation of the college’s &ta¢nt of Faith. (See Pashman n.p.)

Hawkins’s affirmation of similarity where traditidmas established difference links her
defense to Burton’s preface, which implies thatabeof disguise is not a restless escape from
self into something completely different, as Brosliggests, but rather that disguise involves the
recognition of the affinity between self and otH&urton’s editor, Rev. T. L. Wolley, speculated
that Burton’s attraction to all things “Oriental’ight spring from his own personality and
predilections, but also noted that Burton’s physiquited him to the role he desired to play.
Wolley remarked that Burton’s “Eastern cast of fe@s$ already seemed to point him out as the
very person of all others best suited for an expedlike that described in the following pages.”
(x-xi) Burton certainly did not identify as fullyriglish, due to his unconventional upbringing in
France and NapleAs Kaja Silverman wrote of T. E. Lawrence, popuydhown as Lawrence
of Arabia because of his impersonation of Araburelt Burton’s “imitation...veers over into
identification” (qtd. Kennedy 69). Burton’s obsessinterest in Islam and Arab life revealed

more about him than it did about his ostensiblgestilof exploration.
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Jesse Oak Taylor observes that “Performance ia afisleadingly understood to be
about the disguising of reality, rather than thaite of the disguise” (Taylor 191). Drawing on
Lynn Voskuil's notion of “natural acting,” | argubat the theatricality of Burton’s narrative
does not necessarily negate its authenticity. Wieaca should believe Burton’s claims to
genuine emotion are authentic. For instance, whetoB visits the Kaaba in the House of Allah,
the center of the Islamic world, he claims “thdtalb the worshippers who clung weeping to the
curtain, or who pressed their beating hearts tsthee, none felt for the moment a deeper
emotion than did the Haji from the far north.” (v, p. 39) Burton’s emotion is genuine, even
if his pilgrimage is premised on deceit and impostéPalgrave’s denunciation of Burton’s
masquerade as “truthless mummery” demonstratesntitheatrical prejudice that some critics
associate with the Victorians. Lionel Trilling aptes this repudiation of theatricality to the
“fear that the impersonation of a bad or inferiba@acter will have a harmful effect upon the
impersonator, that, indeed, the impersonation gfaher self will diminish the integrity of the
real self” (qtd. Barish 305). By contrast, Vosktiintends that many nineteenth century texts
support “the seemingly paradoxical idea that thtbentic expression of intense passion could
not be disengaged from its theatricalized embodifm&woskuil 12-13). For the purposes of this
chapter, “authenticity” of cross-cultural disgud®es not refer to the accuracy of the imitation,
but rather it will understand this performance mgapression of some aspect of the self that

cannot be expressed within the limited range ofuges permitted within English culture.
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Palgrave’s critique of Burton’s actions as “hardgmpatible with the character of a
European gentleman” raises the key questicn
for this chapter: What is the character of an
English gentleman? How should this charac
be represented, and how did cross-cultural
exchange in the contact zone of empire
reinforce or complicate the way this characte
is “performed” in the text€ostume and
gesture play a central role in the theatrical
performance of racial identities. More so tha
skin color, costume and gestures are
changeable, learnable, obtainable, and in th
case of clothing, exchangeable. By focusing

on costume and gesture, these novels rende

the borders of race more porous. Reducing e el
racial identities to garb and mannerisms Figure 21: Burton in disguise as Mirza Abdullah
renders native culture open to appropriation byctiienizers, but it also renders whiteness

problematically available and open to imitation.

In Homi Bhabha’s famous concept of the “mimic marthe-anglicized Indian is “almost
the same but not white.” According to Bhabha, theseic men present a threat to the
hegemonic concept of English superiority. Sinceéualcan be learned and imitated, skin color
becomes the marker of absolute difference. ParaoygatRns Bhabha'’s theory on its head: she

asks, “What happens when Bhabha's formulation efitherent ambivalence of colonial
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discourses and its hybridized effects is travelsecklated preoccupations and anxieties—the
necessity for impersonating the native or the ééajoing native?” (P. Roy 27) What happens
when the colonizer imitates the colonized nativewHoes this reversal revise Bhabha'’s
theory? For Roy, Burton and Kim’s “native impersto’ demonstrates “the fullest faith in
their own unfragmented subjectivity and in theilligbto disguise and conquer” (P. Roy 27). In
other words, they can play native because they havear of actually going native; they can
always assume their white privilege again. In aasttto Roy, | argue that the colonizer’s ability
to pass as native potentially calls into questi@nihnate superiority of whiteness. The
masquerade of cultural transvestism turns the @domto a hybrid figure, whose hybridity is a
threat to the binaries that underpin racist ideplddy argument draws on postcolonial theories
of hybridity by Robert Young and Homi Bhabha, wisserts that the hybrid character “is finally
uncontainable because it breaks down the symmettylaality of self/other, inside/outside”

(Bhabha 165).

The process of narrating that uncontainable selfpsocess of rewriting, or writing over,
authoritative cultural texts, as well as the untentrules of culture. According to Bhabha, “the
emblem of the English book [is] an insignia of col authority and a signifier of colonial
desire and discipline” (Bhabha 144). Bhabha ardgiu@iscolonial subjects appropriate
authoritative English books such as the Bible, #dgghem to their own purposes, even using
its pages for “waste paper,” thus subverting tHerdeers’ authority. By contrast, Burton asserts
his hidden power as a colonial authority, by talkanigollow container for carrying the holy book

of Islam and using it to store the clandestine sifde his own personal narrative:

Pilgrims, especially those from Turkey, carry...a fhkl” to denote their holy

errand. This is a pocket Koran, in a handsome gaoibroidered crimson velvet
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or red morocco case, slung by red silk cords dveidft shoulder. It must hang
down by the right side, and should never depenovWb#ie waist-belt. For this |
substituted a most useful article. To all appeagantHamail,” it had inside three
compartments, one for my watch and compass, tlenddor ready money, and
the third contained penknife, pencils, and slippaber, which | could hold
concealed in the hollow of my hand. These wereviting and drawing:
opportunities for making a ‘fair copy’ into the dyabook, are never wanting to
the acute traveller. He must, however, beware eficsing before the Bedawin,
who would certainly proceed to extreme measurespestiing him to be a spy or
sorcerer. Nothing so effectually puzzles these |[geapthe Frankish habit of
putting everything on paper; their imaginations seeat work, and then the worst

may be expected from them. (vol. I, pp. 232-333)

Whereas the Indians Bhabha describes use the Bsgicsed book as a source of waste paper,
Burton uses a receptacle meant to hold the holk bbtslam as a container for scraps of paper,
which he will reconstitute as the materials for @en book. The Indians undermine colonial
authority, while Burton asserts his own masterthef“systems of information and behavior” of
“an alien culture” Qrientalism196). Yet the subject of Burton’s book is less‘#lesn culture”

of Islam, than the narrative of its own construatienot Arab life at all, but a record of the
challenges the author had to overcome in orderddyze such a book. His book dramatizes and

presents the process of its own construction.

The full title of Burton’s account is “Personal Kative of a Pilgrimage to Mecca and

Medina.” The key word here gersonajl Burton takes the trappings and costumes of thelivu

¥ n interesting analogy to Burton’s Hamail, Hurree Babu gives Kim a container with three compartments, which he
uses to hold medicines (163)
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world and appropriates them for the purposes ofgessonal” narrative, which is a record not
so much of Muslim or Arabic manners and customefase man’s quest for mastery of an
alien culture. According to Joseph McLaughlin, Jaokdon’s work of incognito investigative
journalismThe People of the Abyasarrates the exploration of London the author ashas
London the city. London’s “ethnographic text” isalan account of “self-fashioning”
(McLaughlin 107). The same could be said for Buddtilgrimage The narrative of the quest
or pilgrimage shapes all of the texts | will dissus this chapter, and many of the texts contain
multiple overlapping or competing quests. Kiplingsn searches for his personal history and
identity, but his quest coincides with a Tibetam#s quest for Enlightenment. These quests are
also intertwined with the “Great Game” of impemglpionage; as the lama marks his prayers
with a rosary, Kim uses a set of beads to takeesimg measurements in the service of British
imperialism. InKing Solomon’s MingsAllan Quatermain narrates two quests: the sdarcSir
Henry Curtis’s long-lost brother, and the questtha diamond mines of the title. In both cases,
personal journeys overlap with quests for mateniapiritual gain. Similarly, Burton’s
pilgrimage to Mecca is a search for acceptanceadardity. Burton revised his assumed identity
several times in order to defer suspicion and toigethe trust of his fellow pilgrims. Until he
reached Alexandria, Burton maintained the charaaftarPersian prince. However, at this stage
of his journey, the necessity of securing a pagdpdrhim to change his identity to that of a
dervish who practiced medicine. Burton felt thay ancentricities in his behavior would be
excused, since the dervish tends to be a margauafigure. In Cairo, Burton befriended a
Russian Muslim named Haji Wali who convinced hinab@ndon his assumed nationaliy, since
Persians are regarded with suspicion by other agsuse of their heterodox Shiah beliefs.

According to Thomas McDow, “Most Sunni Muslims, Buas those of Egypt in the nineteenth
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century, considered Shiites as almost apostatesD@wW 501). Taking Haji Wali's advice,

Burton maintained the assumed persona of physmiaswitched his nationality to Pathan, also
known as Pashtun, a Sunni people who inhabit te between modern-day eastern Afghanistan
and western Pakistan. As McDow points out, Burtdas pascast doubt on his self-
representation as master of disguise, and expddreiyn religions and culturé§ At another

point in his narrative, Burton assumes the iderdftsgn Arab, in order to avoid paying a
“capitation tax” (vol i. p. 228). If, like biogragh Fawn Brodie, we imagine Burton on the
psychoanalyst’s couch, we might plausibly infert tBarton’s changing persona reveals his
conflicting desire to maintain his eccentricitiegyile also securing social acceptance; like many

adolescents, he simultaneously wants to blenddn@stand out.

Burton’s pilgrimage is premised on the likenessveen self and other, on recognizing
similarity rather than difference, and yet his periance also pushes the boundaries of
conventional British manliness. Burton’s conduat@ compatible with the “character of a
European gentleman,” but not for the reasons Patgraies. In order to play the part of a pilgrim
convincingly, Burton must abandon his English hahitd language. However, he never fully
immerses himself in Arab life; his Hamail is holl@amd contains the materials of writing. He is
neither one nor the other; he is a hybrid creatdig hybridity challenges the notion that
whiteness, Englishness, and manliness are essantiahnate characteristics, rather than learned

and performed behaviors that can also be decomstrand unlearned. Even before his

*® Thomas F. McDow argues that literary theorists are too willing to take Burton at his word, and to put too much
faith in his claims to be a master of disguise, an all-seeing but unseen eye. Edward Said, for example, evinces
limitless faith in Burton’s abilities; according to Said, “Burton was able to become an Oriental; he not only spoke
the language flawlessly, he was able to penetrate to the heart of Islam” (Orientalism 195). McDow argues, by
contrast, that Burton’s disguises were not always as convincing as his narrative asserts. “Burton formed multiple
identities on his trip, and these were doubted, challenged, and, at times, reformulated,” McDow writes (McDow
510). Dane Kennedy similarly casts doubt on Burton’s superhuman abilities to master language and disguise,
speculating that Burton’s traveling companions were suspicious of his disguise, but they kept quiet because Burton
was subsidizing the cost of their journey (Kennedy 73).
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pilgrimage, Burton’s English peers felt that hitenest in other cultures and languages somehow
tainted his whiteness; during his stint as an effia the Bombay army, while Burton was
learning Arabic, Hindustani, Gujarati, and Sanskré was known to his fellow officers as “the
white nigger” (Brodie 50). This hybrid identity (hite but not quite,” to revise Bhabha's
formulation), produced by the English attractiorotber cultures and races, and the act of cross-
cultural disguise, is the major focus of this cleapHaggard’s “white Zulu” and Kipling’s Kim,

a “poor white of the very poorest” are two exampéthis phenomenon, where cultural
encounter in the contact zone of Empire complictitesiepiction of English male character. lan
Baucom has described the struggle to define Engleshtity as a debate between place and race.
Is Englishness defined primarily by quintessenti&lhglish spaces and experiences, or by where
one’s parents were born? Baucom focuses on theefarategory, examining the sacred spaces
or lieux de memoir¢hat have historically constituted EnglishnesssThapter will examine the
narratives that have shaped conceptions of Engtipkrial masculinity: cross-cultural disguise,

a frequent narrative device in boys’ adventuredictdefines Englishness in opposition to its
imperial Other, but the performance of alterity @hicates the boundaries between the two.

“The empire,” as Baucom notes, “is less a placerevBmgland exerts control than the place

where England loses command of its own narratividegitity” (Baucom 3).

A full treatment of the historical phenomenon afss-cultural impersonation within the
context of the British Empire is beyond the scopthis study, though many real-life figures
followed Burton’s example. John Dunn, a man of S8cdteritage who was born in the Cape
Colony, obtained a tract of land in Natal wheresbehimself up in the style of a Zulu chief. A
self-styled King Solomon, Dunn eventually presideer a household of forty-seven wives and

over a hundred children (Hurwitz 61). Salvation Armissionaries in late-Victorian Natal
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similarly adapted their clothing and lifestyle toviith native culture, in order to make the
gospel more appealing to the Zulus. Salvationisiaral the globe made similar sartorial
adjustments, following Catherine Booth'’s injunctionbe “all things to all men” to secure their
salvation (qtd. Eason 13). Carrying out this exditooh in an imperial context led to some
comical instances of culture-shock. Andrew Eassoudises the compromise that the
Salvationists reached in their desire to adaptulo Aress, while still adhering to Victorian
standards of modesty: “Since the Zulu people woresiclerably less clothing than the
inhabitants of either India or Europe, the Armygader was hesitant to permit complete
accommodation in this particular sphere” (Eason ZBg missionaries attempted to adapt their
dress to Zulu style without wearing quite so littlething as the natives accustomed to the
climate of Southern Africa. | will mention thesesturical examples where relevant, but Sir
Richard Burton is the only real-life cultural imgenator that | examine at length. Burton’s
narrative was influential in shaping later fictiimad narratives of cultural cross-dressing, and
critiques of his narrative raise crucial questitorshe novels | will discuss. Figures like Burton
inspired cultural transvestites in fiction, suchvrs Murthwaite in Wilkie Collins’s noveThe
Moonstonea man who brings the exoticism of empire homErtgland. Murthwaite is a thinly
veiled portrait of Burton; passages from Murthwaitgarrative of his pilgrimage to the Hindu
shrine to the god of the moon read as loose pagiaphrof passages in Burton’s narrative.

Consider, for example, Murthwaite’s descriptiorhed adopted persona:

I gave myself out as a Hindoo-Boodhist [sic], frardistant province, bound on a
pilgrimage. It is needless to say that my dressafdise sort to carry out this
description. Add, that I know the language as asll know my own, and that |

am lean enough and brown enough to make it noreater to detect my
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European origin—and you will understand that | pdssiuster with the people
readily: not as one of themselves, but as a strédnga a distant part of their own

country. The Moonstond70)
Compare this with Burton’s description of his adaptharacter, Mirza Abdullah (Figure 21):

After long deliberation about the choice of natidnisecame a “Pathan.” Born in
India of Afghan parents, who had settled in thentoy educated at Rangoon, and
sent out to wander, as men of that race frequandyfrom early youth, | was

well guarded against the danger of detection Bflavw countryman. To support
the character requires a knowledge of Persian, d¢sitaahi [sic], and Arabic, all of
which | knew sufficiently well to pass muster; anling inaccuracy was charged

upon my long residence at Rangoon. (Burton, i: 8p-4

Notice that both men adopt a hybrid persona; Muaitesbecomes a man of mixed religious
background and Burton claims that he is the cHildnanigrants, and the product of a foreign
education. In Burton’s case, this hybridity mirrdigis own sense of being a perpetual outsider.
Dane Kennedy argues that the alias of Mirza Abtiudlppealed to Burton precisely because of
this hybridity and “heterogeneity” of origin (Kershe 72). Both passages use the phrase “pass
muster,” a military phrase, since these false pilgrknow that their character will not
completely fit in to the surrounding culture, butlwe viewed as an outlier or stranger. Both
passages cite the knowledge of languages as atlyatuticial to their endeavors, and both
acknowledge the dangers of detection. | draw atternd these similarities at length because
Murthwaite is a fictionalized version of Burton,ca@ollins’s novel is, among other things, an

interpretation of or response to Burton’s narrative
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The butler Gabriel Betteredge describes this faditig man as “an eminent public
character,” the “celebrated Indian traveller, Muthwaite, who, at risk of his life, had
penetrated in disguise where no European had evéva before.” Betteredge speculates that
Murthwaite, “was tired of the humdrum life among feople in our parts, and longing to go
back and wander off on the tramp again in the pi&tes of the East. The Moonston&7)
Betteredge’s use of the phrase “on the tramp” caisndurthwaite’s incognito explorations of
empire to the slumming that was occurring closdrdame; James Greenwood’s “A Night in a
Workhouse” was published in 1866, two years beldre MoonstoneGreenwood merely went
on tramp in the wild places of the East End, betnethis portion of their own metropolis was

Orientalized and its inhabitants racially othenedhie Victorian imagination.

It is no accident that the detective novel emeigdtie decades that were consolidating
the discipline of ethnography, which has been ddbibe handmaiden of imperialism.”
Murthwaite is both ethnographer and a detectiveatlso demonstrates what lan Baucom calls
“that perilous dabbling in ethnography which theset always to become the act of going
native” (96). A familiarity with the minutiae of tige cultures is necessary in order to govern or
infiltrate foreign lands, but this knowledge casaéfface a knowledge of one’s own origin
story. Murthwaite assists Mr. Bruff, the solicitam,investigating the three Indian Brahmins and
the clairvoyant boy, some of the suspects eartiieéncase of the stolen Moonstone. In the
following passage, Murthwaite makes clear thatatemn and interpretation are culturally

relative:

The clairvoyance in this case is simply a develapnoéthe romantic side
of the Indian character. It would be refreshment an encouragement to those

men—quite inconceivable, | grant you, to the Erdghsind—to surround their
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wearisome and perilous errand in this country aittertain halo of the
marvellous and the supernatural. Their boy is ustjoieably a sensitive subject
to the mesmeric influence—and, under that influeheehas no doubt reflected
what was already in the mind of the person mesimegrisim....The Indians don't
investigate the matter in this way; the Indianklapon their boy as a Seer of
things invisible to their eyes—and, | repeat, iattmarvel they find the source of
a new interest in the purpose that unites themlyl ootice this as offering a
curious view of human character, which must beegoéw to you. We have
nothing whatever to do with clairvoyance, or witesmerism, or with anything
else that is hard of belief to a practical marthminquiry that we are now
pursuing. My object in following the Indian plotep by step, is to trace results

back, by rational means, to natural causBise (Moonston290)

In this passage, Murthwaite refers to “Indian chteg” and “the Indian plot,” which
might be “inconceivable to the English mind” ofedst “quite new” to Mr. Bruff. Interpretation,
and therefore detection, are culturally determiaed therefore relative: “the Indians don’t
investigate the matter in this way.” Murthwaiteeatpts to interpret the Indian character and plot
from an English point of view, reducing them tdeagl explanations. Murthwaite talks of “the
English mind” and the “Indian character” as if thang diametrically opposed and mutually

exclusive; however, he himself represents theittmsis.

The Moonstonés preoccupied with the question of what makeEmaglish gentleman,
and how contact with foreign cultures can corriyptse notions of manliness. Betteredge looks
to Robinson Crusoe as his model of embattled Bmgtiasculinity, but Crusoe contends mostly

with the forces of Nature, not with the force ofeartire alien culture. Betteredge judges Franklin
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Blake to be insufficiently English, because of ¢usitinental education, and for a time it seems
that Blake himself is the thief. However, the tthief is the least expected person, the
guintessential English gentleman, Godfrey Ablewhiteose death occurs while he is disguised
as a dark-skinned sailor. As in Conan Doyle’s stditye Man with the Twisted Lip,” the
detective wipes the disguise off the deceitful ,sdate, revealing the white face beneath the
brown. Though Franklin Blake characteristicallyhe@way during this operation, the street
urchin Gooseberry narrates Godfrey’'s unmasking.l&ranklin initially sought to pin the
crime on an Indian outsider, Sergeant Cuff revéb@scriminal to be a white person, and a
member of the family. Timothy L. Carens argues Tfteg Moonstonéuncovers the forgotten
strangeness that inhabits the familiar, the imp#sfeepressed savagery that lives on in the
family.” In doing so, the narrative “destabilizefbe dichotomies naturalized by imperial
ideology” (Carens 241). Rather than affirming wtstgeriority, or even upholding the
boundaries between races, the novel locates tmagshein the hybrid body of Ezra Jennings,
whose piebald hair brings together black and whiteout mixing them. Tamar Heller suggests
that Jennings’s hybridity is what attracts manyosafs to him; his hybridity “draws attention to
issues of race and power,” and extends to his gedesetity as a man who has a “female
constitution” (Heller 363-364). Murthwaite can passan “English gentleman” in the drawing
room as easily as he can pass as a “Hindoo-Boddihitste far-off places of the East. By
contrast, Jennings hybridity makes him a perpetutdider; his strange appearance allows him
to fit in nowhere. Though his profession of docsassistant associates him with science,
rationality and progress, his opium addiction agges him with another lucrative Indian
product, as well as with the Orientalized stereetgpdecadence and lethargy it connotes.

Murthwaite speaks the Indian Brahmins’ languagé ooy Jennings can fill in the gaps and
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trace the dark spaces of the English unconsciond.mMany characters in this novel are hybrid

in terms of cultural identity: Franklin Blake haar@pean sides to his identity since he was
educated abroad; Murthwaite uses his ability t® pa®rder to pursue his ethnographic research;
Godfrey and Sir John use their access to Indiati@uto exploit its riches. But only Jennings,

the racially hybrid and emphatically othered cheegaan solve the mystery.

The treachery implicit in Godfrey’s act of cultuabss-dressing calls into question the
motives of the cultural explorer, whose desirertiss social boundaries may have sinister
intentions. Godfrey Ablewhite’s cultural transvesti casts doubt on the disinterestedness of Mr.
Murthwaite’s pursuit of exotic thrills in the Eass.Burton (or Kim, or Sir Henry Curtis) more
like Murthwaite, or more like Ablewhite? Is it palsie to separate the ethnographer from the
thief? In fact, there are traces of both Murthwaitel Ablewhite in the racial impersonators |
examine in this chapter. Their motives are mixed $ignificant that all of these narratives are
structured as quests or journeys; the quest fotanasver the other, or knowledge of the other,
reflects the anxieties and flaws of the self. Ad Ghing-Liang Low writes, “In these stories of
Haggard’s, the significance of the Other lies ia thct that he is symbolic of something that the
Western mind must learn about itself” (Low 66). Aaling to Marty Gould, “the empire came
to England via the stagdfirough ethnological exhibits and orientalist pamtoes, and “it was
in the theatre and related venues of popular sgedfaat Britons came to see themselves as
masters of an imperial domain” (Gould 2). The theality or spectacle of empire as seen on the
stage, in turn, shaped the presentation of therempthe novel. Performing the role of the other
is the way in which novelistic characters engagi wie different kind of selves, the different
plots, that are possible in the spaces of Empgiereby revising or rewriting their own narrative

of white, masculine, British selfhood.
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White Zulus and Pseudo-Zulus: Performing the Zula King Solomon’s Mines and Mameena

Oh, East is East, and West is West, and neventbeshall meet,

Till Earth and Sky stand presently at God’s greakginent Seat;

But there is neither East nor West, Border, noeBreor Birth,

When two strong men stand face to face, tho’ tteegecfrom the ends of the earth.
-Rudyard Kipling, “The Ballad of East and West889)

Just as the novélim insistently raises the question, “What is a SdhiARan
Quatermain, the narrator of H. Rider HaggaKiisg Solomon’s Mingsegins his narrative with
the question: “What is a gentlemanKir{g Solomon’s Mine&0) And as irKim, the answer is
unclear: “I don’t quite know,” Quatermain admitsitlargues that the category does not always
align with race or nationality: “I've known nativegho are...and | have known mean whites
with lots of money and fresh out from home, toopvelin’t” (King Solomon’s Mine§1).
According to Robin Gilmour, “It was the subtle astdfting balance between social and moral
attributes that gave gentlemanliness its fascina{i@ilmour 4). The contact zone of empire
complicated previous notions that gentlemanlineggedded on “birth,” by adding a racial
component to this distinction. Haggard’'s novelmtétely affirms the idea that the true
gentleman will draw on the best models of masciylimtom various cultures, but he must retain
his racial purity. “Two strong men” of differenta@s or cultures can “stand face to face,” as in

Kipling’s ballad, and become better men becaugbeéncounter. The exclusion of women

from the equation allows for cultural, but not edchybridity in the pursuit of a masculine ideal.

The narrative presents various models of the gmathe—English or otherwis&radley
Deane argues that ideals of manliness and strateg@mpire radically shifted between the early
to the late-Victorian period, from a model of maeks that sought internal development and
self-affirmation, and a moral model of empire—tmare aggressive model of manliness that

focused on group affirmation and competitive pkayd a similarly amoral attitude toward
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empire as a game, rather than a moral and ciwjimrssion. Captain John Good, one of
Quatermain’s companions on his journey, embodiesrtbre old-fashioned model of
masculinity, in which manliness is insistently tiedcultural Englishness. Good declares, “I
always like to look like a gentlemarKig Solomon’s Mined44). Quatermain provides the

following description to demonstrate what Good kisia gentleman should look like:

There he sat upon a leather bag, looking just@sgth he had come in from a
comfortable day’s shooting in a civilized countapsolutely clean, tidy, and well
dressed. He had on a shooting suit of brown twe#d,a hat to match, and neat
gaiters. He was, as usual, beautifully shaved adtogether he was the neatest
man | ever had to do with in the wilderness. Hendvad on a collar, of which he

had a supply, made of white gutta-percikang Solomon’s Mined4)

Good’s list of accessories reads like a Victoriamsion of “Stuff White People Like,” and is
similarly meant to be read as funtiyThough ironically, the garb of a “civilized couyitr

includes some objects gleaned from the riches giremngutta-percha is a rubber-like substance
made from the “juice of various trees found chigflfhe Malayan archipelago,” which the
Victorians knew as the East Indies (OED, “guttacpat’). Good'’s attire marks him as “the very
model of a modern English gentleman,” and his nena@ unsubtle indication of his moral

virtue. And yet, Good is most often the butt ofgskn the novel, and is often feminized, rather
than depicted as a paragon of masculinity. Goodrnes an especially comic figure when the
group of adventurers encounter the tribe of theuémas, who interrupt Good in the midst of
performing his toilette. Good is interrupted wiskeaving, and in a state of half dress. He wears a

flannel shirt, but no trousers, and his face i$ $lahved. The Kukuanas interpret this state as

oL ustuff White People Like” is a satirical blog started in 2008 by Christian Lander. The blog specifically satirizes
urban, affluent, and politically left-leaning white culture.
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miraculous, along with Good’s one “glass eye” ommde, and his removable false te¥th.
Good is a comic hybrid figure for Quatermain (“Iss@onvulsed with laughter as | watched him
struggle with that stubbly beard”), whereas the kanas revere him for his oddness, and,
crucially, for the whiteness of his skin—an earigtance of the common narrative trope where
natives who have not seen white men before ingtéatke them for gods. The notion of English
gentlemanliness as embodied by Good is both araliind racial concept, which involves
having “singularly white skin,” but is also a penfmative category involving props and costume
(King Solomon’s Mine80). The Kukuanas interrupt Good while halfway thgio putting on his
whiteface® Good is the performer backstage who does not tiiaeeto finish putting on his
makeup and costume before his cue calls him ondWagein McAllister discusses a distinct
fringe tradition of whiteface minstrelsy: “Attunéd class as much as race, whiteface minstrels
often satirize, parody, and interrogate privilegeduthoritative representations of whiteness,”
writes McAllister (1). Similarly, even though Go&lin fact white, his exaggerated performance
of whiteness, and especially its comic interruptimocks traditional notions of white British

masculinity.

Good’s model of gentlemanliness makes him an olgjeddicule, and his hybrid half-

dressed state as he enters the kingdom of the Kakuapresents English manliness at its most

% Haggard basically plagiarized this anecdote from Scottish explorer Joseph Thomson’s account of his African
adventures, Through Masai Land (1883). During his encounter with the Masai, Thomson taps his teeth to assure
the natives that they are perfectly firm. “Here let me inform the gentle reader,” he writes, “that | have a couple of
artificial teeth, which at this juncture were perfect treasures. These | manipulated to the astonishment of the
Masai, and as they thought | could do the same thing with my nose or eyes, they hailed me at once as a veritable
‘lybon n’ebor’ (white medicine man)” (Thomson 356). Thomson was displeased with Haggard’s unauthorized
borrowing of his material, and published a rival novel, Ulu: an African Romance (1888), which however, did not
enjoy the success of Haggard’s African romances.

ra Aldridge, a famous black Shakespearean actor in Victorian Britain, provocatively responded to the trend of
blackface minstrelsy with his own whiteface performances of Richard Ill, Rob Roy, and a Bavarian maid (See
“Othello’s Daughter,” New Yorker: July 29, 2013). Eddie Murphy’s “White Like Me” sketch for Saturday Night Live
(Dec. 15, 1984) is another famous satirical example of whiteface performance. See also McAllister, Whiting Up:
Whiteface Minstrels & Stage Europeans in African American Performance (2011).
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vulnerable. He becomes an object of desire fovaatiomen, and falls in love with a Kukuana
woman, thus threatening to produce an actual miged-child, rather than simply being a comic
hybridized figure himself. His vulnerable whitenésgmphasized by his exposed skin. Missing
his trousers, Good is depicted as sexually avalabthe desires of native women, as Sir Henry
jokes at his expense, “It will never do for youptat on trousers againK{ng Solomon’s Mines

90).

While Good is a comic figure who threatens to bee@ntragic one, the true manly man
of the novel is Sir Henry Curtis. Unlike Good, wimaiintains his Englishness to the point of
ridiculousness, Sir Henry adopts a style of masdylthat is comfortable borrowing emblems of
manliness from African culture. While Good exemipkfDeane’s definition of early-Victorian
masculinity, with its emphasis on civilized behaamd appearance, Sir Henry Curtis resolutely
embodies the late-Victorian ideal of competitivggessive manliness and empire building.
Deane notes the irony that “at the very momentrghBi’s greatest colonial power, the zenith of
its cultural arrogance and racial chauvinism, theple was bolstered by fantasies of a manhood
that transcends the distinctions of border anddiré2eane 3). This notion that gentlemanliness
is not an exclusively English quality can be see@Quatermain’s admission that “natives” can be
gentlemen, as well as in Rudyard Kipling's poemhé&Ballad of East and West,” in which
masculinity transcends “Border, Breed, and Birffhé “two strong men” that Kipling refers to
in his poem map neatly onto Sir Henry Curtis arelZhlu warrior Umbopa. They have so much

in common, that Sir Henry is dubbed an honorarycafr, or White Zulu.

Like Kipling's Kim, King Solomon’s Mine&s a novel dominated by male characters, so
much so that Allan Quatermain boasts that “theretsa petticoat in the whole historyKifig

Solomon’s Mine40). (He does not count the aged witch Gagodheatluring Foulata, both
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native women who present danger or temptationgahite men.) Kim has many father figures
throughout the narrative, but no real mother figdfe&Similarly, Allan Quatermain frames his
narrative as a letter from father to s&ing Solomon’s Minesarrates what Anne McClintock
calls the fantasy of “phallic regeneration,” by winithe male heroes give birth to themselves as
the new fathers of the colonial family. Haggardével is curiously hostile toward the female
body and the facts of procreation. Gagool and Fawee both killed in the mines. McClintock
writes that the men are imprisoned in the womb-igace of the mine, which they expect will
also be their tomb, until they find an exit, and/gbirth to themselves in the mine womb”
(McClintock 257). McClintock’s analysis leaves al¢ mixed or hybrid product of the relations
between men—the White Zulu: a socially acceptablsstute for a mixed-race child. The
colonists’ desire to mix with the native culturesishlimated; instead of heterosexual unions,
homosaocial interactions produce this hybrid idgntits Stephen D. Arata points out, “the British
have always found the notion of symbolic hybridigngenial,” provided it remains symbolic

only (“Universal”’ 17).

According to the Oxford English Dictionary “A feexamples of th[e] word [hybrid]
occur early in 17th cent.; but it was scarcelyse till the 18'.” The term was popularized as
part of a cohesive theory of racial differencehia hineteenth century, in response to the debate
whether humans were one species, or many. A hybigthally meant a cross between two
different species, whose offspring would be infertsuch as a mule (the cross between a male
donkey and a female horse). Robert Young explaias“The use of the term *hybridity’ to

describe the offspring of humans of different raoaglied... that the different races were

% Kim does have a half-caste foster mother, who insists on dressing him in European clothes. And later in the
narrative, the Kulu woman or Sahiba helps nurse him through a fever. These women are instrumental in helping
Kim, but he does not develop emotional ties with them, and complains that “he is eternally pestered by women”
(Kim 291).
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different species: if the hybrid issue was sucag$bfough several generations, then it was
taken to prove that humans were all one specidb,the different races merely sub-groups or
varieties—which meant technically it was no longegbridity at all.” (Young 9) In spite of
ample proof that mixed race unions did indeed pecedartile offspring, opponents of
miscegenation fell back on the belief that the patsl of such unions were degenerate, less
vigorous, and diminished in fertility. In large pahe narrator oKing Solomon’s Mines wary
of procreation and heterosexual sex because dhtbat of miscegenation. Allan Quatermain
tells King Twala that “we white men wed only witthite women like ourselves.K{ng
Solomon’s Mined432) When Captain Good falls in love with the allg Foulata, Quatermain
predicts that this match will only produce compicas. But when Foulata dies, even she
acknowledges that mixed-race marriages are undbésird am glad to die because | know that
he cannot cumber his life with such as me, forstine cannot mate with the darkness, nor the
white with the black” King Solomon’s Mine206). The novel cannot endorse a mixed-race
marriage because it cannot acknowledge the pasgibilmixed race descendants. However, the
novel does provide an alternative. Heterosexuaszrace relationships are undesirable, but
homosaocial interactions among men of different sga®duce a different sort of hybridity,
involving performance and play. Young asserts thgbridity must always be a resolutely
heterosexual category. In fact, in historical teromcern about racial amalgamation tended if
anything to encourage same-sex sex (playing theriepgame was, after all, already an
implicitly homo-erotic practice).” (Young 26) By ntrast, | argue that the hybridity embodied
by the “White Zulu” is a specifically homoerotic giomenon. It emerges in battle, in a setting
where men of different races interact, away froom&a and the threat of interracial

heterosexual encounters.
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Quatermain only uses the phrase once, in padsitghe concept of the White Zulu will
be crucial for the narrative. Early in the novellaA Quatermain encounters Sir Henry Curtis for
the first time, and gives the reader this curioescdiption of the man, which prefigures his later

role in the story:

I never saw a finer-looking man, and somehow hended me of an ancient
Dane. Not that | know much of ancient Danes, thougirew a modern Dane who
did me out of ten pounds; but | remember once geipicture of some of those
gentry, who, | take it, were a kind of white Zuld$iey were drinking out of big
horns, and their long hair hung down their backsl, @s | looked at my friend
standing there by the companion-ladder, | thoulgét if one only let his hair
grow a bit, put one of those chain shirts on teséhgreat shoulders of his, and
gave him a battle-axe and a horn mug, he might bavvas a model for that
picture. And by the way it is a curious thing, gust shows how the blood will
out, | found out afterwards that Sir Henry Curtts,that was the big man's name,

is of Danish blood.King Solomon’s Mine&2)

Quatermain draws on notions of racial degeneratidhis passage. The modern Zulus are
analogous to the ancient Danes, because the Zudisehind Europeans in terms of
development. He also draws on the concept of ata\#sr Henry hearkens back to an earlier
ancestral or racial type. The picture is also exhi performative; Quatermain imagines Curtis
dressed up and posed, as in a historical reenatbméableau. Like the Victorian literary critic
Andrew Lang, Quatermain believes that the Norsemhbl@od lies “dormant” in Curtis’s veins
(gtd. “Universal” 10). Lang believed that this damt blood might be revived by extensive

reading of Norse sagas; Quatermain relies on #msfiormative power of costume and
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performance to bring out these latent qualitieselan the novel, this fantasy is realized, when
Quatermain, Curtis, and Good go to battle withKin&uanas. Umbopa has resumed his

Kukuana name, Ignosi, along with his identity asltmg-lost rightful heir to the throne.

We got up and dressed ourselves for the fray, patting on our chain armour
shirt, for which garments at the present junctuesfelt exceedingly thankful. Sir
Henry went the whole hog about the matter, andséesimself like a native
warrior. ‘When you are in Kukuanaland, do as th&wanas do,” he remarked, as
he drew the shining steel over his broad shouldegsh it fitted like a glove.

Nor did he stop there. At his request Infadoos radided him with a complete
set of native war uniform. Round his throat hedastl the leopard-skin cloak of a
commanding officer, on his brows he bound the plofmgack ostrich feathers
worn only by generals of high rank, and about hiddie a magnificent moocha
of white ox-tails. A pair of sandals, a leglet @iad/'s hair, a heavy battle-axe with
a rhinoceros-horn handle, a round iron shield cedevith white ox-hide, and the
regulation number of tollas, or throwing-knives,daaip his equipment, to
which, however, he added his revolver. The dress madoubt, a savage one,
but I am bound to say that | seldom saw a finentdigan Sir Henry Curtis
presented in this guise. It showed off his magaifiqphysique to the greatest
advantage, and when Ignosi arrived presently, ad@y a similar costume, |
thought to myself that | had never before seenduah splendid menK(ng

Solomon’s Mined47)

Note that vision is the operative sense in this@gs; in fact, the novel as a whole emphasizes

the act of looking or seeing. Masculinity is exjilica spectacle or theatrical display for an
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audience: in the earlier passage, “I nesawa finer looking man,” and here, “l had never befor
seentwo such splendid men.” Sir Henry embodies whatelaEli Adams refers to as “an image
of the hero as spectacle,” and affirms “the inethts# element of theatricality in all masculine
self-fashioning” (Adams 22, 11). Quatermain freglyedescribes himself looking at another

man, and affirming his masculinity.

Sir Henry’s adopted Kukuana warrior garb affirms idientity as a White Zulu, and only
enhances his masculinity. Far from “going natived @egenerating, as Kurtz would do in
Conrad’sHeart of Darknessonly thirteen years after Haggard’s novel, Sintyeappropriates
and elevates the Zulu warrior garb. His masculitriypscends his race, and finds an affinity to
what is similar to itself in the native cultureoglism, courage, and strength. Crucially, Sir Henry
is performing culture, not race. Curtis does ntgrapt to “pass” as African. He retains his
whiteness and therefore his power and station,enddbpting the most desirable elements of
Kukuana culture. Note that Sir Henry has donnedytite of a warrior of high station, “a

commanding officer,” not a rank-and-file soldier.

“But [Ignosi] cannot, of course, dress like Cuftas Young points out, “In this fantasy,
cross-cultural dressing works in one direction dif§oung 60). Rather than producing a hybrid
culture that includes both white and black, theesdurers’ attraction to Zulu culture regresses
into greed and trophy taking. When Ignosi invites white men to stay in Kukuanaland as
honored friends, offering them houses, land, liwelstand (most crucially) wives, they refuse,
stating their desire to return to their native lalgghosi reluctantly agrees to this segregationist
logic: “that which flies in the air loves not torr@long the ground; the white man loves not to
live on the level of the black,” prefiguring thessgm of Apartheid that would later divide South

African society along racial line&ing Solomon’s Mine223).
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Though Haggard'’s novel flirts with the notion oftdnigity, and a performative identity
that mixes elements of both cultures in the corgang, it ends resolutely with segregation. The
British adventurers return to England, appropr@some artifacts as souvenirs or trophies to
commemorate their adventures. Curtis displays tble relics of hunting and battle in his
manor house in England: “the tusks of the gredtthat killed poor Khiva have now been put up
in the hall here...and the axe with which | chopp#dwala’s head is stuck up over my writing
table.” King Solomon’s Mine233) These trophies ennoble their owner and remimdof his
valor and military prowess. But again, this culturarrowing only fully works in one direction;
Good gives an eye-glass to Infadoos as they leakadhaland; but this present has the opposite
effect of Curtis’s battle trophies. Not only i<dbod’sspareeyeglass; it merely succeeds in
making Infadoos look ridiculous: “Anything more orggruous than the old warrior looked with
an eye-glass | never saw. Eye glasses don’t gowillleopard skin cloaks and black ostrich

plumes” King Solomon’s Mine226-227).

In spite of the white men’s refusal to accept Igisasfer of community and kinship,
Umbopa/lgnosi is also a sort of “white Zulu.” Iretbase of Sir Henry Curtis, his skin is white,
but he adopts some aspects of Zulu culture; revgtbis paradigm, Umbopa is dark-skinned,
but European in manner and tastes. When the whatefirst encounter Umbopa, Quatermain
describes his attractiveness in detail, noting tieais “very light-coloured for a Zulu'K{ng
Solomon’s Mine88). Umbopa’s account of himself reveals him tatsocial outsider and a
nomad, much like Burton’s “haji from the far noftbr Murthwaite’s hybrid persona: “I am of
the Zulu people, yet not of them. The house of nipetis in the far North; it was left behind
when the Zulus came down here a ‘thousand yearslagg before Chaka reigned in Zululand.

I have no kraal. | have wandered for many yearsiibOpa explains, adding that he came to
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Natal “because | wanted to see the white man’s Wg@gisg Solomon’s Mine89). Like
Bhabha’s mimic man, Umbopa is thoroughly Anglicizel@ is familiar with white men and their
ways. Quatermain and company admire Umbopa prgdieelause he is more like them than

most Africans.

Depictions of Zulus in the English popular pressceklaggard’s positive depiction of
Umbopa, confirming that when English readers lookethe Zulu people, they saw likeness to
themselves, as in Low’s concept of the “distortedon’ which “imagines the black body-politic
as an idealized and nostalgic counterpart for thikewveader” (Low 6). An article in thBemple
Bar (1879) declared that the “Zulu possesses oneeafnibst beautiful skins in the world” (28),
reflecting Quatermain’s eroticized description ahhbpa’s “magnificent-looking” physique,
and “scarcely more than dark” skiKkifg Solomon’s Mined0). Sir Henry Curtis shares in this
homoerotic attraction to the black man: “I like ydooks, Mr. Umbopa,” he declares. (See
Figure 22 for an illustrator’'s rendering of thegrwhite men gawking at this specimen of

African manhood.) Umbopa is the quintessential garof the “noble savage.”

Theatrical representations and ethnological extiieitded to confirm the conception of
the Zulus as a noble warrior race. Such ethnolbgidaibits included “The Zulu Kaffirs,”
exhibited by Charles Caldecott in 1853, and vielgaguch literary luminaries as Charles
Dickens and George Eliot, and Farini’'s “Friendlyigg)” exhibited in 1880. According to
Tiziana Morosetti, these theatrical representatmasned authenticity, and fostered “a
perception of the Zulus as superior to their netghimg groups” (Morosetti 88). Caldecott’s
Zulus were described in the press as “remarkabliymade,” while Farini’'s Zulus were deemed
“athletic and not at all repulsive-looking” (gtd.dvbsetti 89). Such ethnological exhibits were

deemed authentic because they confirmed audieng®ers’ expectations, which were often the
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€¢1 LIKE YOUR LOOKS, MR. UMBOPA’" (p. 49).

Figure 22: lllustration by Walter Paget for Cassel & Company
edition (1888)

product of theatrical and journalistic
representations, in a self-reflexive feedback
loop: “what audiences expected on the basis
of what was presented to them as ‘real’ also
served as scientific demonstration: the Zulus
appeared according to public expectations,
and as they met such expectations, they must
therefore necessarily be Zulus” (Morosetti 95)
Nevertheless, Zulu exhibits also mapped onto
existing theatrical genres: the battle of
Rorke’s Drift, a crucial conflict in the Anglo-
Zulu War, was represented on at Astley’s
Amphitheatre—famous for its circus

performances and equestrian acts—as the

“Grand Military Spectacular Drama, The Kaffir Waoh 26 April 1879 (Morosetti 91The

Grand Equestrian Spectacle of the War in Zululeadimilar bill of fare, was presented in

Manchester starting in November 1879.

The British Army’s encounters with the Zulus durihg Anglo-Zulu War of 1879,

following their invasion of Zululand, gave the coipers a healthy respect for the Zulus as a

martial people. The only way to explain the Zulostasional victories over the British army

(the stunning defeat of the British at Isandlwdnagxample) was to define them as a worthy

opponent. The eventual subjugation of the ZulughbyBritish likewise affirmed British
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superiority in a particularly satisfying manner.eTBritish envisioned the Zulus as potential

allies against “inferior” African tribes:

In a people possessing so many fine qualities,ipgaheir vast superiority to
most other coloured African races, and which insgarticulars causes them to
approach more nearly to ourselves, there must lméspgpon which it would be
possible to base an understanding that might b#ugtive of no slight common
advantage in the petty wars with other South Africaces, in which the colony
might at some future date find itself involved. Tiraional prejudices of the Zulu,
enlisted on the side of his white allies, wouldfgioto render his army a reliable,

and invaluable, contingent. (“The Zulu at Home,) 35

The author depicts Zulus as Europeanized Africres; “approach more nearly to
ourselves” than other African races. Haggard hifvmsHoed this sentiment in an article on “The
Zulus,” asking, “What will be the destiny of thisgple? None can say—it will be shown by
time alone. But if | were an autocrat, | shouldtymake use of their splendid martial qualities
in the service of the British Empire (“The Zulug;70). AndKing Solomon’s Minesnagines
this alliance in action; Quatermain and his men jgith Ignosi/Umbopa and the Kukuanas who
are loyal to him, in order to defeat the wickedrpsu King Twala and his followerswala’s
inferiority to Umbopa is manifested outwardly irs lphysical unattractiveness, contrasted with
Umbopa’s beautyQuatermain describes Twala’s face as “the mostedyntiepulsive
countenance we had ever behelding Solomon’s Mine405). Twala’s physiognomy conveys
his more “savage” nature: his lips are “thick agegro’s,” he has a flat nose, and is missing an
eye. Haggard’s fantasy represents the Britishrad@awith the “people possessing so many fine

gualities,” to defeat the supposedly more “degdarétabes.
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The Kukuanas’ encounter with white men reformsrttust “barbaric” aspects of their
culture—witchcraft and indiscriminate bloodshed—amel white man’s appropriation of Zulu
warrior culture allows him to realize his own rddiaritage. Sir Henry Curtis’ “Danish blood”
makes him a White Zulu, just as much as his adoiiteadiana warrior garb. However, costume
can change, but as Quatermain remarks, “The blobowt” (King Solomon’s Mine&2). Blood
is one of the key words and crucial concepts for tigxt. The narrative’s quests revolve around
blood: Sir Henry searches for “a man of my bloog,brother” King Solomon’s MineS§3).
Though he had been estranged from his brotheH&iry realizes that “blood is thicker than
water” (King Solomon’s Mine47). In their quest for the diamond mines, thetevhmen use a
map left by a Portuguese explorer, Dom da Silvesthech they later discover was written with
his (a white man’s) blood. The shedding of innod#abd is the bone of contention in Kukuana
society; Twala’s indiscriminate killing has waslted land with “rivers of blood”King
Solomon’s Mine410). The white men, by contrast, declare, “welsieblood of men except in
just punishment,” and secure a promise from Igf@kiwing his victory, that he will enshrine
this principle as lawKing Solomon’s Mine408). The refusal to spill innocent blood
distinguishes the gentleman from the savage, réggdf skin color. But do attitudes toward
shedding of blood determine manliness, by a mdaadard, or is it the possession of good
blood that makes a good man? Once again, the dabatg gentlemanliness comes down to the
dichotomy of worth vs. birth. Twala’s gift of chamail cloaks acknowledges the white men’s
superiority: “None but those of royal blood maydted in them,” Infadoos tells therKiag
Solomon’s Mined17). Thus, the costume of chain mail in whichFgnry masquerades as a
Kukuana warrior is actually given to him and hisnmg@anions in recognition of their superior

blood—the Anglo-Saxon warrior ancestry that Quatemmntuits when he first sees Sir Henry.
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Costume—whether the horn mug and battle axe odnticeent Dane, or the ornamental feathers
and throwing knives of the Kukuana—is an externatkar that can signify class, gender,

culture—but blood marks the distinction of race.

The white men are attracted to African cultures African bodies—particularly male
bodies. Gail Ching-Liang Low asserts that “Colorsiabjectivities produced by the powerful
divisions of self and Other seem paradoxicallyealbgged by a relentless nostalgia and desire
for the excluded Others” (Low 3). Even as the c@enworks to preserve his superiority and
difference, he is attracted to the culture he adaks) and wishes to assimilate to it. Young argues
that “We find an ambivalent driving desire at theatt of racialism: a compulsive libidinal
attraction disavowed by an equal insistence onlsgmi® (Young 149). For Haggard’s English
charactersAfrican culture and African bodies are attractilgat must ultimately be repudiated.
Their flirtation with cultural hybridity demonstieg the desire, but their recourse to simplistic
racism renounces this desire. Hybridity represarntseat to hegemonic white superiority.
Hybridity in King Solomon’s Mineproduces not ambiguity (as in Bhabha), but comttech:
the novel’s plot affirms that “two strong men” cstand face to face and annihilate boundaries of
border, breed, and birth, but then contradictangists that blood determines essential racial
distinctions. Quatermain mocks Good’s comic whigsnand affirms that natives can be
gentlemen, but he ultimately reifies racial hieraes. No wonder Ignosi interprets the white

men’s actions as betrayal.

% Eric Lott argues that blackface minstrelsy in nineteenth century America similarly displays an attraction to the
culture it mimics and travesties—in his classic formulation, minstrelsy is an expression of love, but also theft. “The
heedless (and ridiculing) appropriation of ‘black’ culture by whites in the minstrel show,” writes Lott, “was little
more than cultural robbery...which troubled guilty whites all the more because they were so attracted to the
culture they plundered” (Lott 8).
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Brian Singleton has described the colonists’ “detirbe assimilated” to native culture
“because of a perceived similarity with themselvas’a “momentary lapse,” that is “simply a
plot device” (Singleton 88). If so, it is a lap$at is repeated over and over again. Haggard and
his English characters continued to be attractetlito culture. Allan Quatermain does not
remain in England, but returns to Africa many tigresHaggard returned to the subject matter
he knew best. I turn now, briefly, to one of Hagiatater works, which connects Curtis’s
performance of the “White Zulu” to the performardeulu culture by white actors on the
British stage. Haggard only adapted one of his Isofee the stagé® The Child of Storm
published in 1913, fictionalizes an event in Zuistbry—the 1856 civil war that resulted from
the struggle for succession to the Zulu throne betwCetshwayo and his brother Mbuyazi.
Haggard maps this recent historical event ontoadribe founding myths of Western Culture: a
“Zulu Helen of Troy” named Mameena instigates amajpgs the course of the conflict. The story
echoes the misogyny of Haggard’s earlier Africama@aces; when Quatermain rejects
Mameena’s advances, she embarks on a campaigmgéarece against the male sex, setting her
many rival lovers against each other. The tale mdsdorces the racist repudiation of interracial
marriage found iKing Solomon’s MinedMameena attributes Quatermain’s rejection to his

unwillingness to “be stained with my black touchiameena” 292).

To advise him on the writing and staging of theypldaggard recruited James Stuart,
Assistant Secretary of Native Affairs in Natal, andhor of a history of the 1906 Zulu rebellion.
Australian actor-manager Oscar Asche, whom Haggaddmet in Brisbane, took on the role of

star actor/director. Asche was an experienced attoon-European roles: he had starred as the

% Haggard turned to writing for the theatre late in his career, and mostly as a bid to make more money out of his
stories. Haggard penned two plays, Star of Egypt and To Hell or Connaught, before turning to adaptation of one of
his own novels.
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beggar Hajj in the orientalist musidgismet and (like so many other white male actors of his
and previous generations) had blacked himself ygayp Othello. The play that resulted from
this collaborationMameengstaged at the Globe Theatre in 1914), fits ineYictorian history
of exhibiting or representing Zulus onstage—chandmed by an obsession with realism and a
simultaneous catering to British preconceptiongudtis, often based on previous theatrical
representations. Both Stuart and Asche valued atitiitg, at least as they perceived it. Asche
and his company toured the major South Africaresith preparation for the production of
Mameenain order to study the music and dances of theZ(fingleton 91). Stuart was in
charge of making or buying the costumes and proji,an obsessive attention to detail and

accuracy:.

To this end three Zulu kraals had been makingHigget months all the costumes
and properties required. This necessitated thergiand killing of wild animals
for their hide and fur, and the tanning and shapingame, the making of
assegais, knobkerries and other offensive weapdrilst forty oxen, specially
chosen for the various colours of their hide, hadrbkilled to provide the eighty

war-shields required (qtd. Coan and Tella 22).

In a review of the play iThe AcademyEgan Mew praised the production for its “minutel a
telling detail,” but commented on the unfortunafacory consequences of such attention to
detail: “In ‘Mameena,’ the scent of a Zulu kraahptrates the Globe from across the footlights.
It is not the sublimated essence of roses or sguges...rather it is the heavy odour of
taxidermy. That is the only unfortunate point in.Mscar Asche’s enormous undertaking”

(November 7, 1914, p. 431). It is not often youdreaheatrical review that describes sneell

215



of the production—one of the many aspects of perémce not indicated by the words in the

script!

In addition to assembling the requisite realiaa8tbrought two high-ranking Zulu
men—Mandhlakazi kaNgini and Kwili ka-Sitshidi—to gland to help train the cast to dance
and move like Zulus. The cast of extras consistétlegroes” who were British, not African,
who “require a lot of drilling” to play Zulus (gt€Coan and Tella 30). Bernth Lindfors notes that
it was common practice “to recruit non-African kator pseudo-Zulus, “to masquerade as
African savages or wild men” (Lindfors ix). But albeaking parts were played by white actors
in blackface. Quatermain was the only white roléhim play. As Tiziana Morosetti has noted,
“Non-Europeans on the theatrical stage were maatyrayed by white performers, in black-,
red-, or yellow-face where appropriate, employinguanber of visual and representational
conventions (costumes, settings, props, make-ugement, sound, etc.) that signaled the exotic
to the audience” (Morosetti 1). As the examplethia chapter make clear, costume and props
were often all that was considered necessary torapresentation of non-European Others by
whites. As we shall see in the next section ofctinepter, irkim, clothing is endowed with
almost magical abilities to transform the white &uean’s identity. The legibility of these visual
elements could override any other consideratiogardgng the “realism” of the portrayal of Zulu
life; Stuart wrote that in working out the choreaginy and blocking of the war dance and
wedding scenes, “Zulu custom” was occasionally fadeen in order to attain what is thought
to be a better dramatic result” (qtd. Coan andar2g). This “better dramatic result” was likely
what fit with previous stage conventions for represig the exotic “Other.” Morosetti argues

that “The seriality of visual conventions means.. tfiggering of automatic associations on the
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Victorian stage. There was...a shared understandingpat the exotic Other was expected to

be” (Morosetti 14).

In return for their services, Mandhlakazi and Kwikre treated to (or subjected to) a full
schedule of sightseeing in the capital of the Bnittmpire: they were taken to the zoo, Madame
Tussaud’s, to Buckingham Palace to see the Royailf;aand to a magic show by Maskelyne
and Devant. Not all of this entertainment was ealphg to them, as we know from the account
Mandhlakazi left of their stay in London. At Madafessaud’s, Kwili declared, “I am going to
be ill because these people do not speak...Let usshall have nightmares when | am asleep”
(gtd. Coan and Tella 377). “We saw many other giskich we have forgotten,” wrote
Mandhlakazi, “because no-one can remember allritkstin England”—perhaps a comment on
the duplicity of the culture itself, as much as émeertainment they had witnessed (qtd. Coan and
Tella 376). The two Zulus broke with their normabits and wore shoes and hats while
sightseeing, in order to avoid becoming a spectadieeir own right. It is clear that the British
were uncomfortable when Zulus appeared outsidedafeedemarcations of the proscenium arch;
the threat of miscegenation that haufitsg Solomon’s MineandMameenacould also result
from the mixing of races that stage exhibits féatiéd. Asche noted that he could not hire a
whole cast of Zulu actors “as the result of theawsbur of some white women at the South
African Exhibition at Earls Court” (qtd. Coan andlla 28). Asche refers to tlfgavage South
Africa show which formed part of the Greater Britain Bbiton in 1899, and was performed at
the Empress Theatre. The press reported that aihe @ulus was offering to kiss women in
exchange for a small fee, and that women “ogleaited at the stage door to converse with the

Africans. The marriage of white woman Kitty Jewtella member of the cast caused quite a
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sensation. Stuart and Asche, as well as Kwili amshdihlakazi, wished to avoid this kind of

publicity.

The play was praised mostly for its scenic andupedque qualities. Asche’s lighting
designs were innovative; he created a semi-cirpdaorama out of wood as a backdrop, onto
which he projected effects of the sun and moonyddpand even Zulu warriors marching in the
distance, by means of magic lanterns installecctiyéehind the proscenium arch and curtain
(Singleton 93). However, the play was not a finahsuccess, in part because a more immediate
war was occupying the British imagination; enforbdatckouts in London in the wake of WWI
deterred theatergoers from their normal habits. pexhaps the kind of Victorian throwback
ethnological exhibition that Asche, Stuart, and ¢trg had staged was no longer as impressive
as it had been in the 1850s, when Caldecott braduglulu troupe to London. By 1914, the
cinema was beginning to rival the stage as the pmmtilar medium for the visual representation

of exotic lands and peoples.

“The White Boy Who is Not a White Boy”: Kipling’s Bys and the Performance of Whiteness
In some of Kipling’s more gothic short fiction, tBsglishman’s appropriation or
desecration of native culture results in the giutespunishment of the white body. In “The
Mark of the Beast” (1890), a drunken Englishman edrleete grinds his cigar ashes out on the
forehead of a statue of Hanuman, the Hindu monkely 4s punishment, Fleete is pursued by a
leper known as the Silver Man, who has no face.l&per, horrifyingly, rubs his non-face
against Fleete’s chest. Fleete begins to exhilomalrstic behavior, and ultimately turns into a
wolf, in an acute case of hydrophobia. In thissttrace is presented as a communicable
disease,” writes Stephen Arata (1993; p. 26). Elsdtiends manage to save him, but only after
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exacting the antidote from the Silver Man, by comtini acts of torture on the leper’s body,
which the narrator refuses to describe. Kiplingt$ke outlines of a similarly gruesome story in
an undated letter to his good friend and fellow roenof the Savile Club, H. Rider Haggard.
The story concept begins with the sentence, “Thaefirst one Englishman and one mummy”
(Cohen 28). This sounds like the setup for a jbke Kipling’s story is far from humorous. The
mummy has been protected by a curse, which detltaebe who disturbs it shall “die horribly
in the open as a beast dies at the hand of a bigaten 28). The Englishman unwraps the
mummy, but he avoids the consequences of his actayra time, until he travels to southern
Africa and decides to shoot at some elephantsh&hg charges at him, dealing with him “after
the manner of elephants till he was black-curramt’j(Cohen 28). For good measure, a hyena-
like “Beast” devours what remains of the Englishfadrattered body during the night, so that it
cannot be buried properly. But Kipling's proposéat'g was too disturbing even for Haggard,
whose description of an elephant hunkKing Solomon’s Miness quite gory, and the story
remained an epistolary concept only. However, 56tte Mark of the Beast” and the
unpublished mummy story have a similar messagewthie2 man who disturbs native culture
will either become a beast, or be devoured by bnthese stories, the empire strikes back with a
vengeance. Contrast this menacing vision of impeitdence with the lighthearted
appropriation of native culture in Kipling’s mostmous novelkKim. When Kim kicks a Hindu
child and a Muslim boy off the cannon Zam-Zamifiatt the opening of the novel, it is not a
sign that he will later meet with a terrible fate his insolence. The eponymous hero views India
as a moveable feast—of smells, tastes, sightslbatof identities he can don at will—and all of

these offerings are his for the taking. His whitsnhiss not engaged in a violent power struggle for

7 Large cannon on display in front of the Lahore Museum. It symbolizes dominance over Indian territory: Kim
proclaims, “Who holds Zam-Zammah holds the Punjab.”
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control of native culture, but the novel nevertlslpresents a vision of whiteness that is
hopelessly compromised by its contact with the m@®. The white body is not smashed to
pieces—it does not become black-currant jam—histstill transformed beyond recognition.
The novel presents multiple conflicting versionswiiteness, and the narrative does not
ultimately endorse any of them. As Radhika Mohanvaites, “Whiteness... becomes a shape-
shifter, especially in the colonies (Mohanram 1%Kipling destabilizes the notion of whiteness
in Kim by depicting whiteness as a performance, a sgestlires that can be learned and
imitated. Kim’s successful espionage depends nigtamhis mastery of the performance of

whiteness but also on his ability to disguise hilfrigenative costumes.

Rudyard Kipling’sKim, as the title implies, is a Bildungsroman. “Whdisn—Kim—
Kim?” is the resounding and repeated question twelrattempts to answekKifn 226).
Following the classic formula of the Bildungsrom#re protagonist is an orphan who must
make his own path in the world, and find or constthis own identity’® The novel provides
some provisional answers to the question “Who mKiin its very first chapter. The narrator
declares, “Kim was English,” and “Kim was white”itis second paragrapKi(m 53). And yet,
the novel puts pressure, from the very beginnimghese assertions. Kim'’s “whiteness” is
contradicted by the actual color of his skin; “hasiurned black as any nativ&irh 53). And
his supposed Englishness is flatly contradictetiibyfather’s Irish origing? The question of
Kim’s identity is complicated by the disjunctionti¥een Kim'’s origin and his circumstances, as

well as by his fantastical ability to disguise hatis

% Kim’s meditation on his name and identity is reminiscent of Pip’s pondering of his own name, and the names of
his parents (as carved on their tombstones) in the opening of Dickens’s Great Expectations.

* The English have historically regarded the Irish as imperfectly white. In 1860, Charles Kingsley wrote an infamous
letter to his wife, describing the Irish as animalistic beings whose likeness disturbed him: “[T]o see white
chimpanzees is dreadful; if they were black one would not see it so much, but their skins, except where tanned by
exposure, are as white as ours.” (qtd Martin 52). For a history of how Irish immigrants finally came to be regarded
as white in America, see Noel Ignatiev, How the Irish Became White (Routledge, 1995).

220



Kim will not be able to answer the question “Whdisn?” until he knows how to
answer the related question, “What is a Sahib?'oAdiag to the Oxford English Dictionary,
Sahib is “A respectful title used by an Indian ddeessing an Englishman or other European; an
Englishman, a European.” And yet Kipling’s novegbéhe question; what makes a Sahib? Is it
the physical whiteness of one’s skin? One’s pedigregenetic makeup? One’s education and
manners? Is a Sahib made or born? Edward Said es)veequestion with a tautology: “a Sahib
is a Sahib” Culture and Imperialisn134-135). “Kipling’s White Man,” Said argues, wagth
“an idea and a reality.... It meant—in the coloniepeaking in a certain way, behaving
according to a code of regulations, and even fgalartain things and not others. It meant
specific judgments, evaluations, gesturé3fi¢ntalism227). Being a white man in Kipling
involves a complicated set of performances, bud tributes a hegemonic and cohesive notion
of whiteness to Kipling, which might find expressim Kipling’s poetry (think of “The White
Man’s Burden,” for example), but which the narratf Kim does not uphold. As Mohanram
astutely points out, Said does not intellectuafigage with Kim’s Irishness, and thus ignores
Kim’s ambiguous status as a potensiabjectof the British Empire (Mohanram 164} Said
also asserts that this monolithic notion of whitenallows “little time for idle speculation on
origins, causes, historical logic.” And yet, idjgesulation on origins—Who is Kim?—occupies

our protagonist quite frequently.

Kipling’s novel alternates between the idea of ras@n essential characteristic, and as a

social construct or performance. When Kim finaliyrsbles upon his father’'s regiment, the

100 Kipling’s novel, being Irish is linked to being Indian, as indicated by passages such as: “The humour of the

situation tickled the Irish and the Oriental in his soul” (Kim 284). And, as Tony Ballantyne has indicated, eighteenth-
century historian Charles Vallancey “argued that Irish culture exhibited profound affinities with a range of ‘Eastern’
traditions” (Ballantyne 36). Ballantyne points out that “other leading figures in Irish intellectual life had close
intellectual ties with India,” and provides evidence of “substantial material, personal and ideological networks that
linked Ireland and India within the British colonial system” (Ballantyne 36). Kim’s Irishness perhaps also links him as
much or more to India, than to England.

221



white men read Kim’s family history in his birthrtécate, then examine the boy’s body to
confirm his whiteness. In this scene, two kindgwtlence of whiteness or sahibness are
presented—the documentary or verbal, and the viliral's birth certificate confirms his
parentage, and then the white soldiers exposektheiader his shirt. “You see, Bennett,”
declares Father Victor, “he’s neéry black” (Kim 133, emphasis added). Kim is determined to
meet the white men’s expectations: “If the Sahilesento be impressed, he would do his best to
impress them. He too was a white maing 142). And yet, the Sahibs themselves believe that
whiteness and manliness are the products of a Earopducation, and insist that Kim be sent
off to school. Kim explains the priest’s intenticiesthe lama: “He thinks that once a Sahib is
always a Sahib,” but later Kim adds, “I must negd4o a madrissah and be turned into a Sahib”
(Kim 137). The entire scene is fraught with conitadn: whiteness is asserted as an
unchangeable fact, but also a learned set of betsa\kather Victor implies that whiteness and
manliness can be taught: “They’ll make a man o’,y@iHara, at St Xavier's—a white man, an’,
I hope, a good manKim 162). Father Victor's speech inspires a fit ofaspection in Kim,
leading him to ask, not for the first time “Whokgn?” (Kim 163). Father Victor's speech is
interesting for several reasons—not only does baras that whiteness can be taught, he also

implies that whiteness does not necessarily equadigess, just as Quatermain asserted.

Kim internalizes the lesson that Mahbub Ali dritiéo him: “Thou art a Sahib, and a son
of a Sahib,” (190) repeating it in order to ledrhy rote: “I am a Sahib and a Son of a Sahib,”
Kim reiterates; however, Kim actually recites thiantra to himselin Hindi (193)%* If, for

Said, whiteness implies “speaking in a certain Wkym fails to meet this criterion. Clearly, his

101 Young Rudyard, who was born in India and lived there until the age of six, did not think of English as his native

tongue. He writes in his autobiography that his ayah and other servants had to remind him to speak English in the
presence of his parents. “So one spoke ‘English,”” writes Kipling, “haltingly translated out of the vernacular idiom
that one thought and dreamed in” (Something of Myself 4).

222



education as an English gentleman is incomplettarBée can work as a spy for the Great
Game, Hurree Babu tells Kim he must be “de-Engtishieut he has already had many
opportunities to forget the lessons he learnebathite men’s schooK{m 224). He spends all

of his holidays from St. Xavier's wandering the iBmd subcontinent in native dress, and late in
the novel he flatly repudiates the lessons he bas baught, telling the monk, “I am not a Sahib.
I am thy chela” (or disciple), to which the lamalies, “Perhaps | was once a Sahib” in a
previous life: a perfectly logical conclusion, aadiog to his belief in the cycle of reincarnation
(Kim 304). In fact, Kim’s constant use of disguise seaular version of reincarnation. He too
can say that he was “once a Sahib.” The concepabib-ness is fluid and dynamic; here we see
a European character denying his whiteness, afi@m@ntal” character asserting his potential
whiteness. Clearly, Kim never completely learns howe a Sahib, possibly because the concept
is never clearly defined for him. As a Bildungsrami&im is unconventional; as Joseph Bristow
puts it, “Kim very nearly grows up” by the end aktnovel (Bristow 198). The lama has found
his river, but the answer to the question “Who IR’ remains ambiguous. The novel closes
while Kim is still an adolescent. His future is entain, just as the future of the British Empire

was uncertain in 1901.

It is not only Kim’s colonial upbringing and therétaess of his skin that present a
challenge to the notion of his whiteness. His skaé a consummate actor and master of disguise
allow him to don various identities seamlesslylieglinto question which is the actual Kim.
Mahbub Ali, the Afghan horse dealer who initiatamKn the workings of the “Great Game” of
British espionage, claims that Kim’s hybrid ideptifives him preternatural powers: “He was
born in this land. He has friends.... It needs oalghange his clothing, and in a twinkling he

would be a low-caste Hindi boyK{m 154). Hannah Swamidoss notes that “Kim has a @lltu
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dexterity that arises from his lack of cultural tdand ethnic ties.... Because Kim belongs to no

particular community or space, he can enter alhwédse.” (Swamidoss 275).

And yet many critics have argued that Kim’s whitehes his predominant racial identity.
Gail Ching-Liang Low argues that Kipling’s novebaously “insist[s] on Kim’'s whiteness”
despite all evidence to the contrary” (Low 214)e $bads the assertions of Kim’s identity as a
Sahib as the “safety net” which the novel useotmteract the dangers of going native which
Kim’s pleasurable disguises present. Accordingdw LKim’s whiteness “functions as a residual
‘truth” which cannot be erased despite Kim’'s appaee and behaviour” (Low 213). Anne
McClintock likewise claims that “Kim’s passing” astive “is the privilege of whiteness” since
cultural passing does not work in both directiodsClintock 70). Hurree Babu, a Bengali who
attempts to act English, by contrast, “represdmaonstrous hybridism of East and West,” and
is a target of mockery iKim (McClintock 70). However, | agree with lan Bauctmat such a
reading of the novel “amounts to an act more osoeship than of reading” (Baucom 99). The
novel supports both readings—of Kim as actuallyteshor actually native—depending on which
passages you select. The narrator and charactgtmssjdrequently deny Kim’s whiteness as
affirm it. These contradictory readings spring frtme confused picture of “Sahibness” that
ultimately fails to cohere iKim. “The white boy who is not a white boy,” is the shaccurate
way to describe Kim, since the nog#lifts between affirmation and repudiation of histeness

(Kim 147).
Arata points to the dense allusions that peppelifgjs fiction as evidence that he was
well-read, and that the experience of India in Kiglis textually mediated; “Kipling was thus

immersed in an Orientalist, textualized visiontod East” (Arata 1993; p. 22). However, with a

few notable exceptions, including Neil HultgreiMielodramatic Imperial Writingand Gail
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Ching-Liang Low'sWhite Skins/Black Maskscholars have not thoroughly analyzed the
influence of theatrical representations of the BasKipling’s depiction of Anglo-Indian
identities. In Kipling’sKim, both nativeness and Sahibness are depicted fasrpative, but

native identities are represented by native drelsreas “Sahibness” consists of a set of
gestures. Both identities depend on notions ofgperénce drawn from the drama, though the
sartorial spectacle of Indianness draws on theoeddd costumes and spectacular staging of the
burlesque (or extravaganza), and Sahibness invalges of gestures as elaborately symbolic as
those employed in melodrama. Kim begins to leaesdhgestures even before he is sent to the
madrissatto learn them. In a scene early in the novel, Karfgrms whiteness for an Indian
audience—he imitates the soldier he has seen gorohers to mobilize troops. Kim’s
performance and accompanying description of the makes solely on gesture: the man walks
“in a stiff, wooden style.” When deep in though, diraws his “forefinger over his forehead and
downwards till it [comes] to rest by the angle lod jaw.” “Anon He twitches his fingers thus.
Anon He thrusts his hat under his left armpit,” Kirarrates, “He rubs the skin at the back of his
neck—thus. Then falls one finger on the table apthtdkes a small sniffing noise through his
nose” Kim 98). Other than the hat, Kim mentions no artideslothing associated with the
soldier; instead, the man is characterized purgls bet of gestures and mannerisms: the way he
moves his hands, the way he walks, the nervous tharacteristic inhalation. Some of these

gestures are particular to this individual, but Kewalso performing Sahibness, as Edward Said
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defines it. This is the way a white man in
India carries himself—the stiff and wooden
style of walking, for example, is part of the
codified gestures and movements of the

soldier’s drill }°*Kim’s performance is so

'Y B -

S senlidenetiies | mpressive to his native audience that they
Figure 23: Detail from the London lllustrated News (December 31,
1898) depicting Ali Baba and the Forty Thieves, at the Theatre

Royal, Drury Lane credit him with clairvoyance. Crucially,

Kim learns this set of gestures through imitatimpwatching and mimicking a white man.

Without going to school, he has already receivigbsson in how to be a Sahib.

Contrast this purely gestural performance, intthdition of melodrama, with one of

Kim's many native personae, the costume of a Patjimen to him by Mahbub AR

There was a gold-embroidered Peshawur turban-sapg to a cone, and a big
turban-cloth ending in a broad fringe of gold. Tesms a Delhi embroidered
waistcoat to slip over a milky white shirt, fastegito the right, ample and
flowing; green pyjamas with twisted silk waist-agj and that nothing might be
lacking, Russia-leather slippers, smelling divinelth arrogantly curled tips.

(Kim 212-213)

192 5ae The Army in India and the Development of Frontier Warfare, 1849-1947 by T. Moreman, for background on
the debates over the British drill-book and its applicability in the colonies. Critics of the drill-book argued that the
traditional set of gestures and movements that troops were taught were not helpful against guerilla forces. In an
1898 lecture, Major Arthur Yate declared that “A manual of instruction for uncivilised warfare is required. Her
majesty’s troops, and more especially those stationed in India and in our colonial possessions should be instructed
and practiced, not only in the exercises and manoeuvres prescribed for modern European warfare, but also in the
irregular methods of fighting which must be adopted against uncivilised races” (Moreman 82). To quote Sir Henry
Curtis, “When in Kukuanaland, do as the Kukuanas do.” The British Army in India needs soldiers who are more like
Kim (or Stalky), and can adapt to native conditions.

1% Recall that the Pathan was also one of Sir Richard Burton’s assumed identities.
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Gail Ching-Liang Low suggests that this “fascinatith costume can be situated within
a historical preoccupation with theatre and Oriefaishion in the nineteenth century” (Low
192). And indeed, Kim’s costume evokes the laviggctacle of the Victorian burlesque or
extravaganza, rather than the melodrama. The almagical ability for clothes to transform
Kim literalizes the elaborate transformation scesfatie pantomime. He could be a character in
one of the many Victorian productions of “Aladdimy’ “Ali Baba and the Forty Thieves” (See
Figure 23). The description exudes sensualityngatie color, shape, texture, and even the

smell of the clothing. Adjectives abound.

Contrast this exotic getup with the descriptiorcafopean clothes a few paragraphs
later: Kim returns reluctantly to St. Xaviers, “smwfully, in European clothes, which he was
fast outgrowing” (Kim 213). The clothes are notaésed with any lavish detail, only enough to
convey the discomfort they cause. Clothes conteibaitmake the Sahib in Kipling’s novel, to be
sure, but they are less important than the physiea they induce, and the gestures they
encourage or inhibit. They lack the transformativagic and sensual appeal of Oriental dress.
European clothes are restricting; Oriental clo#resenabling. European clothes discipline the
body, training it to move within a restricted ségestures; whereas Oriental clothing indulges
the senses. The notion that the identities of enéahothers were available to the European must
have been a consoling fantasy; dress is a commtbitycan be bought and sold—Ilike the
objects in Lurgan Sahib’s shop. Whiteness, by esttinheres not only in gesture but in
knowledge; lan Baucom refers to the multiplicatiable as the “saving talisman of sahibness”

that Kim recites in order to resist hypnosis bydam Sahib (Baucom 92).

In Kim, whiteness is a performance in the melodramatidenAccording to Peter

Brooks, melodrama is “the drama of morality” (BredQ). Neil Hultgren has provided ample
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evidence that imperialist literature borrowed matag and plotting from melodrama in order to
invest the imperial endeavor with symbolic mordlea Hultgren argues that the melodramatic
mode, because of its focus on morality, “contrifditéo a passionate examination of the ethics
of British imperialism” (Hultgren 18). Just as Di@oucicault dramatized the heroism of the
British (particularly British women) during the SBpRebellion in his playessie Brown

Kipling describes the 1857 event in melodramatim&e An old Sepoy soldier that Kim and the
lama encounter on the trunk road attributes thatelee’a madness” that “ate into the army,”
causing the sepoys to “kill the Sahibs’ wives ahiidecen” (Kim 102). The soldier narrates that
of the six-hundred and eighty men in his cavalgiment, only three (including himself)
remained loyal to the British. In this brief, metathatic account of the Sepoy Rebellion, Kipling
(through the old soldier) reduces the moral compés<of the events that led to the mutiny to a
melodramatic struggle of good vs. evil, just as @oault “simplified the moral ambiguities of
Britain’s imperial crises and transformed theseseasiinto occasions for national valor” (Hultgren
23). The ethics of melodrama depend on a cleadistihction between hero and villain. What
Hultgren terms the “providential plotting” of mel@ina does shape Kim'’s narrative at least as
far as the lama is concerned. Kim'’s spiritual fatigure is convinced that he will find the River
of the Arrow, and find Enlightenment for himselfdahis chela, and the novel closes with his

assertion that he has reached the goal of higusdijourney.

However, most of the narrative of Kim does not adte the conventions of the
melodramatic mode. Rather, the novel draws heawilthe performance techniques of the
pantomime, burlesque, or extravaganza, with thaphesis on visual display and spectacle.
These theatrical modes focus on surfaces and erdedther than depth, on play rather than

morality. To depict the empire in a pantomime m@d® depict it as a collection of

228



commodities for consumption and enjoyment. The easghon Kim’s clothing casts him as a
character in an orientalist pantomime, and the fitpraf the pantomime, as I've outlined in my
previous chapter, is simply to let the underdogs avid to humiliate the rich and powerfiabr

this reason, critics have had difficulty interpngtiKim from an ethical standpoint: his playful
and amoral antics elude the categorizations ofcptimtial criticism. Does Kim uphold the
power of the British empire by acting as an undeec@agent, or does he subvert the tenets of
empire through his ability to escape from his wipitetectors and roam at his own pleasure?
Critics have more often come down on the formee sitithe question. McClintock argues that
“Rudyard Kipling’sKim offers a rich example of mimicry and cross-dregsia a technique not
of colonial subversion, but of surveillance” (Mcilck 69). Satya P. Mohanty likewise asserts
that in Kipling’'sKim, “adventure is indistinguishable from surveillah@ed. LaCapra 326).
However, examining Kipling’s boy-spy from a thea#li standpoint complicates the idea of
Kim’s racial and national allegiances. From thisspective, the answer has to be both, and
neither. Kim can play both the melodramatic whighis and the pantomime Indian native, and
consequently he eludes racial and ethical categftiz Since the Sahib and the Oriental are
constituted differently in terms of performanceg\ttare not incompatible within the logic of the
novel. Kim can be either or both because he can kaet of gestures, while maintaining a
wardrobe full of elaborate disguises. He can $h#tmethod of acting from the melodramatic to
the burlesque. Even as the hero of a Bildungsromadjsappoints expectations; the novel
leaves him with no clear path for the future, aechbver really grows up. In order to understand
the pantomime mode iKim, it will be instructive to compare Kim to someKipling's boy
heroes whalo grow up: Stalky and his friends. These boys perfanppantomime that shapes

their future as agents of the British empire.
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Unlike H. Rider Haggard and many other of his Vitn contemporaries, Kipling did
not write for the theater; he did not compose tiné lof orientalist pantomimes that inspire
Kim’s Afghan costume. However, in the short stofi®kves of the Lamp” parts | & Il, later
collected inStalky & Co, Kipling depicts a group of schoolboys prepariagd performance of
H. J. Byron’s “Aladdin, or the Wonderful Scamp” @8. According to Anne Veronica
Witchard, this was the definitive Aladdin pantomiwfahe Victorian era, which the boys have
“rewritten and filled with local allusions’Stalky54). As Don Randall notes, by filling the
orientalist pantomime with local allusions, thergtrepresents the school world in intimate
relation with Orientalist fantasy,” making connecis between home and empire (Randall
102)1%*The boys’ pantomime costumes are a cartoonistdgarbKim’s luxuriant oriental
outfits, with their bright colors, excessively l@ogr fitted tailoring, and gaudy accessories:
Aladdin wears “pink cotton tights, a blue and tinaeket, and a plumed hat,” the genie or Slave
of the Lamp is dressed “in black tights and doyladilack silk half-mask for his forehead,” and
the magician Abanazar wears “baggy lilac pyjam&salky54). Beetle, Kipling’s alter ego, is
the writer responsible for adapting the play; heyplthe Widow Twankey (Aladdin’s mother) in
the play and is consequently feminized, wearinkid $\nother cross-dressed boy wears “a
violet silk skirt and coquettish blue turban” (56gatherine Robson observes that “trousers and
school” marked the Victorian boy’s “removal from t@anal or feminine care in the home”; a
change in clothing signified entrance into a magseulole (Robson 4). Kipling’s depiction of

schoolboys in drag reveals a nostalgia for “thetlgeman’s lost girlhood,” a desire to return to

1% Anne Veronica Witchard points out that Byron’s adaptation of the famous story from the Arabian Nights already

makes a clear connection between home and empire. Victorian pantomime versions of Aladdin were, oddly
enough, set in China, and many of the characters are named for types of tea. Aladdin’s mother Widow Twankey, is
named for a variety of green tea. The play opens with the Vizier singing a song in praise of tea, that quintessentially
British beverage. “By 1861,” writes Witchard, “tea could be considered one of the spoils of Empire in so far as the
maintenance of its availability for the British consumer had been a key factor of the Opium Wars” (Witchard 68).
The pantomime thus reminds its audience of the Oriental source of staple British products.
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the more permissive and liberated world of femimiey (Robson 11). At an all-boys school,
these schoolboys employ cross-dressing out of sggelsut the use of drag is also a key feature
of the pantomime. The original performance of Bysodaddin, or the Wonderful Scanap the
Strand Theatre (April 1, 1861) featured much getb@grding in the casting. Miss Marie Wilton
played the role of Aladdin, Miss Katie Carson wast@s the Slave of the Lamp, and the Widow
Twankey (Aladdin’s mother) was played by

Mr. James Rogers. According to Witchard,
“The success of Byron’s production confirmed
the popularity both of a female principal boy
and the casting of a man in the role of
Aladdin’s mother” (Witchard 68). Drag was a
common feature of the pantomime; the
“principal boy” or boyish protagonist was
played by a woman, and the “dame” was a
comical male actor in female dress (See Figure

24)1° |t is ironic that these performances,

which are an important dress rehearsal for the

Figure 24: Dan Leno, famous “dame,” as the Widow Twankey
Twankey at the Theatre Royal, Drury Lane (1896)

boys’ masculine roles as guardians of empire,
often involve playing feminine roles, as well asiadly othered roles. British imperial
masculinity is performative, but it is playful afidxible in often surprising ways. Rather than

resolutely white and rigidly gender normative, #ngsung imperialists are skilled impersonators

105 Though gender play was a typical part of the Victorian pantomime, it retained its power to shock. Sharon

Weltman insightfully analyzes John Ruskin’s discomfort at a production of Ali Baba and the Forty Thieves, in which
the thieves were played by cigar-wielding girls. Young women smoking phallic cigars “compromise gender
boundaries too bluntly to pass unremarked,” writes Weltman (32).
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of feminine or Orientalized identities. These rads comic and often stereotypical, to be sure,
but playacting licenses these young men to exgdersonae across the boundaries of gender and

race.

The authorities at the school disapprove of thagy@tting; the unpopular Master King
disrupts their rehearsal, scolding them for indudgn “Futile foolery just when your careers,
such as they may be, are hanging in the balan&’ The Coll, or college, depicted in tBealky
& Co. stories is a preparatory academy designed to mrgeaing men for careers in the army
and administration of empire. The boys abandon theatrical pursuits in favor of a scheme to
humiliate King, but the two parts of “Slaves of theemp” combined show that the amateur
theatricals are, in fact, an excellent preparafworihe boys’ future careers as agents of
empire!® For Randall, it is crucial that Stalky “remainsciestume throughout the duration of

the maneuver he and his cohorts eventually undedgkinst housemaster King” (102). In fact,

the rowdiness can be considered part of the pedioce

“Slaves of the Lamp” part Il depicts the boys as\nféteen years later, reminiscing
about their exploits as soldiers in the British pistationed abroad. Beetle, of course, becomes a
writer, so the pantomime improvisations and satlinerses composed about his masters have
certainly prepared him for his career. However|k§ta stint in the pantomime has also prepared
him to succeed in a brilliant but unconventionapémal career. In the first story, the plucky hero

is dressed in a comic orientalist costume, in to@@mime tradition; in the second story, he has

106 Intriguingly, Anne Veronica Witchard recounts that the Royal Artillery soldiers put on a production of H. J.

Byron’s Aladdin in Ferozepore, India, in 1882. Like Stalky & Co., they adapted the script to reflect local conditions:
“the usual puns on the Chinese names have a military or colonial slant, for example, Jin-Sling, the Genius of the
Ring, Ten-Shun, Captain of the Guard and Azu-Woz, his lieutenant” (Witchard 74). Aladdin sings “For | am a
Chinaman!” a song riffing on Gilbert and Sullivan’s operetta, The Pirates of Penzance: “For | am an Englishman,” in
the Gilbert and Sullivan libretto. Though Witchard attributes such humor to “China’s status as a debased
civilization and decaying race,” such quips could also be interpreted critiques of British jingoism and
exceptionalism (Witchard 75).
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donned native dress and practically gone natitberindian communities he enters. During the
military action depicted in the second story, Stallears a poshteen, or posteen, “A coat or
jacket, chiefly of Afghan origin, made of animatlai(generally sheepskin) retaining the fleece
on the inside” (OED). Later, M'Turk describes Stalls a kinglike presence within a Sikh
community, wearing a garland of flowers aroundrgsk. Like Kim, Stalky has an uncanny
ability to impersonate native types. The Pathamste Stalky ought to have been born a
Pathan” and “Rutton Singh said Stalky was a Sil287(. Like Burton, Stalky has mastered
multiple languages: “Stalky jabbered Pushtu anddtiin alternate streaks” (288). Stalky has
grown into the role he played at school, and haslypgone native: “What was formerly a
coincidental performative identification, a schamlts portrayal of an Oriental lamp-genie, is
now presented as a thoroughgoing cross-culturatift=tion,” writes Randall (103). We might
contrast Stalky’s easy and unproblematic assiroitetio native life with Kurtz's degeneration
into savagery in Conrad’s novdlhe Heart of Darknessvhich is (remarkably) almost exactly
contemporary wittstalky & Co Rather than crying, “The horror! The horror!” Btaplays on

his bugle a rousing chorus of the music hall strag the boys sang in the first story: “Arrah
Patsy, mind the baby.” Before his mental breakddwumiz is described as “an emissary of pity,
and science, and progress” (Conrad 127). Becausadebelieved in the moral mission of
empire, Kurtz’s disillusionment constitutes a traim break from his past. The horror consists
in the rupture between his noble ideals and thientaeality of conquest (“exterminate the
brutes!”). Stalky, by contrast, embraces Deaneigo&rial play ethic,” in which the conquest of
empire is an extension of boys’ amoral competipilay. Stalky’s earlier play acting at school
has prepared him to adopt roles comfortably, rattem seeing them as fraught with moral

complexity, and to see himself engaged in a baftigits with his enemy.
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Together, these “Slaves of the Lamp” stories dgpay acting as a preparation for life in
the Empire. In the first story, Stalky instigateské&rmish of missiles between Master King and a
local dog-cart driver, and in the second storylkg$tenanages to get two allied but hostile tribes
in the northwest frontier of India to turn agaiesth other. The stories parallel each other in
obvious ways, as Dick Four points out: “Practicdléyduplicated the trick over agair8talky
296). References to the pantomime recur withintweestories, and “Arrah Patsy, mind the
baby,” the music-hall song they choose as a coimguaumber, comes back several times as a
reprise, and is later used as a password duririgithgerial exploits’’ At the end of “Slaves of
the Lamp” part Il, Beetle takes credit for Stalkgdventures: “Ain’t | responsible for the whole
thing?” he asks, “Who wrote ‘Aladdin now has gat hife'—eh?” Stalky296-297). In
Beetle’s, and Kipling’s mind, the ability to wrigend act in orientalist pantomimes is intimately
connected to the administration of empire. Beinthemarmy is like being in an acting company
(“the Aladdin company” in the stories) in the setisa it requires concerted group effort and
coordination, but also individual improvisation anglention. Stalky takes initiative rather than
following orders, based on conditions “on the gmblijust as Beetle adapts H. J. Byron’s play to
include local allusions. To be a good imperialiste must also be a good actor and a good

playwright or director.

Bradley Deane has dubbed the spirit of competjilag that constituted masculine
performance in boys’ adventure fiction the “impepkay ethic” (692). According to Deane,
“Persistent boyishness put a more beguiling factherew Imperialist ethos...transforming

aimless process into endless adventure and the@bséuniversal law into a profusion of

7 The song makes use of stereotyped Irish speech patterns and behavior, thus associating Stalky and Co. with

“Kim o’ the Rishti,” and implicating them in Kim’s Irishness. “Arrah” is an expletive or expression of emotion
associated with the Anglo-Irish.
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possibilities for exhilarating play” (Deane 87).rf@eane, play can mean engaging in games,
such as the “great game” am, but it is also “self-consciously performative”€@ne 89).

Building on Deane’s argument, | argue that undaditay race as a theatrical performance helps
to untangle notions of what it means to be a Sabilwvhat it means to be a nativekim.
Playacting irKim andStalky & Co.is a serious pursuit. The imperial play ethiclspa
pantomime ethic, which is amoral and comedic. BGth andStalky & Co.avoid engaging the
fraught moral or ethical struggle of melodrama, ahhiNeil Hultgren has analyzed as a key
element of Kipling’s poetry. Kim and Stalky knowwdo perform the gestures associated with
whiteness, but most often choose to don the coswieative culture instead. In fagim and
Stalky & Co.present a fantasy of a postracial identity pditiao which racial identity is
understood as performative, and therefore fluid dyreamic'®® Sahibness is a performance, and
one perhaps unsuited to the conditions in the eedorfJust as Good’s scrupulous grooming and

costume of the English gentleman are mockddimg Solomon’s Mine¥

The presentation of “Oriental” identities as matijcavailable through dress is a fantasy
that has its roots in the Victorian popular theaidére pantomime’s magical transformations are
precursors to Kim'’s fantastical ability to disgulgenself. Like Stalky, Kim begins by
transforming himself purely for the pleasure ofind ends by using his assumed identities in the
service of the British empire. In the end, thereasanswer to the question, “Who is Kim?”

because Kim’s identity is completely performativeluding the racial aspects of his identity.

% The novel similarly presents the fantasy of a totally ecumenical society; Kim can move between Muslim, Hindu,

and Christian affiliations at will (while also functioning as the disciple of a Buddhist monk!) The epigraph to chapter
XIV of the novel points to a vision of tolerance between the religions, which has certainly never been an actuality
in Indian history: “My brother kneels (so saith Kabir) / To stone and brass in heathen-wise, / But in my brother’s
voice | hear / My own unanswered agonies. / His God is as his Fates assign— / His prayer is all the world’s—and
mine” (Kim 286). The train in the novel represents a utopian space of tolerance and coexistence fostered by
colonialism—this gift of the British to the Indians facilitates a space in which people of all castes and creeds
commingle.
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Kim is the precursor to Virginia Woolf®rlandg in Woolf's modernist Bildungsroman,
clothing shapes the hero/ine’s gender identity. Wedtes that Orlando’s “sex changed far
more frequently than those who have worn only atetclothing can conceive” (Woolf 153).
Similarly, Kim’s racial identity or cultural iderfication changes as frequently and as easily as

he changes clothes.
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CODA: THE PRINCESS AND THE POLICEMAN

“In the first place, Miss Minchin lived in Londohkler home was a large, dull,

tall one, in a large, dull square, where all thades were alike...”

“Some people say that there is no romance in lhdia.

These are the opening sentences of Frances Ho8gsoatt's novella “Sara Crewe, or
What Happened at Miss Minchin’s,” and Rudyard Kigls short story “Miss Youghal's Sais,”
both originally published in 1887-1888. Both steriegin with what Jane Bennett calls “the
disenchantment of modernity,” but as short staesl to do, these stories proceed to complicate
their opening gambits (Bennett 4). Miss Minchinf®fne” is not really a home, nor is it a dull
place; it is a lively boarding school for youngikl India also turns out to be a scene of
abundant romance. Pairing these two stories mggrhscounterintuitive: “Sara Crewe” is a
story about a little girl at school, originally gdized in an American children’s magazine; “Miss
Youghal's Sais” is about a policeman in love, araswwublished in the Anglo-Indian periodical
The Civil and Military Gazett&’® However, these stories illustrate the connectibizs
dissertation has drawn between home and empittincases, England and India restore each
other’s magic, creating a romance or fairy talep{idig and Burnett’s favored words,
respectively) to enliven each other’s prosaic degh In Burnett’'s story, an “Indian magician”
must bring some magic into a young girl’s life. AindKipling’s story, the romance of Indian life
is recovered when it is experienced through the ey@an Englishman. Both stories reenchant
realism through the narrative device of cross-atesgoss-cultural disguise, demonstrating

Bennett’s claim that “crossings have the powemtchant” (Bennett 17).

1% parallels between the authors proliferate, if you squint. “Sara Crewe” was originally serialized in the St. Nicholas

Magazine for children, where Kipling’s Jungle Book would be serialized in 1894. Both authors lived as expatriates in
America for part of their lives.
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In “Sara Crewe,” Burnett’s first published versiohher famous children’s novAl Little
Princess the eponymous heroine uses her imagination tgeasate for her fall in fortune and
her position as a servant in the boarding scho@re/she was once the richest pupil. Unlike
Elizabeth Banks, whose undercover journalism ludised in my first chapter, Sara is not
literally in disguise—she has actually been demtteservant status—but she survives this trial
by pretending that she is a princess in disguiseugh Sara’s imagination saves her
psychologically, she discovers that the literaltguof empire is more satisfying than any flight
of the imagination. When the mysterious “Indiantiggnan” next door becomes her benefactor,
and his Lascar servant, like a fairy godmothendfarms her drafty attic into an Orientalized
boudoir fit for a princess, Sara calls it a “resily tale”—an excellent genre description of

slumming narratives such as Greenwood’s “A Nigha Workhouse.”

In Kipling’s story, the English policemdrecomeshe native servant who serves an
English lady. “Miss Youghal's Sais” is Kipling'sitiute to the pleasures of going native.
Kipling’s narrator uses the term “going Fanteet#scribe the policeman Strickland’s habit of
donning native dress? a concept that also features prominently in KiglmovelKim, as
discussed in chapter 3. The policeman Stricklares gmdercover as a native groom or “sais,” to
tend the horse of the Englishwoman he loves, wrarsdy disapproves of their romanc¥.

Strickland’s efforts win him the girl’s hand, buthparents insist that he give up his disreputable

1o According to the Oxford English Dictionary, “Fantee” is either “An Akan language of the Niger-Congo family, of

Ghana and parts of Cote d'lvoire,” or a member of an Akan people in these parts of Africa. Kipling’s appears to
have coined the use of the term “going Fantee” as an equivalent of the phrase “going native.” The OED lists
Kipling’s “Departmental Ditties” as the first use of the phrase in this sense, in 1885.

"R, E. Harbord contends that Charles Christie, a real life Sahib on whom Kipling may have based Strickland, was a
master of disguise precisely because Anglo-Indian children like Kipling and Christie were brought up among native
servants: “Such men, being brought up amongst servants and in daily intercourse with all classes of Indians from a
very early age, assimilate without effort a thorough knowledge of several languages and dialects with their correct
pronunciations and a knowledge of manners, habits and customs of the various classes.” (Harbord 16) Kipling was
also brought up among native servants, and had to be reminded not to speak Hindustani around his parents.
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habit of “going Fantee.” Ironically, he discovensat going native is more pleasurable to him
than love. In both stories, the disguise of theaar humbles and disciplines the protagonist so

that he or she can appreciate the benefits of EBmgiower, knowledge, or wealth.

For both protagonists, a stint as a servant helpsdve their worth. I/ Little Princess
the novelized version of “Sara Crewe,” Burnett exgson this theme: “I don’t know,” Sara tells
fellow student Ermengarde, “how | shall ever find whether | am a really nice child or a horrid
one. Perhaps I'm laideouschild, and no one will ever know, just becausever have any
trials” (Little Princess38). Sara’s anxieties about the source of her geadness—whether her
good qualities are innate or the product of envimrental conditioning—reflect the class-based
anxieties that are the central concern of the bs8ara a princess because she has a fabulous
wardrobe, or is she a princess inside? The novekdbara the chance to prove that her innate
gualities—benevolence, intelligence, and imagimati@ntitle her to wealth. Like Cinderella,

Sara will not remain a servant for long.

Like Jacob laboring to earn Rachel’s hand, Strietflenust learn how to serve his lady in
order to win her parents’ approvaf,and this servitude also has strong class imptinati
Strickland’s experience as a sais is an educatioine virtues of the working classes: “Strickland
vows that the two months of his service were thetmgid mental disciplinehe has ever gone
through... he had to school himself irkeeping quietvhen Miss Youghal went out riding with
some man who tried to flirt with her... Also, he hakeep his tempewvhen he was slanged in
the theatre porch by a policeman... or, worse sthlen a young subaltern called him a pig for
not making way quickly enoughP(ain Tales33: emphasis added). In other words, Strickland

must learn the “feminine” virtues of domestic sengand the working classes: tact, silence, and

"2 The reader may remember, from my second chapter, that winning (or defying) parental approval is also a

central theme of the pantomime harlequinade.
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submission. Impersonating a servant develops $ndks interiority; similarly, Sara uses her
time as a servant to develop the skill of intezation: “When people are insulting you, there is
nothing so good for them as not to say a word—pah at them andhink,” she tells herself,
“They know you are stronger than they are, becgaseare strong enough to hold in your rage

and they are not.” (“Sara Crewe” 21)

In the development of these “essential qualitiesiimid,” Strickland and Sara follow
Nancy Armstrong’s paradigm of the female protagooithe domestic novel. “Literature
devoted to producing the domestic woman,” Armstramiges, “presume][d] to say that neither
birth nor the accoutrements of title and statusietely represented the individual; only the
more subtle nuances of behavior indicated whatwagereally worth” (Armstrong 4). For both
Sara and Strickland, their interiority finds a pudtal outlet in writing or storytelling. Sara tells
herself and her schoolmates stories that romaatloér plight, comparing herself to a princess
locked away in the Bastille. And Kipling’'s narratetls us that “One of these days Strickland is
going to write a little book on his experiencesaihook will be worth buying, and even more
worth suppressing’Rlain Tales34)!*2 In their impulse to record their stories, Stricidaand
Sara resemble their literary forebear, RichardsBamela, whose epistolary narrative

Armstrong analyze§'*

3 n this, Strickland resembles Sir Richard Burton, many of whose publications were suppressed or banned.

And in their impulses to record or narrate their experiences, Sara and Strickland are alter-egos for their authors.
In A Little Princess, Sara imagines a warm room and food on the table, and they magically appear in the morning.
Burnett also used her imagination to put food in people’s mouths: she wrote serialized fiction in order to keep her
impoverished family afloat. Biographer Gillian Avery writes that teenaged Frances, then living in Tennessee, “sold
wild grapes” to raise money for paper and stamps, so that she could send her stories to Godey’s Lady’s Book (Avery
np). Burnett published her first short stories when she was 19. Kipling began working as an editor at the Civil and
Military Gazette when he was 16, and published his first volume of poetry on the subject of Indian life,
Departmental Ditties, at age 21.
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But the novel of interiority that Armstrong des@&shis never completely divorced from
its public and collective counterpart: the theaBavid Kurnick points out that many of the most
famous novelists of interiority were also faile@dyhrights. He argues that this failure produces
a longing for collectivity and the public sphereeawvithin the most inwardly focused of novels:
Kurnick writes, “The novel of interiority is a rebnot only of relentless intensifications of
interiority but of the desire to escape from it"uiidick 4). Sara and Strickland’s descent into the
servant class develops their interiority, but thblgation history of these two stories also
reveals this impulse toward theatricality, which &sve argued in the preceding chapters, is a
key characteristic of the narrative of cross-classross-cultural disguise. In particular, Burnett
expanded her tale considerably, from short stornyoteel, by means of an intermediate theatrical
adaptation. In 1902, Burnett adapted “Sara Crewe play called “The Little Un-Fairy
Princess,” whose popularity prompted her to exghedriginal short story into the now&l
Little Princessn 1905. Though her initial motive was financiglrnett’s process of adaptation
demonstrates the crucial place of the theateranmdpackaging and constantly transmediating
literary culture of the nineteenth centdfyMost importantly, this process encouraged Burtoett
expand her cast of characters. After all, a playuah little girl who stares people out of
countenance, and internalizes her feelings migh lienited appeal. As Burnett herself wrote,
“When | wrote the story of ‘Sara Crewe’ | guessieal ta great deal more had happened at Miss
Minchin’s than | had had time to find out just théknew, of course, that there must have been
chapters full of things going on all the time; amlden | began to make a play out of the book
and called it ‘A Little Princess,’ | discovered éeracts full of things. What interested me most

was that | found that there had been girls at theasl whose names | had not even known

3 Burnett’s decision to dramatize her own story was partly a reaction to E. V. Seebohm’s unauthorized

dramatization of her novel Little Lord Fauntleroy, in 1888. Burnett brought a court case against him, and won.
(Avery n.p.)
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before.” (Knoepflmacher ed. 3) Burnett externalidesa’s inward drama by adding new
characters to the play, most crucially the Cocksayllery maid Becky, who acts as Sara’s foil in

A Little Princess

In “Sara Crewe,” her doll Emily is Sara’s sole neutor when she becomes a servant.
Emily is an exemplary model of inwardness; as Sas, “Perhaps Emily is more like me than |
am like myself...She keeps it all in her heart” ("&&rewe” 22). But irA Little PrincessSara
shares her dingy attic with Becky. When Sara tilishbs up to the servants’ attic she will share
with Becky, she initially asserts their equalitytdld you we were just the same—only two little
girls—just two little girls. You see how true it iShere’s no difference now. I'm not a princess
anymore.” Becky tearfully contradicts her, “Yessgjiyou are...whats’ever ‘appens to you—
whats’ever—you’d be a princess all the same—arhinotouldn’t make you nothin’ different”
(Little Princessl07). Of these two conflicting ideas—Sara is eifbst a little girl, or she is a
princess—the story vindicates Becky’s point of vid\ U. C. Knoepflmacher writes, “The two
girls will remain decidedly unequal despite theimporarily shared attic quarterdittle
Princessxii). The difference between the two girls comesvd to their “essential qualities of
mind,” their ability to imagine, tell stories, anemember things (Armstrong 4). But Burnett
illustrates this Armstrongian inwardness throughttieatrical devices of doubling and dialogue.

Sara needs Becky as a foil to show that she isaqss inside.

While Kipling did not put Strickland onstage, thencepts of theatricality and
performance opened out the initial romance he temria “Miss Youghal's Sais.” The story ends
with Strickland’s marriage to Miss Youghal, butyrao not necessarily live happily ever after.
Strickland promises “to drop his old ways” of goingtive, “but it was a sore trial to him.” And

the narrator hints that Strickland will not be atdeavoid the calls of the streets and bazars
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forever: “Some day | will tell you how he broke lpgomise to help a friend’P{ain Tales36).
Strickland breaks his promise in a subsequent shary, “The Bronkhorst Divorce-Case,” using
his native disguise as part of an effort to exoteeaafriend who has been accused of sleeping
with another man’s wife. The couple’s servantstheckey witnesses, whom Strickland must
convince to change their evidence. Though Kiplingginot use theatrical adaptation directly, as
Burnett does, he does turn the private drama aftsloip and marriage of the first story outward,
into the public spectacle of the divorce courtii#g conclusion of the Bronkhorst case, “The
whole court applauded wildly, like soldiers at adtre” Plain Tales222). Together, Kipling’s

two stories disenchant the marriage plot, and ptbedrue libidinal charge of Strickland’s
“outlandish custom of prying into native life.” “i¢ the most fascinating thing in the world,”

Kipling’s narrator declares, “Love not excepteldin Tales31)°

The Victoriansverefascinated with crossing the boundaries of clasisraoe, and prying
into other lives. From servant impersonation inltbene, to slumming in the East End of
London, and cross-cultural masquerades in theefshres of Empird)ndercover in the
Underclassesittempts to taxonomize this monumental fascinasbowing some of its causes
and consequences for the literature of the peBadnett’s and Kipling's stories illustrate the
fundamental arguments | have made in these paigessof cross-class or cross-cultural
disguise make connections between home, city, anpire. These narratives blend the
enchantment of fairy tale or romance with the gitbcumentary realism of the journalistic
exposé. The “dull” houses and streets of Londonthedunromantic” spaces of imperial India
reenchant each other by means of this fairy taley sif descent and rise, and the performance of

otherness. The ordinary domestic servant may tutmoobe a princess...or a policeman.

8 n his preference for adventure and mystery over heterosexual domesticity, Strickland resembles his detective

contemporary, Sherlock Holmes, and his partner Watson.
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