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Abstract

This thesis explores romantic love during prembaital extramarital
relationships in England betweenl730 and 1830. It is situated within the fields of
Cultural History, Gender History, the History of Btions, Marriage, the Life-Cycle
and Material Culture. It uses evidence from sixghedifferent relationships, from
which twenty-seven were selected for detailed styuThese include both courting
and adulterous couples, which have previously Ipeeblematically elided by
historians. It draws upon a broad source baseaydintd letters, material objects,
newspaper reports, novels, ballads, poetry, pnamitings, religious texts, medical

treatises and court records.

After the historiographical introduction in Chap@ne, Chapter Two
explores the indispensable role played by creagrghanging and physically
handling love tokens on the path to matrimony. @G&aphree reveals the quasi-
public nature of love letters, the myriad dichotembetween male and female
epistles, and the haptic power of letters as natehjects. Chapter Four unearths
the secret codes and disappearing ink utiliseddiojterous couples, outlining the
unique features of the language of forbidden |@eapter Five challenges
preconceptions of romantic love as ‘innate’ ornghistorical’ by outlining the
religious, medical and literary developments shggionceptions and expressions of
love. The final two chapters focus on the darkae sf love; Chapter Six argues
that languishing from heartbreak was redefined asiguely female malady from
the mid-1750s, while men were expected to resistamtain their pride and self-
control. Chapter Seven charts the evolution of dived promise actions under the

common law, and the objects invoked as ‘proof’ mba#tachment.

The thesis recognises that the understanding goéssion of romantic
love was historically and culturally contingent apgocial and cultural shifts. It
locates romantic relationships firmly within the texaal world, as letters and tokens
guided couples from initial intimacy to a deeperogional connection.
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[lln my mind, there cannot be higher felicity onrtbaenjoyed by man than
the participation of genuine reciprocal amorousgsetfon with an amiable
woman. There he has a full indulgence of all tHecdt feelings and
pleasures both of body and mind, while at the stame in this enchanting
union he exults with a consciousness that he isuperior person...l am
therefore walking about with a healthful stout baahyl a cheerful mind, in

search of a woman worthy of my love, who thinkswuethy of hers.

Frederick A. Pottle (edBoswell’s London Journal 1762-176B4"
December 1762, (Edinburgh, 2004), p. 84.
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Chapter One

Introduction

On 14" December 1762, the gentleman James Boswell (136eed in his
London journal that there could be no ‘higher i&§ion earth’ than a ‘reciprocal
amorous affection’ between a man and a woman. Vhardics of these romantic
dalliances are indicative of gender roles in sgcasta whole, and the negotiation of
power between the sexes, as demonstrated by Bésdedicription of himself as the
‘superior person’ in such exchanges. His detaitambant of his untiring search for
‘a woman worthy of my love’ also succinctly demaagts how the search for a
spouse dominated the lives of single men and waitneing this period. This is
because marriage provided a crucial turning paoirsetting-up a new household and
signalling the beginning of adulthood.

When a man found an amiable woman to create améming union’ with,
he would have conducted his courtship through ab=murof avenues. These varied
significantly according to the wealth and sociaktss of the two partiesMeetings
could be arranged in the houses of friends andyamembers, where individuals
could talk, eat and drink togetheFairs provided a raucous space for young men
and women to mingle, while pleasure gardens suttaaghall (redesigned in 1732)
and Ranelagh (est742) provided a more respectable venue in whiciples could
promenadé.Balls, operas and plays also provided additiopabotunities for
amorous encounters. The progress of an alliancenaalsed through the exchange

of love letters and love tokens, which are amormgsilibjects of this thesis.

! As David Cressy has noted, ‘Individual cases vhréecording to the circumstances and inclinations
of those involved, but custom established a sd@atework within which particular approaches
could be judged’idem, Birth, Marriage, and Death: Ritual, Religicemd the Life-Cycle in Tudor
and Stuart Englan@Oxford, 1997), pp. 233-66, at p. 234.

Z Loreen Giese has found that talking together Wwasriost common ‘proof’ of courtship in
matrimonial enforcement suits in the London CosisCourt between 1586 and 1611, while eating
and drinking were also important. Sdem, Courtships, Marriage Customs, and Shakesfseare
ComediegBasingstoke, 2006), pp. 82-4, 96.

% In particular, Ranelagh was the favoured locatimraristocratic courtship. While not confined to a
particular social group, domestic servants in meere explicitly banned from Vauxhall's Walks.
See Penelope J. Corfieauxhall and the Invention of the Urban Pleasuredgas(London, 2008),
pp. 13, 16 and David E. Coke and Alan Borguxhall Gardens: A HistorgLondon, 2011), esp. pp.
75-6.
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This thesis will explore romantic love during ctalnip and adultery in
England between. 1730 and 1830 by using letters, material objeas;spaper
reports, court cases, novels, ballads, poetrytgnpaintings, religious texts and
medical treatises as source material. In particulémcuses on how individuals
mediated and shaped romantic relationships inaeatobject. Love letters were
exchanged in their greatest numbers by couplegdai@ endure long periods apart.
The relationships studied in this thesis involvefdiiers and sailor§religious mer,
merchants who travelled for wofkylembers of Parliameritand couples indulging
in secret relationships to evade parental cerfsMany wrote for the pleasure of
writing itself, especially authors such as Willi&@odwin (1756-1836), Mary Hays
(1759-1843), John Keats (1795-1821), Eleanor Aroreéh (1795-1825) and Mary
Wollstonecraft (1759-97), whose letters are pre=gia greater numbers due the
author’s fame and perceived literary skill. Sudteles constitute a sub-genre of their
own, and are dominated by references to luminateh as Shakespeare. A second
notable category of love letters are those exchhbgeadulterous couples, featuring
manual labourers, moneylenders, sailors, gentlem@siemen and royalty.
Adulterous letters have frequently been problerafifielided with courtship letters
into an undifferentiated category of ‘love lettengiich contains diametrically
different forms of epistle. In response, this teesinsiders the scandalous epistles of
extra-marital affairs in a separate chapter ontadulFor a chronological chart of

every couple consulted listing the religion, ocdigraand social rank of individuals

* Charles O’Hara was appointed to a Cornetcy irsthBragoons in 1752, becoming a Lieutenant in
the Coldstream Guards in 1756, Isaac Rebow wadan€lan the East Essex milita 1759-79,

Henry Smith served as a Lieutenant in the Royalidéarinc. 1756, and was promoted to Major in
1759, Richard Dixon was Captain of thé"@8egiment of Foot, and Robert Garrett joined the 2
Queen’s foot in 1811, becoming Captain of th& @lieen’s Own in 1814. Thomas Pye became a
Lieutenant in the navy in 1734, and Admiral in 17#&Bile Horatio Nelson became a Lieutenant in
1777 and Vice-Admiral in 1801.

® Religious men include Edward Leathes, Rector afdRam and Freethorpe from 1775-88 and
Southwood 1779-88, and Charles Powlett, Rector ins\&de from 1789 and Chaplain to the Prince
of Wales from 1790.

® Merchants include the linen merchant James Nidmolsridle-maker John Fawdington, cotton-
trader Joseph Strutt and banker and brewer Frautib.

" MPs include Isaac Rebow of Colchester (from 1754&muel Whitbread Il of Bedford (from 1790),
Henry Goulburn of Horsham (from 1808) and John KEarl of Ancram of Huntington (from 1820).
8 Forced separations due to parental disapprova wedured by Samuel Whitbread Il and Elizabeth
Grey in 1787, and Mary Hays and John Eccles feofrv 77-80.

° These include the Bedfordshire gentleman Richand H's affair with Silena Ramsay from 1759-
62, Isabella Carr’s affair with Sir James LowtHest Earl of Lonsdale from 1759-69, the Duke of
Cumberland’s affair with Lady Henrietta Grosvenotli769, John King’s affair with Mary ‘Perdita’
Robinson in 1773, Anna Maria Bennett’s affair witimiral Thomas Pye from 1780-5, Admiral
Horatio Nelson’s famous affair with Lady Emma Hatanil from 1798-1805, and the Lincoln
housekeeper ‘B.F.’s affair with William Pratt frob814-16.
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plus the date and location of a relationship, sppeidix One. For a biographical

index of the key couples selected for detailedtstyisee Appendix Two.

The thesis focuses on the time period frmrh730 to 1830, which witnessed
growing literacy rates and the rise of the cultiréetters. It encompasses the writing
and publication of Samuel Richardson’s epistolayyaiPamela(1740), and the
flourishing of romantic, sentimental and gothidifo. The era also includes key
legal shifts such as the Hardwicke Marriage Act 753 and subsequent
development of breach of promise under the comraan The choice to focus on a
one hundred year period was also a practical aexistith increasing numbers of
letters surviving as the eighteenth century praggdsDuring an initial overview of
surviving manuscripts between1680 and 1850, | discovered that love letters were
relatively scarce between 1680 and 1740, with greater numbers surviving from
mid-century. After a boom in the 1780s love let@watinued to proliferate into the
early Victorian period? The years frone. 1730 to 1830 were judged to be vital in
the development and proliferation of the genrey pl®viding a clear framework

within which to analyse distinguishing features ahdnges over time.

One of the central challenges for this thesistdes defining what exactly a
‘love letter’ is. Perhaps all letters containingaous declarations could be
described as such? What if writers expressed timelying love in a letter which is
dominated by more mundane expressions? Did whatitates a love letter change
over time? In more than one case, the boundarydagt\letters and love letters is
blurred. To provide a degree of context about stglemale and female letter-
writing, this thesis considers love letters in cotrgtion with letters written to family
and friends, to help distinguish between a persemsng style as a whole and their
specificromanticwriting style! It also uses love poems written by men such as the
gentlemen Richard How Il (1727-1801) and John Ec(de 1780), brewer and
politician Samuel Whitbread 1l (1764-1815), ban&ad poet Paul Moon James
(1780-1854) and politician Henry Goulburn (1784-88%lus numerous anonymous
suitors. In addition are formal proposals of mayeiavhich have been preserved in

the archives. All four of the written proposalsdsad here were rejected; firstly from

1% For an overview of manuscripts arranged accortiiraychive see Bibliography, pp. 328-34. Also
see Chapter 3, p. 107.
1 Also see Chapter 8, pp. 267-9.
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Staunton Degge to ‘Miss Sanderscinl745, secondly from Richard How Il to
‘dearest & most worthily esteemed Sally’ in 1754irdly from Andrew Livesay to
Mary Orbelar in 1762, and finally from Thomas CdbbMiss Torre’ in 1827.
Taken together, these sources provide detailedgpyievidence of the self-

conscious and crafted language of love.

In analysing these sources this thesis draws upanbfroad areas of
historiography, which are outlined in this chapilidre chapter begins by describing
how the burgeoning field of emotion history haddnigised emotions such as love,
jealousy, anger and empathy, while facing the aiffiquestion of what exactly an
‘emotion’ is. Secondly, it engages with heated debabout marriage for love in the
thirty-five years since Lawrence Stone’s pathbnegldtudyThe Family, Sex and
Marriage (1977). Thirdly, it focuses upon the role of low&éns to reach beyond the
literate, highlighting scholarly neglect of eightéfe-century customs, and the
opportunities presented by studying material celté&ourthly, it draws upon debates
about letter-writing in historiography, describitige widening spectrum of literacy
and increasing scholarly recognition of the certyralf letter-writing in developing
subjectivity. While these four fields may initialappear distinct, they are fused in
this thesis in a consideration of how lovers usgtgts and objects to both shape and

express their emotions.

In the previous two decades, scholars such a8bagd Alberti, Thomas
Dixon, Ute Frevert, Keith Oatley, William Reddy a@drol and Peter Stearns have
repeatedly and convincingly established that emstan be subject to historical
analysis. Frevert has coined the phrase ‘the hisloeconomy of emotions’ to
describe emotional states in history as dynamicraokile, ‘enacting and reacting to
cultural, social, economic and political challeng@sSince Bound Alberti described
the discipline as being ‘in its infancy’ at the laiinium, research centres have been
created across the world to stimulate interdiscgly debate and extend the
boundaries of emotion researchThese include centres in London, Manchester,
Exeter, Berlin, Geneva, Amsterdam, Ume&, Navarmntkéal and Perth A

plethora of conferences in the past year alone bmated detailed histories of love,

12 Ute FrevertEmotions in History — Lost and Foufidew York, 2011), p. 12.

'3 Fay Bound, ‘Emotion in Early Modern England, 166060: Performativity and Practice at the
Church Courts of York’, PhD thesis, University o6k, 2000, p. 3.

4 For a comprehensive list skep://www.gmul.ac.uk/emotions/links/index.html
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empathy and pain, focusing particularly on how eomst were translated into

language and shared with othé&ts.

The boundaries of the field were initially artiatéd in Peter and Carol
Stearns’ groundbreaking article ‘Emotionology: @lang the History of Emotions
and Emotional Standards’ American Historical Revie\{d985). They coined the
term ‘emotionology’ to distinguish the ‘collectienotional standards of a society
from the emotional experiences of individuals araligs.” The term encouraged
historians to focus more closely upon the societidis determining how emotions
such as love were expressed in the fadthe central legacy of this work was to
establish that emotions are time and space rejativtarn bolstering the history of
emotions as a legitimate scholarly endeavour. AsrF&tearns and Jan Lewis have
emphasised in later publications, emotions do maply countin history, but they
alsochange'’ This is demonstrated by the changing language taseescribe
particular sorrowful emotions. While ‘acedia’ conea listlessness, sloth and lack of
desire to read or pray during Antiquity and the tMedAges, ‘melancholia’ entailed
sadness and lack of enthusiasm during the earlyemqukriod. Later in the
twentieth century, the term ‘depression’ was usedescribe helplessness, anxiety
and loss of pleasure. The changing language usaestibe these emotions reveals
how they have been understood, interpreted andiexied in different ways

throughout history?®

An influential critique of ‘emotionology’ was praled by Barbara

Rosenwein’s important article ‘Worrying about Enoois in History’ inAmerican

' For example ‘The Transmission of Emotions: An iidisciplinary Symposium’, beebruar%/
2012, VU University Amsterdam, ‘New Histories oft®and Romance, 1880-1960’, 25-26'

May 2012, University of Glamorgan, ‘Conference angathy and Memory Studies’, #3une 2012,
Birkbeck and ‘Pain as Emotion: Emotion as Painspectives from Modern History’, #60ctober
2012, Birkbeck.

16 peter and Carol Stearns, ‘Emotionology: Clarifyihg History of Emotions and Emotional
Standards’American Historical Reviewvol. 90, No. 4 (October, 1985), pp. 813-36, a83. This is
not to say that emotion history did not exist befd®85. Familial emotions were addressed less
explicitly in Lawrence Stonélhe Family, Sex and Marriage in England 1500-1808hdon, 1977)
Edward ShortefThe Making of the Modern Famifilew York, 1975), Randolph Trumbache Rise
of the Egalitarian Family: Aristocratic Kinship ardomestic Relations in Eighteenth-Century
England(New York, 1978) and Norbert Eliashe Civilizing Procesd/ol. I: The History of
Mannerstrans. Edmund Jephcott (New York, 1978).

7 See P. Stearns and Jan Lewis, ‘Introductiondé@m(eds.)An Emotional History of the United
StateqLondon, 1998), pp. 1-14.

18 bid., p. 26, note 11. FrevefEmotions in Historypp. 31-6. Frevert makes a similar point regarding
changing notions of honour at pp. 37-40.
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Historical Review(2002). She rightly pointed out that the Stearmsaated an
incredibly narrow source-base for accessing thetiemal standards of a society,
meaning that ‘virtually nothing from the pre-mod@eriod can be considered true
emotionology.*® As a solution, Rosenwein proposes the study obt@nal
communities’ in history. Such studies include tkialeations which communities
make about one another’s emotions, including ‘thieire of the affective bonds
between people that they recognise; and the mddasational expression that they
expect, encourage, tolerate, and deplore.” Rosersvweiodel also allows for
contradictory values to exist within the same sty Frevert provides a pertinent
example of this theory by emphasising how grough s1$ ‘emos’ constitute a
significant subculture in modern society, delibehasetting themselves apart from
others?! A recent edition oRethinking History2012) has problematised the notion
of emotional ‘communities’, ‘groups’ or ‘styles’rguing that it is difficult to
separate particular styles from the spaces in wihieip are created. As Benno
Gammerl argues, ‘diverging emotional patterns amdtpges prevail in distinct
spatial settings.’ In other words, the expressibansotions such as grief or affection

depends omherethey occur?

Fay Bound Alberti further critiques the way inialnlarge-scale narratives of
change such as Norbert Elias’ ‘civilizing processat emotions as ‘pre-cultural
human experiences.’ She argues that the identdicatff ‘modern’ ways of thinking,
feeling and being in these histories oversimplig@esotions, with little
acknowledgement of their culturally and historigaituated meanings.
Historiography has therefore created an ‘interpia;cultural essence of emotion’
moulded by broader patterns of social expectatidrich mistakenly treats emotions
as transhistorical phenomefiai/hile emotions are ‘physical and lived experiences
giving rise to increased heartbeat, sweat, andeggbomps’, historians are reliant
upon representations of these emotions in texoépett. Emotions are therefore not
abstractable from their means of expression ieigtidiaries, courtrooms and

material culture. Instead, they become evidenageetformative act or concept’

1 Barbara H. Rosenwein, ‘Worrying about Emotionsiistory’, American Historical Review/ol.
107, No. 3 (June, 2002), p. 825.

2 bid., p. 842.

1 Frevert,Emotions in Historypp. 206-7.

22 Benno Gammerl, ‘Emotional Styles — Concepts andll€hges’ Rethinking HistoryVol. 16, No. 2
(2012), pp. 163-6.

% Bound, ‘Emotion in Early Modern England’, p. 1. Elias, Civilizing ProcessVol. I.
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which is realised and shaped by these expressiahkng a similar approach to
Gammerl, Bound Alberti has called for historiangdous on ‘emotional
performances in particular sites of conflict’ swzhthe courtroom or diafy. In the
context of this thesis, this involves studying eimaal performances in love letters,
diaries, objects and court cases conducted dudogship and adultery, which had

distinct ‘emotional languages’ of their own.

One of the central challenges for the discipline heen defining what
exactly an ‘emotion’ is. As William Reddy noted2001, ‘despite the many positive
findings this new research has generated, theugonlhas done little to clear up the
vexed question of what, exactly, emotions are. @saments persist, uncertainties
abound.® The issue is not restricted to historians; attsroptackle this thorny
question have been made by anthropologists, ethpbgrs, psychologists,
philosophers and literary critié8 Jerome Kagan has attributed scholarly hesitancy
to pin-down ‘emotion’ to the fact that ‘any propdsgefinition is unlikely to escape
controversy or be permanently correctThe term itself only emerged to describe
‘morally disengaged, bodily, non-cognitive and ilurdary feelings’ betweea.

1800 anct. 1850, a shift outlined in Thomas Dixon'’s influethtiaork From
Passions to Emotions: the Creation of a SeculacRslpgical Category2003)%
In his recent article ““Emotion”: The History ofkéeyword in Crisis’ inEmotion

Review(2012) Dixon traced the semantic history of the term, ®stjgg that the

4 Bound Alberti, ‘Introduction: Medical History ariemotion Theory’ indem(ed.) Medicine,
Emotion and Disease, 1700-19@Rasingstoke, 2006jpp. Xiii-xxviii, at p. xvii and xxiii.

% William M. Reddy,The Navigation of Feeling: A Framework for the idigtof Emotions
(Cambridge, 2001), p. ix.

%6 See Jaak Panksepp, ‘Toward a General PsychotialoBieory of EmotionsThe Behavioural
and Brain Scienced/ol. 5, No. 3 (1982), pp. 407-69, Panksepql Lucy Bivan,The Archaeology of
Mind: Neural Origins of Human EmotigiNew York, 2010), WV Drevets and ME Raichle,
‘Reciprocal suppression of regional cerebral bliod during emotional versus higher cognitive
processes: Implications for interactions betweent@am and cognition’Cognitive Emotionsyol.

12, No. 3 (1998), pp. 353-85, Phillip R. Shavel|dty J. Morgan and Shelley Wu, ‘Is Love a
“Basic” Emotion?’,Personal Relationship¥/ol. 3, No. 1 (1996), pp. 81-96, Benedicte Grirmhhe
Performance of Emotion among Paxtun Women. “Théddvtisnes which have befallen m@Rustin,
1992) and Adela Pinclgstrange Fits of Passion: Epistemologies of Emotitume to Austen
(Stanford, 1996). For a useful overview see Aaren-Be’ev, ‘The Thing Called Emotion’ in Peter
Goldie (ed.)The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of Emoti@xford, 2010), pp. 41-62.

%" Jerome KaganyVhat Is Emotion? History, Measures, and Meanifigsdon, 2007), p. 20.

%8 Thomas DixonFrom Passions to Emotions: the Creation of a Sedeéychological Category
(Cambridge, 2003), p. 3. Paul Griffiths has madamlar argument, distinguishing at least two
categories of ‘emotion’ (‘affect programs’ and ‘hiy cognitive’ emotions), arguing that these ‘db no
constitute a single object of knowledge.” $&&m, ' What Emotions Really Are’ in Robert C.
Solomon (ed.What Is an Emotion? Classic and Contemporary Regdi@xford, 2003) pp. 284-90
andWhat Emotions Really Are: The Problem of PsychcokidgCategoriegLondon, 1997).
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‘overinclusivity’ of ‘emotion’ can be rectified bgeinstating a more nuanced

definition such as the ancient distinction betwgassions’ and ‘affections?

Two general approaches have been adopted by seladiempting to define
‘emotion,’” beginning with the cognitivist mainstregpredominantly composed of
philosophers) who echo the principles of Arist¢884-322 BC), Seneca. BC-
AD 65), Benedict de Spinoza (1632-77) and David d{fv11-76). Their central
argument is that the experience and expressiomofien is intellectually and
culturally conditioned. Cognitivists argue that s are judgements or beliefs,
with some suggesting that certain beliefs are aaleat conditions for particular
emotions. On the other hand, physiologists argaedmotions are predominantly
embodied and neuropsychological phenont@fide complex interplay between
feelings and neurology is neatly summarized in C&ozard’s argument that
‘Emotion consists of neural circuits (that areeatdt partially dedicated), response
systems, and a feeling state/process that motieatg®rganizes cognition and

action.>!

Both of these approaches help to formulate ouerstdnding of love, which
was at once neuropsychological and shaped by centi¢tural discourses. This
thesis opposes the argument that romantic loveimanted’ by the troubadour
poets of twelfth century France. Such a view wdddunsustainable in light of the
rich research conducted into love in diverse s@sdtom Ancient Egypt to Africa
and the Muslim world? Instead, it argues that social and cultural shitinsformed
the expressionf love. This is distinct from the psychologicabpesses determining
how individuals actuallyelt. The deification of love in the Western world has

29 Dixon, “Emotion”; a Keyword in Crisis’Emotion Reviewyol. 4, No. 4(October, 2012), pp. 338-
44,

% See Judith Horstmaiithe Scientific American Book of Love, Sex and thiBThe Neuroscience
of How, When, Why and Who We LSan Francisco, 2012), esp. pp. 18-28, John D&lgimcepts
of Emotions in Modern Philosophy and PsychologyGioldie,Philosophy of Emotiompp. 17-40,
Solomon, ‘Introduction’ indem(ed.)What Is An Emotion3p. 1-2 and Dixon, ‘Why | am angry’,
The Times Literary Supplemeft’ October 2004.

%1 Notably, Izard emphasised that this ‘descriptimas not intended as a definition. Caroll E. Izard,
‘The Many Meanings / Aspects of Emotion: DefinitioFrunctions, Activation, and Regulation’,
Emotion Reviewyol. 2, No. 4 (October, 2010), p. 367. Also seedssion of these issues by Izard,
Maria Gendron, Geoffrey White, Sherri C. Widen dadhes A. Russell in the same volume.

%2 Jack GoodyFood and Love: A Cultural History of East and Wgsindon, 1998), pp. 96-123he
Theft of HistorCambridge, 2006), pp. 267-85 and R. DroriMedieval Latin and the Rise of the
European Love-Lyri¢Oxford, 1965). For opposing views see CS LeWis Allegory of Love: a
Study in Medieval Traditio(Oxford, 1936) and Denis de Rougemdrye in the Western World,
trans. Montgomery Belgio(Princeton, 1940; 1983).
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created a number of problems for scholars of lawty Stephen Kern expressing
concern that ‘for all the apparent change, lovehinige a universal.” However
despite the scepticism, he found ‘abundant evidércthe historical nature of
love.”®® As Reddy has argued in his landmark b@btle Making of Romantic Love:
Longing and Sexuality in Europe, South Asia & Jaf@@0-1200 CK2012):

‘Love’ is not a separable feature of human expegendependent of social
life. Emotions do not exist prior to social orgatien or cultural form, but
arise from an interaction between social orgaronasind cultural form, on

the one hand, and our capacity to feel, on thergthe

Any history of the understanding and experienceofantic love is therefore also a
history of social and cultural change. Each ofdbeples studied in this thesis were
guided through courtship by the ‘interaction’ oéliegs with the accepted language,

conventions and actions used in the expressiooroéntic love®

The ‘distinct semantic networks’ used to descphbdicular feelings are
fundamental to the social construction of emoffbdiames M. Wilce has described a
‘hot-as-molten-metal mental fusion’ between languagd emotion, arguing that
‘forms of discourse — and more specifically, geroksmotional expression — help
constitute social understandings and apparentyriat processes”When Caroll E.
Izard asked thirty-five scientists to isolate tapior future emotion research in
October 2010, one of the most important subje@stitied was ‘relations between
emotion and languag&®This is due to the assumption that ‘the way inchipeople
think and talk about emotions offers a clue asaw they experience and handle
them.? Paolo Santangelo makes a similar point in hiseeldibllection on emotions
in China, arguing that emotions are ‘the produa specific culture and of a

specific language.’ This means that the historiastnconsciously interpret emotions

% Stephen KerriThe Culture of Love: Victorians to Moderfiondon, 1992), p. 396.

% Reddy,The Making of Romantic Love: Longing and Sexualifgurope, South Asia & Japan, 900-
1200 CE(London, 2012)p. 348.

% Also see Chapter 5, pp. 158-60.

% Kagan,What Is Emotion?p. 122.

" Wilce continues that historians have neglecteddapacity of language itself (that is, a code or
register,as locally conceived) to serve as an affect-laddex — as the epitome of some identity, and
thus the object of emotion.” See James M. Wilamguage and EmotiofCambridge, 2009), pp. 2, 8,
12.

% |zard, ‘The Many Meanings / Aspects of Emotion’367.

% Frevert,Emotions in Histonp. 24.
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such as love ‘within the semantic frame of a cartadrld.” This thesis uses letters,
diaries, newspaper reports and court records tmimeathe nature of romantic love
as spoken or written in the words of lovers thenes®l The nuanced vocabulary they
chose to use not only expressed their love forlerpbut also shaped and

influenced their understanding and experience \& tself.

Eighteenth-century historians will be most fanmiligth romantic love
through debates over companionate marriage, whechddressed in the second part
of this literature review. Courtship and marriagagtices have provoked some of
the most fervent debates among historians, evee Stone famously outlined his
shift from ‘distance, deference and patriarchy’Afiective Individualism’ between
1500 and 1806 Scores of historians have since disputed hisnaegu for the
development of affection, most notably Alan Maciag, who argues for intense
individualism and personal choice in marriages ftommedieval period onwards.
He rejects Stone’s idea of love as a ‘side-effettapitalism, arguing for continuity
in marriage with ‘a mixture of love and economimsiulerations from the fifteenth

century onwards*

While Stone and Macfarlane must be referencedlgysaholar of marriage,
eighteenth-century historians have long since re@dehconsensus that marriage was
neither universally strategic nor wholly individissd. David Lemmings argues that
debates over the provisions of the Hardwicke MggiAct in 1753 reinforced
‘narrowly paternal and male control of marriageéothe influence of mothers and
children, demonstrating an ‘abiding attachmenpatriarchy and materialism, rather
than romantic considerations and personal cHigéenanda Vickery has argued for

the persistence of prudence, as ‘money and magndewere conducive to passion

% paolo Santangelo, ‘Introduction’ idemand Donatella Guida (edd.pve, Hatred, and Other
Passions: Questions and Themes on Emotions in &hi@wilization(Leiden, 2006), p. 5.

“! Stone,The Family, Sex and Marriagp, 4.

2 Alan MacfarlaneThe Culture of CapitalisrtOxford, 1987), p. 128. Also ségem, Review of
Stone,Family, Sex and Marriage in England’, History andebry,Vol. 18, No. 1 (February, 1979),
pp. 103-26;The Origins of English Individualism: The Familyroperty and Social Transition
(Oxford, 1978) andMarriage and Love in England: Modes of ReproductibB00-183QOxford,
1986). Further critics include Keith WrightsonEnglish Society 1580-16&Qondon, 1982), esp.
Chapters 3 and 4, ‘The Family in Early Modern EngtaContinuity and Change’ in S. Taylor, R.
Connors and C. Jones (eddgnoverian Britain and Empire: Essays in MemoryPbilip Lawson
(Suffolk, 1998), pp. 1-22 and Helen Berry and Hiiethh Foyster (edsTihe Family in Early Modern
England(Cambridge, 2007), esp. ‘Introduction’, pp. 1-17.

43 David Lemmings, ‘Marriage and the Law in the E&grith Century: Hardwicke’s Marriage Act of
1753, The Historical JournalVol. 39, No. 2 (June, 1996), pp. 356-7.
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in many a female breast'Ingrid Tague has noted that marriage portions agsess
the early modern period, with the use of settlemémpreserve women’s separate
property rights making marriage contracts look @asingly like ‘a business
contract.* The financial implications of matrimony were now&expressed more
clearly than irA Master-Key to the Rich Ladies Treasury. Or, Théower and
Batchelor’s Directory(1742) which listed the title, abode, reputed foetiand stocks
of eligible women. This makes it difficult for htsians to separate the ‘emotional’
and ‘strategic’ reasons for marriage, as they waérost always fused. The various
considerations in choosing a spouse were a stameliute of contemporary prints,
such as Richard NewtonMatrimonial Speculatiomn 1792 (Fig. 1). The etching
presents an array of reasons for choosing to niachyding for work (‘She will be a
great addition to the shop’), money (‘In all hun@anbability she cannot exist a
fortnight’), pregnancy (‘Never mind John, it may &léfor the best’) and social

advancement (‘A good subject for keeping up theiyanitle.’)

Fig. 1 — Richard Newton,Matrimonial Speculation London, 1792, hand-
coloured etching, 47.6 x 74.7 cm, British Museum,dndon,
AN179207001, © The Trustees of the British Museum.

4 Amanda VickeryThe Gentleman’s Daughter: Women'’s Lives in Georgiagland(London,

1998) p. 82.

> Ingrid Tague, ‘Love, Honour and Obedience: Fasilide Women and the Discourse of Marriage in
the Early Eighteenth Centurydpurnal of British Studie¥ol. 40, No. 1 (January, 2001), pp. 78-9.
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Historians have also emphasised the importanceutif-faceted consent to a
marriage, as family, kin and community had a dittiole to play. They could act as
‘facilitators and prompters’ to make or improve atai, or could even end it
altogether. Their main role was at the beginninthefprocess, to screen suitable
suitors, and at its conclusion, to draw up agre¢snem behalf of a newly contracted
couple?® As argued in Chapter Three of this thesis, fammigmbers also played a
noteworthy role in reading love letters to asshesariter’s suitability as a spouse.
In noble marriages in particular, ‘more was at stdlan momentary infatuation’,
and emotion was often a secondary consideratitant status and wealffi As
Lord Courtland instructed his daughter in Susami&es novelMarriage (1818),
she was expected to marry ‘for the purpose for whiatrimony was ordained
amongst people of birth---that is, for the aggraathent of her family, the extending
of their political influence---for becoming, in stiothe depository of their mutual
interest.*® Nevertheless, we would be mistaken to assumehbatishes of
individuals and their families were naturally pasad, as ‘most girls had the same
criteria of suitability as their parents anywaygaming that ‘many a happy marriage

resulted from a sort of willing drift into a suitahalliance.*

With this in mind, it is evident that marriagesweénc. 1730 and 1830 were
characterised by myriad forms of love, includinghemtic, passionate, companionate
and prudent love. Love was not necessarily ‘arional distraction from rational
behaviour’, and could be rational, calm and cakindg’’ The ultimate calculated
match is represented in the first painting froml\ath Hogarth’sMarriage A-La
Modeseries, entitled’he Marriage Settlemefig. 2). It depicts the Earl of
Squander and a wealthy city merchant negotiatiegrhrriage of their children. The
syphilitic groom gazes vainly into a mirror, whtlee miserable bride has to be
consoled by the lawyer Silvertongue. The inescdgpabi their unhappy fate is

symbolised by the chained dogs in the foreground,the crazed Medusa hanging

“% CressyBirth Marriage and Deathp. 257.

" See Chapter 3, pp. 97-101.

“8 Joan PerkinWomen and Marriage in Nineteenth-Century Englérmhdon, 1989)p. 54.

9 Susan Ferrietarriage. A Nove(Cambridge, 1818; 1999), p. 3. For a similar equrin earlier
novels see Henry Fieldinghe History of Tom Jones: A Foundlifyare, 1749; 1999), pp. 224-5.
% perkin,op. cit, p. 60. Also see Catherine Frances, ‘Making Mgesain Early Modern England:
Rethinking the Role of Family and Friends’ in Maﬁigren and Amy Louise Erickson (ed$he
Marital Economy in Scandinavia and Britain 1400-098ldershot, 2005), pp. 39-56, esp. p. 40.
L Kern, Culture of Lovep. 1.
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on the wall behind them. Marital arrangements leetbe legal codification of
marriage in 1753 were thus carefully orchestrateddrents because of the anxiety
surrounding passionate love-matches. Marriagesmfenience were therefore seen
as more stable, as the passion of romantic paioftga burned out. One of the most
infamous mismatched couples in fiction were Mr. dMrd. Bennet in Jane Austen’s
Pride and Prejudic€1813), where ‘the experience of three and tweegry had

been insufficient to make his wife understand hisracter>?

Fig. 2 — William Hogarth, Marriage A-la Mode: 1, The Marriage
SettlementEngland, c. 1743, oil on canvas, 69.9 x 90.8cm, The National
Gallery, London, NG113.

Historians have devoted much time to categorigiegspectrum of irregular
unions’ which characterised the period before 1W8#ch ranged from ‘consensual
relationships at one end to fully sanctioned chumetriages at the othet’’At the
start of our period ig. 1730, clandestine marriage was out of control, the
uncertainty of the law facilitated bigamy, and theras a ‘roaring trade’ for Fleet
marriages, particularly at the Fleet Prison in Lomtf As a result, love tokens were

implicated in a web of customs that led to betristh@nd ‘gift-giving was a socially

®2 Jane AusterPride and Prejudicg¢London, 1813), Vol. I, p. 5.

*3 Richard AdairCourtship, lllegitimacy and Marriage in Early ModeEngland(Manchester,
1996), p. 140.

** Lemmings, ‘Marriage’, p. 345. See Roger Lee BroWme Fleet Marriages: a History of
Clandestine MarriageéWelshpool, 2007).
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recognised, even psychologically binding custdhThese customs were so
important because the verbal exchange of vosvsverba de praeserin the
present tense) qrer verba de futur@n the future tensejontinued to govern the
making of romantic alliances until the Hardwickeiiage Actin 1753.

In 1753, Hardwicke’s Act codified marriage law ilmygking the ‘creation of a
binding union by simple contract’ the only pathatealid marriage. The Act only
applied to ceremonies taking place in England amde¥/ leading to the
development of Gretna Green as a popular sitelépeenents. It included all
Anglican, Catholic, Presbyterian, Baptist and Iretegent ceremonies, only
exempting Jewish and Quaker weddintjgvhile the bill itself was debated and
passed (by 125 votes to 56) in 1753, the actualigions became law on 93arch
1754. The Act declared that no suit could be brougthe church courts to compel
the performance of a contrgmr verba de praesertr per verba de futurd’ It
required a valid marriage to be preceded by thengadf the banns on three
consecutive Sundays, or the purchase of a costligliwg licence from the
Archbishop of Canterbur}? While the marriages of minors by licence were \inid
the absence of parental consent, marriages by hegnesonly void if a parent or
guardian had raised their objections while the bamere being called. Their
permission was deemed unnecessary if the individugliestion had previously
been widowed? The Act provided ‘firm evidence of every marriameproper
registration’ through recording the signatureshef parties involved, and made
individuals tampering with the register or forgiadicence guilty of felony without
benefit of clergy’® Most importantly, it required a valid marriagetade place at the
Church in a single legal event, eliminating pregi@mbiguities by making marriage

more formulaic.

*° Diana O’HaraCourtship and Constraint: Rethinking the Making\rriage in Tudor England
(Manchester, 2000 hapter 2, pp. 57-98, at p. 63.

*% Rebecca Probemjarriage Law and Practice in the Long Eighteentm@ey (Cambridge, 2009),
pp. 314-39.

>’ Section 13. Sedansard’s Parliamentary Historyol. XV.

%8 Sections 1 and 2. In order to purchase a licese of the parties had to have resided in the paris
or chapelry for at least four weeks. However theas no stipulation that the licence had to be
properly obtained, somewhat undermining the prewighe Act. In 1759, the Archishop added that
licences would only be granted to Peers and Pexx@ssheir own right, their sons and daughters,
Dowager Peeresses, Privy Councillors, Judges, B&spknights and Members of the House of
Commons, except in exceptional circumstances. SaweR,Marriage Law,pp. 222-4, 232-3.

9 A minor was an individual under 21. Seal., p. 227.

0 Lemmings, ‘Marriage’, pp. 345-6.
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John Gillis has famously argued that Hardwickets Was ultimately a
failure, as sixty per cent of couples in the Walslage of Llansanffraid Glyn
Ceiriog continued to marry by jumping over a brotioks®* However Rebecca
Probert has questioned his reliance on the Welklofst Gwenith Gwynn, who
made unwarranted inferences from just three osdilnt@nies. In turn, historians
have uncritically adopted Gillis’ arguments, falsperpetuating an unsubstantiated
myth °? Probert has developed this argument in her piimgstudyMarriage Law
and Practice in the Long Eighteenth Century: A Reasmen2009). She castigates
historians for making ‘basic errors’ about HardvatskAct with ‘alarming
frequency,’ chiefly through arguing that the maggaof a minor would be invalid in
the absence of parental consent, and that fatucemply with any requirements of
the legislation made the marriage vBidProbert rejects the notion that practices
before 1754 were ‘in chaos,’ refuting Stone’s cldimat there were ‘a mass of
individuals’ who were unsure whether they were medror not. By analysing
church court records, legal treatises, pamphlaedsanels, Probert argues that vows
per verba de praeserghould be understood as a contract rather tharrgage, as
this is how they were seen by contemporatfé¥hen viewed in this light, the 1753
Act ‘did not constitute such a radical break wile past as has been claimed, was
almost universally observed, and was not subjebatsh interpretation by the
courts.®® Probert’s findings paradoxically place her in limigh Gillis in questioning

the far-reaching impact of legal reform.

In addition, historians have challenged the hegeonstatus of patriarchal
marriage by studying alternative unions betweersthes? Rictor Norton has
controversially charted the emergence of a ‘gayslibre’ between 1700 and 1830,

characterised by mock ‘Marrying’ ceremonies betwewm at molly houses such as

®1 JR Gillis, For Better, For Worse: British Marriages 1600 tetRresentOxford, 1985)p. 219.
%2 probert, ‘Chinese Whispers and Welsh Weddin@ehtinuity and Changa/ol. 20, No. 2(2005),
pp. 211-28.
% ProbertMarriage Law,p. 5.
2‘5‘ Ibid., pp. 21-67. Cf. StondRoad to Divorce: England 1530-198@xford, 1990)p. 11.

Ibid., p. 5.
% See John Boswell, ‘Categories, Experience and &igxun Edward Stein (ed.forms of Desire:
Sexual Orientation and the Social Constructionish€oversy(London, 1990), pp. 133-74 and
Berry, ‘Queering the History of Marriage: the Sdécognition of a Castrato Husband in
Eighteenth-Century BritainHistory Workshop JournaVol. 74, No. 1 (Autumn, 2012), pp. 27-50
The debates, methodologies and evidence used @t gistories are usefully laid out in Chris
Mounsey and Caroline Gonda, ‘Queer People: An thtction’ inidem(eds.)Queer People:
Negotiations and Expressions of Homosexuality, /&0 (Lewisburg, 2007), pp. 9-37.
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Mother Clap’s®’ Historians such as Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Dianssfand Helen
Berry have urged historians to recognise the ‘gt of marriage, rejecting the
‘binary logic’ of pairings such as male/female aaane/different® Berry’s research
has revealed the curious position occupied by aastrthe world of sexuality, as
they provided ‘life-size dolls, colourfully dressadd flamboyant, safe for women to
dress up, buy presents for, and play with, but pass according to their whin§®
This loophole in the sexual double standard mdmattwomen could write love
letters to castrati, as their sexless effeminacglerihem harmles®.Berry’s notion

of alternative unions is exemplified by Giusto keathdo Tenducci’sq. 1735-90)
marriage to the barrister’'s daughter Dorothea Mallifs. 1750-1814) in 1766,
which was accepted by many of their contemporaves though he was physically
unable to father childreff.While this thesis focuses exclusively on heteraaéx
relationships, these studies provide a pertinentrréer of the diversity of unions in

society as a whole.

Despite the evolution of debates concerning theraaf marriage, the actual
practices of courtship — in the form of letters &oikkns exchanged by lovers —
remain woefully neglected by historians. The ma&yoof research to date has centred
on the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuriés wrtually no recognition of the
centrality of gift-exchange during eighteenth-centutuals. While Stone and
Macfarlane provoked myriad debates taken up itk of Adair, Lemmings,

Tague and Vickery, little research has focused upemmaking and breaking of
relationships through material culture. This is ofi¢éhe central aims of this thesis,

and is contextualised in the third part of thisritture review.

In Laura Gowing’®©omestic Dangers: Women, Words and Sex in Early

Modern Londor(1996), she analyses the role of litigation forbited, married, and

%" Rictor Norton,Mother Clap’s Molly House: the Gay Subculture inglemd, 1700-183@Stroud,
2006), pp. 100-2. As Norton notes, ‘Quite oftentidman is merely synonymous with “fucking.”™

% Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick has called on historianeject ‘epistemologically charged pairings’ such
as masculine/feminine, majority/minority, as tosdiss any of these indices in any context, in the
absence of an antihomophobic analysis, must pethaps perpetuate unknowingly compulsions
implicit in each’ inidem, Epistemology of the Clogebndon, 2008), pp. 72-3. Diana Fuss has
charted the efforts of leshbian and gay theoristpuestion ‘the stability and ineradicability of the
hetero/homo hierarchy.” See ‘Inside/Outlidlem(ed.)Inside/Out: Lesbian Theories, Gay Theories
(London, 1991), pp. 1-10, at p. 1.

% Berry, The Castrato and his Wif®©xford, 2011), p. 81.

bid., pp. 80-6.

"bid., pp. 156-9.
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separated couples between 1570 and 1640. Suchptased particular emphasis
upon the ‘transactions of courtship,’ involving #echange, offer and refusal of
‘words, gestures, emotions, and gifts.” Gowing tligihecognises the significance of
these transactions in illuminating both ‘the spkitme of courtship’ and gender
roles in marriage and wider sociéfyShe argues that ‘Women and men both gave
and received the gifts of courtship, but it was vwornwho found themselves most
obligated by them...A man’s gifts held, as a worsafhd not, the implication of an
emotional and, potentially, a marital bond, andaanan’s receipt of gifts implied
consent to that bond®Women’s gifts are thus marginalised as they didmgply

the same obligation in court as a gift given byanmAs a result, the main power
which Gowing grants women is thegsponseo the tokens which were offered to
them!* Loreen Giese and Peter Rushton have supportedni@®xionclusions,
arguing that more women ‘acted in response’ tsgjiven by suitors and that ‘it

was comparatively rare for there to be a balangetiange of tokens

Diana O’Hara’Courtship and Constraint: Rethinking the Making of
Marriage in Tudor Englan@g2000) again focuses upon the sixteenth centumgus
church court records, act books and wills to areatize ‘language of tokens’ during
this period’® O’Hara argues that an assortment of tokens wasreen men to
women to mark distinct stages in their courtsmpgjuding money, clothing,
domestic goods, jewellery, hair, and finally a rlA@ommunity awareness of these
exchanges was pivotally important, as relationshipse played out as a ‘social
drama’ in the public eye, and gifts were weightethwnoral value such as a
promise. Within the diocese of Canterbury betweg4?land 1602, O’Hara finds
that 57% of 301 matrimony cases from towns an@gék discussed the giving of
gifts and tokens. Money was the most popular gitten by 39.5% of couples, while
32% gave clothing and leather, most commonly glpaed 20.8% gave metal and

trinkets, usually a ring. When comparing the dominigems within each of these

2 Laura GowingPomestic Dangers: Women, Words and Sex in EarlyavotondonOxford,
1996), p. 141.

3bid., p. 160.

"bid., p. 161. For women’s gift-giving in this thesis @eapter 2, pp. 69-73.

5 Giese Courtships, Marriage Customp, 85 and Peter Rushton, ‘The Testament of Gifrige
Tokens and Disputed Contracts in North-East EnglaB@80-1630’'Folk Life,24 (1985-6), p. 26.
® O’'Hara, Courtship and Constrainpp. 57-98.

" A similar argument is made in EJ Carlson, ‘Coupsh Tudor England,History Today\Vol. 43,
Issue 8August, 1993), pp. 23-9.
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three categories, O’Hara finds the giving of a rimgst common’, as it was

exchanged 61 times out of a total of 403 transast{d

While eighteenth-century love tokens have beerstrantirely overlooked
by scholars, Ginger FrostRromises Broken: Courtship, Class and Gender in
Victorian England(1995) reprises the topic for the Victorian peridte text is
based upon breach of promise cases between 175P&Adlargely from 1850 to
1900), with one chapter focusing exclusively onu@ship and Weddings.’ Frost
finds 173 cases which used love letters as evidente plaintiffs summoning
letters and tokens as ‘props with which to supfieetr stories.” Gifts varied
according to the wealth of suitors, with affluerémygiving expensive jewellery and
even paintings to their sweethedt3he three ‘universal’ tokens exchanged by the
majority of couples were engagement rings, lockisaif and photographs, which
provide intriguing evidence of courtship adaptioghew technologies. If a man had
presented a woman with these three gifts, ‘shepgdgctly justified in assuming
that he intended marriage.” Conversely, Frost asdat Victorian women rarely
gave presents to their lovers — their gifts ‘usuatinsisted of service’, such as
nursing elderly relatives or cooking meals for eelds family®* This has been
contested by Jane Hamlett, who uses the diaryeoféimtieman’s daughter Annie
Dickinson to demonstrate how middle-class womerml ggis to test their suitors’

commitment and beliefs before marridge.

As Hamlett’'s check on Frost’s legal research tyedemonstrates, it is
important to remember that only a small proportdeourtships entered the legal
system. Those that did were the exception rattear the rule. Furthermore, breach
of promise cases were largely initiated by womemg Wwrought 80% of the suits
studied in Chapter Sev&hWhile female plaintiffs produced men’s gifts asdence

of commitment, it was unnecessary for them to be& bwn tokens to win their

8 O’'Hara, Courtship and Constrainpp. 64, 69. Giese has found the same items ifiexant order
at the London Consistory Court between 1586 and. 1@here ‘items of clothing or personal
accessories’ were most common, followed by monelthen a ring. Se€ourtships, Marriage
Customspp. 89-92.

" Ginger FrostPromises Broken: Courtship, Class and Gender iriovian England(London,

1995) p. 30.
8 bid., p. 64.
& |bid.

82 Jane Hamlettylaterial Relations: Domestic Interiors and Middlda€s Families in England, 1850-
1910(Manchester, 2010), pp. 76-7.
8 See Chapter 7, p. 246.
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cases. Moreover, the items they chose to revealidence were undoubtedly not
the only tokens they received. These were simmygifis which had been
purchased, given or received in such a way thatlleéeved would win them the
case, revealing clear hierarchies in the mateukilie of love. Court records also

fail to account for the dynamics of exchange, amd bouples used letters to
request, praise or deplore particular gifts. The afdetters and tokens in this context
is therefore somewhat oversimplified, as more cempimotions were at play than
simply the making and breaking of engagements. Mare Frost’s study of the
period from 1750 to 1970 is based on only six cases 1700 to 1799, followed by
just eight cases from 1800 to 1830. The scantycgsbiase means that the eighteenth
century is used solely to make unfounded genetaisawhich ostensibly
differentiate it from the Victorian perict.

In order to discover the true diversity of giftrgig it is therefore vital for
historians to look at court records in conjunctiath letters and objects stored in
museums and archives. This inserts lovers who aliégénter the court system back
into histories of gift-exchange, creating a mor@istic and representative picture of
courting behaviour. While texts such@smestic DangerandCourtship and
Constrainthave therefore gone a long way towards illuminagiragctices during the
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, litbgqess has been made for the
following two-hundred years. The material cultufeourtship during the long
eighteenth century remains in the ‘black hole’@gegarch which Amanda Vickery
described back in 199% This thesis aims to rectify the paucity of reshabout
material culture and courtship during the long &ghth century, treating love
letters agifts exchanged by lovers, which were touched, smeleldgazed at as

embodiments of the sender.

In doing so, this thesis harnesses the continexpgnsion of material culture
into a major academic preoccupation. The foundatairthe field were laid in the
1980s in the work of social anthropologists suckgas Kopytoff and Arjun

Appadurai, who explored the circulation and lifethries of ‘objects of economic

8 For further critique of Frost’s arguments see @&ap, pp. 230, 236, 240, 246-7, 253.
% vVickery, ‘Women of the Local Elite in Lancashit750-c. 1825’, PhD thesis, University of
London, 1991, p. 10.
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value’, termed ‘commoditie$® Many early texts analysing the social meanings of
things were histories of consumption, such as MeKendrick, John Brewer and
John Plumb’s edited collectiofhe Birth of a Consumer Society: the
Commercialization of Eighteenth-Century Engldth@82) and John Brewer and Roy
Porter’s landmark collectio@onsumption and the World of Godd993).
Subsequent works by Maxine Berg, Helen Cliffordzabeth Eger, Margot Finn and
Lorna Weatherill have extended the field by anagsiotions of luxury, consumer
culture, desirable goods and financing the houstHol

The study of material culture was bolstered byfthmding of periodicals
such asVinterthur Portfolio(1980),Journal of Material Culturg1996),Visual
Culture in Britain(2000) andWest 88 (2011). Scholars such as Richard Grassby
and Karen Harvey have also published guides ontb@approach alternative
sources? Eighteenth-Century research groups have beguménge focusing
explicitly upon material culture, such as ‘Thinyaterial Cultures of the Long
Eighteenth Century’ in Cambridge and ‘Domestic 8aty: The East India Company
at Home, 1757-1857" in Londdf.Conferences have drawn attention to new topics
such as the transformation of objects, how everyays shape knowledge
production, material networks, and the agency xifles *° The trend is also
reflected in exhibitions such as ‘Threads of Feglat the Foundling Museum and
‘Charmed Life: The Solace of Objects’ at the WetheCollection in Londof*

8 See Arjun Appadurai, ‘Introduction: Commoditiedlahe Politics of Value’ indem(ed.)The
Social Life of Things: Commaodities in Cultural Resstive(London, 1986), pp. 3-63 and Igor
Kopytoff, ‘The Cultural Biography of Things: Commitidation as Process’ iibid., pp. 64-94.

8" Maxine Berg and Helen Clifford (edsQpnsumers and Luxury: Consumer Culture in Europe
1650-1850(Manchester, 1999), Berg and Elizabeth Eger (eldsxury in the Eighteenth Century:
Debates, Desires and Delectable Go@8asingstoke, 2002), Margot Finn, ‘Men’s Thingsadduline
Possession in the Consumer Revoluti®@dcial History Vol. 25, No. 2 (May, 2000), pp. 133-55 and
Lorna WeatherillConsumer Behaviour and Material Culture in Britalr§60-1760second edition
(London, 1996).

 Richard Grassby, ‘Material Culture and Culturastdiy’, Journal of Interdisciplinary Historyyol.
35, No. 4 (Spring, 2005), pp. 591-603 and Karenvehaled.)History and Material Culture: A
Student’s Guide to Approaching Alternative Souftesdon, 2009).

8 Seehttp://www.crassh.cam.ac.uk/page/1046/programme-A@Lhtmand
www.warwick.ac.uk/go/eastindiacompanyathome

% ‘Material Networks — Networked Materials’, Bardd@iuate Center, New York"éMay 2011,
‘Knowledge, Print, Circulation and Reputation’,J8hn’s College, Cambridge™ ®Sovember 2011,
‘Transforming Objects’, Northumbria University, 229" May 2012, ‘Knowledge in a Box: How
Mundane Things Shape Knowledge Producion’, Kav@teece, 26-29" July 2012, ‘Texts and
Textiles’, Jesus College, Cambridge™ 12" September 2012.

1 Seewww.threadsoffeeling.corandwww.wellcomecollection.org/miraclesn addition, the ‘Wives
and Sweethearts’ exhibition at the National Armysdum from February-July 2011 made a rare
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One of the most recent developments is the engelgstoriography of
gender and material culture, guided by collectisunsh as Moira Donald and Linda
Hurcombe’sGender and Material Culture in Historical Perspe@(2000) and
Amanda Vickery and John StyleSender, Taste and Material Culture in Britain
and North America 1700-1832007). The most prominent areas of research ® dat
have been women'’s wills, moveable wealth, shoppingss, domestic crafts and
cookery. The work of Amanda Vickery has proven sigei in challenging negative
stereotypes of women’s domestic crafts, demonstdkie value of handicrafts in
enabling women to collaborate, escape from boreaiatnexhibit their domesticity
and artistic flai’> Sara Pennell has ensured that smaller objectsoareeglected,
exploring how items such as pastry cutters, potiscaokery books were compiled,
used and bequeathed by woni&ithis thesis engages with the historiography of
gender and material culture by exploring the gesdielynamics of gift-exchange,
and investigating how women'’s creation of textilesgprovided a way for them to

formulate their emotions and identity.

Studying the material items exchanged by loveesgmts us with a unique
opportunity to discover hidden aspects of the axd, recreate the ‘wordless
experience’ of people who left behind no writteaice. As Angela McShane has
argued, the ‘material vocabulary’ represented gaib allows historians to
interpret particular goods as ‘sites for the negan of obligations between public
and private, subject and statéObjects will be used in this thesis to explicéte t
public and private dimensions of courtship and &ay) asking how the commission
and exchange of gifts negotiated the balance ofepde&tween men and women.
Both Marx and Freud have used the word ‘fetishdéscribe our relationship to
material goods, meaning that artefacts are giveénmeanings by individuals and
societies, ‘who pass their own emotional needs tivéite objects concerned.

recognition of the importance of material objectsnaintaining a romantic connection, displaying
letters and gifts such as portrait miniatures erged by soldiers and their lovers. See
http://www.nam.ac.uk/exhibitions/online-exhibitidnéves-sweethearts

%2 Vickery, Behind Closed Doors: At Home in Georgian Englébondon, 2009)Chapter 9, pp. 231-
56. Also see Chapter 10, pp. 257-90.

% Sara Pennell, ‘Mundane Materiality, or, Should $hings Still Be Forgotten?’ in Harvey,
History and Material Culturepp. 173-91.

% Angela McShane, ‘Subjects and Objects: MaterigirEgsions of Love and Loyalty in Seventeenth-
Century England’Journal of British Studied/ol. 48, No. 4 (October, 2009), p. 874.

% Susan M. Pearce, ‘Introduction’ ilem(ed.),Museum Studies in Material Cultugkeicester,
1989), p. 7.
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Material objects such as love tokens and lettexsetbre provide evidence firstly
through their own inherent qualities, and secomyiyhe properties bestowed on
them as signifiers of cultural and social valt&$his thesis uses material culture as
a source in the belief that objects reflect angbslthe emotions and values of the

people who create, interact with and exchange them.

Marcia Pointon stresses the importance of theipalygroperties of tokens,
which were tangible items carried around by lowas&actile objects to be held,
viewed and showr?’ She uses the example of Sophie von La Roche (188@), a
German novelist who visited the British Museum 1#8&. Sophie touched a Roman
urn and pressed the dust between her fingers, mmagihe woman who once looked
in the mirror she held. This process of physichiyndling objects triggered ‘a desire
to empathise and an ability to imagine the p&stlara Tuite takes this argument
further to describe love as a ‘complex multimediarg’, as the material tokens
exchanged by lovers represent ‘intricate materatings’ of their relationship. Tuite
comes to this conclusion using the adulterousraffiaiLady Caroline Lamb (1785-
1828) and Lord Byron (1788-1824) in 1812. In onéab’s letters, she folded
pubic hairs into a note covered in hearts, crossas$ciphers, which was pressed
into a miniature portrait of Byron set inside alet In this sense, gifts can be
treated as ‘media’, as they represented a ‘symddbligeneralised media of

interchange’ between lovets.

Studying material culture creates a number ofaht@nges between the
historical discipline, ‘popular history’, heritagénglish literature and anthropology.
Recent research about tokens has been heavilgndéd by anthropological works,
interpreting gift-giving as an act of exchange vhastablishes ‘a relationship
between the parties involvetf® Marcel Mauss’ celebrated wotlhe Gift(1954)
was first published as an essay.iAnnée Sociologiquél923-4), and has since been

adopted by historians as the principal authoritgidinexchange. Mauss’ study

% peter Gathercole, ‘The Fetishism of Artefactsiidl., p. 75.

" Marcia Pointon, “Surrounded with Brilliants”: Miature Portraits in 18Century England’The
Art Bulletin, Vol. 83, No. 1 (March, 2001), p. 68.

% Pointon, ‘Materializing Mourning: Hair, Jewelleand the Body’ in Marius Kwint, Christopher
Breward and Jeremy Aynsley (ed®daterial Memories: Design and Evocati¢@xford, 1999), p.
41.

% Clara Tuite, ‘Tainted Love and Romantic Literargl€brity’, English Literary History\Vol. 74,
No. 1 (2007), p. 60.

190 ewis Hyde,The Gift: Imagination and the Erotic Life of Prope(New York, 1983), p. xv.
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focuses on primitive and archaic societies, paditytribes such as the Trobriand
and Iroquois. He explains the significance of ttedationship’ created by gift-
exchange, which is more than purely material, aggyth‘have values which are
emotional as well as material; indeed in some ctsesgalues are entirely
emotional.*** Anthropologists such as Joshua Bell have exteibaess’ arguments

in describing how objects colleasas much as we trap or delineate them. They form
part of the meshwork of human life, and we arepadde of living without them or
avoiding their influence. Ultimately, these itemsaterialize temporally-situated

ways ofbeingin the world.?

Natalie Zemon DavisThe Gift in Sixteenth-Century Fran(000) draws
upon anthropological discourses to study the sogmiitual and practical meanings
of the gift. This includes the giving of ‘bad gifesnd what happened when gift-
exchange went wrong. Gift-giving could so easilg@amter problems because
reciprocity was not assured, and so gifts had dtential to cause ‘bitter quarrels,
humiliation and unresolved conflict’ when individsalid not reciprocate
appropriately"”® Whilst gift bestowal was informed by ideal expdictas about the
nature, receipt and exchange of items, it was stleped by the ‘repeated practices
and rhythms of actual exchand&*Clara Tuite has similarly emphasised the
mobility of the gift as an item which was circuldtaround wide networks of family
and kin. Its circulation demonstrates ‘the functadrithe gift not as a thing but as an
event and a social performance’, and the neceskagnsidering material objects in

relation to the social networks in which they clatad®

One of the most popular ‘gifts’ exchanged by Ieweas the letter, which is
studied in the fourth part of this literature ravid_etter-writing has only recently
been approached from the realm of material culiarthe work of Michael Findlay,

Dena Goodman, Nigel Hall, Leonie Hannan, Cynthiavé&othal and Susan

191 Marcel MaussThe Gift: Forms and Functions of Exchange in Arctcietiestrans. lan
Cunnison (London, 1954; 1970), p. 63.

192 39shua Bell, ‘The Materialities, Transformationsl &oral Obligations of Intersecting Histories’,
‘Material Networks’ conference. Sédem,‘Intersecting Histories: Materiality and the Social
Transformation in the Purari Delta of Papua Newr@ai, PhD thesis, University of Oxford, 2006
and ‘The Gulf of Papua’ in Philippe Peltier andridoe Morin (eds.phadows of New Guinea: Art
from the Great Island of Oceania in the Barbier-MeieCollections(Geneva, 2006), pp. 194-217.
193 Natalie Zemon DavisThe Gift in Sixteenth-Century Fran@@xford, 2000), pp. 15-16.

1%bid., p. 36.

1% Tyite, ‘Tainted Love’, p. 65.
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Whyman!® Hall has attributed this oversight to the ‘vergsydayness of such
artifacts,” meaning that paper, inkwells and gpéhs have been largely taken for
granted by historians. Hall and Whyman both reqocsthe imagined process of
writing a letter, as writers began by finding aspto write, before shaping the nib
of their pen, cutting their paper, writing a date,appropriate address, and finally
the letter itself. They may have checked their wlorkerrors, and sprinkled over a
mixture to prevent the ink from spreading. The messvould then have been folded

and sealed with wax (or later inserted into an Epe '’

Recognising the
materiality of this act adds a vital extra dimemsio studies of epistolary exchanges,
as each letter ‘is suffused with the imprint of Wéter: the penmanship itself —
scrawls, exclamations, and underlinings — revealst®ns and...displays
character®® This thesis aims to insert the materiality ofdetivriting back into
romantic correspondences by emphasising the integeaplayed by touching,

smelling, carrying and kissing letters in engenuga romantic connection.

Letters acquired new significance during a pevibere literacy, letter-writing
and practical knowledge of ‘letteracy’ became iasiagly widespreatf® Estimates
of literacy during this period vary widely, basedtly on estimates of an
individual’'s ability to read printed texts and hamding, and secondly to sign their
name rather than simply leaving a ‘mark.” Signaturecome easier to trace as
evidence of literacy after 1754, as the Hardwicladge Act required the
signatures of both parties, the minister, and twoegses for a valid marriage to
take placé™® As a rough guide, by 1720 the literacy rate wasiad 45% for men

and 25% for women, increasing to 48% for womenandon** While statistics

1% see Michael FindlayVestern Writing Implements in the Age of the Qeélh(Carlisle, 1990),
Dena GoodmarBecoming a Woman in the Age of Letigisndon, 2009)Nigel Hall, ‘The
Materiality of Letter Writing: A Nineteenth CentuBerspective’ indemand David Barton (eds.)
Letter Writing as a Social Practic®ol. 9 (Amsterdam and Philadelphia, 2000), pp. 88;1eonie
Hannan, ‘Women, Letter-Writing and the Life of thiénd in Englandc. 1650-1750’, PhD thesis,
University of London, 2009, Cynthia Lowenthahdy Mary Wortley Montagu and the Eighteenth-
Century Familiar LetteLondon, 1994) and Susan Whymahge Pen and the People: English Letter
Writers 1660-180@Oxford, 2009). Also see Antonia Brodie's MA digsgion ‘Correspondence
Culture: The Materiality and Practice of Letter-Wg in England, 1650-1720", V&A / RCA, 2002.
197 5ee Whymarken and the Peoplep. 19-23 and Hall, ‘Materiality of Letter Writingbp. 91-102.
1981 owenthal Lady Mary Wortley Montagup. 15.

199 Term coined by Eve Tavor BannetEmpire of Letters: Letter Manuals and Transatlantic
Correspondence, 1688-18P0ambridge, 2005), p. xvii.

1191 emmings, ‘Marriage’, p. 346.

11 \Whyman,Sociability and Power in Late Stuart England: ThetGral Worlds of the Verneys
1660-1720Q(Oxford, 1999), p. 10 and Cressyteracy and the Social Order: Reading and Writing
Tudor and Stuart Englan@Cambridge, 1980), esp. pp. 176-8.
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mask regional variation and periods of acceleragiot regression, the ability to read
and write increased unsteadily betweeh730 and 1830. By 1840 the literacy rate

had risen to around 67% for men and just over 508wbmen**?

These statistics are necessarily vague becaasachtis not a historical ‘fact’,
but can only be studied as a matter of degree.ifgpkgures can be misleading, as
the growth of literacy was ‘irregular and haltimgther than steady and progressive.’
They unhelpfully mask periods of rapid progresstagnation, and fail to account
for social, occupational and geographical variaion Gradations between the
ability to sign your name, read and write are algerlooked. Literacy between
1730 and 1830 can consequently be understood &feaing ‘spectrum’ or upwards
increasing ‘curve’, in which even the narrow defom of literacy as ‘reading and
writing’ shades into an extensive range of compeesi'* Susan Whyman has
helpfully introduced the term ‘epistolary literadg analyse ‘the literacy of
particular people in specific situations’, considgrspecific features such as spelling
and grammar alongside broader issues such as vapyeperote and the impact this

had upon writers and their famili€s.

The dominant historical narrative emphasises if@fecance of letter-writing
for courting couples, because it was the most prigad direct way that they had of
communicating with one another. Such an assumpigsred many historians to
argue that the spread of literacy and rise ofdieculture automatically granted
lovers greater confidentiality in their exchand®¥sThe picture is complicated by
Elizabeth S. Cohen, who disputes unquestioningladig@acceptance of the privacy
of letters. She uses evidence from seventeenthwgeRbme to argue that privacy
‘depended on the possession of both wealth and iheagaital, which remained very
unequally distributed.” Private communication wiasrefore a luxury which many

could not afford-*” Poverty and illiteracy forced many individualsask friends and

112 Roger Schofield, ‘Dimensions of llliteracy in Eagd 1750-1850’ in Harvey J. Graff (ed.)
Literacy and Social Development in the West: A Reé@@ambridge, 1981), pp. 206-8.

13 Cressy, ‘Literacy in Context: Meaning and Measwgatin Early Modern England’ in John
Brewer and Roy Porter (edsQpnsumption and the World of Gogdil®ndon, 1993), p. 314.

14 1pid., p. 311.

15 \Whyman,Pen and the Peoplep. 9-11.

1181pid., Sociability and Powep. 10.

117 Elizabeth S. Cohen, ‘Between Oral and Written @relt The Social Meaning of an Illustrated
Love Letter’ in Barbara Diefendorf and Carla Hegsds.),Culture and Identity in Early Modern
Europe (1500-1800): Essays in Honour of Natalie @emavis(Michigan, 1997), p. 188.
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family members to read and write their letterspay a scribe (who was usually a
man) to transcribe them in public, sacrificing th@iivacy to participate in the

‘dangerous domain of written culturg®

Scholars have questioned whether letter-writirayjgled a means of
expression or constraint for eighteenth-century eoninWomen, Letters and the
Novel(1980), Ruth Perry argued that it was no coincidehat epistolary novels
such ag?amela(1740) andClarissa(1747-8) came into vogue at a time when
‘women’s preoccupations began to have less to tlo maw they actually lived their
lives and more to do with the fantasies of love eoxdance’ they could expect ‘if
they kept themselves graceful and attractiv@According to Perry, by assuming
women were meant primarily for romantic attachmésagiety condemned them to
it,’ suggesting that romance was merely a convémscape from the ‘unreality’ of
women'’s meaningless domestic lives. She conteryi@igued that ‘there was not
sufficient ballast in women’s lives to keep theief on the ground’ and that there
was ‘little to give their lives meaning and statifi**° However, Perry
fundamentally failed to recognise the crucial roféetters in developing a fledgling
relationship, and their value in not simply fansasy about lovers, but rationalising
women’s feelings. Letter-writing thus empowered veonbby allowing them to
determine the character of a relationship, rathan tonstraining them to the realms
of the imagination. Women did not simply ‘bendefforts to the art of pleasing,’
but also ensured that a prospective spouse woedselthem in returli’

More recently, scholars have described letterigitis a gateway to female
agency and authority. In her study of women agipalipatrons, Elaine Chalus finds
that women made approximately 10% of patronageasigun Newcastle between
1754 and 1762. In writing to Members of Parliamémey harnessed their persuasive
and epistolary skills to request support for thdwese their children, family
members and otheté* Susan Fitzmaurice also emphasises the skills et

write letters, which encouraged individuals ‘to ipthe full rhetorical palette in

18pid., p. 190.

119 Ruth PerryWomen, Letters, and the Noyislew York, 1980), p. 137.

1201pid., Chapter 6, pp. 137-67, esp. pp. 144, 146-7.

1211pid., p. 149.

122 Elaine Chalus, “To Serve my friends:” Women ardlifital Patronage in Eighteenth-Century
England’ in Vickery (ed.WWomen, Privilege, and Power: British Politics, 1#6he Present
(Stanford, 2001), pp. 57-88.



42

order to construct the most persuasive, affecting, subjective discourse
possible }?® Susan Whyman uses detailed case studies of gartigamen to
demonstrate the possibilities of letter-writing. Ngtlthe cotton-trader’s wife Mary
Robinson (1717-57) used letters to her husband iRdist to express obedience,
then to claim the right to do as she pleased’'wtheelwright's wife Elizabeth Strutt
(1729-74) used letters as a tool to examine hedweii** As Dena Goodman notes,
such activities demonstrate that ‘For women, letteting was not simply a form of
recreation or a second-best alternative to puhlitng; it was a crucial step in
developing a consciousness of themselves as gehsigiogects in the modern

world.’*?®

Love letters formed a distinct genre within théwe of letters, with writers
avidly taking up their pens to craft their own lesteries. Love letters by eighteenth-
century couples survive in their hundreds, cargfialbelled, numbered and
preserved by their owners. The high value of thiessssured epistles makes their
neglect in histories of eighteenth-century cougsdli the more surprising.
Historians such as Stone, Gowing, O’Hara and Hragé each cited love letters as
evidence in church court cases, but not taken #mejuiries further to question the
specific properties of these letters. The excepteme Clare Brant's chapter ‘Writing
as a Lover’ ireighteenth-Century Letters and British Cult{#906) and Fay Bound
Alberti’'s ““Writing the Self?” Love and the Lettén Englandc. 1660-1760’ in
Literature and History(2001). Love letters in Scotland, France, Amednd
Australasia have been the subject of additionaitsgr in the work of Ellen
Rothman, Karen Lystra, Martyn Lyons, Nicole Eustdebecca Earl and Katie

Barclay?°

123 Sysan Fitzmauric&he Familiar Letter in Early Modern English: A Pragitic Approach
(Amsterdam and Philadelphia, 2002), p. 236.

124\Whyman,Pen and the Peoplep. 34-5, 99. For Elizabeth’s courtship letterdeédediah Strutt see
Chapter 3 of this thesis.

125 GoodmanBecoming a Womanmp, 4.

126 Ellen RothmanHands and Hearts: A History of Courtship in Amer{dsew York, 1984), Karen
Lystra,Searching the Heart: Women, Men, and Romantic irod#neteenth-Century America
(Oxford, 1989), Martyn Lyons, ‘Love Letters and ifrg Practices: OEcritures Intimesn the
Nineteenth CenturyJournal of Family History\Vol. 24, No. 2(1999), pp. 232-9, Nicole Eustace,
“The Cornerstone of a Copious Work”: Love and PoWweEighteenth-Century Courtshiglpurnal
of Social HistoryVol. 34, No. 3 (Spring, 2001), pp. 517-46, RebeEad, ‘Letters and Love in
Colonial Spanish AmericaThe Americasyol. 62, No. 1(2005), pp. 17-46 and Katie Barcldygve,
Intimacy and Power: Marriage and Patriarchy in Seoid, 1650-185@Manchester, 2011).
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Across chronological and geographical boundahissorians are in broad
agreement that love letters were among the mobktyhigalued letters ever written.
Brant describes how the rise of sensibility madeantic language ‘aggressively
corporeal’ as ‘hearts, tears, sighs and kisses weareanged through the medium of
letters.™’ Bound Alberti also presents letter-writing as ‘gestive of the giving of
the self’, as love letters ‘provided an imprinttbé writer’s identity.*?® Lystra’s
study of nineteenth-century America concurs withrrand Bound Alberti in
positioning the letter as a sentimental artefadt@art of the self, arguing that as
romantic love grew more intense, couples were ‘nikedy to anthromorphize the
letters of the loved one into the person of theeabkver.*?° The value of the love
letter thus arose from its perceived ability to@bsand transmit the identity of its

writer.

Historians also agree that love letters constitateneticulously crafted genre.
Brant uses ‘Writing as a Lover’ as one of a nundigrersonas which could be used
by writers, as correspondents could also write parant, criminal, citizen, traveller,
historian or Christiar®® In his work on nineteenth-century Australasia, hyhas
presented love letters as ‘highly coded forms, otzegenerally accepted
conventions and applying and adapting unspokendtasi'! Bound Alberti’s
study of English letters also presents love letsra ‘highly specific way ashaping
as well ageflectingemotional experience.’ This is because their strecand
expression depended on a number of conventionbeliefs about the nature of
romantic love, which were historically and cultlyatontingent*? Bound Alberti
argues that although love letters provide evidexideow contemporaries ‘performed
and structured affect’ in the context of individwelationships, their content and
structure were ‘no less crafted than church coepiditions**®* The question of
wider influences shaping the production of lovéelet is thus important to this
thesis, such as how lovers used a multiplicityafrses from The Bible to epistolary

novels to inspire their own missives.

127 Clare BrantEighteenth-Century Letters and British CultyBasingstoke, 2006), p. 102.

128 Bound, “Writing the Self?” Love and the Letter ingland c. 1660-1760kiterature and History,
Vol. 11, No. 1 (Spring, 2002), p. 10.

129) ystra,Searching the Hearpp. 22-5.

130 Brant, Eighteenth-Century Letter§hapters 2 to 8 respectively.

131 yons, ‘Love Letters’, p. 233.

132 Bound, ‘Writing the Self?’, pp. 5, 15.

133 bid., p. 5.
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While the relative value and careful constructdtove letters remain
virtually undisputed, the negotiation of power Ipagven an area of contention. In
1989, Lystra argued that women in nineteenth-cgrimnerica used their letters to
test suitors by orchestrating at least one ‘drasr&tiotional crisis’ to gauge how
they reacted® Eustace has also argued that courtship ‘tippeddakes in women'’s
favour’ in nineteenth-century Philadelphia, as meme ‘at the mercy of the women
they wooed **° These formulations were overtly challenged in Baf's recent
study of eighteenth-century Scotland, where shéectiously argued that ‘Love was
something that men offered women and which womesipely accepted.’
According to Barclay, women in Scotland ‘were nidd\aed to express emotion,
until they finally accepted a proposal of marriaf® With the work of Lystra,
Eustace and Barclay in mind, this thesis will digyon sixty-eight relationships in
England between 1730 and 1830 to investigate howand women used letters to

test, challenge and negotiate their relationships.

The historiography of romantic love, courtstgt-exchange and letter-
writing outlined in this chapter reveals which tresthave undergone the most
debate and stimulated particular interest amonigiess, also highlighting
potentially fruitful areas for further study. Thisesis aims to introduce new
considerations into the study of romantic lovehia long eighteenth century by
shifting focus towards material culture and ematesking how love was formulated

and communicated in words and objects.

The chapter now outlines the sources used irthkss as a whole, and the
methodology which will be used to interpret themcovering the century from
1730 to 1830, the thesis obviously cannot clairsttmly every single one of the
thousands of exchanges between courting coupletedd, it analyses a selection of
letters and gifts exchanged by men and women frffiereint social and
geographical backgrounds in order to gain an ovengression of the nature of
romantic love during these years. In attemptingaibect material representing the
full scope of this period, the earliest materiglkeaks studied are Giles Grendey’s

walnut chairs from Fairfax House in York, created725 (Fig. 6). The latest object

134 ystra,Searching the Hearpp. 157-91.
1% Eustace, ‘Love and Power’, pp. 527, 533.
1% Barclay,Love, Intimacy and Powepp. 90-1.
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is John Field’s hair-work bracelet with silhoudtighe Victoria and Albert Museum
in London, created. 1810 (Fig. 13). The earliest letters were excharyethe
gentleman Knox Ward and Sarah Holt between 17291@86"" while the latest
were sent from an anonymous butler to a housekaeeplee same residence in

Norfolk in 183038

These letters were selected primarily by visitiogal archives, and isolating
collections which were rich with correspondencesveen unmarried couples. This
was a difficult task, as remarkably few collecti@me categorised using terms such
as ‘courtship’, ‘marriage’ or ‘love.’ Instead, indlilual romances remain hidden
within family records, such as the papers of thatvbad family of Southill and the
How family of Aspley Guise in the Bedfordshire dngton Archives. Love letters
were identified in these collections by researchmmagriages within a particular
family and isolating letters around this date.dme instances courtship letters were
falsely classified as being between a husband afed such as the letters of the
politician Henry Goulburn and Jane Montagu at theé€/ History Centre. While the
majority of their letters were written after themarriage on 20 December 1811,
four lengthy epistles survive from their courtshigluding one labelled ‘Jane’s first
letter to me 1811'° Other sources such as the Cobb manuscripts haverpr
problematic, as letters by Charlotte Mary Curwenlzoth classified separately and

mixed in with her suitor Francis Cobb’s repliéS.

Manuscripts in online catalogues were identifieddmyd-searching terms
such as ‘love-letter’, ‘love letter’, ‘before maage’, ‘her future husband’, ‘his future
wife’, ‘his/her lover’, ‘[during] courtship’, ‘addkry’, ‘adulterous’, ‘affair’, ‘love’,
‘heart’, ‘marry’ and ‘dearest love’, which probletiwally appear in a wide variety of
general correspondences. This made it necessaify torough countless family
records in the hope of coming across love lettghsch are immediately identifiable
by the distinctive language studied in Chapterse&ho Seven of this thesis. A

137 SeeThe whole proceedings on the tryal between MrsalS#tolt, and Knox Ward, Esq; upon a
promise of marriagéLondon, 1730).

138 Copy of love letter from a butler to a housekegpetermark 1830, BUL 13/5, 619 x 5, Norfolk
Record Office (subsequently NRO).

139) etters between Henry and Jane GoulbunéeMontagu), 304/A4/Box 1 and 304/D/Box2, Surrey
History Centre (subsequently SHC).

190 The series EK/1453/C287, Bundle A contains segters by Charlotte, in addition to the letters
classified under EK/1453/C2, East Kent Archive Celfsubsequently EKAC).
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number of letters concerning courtships exchangefddnds and family members
were also isolated to reveal the efforts made lmewkin to promote or thwart

particular matche¥'

The letters unearthed by this research are loc¢atsiaty-eight collections in
twenty-eight different archives across England &eeendix 1). They are spread
across a wide geographical distance; situated diddg@shire, Birmingham,
Cheshire, Cumbria, Derbyshire, Dover, Essex, Glstacshire, Hampshire, Kent,
Lancashire, Leicestershire, Liverpool, London, Mtkf Nottinghamshire, Surrey,
Sussex, Wiltshire and Yorkshire. Certain collectisnch as the Nicholson letters
(1738-9) and Strutt letters (1748-55 and 1786-9%&eveplit between two different
record offices:* The sources referenced in this thesis therefore hdroad
geographical range, permitting an analysis of g@plgical variations — if any —
between declarations of love from Dover to Northrkéhire.

Within these sixty-eight collections, eight setsetters have already been
published. Three collections of adulterous letteosild have been available to
contemporaries; Lady Henrietta Grosvenor (1745-1828 the Duke of
Cumberland (1745-90) had their letters publisheerdheir infamous ‘criminal
conversation’ trial in 1770, John King spitefullyldished his letters with Mary
‘Perdita’ Robinson in 1773, and Admiral Horatio Blah (1758-1805) had his letters
to Emma Hamilton (1765-1815) published in 1814hpps by Emma herséff® The

1“1 For example the letters between Charles Hanbuiljaiis and Henry Fox concerning the
courtship of Richard Edgcumbe and Lady Diana We&i50, CHW10902/52, fols. 55-64, Lewis
Walpole Library (subsequently LWL) and letters beén Mary Berry and Mrs. Damer concerning
Mary’s relationship with General Charles O’Harathie British Library, Add Mss. 37727 and Lewis
Melville (ed.) The Berry Papers; being the correspondence hithentaublished of Mary and Agnes
Berry (1763-1852fLondon, 1914).

142\While Jedediah Strutt’s letters to Elizabeth Wabd#re stored in the Derbyshire Record Office
(subsequently DRO), DRO 5303/1-4, his son Josdptteys to Isabella Douglas are in the
Birmingham City Archives (subsequently BCA), MS 310/E/4/8/1-34 and MS 3101/C/E/5/16/1-11.
Letters between James Nicholson and Elizabeth Sealdosplit within the collection itself, with the
majority in the John Rylands Library in Manchegmrbsequently JRL), ref. GB133 Eng. MS 1041
(Box 1), and the rest in the Liverpool Record QGffisubsequently LIRO), re920 NIC/5.

143 Anon, The genuine copies of letters which passed betWeeRoyal Highness the Duke of
Cumberland and Lady Grosvendourth edition (London, 1770)etters from Perdita [the first
signed M. H. R-] to a certain Israelite, and hissarers to theniLondon, 1781) andhe Letters of

Lord Nelson to Lady Hamilton; With a Supplemenintéresting Letters, by Distinguished
CharactersVols. | and Il (London, 1814). Historians disagmeether Emma published the letters;
Robert Wickson argues that Emma’s release fromodgljtrison and move to Calais between 1813
and 1814 ‘seemed to bear out the accusation’, wiséMarren R. Dawson states that ‘the evidence is
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remaining five collections of courtship letters wgublished posthumously;
between Charles O’Hara.(1740-1802) and Mary Berry (1763-1852), Mary
Wollstonecraft and Gilbert Imlay, Mary Wollstoneftrand William Godwin, John
Eccles and Mary Hays, and John Keats and Fannyrr&WEvery effort has been
made to locate original manuscripts where possigs kindly granted permission
to consult Mary Wollstonecraft's correspondencenwitilliam Godwin at the
Bodleian Library, Mary Berry’s correspondence witharles O’Hara at the British
Library, and some of Horatio Nelson’s letters torBanHamilton at the British
Library and National Maritime Museuff> The remaining correspondences survived
in fragments, were dispersed throughout internatioallections, or did not survive
at all**® These letters were supplemented with diaries lxgptomen such as the
chaplain’s daughter Anne Temple and tailor’'s daegBarah Hurst, whose diaries
were first published by Susan C. Djabri in 2003e Tilanuscripts were then

consulted in person at the Horsham Musétim.

Court cases involving love letters and tokens vgetected after searching
through records at Lambeth Palace Library, the bondetropolitan Archives and
Borthwick Institute in York. This led me to isolatee breach of promise cases
Mendes Da Costa vs. Da Costa Villa Rgai32-3) at the Court of Arches and
Mascall vs. Watso(iL743) at the Durham Consistory Court for furthausny. In

addition were suits for divorce by means of adyltbtainwaring, Esq. vs.

quite contrary to such a possibility.” See Wicksie/son's Love Letters to Lady Hamilton
(Ferndown, 2005)p. 110 and Dawsor,he Nelson Collection at Lloyd(kondon, 1932), p. v.

144 Unfortunately the letters written by Gilbert Imland Fanny Brawne have not survived. See
Melville, The Berry PapersAF Wedd (ed.)JThe Love-Letters of Mary Haysondon, 1925), Harry
Buxton Forman (ed.),etters of John Keats to Fanny Brawih@ndon, 1878), Roger Ingpen (ed.),
The Love Letters of Mary Wollstonecraft to Gilbentay (London, 1908) and Ralph M. Wardle (ed.),
Godwin & Mary: Letters of William Godwin and Marydistonecraft(London, 1967).

%> Horatio Nelson’s correspondence with Lady Emma Htamhas been fragmented into many
collections, chiefly Egerton 1614 and Add Mss. 3427 the British Library (subsequently BL), the
Phillipps-Croker Collection, CKR19/21-40, and Xeesxof the Spiro Collection in New York,
XAGC/8/1-106 at the National Maritime Museum (sulpsently NMM). Certain collections have
been published in Alfred Morrisoithe Hamilton & Nelson Paperspls. I-1l (privately published,
1893-4) and Sir Nicholas Harris Nicold$e Dispatches and Letters of Vice Admiral Lorccimt
Nelson\Vols. I-VII (London, 1845-6; 1998).

148 The first volume of Mary Hays’ correspondence witthn Eccles is in the Carl H. Pforzheimer
Collection of Shelley and His Circle at the New K &tublic Library, while the largest proportion of
John Keats’ letters to Fanny Brawne are in the Bia@hKeats Collection. Many of these have been
digitized athttp://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:FHCL .Hough:houOO0®Rile others have been lost, and are
only available in Forman'’s text.

147 Journal of Anne Temple, 72M92/5, Hampshire Re@iffite (subsequently HRO). Susan C.
Djabri (ed.)The Diaries of Sarah Hurst 1759-1762troud, 2009). All quotations are taken from the
original diaries MS 3542-5, Horsham Museum (subsatiy HM).
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Mainwaring (1766) at the Durham Consistory Court, &ftbimondeley vs.
Cholmondeley1736) andCooke vs. CookEl757) at the London Consistory Court.
These cases were transcribed in full due to threewedence they provided about the
primacy of material culture in making and breakiamantic relationships.

All of these relationships were between heterogkzouples; letters and
diaries written by women desiring women, or merirdeggsmen, were deliberately
discounted. These include the diaries of the Ydrkdieiress Anne Lister (1791-
1840), which vividly recreate her affairs with EliRaine, Marianna Lawton, Maria
Barlow, Isabella Norcliffe and Ann Walkét® The decision to exclude all-male and
all-female relationships was made at an early stag@s thesis, as romantic love is
potentially an incredibly broad subject. In linehwvihe boom in queer histories
discussed above, potentially revealing future togiould be whether love letters
between same-sex couples drew upon similar orrdiftecultural tropes, and the

distinctive features of the items they selectesh@ape their relationships.

The selection of sources consciously includes iddais of widely varying
social rank. At the highest level are letters biglamen such as John Kerr, Earl of
Ancram (1794-1841). Genteel correspondents inchad@l heroes such as Admiral
Pye (1708/9-85), gentlemen such as Samuel Whitdt€a@64-1815) and
gentlewomen such as Mary Martim {751-1804). In addition are politicians,
soldiers, clergymen and well-to-do businessmen ssgdhe cotton-trader Joseph
Strutt (1765-1844). As Felicity Heal and Clive Hasihave noted, although the key
requirements for gentility were ‘land, lordship dodal acknowledgement’, genteel
status was often claimed in their absence. Thischasly by ‘the professionals,
crown servants and lawyers, doctors, teachers eakanics, and, especially after
the Reformation, the married clergy® The thesis also studies a number of
professional writers, poets, publishers and essagisch as Mary Berry, William
Godwin, Mary Hays, John Keats, Eleanor Anne PoadehMary Wollstonecraft.
Given the profession of these lovers, we would ekfeeir letters to be filled with

more literary-minded declarations than letters Ioigans outside of literary circles.

18 See Helena Whitbread (ed.Know My Own Heart:’ The Diaries of Anne Liste7d1-184
(London, 1988);No Priest But Love:' Excerpts from the DiariesArfine Lister, 1824-182@tley,
1992) andrhe Secret Diaries of Miss Anne Lister (1791-18§46nhdon, 2010).

149 Felicity Heal and Clive HolmeJhe Gentry in England and Wales, 1500-1708ndon, 1994), p.
7.
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Writers of the middling sort include moneylendeustsas John Kinge(
1753-1824) and women such as Anna Maria Benneti8@3) who worked in
shops**° Defining the ‘middling sort’ is problematic, agytd and fiscal definitions
of social position are notably absent from conterapoliterature, while economic,
social, political and cultural criteria used bythisans to define ‘sorts’ often overlap.
There is a tension between regional and natiorfalitiens of class, while a
person’s social status varied according to gendércauld rise and fall during the
course of the life-cycl&! The term is used here to refer to people ‘benteth
gentry but above the level of the labouring classesst of them worked for a living,
although a growing number lived wholly or partiadlg rental income and other
investments’®? Jonathan Barry argues that individuals who workede rarely
employed by others, but traded ‘the products af the&nds’ (such as yeomen,
husbandmen farmers and artisans) or their ‘skillsusiness or the professions’
(including merchants, attorneys and apothecatté#)t the very lowest social level
are the labouring classes. These include yeomdnasidohn Road and domestic
servants such as the housekeeper ‘B.F’ of Lincdin possessed very low levels of

epistolary literacy.

The thesis also draws extensively upon materiaaibj which played a
guiding role in how individuals thought, felt anderacted with one another. They
require a distinct methodology of their own, makimgny historians uneasy to move
away from the safe haven of written texts intouh&nown realm of inanimate
objects. Material culture studies utilise a numiifedistinctive approaches, which
Giorgio Riello has termed ‘Histofyom things’, ‘Historyof things’ and ‘Historyand
things.*®* Bernard Herman also creates a divide betweendobjentred’ and
‘object-driven’ projects>® Herman'’s ‘object-centred’ projects have recentgip
subdivided by Karen Harvey into projects focusimgloe physical qualities of

objects and those utilising art historical methtmlexplore ‘the emotional or

130 For further discussion of the ‘middling sort’ S8kapter 7, pp. 240-1.

131 Jonathan Barry, ‘Introduction’ idlemand Christopher Brooks (ed3he Middling Sort of People:
Culture, Society and Politics in England, 1550-1806ndon, 1994)pp. 12-23.

%2 Margaret R. HuntThe Middling Sort: Commerce, Gender, and the Familgngland, 1680-1780
(London, 1996), p. 15.

133 Barry, ‘Introduction’, p. 2.

154 Giorgio Riello, ‘Things that Shape History: MamdrCulture and Historical Narratives’ in Harvey,
History and Material Culturepp. 25-6.

1% Herman also terms these ‘material culture’ andtémial life.” See Bernard L. Hermafihe Stolen
House(London, 1992), pp. 3-4.
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psychological dimensions of material cultut® This is exemplified by the work of
Jules David Prown, who advocates a model procedbhngdescriptionof an
artefact tadeductionof the interaction between object and perceiverfarally
speculatiorof questions leading from an object to externadence™’ Prown’s
research owes much to the systematic model ofaattefudy proposed by Edward
McClung Fleming in 1974, which was developed in¢batext of the early
American decorative arts. It breaks down the bpiperties of artefacts into five
broad categories, which each lead to four sepéree of enquiry. These properties
are its history (when and where it was made, foowtand why), material (what it is
made of), construction (its manufacture and workshgr), design (its structure,
form, style, ornament and iconography), and fumc{iotended and unintended uses

of the object)>®

Continuing with Herman’s bi-partite model, this sieeadopts an ‘object-
driven’ approach by utilizing ‘the evidence of nraéculture (including
documentary accounts of objects) to reconstructitedpret contextual
circumstance'®® More specifically, it uses material objects frormute eye
miniatures to robust pine cabinets as evidencerofintic love, courting practices,
social relationships and gender identities. Norde#se this is not mutually exclusive
from the work of Prown and McClung Fleming, contimito consider the creation,

cost, use and iconography of particular itéfiis.

This thesis draws upon the established methodedagfi material culture to
interpret a range of artefacts stored in a numbdifierent archives and museums.
As material culture specialists will recognise,filaé work is bringing relevant
items together from a vast array of different lomas. Museum collections consulted
while writing this thesis include sources at thendhgham Museum, British
Museum, Fitzwilliam Museum, Foundling Museum, HaishMuseum, London
Museum of Optometry, Museum of London, National Arviuseum, National

Maritime Museum, Royal Collection, Victoria and &ltb Museum, Walker Gallery

%6 Harvey, ‘Introduction’, p. 2.

157 3D Prown, ‘Mind in Matter: An Introduction to Matal Culture Theory and MethodWinterthur
Portfolio, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Spring, 1982), pp. 7-10.

138 E_McClung Fleming, ‘Artifact Study: A Proposed W&l’, Winterthur Portfolio,Vol. 9 (1974), p.
156.

139 Herman,Stolen House. 4.

180 McClung Fleming-Artifact Study’, pp. 156-7.
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and Wellcome Collection in the United Kingdom. Sms abroad were located in
the Metropolitan Museum of Art and Frick CollectionNew York, Lewis Walpole
Library in Connecticut, and Winterthur Museum anbrary in Delaware.

Additional items were sourced from country houseshsas Fairfax House in York.

Certain objects such as the eye miniature in Figbrand pine cabinet in
Figure 30 were selected for their outstanding snaéinship. Others such as the hair-
work bracelet in Figure 13 exemplify a particulgpe of object, with the coins in
Figures 17 and 18 displaying the most coarse aoéptionally skilled engraving
respectively. Items such as the chairs in Figuaiee@he sole surviving object of their
kind. The ribbons bequeathed to foundlings in Feguf-9 were chosen as their
storage inside billet books has prevented theravibhues from fading. Taken
together, this diverse collection of objects feasuiextiles (ribbons and waistcoats),
jewellery (hair-work bracelets, portrait miniatuieasd eye miniatures) furniture
(walnut chairs and pine cabinets), printed matépakzles, Valentine’s cards,
ballads, paintings and prints) and ephemera (eedrasins and moulded glass

signets).

The structure of the thematic chapters is as fald@hapter Two analyses
the materiality of love by studying the gifts whicburting couples gave to one
another. These are divided into four broad categofood, textiles, the body,
reading and writing. Significantly, it re-insert®men into histories of gift-
exchange, collating information from a wide ran§esaurces including letters,
ballads, novels, prints, court records and muse@wyéringing the category of
material culture to bear on courtship, it loca@santic relationships firmly within

the physical world.

Chapters Three and Four analyse love lettersemrduring courtship and
adultery. The former studies the emotional expegsrof love letters using a
detailed analysis of seven courtships. It consittesoutines of writing and
delivering love letters, arguing that this was asjtpublic process. The chapter
isolates the dominant traits of male and femalteisgt chiefly male sincerity and
female virtue, modesty, self doubt and often rebgy. It emphasises the
materiality of love letters, including their toudegl and smell. Chapter Four
approaches adulterous letters as a separate geterenthed by their own
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conventions. These include a heightened emphasis@ecy, jealousy, and the
continual worry of discovery. It also considers tise of material objects to summon

lovers, sustain an affair, and conceal illicitéest

Chapter Five analyses how the language of rom&ntewas shaped by
three overarching discourses; religious doctripbgsical and medical notions of
love, and literary tropes. These range through@tioty from Galen’s humoural
system to comparatively modern ideas describingetleetricity’ of attraction.
Crucially, it argues that notions of love were heittranshistorical nor unchanging,

but evolved over time.

Chapters Six and Seven focus on the darker sidewtship, considering
what happened when love went awry. Chapter Sixrasglthe cultural influence of
archetypal heroines such as Armida, Queen DidoQCpitelia. By using evidence
from eight troubled relationships, it unravels amced language of romantic
breakdown. It also brings new questions to beauathe full range of emotions
which were felt by men and women. Finally, Chaj@even analyses the legal
dimensions of romantic breakdown using eighty-omeabh of promise cases under
the common law. These reveal how men and womemtipation in cases changed
in accordance with prevailing gender norms. Theptdreonce again emphasises the
material dimensions of courtship, as plaintiffsdiaeselect number of emotionally

invested objects in order to win their cases.

The thesis concludes by considering the uniqughits offered by studying
material culture, using the shared features of letters to create a more nuanced
definition of the genre. It evaluates the publid @nivate dimensions of romantic
relationships, exploring how masculinity and femity were redefined concurrently
over the century. Ultimately, this thesis will demstrate how formulations of
romantic love evolved over time, locating preméudtad extramarital relationships

firmly within the material world.
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Chapter Two

‘Many hearts did | see exchanged for fairings of chrry colour'd ribbon:’ *

Courting Couples and the Material Expression of Aféction

When the Harrow-educated army ensign Robert G4ré94-1869) began
wooing the granddaughter of the Duke of Portlandr@ite Bentinck (1789-1819)
in 1811, he charmed her with a variety of exotletts acquired during his time
abroad. While serving in Spain and Portugal dutiegPeninsular Campaign he sent
her an almanac and ‘a little box of trifles’ incing some buttons, two bottles of
jasmine and the ‘neatest & most genteel’ ring hddéind of Portuguese
manufacture. He was disappointed with the ‘siliggt ‘every thing they make being
so vulgar’ and was frustrated at not being ablinid the sheet music and Spanish
castanets she desired. Charlotte responded toeketie presents with domestic
gifts, sending him some violets, an English flowenoting virtue and faithfulne$s,
and a handmade purse and white hair-work handledfrtthdemonstrate her esteem
and domestic skif.

The study of gifts exchanged by courting coupdeseaintral to our
understanding of the material culture of love, asrtship was a key ‘transitional
moment’ in the life-cycle marked by the transmissid objects’ Material objects
determined how people related to one another byigirg a key means of
conceptualising and processing their emotions. HEisy played a vital role in
preserving the identity of the giver, acting asraportant site of memory for the

recipient. As Ulinka Rublack has recently argued,

[Hlumans create a sense of being not only in w@hatd other people, work,
nature, space, or religion, but through creativeharge with the material

world. Objects impart their qualities (say colownir texture) to us and we

! Elizabeth Montagu to Margaret Cavendish, Duché$dland,c. 1740, MSS MO 295, Huntington
Library, California (subsequently HLC).

2*A lover had, fond as the kissing breeze / Thabsvim spring the purple violet; / Faithful as holy
truth; and as sincere’ in John BidlaHéne sea: a poem. In two bodk®ndon, 1796), p. 54.

% Correspondence of Robert Garrett and CharlottéiBen R/U888/C11/1-62, EKACViolets were
also sent from the gentlewoman Isabella Carr ta&ines Lowther, in Chapter 4, p. 151.

* Leora Auslander, ‘Beyond Word#\merican Historical Review/ol. 110, No. 4 (October, 2005),
pp. 1015-45.
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relate to them emotionally and think that they eseint our tastes, values,

wishes, and spirituality, our connection with othand to our past.

The study of material culture therefore providestdrians with a way to access the
emotional lives, subjectivity and identity of indivals in history. Interpreting the
silent language of objects requires its own methaglg as outlined in Chapter
One? Items were not selected as romantic gifts at randmt formed part of a
creative process where lovers chose particular sjimbbjects and often went on to
personalise them through engravings and embroi@rgh objects could then be

touched, smelled and gazed upon to encourage tetogenent of love.

The past five years have seen increasing numbdistorians reaching
beyond disciplinary boundaries to collaborate wiseums and curators. These
include Mark Laird and Alicia Weisberg-Roberts’ tedi volumeMrs. Delany and
Her Circle (2009) in conjunction with the John Soane Museuth¥ale Centre for
British Art, Sue Prichard’s Victoria and Albert Matam publicatiorQuilts 1700-
2010: Hidden Histories, Untold Stori¢2010) and John StyleFhreads of Feeling:
The London Foundling Hospital’'s Textile Tokens,®71470(2010) in association
with the Foundling Museum. In turn, museum obje@etsincreasingly becoming
accessible to researchers and catalogued by tir@lpeegion and maker onlirfe.
This chapter combines museum objects with a rahgeauscript and published
sources to recognise the agency of love tokensigaourtship, arguing that they
played a guiding role in determining how couplesutht, felt and interacted with

one another.

One of the principal ways in which artefacts meglgocial relations is
through gift-exchange, as objects possess emotasnakll as financial value for the
individuals who give and receive them. Anthropostgisuch as Marcel Mauss have
argued that objects possess personalities ofalgir and ‘have values which are

emotional as well as material; indeed in some ctsegalues are entirely emotional.

® Ulinka RublackDressing Up: Cultural Identity in Renaissance Ew¢Pxford, 2010), p. 3.

® See Chapter 1, pp. 49-51.

" Seehttp://www.threadsoffeeling.comirhe problems arising from digitising photograpfisbjects
to create a ‘flat’ perspective were discussed byddaFinn and John Styles at the British History in
the Long Eighteenth Century Seminar at the IngtiaftHistorical Research in London orMMay
2013. Sedttp://historyspot.org.uk/podcasts/british-histéopng-18th-century/material-culture-panel-
significance-things
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Our morality is not solely commercidl Mauss argues that the emotional value of
the gift lies in the motives for exchange, for fdkship or love, as ‘to give something
is to give a part of oneself...while to receive stimng is to receive a part of
someone’s spiritual essenéePierre Bourdieu adds the notion of timing to Mauss
model, as the exchange of gifts ‘is all a questibstyle’ based upohowit is given,
and whether it is given hastily, late, by surposavithheld'® Annette B. Weiner has
re-inserted women into studies of ‘primitive’ sd@s by arguing that the creation
and protection of ‘inalienable possessions’ suckaased cloth provided women
with ‘a domain of authority and power.’ ‘Inalienaibossessions’ contain many
similar qualities to love tokens; such objects ‘@nbued with the intrinsic and
ineffable identities of their owners which are pasy to give away.’ Ideally they are
kept from one generation to the nékWeiner’s work finds a parallel in this chapter
through women'’s creation of textile gifts to betolduty, virtue, affection and

ownership.

During the early modern period, gift-exchange @ete the foremost ritual
guiding couples from initial intimacy to matrimonihis in part explains why
scholars of the fifteenth to the seventeenth cesgurave dedicated assiduous
attention to the meaning of gifts, particularly quared to eighteenth-century
historians, who labour under the misapprehensiangift-giving was rendered
redundant by Hardwicke’s A¢t.In her leading study of gift-exchange during
courtship in sixteenth-century Kent, Diana O’Haea largued that the meaning of a
particular gift was determined by the object itsgf symbolic and economic value,
the occasion of giving, and the intentions of theeg™ In a society often dependent
upon non-literate forms of communication, the exgeof gifts was a crucial form
of language and an important socially recognisesiaza. Their purpose during

courtship was publicly to ‘conduct the parties tigb these vulnerable times’ from

® Mauss The Gift,p. 63.

° Ibid., p. 10.

19 pierre BourdieuQutline of a Theory of Practicé&rans. Richard Nice (London, 1977), p. 6.

' Annette B. Weinernalienable Possessions: The Paradox of KeepingaAGiving (Oxford,

1992), pp. 6, 151. On the gendered dimensionsafange also see Marilyn Strathefhe Gender of
the Gift: Problems with Women and Problems withi&gén MelanesigLondon, 1988).

12 On gift-exchange see Chapter 1, pp. 31-4.

13 O’Hara, Courtship and Constrainp. 57. On the changing symbolism of objects at® Juana
Green, ‘The Sempster’s Wares: Merchandising andWhay in The Fair Maid of the Exchange
(1607)’, Renaissance Quartetly/ol. 53, No. 4 (Winter, 2000), pp. 1084-118.
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its early stages to a formal betrothal, and finallyost-contractual period

culminating in a church weddirt§.

Before the Hardwicke Marriage Act came into fooce28" March 1754, the
public exchange of gifts signified to the commuriftgit a couple was officially
engaging in courtship. Gifts acted as an embodimeobuples’ intentions, giving
spurned lovers cause for breach of promise actrotige church or civil courts if
they felt they had been treated unjustly. As Crdssy/argued, the binding
commitment represented by tokens was hard to geymen and women refuting
contracts of marriage desperately tried to havis gitrospectively robbed of their
symbolism, arguing that they were merely giventaies’ or tokens of goodwilf?
Hardwicke’s Act changed the status of the gift &sgally-binding promise by ruling
that no suit could be brought in the church cotatsompel the performance of a
contractper verba de praesentr per verba de futuraConversely, marriage became
a clearly defined legal event which took placelimreh® Nevertheless, this did not
mean that practices of gift-exchange transformatiéssame extent or at the same
time in the community, where social ‘expectatiohsaurting behaviour’ were still
largely defined by earlier practices. Tokens suhrags and locks of hair continued
to signify a binding commitment and pledge of &®ts love, even though this
pledge could no longer be used to enforce a mariragourt. As Heather Smith has
rightly argued, just as today, men and women caetirnto demand security from

their relationships, ‘even though they were notessarily technically married?”

With this in mind, one central question for thiepter is the issue of
obligation— which gifts could women accept without being gbt to marry a man?
The hierarchy of objects is of fundamental impoceam determining which
particular items were weighted towards matrimortyisitan be answered in part by
asking at what stage in a relationship they wevergiwho they were given by, their
relative financial value, and whether they werehexged in public or private.

Samuel RichardsonBamela(1740) sheds some light on this issue, as a nuofber

* O’Hara, Courtship and Constrainpp. 63-4, 75.

!> See Chapter 7 and CresByrth, Marriage and Deathpp. 264-5.

8 See Chapter 1, p. 29.

" Heather Smith, ‘Women and Marriage in the Eightiee@entury: Evidence from the Church
Courts, 1730-1780PhD thesis, University of Bristol, 2000p. 18, 39.
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gifts were given to Pamela by her employer Mr. BeAthe death of his mother,

Pamela writes that,

he has given me a Suit of my late Lady’s Cloadingl half a Dozen of her
Shifts, and Six fine Handkerchiefs, and Three af@ambrick Aprons, and
Four Holland ones...You will be full of Fears, | ment now, of some Design
upon me, till I tell you, that he was with Mderviswhen he gave them me;
and he gave her a MdHic] of good things at the same Time, and bid her

wear them in Remembrance of her good Friend, my Liaig Mother®

It was considered acceptable for Pamela to keegethéts as they were given in the
presence of Mrs. Jervis, who also accepted giftsemory of their mistress.
However when Mr. B attempted to give Pamela additisGtems such as stockings
while they were alone in the intimate space ofdleset, she was ‘inwardly asham’d
to take the Stockens; for Mi3erviswas not there: If she had, it would have been
nothing. | believe | receiv’d them very awkwardly.In the second volume of the
novel, Pamela divested herself of all of Mr. B’#gbefore leaving his service.
These included ‘a great Parcel of Gold, and finea@ls[sic] and Rings, and an
Estate of | can’t tell what a Yea®Her concern to leave his gifts behind
demonstrates the power of objects in emotionalhginig two people together, and

the inherent obligation of accepting particulamtesuch as rings.

This chapter is divided into four sections, catesjog the objects studied
into thematic groups to illuminate the material,adéional and symbolic properties of
particular items. The recurrence of certain giftsves me to clearly challenge
Loreen Giese’s argument that the context of giviag more important than the
objects themselves. The first category, ‘Food’, considers the roleedfble gifts
such as gingerbread, cakes and oysters in expgas#ial romantic interest, and
later concern for a loved one. Secondly, ‘Textiksalyses the dichotomy between
‘fairings’ such as ribbons purchased by men andihmade gifts created by women.
In doing so it prioritises the role of embroideredns and symbolic colours in the

transmission of identity and emotion. Thirdly, ‘TBedy’ considers the role of

'8 Samuel Richardsoamela; or, Virtue Rewarde@xford, 1740; 2001)Vol. |, Letter 6, p. 18.
¥ bid., Vol. I, L7, p. 19.

D bid., Vol. Il, p. 236.

1 Giese Courtships, Marriage Customgp. 84, 130-43.
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garters, gloves, rings, hair and miniatures in @ag romantic relations, chiefly
through senses such as touch, smell and sightfolinéh category ‘Reading and
Writing’ studies the role of tokens agle-mémoirsn fuelling the creation of love

letters, alongside gifts such as books and sealxest

The chapter does not claim to provide an exhagistivdy of every single
object exchanged by lovers betwerd 730 and 1830; this would be impossible as
unusual gifts such as collars for a lady’s pug Wege deeply individual and unique
to particular couple®’ Instead, it seeks to unearth the significancetsfcsed
popular gifts. These were chosen as they demoedtrattypes of tokens available to
lovers of widely varying social backgrounds, framifty slices of gingerbread to
expensive pearl-framed eye miniatures. They aled §ight on key issues such as
the expression of emotion, identity and obligatismg material objects, and themes
such as gender difference, symbolism and changetiove, both within a single
relationship and over the century. The selectioalpécts is in part determined by
items chosen for display by museums, as well asuhaval of particular goods.
Certain objects commonly cited as love tokens wetenentioned by the couples
studied in Appendix One. These include bobbingjstsks, love spoons, fans, scent
bottles, sheet music, musical instruments, Valefgi€ards and works of art.
Objects were collated from a wide range of musewarmthives and galleries, plus
textual representations of gifts in poetry, somgsjels, letters and diaries, allowing

me to fully recreate the emotional and materialatisions of exchange.

The first part of this chapter focuses on the arge of food as a gift. Edible
courtship gifts have been overlooked by socialdniahs and material culture
specialists alike, as they were inevitably eatemsafter the moment of exchange.
However this does not mean that edible gifts didhave an important role to play
in engendering a romantic connection. They have Betected to begin this chapter
as smaller items such as gingerbread, cakes asdveu¢ frequently given from men
to women to express initial romantic interest, magkheir first foray into the

material world of courtship. In a letter to herd& bluestocking Elizabeth Carter

2 Mentioned in a letter from Mary Martin to Isaachd®ev, October 1771, A12691/39, Box 1, Vol.
I, Essex Record Office (subsequently ERO).
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(1717-1806) irc. 1740, Elizabeth Montagu (1718-1800) described iataghe
Northfleet fair in Kent with some friends. When ytarived,

every Phillis and corydon were at a fair in themawinder another booth for
the pleasure of bold british youths was admiralniderin gingerbread.
indeed he appear’d in many shapes there...| wigtdeacbncerned to see him
lying in passive gingerbread upon a stall with Sgfanuts, but the politicians
of our age are wonderful in reconciling the intésesf nations?>

Montagu'’s letter suggests that gingerbread waslwaleilable at fairs in towns,
which were frequented by large numbers of courtimgples** The entry for

‘fairing’ in the Oxford English Dictionaryecords that they could be bought at fairs
as early as 1574, where suitors purchased sweds$ sech as cakes, sweets and
gingerbread nut§ Large flat gingerbread cakes could also be bofrght mobile
sellers outside sites such as the Pantheon on @©8toeet, as displayed in the
engraving in Figure 3. The seller waves his prodndie air while shouting to
attract customers, presumably keeping his prodwasewin the covered mobile
cart?® Hot spiced gingerbread was a seasonal gift aewinése oblong cakes could
be purchased for a halfpenny in winter, sellersldigwitch to trading currant-filled
pastries such as Banbury cakes in the summer. Ttvejrice made them an ideal
gift for men to distribute among women who attrddteeir attention, while women

in turn could consume them without being under gmr@at obligation to the giver.

% Montagu to Cavendisle, 1740, MSS MO 295, HLC.

24 \When a committee debated holding a fair at Wand$wn 1771, the key booths they discussed
creating were for toys, ribbons and gingerbread2/@/&771/Mid/27-28, SHC. The rector Edward
Leathes praised the selection of cheap picklepaeskrves available at the Bury Fair on Octob&r 20
1782, BOL 2/58/2/21, 739 x 9, NRO.

%5 ‘Fairing, n.’, Oxford English Dictionary Online (subsequentlfEDO),
http://www.oed.com/viewdictionaryentry/Entry/677 19eather Smith has argued that fairs provided a
social arena for plebeian courtship, and were fanfoutheir debauchery. Sesem ‘Women and
Marriage’, p. 45.

%6 Songhooks recorded the cries of these sellers|ginaing, ‘Come boys and girls, men and maids;
widows and wives; / The best penny laid out, yoerespent in your lives.’ This song described a
whole world of gingerbread, where ‘in gingerbreadches, we've gingerbread lords, / And
gingerbread soldiers, with gingerbread swortike skylark. Being an elegant collection of the bes
and newest songs in the English languéigedon, 1800), pp. 210-12. The song was previously
published in 1790 and 1796.
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Hior SPICED GINGERBREALD

Fig. 3 — William Edwards after WM Craig, Hot spiced gingerbread
London, 1804, engraving, 20 x 27cm, Museum of Londp001132.

Later in a relationship, men could also send wofoed as a sign of their
deepening commitment. Between 1789 and 1790, thel@im Edward Peach sent a
number of delicious dishes to the widow Elizabe#iathes to demonstrate his
fondness for her. On 10th May 1790 he begged fotaeeeptance of Half Dozen
Pidgeons and a Brace of Cucumbers taken and suvihining which Mr Andrew
will be so kind as to convey to yoff.1n another letter he sent Elizabeth ‘two Fowls
& a Duck’, asking that ‘if it will not be unpleasand inconvenient to you | will
with the greatest pleasure and satisfaction to hgaetake of the Duck with you at
three o’ Clock.” The production of such large quizeg of game demonstrated
Edward’s wealth to Elizabeth, and his ability toyide for her in his desired role of
husband?® It portrayed him as an able sportsman, with ptitade for shooting

" Edward Peach to Elizabeth Leathes, Sundridge, M#y1790, BOL 2/140/2, NRO. For further
examples see letters from John Lovell to Sarah élamvhere he describes sending a basket of cakes
to try and soften the disapproval of her Aunt, Batiy 9" 1757, 161/102/2/10, Wiltshire and
Swindon Archives (subsequently WSA).

%8 |bid., Temple Coffee House, Thursday Morning, BOL 2/P4D/ Charles Pratt also dined at
Elizabeth Jeffreys’ house during their courtshigghwer mother preparing a pig for the family.
Jeffreys to Pratt, undated, U840/C9/9, Centre fentich Studies (subsequently CKS). In a similar
vein, Isaac Martin Rebow sent a ‘Bounty’ of ediglfts to Mary Martin during their courtship,
including wood pigeons and a fine cut of venisoriclshe used to host a ‘Grand Dinner’ for her
parents. However she was unsure whether to disthlesgift to his mother, as this would reveal their
correspondence and in turn their courtship, Jan8&snd 7" 1772, A12691/2-3, Box 1, Vol. Il

ERO.
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revealing his genteel pretensions. These edibie gio facilitated physical contact
between a couple by providing an excuse for thedirte together. Upon arriving at
Elizabeth’s house, Edward had the perfect oppdstuaidemonstrate his gentility,

delicacy and self-control at the dinner taffle.

Fig. 4 — Mother and daughter selling oysters from askets on their heads,
Plate 10 fromThe Twelve Cries of Londarnl760, 20 x 27cm, Museum of
London, 008704.

Fig. 5 — Thomas Rowlandson, Extract fronBSports of a Country Fair:

Part the SecondLondon, 1810, hand-coloured etching, plate mark£21 x
35.1cm, Lewis Walpole Library, Farmington, CT, 81010.05.02.

In a later gift sent in October 1790, Edward mdaedecision that ‘Shell
Fish in general being esteem’d very nutritiousoutht a Barrell of Oysters no ways
improper for you at this time; hope you have reedithem safe and gootf.Due to
their nutritious qualities, oysters allowed merm&monstrate their concern in
maintaining a woman'’s healthy dispositiirOysters could readily be purchased
from fishmongers, markets, fairs and street selbgslepicted in Figures 4 and 5.
While the mother and daughter in Figure 4 carrytergsin baskets on their heads,

29 On table manners and appetite see Stephen Mé@methe Civilizing of Appetite’ in Carole
Counihan and Penny Van Esterik (edsgod and Culture: A Read€ékondon, 2007)pp. 325-9 and
idem, All Manners of Food: Eating and Taste in Eamgl and France from the Middle Ages to the
Present(Oxford, 1985).

% peach to Leathes, Norwich, Octob&r1890, BOL 2/140/2/35, NRO. Edward also took higicel
a step further to recommend particular dishesEtiaabeth should eat, advising her ‘to have pad of
Neck of Mutton made into a Broth, & some not dooe tuch, that you may eat with a Turnip or
two’, Sundridge, October 171790, BOL 2/140/2/36.

31 Oysters had a long history as a medicinal fooahing back as far as the Romans, and were
variously assigned to healing invalids, treatingeiculosis, catarrh, stomach ache, anaemia, and
improving the complexion. See Drew Smi@yster: A World HistoryStroud, 2010), pp. 37-9.
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the couple in Figure 5 shuck oysters for revel&gra country fair. They were sent by
numerous suitors studied in this thesis, with Celdsaac Rebow of the East Essex
Militia sending a barrel to his sweetheart Mary Main 177232 In the spring of

1791, the cotton-trader Joseph Strutt sent Isabaliaglas several barrels of oysters
in an attempt to restore her to hedftin April he enquired whether they had been of

use, asking,

| have not heard lately whether your Oysters caagelarly & whether you
have enough of them — if they do not, or are natdgé. you still prefer
them, | desire | may know that | may order you semeediately from
London; remember you are no longer to treat me eetiemony on this

score’

Joseph’s request that Isabella treat him withoetémony’ foreshadows his role as
her husband, as he wished to provide repeatedagifteod to care for his future

wife. However Joseph was disappointed to receietter from Charlotte in May
complaining that they were no good, insisting ietéer to Isabella that ‘there is no
substitute for them equal to flesh meat & that glownot like — you mugtowever

eat all you can if you mean ever to be wélThese exchanges demonstrate how by
giving food as a gift, men could express concerritfeir sweethearts when they fell
ill, practising playing the role of caring spousEhey also illuminate how the nature
of food as a gift changed over the course of diogiship, changing from a

speculative opening gift to a symbol of a man’speeéng affection.

The second section of this chapter analyses ¢ejifils such as ribbons,
waistcoats, handkerchiefs and neckcloths. Judiibtegyifts such as cakes and
gingerbread were often purchased from fairs, rilsh@are popular ‘fairings’ given
from men to women in the early stages of courtdhifheir masculine character was

disseminated in ballads such as ‘Faint Heart nexer fair Lady’ €. 1682-92). It

%2 Martin to Rebow, February"61772, A12691/5, Box 1, Vol. I, ERO.

% have sent you a few Oysters part of a barrattvitame to us on Saturday — there are none fit to
eat in Derby — if yours do not come to morrow, eyt are not good, Charlotte who | trust will
continue to give me daily information of your héalvill | hope let me know.’ Strutt to Douglas,
Derby, March 18 1791, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/23, BCA.

*bid., April 17" 1791, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/24.

% bid., May 8" 1791, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/25.

% The use of textiles to attract a spouse is a énnrertinent issue beyond the realms of this chapte
See John Style3he Dress of the People: Everyday Fashion in Eightte-Century England

(London, 2007)pp. 310-14.
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advised bachelors that ribbons, rings and sweeatstigere the quickest way to a

woman’s heart:

Win her with Fairings and sweetening Treats,
Lasses are soonest o’ercome this way;
Ribbons and Rings will work most strange feats,

and bring you into favour and pl&y.

The ballad is typical in suggesting that gift-gigiwas solely a male ritual,
characterising female passivity as an obstacleto’lercome’ by ‘sweetening
treats’ offered by the male seducer. The activiviethe masculine wooer are
depicted in the fine needlepoint embroidery adayriour walnut chairs created by
the British cabinetmaker Giles Grendey (1693-178@) 1725 (Fig. 6). They depict
the four stages of courtship, where at each stegeoman sits beneath a tree,
judging her suitor while he reads her poetry, dress fashionable clothing and
plays the flute in order to woo her. The same dioiny between female passivity
and male seduction is described in letters betweaehelors, which characterise
courtship as an exhilarating sport and a testeif thck and skil®® Such sources
actively downplay the role of women during counshinstead emphasising the

inherent opportunities it provided for masculingtgs and display.

37 *Faint Heart never won fair Lady: Or, Good AdviceBatchelors How to Court and Obtain a
Young Lass’c. 1682-92, Pepys Ballads 3.21, English BroadsideaBalrchive (subsequently
EBBA).

¥ vickery, Gentleman’s Daughtep. 56. Also see Faramerz Dabhoiwalhe Origins of Sex: A
History of the First Sexual Revolutidébondon, 2013)pp. 186-7.
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Stage 1 Stage 3

First Physical

meeting. Intimacy

A suitor

introduces

himself

Stage 2 Stage 4

Wooing Formal

with music proposal,

and exchange

fashionable of ring

clothes and
purchase
of home

Fig. 6 — Giles Grendey, walnut chairs with needlepot depiction of the
four stages of courtship, Londongc. 1725, seat 46¢cm (D) x 55cm (W
front) x 48cm (W back), chair 105cm (H), by permis®n of Fairfax
House, York.

Ribbons provided an important means of publicigingew relationship, as
they were highly visible and could be used to pehair, decorate hats and hang
mementoes around individuals’ necks. The brightspm of colours is displayed in
a selection of ribbons left with infants at the don Foundling Hospital, where
mothers brought along colourful fabrics to identifigir children in case they were
ever in a position to return. In the absence akan, a piece of the child or mother’s
clothing was cut by clerks. When a female infans wemitted on'® December
1743, clerks cut a bunch of vibrant yellow, bluesen and pink ribbons to identify
her (Fig. 9). Fifteen years later on"™.une 1758, an infant girl was admitted with a
broad pink ribbon left as a token, decorated witteg squares and a brown stripe
(Fig. 7)3° Other more plain designs such as the blue ribefiaé a token in Figure
8 could be decorated with attractive scalloped &dThe display of ribbons in
courting women'’s hair was described in songs aeRah, where ‘Colin meets
Dolly, and they hold a dialogue together; he gikesa fairing to put in her hair, and

she presents him with a nose-gay; and then theggggher to church'® Elizabeth

% This particular design was also left with foundlimo. 10,315 on*iNovember 1758, in a slightly
different colour palette of pink and brown, A/FH8AL/115, London Metropolitan Archives
(subsequently LMA).

% Oliver Goldsmith;The Vicar of WakefielLondon, 1766; 1823), p. 292.
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Montagu witnessed numerous suitors purchasing nibliar their sweethearts at the
Northfleet fair inc. 1740, noting ‘many hearts did | see exchangeddaiinggs of
cherry colour'd ribbon® They could also be purchased from street seterfspm
haberdashers and milliners which attracted custenmgng elaborate window
displays and trade cards advertising ‘All sort§aghionable Ribbon§?

Ribbons were a characteristically feminine itegmbolising the frivolity of
female consumers; in 1749 the heiress Elizabetheysfplayfully reminded her
suitor Charles Pratt of his maxim that ‘my own Brais Fill'd with Ribbons,
Flowers, Stomachers, &c — for adorning my own Per§bThey were first used as
gender markers in infancy, with 84% of ribbonsleyitlerks or brought as tokens to
the Foundling Hospital left with young girls. Treaggests that both mothers and
clerks considered them to be symbolically fenfalRibbons allowed servant girls to
follow rapidly changing fashions, and accessonghsas handkerchiefs, neckcloths,
aprons, caps and ribbons constituted their seangedst category of expenditure
after garments. Whilst silk gowns remained the prow of elites, smaller items such
as silk ribbons made costly fabrics accessibl&égpor’® The availability of silk
ribbons to poorer couples highlights the appedhefmaterial properties of these
items, as their smooth texture would have seemadtplarly luxurious to
individuals used to wearing coarser worsted orocotéxtiles. Old Bailey
depositions reveal the cost of ribbons, as thedbog Ann Roch was sent on
errands for her mistress such as buying two yafrtisree-penny ribbon fords in
1768, while pink silk ribbons were worth aroundpsrce a yard in 1786.Ribbons
in silk, satin, and taffeta were particularly expee, and ‘Taffety Ribbon’ was sold

for around a shilling a yard in 1762.

“ Montagu to Cavendisle, 1740, MSS MO 295, HLC.

“2 Draft trade card of Matthew Pearson, haberdash@owent Garden, 1774, Heal 70.109, British
Museum (subsequently BM). Also see ribbon samptikbn 1826-84, 65 x 696, watermark ‘J.
Green & Son, 1826," Winterthur Museum and Librayk{sequently WLD).

43 Jeffreys to Pratt, March 120749, U840/C9/27, CKS. The frivolous display dfdns led groups
such as Quakers and Methodists to condemn thgieftfluous’ use and discourage attendance at
fairs. See Stylefress of the Peopl@. 318.

“4 Based on a study of 18 billet books between 1711460, containing on average 100 children per
book: A/FH/A/9/1/1, 4, 6, 8, 20, 21, 30, 40, 50, 80, 80, 90, 100, 112, 115, 140, 141, LMA.

“5 Styles,Dress of the Peop|ep. 284-6, 358.

“6 Trial of Bartholomew Fanton for highway robberif, Becember 1768, t17681207-57, Charlotte
Ware and Mary Wright for shoplifting, '3eptember 1780, t17800913-82, Old Bailey Online
(subsequently OBO).

" Trial of Sarah Morrison for grand larceny,"@ctober 1702, t17021014-2, OBO.
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The meaning of tokens such as ribbons was inteddify small unbreakable
‘love knots’ symbolising the everlasting bond betwéwo people. These were often
made in ribbons left with foundlings, representamgunbreakable bond which could
not be diminished by the mother’s absence. Theesarecorded example of a ‘loue-
knott’ possessing mythical powers in maintaining@antic union was in William
Langland’sPiers Plowmar(1387)* It retained this mythical status as an
emotionally charged gesture of love in the eightieeentury, where love knots were
thought to intensify the meaning of any gift whighs malleable enough to tie into a
knot. In 1756, Samuel Johnson defined a ‘lovekast’A complicated figure, by
which affection interchanged is figured’, symboigithe transmission of affection
from one individual to anothé&?.‘True lovers knots’ resembling a figure of eight
remained a popular motif in jewellery from the lagventeenth century onwards,
representing ‘a bond that could only be undonesatfal °°

e e

Fig. 7 — Pink and brown ribbon left as a token forfoundling no. 8,857, a
female infant admitted on 18" June 1758, London Metropolitan
Archives, A/FH/A/9/1/115.

Fig. 8 — Blue ribbon with scalloped edge left astaken for foundling no.
7,846, a female infant named Jane, on $4viarch 1758, London
Metropolitan Archives, A/FH/A/9/1/90.

Fig. 9 — A bunch of yellow, blue green and pink diribbons cut by clerks
to identify foundling no. 170, a female infant adntted on 9" December
1743, London Metropolitan Archives, A/FH/A/9/1/3.

“8«_ove-knot,n.’, OEDO, http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/110583?redirected Frdoreknot

9 Samuel Johnsow Dictionary of the English Languaggecond editiofLondon, 1756)Vol. Il, p.
71.

%0 Clare PhillipsJewels & JewelleryLondon, 2008), p. 52.
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Colour also played a significant role in the tramssion of affection, with the
emotive power of blue granting it particular auihoin the expression of romantic
love. It was psychologically symbolic of the Virgitary, divine contemplation,
piety and sincerity. The Roman God Jupiter was@atadl with the blue of the
heavens, and also the pure colour whithese associations were inherited from
medieval Europe, where blue was exempt from theridisnatory colours used to
distinguish prostitutes, lepers and Jews, and \whsld by Calvinists as one of the
colours of naturé? The eighteenth century saw the emergence of Isitlesacolour
of romance and melancholy, with the protagonistité Sorrows of Young Werther
(1774) wearing a blue coat the first time he daneitd Charlotte, making such a
strong emotional connection that he ‘could not adgsvear it any longer’ after they
met>® In 1779, an exemplary letter from a sailor todvisetheart iThe
Accomplished Letter-Writgrined, ‘I constantly dream of my de@eggy.| wear my
Half-Bit of Gold always at my Heart, tied to a blRébon round my Neck; for True
Blue, my dearest Love, is a Colour of Colours to Waere, my dearest, do you put

2% The sailor’s choice of colour was part of a losgaciation between blue

yours
and romance, which continued in paintings suchesrge Morland’'slohnny Going

to the Fair(Fig. 10) and the song ‘O Dear What Can the Md&&sr

O Dear! what can the matter be,
O! what can the matter be,

Johnny’s so long at the fair:

He promis’d he'd buy me a fairing should please me,
And then for a kiss, O! he vowed he would teaze me,
He promis’d he’'d bring me a bunch of blue ribbons,

To tie up my bonny brown hair.

*1 John Ayto Brewer’s Dictionary of Phrase & Fablsgventeenth edition (London, 2007), pp. 298,
756.

*2 Michel PastoureaBlue: the History of a ColoufOxford, 2001), pp. 87, 92-3, 106-110.

53 Johann Wolfgang von GoettEhe Sorrows of Young Werth&eptember 81772, Book 2trans.
Victor Langein David E. Wellbery (ed.soethe:The Collected Work&/ol. 11 (Chichester, 1774;
1995), p. 56.

**The accomplished letter-writer; or, universal capenden{London, 1779), p. 128.

% Chorus and first verse of ‘O Dear, What Can thététaBe!’, For 1794. The Apollo: being an
elegant selection of approved modern songs, byttt esteemed write(Bath, 1794), pp. 210-11. It
has been suggested that there were also varians fof the rhyme in existence before the 1780s.
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Shades of blue changed according to economic shittis locally-grown blue
woad dyes gradually replaced with deeper and damkiggo blues. Indigo was
shipped with increasing frequency from the Americalonies in the second half

of the century, especially South Carolffia.

Fig. 10 — George Morland Johnny Going to the Fair Great Britain, late
eighteenth century, oil on canvas, 45.7cm (H) x 3tm (W), Victoria and
Albert Museum, London, 541-1882.

Nonetheless the pink, green, yellow and brownaitshdisplayed in Figures
7-9 demonstrate that blue was not unrivalled astfaur of love. Eighteenth-
century textiles came in a rainbow of colours, tedaising natural dyes such as
fruit, bark and wood from alder, chestnut, oak aathut trees (for grey, black and
brown), or cochineal and madder (for scarlet andkd&yred)>’ Different colours
were selected for their symbolic properties; gre@s the colour of Venus, the
goddess of beauty and sensual love, and symbdhgadgladness, immortality
and the resurrection of the just. Yellow was thiwagoof Apollo and the sun, with

*% pastoureatBlue, pp. 125-30.

" *Anil’ was first discovered in 1760 when Jean l8e(1685-1765) distilled indigo in the presence of
quicklime. However he did not understand its sigaifice for dyeing. While ‘Prussian Blue’ was
discovered by the paintmaker Heinrich Diesbacth@1700s, synthetic dyes did not become widely
used for textiles until the mid-nineteenth centi8ge R. Chencinekjadder Red: A History of

Luxury and TradéRichmond, 2000), pp. 55-6 and JH Hofenk de Grddfé Colourful Past:

Origins, Chemistry and Identification of Natural &stuffs(London, 2004).
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Saint Peter wearing golden yellow robes. Howevesass also the colour of Judas
Iscariot, and was used as a discriminatory shadarnmptuary laws® Colours also
possessed strong nationalist connotations; in Deeei743, an article ‘On the
Ladies wearing Yellow’ inTheGentleman’s Magazineeported with alarm that
‘divers of them had, deliberately, and with Malmmepense, distinguished
themselves, by displaying in their Cloaths, Ribhdrans, Faces, &c. the
FOREIGN WESTPHALIAN YELLOW, in direct and open Vatiion, and
Contempt of the true BRITISH RED.” While yellow shwlised the Prussian
threat, honourable red derived from ‘tGaeekof my Countrywomen, and the

Fieldsof our slaughter'd Enemies®

While ‘fairings’ such as ribbons were commonlygivMrom men to women
early in a relationship, women could later recigtecusing handmade textile gifts
to demonstrate their domestic accomplishment. Dukd personalised nature of
these items, they would only have been given oreeiage was guaranteed. They
have been fundamentally overlooked by historiar®) thvave focussed persistently
on men’s gift-giving. As argued in Chapter One, l&lwvomen produced men’s
gifts in court in order to win their cases, it wag necessary for men to produce
women’s tokens in their defence, obscuring themmfte historical record. This
leads to the misleading conclusion that most wodiémot give tokens, and that

they were unimportant when they did.

However, studying romantic correspondences revkatsvomen also
crafted a number of handmade textile gifts to govéheir suitors. These were
produced by women of all social backgrounds, axtimmection between virtue and
needlework transcended social boundatidésandmade gifts were particularly

valued by men as they ‘demonstrated female duty’rapresented a significant

%8 Ayto, Brewer's Dictionaryp. 298. On the symbolism of colours in the domdstierior see

Vickery, Behind Closed Doorgp. 173-5, and for pink ribbons attacked as a sfghe ageing flirt,
Vickery, ‘Mutton Dressed as Lamb? Fashioning Ag&evorgian EnglandJournal of British Studies
(forthcoming, 2013).

**The Gentleman’s Magazinepl. 13, December 1743, pp. 658-9. The authoreisé mercers and
asked about demand for yellow, discovering thatwoman of taste asked ‘how he could take it into
his Head, that she would wear tfiating, shockingSASH COLOUR; and that many others had said,
None of your Yellowspy. 659.

%0 See James Fordyc®ermons to Young Woméermon VI, ‘On Female Virtue, With Domestic and
Elegant Accomplishments’ (London, 1766).



70

investment of a woman’s tinf@ Women writing love letters consistently
emphasised the time invested in embroidering giftsle men in turn praised their
dedication. The Bedfordshire gentleman Samuel Wwith 1| hoped that Elizabeth
Grey would drop all social commitments to commemalucing gifts for him. As
he wrote from Paris in May 1787, ‘Pray work me aseul think | see you, as soon
as you have read the letter looking for the sitkaim | too vain? No | do not think |
am. It will be ready by the time | get to Fallodavill it not?'®? His dutiful future

wife made sure that the purse was ready two mdates with Samuel writing to
thank her in July® However he was still not content, sending her sai¢e silk in
November and asking that “You will begin to workbecause | love to have You at
all Moments employed for m&*The London gentlewoman Mary Martin also
emphasised the time invested in creating giftsHerMP Isaac Rebow between 1767
and 1772. Seven months before their marriage inalgnMary described how she
had spent so long making a ‘tolerably Pretty’ waost that she was forced to cut
short her letters to him, worrying that 'y shapdl e so Old Fashion’d by next
summer, that it will not be fit for you to Wear’

As well as representing time invested in a mandh@ade gifts personified
the spirit of the giver, and had a woman'’s love mittered into their very fabri®®
Men repeatedly emphasised their emotional invedtimethese gifts; as Humphrey
Senhouse Il (1731-1813) wrote to his future witglrine Wood in September
1768, ‘your Handkerchief is safe, and highly valt®&dAfter receiving his purse
from Elizabeth Grey in 1787, Samuel Whitbread lbterthat ‘I am anxious to have
something more of your doing. let it be a Pocketkbor any thing be it but

something®® In response, she created a number of gifts inetueineckcloth and a

¢ vickery, Behind Closed Doorg. 240. Also see Eustace, ‘Love and Power’, p. 525.

%2 Samuel Whitbread Il to Elizabeth Grey, Paris, M&§ 1787, W1/6548, No. 3, Bedfordshire and
Luton Archives Service (subsequently BLARS).

%3 bid., Geneva, July'81787, No. 17, W1/6562.

* Ibid., London, November 271787, No. 5, W1/6586.

% Martin to Rebow, June 231772, A12691/16, Box 1, Vol. I, ERO. Mary had yirisly promised
on 16" June to continue with ‘y Performance of a fix'd Kawhich | have Vow'd to do every Dég
a Certain WaistcoqtA12691/14. On 7 July Mary used it to escape a trip to Knightsbeidth her
sister, ‘by pleading hard how very backwsit] | was in my Waistcoat’, A12691/19.

% Lisa M. Klein, ‘Your Humble Handmaid: Elizabeth@ifts of Needlework’ Renaissance
Quarterly,Vol. 50, No. 2 (Summer, 1997), p. 471.

" Humphrey Senhouse IIl to Catherine Wood, Septer2Bed 768, D/SEN 5/5/1/9/1/5, Cumbria
Record Office (subsequently CRO).

% Whitbread Il to Grey, Francfort, August®31787, W1/6574, No. 28, BLARS.
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waistcoat for him, which he praised as ‘prettierttyou can imaginé’® Elizabeth’s
efforts were worthwhile, as when worn in publicdbétems allowed women to
metaphorically and publicly claim men through thasess. In July 1791, Isabella
Douglas lamented that the Derbyshire cotton-trddseeph Strutt wore nothing

which she could work for him, as a public recogmitof their relationship. She
suggested that a neckcloth may be suitable, wigbplodismissing most examples as
‘so very general that being quite particular.. Véadeen compelled to lay them
aside.” The couple agreed that a personalised tabhkeould be a most suitable

gift, and that he would be delighted to receivasta pledge of your esteeff.’

Men could show appreciation for women'’s effortsrégiprocating with
further supplies for needlework. Samuel Whitbrdageht Elizabeth Grey two
tambour needles after receiving her waistcoat ineitber 17877 while Joseph
Strutt sent Isabella Douglas a new knotting maclsome tassels and silver rings as
a sign of his gratitude. In addition were ‘twentyeoyards of fine & beautiful
Callicoe’ which he presumed would be enough to nibkee gowns — two for
Isabella and one for her sister. He hoped they av@lil like them & long weafsic]
with health & pleasure’? The materials available would have varied accaydin
social rank, with elaborate silk garments restddtewealthy elites. They also
changed over time, with cotton textiles first imigar from India in the late
seventeenth century, before the domination of pat®n gowns in the final decades
of the eighteenth century, and the emergence adresipe white muslins for elite
women in the 1780s. When Joseph sent this calieogs to Isabella in 1792, she
would have valued the fabric for its superior abeéutiful’ appearancg.

Needlework gifts rewarded women for the hours dedad their suitors,

encouraging them to continue their efforts in ap&tion of marriage.

% bid., London, November 271787, January"41788.

O Described in letter from Strutt to Douglas, Brigit July 3 1791, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/2&CA.
"L Whitbread Il to Grey, London, November2¥787, W1/6588, No. 5, BLARS.

"2 Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Januar§l 8792, MS3101/C/E/4/8/30, BCA.

'3 Styles,Dress of the Peopl@p. 109-13, 126-7.
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Fig. 11 — Detail of men’s champagne ribbed silk waicoat embroidered
with roses, ribbons and sequins, 1775-85, Charleaget Wade
Collection, Snowshill Manor, National Trust Collecions Online,
1349012, © National Trust / Richard Blakey.

Fig. 12 — Detail of men’s cream silk tabby waistcaa@mbroidered with
acorns and oak leaves, 1780-90, Charles Paget Wddallection,
Snowshill Manor, National Trust Collections Online,1349025,

© National Trust / Richard Blakey.

The popularity of particular icons in embroidehaaged over time, with the
increase in botanical over Biblical scenes durhggighteenth centufy.Individual
flowers were selected by women as they typifiedipalar qualities such as love,
loss, luck, purity, fertility and femininity. In BA, The young ladies school of arts
advised ladies about the meaning of roses, withwthite being the emblem of
purity and love, and the red of beauty and gradeleathe lily was ‘an emblem of
purity and chastity; and the ensign of the bledgegin; also the ornament royal and
princely flower in the crown of King Solomon; repeating love with perfect
charity.” While it is almost impossible to locate surviviogurtship gifts without
identifying labels sewn into the garment, equivakamples reveal the popularity
of particular motifs. Figure 11 is a detail of bbed silk waistcoat created between
1775 and 1785, embroidered with garlands of pirslesanterspersed with twirling
ribbons. While red roses were described aboveabaslysing beauty and grace,
ribbons were widely viewed as courtship gifts. Bxpensive silk would have been

" popular figures in the seventeenth century inctheeVirtues, Senses, Elements, Seasons, and
brave Biblical women such as Esther and Deborat Rézsika Parkef,he Subversive Stitch:
Embroidery and the Making of the Feminifh®ndon, 1996) and Ruth Geuter, ‘Reconstructing the
Context of Seventeenth-century English FigurativaébEoideries’ in Donald and Hurcomb@ender
and Material Culture in Historical Perspectivpp. 97-111.

> Hannah Robertsoifhe young ladies school of aftéork, 1784), pp. 28-9.
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accessible to gentlewomen such as Mary Martin,enhié simple embroidery is
likely to have been undertaken at home rather ltyaa professional. The waistcoat
in Figure 12 is more elaborate, and is decoratdéd aorns and naturalistic oak
leaves. The symbolism of ‘insignificant’ acorns veaafted in fables where they
became ‘so large and stately a tree, with branchsach prodigious strengtf®’
Sewing acorns onto a waistcoat therefore wishedra strength and good health.
Oak leaves were also symbolic of monarchy, publigglaring the wearer’s political
allegiance’” They demonstrate the potential of embroideryotovey particular
emotional messages, constituting a materialisatfdave, identity and domestic
skill.

The third section of this chapter focuses on gédtated to the human body,
symbolising the impending physical union betweea pgople. Garters connect
these two categories as they were practical tegiite used to hold up a woman’s
stockings, but were also physically suggestivénefinside of her leg. The
bluestocking Elizabeth Montagu witnessed courtiogptes purchasing garters on
her visit to the Northfleet fair in. 1740, describing how ‘in one booth were nymphs
and swains buying garters with amorous poesiesesoty with the humble request,
“when these you see, remember me” others a poetnchimore familiar “be true to
me as I'm to thee.” The wearing of garters emblazoned with the message
‘remember me’ would have encouraged women to thifrtkeir suitors when
undressing, and associate them with the bare giedih their petticoats. These
erotic overtones made garters a particularly intenggft, which were used to keep
the memory of a relationship alive, subsuming thentity of giver and gift into a
single object?’ Many women would also have used the ribbons thegived as
fairings to tie their stockings below the knee,tomning to provide a source of erotic

identification with a lover.

® Fable XV, ‘The Atheist and the Acorn’ Dodsley’s select fables of Esop and other fabulists
(Dublin, 1763), p. 52.

" On the importance of clothing as a mark of allageat the royal court see Hannah Greig,
‘Dressing for Court: Sartorial Politics & FashiomeWs in the Age of Mary Delany’ in Mark Laird and
Alicia Weisberg-Roberts (eddVrs. Delany & Her Circlg(London, 2009), pp. 80-93, esp. 88-91.

8 Montagu to Cavendisle, 1740, MSS MO 295, HLC.

" For the ritual of ‘seizing the garters’ after tarriage ceremony see GillBor Better, For Worse,
pp. 63, 138.
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While garters were symbolic of a woman'’s leg, datiee gloves given from
men to women were suggestive of the ancient ratialinning a lady’s hand. The
symbolism of gloves arose from their associatiotin\wandfast (where betrothal was
completed by a handclasp) or the challenge of umidet®® Diana O’'Hara has
found that the glove was the most common textigharged during courtship in
sixteenth-century Canterbury, which was given 8¥8 out of a total of 403
transactiong’ Gloves could be purchased from haberdashersnenj fairs and
street-sellers who also sold gifts such as riblféairing his tour of Europe in
1787, Samuel Whitbread Il promised to send his Hvezet Elizabeth Grey ‘some
Gloves...for which Montpellier is famous, that ymay remember the Towf>A
lady’s hand was symbolic of her affections as alehwith Samuel desiring
Elizabeth to tell the whole world the ‘destinatioinyour Hand’ nine days before
their wedding in 1788 Similarly, Antony Hamond wrote to his sweetheagriyl
Ann Musters irc. 1828 that he would ‘get home on Thursday & on Mgnigape to
again kiss the hand of my pretendf®The glove was therefore a morally imbued
gift, undermining Giese’s argument that a toothpuduld be equally important if
given and received in a particular wiyin 1794, the protagonist of the poéines
Sent to a Young Lady, With a Pair of Gloves, owv8lentine’s Daysent his love

rival a glove to initiate a duel for the lady Delgemonstrating its symbolic power:

Brimful of anger, not of love,

The champion sends his foe a glove;
But I that have a double share

Of the soft passion — send a pir.

The most symbolically important gift adorning dya hand was the ring,
which served as a mark of ownership, and a visiieertisement of her engaged or
married statu&® These extraordinarily powerful tokens publicly annced a union

8 O'Hara, Courtship and Constrainp. 84.

8 bid., p. 69.

8 Therle HughesEnglish Domestic Needlework 1660-1866ndon, 1961), p. 208.

& Whitbread Il to Grey, Montpellier, July*31787, W1/6561, No. 16, BLARS.

®bid., London, January 171788, W1/6608, No. 25.

% Hamond to Musters, undated, 1828, HMN 5/95/1, NRO.

% Giese Courtships, Marriage Customgp. 84, 134-5.

8" The political farrago: being a miscellaneous asskge of epigrams and other jeux d’espirit
(London, 1794), Vol. Il, p. 48.

8 CressyBirth, Marriage and Deathp. 343.
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whether the wearer intended to or not, with rinigeig by adulterous lovers invoked
as evidence in suits for divorce by means of adufteBefore the Hardwicke
Marriage Act, the solemnity of ring-giving aloneutd signify the mutual consent
and contract of both parties, when endorsed by mestom®® Nonetheless, after
1754, rings continued to signify a public promisenarriage, even though contracts
per verba de praesentr per verba de futuravere no longer enforced by the church
courts. Before her marriage to Samuel Whitbread 11788, Elizabeth Grey wore a
ring he had given her as a public declaration eirtlove. As he asked in 1787, ‘pray
does the Pearl Ring maintain ifsic] rightful place. | trust it does™ At the highest
social level, noblemen such as John, first Earh8ee(1734-83) could afford to
lavish their future wives with expensive jewel-argted rings. Georgiana Poyntz
(1737-1814) described her tears and sighs antiogpats proposal during an
excursion to Wimbledon Park in 1755:

We both behav'd Vastly well & tho | was ready teedgn times with stifling
sighs & tears which were ready to burst | Put o€lasarfull aface as

possible.
However just before her coach was due to leavavsisepleased to report that,

he gave me aring for a keep sake it is a verytyPoete...in the Middle is a
ruby round that a row of small Brilliants & rouniabt another row of small
rubys There is a Motto round the ring & another td@ngraved upon the
Back part of the setting in small letters whiclhéw to no lady nor should |
have found it out my sefic] if | had not been shewn it The Motto round the
Ring is_ MonCoeuresttout a Toi the other is Gardee tien pourmoi.®?

Their impending marriage was publicly confirmedtbg exchange of the ring, with
the motto privately reassuring Georgiana that sttehis heart. It provided a

8 Cholmondeley vs. Cholmondelay" July 1736, DL/C/270, fol. 278 ar@ooke vs. Cookd d"

May 1757, DLJC/202, fol. 112, LMA.

0 O’Hara,Courtship and Constrainfy. 62. While eighteenth-century women wore weddings,

and often engagement rings from the mid-nineteeatiury, men did not begin wearing wedding
rings until the outbreak of the First World Watrthe twentieth century.

L Whitbread Il to Grey, London, December'3787, W1/6601, No. 18, BLARS. The pearl was
symbolic of natural perfection and the goddess ettuwas displaced by the diamond as the most
popular gem during the second half of the eighteeantury. See PointoByilliant Effects: A

Cultural History of Gem Stones and Jewell@irgndon, 2009), pp. 36, 86, 88-9, 107-24.

92 Georgiana Poyntz to Theodora Cowper, 1755, Althlfection, Add Mss. 75691/1, f. 122, BL.
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material point of contact between the couple dutiregr separation, with the Earl
making Georgiana ‘promise not to open it till | @t London ** Rings have
remained the central emblem of the betrothed coumtiéthe present day, showing
remarkable continuity in the face of legal and wat changes. English folk
traditions such as placing the wedding ring up@nftiurth finger of the left hand
have continued unchanged, deriving from the bdfiaf a ‘a certain vein...runs from

thence as far as the hedft.’

While gifts such as rings, garters and gloves weggestive of a woman’s
hands, fingers or legs, the exchange of hair akibindividuals to physically give
part of the body which would outlast their humared, as ‘bodily trace becomes
transcendent corporeality>’Hair was perceived as the eternal gift, whichdetea
symbol of immortal love and affection. The endurpayver of hair was perpetuated
in the poetry of John Donne (1572-1631), whereetkek of a ‘loving couple’ wear
a ‘bracelet of bright hair’ in their grav8 These symbolic properties made hair the
second item in addition to rings which guaranteedriage. This view was
disseminated in novels; in Auster8ense and Sensibili(¥811) Margaret
Dashwood was sure that Willoughby and Mariannel ‘in@l married very soon, for
he has got a lock of her hair...he took up herssessand cut off a long lock of hair,
for it was all tumbled down her back; and he kis$eand folded it up in a piece of
white paper, and put it into his pocket-bodklt was also repeatedly mentioned in
courtship letters. The Bedfordshire gentleman Saingtbread 1l sent several
instalments of hair to Elizabeth Grey in 1787, ingtthat ‘I send you the remaining

hair next letter, which will not be long comin§.He promised to stop his continual

% bid. In her following letter Georgiana described reasivia brooch: ‘Spencer has given me a very
pretty | don’'t know what to Call it to fasten myd®ig Dress Shirt with...the top is two doves a
Cooing & the Motto on the back part Imitoles enamiti€, undated, Add Mss. 75691/2. She took the
time to produce small coloured ink drawings of eatthese pieces, stitching the second onto her
letter with blue thread, demonstrating her emotigmaestment in them.

% CressyBirth, Marriage and Deathp. 342.

% Pointon, ‘Materializing Mourning’, p. 46.

% John Donne, ‘The Relic’ iA complete edition of the poets of Great Britain]. IV (London,

1792), p. 37. Hair was also used in Donne’s poehne ‘Funeral’ €. 1635),ibid., p. 36. Hair appeared
in eighteenth-century songs such as ‘The TokenMByDibdin’ where the sailor Jack carries a piece
of broken gold, braided hair and a snuffbox as nskef love from his sweetheafthe Hampshire
Syren: or, Songster’s Miscellai@outhampton, 1794), pp. 12-13.

 Austen,Sense and Sensibilifkondon, 1811; 2000), pp. 43-4. Also see passagédsakets
containing hair or made from plaited hair givera& tokens in Georgiana Cavendi¥he Sylph,

third edition (London, 1779), Vol. |, Letter IX, @01 and Vol. Il, Letter XXVII, pp. 42-3.

% Whitbread I to Grey, London, November29787, W1/6586, No. 3, BLARS.
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requests for her hair the following year, descgiow ‘The hair | have got safe &
thank You for...I will not desire any more hair rruite thin your flowing locks®®
This transaction was essential in enabling the leotapliterally keep a material
fragment of one another during their separationil®Hair used in mourning
jewellery was usually cut from the body of the dd@air exchanged as a love token

possessed a special efficacy as part of the livodty of the lover.

Fig. 13 — John Field Silhouette of an Unknown Manwatercolour on
ivory set in a bracelet of woven hairEngland, c. 1810, 3.2cm (H) x 2.1cm
(W), Victoria and Albert Museum, London, P.169-1922

Hair was regularly woven into braids and plaiteteate delicate hair-work
jewellery, with Elizabeth Leathes receiving a rwigh her suitor’s initials set in hair
in 1772, and Charlotte Mary Curwen receiving anothd 805 % It is likely that
most pieces were commissioned from professionalsjanuals of instruction did
not appear until the 1840s and 1858sSuch pieces allowed individuals to carry a
fragment of the absent lover on their own bodythmform of rings, lockets, pins
and watch chain¥®? The bracelet in Figure 13 is made from plaited, @issibly

taken from the man depicted in silhouette in theree Such silhouettes were

% bid., Bedwell Park, January"™41788, W1/6603, No. 20. Similar expressions wemespread, with
the Duke of Cumberland writing to Lady Grosvenorig their scandalous affair that ‘I then prayed
for youmy dearest love kiss¢sic] your dearest little Hairin The genuine copies of letters,3.

1% Reading to Leathes, October™2b6772, BOL 2/4/16, NRO, and Curwen to Cobb, Feristan
October 4 1805, EK/U1453/C287/8, Bundle A, EKAC.

191 This shift is not recognised in Pointdsrjlliant Effects,where she states that ‘Craft manuals were
published recommending how hair could be assemtdeded and delicately organised into weeping
willow trees and Prince of Wales feathers’ withlmaating them in a particular period, p. 304
Manuals include W. MartiriThe Hair Worker’'s ManualLondon,c. 1840s) and W. Halford and C.
Young,A Jewellers’ Book of Patterns in Hair Woflkondon,c. 1850).

1921n 1831, the author Maria Edgeworth (1768-184%cdbed a multiplicity of hair-work pieces
worn by a friend, including ‘a trefoil pin with haunt’s hair, and the sleeve-buttons with his moghe
and sister’s hair; and | have added a locket tgttarhis watch-chain, with a bit, very scarce, gf m
own hair.” Edgeworth to Harriet Edgeworth Butlera6" 1831, British and Irish Women'’s Letters
and Diaries Database (subsequently BIWLD).
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introduced in the 1770s as a cheaper alternatipefivait miniatures, making hair-
work tokens featuring portraits accessible to fesalthy individuals® The hair is
deliberately woven to emphasise the man in theregahd encourage its owner to
fondly indulge in memories of him. Upon first segihe bracelet, viewers may
initially assume that it is made from leather, lees ¢corporeal nature of his hair has
been ‘ingeniously disguised.” The concealment af Was a standard feature of
nineteenth-century jewellery, compared to severtkeeentury examples which were
‘readily recognisable as hait’* The overwhelming volume of hair-work tokens in
the early nineteenth century illustrates the sigfimportance of various objects in
stirring the emotions, while retaining the cenpralce of objects in the key rituals of

the life-cycle.

Miniature portraits allowed couples to carry theage of their beloved with
them, and gaze upon them to deepen their lovehédtailor's daughter Sarah Hurst
wrote of her suitor Henry Smith in 1759, ‘I oft gaan his lifeless imagé®
William Ward’s mezzotinfThe Pledge of Lovd788) depicts a fashionable
gentlewoman seated beneath a tree, holding a letter hand (Fig. 14). She is
completely absorbed in the process of lookingrairaature suspended on a ribbon

around her neck. The inscription reads,

The lovely Fair with rapture views
This token of their love
Then all her promises renews

And hopes he'll constant prove’

Individuals thus directed their romantic longingveods representations of loved
ones, demonstrating the cultural importance givegaizing at objects sent by lovers.
Certain gifts such as scent bottles were inscroigdl messages reading ‘Think of
Me’ to encourage individuals to gaze at tokens avthinking about their

193 phjlips,Jewelsp. 67.

194 pointon Brilliant Effects,p. 304.

1% Diary of Hurst, April & 1759, MS 3542, HM. On 3MVlay she also showed Henry’s picture to her
Uncle George. She looked forward to presenting ierith her own portrait, as ‘I fancy it woud

[sic] give him pleasure’, May 231759, MS 3542.

198 A similar example can be found in George Morlandi&zzotint ‘Appointment’ depicting a young
woman pointing to a watch in her hand, describethassoft Summons of her Love’, 1792, LWL,
792.07.00.01.
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relationship, whilst others were painted with pkesasuch as ‘Who opens This /
Must have a Kiss’ and ‘Esteem the Giver,” demonistgathe role of objects in
encouraging the development of intima€yMarius Kwint cites the pagan belief
that the souls of the dead remained trapped withjacts until someone they knew
came to deliver them. The sensations created bpgat objects thus allowed

lovers to access the ‘essence’ or ‘soul’ of theeat’$® Lovers were expected to gaze
at silhouettes and portraits at length while remeinlg their beloved’s physical
qualities, imagining the ‘rapture’ of being withetin, and renewing the ‘promises’
which brought them together.

THE PLEDGE OF LOVE

Fig. 14 — William Ward after George Morland, The Pledge of Love
London, 1788, mezzotint, 38 x 27.5¢cm, British Musen, London,
AN189747001, © The Trustees of the British Museum.

197 Georgian enamelled scent bottle with rustic loy&#65 - 1770, BI448, Georgian enamelled patch
box, 1800 — 1899, BI613, Georgian or Victorian gellenamel oval patch box, 1800-1899, BI613,
Georgian enamelled patch box, 1765 — 1785 BI60&¢HBCountry Living Museum.

198 Kwint, ‘Introduction’ inidem et a(eds.)Material Memoriesp. 2.
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Fig. 15 — AnonymousEye Miniature, England, c. 1790-1820, watercolour
on ivory with pearls and diamonds, Victoria and Albkert Museum,
London, P.56-1977.

The eye was consequently a vitally important pathe body in transmitting
feelings of love'®® As Ovid noted in hig\rt of Love ‘your eyes confess your mutual
fires; / (For eyes have tongues, and glances ¢sitels).*'° Courting couples
described their eyes as ‘betraying’ their true eomst, with the heiress Elizabeth
Jeffreys writing to her suitor Charles Pratt in &That ‘I cou’d not command my
Eyes from disclosing the trouble of my Heart, tleg, as you have told me often,
very tell tale.*** James Nelthorpe also wrote to Abigail Way (d. )#8at he was
charmed by ‘the sight of those Conquering Eyeq165 and believed that ‘my Eyes
have declared the real sentimeoitsny Heart.*'? This prioritising of the eye as the

central means of gauging love was embedded in rabteiture through the creation
of eye miniatures, which reproduced only an indinaills eye and sometimes an
eyebrow or tear, surrounded by precious stones asipiearls, diamonds or rubies
(Fig. 15). They allowed lovers to directly gazeoae another’s eyes, with the added
intrigue of preserving the subject’s anonymitynjag lovers with the secret of who
they were looking at. From the 1780s, eye miniggew in popularity as
fashionable love tokens for both men and womergaafy between 1790 and
1810, testifying to the fleeting fashions for certidems. Figure 15 is an eye
miniature by an anonymous British artist, set migold brooch. The eye cries tears

of diamonds, representing the sorrow of separatiath, the combination of

199 The notion of the all-seeing ‘eye of heaufsit] was first invoked by Spenser in 1590, and
repeated in Shakespearelamletin 1603. See ‘Eyey”, OEDO,
http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/67296?rskey=zr0OSiguti=1&isAdvanced=false

19 0vid, The Art of LovéLondon, 1813), p. 24.

111 jeffreys to Pratt, February 28748, U840/C9/11, CKS.

112 3ames Nelthorpe to Abigail Way, March 1765, SP¥2,/East Sussex Record Office
(subsequently ESRO). For a discussion of the angeand controlling function given to ‘seeing’ in
Western culture see Pointon, ‘Materializing Mougijrp. 53 and for gazing as a ‘socialized manner
of seeing’ Brilliant Effects,p. 298.
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diamonds and pearls proclaiming the purity of irts love*'® The eye does not
look directly at the viewer, but averts its gaaegggesting that the sitter was either
absorbed in their own emotions, or was too modestdre brazenly at the recipient.
It provides evidence of ‘the game of fixed and-selfiscious looking’ during
courtship, as suitors were obliged to ‘focus inigrand think deeply about the
object to grasp its true meanil§.By gazing intently and sending longing looks at

miniatures, the eye provided a way for love to etite body.

In addition to gazing at tokens, individuals plegdlly handled gifts sent by
lovers. French naturalists such as Georges-Lowkete Comte de Buffon (1707-
88) argued that the sense of touch was vital todmuexperience as it allowed
individuals to distinguish between themselves &rdautside world* Touch was
therefore crucial in fostering the developmentosfd, creating new forms of
behaviour among individuals who surrounded theneselvith romantic gifts. The
ritualised process of touching is satirised in ts@auikshank’s etchinghe
lllustrious Lover(Fig. 16). It ridicules the Duke of Cumberland, wkolates himself
with a chest full of ‘Keepsakes’ to celebrate laigd for Mrs. Powelt® His

distracted monologue describes how,

| talk in my sleep, in short | act the part of aoFe O the dear Plant. the dear
the ever dear Pink cotton — my Charmer, my dealesmt, my adored my
Celestial, | have Invoked Cupid, Mercury, Mars,ugat Venus, & all the

Deites to Santiofsic] our heaven born love.

The text prioritises the role of smell in the expece of love, with the Duke
declaring that ‘I shall adore the Papers the Ih& \tery grease of your hand, which

like a Dog | can by Instinct smell.” He holds a @tton ribbon belonging to Mrs.

13 0n the manifold connotations of diamonds and peseébid., pp. 43-4, 86-9, 107-24.

14 1bid., pp. 297-8 and “Surrounded with Brilliants,” p. 63

15 This was by recognising that ‘the presence obiljects is not necessary to the existence of our
sensations.’ If humans ‘are desirous of knowingselves, we must cultivate this sense, by which
alone we are enabled to form a dispassionate judgoomcerning our nature and condition.’
Georges-Louis Leclerc, Comte de BuffdNgtural history, general and particulaYol. Il

(Edinburgh, 1780), pp. 353-7. For the historiogsaphtouch see Elizabeth D. Harvey, ‘Introduction:
The “Sense of All Senses™ idem(ed.)Sensible Flesh: on Touch in Early Modern Culture
(Philadelphia, 2003), pp. 1-21.

18 For his earlier affair with Lord Grosvenor’s wiféenrietta see Chapter 4. Cruikshank’s etching is
also discussed in Chapter 3, p. 118.
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Powell to his mouth, using its scent to fuel histésies about hét’ The primacy of
the ribbon also underlines the Duke’s effeminasysilabons would usually have
been given as ‘fairings’ from men to women. The toegwardly masculine feature
of this ritual is his arousal, as the phallic watgrcan in his lap spouts water all over
the plant on the table, fuelling his erotic deske.pants, ‘O that lovely loose dress —
allways[sic] be loose...l shall never forget what | then sdiweinforces the haptic
power of objects in stirring loving thoughts, agtisis material sites of romantic

emotion**®

at of Gl 1D e than, o S
o e ellred, - ¢ mltonids e &«ﬁ@,_%}wwmm@,
s wisssts  dolomip o o Girity . Fl S rmetl e sy - S
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Fig. 16 — Isaac Cruikshank,The lllustrious Lover, or the D. of
Cumberland done oveiLondon, 1804, coloured etching with watercolour,
Wellcome Library, London, 12198i.

The immense value of love objects was said tambethat of holy relics
such as the four nails or ‘true cross’, as theyewevered as treasures by their
owners. Samuel Johnson conflated religious andaerlics in his definition of the

term in 1756, as ‘That which is kept in memory nbther, with a kind of religious

M7 Kwint has used Marcel Proustsle Recherche du Temps Pe(tluSearch of Lost Tin)éo argue
that touching and tasting objects fills individualgh a ‘precious essenceédem,‘Introduction’, p. 3

18 Similarly, Vickery has argued that love tokens eveeated as material proof of the kind thoughts
of others, prompting pleasant memories of the gavet the moment of giving. Sakem,

Gentleman’s Daughtep. 188.
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veneration*!® In 1791, a commentary of rituals surrounding heljquaries in
Mecca was published, including a silver case cairtgia black stone reported to
have fallen to earth with Adam. The reliquary wasceedingly respected, and
piously kissed by all devout pilgrims’, just astées and tokens were kissed as a
‘sacred Chalice’ by lover¥® While relics provided a bridge between heaven and
earth, love tokens acted as means of contact betalesent loved ones. Byron

recognised these parallels in his poEne Pledge of Lovia 1806:

This band, which bound thy yellow hair,
Is mine, sweet girl! thy pledge of love;
It claims my warmest, dearest care,

Like relics left of saints abové?

Engraved coins were often worn as magical amulefsdstitutes, who tied
them around their necks to protect them from daffgéthe use of coins to shield
against evil demonstrates how individuals imbugeéab with supernatural powers,
endeavouring to keep them in close contact withhthdy. ‘Love coins’ were carried
around in lovers’ pockets and brought out whendéwey felt the pang of separation
(Figs. 17 and 18). These were not coins as suctand-crafted portable tokens
given from men to women. It is possible that GedRgavling and Ann Maddison
both owned versions of the engraved halfpennyguifé 17, creating a material
point of connection between the couple. By featuthreir names on either side of
the coin, they created a tangible object to contiest lives for future posterity.
Such objects elucidate how the majority of tokeeserephemeral in nature, and
rarely had any financial worth beyond their emagiloproperties. They were created
by smoothing over one or both sides of a coppel{50) or bronzec( 1800)
halfpenny, and engraving or pin-pricking symbolsoaime blank face. While
amateur designs such as George and Ann’s coirguréil7 were probably executed

119 Johnsonpictionary, Vol. II, p. 512.

120:Al&i Ibn Abi Bakr, Burhan al-Da&in, al-Marghainan#he hedaya, or guide; a commentary on the
Mussulman lawgrans. Charles Hamilton (London, 1791), Vol. I)\yii, and John Keats to Fanny
Brawne, undated;. 1% March 1820, Letter XXII in Formar,etters of John Keatp, 65. Also see
Chapter 3, pp. 118-9.

121 Byron, The Pledge of Lovia The Poetical Love-Token. By the editor of the “Feirlyle-Not”
(London, 1850), p. 2.

122 5jr Arthur Griffiths, Parliamentary Committee Papers for 18@6Timothy Millett, ‘Leaden

Hearts’ inidemand Michele Fields (edsQonvict Love Tokens: the Leaden Hearts the Conlifis
Behind(Kent Town, 1998), p. 10.
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by lovers themselves, the majority were producegroyessionals, or in imitation of

professional work.

Fig. 17 — ‘Engraved Georgian Halfpenny Love TokenGeorge Rawling
1787 / Ann Maddison 17877, no. 908, Lockdales Aucin House, Auction
#72, Exonumia; Tokens & Medallions, May 31st 20009.

Fig. 18 — Copper halfpenny with inscription and a ailor holding a
woman'’s hand, late eighteenth century, 2.7cm (D), @Glational Maritime
Museum, Greenwich, London, MEC1666.

These pre-made gifts raise the question of whetkens produced by
craftsmen were any less heartfelt? While less tag certainly invested in their
creation, a suitor would still have selected hiofaed image, and could feasibly
have spent longer shopping than he would have darneng. Pre-made coins were
also more physically appealing due to the additiskal of their creator. This was
unguestionably the view of sailors and convictagported to Van Diemen’s Land,
who commissioned ‘Leaden Hearts’ upon convictioteave with their wives and
sweetheart$®® Such coins are dominated by the icon of the shiling into the
distance as the key emblem of maritime separaliohigure 18, a sailor and his
sweetheart bid farewell beneath a tree, the icdhefife-cycle, as the ship waits in
the background for him to depart. The inscriptiortioe reverse reads, ‘Faithful my
love / Sincere my heart / Shall never Rove / #ath us Part’ above two wounded
hearts pierced by arrows. The intricate craftsm@nshthe coin suggests that pre-
made objects retained the ability to convey poigreamotional messages despite not
being crafted by suitors themselves.

The final section of this chapter analyses the ablliterary and epistolary

gifts in creating an emotional and intellectualambetween two people. Certain

123\bid., p. 17.
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books were imbued with particular emotional messagégh Mary Wollstonecraft
sending William Godwin the final volume of Rousssalulie, ou la nouvelle
Héloise(1761) in July 1796. Mary’s romantic gift encouedgWilliam to ‘dwell on
your own feelings’ in his letters, much like thevebs hero Saint-Preux and his
predecessor Peter Abeldfd Four months later in November 1796 Mary requeated
comedy by her love-rival Elizabeth Inchbald (17521) as a ‘pretty mark of
attention...to rouse my torpid spirits, chez vodsThe request brazenly asserted her
dominance over William’s affections, compared twanan she had chided as ‘Mrs.
Perfection’ three months earli&f. Mary’s request to read the text at William’s
house (‘chez vous’) also demonstrates how book&ged the perfect excuse for
literate couples to spend time together. On New¢$dave 1796, Mary invited
William into her home to read George Farquhar's/{8-1707) Restoration play
The Constant Couple; or, A Trip to the Jubi{@@00)**’ Mary’s choice of play
reflects the teasing tone of her letters, with Baeg’s brazen heroine Lady Lurewell
pitting her five suitors against one another. Faguthe play together on the eve of
the New Year would have provided an intimate saenarwhich Mary and William
could spend time alone.

Books also allowed lovers to gauge one anothedstions to particular texts
and share their intellectual concetiSThe Derbyshire cotton-trad@oseph Strutt
regularly sent books to his sweetheart Isabellaglasuin an effort to improve her
intellectual capabilities before marriag¢e made sure to read books such as
Plutarch’sLives(1517) and Goldsmith’Blistory of Romé&1769) before sending
them to her, highlighting ‘a few sentiments thaaety meet my Ideas — | have
marked two, which all who think at all must surefyprove.**® The exchange of
personally marked books allowed Joseph to imprpes Isabella the ideas which
were most important to him. Joseph repeatedlystethe ‘serious’ importance of
improving her mind, making the purpose and oblmabf these gifts very clear:

124 \Wollstonecraft to Godwin, July™11796, No. 1, MS Abinger c40, fols. 1-2, Bodleiabrary
(subsequently BLO). For a further discussion ofribeel see Chapter 5, pp. 181-2.

125 bid., November 18 1796, No. 66, fols. 95-6.

126 |pid., August 291796, No. 5, fol. 9.

27 bid., December 311796, No. 86, fol. 126.

128 On books as gifts in sixteenth-century FranceZegaon DavisThe Gift esp. pp. 76-9.

129 strutt to Douglas, Derby, May"3.788, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/11, BCA. For a further exéergee
letters from Whitbread Il to Grey, where he advikedto ‘look at my Marks’, Bordeaux, June™6
1787, W1/6555, No. 10, BLARS.
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With respect to the books I shall only say that yallifind in them much
entertainment & if you please much instruction. Tiheprovement of your
mind at this time is of the most serious importang®u have every
advantage that time & opportunity can give yout &ill be your own fault
if you do not employ them to a useful purpose ras$tt& hope you will*°

The sending of books also allowed Joseph to shpwastifor Isabella’s intellectual
pretensions, providing common topics for them srdss=>* In 1786, she sent
Joseph her ‘favourite’ Plutarch (the fifth volumieLloveg and asked him to procure
the sixth when possible. She also described hetiogao controversial new texts
such as Thomas Paine’s sediti®ights of Mar(1791)andThoughts on the Peace
(1783), while retaining a deferential tone by adimgf that ‘my testimony can add
but little to the fame that author has so desegadtjuired.** Isabella was active in
the process of exchange, sending Joseph seveie bbber own while also
recommending others, helping to create a clos#iéntaal union before marriagé®
She was free to do so as books could also be egetidretween friends and family
members, and did not have the same status asairigsr, which publicly

announced that marriage was imminent.

Letters were not simply used to request and pthsarrival of particular
goods, but were written while physically touchimglamelling objects such as hair.
As Marius Kwint has noted, particular objects hdlpe ‘furnish recollection’ by
‘bringing back experiences which otherwise wouldéheemained dormant,
repressed or forgotten®* The couples studied in this thesis repeatedly imeed

gazing at or touching objects while reading andimgiletters. In 1759, the tailor’s

130 strutt to Douglas, Sandy Brooke, August'1789, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/18, BCA.

131 He promised that ‘any other book or any thing gtse want do not scruple one moment to ask me
for, if it can be procured you shall have it', Strio Douglas, Derby, November 16790, MS
3101/C/E/AI8/21.

32 Douglas to Strutt, Sandy Brooke, Decembé? 1891, MS 3101/C/E/5/16/9. Other books
promised by Joseph include a nelgtory of Francelsabella’s aim was to make progress ‘in
Historical reading, which | think is an indispenkatequisite, & if it is not commenced at an early
period it will be late before one can be well infead on the subject. | wish to proceed in it 'tiidve
a pretty clear Idea of all nations in general, &af own in particular.’

133 As she noted in 1791, ‘I have been reading anuattonf the Pelon Islands, a very interesting &
entertaining book, also an English translation afildnt’s travels into the interior parts of afric#
you should meet with this | will venture to recommdet to your perusal — the style is good, but the
chief thing | admire it for is the pleasing accoiirgives of the natives of that savage countrgn®y
Brooke, February 101791, MS 3101/C/E/5/16/6.

134 Kwint, ‘Introduction’, p. 2.
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daughter Sarah Hurst described writing ‘some vessdsoking at my DSmiths
picture.™ Others used tokens as a material embodiment aftibent writer. The
Justice of the Peace Anthony Hamond (1805-69) destthe process of reading
letters from Mary Ann Musters (1806-1900)dn 828: ‘If | am cold and wet | do
not open them [until I] am comfortably settled e tgreat chair I am writing in &
then | devour them, | am sure | shall wear out tietr Lock of hair If | stay much
longer from you}*® The extract suggests that Anthony handled Mary #hair
while reading her letters to create the sensahiahthe two were together, allowing
the tactile distance between them to be bridged.

Small ephemeral tokens such as signets also mettias embodiments of
the absent. They were used to set hot wax to geaisan’s letters, and were often
engraved with either a bust of the sender, théials, or pertinent symbolic
images:*” The images they selected allowed writers to corsegyething of their
personality in their missives, with seals giveriaa® tokens depicting carefully
chosen romantic scenes. Their specificity sugghstscertain seals may solely have
been used in the creation of love letters, helpanigrmulate a shared bond between
a couple. The seals in Figures 19 and 20 are mir@@n translucent glass
keepsakes which were compact, durable and lightwegmabling the owners to
carry them around in their pockets. They are oyediantic, depicting two hearts
above the ‘Altar of Love’ to signify a loving maage, and a faithful dog below the
messageToujours Fideleto represent the writer’s steadfast personalitgn&s
were practical and portable gifts which could bptkey individuals as part of larger
assortments of love tokens (see Fig. 16). Theyoria both the central role of
letter-writing in maintaining a romantic connectji@md the popularity of ephemeral
goods which could be carried around by couples.sEads used by celebrities were
of particular interest to the public, and in 17B8¥orning Heraldjovially reported
that ‘thePerditafrequently seals her letters to her intimate freemgth an

1% Diary of Hurst, September £6.759, MS 3542, HM.

136 Anthony Hamond to Mary Ann Musters, HMN 5/95/4dated c. 1828, NRO. He also described
how ‘I will read a chapter [of The Bible] say a pea for my dear Mary Ann kiss her dear lock of hair
and wish[sic] good night...and will also give her a little adviutet to fidget herself & to take a quiet
ride every day’, HMN 5/95/1.

137 A ‘seal’ was defined by Johnson as ‘A stamp engilavith a particular impression, which is fixed
upon the wax that closes letters, or affixed astirhony’,Dictionary, Vol. Il, p. 615. On engraved
seals and heart-shaped inkwells as romantic gifesghteenth-century France see Goodman,
Becoming a Womampp. 170-1, 181-4.
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impressiorof her ownbust’, which would have been ‘killed’ when melted in waas
the symbolof the beauty whom it represent&®Particular icons were therefore seen
to directly represent writers’ personalities, arefevdepicted on the reverse of an

envelope or letter in order to conjure fond menwadéthe writer.

Fig. 19 — Blue signet depicting the ‘Altar of Love’ possibly from
Birmingham, 1750-1850, moulded glass, 1.5cm (H) x3tm (W) x 0.4cm
(D), Birmingham Museums, 1998F571, © The BirminghanMuseums
Trust.

Fig. 20 — Purple signet with dog and inscription “TOUJOURS FIDELFE’,
possibly from Birmingham, 1750-1850, moulded glas4,7cm (H) x 1.3cm
(W) x 0.6cm (D), Birmingham Museums, 1934F103.10, €he
Birmingham Museums Trust.

To conclude, the practices of gift-exchange aremlys this chapter have
demonstrated that far from losing their importaatter Hardwicke’s Act in 1753,
love tokens continued to play a vital role in méidig.romantic relationships. They
were used as a means of publicity, to protect idd&ls from harm, stimulate
remembering of the absent, and hasten the develdprhentimacy. Gifts also
represented time, thought and care invested inedlone. The two key items
carrying the obligation of marriage were hair (Wiegtincorporated into jewellery or
a simple strand) and a ring. These items betokeradage in their own right,
undermining Giese’s prioritising of context abovgezt in rituals of exchangg®
The types of gift changed over the course of dicglahip, as smaller items such as
ribbons gave way to important symbolically weightdyglects. Transformations also
took place within particular categories of gifthaenstrated by the shift from men’s
gingerbread cakes as initial tokens to oysters Iata relationship. Women were

138 The Morning Herald and Daily Advertisevlay 24" 1783, Issue 802, British Newspaper Database
(subsequently BND).
139 Giese Courtships, Marriage Customgp. 84, 130-43.
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only permitted to participate in the economy oftship during its final stages,
producing items such as embroidered handkerchiefsvaistcoats to demonstrate
their virtue and domestic skill. Nonetheless, itesush as books could be sent
freely, as they were not personalised to the sageee¢ and in no way obliged a

woman to marry the recipient.

Further gender dichotomies exist in the typesifbiggzen, as while men
purchased items such as rings from craftsmen, gjifen by women remained
steadfastly handmade. These items often hadfiitcial value, and were of
greater symbolic than material worth. They exegédalsting influence upon the
development of a relationship through the way incwhhey were handled, gazed at
and obsessed over by lovers. In this way, the exgdhaf gifts introduced new ways
of behaving for courting couples, as their behavieas mediated through the
persona or ‘mask’ of the lover. It was this privptactice of obsessing over love
tokens which undeniably marked a person out aggbginove’, as cruelly satirised
by Cruikshank. Reflecting back on his life in 1816hn Keats wrote in disbelief
about ‘the time when even a bit of ribband was #&enaf interest with me**° In
addition to the objects analysed in this chaptem lletters were one of the most
frequently exchanged and highly valued items withi material culture of love.
The creation, exchange and use of love lettersyduwourtship is the subject of the

next chapter.

190 Keats to Brawne, Letter 11, 35July 1819 in Formari,etters of John Keatg. 15.
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Chapter Three

‘| opened, | read, and | was delighted:* the Emotional Experiences of Love

Letters

When the Derbyshire cotton-trader Joseph Striti%11844) sat down to
write a letter to his beloved Isabella Douglas @1802) on 18 January 1787, he
was peturbed by a multitude of emotions. An unusuglancholy had hung upon
him all day as his mind was harassed by concerogtdbabella’s health. She was
the constant subject of his thoughts, which made tirag during their separation.
He finally managed to withdraw from company to devan hour to her at five o’
clock, and was anxious to make the next post td8sgime. He closed the door to
his darkened chamber, sat at his writing desk bectchis wandering thoughts, and
picked up his pen.

Sitting down to write a love letter was a hugefyndolic moment for
eighteenth-century lovers, as letters providedectiway to create emotional
intimacy between two individuals who were sometitesdreds of miles aparin
this way, the love letter was an inherently parackgenre, as it relied on the
distance between lovers in order to create intinmtween them. When Charlotte
Mary Curwen parted from the banker and brewer ksa@obb in 1805, ‘the
thoughts of my being separated from you for 12 inem@imost overwhelmed me,’
but their trial was made bearable by the contiexahange of lettersThe rituals of
exchange allowed couples to gain ‘a more intima@Wedge of each other’s
feelings’ which could even surpass an equal nurabpersonal meetingsLetter-
writing therefore paved the way to increasing itay between a couple, forming an
important stage of courtship in its own right. tistway, love letters played an
irreplaceable role on the path to matrimony, andcevirghly valued and carefully

preserved, making them one of the key survivingegnf eighteenth-century

! Whitbread Il to Grey, Bordeaux, June™B787, W1/6556, No. 11, BLARS.

2 For example Samuel Whitbread Il and Elizabeth Gayersed between Fallodon, France and
Switzerland, Robert Garrett and Charlotte Bentiomitesponded between Margate, Spain and
Portugal, and Eleanor Anne Porden and John Fraaétiresponded between Hastings and the
Atlantic Ocean during his attempt to cross the Nogst Passage in North America.

% Curwen to Cobb, January 1805, EK/U1453/C287/2,dBiA, EKAC.

* Porden to Franklin, Hastings, W ®ecember 1822, typescript of lost original, D3®11/21, DRO.
Others such as Mary Matrtin disagreed, describing $lee would rather hear important news ‘from
your own Mouth, instead of your Pen’, Januar{ 1072, A12691/3, Box 1, Vol. Il, ERO.
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letters. They were exchanged in their hundredsraktionship progressed, usually
coming to an end once a couple moved into the aldmitme. The sovereignty of the
love letter was powerful yet short-lived, as ortee physical distance between lovers
had been overcome, the letter was largely dep¥étd féted position.

Fig. 21 —A Receipt for CourtshipLondon, 1805, hand-coloured stipple
and line etching, 20.6 x 24.4cm, Courtesy of the Wterthur Library,
Wilmington, DE, museum purchase 1969.2790.

The purpose of courtship letters as vessels foartic love was ridiculed in
the etchingA Receipt for Courtshim 1805 (Fig. 21), where a gallant gentleman
offers a love letter to his sweetheart, and she&ately accepts it. The letter is held
cautiously between their fingers and thumbs, gnaritithe status of a precious
artefact as it passes between them. The textsestithe role of love letters in
encouraging the development of intimacy, throughdTor three messages sent in a
day’, using verses ‘writ all in rhyme’ and ‘Two thiree oaths’ employed by lovers to
prove ‘how much they endure.’ It cruelly concludieat “Two or three months
keeping strict to these rules’ could ‘never failkimg a couple of fools.” The print
portrays love letters as matemabof of love, with the letter acting as a
materialisation of the man'’s affections. The notidtove letters as a ‘receipt’
demonstrates their importance in providing tangéMelence of a man’s approaches,
should the seated lady be forced to prove the sitieof their relationship in the
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church or civil courts. This was certainly the viei.ord Edgcumbe and his family
when his son Richard (1716-61) began courting tbenscuous Lady Diana West
(1731-66), eldest daughter of the ‘odious’ LordI2eWarr (1693-1766) in
September 1750. The family were outraged at hissenshoice of spouse,
proclaiming that Diana’s father was ‘in the rigbtrharry those Girls when & how
He can, _foby God they’llifuck with any body Significantly for this chapter, the
family’s main concern was whether they were exchranipve letters, asking one
another, ‘I beg to know whether you are sure tieeeeCorrespondence still kept up;
Sir from That, & what Engagements may be therdirnaarise at my FearsThe
exchange of love letters was therefore a suredignforthcoming engagement, and

made an attachment between a doting couple infmtere difficult to end’

This chapter draws upon the correspondences bfezig unmarried couples,
from which seven relationships have been selecteddftailed scrutiny. These are
firstly the linen merchant James Nicholson anddfleth Seddom{. 1740),
secondly the Exeter physician George Gibbs and\oary (m.1747), thirdly the
wheelwright Jedediah Strutt and Elizabeth Wooltat1(755), fourthly Colonel Isaac
Martin Rebow and Mary Martim{. 1772), fifth the cotton-trader Joseph Strutt and
Isabella Douglasnf.1793), sixth the Margate brewer Francis Cobb anariGtie
Mary Curwen . 1805), and finally the soldier Robert Garrett archIotte
Bentinck (n.1814). These couples were deliberately selectegda the period from
c.1730 to 1830 as evenly as possible, with the eidieurtship beginning in 1738
and the latest in 1811. They include the letterdenfediah Strutt from 1748 to 1755

® Fox to Hanbury-Williams, September28ctober § 1750, CHW10902/52, fols. 55-8, LWL. The
family of the Bedfordshire gentleman Richard Howvire similarly concerned whether or not a
romantic correspondence was kept up between Riaratdhis cousin Elizabeth, with her father
Harry writing to Richard’s father that ‘| alwaystertained Him as a Gentleman of strict Honor &
Honesty; do not believe there is any Correspondgsick carried on between them, that could any
ways be disagreeable, to either of us’, JanuafylZ&7, BLARS. Unfortunately Elizabeth’s father
was mistaken and she was already correspondirggth with her suitor.

® As the anonymous ‘GML’ wrote to a ‘Lovely Girl’ ih775, ‘If | am so happy as to receive a Billet
from your fair hand, by the bearer of this; - | bBavproposal to make to you’, FEL 616, 554 x 1,
NRO. Also see Chapter 6, pp. 224-5.

" Additional couples used to provide context arer@sePratt and Elizabeth Jeffreys (1745-9), John
Lovell and Sarah Harvey (1756-8), Richard How It &izabeth Johnsort(1747-57), John Eccles
and Mary Hays (1777-80), John Fawdington and Jafier§on (1786-7), Samuel Whitbread Il and
Elizabeth Grey (1786-8), Gilbert Imlay and Mary \Iigtbnecraft (1793-6), William Godwin and
Mary Wollstonecraft (1796-7), John Keats and FaBrgwne (1819-21), Eleanor Anne Porden and
John Franklin (1821-3) and Thomas Cobb and Misser@827). For further details see Appendix 1
and 2.



93

and his son Joseph from 1786 to 1792, demonstrttengvolution of romantic
language within a single family. The relationshgmeompass regions from Devon to
Derbyshire and religious denominations from Angig#o Dissenters. They have
intentionally been drawn from a wide social spattrwith the men working as
wheelwrights, physicians, bankers, brewers, s@ddied Members of Parliament,
and women as domestic servants, gentlewomen aryhtdas of the nobility.

Priority was given to sources featuring both siolea correspondence, or those with
corroborating sources such as memoirs, family arsihless letters. These are
complemented by proposals of marriage, novels, etriderature, dictionaries,
newspaper reports and contemporary prints, to geofirther evidence about the

languages and customs of romantic love.

The chapter is divided into four sections, ficgtking at the routines of
writing and delivering love letters, and the emops®f expectation, apprehension
and dejection they elicited. It challenges precgptioas of love letters as essentially
private by characterising eighteenth-century leitgting as a quasi-public proceSs.
Secondly, the chapter focuses on stylistic feataféstters such as their structure,
length and handwriting, asking how they varied aditq to region and over time.
Thirdly, it analyses differences between male amddle letters, which were
governed by entirely different epistolary convenioThese encompass masculine
sincerity and feminine modesty, virtue, self-doabtl often religiosity. The final
section analyses the value of love lettergiis exchanged by lovers, which were

treasured possessions possessing the power todgrahdeath itself.

The sending and receipt of love letters was byneans a straightforward
task, and lovers separated by long distances wtne forced to rely on
intermediaries to deliver their letters. The lersgit which couples such as the
soldier Robert Garrett (1794-1869) and Lord Edweedtinck’s daughter Charlotte
(1789-1819) went to deliver their missives revehésintrinsic value of love letters
as vessels of romantic emotion. Delivery often deled on Robert’'s acquaintances
in the army sailing to England and delivering letten his behalf, which could be

either quick or protracted depending on the pringilvinds? Robert seized the

8 For example see Lystraearching the Hearpp. 3, 17-18.
° Robert was pleased in his second surviving létt€harlotte that she should have ‘received one if
not both letters | have written, as the wind hasrbfair for England.’” Garrett to Bentinck, Lisbon,
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opportunity to write a letter the second one aresiing from Lisbon on 28 April
1811 that ‘An opportunity my dearest Miss Bentinaftering it itself[sic], of
sending this to England by an officer of the 82 aitirse | did not let it slip'® The
couple also utilised the postal system, with Robaging Charlotte to send letters
and tokens to him separately: ‘Should you sendregbdo not enclose a letter, but
send it by the post, as the parcel may be detainkisbon some time-* By
describing his impatience to receive letters affid gis soon as possible, Robert
openly declared his emotional investment in theatronship. In regaling Charlotte
with his efforts to write and deliver letters, teesxertions became a metaphor for his
commitment. He promised to write whenever possimd&ing Charlotte to do the
same. On 20 May 1811, Robert pledged to ‘lose no oportufsig] of writing to
you...anything new worth hearing pray let me kndv.’

The remaining six couples relied on the Post @ffadeliver letters across
far shorter distances, and by the mid-eighteenttucg most market towns had a
daily postal servicé® This infrastructure provided courting couples vétsy access
to postal routes, and regular correspondents bettaraen at the post office’ by
continually collecting their maif’ Writers such as the physician George Gilabs (
1718-94) adhered to a clear timetable in writingdtch specific posts from Exeter
to Exmouth in the 1740s, repeatedly reminding Amcayy (1721€. 1800/3) when
to expect his letters. When George feared thawvbik ‘will keep me in Town’ he
promised Ann that ‘a Letter by Monday’s Pesall inform theg® In the 1770s,

writers such as the gentlewoman Mary Martinl(/51-1804) portrayed the precise

April 26™ 1811, R/U888/C11/7, EKAC. However in his nextdettThe wind of late has not been fair
from England’, meaning that her letters had bedayeel, Mealhada, Sorda, May"20811,
R/U888/C11/8.

19 1bid., April 26™ 1811, R/U888/C11/7

1 bid., May 20" 1811, R/U888/C11/8

12 bid.

13 Joseph Strutt and Isabella Douglas correspondeeba Ashbourne and Derby, George Gibbs and
Ann Vicary between the market towns of Exeter arth&uth, Charlotte Mary Curwen and Francis
Cobb between the market town of Margate and Fetwstan Huntingdonshire, which was three miles
from the market town of St Ives. When unable tdt Visr nearest Post Office, Charlotte recorded that
‘my letters all go to our Friend Smith’s’, Curwem€obb, Fenstanton, Octobéf 2805,
EK/U1453/C2/2, Bundle A, EKAC. On the creation angbansion of the Post Offisee Whyman,

The Pen and the Peopl@hapter 2, pp. 46-71, esp. pp. 53-8.

4 Curwen to Cobb, Fenstanton, Octob®r1B05, EK/U1453/C2/2, Bundle A.

!5 Gibbs to Vicary, 1740s, MS 11021/1/17, LMA. Norelss this did not prevent him from writing

at whim. On 18 [-] 1744, George described how ‘I believe we setit for me to write thee by
Saturday’s Post; but | can never willingly neglany thing that | think may give thee Pleasure’, MS
11021/1/8.
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timing required to catch a particular post as as®of great anxiety. While this
certainly may have been the case, characterisagritduction of love letters as a
deeply stressful experience allowed Mary to emseaser devotion by presenting it
as a trial which she had to endure in order to camoate with her lover. The
catching of the post thus became a challenge wgtiehwas willing to overcome for
love. On January'31772 she described how ‘I was forc'd to scratdtasffast as |
cou’d make my Pen go, & of Course cou’d not attetogRead y least bit of it
over.™® Mary used a similar strategy throughout her cpoeslence with Isaac
Rebow. Four days later off' danuary she wrote that ‘I shall not have mueh time
Opportunity to Write tomorrow’, erasing the wordhie’ as this carried the
unfavourable implication that she did not have tiorelsaac in her daily routing,

In contrast, the word ‘opportunity’ signified thi#iis was unavoidable and beyond
her control. On 28 June 1772, Mary dramatised the theatrical scemdtieeping

the postman waiting ‘till his Patience was quitdh&dxsted, & he hurried me so, that |
knew not what | did’, causing her to leave ‘thrdarik sides’ of expensive paper.
Worst of all, Mary recorded that the melodramaaithing the last post had ‘given

me a Wrinkle' 8

While it is unlikely that the stress of writingrggnely caused a wrinkle to
form on Mary’s brow, it is significant that she egpsed her devotion to Isaac
Rebow in terms of physical damage to her body. &yating the melodrama of
writing within her letters, and dramatising hewusigle to finish on time, Mary was
signalling her deep emotional investment in thelationship:® The trials of love
were not only worth writing for, but they were wiothe experience of bodily
symptoms to prove a person’s devotion. The physiaptoms of love were also
described by other suitors in the final decaddat®fcentury, reflecting the growing
influence of sensibility° The cotton-trader Joseph Strutt expressed hisediesihe
1780s through tangible symptoms such as physidid eimd trembling. He

described the ‘chilling coldness’ he experiencedenmandling one of Isabella’s

16 Martin to Rebow, January“3L772, A12691/2, Box 1, Vol. Il, ERO.

7 |bid., January ? 1772, A12691/3, Box 1, Vol. II.

®1bid., June 28 1772, A12691/16, Box 1, Vol. Il. She continuedStrambled on yesterday
Morning as fast as | cou’d, & thought | had got#ard so nicely, that | shou’d finish my Letter with
Ease, in y Evening, but behold, before | had Divigs May, & a Miss that is with her, came &
frustrated all my good Intentions.’

19 bid.

% See Chapter 1, p. 43 and Chapter 5, pp. 173-7.
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letters in 1788, and was alarmed that ‘my handsfited as | retit...I could not
open it for half an hour — my suspense increaseamjety.?* At this point in his
relationship, Joseph was concerned that Isabekaawgry with him for his unkind
words in previous letters. His description of plgsisuffering at Isabella’s hands
therefore provided him with a way to undeniablyslirate that he was not callous
and unfeeling as she perceived, as his trembliny Hzetrayed’ his true feelings.

Fig. 22 — Conclusion of letter from Elizabeth Woolt to Jedediah Strutt,
London, August 10" 1755, Derbyshire Record Office, Matlock,
D5303/4/8.

Writers further translated their devotion intosplary form by describing
the constant state of suspense caused by waitirfge&h reports from lovers. When
desperate for news on whether Ann Vicary’s fatlpgraved of their union, George
Gibbs entreated her, ‘prythee my dear do write[lbiess Tripe] by that post that |
may be deliverd of this Suspence; which | hatellahings in the World?? In the
following decade, the domestic servant Elizabetroldb pleaded with Jedediah
Strutt ‘don’t forget to write soone’ (Fig. 22). Tiphrase was framed by a large black
box, making her desire for further epistles the thating feature of her lettér.
Elizabeth’s son Joseph later courted Isabella Dasufyir seven years, and in 1791
Isabella asked, ‘Is it possible that expectatiom@&ahance the value of your letters
my dearest friend? & can it be that the sweet emetdf gratitude for attentive
kindness are a less powerful principle in my bréaesn fearful apprehensivene§?’

21 Jos. Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Ma¥) 5788, MS3101/C/E/4/8/11, BCA.

2 Gibbs to Vicary, June 1740s, MS/11021/1, LMA. Hepalescribed waiting for her letters ‘with the
utmost Impatience’, MS/11021/1/25.

23 Woollat to Jed. Strutt, London, August™0755, D5303/4/8, DRO.

%4 Douglas to Jos. Strutt, Sandy Brooke" 2aly 1791, MS3101/C/E/5/16/7, BCA.
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Such apprehension could only be alleviated by¢keipt of a letter or token, or a
physical meeting with a lover, which could cureitlaments in a second. As
Charlotte Mary Curwen wrote to Francis Cobb in 2apd 805, ‘my anxious mind is
waiting with longing expectation to know how youréal...If | could but see you for
a moment® The continuation of these protestations acrossehéury demonstrates

the enduring power of ‘suspense’ in communicatingiger’s love.

The heightened emotions of suspense and anxiedg iha particularly
heinous crime when long-awaited letters were not, sad the letters of lovers
evinced overpowering feelings of dejection and plisantment® This gave rise to
antithetical assurances in love letters that wgiteouldneverdisappoint one
another. When the banker and brewer Francis Cabblted to Rochester in August
1805, he wrote to Charlotte Mary Curwen the sedundrrived in order to prove his
commitment. He began his epistle by describing Hdhat you may not in any wise
be disappointed, My Dearest Love, | will begin hexeRochester, while they are
preparing me a little Eggd wine with a To&<tHis letter suggested that Francis was
committed to his beloved, and that he would nosrthie smallest opportunity to
correspond with her. Charlotte was equally keeavtmd disappointing him, writing
on 4" October 1805 that ‘you will not be uneasy if ytwsld not hear from me, on
the regular appointed days...you may depend upgmmyelear Love, not to
disappoint you if | can help it® Writers thus described their overwhelming
disappointment to prove their commitment when &tdailed to write, and
emphasised how important taeoidanceof disappointment was when they did.

Discussion of the emotions elicited by the proaurcand receipt of love
letters brings us to the issue of whether this @gsentially a public or private
process? In her study of nineteenth-century AmeKeaen Lystra argued that ‘total

privacy was the foundation of romantic expressiot Bmantic relationships were

% Curwen to Cobb, January 1805, EK/U1453/C287/2dBuA, EKAC. A similar harassment of
mind was described by men waiting for replies topmsals of marriage. As Francis’ third son
Thomas wrote to Miss Torre on"10ay 1827, ‘a state of certainty (however painfuhay be)
appears to me infinitely preferable to that tortofsuspense which now harasses my mind...| wait
anxiouslyby most anxiouslyor a reply to the present’, Margate, R/U11/C3RAE.

%6 George Gibbs reassured his sweetheart in 1747ftati shoud have had no Opportunity of
writing, the Expectations of seeing thee so sodhl@gsen the Disappointment.’ Gibbs to Vicary,
Exeter, July § 1746, MS/11021/1/27, LMA.

27 Cobb to Curwen, Canterbury, Augusti805, EK/U1453/C287/5, Bundle A, EKAC.

%8 Curwen to Cobb, Fenstanton, OctobBrl805, EK/U1453/C287/8, Bundle A.
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guarded by a deliberate wall of secreCytHowever in their research into customs in
America, Europe and Australasia, Nicole Eustacéiekarclay and Martyn Lyons
have described how writers colluded in the circakabf their missives, specifying
when particular passages wato be shared® The English courtships analysed in
this chapter were by no means conducted in isolaRoivacy was a matter of degree
rather than an absolute fact; threats to persanaqy include the opening of letters
by post office clerks, the use of scribes or freetmlwrite letters for illiterate lovers,
the circulation of letters with or without the veiits permission, the potential to
publicly reveal a secret correspondence eithebédediely or accidentally, and the

presence of a spouse in the home during the prioduct adulterous letter¥.

Lawrence Klein has urged historians not to relgritically upon the binary
opposition between public and private, as it ‘doesadequately explain the
complexities of discourse, let alone those of huegerience in practic€” The
gap between theoretical norms and actual behavisargical to our understanding
of the nature of romantic correspondence, as vidve letters may have been an
intensely private genre in theory, this did nohsiate into practice. For individuals
writing love letters, ‘privacy’ generally meant alisary space where they could
gather their thoughts and compose their lettersawit interference from othets.
Yet this kind of physical privacy was extraordityadifficult for men such as Joseph
Strutt to achieve due to the demanding routinesark. Joseph rarely benefited
from an hour to himself, lamenting in March 178&tth no sooner sit down to write
to you than | am called off to other busine¥sThe issue continued throughout his
courtship, and during a period of sickness in Mdré8 he complained that ‘my

time & my thoughts have been so much employed,eke¢pt upon my pillow, |

29 ystra,Searching the Hearp. 3.

% See Lyons, ‘Love Letters’, p. 234, 236, Eustateyée and Power’, pp. 517-8, 529-31 and Barclay,
Love, Intimacy and Powepp. 28-9.

31 0On the use of scribes see Cregsteracy,p. 10, for the interception of post see Whynfaen and
the Peoplepp. 48-51, and on privacy, letter-writing and tled see Patricia Meyer Spacl&,jvacy:
Concealing the Eighteenth-Century Selbndon, 2003).

%2 Lawrence E. Klein, ‘Gender and the Public/Privistinction in the Eighteenth Century: Some
Questions about Evidence and Analytic Procediighteenth-Century Studiegpl. 29, No. 1 (Fall,
1995), p. 98. Also see Nicole Castan, ‘The Pubiit gne Private’ in Philippe Aries and Georges
Duby (eds.)A History of Private LifeVol. lll, Passions of the Renaissance, trans. Arthu
Goldhammer (Cambridge, 1989), pp. 403-45.

% For the development of the ‘private’ domestic spteee Christoph Heyl, ‘We are not at Home:
Protecting Domestic Privacy in Post-Fire Middle€3ad.ondon’London JournalyVol. 27, No. 2
(2002), pp. 12-33.

% Jos. Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Jund'187, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/4, BCA.



99

have scarcely found a moment to think even of yd8y December of the same

year, Joseph had ‘scarcely had any time which ldccail my own.®®

The degree of seclusion available to writers vaaiecbrding to social rank,
and the types of relationship individuals were imed in. Adulterers were regularly
interrupted by their spouses, and forced to abatieinletters to prevent their
duplicity being discovered. The letters of adulterevomen such as the Lincoln
housekeeper ‘B.F’ are consumed with fears that 8puses would discover their
deception, compounded by the fact that they welendbrced to write during
fraught periods such as when their spouses wdrena¢. As she worried i 1816,
‘W is in the hous out of anny imploy that cant lestg’, and could have discovered
her clandestine correspondence at any poiAtcess to a solitary space in which to
compose love letters was also a luxury which irdiials such as servants could not
afford 3® The romantic correspondences analysed in thistehegveal that while
writers certainly sought a solitary space in witiody could craft their missives
without interruption, this was not always obtaireble to a writer's work or the

illicit status of a relationship.

In addition to the quasi-public nature of their guosition, many writers were
complicit in the circulation of their love letteasnong friends and famify’. Figure
23 depicts two fashionably-dressed women strollintipe garden of a country house
while gossiping about a love letter one has reckifzar from keeping her romantic
exploits a secret, the recipient is eager to dsthsm with a friend, even bringing a
letter along to show her. The sharing of love Istteaturally changed the purpose of
the letter, having an inevitable effect upon the waiters expressed themselves. As
Rosemary O’Day has argued, the writer of a lettas taking up a position and
presenting a particular image of themselves todhpient. The image which they
chose to project would naturally have been shapatidr intended audience, be it
one individual or their entire famift. Whilst arranging their wedding in 1805,

Charlotte Mary Curwen read Francis Cobb’s lettévacto her Aunt Barber to

% |pid., March 1788, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/10.

% bid., Derby, December 131788, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/15.

7B.F’ to William Pratt,c. 1816, DE1184/8, Leicestershire Record Office (sgbeatly LERO).

% For the limited personal privacy of servants sesk&ty, Behind Closed Doorg. 27, 39-41.

39 A similar point is made in Lyons, ‘Love Letterg), 234.

4 Rosemary O’Day, ‘Tudor and Stuart Women: theirdsithrough their Letters’ in James Daybell
(ed.),Early Modern Women'’s Letter Writing, 1450-17@asingstoke, 2001), p. 129.
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convince her of his ‘tenderness’, as ‘Aunt B’ wetithat Francis would keep
Charlotte from her as a companion. Charlotte gleefaported back that ‘though
she made no remarks, | evidently saw, that sheveigsmuch pleased at what you
had written.** The sharing of his letters prompted Francis taengngthy

descriptions of Aunt Barber’s virtues which appeeabe directly addressed to her:

| have a real regard for your Aunt, independentlgng Connexior{sic] with
you, and that | shall certainly have a great plessas far as in me lies, in
Contributing, and Contriving for her happiness anthfort — and you may
therefore, assure her, as from my own lips, tis&iall be truly glad to see her
with you, whenever the Lords time may be, thatdllshe favord in making
you my life...you owe her, more than you will Exer able to make her

returns®?

While Francis and Charlotte were happy to sharaicesentiments with Aunt
Barber, others were kept more closely guarded afidetately withheld from their
letters. On 2 October 1805 Charlotte described how ‘I have selmwhich | could
talk about which | cannot write’, entreating himaomme and visit her in perséh.
Six years later, Lord Edward Bentinck’s daughteaf@itte circulated Robert
Garrett's letters around their family and friendgiumany of them fell to piece¥.
Knowing that Charlotte’s family disapproved of the#lationship, Robert used his
letters to ingratiate himself to them, jesting tiYagur mother | dare say is as funny
& full of her droleremarks as evef® These couples recognised that love letters
would be viewed by wider individuals than the namadpient, using this to their
advantage by reading or sending carefully constduntissives to chosen family
members. The sharing of letters meant that thestmovate thoughts could

“L Curwen to Cobb, Fenstanton, Octob®r1805, EK/U1453/C2/3, Bundle A, EKAC.

*2 Cobb to Curwen, October 23805, EK/U1453/C287/10, Bundle A.

“3 Curwen to Cobb, Fenstanton, Octob® 1805, EK/U1453/C287/6, Bundle A.

“ Introduction to R/U888/C14, EKAC. For further exales see letters from Elizabeth Jeffreys to
Charles Pratt, which describe how Charles’ lettezese read aloud to her Aunt. Elizabeth praised how
‘she is excessively pleas’d with your maner of ingt if you dont chuse she shou’d hear any part of
them | wont read any, but | thought there was mattin the beginingsic] but what she knew about’,
August 4" 1747, U840/C9/10, CKS. John Lovell’s letters toaBeHarvey were also sent unsealed to
allow her Aunt to read them first, ‘in great Hoytlkat it may effectually dissipate all her Doubts
concerning me’, July®1757, 161/101, WSA.

S Garrett to Bentinck, near Cuidad Rodrigo, Augugst 1811 and Camp near Alfayates, Jun& 10
1812, R/U888/C11/13, 30, EKAC.
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sometimes not be put to paper, and were delibgragdtl back from their semi-

public readership.

Fig. 23 —The Love LetterLondon, 1785, etching with roulette, plate
mark 35.2 x 25.2cm, Lewis Walpole Library, Farmingon, CT,
785.10.11.01.

The second section of this chapter focuses updistst features such as the
layout, length and handwriting of love letters,iagkhow they varied according to
region and over time. Even in romantic missivestens used a clear structure to
organise their thoughts in a logical way. Wheryttiiel not, individuals were well
aware of what theghouldhave been doing. As the Yorkshire bridle-maker John
Fawdington €. 1757-1817) jested with his sweetheartii786:

When | begun this letter | thought it shdset] not be a very long one so that
| woud begin (according to the example set me Bgdain amiable Female
Correspondent of mine) about half way down the firde, keep my Lines at

a Convenient Distance, so that they were onlywitin Sight of one
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another, the Interval between every Word abounah & a half, & so just
turn over the-ethesid Leaf for the sake of writing both sid&s.

However by the end of his letter John was cramrhingied thoughts on to the top
of his first page, recognising that ‘this foolisarPof mine...had not got three Lines
Plac’d in that Manner, before it tired of such Fatity.’*’ John’s capitulation
demonstrates that while writers may have been awofarertain rules, this does not
mean they were followed. After a strenuous daytpigrhyacinths in 1772, the
gentlewoman Mary Martin was acutely aware of how thstorted her letters. She
jested, ‘Don’t fancy now from y pretty steady Hadnarite, & y evenesssic] of y
Lines, that was a little Tipsy last Night...y Diggj &c. &c. has made my Hands,
Arms, & Shoulders, so immoderately stiff, that lig can hardly move them at all
to day.’ Later in the same letter, Mary noted ti&atice | wrote y foregoing my
Sister has added to y steadiness of my Hand prdiby, for she has Frighten'd me
almost out of my Senses by taking some of her $agfshe Calls it) which has had
so violent an Effect-tha& made her so Extremely I, for several Houtslh 1805,
the brewer Francis Cobb also described feelingcsicious about dropping a large
blot of ink on to the page where he intended topose a love letter. Nonetheless he
decided to use it anyway, informing Charlotte thatve made a sad blot My
Charley 'ere | begin, but that shall not preventusing the papef® These
examples illuminate how particular writers deviatexn the ‘ideal’ love letter
depending upon their day to day activities, plesghysical and material realities of
writing. While a blot of ink or wayward organisationay have departed from the
recommended style, these features made love letienrs visceral by providing an

imprint of a writer’s identity and mood at the mamef writing.

The opening and closing phrases of love letterg Wweoadly similar, placing
epistles within a clear structural framework. Whstenvariably began by thanking
one another for previous letters and the infornmatieey contained. The standardised

nature of epistles is demonstrated by a compan$dtime opening sentences of

“6 John Fawdington to Jane Jeffersor, 786, Z. 640/2, North Yorkshire Record Office (sedpsently
NYRO).

“"bid.

8 Martin to Rebow, February 18772, A12691/7, Box 1, Vol. II, ERO.

49 Cobb to Curwen, January'28805, EK/U1453/C287/4 (i), Bundle A, EKAC.
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courtship letters by George Gibbs in the 1740splosStrutt in 1787 and Robert
Garrett in 1811:

It gave me the sincerest Pleasure to hear by thgiod Letter that my dear
Maid had a little recovered her Spirits after thd &arewell | had taken of
her in the Morning?

Thanks, ten thousand thanks my ever charming Fifiengbur last Letter, |
have read it over & over again, nay | have reaw ibften that | can almost

repeat it*

Nothing has occurred since writing last except Bgeiving a treasure of a
letter from my dearest Charlotte dated Nun-Applétay 3% which
delighted me much to find you gave so good an autooiuyour dear seff?

The phrases illuminate how men consistently opé¢eid epistles by thanking their
sweethearts for writing, praising the value of theiters, and expressing pleasure
that they were in good health. The conclusion®weé lletters were equally
standardised, repeating affectionate phrases suvar yours’, ‘Ever Most
affectionate’ and ‘W greatest Truth’ while asking one another to ‘Givg Service’

to members of their family? These reveal broad similarities across letters by
different writers, again confirming that the langaaf love was by no means innate.
Writers were well aware of what was expected frbmirtlove letters, leading them

to structure them accordingly. Such features dlisminate an additional paradox of
the genre. The love letter provided an individwedisneans of emotional expression
within a clear structural framework, a feature whig shared with numerous sources

in the history of emotions and literature more gathg>*

A further emotive feature of love letters was thength, as they were

expected to be extensive enough to prove a wrisenserity. When Francis Cobb

*% Gibbs to Vicary, Exeter, 1740s, MS/11021/1/9, LMA.

51 Jos. Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Octob8r1787, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/7, BCA.

52 Garrett to Bentinck, Burlada near Pamplona, J8l{ 11813, R/U888/C11/55, EKAC.

%3 For example see letters from Gibbs to Vicary & 1740s, which conclude hgreatest Truth’,
‘With the truest affection’, ‘My service to all'Unalterably yours’ and ‘intirely thine’, MS/1102111
4,13, 16, 25, LMA. Joseph Strutt’s conclusionghie 1780s are remarkably similar, writing ‘most
irrevocably yours’, ‘most sincerely & most affeaiately yours’ and ‘your truly affectionate’, MS
3101/C/E/4/8/2, 3, 6, BCA.

** On the paradoxical nature of love letters alsols@ms, ‘Love Letters’, pp. 233.
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wrote a lengthy letter to Charlotte Mary Curwerl805, she thanked him ‘for
writing so much as you have done’, as this reptesetime invested in Charlotte
and their relationship> Notes of one paragraph or less could be poteptiall
dangerous, as the lack of time invested in theatwon could undermine a suitor’s
affections>® Joseph Strutt was consumed with nerves that Ufipeasure my
affection by the length of my Letters, my dearadi gr judge of it by their
frequency, you may possibly form as wrong an ompiniothe first instance, as you
assuredly do in the lattet”’Leaving blank paper at the bottom of a page was a
particularly heinous crime — not to mention an egdee one — as writers had the
space but not the sentiments to complete theiriveis&eorge Gibbs was often
compelled to apologise ‘for the clean Paper tisdall leave at the Bottom of my
Letter’ to reassure Ann Vicary of his sincerifyThe most desirable approach was
that adopted by the gentlewoman Mary Martin, wHetters increased significantly
in length throughout her decade-long courtship wgt#ac Rebow. Her longest in
1772 was a verbose eleven pages long, with Matingethat he should forgive her
for the ‘curious shorEpistle.?® She consistently used up to three postscripts,
creating the impression that she was unable tcheself away from the pag®.
Mary’s earlier omission of three blank sides of grapad become an affectionate
joke between the couple, and after her eleven-[etpr followed by three
postscripts in 1772 she jested, ‘Well | do thinkiyaill not Talk any more of y

%% Curwen to Cobb, Fenstanton, Octob® 1805, EK/U1453/C287/6, Bundle A, EKAC. Mary
Martin used the length or brevity of courtshipéettas a measure of the success of her relatioimship
the 1770s. She worried off 3anuary 1772 at ‘being able to send you abovezebaines, for it was
too Cold to venture to sggic] in y Bed Chamber’, A12691/2, Box 1, Vol. Il, EROowever in her
following letter she described how she would hdeeh Contented with Half a Dozen Lines (if you
had told me y Cause)’ as Isaac Rebow had a headiameary 7 1772, A12691/3. In June, Mary
noted, ‘It is very lucky my Dear Mr Rebow that ypromis’d to be Satisfied with a very short Letter
this Week, for | cou’d not Write o’ Wednesday besaliwas very queén y Morning’, June 1%

1772, A12691/13.

* For example Mary Wollstonecraft castigated hetgstiiering lover Gilbert Imlay for his lacklustre
letters in 1795, writing, ‘I just now received ookyour hastynotes for business so entirely occupies
you, that you have not time, or sufficient commaifthought, to write letters. Beware!’ Ingpemve
Letters of MaryWollstonecraftLetter XXXII, Paris, January"91795, p. 73.

57 Jos. Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Jund' 1987, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/4, BCA.

%8 Gibbs to Vicary, Exeter, 21June 1746, MS/11021/1/21, LMA. He also wrote salisfied notes

on 7" and 9" July 1746 that ‘I can never conclude till | haillfup all my paper’ and ‘I cannot leave
off writing to thee till all my Paper is fil'd up’MS11012/1/26-7, LMA.

%9 Martin to Rebow, June 231772, A12691/16, Box 1, Vol. Il, ERO.

% See Bound, ‘Writing the Self?’, p. 9. On the ldngt love letters also see Lyons, ‘Love Letters’,
pp. 235-6.
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Three Blank sides for fear | shou'd send you a wi@lire of Paper next time, wrote

full.’ ®*

()
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Fig. 24 — Letter from Mary Martin to Isaac Rebow, January 2" 1771,
Washington State University Library, WSU MASC Cagel34.

Love letters were deeply individual items, andreagerson’s handwriting
had the power to evoke a strong emotional respdrisehandwriting of the
domestic servant Elizabeth Woollat was painstakipgbduced in a heavy hand,
with each letter standing separate from the negt @2). However the care she took
in constructing her letters demonstrated her atiaand desire to improve to
Jedediah Strutt. In contrast, the handwriting efgentlewoman Mary Martin was
confidently embellished and italicised, using bidairishes to decorate the letters
‘v and ‘d’ (Fig. 24). Mary’s ornamented style adtas a symbol of her literacy,
education, and ease at writing. Handwriting disentflected an individual’'s
personality, acting as an extension of the selt;hriike the love tokens analysed in
Chapter Two of this thesfé.As the romantic poet John Keats wrote to his ftien
Charles Brown about Fanny Brawne in 1820, ‘| anaidfto write to her — to receive
a letter from her — to see her handwriting wouledirmy heart®® Meanwhile, the
brewer Francis Cobb viewed his handwriting as a eithis own mortality after the
death of his three wives, reporting in Februaryll8tt ‘By the good hand of my

God upon me, | am still spared, and have the oppitytof again shewing my hand-

% Martin to Rebow, June #31772,0p. cit.For a further example see letter from Porden togia
on May 221822, where she added a separate page of posts&§811/8/1/14 (i), DRO.

%2 0n the ‘precious’ status of handwriting see Whynizen and the People, 88, Bound, ‘Writing
the Self?’, p. 10 and on objects as an extensidheo$elf see Chapter 2, pp. 53-5, 76-8, 86-8.
%3 The Examiner_ondon, February'®1878, Issue 3,654, p. 3.
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writing here at the commencement of the month irckvit pleased the Lord to give

me birth.5*

Given the individualised characteristics of log#dérs outlined above, we
would expect to find some regional variation in egsions of loveThe
Gentleman’s Magazingelighted in printing ‘Singular and Extraordinapieces
ridiculing rural suitors. In 1743, it reproduced ‘Anithentic Copy’ of a love letter

from a ‘Welchman’ to his sweetheart. He repined,

| dooa dream efery Night that there is some Bodyldoak to teake you
away from me, and | pul you one way, and the dadg@u another way, and
at last my thinks | dooa loase you qfite.

English couples were also subject to derision, Withmagazine printing an
exchange between a farmer and his sweetheart i dmitled ‘EXMOOR
COURTSHIP, Or, A Suitoring Discourse, in the Devains Dialect and Mode.’
This second precious example used phonetic spedipgesent the pair as coarse
yokels:

M.] Come, be quiet; - be quiet, ees zay, a grabblingpae’s tetties. — Eees
won't ha’ ma tetties a grabbled zo; ner ees woe'zb mullad and foulad. —

Stand aside; come, gi’ O’er.

A.] Lock, lock! How skittish we be now! Yow weren’t s&ittish weyKester
Hosegoodup toDaraty Vuzz'sup-zetting. — No, no, yow weren't zo skittish

than, ner zo squeamish netfér.

Compared to the faintly ridiculous Welshman, thee@weshire couple were derided
as uncouth country folk, using almost unrecognisddohguage as they ‘grabbled’
with one another’s ‘tetties.” However while spolepressions of love would
certainly have sounded different according to regi@ccents, written forms were
far more standardised. The courtship of the Deriogstheelwright Jedediah Strutt

in the 1740s provides an equivalent example ofrtimal couple, as he was the son

% William Francis CobbMemoir of the Late Francis Cobb, Esq. of Margé¢aidstone, 1835)p.
90.

% Gentleman’s Magaziné/arch 1743, Vol. 13, p. 150.

% bid., June 1746, Vol. 16, pp. 297-300, at p. 298.
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of a small farmer and maltster and a yeoman’s daugHowever his language is
unrecognisable from the example above, demongfratidepth knowledge of
romantic modes of expressibhlt would therefore be almost impossible to
geographically locate the writers studied in ththamter according to their language.
This may have been because they were drawing upecognised range of popular

texts, as outlined in Chapter Fit.

The distinguishing features of love letters chahgeer time, in accordance
with wider movements such as sensibility, chivaing romanticisni® While
writing this thesis, it was initially incredibly ffiicult to isolate love letters produced
in the 1730s and 1740s. This was partly due to guaircity, as letters were
preserved in greater numbers from mid-century, wibbom in romantic epistles in
the 1780s (See Appendix 1). The upsurge may hase lbecause of the spread of
literacy, or the rise of romanticism inspiring ieasing numbers of lovers to write. It
may also have occurred because love letters calme v@ewed as objects worth
preserving, particularly among early Victorianstsas the children of Joseph Strutt
and Isabella Douglas, and Charlotte Mary CurwenFadcis Cobb, who courted in
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centdtismreover letters written in the
1730s are defined by noticeably different concéorthiose produced in the 1820s.
The changing interpretation of what it meant toteve love letter means that our

definition must necessarily change over time.

Upon first inspection, the letters of the linen of&nt James Nicholson and
Elizabeth Seddon in the 1730s may not be vieweélbwes letters’ according to the
standards of the emotionalised language of thed.786tead, the couple used their
letters to discuss important topics such as hunatur@, and assess their intellectual

compatibility before marriage. As Elizabeth wrateJuly 1738:

Thus I have given you a ruff Draught of my noti@isSelf Love, according
to my own Sentiments, and wt authors | have Coedulpon it as | have had

oppertunityfsic] ...this I do freely give you as my opinion in iathwe ought

®" For example see his musings about love laterignciapter at p. 111.
% See Chapter 5, pp. 162-6, 169-70, 177-91.

%9 bid.

0 See Appendix 1, pp. 282-3.
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Carefully to Examine the original Spring of thastte, which we Shu’d

perhaps too often find to be priffe.

These epistles allowed the couple to discuss issheh were of great importance
to them, influenced by their Unitarian religioudiets. The absence of melodramatic
declarations of love does not mean that they aréone letters, as they facilitated
the emergence of a romantic bond between the twerarHowever, the nature of
the love letter changed over time, as they abarditrer previously ‘plain’ modes

of expression. Aé Dictionary of Loveargued in 1776,

Love itself, having lost its plain unsophisticfdee] nature, and being now
reduced into an art, has, like other arts, hadueseoto particular words and
expressions; of which it no more behoves lovetsetagnorant, than for
seamen to be unacquainted with the terms of navig&t

The extract demonstrates how the ‘plain’ languadesed by Elizabeth and James
had become unfashionable in light of wider cultfafts. By the time the soldier
Robert Garrett began writing love letters to Chizel®entinck in the early
nineteenth century, his language was far more arttethe wake of epistolary
novels, sensibility and romanticism, the love lettad adopted the melodramatic
lexicon which we would expect to find today. As Raigushed in 1813, ‘nothing

can be too good for such a love as you &te.’

The tenor of epistles also changed over the cafragelationship, as love
letters recorded and reinforced a couple’s grovemmmitment. Nonetheless the
ritual destruction of letters makes it difficult &agcertain when exactly a couple
considered themselves to be ‘engaged.’ The phys@®orge Gibbs first mentioned
searching for a marital home in his eighth sunduvietter to Ann Vicary in 1744"

By his eleventh surviving letter George was makneguent social visits to the
Vicary household, noting that ‘I was at your Hotisis morning.”® By his sixteenth

letter on &' July 1745 George was bold enougthiat at marriage in ‘anticipating

' Seddon to Nicholson, July #4738, GBB 133 Eng. MS 1041/2 (Box 1), JRL.

2 A Dictionary of LovelLondon, 1776), p. iv.

3 Garrett to Bentinck, Borlada near Pamplona, J6I§/ 11813, R/U888/C11/55, EKAC.
™ Gibbs to Vicary, 10 [-] 1744, MS 11021/1/8, LMA.

" Ibid., Exeter, October 291744, MS 11021/1/11.
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that which, | hope, is yet to com&.Nonetheless an engagement or marriage was
never directly discussed in writing. Later in thentury, it took the soldier Robert
Garrett over a year of love letters to single onabtte Bentinck as my lacdgmong
the fashionables’* By 1813, he hoped that ‘We shall soon curtail @urtshipby

changing our conditionas the country people call i£'George and Robert were thus

emboldened to hint at marriage more confidentlthag courtships progressed
towards the altar. However notions of an engagemeunhion were never discussed
in explicit terms due to the sharing of letters #mel perceived risks of a failed

relationship for a woman’s reputatidh.

The third section of this chapter addresses diffees in the language
employed by men and women, as the gendered dinmensfaourtship made male
and female epistles diametrically different. Dugtteir traditional role as the
instigators of courtship, one of the key tropeseh’s love letters was their
sincerity. Men throughout the eighteenth centuryene2en to emphasise the
honesty, sincerity and openness of their suit,raggwomen that their affection was
‘grounded upon the truest foundation of sinceredibn’ and was ‘not to be
diminished with any dishonout® In the 1740s, George Gibbs was proud to declare
that ‘I have behaved with all the Openness & Sig&tom the Beginning of this
affair, which I think it demand$® Later in 1787, Joseph Strutt declared that ‘I love
sincerity & seldom speak or write what | do not m&4 Such overwhelming
emphasis was placed upon sincerity because coumsts a momentous period in
the build up to marriage, causing female anxietyualdishonest lovers who could
potentially break an engagement, damage their aépatand even publish the
sacred thoughts within their lettéts.

Once a correspondence had been established fonlenwf years, men
could use their letters to discuss their profesdiactivities at length with their
future wives. In the third year of his courtshigiwAnn Vicary inc. 1746, the

"®|bid., Exeter, July 8 1745, MS 11021/1/16.

"7 Garrett to BentinckCamp between Rueda & For de Sillasly 9" 1812,R/U888/C11/32.
"8 |bid., Castello Melhor, March 271813, R/U888/C11/43.

" See Chapter 6, pp. 226-7.

80JH’ to Catherine Wood, January 1763, D/SEN 5/, CRO.

81 Gibbs to Vicary, 1740s, MS/11021/1/1, LMA.

8 Jos. Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Novembel’2387, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/8, BCA.

8 See note 79 above.
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physician George Gibbs regaled Ann Vicary withdadédisputes at the Exeter
County Hospital ‘to determine whether the numbeBwoifgeons is to be reduced to
three; or whether it shall remain ifi@hoice of the Committee either to let the
matter rest where it is at present, or to recomnaefadirth Surgeon to the General
Court in any future Times when they think propg&Three years into his courtship
with Charlotte Bentinck, the soldier Robert Garpetivided her with detailed
accounts of military manoeuvres to distribute ansbis family. On 2% July 1813
Robert dramatised the Siege of Pamplona duringémensular Campaign:

Gerl O’Donnell with about 14,000 Spaniards relieved3hand 4" divisions
in blockading Pamplona. During the time we weradhee kept the garrison
in very good order not allowing them to come outubthe corn, even under
cover of the guns of the town. They tried it foufige times but always
found it to be a losing game, that at last theysied®

These detailed descriptions of a man’s line of wagknonstrate how the dynamics
of a correspondence shifted over time. Three yie&wsheir courtships, George and
Robert used their letters to inform women abouit tth&ily routines, the progress of
their careers, and their prospects for the futishen talking at length about the
routines of work, a man consciously informed a wortteat he was a success

professionally, also making her his confidanteg$étradowing her role as his wife.

Throughout the period of courtship, men’s lovéciet were largely
unconstrained by conventions of modesty, allowimg to ruminate at length about
the complexities of their emotions. The secondisury letter from George Gibbs to
Ann Vicary on 8 September 1744 was a lengthy manifesto of ‘seffiefiections’
about love. He described how,

There is my Dear, a certain Pleasure that attenelstbe anxieties of a
reasonable & undissembled Passion, which | shan#é thut ill exchanged

for those trifing amusements which the World gatigrmake their

8 Gibbs to Vicary, Exeter, June 1740s, MS11021/1U/R8A. Also see MS11021/1/17, 21.

8 Garrett to Bentinck, Camp near Roncesvalles, 21ify1813, R/U888/C11/56, EKAC.

% For a further example see letters from Charlett Rr&lizabeth Jeffreys, where he repeatedly
dramatised life on the court circuit, describingvtbmust descend again té usiness of yCircuit
& prepare to Go into Court foffrrumpet sounds & | am infyirst Cause W is an assault &
Battery’, Pratt to Jeffreys, July"7.749, U840/C/1/20, CKS.
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Happiness to depend on...indeed if a man be nedgsdéected by the
Judgment he passes on his own Conduct, this Reflectust undoubtedly
give him some Satisfactidh.

These reflections allowed George to portray himaglé reasonable man of solid
judgement and exemplary conduct. They also showldaisantellect and thoughtful
nature to his future wife. The wheelwright Jededsaitutt was equally reflective in
his letters to Elizabeth Woollat in 1755. He mutieat ‘Love has long since been-the
my darling passion tho’ it was not till lately thatad any taste for Connubial
pleasures...[it] is the subject of all my thoughas.present | know of nothing worthy
the name of Love that is not intended that Wy hese extracts underscore the
purpose of courtship letters in providing men véatepace to rationalise their
thoughts about love and marriage, presenting thieesas rational, intellectually

capable and sincere to their sweethearts.

In contrast, women’s letters were more reserveniatheir emotion&?
Female virtue was one of the pillars of conduetréture, with John Gregory praising
how ‘conscious virtue’ could ‘awe the most shamel®sd abandoned of men’, and
John Moir arguing that ‘the most splendid acconfiplients are...eligible only as
auxiliaries to virtue®® The critical importance of virtue was repeatediggsed upon
women by their suitors. In a letter to Elizabetli& in 1738, James Nicholson
praised their relationship and outlined how theidigiend’ should exhibit
‘Constancy and faithfulness, knowledge & DiscretiarChearfull Wennegsic] of
Temper, together with a Continued series of virtuactions... [friendship]
absolutely refuses any Commerce with vice, & itiitue alone Ybegins &
improves it.>* The letter acted as a thinly veiled manifestohfigrexpectations in a
future wife. Joseph Strutt was equally keen to esprthe importance of virtue upon
his fiancée Isabella Douglas in 1788, arguing ftidthave enforced Virtue strongly,

I have not enforced it too much — the word hasraprehensive meaning.” He

8 Gibbs to Vicary, Exeter, Septembét B744, MS 11021/1/2, LMA.

8 Jed. Strutt to Woollat, Blackwell, June"285303/4/6, DRO.

8 For similar formulations in eighteenth and ninetéecentury America see Eustace, ‘Love and
Power’, pp. 524-5 and Rothmarands and Heartgp. 34-5, 42.

% John GregoryA Father's Legacy to his Daughtefisondon, 1774), pp. 35-6 and John Moir,
Female Tuition; or, An Address to Mothers, on tideiGation of Daughtersecond edition (London,
1786), p. 244.

°1 Nicholson to Seddon, Liverpool, Juné2B738, 920 NIC/6/1/1, LIRO.



112

encouraged her to ‘listen’ to the instruction atwe, ‘& you will be sure to meet the

reward it will bestow --- Innocence, Modesty, Tr&ttHappiness*

Women'’s courtship letters were also defined byrtheidesty and the
exhibition of self-doubt. As early as the sixteeoéimtury, women used modesty as a
rhetorical strategy to project an image of selfsioyement and vulnerabiliy?
Modesty remained a dominating theme of women’s letters throughout the
eighteenth century, with Elizabeth Seddon repegteatiphasising her unworthiness
in letters to James Nicholson in 1738. During tlegigoing debate about human
nature in January, she admitted that the topialireg a more Eloquent pen than
Mine to Set it forth.” Elizabeth again reminded &snof her humility in July, where
she described how ‘to Define this Irregular Passicall its parts...requires a wiser
head to do it.” Later in November she realised thiaankly own | have proposed
what | am very incapable of solveing’, maintainiragnes’s dominance in
intellectual matters? Elizabeth Woollat took a similarly deferential &m her
humble letters to Jedediah Strutt before their iagerin 1755, describing how ‘I
write to you more for my own sake thpgic] yours; less to make you thinlewrite
well, then[sic] to learn from you to write bettet” By emphasising the need to
improve her writing skills, Elizabeth presenteddadfras modest and self-effacing to
her admirer. Her desire to learn was realised dutieir exchanges, as her epistolary
literacy improved remarkably over the years. By3 ghe was using noticeably
longer words such as ‘Disconcerted’, ‘Inferiorignd ‘Consciousness’, and her
spelling had improved enormousi/Conventions of female modesty persisted

throughout the century; Elizabeth’s son JosephttSiascribed the ideal pose as a

%2 Jos. Strutt to Douglas, October™ 2788, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/13, BCA.

% See Daybell, ‘Female Literacy and the Social Catives of Women's Letter-Writing in England,
1540-1603’ inidem, Letter Writingpp. 62, 66.

% Seddon to Nicholson, Liverpool, January'23uly 24" and November 181738, GBB 133 Eng.

MS 1041/1, 2, 8 (Box 1), JRL.

% Wollat to Jed. Strutt, undated, pre-1755, D53@3(iii), DRO. In what may be a fragment of the
same letter she continues, ‘I have wrote thisdéttsuch a hurry'yl dare say you cant re¢sic] it,

and | emagirjsic] you think to your self | wish | never had, hadaind | realy am in debate with
myself wheathefsic] | shoud sent it or not’, D5303/1/2 (ii).

% See Woollat to Jed. Strutt, London, Februar{ 1855, D5303/4/2, DRO. The gentlewoman Mary
Martin wrote polished and neat letters to her sugaac Rebow, who praised her for her ‘Knack of
Epistolizing, July 11772, A12691/18, Box 1, Vol. Il, ERO. However st repeatedly described
her desire to improve, noting, ‘O! what wou'd | githat | cou’d properly express my Sentiments on
y Occasion...I am every Day, more & more sensiblat tihave not “y Pen of a ready Writer,”
therefore must Content myself, with Assuring yaus imy fervent Wish, & shall be my most earnest
Study, & I think (see how Vain you make me) | shalall probability succeed’, May"51772,
A12691/12, Box 1, Vol. II.
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‘bashful Modestyin 1787, which he had ‘often & so strongly recoemded’ to his

sweetheart Isabelf4.

In contrast to men’s emotionally expressive Isiteromen’s epistles were
more guarded. As John Gregory advised, ‘The melncathplain of your reserve.
They will assure you that a franker behaviour waulgke you more amiable. But
trust me, they are not sincere when they tell ymii%The gentleman’s daughter
Ann Vicary was initially hesitant to begin a romiantorrespondence with the
physician George Gibbs, as this confirmed that theyld soon be married. When
she finally acquiesced, he praised that ‘you aawatgine how much you have
obliged me by this Indulgence, & as you have dthbaske thro’ those little
Objections which you had conceived to such a Cpardence, | may hope you will
not refuse to give me the Pleasure of hearing ffomoftener than at first you
proposed?® Several women showed further reticence as theg afeaid of
disappointing their suitors. The domestic servdidtalbeth Woollat was fearful of
falling below Jedediah Strutt’s expectations imtaufe wife. As she wrote in April
1755:

you Cannot suppose, in my prespit] situation | injoy[sic] any great
share of tranquillity, YConstant fear | am in, of not answering (irrgve
thing) your expectation renders the utmost cautiecessary, | have often
thought that the principal Cause of unhappineseammarried state, arises
from the negligence of°ycontracting parties, in not acquainting each other

with the peculiar Turn of their Dispositioh®.

Elizabeth may have felt genuine ‘fear’ at the atradje of impressing a man she
admired, or this may have provided an additional Wweademonstrate her feminine

modesty and self-doubt to her future husb¥hatVomen’s reluctance to enter into

% Jos. Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Octob8r17787, MS3101/C/E/4/8/7, BCA. Richard Dixon adopted
similar tone in letters to Maria Cranmer in 17883iping how ‘You are a good Girl and always think
and act with propriety’, Buxton, May"71782, 8215/7, SHC.

% Gregory,A Father's Legacyp. 36.

% Gibbs to Vicary, Exeter, 1740s, MS/11021/1/17, LMA

1% \woollat to Jed. Strutt, London, April's.755, D5303/4/3, DRO.

191 An additional example is provided by Isabella Diasgwho described how ‘I am fearful | trespass
on your time & patience’, quoted in letter from J8gutt to Douglas, Derby, Decembef"18787,

MS 3101/C/E/4/8/9, BCA.
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the domain of romantic correspondence was refldotéueir letters, which were

more cautious, distanced and less openly emotibaal men’s.

One further stance recommended by John Gregoryemzale religiosity,
arguing that ‘men consider your religion as onéheir principal securities for that
female virtue in which they are most interest€dHowever this approach was not
adopted by all women, with only extremely pious vemnsuch as the Unitarian
Elizabeth Seddon and Anglican Charlotte Mary Curaiowing religious
discourses to dominate their letters. Debating<tlan maxims enabled these
women to demonstrate their intellectual capabdibg discussing theological issues
with their suitors. As Elizabeth noted in 1738, ‘may consider that true virtue and
Practical religion never so flourishes in the Cinaiis world as in that part that is
under Persicutiofsic] ; which in my opinion shows that it is the plenfyspiritual
food we injuy that Surfitfsic] us.*®® Religiosity could also provide a source of
power for women looking to cement their place mesv home. This was especially
true for women such as Charlotte, whose suitordisaobb had been married twice
before. In 1805, she challenged him that if hergitiallow her to educate his
children with a bias agreeable to her views, shidcoot see their relationship
progressing any further: ‘I shall teach them theypr book: as | believe it to be
according to the scriptures, & if we are not agrepdn this point, my hands are tied
therefore how can my affections be enlarg@8Francis himself was deeply
religious, making Charlotte’s piousness a powedol in determining the dynamics

of their new househof>

Charlotte’s challenge to Francis’ authority in B8Bmonstrates how
courting women could wield a significant degregoiver, delaying their marriage

by asking ‘for another half year to consider thetera'’® As Karen Lystra has noted

192 Gregory,A Father's Legacyp. 23. Also see WilkeGenteel and Moral Advicgp. 38-61, 68-70,
The Lady’s Preceptopp. 5-6 and MoirFemale Tuitiongsp. p. 258.

103 Seddon to Nicholson, Liverpool, Septembef 2838, GB 133 Eng. MS 1041/6 (Box 1), JRL.

104 Curwen to Cobb, July 121805, EK/U1453/C2/1, Bundle A, EKAC.

195 Francis’ son Thomas Cobb was also deeply movesidsgen’s ‘pious’ language. When his
proposal of marriage was rejected by Miss Tormglay 1827, he was nonetheless consoled ‘that my
earnest wishes though blasted have been denietbiveak spirit which breathes so much of genuine
pious feeling that | cannot be satisfied that thechof the Lord is in this disappointment’, Margate
16" May 1827, R/U11/C40, EKAC.

1% Curwen to Cobb, July 121805, EK/U1453/C2/1, Bundle A, EKAC. For the stgies of courting
women also see letters from Gibbs to Vicary, whereecries how ‘we are to be convinc’d of your
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in her study of nineteenth-century America, cogrtivomen frequently orchestrated
‘at least one dramatic emotional crisis’ to tesittisuitors’ love'®’ An earlier
example can be found in the courtship of JosephttStnd Isabella Douglas in the
1780s. Two years into their courtship in May 1788bkella wrote to Joseph casting
‘doubts & suspicions’ over their relationship amdbjecting him to ‘censure &
reproach.” However he appears to have rather edjbgang reprimanded, describing
how ‘I am almost tempted to sin again in orderecsb chastised® The author
Mary Wollstonecraft forced her suitor William Godwio endure a far more
dramatic crisis when in the early days of pregnandyecember 1796. William was
distraught after she ‘wished we had never met;wisthhed you could cancel all that
had passed between us...You wished all the kimdjshyou had ever written me
destroyed**® However Mary’s letters reveal that she soon charmge mind,
entreating him on®LJanuary 1797 that ‘You must have patience withford, am
sick at heart — Disatisfigfgic] with every body and every thingt® The letters

reveal no discernible cause for the disagreematit,Wollstonecraft’s biographer
Ralph M. Wardle noting, ‘though Mary flared up imés, she was quick to forget
her anger®* William had evidently passed Mary’s test, and¢beple were married
on 29" March 1797. These examples demonstrate the defjpeaver which women
could wield during courtship, finding an earliergtish precedent for women’s
romantic testing in America. The crises createdsbpella, Mary and Charlotte were
a useful strategy in enabling them to discoveritkensity of their suitors’ devotion,

reminding them that a woman’s love was not to kendor granted.

The final section of this chapter treats love Istisgifts exchanged by
lovers, which retained the essence of the indivgludio gave them. As Marcel
Mauss notes, ‘Even when abandoned by the givstiJliforms a part of him.
Through it he has a hold over the recipiéit.Before his marriage in 1755, the
Derbyshire wheelwright Jedediah Strutt made a titeaelation between his letters

and ‘thoughts’, pondering that ‘if every thought f@u had been a Letter, millions

Importance by being kept at a Distance, & treatétl  contemptuous kind of Reserve’, September
221744, MS/11021/1/3, LMA.

107) ystra,Searching the Hearp. 157.

198 Described in letter from Strutt to Douglas, Dermgy 5" 1788, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/11, BCA.

199 Godwin to Wollstonecraft, December®31796, No. 87, MS Abinger c. 40, fol. 127, BLO.
10\wollstonecraft to Godwin, Januarf 1797, No. 89|bid., fols. 129-30.

1 wardle,Mary Wollstonecraft: A Critical Biographgtondon, 1951), p. 272.

12 Mauss The Gift p. 9.
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perhaps wou’d not Compromifsic] the sum'3 Others such as Elizabeth Seddon
in the 1730s and Mary Martin in the 1760s repegtddiscribed their letters as
‘favours’, as if sent as a token by the writ€fThe soldier Robert Garrett revealed
his emotional investment in Charlotte Bentinck$des in 1811 by describing them
as ‘so valuable a dear treasure’, reminding hdr‘tiehing gives me greater delight,
it is the only substitute | have...for not beinglwjou.™® The behaviour of lovers
was shaped around their letters, as they treated #s treasured possessions,
claiming to read over them on a regular basis.7B71 Joseph Strutt purported to
have read one epistle from Isabella Douglas ‘ovewé&r again, nay | have read it so
often that | can almost repeatit® Since sources such as diaries do not mention
whether lovers actually re-read their lettadsinfinitum we cannot know if they did
so on a regular basis, of if the re-reading otlstprovided a fitting epistolary

device with which to express a writer’s love.

Since these highly valued letters were pored omdri@pt as treasured
possessions, writers made fastidious efforts t@ kieeir love letters neat and well-
presented. The apothecary John Lovell re-wroteyhadisented love letters to Sarah
Harvey in 1756, describing how ‘I was obliggc] to transcribe it anew, purposely
to render it in some Measure fit to be introducitbiyour Presencé?’ Individuals
aimed to craft their letters in the neatest harssiiibe, as a tribute to the recipient
(see Figs. 22 and 24). However, as John’s rewriéiéer suggests, this ‘ideal’ style
was not always obtainable, with deviations in thpesarance of letters revealing a
writer's mood and situation at the moment of wgtii® Writers purchased the best
quality paper they could afford, with numerous engtstudied in this thesis using

the most expensive paper with gold gilding aroureledges!® Others occasionally

113 Jed. Strutt to Woollat, undated, pre-1755, D5303/DRO.

114 Seddon to Nicholson, Liverpool, Auguét, October 17 and November 181738, GB133 Eng.
MS 1041/3, 7-8 (Box 1), JRL. Martin to Rebow, Sepber 18" 1768 and April 2 1772, A12691/3,
Box 1, Vol. I and A12691/11, Vol. II, ERO.

115 Garrett to Bentinck, Mealhada, Sorda, and nead&@URodrigo, May 201811 and August 16
1811, R/U888/C11/8, 13, EKAC.

116 30s. Strutt to Douglas, Derby, Octob&r17787, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/7, BCA.

" However ‘instead of this Copy | very unfortunatsnt you the Original.” Lovell to Harvey, Bath,
December % 1756, 161/102/2, WSA.

118 Eleanor Anne Porden’s letters to John Franklinligered with crossings out, such as one missive
written from Berners Street on ®May 1822, D3311/8/1/14 (i), DRO. The changes appehave
been designed to improve her language, as the ‘atann’ was replaced with ‘terror’, ‘speculations’
was replaced with ‘disquisitions’ and ‘fury’ wasptaced with ‘vengeance.’

119 For example Richard How Il, Elizabeth Jeffreysa@iés Pratt, Samuel Whitbread 11, Admiral
Horatio Nelson, Sir Gilbert Stirling and EleanormenPorden.
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used paper with a thick black border to mourn loged ones2° While we would
expect gentlewomen such as Mary Matrtin to utilis@asther and whiter paper than
wheelwrights such as Jedediah Strutt, the discwiguf letters over time makes it
difficult for any clear distinction to be made. Natheless writers were aware of the
variable quality of their paper and how this wascpa/ed by recipients. They
apologised when this fell below usual standardd) Wiary Martin proclaiming
‘hang y Paper, & y Pens, for y former is so fullHdirs, & y latter so bad, that |
cannot write y least Decent to nigft”Others complained of the low quality paper
available while away from home, with the barristdrarles Pratt writing to his
sweetheart from Cornwall that “You may guess, mgrdst Love, the barbarity of

this Country where | am at present t5yGolour of y Paper.}??

The intrinsic value of love letters imbued themhatite power to transcend
death, and individuals frequently wrote love lettey be read posthumously in case
some accident should befall them. The Bedfordsiergleman Samuel Whitbread I
wrote a letter to his sweetheart Elizabeth Greykhbe die during his Grand Tour,
promising, ‘If ever You receive this letter, whithope will not be the case, You
will with it receive all the letters that You witiave written to me*®® The act of
returning her letters ensured that she would beiged with a physical comfort after
his death, as their love letters provided bothrabadiment of their relationship, and
of Samuel himself. Women such as Francis Cobb'srebwife Mary (ée
Blackburn) (1773-1802) made similar precautionusththey die during childbirth.
Mary'’s letters allowed her affection to transcematth, and provide Francis with a
way to resurrect their love as a means of comfiord. letter written seven years
before her death in 1802, she praised Hévhappier life, | verily believe, none ever
knew. Your tenderness to me has been beyond exarhlgiee you to my very heart,
and have experienced all | could wish from you akenmy life happy?* The
incalculable value of love letters was reflectediuma Continent in works such as

Jean-Baptiste Greuzel$he Inconsolable Wido¢l762-3). The painting depicted a

120 £or example letters from Porden to Franklin affterdeath of her father on Octobef"Ehd
November 18 1822, Berners Street, D3311/8/1/3, 16, DRO.

121 Martin to Rebow, January'11772, A12691/1, Box 1, Vol. Il, ERO.

122 pratt to Jeffreys, Leskard, July"25745, U840/C/1/2, CKS.

123\whitbread Il to Grey, Clarges Street, Mdy 5787, W1/6613, No. 30, BLARS.

124 See transcript of Mary’s letters in Cotemoir, pp. 42-5.
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widow immersing herself in her husband’s missivédevtouching a bust of his

face, allowing her to resurrect his identity towssge her grief?®

A central property enabling love letters to sumrttfempresence of the absent
was their smell, as they could carry a distincigent reminiscent of their writers. In
1747, The London Magazingerialised a tale entitled ‘Adventures of a Quife o
Paper’,where a piece of paper comes alive to explainas/ sAfter various
incarnations as a thistle, flaxseed, cambric haruttkef and bandage, it eventually
becomes a quire of expensive paper ‘decoratedgilitbdges.” The paper is then
purchased by a man of fashion, who scents it waitto ‘of roses’ and sends it as a
love letter?® The tale illuminates contemporary perceptionsafrtship letters as
gilded, scented emissaries of lovers. The Dukeurhkerland was depicted
fantasising over letters to ‘My Angel’ while kisgirand smelling a ribbon in
Cruikshank’s etchinghe lllustrious Lovein 1804 (Fig. 16}?’ The sweet smell of
letters was repeatedly praised by suitors; in 1818 soldier Robert Garrett was
overwhelmed that Charlotte Bentinck’s ‘dear lettareell so nice and sweet that |
fancy myself at Ramsgate again when | put themytgoor nose’?® Robert’s
account demonstrates how he touched and smelledo@es letters as a material
substitute for her, and the transporting propeudfescent, as the ‘sweet’ smell of her
letters made him feel instantly at home. The swoidibve letters from the 1770s was
dramatised in Elizabeth GaskelCsanford (1853) where they created ‘a faint,
pleasant smell of Tonquin beans in the room. lddadys noticed this scent about
any of the things which had belonged to her mothed, many of the letters were

addressed to her — yellow bundles of love-letsisgy or seventy years old®

These sensory properties encouraged men to camétters around in their
pockets, touching and kissing them as symbolictgubes for women. While
women may have done the same, the fetishistic ¢ahans of kissing letters
prevented them from acknowledging this in writiSggmund Freud argued that the

use of objects as a symbolic substitute was a treexual fetishism which was

125 Greuze The Inconsolable Widowijl on canvas, 40 x 32cm, P454, Wallace Collection
(subsequently WAC).

126 :pdventures of a Quire of Paper he London Magazinéondon, 1747, pp. 355-8, 395-8 and
448-50. Quotes at pp. 449-50.

127 Also see Chapter 2, pp. 81-2.

128 Garrett to Bentinck, Camp near Villa de Don Diefine %' 1813, R/U888/C11/51, EKAC.

129 Elizabeth GaskellCranford (New York, 1853), p. 90.
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‘habitually present in normal love, especiallyose stages of it in which the
normal sexual aim seems unattainable or its fufilbprevented-*° Men also
described using their letters to provide a symbplactal’ between them and their
sweethearts by placing them in direct contact Withbody while they were asleep.
The romantic poet John Keats slept with Fanny Begsvletters between his legs
and under his pillow as a way to be closer to her820. He also promised to ‘kiss
your name and mine where your Lips have been - Wwhyg should a poor prisoner
as | am talk about such thing§?'The physicality of these rapturous declarations is
typical of early nineteenth-century love letterspecially produced by professional
writers such as Keats. The kissing of love letteasked the fetishisation of the letter
as an object because of its connection with a Jameéurn becoming a direct
substitute for them®® Such behaviour may have been inspired by sentiahen
novels, which utilised men’s kissing of lettersaasign of their infatuation. In Fanny
Burney’sEvelina(1778) Lord Orville kissed the letter consenting to hisrnaae to
the novel’s heroine, while a besotted Werther wtot€harlotte in Goethe’s
Sorrows of Young Werthét774)that he ‘quickly raised your letter to my lips’ eft
reading it**®

Love letters were repeatedly praised as a soureenofional enjoyment,
causing pleasure, satisfaction and cheering theugihthe 1740s, the physician
George Gibbs described how he experienced ‘no Biea® be compared™ithat
which thy Letters give mé3* Similarly in 1772, the gentlewoman Mary Martin
praised the ‘most infinite Satisfaction’ of receigilsaac Rebow’s letters, which
‘gave me more Pleasure, than | can find Words tor&s.**® Love letters were
doubly enjoyable for writers due to the pleasueythrought to recipients. As
George Gibbs noted in 1746, ‘I enjoy no Pleasurteaktp that which arises from

contributing to thy Satisfaction; Cousic] | therefore be so cruel...to refuse thee

130 Sigmund FreudDn Sexuality: Three Essays on the Theory of Seyuwaid Other Worksed.
Angela Richardstrans. James Strache¥gl. 7 (London, 1977), pp. 65-8, at p. 66. Also Tim Dant,
‘Fetishism and the Social Value of Object{ciological RevieyWol. 44, No. 3 (1996), pp. 495-516.
131 Keats to Brawne, 1820, Letters XII and XXII in Fuan,Letters of John Keatpp. 48, 65.

132 sarah Hurst recorded a strange incident ohertrequesting to kiss her love letters, in order to
send good wishes to the sender;>Micker comes & desires to kiss my Harrys letterphsent but
think it a little odd’, October 201759, Diary of Hurst, MS 3542, HM.

1% Goethe Sorrows of Young Werthelly 26" 1771, Book 1, p. 29 and Fanny BurnEyelina, or
The History of a Young Lady’s Entrance into the M/¢€Cambridge, 1778; 1996), p. 259.

134 Gibbs to Vicary, 1740s, MS/11021/1/1, LMA.

135 Martin to Rebow, January T0May 5" and July 1772, A12691/4, 12, 18, Box 1, Vol. Il, ERO.
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such as Trifle as a Lette!? Samuel Whitbread Il made a similar connection in
1787, writing to Elizabeth Grey that ‘I quit my agaation with regret, not only
because it is pleasurable to me but becausengwkconveys an equal pleasure to
you. there is a good Boy* Charlotte Mary Curwen was also cheered to know tha
her letters pleased Francis Cobb in 1805, desgrihaw ‘| feel much pleasysic]

in being obliged to write to you this morning, & regoarticularly so, as | flatter
myself, my letter will not be altogether unwelcom&.The value placed upon letters
by writers therefore had a reciprocal relationshiih the importance they were

granted by recipients.

The high value of love letters made them a powéohae in exacerbating or
alleviating the agitation of love. The overwhelmiemgotional consequences of
receiving a love letter were dramatised in JandeéxisPersuasior(1818) where

Anne Elliot received a love letter from Captain Weorth:

Such a letter was not soon to be recovered frorif. dafiahour’s solitude and
reflection might have tranquilized her; but the tamutes only which now
passed before she was interrupted, with all theaiess of her situation,
could do nothing towards tranquillity. Every momeather brought fresh

agitation. It was overpowering happinéss.

The novel emphasised the importance of self-refleéh coping with the
‘overpowering’ impact of receiving letters. The sation was not always
pleasurable, with Charlotte Mary Curwen descrildiogv her suitor’'s doubts about
their relationship had caused ‘palpitations’ of chand body and she was ‘obliged to
take brandy before I could hold my pen at all, titiav**° Nonetheless love letters
also provided a balm or ‘cordial’ for this agitatiaiffusing a ‘placid serenity’ to
writers’ spirits*** On 2'Y October 1805, Charlotte praised how love lettec h
provided ‘a cordial to my spirits, & | think | ggsbme good from it*** Two weeks

later she again celebrated their medicinal propesds ‘a cordial to my dejected

1% Gibbs to Vicary, Exeter, July51746, MS/11021/1/23, LMA.

37 \Whitbread Il to Grey, Basle, August 8787, W1/6568, No. 22, BLARS.

138 Curwen to Cobb, January 1805, EK/U1453/C287/2 dBiA, EKAC.

139 Austen,Persuasior(London, 1818; 2008), p. 199.

149 curwen to Cobb, October 18805, EK/U1453/C2/5, Bundle A, EKAC.

I Hays to Eccles, August'@779, in Weddlove-Letters of Mary Hayg, 41.

12 Curwen to Cobb, FenstantdBctober 29 1805, EK/U1453/C287/6, Bundle A.
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mind."**® Whilst doubting letters could cause immense dgitateassuring letters
possessed important ‘healing powers’ in lifting eegsed spirits and calming the
mind. Other forms of correspondence had the sasrapleutic qualities, acting as a
means of catharsis and self-justificatié.

To conclude, this chapter has demonstrated howxbleange of love letters
was an intensely emotional experience, from thetaoigtheir creation, to the joy
brought about by their sweet scent. Lovers traedl#ieir devotion onto paper by
describing the anxiety of catching the post, trepsuse of waiting for a delivery,
and the dejection when promised letters failedtiveéa Such raptures do not
represent unmediated expressions of a ‘transhisibromantic love, but linguistic
strategies which were deliberately employed togumewrriters in a particular light.
Love letters were by no means produced in isolaboih were shaped by their quasi-
public readership and lack of physical privacy.

The majority of epistles followed a standardiseddure, beginning with
thanks for previous missives, and concluding witdicpsed affectionate phrases.
Love letters were therefore a deeply paradoxicatgeproducing individual
expression within a standardised framework. Wiuleelletters did not represent a
formal engagement, they certainly foreshadowedrgrending marriage. In this
sense, marriage was not a single moment but angmpgocess, becoming more
assured as greater numbers of letters were excthaBgertly gendered features
include men’s overarching emphasis upon sinceaitg, women’s virtue, modesty,

self-doubt and often religiosity.

The genre of the love letter changed over timeéhasanguage of romantic
love became noticeably more elaborate AASictionary of Loveemarked, the
language of couples in the 1730s and 1740s appeaegkably ‘plain’ compared to
the melodrama of letters at the close of the cgnithie culture of sensibility further
led lovers in the 1770s and 1780s to describe palysymptoms such as trembling,
chills and wrinkles in order to prove their loveetters also changed over time within
individual relationships. The dynamics of a cormsgence shifted during courtship,

with men entering into lengthy descriptions of waekd women staging a number

%3 |bid., FenstantonQctober 18 1805, EK/U1453/C2/5, Bundle A.
144 Daybell, ‘Introduction’ inidem, Letter Writingp. 8 and Hannan, ‘Women, Letter-Writing and the
Life of the Mind’, Chapter 6, pp. 171-95, esp. g4l
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of dramatic emotional crises in the later stages i@lationship. The feature which
unites all of the lovers studied in this chaptes\ee immense value they placed

upon their letters, as treasured possessions abhddements of the absent sender.

The sacred genre of the love letter assumed angreater importance
during adulterous affairs, where couples struggteairange clandestine meetings
and endeavoured to avoid being seen together ilicplibe fraught circumstances
of adultery shaped the form and content of adultetove letters, as studied in the

next chapter of this thesis.
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Chapter Four

‘Perhaps it may be best to burn this:* Secret Codes, Disappearing Ink and

Adulterous Exchanges

When the Quaker gentleman Richard How Il (17271)&ame to the aid of
his fellow Friend Silena Ramsay (d. 1779) in 17&€, husband Robert was ‘much
straitened for money’ and was struggling to payréme? Richard expressed
sympathy for her distress, making a number of wigitSilena, her son Tommy, and
her parents. Soon he was writing long melanchdtgrie describing his affection for
her, proclaiming that ‘my most ardent Desire is Hfappiness’ and ‘thy Letters
alone preserve me from plunging into Despaiftie couple embarked on an illicit
affair, which caused a great scandal in the tight-®Quaker community of Aspley
Guise in Bedfordshire. In a desperate attempt &p kes wife, Robert threatened to
forcibly seize Silena’s child Tommy, which was withnis legal rights as her
husband and could be enforced by the common lawtcbHowever his threat had
little effect, with the couple signing a deed obaeation in 1761, and Richard acting
as Silena’s trustee, an act which may have beeoretfrom Robert in return for
financial help. Richard then formulated a shrewahgb estrange Robert from his
family, convincing him in March 1761 to try and o@er his fortunes trading on the
perilous Gold Coast in Africa. As soon as he I8ftena and Tommy were installed
near Richard’s house in Aspley, and he continuzilgcked the papers for news of
Robert’'s demise. The plan was a success, as Riibdrin Gambia in August 1762,

allowing Richard to marry his widow three monthi®ia

This chapter analyses the letters and tokens egelbby adulterous couples
to firmly establish the indispensable role theypthin conducting an affair during
the long eighteenth century. While adulterous edfaiere more fraught, insecure
and secretive than traditional courtships, certamnections can be made through
objects such as hair, rings and inkstands givagiftss By analysing adultery and
courtship within a single study, this is the fiastount to clearly delineate the

different epistolary conventions governing these thstinct genres of love letter.

! How Il to Silena Ramsay, May 11762, HW88/51, BLARS.

2 Ramsay to her mother Sarah Moore, Janu8ir}760, HW88/5.

® How Il to Ramsay, January'1761, HW88/6.

4 On the legal custody of children see StdRead to Divorcepp. 17, 153, 170-80.
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This chapter is divided into four sections, firsiutlining the legal position
of adulterous men and women and the role of letedstokens in conducting their
affairs. Secondly, it examines how couples concktieir relationships by burning
their letters, devising secret codes, and concgdisappearing lemon juice ink.
Thirdly, it considers unique features of the ‘laaga of infidelity,” such as women’s
preoccupation with household finances and the hedltheir lovers, and men’s
descriptions of jealousy and lust. Finally, it exaes how material objects such as
bells, whistles, desks and cabinets facilitatediedfand enabled illicit relationships

to prosper without the knowledge of others.

Lawrence Stone has argued that England had ‘tlstwball worlds’ during
the eighteenth century, as ‘marriage was far t@y éaenter into, but extremely
difficult to get out of.® While wives could not sue their husbands for aylin the
civil courts, husbands had the option of bringingaation of ‘criminal conversation’
(or ‘crim. con.”) against their wives’ lovers fdréspassing’ their bodies. In doing
so, they had deprived a husband of his wife’s ‘amiréind society® Although a
small number of cases took place in the late seeeitih century, they increased
drastically in the 1770s, peaking in the 1790s @exlining thereaftef Wives could
bring an action in the church courts for separatinrgrounds of adultery or life-
threatening cruelty, but only in the presence @ragating circumstances such as
the transmission of a venereal disease or sodouiilel§al divorce was even more
difficult to achieve, and was only attainable bymwvea a private Act of Parliament.
Parliamentary divorces were extortionately expensivd therefore incredibly rare;
between 1670 and 1857 there were only 325 divaorncEsgland, 99% of which

were obtained by meéhOn the whole, the church courts held key jurisdicover

® Stone,Uncertain UnionsMarriage in England 1660-175@xford, 1992) p. 4.

® This phrase was repeated in pamphlets sudtedryal between Sir W----m M--rr--s, Baronet,
plaintiff, and Lord A---gst---s F---tz-R—{}zondon, 1742)pp. 23, 32, 48, anddultery Anatomized
(London, 1761), Vol. I, pp. 110, 282, 290, 300, 333

" More specifically there were 2 cases 1690-9, 8£4330-9, 17 cases 1750-9, 36 cases 1770-9, 73
cases 1790-9, and 47 cases 1820-9. See Roae€, to Divorcep. 255, and Table 9.1, p. 430. On
crim. con. also see Susan Staves, ‘Money for Haridamages for Criminal ConversatioStudies

in Eighteenth Century Cultur&ol. 11 (1982), pp. 279-97, Katherine Binhammg&he Sex Panic of
the 1790s’Journal of the History of Sexualitypl. 6, No. 3 (January, 1996), pp. 409-34 and Bonn
T. Andrew, ‘Adultery a-la-Mode'History, Vol. 82, Issue 265 (1997), pp. 5-23. For changittiguaes
to adultery see David Turndfashioning Adultery: Gender, Sex and Civility ingtand, 1660-1740
(Oxford, 2002).

8 Vickery, Gentleman’s Daughtep. 73. Between 1800 and 1819, 96% of such digonasre
preceded by crim. con. actions, up from 30% betwiet0 and 1749. See Stofmad to Divorce
Table 9.2, p. 430. Also Tables 10.1-4 and 13.1r2He number of successful and failed divorces,



125

adultery, granting ‘divorce’ with no right to renngr While crim. con. cases were
increasingly required to secure a successful verdiparliamentary divorce required

both previous steps.

Informal ‘divorce’ through desertion or mutual agment was therefore
widespread, and the social penalties faced by tibaiives were severeThey
were offered little protection under the common,law/ their property and future
legacies could be confiscated and their childreeraway. When the third Duke of
Grafton separated from his first wife Anne in 1 4she faced a scramble to ‘create
and equip an establishment appropriate to the tyigfian estranged duches8The
deed of private separation was signed dhJanuary 1765, and the couple remained
amicable until she became pregnant by the Earlssb in 1767, giving birth to a
bastard child, finally giving the Duke grounds thvorce. Her fall from grace meant
society’s doors were firmly ‘closed against heredo her scandalous conduct, and
Anne was forbidden from seeing her three childgaira™ Anne’s plight
demonstrates the immense risk that the unfaithfolses, especially women, were

taking by engaging in extra-marital affairs.

While adultery and divorce have received widespsaolarly attention,
adulterous love letters have only rarely been agugred by historians. Clare Brant’s
Eighteenth-Century Letters and British Cult2908) unusually categorises these
epistles under ‘Writing as a Criminal’ (Chapter Boather than ‘Writing as a
Lover’ (Chapter Three), which prevents a direct panson of courting and
adulterous letters. It also situates her narratifkin notions of criminality rather
than romantic love, excluding innumerable affaifgalk remained undiscovered and
did not enter the court systéfmDavid Turner’s account of ‘Language, Sex and
civility’ in Fashioning Adultery2007) analyses the language used by diarists such
as Samuel Pepys to record their affairs, but negtecake this further to analyse the
letters of lovers themselvé$Turner’s exploration of ‘Proving Adultery’ alsoilfa

withdrawn and rejected petitions, social statugrofagonists and proportion supported by legal aid,
pp. 432-8. Also see Roderick Phillipdntying the Knot: a Short History of Divor¢Eambridge,
1991).

°Vickery, Gentleman’s Daughtep. 73.

1% v/ickery, Behind Closed Doorgp. 137-43, at p. 137.

Y bid., pp. 142-3.

12 Brant, Eighteenth-Century Letterpp. 125-68.

3 This is despite the fact that illicit letters weead out in court as material proof of adulterge S
Turner,Fashioning AdulteryChapter 1, esp. pp. 29-35.
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to treat letters as proof of illicit love, focusiigstead on witnessing illicit sex in
‘private’ spaces such as the bedchantbefistoriographical accounts of adultery
therefore contain the curious chasm of what loeetsally said to one another,

entirely neglecting the vital role played by lettriting in conducting an affair.

Watrimonial Comgorl

04" 1799 by T Borman, e S
7

Aw Awowvaovs Lerrse/

Fig. 25 — Extract from One of the horned cattle in the City taking an aig
with his spouse & familyengrav’d for the Court & city magazine,
London, 1770, etching with stipple engraving, platenark 16.4 x 25.7cm,
Lewis Walpole Library, Farmington, CT, 770.01.00.01

Fig. 26 — Thomas RowlandsorAn anonymous letter!l ondon, 1799,
hand-coloured etching, plate mark 21.7 x 19.4cm, vas Walpole
Library, Farmington, CT, 799.10.01.05.

Scholarly neglect is especially surprising giveibl ‘impatience’ to devour
adultery cases and the lascivious letters theyadoed’ In the trial of the Earl of
Sandwich’s niece the Countess of Cork and Orrarlgliphed in 1782, she was
accused of writing letters ‘entreating and desitimgee’ her lover, while during the
trial of Reverend James Altham for adultery puldin 1785, he was purported to
have sent letters to Anne Saunders which ‘contamnaay strong expressions of love
and regard™® Similarly in the crim. con. trial of the linen grar William Atkinson

published in 1789, letters were produced contaifpngfessions of familiar kindness

bid., Chapter 5, esp. pp. 153-7.

15 The trial of Mrs Harriet Errington, Wife of Geord&rington, Esq(London, 1785), p. vii.

% The trial of the Right Hon. Ann, Countess of Catld ®rrery(London, 1782), p. 8The trial of the
Rev. Mr. James Altham, Of Harlow, in the Countizsgex; Vicar of St. Olave Jew{yondon, 1785),
Vol. |, p. 4.
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never known but between lovef$.Texts such addultery Anatomize@l761)
published full transcripts of the letters exchangreparticular cases. Trials also
placed special emphasis upon material signs oitilhtercourse, such as bolted
doors, tumbled beds, raised petticoats and untedtbreeche¥ Perhaps the most
famous pamphlet of the century wHse genuine copies of letters which passed
between His Royal Highness the Duke of Cumberlandd_ady Grosveno{l770)
which ran to seven editions in a single year, destrating widespread interest in
adulterers and their licentious lettéfs.

Numerous prints and poems dramatised adulterayse®exchanging love
letters to fuel their amour; Figure 25 depicts anrsecretly slipping a love letter into
the hand of a fashionably-dressed woman as herahdsiarches glumly ahead
carrying their child. lllicit letters exchangedtime presence of a husband were a
recurring theme in these prints, representing ttimate symbol of deceit. The

transaction was dramatised in poems such as ‘Thit&dss'(1773):

Nay, when the Cuckold’s walking by her side,
A wink, or gentle squeeze, the gentle Bride
Slily [sic] conveys; and, with an am’rous look,

Slips him a billet from her pocket-bodk.

Adulterous couples were willing to engage in sudtarious acts as they had fewer
opportunities to meet one another, and could néveo in publié® This made them
particularly vulnerable to being caught, or havihgir letters intercepted, as
satirised by Rowlandson in Figures 26 and 27. s étching depicts an angry wife
scolding her husband with a letter from ‘Betseyhar hand, crying ‘you cant deny
the letter you false man — | shall find out all y&icked Vomen — | shall you
aboninablgsic] Seducer! The letter reads, ‘My Dear [$ic], When your Wife is

7 Adultery. The trial of Mr. William Atkinson, linedraper, of Cheapsidéondon, 1789), p. 9.

18 Adultery Anatomized/ol. |, pp. 84-5, 91, 93.

¥ The seventh edition was publicised in Migldlesex Journal or Chronicle of Libertugust ¢

1770, Issue 213, which had already serialised safrttee couple’s letters in June. The case generated
numerous spin-off tales, such as ‘The Adventurgb@Black Bob Wig’ inThe Gazetteer and New
Daily Advertiser August 28' 1779, Issue 12 944.

% The Adulteres@.ondon, 1773), p. 14.

%l |sabella Carr complained that she was only ab&e&Sir James Lowther one week in every two
months. Even when they were alone, she was ‘satadithat | scarce knew what | did.” Carr to
Lowther, undated;. 1759-69, and Septembél 6759, D/LONS/L1/1/67/6-7, CRO.
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gone too bid meat me in the Gardisig] will then truly yours Betsey Blossorff’

In response, her husband protests ‘I know no méwe sent the letter than the Man
in the Moon.’ In a similar vein, the muscular womarkigure 27 points an
accusatory finger at her new husband and decaagnterspectetetter from one of
your Naughty Women | knew you was going to Galavdrite possibility of their
letters being intercepted in this way drove manthefadulterers studied in this
chapter to use pseudonyms and write in French,kiGoeele and even disappearing
ink to shield their sentiments from prying eyes.

Fig. 27 — Thomas Rowlandson, ‘Autumn’ fromThe Four Seasons of
Love London, 1814, hand-coloured etching, 24.3 x 33rh¢ British
Museum, London, AN435277001, © The Trustees of tiigritish Museum.

The eighteenth century also saw a booming tradewels about marriage
and betrayal, which focused particularly on thedpiiion and exchange of illicit
letters.The Fair Adultress: or, the Treacherous Brotlier43) presented itself as ‘A
story founded on real facts,’ centring on the icépted letters of the adulteress
Amelia and her husband’s brother Mallamour. Sintddes were produced on the
Continent, including Cholderlos de Laclass Liaison Dangereus¢®angerous
Liaisong in 1782, dramatising the seduction of the magistratgs Madame de
Tourvel by the Vicomte de Valmont. In one erotigalharged scene, the prostitute

Emilie serves as the writing desk for Valmont, vthought it would be amusing’ to

2 For the language of ‘shrubberies and innuendoSseah Lloyd, ‘Amour in the Shrubbery:
Reading the Detail of English Adultery Trial Pulslibns of the 1780sEighteenth-Century Studies,
Vol. 39, No. 4 (Summer, 2006), pp. 421-42.
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physically combine his erotic escapades with lettéting.?* Furthermore in
Goethe’sDie Wahlverwandtschaftdilective Affinitieyin 1809 (trans. 1854he
protagonist Eduard falls madly in love with his &4 niece Ottilie, bestowing her
with ostentatious gifts and fanatically kissing heters®* Jane Austen also
addressed the damaging consequences of adultkey lasser-known epistolary
novelLady Susarf1805; published 1871) about ‘the most accomplisbeduette in
England.’ The anti-heroine Susan has a scandaftais\aith Mr. Mainwaring,
giving ‘jealousy and wretchedness to his witélh retaliation, Mrs. Mainwaring
scotches Susan’s ensuing relationship with RegiDal€Courcy by revealing the

continuing affair and love letters exchanged byaBend her husbaril.

This chapter analyses the material culture oftaduusing detailed case
studies of nine extra-marital relationships. Thiemee only infrequently been studied
by historians, who have rarely ventured beyondtadgkases in the courts. In
addition, the majority of evidence was destroyedviyers themselves, meaning that
illicit relationships with accompanying documentasydence are incredibly scarce.
The relationships studied include relatively unknaaffairs between Robert
Ramsay’s wife Silena and the Bedfordshire gentleRighard How Il (1760-2),

Mary Crichton-Stuart’s husband James Lowther, fiatl of Lonsdale and Isabella
Carr (1759-68), Thomas Bennett’'s wife Anna Marid &dmiral Sir Thomas Pye
(1780-5) and the Lincoln housekeeper ‘B.F’ and il Pratt (1814-16). Other
affairs received considerable publicity due totiigher social status or celebrity
status of the protagonists, including Thomas Rabiisswife Mary ‘Perdita’
Robinson and John ‘Jew’ King (1773) and Sir Williklamilton’s wife Emma and
Admiral Horatio Nelson (1798-1805), who was alsanmed himself. The chapter
also uses evidence from selected crim. con. andrde’ trials, which relied heavily
upon the evidence of letters and tokens. These pa@vealing portrait of the affairs
between Roger Mainwaring’s wife Mary and the yeordiann Road (1748-59),

Richard, first Earl of Grosvenor's wife Henriettadsthe Duke of Cumberland

23 Choderlos de Laclofangerous Liaisongrans Helen Constantine (London, 1782; 2007), L47,
Vicomte de Valmont to the Marquise de Merteuil1p3.

4 Goethe Elective Affinitiestrans. RJ Hollingdale (London, 1809; 1974dp, 113, 117, 128.

% Austen,Lady SusarfOxford, 1871; 2003), Letter IV, p. 195.

% |bid., Letter XXXVI, pp. 242-3. Gillian Russell has arguibét Austen used the Grosvenor trial as
her inspiration. Selem,"A hint of it, with initials:” Adultery, Textuality and Publicity in Jane
Austen’s Lady SusanWomen'’s WritingVol. 17, No. 3, pp. 474-8.
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(1769) and John Wilmot's wife Fanny and the footriafward Washbourn (1791.
These are contextualised using supporting evid&ooe additional crim. con. and
adultery suit€® The purpose of this chapter is not to provideradepth study of
adultery in the courts, but to explicate the cotinedbetween letters, objects and
extra-marital affairs and ascertain the distingumigtieatures of the language of

unfaithful love.

It is notable that unlike the courtships studiedhie previous chapter, many
of these relationships were conducted between ishais of wildly different social
status. While Mary Mainwaring was the daughter ioM&@lliam Dudley, her amour
was an illiterate yeoman. She was warned by fri¢ghasher ‘Family Rank and
condition in Life’ should preclude such a relatibips but believed ‘That Love was a
Levellar and that he was a ‘Clean sweet nfai.ikewise while Fanny Wilmot was
the wife of an MP, her lover was a footman in theiusehold. In such cases, it was
usually the married partner who occupied a higberas position. This was
presented as a particular cause for outrage is sexth ag\dultery Anatomized
where a woman’s husband had ‘raised her from alegrydegree of life, to the
dignity of a woman of condition’, and she had rejgaim with her ‘prostitution®
Men indulging in affairs with women of lower statnglude Sir James Lowther,
first Earl Lonsdale, who enjoyed a decade-longimaffgh the gentlewoman Isabella
Carr, continuing through his marriage to Mary CraehStuart in 1761. In addition,
Admiral Sir Thomas Pye took the merchant’s wife Amvaria Bennett as his

mistress after the death of his wife in 1762, wRilehard How Il married the

2" While separation suits were often referred todasorces’, separated spouses were legally unable to
marry in the absence of a full Parliamentary dieoi$ee Stond&ioad to Divorcepp. 319-24 and
Sybil Wolfram, ‘Divorce in England 1700-1850xford Journal of Legal Studiegpl. 5, No. 2
(Summer, 1985), pp. 155-86.

8 The trial of the Hon. Mrs. Catherine Newton, Wifeddohn Newton, EsgLondon, 1782)The trial

of Sir Francis Blake Delaval, knight of the bathtta¢ Consistory Court of Doctors commons, For
Committing Adultery with Miss Roa¢hondon, 1782)The trial of the Right Hon. Ann, Countess of
Cork and OrreryandAdultery. The trial of Mr. William Atkinson.

%9 Roger Mainwaring, Esq. vs. Mary Elizabeth Mainwatiappealed from Consistory Court of
Chester to Consistory Court of Durham, 1766, digdrg reason of adultery, p. 157,
TRANS.CP.1766/2, Borthwick Institute (subsequely.

%0 Adultery Anatomizedvol. I, p. 221.
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merchant’s widow Silena Ramsay in 1762, which wagely ‘advantageous’ to her
status®*

The second part of this chapter studies the sdardecrecy through burning
letters and encoding their contents. During genayalespondences, many women
prudently edited their letter-collections in caseyt fell into the wrong hands and
‘anything unpleasant or personal was brought®@ipVriters urged friends to be
careful with letters gossiping about others, witbiard How Il asking his friend
William Tomlinson to ‘take particular Care to prewenybody’s seeing this Letter’
concerning quarrels with his German relations i45°% These concerns were
amplified tenfold in letters exchanged by adultsrouen and women, as the
immediate destruction of letters was centrally imgat in keeping an affair secret.
The most popular method used by lovers was burtthieig letters (rather than simply
tearing them to pieces or obscuring particular pésg as this obliterated all trace of
their licentious contents. Lady Grosvenor wrot&én sixth letter to the Duke of
Cumberland that she would ‘always burn your letienmediately’, which made the
couple ‘as safe as a thief in a miff.Yet her confidence was unfounded, as scores of
letters from both parties survived, and were useelvédence during her husband’s
crim. con. suit in 1770, and the ensuing divorgd.trRichard How Il repeatedly
reminded Silena Ramsay to be careful with hisdgtteriting to her in 1762,
‘Perhaps it may be best to burn this, or else be lay it by carefully® The
footman Edward Washbourn was equally cautious,ibgrhe ‘many letters’ he
received from Fanny Wilmot ‘on the preceding dagfdre their adultery was
discovered® While the yeoman John Read promised to burn Maainiaring’s
letters, he failed to carry this through, informimge of her friends that ‘he had told
Mrs Manwaring he had burnt it and that she Mrs Mamg would kill him if she

31 Silena was aware that she was marrying into a galv@uaker family, writing to her father-in-law
that ‘however advantagiodisic] an Alliance with thy family may be’ she could naar the tension
her affair had caused, Ramsay to Richard How I, ivio25/10 1763sic], HW88/54, BLARS.

%2 Whyman,Pen and the Peopl@. 201. For example Charlotte Mary Curwen burakdf Francis
Cobb’s letters concerning a disagreement durinig toirtship, October 181805, EK/U1453/C2/5,
Bundle A, EKAC.

* How Il to William Tomlinson, July 4 1745, HW87/116, BLARS.

% Grosvenor to Cumberlani@ihe genuine copies of lettetstter VI,c. 1769, pp. 14-15.

** How Il to Ramsay, May 111762, HW/88/51, BLARS. By ‘carefully’ Richard prably meant
within a locked box, cabinet or writing desk, asatissed later in this chapter.

% The Trial of Fanny Wilmot, Wife of John Wilmot, Aaiultery with a Footmag¢London, 1792)p.
37. Similarly, Fanny’s lady’s maid Elizabeth Barmkposed that ‘she hath frequently seen her
mistress...throw papers into the fire and burn thésd., p. 7.
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knew he had shewn it to héf.Mary was right to be wary, as even though heelstt
were not produced during her divorce trial, it wassidered proof enough that her
friend could depose to having seen her handwrifiings was the case in numerous
other trials, where deponents testified that paldic’hand writings were in every

respect similar,” indelibly linking the adulterer their crime®®

The regular use of illicit letters as proof of #dty in crim. con. and divorce
trials demonstrates how certain individuals weteatant to burn their precious
letters, as these were the only tangible remindklsvers that they had. Isabella
Carr only reluctantly burned her letters from Simé&s Lowther after reading them
over many times, asking him to do the same, apé&&ce of mind depended ori'it.

In contrast, it was public knowledge that Lowthadlseveral mistresses at any one
time and that he was never happy with his wife, imgakim less inclined to conceal
his affairs from her. In a role reversal betweenenaad female lovers, Lady Emma
Hamilton kept nearly all of her letters from HowaNelson, while he burned all of
hers, urging her to do the same. When his loverieto Emma were published in
1814 she wrote to their neighbour and editor ofMloening ChronicleJames Perry
claiming to have left ‘part of my papers in a casth a person to whom | thought |
cou’d depend on’, insisting that they must haventsa®d, or were ‘the invention of a
vile, mercenary wretcH® However Emma’s detractors accused her of sellirg t
letters to ease her poverty, with one owneflué Letters of Lord Nelsan 1814
pasting a ballad called ‘Shameless Emma’ into tbetfof their copy'* It was their
status as repositories for a person’s most intiraatetions that made adulterous
love letters so hard to destroy, especially for warauch as Emma whose lovers had

long since died.

In an attempt to avoid recriminations, the Duk&€amberland and Lady

Grosvenor used a particularly inventive methodravent their love letters from

3" Mainwaring, Esq. vs. Mainwaringleposition of Amelia Sparre, TRANS.CP.1766/2, [9,5l.

% The trial of the Rev. Mr. James Althavful. I, p. 14. For a further example see the cgon. trial

of the linen draper William Atkinson, where a letteas produced and ‘proved to be his hand writing
even though he had avoided signing it. 8daltery. The trial of Mr. William Atkinsomp, 9.

% Carr to Lowther, September 2. 1759-69, D/LONS/L1/1/67/5, CRO.

0 Hamilton to James Perry, April 21814, L1054 in MorrisorHamilton & Nelson Papers/ol. II,

p. 368. Emma also wrote to Nelson'’s old friend\@illiam Scott that ‘| knew not of the publication
of those stolen letters and | have taken the sammbon it’, Calais, September 1814, in Wickson,
Nelson’s Love Letterp. 110.

“1 Letters of Lord NelsorB7633, 92 Nelson (093.32): 094 NEMMM.
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being read by outsiders; the Duke wrote in ‘Lemarc® (lemon juice) rather than
ink, which faded over time. The aim of this techr@gvas to prevent the potential
confrontation of ‘An anonymous letter!” depicted BRgwlandson in Figures 26 and
27. Yet it also had considerable drawbacks, aguibe was incredibly watery and
thin compared to regular ink — Lady Grosvenor camad that ‘1 wish | could find

a Meathodsic] for you to write in ink, I'll consider about it niig & day, but | fear |
cant but realy | make out the Lemon Duce very Wéllt was not unusual for writers
to concoct different coloured inks, with recipedbighed inThe Gentleman’s
Magazine cookery books and texts on household govern&titke Duke may have
gleaned his recipe from publications sucffhe Gentleman’s Magazinehich
advised that ‘If you write with any acid (juice leinons as good as any) upon paper,
then let it dry, and it will be invisible, till be held to the fire, and then it will be as
black as ink. — Juice of onions will do the safffeSimilar advice was provided in
Ovid’s Art of Love which the editor explained gave readers ‘sewgsgls to write
letters, so that the writing may not be perceividte moderns have their sympathetic
inks, the most common of which are made of a swhubif lead in vinegar, and a
lixivium of lime and orpiment; but new milk, or thgice of a lemon, will produce

the effect Ovid describe&>The circumstances of adultery directly shapeddha

of the letter, with even the ink on the page sudtuwith secrecy, foretelling the risk

which both parties were taking in engaging with anether.

Adulterous lovers also relied upon code nameshteal their identity in
case their letters were intercepted. The most fangouple utilising literary
pseudonyms were Mary Robinson and the Prince oé8yatho christened
themselves ‘Florizel’ and ‘Perdita’ after she chadhihim with her performance in
David Garrick’s adaptation of Shakespeaf&e Winter's Tal®n 3% December
1779 Such names imitated reality, as Florizel was threafding Polixenes, falling
in love with the beautiful Perdita, who he belieweas the lowly daughter of a

shepherd. Others such as the Lincoln housekeeperiBio may have been

“2 Grosvenor to Cumberland, Letter X¢l,1769,The genuine copies of letteps,25.

“3 For example recipe for green ink (also used faevemlours) inThe accomplish’d housewife; or,
the gentlewoman’s compani¢inondon, 1745), p. 137, black ink ithe London and country cook
(London, 1749), p. 216, red ink (also used for eotibnery) inThe London complete art of cookery
(London, 1797), p. 186 and multicoloured inkTine Gentleman’s Magazinglarch 1750, Vol. 20, p.
116.

“ Gentleman’s Magazin&jarch 1750, Vol. 20, p. 117.

4> ‘Notes on Ovid’s Art of Love’ in OvidArt of Lovep. 293.
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unfamiliar with classical texts successfully corledaheir identity by consistently
only revealing their initial&® The use of pseudonyms was not restricted to
adulterous lovers, as courting couples such assiahebolson and Elizabeth
Seddon studied in Chapter Three of this thesisadepted the names of ‘Lucius’
and ‘Honoria’ in their letters’ Such names were particularly appealing as they
allowed couples to retreat into a fantasy world. B Adulteresslyricised in
1773:

But some more cautious do in Figures write,
And use fictitious names when they indite;
As Helen, Paris, Ariadne, Sol;

These raise the passions beydretiandMoll.*®

Fictitious names thus endowed relationships witkexdra frisson that transported
them beyond the reality of their domestic livegaetor which took on greater
importance when the writer was married. The padicpseudonyms they selected
allowed writers to switch between different seh&s;h as from the unhappily
married ‘Moll’ to the beautiful Helen of Troy or tene Ariadne who helped

Theseus overcome the Minotdgr.

To avoid suspicion over the volume of letters e from individuals other
than their spouses, adulterous lovers directed kgers to different recipients and
locations. Isabella Carr monitored the receipteaflbtters at Lowther Castle and
elsewhere, and was cautious not to inundate Jamiesom many letters from a
single location. She enquired, ‘Cant you send nmeesGovers for London or
wherever you are to be, as | Fear it would be stisdeat [illeg] So many letters
Coming from Carlisle® Continually shifting addresses allowed the couple
manipulate postal practices to suit their own nekttewise, the housekeeper ‘B.F’
asked William Pratt who to direct her letters t@ing him to continually change his

6 See ‘B.F’ to William Pratt, January 30816 and undated, 1814-16, DE1184/6-7, LERO. Nelson
likewise advised Emma Hamilton that her lettersenval read; therefore, never sign your name’,
April 19" 1804, Letter XLIV,Letters of Lord Nelson/ol. I, p. 32.

4 Letters between Seddon and Nicholson, 1738-9, &BEng. MS 1041 (Box 1), JRL.

“8The Adulteress. 14.

“9 For the various types of historical and geogramhiseudonyms and the circumstances in which
they were used see BraRighteenth-Century Letterpp. 180-5, and on courtship code-names in
eighteenth-century Philadelphia see Eustace, ‘lamdePower’, pp. 519-20.

%0 Carr to Lowther, September2%. 1759-69, D/LONS/L1/1/67/5, CRO.
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name during their correspondence. In one badlylaiter, she asked that ‘you must
continue some other name for me to direct youlfatdre not send it to the post in
your [name] again.’ In order to maintain their gy, she decided that ‘I should say
[illeg] in my next when | think | am safe for | fieham not at this time>*

To hide their passion from interlopers or intermeds such as servants,
writers educated in foreign languages often wroterte another in French.
Sentiments in French were viewed as particulanhyamwtic for their sophisticated
modes of expression, yet it was also feared than'¢hified’ language would
emasculate and enervate the English torigiiee Duke of Cumberland routinely
switched into French during his parting addresseising ‘aimons toujours mon
adorable petite amour je vous adore plusque lanvesme(‘love always my
adorable little love | adore you more than lifeeits) In return, Lady Grosvenor
noted Je vous eumerois etternelement tres cherre esabttoAmme(‘l will love
you eternally my very dear and adorable frieridDisguising closing addresses in
this way was especially important because theyrgdgdeatured some of the most
ardent declarations contained in love letters. Jémtleman Richard How Il travelled
around Europe in his youth, living with his UnateAltona to learn German and
French. This allowed him to draw liberally upon ek in his love letters to Silena
Ramsay, to conceal forbidden sentiments from théndies. He had used a similar
practice in letters to his friend William Tomlinsanhis youth, writing whole
paragraphs about his Aunt in Ancient Gréékhis device was only available to
writers who had received a formal education or taaght themselves classical and
European languages, marking a clear divide in ¢lcees measures available to

writers of different social rank.

1‘B.F’ to Pratt, January 301816, DE1184/6, LERO. For further examples seteriefrom Nelson to
Hamilton, which were often directed to ‘Mrhompson to the care of Lady Hamilton’, Morrison,
Hamilton & Nelson Papers/ol. Il, L505, 508, 510, 514, 519, 523, 525-8, pp0-11, 13, 117, 119-
21.

*2 Michéle CohenFashioning Masculinity: National Identity and Larage in the Eighteenth
Century(London, 1996)p. 39.

%3 Letters Ill and Xll,c. 1769, The genuine copies of lettepq. 5, 27. Samuel Pepys also used a
combination of French, German, Spanish, Italiatin.and code when recording his encounters with
servant girls. See Donald McCormidlgve in Code: or, How to Keep Your Secigzndon, 1980),
pp. 31-2.

>*How Il to Tomlinson, March 171744/5, HW87/96, BLARS. Richard also composedipgrt
addresses to his sweetheart Elizabeth Johnsomntiduring their courtship from 1747-51,
HW87/224, BLARS.
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As Richard and Silena’s affair progressed Frenah mo longer a sufficient
disguise, and they created a code of jumbled &tteconceal their love. The making
and breaking of codes was a vast enterprise irigigeenth century, with a
government agency termed ‘the Deciphering Braneimdlating letters intercepted
by the Secret Office and the Private Office, twwisg divisions of the Post Offic®.
More simplified codes were also translated by eghth-century correspondents,
who enjoyed completing puzzles suchTag Tunbridge Love Lettét794), which is
analysed in Chapter Five of this the¥idhe novelist Jane Austen experimented
with coded letters, writing a backwards letter & hiece Cassandra in 1817 to ‘hsiw
uoy a yppah wen raey’ (wish you a happy new y&aPerhaps the most unusual
romantic code was created by the seventeen-yeaitolthang Amadeus Mozart,
who used an alphabet of crotchet notes to commieniga love to a young English
girl in Salzburg in 1774% Translating these codes and playing with langweasa
fun pastime for literate individuals, providing aywto improve their epistolary skills

and add intrigue to their letters.

a = w k =p u = e
b = x I = vV = s
c h m = n w = C
d = v n =Kk X = u
e =f o] I y = a
f =1t p m z =y
g = d q =i

h =r r = o ? =9q
i = Db s =4 ? =z
] = k? t = X

Fig. 28 — Translation of code used by Richard Howl | listing letters in
code first and letters of the alphabet second, Bealfdshire & Luton
Archives Service, Bedford, HW88/33-53.

*% Equivalent branches in Europe were tBabinet Noit (Black Chamber) in France anGéheime
Kabinets-Kanzlei(Secret Legal Office) in Vienna. See Stephen &ikcand Mary FraryCode
Breaker: The History of Secret Communicat{bondon, 2007), p. 60. Also See David Kalihg
Codebreakers: The Story of Secret Writ{hgw York, 1967; 1996), esp. Chapter 5, pp. 157-88.
* See Chapter 5, pp. 191-2.

57 Jane Austen to her niece Cassandra, Janifat8B7, MA 1034.6, The Morgan Library and
Museum.

8 McCormick,Love in Codepp. 48-50.
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eI O

Fig. 29 — Letter from Richard How Il to Silena Ramsy which begins in
code and ends in French, July 211761, Bedfordshire & Luton Archives
Service, Bedford, HW88/34.

Richard’s code to Silena was particularly sopb&égd, and appears to have
been devised completely at random, with ‘a’ subtd for ‘w,” ‘g’ substituted for
‘d,” and ‘u’ substituted for ‘e’ (Fig. 28). The cedvould have taken weeks if not
months for individuals encountering his letterslézipher; thankfully for modern
readers it was partially translated by one of Ridlsarelatives in the nineteenth
century®® Silena must have memorised the code, or perhips tae risk of
recording it on a slip of paper and then hiding thithin a safe place such as her
writing desk. Richard first tested his code in 118ing shorter statements such as
‘Pz guyhuvf ogeu’ to conceal the shift in his opgpaddress from the standard
Quaker greeting ‘My dearest Friend’ to the moreiminating ‘My dearest life®
The coded portions of letters gradually increasestjing to whole paragraphs and

letters in code. Surprisingly, this did not seenpiesent an obstacle to Richard,

% See HW88/33.
%0 How Il to Ramsay, Aspley, October14761, HW88/44.
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whose letters appear to have been written at Spdad minute joined-up hand. The
code was then interspersed with French for extargg, leaving mundane
statements such as ‘my father is well’ in normat {€ig. 29)°* His code allowed
Richard to make bold gestures of love, exclaimnegi¢yf au pyz iu gmvukyhuioz
xmgfug’ (‘oh that we may be inseparelisjc] united’)®* Without such a code,
expressing such sentiments to a married woman waaud been potentially
scandalous, providing Robert Ramsay with clear mgisuo seize Silena’s child
Tommy and bring a crim. con. suit against Richaighificantly depleting his

fortune.

Even once letters had been written, lovers coatdsand them whenever
they pleased, instead instructing one another wheas safe to use the post, and
when it was wiser to use intermediaries such assés or friends. Isabella Carr and
Sir James Lowther used their mutual friend Mr. Gt to facilitate their affair.
This allowed them to enquire with him whether pard@ar missives had been
delivered, and proclaim themselves ‘extremely glaken they found a letter had
failed to arrive (rather than being ignor&dMr. Garforth also resolved
misunderstandings between the pair, enlightenialgdéa when he believed James
‘did not lay much stock’ upon his proposal for heteave the country, later
becoming the victim of her demands for money whaemek refused to he8iwhen
she was away from home, Isabella ‘left my own setra Home on parpose’ to
receive James’s letters, as this was safer thavafding his letters by poS&t.
Couples had to be sure that they could trust pdaticervants, as they were
frequently the source of their betrayal in crimncand adultery trial®® Lady
Grosvenor's affair with the Duke of Cumberland wigscovered when their letters
were being delivered:

®\bid., July 2F' 1761, HW88/34.

%2 |bid., March 18" 1762, HW88/48.

%3 Carr to Lowther, Piccadilly, December™764, D/ILONS/L1/1/67/3, CRO.

% |bid. and September 1768, D/Lons/L1/1/67/14. ‘Mr Gatfaras the only person | had left to apply
to and it has been in vain let me therefore begpafto send me some money.’

% |bid., October 28, D/LONS/L1/1/67/3.

% Lady Grosvenor worried in Letter XII that ‘my Maidlls me there has been some of our servants
telling her that is all about here that you haverbbere & she has redkic] told me every particular
that you came down with us, and that we met hetkarFields and Lane<t, 1769,The genuine
copies of letterspp. 23-4.
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His lordship meeting with one of his servants.ngoivith a letter from his
lady to put into the post, stopt him to go uponthaperrand, taking the
letter, and saying he would put it in himself: hert had the curiosity to open
it, which he found to be the first letter from La@y- to his R. H. when, after
having taken a copy of it, he put it into the pastg intercepted all the re¥t.

The couples studied in this chapter showed a shagpeness that illicit
correspondences were all too easy to intercepiregatg their missives with unease

and the calculated risks of illicit love.

After the stringent measures they took to conttes relationships,
adulterous lovers were understandably upset whendiscovered that their letters
had already been opened. As ‘B.F’ wrote in 1816¢deived yours dated the 22 but
I am unhappy about it for | fear it has been opdrefdre | got it it was sealed wit
two wafers of different colours and | did not gettil the 28.°® Horatio Nelson and
Lady Emma Hamilton also closely monitored the segdind receipt of their love
letters, noticing instantly if a seal had been @ukeby a third party. To catalogue
their correspondence as accurately as possiblatidearumbered both Emma’s and
his own letters, to alert him when one was missWigile at sea in 1801 he wrote

how,

| cannot imagine, who can have stopped my Sundeiger! That it has been,
is clear: and the seal of the other has been glepdned; but this might have
happened from letters sticking together. Your'scalhe safe; but the
numbering of them will point out, directly, if om@missing. | do not think, that

any thing very particular was in that letter whistost®®

The third section of this chapter studies lingaigatures which were unique
to adulterous letters. While courting couples désd at length the suspense of
awaiting love letter€’ adulterers were more often forced to apologisentheir
domestic lives took precedence over their affdire housekeeper ‘B.F’ begged
William Pratt to forgive her for failing to come @meet him in 1816, as her

®7bid., pp. 52-3.

%8B F' to Pratt, January 301816, DE1184/6, LERO.

%9 Nelson to Hamilton, San Josef, February 16th, 18@fter X, No. 2| etters of Lord Nelsor/ol. I,
p. 15.

O See Chapter 3, pp. 96-7.
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husband was so suspicious that it prevented her ligaving the house. Although
she struggled with limited epistolary literacy, giteduced strained notes to William

using phonetic spelling to explain the uncertagthe faced:

ho prattyou But lettel know me yet in the for place dexlér refuse you
anny Won thing that was in my power to grant.s.itny firm Determination
to see you the very furst opprtunety | can Com batehe thing is this you
know W is very un Certain and when | could com shén | have to leat you
know and then by that time | ham all unsearten mageauld hav Com This

This preasent satterday but then | was not sHore.

Her letters reveal the difficulties of arranginkcit encounters, as she could never be
‘shore’ that they were safe. Even when she didrgitdo leave the house, by the
time she had informed William the situation wasimge once more. Such language
was unique to adulterous letters, as couples famedontinual guilt of living with

and escaping from their spouses. ‘B.F’ entreatelliaivi to have more sympathy
with her situation, as ‘you do not conceder my haodck and unhappy mind you
might mack some betel alliances for my unhappyeseth.”” While women such as
Lady Grosvenor may have had more personal freettay,still found it difficult to
provide the constant contact demanded by theiréoves she noted io. 1769, ‘we
had better not do any thing imprudent...for our imgeimprudently might endanger
our not meeting so often at another tirfie.’

Adulterous lovers placed their secret in dangeeminey could not suitably
control their emotions in public. Isabella Carrriout difficult to restrain herself
when her suitor James Lowther was brought up ivexsation, describing how, ‘I
am sometimes distressed least when | heaamye mentioned; | should shew an
Aakwardnes$sic] for it is never mentioned but | find myself Effedfeand
Agitated.” Isabella’s physical awkwardness thus betrayeddtest which they had

worked tirelessly to conceal. When an affair becaniaic knowledge, mistresses

"'B.F’ to Pratt, undated;. 1814-16, DE1184/10, LERO.

21n order to placate William, she saved money it Viim by buying very little food for the
household, describing how ‘I heave not bought dmntyer or shugar and very lettel meat and less aill
so | will leve you to juge what | have in my powipaeasent. ‘B.F’ to Pratt, May T'4c. 1814-16,
DE1184/8, LERO.

3 Grosvenor to Cumberland, Letter X¢l,1769,The genuine copies of letteps,24.

" Carr to Lowther, September2%. 1759-69, D/LONS/L1/1/67/5, CRO.
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had to bear the shame and public censure expeddrycte Duke of Grafton’s first
wife Anne in 1765. Social disapproval made Isabeliese that at least if she left the
country she would have ‘the advantage of not bemg’d by all the conversable
people, and pointed at by the vulg&rlt had forced her to lead a ‘quiet’ and
‘prudent’ life for the past three years, which e happy consequence of
persuading ‘Ladies of my former Acquaintance tatvige again they make no secret
of their coming, which may induce a few more tddal their example.’ Isabella was
also estranged from her family, but hoped to eadhtibe reintroduced to them over
time.”® Anna Maria Bennett had to worry about more obvisigss of adultery when
she became pregnant with Admiral Pye’s child in1l@he found that ‘Every body
observes how LustyGrow in the waist and how thin in the face..glfeo awkward

and ashamed of Every ones observatién.’

The scandal was particularly acute for Quakers stsscRichard How Il and
Silena Ramsay, who lived in the intimate Quaker mmity of Aspley Guise in
Bedfordshire. Richard’s father Richard How | wdeading figure in the village,
working as an intermediary for the Eccleston familyen their fifteen-year-old
daughter ran away to marry a coachman in 17 fAwas thus particularly scurrilous
to find his own son embroiled in scandal. Richandfdlly reported the details of
local gossip to Silena, writing in 1761 that ‘IdifR SaWw was y first who
comunicatedsic] y Scandito WD...I lament only they can find no Befopics, &
pity the want of Taste’? The social stigma forced to Silena to write totRia’s
father Richard How | on 250ctober 1762 to beg his forgiveness for the shsimee
had brought upon their family. In a neat and cdhefionstructed letter of apology
to her ‘Respected Friend,” Silena admitted thatriyntnings have concur’d to inspire
thee an unfavourable opinion of me, Appearances baen Against me, | know it
but hoped that his sentiments would change afteriage, given her good

conduct®

;Z Ibid., December 1% 1764, D/LONS/L1/1/67/11.
Ibid.
" Anna Maria Bennett to Admiral Thomas Pye, sumng11 36/67, Westminster City Archives
(subsequently WCA).
'8 Letters concerning Eccleston elopement, HW86/1-B2AARS. Isabella’s father was so incensed
that he contemplated putting the groom in the pillend bribing someone to pelt him to death.
" How Il to Ramsay, Aspley, January 8761, HW88/7.
8 Ramsay to How I, October 93762, HW/88/53.
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Men’s adulterous letters are marked by their jesypas married men
worried that their mistresses would desert themleade them saddled with their
wives, while unmarried men were concerned that mads husband would take
precedence over them. While jealousy constitutgdiding theme of men’s letters, it
was notably absent from women'’s replid@Dictionary of Lovalefined ‘Jealousy’
as an emotion felt by a man towards his mistréséiere theear of losing one’s
mistress is the principal constituent of it, andttfear arises from a modest
diffidence of one’s merit, it is the delicatestdamt the commonest, proof of lové.’
Using jealous language therefore allowed men togtbeir affection, also
providing a means of power. Jealousy has beenuthjed of sustained attention
from historians of emotion such as Peter Stearhs, lvas argued that ‘jealousy was
assumed to be a particularly masculine emotiomppsrt of proper patriarchal
governance.’ Jealousy did not necessarily detraot 8 man’s love, and could be

interpreted as a sign that he cafed.

For the Quaker gentleman Richard How II, jealogisadviour provided a way
to keep his lover away from other men whom he aw®rsd a threat. He was
consumed by fear that Robert Ramsay might revokeléed of separation from
Silena, and urged her to end all contact with hitil lne sailed for Africa in March
1761. In January he offered to remain with Siland her mother until Robert had
left, under the guise of ‘protecting’ them. Histéets described how ‘if thy Mother &
self think my coming to llford & staying till RR'departure may be of any use |
shall immediately comply; the plea would be moskcame, to satisfy other§®He
even prevented Robert from staying the night arails mother’s house when
visiting their son Tommy. After Robert sailed tordaia Richard still did not
consider himself safe, reminding Silena that ‘sidrIR. return | depend on thy
acting with spirit, and depend on my seconding tbeée utmost of my powef?®

8 Dictionary of Lovep. 80.

8 Courtly love poetry such as Andreas Cappellaiiag Art of Courtly Loveven presented jealousy
as a way to increase love. See P. Stedaadpusy: The Evolution of an Emotion in Americastbty
(London, 1989), pp. 14-18, at pp. 14-15. Also Bere¥, ‘Jealousy and Romantic Love’ in Sybil L.
Hart and Maria Legerstee (edsldndbook of Jealousy: Theory, Research, and Mattiglinary
ApproachegChichester, 2010), pp. 40-54, and bibliographyowe and jealousy at p. 54.

& How Il to Ramsay, January 2@9" 1761, HW88/11, BLARS.

8 |bid. For a further example see letters from Nelsodamilton, where he agonized over the Prince
of Wales’ pursuit of her, ranting ‘Do NOT let theat [sic] come...Do not, | beseech you, risk being
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Incredibly, Richard even went as far as warningrii off other men who he
considered a threat, such as ‘B-n’, whose ‘formeadavors to cultivate an Intimacy
were sufficiently apparent.” According to Richai8;n’ had ‘triumphed (in his own
Mind) at having gain’d his point in persuading the@o with-te-se&im, -retbeing
used--suppose-to-have many-female-visitOtslis anguish is apparent in the
numerous crossed out phrases, as he struggledtarchis jealousy and express his
thoughts in an appropriate manner. A small ‘x’ &btkna to an additional warning
written vertically down the left side of the pagautioning her, ‘Is it not advisable to
treat a Man of a forward disposition, whose Charma&tintentions are at best
suspicious, with a determined, constant, distasenve & carefully to guard against
his assuming disagreeable Freedoms, to prevebehi@ming too familiar® He
was still consumed by B-n’s liberties in a lettaitten in French eleven days lafér.
Richard was clearly aware that after separatingibes and highly desirable Silena
from her husband, he would have to compete witkratien to gain her harfd.

Such strident and uncompromising instructions wdade constituted an
outrageous insult in courtship letters, where wsitrove to present themselves at
their best, deliberately avoiding jealous or intlating language. Men'’s jealousy
demonstrates how adulterous letters were guidetidasyown idiosyncratic

conventions, as more was at stake for the indivgun&olved.

In response to these worries, married individsalsh as ‘B.F’ placated their
lovers by continually stressing how they no lonigeed their spouses, promising,
‘never shall W be anny thing mfsic] to me.?® She was especially careful to
emphasise how they were no longer physically ingnand that she tried to keep
his ‘hands of My self® Most importantly, ‘W and me as not Hsic] nor slept to
geather senic] he came home nor Do | intefsic] it.’®* She provided regular
accounts of her husband’s aggression, describingh®o'as returnd And feall out

at home. Does Sir William want you to be a whoréhrascal?’, February £4801 in Morrison,
The Hamilton & Nelson Papersol. Il, L521, p. 118.
:Z How Il to Ramsay, March"41761, HW/88/19.
Ibid.
8 |bid., March 18" 1761, HW88/20.
8 John King was similarly fearful during his affaiith Mary Robinson in 1773, asking her, ‘If some
otherhappy Youth has attracted your wandering Eyenellmy Doom’, 18 November 1773,
Answer to Letter VILetters from Perditap. 38.
89B.F to Pratt, Monday 1%, c. 1814-16, DE1184/7, LERO.
% |pid., undatedg. 1814-16, DE1184/4.
*!Ibid., DE1184/3.
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with me most shamefull€? This reassured William Pratt that her marriage faas
from harmonious. Mary Robinson also legitimised d&féair with John King using
her husband Thomas Robinson’s unreasonable bemagialaiming ‘How can |
love that stupid Thing R-¥ She justified the affair by arguing that she wisked
into marrying Thomas — ‘I cannot think | am boundabide strictly by an

Engagement that | was trepanned into, for you khedeceivedne.®*

Men'’s jealousy was especially aroused by the thbafjbontinued sexual
relations between women and their husbands. ltemesuraged by their own
thwarted sexual passions during periods of sepaxatrhich were discussed at
length in their letters. John King produced extdamary accounts of his sexual
desire for Mary Robinson. In his third letter harys’ to be in Bristol with her,
while his fourth becomes more intense, fantasiaingut,

such delicate wellformed limbs, such panting sn®ngasts, such — Oh!
whatRapturesneffable seize myelighted Imaginationwhen Irecollectthe
delirious Transportshat throbbed to my very Soul, when that beauteous

Form stood confessed in all the resistless PowelN#kednes®®

These thoughts only grew in intensity throughoeirthorrespondence, as by his

fifth letter all of his happiness wasritwinedn those snowy Arms, reposed on thy
pantingBosom’, and he longed for the moment when h&dick Touchwill again
throw me into @elirium of Ecstacy® By his penultimate letter, John compared his
feelings to a burning fire, while hers were like ia return —'You know | am all on
fire, and yourduke-warmStrain is colder to me thdrapland Blasts®’ Such rampant

sexuality was also present in the Duke of Cumbditaletters to Lady Grosvenor,

%2 |pid., DE1184/4.

% Robinson to King, Bristol, f4October 1773, Letter I\, etters from Perditap. 26

% |bid. Admiral Nelson also complained about his wife is letters to Lady Hamilton, terming her
‘that person at Brighton.” When Fanny requesteduise him out of sickness he reassured Emma that
he had sent ‘such an answer that will convincesherwould not be received’, February 18801,
Egerton 1614/23, BL.

% Robinson to King, Bristol, October 1773, Answarslt and 1V, Letters from Perditapp. 25, 28-9

% bid., 1 November 1773, Answer to V, pp. 33-4.

°7|bid., 16" November 1773, Answer to VI, p. 38. The paradaxken hot and cold was widespread
in love letters. As Linda Phyllis Austern has amjueve was ‘continually likened to fire, to poison

to agents that pierce, sting, burn, prick or disggasenom. The flames of love blazed like those of
war.” Seeiddem,'Musical Treatments for Lovesickness: the Early MiodHeritage’ in Peregrine
Horden (ed.Music as Medicine: the History of Music Therapycsiintiquity(Aldershot, 2000), pp.
213-45, at p. 216.
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which were damned as ‘illiterate and vulgar’ in @di In one example he fantasised
about how he ‘*had you on the dear litlmuchten thousand times in my arms
kissing you and telling you how much | loved andred you.” These sexualised
descriptions were solely the preserve of frustratet, demonstrating how the
epistolary conventions of adultery were stronglgvan along gendered lines. They
reflect the ‘ruthless, misogynist celebration oftgemanly sexual conquest’ which
had become firmly established by mid-century, pnéeg men — especially
gentlemen — as cold-blooded seductSuch language was solely used during
adulterous affairs, where the prudent declaratare®urtship could legitimately be

abandoned to describe the boundless limits of m#mndo.

In contrast, women’s epistles deliberately preogatithemselves with the
good health of their lovers. Isabella Carr contiyugminded Sir James Lowther to
take care of himself, praying ‘for its being finec@ther for you next week to make
y' Fatigue less to you, bliss you take Care'afeyf, how dosésic] y' leg do: dont
fail to tell me when you write thaf well.”*°! Isabella also rejoiced in minor
occurrences such as when Sir James had been bleig frealth">? Anna Maria
Bennett was similarly preoccupied with the healthdmiral Pye, even expressing
sympathy for minor complaints. As she wrote in 1,78fn very Sorry to hear your
headacHsic] is so Bad°®In a similar tone, Lady Grosvenor repeatedly wistiet
the Duke of Cumberland would take ‘ma@re of your health®* This epistolary
trope provided a way for mistresses to communittege affection by behaving as a
wife would towards her husbaf®. While avoiding the topic of a married man’s

family life or children, it allowed women accessartheir everyday lives,

% A Civilian, Free Thoughts on Seduction, Adultery and Divgtandon, 1771)p. 183. They were
also demeaned as ‘simple and void of meanifilgé genuine copies of letters,52.

% Ibid., Letter I, c. 1769, p. 3.

1% babhoiwala,The Origins of Sexp. 169-79, at p. 169.

191 Carr to Lowther, September™®%. 1759-69, D/LONS/L1/1/67/5, CRO.

1921pid., Monday 16", c. 1759-69, D/LONS/L1/1/67/4.

193 Bennett to Pye, February 1781, 36/66, WCA.

194 Grosvenor to Cumberland, Letter XIV, Tuesday Emgr8", c. 1769, The genuine copies of

letters p. 34. Nelson also described his health in tetrassuggest he was replying to enquiries by
Emma Hamilton; ‘My health iso, sd&', April 10" 1804, Letter XLIII,Letters of Lord Nelson/ol. II,

p. 28.

195 Eor similar expressions in the letters of husbamaswives, see the letters of James and Elizabeth
Nicholson after their marriage in 1738, 920 NIC/&/12 and 920 NIC/5/6/1-65, LIRO and Elizabeth
and Edward Leathes after their marriage in 1774 B035-6, 740 x 4, NRO. As Elizabeth
Nicholson wrote to her husband in 1742, ‘| hope waliremember [illeg] to take care of your Sellf
[sic] and write very often...and whether you are well wigik] will make me esey;-te-heat, it
November 28 1742, 920 NIC/5/6/2, LIRO.
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simultaneously expressing their care and affecfitve. demonstration of anguish
allowed adulterous women to maintain the modestdisatete style used by
courting women in Chapter Three of this thesisypliog an appropriate means of

expressing a woman'’s lové>

Letters written by long-term mistresses were gogdrby more practical
concerns. Whilst wives managed the household budgstresses such as Anna
Maria Bennett, Isabella Carr, Mary Robinson andyLEchma Hamilton relied on
their lovers to keep them in the lifestyle they hatome accustomed 1¥.Both
Isabella Carr and Anna Maria Bennett gave full aote of their expenses to their
lovers, asking them to pay their debts, the wadéserr servants, and buy new
furnishings for their home. While Isabella’s lov&r James Lowther was one of the
wealthiest men in the country, her letters develogr time into rambling accounts

of her financial misfortunes. As she wrote dh@ctober 1762:

Williamson and Miss Borrow have both been in dargjdreing arrested,
which has forced me to part with my ready money, lagtween the rest of
the Bills | owe of a long standing, the misreckanirmention’d to you
before, and going into a new House, where somgshmust be purchased,
and pay’'d for directly, | never was under greaiératilty for money...I
ought to beg pardon for entering into all thedilirig particulars, but do it by

way of excuse for being so troublesotfie.

Isabella’s spending began to grate on James, attielsarly 1760s he (ironically)
accused her of extravagance, forcing her to selhbase and discharge her servants
to pay her own debts. These amounted to over £3&rdgrand £37 on servants,
which she paid using £69 from selling her furnittfdsabella’s situation was no

better in 1764, as despite receiving £550 in ingtalts from James, her debts

1% see Chapter 3, pp. 111-5. For further example®ofting women enquiring after their suitors’
health, see letters from Elizabeth Jeffreys to @kdpratt, U840/C9/12, 15, 20, CKS.

197 On household spending see VickegBgntleman’s Daughteesp. Chapter 4, pp. 127-60 and
Beverly Lemire,The Business of Everyday Life: Gender, Practice $ocial Politics in England, c.
1600-190QManchester, 2005), esp. Chapter 7, pp. 187-226.

198 Carr to Lowther, Piccadilly, Octobel"d762, D/LONS/L1/1/67/8, CRO.

199 |sabella herself reflected that ‘I certainly hapent money | might have saved...as | never doubted
the security of my Incomelbid., December 14 1764, D/LONS/L1/1/67/11.
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amounted to nearly £803¢° The relationship appears to have ended due to her
continuing financial demands, with her final leté&cusing him of enjoying ‘the
pleasure of tormenting me’, containing the degpgpea that ‘it is Distress only
that forces me to speak and to plague you forasetime.**! These letters confirm
the widespread view of Lowther as a miserly anfisfeman — known as ‘Wicked
Jimmy’ — as he declined to help Isabella despievhst fortune. Towards the end of
their affair, he allowed Isabella to sell her hoased all of her possessions, despite
being able to easily pay her debts using the annaame from his estates in

Westmorland and Middlesex alohg.

Conversely, Anna Maria Bennett appears to havenina@ influence over
Admiral Thomas Pye as she had given birth to &t lieo of his illegitimate
children. This meant that her financial demandseweore graciously received, and
that he visited more often to see the infants. &attian rounding her expenses up to
the nearest fifty or one hundred pounds like Idal@arr, Anna asked the Admiral to
refund the exact pounds, shillings and pence thatad spent. In February 1781,
she sent him a bill for £21s53d on damask, £5.58n a tailor and £330 pay the
maid*® Later in 1783, she sent him a four-page breakdufrer expenses based on
her memorandums and receipts, excluding only titdelthings’ which had ‘slipt
my memory.’ These included the cost of a maid in$w#folk Street house, the cost
of her present coachman, a white table, a dreggass, a bottle stand and a side
board*** While household items only began to preoccupytimyicouples before
their pending marriage?® the assembly and cost of particular objects pexvial
dominant trope of adulterous letters. Indeed, AMiagia’s letters were almost

entirely taken up with the cost of damask, linarpets, curtains, kitchen accessories

10 pid.

1 1pid., May 27" 1768, D/LONS/L1/1/67/12.

2 These had an annual rental value of £1,200 in 13680DNB.

13 Bennett to Pye, February 1781, 36/66, WCA.

14 1bid., early 1783, 36/70. Lady Emma Hamilton also recgiregular instalments of money from
Horatio Nelson. He described sending her £100 mertimplus money to pay the bills for alterations
at Merton, Letter L, July®11804, and £200 ‘for your own pocket money’, Octob@" 1804, Letter
LVI, Letters of Lord Nelsor/ol. I, pp. 60, 81.

115 See VickeryBehind Closed Doors;hapter 3, pp. 83-105. For further examples séertet
between Pratt and Jeffreys concerning linen, neexdle furniture and painting in 1749, U840/C9/26,
32-3, CKS, and between Jos. Strutt and Douglaserairg paintings, table cloths, napkins and
towels in 1792, MS3101/C/E/4/8/33-4, BCA.
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and the ‘Constant Expence of that hous&The content of her letters was directly

shaped by the realities of adultery, as they raad\ices as much as love letters.

While Anna Maria seemed to request new goods @plglased, others such
as Isabella Carr and Mary Robinson had to be nemrative as their demands could
easily exacerbate underlying tensions. John King seincensed by Mary
Robinson’s continual demands for money that heevinetr one final letter about her
ingratitude and selfishness to end their affairfood on 38 November 1773. His
cruel final words lectured her that ‘Ingratitudehge blackest Crime that the human
Heart can be guilty of; it destroys Trusts and kisdActs of Benevolence: If my
Liberality could not engage your Affections, it was entitlied\cknowledgement?’
Nonetheless, given that John published Mary’s lgsistimself, we should bear in
mind that he may have added such phrases to impisveputation (not to mention

his business as a money lender) by emphasisingehisrous nature.

These letters do not just evince love and findri@pendence, but are
suffused with the risk of discovery. They often\pde glimpses of absent spouses
who were either at home or soon expected to reAsrady Grosvenor hastily
concluded her letter to the Duke of Cumberland7469, ‘I'm very sure you’[sic]
write as soon as you can, | know your tendernasséwell enough to be certain of
that — he is coming up stairs | find so | shalldade till to-morrow, God bless you
my Dear Dear Friend:*® She even risked writing while her husband wain t
house, noting that ‘I've but a few minutes to wiiteas my Lord is at home...I'm all
in a twitter dreading every moment he may comehat, still managing to produce a
letter of considerable lengtf® Similarly, Isabella Carr was frequently forced to
abandoned her letters mid-sentence, writing, ‘llat@rrupted blisgsic] you — ' and
then resuming the epistle once her company had?feéfhe fear of discovery played
an important role in the hasty and halting prodaurctof illicit letters, a factor which

was notably absent in the creation of courtshifgitstas a whole. As Isabella herself

116 Bennett to Pye, Wenesdpsjic], c. February 1781, 36/66, WCA.

117 King to Robinson, 30 November 1773, Answer to V/ILetters from Perditap. 43.

118 Grosvenor to Cumberland, Letter IV, Sunda$, 18 1769, The genuine copies of lettefs,7.
1191bid., Eaton, Letter X, p. 21.

120 Carr to Lowther, October™s Monday 18' and September #9c. 1759-69, D/ILONS/L1/1/67/2, 4-
5, CRO.
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noted, ‘y fear of being Interrupted sic] made me write as fast as my fingers

would move.*?*

Women such as Mary Mainwaring not only scribbledried letters in the
presence of friends, but also dared to exchange tiale they were present.
Mary’s friend Amelia Sparre deposed that while tiaeye together in her dressing
room, ‘she saw Mary write something upon a piecBagfer with a Pencil and after
she had done so she tore it away from the otheéop#ine paper and lappirgic] it
slightly up putt it into her pocket.” Later whileey were walking around the village,
she observed Mary ‘take a paper out of her poakétlding it...in her hand she
saw the said John Read take it privately from hergutt it into his pocket:*?
Unfortunately Mary had failed to consider that Jevas illiterate, so would
inevitably have to show her letter to someonend fut what it said. When Amelia
confronted him a few days later he ‘took a papérobinis Breeches Pocket and gave
it to this Deponent telling her “He could not makeut”... and being well
acquainted with her Character and manner of Wriimg knows the same were of
her proper hand** Amelia’s deposition demonstrates how the privafcilioit
correspondences varied significantly accordindghedpistolary capabilities and

resources of those involved.

In the process of scribbling hurried letters to anether, many adulterers
dispensed with opening and closing addresses sirgight into discussing their
most urgent concerns. The illicit nature of adwltex correspondence thus directly
shaped the content and style of letters produced.g@rtinent example is the
deterioration of Isabella Carr’s affair with Simdes Lowther. In 1762, she
desperately pressed her affluent lover for monegssuring him that ‘When | wrote
to you last | was in hopes | should not be obligettouble you again so soon,’
requesting that he pay off her bitfé.In her next surviving letter a year later she was
again forced to ask for financial help, openingépeéstle by warning him that ‘I am
under more difficulty than usual in writing to yas | find myself obliged to speak

2! 1bid., D/LONS/L1/1/67/5.

122 Mainwaring, Esq. vs. Mainwaringleposition of Amelia Frederica Wilhemina MelesBygarre of
Twemlow, TRANS.CP.1766/2, pp. 256-8, BI.

1231bid., pp. 259-60.

1?4 Carr to Lowther, October"1762, D/LONS/L1/1/67/8, CRO.
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very plainly upon the subject of my present simrt? Isabella’s anguished tone
provides a clear contrast to happier letters irQlwbBere she took the time to address
him as ‘My ever Dear Sir Jame'$® Other writers such as ‘B.F’ routinely dispensed
with dates and salutary addresses, as if in comtisdialogue with the recipietft’
Throughout her letters she exclaimed ‘o pratt’, finatt’ and ‘no pratt’, which
somewhat negated their decision to continually geaheir names during their
correspondencE® The style of ‘B.F’s letters may have been shapethé lack of a
formal education, knowledge of letter-writing contiens, or the continual risk of

her husband returning home.

The final section of this chapter focuses onntfaerial dimensions of
adulterous affairs. As Sarah Lloyd has arguedngunfamous crim. con. trials
minor points of an affair came to represent thdtadpas a whole and ‘stand in for
the trial and events at large,’” such as a lockaafyLGrosvenor’s hair, the Duke of
Cumberland’s black bob wig, and her badly spetetst®® In the illicit relationships
studied in this chapter, women such as Mary Maimgaaind Fanny Wilmot used
objects such as bells and whistles to physicalhgreon their suitors to come and
meet them. During the trial of Mary Mainwaring, fh@secution argued that Mary,

did at such times keep and use a whistle undeemeetof calling her ffowl
[sic] and Poultry to be fed with which she whistled @ad that the said John
Read might and did hear her and that such Whistliag a token or signal
that she the said Mary Elizabeth Manwaring wantedsiaid John Read to
come to hef°

By using a whistle to call John, material objeathifacilitated and encouraged their
adultery. A similar pattern is found in the affagtween Fanny Wilmot and her
footman in 1791, as she rang a bell in the drawaagn to summon him for amorous

encounters. Her husband’s butler William Garthwedeposed that,

'2pid., October 11 1763, D/LONS/L1/1/67/9.

126 |pid., September 61759, D/ILONS/L1/1/67/7.

1278 F’s reliance on verbal discourse and phonetitlisgehad a long historical precedent; see Alison
Truelove, ‘Commanding Communications: the Fiftee@ntury Letters of the Stonor Women' in
Daybell Early Modern Women'’s Letter Writingp. 42-55. Also GoodmaBgecoming a Womaipp.
116-32, and CressiLiteracy in Context’, pp. 313-4.

'28:B F to Pratt, undated;. 1814-16, DE1184/10, LERO.

1291 loyd, ‘Amour in the Shrubbery’, pp. 422-3.

130 Mainwaring, Esg. vs. Mainwaring;RANS.CP.1766/2, pp. 146-7, Bl.
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Fanny Wilmot, soon after she retired from the dipparlour, used to ring her
drawing-room bell, which was in general answeredhgyfootman...this
deponent has then observed her to make privatalsigmthe said Edward
Washbourn...and on receiving such private intinmatjahe said Edward
Washbourn used to leave the kitchen, or servaats’dnd go up stairs into
the back drawing-room, and remain there alone thighsaid Fanny Wilmot,

from twenty to forty minute§*

Adulterers like Fanny and Mary relied upon objexttsh as whistles and bells to
seize the opportunity for amorous encounters whemttey were alone. In this way,
the physical properties of piercing or shrill oltgeliterally brought a couple

together, facilitating an affair but also poteniattracting the attention of others.

Gifts exchanged by lovers provided a distant medr®ntact when they
were not able to physically be together. In herttogurviving letter to Sir James
Lowther, Isabella Carr described how ‘I have galhtero or three of my Favourit
[sic] Flowers Violets which | send you — you see | amviling as possible, to shew
that We Can produce something, tho it falls farshbLowther.**? By falling
‘short of Lowther’ she may have been referringhte lomestic life which they were
barred from creating together at Lowther Castleil&u#ner flowers provided a way
to demonstrate her affection, they also gave thgression of a typical romantic
relationship, as if the couple were simply courtilmglsabella’s own words, the
flowers allowed the couple to ‘produsemething.They therefore gave the
relationship an appearance of normality within Haiathat in reality was far from
normal. They also left part of her identity in Jasenatrimonial home, with her
letters noting, ‘what would | give to be in the ggaof these Flowerd®

When a husband suspected his wife of infidelitghsiokens were the first
thing he looked for to prove an affair. The poerméTAdulteress(1773) advised

suspicious readers that they should first seargliegs pocket book:

31 Trial of Fanny Wilmotdeposition of William Garthwaite, p. 10.

32| ord Edward Bentinck’s daughter Charlotte alsct $em suitor Robert Garrett some violets in
1811, as they symbolised virtue and faithfulnegeg Shapter 2, p. 53.

133 Carr to Lowther, Monday 10 c. 1759-69, D/LONS/L1/1/67/4, CRO.
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Which if the Husband dare but rummage o’er,
He'll find a thousand proofs — that she’s a Wore:
He’'ll find it stuff'd with Verses, Letters, Hair,
And daily Assignations here and there:

For Women are such wond’rous Fools in Love,

They memorandum all the Joys they prote.

Similar actions were made by Fanny Wilmot's husbamish on 2% April 1791,
ordering her lover Edward Washbourn’s trunks teéarched by an officer of the

peace. He was right to be wary, discovering a ampia of gifts including,

a sum of money in new guineas, and a large assotrioh@ew apparel, and
also divers prints and drawings... a gold shirtgg@hwith hair, a fancy gold
ring, a box with shells, a nutmeg-grater, a podiaik, an inkstand, two
riding whips, a straw box, a bottle of scented wadad various other
articles.

Fanny admitted that she had given these items waEt while they both
confessed to writing love letters which were latestroyed>® The sheer volume of
gifts given by Fanny supports the argument in Géraptvo of this thesis that
women had an important role to play in the procdésxchange>® The objects
reveal striking similarities between the gifts eanbed by courting and adulterous
couples, even though Fanny and Edward were nohiplgrior their eventual
marriage. One notable difference is that while tingrcouples exchanged regular
letters requesting, praising and enquiring aftetigaar tokens, gifts were rarely, if
ever, discussed by adulterers. This may have beenodthe lingering danger of
discovery, which meant that tokens were exchangezkly and secretly, without

the risk of recording their desires in writing.

Concealing an illicit affair was also aided by gexretive properties of

particular rooms and pieces of furniture within Hmme™®’ The mystery of the

1% The Adulteress. 14.

%5 The Trial of Fanny Wilmop. 53.

136 Chapter 2, pp. 69-73.

137Vickery has argued that secure storage was ‘asstgdor any respectable individual who had no
room of their own,’ such as the portable lockingdmor trunks used by single, mobile workers such



153

writing desk was propounded in novels suches Liaison Dangereuseshere
characters carefully kept illicit letters underkaand key. In Letter 40, the Vicomte
de Valmontotices that Madame Tourvel has left the key inviagting desk, and
seizes the opportunity to search it by feigningpsableed. His letter describes how

‘| rushed upstairs to her desk, but | found all dnawers unlocked and not the
slightest sign of a letter. And yet at this timelod year we have no fires in which to
burn them. Whatever does she do with the lettezgeteives?3® The extract

reveals why nervous adulterers hurriedly burntrtiegters, while demonstrating the
importance of secret drawers or compartments wtocid not be easily accessed by
lovers or spouses. This scene was not far remaweed feality, as men such as the
yeoman John Road also used writing desks to stfisefgr their sweethearts. In
John’s case, he had purchased a pound of teag¢dahis genteel lover Mary
Mainwaring. During her divorce trial, a witness depd to having seen John ‘open a
Writing Desk in his Parlour in which the said Teasaand to take it out, and to run
with it out of the Doors in a hurry®® Even though John was described as illiterate in
court records so presumably did not use his desWifiting, it nonetheless provided

the perfect place to conceal amorous gifts.

The elaborate pine and oak cabinet in Figure 3@atama secret
compartment (displayed on the far right) which oaty be revealed when the
bottom drawer of the central row is removed. Thstlloard then slides out to reveal
a hidden compartment itself containing four addiéiodrawers. Such drawers would
have been eminently suitable for storing love tettg smaller tokens such as
jewellery. Publications such as Thomas SheratGalsinet Dictionary(1803)
anticipated the use of ladies’ writing desks taesarivate objects, allowing them ‘to
preserve their trinkets and other curious mattéfDue to its fine craftsmanship,
this kind of cabinet would have been the presefweealthier individuals such as
Richard How Il or the extravagant gentlewoman Ifali@arr studied in this

as servants. Segem, Behind Closed Door€hapter 1, pp. 25-48, at p. 39. Also Tim Meldrum,
‘Domestic Service, Privacy and the Eighteenth Cgnitletropolitan HouseholdUrban History,
Vol. 26, No. 1 (1999), pp. 27-39.

138 Dangerous Liaisond,40, Vicomte de Valmont to Marquise de Merteuil 9.

139 Mainwaring, Esg. vs. Mainwaringleposition of Sarah Williamson, TRANS.CP.1766/2230,
Bl.

%0 Thomas SheratoGabinet Dictionary(London, 1803), p. 115.
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chapter** Other more simple and less costly items such @mgdesks were also
built with false bottoms, or concealed secret catmpants controlled by pin
mechanisms beneath the lid of the d¥ék.he mechanism meant that the opening
could not be seen from outside, or discovered grites assailant had some prior
knowledge of it and dedicated a good deal of tittengpting to find it. The delay
would subsequently have made the interloper vubier@ being caught invading a

lady’s private spact®

Fig. 30 — Cabinet with secret drawer, possibly madey John Byfield,
Yorkshire, c. 1700, marquetry of walnut, burr walnut, sycamore arl
ivory, on a pine and oak carcase, with brass fittigs, 240cm (H) x 136cm
(W) x 66cm (D), Victoria and Albert Museum, London,W.136:1 to 46-
1928.

While a spouse would frequently have remained unawhthese secret
compartments, adulterers often revealed to onénanathere their letters were
stored. This allowed them to interrogate one anabédo the whereabouts and
relative safety of their missives. As Richard Hdwuestioned the merchant’s wife

Silena Ramsay in code in 1761, ‘grvf uduh ouydurfaav gm fcz guvn acuhu fcz

141 The cabinet was inherited by Mrs. Catherine Boavet subsequently given to her son Henry in
her will in 1742. Seéttp://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/O8252/cabinet/

12 For secrecy and particular items of furniture G@@dman, ‘TheSecrétaireand the Integration of
the Eighteenth-Century Self’ and Carolyn Sargentdaoking at Furniture Inside Out: Strategies for
Concealment and Secrecy in Eighteenth-Century Rréncniture’ in Goodman and Kathryn Norberg
(eds.),Furnishing the Eighteenth Centug@xon, 2007), pp. 183-204 and 205-36.

143 An equivalent example is the oak, pine and walnumeau and cabinet owned by Samuel Bennett,
constructed in Londoa. 1725-30. By releasing an internal spring, thedi@dection of the desk can
be removed, revealing six drawers hidden behinadhemns flanking the central door, W.66:1-1924,
Victoria and Albert Museum (subsequently V&A).
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ouffuhv yhu?’ (‘Dost ever leave the keys in thy kiegere thy letters are?* His
coded enquiry shows that Richard both knew whesédehiiers were stored, and how
to access them if necessary. The desk was alwagioned alongside the key, as
this had the potential to either protect or beaypuple’s secrets. It allowed
individuals to preserve their letters both durimgl after a relationship, an option
which was certainly used by many lovers whosengtiave survived until the
present day. The writing desk containing the tlietters of Richard and Silena may
have been the only object standing between thelep8pena’s husband, and

potentially ruinous crim. con. damages.

To conclude, this chapter has demonstrated theit IBtters were
indispensable in both conducting and proving adylteetailed study of nine extra-
marital relationships has revealed an emotiondigrged ‘language of forbidden
love’ which relied upon covert measures such astejuice ink, pseudonyms,
foreign languages and secret codes. Adulterowexsedire also distinguished by a
number of key concerns which are notably abselstiars exchanged during
courtship. These include continual apologies fongp@nable to meet, and the
lingering presence of husbands and wives. The mistances of adultery determined
both the language chosen by writers, and the ptamuof the letter itself, as
missives were rapidly scribbled, curtailed or almaredl as spouses returned home.
The exchange of letters was also fraught with dgragecouples advised one another
whether it was safer to rely on intermediariesher postal system, taking additional

precautions such as using letter covers from diffelocations.

The content of adulterous letters was strongly egiildy a writer's gender.
The letters of long-term mistresses were dominbktefinancial concerns, as they
entreated their lovers to continue paying for tleeipensive lifestyles. Such demands
were entirely absent from courtship letters, whveoenen largely remained under the
protection of their fathers. Men'’s letters were duated by jealous language,
especially over continued sexual relations betweesiband and wife. They are also
defined by their unbounded passion and sexualaleghich constitutes a key
feature distinguishing men’s adulterous lettersnfi@ther forms of correspondence.

In comparison, women’s prudent letters were moreemed with the physical

1“4 How Il to Ramsay, Aspley, Octobef 6761, HW88/42, BLARS.
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health of their lovers, akin to letters writtenwives. These features transcended
social boundaries, with the letters of the housp&e.F’ and her social superior
Lady Grosvenor united by a number of features rs#tagsd by the circumstances of
adultery.

As a whole, these letters provide historians witteg to access both the small-
scale dramas of particular couples such as Riddawd Il and Silena Ramsay, and
broader social issues such as marital disharmodytenreality of conducting an
extra-marital affair. The relationships studied énagvealed the importance of
objects such as whistles and bells in physicaliyding a couple together, while also
providing the illusion of courtship and allowingauple to ‘producsomething
from a troubled relationship. The secrecy of araatle was also aided by objects
such as writing desks and locked cabinets contgisgtret drawers and
compartments. The analysis now turns to focus tipershared language of
romantic love more closely, investigating the religs, medical and literary tropes

which shaped how lovers formulated their emotions.
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Chapter Five

‘Sensibility must be Love’s best advocate’’ Shaping the Language of Romantic

Love

LOVE. n. s[from the verb j

1.

© N oo

9.

The passion between the sexes. ‘Hearken to thelbivdlearned song, /
The dewie leaves amonddpenser.

Kindness; good-will; friendship. ‘Death grin on na&d | will think thou
smil’st, / And kiss me as thy wife; miseryi®ve. Shakespeare.
Courtship. ‘Demetrius Madeveto Nedar’s daughter Helena, / And won
her soul.’Shakespeare.

Tenderness; parental care. ‘No religion that evas,\so fully represents
the goodness of God, and his tenldgeto mankind, which is the most
powerful argument to the love of Godillotson.

Liking; Inclination to: as, théoveof one’s country.

Object beloved. ‘Open the temple gates untdowg.” Spenser.
Lewdness. ‘He is not lolling on a leviave bed...’ Shakespeare.
Unreasonable liking. ‘Thiveto sin makes a man sin against his own
reason. Taylor’s Holy living.

Fondness; concord. ‘Conh@veand health to all!Shakespeare.

10. Principle ofunion.‘Loveis the great instrument of natur&outh.
11.Picturesque representation of love. ‘The lovelyebatas born with ev'ry

grace...as painters...on nakedesbestow.’Dryden.

12. A word of endearment. ‘Tis no dishonour, trust toge,’'tis none.’

Dryden.

13.Due reverence to God. ‘I know that you have notale of God in you.’

John.

14. A kind of thin silk stuff. ‘This leaf held neardleye...appeared so full of

pores, with such transparency as...a piece of sgpmlovehood.’ Boyle.

In 1756, the second edition of Samuel Johnsbicsonary of the English

Languageprovided fourteen separate definitions of ‘loge’) covering diverse

themes from passion and lewdness to friendshiglndass, parental care, courtship

! Paul Moon James to Olivia Lloyd, ®9une 1806, TEMP MSS 493/9/19/1/3, Library of tleisty

of Friends (subsequently LSF).

2 JohnsonDictionary, Vol. I, pp. 70-1. While Johnson utilised up tosda quotations to illustrate
each definition, this extract reproduces only flh& fnstance, with longer examples abbreviated. In
the preceding entry Johnson defined the verb ‘TWEOfirstly ‘To regard with passionate affection,
as that of one sex for the other’, secondly ‘Taarelgwith the affection of a friend’, thirdly ‘To gard
with parental tenderness’, fourthly ‘To be pleawéith’ and fifth ‘To regard with reverent
unwillingness to offend.’
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and marriage. Whilst united by the same terminoldlggse divergent ideas illustrate
the inherent contradictions in the term which eedstontemporaneously in the
eighteenth century. Whilst love was a Godly pheigiven to and from the Lord, it
was also a sexualised term for passion and déskewise, love was both the
guiding principle of parental affection and theasttjfication of a loved one. The
pervasive concept manifested itself in scores loéroterms describing objects such
as a ‘loveknot’, ‘lovetoy’ and ‘loveletter.’ It adsforetold the inherent dangers of
romantic love, such as falling prey to the ‘lovektiof a ‘lovemonger’ and becoming
‘lovelorn’ and ‘lovesick.? These different definitions demonstrate that I not

a monolithic concept, but came in many differemetges, including romantic,

passionate, idealised, courtly, nuptial and frigrfdims of love’

Romantic love will be approached in this chaptea asligious, spiritual,
mystical and intellectual ‘passion’ between theesexhe way in which love was
understood and expressed was contingent upon yartreligious, medical and
literary developments. The centrality of culturestootional experience has long
been realised by psychologists and neurologist§li@er Sacks famously noted,
‘culture tunes our neurons.’ Our reliance on c@tur formulating emotion means
that our nervous systems ‘need culture as muchegsneed chemicals. Without
language and culture, we are like headless moristBrilosophers such as Peter
Goldie have similarly argued that our way of thimkiabout love is undoubtedly
‘shaped by our environmerftWhile it would be impossible for historians to
determine how lovers actuallglt, we can nonetheless access how they
conceptualised, formulated and expressed theirienstWilliam Reddy creates an
even stronger correlation, arguing that such esas take us beyond mere

description, intensifying, shaping, modulating @&ven creating the experience of

* Ibid.

* On the relationship between love and friendshéepFmnces Harrigransformations of Love: the
Friendship of John Evelyn and Margaret Godolpf@xford, 2002), esp. pp. 79-80, Simon May,
Love: A History(London, 2011)esp. Chapter 4, pp. 56-68 and Rothnidands and Heartgp. 36-
8. For the many different phenomena involved inélosee Harold H. Kelley, ‘Love and
Commitment’ inidem et aleds.)Close Relationship@New York, 1983), esp. pp. 280-7.

® David Howes, ‘Culture Tunes Our Neuronsidem(ed.)Empire of the Senses: The Sensual
Culture Reade(Oxford, 2005), p. 22.

® Goldie, ‘Love for a ReasonEmotion Reviewyol. 2, No. 1 (January, 2010), pp. 61-7, at p. 62.
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love. As Reddy notes, ‘Emotion words...have a dimapact on what they are

supposed to refer td.’

The recent growth of emotion history as a discplimeans that the specific
conventions of romantic love are only beginningpéoaddressed by historighs.
Previous neglect may be due to the suppositiontiieatanguage of love is ‘real’ and
‘genuine’ and therefore transhistorical and unciemyHowever this assumption is
misleading, for the language chosen in the exprassi romantic love was
undoubtedly influenced by certain social and caltdiscoursed’ The social
construction of love was famously challenged bydtnacturalist philosopher
Roland Barthes, who contended that ‘I can be unoedsby everyone (love comes
from books, its dialect is a common one), but | barheard (received
“prophetically”) only by subjects who have exadlyd right now the same language
| have.™ The expression of romantic love therefore relipdruappropriately
adapting, reusing and engaging with a number oicde\(often found in literature)

which were understood by both writers and recigient

The changeable nature of the language of lovetig egpresented in the
series of printSymptoms of the Sh¢p801) which depict men declaring love for
women using the language of their profession. Wéidgocer praises an emaciated
woman for being ‘as graceful as a stick of barlegeas’, a print-seller on bended-
knee declares that he ‘does not wish to varnish leiggpassion with the opake
mixture of fulsome flattery.” Meanwhile a pious fioer minister reassures an aghast
woman that ‘I have ample credentials ready toyatiy powers, and if you please
will enter Into preliminaries immediately.” In coast to these polite declarations, a

" Reddy,Navigation of Feelingpp. 103-7.

8 For example the conference ‘New Histories of Lamd Romances. 1880-1960’ at the University
of Glamorgan, Cardiff on 25May 2012http:/genderstudies.research.glam.ac.uk/confetemze
Barclay,Love, Intimacy and Poweesp. pp. 3, 61-2, 87-95, 102-20, 178, 198, 2010 Aee
Chapter 8, note 30, p. 273.

° For example Norbert Elias argues that troubadongs ‘have a core of authentic feeling and real
experience’ and that in many instances the'feedind experience are genuine.” $g¢&m, The
Civilizing ProcessYol. II: State Formation and Civilizatigtrans. Edmund Jephcott (Oxford, 1982),
pp. 83-4.

1% One of the clearest ways to explicitly demonstchinge is to study a letter from a much earlier
period. When Fulke Madeley wrote to Susanna Sasrate8' July 1652, he addressed her as his
‘Heroic Ladie’ and described how her eyes wereciPge as an Instrument of death’, LM/COR/6/4,
SHC. It becomes immediately clear to readers thikeRwas drawing upon references far removed
from those used in this thesis, as the languagensénce had evolved simultaneously with social and
cultural changes.

» Roland BarthesA Lover’s Discourserans. Richard Howard (Harmondsworth, 1978), p..212
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lewd sailor requests that a fashionable woman thgisyour canvas...hap | may take
a cruise with you’ (Figs. 31-34¥.These declarations reveal social expectations that
the lexicon of particular suitors would not only ffeaped by wider social

movements such as romanticism and sensibilityatsat by their occupation and

social rank.

Plates from Symptoms of the Shageries, £ March 1801, Derbyshire
Record Office, Matlock (clockwise from top left)

Fig. 31 — ‘Sailor’, Plate 2, hand-coloured print, Z.5 x 22.5cm,
D5459/2/25/3.

Fig. 32 — ‘Grocer’, Plate 4, uncoloured print, 28.5 19.8cm,
D5459/2/25/6.

Fig. 33 — ‘Print-Seller’, Plate 6, hand-coloured pint, 27.8 x 22.2cm,
D5459/2/25/9.

Fig. 34 — ‘Minister’, Plate 10, uncoloured print, B x 21.6cm,
D/5459/2/25/12.

2 For an account of a tradesman borrowing ‘termsfhis art’ in his love letters see reportdind
vs. Kisterfor breach of promise iMorning Chronicle July 23° 1802, Issue 10351.
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This chapter is divided into three thematic sedj@ach focusing upon one
guiding principle of romantic love between1730 and 1830. Since romantic love is
a vast subject, the chapter is necessarily schenTdte first section uses love letters
to explore the founding doctrines of Christian lawehe Bible, Book of Common
PrayerandParadise Los{1667), considering denominational differences leetw
Anglican, Unitarian and Quaker letters. The sedood#is at changes in physical
understandings of love from Galen to Gilbert, irtigeging the symptoms of love
and lovesickness as gendered ailments. Finallythiheg section examines archetypal
couples such as Troilus and Cressida invoked bsrég\plus new tropes
disseminated through epistolary, romantic and gdtbiion. These diverse ideas in
religion, medicine, science and literature influeth¢he romantic expectation of
different individuals by determining the signs, $toms and conventions of love in

the wider world.

In reconstructing the passion, reverence and lesgiwhich comprised
romantic love, the chapter uses evidence from eeghtlifferent courtships
alongside excerpts from religious tracts, meditises, dictionaries, novels, plays,
poems and ballads. Although the thesis is largehcerned with the yeacs1730 to
1830, it has inevitably been necessary to addnessqus doctrines such as
Galenism which exerted a lasting influence. Keystjoas include how the
expression of romantic love changed over time? aweligious beliefs shape
romantic language? How did the language of lovéveveith medical and scientific
discoveries? Who were the archetypal couples tiofie These help us to
understand the more abstract relationship betwaeard, letters, and wider romantic

culture.

The first part of this chapter analyses how paldicteligious doctrines and
denominational beliefs shaped the conception apdession of romantic lovE.The
Bible was distributed throughout all levels of stgj inextricably linking romantic

and Biblical notions of lov&* After discoursing ‘on Religion’ with her friend Ba

'3 For an in-depth study of religious language sabdbRiversReason, Grace, and Sentiment: A
Study of the Language of Religion and Ethics inl&my 1660-178¢Cambridge, 1991 and 2000)
Vols. I and II.

1% The Bible was one of the most influential bookshef early modern period, and had a vast
readership, increasingly becoming the focus ofimiakry education in the eighteenth century.
Copies were distributed by groups such as the Softie Promoting Christian Knowledge and the
Bible Society. The Authorized Version (1611) becahmonly edition readily available to purchase



162

Sheppard in 1760, the tailor's daughter Sarah Ha&26-1808) wondered how
‘there can be so astonishing a thing in the Wosladm Atheist*® Two years later she
gave ‘thanks to the supream Being for making myrHarine.”® The Unitarian John
Eccles (d. 1780) was equally convinced of the tellesature of love, proclaiming,
“Tis an inexpressible power, that moves all theulies of the soul...’tis a celestial
spark...'tis the finishing stroke of heaven, théigioof existence Numerous
phrases in courtship letters were directly inspygdBiblical passages, with the
banker and brewer Francis Cobb (1759-1831) notirkD5, ‘Grace, Mercy &
Peace be with you, My Dearest Love — thanks taod [dod for the Mercies of this
day.™® Such language can be found throughout the KingedaBible, with Timothy
and Titus both noting ‘Grace, meragydpeace, from God our Father and Jesus
Christ our Lord.*® These lovers used celestial language to charsetiene as a
heavenly force, even obliquely transferring passdgen The Bible to their own

letters.

Christian couples rooted their letters in Biblidalctrines to debate the
virtuous or selfish nature of humanity. The Uniariovers James Nicholson (1718-
73) and Elizabeth Seddon (1721-91) used debateg hbman nature as the
founding doctrine of their courtship between 1788 &4740. As Elizabeth argued in
December 1738, ‘with regard to moral virtues weiara Great measure free
agents...I think no moral virtues will bring usHeaven, tho’ there is no attaining
Heaven without thenf® Such theological issues provided a stimulatingesutior
discussion, with Elizabeth reminding James thas ‘itour turn to propose the next

To pick.”*

The political philosopher Thomas Hobbes (1588-)6a&®ously argued
that virtue was solely a matter of private will ahdt humans were essentially

selfish and sensual. Adam’s mortality was broudpaiud by his first sin, while Jesus

after 1660. See David McKitterick, ‘Customer, Reaaied Bookbinder: Buying a Bible in 163The
Book CollectorVol. 40 (1991), pp. 48, 63-4 and Scott Mandelerothe Bible and its Readers’ in
Rivers (ed.Books and Their Readers in Eighteenth-Century Brjlélew Essayd_ondon, 2001),
pp. 35-78, esp. 46-50.

'3 Diary of Hurst, March 281760, MS 3543, HM. Sarah ‘Sally’ Sheppard was Barelosest friend,
and the daughter of the butcher Stringer Sheppard.

' Ibid., June &' 1762, MS 3545.

" Eccles to Hays, Letter XXXIX in Weddlove-Letters of Mary Hays, 78.

'8 Cobb to Curwen, 28January 1805, EK/U1453/C287/4 (ii), EKAC.

9 For example Timothy 1:1, 2:1 and Titus 1:4, Thbl&j Authorized King James Version
(subsequently KJV).

20 Seddon to Nicholson, Decembéf 2738, GBB 133 Eng. MS 1041/9 (Box 1), JRL.

2 bid., August 7" 1738, GBB 133 Eng. MS 1041/3.
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‘hath satisfied for the Sins of all that believehim; and therefore recovered to all
Believers, thaeternal Life which was lost by the Sin @dam’?? In contrast,
moralists such as Francis Hutcheson (1694-1746gpoButler (1692-1752) and
Anthony Cooper, third Earl of Shaftesbury (1671-3)7drgued that humans were
naturally virtuous® Such debates were discussed at length by noncoistor
couples such as Elizabeth and James, allowing tbeyauge their compatibility
before marriage. These debates ceased immediéteiytteeir marriage on 11
October 1740, as they had served their purposeaougaging intellectual exchange
between the couple. Through providing a fertileugwb for debate, discussion of
religious maxims facilitated the development of atual bond on the path to

matrimony.

The Bible shaped individual conceptions of lovengghe relationships of
particular coupleé? The Old Testament told the inspiring stories &f tieautiful
Rebecca and her betrothal to Isaac, which she @eresl ‘the most happy event of
her life.” Eighteenth-century texts advised readkas ‘every one entering on that
state, ought to have chiefly in their eye...sughgiples and dispositions as Rebecca
had received from a regular and godly educatidilaomi was also blissfully happy
with her husband Elimelech: ‘in marriage she hasifseed her all, conscience
excepted, to the will and power of her husband, reowd looks up to him as her
earthly all...they are no longer twain but oneHl&8§ Publications on the ‘Happiness

of Kissing'’ utilised a kiss between Rachel and baooGenesis to represent ‘the

22:0f a Christian Commonwealth’ frotneviathanin The moral and political works of Thomas
Hobbes of Malmesburg.ondon, 1750), pp. 296, 302. For later Hobbedmmkers such as Benedict
de Spinoza (1632-77) and Pierre Bayle (1647-1766)RiversReason, Grace and Sentimgviol.

I, pp. 14, 16, 20-2, 64, 96, 197, 245-6.

23 SeeAn inquiry into the original of our ideas of beawtyd virtue(London, 1725; 1738) aniin
essay on the nature and conduct of the passiongfiectiongLondon, 1728; 1730). John Wesley
(1703-91) argued that Hutcheson’s position wasqdarly dangerous as he made morality
independent of God. See RiveReason, Grace, and Sentimevio). |, pp. 230-1 and Dixon,
Passions to Emotionpp. 69-70. Also Shaftesbur@haracteristicks of men, manners, opinions,
times,Vol. Il (London, 1711; 1732), esp. pp. 175-6, andl&, The analogy of religion, natural and
revealed, to the constitution and course of nafilandon, 1736), esp. p. 57.

%4 For the deliberate shift towards matrimonial lexién early modern Bible translations see Naomi
Tadmor, ‘Women and Wives: the Language of Marriagearly Modern English Biblical
Translations’ History Workshop Journalssue 62 (Autumn, 2006), pp. 1-27.

%5 John BairdDissertations, chronological, historical, and cdiil, on all the books of the Old
TestamenfLondon, 1778), Dissertation XXII, p. 331-3. Isdawved her with an increasing love. All
of which is typical of the conduct of Christ towarthe Jewish and Gentile churches’, John
MacGowanDiscourses on the Book of Rittondon, 1781), Sermon |, p. 22.

% MacGowanpiscoursesp. 20.
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Power of Love 2’ Further popular couples were Naomi's daughtemim-Ruth and
the generous Boaz, who were the subject of numeranutemporary plays and
poems such as Thomas Haweétsith. A Sacred Oratori@l778) andRuth, or, The
fair Moabitesg1810). The relationship between the three provaletbdel of the
kindness of God, as his disciples looked afteram@her; ‘So Ruth to Naomi, Boaz
to Ruth.?®

Biblical couples such as Adam and Eve paradoxicaltyesented both the
joys of love and dangers of deception. The Bedfurdggentleman Samuel
Whitbread Il harnessed Adam’s dialogue with the drigaphael to conceptualise
his feelings for Elizabeth Grey, describing how &mh hear from thee | seem in
Heaven / & thy words / Bring to their sweetnessatety.” The tale was
dramatised in Book IX of John Milton’s (1608-7aradise Los{1667) and
republished annually in the eighteenth centuntlas sale increased double the
number every year’ Milton’s epic had a profound effect on romantiedahrough
the intimate relationship he created between AdadhEare. Adam praised how ‘we
are one, / One flesh; to lose thee were to loseelfiywhile Eve replied ‘O glorious
trial of exceeding love...One heart, one soul ithb8 The text also explored the
subject of ‘man’s disobedience, and the loss tlpewf Paradise’, explaining the
role of Satan disguised as the serpent in man'siéily Spurned lovers such as
Richard Law of Marylebone were inspired by Eve’saj#ion, writing to his ex-
lover in 1816 that ‘you were once pleasant to méhadblooming Maid of Paradise,
till you was deceived by the Serpent, and perswégledto change your angelic
form...how is she that was my friend thirteen yesinse, become my foe, filled with
an endless enmity* The tale provided a rich vocabulary of love andegion, with
neither Samuel nor Richard directly naming the bitay quoted from, instead

presuming the recipient’s complicity in tekaredlanguage of love.

" A desertation wherein the meaning, duty and hagsiné kissing are explained, from Genesis
(London, 1780), pp. 7-8. The kiss provided ‘anddtrction to a stricter Intimacy, which terminated
in a happy Marriage.’

8 MacGowanDiscoursesSermon VI, p. 116.

29 Whitbread Il to Grey, Spa, Septembel’ 1787, W1/6577, No. 31, BLARS.

% John Milton,Paradise Lost. A Poem, In Twelve Bo@ksndon, 1667; 1788), preface.

%1 1bid., Book IX, p. 245. For Eve as the ‘model of feminloeeliness’ within the Puritan colonies,
see Caroline Winteref,he Mirror of Antiquity: American Women and the €igal Tradition, 1750-
1900(London, 2007), p. 91.

32 Milton, Paradise LostBook I, p. 14.

* Richard Law to Jane Townley, Doncaster, May) 1816, Add Mss. 47796/1, BL.
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The Book of Common Prayer used to conduct AnglmEnemonies provided
devout writers with a guidebook of pious lexicoret@ress their emotions. The
Margate banker and brewer Francis Cobb and histee@e Charlotte Mary Curwen
regularly referred to themselves as ‘your Unwotkgn’, ‘his unworthy servant’
and ‘this unworthy Handmaid, & servant’ in theittégs>* Such phrases reflected the
general thanksgiving ‘Almighty God, Father of akroies, we, thine unworthy
servants, do give thee most humble thanks fohglgpbodness to u§>The couple
also discussed psalms they had read, with Fraskis@Charlotte to ‘inform me the
verses of the Psalms you used to repeat in a ngpwien the Lord favoured us by
being together in his presence, | admired them wergh.?° These include Psalm
XXXV, ‘The Hosts of God encamp around / Deliv'ranhbe affords to all / O make
but Trial of his Love.” The notion of a ‘trial’ wasequently employed during
courtship letters, where lovers ‘cease not to fwagupport under this my great
trial.”>” Nonetheless this did not mean that all self-ps#dsAnglicans drew upon
Godly discourses in their letters, as only a selechber who were particularly
devout chose to do so. On the whole, it was monencon for women to draw upon
religious language in their missives, as this aldwhem to emphasise their piety to

their prospective husbanfs.

The Biblical quotations used by Francis and Chtaldise the thorny issue
of what it meant to be ‘influenced’ by a particutaxt. Fay Bound Alberti has used
quotations from The Book of Common Prayer, letteititag guides and popular
fiction to argue that the authorship of love letter ‘problematic’ as they were
crafted from a number of different sources. In smg, she reduces romantic love to
‘A Matter of Convention>° The language used by Francis and Charlotte cértain

confirms that particular publications played a paloole in constructing their

3% For example Francis Cobb asked Charlotte Mary @arte ‘Unite with me to ever gracious God
for his kind care over his unworthy Servant, thars, iCanterbury, ¥ August 1805,
EK/U1453/C287/5, EKAC. Five days before their mage she wrote, ‘Thanks be to Almighty God,
for all his mercies to this unworthy Handmaid, &&t’, Fenstanton, December"18805,
EK/U1453/C2/A/9.

% Abridgement of the Book of Common Prayer, and aidtnétion of the Sacramen(sondon,
1773), p. 35.

% Cobb to Curwen, 28January 1805, EK/U1453/C287/4 (i).

%7 bid. and24" January 1805, EK/U1453/C287/1.

¥ Also see Chapter 3, p. 114.

% Bound, ‘Writing the Self?’, pp. 5-12.
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letters. In some cases this may have been consaocis as quoting the book of
Ruth to exhibit your loyalty. As Robert Pattisorsteagued, letter-writing required
‘consciousness of the uses of language and theergastskills to express therf”
However the evidence in this chapter suggestshieatelationship between love,
fiction and self-expression was far from straighifard. Writers often seem to have
quoted certain texts unconsciously, perhaps bedaegavere reading them at the
time. A multiplicity of forces shaped the langudbgey chose, including the writer’s
gender, education, the circumstances of producéiod,letters by other writers.
While the language of love was certainly not spoetais, neither was it plagiarised

directly from published pieces.

Courtship letters written by Quaker couples dertrates the multifaceted
relationship between love, religion and letter-imgt The Quaker banker Paul Moon
James (1780-1854) praised ‘Loves pure light’ ared'plrity and gentleness’ of his
sweetheart’s affectiof. Such writers located their love in the soul, retitegy Quaker
constructions of the soul as the place of commubg&iween man and God. As the
flour merchant Thomas Kirton (16821757) wrote to Olive Lloyd (1707-75) in

1734, his sentiments ‘respecting thee’ acted ‘onSuoyl.”

Quaker writers also
characterised marriage as a union of minds ortspwith the minister’s niece Betty
Fothergill (1752-1809) noting in her diary in 17iHat separation ‘could not dis
Joint[sic] the union of minds which is the seat of Intellettove.”® William
Rathbone similarly urged his future daughter-in-lavt 786 to make ‘a religious
influence...the foundation of the union of yourripi'** Quaker emphasis upon
marriage as the ‘Seed of God’ reflects the expectdhat they would marry within
the Society of FriendS. The importance of maintaining the pure and godly
foundations of marriage was reinforced in textshsag William Smith’sloyful

Tidings to the Begotten of God in AlI663) which was repeatedly re-published

0 Robert PattisorQn Literacy(Oxford, 1984), pp. 5, 9.

1 James to Lloyd, Septembéf 2807 and Novembe'21807, TEMP MSS 403/9/19/1/16, 19, LSF.
2 Thomas Kirton to Olive Lloyd, Rimpton, £4ugust 1734, TEMP MSS 210/2/96, LSF.

“3 Diary of Betty Fothergill, 8 February 1770 (fifth Day), MS. Vol. 5, 51/1, p.,25F.

4 William Rathbone to Hannah Mary Rathbon®,78 month 1786, RP. IlI. 1. 253, Liverpool
University Library (subsequently LUL).

5 Moses West'#\ TreatiseConcerningMarriage. Wherein the Unlawfulness of Mixt-Marriagjie
Laid Openwas repeatedly republished in 1732, 1735, 17361 Bhd 1780. Based on key-word
search of Eighteenth-Century Collections Onlindgaauently ECCO) on f3\November 2012. On
Quaker marriage practices see Edward H. Milliganaker Marriage(Kendal, 1994) and on
distinctive features of Quaker letter-writing se@yihan,Pen and the Peoplep. 144-54.
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throughout the eighteenth century. The Quaker esugiudied in this chapter
intertwined the languages of love and Quakerisestthew the physicality of love,
locating their emotions in the soul while usingithetters to construct a spiritual

and intellectual union before marriage.

Courtship letters by nonconformist women couldrimge strident than letters
by their Anglican counterparts, due to a greatepleasis upon female education and
the prominent role of female ministers, preachesraissionarie&® In 1769, the
Quaker Betty Fothergill recorded in her diary tatér receiving a letter from the
ironmonger Alexander Chorley, she unabashedly wmtestruct him on how to

improve his faults:

in my last letter | ventured to give him some advipon a few things | had
observdsic] with respect to himself...and as acting the pa# mdal Friend, |
thought it my place to remark them. which | dide manner my real regard

suggested. & not with the acrimony of a severei@rit
However, Betty reacted with shock when her critigsvere not well received:

but how was | mistaken in my Congectures..whengadsof tender
acknowledgements. | recievggic] a few cool thanks. & several accusations
of want of affection...It shockd me to see suchispf mistaken pride, which

| plainly saw Was the souréé.

These passages demonstrate how Betty’s Quakeridradarcation had made her
confident in expressing her views, to the detrinadrtter beleaguered suit8t.
Betty’'s language also reveals additional discousbeping Quaker attitudes to
courtship, with Betty saving particular disdain Adexander’s sinful pride. Pride

was a popular topic in letters between nonconfdroosples, with James Nicholson

% Quakers paid assiduous attention to their childrechooling, educating them in Quaker ways and
enabling them to use written texts as devotiordd.ahll Quaker ministers were expected to be able t
read The Bible, while reading and writing were Mta their spiritual development. Women were
allowed to practice as ministers from founding efa®erism inc. 1652, while a small minority also
published theological texts. See Rebecca Lafanghters of the Light: Quaker Women Preaching
and Prophesying in the Colonies and Abroad 17006X¥@ndon, 1999), esp. pp. 82-5 on literacy,
and Christine TrevetQuaker Women Prophets in England and Wales 1650-(Téredigion, 2000).
“" Diary of Betty Fothergill, December 1769, MS. V6).51/1, p. 13, LSF.

“8\When Alexander later apologised for his harsh wpBetty recorded that ‘This proof of AC
flexibility gave me pleasurelbid., 4" December 1769 {Day), p. 14.
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and Elizabeth Seddon repeatedly condemning ‘thege@ubitter root of pride’® As
Betty’'s Uncle Samudll715-72)advised a young woman shortly before her marriage,
‘Pride is its own punishment; fly from it as frontantagion which it strangely
resembles: it infects and corrupts the soll.’

While devout couples were brought together byrtbleared beliefs, certain
writers in the late eighteenth century came to viemantic love as a religion in its
own right>* The idolising of the lover stood in direct tensisith the rise of
Evangelicalism. Men such as Captain Richard Dixescdbed a complete inability
to existwithout their sweethearts, writing that ‘1 am noeneinc’d you are
inseparably connected with my existence — withauwt iife would be burthensome
and distressing’? Total absorption in love reached its peak in #itets of the poet
John Keats (1795-1821) in 1819, where he deschbad'My love has made me
selfish. | cannot exist without you. | am forget@ileverything but seeing you again
— my Life seems to stop there — | see no furtheu Kave absorbed m& Such
discourses would have been completely alien to aéime beginning of our period,
undeniably demonstrating transformations in théckhexpression of love. Whilst
the majority of men would have struggled to masterpoetic ardour of Keats,
suitors such as Richard Dixon also described beamgumed by their love. Despite
such men deifying their sweethearts, the individiedorbed in love was consistently
represented as a female figure. R.J. Lane’s ligqayin Figure 35 depicts a young
woman languishing in a chair; in idolising the nmetieartefacts of love she turns her
back on Christianity, and the closed Bible and ifbubehind her. Below the image,
a quotation reads, “For thee | pray, for theeghsand weep”, Shakespeare’, as her
sinful behaviour defies the love of God. The imdgenonstrates how absorption in
love was represented as a female preoccupatiopitel@simarily appearing in
letters by men.

9 Seddon to Nicholson, July 94738, MS 1041/2, JRL.

* Transcript of letter from Samuel Fothergill to@upng woman in R. Hingston FoRy. John
Fothergill and his Friendg¢London, 1919), Appendix C, p. 415.

*1 Lystra has also argued that in nineteenth-cerimmgrica, romantic love ‘contributed to the
displacement of God by the lover as the central®}rof ultimate significance’, as romantic
relationships became ‘more powerful and meaninghah religious loyalties. Segem, Searching
the Heart,p. 8.

%2 Richard Dixon to Esther Maria Cranmer, Mdy 77782, 8215/7, SHC.

%3 Keats to Brawne, postmark"1®ctober 1819, Letter VII in Formahetters of John Keatpp. 35-
6.
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Fig. 35 — R.J. Lane after G.S. Newtor Girl at her Devotions London,
1824, lithograph, image 24.5 x 20.5cm, Wellcome Lisry, London,
672767i.

Impassioned men such as John Eccles used coulsieis to conceptualise
the physicality of their love. As John wrote to tievelist Mary Hays in August
1779, ‘Will he no more with eager haste, / Fly fridme world to my embrace? / This
hand, will he not softly press? / These lips, Wélno more cares$?'Such language
was mirrored in The Bible, which portrayed romattice as an all-encompassing
physical force, particularly in the ‘Song of SorigsThe book created numerous
connections between love, wine, fruit, honey anelfthich provided an early model
for the expression of passion. Passages such ey $pouse, dropsthe
honeycomb: honey and midce under thy tongue’ transformed the raw unrefined
substance of milk into a natural carrier of IG%eMilk was later adopted as a symbol
of constancy in Mary Wollstonecraft’s letters tdlert Imlay, describing his

fickleness as ‘milk and water affection’, almosttjoyears before th©xford

‘A Poem to Miss Hays’, August 811779, Letter XXXII in Weddlove Letters of Mary Haysp,

68.

% On the fear of loving someomn@o muchsee Anne Laurenc&Godly Grief: Individual Responses to
Death in Seventeenth-Century Britain’ in Ralph Hwabke (ed.Death, Ritual and Bereavement
(London, 1989)esp. p. 74 and Rothmafands and Heartg. 19.

*6 Solomon’s Song 4:11, KJV.
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English Dictionaryrecords the first use of the phrasétre Times’ While milk
represented unblemished love, Imlay’s affection Ibeeh sadly watered down.
Solomon’s Song provided readers with a vast rafigenorous metaphors for

describing love’s passion:

Thy lips are like a thread of scarlet, and thy spbae comely: thy temples are
like a piece of a pomegranate within thy locks.

Let him kiss me with the kisses of his mouth: foy love is better than
wine>®

Many waters cannot quench love, neither can tred8arown it: if a man
would give all the substance of his house for lave/ould utterly be

contemned?®

Eighteenth-century letter-writers such as Johndéscahd Mary Wollstonecraft
selected different metaphors such as milk and wateéescribing their affection.
However, the continuing emphasis upon the hangs aind physical embraces of the
lover reveal the continued influence of the Son§oigs in expressing the

immediacy of desire.

The Song of Songs leads us to the second parisoftiapter, which focuses
upon physical understandings of love beginning wh#h‘great luminary of
medicine’ Galen of Pergamum (A©129-. 216). His works on circulation and the
heart are important to this thesis as they conestitan authorative source of medical
knowledge until the emergence of physicians sudidisam Harvey (1578-1657)
in the late seventeenth centGhGalen was a student of both Hippocrates and Plato,

and frsom his arrival in Rome in AD 162 he was dbl&eat senators for disorders

> The Promised Land was also described as ‘a landrfty with milk and honey’ in Exodus 3:8,
KJV. Ingpen,Love Letters of Mary Wollstonecraltetter VI, December 1793, p. 11. See ‘milk-and-
water,v.’ OEDO:
http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/234165?rskey=MdusMve&ult=2&isAdvanced=false

*8 Solomon’s Song 5:3, KJV.

*Ipid., 1:2

% Ipid., 8:7.

®1 Albrecht von HallerDr. Albert Haller's physiology; being a course ettures upon the visceral
anatomy and vital oeconomy of human bodies, | (London, 1754), p. xxxv. ‘Galen has supplied
us the common fountains from whence the physiolifge human body has been taught, for near
fifteen ages after him, down even to the times afidy...he is still a very deserving and professed
anatomist, the last of the Greeks, the most emiokall the ancients’, p. Xxxvi.
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such as lovesickness by cooling their overheatedous®” He rejected Aristotle’s
view that the heart was the controlling organ ef lody, arguing that it mirrored the
tripartite division of heaven, sky and earth — ldwthe head, the breast and the
lower body?® Within this system there were four elements omburs’ — blood,
yellow bile (choler), phlegm and black bile (melhaly). While blood was hot and
moist like air, yellow bile was hot and dry likedj phlegm was cold and moist like
water, and black bile was cold and dry like e&ftm his treatisde Temperamentis
(On Mixture$ Galen argued that the ‘well-balanced’ body showaldeha perfect
mixture of hot, cold, dry and wet; deviations fréinis model caused imbalance,

illness, and extreme displays of particular ematisuch as anger or melanch@ly.

The central consequence of Galen’s model for raiméove was that men
and women were thought to have different emotiteradiencies, determined by the
balance of their humours. Whilst men were thoughid generally hot-natured,
women were seen as cold-natuf®ds he argued ie Usu Partium(On the
Usefulness of the Parts of the Bpthyis was because ‘it was better for the female to
be made colder so that she cannot disperse atlutnenent she concocts’, creating
the perfect environment in which a foetus couldig?6The preponderance of water
in women’s physical make-up made them more pronears and sudden irrational
rages, whilst their greater passivity made themensoibject to emotional extremes
such as hysteria and lovesickn&%he connection between women’s wet physical
make-up and hysteria was a key legacy of Galerash was still evident in

eighteenth-century notions of female melancholy twedvapours.’ These were

%2 Christopher Gill, Tim Whitmarsh and John Wilkifisitroduction’ inidem(eds.)Galen and the
World of KnowledgéCambridge, 2009), pp. 4-5.

% Bound Alberti,Matters of the Heart: History, Medicine, and Emat{@xford, 2010) pp. 18-19.
For a masterly overview of the transition from adéa-centric to a cranio-centric body see Chapter 1
pp. 16-40.

*|bid., p. 18. See GaleGauses of DiseaséBe Causis Morboruinin RJ Hankinson, ‘Philosophy
of Nature’ inidem(ed.) The Cambridge Companion to Gal@@ambridge, 2008). 219. ‘Yellow

bile is naturally hottest, phlegm coolest. Of thlees humours, blood is the next hottest after yello
bile, black bile is the next coolest after phleg®h Uneven Distempébe Inaequali Intemperjan
Ibid., p. 222.

% Galen Mixtures(De Temperament)s Book |,in PN SingerGalen: Selected Work©xford, 1997)
pp. 202-31.

% Galen,The Art of MedicingArs Medicd in Ibid., p. 361.

%7 Galen,0On the Usefulness of the Parts of the Bfidly Usu Partiun), trans. Margaret Tallmadge
May (Ithaca, 1968), p. 631.

% See Bound Alberti, ‘Emotions in the Early Modermdlical Tradition’ inidem, Medicine, Emotion
and Diseasgpp. 3-4. This reflected Aristotle’s theory thaémpossessed more heat than women,
whose bodies retained more moisture. See Rob#fattensenThe Brain Takes Shape: An Early
History (Oxford, 2004), esp. Chapter 7, pp. 153-74, at354-
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defined by Johnson as a ‘Mental fume’, while illses caused by ‘hypochondrical
maladies’ and melancholy were attributed to tapoursto which the other sex are

so often subject®

During the early modern period, the work of Reres&artes (1596-1650)
was instrumental in reorienting scientific studyfaous upon the mind, replacing
Galen’s humoural model with a mechanistic notiothef human bodi{f Certain
aspects of Cartesian thinking reflected older mstiof the ‘animal spirits’ utilised by
Galen’! In hisL’'Homme(Treatise of Mahin c. 1637, Descartes argued that ‘animal
spirits’ retained the speed that the heat of ttegthiead given them, but ceased ‘to
have the form of blood’ and became more like ‘adram a very subtle flamé? His
crucial intervention was to reinstate the mindresdentral means of perceiving
particular emotions, introducing a new system iawa the ‘nerves’, ‘spirits’ and
‘brain.” Descartes’ work meant that romantic loweased to be seen as a physical
entity embedded in the heart, but led to a nervesglt in the body when it was
perceived by the mind. In his final bobks Passions de I'am{&he Passions of the

Sou) in 1649 Descarteslescribed how upon viewing a loved one,

the impression this thought forms in the brain gaithe animal spirits via the
sixth pair of nerves toward the muscles aroundrttestines and...toward the
heart; and that, being driven there with greatesddhan [the blood] in other
parts of the body, it enters [the heart] in greateindancé’

The central Cartesian legacy for eighteenth-certwg was the prioritising of the
mind as the key means of processing one’s emotvamish subsequently caused a

physical response in the body.

% Johnsonpictionary, Vol. Il, p. 1072.

0 For his research into the pineal gland as theafdhe soul see Descartd@seatise of Mantrans.
Thomas Steel Hall (Cambridge, 1662; 1972). Althotigh text was written before 1637, it was not
published in Latin until 1662, and the original ikeca until 1664, fourteen years after his death.

> Galen cited Herophilus’ use of ‘psychic pneumataining the term ‘animal spirits.” See Edwin
Clarke and Charles Donald O’Malley, ‘Nerve Functionidem, The Human Brain and Spinal Cord
(London, 1968)p. 144, 147

2 DescartesTreatise of Manpp. 21, 28. When these spirits were ‘abundant’ thage humans
prone to generosity, liberality and love, where&emwthey were ‘lacking’ they excited malice,
timidity, inconstancy, tardiness, and ruthlessnpps,;72-3. Also seilem, The Passions of the Soul,
trans. Stephen Voss (Cambridge, 1649; 1989), pfi. 25

'3 DescartesPassions of the Sourticle 102, p. 74.



173

Scientific advances gave rise to new ways for iitgials to conceptualise
their feelings, such as by describing the ‘spark$actricity’ and ‘chemistry’ of their
attachment. According to thi@xford English Dictionarythe earliest use of
‘electricity’ in a figurative sense to mean ‘a fiegl of excitement’ was by Edmund
Burke in 1796'* The term also appeared in novels the same yetirthé heroine of
Mary Hays’Memoirs of Emma Courtn€$796) describing how, ‘I perceived the
starting tear. — It touched, it electrified my he&t The connection between love and
electricity was forged with the discovery of staglectricity by William Gilbert €.
1544-1603) in the seventeenth century, which gate to a language of
‘electricity’ and love’® The relationship between love and chemistry waslfer,
and was first used to denote an ‘instinctual atitvacor rapport between two or more
people’ in 1656 These two discourses demonstrate how the leiinalations of
particular discoveries filtered into public consgoess, providing innovative new

ways for lovers to formulate their emotions.

The evolution of diseases such as lovesicknesslstiee interrelationship
between love, science and medicine. Suffering flmra was historically the domain
of lovesick troubadours, who declared that ‘to |ty and not to suffer — would
make me in my own eyes a che&tl'ovesickness was redefined as a degrading
female disease in the sixteenth century, becomiolysively female by the
eighteenth century. This affected how the disesdf was construed. It historically
consisted of two stages: a hot, moist and sangage characterised by fiery
passion, and a cold, dry and melancholy stage efgfiy fear and sorrof.

However by the eighteenth century lovesicknessshadl its fiery stage, and the
only remaining symptoms were the tears, faintingekmess, melancholy and

languishing of the second stage. These refledetiménising of lovesickness, plus

" Ambassadors ‘will become true conductors of coiotatp every country which has had the
misfortune to send them to the source of that etityt, Edmund Burke,Two Letters Addressed to a
Member of the Present Parliament, on the Propokal®eace with the Regicide Directory of
France No. I, p. 35, ‘electricityn.,” OEDO:
http://www.oed.com.ezproxyO1.rhul.ac.uk/view/EnG§259?redirectedFrom=electricity#eid

> Hays, MaryMemoirs of Emma Courtné®xford, 1796; 2009)p. 92.

% See Gilbert, WilliamPe MagnetgOn the Magnét(London, 1600).

""*How can [you] by the Chemistry of your wits exttdrom these places any drop...of a morall
command?’A Discourse of Auxiliary Beauty, or Artificial Hasomenesg. 18, ‘chemistryn.,’
OEDQO: http://www.oed.com.ezproxy01.rhul.ac.uk/view/En83274?redirectedFrom=chemistry#eid
"8 Giraut de Borneil, ‘Can creis la fresca fueil’edsns’ in Ruth Sharman (edlheCansosand
Sirventesof the Troubadour Giraut de Borneil: A Critical Eidin (Cambridge, 1989), p. 166.

" Lesel Dawsonl.ovesickness and Gender in Early Modern Engliskraiure(Oxford, 2008) pp.
20-1.
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the growing influence of nervous debilities in tlution of the diseas8 Nervous
maladies and lovesickness shared similar causeglpgouth, ‘depressing
passions’ such as love and a ‘sedentary life.” €hasder thirty were seen as
particularly vulnerable, clearly isolating courtingmen as a high-risk grodpThe
disease acquired an increasingly prominent rof@jular culture from the mid-

1750s, becoming irrevocably associated with thekwess of the female bod$.

LOYE SICKE.
The Doctor Pusshal

Fig. 36 —Love Sick: The Doctor Puzzledindated (. 1820), lithograph
with watercolour, Wellcome Library, London, 11202i.

The women studied in this thesis would have beetcp&arly vulnerable to
lovesickness due to the large volume of letterg theehanged. The direct
correlation between love letters and lovesicknesgamatised in the lithograph
Love Sick: The Doctor PuzzI¢€éig. 36) where a baffled doctor takes the pufse o

young woman. While this particular lithograph rensaundated, other copies have

8 Nervous illnesses were thought to begin with ‘aegal debility; languour, and depression of
spirits...lassitude; anxiety; oppressed breathings of appetite; nausea...a pale sunk countepance
vertigo, or slight head-ach; disturbed sleep.’ Aigyet became ‘unable to sit out of bed’ and ‘ofties
in a kind of stupor’ John Gregorlements of the practice of phygkedinburgh, 1772), pp. 41-2.

8 passionate love ‘in old Persons’ was characteaseddiculous’ by writers such as Castiglione in
The Courtier(lLondon, 1528; 1724), Book I, p. 17. The figurethdfty is drawn from Gregongp.

cit., p. 41.

82 See Chapter 6, pp. 211-18.
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been dated to. 18202 It depicts a languid young woman with glazed eges,
drooping head and pale lily-white skin, contrastivith the ruddy cheeks of her
doctor. As she slumps in an armchair with a daz@dession on her face, her
mischievous maid secretly slips a love letter imo hand. The print enjoyed such
lasting influence that it was parodied almost fifgars later in 1865, with a
humorous reversal of gender roles as female playsdiake the pulse of a
languishing marfi? It testifies to the power of letters in fuellingmance, and the
cultural construction of women in love as both pbgy and mentally weak.

Women'’s languishing from lovesickness was mimickgdhe effeminate
and over-refined fop. It is unsurprising that tlaeiety of eighteenth-century
masculinity displaying the most pronounced ‘femeiiqualities should also be the
most susceptible to lovesickness. As Michéle Cdteennoted, a foppish man ‘seeks
the company of ladies, whom he resembf2svhen not vainly ogling himself in the
mirror, the fop was engaged seeking and sufferioignflove. In 1736The Modern
Poet. A Rapsody [sidjegan by explaining,

| tell no Tale of some poor Love-sick Maid,
Nor call the Fabledlusesto my Aid.
Let Love-Sick Fops attempt, in whining Strains,

The Pow'r ofLove,his Darts, and burning Paifis.

While the lovesick maid was portrayed as a ‘poarhvan, the ‘whining’ fop
receives no sympathy for imitating her sufferingtér in the centuryi Dictionary
of Lovecruelly portrayed the fop’s languishing as ‘a statstupidity’, illustrated by

a scene where ‘a soft fop gives himself the alanfuishing metaphorically, and

8 For example the lithogragtove Sick: The Doctor Puzzlédthe Francis A. Countway Library of
Medicine at Harvard, olvwork383585. For an additibteepiction of the lovesick woman sEee art
of fainting in companghowing a young woman in a swoon with her eyesetland head thrown
back, wearing a miniature of her suitor aroundrtemk, 1797, 797.05.27.08, LWL.

8 punch, or the London Charivari: Lady-Physiciamacember 28 1865,Punch,Vol. 49, p. 248,
WC.

8 Cohen, ‘Manliness, Effeminacy and the French: @emad the Construction of National Character
in Eighteenth-Century England’ idemand Tim Hitchcock (edsBnglish Masculinities 1660-1800
(London, 1999), pp. 44-62, at p. 51. Also see S®awes, ‘A Few Kind Words for the FoiStudies
in English Literature, 1500-190®0l. 22, No. 3, Restoration and Eighteenth Cen{@ymmer,
1982), pp. 413-28.

8 The Modern Poet. A Rapsody [siskcond editiofLondon, 1736), p. 3.
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ogles amorously a gay coquette, who laughs at hievaand and flimsy figuré’”
The ‘love-sick maid, and dwindling beau’ were agaiesented as a natural pairing
strolling through the streets of London in John '6dyivia (1795)% Languishing
was constructed as a female manifestation of soffédrom love, and could only be

displayed by men who were uncomfortably close toifénity themselves.

While languishing from love was chiefly a feminimalady, men could
legitimately share the sighing, sleeplessness egahtdng which characterised
romantic love A Dictionary of Lovalescribed ‘sighs’ as ‘useful interjections in the
love-language’ whereby a lover ‘plays the slaverider to become the mastét.’
The definition illuminates both the role of boddymptoms in the conception of
love, and the power struggles concealed withinviddial relationships. Ballads
dramatised how one sailor ‘sigh’d & cast his EyeW’ while thinking of his
sweetheart, while a man courting a nobleman’s dizugtound by her sighs and
languishing eyes’ that she loved hiffLovers often used sighs to denote an
emotional interlude in letters and diaries. The Kgudetty Fothergill recorded her
lover’s activities in her diary ‘with an accompangisigh’, describing how ‘Sighs
woud force thiefsic] way...Tho | knew AC was too far {dic] to recievdsic]
them.®* The Bedfordshire gentleman Samuel Whitbread Itagpdly heaved a
‘painful sigh’ in his letters to Elizabeth Grey, comparedhis ‘sigh of pleasure
when thinking of heP? Furthermore, the poet Paul Moon James regulaghyesi in
his love poems to Olivia Lloyd, describing how rhiged to mark thy gentle breast, /
Soft trembling to the sigh of miné®

The sighing, trembling lovers studied in this thesso described
experiencing visions of their beloved. In 1759, tduéor's daughter Sarah Hurst
wrote a paean to Henry Smith that ‘sleeping or wglie possegsic] my thoughts.’

Henry appeared frequently in her dreams, causingph@use ‘how perplexing are

8 Dictionary of Lovep. 87.

8 John GayTrivia; or, the Art of Walking the Streets of Lomd@ondon, 1795), p. 10.

8 Dictionary of Lovep. 126.

%0 Ballad by John Gay in misc. poems on love and iagerby Princess Amelia, 1744, LWL Mss Vol.
14, LWL, ‘The LADY’s Garland’, 1763-75, Roxburgheoilection, C.20.f.9.(320-1), EBBA.

°1 Diary of Fothergill, 8 February 1770 (fith Day), MS. Vol. 5, 51/1, pf-2, LSF.

92 Whitbread Il to Grey, Thun, August'1787, W1/6567, No. 21, BLARS.

% James, ‘To Olivia Lloyd’, undated, pre-1808, TEMISS 403/9/19/1/1/15, LSF.
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these Chimeras of the Braitf.’ The term ‘chimera’ implied an ‘unreal creature of
the imagination, a mere wild fancy.'Sarah’s chimeras extended to hearing Henry
‘talk & feel his caresses, sweet delusion, but kev& it fleets away*® While

Sarah’s fantasies were described in the relativagy of her journal, certain men
boldly described their dreams in love letters. \Whiile apothecary John Lovell
dramatised how ‘My Imagination frequently condutts into your Presence when |
am asleep’ in 1757, the brewer Francis Cobb wimteharlotte Mary Curwen in
1805 that ‘My thoughts, both sleeping & waking, &deen intirely with you®

While the symptoms of love could be shared by nemgsickness remained solely a
female malady. The disease involved an extensidhesfe ailments, as sighing,
languishing women were consumed by their fantasisgk into a semi-permanent

languor.

The signs and symptoms of love were dramatisditemature, which is the
subject of the third section of this chapter. Thdwing impact of classical poetry
meant thatertain phrases used in the eighteenth centuryddihely been
employed by lovers for centuries before. New edgiofArs Amatoria(The Art of
Love by the Roman poet Ovid (Publius Ovidius Naso) (43BCE) claimed that
his advice could ‘with very little force of imagitian, be made applicable to love
affairs of the present day"’His suitors were enrolled in ‘Cupid’s school’, inbing
their names in ‘Cupid’s Rolls® Men were advised to use their linguistic flair to

flatter ‘hollow’ women into marriage:

By flatteries we prevail on woman-kind,

As hollow banks by streams are undermin’d.
Tell her, her face is fair: her eyes are sweet:
Her taper fingers praise, and little feet.

Such praises e’en the chaste are pleas’d to hear;

% Diary of Hurst, January 7and September 281759, MS 3542, HM.

% ‘Chimera / chimaera).’, OEDO, http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/31708?redirected Framimera

% Diary of Hurst November 19 1759, MS 3542, HM.

% John Lovell to Sarah Harvey, Bath, Augusf'2957, 161/102/2, WSA. Cobb to Curwen'"24
January 1805, EK/U1453/C287/1, EKAC.

% ‘Notes on Ovid’s Art of Love'p. 275.

% bid., pp. 1-2. Cupid was invoked in a wide range of eighth-century ballads, where lovers were
described as being ‘under Cupids Banner’, ‘in Capidke’, ‘of Cupids fold’ and ‘shot by Cupids
arrow.’ Based on key-word search of EBBA off'Z3ctober 2012.
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Both maids and matrons hold their beauty d&4r.

The success of flattery was a historical variabi#h the culture of sensibility in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuriesrgancreasing emphasis upon the
avoidanceof flattery. When the politician Henry Goulburn vieaa love poem to his
sweetheart Jane Montagu in 1811, he deliberatelyegged flattering her physical
features, promising, ‘I will not say that thou &air, / Nor praise the lustre of thine
eye...But when | sing, my theme shall be / The hiass beauty of thy mind®
Compared to his advice for men, Ovid’s recommendatior courting women were
more superficial. Tips included dressing to empdatheir best features, adopting a
feminine poise, and generally being well turnedfoutwhen a man made his
advances® The paradoxical nature of Ovid's advice reveaésithambiguous

dichotomy between male activity and female passihitring courtship.

Ovid’s guide laid the foundation for texts suchfamireas Capellanu®e
Arte Honeste Amandi he Art of Courtly Love known asDe Amoreg(c. 1185)
Courtly love @mour courtoiy was crafted by troubadour poets in twelfth centur
France, spreading throughout the courts of Europeba@coming a guiding force in
the idea of romantic love as a heroic pur&liiThe troubadour phragim’amors
(‘true love’ or ‘refined love’yepresented an idealised relationship where the mal
lover worshipped an unattainable noble lady withaat religious fervour,
performing chivalrous deeds to win her favour. Bpardinating desire to love,
troubadours believed they could create a joy ‘adinexh times’ better than desire
alone, incorporating an ‘enduring dualism’ betwémre and sexual longing into
romantic love in Western cultut&* Courtly romance was enshrined in manifold
tales such as Chrétien de Troykahcelot or the Knight of the Cartc. 1170 and
King René d’Anjou’sLe Livre du Cueur d’Amours Espri$he Book of the Heart
Possessed by Lovia c. 14572

1% Ovid, Art of Love p. 26.

191 Goulburn to Montagu, 1811, 304/D/Box 2, SHC.

192 Ovid, op. cit.,pp. 66-76.

193 0n Ovid and Capellanus see Jennifer G. Woll&ekhinking Chivalry and Courtly Loy®xford,
2011), pp. 32-3, 40-3. In line with Dronke and Gpgaithis thesis does not argue that the troubadours
inventedove, rather that they created influential new waf/expressing it. See Chapter 1, pp. 23-4.
194 Reddy,Making of Romantic Loye. 2 and Pamela Norrig/ords of Love: Passionate Women
from Heloise to Sylvia Platflondon, 2006), p. 124.

195 0n courtly love also see Pamela Por@aurtly Love in Medieval Manuscriptsondon, 2003)

and Bernard O’'Donoghug@he Courtly Love TraditiofManchester, 1982).
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Courtly modes of expression fell in and out of vegwhen the Quaker flour
merchant Thomas Kirton wrote to his future wifev@liLloyd in 1734, he recognised
that,

| know Heroick Love, and Friendship are things oluFashion, and thought
fit only for Knights Errant, and to Love with digtion or in plain English...is
the most generally r@dotion: But | condemn their low Ideas, 'Tis thy

Noble mind, as well as comely Personage, | so radchire'®®

As Thomas noted, heroic love was out of fashioa asans of romantic expression
at the beginning of our period. Nonetheless, tildsndt stop him from using
chivalric language anyway, demonstrating how irdirals adopted or rejected
particular conventions as they pleased. Heroichisignd angelic maids enjoyed a
renaissance in the late 1770s and 1780s, appeaitimgncreasing frequency in the
letters of lovers®’ The resurgence may have been inspired by Gothielssuch as
Horace Walpole’§he Castle of Otrant(l764), discussed later in this chagt&r.
Fifteen years after the novel’s publication in 1,7F8hn Eccles praised Mary Hays as
‘A maid of pure, angelic mind’, mirroring the histo construction of courtly
maidens such as Guenevéteéln return, she praised his knightly qualities‘thse
guard of my honofsic] and character:** Contemporary obsession with chivalry
inspired Walter Scott’s (1771-1832) best-sellingmdThe Lay of the Last

Minstrel’ in 1802, ensuring the continuing domimatiof chivalrous knights and fair

maidens in perpetuating the heavenly power of fdVe.

Lovers such as Troilus and Cressida were invokedriiers to encapsulate

the torment of unfaithful lovE:? The novelist Mary Hays dramatically likened

1% Kirton to Lloyd, Rimpton, 14 August 1734, TEMP MSS 210/2/96, LSF.

197 This supports Mark Girouard’s notion of a ‘RettorCamelot’ in British art, architecture and
literature fromc. 1788. Seeédem, The Return to Camelot: Chivalry and the EsiglBentleman
(London, 1981)esp. pp. 16-38. For the language of gallantrydtidh see Haydylemoirs of Emma
Courtney pp. 35, 39.

198 5ee Chapter 5, p. 184 for further discussion ah@diction.

199 Eccles to Hays, August 311779, Letter XXXII, in Weddlove-Letters of Mary Hayg, 67.

109 Hays quoted in a letter from Eccles, Letter Xbid., p. 80.

11 As Scott famously wrote, ‘Love rules the courg ttamp, the grove, / And men below, and saints
above; / For love is heaven, and heaven is loveht@€ Third, 1,The Select Poetical Works of Sir
Walter Scot{London, 1802; 1849), p. 15.

12 The couple had been widely known from the twetthtury, where Troilus was a Greek warrior
rather than a lover in histories of the Trojan Waee Barry Windeatt (edQeoffrey ChaucefTroilus
and Criseyd€London,c. 1381-6; 2003), p. xvi.
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herself to Cressida in 1779, writing that ‘If | daise, or swerve from truth and
love....To stab the heart of perjury in maids, t iL&e said, “false as Maria
Hays.”** The romantic poet John Keats also empathised Tvitus’ predicament
in 1819, describing how his ‘greatest torment’ Wt Fanny Brawne was ‘a little
inclined to the Cressid’, as he was constantlyftéaf her infidelity*'* The
romance of ‘Troilus and Criseida’ and her affaithwihe warrior Diomede was the
subject of Giovanni Boccaccio’s poem ‘Il Filostraito the early fourteenth century,
inspiring Geoffrey Chaucer’sroilus and Criseydéc. 1381-6) and William
Shakespeareroilus and Cressidé1602), which subsequently became the most
popular version of the tale. By adopting these attars in their love letters, Mary
and John simultaneously demonstrated their leamvimfst articulating complex
emotional states. They may have used guides sutheaBeauties of Shakespetoe
select the most emotive passages, which recommehdeatiscription of Cressida’s
falsehood as chosen by Mary Hays as a fitting &&tation of Love™ Through
using these figures to understand the changingrdiasaof their relationships,
writers applied the drama and deceit of courtlyeltw their own lives.

Shakespeare’s plays enjoyed continued populavity the eighteenth
century, withRomeo and Julididecoming the apogee of tragic lodée play was
watched by the tailor's daughter Sarah Hurst indammon #' November 1761,
remarking in her diary that David Garrick and Mtsbber were ‘both inimitable in
the Characters, what a man was Shakesp¥#rriblic interest reached its peak with
the creation of John Boydell's (1719-1804) Shakaesp&allery on Pall Mall in
1792. The Gallery contained four iconic scenes fRemeo and Juliethe lovers’

first meeting**’ Juliet anxiously awaiting her weddiftf Romeo climbing from

113 As Cressida proclaimed, ‘Yea, let them say, tokstie heart of falsehood, / As false as Cressid.’
Ibid., Act Ill, Scene 2, p. 75. Hays to Eccles, Octobét 17179, Letter LXVI, in Weddl_ove-Letters
of Mary Haysp. 128.

114 Keats to Brawne, undated,February 1820, Letter XII, in Formahetters of John Keatgp. 47-
8. Also see Wollstonecraft to Godwin, teasing ‘Wieetyou_evekissed a maiden fair’, August's
1796, Abinger MS c40, fol. 11, BLO.

15The Beauties of Shakespeare Selected from his &fmyPoem¢Dublin, 1783), p. 137.

18 Diary of Hurst, November'71761, MS 3544, HM. Sarah watchddmletandOthello (twice) in
1759,King Learin 1761 andHenry VIllin 1762, readind\s You Like It, Henry IV, Part |, Henry VI,
Parts | and Il, The Merchant of Venice, Richarduhd The Taming of the Shraw 1762, MS 3542-5.
17 Act I, Scene V, ‘Good pilgrim, you do wrong youartd too much...For saints have hands that
pilgrims’ hands do touch’, No. XXXII, John Boydeh, catalogue of the pictures, &c. in the
Shakespeare Gallery, Pall-MdlLondon, 1796)p. 72.

18 Act 11, Scene V, ‘Is thy news good, or bad? ansteehat; Say either, and I'll stay the
circumstance’, No. XXXIVjbid., p. 198.
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Juliet's balcony*® and Romeo poisoning himséff. The star-crossed lovers were
invoked in newspaper reports of breach of promiséstas the epitome of doomed
romance, dramatising how Juliet waited ‘at the tah&apulet, lamenting her lost
Romeo.**! Writers such as John Keats referenced Romeo inltive letters, who
confirmed the image of the impetuous suitor ‘goafigin warm blood’ in pursuit of
love. Keats also cited passages ffohe Tempestuch as “I cry to dream again‘®
Such usages were typical of professional writetrs) vepeatedly referenced
luminaries such as Shakespeare in conceptualisgigromantic struggles. As Keats
wrote to Fanny Brawne ia. 1819-20, ‘What would Rousseau have said at seeing
our little correspondence!...I don’t care muchwolld sooner have Shakespeare’s

opinion about the mattet®®

At this point in his relationship, Keats had beeading Rousseau’s famous
adaptation of the romance of the philosopher P&befard (1079-1142) and his
beautiful young pupil Hélois&(1101-64)*** The tale had a profound impact upon
eighteenth-century couples, with John Hughes’ teded paraphrase of their letters
in 1714 inspiring Alexander Pope’s poem ‘Eloisateelard’in 1717. The poem
brought to life the emotional power of Abelard’#des when read by Heloise:

SOON as thy letters, trembling, 1 unclose,
That well-known name awakens all my woes.
Oh name for ever sad! for ever dear!

Still breath’d in sighs, still usher'd with a te@r.

Pope’s poem revelled in romanticism and increaBegtblic’s appetite for France’s

most famous couple, whose letters were alreadyighda in eleven new editions by

19 Act 111, Scene V, ‘Farewell, farewell! one kissydl'll descend’, No. XXXV, ibid., p. 198.

120 Act V, Scene I, ‘Here’s to my love! -Drinks] O, true apothecary! Thy drugs are quick. — Thus,
with a kiss | die’, No. LV] ibid., p. 120.

21 Morning Post and Gazetteetune 18 1801, Issue 10237. Also quoted in Chapter 7, pp-2

122 Keats to Brawne, undated and"@ctober 1819, Letters IX, XXXI in Formahetters of John
Keats,pp. 38, 83-4.

1231pid., Letter XXVIII, pp. 77-8.

124 Abelard was also a theologian, musician and goeering the Benedictine monastery of Saint
Denis after his relationship with Héloise resuliedlis castration. Keats recognised the dangerous
influence of these letters in encouraging hyperbadienitting that, ‘Il am glad | had not an opportyni
of sending off a Letter which | wrote for you onéRday night — 'twas too much like one out of
Rousseau’s Heloise. | am more reasonable this mgrri{eats to Brawne, 3July 1819, Letter I, in
Ibid., p. 3

125 Alexander Pope, ‘Eloisa to Abelard’ idlem, A collection of Essays, Epistles and Qdesdon,
1758) p. 124. The letters were also quoted in Mary Hags/elMemoirs of Emma Courtnep, 71.
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1773. Rousseaudulie, ou la nouvelle Héloidd 761) made an apt romantic gift,
with Mary Wollstonecraft sending William Godwin theest volume in 1796 ‘to
remind you, when you write to me in verset to chuse the easiest task, my
perfections; but to dwell on your own feelings attls to say, give me a bird’s-eye-
view of your heart™® Mary’s letters reveal the hope th#éloisewould help

William to actualize his feelings. The tailor’'s ddnater Sarah Hurst was equally
moved by the candour of the letters in 1761, pngisiow ‘the tenderness of these
letters pierces my very soul.” Sarah’s identifioativith Héloise was encouraged by
her own fraught romance with Henry Smith, writilh@t ‘none who have not
experienc'd the enthusiasm of Ifsic] can relish their beautie¥’’ She mused that
‘much ought to be imitated & much avoided; one seddoisa, a hapless victim to
youthfull [sic] folly called love & the false step it caus’d hemake.*?® While
readers identified with the romances of literaryples, these also provided a

warning of the dangers of love and potentially lfatsnsequences for those involved.

The eighteenth century witnessed the birth ofghistolary novel, prioritising
the role of letter-writing in the formation of argen’s identity and actualization of
their emotions?® Samuel RichardsonBamela(1740) presented letters as vehicles
for a person’s innermost thoughts, with Pamelanging and developing her
feelings for Mr. B in letters to her parerit The letters provide a vehicle for the
novel's power struggles, and are hidden under elitosh by Pamela in an attempt to
conceal them from Mr. B. Pamela’s parcel is ldiscovered by Mrs. Jewkes and
given straight to him, causing Pamela great arngst'he will see all my private
thoughts of him, and all my Secretd" The seizure of her letters displays Mr. B's
power over Pamela, as her voyeuristic master, rsaitd social superior. The novel

developed the notion of women as virtuous, chastelest and sincere, whereas

126 \Wollstonecraft to Godwin, July*11796, No. 1, MS Abinger c40, fols. 1-2, BLO. Algooted in
Chapter 2, p. 85. For the impact and popularittheftext see Robert Darntofhe Great Cat
Massacre and Other Episodes in French Cultural étig{Middlesex, 1985)pp. 225-49.

127 Diary of Hurst, November 181761, MS3544, HM.

128 |bid., November 28 1761.

129 Robert Adams Day has found that 200 out of eveéy\works published between 1660 and 1740
(40%) used an epistolary structure. &kemn, Told in Letters: Epistolary Fiction beforecRardson
(Michigan, 1966), p. 2.

1301n a letter to Lady Bradshaigh, Richardson laesatibed this style as ‘writing, to the moment,
14" February 1754 in John Carroll (e@glected Letters of Samuel Richardgdrford, 1964)p.
289.

131 RichardsonPamelapp. 226-8, 241-2.
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Richardson’s male characters were governed by streing passionS> These drove
them to impetuous acts such as kidnap, as comnfijtésvelace irClarissa(1747-
8) and Pollexfen iThe History of Sir Charles Grandis¢h753-4).

In Richardson’Clarissa,the sheer volume of letters means that theglace
the narrated events; it is the act of writing thiat forms the action of the novéf?
Like the concealment and seizure of Pamela’s messigontrol over Clarissa’s
letters is used as a means of power, with the hei®family confiscating her pens
and ink in an attempt to isolate her and forcetbenarry the boorish Roger
Solmes:** Richardson’s Clarissa was the victim of love, with kidnap and
isolation causing a slow, painful decline and emahtleath. Her symptoms included
frailty, fainting fits, ‘dimmed’ eyesight and tremsin her limbs. The author broke

down the gradual onslaught of her illness for restde

Who would have thought that...l should be so lomlyiag! — But see how by
little and little it has come to this. | was fitsken off from the power of
walking:then | took acoach —a coach grew too violent an exercise: then |
took achair..Next, | was unable to go thurch;then to gaup or down

stairs; now hardly can move from omeomto another..My eyesbhegin to

fail me, so that at times | cannot see to readndigy; and now | can hardly
write or hold a pert®

Clarissa’s untimely death left Richardson inundatéti letters from critics
demanding that the novel end happily, as with Pammeharriage to Mr. B. However
he insisted that Clarissa’s death provided a Garishodel of how to live and die
which would be rewarded in heavEfi As with notions of female passivity
disseminated in courtly romances, Richardson’s Isgyayed a guiding role in

132 For the key doctrines of sentimentalism preseitéthmelasee ReddylNavigation of Feelingpp.
157-8. For an in-depth analysis of the novel’'s matilon and reception see Thomas Keymer and
Peter SaboRamela in the Marketplace: Literary Controversy d@iht Culture in Eighteenth-
Century Britain and IrelangCambridge, 2005).

133 John Preston]es Liaisons DangereuseSpistolary Narrative and Moral Discover§rench
Studies]ssue24, No. 1 (January, 1970), p. 24. For readers’pgae of the text see Keymer,
Richardson’<Clarissaand the Eighteenth-Century Read€ambridge, 1992).

134 However their efforts were unsuccessful, as skehiidden ‘half a dozen crow-quills...in as many
different places’ to enable her to continue comroating with Lovelace and her friend Anna Howe.
RichardsonClarissa L79, Clarissa to Howe, p. 324.

1% bid., L464, Belford to Lovelace, pp. 1336-7.

136 Jocelyn Harris, ‘Introduction’ in Keymer (edSamuel Richardson’s Published Commentary on
Clarissa 1747-65Yol. | (London, 1998), p. xviii-Xix.
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propagating the view of women as victims of lovéewneas the sexually voracious

man was a ‘beast of pre}?’

Gothic novels once again adopted the mantle afieirs women as the
victims of scheming men, beginning with Horace Vé#d{s The Castle of Otrantm
1764. Gothic texts were owned by suitors studiathisithesis such as the cotton-
trader Joseph Strutt, who later bequeathed AnnlRatc The Romance of the
Forest(1791) andTheMysteries of Udolph¢1794)to his daughter Isabella
Galton™® Like the dramatic kidnaps and elopements in Rit$@m’s novels,

Adeline in Radcliffe’sRomance of the Forestakes a number of theatrical escapes
to avoid marrying the depraved Marquis de Montafbbe eloping with her
‘handsome’ suitor Theodoré? Similarly, Emily St. Aubert iThe Mysteries of
Udolphois almost forced to marry the abhorrent Count Morlay the scheming
Montoni, and is encouraged to elope by the couetigvalier’ Valancourt before
finally escaping with another admirkf. As Robert Miles has argued, Radcliffe’s
most significant innovation was to expand Walpotdiaracterisation of ‘the heroine
in flight from a patriarchal ogre in a Europeartiset’*** Through the lens of a
young woman’s marriage, the novels attacked tycatiathers and marriages of
convenience as ‘feudal remnants.’ In contrastethentual union of chivalrous

heroes and virtuous heroines revelled in the idgotif marriage for lové?

The rise of sensibility from the late 1770s reselin weeping emotional lovers
such as the protagonists of GoethE® Sorrows of Young Werthé774) and
Mary Hays’Memoirs of Emma Courtné$796)** The heroine of Hays’ novel
recognised the impact of romances such as AbefatdHaloise in feeding her

137 RichardsonClarissa,L317, Howe to Clarissa, p. 1016.

138 |nventory and valuation of goods bequeathed from Strutt to Isabella Galton in 1844,
D3772/E42/2/3, DRO. Unfortunately due to the natfreventories as sources it is impossible to
know when and how Joseph acquired these bookarFexemplary study using inventories as
sources see Weatheritonsumer Behaviour.

139 Ann Radcliffe,The Romance of the Fordsbndon, 1791), Vol. I, p. 176 and Vol. Ill p. 28

190 Radcliffe, The Mysteries of Udolph@ondon, 1794), Vol. |, p. 350, Vol. I, p. 94.

1“1 Robert Miles, ‘The 1790s: the Effulgence of GotlicJerrold E. Hogle (ed $othic Fiction
(Cambridge, 2002), p. 46.

12 1bid., p. 48. Also see Hogle, ‘Gothic’ in Joel Faflak ahdia M. Wright (eds.A Handbook of
Romanticism Studig®xford, 2012), pp. 195-212 and Markman Elliee History of Gothic Fiction
(Edinburgh, 2005).

143 On the literature of Sensibility see Susan ManniBgnsibility’ in Keymer and Jon Mee (ed3he
Cambridge Companion to English Literature 1740-1838mbridge, 2004), pp. 80-99, Frevert,
Emotions in Historypp. 108-12 and Julie Ellison, ‘Sensibility’ in Fal and WrightHandbook of
Romanticism Studiepp. 38-53.
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sensibility, as her school friends ‘procured for mmances from a neighbouring
library, which at every interval of leisure | peedswith inconceivable avidity**

She spent the majority of the novel crying:

After the rude stare of curiosity...was gratifiesas left to sob alon&?
| wept, | suffered my tears to flow unrestrairtéd.

| burst into tears — | could not help'ft.

| endeavoured in vain to repress its sensatiortsparst into a flood of

tears!*®

The novel was shaped by Mary’s own doomed romarniteJshn Eccles between
1779 and 1780, where she described how ‘The telichvilow from reading a
tragical tale are not unpleasing, they soften wiiey distress. — Sensibility, be thou
ever mine!™*° Such language was by no means confined to litavargen, with the
Quaker banker Paul Moon James also declaring $kasibility must be Love’s best
advocate®®Mary and Paul’s letters demonstrate how particsteial movements
brought new modes of expression into fashion, whiehe eagerly adopted by

lovers to characterise the intensity of their eoudi

The heroines of Jane Austen’s novels were eactdenapursuit of love,
with Julia Bertram ‘quite ready to be fallen in éowith’ and Marianne Dashwood

‘so desperately in love’ that she was ‘quite arralil creature*®* A search of

144 Mary Hays,Memoirs of Emma Courtnegp. 20, 25. ‘In the course of my researches, theiste
of Rousseau fell into my hands. — Ah! with whanhsport, with what enthusiasm, did | peruse this
dangerous, enchanting, work!’

151bid., p. 16.

16 1bid., p. 32.

7 bid., p. 36.

18 1bid., p. 40.

149 Hays to Eccles, November$®1779, Letter Cl in Wedd,ove-Letters of Mary Hayg, 176. For
further examples see letters from Wollstonecraftritay, such as Letter IV, Paris, September 1793
and Letter Xl, Paris, January 1794 in Ingpeove Letters of Mary Wollstonecrafitp. 8, 22-3.
Goethe also encouraged his readers to shed tear$\tarther’s fate, using the term on fifty separate
occasions to describe ‘a thousand tears’, ‘a towétears’ and ‘delicious tears.’ Even in the puaf
he asked readers, ‘to his fate you will not denyrytears.’ Based on key-word search of Project
Gutenberg e-book on £4vay 2012.

150 James to Lloyd, June 94806, TEMP MSS 493/9/19/1/3, LSF.

131 Austen,Sense and Sensibility, 134,Mansfield ParkLondon, 1814; 2007), p. 33. Kathryn
Sutherland has drawn parallels betwdemthanger Abbey, Sense and Sensibility, Pride and
Prejudiceand Mary HaysEmma Courtneyarguing that female protagonists drafted in th@0s
created a timely criticism of ‘the patriarchal fayrand of the vulnerability within its structureftbe
romantic and dependent young woman.’ In contidatsfield ParkandEmmarepresented ‘the shift
in the novel...towards a more complex siting ofitidévidual in society’jdem,'Jane Austen and the
Serious Modern Novel’ in Keymer and Mé&gambridge Companion to English Literatupg. 250-2.
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Literature Online reveals that the word ‘love’ apped 76 times isense and
Sensibility 92 times inPride and Prejudic€1813) and an overwhelming 124 times
in Mansfield Parlk{1814). On this criterion alone, Austen’s novelsarighed even
Goethe’sSorrows of Young Werth€1 instances) and Radcliffe®omance of the
Forest(75 examples)>? Austen’s romantic tales were shaped by charastesis as
Richardson’s impetuous Lovelace and Radcliffe’tinlbus Montoni, with certain
literary scholars interpreting the brooding Mr. B\aas an ‘enigmatic Gothic
hero.*® Love and the letter continued to be inextricabiiéd, with the courtship of
Mr. Darcy and Elizabeth Bennett Rride and Prejudiceonfirming the
indispensable role of letters in constructing aspeis identity. After Elizabeth
refuses his proposal, Darcy’s letter justifiesdgions, causing her ‘a contrariety of
emotion’ and ‘perturbed state of mind, with thowgtitat could rest on nothing.’

After studying every sentence, Elizabeth cries $#Hdespicably have | acted!™

The popularity of these romantic tales demonstridgesmmense influence of
literature in raising the expectations of coupled helping particular linguistic
strategies to flourish. David Perkins argues thdheir daily lives, ‘the Romantics
heard poetry more than most of us do’, encouragiolgmate of romantic idealism,
as individuals read poetry aloud with family anieérids'>> Henry William
Bunbury’sA Tale of LovéFig. 37) was published in 1786 during the firsiflish of
Romanticism->® It encapsulates the escapism of romantic tales,gasup in fancy
dress gather on a balcony to hear a love storycoh#ination of the men’s
costumes and balcony setting suggests that theyhanag/been reading
ShakespeareRomeo and Julielhe woman reading frowns as the seated listeners

tilt their heads in a communal expression of sympé&br the plight of the heroine.

%2 Based on key-word search for ‘love’ and particalathors under category ‘Prose’ on Literature
Online. Figures taken from original editions rattiean subsequent Penguin Classics where possible.
133 paul Giles, ‘The Gothic Dialogue Rride & Prejudice’, Text and Contex2,(1988), pp. 68-75 and
Sarah Wootton, ‘The Byronic in Jane Austen’s “Passon” and “Pride and PrejudiceThe Modern
Language Review/ol. 102, No. 1 (January, 2007), pp. 27-8.

134 Austen,Pride and PrejudicéLondon, 1813)Vol. IlI, pp. 165-6.

135 David Perkins, ‘How the Romantics Recited Poe®yijdies in English Literature, 1500-1900
Vol. 31, No. 4, Nineteenth Century (Autumn, 1991)656. Nonetheless as Vickery reminds us,
while novels ‘glamorized romantic experience...ndiwms do not necessarily connote new
behaviour’,Gentleman’s Daughtep. 41. Similarly, Judith Schneid Lewis describewHtyy 1860 ‘a
young woman might well feel obligated to be “inég¥since that had come to be expected as
necessary for marital succedsi,the Family Way: Childbearing in the British Aiesracy, 1760-
1860(New Jersey, 1986), pp. 19, 30-1.

138 | their introduction teA Handbook of Romanticism StudiEaflak and Wright date English
Romanticism as a literary movementctd. 785, with the publication of early volumes by \idith
Blake, Robert Burns, and Charlotte Smith. fkeen,p. 3.
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The sleeping dog in the foreground can be integgras a symbol of masculine
virility or a sign of devotion, invoking the loyglbf Shakespeare’s star-crossed

lovers.

Fig. 37 — Henry William Bunbury, A Tale of LoveLondon, 1786, stipple
engraving and etching, sheet 44.4 x 35.7cm, Lewisalgole Library,
Farmington, CT, 786.03.03.01.1.

The swooning, lovesick heroines analysed in thagpter only fuelled the
idea that love was a female preoccupation, wheaahty most romantic poetry was
written by men. The men studied in this thesis aggaly quoted poetry to
demonstrate their education and convey their pasgith literary flair. The
Derbyshire cotton-trader Joseph Strutt selectecmalic passage from James
Thompson’s ‘Winter' (1726) to evoke life as a ‘seesf toil.*>’ The Bedfordshire
gentleman Samuel Whitbread Il chose Edward Youngggancholic ‘Night
Thoughts’(1742-5)to conceptualise his love for Elizabeth Grey, claggd oung’s
‘Think’st thou the theme intoxicates my song’ tdniiik’st thou the Theme
intoxicates my Pert*® He also adapted Oliver GoldsmitiTe Traveller; or, A
Prospect of Societyeplacing the word ‘brother’ with ‘Bessy’: ‘My e untravelled

157 strutt to Douglas, December18787, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/9, BCA.
18 Whitbread Il to Grey, Bordeaux, June™5787, W1/6555, No. 10, BLARS.
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fondly turns to thee / Still to my Bessy turns wittaseless pain / & drags at each
remove a lengthening Chain.” Goldsmith’s prose s&lscted as ‘a Quotation that is
truly descriptive of my Feeling’, allowing Samueléxpress his romantic agony in
the style of fashionable new authdt8Neither Joseph nor Samuel named their

source, flattering the recipient by presuming tkeowledge of the author.

A notable proportion of men also composed poetth@r own. In 1757 the
Quaker gentleman Richard How Il wrote ‘a verse cogghon the death of a Lady’s
Lapdog’ during the breakdown of his relationshiphwilizabeth Johnson. He
eulogised, ‘Mourn all ye Nymphs, the fatal Loss|deg, Tho frdshp$.ost to be
regain’d no more’, writing, ‘whether sufficientlpressive let others judg&®
Educated gentleman such as Richard would havefaeghar with a range of
classical authors. He may have been inspired birRtimean poet Gaius Valerius
Catullus’ lament on the death of his lover’s spasrarhich also began ‘Mourn and
wail, O ye Venuses and Cupid€! The London gentleman John Eccles (1779),
Derbyshire cotton-trader Joseph Strutt (1786), @uaknker Paul Moon James
(1808) and politician Henry Goulburn (1811) alsongmsed original poetry for their
sweethearts, illuminating the role of romantic eeas a key vehicle for masculine
wooingX®? It enabled men to set themselves apart from ctimgpsuitors by
showecasing their education and refinement, as id'©¥Art of Love reinforcing our

view of courtship as a decidedly masculine pursuit.

Given the prevalence of conduct literature in stycis a whole, it is highly
likely that writers would have been aware of prdsea forms of expression in
published letter-writing guides. These were wideagdras early as the sixteenth
century, with practically-minde8ecretarieappearing:.1687,Letter-Writers
0

proliferatingc.1750 andArts of Correspondenceld9 Manuals were cheaper

than novels, costing just one shilling in Londortiluthe 1790s, when they rose to

1%9pid., Clarges Street, May"61787, W1/6546, No. 1.

¥ How Il to Johnson, c. 1757, HW87/224, BLARS.

161 Catullus, Song 3 in Dorothea Wend@nman Poetry: From the Republic to the Silver Age
(Carbondale, 1991), p. 6.

182 Eccles to Hays, August 311779, Letter XXXII, in Weddlove-Letters of Mary Hayg, 68, Jos.
Strutt to Douglas, January 28786, MS 3101/C/E/4/8/1, BCA, James to Lloyd, p8&8, TEMP
MSS 403/9/19/1/1, 2, 15, 19, LSF, and Goulburn tnkdgu, 1811, 304/D/Box 2, SHC.

183 Bannet British and American Letter-Writing Manuals, 168810,Vol. |, Academies of
Complement, 1680-180@ondon, 2008)pp. xiii-xiv. For manuals in America see Lyst&egarching
the Heart,pp. 15-16 and Spanish America see Earl, ‘Lettadslave’, pp. 32-40.
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two shillings*®* Manuals for love letters formed a distinct geniréheir own, and
were repeatedly reissued under the belief thattttese were ‘no kinds of epistolary
writing requiring so much attention as those raftio Love and Marriage'®®
Others such as Reverend Thomas Cookk& Universal Letter-Writer; or, New Art
of Polite Correspondend@ 788) contained an entire section over thirty gdgag
dedicated to ‘Love, Courtship, and Marriag®. Awareness of these conventions
was vital, with the poet Eleanor Anne Porden theeiailg to buy the explorer John
Franklin a second-hand copyDiie Complete Letter Writeluring their courtshifmn
December 1822. The text was intendfied your especial use’ after John dared to
send his literary lover a number of lacklustrediettwhich were overtly factual,

concise and uninspiring’

These ‘template’ letters reinforced traditional denroles during courtship as
men made their first gallant addresses, which wereived with caution and
surprise. The female author of Letter LXIX descdlb®w ‘I Received your letter
last night, and as it was on a subject | had nbagg thoughts of, you will not

wonder when tell | yo{sic] | was a good deal surprizef® She then declared that,

there is one particular to which | have a veryrggrobjection, which is this: You
say that you live alongith your mother, yet you don’t say that you haitber
communicated your sentiments to her, or your athlations...If you can clear

this up to my satisfaction, | shall send you a mexglicit answer°

In reality, women would not have used such direahallenging language, and
would certainly not have promised to be more ‘eciplafter a man had resolved
particular issues. The letter suggests that wriguigles were read more for
entertainment than education, as readers couloWidhe story of a particular couple
from their first meeting to their eventual marridg&The courtship analysed above

resulted in blissful matrimony, with the woman grag that ‘I never knew

184 Bannet Empire of Letterspp. xi, 12.
185 Anon, The New lover's instructor; or, Whole art of Cotnifs(London,c. 1780), p. 6.
16 Thomas CookeThe Universal Letter-Writer; Or, New Art of Poli@rrespondencé_ondon,
1788), pp. 61-99.
187 porden to Franklin, Hastings, Decembef 1822, D3311/8/1/10, DRO. It led her to complaiatth
‘you are glad to fling the pens in the fire, andlsamusement in any other form — nevertheless t mus
confess you have a little disappointed me.’
12: Letter LXIX, ‘The Lady’s Answer’ in CookeThe Universal Letter-Writep. 62.
Ibid.
10 For a similar view see WhymaRen and the Peoplep. 28-9.
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happiness till now*"* Such guides are valuable to this thesis as thestamt
courtship as a man’s game while extolling the @stof marriagé’> However they
by no means represent the epistolary realitiesmfantic love'” The connection
between conduct literature and fiction is demonmstrdy Richardson’Bamela,
which was initially constructed as a conduct boefobe being refashioned into a

novel.

Nonetheless, letter-writing manuals still refldot dominant themes of
romantic cultureThe Art of Courtship; or, the School of Ldeel775) listed three
pages of ‘Witty and ingenious Sentences’ for meas® during courtship:

You walk in artificial Clouds, and bathe your Lipssweet Dalliances.
Report could never have got a sweeter Air to flyhian your Breath.
Not the Mountain Ice congeal’d to Crystal, is mbright than you.

The Sun never met the Summer with moreJdy.

The purpose of these phrases was to help potenitaks impress women with their
knowledge of romantic conventions and extravagataphors. These likened
women to the stars, angels, crystals, and a wammauw’'s day. Such phrases were
designed to entertain readers with their sparkitgand perhaps inspire flights of
fancy of their own. The extravagant metaphors pdnnThe Art of Courtship
strongly reflect the language used by men in tteedgghteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, influenced by the emergence of romamticiThe Yorkshire bridle-maker
John Fawdington drew liberally upon ambient metaplo his letters to Jane
Jefferson in 1787, proclaiming, ‘Many a time haweainder’d alone in the Fields by
Moonlight & in my usual Romantic Way whisper’d teetPassing Breaze a tender

11 etter LXXVI to her unmarried cousin remarked thet have a real friend to whom | can
communicate my secrets, and who, on all occasismeady to sympathize with me, is what | never
before experienced. All these benefits, my deasicgu have met with my beloved husband’, Cooke,
op. cit.,p. 68.

172 Guides hinted at the various reasons a man or wamauld marry, with the writer of Letter

LXXVII asking a woman to be his wife as ‘if busirsesontinues to increase, | shall be greatly in want
of one of your prudence, to manage my domestiéraffgp. 70. She responded in Letter LXXVIII to
her brother that ‘I have another reason for enggirito the marriage state, and that is, | wouldsehu

as | advance in years, to have a friend to whorghtrat all times be able to open my mind with
freedom’, pp. 70-1. Also see Fig. 1, Chapter 2.

173 Leonie Hannan has discovered that certain mamaatphrased letters published several decades
earlier, while others reproduced them wholesalmatestrating that they by no means represented
genuine exchanges between writers. ilem,"Women, Letter-Writing and the Life of the Mind’pp
66-70. For an opposing view see Bound, ‘Writing 8&df?’, pp. 4-7.

"4 The Art of Courtship; or, the School of Lasndon,c. 1775), pp. 14-16.
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tale...thou art all my Riches and all my Hop&.Similarly, the Quaker banker Paul
Moon James wrote numerous poems to his sweetlieamirg her to a ‘beauteous
flow'r and their love to an ‘opening bud’™ The dramatic metaphors used in these
letters demonstrate how men’s romantic languagebkadme particularly prone to
hyperbole towards the end of our period, drawingrupatural metaphors which

were well-known among literate lovers.
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Fig. 38 —The Tunbridge Love Lette& The Lady's Answer to the
Tunbridge Love LetterLondon, 1794, printed 1815, etching, plate mark
25.5 x 35cm, Lewis Walpole Library, Farmington, CT,794.05.12.20.

Other publications such d$ie Tunbridge Love Lettét794) provided
romantic puzzles for readers to complete, costisggixpence to purchase (Fig. 38).

It began with a relatively simple phrase for indivals to decode:

o

1y ;\)
%M?'f X Y {
& = - 3

i G e " “Your Ladyship may well be in a maze’

The puzzle then progressed to more complex imagssdbon widely-known models
of romantic love:

175 Fawdinton to Jefferson, Marclf'a787, Z. 640/7, NYRO.

176 To Olivia Lloyd’, undated, pre-1808, and Novemi2&t 1807, TEMP MSS 403/9/19/1/15, 19,
LSF.
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st AN = ‘had I wings | would fly to your feet’

‘neither time nor will can alter my heart’

The puzzle reveals popular interest in the expoessf love, and widespread
knowledge of the conventions of romance. The owsvhllanguage satirises the
melodramatic gestures of romanticism, with imageslgiming, ‘had | wings |

would fly to your feet’ and ‘neither time nor withn alter my heartThe Lady’s
Answerwould have been especially comical because ofrliek rejection of the
gentleman’s advances. She disposed of the usuaéobons of female modesty to
blast her suitor for being ‘Dull as death’ and ammlihim of having ‘lost your
senses’ in propositioning her. The puzzle demotesrihat in the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries, the conventions of rdrmadove were widely understood,
allowing them to be parodied for readers’ amuseraadtdecoded by writers to

reveal the dominant themes of romahCe.

To conclude, the themes analysed in this chapter blearly illustrated that
the language of love was neither innate nor undngnut a learnedtyle crafted
within a number of historically specific frameworklist because particular modes
of expression were deemed ‘in vogue’ or ‘fashiorsadt a particular moment, they
were not necessarily embraced by all writers astrmae time, as individuals
consciously selected or rejected the tropes whash keflected their own identity
and emotions at a given moment. Texts such as Tiile &1d Book of Common
Prayerwere only invoked by particularly devout loverspyiding a fruitful means of
developing a mutual bond through theological deldatenantic love in Quaker
letters is marked by its interiority, as writersleswed physical declarations to locate
their emotions in the soul. While certain writesedParadise Losto formulate

romantic resentment, others utilised the sametteatéclare their love, adapting the

" For additional linguistic puzzles s@@ hieroglyphic epistle from a [macaroni] to a modéine
[lady], 1770, 799.10.21.0Z;he answer An hieroglyphic epistle from a modeara flady] to a
maccarony[sic] [gentleman]1770, 799.10.21.0&n hieroglyphic epistle from a [sailor] on board a
[ship] [to] his sweet [heart] 1776, 799.10.21.06, arkh hieroglyphic poetical epistle from [a
gentleman] to [a lady]1770, engraved 181%99.10.21.04, LWL.
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verse to their own purposes. A person’s mood detearthe literature they chose;
jealous or insecure writers might select Shakegg®aroilus and Cressidayhile
the melancholic could opt for Young’s ‘Night Though Citing these texts was a
mark of education and refinement, and they wemguieatly quoted without
explicitly naming the source, flattering the reeipi by presuming their shared

knowledge of romantic literature.

The overarching principle of these sources is ¢battship was a man’s
game, as suitors assumed the character of chigakmights and hot-blooded heroes
to emphasise their rampant masculinity. It is Saipg just how many eighteenth-
century men put pen to paper in penning originanps for their sweethearts. These
included a wide range of suitors from manufactutengoliticians. In contrast, not
one of the women studied in this chapter compodedeapoem to send in return.
While it is possible that these women wrote loveme during courtship which they
subsequently destroyed, it would be impossibléfstorians to know with any
certainty due to the lack of surviving manuscrigfsThe masculine nature of love is
further confirmed by th&ymptoms of the Shppints depicting men declaring their
love on bended knee. While men in epistolary, segnital, romantic and Gothic
fiction were constructed as being in hot pursuiioek, women were depicted
languishing from fainting fits and tremors causgdheir emotions. While the
pursuit of love was definably male, suffering fréowe was explicitly female. The
sole exception to this model was the effeminate ¥dm was derided for imitating a

languishing woman'’s suffering.

The chapter has argued that romantic love was shapa number of
quintessential couples in fiction: Adam and Evento and Juliet, Troilus and
Cressida, Abelard and Heloise, Pamela and Mr. Bri€3da and Lovelace, Werther
and Charlotte, Elizabeth Bennett and Mr. Darcy. M/these figures were repeatedly
referenced in courtship letters, individuals suffgithe agony of heartbreak drew
upon new models in conceptualising their turmolle Teinterpretation of Armida’s

178 \Women certainly published love poetry during hésiod, including Elizabeth Teft, Martha
Fowke Sansom and Ann Yearsley, among others. Aw/tiik of Elizabeth Singer Rowe
demonstrates, female love poetry was usually calizhpious terms. See Paula R. Backscheider,
Eighteenth-Century Women Poets and Their Poetmenting Agency, Inventing Gen(@altimore,
2005) and Backscheider and Catherine E. Ingrasdm)British Women Poets of the Long
Eighteenth Century: An AnthologBaltimore, 2009), esp. Section C, ‘Love Poems’, 350-90.
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sorcery, Queen Dido’s suicide and Ophelia’s madiseaddressed in the next
chapter of this thesis. Using eight stormy relalops, it extends the analysis of
lovesickness to investigate the mental agitatiesgudet, fluttering spirits,
melancholy, despondency and depression of unhamgy |
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Chapter Six

‘Oh fatal love, what mischiefs dost thou occasion-’Heartbroken Women and

Suicidal Men

Heart-achn. s.[heartandach] Sorrow; pang; anguish of mind.
Heart-breakn. s.[heartandbreak] Overpowering sorrow.
Heart-burnedad,). [heartandburn] Having the heart inflamed.
Heart-rendingad,). Killing with anguish.

Heart-sick adj. 1. Pained in mind. 2. Mortally ill; hurt in the cstitution.
Heart-soren. s.Struck with sorrow.

Heart-woundedad;. Filled with passion of love or grief.

When Samuel Johnson published the second editibis Dictionary of the
English Languagén 1755-6, it contained twenty-four separate tepmesixed with
the word ‘heart,” taking up almost three column#$isfbook. The dictionary featured
adjectives such as ‘heart-rending’ and ‘heart-waahdbo describe being consumed
by love, grief and anguish, and nouns such asttseme’ to characterise those who
were ‘Struck with sorrow? These words were illustrated using ‘beautiful
descriptions’ from authors such as Shakespeare cvdated the lovelorn heroine
Ophelia® A surprising number of terms involved the tormefibve, imagined
through emotive words such as ‘heart-robbing’ arehit-burned.” Heartbreak was
almost given the same precedence as love itselthwiras analysed in the previous
chapter of this thesfsThe pervasive presence of the language and ap®etf the
broken-hearted demonstrates the contemporary obsesgsh tormented lovers and

their aching, breaking, sick, sore and woundedtbear

This chapter investigates how couples concepraliseir feelings during
the breakdown of a relationship, examining thesrérd rituals of the broken
hearted. It is divided into four sections, firsligalysing how heartbreak was
perpetuated through archetypal heroines such agdArr@ueen Dido, and Ophelia.

The second section focuses upon physical desargptbromantic woe, analysing

! Diary of Hurst,February 18 1759, MS 3542, HM. ‘Mischiefs’ is erroneously tsaribed as
‘misery’ in Djabri, Diaries of Sarah Hurstp. 74.

2 JohnsonpPictionary, Vol. |, pp. 983-4.

®Ibid., p. 6.

*Ibid., Vol. II, pp. 70-1.



196

how the multivalent language of the heart provitteers with a unique vocabulary
to evoke the nuanced stagdggsomantic breakdown. It considers the cultural
construction of diseases such as lovesicknessnoteddy and hysteria, arguing that
these became solely the preserve of women frommttiel 750s. The third section
studies the ‘crimes of passion’ and suicide attesmpade by traumatised men who
had been deserted or rejected by their sweethelints final section focuses on

rituals of disintegration such as the return okldetters and tokens.

Primary evidence of romantic disappointment igmofbbliterated, as women
in the aftermath of failed relationships destrolgdters describing their turmoil to
protect their reputation. Letters of the women Badarst (1736-1808), Anne Louisa
Dalling (c. 1784-1853), Jane Townley (1761-1825) and Lady Bé#a Grey (1798-
1880) studied in this chapter were all destroyduds act would have provided a
ritual of purification to erase the memory of hbagak. While Sarah’s torment can
be accessed through the diaries she kept betwéghahid 1762, precious letters
have survived from Anne, Jane and Elizabeth’s suifbhe chapter also takes
advantage of significant cultural commentary foumdonduct literature, medical

treatises, criminal trials, novels, poems, balladsgs, plays, paintings and prints.

Eight relationships have been selected to spapetied fromc. 1730 to
1830 as evenly as possible, including individudleidely varying social
backgrounds. Three couples overcame immense phopmtasition to be married;
the soldier Henry Smith (1723-94) and tailor’'s dateg Sarah Hurs. 1762), the
reverend’s daughter Elizabeth Reading and Edwaathles (n.1774) and the
Reverend Charles Powlett and chaplain’s daughteeAremplef. 1796). The
remaining five couples engaged in fraught and @altety unsuccessful relationships;
after the death of Edward Leathes in 1788, ElizaRsading re-married Edward
Peach (d. 1805) in 1790 but left him in 1793. L@mdord’s daughter Mary Berry
(1763-1852) was deserted by her fiancé Lieutenhatl€s O’'Harad. 1740-1802) in
1796, while Anne Louisa Dalling’s fiancé Sir Gilb&tirling (c. 1779-1843)
‘disappeared’ in 1805 just hours before their wagdlane Townley ceased contact
with her suitor Richard Law as she devoted hetsdlfie prophetess Joanna
Southcott (1750-1814), causing him to angrily parear between 1807 and 1822.
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Finally, John Kerr, Earl of Ancram (1794-1841) wasced to break off his
engagement to Lady Elizabeth Grey in 1823 aftefditser declared his opposition.

Despite extensive research concerning the maKingaariage, the history of
heartbreak is in its infancy. It is surprising thaademic fascination with courtship
and marriage has not translated into further wagkaing the darker side of
romantic entanglements, questioning what happerneshwve went awry. While a
significant proportion of courtships resulted intrimaony, an equal or greater
number did not. Monographs analysing the inexorplgress of couples towards
marriage are therefore misleading in assumingrtfetimony was dait accompli,
which was certainly not the view of couples themwss! Studying failed
relationships is indisputably as important as situgljove itself, as every romance
was shaped by social awareness of failed matcakes) fvomen, lovesickness and

melancholy.

For eighteenth-century scholars, analysis of be@ak is closely related to
psychological and neurological research into hystéine vapours, nerves and
mental illness. It was during this period that ateasive vocabulary was created to
describe and categorise particular ‘nervous illae€sThese have been studied in
texts such as George Roussedesvous Acts: Essays on Literature, Culture and
Sensibility(2004), Harry Whitaker’s edited collecti®@rain, Mind and Medicine:
Essays in Eighteenth-Century Neuroscief@7) and Andrew Scull’Blysteria:

The Biography2009). The nerves were notably absent from cormepbf love as a
‘passion’, entering discourses in the mid-eightee®intury through the culture of
sensibility. Sensibility created a new moral asstien between nerves and
‘communal sensitivity’, encouraging refined and eated individuals to ‘cultivate’
their nerves. Lovers were particularly vulnerable to nervousodilers, as their
nerves could be ‘shaken’, ‘spun’ or ‘shattered’distress, inactivity could cause low

spirits in women, whilst their vapours could rigeand cause hysteric fits.

Studying the social construction of illnesses saglmysteria reminds us that

‘emotional performances’ were learned rather tmaaie, and owed their ‘meaning

® A full biographical index of each couple is prositlin Appendix 2.

® Edward ShorterA History of Psychiatry: From the Era of the Asyltorthe Age of Proza@New
York, 1997) p. 22.

" George RousseaNervous Acts: Essays on Literature, Culture andsdlity (Basingstoke, 2004),
pp. 15, 30-2.
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and coherence to a series of social rilé@he men and women studied in this
chapter conceptualised their romantic disappointrasimg culturally-embedded
notions of heartbreak, the mind, body, sexual difiee and social rank. They
experienced, perceived and described their symptming culturally-defined terms
such as ‘spirits’ and ‘vapours’ which presuppos@gn’s physical weakness.
David Harley has provided a pertinent example f theory, arguing that even if
early modern diseases such as greensickness Imaer gihysical symptoms to
modern ailments such as anorexia nervosa, theibasccauses, cultural meanings
and treatment are ‘so different that they are hetsame disease.’ In this way,

heartbreak was shaped by ‘the rhetoric structuaimdconstituting the experience.’

The broken or wounded heart has been subjectteasing scrutiny from
historians and literary scholars, reflecting burgag scholarly interest in the history
of medicine and the body. Recent publications ielEric Jager'8ook of the Heart
(2000), Louisa Young'8ook of the Hear2002), Kirstie Blair'sVictorian Poetry
and the Culture of the Heaf2006), James Peto’s edited collectidmre Heart(2007)
and Fay Bound Alberti'$latters of the Hear2010). Young’s study is divided into
four ‘chambers’ like the heart itself, analysing @inatomical, religious, artistic and
romantic heart. Most significantly for this chaptéoung argues that the spiritual
and emotional importance granted to the imageebtioken or wounded heart in
Christianity has contributed to its development itane of the most striking images
in human history® The ubiquity of the broken heart is all the mascinating
because the heart as an organ is physically intapatoreaking’: ‘it fails, it
suffocates for lack of oxygen, it becomes old datildy and incapable, it turns to

stone — but it does not break. It's a mustte.’

However Jager and Young’s descriptions of the ‘tsvkeart’ or ‘romantic

heart’ as a homogenous whole are problematic bedhedanguage of the heart —

8 Bound Alberti, ‘Introduction’ irMedicine, Emotion and Diseag#. xvi-xvii. Also see Ludmilla
Jordanova, ‘The Social Construction of Medical Kiexlge’, Social History of Medicinél995), Vol.
8, No. 3, pp. 361-81.
° David Harley, ‘Rhetoric and the Social Construataf Sickness and Healing3ocial History of
Medicine,Vol. 12, No. 3 (1999), pp. 418-21. The conceptfiErhing’ allows historians to recognise
both the imagining of disease and ‘the diurnalitgalf doctors, hospitals, diagnoses.’ See Rousseau
‘Introduction’ inidem,Miranda Gill, David Haycock and Malte Herwig (edsraming and
Imagining Disease in Cultural HistoiBasingstoke, 2003pp. 10-14, at p. 13.
12 Louisa Young;The Book of the Heaft.ondon, 2002)p. 165.

Ibid.
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like the language of love — was historically anttunally specific? The ‘semantic
networks’ used to describe brokenheartedness cange time, and cannot be
treated as an ahistorical or undifferentiated massaddition, the language used by
lovers varied dramatically according to the typeeadhtionship they were engaging
in. While lovers enjoying the contentment of sustglscourtships were apt to
declare how ‘in Possessing your Heart, | shall rewaxy thing desirable to me, in
this World’, those experiencing romantic breakddvannessed entirely different
tropes in describing how ‘my heart burned with aragainst you™ Letters written
during failing courtships were defined by noticeadbifferent concerns to those
produced on the path to matrimony, as writers desdrexperiencing throbbing
pains and fits of sickness caused by their turmOither linguistic forms describing
the heart aching or wounded by arrows developedamamotations and changed in

popularity over time.

The first part of this chapter outlines the cultunfluence of archetypal
heroines such as Armida, Queen Dido, and Ophefie. dpproach was inspired by
Elaine Showalter’s study of the archetypes of madme&The Female Malady:
Women, Madness and English Cult(t885). It deliberately focuses upon women,
as their romantic strife assumed an increasingigidant role in characterisations of
heartbreak from the mid-eighteenth century. In @&stf heartbroken men were
relegated to their shadow. This represents thasalef an earlier trend, as until the
Renaissance lovesickness was predominantly seemate iliness’ By the mid-
eighteenth century, men featuring in descriptionseartbreak were usually
associated with a heroic masculinised act sucliiagle, as discussed later in this
chapter. These three women were selected afteucting a survey of
contemporary literature to discover which figuresmrevdescribed with the greatest

frequency when dramatising unhappy love.

The dominant examples of heartbreak were predortijndrawn from
Shakespearean and classical texts. As the autAdreoAdventurenoted in 1766,

despite the novelties of ‘modern’ times, ‘every sp@rated hero must rage like

12 See Eric Jagefhe Book of the Hea(t.ondon, 2000)Chapter 4, pp. 65-102, and Yourpok of
the Heart,Chamber 4, pp. 379-431.

13 Kagan,What Are Emotions?. 122.

* Martin to Rebow, June 231772, A12691/16, Vol. Il, ERO, and Law to Townl&ravesend, June
29" 1816, Add Mss. 47796/5, BL.

!> Dawson Lovesickness and Gender,5. Also see Chapter 5, pp. 173-4, 178.
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ACHILLES, and every afflicted widow mourn like ANOBMACHE: an abandoned
ARMIDA will make use of DIDO’s execrations® Such texts provided centuries-old
guidance on how a broken-hearted person shoulaattiiing social expectations of
the deserted lover. If you did not sigh, faint, and court death, could you really
claim to be broken-hearted? Interpretations ofipaldr figures changed over time,
with Armida’s sorcery, Dido’s suicide and Ophelidistraction reinterpreted by
each generation in light of contemporary beliefsudlove, femininity, masculinity

and madness.

Armida was a sorceress who fell in love with thei§ttan soldier Rinaldo in
the Italian poet Torquato Tass@®rusalemme Liberatd581), Handel's opera
Rinaldo(1711)andArmida; A Serious Operél774) directed by Signor Giordani
and translated by Bottarelii. Armida trapped Rinaldo in an enchanted garden and
‘Wav’d all the witcheries of love’, but he was réed by fellow soldiers to fulfil his
Christian duties® Armida was left deserted, raging and destroyimgntfagical
garden she had created. Potential love-interestsvrls such alasquerades; or,
what you will(1780) were judged according to their sympathyAonida’s plight.
When Lady Louisa Sydney sang her favourite air ftbenopera, she was pleased
that the ‘superlatively handsome’ Lord Osmond ‘seéito feel the tender
sentiments | sung, for he sighed once or twic&Vhile Georgian audiences praised
Armida for her beauty, they disapproved of theastre coquetry’ of her love. In
contrast, the love of Princess Erminia (or HernjiomieAntioch was praised as ‘a soft
and agreeable tenderne$5Armida thus posed a challenge to Georgian conmepti
of the ‘soft’ and meek woman in love, due to hetftd and violent’ tendencieS.

The discordant elements of her character were tesdpe paintings such as

Angelica Kauffman’Rinaldo and Armid41771), depicting a sensual Armida

'® The text argued that contemporary writers fouralritost impossible to differentiate new works
from those produced by Homer or Sophocles. Johnkidaworth,The Adventure(London, 1766),
Vol. Il, pp. 228-9.

7 Jerusalem Deliveredas first translated into English in 1600, andulgjshed in 1718, 1726, 1738,
1749, 1761, 1763, 1764, 1767, 1772, 1774, 178371788 and 1792. Based on key-word search of
ECCO on 38 January 2012.

'8 Temple spectacles! By the author of The prelat@iacblin, 1789), p. 8.

¥ Masquerades; or, what you will. By the Author az&MWarwick(London, 1780), Vol. |, pp. 227-
31.

%0 Anecdotes of polite literatur@ondon, 1764), Vol. |, pp. 88, 97-8emple spectaclesp, 8 and
Hugh Blair,Lectures on rhetoric and belles lettr&&l. [l (London, 1785), pp. 268-9.

21 Blair, Essays on rhetorick: abridged chiefly from Dr. Blsiectures on that sciendélbany,

1798), p. 266 antectures on rhetorigp. 215.
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feeding her lover grapes (Fig. 39). The opera &rrtiminished her violent nature,
as a weakened Armida sighed, repined, turned paléaanted away like a true
Enlightenment heroine. The end of the tale providedarning of the dangers of lost
love, with ‘the intire transformation &rmida’spalace into an horrible

wilderness #?

Fig. 39 — Angelica Kauffman,Rinaldo and Armida Britain, 1771, oil on
canvas, 130.8 x 153cm, Paul Mellon Collection, Yafeenter for British
Art, New Haven, CT,B1981.25.383.

The plight of Queen Dido of Carthage was even mibiguitous. Her tragic
romance with AEneas was dramatised in the fourtk bb¥irgil's Aneid(29-
19BC), Christopher Marlowe’s plaido, Queen of Carthag@594) and Henry
Purcell and Nahum Tate’s opdd@do and Anea§l688).In the tale, Dido fell in
love with the Trojan prince ZAneas (son of Ancheed Venus) when his ship
landed at Carthage. She was distraught when heaillasl by the Gods to fulfil his
duty in Italy, leading her to stab herself atomaefral pyre as she could not bear to
be without him. Ballads such as ‘The Wandering ¢&iaf Troy’ (1763-75)
dramatised her plight:

2 Giovan Gualberto BottarellArmida; A Serious Operé.ondon, 1774)pp. 2, 21, 30, 33-4.
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And then the Queen with bloody knife,
Aimd at her heart as hard as stone;
Yet somewhat loath to lose her life,
Unto herself did make great moan;
And rolling on her careful bed,

With sighs and sobs these words she said,

O wretched Dido Queen, quoth she,

| see thy end approaching near;

For he is gone away from thee.

Whom thou dost love and hold so dear!
Is he then gone and passed by?

O heart, prepare thyself to die

Eighteenth-century accounts of Dido’s death emslealsher ‘sighs and sobs,” which
had become requisite features of ‘feelimgtoduced by the cult of sensibilif§.The
Georgian Dido was representative of broken-heavtmtien as a whole, as she
suffered more from love than Aneas, and was todienatly fragile to cope with

her disappointment.

Dido was invoked as the archetypal heartbrokeaiherin novels such as

Richardson’Clarissa,with the rake Lovelace asking John Belford

Dost thou not think that | am as much entitledaxiveness on Miss
Harlowe’s account, as Virgil's hero was on QueeddXx?...Should Miss
Harlowe even break her heart (which Heaven forldmlthe usage she has
received...what comparison wiier fate hold to Queen Dido’s? And have |
half the obligation to her that Aeneas had to theép of Carthagé?

The eighteenth-century Dido was thus comparabRi¢bhardson’s languishing
heroine for falling prey to men’s scheming, dyiagvictim to her love®

Richardson’s vulnerable Dido stands in stark catti@the passionate Dido of

23 *An Excellent OLD BALLAD, entitled, / The WandenPRINCE of TROY’, 1763-75, London,
Roxburghe Collection, C.20.f.9(730-731), EBBA.

4 See discussion of sighing as a symptom of lov@hapter 5, p. 176.

% RichardsonClarissa,L370, p. 1142.

% Hays to Eccles, August 31779 in Weddl| ove-Letters of Mary Hays, 66.
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classical texts. As the Greek author Apollonius dRhe argued ifThe Argonautic
Expedition ‘Dido destroys herself through disappointmend; generally
experienced by mankind from the prevalence of uagmed passiorf’ Rhodius’
account reflects the classical belief that womefgsical weakness made them less
able to control violent passions than men. As Dabkala has argued, this view
began to change in the late-seventeenth centudywas ‘already well advanced’
with the publication of novels such as Richardsé&dmelaandClarissain the mid-
eighteenth centur§? Eighteenth-century texts also marginalised théewice of
Dido’s suicide, which was at odds with notionsteihder’ and ‘sensitive’ Georgian
women. Instead, writers attributed Dido’s braverytte overtly masculingside of
her personality, with Adam Alexandeassical Biography1800) reminding
readers that ‘Elisa was her proper name; she wegldaido from her masculine

courage ®

Fig. 40 — Henry FuseliDido, Britain, 1781, oil on canvas, 244.3 X
183.4cm, Paul Mellon Collection, Yale Center for Btish Art, New
Haven, CT, B1976.7.184.

" See Apollonius Rhodiughe Argonautic ExpeditiofLondon, 1780), Vol. I, p. 128 arkhe Arcana

of polite literature(Dublin, 1789), pp. 24-5.

%8 DabhoiwalaThe Origins of Sexy. 142.

29 Adam AlexanderClassical BiographyEdinburgh, 1800), p. 159. This lovelorn Dido wasdds

with Virgil's original creation, where a fierce Dichad bloodshot eyes and blotched cheeks, making a
frenzied ascent up the funeral pyre. See Vidgiheid, trans. Stanley Lombardo (Indianapolis, 2005),
Book 1V, p. 98.
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Fig. 41 —James Gillray,Dido Forsaken: sic transit Gloria reginae
London, 1787, hand-coloured etching with stipple, 23 x 37.5cm, Lewis
Walpole Library, Farmington, CT, 787.5.21.1.

Continuing fascination with Dido inspired countlgesntings and prints of
the Queen including Henry FuselDsdo (1781), James Gillray’Bido Forsaken
(1787) andDido in Despair(1801). Fuseli created a typically romanticisedaar
of Dido, comparing her suicide to Christ’s sacefiwith her arms forming the shape
of a cross. She is dressed in virginal white robed, the scene is noticeably absent
from blood, despite her violent death and the svabiaer side (Fig. 40). Gillray also
depicted forlorn women Mrs. Fitzherbert and LadyrEaHamilton as Dido, as their
lovers the Prince of Wales and Admiral Horatio Melsailed into the distance. Mrs.
Fitzherbert sits on a pile of phallic logs as heastity belt breaks, while Dido’s
sword has become a crucifix to represent her Ciathol (Fig. 41). The print of
Hamilton is particularly cruel, depicting her asarese sobbing wretch (despite
Emma being seven months pregnant when the prinisgasd). She is surrounded
by trinkets from her lover as her husband sleepgibéher (Fig. 42). It was intended
as a parody of one of her famous ‘attitudes’, wistre posed as particular characters
from classical mythology. Dido’s tragic love affliad an enduring presence in
popular culture, and was embedded in the matewaidwhrough wall hangings,
fans, watch cases, cups and saucers depictingrstameeting with £nea¥.In the

1730s, plebeian visitors dressed up as Queen Didisit the raucous Bartholomew

%0 Embroidered wall hanging, 1710-20, T.570-1996, esskd gold pair case,1730, 288-1854,
stoneware cup and saucer1803-6, William Turner & Co, 2516&A-1901, undatexhfdepicting the
meeting of Anthony and Cleopatra or Dido and AEn&ds]7-1920, V&A.
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Fair in London, whom they may have learned abawtuph satirical prints, ballads

and song§?

A
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Fig. 42 — James Gillray Dido in despair! London, 1801, etching,
engraving & stipple engraving, 25.2 x 35.8cm on she Lewis Walpole
Library, Farmington, CT, 801.02.06.01.

Shakespeare’s Ophelia provided a further archetyfemale suffering from
love, with countless songs and poems describingpéart as ‘sway’d by tenderness’
and ‘soften’d into Love® Benjamin West's depiction of a distracted Ophesiak
centre stage in John Boydell's Shakespeare Gatlety92, showing her
‘fantastically dressed with straws and flowers’ lghranting ‘nonny hey nonny.’
Ophelia’s flowing white robes became a by-wordf@anale insanity, with characters
in novels emphasising the ‘risibility’ of Opheliagypsey[sic] manner of dress?>
Elaine Showalter and Helen Small have presentecliZphs the ‘supremely
manipulable’ heroine, allowing Georgian audiencedismiss the ‘erotic and
discordant’ elements of her character. Instead, these to see her as a young,

innocent, harmless, pious and beautiful victfBhe was variously described as

® Ordinary’s Account, 9 October 1732, OA17321009, OBO.

%2:Ophelia’ in Apollo’s Cabinet: or the muses deliglhiverpool, 1757), p. 215The belles of Bury, a
poem(Bury, 1779), pp. 15-16 and Lady Sophia Buriebems. Dedicated to the Right Honourable
the Earl of MansfieldLondon, 1793), Vol. Il, pp. 101-2.

% Boydell, A catalogue of the pictures, &c. in the Shakesp&atery,p. 176, andrhe adventures of
a hackney coacftLondon, 1781), p. 158.

% Elaine ShowaltefThe Female Malady: Women, Madness and English yl1i830-1980
(London, 1985)p. 10, and Helen Smallove’s Madness: Medicine, The Novel, and Femaleritg
1800-18650Oxford, 1996), pp. 8-9.



206

‘fair,’ ‘very pathetic’ and ‘poor Ophelia®® While writers emphasised Dido’s passion
over the love of Aneas, they also described Opbkédige as all-encompassing,
whereas ‘Hamlet’s love forms so trifling part oétpiece, that it cannot be regarded
in that light.*® The enduring influence of Ophelia was reflectedighteenth-
century characters such as ‘Bess of Bedlaml700), who rolled her eyeballs while
embracing a phantasmal lover, and Clementina in&dson’sThe History of Sir
Charles Grandisor1753-4) who was so ‘wild’ that she had to be coedi in a
straitjacket’ The trend continued in Sir Herbert Croft'sve and Madneg4.780)
where the female protagonist complained that letteds had ‘drove me mad’ as

‘such tenderness distracts mg.’

The second part of this chapter focuses on theipalydimensions of
romantic strife, as both sexes wrote at length athair ‘wounded’, ‘throbbing’ and
‘aching’ hearts® These terms were not used interchangeably, bu imeoked in
particular ways to denote the vari@aiagesof romantic breakdown. Hearts in love
did not suddenly break, but went through a numlbeistinct phases. These began
when the heart was initially cut or pierced by lplveginning to pull on the
heartstrings when matters took a turn for the waZsmtinued suffering from love
resulted in disease or damage to the heart, wiadrbken left vulnerable to attack.
The final stage of lovers’ distress was the bregkindeath of the heart, which

represented the ultimate sign of suffering.

The initial damage to a lover’s heart was caused tnetaphorical weapon
such as an arrow, dart or dagger which was sadti@rick or pierce the organ. The
injuries caused by these pointed weapons signifiedeginning of love whilst also
foreshadowing the heart’s destruction. As an anaugbutler wrote to a

housekeeper in the same residence in Norfotk #830, ‘there is a chain of love /

% ‘Ophelia’, op. cit.Ancient songs, from the time of King Henry the @Hio the RevolutiofLondon,
1790), p. Ixix, Robert Bagd,he fair Syrian. A nové€Dublin, 1787), Vol. |, p. 149 and Bagdpunt
Henneth; a noveglLondon, 1788), Vol. I, p. 10.

% Anecdotes of polite literature, 53.

37 A Fifth grand selection of music. As performechat Theatre-Royal in Covent-Gard@rondon,
1793), pp. 9-11 and Richardsdrhe History of Sir Charles Grandisghondon, 1753-4; 1780), p. 66.
% Sir Herbert CroftL.ove and Madneg&ondon, 1780), pp. 12, 44.

% Every incidence in love letters was linked backhi heart; their wishes were ‘heartily’ desired,
their lovers had honest and sympathetic heartg, wi€hed them every delight the heart could aspire
to, with all of their hearts. Lovers also visibly suffered frgnef of heart, softened hearts, and full
hearts which had to be relieved through tears. $arsed in letters from Elizabeth Reading to
Edward Leathes and Edward Peach between 1772 &tj BDOL 2, NRO.
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Fastin the middle of my heart / | have stricken a Fdtat / From whence fresh
showers of blood did flow*® The arrows of love constituted one of the oldestés

of the language of the heart, described by troubadeho marked the beginning of
love by declaring that ‘I have an arrow in my héarHeroines such as Dido were
metaphorically transformed into deers pierced leyatrows of love. Book IV of
Virgil's Aneidused the metaphor to characterise Dido fallingpue) wandering ‘all
through the city in her misery, / Raving mad, él&k doe pierced by an arrow / Deep
in the woods of Crete...as she runs all througlDilceaean forest / The lethal shaft
clings to her flank*? The unfortunate ‘Bess of Bedlam’ was also wourloed
venomous arrows, decrying ‘How sharp’s the poiraedw / which flew at my poor

breast!*?

Fig. 43 — William Heath, Extract from Little Cupid’s a Mischievous Bay
London, 1829, hand-coloured etching with stipple, late mark 20.3 x
25.3cm, Lewis Walpole Library, Farmington, CT, 82907.02.01.

The symbolism of the wounded heart was shaped tmpeting religious and
classical discourses, centring on the spear whicgd the heart of Jesus and the
arrows fired by Venus’ son Cupid, which inspiredddn unsuspecting individuals.

In the selected extract from William Heatl#tle Cupid’s a Mischievous Boy

0 Copy of letter from a butler to a housekeeer, masek 1830, BUL 13/5, 619 x 5, NRO.

“I Sordello ¢.1200<.70), ‘Tant m'abellis lo terminis novels’ in Jag&ook of the Hearfp. 69.

2 Virgil, ZEnid,Book IV, p. 79.

“3 Captain Wedderburn’s courtship to Lord Roslin’s dhter. to which is added, Bess of Bedlam
(Glasgow, 1780), p. 7.

4 ‘The Sinners Redemption’ described how ‘furtheatgment his Smart. / With bloody Spear they
piercd his Heart’, Newcastle, 1730-69, C.20.f.9(288-289), EBBA. ‘The Oxfordshimagedy: / Or,
the Virgin's Advice’ provided a cautionary tale ledw ‘“Young Cupid Bending of his bow, / And left
a fatal dart behind. / That provd her fatal ovestiyt London,c. 1763-75, Roxburghe Collection,
C.20.f.9(750-751), EBBA.
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(1829), Cupid sits on the fence holding an arroadyeto shoot at a milkmaid (Fig.
43). She dangles her heart from a chain held irh&ed, while her hapless suitor
bears a heart shot through with two arrows on . SThe symbol would have
alerted viewers that he had received the initiahimebof love, while the heart she
held in her hand remained vulnerable to attack.idet wounded by arrows was
granted increasing prominence in the celebratioviadééntine’s Day in the 1820s

and 1830s, as demonstrated by the bookseller Wedtatod Kershaw's ‘flower

cage’ Valentine’s Card (Fig. 44). The heart isially hidden by a paper lattice, as
the wounds of love had secretly taken hold, buewst visible to others. A silk
string enabled the recipient to open the cage evelt the wounds they had caused,
represented by a bulging red heart shot through avitows. These cards would have
been sent by suitors wishing to demonstrate amli@ittraction, firmly locating the

wounding of the heart among the first stages o¢lov

Fig. 44 — Lifting the silk string of a ‘flower cage Valentine’s Card
produced by Westwood and Kershaw, booksellers of §i Road, London,
1824-30, London Metropolitan Archives, O/530/63.

Once the initial wound had been made to a leviegart, they were
particularly vulnerable to becoming diseased ogpéal by love. Ballads such as
‘Phillida Flouts Me’ €. 1600) likened love to a fatal plague, wailing ‘Ohat a
Plague is Love / | cannot bear it.” The ballad remad popular throughout the

eighteenth century, and was copied into GeorgedHisghter Princess Amelia’s
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(1711-86) poetry book in 1744, and republishedlimarous poetic compendiurits.
The embittered suitor Richard Law described histresa‘plagued’ by the actions of
his ex-lover Jane Townley in November 1817, cruatldressing her as ‘thou
inveterate Plague of my heaff.Although Jane’s letters have not survived,
Richard’s furious epistles hint that his anger stexd from being forced to remain a
bachelor despite having found a perfectly suitabfe. He described how ‘it is
through such proud insolent conceited Nuns as Vbat many a brave and proper
man goes Wifeless and Childless to the Graveheret being an equal number of
both sex, the foolish celibacy of the one, mustideghe other of his rightfull

parthes to love and Multiply by”

For women such as the tailor's daughter SarahtHiles trauma of love was
enough to ‘rend my Heart strings to pdftSuch terminology was part of the legacy
of ancient conceptions of anatomy, where the tesdomerves were thought to
brace and sustain the he&rAs Abraham Taylor preached in his treatise of 1730
when ‘our heartstrings break, if we rely on Chbgtfaith, we may have abundant
support.®® The heart’s ‘strings’ were thus seen to governihekings of the organ,
holding it together and ultimately breaking whefaited. Heartstrings described in
poetry were seen to throb, suffer or burst dudédchigh passions of love; &s you
like it, a poem, addressed to a friefi¥85), the muse experienced ‘Her heartstrings
throbbing’ while the protagonist @uashiba’s Returjl1791) described how ‘my
heartstrings were rent into twain’ as Quashibawazhged hint* Sarah Hurst's
invocation of the parting strings of her heart thaplied that her heart was

metaphorically separating and breaking due to &lezring relationship.

The final stage of a lover’s sorrow was the breglar deatlof the heart,
which only happened when lovers believed that trey parted forever. When Sarah

Hurst feared that her suitor would never returmfrgea in 1759, she wrote ‘Good

4> See George ElliSpecimens of the early English pogtsndon, 1790), pp. 317-2The poetical
epitome(London, 1791 and 1792), pp. 414-5 and misc. paamisve and marriage by Princess
Amelia, 1744, LWL Mss Vol. 14, LWL.

“6 Law to Townley, November 31817, Add Mss 47796/24, BL.

*Ibid., Add Mss 47796/2.

“8 Diary of Hurst April 29" 1759, MS 3542, HM.

9 ‘Heart-stringsn.” OEDO, http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/85134?redirectedFrdmartstrings
0 Abraham TaylorA practical treatise of saving faiit.ondon, 1730), p. 318.

*L As you like it, a poem, addressed to a friénehdon, 1785), p. 10 and ‘Quashiba’s ReturnThe
attic miscellany; and characteristic mirror of mand thinggLondon, 1791), pp. 416-7.
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God the perturbations | then experienc’d, when thidly have an end, my fears
hourly increase on his account, my heart dies withé.?? Sarah may have been
influenced by the book of Samuel in the Old Testaim&here the foolish Nabal's
‘heart died within him’ as he was avenged by Gbttlhe expression may also have
arisen from ballads such as ‘Phillida Flouts Mehene the hero described how love
‘so Torments my mind / that my heart failethThe breaking of the heart was such
a serious occurrence that many ballads were dedi¢atthepossibilitythat it might
break, with one man who ‘thought that my Heart widot¢en broken’ when he
witnessed his sweetheart marrying another, andlditi@nal suitor whose heart was
‘ready to break’, but not actually doing so. Thensadiscourse was used in the
letters of the reverend’s daughter Elizabeth Regputirl772, as her ‘almost broken
heart’ was revived by a love lett8rThe important terms here were ‘thought’,
‘almost’ and ‘ready’, as these texts hinted at tiwaak in order to reveal the serious

nature of a lover’s troubles.

While eighteenth-century hearts were frequentlymaed or broken, they
were rarely described to be ‘aching.” The most fagdescription of ‘heartache’
was created by Shakespeare, where Hamlet destritesieart-ache and the
thousand natural shocks...To sleep? perchance#ory, there’s the ruf®The
aching heart was mentioned in passing by the taittaughter Sarah Hurst in
August 1759, as she wondered ‘how many thousandawba[sic] do we
experience to one satisfaction.” These ‘heartactedsired to the difficulties of
selecting a spouse, after her friend Miss Piggttessed her determination to
marry>’ However when characterising her changing emotistadés, Sarah
preferred to describe ‘a palpitation” and ‘tumutt’her heart, which caused a violent
pain in her ‘side> Similarly, General Charles O’Hara described ‘angaimy

breast, that never quits me’ during separation fnisrsweetheart Mary Berry in

%2 Diary of Hurst September 221759,0p. cit.

*% Samuel 1:25, 1:37, KJV.

> ‘phillida Flouts Me’ in misc. poems on love andrmi@ge by Princess Amelia, LWL Mss Vol. 14.
*®|bid. ‘THE FORLORN LOVER'’,c. 1730-69, Roxburghe Collection, C.20.f.9(324-325)yéet
WILLIAM of Plymouth’, ¢. 1736-63, C.20.£.9(332-333), EBBA. Reading to Leafl# November
1772, BOL 2/4/18, NRO.

% The works of Shakespe@ondon, 1725), p. 400.

5 Diary of Hurst,August 12" 1759, MS 3544, HM.

%8 |bid., October 1758, January 18759, February'81759 and March 161759, MS 3542.
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1795, promising to ‘sootHsic] Mary’s ‘throbbing breast® Whilst a ‘heartache’
denoted a particular difficulty encountered by apde, their emotional troubles were
thus conceptualised as a ‘tumult’, ‘throbbing’ apdin.” This distinction was
reflected in printed texts in the late eighteerghtary, where a ‘heart-ache’ could be
caused by any unfortunate event, not necessarntamntic strife. It is demonstrated

in a conversation between two characters, Ned hattHarry Howard, ifhe
adventures of a hackney cogdv81), after Harry had his effects seized by a

landlord in lieu of rent:

“l could not stand it, - and stepped here to softey affliction, and devise
some means to rescue my property from the meraiggan.” “Tis very
unlucky,” says Ned, “I have a heart-ache this mameyself.” “Ah! but you
have no wife and children,” says Harry. “No, biialve four guineas, which |

insist you will accept of; - my heart-ache arisesyf a want of the fifth ®

The term only acquired its modern connotationh@darly nineteenth century,
when heartache came to denote a pain specificallged by romantic love. By the
early Victorian era, the aching heart had beentgdhta priori involvement’ in a vast
network of cultural and literary references, siranéously reflecting growing

disquiet about ‘heartsickness’, murmurs and heaease?

While men and women both experimented with theckXiormulations of
romantic woe, physical symptoms of heartbreak \getely the preserve of women.
The female writers studied in this chapter descrivseries of bodily symptoms
caused by their disappointment which would havenlmeenpletely alien to their
male counterparts. These included feeling lovesitkpf madness, sickness,
headaches and violent throbbing pains in their. 8&éng heartbroken and being
lovesick were two distinct ailments, as a womandailso be lovesick in the midst

of a successful relationshipWhen Elizabeth Reading’s suitor Edward Leathes

% O'Hara to Berry, Portsmouth, #Dctober and 31October 1795, Add Mss. 37727/226, 232, BL.
% The adventures of a hackney cogeh] 24.

®1 Kirstie Blair, “Proved on the Pulses:” Heart Dége in Victorian Culture, 1830-1860’ in Rousseau
et al, Framing and Imagining Diseagep. 285-302, at pp. 286-7.

%2 See Chapter 5, pp. 173-6. Other traumatic eventicause a similar reaction in the female body,
with one young woman admitted to the Edinburghrinfiry in 1785 experiencing nausea, vertigo,
vomiting, headaches, fits, suffocation and tensibtihe stomach after the death of her parents.
Symptoms described by the twenty-four year old és&ray, admitted on"#November 1785 and
diagnosed with nervous hysteria by James Gregesy.[8ana Faber, ‘Hysteria in the Eighteenth
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became seriously ill in 1772, his main concern thas fretting about him would
make Elizabeth ill herself, wailing ‘O Betsy how dfear leas{sic] you should

have made yourself Ill by fretiqgic] about me let me my Love once more beseech
you to make yourself eas§{’ The letters, diaries, ballads, novels and playsysed

in this chapter demonstrate how emotional hurt thaaght to place particular stress
upon the female body, which provided both a metaphd physical manifestation

of grief®

The association between women and physical soffédrom love changed
over time, with the mid-1750s witnessing the resaag of lovesickness as a
demeaning female disease attributed to their hergdtt sensibility and physical
frailty.®® The languishing lovesick woman acquired increasiogriety in popular
culture, becoming the subject of numerous poeni@dsaand novels. These
identified the ailment with ‘poor’ or ‘silly’ womersuch as ‘Poor Peg’ (1794) who
was ‘heart-rent by a sigh of woe’ and died aftarlbeer was killed in battl€®
Others such as ‘The Lovesick Maid'. ( 755) could not stop sobbing and groaning

after being rejected:

O why should i commit such folly
or why should i so silly be.
To set my mind and my Affections
upon the man that loves not me...
Sighing, moaning, sobbing and groaning
sure he’s ungreatf(gic] in every part,
But if ever i find a man more kinder,

'tis him alone shall ease my hert.

The poem infantilizes lovesick women by suggestireg they were naive, dim-

witted and governed by their affections. Similantseents were expressed in the

Century’ in Harry Whitaker, CUM Smith and Stanleipger (eds.Brain, Mind and Medicine:
Essays in Eighteenth-Century Neurosciefi¢ew York, 2007)pp. 326-7.

%3 Leathes to Reading, London, August"1772 BOL 2/44/11, NRO.

% ‘Homesickness’ was a further debilitating mentahdition resulting in physical symptoms; the
term first entered the English language in the $75@e Susan J. Mattpmesickness: An American
History (Oxford, 2011), pp. 27-35.

® See note 62 above.

% Poor Peg. By Mr. Dibdin’ inThe Hampshire Syrepp. 9-10.

®"*The Lovesick Maid’ inTheCautious Maid’s GarlandBristol, c. 1755), pp. 4-5.
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epistolary noveT he history of Miss Harriot Fitzroy, and Miss Erailspencer
(1767) when Emilia’s mother cautioned her that TEhis not, in my opinion, a more
ridiculous creature in nature than a love-sick.din response, Emilia ‘burst into
tears and left the room.” The text portrays loviesass as a demeaning disease
which women suffered from by ‘nature.’ It highlighthe involuntary nature of their
suffering, with the heartbroken Emilia exclaimifig/hat a train of vile attendants is

this same love accompanied wiffi!’

As Emilia noted, once women had succumbed to lokasss they were
instantly vulnerable to a ‘train’ of other diseas€élese originated in the mind as
well as the heart, with the tailor's daughter Satainst describing how ‘the mind &
Body naturally affect each other, so | am doubliiappy in having a bad
constitution & a dull phlegmatic dispositiofY.Female writers complained of a host
of symptoms including mental agitation, disquigtitéring spirits, melancholy,
despondency and depression. When Elizabeth Jolmeke off her engagement to
the Bedfordshire gentleman Richard How Il in 17&@radiscovering he had a
‘former attachment’, she believed that ‘It is impitde for the Human Mind to feel
more distress than | am under.’ Elizabeth descritmd ‘no Heart can be more
susceptible of y tenderest sensations than mirevehtat Purpose but to make me
unhappy!” However, she promised to ‘endedsix] to bear with resignation
uncommon wretchednes$.Sarah Hurst was equally distressed during hebteal
courtship with Henry Smith between 1759 and 1762 &scribed how the
relationship had caused ‘a few years spent in tesgde of Mind’, leaving a ‘cloud
of melancholy’ hanging over her which had left hend ‘greatly discompos’d.’ It
also caused symptoms such as violent headachesckrits, and she was ‘terribly
afflicted’ with the pain. A similar account was paed by the chaplain’s daughter
Anne Temple on 29January 1794, writing that ‘My mind is now so thta
overcome that | am almost indifferent to my fatet one ray of light is visible...1
must drag on a melancholy existence at a distance fiim.”* Four months later her

situation had not improved:

% The history of Miss Harriot Fitzroy, and Miss Erailbpence(Dublin, 1767), pp. 117, 121, 123.
% Diary of Hurst July 12" 1760, MS 3543, HM. Also see April 4759, MS 3542, HM.

70 Johnson to How II, May 221757, HW87/225, BLARS.

" Journal of Temple, 28January 1794, 72M92/5, HRO. For further exampéeslstters from
Jeffreys to Pratt, U840/C9/16, 21, CKS.
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| never found my mind in a more uncomfortable uthsétstate than it has
been for this last month. Nothing amuses, nothmerests me, in short |
know not what to do with myself; company only emseqsic] the flutter
and agitation of my spirits and yet | cannot bedpe alone, solitude makes
me brood over my miseries till | am almost disteactOh! how | regret the

calm serenity | once enjoy€d.

Female friends rallied to support others suffefiiagn the trials of love. After
Charles O’Hara broke off his engagement to Maryer 1796, Mary’s friend Mrs.
Chomeley urged her not to ‘sink under Passion &mi®intment, like a common
weak minded Woman®® Women'’s descriptions of their minds as ‘overcome’,
‘agitated’ and ‘weak’ demonstrate how they exprdgbeir disappointment in
written form in accordance with prevailing beli@isout femininity. The symptoms
they described were a requisite part of the expee®f heartbreak, generated by
women'’s perceived fragility and mental instabildyrelated change has been
identified by Dabhoiwala, who describes how newspreptions about sex,
seduction and the natural unchastity of men hadrbedirmly established by the
mid-eighteenth century, creating a dichotomy betwewle rapacity’ and ‘female

passivity.”

When at its most extreme, the mental agitationediry love could lead to
hysteria. Charles Perry explained the connectitwden heartbreak and hysteria in
1755:

The antecedent, or more remote causes of thissgiseay be various, and
manifold. — As, for example, all the more violenitirksome passions of the
mind. — Such as violent love, dispfsic], great losses and disappointments
in life, grievous distress, or impetuous rage.,.8tlany, of those passions, or
of those exercises of the mind may, and sometirned@minate in madness

— or what we call distractiof?.

2 bid., 4" May 1794.

> Mrs. Chomeley to Berry, November'20796, 37727/246.

4 Dabhoiwala;The Origins of Sexpp. 178-9.

5 Charles PerryA mechanical account and explication of the hystpassion, under all its various
symptoms and appearandg®ndon, 1755), p. 102.
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The ‘disappointment’ of losing a lover was thus @gioto cause hysteria and even
madness, particularly in women. The legacy of Gatarmeant that female suffering
was frequently attributed to their sanguine temmerats, which made their
‘sensibility, and the powers of body and mind’ measily excited’ than meff In
1784, John Aiken listed hysteria as one of eigb¢ases peculiar to women, which
were not connected with pregnariéyDver the course of the eighteenth century, the
nerves were increasingly prioritised over the waslihe central cause of hysteria,
mirroring the burgeoning role played by nervesowelsickness. As James Adair
noted in 1772, hysteria was primarily ‘a diseasthefwhole nervous system...as for

the share the uterus has...it is often accideftal.’

By the late eighteenth century, lovers’ melanchlayesickness and hysteria
were all principally female diseases, entrenchirggiew that women suffered more
acutely from romantic hurt. While the melanchobeér was pictured as a man on
the cover of Robert Burton&Anatomy of Melancholy 1621, by the mid-eighteenth
century the disorder had become effectively ‘fesedi”® Women in love were
objects of sympathy, whose misfortunes were cabgdabeir tender and feeling
hearts. After discovering that a servant girl hateh for her fiancé in 1772,
Elizabeth Reading pitied ‘the poor love strickendea,” also expressing sympathy
for a ‘violently smitten...distress’d swain’ in heousehold®® A similar shift took
place in conceptions of madness in the late eigliiezentury, when the symbolic
gender of the insane shifted from the ‘repulsivelman’ to the ‘appealing
madwoman® The transformation of the heartbroken lover fromale to a female
figure was thus part of a wider cultural shift. Fhdegrading’ change was criticised
in conduct literature, with John Aikin arguing id93 that ‘an unnerved frame of
body...shrinking timidity of mind, and excessiveetly of feeling’ were ‘too much
encouraged under the notion of female delicd€Ry the time Jane Austen@ense
and Sensibilityvas published in 1811, Marianne, Elinor, Fanny Dastd and

8 An account of the various systems of mediflioadon, 1788), Vol. II, p. 114.

" John Aitkenisic], Principles of midwifery, or puerperal medicitEdinburgh, 1784), p. 54.

"8 James Makittrick AdaitCommentaries on the principles and practice of hitondon, 1772), p.
128.

" Roy PorterA Social History of Madness: Stories of the Insérandon, 1987), p. 104.

® Reading to Leathes, October™?5772, BOL 2/4/16, NRO.

81 ShowalterThe Female Maladyp. 8.

82 John Aikin,Letters from a father to his son, on various topietative to literature and the conduct
of life (London, 1793), pp. 339-40.
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Nancy Steele were each defined by their propefsitweakness, lovesickness and
hysteria. Marianne was seized by a ‘death-likernpzde’ after receiving a letter from
Willoughby, causing her sister Elinor ‘such a sieks at heart as made her hardly

able to hold up her head.” When they later disceddétdward Ferrars’ engagement
to Lucy Steele, Fanny fell into ‘violent hysteri@d screamed while Nancy ‘fell

upon her knees, and cried bitterf§.’

Women were susceptible to dying from love due @rttender and feeling
hearts, which were unable to cope with extreme miges the rector’s daughter
Elizabeth Reading wrote to a friend in 1774, thaswot a quick process, but a

gradual ‘gnawing’ of gloom and despondency:

A disappointment of this nature | look upon to be greatest misfortune that
can befalsic] a young Person, it throws a gloom upon the spatdtgh is
very rarely ever got the better of, & embittersrgyaleasure...It is never (like
other Troubles) to be eradicated from the breagtab a worm continually

gnawing upon the very vitafé.

Elizabeth’s letter illuminates how the disappointrnef failed romance was
perceived as impossible to overcome. While writimgr journals during their
fraught courtships with Henry Smith and Charles RRéwSarah Hurst and Anne
Temple both presented death as the only way tdaledmisery. In 1759, Sarah
hoped that ‘all my perturbations in the grave shall’, reflecting ‘on the happiness
of early Death & the troubles avoided by®t.In 1794, Anne also wrote in her
journal that she wished ‘I had found peace in tlesGrave for there alone, | fear, |

shall meet with it

8 Austen,Sense and Sensibilityp. 134, 194.

8 Reading to Elizabeth Munbee, Woodstock, Augu§t13173, BOL 2/139/1, 740 x 4, NRO. Sarah
Hurst made a similar formulation after discoverihgt a young officer was in love with her, noting
‘what is worse than hopeless love’, Diary of Hudgtnuary 17 1762, MS 3545.

% Sarah also wailed ‘Oh fatal love, what mischiedstdhou occasion’, which is used as the title of
this chapterlbid., February 18, March 16" and May 28 1759, MS 3544.

% Journal of Temple, Jund'@794, 72M92/5, HRO.
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THE MAID wWHOo DIED FOR

; LOVE .~
Sung with unbounded applause by M. Incledon, in lis 1o Z

17

Fig. 45 —The maid who died for loye_ondon, watermark 1807, etching
and engraving with stipple, plate mark 22.3 x 27.2q, Lewis Walpole
Library, Farmington, CT, 807.09.15.01.

By conflating their torment with the ‘happy’ gravenne and Sarah were
engaging in a literary tradition dating back cersirin Henry Fielding’'§ om Jones
(1749), Molly Seagrim ‘vowed never to outlive hissérting her’, creating ‘the most
shocking postures of death’, whiléne History of Miss Harriot Fitzroy1767)
described love as a ‘fatally serious’ illness. $amy, James Dodd’Satirical
Lecture on Heartg¢c. 1770)anticipated that readers wowddpecthe disappointed
woman to di€’ This was the fate of the wronged ladyTine Somersetshire Tragedy
(c. 1763-75) who miscarried her child and ‘in sorrove styd.®® It was also suffered
by ‘The Maid Who Died for Love’ (1807) who was dejgid languishing beneath an
upturned horseshoe clutching at a willow brancly.(b). The text described how
‘No more she said, but droop’d her head, / Deathiain clos’d around her eye;
Her spirit, from its mansion fled...And breath’d ftight in one short sigh.’
Heartbreak was crafted as a fitting way to dieWwomen susceptible to the vagaries

of love, as it emphasised their emotional sensgjtiviihey were variously described

8" Fielding, Tom Jonesp. 143 History of Miss Harriot Fitzroyp. 117 and James Dodd Satirical
Lecture on Heart¢London,c. 1770) p. 17.

8 ‘The Somersetshire TRAGEDY: / OR, THE / Wrongediy’a Lamentation, and Untimely
DEATH’, London,c. 1763-1775, Roxburghe Collection, C.20.f.9(648-6&£BBA.
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in letters, diaries, ballads and prints as havpapl’, ‘unfortunate’, ‘tender’ and

‘sensitive’ hearts which were consumed with feefihg

In contrast, men were expected to resist the tatmopt of heartbreak, as it
was seen as ‘unmanly’ and revealed their idleneddack of self-control. John
Aikin’s Letters from a father to his s¢th793) argued that low spirits ‘most easily’
affected ‘persons of a literary turn and sedenpaoyession,’” and could be easily
prevented byeémployment, employment, employniéhBrotracted suffering from
low spirits therefore demonstrated that a man wkesand not employing himself
suitably. Conduct books advised men not to letr@spaken ‘fascination’ with a
woman continue for long, as this could potentiaitinguish every active vigorous,
and manly principle of his mind® The maxim applied to both unrequited love and
after a relationship had come to an end. While emifanguished from their
romantic pain, men were expected to resist, maiimgitheir pride and
demonstrating their self-control. The chaplain G¥aPowlett calmly accepted the
opposition of Anne Temple’s parents in 1791, recsigg that it was difficult for
them to know ‘the real disposition of the Man, wadsppiness consists in the hopes
of marrying their Daughter, Fear & Suspicion aréardy natural but meritorious?
Others repeatedly promised to eschew the subj&tt, Jahn Kerr, Earl of Ancram
promising in 1823 that ‘on this subject | will nedy more, you must know what |

feel, and to enter on it would but annoy you, aadblittle relief to me**

Codes of gentlemanly behaviour also governeddimeihation of a
relationship, as men were expected to notify womenediately rather than prolong
their pain. As Lord Orford’s daughter Mary Berrycexiated the faithless Charles
O’Hara in 1796, ‘a more decided & a more Gentlemkadvowal of a change in
your sentiments it would have spared me many masfthsuel anxiety®* Rather
than choosing to end their connection in a gentigikefashion, Charles used ‘a

thousand falsehoott® conceal the fact that he had simply changsdtind. In this

8 |n 1770, Dodd'sSatirical Lecture on Heartseld that ‘women’s hearts are generadéipder’, Part
Il, p. 16.

% Aikin, Letters,pp. 189-90. As aforementioned, low spirits wereg &ymptom of female
lovesickness, so were something to be avoided byy me

°1 Gregory A father’s legacypp. 86-7.

%2 powlett to Temple, Itchin, March £4791, 72M92/7/11, HRO.

% John Kerr, Earl of Ancram to Lady Elizabeth Greylder mother Countess Grey, Halifax
Collection, A1/4/30/1, BI.

% Berry to O'Hara, 27 April 1796, Add Mss. 37727/272, BL.
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passage, Mary angrily quoted Charles’ own letteklia him to ‘be Explicit, in your
ownwords which as they are generally very Extraordinargsomay perhaps (to
yourself) be clearer than any othetsHis conduct breached the etiquette of
courtship so acutely that friends such as Johndsanere moved to write to Mary
and apologise on his beh&ifThe men of the family also came to the aid of Anne
Louisa Dalling after she was jilted by Sir Gilb&tirling just hours before their
wedding in 1805. Anne’s brother William Windham wedo Gilbert to condemn his

low behaviour:

The long continued hospitality & friendship of myolfher you have returned
with treachery & ingratitude: my own friendship fgwu...with deceit &
insult: my brother was your bosom-friend & introédcyou to the family; he
may perhaps learn from this lesson not readilyusttagain in the
appearances of sincerity. For my sister, what slsal! She has grown up
through the last two years of her childhood, conmabteed & encouraged by

every Act, Expression & Promise of yours that stas o be your wifé’

In response, Andrew Stirling replied that he haokep to Gilbert that morning, who
was ‘dufily[sic] impressed with a sense of the impropriety of hisdewmt to you &
your family.””® One week later, Gilbert described how ‘There arevords Sir
Windham Dalling can use that | shall have any otbeling about than regret for...
my unfortunate but | cannot add culpable condlfdifen were thus expected to act
decisively in order to spare women and their fagsifrom any unnecessary
suffering. When they did not, they were answerablimale friends and family
members, who reinforced the rules they had breaahddeproached their deceitful

behaviour.

The third part of this chapter studies the ‘crimmépassion’ such as suicides
and murders committed by unhappy lovefs/hile women died from their tender

constitutions, heartbroken men unable to conceal ffain were associated with

% Ipid., 37727/273.

% See Mary’s reply, Berry to John Barnes, Auguét 3096, 37727/243.

7 W. Dalling to Stirling, Harley Street, Marct{'a805, MEA 10/110, 882 x 6, NRO.

% Andrew Stirling to W. Dalling, Glasgow, 2March 1805, MEA 10/110, 882 x 6.

% Gilbert Stirling to W. Dalling, March 281805, MEA 10/110, 882 x 6.

199 On “afflictions of the heart’ as a motive for sidie see Michael MacDonald and Terence R.
Murphy, Sleepless Souls: Suicide in Early Modern Engl@xford, 1990), pp. 290-8.
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violent acts of passion. The suicidal lover of ldie seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries was usually a woman, who stibb poisoned herself when
deserted or forced to marry anoth®.However from the 1730s ballads and wider
literature increasingly presented the suicidal fasea male figure. As thHéniversal
Spectatodecried in 1732, ‘these few Years’ had seen ‘s wasiny and such
shocking Accounts of the IncreaseS#If-murderwhereby ‘Englishmermave a
Custom of Hanging and Drowning themselV88lt is telling that the text assumed
self-murder was the preserve of ‘Englishmen’ rathan ‘Englishwomen.’ The
gendered dichotomy between male suicide and feheddbreak is encapsulated in
the ballad ‘The Oxfordshire Tragedy; or, The DeaftRour Lovers’(1736-63). Like
the women analysed above, the damsel mourned,&sigivaed pale and then ‘laid
her down and nothing spoke / Alas! for love herrhe@s broke.’ In contrast, her
suitor committed a violent suicide with his swosdgaiilt ‘does my worldly glory

blast.2%®

The prevailing argument against such an act wdsstheide was a sin
against God; it was ‘a crime against your Creaiarish to throw away your own
life’, and appear uninvited before hitff. Yet this did not deter despairing men such
as Thomas Andrews, a journeyman whose romanticailirsnpreserved in the
records of the Old Bailey. In January 1732, Thomas preparing for his wedding
day, but ‘the Bride never came’, instead escapiigawmarket. This led the
disappointed groom to try and ‘cut his Throat vatRazor’, but he was prevented by
fellow lodgers who broke down his door. After theelet, he was never again ‘in his
right Senses:*> Newspapers brimmed with similar cases of men tanagi

maiming themselves after being rejected by womed.7B4, a man named Aldridge

191 5ee ‘The Death of Fair Phillis Who Killed her sfelf loss of her Philandert(1644-80), ‘The
Dying Damsels Doleful Destinyt(1671-1704), ‘Loves Lamentable Tragedy: 1671-1704) and
‘The Damosels Tragedyt(1682-1703) in Paul Seaver (edhe History of Suicide in England 1650-
1850(London, 2012), Part |, 1650-1750, Vol. Ill, pp4%- Also ‘A Sin to Die for Love?'British
Apollo, January 1% 1709, pp. 287-8.

192 Anon, Universal Spectatordugust 28' 1732 in Kelly McGuire (ed.TheHistory of Suicide in
England, 1650-185(@_ondon, 2012)Part I, 1650-1750, Vol. IV, pp. 31-6.

193 \while the female protagonist finally runs hergbtbugh with the same sword, it is significant that
she initially expires by sighing and languishingetid., pp. 315-21.

194 Trial of Samuel Burt for forgery, fQiuly 1786, t17860719-31, OBO. Even murder was &nor
possible to be repented of, than a death selfetefii’, with a rumour spreading in 1758 that certain
Danes and Norwegians had committed murder justdeive the death sentence and avoid taking
their own lives. This was repeated to the Ordirddridewgate by a ‘gentleman of credit’, Ordinary’s
Account, £'July 1758, OA17580701, OBO.

195 Trial of Thomas Andrews for burglary, 2February 1732, t17320223-40, OBO.
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was rejected by his sweetheart, returning homeattedhpting to hang himself. He
was cut down in time to recover, marrying her thiofving Tuesday®® On 24"
August 1739, a man named Mills cut his throat am himself open from the Pit of
his Stomach to his Navel’ after his fiancée refuedgo ahead with the wedding.
Similarly on 7" January 1741, a ‘handsome’ man named Dick Priesy himself

from his bedpost after being ‘slighted by his Swweatt.**’

While conduct literature advised men to desist ffamining’ about love,
suicide provided a means of escape for woundedwhencould not conform to the
ideal. Male suicide was constructed in popularurelas a masculinised and heroic
act of passion — aehe Connoisseuwargued in 1755, ‘it is the most gallant exploit, by
which our modern heroes chuse to signalize theraselVhe means of committing
suicide was particularly important, as ‘The poceaking wretch, starving in a
garret, tucks himself up in his list garters; aoset; crost in love, drowns himself,
like a blind puppy...and a third cuts his throathwiis own razor. But the man of
fashion almost always dies by a pist§f The chief cause was believed to be
wounded pride, with the head of a Parliamentary @dtee in 1823 attributing it to
their ‘wounded shame’ and ‘false prid8”Rejected or slighted men thus chose to
end their lives to protect their pride rather thisk damaging their masculinity. Such
heroic suicides were dramatised in Goetfdis Sorrows of Young Werth@774),
where the hero shot himself with two pistbiand Fanny Burney'€amilla (1796)
where Nicholas Gwigg (alias Alphonso Bellamy) fatdeugenia Tyrold to ‘rescue
him from suicide’ by consenting to marriaé Men'’s suicide from disappointed
love was by no means confined to fiction; the RrinEWales repeatedly threatened
to take his own life to win back his mistress M¥gzherbert (1756-1837), stabbing

196 Country Journal16™ November 1734 in McGuire (ecHjistory of Suicideyol. IV, p. 10.

7 Daily GazetteemndLondon Daily Post and General Advertisiaid., p. 13.

198 ConnoisseutCollected IssudsLondon, January®1755, Issue L. For aristocrats and gentlemen
as the groups most associated with suicide for lnos@e MacDonald and Murph$leepless Souls,
pp. 276-82.

199pride the Chief Inducement to Suicide’@entleman’s Magazinexvi, London, 1756, p. 28 and
Sir John Mackintosh iklansard,new series, ix (1823), p. 416.

110 Goethe Sorrows of Young Werthgsp. 84-7.

11 Burney,Camilla: or, A Picture of YouttCambridge, 1796; 1999), pp. 283-90.
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himself with his sword on"8July 1784 and reiterating his threat whenever she

attempted to leave hift?

o my hgurpl’ﬁ'ﬁ@' N
diel 1 brus her ever ¢
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Fig. 46 —A Cure for Love London, 1819, hand-coloured etching, 35 x
24.5cm, British Museum, London, AN75284001, © Thertistees of the
British Museum.

The suicide of the rejected man is cruelly satifisethe etching\ Cure for
Love(1819) where the protagonist looks up to the nbestde a letter that reads,
‘You old Fool if you ever trouble me again with ydstupid epistles | will expose
you in the public Papers.” The man’s suicide wagect result of his
embarrassment, lamenting, ‘Oh! my hard Fate! Wiyl dfust her ever?’ (Fig. 46).
The grossly overweight man resembles the stouti®imghn John Bull, created by

112 5ee EA SmithGeorge IV(London, 1999)pp. 34-5, and Valerie Irvinghe King's Wife: George
IV and Mrs Fitzherber{London, 2005), pp. 38, 40, 54.
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John Arbuthnot in 1712. His shabby home with barekb and cobwebs on the
windows clearly sets him apart from the fashionaté he attempts to emulate.
The text uses several rhyming terms from northéltect, with the noose referred to
as a ‘shickett’ and the three-legged stool a ‘@ick’® The image is one of ridicule
and failed masculinity, as the ‘Stupid’ overweigtn attempts to imitate his
fashionable superiors. Even hanging himself froenflimsy beam presents a
challenge, as ‘The Cricket kick’d down let him takéair swing / and leave all the
rest of the work to the string.” In placing theedjed man below the noose, the
image encodes the different cultural scripts goverthe experience of heartbreak
for men and women. It is telling that while somemen physically wasted away
from lovesickness, certain men made a consabogeto end their lives. While
heartbroken men decided to cut their throats oghlhemselves, women were
granted no autonomy whatsoever over whether thexy ali not:**

Eighteenth-century plays dramatised men’s frenziedes of passion; in
Voltaire’s (1694-1778) immensely popular orientalgedyZara (1732) the Sultan
of Jerusalem murders Zara when he believes shmig o elope with her lover. He
then stabs himself like the hero of Shakespe@#llo(c. 1603). A chilling
parallel of this case was tried at the Old Baileyv85. The ‘mulatto’ porter John
Hogan first met the servant Ann Hunt in 1785 whelivering chairs to her
employer Mr. Orrell. Ann ‘good naturedly’ made hardrink, which he
misconstrued as a sign of affection. John boughahiiobon, creating a ‘degree of
intimacy’ between the couple, and he visited hgesd times while she was alone,
purchasing ‘a large nosegay composed of cabbage'ras a gift.*> However his
romantic advances were unwelcome, and one day Mineand Mrs. Orrell returned
from church, they found Ann slumped on the floothwher throat slashed, a
fractured skull, cut breast and broken fingersnJatimitted the murder to his
landlady, saying that he had ‘no intention of doamy such a thing, but that he

wanted to be great with her, and she resist€d’he trial reflects ideas about men’s

1131 am grateful to Helen Berry for this reference.

114 Janet Oppenheim has made a similar point in aggihiat the ‘element of personal choice or
responsibility’ was removed from Victorian womerffeting from nervous collapse. Sikem,
‘Shattered Nerves:’ Doctors, Patients, and Depmssh Victorian EnglandOxford, 1991), p. 181.
15 On the role of gift-giving in the progress of #t®nship see Chapter 2.

1% For how court testimonies reflected ideal notiohmasculinity and femininity, see Zemon Davis,
Fiction in the Archives: Pardon Tales and theirl€gs in Sixteenth-Century Fran¢8tanford, 1987),
esp. pp. 74-5, 94-8, 103-4.
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jealous temper, which could translate into murden@age due to the high passions of
love. Such acts of violence were thought to prodemd ‘a fiery hot

disposition...and a predominansjc] of choler in their constitutior*’ John was
found guilty and sentenced to hanging and dissectiith the Judge pronouncing
Ann ‘the unhappy object’ of his ‘brutal desires aqpetites*® The case reinforces
the gendered dichotomy between languishing womdrpassionate men, also
revealing how crimes driven by romantic rejectioerevno mitigation from the

noose.

The fourth part of this chapter moves on to rgual disintegration, as
romantic relationships were deconstructed throbghréturn of letters and tokens.
John Hogan’s macabre nosegay reminds us that whlédtonships werenadein
objects, they were alsm-maden objects. Once an attachment came to an end, men
were primarily responsible for returning or desingythe physical debris of a
relationship in a way which would not prove damagino either party. The return of
love tokens officially marked a couple’s ‘disengaggnt’ in novels such as Jane
Austen’sSense and Sensibilif811), with Willoughby returning ‘the letters with
which | have been honoured from you, and the Iddka@r which you so obligingly
bestowed on me’ to formally terminate his connettim Marianné® The novel
provides an indication of wider social practicesyeaders would have recognised

that the return of Marianne’s letters and hairaidfily ended their connection.

Men were also expected to return women’s lovelstith the utmost
urgency in order to guard their modesty, virtue egltation. This was an
enormously significant act, as continuing a ron@atirrespondence provided
undeniable evidence that a couple would soon bagaty Returning a lover’s letters
therefore physically and symbolically terminated gossibility of a future
marriage*® It was also acceptable for women to return assimissives to
formally disengage themselves from a relationshi@ convention was already
well-established by the early eighteenth centuiith the diarist Dudley Ryder’'s

friend Mr. Whatley unsure about the status of blatronship in 1715 as his

" Three letters to the young gentlemen of the premgei_ondon, 1748), pp. 65-6.
118 Trial of John Hogan for murder, ¥ January 1786, t17860111-1, OBO.

119 Austen,Sense and Sensibility, 135.

120 Also see Chapter 3, pp. 91-2, 108-9, 121.
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sweetheart would not commit to keeping or returtiiggmissives. Ryder described
how ‘upon his still pressing her she used to tefl that it could come to nothing and
that she would give him his letters, she never gerh him, which made him
believe he was not quite forsaken neitHét By ending their romantic
correspondence but not returning his letters, stieHeir relationship in an
indeterminate state, as Mr. Whatley could no lorgesure whether they were

courting or not.

The nobleman John Kerr, Earl of Ancram, swiftljureed Lady Elizabeth
Grey's letters in 1823 in order to protect herweérind symbolically end their
relationship. Her letters exude desperation taenatrher missives as quickly as
possible, beseeching her mother to have them eealo'sed to her under cover to L.
Grey."? The whole process was conducted in secret, tonmirisocial gossip
surrounding the affair. It is telling that Elizahethose not to write to John
personally, perhaps because the two were no lamgeting and she did not want to
risk further damage to her reputation. She waslgegxed that their relationship
had become known outside of their immediate fanbi§coming the subject of
gossip among Lady Jersey, Lady Sandwich, the Dtikéadlington and Lord
Londonderry:?® The relationship provides a unique example of acsssful
engagements among the nobility, who would usualethtaken great pains to
ensure that a match was a success. The decisiee ve&s that John had acted alone
rather than consulting his parents, completely iigngpthe prevailing etiquette of
noble courtships. John’s transgression forced bigrovel to Elizabeth and her
parents for forgiveness, as ‘every circumstanceunésd to present my conduct in
its worst light.*** The central role played by John's father in temtiimg the
relationship, and Elizabeth’s mother in managisglg#construction, demonstrates
the continuing importance of families in making dnwdaking a romantic match. As
Gowing has noted, signs that a couple were ‘respiti the way of marriage’ were

closely monitored by ‘their wider household and comnity.”*?®> Familial guidance

121 28" October 1715, William Matthews (edhe Diary of Dudley Ryder 1715-17@6ndon,

1939), p. 127.

122 Countess Grey to Ancram, Juné"28B23, A1/4/30/4, BI.

123 Countess Grey to Charlotte, A1/4/30/10.

124 Ancram to Countess Grey, Jul§) 4823, A1/4/30/6.

125 Gowing,Domestic Dangers). 146. Also see O’Har&ourtship and ConstrainGhapter 1, pp.
30-56, Linda Pollock, ‘An Action Like Stratagem: @tship and Marriage from the Middle Ages to
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was especially pronounced in relationships inv@wuime nobility, in order to ensure

the continued rank and social prestige of both dijes.

Each of the writers studied in this chapter exggdsconcern over the social
implications of ending a courtship that had beceve#-known in the community,
with Anne Temple describing the social ‘punishmehité to women guilty of
‘broken vows, treachery, and perjufy® The writers studied throughout this thesis
were acutely aware that ‘Intimacies of another retithey are long continued,
cannot be broke off without great UneasinéésThey warned one another that ‘the
eyes of all my friends & all my acquaintarisec] are watching my every motion
with respect to you'?® This meant that ‘If | were capable of so much nmesss or
dishonour...as to break the engagement | have thrmighout a sufficient reason, |
should hold myself the most contemptible of beidgbge justly entitled to the
severest censure of the Wortd>The chaplain Edward Peach was concerned that
the widow Elizabeth LeatheadeReading) had changed her mind about their
relationship in 1790, warning her after a partidylesevere’ letter that ‘Our
intended Marriage is the general subject of thiary."**° This cautioned Elizabeth
that the match could not be broken off without ptisdly harming her reputation.
Noblewomen had to be particularly careful not tsndge their prospects for an
advantageous marriage, with gossip about the roenbetween Lady Elizabeth
Grey and the Earl of Ancram spreading like wildimel823, despite her mother’s
attempts to keep it within their ‘immediate famil.ountess Grey was deeply vexed
that the relationship had become public knowledggpde her continued attempts to
suppress it, begging her daughter to ‘avoid himmash as possible without

affectation.t®*

The concerns expressed by these individuals aterstandable, as novels
and conduct books continually warned that a faiddtionship could be catastrophic

for a young woman'’s reputation. After her seductgrthe rake Lovelace, the

the Twentieth CenturyHistorical Journal,Vol. 30, No. 2 (June, 1987), pp. 483-98 and Vickery
Gentleman’s Daughtepp. 40-6, 49-5, 81-2, 86, 286.

126 3ournal of Temple, 9th April 1794, 72M92/5.

127 Gibbs to Vicary, undated, 1740s, MS/11021/1/1, LMA

128 Strutt to Douglas, May'51788, MS3101/C/E/4/8/11, BCA.

1291pid., January #1789, MS3101/C/E/4/8/16.

130 peach to Leathes, Novembdt 4790, BOL 2/140/2/39, NRO.

131, G’ to Charlotte, undated;. 1823-4, A1/4/30/10, BI.
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heartbroken heroine of Richardsofkrissa(1747-8) sought refuge in death in
order to expiate her faultd? Similarly, the protagonist of Susanna Rowson’s
Charlotte: A Tale of Trutli1791)was alienated from her family after her seduction
by a soldier, dying alone after giving birth to blald. Rowson argued that her tale
was based upon ‘real’ events under a ‘slight viflation’ to provide a warning to
parents and their daughters of the dangers of sedd2® The text was seen as
‘dangerously close to the truth’ by readers, witle @wner writing the poignant note
‘So True a Tale’ inside her copy* Unfortunately it is difficult to reconstruct an
individual’s activities after a romantic correspende ended, as all trace of an
alliance vanishes after the letters come to a cldeeever we do know that several
of the women studied in this chapter made advantagmarriages soon after their
disappointment. While Anne Louisa Dalling marriedr@ral Robert Meade (1772-
1852) in 1808, three years after she was jilte&ioyGilbert Stirling, Lady Elizabeth
Grey married John Crocker Bulteel (1794-1843) i@6,8wo years after she was
deserted by the Earl of Ancram. These marriagegesighat despite the inevitable

emotional trauma, their prospects were not undamabged.

To conclude, this chapter has argued that suffdromg love became a
definably female malady from the mid-eighteenthtagn The dominant archetypes
of heartbreak were female figures drawn from Shaéaean and classical texts,
with lovers expressing sympathy for ‘poor’ Armidaretched’ Dido and ‘pathetic’
Ophelia. These tales were interpreted in a new tmgportray women’s love as an
all-powerful force which affected them more thammionetheless tHanguageof
heartbreak was used by both sexes, who relatedodédlctir experiences back to the
wounding or revival of their hearts. Such languages not used at random, but
provided lovers with a rich vocabulary to pinpdiné exact stagesf romantic
breakdown. The popularity of particular expressiomanged over time, with the
heart shot by arrows assuming an increasingly prentirole in the celebration of

132 Richardson(Clarissa,L339-341, 370, 467, pp. 1076-86, 1142-71 and 1341-3

133 This may have been the case, although the saenariitdevice was used by Samuel Richardson,
who claimed that the first edition @he History of Sir Charles Grandis¢h753-4)was based upon
genuine letters, and Horace Walpole, who arguetttiesfirst edition ofThe Castle of Otrant(l764)
was a genuine gothic manuscript printed in Napiekbi29.

134 Megan Ledford, “My Treasure:” Novels as Objectd/alue in the Early American Republic’,
Fourth Annual Conference of the York History ReskaBociety: Material Culture in History"®2

July 2010.
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Valentine’s Day in the early nineteenth centuryd dreartache’ coming to be

specifically associated with romantic pain.

The delicate physical disposition of ‘unfortunate@men assumed a
prominent role in popular culture from the mid-1358s they suffered extensively
from their ‘poor’ and ‘sensitive’ hearts. This miasted itself in ballads and prints
where pale women sighed, moaned, sobbed, groawukedieshfrom their broken
hearts. It was also reflected in courtship lettassyomen wrote at length about their
uncomfortable mental state, agitated spirits, gl@mu despondency. At worst, this
led to melancholy, hysteria, madness and deatlfer@rit cultural scripts governed
the experience of heartbreak for men, as femingspoandency was replaced with
the passionate masculinised act of suicide. Whilmen were granted no control
over their experience of heartbreak, these viadaatheroic suicides provided a way
for men to protect their pride. The gallant suicode¢he rejected man was a difficult
ideal for poorer men to emulate, as satirised gufé 46.

Men’s expected pragmatic response to the end@ttionship made it an
important male duty to return a woman'’s letters tie@ns to spare them additional
suffering, before reintroducing themselves intaetycand resuming the search for a
spouse. Men such as Sir Gilbert Stirling who hadblved dishonourably left
themselves at risk of a ‘breach of promise’ swtrirthe incensed family they left
behind. As Anne Louisa Dalling’s brother reproached in 1805, ‘in a moment,
without a word, without a line, without a whisparthe ear of a friend to tell us any
cause, you disappear; & at six weeks end we dréefttithe subject of town-talk &
the newspapersf® These emotionally charged suits are the subjettteofiext
chapter of this thesis.

135 W. Dalling to Stirling, Harley Street, Marcl{'a805, MEA 10/110, 662 x 6, NRO.
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Chapter Seven

‘Engagement to marry is not merlya spiritual matter:’ * Breach of Promise

Cases in the Common Law

When the gentleman Knox Ward began visiting Sarah ‘Hdnder the
umbrage of Courtship’ in729, he spoke ‘very tenderly and affectionatelli¢c
and repeatedly promised to make her his wife. He¢hsal the concerns of Sarah’s
mother by reassuring her that his designs wereurabée, while her chambermaid
witnessed ‘a thousand kind and tender Expresslogtsieen the pair. When Knox
abruptly changed his mind and deserted her, Sasedhtsm for breach of promise,
demanding damages of £4,00®@ Knox’s defence, he argued that although she was
‘a deserving young Lady’, he never would have ‘umdkied’ himself to marry her
as she ‘had not a competent Fortune’, which hebedi prohibited her from
receiving such a large sum. The Counsel for thm#ffgustified the damages as by
‘having allured and enticed her to permit him tg pasits to her at sundry Times,
upon his Protestation of an inviolable Friendslimg then making a Breach and
palpable Violation of his Contract, he certainlyghajured the Lady very much in
her Reputation, besides giving her a great deldingfasiness.” Once Lord Chief
Justice Raymon(iL673-1733) summed up the depositions and ‘deld/are
impartial Charge to the Jury’, they took half auhto find for the plaintiff. Sarah
was awarded half of the damages she demanded, sfillddded up to an immense
£2,000%

Breach of promise suits such as the dispute bet\Baeah and Knox have
typically been studied in conjunction with othertnmaonial causes such as
separation, adultery and slandeAlthough disputes concerning ‘a pre-nuptial
contract or a promise to marry’ are routinely listes the most common types of
matrimonial litigation in the seventeenth and eggimth centuries, they are rarely
granted more than a passing mention by histortdasiever studying these cases in

greater detail provides a unique insight into thikucal construction of romantic

! Baker vs. Smitfil651), 82English Report§subsequentlEng. Rep), 722 1378-1865.

% The whole proceedings on the tryal between MreatSHolt, and Knox Ward, Esq; upon a promise
of marriage(London, 1730), pp. 3-7.

% Bound, ‘Emotion in Early Modern England’, Smithyomen and Marriage in the Eighteenth
Century’, RB OuthwaiteThe Rise and Fall of the English Ecclesiastical €aul500-1860
(Cambridge, 2006)5tone,Road to DivorceandUncertain Unions.
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love, intimacy, virtue, passion and heartbreakc&ime majority of plaintiffs were
women of middling status, breach of promise suigs@nt a unique opportunity to
analyse factors such as gender, social statusgenish@ontemporary conceptions of
courtship. Cases also shed light on the exchahlge®letters, love tokens, and the
language of romantic success or failure, which Heeen studied in detail in the

previous chapters of this thesis.

The rare studies focusing exclusively on breagbromise cluster around the
Victorian period. These include Ginger Frof®Ri®mises Broken: Courtship, Class
and Gender in Victorian England 995), Susie Steinbach’s thesis ‘Promises,
Promises: Not Marrying in England 1780-1920’ (Ydl®96) and Saskia Lettmaier’s
Broken Engagements: The Action for Breach of PrerafdMarriage and the
Feminine ldeal, 1800-1942010). Although Frost claims to cover the peffimh
1750 to 1970, her research is largely based ogdhaies between 1850 and 1900.
This reduces the eighteenth century to only siesashich she admits leaves only
‘scanty records’ of the peridtSteinbach’s work adds greater depth to the negflect
eighteenth century, analysing the ‘rules’ of breatpromise before 1869 and
arguing that all cases were ‘at base either contehor sentimentaf’Steinbach has
since been challenged by Lettmaier, who arguedlieaction was ‘nothing more
and nothing less than the legal codification obaerful cultural ideal: the ideal of
the true woman.’ Under this ideal, notions of ‘fdendomesticity, modesty, chastity,
physical frailty, passionlessness, emotionality] ehild-like dependence’ came to
define the legal and practical ‘rules’ of the gtim the turn of the nineteenth
century® While this chapter supports Lettmaier’s notiorbréach of promise

encoding perceived ‘ideal’ feminine qualities imvlat also reveals that discourses of

* Frost's cases afRickison vs. Holcroft1674),Cork vs. Bakef1717),Robinson vs. Cumming
(1742),Horam vs. Humphreyd772),Ellis vs. Cock1776),Schreiber vs. Frazgil780) and
Atcheson vs. Baké€l796) inidem,Promises Broken.

® These ‘rules’ were laid down in cases sucB&kison vs. Holcroftvhich ruled that mutual
promises were enough to support an actitutton vs. Mansel1704) which ruled that a woman’s
promise to marry did not have to be spokeotter vs. Deboogl815) where a general promise was
said to be inferred from a specific promise to maitra particular timeQrford vs. Colg1818) which
ruled that marriage contracts were ‘of a differé@scription’ to business contracts, @adugh vs.
Farr (1827) which required evidence that the defendadtrefused to marry the plaintiff. Susie
Steinbach, ‘Promises, Promises: Not Marrying inlgnd 1780-1920’, dissertation, Yale University
(1996), pp. 127, 131-2, 134, 137.

® Saskia LettmaieBroken Engagements: The Action for Breach of PrerafsMarriage and the
Feminine Ideal, 1800-194@xford, 2010)p. 57.
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female beauty, fragility, nervousness and mentthinility were already entrenched
in the 1790s, a decade before the beginning ofriagér’s study in 1800.

The early years of breach of promise remain wogfudiglected by
historians. Cases make occasional appearancagliesbf the church courts; Fay
Bound Alberti analysed the suit brought againsuldrdVatson by Thomas Mascall
at the York Consistory Court (1743-5), while LawcerStone’sJncertain Unions
(1992) reproduced the suits brought against Mamgwuth by John Brace at the
Worcester Consistory Court (1682) and against lagkard by Abigail Harris in the
London Consistory Court and Court of Arches (1791-Phe most thorough study
to date is Stone’Road to Divorc€1990), which analysed sixty cases between 1780
and 1840 using theénglish Reports, Gentleman’s MagazarelLondon Chronicle,

citing fifteen suits in particuldt.

This chapter focuses on breach of promise casé&ioommon law, which
hugely outnumber ecclesiastical suits yet haveivedescant attention from
historians. Matrimonial suits in the church courése been subject to detailed
analysis in the work of Junko Akamatsu, Susan Aenis3oanne Bailey, Elizabeth
Foyster and Martin IngrathBreach of promise suits always constituted a iivacf
the church courts’ business, with only four casetoial heard at the London and
York Consistory Courts between 1730 and 1¥#58his figure reflects the increasing

scarcity of matrimonial causes under the canon f&s\RB Outhwaite wryly notes,

If the officials who administered the law in thedtish church courts in the
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries haddsdyton marital causes to

maintain their incomes, they would quickly havedree eligible for poor

" See Bound, ‘Emotion in Early Modern England’ andr®,Uncertain Unions.

® These ar®aker vs. Smit(i1651),Mills vs. Middleton(1670),Holcroft vs. Dickenso(i1672),Jesson
vs. Collins(1703),Webb vs. Webfz. 1702-3),Hemming vs. Freemant{@761),Homans vs. Johnson
(1787),Elizabeth Chapman vs. William Sh§l#90),Atcheson vs. BakgBond vs. Olive(1798),
Foster vs. Mellist{1802),Hutton vs. Mansell, English Rep&T, Austen vs. Verekéi815),Abbot
vs. Yound1829) andHall vs. Wright(1858).

° In addition to the sources in note 3 see Junkawkau, ‘Gender, Power and Sensibility: Marital
Breakdown and Separation in the Court of Arche§0+8800°, PhD thesis, University of London,
2009, Susan Amussefin Ordered Society: Gender and Class in Early Madengland(Oxford,
1988) Joanne Baileynquiet Lives: Marriage and Marriage Breakdown indtand, 1660—-1800
(Cambridge, 2003 Elizabeth Foystemarital Violence: An English Family History, 1660887
(Cambridge, 2005) and Martin Ingra@hurch Courts, Sex and Marriage in England, 157@.6
(Cambridge, 1987).

9 Smith, ‘Women and Marriaggp. 22.
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relief. Such causes...were rare at the outset aodnbe rarer still as the

period progresseth.

Outhwaite attributed this decline to the increagogularity of church ceremonies,
rising female age at marriage, the expansion adratiore profitable suits such as
testamentary and tithe cases, and judges’ unwilésg to enforce unsolemnised

unions, which inevitably deterred potential litigsf?

Conversely, matrimonial litigation under the comniaw exploded in
popularity, especially after the Hardwicke Marrialygt came into force on 35
March 1754. This chapter is based upon a sampebfy-one cases reported in
thirty-four national and provincial newspapers begw 1730 and 1830 (see
Appendix Three}? In addition aré€English Reports, The Counsellor's Magazine,
pamphlets, advertisements and published accounitsist Such a broad source-
base is necessary as breach of promise casesrigdrantcourts across England, in
contrast to crim. con. actions which were restddteLondon:* Since crim. con.
cases were only possitdéter marriage, these have been analysed alongside
adulterous love letters in Chapter Four of thistheOverall, the sheer volume of
literature available about breach of promise cledémonstrates public fascination
with the suit long before it assumed its féted mlpopular culture in the early

nineteenth century.

Newspaper reports were selected for analysis gsaosinall number of
breach of promise cases were featured in law repihie majority of which were
exceptional cases under app€aAssize Intelligence’, ‘Legal Intelligence’ and
‘Law Reports’ featured in newspapers are immengalyable as they frequently
provide exact details about the age, social satdsreputation of plaintiffs,
defendants and their families. They reveal howipalgr cases were perceived by
contemporaries, through the scathing or fawninguage used to describe love,

desertion and heartbreak. Reports illuminate conmyiinterest in cases, noting

E Outhwaite Ecclesiastical Courtgyp. 47-56.

Ibid.
3 Due to the sheer volume of cases after 1817, Agipéhcites the first case of every year reported
in theMorning Postbetween 1817 and 1830. Four cases in this chapgearot featured in the
Appendix as they were tried later in the y&@opper vs. Everto(i.817),Compton vs. Winkworth
(1820),Wait vs. Aspinal(1824) andDuckworth vs. Johnsof1828).
% Stone Road to Divorcep. 247.
15 _ettmaier,Broken Engagements, 10.
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when a courtroom was especially crowd@dnd when the crowd was satisfied with
the judge’s verdict, occasionally breaking intolapge’ The volume of reports
also reveals when cases had becomauae célébré® Reporters did not simply
recount the facts of cases, but incensed and ieffaaders using portrayals of

respectable or promiscuous parties, roguish merhaarbroken womet?.

This chapter is divided into three sections, fyrstlitlining the development
of breach of promise in the common law, and segoadalysing the nature of the
suit including the verdicts, gender balance, damagerded, age, occupation and
social status of plaintiffs and defendants. Thiyaiyasks which objects were
commonly used as ‘proof’ of an attachment, fromnmage licences to wedding
gowns. The key questions involve how the suit ckdmayer time, how actions,
verdicts and damages varied according to genddrwaich features, if any, were
unique to the eighteenth century. This is the tatly to focus exclusively on
breach of promise as a common law tort acrossottg éighteenth centufy.It is
also the first to prioritise the role of materi&ijects in these cases, confirming the
vital importance of material objects in provingedationship before the community

and courts of law.

The late seventeenth century saw the common lantcgradually usurping
the power of the church courts to rule on the waliof matrimonial contracts.
Although cases can be traced as far back as tteeestk century, breach of promise
was first tested as a common law action in casels asBaker vs. Smitm 16512

The case was continually adjourned as the courtdivéded as to whether there was

16 SeeOracle and Public AdvertiseAugust 28' 1794, 18782, an@ihe Morning Post and Gazetteer,
February 25 1802, 10418.

7 SeeWorld and Fashionable Advertisévarch 3¢ 1787, 77.

'8 For exampleChapman vs. Shaw Esgas reported in the/orld, Whitehall Evening PoandTimes,
while Atcheson vs. Bakevas reported ifrue Briton, Whitehall Evening Post, Evening Maid
Telegraph See Appendix 3.

9 On newspapers and their readers see Hannah Bbidwspapers, Politics, and Public Opinion in
Late Eighteenth-Century Englari@®xford, 1998), esp. pp. 22-42.

20 A ‘tort’ is ‘the breach of a duty imposed by lawhereby some person acquires a right of action for
damages’, and was first used in this sense inrdefsBlazon of Gentrién 1586. See ‘torty.,

OEDO,
http://Owww.oed.com.catalogue.ulrls.lon.ac.uk/viEnity/203665?rskey=5DX60ow&result=1&isAdv
anced=false#eid

L SFC Milsom Historical Foundations of the Common Lékwondon, 1969), p. 289. Charles J.
MacColla positedPalmer vs. Wildeas the first case ‘in the reign of Queen Elizabetten it was
decided that for the value of the marriage, temd®s not requisiteBreach of Promise: Its History
and Social Consideration{&ondon, 1879), p. 3.
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a mutual promise between the couple, which wassogglainly expressed in words
as it might have been’, and how long this wouldetakexpire? In the case, the
judge provided a valuable explanation of breacphromise as a common law tort

beyond the ‘spiritual’ powers of the ecclesiastimalrts:

Here is a mutual promise made by both partiestlae@ have been divers
[sic] actions of late times brought for this cause, sy have been
adjudged good, and the engagement to marry is adypsic] a spiritual
matter, and this action is not to compel the marfaig] upon the contract,
but to recover damages for not doing it, and likis to a wager, and here is a

temporal loss, and therefore a temporal action tefi

The establishment of this temporal action pavedahy for cases such as
Holcroft vs. Dickenso(i1672), where the Court of Common Pleas ruled gimate
John Dickenson ‘did assume and promise’ to marryyNteolcroft ‘within a
fortnight’, ‘this hindredsic] her preferment to her damage of 100 pouAtShe
case is also referred to Hslder vs. Dickesoand everDickison vs. Holcroftlue to
variations in th&english Reportdeading Steinbach to term the plaintiff ‘Miss
Dickison.?® When the case was referred to the King’s Bend$ir8, the judges
considered whether ‘Marriage being a thing of esialgical conusance, the common
law takes no notice of it.” However, they held titlae action well lay; for that here
Is @ mutual contract concerning a lawful act, draigh the subject matter be
spiritual yet the contract is temporal.’ If therasvany suit contesting the lawfulness
of a marriage, this remained a matter for the e@@$tical courts, but the reparation
of temporal loss after the creation of a bindingtcact was firmly within the realms

of the common law®

?2|bid., 82 Eng. Rep729 1378-1865.

2382Eng. Rep722.

24 124Eng. Rep933. John Dickenson’s forename is revealed iontepf 12" February 1674 in
Journal of the House of Lordgpl. 12, 1666-75, pp. 634-5. Sh#p://www.british-
history.ac.uk/report.aspx?compid=12875#s4

%5 Steinbach, ‘Promises, Promises’, p. 127. The isassferred to as ‘Mary Holcroftersus
Dickenson’ at the Court of Common Pleas, E2dy. Rep933, and ‘Dickison and Holcroft’, 88ng.
Rep.645, ‘Holderv. Dickeson’, 89Eng. Rep70-2 at the Court of King’s Bench.

%6 Not all judges approved, with Chief Justice VaugHamonstrating a ‘strong repugnance...to the
introduction of these actions.” &ng. Rep70.
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The church courts were defenceless against thisgement of their powers,
as canon law provided no basis for imposing fingsnuwvayward lovers. However,
they continued to rule on the validity of a smalhtber of marriage contracts, with
approximately one case per decade taking pladeeatark Consistory Couff. The
suit was remarkably similar in common and canon kswcases were based upon
depositions given by witnesses, who were cross-gairby a judge, and material
objects used during or purchased in anticipatioa wfarriage ceremorfy.The key
difference was that the church courts sought toadier whether or not a couple
were legally married in order to dismiss or enfditoar union, whereas common law
courts focused on the nature of the contract betileetwo parties in order to
impose a fine on the defendant. Judges directeohder of plaintiffs back to the
church courts to redress their grievandesson vs. Collinell703) saw the plaintiff
contesting that a contract wasr verba de futuroather tharper verba de praesenti,
as this would make the matter eligible for commem.|However, the suit was sent
straight back to the spiritual courts, as the judded that ‘a contragier verba de
praesentis a marriage...and this is not releasableThe typical suit in the church
courts is exemplified by the dispute between Thomascall and Ursula Watson at
the York Consistory Court in 1745, which hinged npows exchanged in the
present tense during a ceremony at the home ofd}sduncle in 1742. Whilst
Thomas alleged that they decided to ‘marry thenesele each other’ by reading
vows out of Ursula’s Common Prayer Book and exchang gold ring, she
responded that she had taken the book out of teepaccidentally and ‘did not
duely weight or consider the Force or EfficacyWwdfat she was doing.

Such cases came to an abrupt halt Shi2&rch 1754, as the Hardwicke
Marriage Act swiftly removed the power of the chuoourts to enforce contracts
per verba de praesentind thos@er verba de futurafter cohabitatiori* Whilst

" These wer®oskell vs. Knipél707-8),Massey vs. Ogdei 713),Hanswell vs. Dodgshofi729),
Mascall vs. Watso(lL 743-5) andConnell vs. Cain€l754-7). See Smith, ‘Women and Marriage’, p.
22.

8 Witnesses’ testimony was paramount in both sednethd breach of promise suits, as plaintiffs
and defendants were not permitted to give evidenti& 1869.

2990Eng. Rep1152.

% Mascall vs. Watsof1 743-5), Consistory Court of York, appealed froom€istory Court of
Durham, TRANS.CP.1744/5, BI.

3190 Eng. Rep1152. Also see Chapter 1, pp. 29-30. Steinbaclsiggested that although
Hardwicke’s Act made it ‘theoretically impossible¢ompel marriage on the grounds of pre-
contract’, breach of promise suits in the civil dsiook on this role after 1754. For example dyirin
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Frost argues that cases were ‘primarily broughihéecclesiastical courts’ until
16403 this does not mean that their business ceaseediiately, as breach of
promise was not formally removed from ecclesiasfigasdiction until the mid-
eighteenth century. Legal changes subsequentlygtesiha shift in the focus of the
church courts towards cases suclkChsevely vs. Cheve(}770) at the London
Consistory Court, which disputed a couple’s comreittbrunder the guise of
restitution of conjugal right®’ A related change took place with the shift of crim
con. cases from the church to the civil courtdmmid-eighteenth century, which
Susan Staves argues reflected a new willingnessdierstand seduction as secular

rather than religious experiencé.’
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Fig. 47 — J. Bluck after Thomas Rowlandson and Augie Charles
Pugin, Court of King’'s Bench. Westminster Halfrom The Microcosm of
London, London, 1808, coloured aquatint, Government Art ©llection,
9417.

Roebuck vs. Dunderda(#825) the couple had already had a child togetrat,the defendant was in
no position to pay heavy damages. However the Godosthe Plaintiff hoped that ‘the Jury would
give such heavy damages as would induce him te fiffg] hand’, ‘Promises, Promises’, pp. 113-4.
%2 Frost,Promises Brokerp. 13.

%3 Chevely vs. Chevel{pL/C/176, fols. 7383, LMA.

% Adam Komisaruk, ‘The Privatization of PleasureinCrCon. in Wollstonecraft'$aria’, Law and
Literature,Vol. 16, No. 1 (Spring, 2004), p. 36 and Stavesitigh Seduced MaidensEighteenth-
Century Studies/ol. 14, No. 2 (Winter, 1980-1), p. 110.
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The home of breach of promise in the common law thha Court of King’s
Bench at Westminster Hall, which also housed therGaf Common Pleas and
Court of Chancery (Fig. 47). The King’s Bench wias highest court of common
law in England and Wales, holding local jurisdiatiover Middlesex and
Westminster. It heard over one third of the casesppendix Three, which were
frequently referred from local courts, where théeddant had obtainedverit of
certiorari. As in church court proceedings, indictments, infations, writs and plea
rolls were recorded in Latin until 1733.

Despite its neglect by historians, the middle desaof the eighteenth century
were pivotal in creating increasing awareness e&ti of promise in popular
culture. The phrase ‘breach of contract’ was fingintioned in th&niversal
Spectator and Weekly Jourrial 1730% ‘Breach of promise’ was popularised
almost sixty years later, with the first mentiorttie World and Fashionable
Advertiserin 1787, followed by 158 examples between 1787180#>° Moralistic
accounts of ‘crowded’ courtrooms, ‘exemplary’ dams@nd virtuous female
plaintiffs exploded in the early nineteenth cenfuvith 158 articles mentioning the
suit in theMorning Post124 in theTimesand 114 in thélorning Chronicle
between 1805 and 1830.

% Based on key-word search of BND orf'2Rune 2012Universal Spectator and Weekly Journal,
June 18 1730, LXXXVIII. The number of articles mentionitigreach of contract’ is difficult to
quantify, as the phrase was also used to descoibgrig, parliamentary and mercantile contracts.

% World and Fashionable Advertiselanuary % 1787, 4. However we should not assume that each
example concerns a different case, as Issues %27 5eGeneral Evening Postetween 1% June
and 11" August 1795 each reprint the same accoulrofvn vs. Harding1795).

37 Quotes fronForster vs. Hoblin(1805) anding vs. Chancé1822).The Morning Post and
Gazetteewas renamedhe Morning Posin 1803. Results based on key-word searches of BAD
Times Digital Archive (subsequently TDA) on"iBecember 2011.



Fig. 48 — Baron Kenyon inCocking the GreeksLondon, 1796, hand-
coloured etching, sheet 39 x 30cm, Lewis Walpoleluary, Farmington,
CT, 796.05.16.02.

Fig. 49 — Lord Erskine in James Gillray,Nelson’s Victory: or Good News
operating upon Loyal FeelingsLondon, 1798, hand-coloured etching,
plate mark 25.9 x 36.1cm, Lewis Walpole Library, Famington, CT,
798.10.03.01.

Fig. 50 — Lord Ellenborough in James Gillray,The Cabinetical-Balance
London, 1806, hand-coloured etching, plate mark 3% 24.9cm, Lewis
Walpole Library, Farmington, CT, 806.02.16.01.

King’'s Bench lawyers even became celebrities imr then right, with Chief
Justice Kenyon, Lord Thomas Erskine and Chief dedfilenborough becoming
heroes and villains of pamphlets, newspaper repodssatirical prints (Figs. 48 to
50)3% These men had a significant impact upon the natilbeeach of promise
actions through their performances in court. Th@ally conservative Lloyd
Kenyon, first Baron Kenyon (1732-1802) was Lord éldustice between 1788 and
1802 and was ‘abrupt in speech and temper, ofté® tm counsel, not given to
oratory unless it concerned an issue that touchradibeply.” One such issue was
matrimony, where he actively encouraged juriesnard large damages in suits for
adultery and crim. con. Kenyon’s stance undoubtediyouraged the awarding of

sizeable damages to plaintiffs in breach of promaises during his time in office; in

% The prints reproduced here depict Kenyon decldrady Archer and Lady Buckinghamshire ‘silly
Women' after they are put in the pillory for ganmgj Erskine (who had recently fainted in court)
slumping in his chair after hearing of Nelson’'stery in the Battle of the Nile, and Ellenborough on
the shoulders of Viscount Sidmouth manipulating@menville-Fox ministry after the death of
William Pitt the Younger.
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his fourteen years as Chief Justice the court eyt against his recommendation
on six occasion®’ Even when a case was declared a nonsuit, he thitdigto
recommend compensation to plaintiffs, not ‘in Hiaacter of Judge, but as a
Man.”° Kenyon’s protégée Thomas Erskine (1750-1823) wash@r notorious
figure, whose famous defences in court were regaiim numerous editions for an
awed public, heaping him with praise as ‘the fibsator of the British Bar**
Erskine’s oratory secured large damages for innablerwomen, solidifying the
idea that ‘if there was any case that more deseattedtion than another, it was that
which involved the consideration of an injury dane woman®*? Kenyon was
succeeded as Chief Justice by Edward Law, firsbB&ilenborough, who acted to
diminish the level of damages awarded in crim. @ases, which had been escalated
by his predecessor. As Ellenborough warned theduringStorey vs. Eagle

(1802), ‘in giving damages, the Jury should take cet utterly to ruin the

defendant?

Cases could even be brought by the parents ofiddils; when Cornelius
Far promised to marry Mary Atkins in 1732, he exedwa bond to her promising
that if he did not marry her within twelve monthg, would pay her £500. After
Mary’s death, her mother brought a suit againsh€lus to recover the money, and
won* Furthermore, when the plaintiff ifawes vs. Jonesas nonsuited for breach
of promise in 1796, her father was advised to barsgit for seduction inste&dIn
1814, jurors debated whether breach of promisescstsauld be available to the
fathers of disappointed women. The issue aroseg@hamberlain vs. Williamson,
Esq.,as Chamberlain’s daughter was ‘thrown upon alsék lost her reason, and
died’ after being deserted by John Williamson. Heath prevented her father from
suing for seduction, as she ‘did not live undergheental roof, and performed for
him no personal service.’ In response, he tookadutinistration for his daughter,

allowing him to sue for breach of promise. Thegedlirected that he should be

% Douglas Hay, ‘Kenyon, Lloyd, first Baron Kenyor7@2-1802) ODNB, online edition October
2009, accessed $Geptember 2011.

“OWorld and Fashionable Advertisetanuary % 1787, 4.

“1 Sketches of the characters of the Hon. Thomasr&sknd James Mingay, E{tjondon, 1794), p.
3.

“2Morning Post and Gazettedbecember 191801, 10354.

“3|bid., August 16" 1802, 10566.

4 25Eng. Rep1100.

** Sun,March 10" 1796, 1078.
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awarded ‘such damages as they would have givdretmtestate herself, had she
been alive to bring the actioff Chamberlain’s shift from a suit for seduction teo
for breach of promise demonstrates the intercoedeatature of the two actions,
which were later brought concurrently in cases aag3ettle vs. Crumbleholme
(1820).

The second part of this chapter analysis the natiutlee suit, including the
age, social status and gender balance of part@gr&y to Frost's speculation that
the class of people bringing actions in the eighiteeentury was higher than in the
seventeenth and nineteenth centuries, the mafrgyits were fought between
plaintiffs and defendants of the middling sort. Hwerage individual bringing a
breach of promise suit was inferior to memberdef‘leisured, landed elite —
esquires and above’ bringing crim. con. actionsyaléas many of the ‘well-to-do’
engaging in seduction actions after 176Ghe gentry are also under-represented in
breach of promise suits compared to canon-law matrial cases as a whole;
Joanne Bailey has found that out of 119 matrimarasks between 1660 and 1800,
41% of couples were of titled or gentry rank, 23%revrelatively high-status
manufacturers, shop owners, innkeepers or mastenens, and 17% were
professionals, often attorneys and clergyrifaBonversely, participants in breach of
promise cases remained steadfastly ‘middling’ thieonineteenth century, where
31% of suits were between two lower middle-classppes and 21.3% were between

a lower middle-class plaintiff and a middle-clas$ethdant?

When used by contemporaries, the ‘middling sortistiuted an
‘impressionistic’ social category used to denotegbe in the ‘middle’ of those of
higher rank with landed wealth, and others sucfoasneymen, servants and
labourers who lived off wages.” Nicholas Rogers &wagied that in the seventeenth
century, the group included ‘independent small poads in agriculture and
industry.” However by the eighteenth century su@nmwere largely classed as

labourers, and ‘middling’ men were large-scale farsrand manufacturers and

6 Times January 2%' 1814, 9125. One further action available to thkees of seduced women was
‘aggravated trespass’, when the seducer came teihento his property. Staves, ‘Seduced Maidens’,
p. 128.

“" Stone argues that seduction actions after 1766 \strictly confined to the well-to-do who could
afford to keep their daughters at hontegad to Divorcep. 83.

“8 Bailey, Unquiet Livesp. 13.

“9 Frost,Promises Broker. 189, note 3.
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merchants in charge of distribution. To these hisaden in ‘privileged urban
occupations’ such as merchants, tradesmen, suiaétstimpkeepers, and men in
medicine, law, teaching, the civil service and atreervices. In addition were

wealthier freeholders and tenant farm¥rs.

Records reveal that women bringing suits were eadjagrunning boarding
houses, grocers, confectioner’'s and chandler'sshapwvere the daughters of
shopkeepers, tobacconists, tradesmen, small-s@alafacturers and attorneys. The
plaintiff in Hayden vs. Walkgi1791) ran her own boarding house, while the plint
in Simpson vs. Burtofi793) was the daughter of a shopkeeper. Othangibg
suits inAndrews vs. Morriso(i1801) andGraves vs. Innocer§if803) were described
as the daughters of tradesmen. Women were ustefityed by the profession of
their fathers, who were frequently categorisednagdle rank.” TheMorning Post
described the parties Vaile vs. Vandykl821) as ‘persons moving in the middle
ranks of life; the Plaintiff lived in the house leér mother, and the Defendant, who
was sent from Demerara, in the West Indies, toegetfimself in a knowledge of the
commerce of this country® Members of the upper middling-sort were singletl-ou
in reports as ‘respectable’, ‘eminent’ or ‘masteadesmen. For example, the
plaintiff in King vs. Chancél822) was the daughter of a fancy dress-makeaand
‘respectable’ manufacturer, who may have had géptetensions. Other parties of
the lower middling-sort who did not occupy ‘highexalted situations of life’
nonetheless worked in reputable professions, ssitheaparties iunt vs. Smith
(1804), ‘a decent woman keeping a small shop’ asttbae cutter with two shops
who was ‘of her own rank and statiofi.Similarly in Simpson vs. Timperqa828),
‘The station of life in which the parties moved wa very elevated; but it was

respectable®

A small number of cases involved the gentry, intigdlesser esquires,
men of respectable lineage who had lost their estéte better class of professional
men, retired military officers, former merchantsgdahe like.** Only 14 out of 162

parties (8.6%) in Appendix Three were describeldegias ‘gentlemen’ or a

* Nicholas Rogers, ‘The Middling Sort in Eightee@@entury Politics’ in Barry and Brook3he
Middling Sort,pp. 160-1. Also see Chapter 1, pp. 48-9.

5. Morning PostFebruary ' 1821, 15565

%2 Times July 28" 1804, 6085.

%3 Morning PostMarch 1¢"1828, 17857.

** Hunt, Middling Sort,p. 17.
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‘gentleman’s daughter’, while only 7 men (4.3%)latlthemselves ‘Esquire.” Terms
such as ‘wealthy’, ‘of property’ and ‘of fortune’ase applied to 28 parties (17.3%).
Their fortunes ranged enormously from ‘small’ oroderate’ to ‘plentiful’ and
‘large.” Cases such &ourdernelle vs. Bamfyld819) were fought between a
respectable foreign woman and a gentleman worlsranaarmy surgeon, while
Peake vs. Wedgwodii826) was between a gentleman’s daughter and a man
possessing a large landed estate and collerieanAsual example of a case between
the upper strata of the landed gentriegds vs. Cooke and W(fs803) brought by

‘a young Gentleman of considerable property’ agdthe daughter of a Gentleman
of landed property.’” After they had drawn up a nae settlement and each party
had advanced £4,000liss Cadanell eloped over the border to Gretna Gtee
marry her new lover Mr. Cooke, Purser to an Eadial€ompany ship>

Nonetheless, the proportion of genteel participaras matched by the
number of labouring parties. These include tanrarser’'s daughters, women
working in milliners’ shops, mantuamakers and ddie®rvants® Newspaper
reports further categorised plaintiffs into ‘humbdemer’s daughters’ and
‘respectable farmer’s daughters’ to indicate thefative social statu¥.Reports in
1802 argued that their ‘humble situation in lifaosild not rule them out from
receiving large damages, as ‘the feelings of tialflest individual are not
wantonly and barbarously to be outraged...withawihg that individual a right to
appear to a Jury for a compensation adequate fojthg sustained>® TheMorning
Post and Gazetteerappeal may have been in response to comparatosely
damages received by labouring women in previouss;agith the domestic servant
in Smith vs. Taylo¢1791), the milliner inVilliams vs. Harding1793) and the
maidservant irstorey vs. Eagl€l802) each receiving only £50. The sum
represented between three and five times theiranncome, meaning that such
women only received ‘exemplary damages’ of seviewadred pounds in

‘aggravated’ cases involving pregnancy or the r@fo$ other suitors. While the

% Morning PostMarch 2% 1803, 10736.

* These were ‘the meer laboring people who depend tipeir hands’, described by Peter Earle
quotingReview: A Weekly Review of the Affairs of Frafic®9) inThe Making of the English
Middle Class: Business, Society and Family Lifeondon 1660-173QLondon, 1989), pp. 3-4.

*" For example the plaintiff iRabbitts vs. We$1824) was ‘humble’ whereas plaintiffs Forster vs.
Hoblin (1805) andCapper vs. Ortorf1825) were ‘respectablelimes,March 29' 1805, 6293, and
Morning PostMarch 229 1825, 16927.

%8 Morning Post and Gazetteekugust 16' 1802, 10566.
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mantuamaker itarris vs. Williamsor{(1793) received £200 as she had refused the
offers of two respectable tradesmen, the farmeaigytiter inForster vs. Hoblin

(1805) was awarded £400 after being deserted \philgnant? Courtships between
parties of unequal social status were rare, prorg@dditional questioning in court
over whether this was the cause of desertion. AsrEs Erskine asked the upwardly
mobile banker’s son Benjamin Barnard in 1792, ‘Yeere not ashamed, Sir, to
marry the daughter, though the mother was engagedde [as a milliner]?’ to

which he answered, ‘Certainly nSt”

In exceptional cases where suits were broughoiemen such as Earls
and Baronets, judges were reluctant to pry intadtails of their private lives. Calls
to shield the nobility’s relationships were notaqume to breach of promise actions,
with Mr. Garrow appealing in the crim. con. tridlRichard Bingham and Lady
Elizabeth Howard in 1730 for the nobility to ‘takeed to its own security’ by
letting ‘Affection and Prudence lead the way’ westecting a spougé The rare
examples of parties described as ‘noble’ in Apperidiree were the plaintiff in
Murray vs. Gale, Esq1794) and defendant Matchiff vs. Dixig1816). In the
former, a Baronet's daughter of ‘great beauty’ ammtomplishment’ sued a
gentleman of significant fortune for breach of preen Lord Chief Justice Kenyon
revealed that he ‘was sorry to have more of thewighhdrawn than was absolutely
necessary’ and was ‘sorry so much of it had beéindrawn already,’ as ‘such an
exhibition seldom presented itself in a Court oftihe.®?

Plaintiffs and defendants were expected to beaainaparable age, with the
London Chronicleexpressing doubt in 1790 that a twenty one-yeahattiseriously
courted a woman nearing forty who was ‘old enoumhe his mother®® Parties of a
similar age were essential for the success of @ edath the judge itHeyward vs.
Arnold (1796) ruling that ‘there ought not to be too grealisparity in the ages of
the parties.” Once again, the twenty-two year @téeddant had been courting a forty

% sun,May 2" 1793, 184 andimesMarch 29" 1805, 6293. An annual income of £50 was enough
‘to live a comfortable lower-middle-class life’ Javing a family to ‘eat well, employ a servant and
live comfortably’, EarleMaking of the English Middle Clags, 14.

% Trial for breach of promise of marriage, Miss Efea Palmer against Benjamin Barnard, Esq.
(London, 1792)p. 24.

®1 The Trial of the Hon. Richard Bingham, for Crim.rCevith Lady Elizabeth Howar@.ondon,
1794), p. 40.

%2 Sun,December 281794, 703.

%3 London ChronicleAugust 18-21% 1790, 5305.
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year old womari* More often, couples were drawn from the same agge, with an
absolute maximum of twenty years between the twbgsa such as a woman aged
thirty and a man aged fifty. Such a large gap wag possible when the man was
the elder party, due to the desirability of havanigeautiful younger wife who was
still able to bear children. The average age ahfifés in Appendix Three was
thirty-three, compared to the average defendard #gey-nine®® This figure is
increased by the presence of nine defendants #tedrfd over compared to only
three plaintiffs. Since 80% of defendants were rals reinforces our view of men

as the elder party during courtship.

The existence of twelve parties over forty reveladg breach of promise suits
were not confined to the young, as high mortaktigs meant that individuals often
remarried several times. Widows and widowers displatrong presence in
Appendix Three, with fourteen individuals takingithnew lovers to court. Cases
were brought by plaintiffs of a wide age-rangejudag one woman ‘in hegighty-
fifth year’ in 1797, and another nearing 70 in 1798owever, older women were
disadvantaged as both plaintiffs and defendantiggs argued that it was ‘not to be
endured, that a woman of full age, with ample tioredeliberation, should be
allowed thus to trifle with the feelings of a m&hThose bringing suits also had
their motives called into question, with Lord AiNey (1744-1804) explaining
duringVaughan vs. Aldridg€l801) that it was ‘unlike a connection of youthful
affection, where every future prospect in life ntiglke blasted, and the object so
deserted be left a sad memento of unrequited [§vehe Counsel for the Defendant
blasted Miss Vaughan as a fortune hunter, arginagit she was genuinely
distraught at the loss of her suitor, ‘[L]ike otltksappointed maidens, she would
have been found at the tomb of Capulet, lamenterddst Romeo...instead of which

% Sun May 14" 1796, 1134.

%5 Exact figures are 33.7 for plaintiffs and 39.68defendants. When a person was described as ‘20-
22'or '35-40’ the average figure was taken, whilese ‘nearly 18’ or ‘over 40’ were taken as 18 and
40 respectively to avoid speculation.

% True Briton,November 18 1797, 1528 and Decembé? £798, 1855. While twenty parties were
described as ‘young’, plus one ‘infant’, only fauere said to be ‘old’, plus one party of ‘maturer
age.’

" Morning PostMarch 2" 1803, 10736.

% Morning Post and Gazetteetune 18 1801, 10237The same sentiments were expressed in
Rabbitts vs. We$1824).
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he perceived she was snugly seated in the galfehedCourt, waiting with greedy

expectation the event of the verditt.’

Despite the precedent setHarrison vs. Cage and Wi{@698) that
‘marriage is as much advancement to a man asdatasvoman’, the proceedings of
eighteenth-century suits made it increasingly cieat this was no place for a m2n.
This raises the issue of how legal precepts addptedanging definitions of
heartbreak studied in the previous chapter. Thecggaf suits before 1774
demonstrates that it arose in this particular formesponse to changing social and
cultural mores (see Appendix Three). In all cagaasan was expected to have
sacrificed his livelihood in order to justify brimg a suit against a woman. This
meant that the women they sued had to be incredieglthy. In 1787, newspapers
reported that a Lieutenant of Marines was expeictesie a foreign Countess worth
over £16,000 after she convinced him to sell hist pod then deserted him.
Moreover in 1796, a button-manufacturer retiredrftoade in expectation of his
marriage to a widow about to inherit over £20,0080 such requirement existed
for women bringing breach of promise suits, wholddae even wealthier than the
parties they sued. The defendanBmown vs. Arnold1790) lived at the plaintiff's
expense for fifteen months, and was ‘a little emdmsed in his circumstances.’
Unfortunately for Mr. Arnold, his relative poverity no way prevented his landlady

Miss Brown from subsequently suing him for breatpromise.

% bid. Also cited in Chapter 5, p. 181.

087 Eng. Rep736.

" World and Fashionable Advertiselanuary % 1787, 4. Also see report 8haw[e] vs. Bakewhere
the plaintiff gave up his job as a distillery clénkorder to live independently as a gentleman,
Morning Post and Gazetteekugust 18' 1800, 9966.

2| ondon ChronicleAugust 14' 1790, 5305.
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Table 1 — Proportion of men and women bringing breeh of promise
suits between 1730 and 1830, as sampled in Appengix

Eighteenth-century breach of promise suits weraidated by women, as
illustrated in Table One. Out of 81 cases studiedppendix Three, 64 suits were
brought by women (80.0%) compared to only 16 daitsight by men (20.0%).
Men’s under-representation was replicated in mamial suits in the church courts,
where they initiated 30% of suits for separati@stitution of conjugal rights,
annulment and jacitation between 1660 and 18@0ost, Steinbach and Lettmaier
have found that the number of men suing for bredgromise dropped remarkably
over the nineteenth and early twentieth centufiibs. later the period of study
finishes, the further men’s participation fallsppping to 8% between 1780 and
1920, and 3.7% between 1800 and 184Dhe low number of men bringing
eighteenth-century suits suggests that Frost’sraegi that men ‘were quite as
willing to bring actions as women’ is hugely miskésy.”> However while they were
unlikelyto bring suits in 1730, this became almasthinkableby the end of our

period. This makes eighteenth-century suits unfquallowing marginally greater

8 Chamberlain vs. Williamson, Es({.813) is excluded from this figure as the case thadirst to be
brought by a girl's father. See Baildynquiet Livesp. 14.

" Steinbach, ‘Promises, Promises’, p. 210 and Lé#mBroken Engagementg, 27,

> Frost,Promises Brokem. 16.
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numbers of men to participate, witnessing theirdaecline as the century

progressed.

While men were less likely to bring suits, theyravalso less likely to win, as
displayed in Table Two. While 84.4% of women brirggsuits won, this fell to just
47.1% of mer!® Only three men and three women lost their catEspite male
plaintiffs being outnumbered by four to one. Mariyheese male ‘victors’ were
subsequently awarded embarrassing damages.afr ILf. They were also more than
twice as likely as women to be nonsuited or hae& ttases adjourned, settled or
withdrawn. These figures again undermine Frosgsiarent that early suits were
‘not biased in favour of one sex or the other.” Bihreless, almost half of men did
manage to win their cases between 1730 and 18&&fyra which falls to only 28%
in Steinbach’s study of the period from 1780 to92These figures demonstrate
how men gradually brought fewer suits over timspatinning them less frequently.

90

80

70

60

50

40

Percentage of cases

30

20

Won Lost Other Unknown
= Men 47.1 17.6 294 5.9
= Women 84.4 4.7 10.9 0

Table 2 — Percentage of men and women winning breaof promise suits
between 1730 and 1830, as sampled in Appendix 3

"6 Atcheson vs. Bakevas counted twice as the plaintiff was first noteibefore winning on the
retrial. The term ‘Other’ includes cases which wadgpourned, referred to arbitration, sent for a
retrial, nonsuited, settled or had a juror withdnaw

" Steinbachep. cit.,p. 214.
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From the 1790s, romantic hurt was presented int @sua uniquely female
grievance, and was used by counsels to convin@sjtitat women were seeking
redress for emotional distress rather than grdéxk shift demonstrates how the law
gradually evolved to accommodate the changing wtaledings of heartbreak which
emerged at mid-century. Female plaintiffs were seesuffer as their affections
were ‘deeply engaged’ by dishonourable men, cauki@gvomen attending court to
express their ‘feelings of tenderness and pitythyng over the maiden’s pligh.
Lawyers representing female plaintiffs were caréfuhvoke all of the hallmarks of
the ‘seduced maiden’, emphasising their clientigdicity, trustfulness, and

affectionate natur&

The archetypal woman bringing a breach of promisewas also expected to
be physically attractive. This reflected argumentnoral essays that the ideal wife
should be beautiful, as ‘the object which is alwhgfore the eye, should not be
disagreeable® It manifested itself in breach of promise and stidu trials where
lawyers emphasised women'’s ‘great beauty’, ‘persbeauty’, ‘extreme beauty’
and ‘great personal attraction’ to aggravate mamangdoing. For example the
plaintiff in Wilson vs. Powditcfi1799) was reported to be ‘beautiful’, while the
plaintiff in Hulme vs. Warbrick1809) was described as a ‘young’ woman ‘of great
personal attractiorf* Accounts of women’s beauty increased the likelthtdwat men
would want to debauch them, for ‘nobody would wanseduce an ugly girf? The
destruction of a woman'’s beauty necessarily Idnigber damages; the plaintiff in
Belchier vs. Thompsdi799) ‘had been remarkably handsome, though haartpe
was now impaired through distress and afflictiomafd’, prompting the jury to

award the generous sum of £480.

Miss Belchier was further afflicted as ‘[t]his theatment had materially

affected her health and spirit§. The same dialogue was repeated in numerous suits

"®World and Fashionable Advertisavarch 3d" 1787, 77, an@elchier vs. Thompsdn Lloyd's
Evening PostiMay 15" 1799, 6509.

" Staves, ‘Seduced Maidens’, p. 118.

8 The other two qualities were her fortune and faniiissay IXI, ‘The Choice of a Partner for Life’
in Moral essays, chiefly collected from different auw#i{Liverpool, 1796), Vol. Il, p. 22.

8 Oracle and Daily AdvertisefDecember 261799, 22173 and@limes,August 28' 1809, 7760.

8 Stavespp. cit.,Hulme vs. Warbrick1809) inThe Lancaster Gazett8eptember®1809, 430.

8 Belchier vs. Thompson, op. cit.

# bid.
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such agChapman vs. Sha{®790),Marcom vs. Edga(1794),Tyley vs. Deerhurst
(1796),Wilson vs. Powditclil799),Beattie vs. Pearsof1820) and/Nait vs. Aspinall
(1824) where women were presented as having aneinthe nervous disposition,
causing them to fall into a mental disorder aftexiit desertion. These directly
parallel women'’s descriptions of mental agitatinrtie previous chapté?.
Witnesses deposed that romantic disappointmentéased plaintiffs acute mental
strain, in an attempt to prove aggravated circunt&s and secure higher damages.
In the case brought against William Chapman byabéth Shaw in 1790, the

plaintiff's mother emphasised the mental disordrrsed by her abandonment:

[S]he was out of her min&he kept her bed, and never sleptsieven days.
She was ill twice; and this illness was manifesttgasioned by Mr. Shaw’s
breaking off his visits...My daughter’s illness wast a sore throat, nor fever:
her’s[sic] was a disorder of the mind. She was out of heresetvgo

months®

Miss Marcom also won her case against the apothé&oarereux Edgar in 1794
after proving that her ‘*health and peace of mind $affered’ after being deprived of
matrimony®’ These discourses first emerged in breach of pegiiits in the early
1790s, far earlier than previously suggested byhéans. They reflect prevailing
beliefs about women'’s beauty, fragility, nervousnasd mental instability, situating
these suits firmly within contemporary notions aimanhood. Nancy Cott has also
traced the ideology of female ‘passionlessnesk bathe 1790s, situating it within
the Evangelical emphasis upon women'’s virtuousreand lack of carnal
motivation®® A related change took place in church court cas#se second half of
the eighteenth century, where men found it lessleito claim abuse at the hands of

% See Chapter 6, pp. 211-18.

8 Miss Elizabeth Chapman, against William Shppz, 11-12.

8 Oracle and Public AdvertiseAugust 28' 1794, 18782. A similar account of women’s mental
instability appeared five years laterWilson vs. Powditcfi1799), where ‘As soon as the Plaintiff
heard of his perfidy and cruelty, the effect itgmoed upon her was instantaneous; her
disappointment, and the insult offered to her fegdi threw her into a paroxysm of phrenzy and
distraction, which she only recovered to fall iatgtate of despondency and affliction, by which her
health became daily impaired.” As a consequencss Miilson was awarded £500 in damages,
despite her suitor claiming to be worth no morentB&800.Oracle and Daily AdvertiseDecember
20" 1799, 22173.

8 Nancy Cott, ‘Passionlessness: An Interpretatiovioforian Sexual Ideology, 1790-185®igns,
Vol. 4, No. 2 (Winter, 1978), pp. 219-36.



250

their wives, who were ‘recast as the “gentler sexfierently weak, naturally

virtuous and sexually passive.’ In turn, men wemefined as sexual predat8ts.

The role of men in breach of promise cases thobk/ed simultaneously with
the redefinition of female identity. Lawyers frohret1790s onwards increasingly
characterised men as overly amorous due to thheimgpassions, like the suicidal
men studied in Chapter Six. Young men were padrtyht risk as they had not
developed suitable ‘discretion’ and the abilityntake prudent judgemert$The
‘very young’ tradesman sued Williams vs. Harding1793) was said to be ‘in the
hey-day of blood, and likely to be suddenly pres@ilipon to make promise of
marriagegsic] in the moment of amorous passion; but which cooldoe supposed
he would keep when reason and deliberation returtiéithe judge painted a similar

picture of men’s impulsive and imprudent natureiryMurray vs. Galg1793):

It did not very unfrequently happen...that youngwr@efore they had arrived
at the years of discretion, before they had emantetthemselves from the
parental affection, had been driven from the img@uistheir passions, to
make imprudent promises with regard to the sulgéotarriage...the Law
must consider them as responsible for the breashaf a promise, yet he
should be ashamed of himself under such circumesane call for heavy

damage$?

While contending that young men should be ‘asharf@dieserting their lovers,
breach of promise suits provided a way for menrtaget their reputation and
excuse their ungallant behaviour by paying damé&mgesotect a woman'’s virtue.
The damages provided some form of compensatiorotoem whose future
prospects for marriage may have been significatdipaged? Thomas Erskine

connected the issue to the culture of sensibiityalmer vs. Barnar@1792),

8 Bailey, Unquiet Livespp. 112, 129-31.

% For the legacy of Galenism and how men’s driermieions and leaner bodies increased the
likelihood of displays of courage and anger, seap@dr 5, pp. 170-2, and Chapter 6, pp. 214-5.

%! True Briton,March 18" 1793, 66.

°2Sun December 281794, 703. For a further example &sge vs. Mont, Morning Chroniclauly

13" 1813, 14412,

% For the relationship between male reputation aotahtonduct see Dabhoiwala, ‘The Construction
of Honour, Reputation and Status in Late Seventeemtd Early Eighteenth-Century England’,
Transactions of the Royal Historical SociéBixth Series) (1996), 6, p. 204.
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praising the jury as ‘gentlemen of honour’ and ianplg them to ‘excite your

sensibility’ in comprehending Elizabeth’s I0%s.

Changes in the nature of the action were hastepetnotional shifts as well
as the redefinition of gender roles. The decreasargcipation and success of male
plaintiffs can be attributed to the fact that casethe early 1800s came to rely more
upon demonstrating the hdetelingsof spurned lovers. Although Staves has argued
that breach of promise, seduction and trespassnactiach involved the
demonstration of ‘wounded feelings’ rather than@ymout of pocket losses,’ it was
not until the early nineteenth century that thisgrocame to dominate suits. Earlier
cases such asolt vs. Ward1730) did not once mention the plaintiff's injured
feelings, focusing on whether or not the defendaadie an explicit promise of
marriage. When a retrial éftcheson vs. Bakavas granted in 1797, the court was
clear that the action ‘was not brought for the lokany affection’, but solely
concerned whether Mrs. Baker had reneged uponrberige to marry James
Atcheson within a specific tim8.However, just three years laterShaw[e] vs.
Baker(1800), ‘the injury done to individuals by the bchaof a marriage contract
consisted in the disappointment of expected hagpirtee violation of their
feelings.?® By the time the disappointed suitor Mr. Leedsrafited to bring a case
against his sweetheart and her new husband Mr. €iook803, the case had come
to centre upon the plaintiff's hurt feelings, whiclevitably weighted proceedings in
the favour of women. As Thomas Erskine admittednduhis case for Mr. Leeds, ‘I
do not mean to contend that when a man is thuswatand disappointed, he
suffers the like disparagement as when it happeasiemale®’ During the trial,

Lord Ellenborough explained the importance of tlenpiff's ‘feelings’ to the jury:

There might be cases where even a man was erittkethrge compensation

in damages for a breach of promise of marriagellloases of this sort, the

% Eleanor Palmer against Benjamin Barnam,8.

% Evening MailMay 3° 1797 (no issue number available). UnfortunateigsMBaker failed to learn
from her mistakes, and was sued again by a disilderk called Johnny Shaw in 1800. He was
nonsuited and she agreed to resume their relafprséfore leaving him standing at the aisle in
Battersea Church for four hours and deserting hjairaOracle and Daily AdvertiseAugust 1§’

1800, 822 369.

% |t was not ‘at all necessary to prove any spediimages, or even to shew that any pecuniary loss
whatever had been sustainedorning Post and Gazettegkugust 18' 1800, 9966. Also see Staves,
‘Seduced Maidens’, p. 129.

" Morning PostMarch 2" 1803, 10736.
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Jury would consider the injury done to the feelin§the party complaining
were themselves indifferent to the event, or exggdgladness at their

escape, the smallest compensation was suffitient.

Despite his assertion that ‘even a man’ was thealgt entitled to compensation,
men were never able to demonstrate the same erabhiort described by women
bringing suits, as they were not seen to suffestme turmoil as women when a
relationship ende® Thus while divorce, custody and crim. con. actifavoured

‘the already-propertied husbands’, breach of premargions provide a rare example
of the courts favouring woméf°

Lord Ellenborough’s direction for juries to focos ‘the injury done to the
feelings’ provides a stark contrast to petitionsdivorce on grounds of cruelty*
As Thomas Dixon has argued, parliamentary divobee®d on cruelty required
expected or actual injury to ‘life, limb, or healtm contrast, the feelings of
plaintiffs were marginalised, following Lord Stowsloft-cited ruling inEvans vs.
Evans(1790)that ‘What merely wounds the mental feelings ifeiw cases to be
admitted, where it is not accompanied with bodiyry, either actual or
menaced? Exceptions were only occasionally made in latsesasuch aelly vs.
Kelly (1869) where the petitioner invoked medical evigeattributing nervous
disorders to their spouse’s psychological cruEfyBreach of promise cases in the
early decades of the nineteenth century were thexeit odds with related
matrimonial suits in their prioritising of litigasitfeelings. Judges presiding over
breach of promise cases after 1800 repeatedlyteasikat their key concern was the

‘violation’ of a plaintiff's ‘feelings’, that ‘feeings’ were not ‘wantonly and

% Ibid.

% The final example of a man arguing for the ematlatistress caused by courtship wa&anster

vs. Mellish(1802), where Mr. Forster’s ‘health and peace afdrhiad been deeply affected’ and
failure of the relationship had ‘thrown him intstate of despondency, from which he knew now how
to extricate himselfMorning Post and Gazettedfebruary 2% 1802, 10418. The ultimate example
of female distress is provided biulme vs. Warbrickwhere Serjeant Cockell described how the case
‘froze his blood with horror’ and the plaintiff ‘vgan Court during the whole trial, and shed tears
abundantly while the Learned Serjeant was readiedetters’ Times August 2&' 1809, 7760.

190 K omisaruk, ‘Privatization of Pleasure’, p. 41.

101 Morning PostMarch 2 1803, 10736.

192 Evans vs. Evand 790)cited in Dixon, “My Situation Does Not Allow Me Tmdulge Feelings:”
Emotions in the Divorce Court, 1790-1913’, presdraethe conference ‘Emotions, Medicine and the
Law’ at Queen Mary, University of London, 1April 2009. Reproduced as ‘Feelings, Health, and
Cruelty in 19th-Century Divorce Cases’"Blay 2013,
http://emotionsblog.history.gmul.ac.uk/?p=2388

193] pid.
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barbarously to be outraged’ and that no individinduld be permitted to ‘trifle with

the feelings’ of anothef’*

Damages were awarded based on injury to the gfameputation and their
altered situation in life. Frost estimates thatdkierage award in eighteenth-century
cases was £500, with Steinbach raising this to APbetween 1780 and 1868.
While Frost’s figure is based on a negligible numifecases, Steinbach’s seems
significantly inflated by cases later in the niregtdh century. Of the eighty-one suits
studied in this chapter, sixty-four record the dgesaordered when settled or ruled
for the plaintiff. These suits reveal average daesanf £554.33 (£554468d.)
between 1730 and 1830. Three defendants were aleced to pay legal costs, and
one child maintenanc@® However this sum should not be taken as repreestas
it is increased by exceptionally high awards of88,inAtcheson vs. Bakét796-

7) and £5,000 iBishop vs. Robinsofi810) andBeattie vs. Pearsofi820). A more
reliable picture is provided by Table Three, whildmonstrates that the
overwhelming majority of damages were less tharO£&4h sums of £50, £100 and
£140 regularly being awarded. These would haveesgmted a significant sum for
most middling people, who had incomes of betwedh&td £2,000 per year, mostly
concentrated between £80 and £150Higher damages of between £750 and
£1,000 were only marginally more likely than deryssums of less than a pound,
including awards for %.in 1803 and 1. in 1832.Graves vs. Innoceri803)

provides an example of a case with typical damaagewshilst Lord Ellenborough
recognised that a promise of marriage had beerchedathere were ‘no
circumstances of aggravation...She had not beemidetted in her circumstances,
nor degraded in her character. Nor had there bes public exhibition of her
mortification.” Since it was only known to one aérracquaintances, she was
awarded the average sum of £280udges’ continual reminders to ‘not utterly to
ruin to defendant’ and to respect their ‘situatioiife’ presents a marked contrast to

194 Morning Post and Gazetteekugust 18' 1800, 9966, August 161802, 10566 antflorning Post,
March 2 1803, 10736.

195 Frost,Promises Brokem. 16 and Steinbach, ‘Promises, Promises’, p. 212.

1% These cases aBzhreiber vs. Frazgl780),Montgomery vs. Evar(¢805) and=orrester vs.
Lyons(1808). The anonymous fifth case in Appendix THE&7) was not included in these
calculations as the damages awarded to the pfaiveie not recorded in reports of the case.

197 Hunt, Middling Sort,p. 15.

1% Morning PostFebruary 21 1803, 10728.
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damages in crim. con. trials, where juries didgartcern themselves with the

capacity of the defendant to p&Y.

35

30

25

20

15

Number of cases

10

»£1 | £1- |[£250-|£500-|£750-|£1,00|£1,25|£1,50 | £1,75 | £2,00
250 | 500 | 750 [1,000| o0- 0- 0- 0- o+
1,250 1,500 1,750 2,000

Table 3 — Frequency of damages awarded in breach pfomise trials
between 1730 and 1830, as sampled in Appendix 3.

However, when it could be proven that a man wéibetely callous the
jury could be more unforgiving. DurirBeattie vs. Pearsof1820), the silk
manufacturer Samuel Pearson was charged with desartvoman and leaving her
on the brink of insanity. He went on to behavedisimilar manner towards another
Lady’, boasting that he could ‘win any woman'’s liearthin one month. The jury
were outraged, and ‘convicted his folly’ by forcihgn to pay an enormous £5,000
damages, which only happened twice within the saraptases in Appendix
Three® The damages were justified as Pearson was ‘aegeaitl of great opulence,
at the head of an extensive silk manufactory’, estjgg that he was able to afford

%9 Morning Post and Gazettedbecember 12 1801, 10354, Ston&oad to Divorcep. 90. For a
similar formulation see report ®¥ilson vs. Powditchn Oracle and Daily AdvertiseDecember 28
1799, 22173.

19Morning PostSeptember®1820, 15439. The defendantsHishop vs. Robinsof1810)and
Beattie vs. Pearsof1820)were both ordered to pay £5,000, while the femafertlant irAtcheson
vs. Bake(1796-7) was ordered to pay £4,000. However newapagports reveal that she never
parted with the sum, privately agreeing to pay Mcheson an annuity of £200 per year. See
Morning Post and Gazetteekugust 18' 1800, 9966.
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such a sum** Exceptional amounts worth over a year's wages wahgcharged in
aggravated cases; other defendantdagden vs. Walkgl791) andStorey vs. Eagle
(1802) were charged two and a half and one momthtges respectively. This
compares to the defendantAndrews vs. Morriso(i1801) who purchased a gold
ring, a wedding license and furniture for the naritome before deserting his bride,

justifying the inflated fine of sixteen months wag&

Lawyers such as Mr. Topping of the Lancaster Assidaimed to perceive
geographical variations in the amounts awardedjimaggduringSettle vs.
Crumbleholm&1818) that ‘Lancashire juries were famed for sgttho bounds to
damages, in all cases that had any tendency okitids**® By ‘this kind’ he meant
aggravated cases where the plaintiff had becongnpre before being deserted by
her faithless suitor. He had enjoyed some degreelebrity after winning £7,000
damages for the plaintiff i@rford vs. Colg1818), who was from a ‘well-known
and respected’ family. The case becancawse de célebrand ladies ‘braved every
danger’ to gain admittance to the crowded 2,00@eseaurt*'* However, detailed
study of the damages awarded suggests that reg@esiales conformed to the
precedent set by the King’s Bench, where most aswarte for less than £250.
Nominal amounts of £100 and £10 were regularly degin cases such B&d vs.
Coupland(1818) andbuckworth vs. Johnsofi824) at the Lancaster Assizes which
did not feature aggravating circumstant8dvr. Topping was no doubt encouraged
to make such an assertion to cement his growingtaépn as the guardian of female
virtue and chastity, which had become the defiri@gagures of the suit in the early

decades of the nineteenth century.

1 Trewman’s Exeter Flying Post or Plymouth and Cdmsivertiser 14" September 1820, 2870.
TheFlying Postreported the damages to be £4,000 compared to&8@0rded in th&lorning Post.
His manufactory must have been making incredibdditsrto make the payment of such an amount
possible, which represented about twenty yeargiiegs for a clergyman in 1827. Figure from
Jeffrey G. Williamson, Appendix Table 1 in ‘Earnmpequality in Nineteenth-Century BritaiThe
Journal of Economic History/ol. 40, No. 3 (September, 1980), p. 474.

12 Far from growing steadily throughout the long éégimth century, the damages awarded only
show a minor increase between 1730 and 1830. Baothiamages remained the exception rather
than the rule, only exceeding £3,00Ccases such d&illon vs. Vandeleu(1814) andBeattie vs.
Pearson(1820).

13| ancaster Gazett&eptember %1818, 899.

14 The Derby MercuryApril 9™ 1818, 4483Liverpool Mercury April 10" 1818, 355.

5The Lancaster Gazettapril 6 1816, 773.
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The nature of the suit evolved betweet730 and 1830, as it drifted away
from the principle established Holcroft vs. Dickensofil672-3) that romantic
abandonment caused a temporal {383 his remained the central tenet of cases such
asHayden vs. Walkdi1791) where the defendant had agreed to settle@ 886n the
plaintiff, causing her to lose a significant amoahmoney after her desertion.
Losses could also be sustained by refusing othrspas inPalmer vs. Barnard
(1792),Harris vs. Williamsor{(1793) andViurray vs. Gale, EsL794). However, in
the early years of the nineteenth century, casearbe less about remunerating
actual financial loss and more about compensatimmewn for their damaged virtue.
The change represented a natural progression frerarherging emphasis in the
1790s upon women'’s affectionate nature, beautynemebus disposition. Feminine
virtue became further entrenched within the suthmearly nineteenth century, as
women were first compared to domestic ‘angels’ myAndrews vs. Morrisom
1801. As Thomas Erskine argued, ‘Let her be asthiebas an angel, and as
accomplished as possible, she never could appedieasas before she became the
object of such an insult?” This was a subtle change rather than an abruipt shi
while heartbreak was initially redefined in sociasya whole from the mid-1750s, it
became reflected in a legal context in the 17%2g]jihg to the legal entrenchment of

the virtuous domesticated woman in the 1800s.

The final section of this chapter moves on torttaerial dimensions of
breach of promise suits, which were crucial in s@gua victory in court. While the
courting couples studied in Chapter Two exchangearaucopia of gifts, only a
select few were produced as evidence during brefplomise trials. These
represent the items which plaintiffs believed unegeally demonstrated that they
were on the brink of matrimony. The four items whwere uniformly produced by
plaintiffs were love letters, wedding licences, died) clothes, and furniture for the

marital home.

1% The case held that ‘the woman is preferred by imger and the loss of marriage hath always been
reputed a damage,’ &ng. Rep70.
1" Morning Post and GazetteeDecember 121801, 10354.
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Among these items, the love letter was undoubttdiymost important, used
as proof in 31 out of 81 cases in Appendix Thre&3%)*® The supremacy of the
love letter in court is unsurprising given the argunts in Chapters Three and Six of
this thesis that the exchange of letters signiéiédrthcoming engagemeHt Isaac
Cruikshank’s etching new Chancery suit removed to the Scotch bar semo
legitimatesfrom 1819 (Fig. 51) depicts the celebrated bredgramise lawyer Lord
Thomas Erskine marrying Sarah Buck at Gretna Grdele disguised as a woman.
On the wall before them are ‘Rings to fit all Hah@®nfirming the symbolism of
rings as the central emblem of the married colfjIErskine holds a piece of paper
in his hand that reads ‘Breach of Promise.” Howéeers not alarmed by his
sweetheart running down the hill to interrupt tleeecnony: ‘she may do her worst
since | have got my Letters back.’ In turn, she<fOh Stop Stop Stop, false Man, |
will yet seek redress tho you have got back yotierde.” The etching demonstrates
how love letters were the central means of proaftiesting to a serious relationship

in court.

Q2 Tiew ()J’Jf.r-;*'ﬂ'ﬂ.;g,f aleebt remmeeet ta the

Fig. 51 — Isaac Cruikshank A new Chancery suit removed to the Scotch
bar or more legitimated,ondon, 1819, hand-coloured etching, 24.8 x
35.1cm, British Museum, London, AN88074001, © TherUistees of the
British Museum.

18| eeds vs. Cook[e] and Wif&803) was discounted as the case relied uponea &=int after the
desertion, as waShannon vs. Brandqi818) where the letter was a formal note usinglleg
language, rather than a love letter. Sning PostMarch 2% 1803, 10736 and June29818,
14802.

19 5ee Chapter 3, pp. 91-2, 108-9, 121 and Chapfmr.&24-5.

120 5ee Chapter 2, pp. 74-6.
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Nonetheless, when letters did not survive, doroasglivants such as porters,
chambermaids and charwomen could be interrogatem\alsether a correspondence
was taking place. Such witnesses were asked whigth@laintiff had ‘received any
directed to her, from whom, by whom, and whetherIsbard them read’, and even
whether she gave her ‘the liberty of perusing théfht 1730, a porter hired by the

gentleman Knox Ward deposed that he was employed:

[l]n carrying letters frequently to the Plaintifflrs. Sarah Holt, for which he
was handsomely rewarded when he returned with awAnto the
Defendant, his good Master; but that he did nowkndat they contained, or
what the Substance of them was, for that as heowigsa hired Porter, his
Business was only to carry the Letters, and brexcklihe Gentlewoman’s
Answers whenever she sent any...he could not baicers to the particular
Number, because he carry’d a great many, but vieeligves them to be
above two hundretf?

The frequency of exchanges between Knox and Saaalsignificant, as the ‘great
many’ letters they sent and received acted as auneaf their passion. The content
of love letters provided further proof of theirentions and the implied contract
between the couple, with the counsel for the pifdimt Chapman vs. Shaw, Esq.
(1790) attesting that “You will find by his letterand by the evidence of a great
number of persons, it seemed impossible for hienjoy any happiness in this
world without marrying her'?® In other cases, the businesslike style of letters
undermined the plaintiff's case, as they ‘containedexpressions of love’,

prompting the court to rule for the defend&t.

At the turn of the nineteenth century, newspapersame increasingly
willing to reprint a couple’s love letters in fucandalously revealing the intimate
details of their relationship to a fascinated peiblihis was the fate of the parties in
Forster vs. Mellis{1802) where the Counsel for the Plaintiff ‘read@mmense

number of the Plaintiff's love letters in suppofthis reasonings’, which were

121 A Collection of remarkable cases, for the instroitof both sexes, in the business of love and
gallantry (London, 1730), p. 17.

122 Tryal between Mrs. Sarah Holt, and Knox Ward5.

123 Elizabeth Chapman, against William Shaw?.

124 Brown vs. Arnold1790),London Chronicle19"-21% August 1790, 5305.
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published as a pamphlet the same y&dFhe popularity of the pamphlet is
demonstrated by the fact that it had already ruhree editions in three months,
despite its costly price of five shillings (Fig® &nd 53)?° The price was
astronomically expensive compared to crim. conesasiblished during the same
period, which were half the cost at.Bd. for a single trial pamphlét’ A similar
fate was suffered by the partiesStorey vs. Eagl€l802) andCompton vs.
Winkworth(1820), who had extracts from their letters pui#i$ ‘As a specimen of
their style.*?® The letters granted readers a teasing glimpsetieiorelationship,
demonstrating public clamouring for every salacidetail of cases in the early

nineteenth century.

- o e an e

- —— Mr. FORSTER and Miss MELLISH, :

MT53 MELITSH AND MR, VORSTER. HE TRIAL at LARGE, for BREACH of

e ye ‘aafea Days will be published, T PROMISE of MARRIAGE, FORS (IR ?

HE PROCEEDINGS ar LARGE, in the ?L::‘!Lrl.t.'\'u,i in the Court of King s Beuch, cantaiming the

A COURTofRING's BENCH, FORSTER v, MEL. Do a0, Takenia Shon sy, prosel ia Bvidciny, de:
LI1SH, for BREACH of PROMISE of MARRIAGE, By GEORGE PARQUIARSON, Esq.

eoRtaiEng the '5'-:;!:?,:"'1. both Parties, which appearsd in | | o Migths ey A A T

" TAKUNIN SHORT ITAND. Ty o o Eoaag. B el

sed for I Kiaeway, York-srreet, St Yames's-square, Printed for J. Ridgway, York-strect, St Jusnes'seser e

I ihz Alost Nuble the Marguis of amd '“‘P'b'h“'l“f“f]“%"“‘“i“'”- Also, : '

Lo 1T
ad the Kight Honourable Lady Mary Anne m;:“ T;’,‘;‘ﬁ;;{;’:..ﬁ"}':;& ?lr'iu?\‘,;-c ;2‘,.’1“1'. i:lﬂfm;m
i 1Ay el are

Koo il the i > 73 Sy
ey Lfrl ¢ |. l.h'- Tl’l-ﬂ-]._qﬂﬁl a ‘{'l:_ldu'_ltur)' Preface, original, and the rest s=leted from the best Authoraof all
turt, Eag. ML P, Third Edition, 5s. (.-:umes. By James Bannantine, Esq. 3 vols. price 3».

Figs. 52 and 53 — Adverts for a pamphlet reproducig the trial of Forster
vs. Mellish third edition, 1% March 1802 and 18 March 1802,Morning
Post and GazetteeBritish Newspaper Database.

The Hardwicke Marriage Act meant that couples wanto be married
required either a licence or the calling of bannmgtoee consecutive Sundays in their
local parish. Licences would only be granted if ohéhe parties had resided in the
parish for at least four weeks, but once granteds#rvice could take place
immediately*?° Licences were regularly used as proof that a @welre about to
marry, setting common law cases apart from chuotitcases before 1754, as

licences were not previously required to excharmesper verba de praesenin

125 Morning Chronicle February 25 1802, 10224.

126 Morning Post and Gazetteavlarch ' 1802, 10421.

127 K omisaruk, ‘Privatization of Pleasure’, p. 43.

128 The Lancaster Gazette and General Advertidanuary 8 1820, 969.

129 This was not a wholesale change, as banns hadrégeined since at least the twelfth century and
licenses had been introduced in the sixteenth. &\th# Act forbade granting a license in a parish
where parties did not live, there were no sanctfonsloing so, although surrogates had to give £100
security ‘for the proper performance of their officFurthermore although marriages were void in the
absence of a license, there were no requiremesits thad to be properly obtained. See Probert,
Marriage Law and Practicey. 222-4, 232-3.
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the temporal courts, licences were used to proveimity to marriage by plaintiffs

in Andrews vs. Morrisofil801),Barr[y] vs. Dixon(1813) andDuckworth vs.
Johnson(1828). Licences would usually have been obtainechén, and presented
to women as tangible proof of their intention torngan the coming weeks. During
Andrews vs. Morrisoim 1801, Thomas Erskine described how Mr. Morrison
‘sanctioned his engagement by obtaining a licerma the Ecclesiastical Court: he
presented her with the licence, and left it in p@ssession.” After changing his
mind, he sent the beadle of the parish to retrigand ‘foolishly supposed, as he
had got the licence, there was an end of the attritiidhe defendant’s scheming saw
him fined over a year’s wages, as the licence detnated that the couple had

‘looked upon each other as bound indissolubly toget=°

As the cost and spectacle of weddings began to grdhe early nineteenth
century, plaintiffs put increasing emphasis upagpgrations for their nuptials.
Eighteenth-century brides would not have expeatasidar their dresses for a single
occasion, and those on a limited budget would kewa their ‘best’ outfits for the
ceremony-*' However by the early nineteenth century, weddiregses had become
the focal point of the event, marking the apogeeooimitment in breach of promise
trials. The first use of a wedding gown to proveoaple’s commitment was in 1802,
where Esther Mellish gave her suitor a warranttfraey ‘to sell out 300. for the
purpose of buying the marriage cloth&.In the following years they acquired an
increasingly central place in breach of promisggriThe ultimate insult was to
purchase wedding clothes only to be forced to natiegthem into your everyday
wardrobe, with the disappointed brideGooper vs. Everto(il817) describing how
‘| did buy wedding clothes, but | have now begumwear them**3 The purchase of
‘wedding habiliments’ was especially scandalousmitie men concerned were

134 steinbach has

already married, such as the defendawait vs. Aspinal(1824)
argued that preparations for a wedding compellgtdridamages between 1780 and

1920 as it was expensive to purchase items sudteases and bride-cake, whilst the

%0 phrase used to describe the marriage contracnduavby parties iffrench vs. Keoghil813) at
the King’s Bench DublinMorning PostJuly 26" 1813, 13265.

131 Edwina EhrmanThe Wedding Dress: 300 Years of Bridal Fashi@msidon, 2011), pp. 22-95.
132 Morning Chronicle February 25 1802, 10224.

1% Times August 4" 1817, 10215.

% The Bury and Norwich PosBeptember 1%1824, 2203.
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cancelling of the ceremony added to the bride’sihiation.** The cases studied
here demonstrate how the production of weddinghelhad become a central
component of cases after 1802, as they unmistakivhonstrated a couple’s
intention to marry. However, these items lost tipeitency after a number of years,
with the plaintiff inDuckworth vs. Johnsaf1828) only awarded £10 despite
choosing her bridesmaids and planning to marrynghe day. The meagre sum was
justified as Duckworth had waited three years toda suit, suggesting that she
‘had not considered herself very grievously injuré§

The purchase of furniture was also interpreteclea evidence of proximity
to marriage. Amanda Vickery has argued that betdtouples only weeks or days
from marriage used the later stages of courtshgpp@geteway to ‘setting up home.’
The process involved purchasing domestic goodsrtodgh a new abode, signifying
that a couple was on the ‘threshold of matrimariiyWhile women were expected to
take the lead in selecting goods to demonstraie dbenestic skill, certain men
purchased items for the home as a romantic gestui801, the defendant in
Andrews vs. Morrisoaggravated his breach of promise by inviting thddis
mother ‘to look at the house he had taken, andutméture he had purchased for his
intended bride’, before leaving her for another vaot® The defendant iGraves
vs. Innocent(1803) made similar plans for the marital homiteedeserting his
bride, and ‘During several visits he talked of #fterations he intended making in
his house, and of the cloaths he wished to be psathfor his bride, for he said, he
wished to pay every respect and attentiShThese objects were seen to aggravate
the men’s desertion, and they were fined £200 49 £espectively, which
represented roughly a year’'s wages. This is bedhegeractice of setting up home

unequivocally demonstrated that a couple intendeddrry in the immediate future.

To conclude, this chapter has argued that brefplomise enjoyed early
fame in the 1730s and 1770s before becoming iroaktty associated with gendered
notions of heartbreak in the final decades of t&wry. The majority of cases were

fought between individuals of the middling sortf parties of a higher status, as

1% Steinbach, ‘Promises, Promises’, p. 146.

¥ The Lancaster Gazett8eptember 61828, 1421.
137Vickery, Behind Closed Doorp. 88-105.

138 Morning Post and GazettedDecember 12 1801, 10354.
139 Morning PostFebruary 21 1803, 10728.
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previously suggested. Furthermore, they were ngbasg as we might expect, due
to the high number of widows and widowers entetirgcourt system. The damages
awarded to plaintiffs were also far lower than ¢nistns have argued, usually
remaining below £250 and only exceeding one ye#hheftlefendant’s wages in

aggravated cases.

The numerous shifts outlined in this chapter aniéed by changing
understandings of masculinity and femininity. Thaaderpin the inexorable rise of
the suit from the 1770s, as cases hinged upon warbeauty, fragility, nervous
disposition and mental instability. In turn, menreveharacterised as amorous,
impetuous and passionate. The purpose of the ssitevcompensate women for
their perceived physical and emotional trauma wéxeusing men for their
ungallant behaviour. The chapter has demonstratectine law gradually adapted to
new social mores, as while women became inextrycasdociated with suffering
from love from the mid-1750s, it took almost haléentury for this to emerge in a

legal context.

Breach of promise suits also provide a uniqueglrtsinto the material culture
of romantic relationships by revealing the itemsaclitprovided incontrovertible
proof of matrimony. While an abundance of gifts &exchanged by the lovers
studied in Chapter Two, only a small number wees invoke proximity to
marriage in court. These items changed over tinith, wedding licences appearing
after Hardwicke’s Act was implemented in 1754, amtiding dresses after 1802.
This tangible evidence also attests to the shesepof love letters in symbolising a
couple’s commitment. These small emotionally imboesisives had the power to
prove a serious relationship even when not dirgotbgluced in court, as being seen
to send, receive and read love letters providedf@nough that a couple saw

themselves as bound indissolubly together.
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Chapter Eight

Conclusion

During his tour of the Continent ordered by highéx from May to
September 1787, the Bedfordshire gentleman Samb#bWad Il developed and
intensified his relationship with Elizabeth Greyngsa continual stream of love
letters and tokens. Samuel was ‘grateful’ to Elethbfor granting me this
permission’ as the correspondence signified thay thould soon be engagétie
cited Milton, Goldsmith and Young in conceptualgsims romantic pain, with his
melodramatic language shaped by the rise of rowiantiand sensibility. Their
courtship was negotiated through a relative treagowve of objects including
purses, gloves, waistcoats, buttons, tasselsngarrracelets, rings, locks of hair
and pocket books. As marriage was assured anddbrespondence came to a

close, Samuel noted ‘What a fortunate dog, to méweyWoman You love?’

The sixty-eight relationships analysed in thisstedave undeniably
demonstrated that romantic love was rooted firmlthie material world, mediated
by letters, sweet treats, jewellery, furniture tles and handmade gifts. Studying
these items has provided several valuable examplebat historians can learn from
objects which we could not otherwise glean frontdeklaterial objects provide us
with tantalising glimpses of the actual practicésaurtship, which have hitherto
remained largely unexplored by scholars. Women sgdhlizabeth Grey, Mary
Martin and Isabella Douglas studied in Chapter Te&woted a significant portion of
their courtships to creating textile gifts for theiitors® The thesis has endeavoured
to prove that courting practices cannot and shoatde detached from the plethora
of ribbons, rings and neckcloths which captivafgepccupied and engrossed

individuals engaging in relationships.

Objects such as eye miniatures, glass signetss emd ribbons have been
used to reveal the visual language of love, whiel wrafted using a rich vocabulary

of sign, symbol and colour. Chapter Two combinejgctis, ballads, paintings and

! Whitbread Il to Grey, Clarges Street, Mdy 5787, W1/6546, No. 1, BLARS.
?|bid., London, December 311787, W1/6601, No. 18.
% Chapter 2, pp. 69-73.
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novels to outline the divine connotations of blue aationalistic implications of red
and yellow. It also interpreted hearts, rosegdiliacorns, ribbons and ships depicted
on objects to unlock a multitude of hidden messagees haptic properties of objects
have been used to reveal how they were construkc@sous or desirable gifts,

with the lustre of silk ribbons (Figs. 7-9) prowidia sumptuous contrast to coarser
woollen and cotton textiles worn by non-elites. WHhistorians have previously
overlooked the indispensable role played by mdteualture in conducting

adulterous affairs, Chapter Four has used theipahgurposes of objects to argue
that they played a crucial role during adultery.ikhe shrill sound of a whistle
united Mary Mainwaring with her amour John Roae, timg of a bell literally
brought together Fanny Wilmot and the footman EdW&iashbourn. Gifts such as
violets also provided a distant means of contaamdn couple was unable physically
to be together. While adulterous relationships d¢dael dominated by secrecy,
jealousy and worry, they were also shaped by abgath as shirt-pins, inkstands
and textiles like the courtships studied in Chaptgo.

Unfortunately, the nature of museum collectionsansethat little is known of
the people who owned and handled many of the spéeims analysed in this
thesis. We do not know who purchased the eye muirgah Figure 15, or to whom it
was given. While the names of George Rawling and Wiaddison were engraved
onto the coin in Figure 17 in 1787, it would beradibly unlikely for historians to
be able to isolate corroborating manuscripts comogrthis particular couple.
Nonetheless, these objects provide a rare ingighiGeorge and Ann’s romance
which is not available in other sources, elucidagmperiences which would
otherwise be lost to history. The small dimensiofihe coin suggest that it may
have been carried around in the owner’s pocketpaoduced when they were
feeling contemplative or sentimental. The date#87Lmay be the date the couple
met, married or parted, summoning memories ofghrsicular event. It is possible
that George and Ann each owned one of these dbin&jng of its counterpart when
bringing out their own token. Furthermore, by imsicrg their names upon different
sides of an unbreakable object, George and Anreziea item to bind them
together and outlast their time on earth. Suchatdjeke this study beyond the level

of literacy, featuring couples who may not haveorded their lives in letters, diaries
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or inventories. By purchasing, commissioning, deisig and creating particular
objects, individuals either deliberately or unknogty left behind precious traces of

their emotional experience in the material world.

The thesis has adopted a multifaceted approaclaterial culture, using
objects, manuscripts and published sources toatchmth the meaning of an item
and how it was used, constructed and perceiveabpyles. This method can be
clearly displayed through the example of hair-wjeskellery. Surviving objects in
the Victoria and Albert Museum can tell us aboutipalar designs, styles, symbols
and materials (see Fig. 13), while letters, diasiesd court records reveal how such
jewellery was commissioned, exchanged and usedréMszend’s daughter
Elizabeth Reading studied in Chapter Two receivadgwith her suitor’s hair set
in ‘a Cypher of EL’ in 1772, noting that ‘| greatpyize it...& always wear it"In
combining material objects with accounts of therthley played in relationships,
this thesis has gained unique access to the riefhscdf lovers gazing at, wearing

and handling particular items.

Accounts of touching, smelling, kissing and gazdgtters and tokens have
illustrated how they created new forms of behavamong recipients. While the
soldier Robert Garrett smelled Charlotte Bentind&tters in 1813 to summon
memories of Ramsgate, the romantic poet John kségs with Fanny Brawne’s
letters between his legs and beneath his pilloh820 to overcome the physical
distance between thehiThe Justice of the Peace Anthony Hamond alsodisise
sweetheart’s hair while reading her letters andnspgrayers irc. 1828° Objects
facilitated the development of intimacy by encoumgdovers to think deeply about
a relationship, imagine their beloved’s physicadlgies, conjure the joy of being
with them, and renew their romantic promises. Tabaorption in the accoutrements
of romance was depicted in prints such as Williarrs The Pledge of Lovi-ig.

14) and Isaac CruikshanKi$e lllustrious Love(Fig. 16).Obsessing over tokens
was a requisite part of the experience of loveeveailling a loved one you had done

so reaffirmed your mutual connection.

* Reading to Leathes, October™b772, BOL 2/4/16, NRO. See Chapter 2, p. 77.
® Chapter 3, pp. 118-9.
® Chapter 2, p. 87.
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The recurrence of certain items has allowed neetarly refute Giese’s
argument that it was the context of giving ratleamnt the objects themselves which
were paramourttlf this was the case, we would expect to see dipliaity of non-
specific gifts exchanged by different couples. Hogrethe tokens they gave
followed a number of distinct patterns. If a wormaoeived a lock of hair, hair-work
jewellery or a ring from a man, she would have bieem doubt that he intended
marriage. Moreover items such as the gloves sent 8amuel Whitbread Il to
Elizabeth Grey from Montpellier in 1787 were su#fdswith the symbolic power of
ancient rituals such as winning a lady’s hridwas not just the moment of giving
that was important, but the emotionally-investeahdicrafted and intensely
symbolic objects themselves. Nonetheless, cerifiswwgere imbued with greater
value than others. While ephemera such as riblmomnss, signets and miniatures
were used to encourage the development of loves (Eigyand 14-18), they did not

betoken marriage in the same way as hair or a ring.

In analysing the objects used to mediate romaanie, this thesis aims to
have provided a model for investigating the mateudture of emotions. Love is not
unique in being embedded in the material world; #ons such as anger, anxiety,
boredom, disgust, fear, greed, grief, guilt, happd horror, jealousy, lust, pity and
sympathy could also be studied in the same way.nfédterial culture of emotion is
one of the key new fields emerging in emotion mgtoooted in a variety of
disciplinary backgrounds. In the History of Scientean Manuel Zaragoza has
explored how modern notions of terminal illnesSpain have been shaped by
particular artefacts and spaceBhe archaeologist Jenny Nyberg has also used grave
materials such as pillows, burial coronets and $i&astexplore changing attitudes to
death in early modern Swed&hnterest in the emotive power of objects is by no

means restricted to academia, with the artist BRanmar using her doctoral

’ Giese Courtships, Marriage Custompp. 84, 130-43.

8 Chapter 2, p. 74.

® Juan Manuel Zaragoza, ‘Incurable Diseases: A @lltdistory of Emotions, 1850-1955’, PhD
thesis, Centre for Humanities and Social Sciendeslirid, 2012.

1% Jenny Nyberg, ‘A Peaceful Sleep and Heavenly Getin for the Pure and Innocent. The Sensory
Experience of Death During the Long Eighteenth Ggntin Fredrik Fahlander and Anna Kjellstrom
(eds.)Making Sense of Things: Archaeologies of Sensamepaon (Stockholm, 2010), pp. 15-33.
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research on Victorian sentimental jewellery to irssprovocative artworks such as a

carpet made from human hétr.

The history of emotions can at times be ineffabi¢h lovers themselves
describing language as ‘too feeble to pourfsig] the sentiments of my heaft’
Just as today, relationships in history were enaostyocomplex, and must be
allowed to vary. Unless mentioned in letters orid& we cannot know if women
kissed their love letters or wrote love poems wiiey subsequently destroyed. It is
almost impossible to reconstruct what happenedddace to face encounters
between couples, unless recounted in writing. baély the most intimate or risqué
thoughts will have gone unrecorded. Nonethelesslystg the words and objects
used by individuals to formulate their emotionsyides us with a window into how
they understood and approached their relationships thesis has endeavoured to
highlight the subtle details which animated induatdiromances, such as the lemon
juice ink used by the Duke of Cumberland in Chaptaur® and one disappointed

bride in Chapter Seven integrating her weddinghelstinto her wardrob®.

The thesis is the first study to collate a wideesgbn of love letters spanning
the eighteenth century, encompassing a broad m@rggcial groups and
geographical regions. Such detailed research pearitoser definition of what
exactly a love letter is. In 1756, the second editf Johnson’®ictionary chose the
simple definition of a ‘Letter of courtship”In 1776,A Dictionary of Lovelefined
love letters by their high value, describing hovéFe is no passion so writative as
Love. The ill-spelt scrawl of the fair one beloviedvorth all the eloquence of

Cicero.™®

This thesis has discovered that love letters wared by a number of shared
features. These include dramatisations of the ggoéwriting, and the suspense
and anxiety caused by waiting for further missidesters usually ran to several
pages, allowing the writer to invest a suitable ammf time in the recipient. If

! See edited discussion between Charlie Levine dradtBParmar on Queen Mary History of the
Emotions blog, # November 201 2http://emotionsblog.history.gmul.ac.uk/?p=1970

"> Douglas to Strutt, October 1792, MS 3101/C/E/SI16BCA.

13 Chapter 4, pp. 132-3.

14 Chapter 7, p. 260.

! Johnsonpictionary, p. 71.

'8 Dictionary of Lovep. 95.
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missives were unusually short, writers were conagetb apologise for their brevity.
The dynamics of a correspondence shifted over tmth, men several years into a
courtship producing detailed descriptions of tipeofessional activities. Love letters
are also defined by their frequency, as they wrocha@nged in extraordinarily heavy
volumes by couples such as the writer Mary Haysharasuitor John Eccles. Such
letters are bound together by the language of rtimknve, invoking quintessential
fictional couples such as Adam and Eve and Romddlalet studied in Chapter
Five. Based on these features, a love letter catefieed as a highly valued epistle

used to formulate emotion using the shared langadgamantic love.

Love letters can be further defined by what theynat; sexual activity and
contraception were nevdiscussed, with the sole exception of the brazéimoau
Mary Wollstonecraft, whose courtship letters repdbt defy convention. In her
teasing letters to William Godwin she asked, ‘Emies— did you feel very lonely
last night?*” On 17" November 1796, Mary gave the clearest possiblieation
that the couple had been physically intimate, desg how ‘the felicity of last
night’ had left ‘live fire moving about my featuresvhen recollections — very dear;
called forth the blush of pleasure, as | adjustgchair...| pray thee put this note
under lock and key*® In contrast, the remaining men and women studiszlighout
this thesis would never have dreamed of using sesing language in their letters,
with women'’s letters in particular marked by theiodesty, piety and reserve. While
Rothman has argued that American couples in th@slB&came less hesitant about
discussing sexual matters, English couples up 80 BEppear intent on maintaining a
determined silenc¥E. Whilst it is possible that all suggestive missivee destroyed
by English couples, we would still expect to findraall number where the recipient
had ignored or forgotten the writer’s plea to btivair letter. Presuming that sexually
suggestive letters were written and universallyrdgsd, this act would also be
revealing in light of the survival of their Americ@&ounterparts. Adulterous men
were the only parties liable to fantasise aboutiak&ncounters, with John King
writing a surprisingly explicit letter about MaryoRinson’s ‘panting snowy Breasts’

and Nakednessin Chapter Four of this thesis.

7 Wollstonecraft to Godwin, August £6.796, No. 11, MS Abinger c40, fol. 16, BLO.
'8 Ibid., November 19 1796, No. 64, fols. 90-1.
! RothmanHands and Heartgp. 45-6, 122-43.
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One of the most significant interventions madehy thesis has been to
disentangle courting and adulterous letters. Thesegenres are deeply antithetical,
and should not be amalgamated by scholars intaundeferentiated mass. Chapter
Four has outlined how the letters of adultererseveisfined by a heightened
emphasis upon secrecy, codes and covert technignedengths to which adulterers
went to correspond have previously been ignoreldigtprians, concealed within an
overarching category of ‘love letters’ which alseluded courting couples.
However, close analysis of precious surviving agtoliis letters has revealed a
number of key features marking out this genre foser scrutiny. These include
men’s sexualised and jealous language, women’spugation with their suitors’
health, and continual apologies for being unablméet. Letters by long-term
mistresses were different again, as the practesaig of money came to the fore. In
presenting long lists of expenses to their marlogdrs, mistresses implored these
men to prove their love by purchasing tables, mssrdamask and other domestic
goods to decorate their homes. However such luxcei@ould lead to their downfall
if their extravagance began to grate. Love letteese perhaps even more important
during adultery than courtship due to the diffigudf arranging personal meetings,
and the drastic measures taken to avoid beingtsgether, should one party
unknowingly betray their emotions.

This thesis has repeatedly unearthed dichoton@gden the public and
private aspects of relationships. Chapter Threeeatghat the production of love
letters was a quasi-public process. While workireproften struggled to find time to
write, women gossiped about their letters withrfde and used them to seek
approval from family members. The sharing of lostdrs was a tool that could be
used to men’s advantage, by heaping saccharingepnpbn a woman’s mothers and
aunts. Degrees of privacy varied according to tygeslationship, with adulterers
forced to write and exchange letters while frierfdmily and even spouses were
present. Gift-giving was also a public ritual byideion, as gifts could be purchased
from bustling arenas such as fairs. Personaligsalsitsuch as embroidered
neckcloths, handkerchiefs and waistcoats actedlbqise a relationship by directly
linking creator and wearer in the eyes of the comitguMost important were the

rings worn on women’s hands, which publicised tihearital status either
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deliberately or unknowingly, marked by their unvearted appearance in suits for
divorce by means of adultery in the church courts.

Nonetheless, the ritualised process of obsessiaegletters and tokens was
an important activity which took place in privaguggestive gifts such as garters
remained concealed beneath a woman'’s shift, wbidlerts such as eye miniatures
ingeniously concealed most of a lover’s face. Theéd be stitched or engraved
with secret messages for the recipient’s eyes @uigh as Georgiana Poyntz’s ring
featuring an engraving in French ‘which | shew tolady.” As Georgiana noted, she
would not have found the hidden message hersdlhéfd not been shewn f’
Loveknots were also cryptic gestures which didbezr the name of their creator.
Even portrait miniatures and love coins could bennmnder a person’s clothes or
hidden in their pockets to shield them from publew. With the increasing
professionalization of hair-work jewellery in tharly nineteenth century,
individuals could secretly wear pieces made from Wwahout outwardly revealing
that they were doing so. Hair provides a link betweourtship and mourning
rituals, as grieving individuals also used the lodilost loved ones to maintain a

tangible connection with the abséht.

The masculinised construction of courtship hasl@eeecurring theme of this
study. Chapter Five highlighted the regularity withich men wrote love poems for
their sweethearts, encouraged by courtly notios@ie knights and chaste maidens
which enjoyed renewed popularity from the late 3/ Motions of courtship as a
man’s game were fuelled by letter-writing guidesjah reprinted men’s gallant
addresses and women'’s cautious replies. Even iriggiguch a$he Tunbridge
Love Letter(Fig. 38) a woman'’s letter was always in respotséne approach of a
man. The pervasiveness of this ideology was alsedno Chapter Two, where gift-
giving was presented as a definitively masculinespit It was intrinsic to broadside
ballads, and was embedded in material culture tirabjects such as Giles
Grendey’s walnut chairs, which were emblazoned withfour stages of courtship
(Fig. 6). Nonetheless, Chapters Two and Three hawealed the disjuncture

2 See Chapter 2, p. 75.
1 See Pointon, ‘Materializing Mourning.’
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between advice and practice, as courting womerdetdkd significant degree of
power, as outlined later in this chapter.

While the quest for love was explicitly male, suffig from love was
definably female. This thesis has reinserted rorodmeéakdown into the study of
love, as each successful relationship was shapesvbyeness of romantic turmoil,
broken hearts and fallen women. While twenty-sixhef relationships studied in this
thesis culminated in marriage, at least ninetedmdt. This was either due to the
death of a lover or the collapse of a relationsAgided to this figure are the eighty-
one failed courtships analysed in Chapter Sevenetteless, an unsuccessful
courtship was not as disastrous as novels and cottirature liked to suggest, as
many women made advantageous marriages soontadtedisappointment. Like
courtship, heartbreak was strongly constructedgafender lines. The women in
Chapter Five languished and sighed from love, wihibse in Chapter Six suffered
headaches and low spirits, and the plaintiffs iitar Seven described enduring

acute mental strain and wounded feelings as atd®salt of their desertion.

Shifting constructions of gender raise the isduslether women were
increasingly restrained or emancipated over théucgnBarclay has painted a bleak
picture of women'’s role in Scottish courtship bguang that the rise of romantic
love ‘silenced women’ and left them ‘passive araciive’ in relationshipé?
However, this thesis has found that despite bemgahie mental and physical tolls
of love, courting women also wielded a significdegree of power. Women
exercised their influence by using love lettershape their expectations in a future
husband. Courting women were not afraid to sugp@stmen purchase letter-
writing guides to improve their wooing techniqualso using their religious
devotion as a form of leverage. These letters paveided a number of earlier
examples of women’s romantic ‘testing’ as descriimeldystra’s study of nineteenth-
century America. The thesis has also reconsidemdem’s role in gift exchange.
While Barclay’s study describes how the Scottiskostbombarded his beloved
with gifts’, Chapter Two has presented gift-giviag a reciprocal proce$$Women
played an important role in the later stages oftstwp by crafting emotionally

2 Barclay,Love, Intimacy and Powepp. 90-5.
2 bid., p. 90.
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expressive textile gifts for their suitors. Whiteese did not hold the same obligation
in court as a gift given by a man, they nonethedessired a relationship while

creating a material embodiment of female devotion.

Contrary to previous studies, this thesis hasyaad breach of promise
cases in addition to relationships which did ndeethe court system, creating a
more representative picture of love, heartbreakraatgrial culture. In rescuing
eighteenth-century cases from the shadow of thietoxian descendants, the thesis
is the first to discover the distinguishing featuoé the suit during this period.
Compared to historians’ previously inflated figu<€£500 and £620.10, it has
found that the majority of damages awarded weretlesn £250. Furthermore, while
men were unlikely to bring suits at the beginnif@ur period, it had become almost
unthinkable by the end. The shift can be attributethe emerging emphasis upon
women as beautiful, fragile and mentally unstableases in the early 1790s, whilst
men were recast as overly amorous, particularlinduheir youth. Further changes
include a new emphasis upon hurt feelings in chses the early 1800s, which
could only be sufficiently demonstrated by womehagter Seven returned to the
love tokens analysed in Chapter Two to discoverlthee letters, wedding licences,
wedding clothes and furniture were the items whinbquivocally demonstrated that

marriage was imminent, again revealing hierarcimele material culture of love.

The question remains whether the lexical and ematishifts outlined in this
thesis were solely an English phenomenon? The &geaf the English poet John
Keats was paralleled across the border by theiSkqttiblisher Robert Chambers
(1787-1803). In 1829, Robert described how loverisidol thought. It occupies me
night and day. L frequently find tears in my eyes when | thinkyoiu.’”** Robert's
relationship with Anne Kirkwood has been analyseBarclay’s recent study of
over one hundred Scottish couples between 1650850 It is also worth
considering whether concurrent changes took platkdr afield. Particular trends
were certainly shared across Western Europe; Gsefhe Sorrows of Young
Werther(1774) had a major influence in France and Germisilmyements such as
romanticism and sensibility were also widespreath the flourishing of German

24 CH Layman (ed.Man of Letters: the Early Life and Love Letters of Roi@hambergEdinburgh,
1990), 18" April 1829, p. 158.
% Barclay,Love, Intimacy and Powgp. 79, 90-1.
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Sturm und Drangn the 1770s and 1790s, and France escaping toklehaf
neoclassicism in the 1820s and 1830 is anticipated that in Catholic countries
such as France, variant religious doctrines woakklencouraged different
linguistic strategies to flourish. European vadas in the language of love could

provide a promising arena for further research.

One further pertinent issue is how customs coetino change into the
Victorian period. The mid-nineteenth century sae ithcreasing commercialisation
of romantic love with the introduction of the Perfpgst in 1840 and subsequent
explosion of Saint Valentine’s D&y While items such as love coins were
increasingly produced by professionals over thategnth century, this trend
accelerated with the manufacture of standardisdedriae’s Cards by stationers.
Objects such as eye miniatures were replaced whir dleeting items such as gem-
stone jewellery spelling out secret messages i1 84€s and 18508.New objects
also entered the economy of courtship, with theuposation of daguerreotype
photography after Richard Beard (1801-85) openeagldfil’s first portrait studio on
Regent’s Street in 1841. These shifts reflect tisesiasing modernisation and
commercialisation of romantic love, also evidentha popularisation of the

souvenir over the eighteenth and nineteenth cestiri

While romantic love in the twentieth century ig@mng renewed interest
from scholars, there remains a dearth of reseatolthhe emotion in the long
eighteenth centur}. Scholars may be hesitant to wade into the longingndebates
about marriage for love outlined in Chapter One didgovering the epistolary,

material and gendered conventions of romantic mteveerc. 1730 and 1830, this

% For a direct comparison of England, France andr@ay see Lilian R. Furst, ‘Romanticism in
Historical PerspectiveComparative Literature Studig¥ol. 5, No. 2 (June, 1968), pp. 115-43.

2" The majority of research to date has centred err#dition in America. See Vivian R. Pollak,
‘Emily Dickinson’s Valentines’American QuarterlyVol. 26, No. 1 (March, 1974), pp. 60-78 and
Lee Eric Schmidt, ‘The Fashioning of a Modern HalidSt. Valentine’'s Day, 1840-1870’,
Winterthur Portfolio,Vol. 28, No. 4 (Winter, 1993), pp. 209-45.

8 popular messages include ‘LOVE’, ‘DEAREST’ AND ‘BRARD.’ For example see heart-shaped
locket with key, England;. 1840, 6cm (H) inc. chain, V&A, M.6-1986.

%9 See Kwint, ‘Material Memories: a History of theuSenir’, Tate: the Art Magazin€Summer,
1998), pp. 44-9.

%0 See Claire Langhamer, ‘Love, Selfhood and Autfoétgtin Post-War Britain’ Cultural and Social
History, Vol. 9, Issue 2 (2012), pp. 277-97, Marcus CsllModern Love: an Intimate History of
Men and Women in Twentieth-Century Britéiilondon, 2003), Luisa Passerikirope in Love, Love
in Europe: Imagination and Politics Between the ¥{&wondon, 1999) and ‘Europe of Love: Re-
Centring Intercultural Affairs’European Review of Histgry/ol. 11, No. 2 (2004), pp. 171-84.
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thesis aims to provide a catalyst for further reseanto the changing conventions of
love in different relationships, countries and tipgziods. Additional work is called
for into formulations of love after marriage, orthwh same-sex relationships. There
is also infinite potential for studies of friendtwe, godly love, courtly love and
erotic love. The history of love is at a nasceagst falling in and out of love clearly
has endless possibilities in revealing social i@heships, modes of linguistic
expression, and wider emotional shifts.



This chart records the name, age, religion andpattan of every individual consulted while writitigis thesis, plus the date and location of each
of their relationships. It also lists the archivesere manuscripts can be located. The sourcesdadhwve letters, family correspondences, court
records, diaries, pamphlets and written propodatsasriage. Breach of promise cases analysed aptéh Seven have been catalogued separately

in Appendix Three.

Couples are arranged chronologically accordinghiema relationship began. The index demonstrai@gl@nce the distribution of sources over
time, between adulterous and courting couplesewdifft social and religious groups, and acrossdhatcy. The ‘dates of courtship’ begin when a

Appendix One — Index of Relationships Consulted
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couple exchanged their first letter, and end treg yleey married or ended their relationship. Laygmips of anonymous men who sent love

letters to a single woman have been arranged mtayooup, as have trials for adultery containirfgiesf with numerous people. A full biography

of the key couples chosen for further study is mted in Appendix Two.
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Thomas Kirton Olive Lloyd Ironmonger /
(1682-c.1757) Flour merchant Q (1707-75) merchant's daughtery @ 1734-6  Birmingham LSF
James Nicholson Elizabeth Seddon Gentleman's JRL/
(1718-73) Linen merchant U (1721-91) daughter U| 1738-9| Liverpool LIRO
Daughter of
Lady Jemima politician John
Campbell, & Campbell, 8 Earl
Philip Yorke Politician and ¥ Marchioness Grey | Breadalbane and
(1720-90) Earl Hardwicke C| (c.1722-97) Holland C| 1740 Bedfordshire BLARS
Naval Captain
married to
Lord Augustus Elizabeth Cosby Wife of Sir William London and
Fitzroy (1716-41) | (in 1734) Lady L-y Morice, Baronet c1740 | Bath Plt
Sailor (unaware
that Kitty had Catherine 'Kitty'
married in his Williamson (ée First wife of Rector Aspley and
William Bell absence) Taylor) Edmond Williamson 1743 Aylesbury BLARS
Exeter,
Ann Vicary Gentleman's Biddeford and
George Gibbs Physician A (1721-1800/3) daughter A| 1743-7 | Exmouth LMA
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%@ | Staunton Degge Miss Sanders c.1745 LERO
Kingston,
Bedford Row,
Bridgewater,
Bristol,
Dorchester,
Lancaster,
Plymouth,
Taunton,
Charles Pratt Barrister and % Elizabeth Jeffreys | Heiress of Brecon Winchester and
© | (1714-94) Earl Camden Al (d.1779) Priory 1745-9 | Windsor CKS
o | Richard How I c.1747- | Aspley, Woburn
1 | (1727-1801) Gentleman Q Elizabeth Johnsory Richaalisin 57 and Hamburg BLARS
—
1 | John Jackson Eleanor - 1748- LA
N
' | Thomas Hare Miss Ann Fogg 1748- LA
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13

Jedediah Strutt

Elizabeth Woollat

(1726-97) Wheelwright U (1729-74) Domestic servant U 1748-%5 Derby DRO
< Mary Elizabeth Daughter of Sir Swettenham,
1 | John Road Yeoman Mainwaring William Dudley 1748-59| Cheshire Bl
Richard 'Neddy"' Son of Richard Daughter of John
o | Edgcumbe Edgcumbe, Lady Diana West West, Lord De La
| (1716-61) Baron Edgcumbe (1731-66) Warr 1750 LWL
«© | Henry Smith Lieutenant in Sarah Hurst (1736- | Worked in a tailor's Horsham, Pub /
— | (1723-1794) Royal Marines C| 1808) shop C| 1752-62 Sussex HM
~ | Richard How Il
1 (1727-1801) Gentleman Q Sally 1751 Aspley Guise BLARS
Politician, Knight
of Bath, husband Elizabeth Roach
of Lady Isabella (alias Raroche, La
o« | Sir Francis Blake | Delaval (from Roche, Le Roche an
' | Delaval (1727-71) | 1750) Le Rouch) 1754 Westminster Plt
o | John Spencer Margaret Georgiana
1 | (1734-1783) 1 Earl Spencer A| Poyntz (1737-1814) A 1754-5 BL
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20

Bath and Cole
Park,

John Lovell Apothecary C| Sarah Harvey C 1756t8Malmesbury WSA
Wife of linen Aspley and
— | Richard How I Silena Ramsay (d. | merchant Robert lIford,
N | (1727-1801) Gentleman Q 1779) Ramsay 1759-62 Bedfordshire BLARS
« | Sir James Lowther | 1% Earl of
N |1 (1736-1802) Lonsdale Isabella Carr 1759-69 CRO
™
N | Andrew Livesay Mary Orlebar 1762 Bedfordshire BLARS
< Catherine 'Kitty' Daughter of Thomas
N JH Wood Wood of Beadnell 1763 Cumbria CRO
Charles Ly-, James
Nelthorpe, Dudley
A. Sidney Cosby Future wife of John
o | and two further Abigail Way Baker Holroyd Bath and
N | anonymous suitors (d. 1793) (1735-1821) 1765-6 | Richmond ESRO
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Alderman, MP for
Colchester and
«© | Isaac Martin Rebow Colonel in East Mary Martin Essex and
N | (1731-81) Essex militia C | (c.1751-1804) Gentlewoman C 1767-7T2.ondon ERO
Humphrey
~ | Senhouse Il (1731 Catherine 'Kitty' Daughter of Thomas
N 1 1813) Politician C | Wood Wood of Beadnell 1768 Cumbria CRO
Duke of Wife of Richard
Cumberland and Lady Henrietta Grosvenor, T Baron
o« | Prince Henry Strathearn, brother Grosvenor (1745- Grosvenor
N | Frederick (1745-90) of King George lll| C | 1828) (1731-1802) 1769 London Plt
Daughter of Joseph Hardshaw and
o | Alexander Chorley Betty Fothergill Fothergill of c.1769- | Warrington,
N | (1746-1801) Ironmonger Q (1752-1809) Warrington 70 Lancashire LSF
Crown Street,
o | Edward Leathes Westminster an(
™ | (d. 1788) Rector A| Elizabeth Reading Reverend'g) i 1771-4 | Woodstock NRO
— | John King Mary Robinson London and
™ | (c.1753-1824) Money broker J| (1756/8-1800) Actress and author 1773 Bristol Plt




281

32

G.M.L. 1775 NRO
Isham Baggs, Mr. Daughter of
Brett, Thomas A 'young Reverend Lord
Cope, Isaac Oxonian', player a Francis Seymour,
o | Hatheway and John Bath, coachman wife of John Newton
™ | Ackland and footman Catherine Newton | Esqg. 1777 Bath v Plt
Second wife of
< Soldier in 89 Mary Williamson Rector Edmond Portsmouth and
™ | John Cater (d. 1781)Regiment (néeTipping) Williamson 1779 Kempston v BLARS
0 Soldier in 88 Friend of John's Portsmouth and
™ | John Cater (d. 1781)Regiment Charlotte Jackson | sister 1779 Kempston BLARS
Wife of Edmund
Boyle, Earl of Corke
and Orrery in
Ireland, and Baron
«© | John Charles Ann, Countess of Boyle of Marston in Plt/
™ | Newby Musician Cork and Orrery England from 1764 1779 Berkeley Square LMA
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B

~ | John Eccles (d. No profession - Mary Hays & Southwark,
™ | 1780) considered navy B| (1759-1843) Writer U | 1777-80 | London Pubd

Augustus Murray

Smith, Esq, Captain Officer in the

Buckley, Captain | Marines, Captain

Southby and of the Guards, ang
« | Reverend Thomas | Curate of Harriet Errington Wife of George Battersea and
™ | Walker Battersea (néeCoren) Errington, Esq. 1780-2 | London Plt
o Admiral in the Worked in chandlers Tooting and
™ | Thomas Pye Royal Navy Anna Maria Bennett shop 1780-5 | London WCA

Daughter of James
Captain of 88 Cranmer, who owne Bedford,

o Regiment of Foot, Esther Maria the manor of Buxton, Epsom
Y | Richard Dixon Richmond Cranmer Mitcham Canon 1782 | and Mitcham SHC
- Vicar of St Olave Harlow and
| James Altham Jewry A | Anne Saunders c.1781 | London Plt

YVol. I of Il is available in The Carl H. PforzheémCollection of Shelley & His Circle at the New tkdPublic Library.
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Daughter of
Hannah Mary philanthropist and
«~ | William Rathbone | Ship-owner and Rathbone | merchant Richard
N | IV (1757-1809) merchant (1761-1839) Reynolds Q| 1785-6| Liverpool LUL
o | John Fawdington Jane ‘Jenny’ Asenby, North
N | (1757-1817) Bridle-maker Jefferson 1786-7 | Yorkshire NYRO
Gentleman, joined
his father's
brewing business Cardington,
in 1786, elected Bedfordshire
< | Samuel Whitbread | MP for Bedford in Elizabeth Grey Daughter of Charles and Fallodon,
~ |11 (1764-1815) 1790 (1765-1848) 1 Earl Grey A | 1786-8 | Northumberland BLARS
Cotton-trader and
o | Joseph Strutt son of Jedediah Isabella Douglas
¥ | (1765-1844) Strutt (1769-1802) 1786-93 Derbyshire BCA
(]
< | William Atkinson Linen-draper Mrs. Conner €.1789 | Cheapside PIt
~ | Edward Peach (d.
~ | 1805) Elizabeth Leathes Reverend's daughter | A 9-B18| Norfolk NRO
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Wife of MP John

[ee]
<~ | Edward Washbourn  Footman Fanny Wilmot Wilmot 1791 Pam
A
o | Captain Gilbert Land speculator Mary Wollstonecraft & Paris and
~ | Imlay (1754-1828) | and author (1759-97) Writer U | 1793-6 | London Pub
Reverend Charles
o | Powlett (1764- Chaplain to Prince Anne Temple St Gluvias,
O | 1834) of Wales (1772-1827) Chaplain's daughter A 1790-6Cornwall HRO
Lieutenant in
Coldstream
Guards and Kirkbridge,
— | Charles O'Hara Governor of Mary Berry Author and daughter| North Yorkshire Pub /
O | (c.1740-1802) Gibraltar (1763-1852) of Lord Orford C | 1795-6 | and London BL
A
«~ | William Godwin Philosopher and Mary Wollstonecraft & Pub /
O | (1756-1836) novelist (1759-97) Writer U | 1796-7 | London BLO
Lady Emma Wife of diplomat Sir
o | Horatio Nelson Admiral in the Hamilton William Hamilton 1798- Pub/
O | (1758-1805) Royal Navy (1765-1815) (1731-1803) 1805 Naples NMM
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54

Thomas Lloyd Q| Hannah Hart Q 1803-4 LSF
Later joined Chelmsford,
Coldstream guards Southend and
o | Sir Gilbert Stirling | and became a Anne Louisa Dalling| Daughter of General Harley Street,
O | (c.1779-1843) baronet C | (c.1784-1853) Sir John Dalling 1803-5| London NRO
«© | Paul Moon James | Banker, magistrate Olivia Lloyd
O | (1780-1854) and poet Q| (1783-1854) Banker’s daughter Q 1805-8  Birmingham LSF
Daughter of a Baptis
~ | Francis Cobb Charlotte Mary Minister (converted Fenstanton and
0 | (1759-1831) Banker and brewgA | Curwen (d. 1823) in 1804) c.1805 | Margate EKAC
Daughter of Colonel
Richard Townley,
High Sheriff of
Former serge- Lancashire.
maker and flax- Companion, patron
dresser, follower and discip|e of the
© of the prophetess Jane Townley prophetess Joanna c.1807-
¥ | Richard Law Joanna SouthcottS | (c.1761-1825) Southcott 22 London BL
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Henry Goulburn

Sandleford

[©2]
0 | (1784-1856) Politician Jane Montagu Politiciateésighter 1811 | Priory, Newbury SHC
Son of Captain
John Garrett,
ensign in & Daughter of Lord
o | Robert Garrett Queen's Foot in Charlotte Bentinck | Edward Charles
© | (1794-1869) 1811 C | (c.1789-1819) Cavendish-Bentinck 1811-14 Ramsgate EKAC
- Lincoln and
© | William Pratt B.F. Housekeeper 1814-1&egworth LERO
o~ Campton and
© | Jason Humberstone Mrs J. Parker Widow 1819 Steponly BLARS
o | John Keats Fanny Brawne Businessman's
© | (1795-1821) Poet (1800-65) daughter 1819-21 London Pub
Poet, daughter of a
< | John Franklin Eleanor Anne Pordendistinguished
© | (c.1786-1847) Explorer A| (1795-1825) architect 1821-3 DRO
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Earl of Ancram
o | John Kerr and 7" Marquess Lady Elizabeth Grey| Daughter of Charles Bothwell and
© | (1794-1841) of Lothian (1798-1880) 2" Earl Grey 1823-4 | London Bl
Son of banker and
«© | Thomas Francis brewer Francis Margate and
© | Cobb (1797-1882) | Cobb Miss Torre 1827 | Cheltenham EKAC
Daughter of Lord
Deputy Lieutenant Byron's first love
~ | Anthony Hamond | and Justice of the Mary Ann Musters | Mary Ann
© | (1805-69) Peace for Norfolk (1806-1900) (1786-1832) C| 1828 Norfolk NRO
o0}
© . Butler - Housekeeper €.1830 Norfolk NRO
Key
Abbreviation  Archive Abbreviation  Religion
BCA Birmingham City Archives, Birmingham A Anglican
BI Borthwick Institute, York B Baptist
BL British Library, London C Christian
BLARS Bedfordshire and Luton Archives Service, Bedford J Jewish
BLO Bodleian Library, Oxford Q Quaker




CKS
CRO
DRO
EKAC
ERO
ESRO
HM
HRO
JRL
LA
LERO
LIRO
LMA

LPL
LSF

LUL
LWL
NMM
NRO
NYRO
Plt
Pub
SHC
WCA
WSA

Centre for Kentish Studies, Maidstone
Cumbria Record Office, Carlisle
Derbyshire Record Office, Matlock
East Kent Archive Centre, Dover
Essex Record Office, Chelmsford
East Sussex Record Office, Lewes
Horsham Museum
Hampshire Record Office, Winchester
John Rylands Library, Manchester
Lancashire Archives, Preston
Leicestershire Record Office, Leicester
Liverpool Record Office, Liverpool
London Metropolitan Archives, London

Lambeth Palace Library, London
Library of the Society of Friends, London

Liverpool University Library, Liverpool

Lewis Walpole Library, Farmington, Connecticut
National Maritime Museum, Greenwich

Norfolk Record Office, Norwich

North Yorkshire Record Office, Northallerton
Contemporary Pamphlet

Published

Surrey History Centre, Woking

Westminster City Archives, London

Wiltshire and Swindon Archives, Chippenham

Unétari
Nonconformist
Southcaottia
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Detailed Biographical Index of Key Couples

The twenty-seven key couples studied in this thesie been arranged in pairs

according to romantic involvement, to facilitatelaser comparison of their social

backgrounds and geographical proximity. They aranaed in roughly chronological

order, beginning with James Nicholson and Elizalsstidon, who began courting in
1738, and ending with John William Robert Kerr, |[EdrAncramand Lady Elizabeth

Grey, who began courting in 1823.

James Nicholson and Elizabeth Seddon16.
George Gibbs and Ann Vicary 17.

Jedediah Strutt and Elizabeth Woollat

John Road and Mary Mainwaring 18.
Henry Smith and Sarah Hurst 19.

Richard How Il and Silena Ramsay

Sir James Lowther and Isabella Carr  20.

Isaac Martin Rebow and Mary Martin

Prince Henry Frederick, Duke of 21.

Cumberland and Lady Henrietta

Grosvenor 22.

Edward Leathes and Elizabeth Reading

John Eccles and Mary Hays

Grey

Edward Peach and Elizabeth Reading 23.
John King and Mary Robinson 24.

Admiral Sir Thomas Pye and Anna 25.
Maria Bennett 26.
Samuel Whitbread Il and Elizabeth 27.

Joseph Strutt and Isabella Douglas
Edward Washbourn and Fanny
Wilmot

Charles Powlett and Anne Temple
General Charles O’Hara and Mary
Berry

Admiral Horatio Nelson and Lady
Emma Hamilton

Sir Gilbert Stirling and Anne
Louisa Dalling

Francis Cobb and Charlotte Mary
Curwen

Richard Law and Jane Townley
Robert Garrett and Charlotte
Bentinck

William Pratt and ‘B.F’

John Keats and Fanny Brawne
John Kerr, Earl of Ancrarand

Lady Elizabeth Grey
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James Nicholson(1718-73) of Liverpool
Elizabeth Seddon(1721-91) of Bickerstaffe, Lancashire and Liverpool

James Nicholson was the son of the linen merchatthidw Nicholson (1677-
1735/6), attending Stand Grammar School foh729. He joined his elder brother
John in the family business after his father’'s deapurting Elizabeth Seddon from
1738 until their marriage in 1740. After John’s e 1741/2 James took charge of
the business, focusing especially upon linen, yatlgw, molasses, chemicals, and
possibly also tobacco and cotton. He travelledresttely for business, and was a
partner in the Hurlett and Wigan Copperas Work® Nicholsons were one of the

leading Unitarian families in Liverpool.

Elizabeth Seddon was the daughter of Thomas Seafd8eddon’s House,
Bickerstaffe, Ormskirk. After his death 1732 she inherited Seddon’s House and
a seventy-five acre farm. She married James Niohals St. Nicholas Church,
Liverpool on 11" October 1740. Her cousin Reverend John Seddomwastive
promoter of the Warrington Academy, with her hugbalso becoming a trustee.
James travelled extensively for work, with Elizabkelping to run the family
business during his absence. They had seven ahilBegrothy (1741-85), Margaret
(1743-48/9), Matthew (1746-1819), Mary (1748-18F)zabeth (1751-84),

Thomas (1753-1825) and Ann (1757-98). After she wia®wed Elizabeth lived at
Richmond Row, Everton from 1783 to 1785, before img¥o Manchester in 1785.

George Abraham Gibbs(c. 1718-94) of Exeter, Devon
Ann Vicary (1721<.1800/3) of Exmouth, Devon

George Gibbs was the son of Abraham and Mary QibdsMonke), and the
grandson of Abraham and Tryphaena Gibi¥eRowe)! His engagement to Ann
Vicary lasted four years from the beginning of theirrespondence until their
marriage in December 1747. George practised agsiqemn, but was forced to wait
to marry Ann until he came into his inheritance.léter became chief surgeon at

Exeter Hospital.

! His date of birth has also been given as 1729 hismithother’'s name as Mary Moyte, in the Gibbs
letter-book in the LMA (below). Information takerof Burke's Peerage and Baroneta(f999),
Vol. I, p. 51.
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Ann Vicary was the second daughter of Antony Vicarand his wife Elizabetmée
Munckley) of Exeter, and the granddaughter of Agtd¥icary Sr (1682-1747) and
Sibella féeSterring), said to be descended from the Vicarfd3unkeswell in
County Devorf. She appears to have been of higher social stansGeorge Gibbs,
as her father delayed their marriage until he leaeived his inheritance. Ann’s
letters have not survived, and it remains unknooav the couple first met. Their
first surviving son Vicary Gibbs (1751-1820) wasiedted at Eton and King's
College, Cambridge before entering the law and [adétics. The couple had two
further children, Mary Gibbs (d. 1819) and Antonipk (1756-1815).

Jedediah Strutt (1726-97) of Alfreton, Findern, Derbyshire
Elizabeth Woollat (1729-74) of Findern, Derbyshire

Jedediah Strutt was the second son of William Sfiut. 1700), a small farmer and
maltster, and his wife MarthadeStatham) (bc. 1701), a yeoman'’s daughter. He
was born in Alfreton in Derbyshire. Jedediah wasrapticed to the wheelwright
Ralph Massey at Findern in 1740, boarding withwhmllat family, where he met
his future wife Elizabeth. He left to work as afoeeyman wheelwright in 1747,
inheriting his Uncle’s farm stock and becoming arfar wheelwright in 1754. After
a long courtship, he married Elizabeth off September 1755 in Blackwell parish
church. Jedediah is best known for inventing thertfy rib machine’ for
manufacturing ribbed stockings. He was made a fagenf Nottingham in 1762, and
the family moved to St. Mary’s Gate, Derby. He Rethard Arkwright (1732-92)

in 1769, and the two entered into a partnershighvtasted until 1782. After
Elizabeth’s death in 1774 he remarried the widomdmDaniels in 1781/2, straining

relations with his children.

Elizabeth Woollat was born at Findern, near Devilyere she was a member of a
prominent Unitarian family. lie. 1745 she became the servant of Ebenezer Latham
(c.1688-1754), headmaster of the Findern NonconforAgatlemy, moving to
London to work for the minister Dr George Benso89@-1762) in 1749.She

2 Genealogy from nineteenth-century letter book kspkenry Gibbs, son of George Henry Gibbs
and Caroline Crawley. Séamily Letters Collected and Arranged by Henry HuGkbbs Vol. I,
1744-1782 (London, 1876), MS11021/1, LMA.

° SeeODNB.

* Ibid.
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corresponded episodically with Jedediah Strutthadly marrying him in 1755.
She subsequently played an indispensable rolgableshing and running the family
business.Elizabeth and Jedediah had five children togethgitiam (1756-1830),
Elizabeth (1758-1836), Martha (1760-83), Georgedpan1761-1841) and Joseph
(1765-1844). For the courtship of their youngest 3oseph Strutt and Isabella

Douglas see below.

John Roadof Kermincham, Swettenham, Cheshire

Mary Elizabeth Mainwaring of Kermincham, Swettenham, Cheshire

John Road was an illiterate yeoman who embarkeghaadulterous affair with Mary
Elizabeth Mainwaring between 1748 and 1759, much to the horror of her friends.
He was incredibly indiscrete, declaring to seveeple that he had slept with Mary
twenty times and that he knew she would never baskdld with her husband. His

letters have not survived.

Mary Elizabeth MainwaringngeDudley) was the only daughter of Sir William
Dudley, Baronet and his wife Dame Elizabeth Dudie¢lapton in
Northamptonshire. She married Roger Mainwaring Biay 1745, and for the first
year they lived at Hampton Court in Middlesex. Theple subsequently resided at
Newcombe in Gloucester until June 1747, before npto Kermincham,
Swettenham in Cheshire. Mary’s affair with the yaondohn Road began soon after
in c. 1748, with the couple meeting in the house of #iurer Peter Darlington,
plus numerous cowhouses, outbuildings and fieldsyM husband brought a suit
against her for ‘divorce’ (or separation from bed doard) by means of adultery at
the Consistory Court of Chester in 1761, which apgsealed to the Consistory
Court of Durham. Her letters have not survived. &agas the heir of the

Mainwaring fortune, but died childless as a restiliis wife’s infidelities in 1783.

Lieutenant Henry Smith (1723-94) of Horsham, Sussex
Sarah Hurst (1736-1808) of Horsham, Sussex

Henry Smith was the third son of John Smith, a im&nt of London and Horsham,
and his wife Elizabeth SmitméeGriffith). When he met Sarah Hurst@nl1756 he

® Ibid.
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was serving as a Lieutenant in the Royal Marinefgre being promoted to Major in
March 1759. Henry retired as Colonel Commandath@Portsmouth Division on
24" December 1791, and was appointed Colonel Commait@own the same
day, a post he held until his de8tHe was buried in Horsham Church below a

monument with an epitaph written by his wife.

Sarah Hurst was the eldest child of the tailor RidrHurst and his wife Marynée
Tasker), and was baptised dhMay 1736, six months before the marriage of her
parents on 2®November. She worked in her father’s shop, cuttingsmocks and
sailors’ jackets, keeping accounts and correspgith clients and suppliers. She
secretly married Henry Smith by licence of'28ril 1762. Although her diary
ended on 3t December 1762, it is likely that she confessedhteariage to her
parents between ANovember and™ December the same yawhile their
courtship letters do not survive, the relationghipecorded in detail in Sarah’s diary.
After her death she was buried beside Henry in ikorsChurch.

Richard How Il (1727-1801) of Aspley, Bedfordshire
Silena Ramsay(d. 1779) of liford and Aspley, Bedfordshire

Richard How Il was the son of the Quakers RichaosvHl (1689-1763) and
Susannah Briggins (d. 1742). When he was nineteémemty he went to stay with
his uncle Gilbert van der Smissen in Hamburg tonéaench, German and counting
house business. From1747 Richard courted his distant cousin Elizabetindon,
becoming provisionally engaged and asking his fathé&avel to Hamburg to meet
her. However their marriage was postponed for teary and their passion began to
cool. By the time Elizabeth formally ended theigagement in 1757, Richard had
already proposed to another woman named Sally7%9 he began an adulterous
affair with Silena Ramsay, wife of family friend Bert Ramsay, marrying her in
November 1762. In his spare time, he edited therkebf Rachel Lady Russell,

made contributions tdheGentleman’s Magazinendassembled a vast library.

Silena RamsayngeMoore) was the wife of the linen merchant RobaxtrRay
(1727-61). After marrying Richard orff&November 1762, the couple set up a shop

with Silena’s mother Sarah Moore, trading itemshsag lace, ale and elder wine.

® Djabri, Diaries of Sarah Hursip. 47.
"bid., p. 44.



294

The couple had five children together; Silena Snahr(1764-90), Richard Thomas
(1765-1835), William ‘Billy’ Briggins (1768-1804)lohn ‘Jack’ Farmborough
Cartwright (b. 1769) and Mariabella (1766-1850)efa’s first son Thomas
‘Tommy’ Ramsay (1756-74) with Robert Ramsay wag seGermany aged thirteen
to learn counting house business like his stepefa®ichard. Unfortunately Silena’s

letters to her husband and lover have not survived.

Sir James Lowther, first Earl of Lonsdale(1736-1802pf Northumberland
Isabella Carr of Northumberland and London

Sir James Lowther was the son of the landowner Ral&vther (1681-1745) and
Katherine Pennington (1712-64) and was educatBetarhouse, Cambridge. In
1751 he inherited estates worth more than £6,000ally, followed by additional
rental estates in 1755 worth £1,200 per year. g&ie him an annual income of
roughly £45,000, making him one of the wealthiesehrm the country. James began
a relationship with Isabella Carr 1759, although his letters do not survive. After
being turned down by the Duke of Marlborough’s daeg he married Lady Mary
Wortley Montagu’s daughter Lady Mary Stuart (174823) in 1761. James was a
politician and landowner, plus Mayor of Carlisl&$6) and Lord Lieutenant of
Westmorland and Cumberland (1758). Surviving lilsses include a portrait by
Thomas Hudson in. 1755, painted during his relationship with Isah&lla

Isabella Carr was a gentlewoman who stood to ihhaefteast £4,000 upon the death
of her father. In 1762 she moved to London, intielhouse next door but one to
Lord Egremont. She employed several servants imguah ‘under maid’ and a man
to care for her horse. Her unpredictable finansitalation forced her to sell the
house in 1764 and propose moving to smaller lodgwigh only one maid. Her
relationship with Sir James Lowther appears to lemded when he tired of her
continual demands for money. Throughout the afaibella was estranged from her

family.

8 SeeODNB.
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Isaac Martin Rebow (1731-81) of Colchester, Essex
Mary Martin (c.1751-1804) of Chelsea, Queen Square, and Duket Stazedon

Isaac Martin Rebow was the son of Isaac Lemyng R€ih@05-1735) and Mary
Martin (d. 1776), and was educated at Eton andtyrollege, Cambridge. His
family made their fortune in the woollen trade.ds@erved as Alderman of the
Borough of Colchester, Member of Parliament fordbekter (from 1754), Deputy
Lieutenant of Essex (from 1762), Recorder of Cadtdie(from 1763) and Colonel in
the East Essex Militiac(1759-79). In 1758, he engaged the London architect
Thomas Reynolds to design and build the four-steaysion Wivenhoe Park in
Colchester, which was completed in 1761. His mdlikied there until her death in
1776, after which it became Isaac and Mary'’s chasidence. His letters to Mary do

not survive.

Mary Martin was the daughter of Thomas Martin (1:78) and Dorothy (1720-77)

of Alresford Hall in Essex. She courted her firgusin Isaac Martin Rebow between
1767 and 1772. She was known as ‘Molly’ by her maoih-law (and aunt) Mary
Martin (d. 1776), and had two lap dogs, named Pgmapé Pug, and several tame
squirrels. During her courtship with Isaac she suped his servants at Duke Street,
renovated the house, forwarded his mail to Coleneand wrote a weekly letter to
his mother. After their marriage on"2August 1772, she wrote further letters to her
husband between 1778 and 177fhey had three daughters together; Mary Hester
(c.1773-1834), Sarah Emma. (777-98) and Frances Mary (1780-93), with only

the eldest surviving her mother.

Prince Henry Frederick, Duke of Cumberland and Strahearn (1745-90) of
London
Lady Henrietta Grosvenor (1745-1828) of London

Prince Henry Frederick was the son of FrederickiseRrince of Wales (1701-51)
and Augusta (1719-72), daughter of Friedrich lIkBof Saxe-Gotha-Altenberg. He
became Duke of Cumberland and Strathearn and EBdldin in 1766. He entered

the Navy as a Midshipman in 1768, being promoteddar-Admiral in 1769 and

° See Josephine Asaro Manning, ‘The Mary Martin Rehetters, 1767-1772The Recordyol. 32
(1971), WSU.
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Vice-Admiral in 1770%° After conducting a scandalous affair with Lady Hefta
Grosvenor in 1769, he was sued for criminal corateas by her husband and fined
£10,000 in damages. He returned to Henrietta aftetsy before leaving her for
Maria Bailey, and subsequently the widow Anne HorfweeLuttrell). Henry

married Anne on'® October 1771, causing him to be barred from theyki
presence and estranged from his mother until hehde 1772. Surviving likenesses
include portraits by George Knaptan {748 and 1751), Joshua Reynolds (1773)
and Thomas Gainsborough {773-7 and 1785-8).

Lady Henrietta Grosvenor was the daughter of H&@mwnon of Hilton Park,
Staffordshire, former MP for Lichfield and Newcastinder Lyme. She married
Richard, first Earl Grosvenor (1731-1802) o' uly 1764, before famously
conducting an affair with the Duke of Cumberland #69. After Richard’s
infamous crim. con. suit he could not sue for dieas he was also guilty of
adultery. The couple remained separated until édgtdon % August 1802.
Henrietta remarried George Porter less than a matghon i September 1802,

who became Baron de Hochepied in 1819.

Edward Leathes(d. 1788)of Reedham, Norfolk
Edward Peach(d. 1805)of Sundridge, Kent
Elizabeth ‘Betsy’ Readingof Woodstock, Norfolk

Edward Leathes was the son of Major Carteret LesatBdward’s courtship of
Elizabeth Reading from 1771 caused tensions whtgriamily as his father had
always insisted that he take orders before marryiihgs led the couple to conduct
their relationship without his knowledge, makingzBbeth’s parents uneasy about
their involvement. After their eventual marriagelin74, Edward’s father bought the
couple a new home. Edward was Rector of Reedhanfi@sihorpe between 1775
and 1788, and Limpenhoe and Southwood between d7d 9is death in 1788.

The chaplain Edward Peach married Elizabeth Ledti@Reading) two years after
the death of her husband orf"28ovember 1790. Letters suggest that they separated
in 1793 after a number of disagreements conceiadwgard’s extravagance.

10 SeeODNB.



297

Elizabeth Reading was the daughter of Reverendd&weading of Woodstock (d.
1790), tutor to the Marlborough children, and higevielizabeth. In 1774 she eloped
to marry Edward Leathes against the advice of &mily, after which they had
several children together. These included Elizahe#thes, who eloped to marry
James Thompson in 1794, and Edward Leathes, whani®Rector of Reedham
after his father’s death, and was admitted to fyi@iollege, Cambridge in 1794.
Elizabeth began courting her new suitor Edward P@ad 789, marrying him in
1790 but formally separating in 1793.

John King (c. 1753-1824) of London
Mary Robinson (c. 1756/8-1800) of Bristol and London

John King was born Jacob Rey, son of the Jewisletstrader Moses Rey of
Gibraltar or North Africa. After being educatedsatharity school for Spanish and
Portuguese Jews and apprenticed to a Jewish metotase in London, he changed
his name to John Kintf.He met Mary Robinson through her husband Thomas in
1773 while working as a money broker, and was piilsnknown as Jew King.

Three years later he married Sara, the daughtieafity merchant Benjamin Nunes
Lara, divorcing her in 1784. After Mary Robinsohigh-profile affair with George
Augustus Frederick, Prince of Wales (1762-183hnJdecided to publish his own
love letters with Mary in 1781. This was despite #ttempts of Mary and her new
lover George Capel, Viscount Malden (1757-1839tmver the originals. John
publishedThoughts on the difficulties and distresses in Wiie peace of 1783 has
involved the people of Englatiti783), a new edition of David Levi'spalogia
Dissertations on the Prophecies of the Old Testaifiei93-1800) and wrote fdrhe
ArgusandBritish Guardian.From 1817 until his death he lived in Florencehwtite
widowed Jane Isabella Butler, Lady LanesborouglB711828).

Mary RobinsonriéeDarby) was the daughter of the Bristol sea mercNarholas
Darby (€.1720-85) and his wife HestardeVanacott) of Somerset.(1725-93).
During her teenage years she taught English dt@séounded by her mother in
Chelsea irc. 1771. She was later introduced to David Garrickob@ng his
protégée at Drury Lane. Mary secretly married teisor’'s clerk Thomas
Robinson . 1750-1802) at St Martin-in-the-Fields on™&pril 1773, delaying her

1 SeeODNB.
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stage debut. While Thomas claimed to be the herwéalthy Welsh tailor, he was
actually his illegitimate son. Mary’s adulterousrespondence with John King
began only five months into her marriage. Her filatighter Maria Elizabeth was
born in 1774, and her second Sophia in 1777. Aigemperformance as ‘Perdita’ in
Garrick’'sA Winter’s Talen 1779 she famously became mistress of the Prince of
Wales until he deserted her for Elizabeth Armitdteal780. Later well-known
conquests include Lord Malden, Colonel Banastréei@mn (1754-1833) and Charles
James Fox (1749-1806). She was acquainted with Mém{stonecraft and William
Godwin, whose relationship is also studied in thesis. Mary also became an
author, writing poems in numerous newspapers phugls such as the Gothic
Hubert de Sevra¢l796) and feminist tracts suchAd etter to the Women of
England, on the Injustice of Mental Subordinat{@@99). Surviving likenesses
include oil paintings by Thomas Gainsborough (17&Borge Romney (1781) and
Sir Joshua Reynolds (1784).

John Eccles(d. 1780)of Fordingbridge, Hampshire, and Southwark, neardom
Mary Hays (1759-1843) of Southwark, near London

John Eccles was from a Radical Dissenting backgtoregularly meeting Mary
Hays at nonconformist meetings and lectures. Heedaom a socially inferior
family, and had no profession, which created ogposto their union. However
Mary begged him not to join the navy due to theg#as involved. In July 1780 John
became seriously ill, while Mary kept a vigil ashiedside. In August he set out for
his family home in Fordingbridge on his doctor'viae, but died before reaching
home, leaving all of his possessions to M&ry.

Mary Hays was the daughter of John and ElizabetfsHand was born or"4ay
1759 in Southwark into a Protestant Dissenting fariihe began her relationship
with John Eccles ie. 1777, which was kept secret due to the objectidiei0
mother and John’s father. Sadly, Mary’s mother doaed her resistance and
permitted the couple to marry in 1780, but Johresmbed to a violent fever and
died whilst arranging the wedding. She began wgiimovel about Eccles with
‘Edwin’ as the hero, but it was never finished. WMater published the novels
Memoirs of Emma Courtn€$796) andrhe Victim of Prejudicél799), plus

12\Wedd,Love-Letters of Mary Haygp. 3-4.
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numerous moral tracts includihgtters and Essays, Moral and Miscellaneous
(1793) and the anonymo#speal to the Men of Great Britain on Behalf of Véom
(1798). Mary fell in love with the clergyman anccsd reformer William Frend
(1757-1841) in 1791, confessing her love to hi786. She remained unmarried,
but Frend married Sara Blackburne in 1898.

Admiral Sir Thomas Pye (1708/9-85) of Tooting, Surrey
Anna Maria Bennett (d. 1808) of Tooting, Surrey

Thomas Pye was the son of Henry Pye (1683-1749h&ndife Anne, leaving
school at fourteen to join the navy. He becamewédinant in 1734. In 1755 he was
charged with several offences including failingtwey a senior officer, but after
being tried by court martial in 1758 was only reminded for lesser charges. Four
months later Thomas was promoted to Rear-Admiral wife died in 1762, the
same year that he became Commander-in-Chief atd@ynand was promoted to
Vice-Admiral. From 1766-9 he was Commander-in-Cloiethe Leeward Islands,
and was knighted and promoted to Admiral in 17#&rhas embarked on an affair
with Anna Maria Bennett in 1780, although his Ietteave not survived. He retired

from the navy in 1783 before his death two yeatexla

Anna Maria Bennett was probably the daughter otctieoms officer and grocer
David Evans of Glamorgan. She was married to tiséoous house officer Thomas
Bennett, meeting Thomas Pye while working in a dien's shop. She became his
housekeeper and mistress in Tooting, Surrey, rantpso for at least seventeen
years. In her letters Anna Maria called herselfribla’ After his death, Pye left his
house on Suffolk Street to Anna Maria and forgamehtusband’s debts. They had at
least two children together, including Thomas Pgaritt and the actress Harriet
Pye féeBennett) €. 1761-1865). Anna Maria later became a novelist|iphing
numerous tracts includinbhe Beggar Girl and her Benefactdi&vols., 1797),
Vicissitudes Abroad, or, The Ghost of my Fail@evols., 1806) an&aith and
Fiction, or, Shining Lights in a Dark Generati¢s vols., 1816).

13 Eleanor Ty, Introduction to Hayslemoirs of Emma Courtnepp. Vii-xv.



300

Samuel Whitbread Il (1764-1815)f Cardington, Bedfordshire
Elizabeth Grey (1765-1848) of Fallodon, Northumberland

Samuel Whitbread Il was the only son of the brevwagowner and politician
Samuel Whitbread | (1720-96) and his first wife it Hayton of lvinghoe,
Buckinghamshire (d. 1764). He was educated at &tohChrist Church, Oxford,
transferring to St. John’s College, Cambridge iB2@nd conducting a Grand Tour
from 1784-5** On his return he fell in love with Elizabeth Greyd was sent on a
second tour of Europe by his father in 1787 to msater the attachment. Since
Elizabeth had no fortune, Samuel’s father favowadatch with Lady Charlotte
Bertie, daughter of the politician Willoughby Bextiord Abingdon. However
Samuel’s relationship with Elizabeth continued dteshpis father’s objections, and
the couple were married on"28anuary 1788. Samuel took over his father's seat a
Member of Parliament for Bedford in 1790, and aftéraught political career and
bouts of depression, committed suicide 8niéne 1818° Surviving likenesses
include a portrait by John Opie froen1803, and a memorial in Cardington Church
created by Henry Weeks in 1849.

Elizabeth Grey was the eldest daughter of Chdiilss Earl Grey (1729-1807) and
Elizabeth (d. 1822) of Southwick, county Durhame $iarried Samuel Whitbread 11
at Fallodon in Northumberland in 1788, after whileay settled at Woolmers on a
195-acre estate in Hertfordshire. The couple had ¢bildren together, William
Henry (1795-1867), Samuel Charles (1796-1879)abkth (1791-1843) and Emma
Laura (1798-1857). Elizabeth was the aunt of LalilzaBeth Grey (1798-1880),
who is studied below. Unfortunately her letter§Stomuel do not survive. She was
widowed twenty-seven years after her marriage tb18ying on 28 November
1848. Surviving portraits include a stipple engnaviby Anthony Cardon in the
National Portrait Galleryc; 1808) and a half-length portrait in oil on canvgsan
unknown artist¢. 1820) sold for £1,320 at Christie’s on"28larch 2007.

“ Dean RappSamuel Whitbread (1764-1815): A Social and Polit®@dy(London, 1987), p. 41.
'* SeeODNB.
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Joseph Strutt(1765-1844) of Derby, Derbyshire
Isabella Douglas(1769-1802) of Swaybrook, Derbyshire

Joseph Strutt was the youngest son of the invemdrcotton-manufacturer Jedediah
Strutt and his wife ElizabetméeWoollat) (see above). He was baptised at Friar
Gate Presbyterian Chapel in Derby off' Beptember 1765. His engagement to
Isabella lasted seven years before their marriags’ danuary 1793° They had two
sons and three daughters together, with Carolin@9-1L834), Isabella (1797-1877)
and Joseph Douglas (d. 1821) surviving into adath®&pon his death on 13
January 1844, Joseph left most of his estate teddssurviving child Isabella, who
had married John Howard Galton (1794-1862) in 1819.

Isabella Douglas was the daughter of Archibald Dasigf Swaybrook, Derbyshire.

Her precise social status and how she met Josepimanown.

Edward Washbourn of Holborn, Middlesex
Frances ‘Fanny’ Wilmot (b. c.1759) of Holborn, Middlesex and Wandsworth,

Surrey

Edward Washbourn worked as a footman in the holdelidohn and Fanny

Wilmot in Bedford Row in Holborn froms. 1784. He left his post oﬁhFebruary

1791 to conceal his affair with Fanny, taking lodgs at No. 12 King Street,

Holborn. However he continued to frequent the Wiltmause, purportedly to dine

and drink tea with the servants on the housekegperitation. After John Wilmot
publicly outed the affair on 35April 1791, he had Edward’s apartments searched by
a Peace Officer named McManus. Edward and Faneitexr$ have not survived.

Edward subsequently went to work in the househbldatonel Popham.

Frances ‘Fanny’ Wilmotr(eéeSainthill) (b.c.1759) was the daughter of Samuel and
Jemima SainthillfféeScott). She married John Wilmot on28pril 1776 while still

a minor. John was a Member of Parliament, Mast&@hancery and Commissioner
of American Claims. They lived in Bedford Row, Hoth, and also had a country
house in Wandsworth, Surrey. The couple had siklidn together, including one
son and five daughters, the youngest of whom wasyiears old at the time of the

trial in 1792. Their household included nine donmesérvants: a butler, coachman,

16 SeeODNB.
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footman, under-footman, lady’s maid, housekeep#sery maid, house maid and
kitchen maid. The lady’s maid Elizabeth Barnes|dsuilliam Garthwaite,
coachman William Tapscott, nursery maid Ann Wisdboyse maid Ann Frazer,
kitchen maid Jane Smith and footmen Henry HudsahSamuel Clough all testified
against Fanny at the trial. Her adultery was exgdiseher husband on 9Rpril

1791 when he confronted her at Edward’s lodgingsfarbade her from returning
home. Edward’s divorce case was first broughhen@onsistory Court of London,
from which an appeal was made to the Court of Aschad a Sentence of Divorce

was obtained.

Reverend Charles Powlet{1764-1834) of Hackwood, Hampshire
Anne Temple(1772-1827) of St. Gluvias, Cornwall

Charles Powlett was the son of Elizabeth Powleattlaautenant Percy Powlett, the
second illegitimate son of Charles Powlett, thingkB of Bolton (1685-1754) and
Lavinia Fenton (1708-60). Charles was educatechatt€rhouse and Westminster
school followed by Trinity College, Cambridge. IA89 he became Rector of
Winslade, Hampshire. After his father’s death Gémwas largely reliant upon his
uncle (also Charles Powlett), who threatened tbdvéaw his allowance of £40 per
year if he pursued his relationship with Anne Teenh 1790 Charles was
appointed Chaplain to the Prince of Wales, attapgiestigious balls, dinners and
social events. In 1794 Lord Stanwell presentedwith ‘two Livings’ which

granted him financial independence from his UnClearles was acquainted with the
Austen family, and is reputed to have been oné®&titors of Jane Austen in 1796.
Charles married Anne on 9November 1796.

Anne Temple was the daughter of Reverend Williahm3ton Temple. William was
previously chaplain to Bishop Heppel, raising aod& respectable’ family and
promising to settle £2,000 upon Anne when she mdriie also held the Great
Living of St. Gluvias, while raising seven childr€rThe family were friends with
James Boswell, who stayed with them at St. Gluwids/92. Anne offended
Charles’ uncle in her first letter to him in 1794 flailing to address him with due
civility, forcing Charles to write a letter of agly for the offence she had caused.

Her father also begged her to end their engagearehteclare herself free. After

" powlett to his mother, August 21790, 72M92/6/2, HRO.



303

their marriage in 1796, Anne and Charles movedrieva home in Dummer,
Hampshire in 1800. They had nine children togethane Elizabeth (b. 1797),
Caroline (b. 1800), James Gunman (b. 1801), Pernthaw (1802-66), Frances
Horatia (b. 1803), Mary Laura (b. 1805), Katheretavia (b. 1806), Charles
Armand and Frederick Armand (b. 1811).

General Charles O’Hara (c. 1740-1802) of Westminster, London
Mary Berry (1763-1852) of Kirkbridge, North Yorkshire

Charles O’Hara was an illegitimate son of Jamesaba;isecond Lord Tyrawley. He
was educated at Westminster School, leaving in Wttéh he was appointed to a
Cornetcy in the "8 Dragoons. In 1756 he became a Lieutenant in thés@eam
Guards, fighting in Germany (1759) and Portugab@)before being taken prisoner
in America. Charles was the British officer whorf@lly surrendered to George
Washington in 1781. After his release he travelitetlaly in 1783, meeting Mary
Berry and her family on 21May 1784. They became engaged in 1795, keepirg the
relationship a secret from everyone but Mary'sfdé@nne Damer. However Mary
refused to marry Charles before he left Englarafjiteg Charles to break off the
engagement in 1796 before moving to Gibraltar.

Mary Berry was the daughter of Lord Orford, and Wwam at Kirkbridge Stanwick,
North Yorkshire on 17 March 1763. Aged six she was put under the cage of
governess at College House in Chiswick, who lefigomarried in 1775. She
enjoyed a brief romance in 1779, but the connedciias later dropped. After long
periods touring the Continent with her father aistkes Agnes she returned to live at
Little Strawberry Hill in 1791. She first met CheslO’Hara in 1784 when she was
twenty-one and he was fourty-four. Mary later beean author, penning the
comedyFashionable Friend§1844) and editing thé&/orks of Horace Walpole
(1798). Surviving likenesses include a miniature3®orge Engleheart in the
Pierpont Morgan Collection, an engraving fr@iown and Country Magazinand a
likeness aged eighty-six, reproduced hre Berry Paperg-rontispiece, pp. 286,
438.
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Admiral Horatio Nelson (1758-1805)
Lady Emma Hamilton (1765-1815) of Naples

Horatio Nelson was the son of Reverend Edmund Ngl§622-1802) and his wife
Catherine (1725-67). He first went to sea agedairtduring the Falklands Islands
crisis in 1771, before passing his examinationgoone a Lieutenant in 1777. He
was promoted to Captain in 1779, marrying the widkmances (Fanny) Nisbatde
Woolward) in 1787, who was the daughter of a judige kept house for a planter on
the Caribbean island of Nevis. He had several ggstes before meeting Lady Emma
Hamilton in Naples in 1793, and beginning theiaafin 1798. After entering into a
ménage a troisvith the Hamiltons he left his wife in 1800, and Hiegitimate
daughter Horatia was born in 1801. After becomiegiRRAdmiral in 1797, Nelson
received a baronetcy in 1787, and made Vice-Adnaindl later Viscount in 1801.
Surviving likenesses include paintings by Guy HEE&P8-9), Sir William Beechey
(1800) and John Hoppner (1802) plus caricaturedanyes Gillray.

Emma Hamilton was the daughter of the blacksmithriiéyon and his wife Mary
(néeKidd). She found work as a nursemaid and housemdidndon, and was
rumoured to have been one of the scantily-dresseddants of Dr James Graham’s
‘celestial bed.” She became the mistress of SiryHaetherstonhaugh in 1781,
having a daughter named ‘Little Emma’ the followiywgar. She was briefly the
mistress of Charles Francis Greville, before beogntihe mistress of his uncle Sir
William Hamilton (1730-1803) in 1786. She marriathhin 1791, before his death
in 1803. Emma gave birth to twins in 1801, of whibbratia was the only survivor.
She may have had a third child in 1803-4 who dreattyy after birth. Despite the
generous provisions of Nelson’s will she ran ugéatiebts and was consigned to
debtor’s prison in 1813, but was allowed to livarwy on parole with her daughter.
She escaped to Calais in 1814 before her deafioltbeiing year. Emma was
depicted in innumerable guises by George Romne§2:P1), Elisabeth Vigée Le
Brun (c. 1790-2), Sir Thomas Lawrence (1791) and Angelicaffl@ann (1791).
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Sir Gilbert Stirling (c.1779-1843) of Glasgow
Anne Louisa Dalling (c. 1784-1853) of Harley Street, London

Sir Gilbert Stirling was the eldest son of Sir Jar8irling, Baronetd, 1740-1805),
Lord Provost and Mayor of Edinburgh and his wiiééMansfield). Gilbert may
have met Anne Louisa Dalling while his father watles a clerk in the West Indies,
and was possibly secretary to Anne’s fatffeBilbert courted Anne for two years
between 1803 and 1805, jilting her hours before thedding. He was a Lieutenant
in the Coldstream Guards and succeeded his fashe¥and Baronet in 1805.
Newspaper reports chronicled his attendance & lmaBath, portraying him as an

eligible young bachelor. He died unmarried in 1843.

Anne was the daughter of Sir John Dalling, first@eet €. 1731-98), Governor of
Jamaica and Commander in Chief at Madras. Aftedéah in 1798, her brother
William Windham Dalling (1775-1864) became the heathe family, overseeing
the end of Anne’s relationship with Sir Gilbertritig. Unfortunately her letters
have not survived. She later married General Rddegde (1772-1852) on 90

June 1807, who became Lieutenant Governor of tipe GaGood Hope. Robert was
the second son of John Meade, first Earl Clanvmilend the heiress Theodosia
Meade fiéeMagill). The couple had ten children together: Roiie. 1809), John (b.
1812), Adelaide (b. 1818), Catherine (m. 1836), &(m. 1833), Theodosia (b.
1811), Rose (b. 1819), Louisa, Edine and Caroline.

Francis Cobb (1759-1831) of Margate, Kent
Charlotte Mary Curwen (d. 1823) of Fenstanton, Huntingdonshire

Francis Cobb was the only son of Elizabeth CobbFaadcis Cobb Sr (1727-1802).
He was educated at Ashford Grammar School, afteshwie was sent to Holland
for a mercantile educatiof.His father was known as the ‘King of Margate’ frénis
work in brewing, banking, shipping, and insurari@eth men served as the Deputy
Mayor of Margate, with the first family brewery cructed in 1760 and second in
1808%° Before he met Charlotte, Francis had been maiwax before. He first

'® SeeODNB.

19 Cobb,Memoir,p. 1.

% |esley Richmond and Alison Turtofihe Brewing Industry: a Guide to Historical Records
(Manchester, 1990pp. 106-7.
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married Elizabeth Chippendale ofi April 1786, who died six days after giving
birth to their son Francis William Cobb (1787-1881)8" February 1787 His
second son believed the loss made his father outtmetscriptures for solaééHis
second marriage was to Mary Blackburn (1773-1802)&' December 1794. She
bore him a daughter, Elizabeth (d. 1803) and thoges, William Francis Cobb
(1795-1862), Thomas Francis Cobb (1797-1882) ahd Boancis Cobb (1800-86).
Unfortunately he was widowed again dh @eptember 1802. His earliest letters to
Charlotte Mary Curwen were written in 1805, wheeedescribed how their

courtship began ‘some years batk.’

Charlotte Mary Curwen was the daughter of Ann Curard a Baptist Minister at
Fenstanton, but was raised largely by her Aunt &afBefore her marriage to
Francis Cobb she was baptised into the Church gfaid in 1804. Charlotte
became Francis’ third wife on #@ecember 1805, and step-mother to his five
children. The couple had three further childreretbgr, Charlotte Mary (1806-58),
Mary Charlotte (1808-79), and Henry, who died ifaircy on 23 March 1811.
Charlotte died of a paralytic stroke orf"&pril 1823.

Richard Law of Marylebone, London
Jane Townley(1761-1825)pf Marylebone, London

Richard Law worked as a serge-maker and flax-dresdexeter, subsequently
moving to Maryleboné? In January 1803 he acted as a ‘judge’ duringtitie" of

the prophetess Joanna Southcott (1750-1814). The gaar, Law sent a letter to
Prime Minister Addington demanding the releasehefjailed prophet Richard
Brothers €. 1757-1824), advising him to read Southcott’s prajdse He first met
Jane Townley through their shared connection wotinda, with their relationship
beginningc. 1807. He continually pressed Jane for money, ctajrtihat she had
promised to provide for him. It is possible that thtensity of their relationship was

significantly exaggerated by Richard in order ttoeixmoney from Jane. However

21 Zechariah Cozend tour through the Isle of Thanet, and some otleetspof east KenflLondon,
1793), p. 20.

22 Cobb,Memoir, pp. 12-13.

23 Cobb to Curwen, 1August 1805, EK/U1453/C287/5, EKAC.

4 Frances BrownJoanna Southcott: The Woman Clothed with the(Slamchester, 2002pp. 132,
232.
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his vitriol remained undimmed as he continued tlesrenomous epistles to her for

over a decade after their relationship began.

Jane Townley was the fourth child of Colonel Rich@iownley, High Sheriff of
Lancashire (d. 1802) and his first wife AmméEéWestern) (d. 1761). Jane was an
invalid for much of her adult life, until the trea¢nts of Doctor Moseley from 1798
restored her to health. She first read the book®ahna Southcott in 1803,
subsequently becoming one of her key companiotsynmand disciples. Joanna
joined Jane’s household in 1804, with Jane’s seéran Underwood becoming her
amanuensi&> Jane was the guardian of Joanna’s famous unopeoef
prophecies’ front. 1816 until her death in 1825, and was a woman o$icerable
means, with Richard speculating that she had at ££00 per year. She lived in
Weston Place, opposite the smallpox hospital inyM@one. Unfortunately her
letters to Richard have not survived; it is possiblat she never replied to him, with

Richard complaining of her silence in 1817.

Sir Robert Garrett (1794-1869) of the Isle of Thanet, Kent
Charlotte Bentinck (1789-1819) of Kent

Robert Garrett was the son of John Garrett, Esgllwfgton and Elizabeth Garrett
(néeGore). He was educated at Harrow School, joiniregarmy by purchase in the
2" Queen’s foot on 2March 1811. He courted Charlotte Bentinck betwsghl
and 1814. Robert was promoted to a Lieutenandye'rﬁ‘P garrison battalion on'3
September 1813, transferring to theRoyal Fusiliers, where he served in the
campaigns of 1813-14. Off' duly 1814 he became Captain by purchase in the 97
Queen’s Owrf? He married Charlotte at St George’s Church in Han&quare on
21% February 1814 without the prior knowledge of laimfly, who disapproved of
their disparity in rank’ Charlotte sadly died five years later, and Robretried the
widow Louisa Devaynes, of Updown near Margate, 8811 Their son Algernon
Robert was born in 1825, and also entered the aRwolyert was made a Knight
Commander of the Order of Bath in 1857, and Knajtlthe Royal Guelphic Order
in 1863.

> SeeODNB.
%% |bid.
2T R/U888/C14, p. 117, EKAC.
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Charlotte Georgina Sophia Cavendish-Bentinck wagittughter of Lord Edward
Bentinck (1744-1819) and Elizabeth Cumberland 887), and granddaughter of
William Bentinck, second Duke of Portland (1709-62he was a close relative of
the Duke of Devonshire, who sent her tickets ferliox at the opera in 1814, also
corresponding with the Earl of Clarendon and MasquieWaterford between 1811
and 1817. Her parents purportedly encouraged hetstop with Robert Garrett as
they had squandered their fortune and were largdignt upon the goodwill of Lord
Bentinck’s brother the third Duke of Portland. dbte’s letters to Robert have not
survived. She died almost one month after her fatheé8” November 1819 from the

effects of a fall caused by Robert's dog ‘More&u.’

William Pratt (b. 17837?) of Kegworth, Leicestershire

‘B.F’ of Lincoln

William Pratt engaged in an adulterous affair wglF between 1814 and 1816.
Unfortunately his letters have not survived. Altgbthis social and family
background are difficult to ascertain, he may keeWilliam Pratt of Kegworth (b.
1783) who practised as an ironmaster, and was @daioiMary Prattr{éeElston)

during the period in questidf.

‘B.F’ was a housekeeper at a Lincoln boarding stheow was trapped in an
unhappy marriage. She engaged in an adulterous &fth William Pratt between
1814 and 1816. Little is known of her husband anifga

John Keats(1795-1821) of Hampstead, London
Fanny Brawne (1800-65) of Kentish Town, and Hampstead, London

John Keats was the son of Thomas and Francis Ke@&tdennings), living with his
parents until his father’s death in April 1804. lfsther remarried William
Rawlings the same year, and John went to live highmaternal grandmother in
Edmonton, where his mother returned in 1808 agemmarriage broke down. In
1810 he was apprenticed to his guardian Richardeglcounting house, enrolling

as a student at Guy’s Hospital in 1815, and qualifyhe following year. He courted

2 bid., p. 52.
? See attested copy receipt of William Pratt of Kegw, 1813, DD/FM/2/3, Nottinghamshire
Archives.
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Fanny Brawne between 1819 and 1821, beginning Wwisendymionhad just been
published. He wrote the sonnet ‘Bright Star’ fonRgin 1819, and died of
tuberculosis aged twenty-five in 18&1Their relationship remained a secret until
Fanny’s son Herbert sold their love letters atiangctand they were published by
Harry Buxton-Forman in 1878. There are countlesages of Keats, including
portraits by Benjamin Robert Haydon (1816), ChaBeswn (1819) and Joseph
Severn (1816-21).

Fanny Brawne was the daughter of Samuel and Fraresee, and met John Keats
through Charles Brown’s neighbours the Dilke famfjter his brother Tom died in
December 1818, John moved in with Charles. TheeBilkhen rented their half of
Wentworth Place to the Brawne family, and Fanny dofth became neighbours.
While John struggled for mental and monetary segufanny had never been
burdened with financial troubles, as her grandfiatied when she was nine, leaving
a considerable sum to her motfieEanny last saw him on his ill-fated trip to Rome
in an attempt to improve his health, but he diethiwifour months of arrival.
Unfortunately her letters to John have not survivigte married Louis Lindon, Esg.
twelve years after his death in 1833, and had tbinddren, Edmund, Herbert and
Margaret Lindon. A miniature portrait survives a@rfay by an unknown artist from
c.1833.

John William Robert Kerr, Earl of Ancram (1794-1841)
Lady Elizabeth Grey (1798-1880) of Howick Hall, Northumberland

John William Robert Kerr was the eldest son of 4iifi Kerr, sixth Marquess of
Lothian (1763-1824) and his first wife Lady Harridgaughter of John Hobart,
second Earl of Buckinghamshire. He was Lord Newbdtom 1794 until 1815,
becoming Earl of Ancram in 1815 when his fatherdmee a Marquess. He entered
the House of Commons in 1820 as a Member of Pagldrfor Huntingdon,
marrying Lady Cecil Chetwynd-Talbot in 1831, andihg seven children together.
He became a member of the Privy Council in 184d,vaas appointed Captain of

the Yeomen of the Guard under Sir Robert Peel.

%0 Further works written during their relationshiglideOde on IndolenceOde to Psyche, Lamia,
Otho the GreaandTo Autumn(1819).
31 OE Madden (edJhe Love Letters of John Keg®xford, 1993), pp. 2-3.
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Lady Elizabeth Grey was the second daughter of NEigabeth Grey, Countess
Grey (éePonsonby) (1776-1861) and Charles Grey, second3ay (1764-1845).
She was the niece of Elizabeth Whitbread (1765-18#3%Grey), studied above.
Her letters to John Kerr have not survived. Elizabvearried the Sherriff and MP
John Crocker Bulteel (1794-1843) in 1826 and thexy three children together,
Mary Elizabeth (d. 1916), John (1827-1897) and kawmily Charlotte (1839-
1892). Surviving likenesses include an engravingibyry Bryan Hall after William
Say in the National Portrait Gallery (1841).
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Appendix Three

Breach of Promise Cases in the Common waCourts 1730 to 1830

This Appendix charts every record for ‘breach ampise’ and ‘breach of contract’ in the British Ngaper Database at the British Library
and Times Digital Archive between 1730 and 1816s phree pamphlets reproducing cases in full froghteéenth-Century Collections
Online. Due to the sheer volume of cases repoited E817, it uses the first article of every yeatheMorning Postbetween 1817 and
1830. This newspaper was selected as it was peblidaily, had a wide circulation, and containedrgd number of detailed assize reports.

Cases reported in brief without sufficient detail/ been deliberately discounted, as well as ifsiatsking for retrials and cases mentioned
but not actually tried.Cases tried in Scotland and Ireland have also tiseounted. | have endeavoured to reproduce igmarlanguage
of newspaper reports wherever possible, in ordegtion important nuances in the language of ‘sdf¢eiere information is not available in

newspaper reports, boxes have been left blank.tibddi reports are continually being digitised hg British Library; new cases were
added for the final time on TNovember 2012.
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‘Squire’ /
Holt vs. Ward, ‘Had not a Gentleman of
Esq. Feb 1730 CKB| F| ‘Young | competent fortune’ ‘plentiful fortune’ | P 2,000. Love letters Plt

! For example seworld on 3° October 1792, Issue 1798; ‘An action is to bedtriext term, for a breach of promise of marriabe:Rlaintiff is a widow, and means to
produce, as an evidence of the promise, a lettezhrdhe received from the Defendaime daydefore the death of her husband.’
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Higgs vs. [?] July 1774 | CCP Brewer’s clerk 100 LC
House, horses
Widow of the late 600l. carriages &
Schreiber vs. ‘very respectable General Frazer, with suit of livery
Frazer July 1780 | CKB wealthy Merchant’ worth £24,000+ costs bought LEP
Widowed French
Countess worth
Lieutenant of £16,00 exclusive
Jan 1787 Marines of property WFA
Young woman
March abandoned while Gentleman of
1787 EA ‘Young’ pregnant property WEFA
‘very respectable
Chapman vs. ‘Young ‘very respectable | ‘Young | parents’, Attorney PIt/W/
Shaw, Esq. May 1790 | CKB Lovers’ family’ Lovers’ | at Law 201. WEP/T
Lived in Miss
Brown'’s lodging Love letter &
Nearly40 Just house at her ‘preliminary
Brown vs. —‘old Maiden lady who | turned | expense for 15 articles’ for LC/WE
Arnold Aug 1790 maid’ ran a lodging housg 21 months marriage P

2 While the full report of the case he Timesecorded a verdict for the plaintiff of £20, adeeiar a pamphlet of the case four months laterakésily reported a verdict
for the defendant. S&émes,May 24" 1790, 1689, TDAWorld, September 2%and October 301790, 1163, 1194 anhitehall Evening PosSeptember 251790, 6545.
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Domestic servant,

® farmer’s daughter Young mechanic
c.43 & distant relative of who had recently
(came to | celebrated acquired a
London mathematical business from a
Smith vs. Taylor| June 1791 | CKB aged 40) | instrument maker | c.30 brasier & tinman P 50 W/O
Quaker ‘of
o undoubted credit
Hagenlor and character’ who
Hayden vs. kept a boarding Methodist earning
Walker Dec 1791 CKB c.30 house c.50 250-300. p/a P 50L. TIW
2
Palmer vs. Tradesman's
Barnard, Esq. | Dec 1792 GH 23 daughter 29 Banker’s son P 1,d00 Plt
= Educated farm_er’s
daughter working
Davis vs. as a milliner & ‘Widower of
Saunders Jan 1792 CCP c.28 mantuamaker some property’ P 10D Love letters DWR
Milliner of
N ‘exemplary Large
character for settlement
Williams vs. March prudence, virtue ‘Very Tradesman in the declined by
Harding 1793 ‘Young’ and industry’ young’' | city P 50I. woman B
Respectable man Niece of eminent
" who ‘was bred up a coachmaker who Parties
planner and layer had left her a paid their
Sands vs. Sayer out of gardens and ‘considerable own
and Wife May 1793 | CKB pleasure grounds’ | 22 fortune’ JW costs Love letters T/LC
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<
—
Harris vs.
Williamson May 1793 | CKB 20 Mantuamaker 200. Sun
=
Daughter of a
Simpson vs. ‘respectable
Burton Sept 1793 | GA shopkeeper’ Army Lieutenant Love letters W
Master of a
Q habgrdashery
business who
suffered
Watts vs. Milliner and occasional fits of
Johnson Nov 1793 | CKB c.25 mantuamaker c.40 insanity 20. Love letters MC/PA
N~
—
Marcom vs. Independent fortune Apothecary and
Edgar Aug 1794 | NA of £5,000 surgeon 500 Love letters OPA
[0}
—
Guy vs. ‘not a lady of strict
Harlington Oct 1794 chastity’ 30L. OPA
2
Gentleman of Mother gave
Murray vs. Under 18 —| Daughter of noble ‘very large him picture of | LPEP /
Gale, Esq. Dec 1794 CKB ‘infant’ Lady & Baronet fortune’ her daughter | Sun
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o
o Fifteen ‘not a lady
Taylor vs. years older| distinguished for
Norton Dec 1794 CCP than D her chastity’ D CEG
(:j‘
Widow of
Brown vs. ‘exemplary Younge | Propertied GEP/
Harding June 1795 | CCP prudence’ r than P| tradesman P 20 ‘Preliminaries’ | Sun
~ Tradesman ‘of
o some eminence’
Young woman ‘of with a father ‘of B/
Jones vs. virtue and correct considerable WEP /
Gordon July 1796 | CCP ‘Young' | demeanour’ property’ P 50. Love letters OPA
™
N
Respectable buttont
manufacturer
earning £300p/a, TB/WE
Atcheson vs. 1796 & retired expecting 60-2 Wealthy widow N/P P/EM /
Baker 1797 (R) CKB 70-2 (R) | marriage (R) worth £24,000 (R) 4,0001.2 Tel
<
N
March ‘Young | ‘Gentleman of OPA/
Tawes vs. Jones 1796 CCP ' fortune’ N Sun

% Later reports reveal that these damages were peieras discussed in Chapter 7, note 110, p. 254.
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Te}
N

Heyward vs. Woman of ‘levity

Arnold May 1796 | CCP | F| c.40 of conduct’ c.22 Sun
© Tradesman ‘of
N some eminence’

whose father had

Jones vs. ‘considerable

Gordon July 1796 | CCP | F| ‘Young’ property’ 50. Love letters OPA
'\ .
N Man of ‘respectablé Woman with

family and ‘equally

Tyley vs. connections’ and a respectable’

Deerhurst Sept 1796 | EA M| ‘Young’ ‘polished life’ connections OPA
[0}
N

Bennet vs. ‘Respectable

Handcocks Nov 1796 | CCP | M| Over40 | tradesman’s son’ 22 Love letters Sun
(@]
N

Nearly
Bond vs. Oliver | Dec 1798 CKB| M 70 Lady TB
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Son of a wine
= merchant who
Daughter of a owned his own
deceased gentleman business as a
who was an Officer ‘Wine-merchant
in the Navy, and and Woolstapler’
widow who took and was in ‘a
Belchier vs. the City of London great way of ODA/
Thompson May 1799 | CKB | F | Young inn in Dover business’ 400 Love Letters | SJC
‘Captain of a Ship
pe trading to the
Baltic Seas’ who
had ‘failed in
trade’ so was
Wilson vs. worth no more
Powditch Dec 1799 CCP| F than £600 50D Love letters ODA
%
Harris vs. Surry | April 1800 | CA F Schoolmistress 20 MPG
g
Jones vs. Brock
Wood, Esq. Aug 1800 | NPC | F 1,000. LPEP
Managing Clerk of ‘widow Lady of
S distillery earning 68 very considerable
200l. per year. (MPG) | property’ with
‘Middling but more fortune nearing
decent and than 30,0001. (MPG), MPG /
Shaw[e] vs. respectable rank of| seventy| ‘more than Draft marriage| ODA /
Bakef Aug 1800 | SRA | M| c.30 life’ (ODA) | 30,000’ (ODA) settlement MC

* This was the second case brought against Mrs.rBakerAtcheson vs. Bakéhree years earlier.
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10 Widow who had ‘mature
‘maturer ‘lived in trade’, rage’ | Widower who had
Fowkes vs. age’ than | kept a shop and than ‘been in trade’ but
Selway Dec 1800 CKB usual lodgers usual was ‘comfortable’ Sun
@ 60
(MPG) | Methodist
Prothero vs. 60-70 | preacher, publicar MPG /
Evans / Jones | Jan 1801 CKB 28 (BG) and farmer 50 Love letters BG
Lived on his
> income
independent of
trade, but now Love letters &
Vaughan vs. confined in an ‘other
Aldridge June 1801 | CCP 50 75 asylum 10. evidence’ MP
Respectable
@ tradesman worth
150I. per year Wedding ring,
Andrews vs. Daughter of a independent of his license & MC /
Morrison Dec 1801 CKB deceased tradesmgn business 200 furniture MPG
Daughter of ‘a
2 Respectable person of
gentleman ‘in the considerable Love letters,
medical line’ with property’ with a house &
Forster vs. an income of 800- | ‘Youn | fortune of 13,900 ‘marriage MPG /
Mellish Feb 1802 CKB c.27 900I. per year g l. 200! clothes’ MC
e ‘might
Sister of a almost
‘respectable be her | Apprentice to P’s
Hand vs. Kisten| July 1802 CCP 37 tradesman’ son’ brother 100. Love letters MC
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g Humble hostler,
becoming an
Humble innkeeper worth
Storey vs. Eagle Aug 1802 | YA maidservant 600lI. 50I. Love letters MPG
;\'_J
Daughter of a ‘very Goldsmith,
Graves vs. respectable jeweller & dealer
Innocent Feb 1803 CKB tradesman’ in curiosities 100 Love letters MP
g
Leeds vs. ‘young Gentleman Daughter of a
Cook[e] and March of considerable ‘Young | ‘Gentleman of Letters sent
Wife 1803 CKB ‘Young' property’ ' landed property’ §. after desertion| MP
<
<
Martin vs. March
Jeffery 1803 DCA ‘Servant girl’ Tanner 80 1J
o A ‘decent woman
< .
keeping a small
shop’ (a grocer’'s & Stone-cutter who
Hunt vs. Smith | July 1804 KA c.35 chandler’s) c.35 kept two shops 10 T/MC
Qg
‘humble station’
Greenwood vs. with only £100
Bradshaw Aug 1804 | LNA ‘humble station’ and a house 80 MP
5 Daughter of a Farmer in same
‘respectable farmer county
Forster vs. March deserted while ‘considered a man
Hoblin 1805 WA pregnant of substance’ 400 T/IMP
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Defenda
@ nt paid
costs
Montgomery vs. Niece of Admiral plus 100
Evans Aug 1805 | WXA Reverend Sir Peter Parker l. Love letters T IMP
(o]
<
Balls vs. NPC Miller, maltster
Gardener Aug 1806 | S and brickmaker 300 Love letters BNP
o
Lo
50 I. with
costs &
maintena
Forrester vs. nce for
Lyons July 1808 | CCP Farmer’s daughter Master baker child MP
- Farmer and
Lo .
timber merchant
Howells vs. with estate worth
Charles Dec 1808 CKB Farmer’s daughter 100l. per year 150 MC
S
Corham vs.
Bulteel(née Ensign in the
Pinson) April 1809 | EA Devonshire militia 400 Love letters BNP
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Had previously

@ been ‘in trade’,
Woman of ‘great but Miss Hulme
personal attraction’ helped purchase &
Hulme vs. who ran a commission in the|
Warbrick Aug 1809 | LNA ‘Young’ confectioners shop Dragoons AR Love letters T/LG
Wholesale ribbon
S merchant &
Daughter of a manufacturer ‘in g MP /1J
Millis vs. March ‘respectable ribbon| ‘Old respectable [YH/
Flower 1810 CKB manufacturer’ fool’ situation in life’ P 500. Love letters BNP
s
Woman with In ‘a very Each side
‘wandering comfortable paid their
Blankney vs. inclinations’ and a situation in life as own
Temps July 1810 | CKB 18-19 ‘love of pleasure’ an art engraver’ JW | costs Love letters MP
A ‘merchant of
© London, and a
‘Young Lady of man of great
respectable family opulence, having
and connections’ therefore ample MP /
Bishop vs. with a ‘small ‘Young | means to pay any HP /
Robinson Aug 1810 | CKB ‘Young’ fortune’ ' damages’ P 5,000 Love letters BNP
5
‘Young man of
Archer vs. March ‘the daughter of an credit’ / ‘Person
Hinches 1812 BA 23 Attorney’ 23 of respectability’ S T/ LM
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B c.50 Gentleman of
(MC & | ‘considerable
30 (BNP) BNP) property’,
proprietor of MC /
Sherriff vs. 30-40 (MC 50-60 | ‘Vegetable BNP /
Godbold Dec 1812 CKB & 0OJ) Captain’s widow (0J) Balsam’ 405, Love letters 0J
B
‘Consid
Overseer of the erably
poor house — older’
Chamberlain vs. daughter ran a than ‘ample fortune’
Williamson, Esqg| Sept 1813 | GA ‘little school’ her from trade 200 Love letters MP
3
Marriage
Orphan of license & plate
‘moderate fortune, given as
Barr[y] vs. Young but of very good Coal merchant wedding
Dixon Dec 1813 CKB Lady connection’ making 400. p/a 300 present T/MP
Relatio
b nship
began
when
O’Neil vs. she was
Evans, Clerk March undera | Daughter of J.
and Wife 1814 OA Drawing master ge Ireland, Esq. 1 Love letters 1J

® This was the first example of a case brought kyfaither of a disappointed woman, as noted in @nahtpp. 239-40.
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o
Pilgrim vs. March
Weston 1814 TA c.17-18 Servant Bailiff 1501 BNP
9 ‘Young’ Under
but 18
‘considera when
bly older’ | ‘Daughter of an married | grocer and
Page vs. Mont | July 1815 HA than D Innkeeper’ in 1810 | cheesemonger 500 Love letters MC
g
Badeley vs. Over BNP /
Mortlock Feb 1816 CCP Over 40 Attorney 40 1s. EFP
19 Son of Admiral
Peyton, holding a
Widow ‘of Lieutenant’s E/
considerable commission in the| BNP /
Long vs. Peyton| June 1816 | CKB attraction’ Navy 300Qy. RCG
Daughter of a
© Mathematical
Professor at
Greenwich Hospital
School and ‘a widower, and a
Governess to the Gentleman of BNP /
Lancey vs. defendant’s considerable YH/
Hunter, Esq. June 1816 | CKB daughters 51-2 | fortune’ 1,500. Love letters HP
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Apprentice
5 surgeon and
apothecary,
17-18 | becoming a
Matchiff / during | baronet before
Mathers vs. courtsh | trial with a ‘not MP /
Dixie / Dixey Aug 1816 DA Sister of a grocer | ip large’ fortune 1,500 BNP
) Labourer in lead
© .
mine who
unexpectedly
Daughter of Excise came into
Evans vs. Joneg May 1817 | CKB Collecter c.27 property 1,000 MP
8
Young Jewish merchant
Shannon vs. Jewish in Goodman'’s
Brandon June 1818 | CCP Lady Fields 500. Letters MP
o
N~
Bourdernelle vs. Respectable Gentleman / army|
Bamfyld July 1819 CCP foreigner surgeon 100 Love letters MP
—
N~
Beattie vs. MP/
Pearson Sept 1820 | LNA Widow Silk manufacturer 5,0d0 EFP
N
N~
Vaile vs. Vandyk Feb 1821 CKB 18 ‘Middle rank’ 25 ‘Middle rank’ 100lI. MP
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Gentleman of

™
~ Fancy dress-maker fortune w/
& respectable accomplished
NPC manufacturer's manners. Ex-army
King vs. Chance April 1822 | G 32 daughter Lieutenant 800 Love letters MP
E
American
Daughter of a possessing large
Ester vs. Hiatt | Jan 1823 CKB 40 brewery clerk 36 property 980. MP
ﬂ
Farmer of
Rabbitts vs. Humble farmer's considerable
West April 1824 | SMA 30-40 daughter c.70 property 200. MP
[(e}
N~
Horner vs.
Wood Feb 1825 CKB 1001 MP
N~
~ .
Man possessing
Peake vs. March Gentleman's large landed
Wedgwood 1826 OCSs daughter estate & colleries 1,500 MP
[ee]
N~
Levers vs. March Nrly 35 by Gentleman worth
Faulkes 1827 MCN trial c. 15,000I. 1,600. MP
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Butcher, farmer
o ‘The station of life and ‘man of
in which the parties considerable
moved was hot very property’ worth
Simpson vs. March elevated; but it was about 12d. per
Timperon 1828 NCC ‘old’ respectable’ ‘old’ year P 350. MP
8
Under
March One ‘of four orphan| 18 in
Foot vs. Ottway | 1829 SLA daughters’ 1825 Coachmaker 100 Love letters MP
-
[0}
Cooper vs.
Bunning Feb 1830 CCP 65 Widowed surgeor Widow [140 | Love letters MP
Key
Abbreviation Court KA Kent Assizes NCC Northern Circuit, Carlisle
BA Bury Assizes LA Lewes Assizes NCL Northern Circuit, Liverpool
CA Chelmsford Assizes LEA Leicestershire Assizes NCN Northern Circuit, Newcastle
CKB Court of King's Bench LNA Lancaster Assizes NCY Northern Circuit, York
DA Derby Assizes LSA Liverpool Summer Assizes OA Oxford Assizes
DCA Dorchester Assizes MNP Bail Court, Middlesex Nisi Prius OCs Oxford Circuit, Stafford
EA Exeter Assizes MCN Midland Circuit, Nottingham PCC Preston County Court
GA Gloucester Assizes NA Norwich Assizes SMA Somerset Assizes
GH Guildhall NPC Nisi Prius Court SHA Shropshire Assizes
HA Hertford Assizes NPCG Nisi Prius Court, Gloucester SLA Salisbury Assizes
HCK Home Circuit, Kensington NPCS Nisi Prius Court, Suffolk SRA Surrey Assizes




STA Stafford Assizes

TA Thetford Assizes

WA Warwick Assizes
WXA Wexford Assizes

WCA Winchester Assizes
WCC Winchester Civil Court
YA York Assizes
Abbreviation Verdict

A Adjourned

AR Referred to arbitration
P Rule for the Plaintiff

D Rule for the Defendant
(R) Retrial

N Nonsuit

S Settlement reached
JW Juror Withdrawn

Abbreviation Newspaper

BG E. Johnson’s British Gazette and
Sunday Monitor

BNP The Bury and Norwich Post

CEG Courier and Evening Gazette

DWR Diary or Woodfall's Register

E The Examiner

EFP Trewman’s Exeter Flying Post

EM Evening Malil

GEP General Evening Post

HP The Hull Packet

1J The Ipswich Journal

LC London Chronicle

LEP Lloyd’s Evening Post

LG Lancaster Gazette and General
Advertiser

LM Leeds Mercury

LPEP London Packet or New Lloyd’s

Evening Post

MC
MP
MPG

ODA
0oJ
OPA
PA
PIt
RCG
SJC
Sun

B
Tel

WEP
WFA
YH
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The Morning Chronicle

The Morning Post

The Morning Post & Gazetteer
Oracle

Oracle and Daily Advertiser
Jackson'’s Oxford Journal
Oracle and Public Advertiser
Public Advertiser

Pamphlet

Royal Cornwall Gazette

Saint James’s Chronicle

Sun

Times

True Briton

Telegraph

World

Whitehall Evening Post

World & Fashionable Advertiser
The York Herald
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