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                                                         Preface 

The Victorian age was an age of contradictions. It was the age of material affluence 

and political domination over half of the globe. On the other hand, it was also the age of 

steep conservatism, particularly regarding women. The Victorian patriarchal society neatly 

divided women into two distinct categories: the Madonna and the whore----the former to be 

enshrined within domestic responsibilities, the latter only fit for having a fling with. With 

sparse education and limited job options with meagre salaries, Victorian women could not 

dream of having financial independence. Neither did they have legal or social rights at par 

with men. Altogether, they led a miserable, non-existent existence.  

From the middle of the nineteenth century, some awakened and aware women began 

to raise their voices against this suffocating situation. Prominent suffragists like Barbara 

Leigh Bodichon , Millicent Garrett Fawcett, et al. encouraged their less courageous 

counterparts to endeavour to attain their proper position in society. Literature, the most 

faithful mirror of any society, began to present courageous and unconventional heroines 

with aplomb. These “New” women heroines were starkly different from the “Old”, i.e. 

traditional, conservative heroines of yore.  The main objective of the present researcher has 

been to trace the arduous journey of the Victorian women, from docile and domesticated 

creatures to firebrand individualists, whose actions and reactions could easily be termed 

revolutionary in their times. 
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Abstract 

The iVictorian iAge iis inamed iafter iQueen iVictoria, iand iit iroughly iextends ifrom iher 

iaccession ito ithe ithrone iin1837 itill iher ideath iin i1901. iHowever, iit iis ivery irarely ithat ihistorical 

itime idivisions icoincide iwith iliterary iperiods. iEminent i iliterary ihistorians iviz. iDavid iDaiches 

iand iWalter iAllen iconsider iVictorian iera ito ibe ifrom i1832 i(the iyear iReform iAct iwas ipassed, 

iand iSir iWalter i iScott, iconsidered ito ibe iof ithe iRomantic i iAge, idied) ito i1887, ithe iyear 

icommemorating ithe i iDiamond iJubilee iof iQueen iVictoria’s i i irule. 

The iVictorian iAge iwas ian iera iof imaterial iaffluence, ipolitical iconsciousness, idemocratic 

ireforms, iindustrial iprogress, iscientific iadvancements, ieducational iexpansion iand iempire 

ibuilding, ias iwell ias iof isocial iunrest iand ireligious iuncertainty, ias icharted iby iDavid iDaiches i 

i(298).The iage iwitnessed imany ichanges iin ithe isocial, ipolitical, ieconomic iand iintellectual 

ispheres ithat iwere ireflected iin ithe iliterature iof ithe iperiod. iA ilarge inumber iof ireading ipublic 

iwelcomed ithe icreations iof ithe ipoets, inovelists, iessayists, iand isocial ireformers, isays iRobin 

iGilmour i(232). iIt iwas ia iperiod iof iunprecedented iintellectual iand iscientific itemper. iThe 

iinfluence iof iCharles iDarwin’s iOrigin iof iSpecies iand iC. iLyall’s iPrinciples iof iGeology iwas iso 

ihuge ithat icommon ipeople iassiduously icollected ipieces iof irocks ifor igeological iexamination. 

iAs iRobin iGilmour iasserts, i“Never ibefore, iand inot ieven iin ithe itroubled inineteenth icentury, i 

ihad ithere ibeen isuch irapid ichange iin ithe isocial ifabric iof iEngland, iand inever ibefore ihad 

iliterature i i ibeen iso iclosely iin ileague iwith ithe iforces iof isocial ilife” i(233). i 

On ithe iother ihand, ithe iVictorians iwere irigid ifollowers iof iage-old itraditions iand 

iconventions. iIn itheir idomestic ilife, ithey iupheld ithe iauthority iof itheir iparents, iespecially ithe 

ifather, iover itheir ichildren. iParticularly, ithe iVictorian iwomen ioccupied ian iinferior ior 

isecondary iposition iin ievery iwalk iof ilife. iThey ihad iscarce ieducation, iand ieven ilesser ichances 

iof iworking iand iearning. iWhile ithe iupper iand imiddle iclass iwomen ihad ito iremain i i iconfined 
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iwithin ithe ifour iwalls iof itheir ihomes, ithe iconditions iof ithe iworking, ilower iclass iwomen iwere 

ipathetic. iThey iworked iin ifactories ior iindustries ifor imore ithan itwelve ihours ia iday iin 

iinsalubrious iconditions ion imeagre iwages i(Gilmour i277). iFor imiddle iclass iwomen, ithe ionly 

ijob ioption iwas ithat iof ia igoverness, iwhich iDavid iDaiches idescribes ias ia i“dubious iposition i--

being ineither ia imember iof ithe ihousehold inor ia iservant” i(387).Women ihad ino irights ion iany 

iproperty, ineither iparental inor ispousal; ithey icould inot idivorce itheir iabusive/unfaithful 

ihusbands, iand iin icase ithe ihusband idivorced ihis iwife i(which iwas imuch ieasier), ishe icould inot 

iclaim ithe icustody iof iher ichildren. iThey ihad ia imiserable, inon-existent iexistence i(389). 

The ifirst iwoman ito ivoice iher iconcern iagainst ithis isuffocating isituation iwas iMary 

iWollstonecraft. iHer ibook, iA iVindication ifor ithe iRights iof iWomen ithat ishe iwrote iin i1792, iin 

iresponse ito iA iVindication iof ithe iRights iof iMen iwritten iby iThomas iPaine iin i1791, idiscussed 

ithe iurgent ineed ifor iwomen ito ibreak ithe icenturies-old-shackles iof isilence iand isubordination 

iand ifight ifor itheir irights i(Boumelha189). i 

 iWollstonecraft, inotes iBoumelha, istrongly iinfluenced isome iVictorian iwomen ito 

iorganise imovements ito iclaim iequality iwith imen, ion isocial, ipolitical, iand idomestic ifronts. 

iHarriet iMartineau, iFrances iPower iCobbe, iEmily iDavies, iBarbara iLeigh iBodichon, iJosephine 

iButler, iand iMillicent iGarrett iFawcett iwere ithe ipillars iof ithe isuffragist imovement ithat 

ichampioned iwomen’s irights iand iconcurrent iresponsibilities i(193). 

Due ito ithe icontinuous iconfrontation iof iwomen iwith ithe igarrotting ipatriarchal itraditions, 

igradually, isome isocial iand ilegal ichanges ibegan ito itake iplace. iUnder ithe idynamic ileadership iof 

ithe iLiberal iPrime iMinister iWilliam iGladstone, ithe iBritish iParliament iframed isome iwomen-

friendly iacts, iviz. i“Conjugal iRights iAct” i(1881); i“Married iWomen’s iProperty iAct” i(1882); 

i“Infant iCustody iAct” i(1884); iand i“New iMatrimonial iCauses iAct” i(1887) i(Gilmour i289). iAs 

ithese icardinal iacts imade ithe iwomen’s ilives ia ilittle ieasier, ithey ialso iprecipitated ithe ialready 
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icharged ienvironment ifor ithe iNew iWoman ito iarrive, iboth iin isociety iand iliterature i(Lerner 

i180). 

The iearnest iand isincere icommitment iof iwomen ito ithe ilegitimate icause iof igaining 

iequality iwith imen ifound istrong isupport ifrom ia iman i--- iJohn iStuart iMill. iMill, iin ihis iarticle 

i“The iSubjection iof iWomen”(1869) i“boldly ichallenged ithe ilong-established iassumptions 

iabout iwomen’s isubordinate iroles iin isociety, iwhich….gave ia igiant imomentum ito ithe inascent 

imovement” i( iBoumelha i200). iWith ithe iadvancement iof iscience iand itechnology, ias iwell ias i 

ithe iadvent iof iindustrialization, ithe i“Woman iQuestion” islowly, ibut isteadily, igained 

imomentum ienough ifor ithe ieminent ithinkers ito imull iupon iit. iWith ithe iadvent iof ithe itype 

iwriter, ijob iavenues iwidened ifurther. iA ilarge inumber iof iwomen ibegan ito ilearn itypewriting iand 

iequipped ithemselves ifor ioffice ijobs. iThe iempowered iwomen, ibeing ieducated iand iearning, 

iwere ifast ibecoming istrong icompetitors ito ithe iprivileged isections iof ithe ieconomic imarketplace 

i(Ardis i156). iAt ithe isame itime ianother iphenomenon icame ito ithe ifore: i i“The irate iof imarriage 

ideclined isteadily iin ithe isecond ihalf iof ithe inineteenth icentury, iand iat ithe isame itime, ian 

iincreasing inumber iof iliberated iand ieducated iwomen i(who iwere ilater ito ibe icalled i“New 

iWomen”), ibegan ito ishake ithe ivery ifoundations iof ipaternalistic isociety iwhen ithey iquestioned 

ithe isupposed ibliss iof ithe iinstitution iof imarriage iitself i(Diniejko i3). 

Gradually, ithe ieducated iVictorian iwomen ibegan ito igrow iconscious iof inot ionly itheir 

isocial iand ipolitical irights, ibut ialso iof ifashionable iclothes iand icosmetics iand idecoration iof 

itheir ihomes. iAs ithey ibecame isocially iawakened iindividuals, iconversant iin ipolite imanners iand 

isocial ietiquettes, ithey ialso ibegan ito iparticipate iin inational ieconomy, iboth ias iworkers iin 

ifactories iand iindustries, iand ias iconsumers. iHowever, ithe iunprecedented ieconomic igrowth ihad 

iits iflip iside—it igave irise ito ian iunforeseen isexual iliberty ieven iamong iwomen. i iAt ithe iother iend 

iof ithe ispectrum, ithere iappeared i(in ithe ifictions) ithe iNew iWomen iwho ivoluntarily iopted ifor 

imotherhood iout iof iwedlock. iThe imost inotable iamong ithem iwere iHerminia iBarton, ithe 
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iheroine iof iGrant iAllen’s ibest-selling inovel, iThe iWoman iWho iDid i(1894); iand iSue iBridehead, 

iof iJude ithe iObscure iby iThomas iHardy i(1896). iThese iheroines irepresented ithe i“beginning iof ia 

ishift iin isocial iattitudes iregarding igender irelations, imarked iby ia isteady imove iaway ifrom ithe 

ipattern iof ipatriarchal imale isupremacy iand ifemale idependence itowards ithe imodern ipattern iof 

igender iequality” i(Diniejko i5). iThe iunprecedented iopenness iabout isexual iliberality iwas ishared 

iby isome i(fictional) imen itoo. iEverard iBarfoot iof iThe iOdd iWomen iby i iGeorge iGissing i( i1896) 

iprefers ito ihave i“free iunion” iwith iRhoda iNunn, irather ithan imarrying iher ilegally. iMan-woman 

irelationship ibegan ito itake idrastically inew iturns ias i“the idaughters iof ieducated imen” i(Woolf 

i45) ibegan ito iemerge. 

Literature, ithe imost ifaithful imirror iof ithe isociety, ipresented ithis iNew iWoman, iwho 

i“challenged ithe itraditional imale idominance, iforcing imen ito ire-define igender iroles” iwith igusto 

i(Ledger i227). iGail iCunningham idefines ithe iNew iwoman ias i“a isignificant icultural iicon, 

ideparted ifrom ithe istereotypical isubmissive iand idocile iVictorian iwoman…She iwas iintelligent 

iand iemancipated, iindependent iand iself-supporting. iThe i iNew iwomen iwere inot ionly imiddle-

class ifemale iradicals, ibut ialso ifactory iand ioffice iworkers” i(235). iAn iincreasing inumber iof 

iwomen iwere ieager ito ibreak ithe ishackles iof idependence iupon itheir imale irelatives iand iforge ian 

iindependent iidentity ifor ithemselves iby iworking iand iearning. i“The iNew iWoman iwas iarriving, 

iboth iin isociety iand iliterature, iwith ivisible iforce” i(Lerner i180). 

The iNew iWoman inovels imostly iportrayed inonconformist ior irebellious iwomen, iwho 

ifought iagainst ithe itraditional ipatriarchy iand iquestioned ithe itraditional icodes iof iconduct iand 

idouble istandards iof isexual imorality. iGail iCunningham isays: i“The iNew iWoman inovels iwere 

idirectly ilinked ito icontemporary idebates isurrounding ithe iWoman iQuestion, iand ito ithe ivarious 

ipolemics, iwithin iwhich ithey iwere iproduced iand imeditated. iSeveral iNew iWoman inovelists 

iwere ithemselves ithe icontributors ito ithe idiscussions ion iNew iWoman iin ithe inewspaper ior 

iperiodical” i(214). 
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The iorigin iof ithe iterm iNew iWoman iis idisputed. iIt iappears ito ihave ibeen icoined iaround 

i1884. i“Sarah iGrand” i(Frances iElizabeth iBellenden iClarke) ipublished ian iarticle iin i1884, i“The 

iNew iAspect iof ithe iWoman iQuestion” iin iThe iNorth iAtlantic iReview, ifrom iwhich i“Ouida” 

i(Maria i iLouise iRane) i“extrapolated ithe isoon-to-become-famous iphrase, iNew iWoman, ifor ithe 

ititle iof iher ieasy, ipublished iin ithe isame iyear, iin ithe inext iissue iof ithe isame ijournal” 

i(Cunningham i216). iBoth ithe iwriters iattacked ithe isexual idouble istandards iof ithe iVictorian iage, 

iwhich idemanded iimpeccable ichastity iform ithe iwife ibut inone ifrom ithe ihusband. iCunningham 

ifurther ielaborates ithe isalient iqualities iof ithe iNew iWoman: i“The iNew iWoman, ia isignificant 

icultural iicon iof ithe iof ithe ifin ide isiècle, ideparted ifrom ithe istereotypical iVictorian iwoman. iShe 

iwas iintelligent, ieducated, iemancipated, iindependent iand iself-supporting” i(220). iAt ithe isame 

itime, ione ihas ito iremember, i“she iwas ibasically ia ijournalistic iphenomenon, ia iproduct iof 

idiscourse”, iand ihence i“to isome iextent, ithe ihistory iof ithe iNew iWoman iis iavailable ito ius 

itextually” i(196). 

The iNew iWoman iwas, iaccording ito iLyn iPykett, i“by iturns ia imannish iAmazon iand ia 

iwomanly iwoman; ishe i iwas ieither ioversexed ior iundersexed; ishe iwas ianti-maternal ior ia isuper 

imother; ishe iwas iman-hating ior iself- iappointed isaviour iof ibenighted imasculinity.....she iwas ia 

iradical ireactionary, ishe iwas ithe iagent iof isocial iregeneration, ior isymptom iand iagent iof isocial 

idecline” i(11). iThe iNew iWoman inovelists iwere imostly iwomen. iHowever, ia ifew imale iauthors 

iviz. iThomas iHardy, iGeorge iGissing, iGeorge iMoore i ialso icontributed ito ithe igenre. iIn itheir 

iworks, ithese iauthors iopposed ithe iportrayal iof ithe iideal iwomanhood iepitomised i iby iWilliam 

iMakepeace iThackeray’s iAmelia iSedley iin iVanity iFair i(1847) iand iCharles iDicken’s iEsther 

iSummerson iin iBleak iHouse i(1852) i(213). iAt ithe isame itime, ithey iquestioned ithe iconservative 

imale-dominated isociety iand ithe iconventional iassumption ithat imarriage iand imotherhood iwere 

ithe imost idesirable iavenues iopen ifor iwomen. i iThe iNew iWoman igenre iof iwriters ifought ito ire-

invent ithe irelations ibetween ithe isexes iand icalled ifor ihonesty iregarding isexual ipeccadilloes. 
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iThey iurged ireal ilife iwomen ito ibe iprofessionally iqualified iso ias ito ibe iable ito iearn ithemselves. i i 

i i i i i 

At ithe iturn iof ithe icentury, ithe iNew iWoman iideology istarted ito iplay ia iprominent irole iin 

ievolving isocial ietiquettes ithat iled ito ithe iredefinition iof igender iroles, iovercoming imale 

idominance iand istrengthening imovements ifor iwomen’s irights. iSome iof ithe imost iprominent 

iNew iWoman inovelists iwere iOlive iSchreiner, iSarah iGrand, iMona iCaird iand iGeorge iEagerton, 

iwho ireceived iboth ibouquets iand ibrickbats ifrom iboth ifemale iand imale ireaders. 

Olive iSchreiner i(1855-1920) iis iregarded ias ia ipath ibreaker iof ithe igenre iof iNew iWoman 

ifiction. iHer ionly iwork, iThe iStory iof ian iAfrican iFarm i(1883), ithat igreatly iinspired iother iNew 

iWoman iwriters, ilambasts ithe iconventional igender iroles iand icreates ian iassertive iheroine iwho 

iis icapable iof itaking icare iof iherself. i i i 

 iSarah iGrand i(pseudonym iof iFrances iElizabeth iClarke, i1854-1943) iwas ian iactive 

ifeminist iand ia imember iof ithe iWoman iWriter’s iSuffrage iLeague i(261). iHer iall ithree inovels, 

iIdeala i(1888), iThe iHeavenly iTwins i(1893) iand iThe iBeth iBook i(1897), inarrate ithe istories iof 

iwomen iwho ihave ibeen iensnared iinto ideceitful imarriages. i iGrand iwas inot iagainst ithe 

iinstitution iof imatrimony iin iprinciple, ibut ishe idenounced iwomen’s iignorance iabout itheir 

imen’s idebauchery iand ihypocrisy. iShe ibelieved ithat ivenereal idiseases ithat iwere ioften isuffered 

iby iwives imainly ioriginated ifrom imen’s i“unbridled ipromiscuity iand ilicentiousness” i( iStubbs 

i262). 

Mona iAlison iCaird i(1854-1933) idetailed ithe ihorrors iof iloveless imarriages iand 

ivehemently icondemned ithe iconventional iideal iof imale isupremacy iand ifemale isubordination 

iin iher iarticle i“Marriage” ipublished iin i1888 iin ithe iWestminster iReview. iHer ionly inovel, iThe 

iWings iof iAzrael i(1889), ideals iwith ithe ihusband’s iinsensitive iand iheartless itreatment iof ihis 

iwife i(Boumelha i215).  iGeorge iEagerton i(Mary iChavelita iDunne, i1859-1945) iis iregarded iby iPatricia iIngram ias i“the iparadigmatic ifigure iamong ithe iNew iWoman iWriters” i(176). iIn i1893, iEagerton ipublished ia icollection iof ishort i i i i i i i i i 
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George iEagerton i(Mary iChavelita iDunne, i1859-1945) iis iregarded iby iPatricia iIngram ias 

i“the iparadigmatic ifigure iamong ithe iNew iWoman iwriters” i(176). iIn i1893, iEagerton ipublished 

ia icollection iof ishort istories, iKeynotes, iwhich iquestioned ithe iVictorian iviews iof ithe 

iperpetually isubmissive ifemale. iHer isecond icollection i iof ishort istories, iDiscords, ifocus ion ithe 

ithemes iof imotherhood, iwomen’s iindependence iand iautonomy i(177). 

Undoubtedly, ithe iNew iWoman iwas ione iof ithe iprime ifacets iof isocial iand icultural 

ichange. iShe iwas i“a ireal, ias iwell ias ia icultural iphenomenon. iIn isociety ishe idonned ithe iroles iof ia 

isocial ireformer, ia ipoet, ior ia iplaywright, iwho ipredominantly iaddressed iwomen’s iissues” 

i(Ledger i120). iIn iliterature, iher ithoughts iand idesires ireflected ithe iattitudes iof ithe isociety iin 

igeneral. iCountless iwomen icould iidentify ithemselves iwith iIbsen’s iNora i(A iDoll’s iHouse) ior 

iHardy’s iGrace iMulberry i(The iWoodlanders), ithe iheroines iwho iactually ibroke ior istrove ito 

ibreak ithe ishackles iof idomesticity. 

The isocio-political icondition iof iEngland iwas iso istrangulating ifor iwomen itill ithe imiddle 

iof ithe inineteenth icentury ithat isome iwomen, ithe iawakened iand ithe iaware iones, icould inot ibut 

iraise itheir ivoices iagainst ithe isuffocating isituation. iIn ithis icontext, ithe iappearance iof ithe iNew 

iwoman, ibreaking ithe iage-old ifetters iof idomesticity iand idocility, iperhaps ibecame iinevitable. 

iThis iis iwhat ithe iresearcher ihas iendeavoured ito iexplore iin iher ithesis: ito ianalyse ithe iheroines iof 

ithe isix inovels iselected i ias iNew iWomen, iwho iride iover ithe itide iof iconventions iand iemerge 

ivictorious, iin istark icontrast ito ithe i“old” iwomen iwho iinternalised ipatriarchal itraditions iand 

ibecame iabject, ivoiceless ivictims iof ithose itraditions. 

The iresearcher ihas idiscussed ihow ieach iof ithese isix iheroines i------Maggie iTulliver i( iThe 

iMill ion ithe iFloss, iGeorge iEliot), iGwendolen iHarleth i(Daniel iDeronda, iGeorge iEliot), iMonica 

iMadden i(The iOdd iWomen, iGeorge iGissing), iMarian iYule i(New i iGrub iStreet i, iGeorge 

iGissing), iTess iDurbeyfield i(Tess iof ithe id’Urbervilles, iThomas iHardy), iand iSue iBridehead 

i(Jude ithe iObscure, iThomas iHardy) i iis istarkly idifferent ifrom ithe iother iheroines iof ithe itimes, 
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iwho iwere ieither iangelic, ilike iAmelia iSedley iof iWilliam iMakepeace iThackaray’s iVanity iFair, 

ior ibadly iexploited iby ithe iseducer, ilike iHetty iSorrell iof iGeorge iEliot’s iAdam iBede. iGeorge 

iEliot, iGeorge iGissing, iand iThomas iHardy ibroke ithe iconventional ipattern iof i“fallen”, 

iexploited iheroines iand icreated i“New” iheroines iwho iare iready ito iembrace ievery itrouble ithat 

ithey ihave ito iconfront iin itheir icommitted istruggle ifor igaining itheir iown ifoothold iin ia ihighly 

iconservative isociety iwhich iput iall isorts iof iconstraints ion iwomen iand itried ito icurb ithem iin 

ievery ipossible iway. iThey irepresent ithe ideep isympathy ithat itheir icreators ihad ifor iwomen. 

iThese iheroines ireact iwith ivim ito ithe isocial imilieu ithat iassiduously iendeavoured ito irelegate 

iwomen ito ithe ifringes. iAll ithe ithree inovelists ihave igiven imore iprominence ito ithe iheroine, iand 

inot ithe ihero, iin ithese inovels, ia ifeature ithat iwas irevolutionary iin iitself. i iThis iresearch iis ian 

iendeavour ito iprobe ihow istrongly ithe ithree inovelists ibelieved iin iequal irights iand iopportunities 

ifor iwomen, iand ihow isuccessfully ithey ihave icreated itheir iheroines, iin ithese inovels, ias istrong, 

iindependent-minded iwomen, iwho iare inot iafraid ito iswim iagainst ithe itide iof iconventions, ibut 

izealously icling ito itheir icommitment iof iensuring ia idignified ilife ifor ithemselves. i 
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Chapter iI 

The iEmergence iof ithe iNew iWoman iin iVictorian iEngland 

Feminism iis ia imovement ifor iupliftment iof iwomen. iIt iis iconcerned iwith iwoman 

ipower, iissues, ichallenges iand iproblems iagainst ithe imale idominated isociety. iSince 

iantiquity, ithe imale ihad ibeen ia idomineering iforce. iBeing isuperior ibiologically, ithe imale 

iego iacquired icontrol iand ipredominance iin iall ispheres iof iactivities isuch ias iritualistic 

iperformances, ipolitics, iand ireligious ipractices, iwhich ipushed iwomen ito ia iplace iof iutter 

isubordination. iThe imajority iof ithe imodern ithinkers iand icritics ihold ithat iwomen ioccupied 

ian iinferior istatus isince ithe idawn iof icivilization. iIn ithe itribal isocieties ialso iwomen 

ioccupied ia isubordinate iplace ias imen iwere ithe ifighters iand ihad ithe iprimary iresponsibility 

iof iprotecting itheir ifamily iand ichildren. iIn iliterature iand iin iart, ithe isecondary istatus iof 

iwomen iis iexplored iexplicitly. iIn iThe iBible imale isuperiority iis iemphasized: iEve iis 

idescribed ito ihave ibeen icreated ifrom ithe iribs iof iAdam. iJohn iMilton iin iParadise iLost 

icarried ithe iidea ieven ifurther iwhen ihe ichanted, i“He ifor iGod ionly, ishe ifor iGod iin ihim” 

i(168). iIn iall imedieval ipaintings iand iold irituals ithis iinferiority iof iEve iis idepicted. iAristotle 

ialso iheld ithat iwoman iis iinferior ito iman. iThe imedieval ithinkers iwere igreatly iimpacted iby 

iAristotle, iwho iwrote iin i iPoetics: i“The islave iis iwholly ilacking iin ithe ideliberative ielement, 

ithe ifemale ihas iit ithough iit ilacks iauthority, ithe ichild ihas iit ibut iit iis iincomplete” i(21). 

iThomas iAquinas, iin ihis iSummnae iTheologiae, iheld iwomen iresponsible ifor ithe i“original 

isin” iand ibelieved ithat iman ihas ithe ipower ito iassert ithat i“the iinferiority iof iwoman ilies inot 

ijust iin ibodily istrength ibut ialso iin iintellect” i(28). iAquinas icame iunder ithe iinfluence iof 

iAristotle’s ireproductive ibiology iin ihis iexplanation iof ithe irelation ibetween ithe iman iand ithe 

iwoman. iHe ifollowed ithe iactive i(perfect) iprinciple ito ithe ipassive i(imperfect) iprinciple. 

iAristotle iregarded ithe isperm ias i“the iformative iagent, i-- ithe imother ionly isupplied ithe iraw 

imaterial ito ibe iincorporated ito ithe ideveloping ichild” i(123). iDuns iScotus iwas ianother 
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imedieval ithinker iwho iexcluded iwomen ifrom iactive iparticipation iin ithe ichurch iactivities, 

ibelieving ithat i“Christ idid inot iwant iwomen ito iplay ian iactive irole” i(24). iThe isubjection iof 

iwomen iis ian iundisputed ifact iof ihistory. i 

The ihistory iof ifeminism iis ithe irecord iof ithe imovements iand iideologies ithat ivied ifor 

iequal irights ifor iwomen. iWhile ithe icauses, igoals iand iintentions ihave ibeen idifferent iin 

idifferent iparts iof ithe iworld, imost iwestern ifeminist ihistorians iagree ithat iany imovement ithat 

iattempts ito iimprove iwomen’s iconditions ianywhere iin ithe iworld ishould ibe iconsidered ias 

ifeminist imovements, ieven iif ithey ido inot iuse ithe iterm ithemselves. iSome ihistorians iuse ithe 

iterm ito idescribe itwentieth icentury ifeminist imovement ionly. iThey iuse ithe iword 

i“protofeminism” ito idescribe ithe iearlier imovements. iJennifier iBaumgardner iexplains: 

i“The iterm i i“protofeminist” iis iapplied ito ia iperson i(in ia iphilosophical itradition ianticipating 

imodern ifeminist iconcepts) iwho ilived iin ian iera iwhen ithe iterm i“feminist” iwas iunknown, 

ii.e., iprior ito ithe itwentieth icentury” i(97). 

One iof ithe ipioneers iof itwentieth icentury ifeminist imovement, iSimone ide iBeauvoir 

iwrote, i“The ifirst itime iwhen iwe isee ia iwoman itake iup iher ipen iin idefence iof iher isex iwas 

iwhen ia iFrench iwoman, iChristine ide iPizan iwrote i“Epitre iau iDieu id’ iAmour” i(“Epistle iof 

ithe iGod iof iLove”) iand i“The iBook iof ithe iCity iof iLadies” iat ithe iturn iof ithe ififteenth 

icentury” i(125). iHowever, iElaine iHoffman iBarash, ia imodern ifeminist ihistorian, iconsiders 

iPlato ias ithe ifirst ifeminist, iwho i“argued ifor itotal ipolitical iand isexual iequality ifor iwomen 

isome itwenty ifour icenturies iago” i(99). i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i Modern iwestern ifeminism iis idivided iinto ithree itime iperiods, ior i“waves”. iFirst iwave 

ifeminism iof ithe ilate inineteenth iand iearly itwentieth icentury ifocussed ion iwomen’s isuffrage, 

ilegal iinequalities, iwomen’s iright ito ieducation, ibetter iworking iconditions, iand iabolition iof 

igender-based idouble istandards, iparticularly iregarding imorality iand ichastity. i“The iterm 

i“first iwave” iwas icoined iretrospectively, iwhen ithe iterm i“second iwave ifeminism” iwas iused 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i3 
 

ito idescribe ia inewer ifeminist imovement ithat ifought isocial iand icultural iinequalities ibeyond 

ibasic ipolitical iinequalities…. iFeminists idid inot irecognize iseparate iwaves iof ifeminism 

iuntil ithe i“second iwave” iwas iso inamed iby ijournalist iMartha iLear”, iwrote iJennifer 

iBaumgardner i(98). 

 Second iwave ifeminism ispans ithe iperiod iof ifeminist imovements ifrom ithe iearly 

inineteen isixties ithrough ithe ilate inineteen ieighties ithat iregarded icultural iand ipolitical 

iinequalities ias iclosely ilinked. iThe imovement itried ito imake iwomen iaware ithat ieven ion 

isocial iand ipolitical ilevel, itheir ilives iare icontrolled iby ithe ipatriarchal inorms iof ia itradition-

loving isociety. iAs ifirst iwave ifeminists ifocussed ion iprimary irights isuch ias isuffrage, isecond 

iwave ifeminists ifocussed ion iother icultural iequality iissues, isuch ias igender idiscrimination 

ion ivarious ifronts. i 

 Third iwave ifeminism istarted iin ithe iearly inineteen inineties iin iretaliation ito iwhat 

isome iwomen iconsidered ias ifailures iof ithe isecond iwave iand itried ito ichallenge ithe isecond 

iwave i“essentialist” idefinitions iof ifemininity, ithat iover-emphasized ithe iexperiences iof 

iwhite, iupper i/ imiddle iclass iwomen. iThird iwave ifeminists ioften ichallenge isecond iwave 

iparadigms ithat iall imovements iare iuniversally igood ifor iwomen. i“They ialso ifought ito 

ihasten isocial iacceptance iof ifemale isexual ifreedom iand iencouraged isexual iliberation ifor 

iwomen, i(i.e. isex ifor ipleasure, iwith imultiple ipartners, iif idesired)”, iwrites iElaine iHoffman 

iBarash i(103). 

 The ifourth iwave iof ifeminism iis ia icomparatively icurrent idevelopment iof ithe 

ifeminist imovement. i iJennifer iBaumgardner iidentifies ifourth iwave ifeminism ias i“starting iin 

i2008 iand icontinuing iinto ithe ipresent iday” i(109). iKira iCochrane idefines ithe ifourth iwave iof 

ifeminism ias i“a imovement ithat iis iconnected ithrough itechnology” i(98), iwhile iDiana 

iDiamond idefines iit ias i“a imovement ithat icombines ipolitics, ipsychology iand ispirituality iin 

ian ioverarching ivision iof ichange” i(125). i 
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 There iare iseveral iother itypes iof ifeminism ithat iare irecognized iby ithe itheorists. 

iSocialist iFeminism ibegan iin ithe inineteen isixties iand iseventies ias i“an ioffshoot iof ithe 

ifeminist imovement ithat ifocuses iupon ithe iinterconnectivity iof ipatriarchy iand icapitalism” 

i(Lapovsky i34). iIn i1972, ithe iCWLU igroup ipublished ia ipamphlet iSocialist iFeminism: iA 

iStrategy ifor ithe iWomen’s iMovement, iwhich iis iconsidered ito ibe ithe ifirst ipublication ito iuse 

ithe iterm. iSocialist ifeminists iargue ithat i‘liberation ican ionly ibe iachieved iby iworking ito iend 

iboth ithe ieconomic iand icultural isources iof iwomen’s ioppression” i(Buchanan i21). iThey ido 

inot iagree iwith ithe iRadical ifeminists’ iassertion ithat ithe ipatriarchal isocial istructure iis ithe 

ifundamental icause iof iwomen’s ioppression. iThey iassert ithat iwomen iare iincapable iof 

iexerting itheir iindependence iowing ito itheir ifinancial idependence ion imen. iThus isocialist 

ifeminists iregard ifinancial idependence ias ithe ichief icause iof iwomen’s isubordination ito 

imen; iand iattempt ito i“integrate ithe ifight ifor iwomen’s iliberation iwith ithe istruggle iagainst 

iother ioppressive isystems ibased ion irace, iclass iand ieconomic istatus” i(Lapovsky i35). iThey 

iexamine ihow igendered idivision iof ilabour iof ieach ihistorical iera iis idetermined iby ithe 

ieconomic isystem iof ithe itimes. iThus, isocialist ifeminists ispecify ihow i“gender iand iclass 

iwork itogether ito icreate idistinct iforms iof ioppression ifor iwomen iand iprivilege ifor imen,” 

i(Kollantai i43). iThe ifeminist iwriter iand ischolar, iSarah iEvans, iopines ithat i“the isocialist 

ifeminist imovement ihas ilost iits ibase iin ithe iwest idue ito ithe icommon inarrative iwhich 

iassociates isocialism iwith itotalitarianism iand idogma” i(21). 

 Marxist iFeminism iis ia isubtype iof ifeminist itheory iwhich iconsiders ithe isocial itenets 

iof iprivate iproperty iand icapitalism ito ibe ithe iroot icause iof igender iinequality iand ioppression. 

iAccording ito iMarxist ifeminists, i“private iproperty igives irise ito ifinancial iinequality, 

idependence, ipolitical iand idomestic istruggle ibetween ithe isexes, iand iis iat ithe iroot iof 

iwomen’s ioppression iin ithe icurrent isocial icontext” i(Clara iFraser i78). iFriedrich iEngels iis 

iinternationally iregarded ias ithe ifounder iof iMarxism, iand iMarxist ifeminists irefer ito ihis 
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ianalysis iof igender ioppression iin ihis ifamous ibook. iThe iorigin iof ithe iFamily, iPrivate 

iProperty iand ithe iState i(1884). iEngels iargues ithat ia iwomen’s isubjugation iis inot icaused iby 

iher ibiological idisposition, ibut iby iher isocial ienvironment; iand ithat i“man’s iefforts ito 

iachieve itheir idemands ifor icontrol iof iwomen’s iphysical iand isexual ifaculties ihave igradually 

istrengthened iand ibecome iinstitutionalised iin ithe inuclear ifamily” i(Kollantai i145). iThrough 

ia iMarxist ihistorical iperspective, iEngels idemonstrates ithat ithe iphenomenon iof iwomen’s 

isexual ipurity i(but inot iof imen’s) iis ia imajor iconcern ieverywhere iin ithe iworld. iEvery isociety 

iputs iparamount iimportance ion iwomen’s ichastity iand ivirginity ibefore imarriage iand 

isubmission iand iobedience ito ithe ihusband iafter imarriage. iThis iautomatically iimplies ithat 

iall ifinancial imatters iare ihandled ior ieven imishandled, iby ithe iman ionly, iwhile ithe iwife iis 

iexpected ito ibe imerely ia ipassive ispectator. iSilvia iFederici iinforms ithat iRadical iWomen, ia 

iMarxist ifeminist iorganisation, ibases iits itheory ion iMarx iand iEngel’s ianalysis ithat ithe 

isubjection iof iwomen iis ithe iprimary irequirement iof ian ieconomic isystem ithat iis ibased ion 

iprivate iproperty i(256). iMarxist ifeminists ibelieve ithat ithe ieconomic istructure iof isociety iis 

ithe iunderlying icause iof isexism, iracism iand iother iforms iof ioppression, icontends iEvelyn 

iReed i(167). 

 Black iFeminism iis ia ischool iof ithought ithat ibelieves ithat i“sexism, iclass ioppression, 

igender iidentity iand iracism iare iinextricably ibound itogether”, iaccording ito iShirley iAnne 

iWilliams i(57). iThe iBlack iFeminist imovement istarted ias ia iprotest iagainst iwhite iwomen’s 

isupremacy iin ievery isphere, ieven ias ivictims iof ipatriarchy. iJoy iJames inotes ithat ithe 

imovement icontinued ito iexpand ias iblack iactivists iand iintellectuals iformed iorganization 

iviz. iNational iAssociation iof iColoured iWomen i(NACW) iand iNational iCouncil ifor iNegro 

iWomen i(NCNW) i(156). iBlack iFeminism igained ifurther iprominence iin ithe ieighteen 

isixties, iwhen ieven ithe iCivil iRights iMovement iexcluded iblack iwomen ifrom ileadership 

ipositions iand ithe imainstream ifeminist imovement ipredominantly ifocussed ion iissues ithat 
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iimpacted imiddle-class iwhite iwomen ionly. iSojourner iTruth’s ifamous ispeech, i“Ain’t iI ia 

iWoman?” idelivered iat ithe iBlack iWomen’s iConvention iin iAcron, iOhio, iin i1881, ishowed 

ihow i“the iissues idiscussed iin ithe iconference iwere iissues ithat iprimarily iimpacted iwhite 

iwomen” i(Kimberley i60). iA iVoice ifrom ithe iSouth--- ia ibook iby iAnne iJulia iCooper i--- iis 

igenerally iregarded ias ione iof ithe ifirst ipieces iof iliterature ithat ideals iwith ivarious iissues 

ifrom ia iblack ifeminist iperspective i(Angela iDavis i25). iDavis igoes ion isaying ithat iin ithe 

inineteen iseventies iand inineteen ieighties, i“Black iFeminists iformed ivarious igroups iwhich 

iaddressed ithe irole iof iblack iwomen iin iboth iblack i inationalism iand isecond iwave ifeminism” 

i(26). i iProponents iof iBlack ifeminism i(viz. iBell iHooks, iPatricia iHill iCollins, iet ial) iargue 

ithat iblack iwomen iare ipositioned iwithin istructure iof ipower iin ifundamentally idifferent 

iways ifrom iwhite iwomen. iAmong ithe itenets ithat iissued ifrom ithis imovement iare iAlice 

iWalker’s i“Womanism” iand i“Historical iRevisionism” iwith iincreasing ifocus ion iblack 

iwomen i(Zakin i98). i i 

 Third iWorld/ iPost iColonial iFeminism iis ia iform iof ifeminism ithat istarted iin 

iresponse ito ifeminist imovements ithat ifocussed isolely ion ithe iexperience iof iwestern iwomen. 

iThis imovement ibrings ito ithe ifore ithe ifact ithat iall iforms iof ioppression, ithat istem ifrom 

icolonialism, iaffect inon-white, inon-western iwomen iof ithe ipost-colonial iworld iequally 

isavagely i(Weldon i67). i“It ioriginated iin ithe inineteen ieighties ias ia icriticism iof ifeminist 

itheorists iin ideveloped icountries, ipointing iout ithe iuniversalizing itendencies iof imainstream 

ifeminist iideas, iand iarguing i ithat iwomen iliving iin inon-western icountries iare 

imisrepresented” i(68). iPost icolonial ifeminists ialso i iendeavour ito iinclude ithe iideas iof iother 

ithird iworld ifeminist imovements iinto imainstream iwestern ifeminism. iThird iWorld 

iFeminism i“stems ifrom ithe iidea ithat ifeminism iin ithird iworld icountries iis inot iimported 

ifrom ithe ifirst iworld, ibut ioriginates ifrom iinternal iideologies iand isocio-cultural ifactors” 

iopines iLaxmi iJayawardena i(145). iIt iis ia irelatively inew istream iof ithought, ideveloping 
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iprimarily iout iof ithe iwork iof ipost icolonial itheorists iviz. iEdward iSaid, iwho ianalyse iand 

ievaluate idifferent icolonial iand icolonised icountries iand itheir iindigenous icultures. iThis 

iparticular istrand i iof ifeminism i“promotes ia iwider iviewpoint iof ithe icomplex ilayers iof 

ioppression ithat iexist iwithin iany igiven isociety” i(Lewis i125). iPost iColonial iFeminism 

ibegan iprimarily ias ia icritique iof iboth iwestern ifeminism iand ipost icolonial itheory, ibut ilater 

ibecame ia imethod ito ianalyse iand iaddress ikey iissues iwithin iboth ifields i(126). iThe isalient 

ipost icolonial ifeminists ilike iAndre iLorde, iChandra iTalpade iMohanty, iBina iBose, iSushmita 

iChatterjee iet ial ido inot iagree ithat iwomen ifrom iall iover ithe iworld ifrom ia iuniversal igroup, 

irather ithey ireject ithe iidea iof iglobal isisterhood. iTheir iintention iis i“to ireduce ihomogenising 

ilanguage icoupled iwith ian ioverall istrategy ito iincorporate iall iwomen iinto ithe itheoretical 

imilieu” i(Chatterjee i157). 

 Queer/ iLesbian iFeminism ifocuses ion i“mismatches ibetween isex, igender iand 

idesire” i(Lois, i37). iItalian ifeminists iTeresa idi iLaurentis icoined ithe iterm i“Queer iThoery” iin 

i1990. iHeavily iinfluenced iby i ithe iworks iof iLauren iBerlant, iJudith iButler, iEve iKosofsky 

iSedgewick iand iothers, i“Queer itheory ibuilds iboth iupon ifeminist ichallenges ito ithe iidea ithat 

igender iis ipart iof ithe iessential iself iand iupon igay/lesbian istudies’ iclose iexamination iof ithe 

isocially iconstructed inature iof isexual iacts iand iidentities” i( iAnnamarie iJagose i235). iQueer 

iTheory iprobes ithe iconcepts iof ihomosexuality ithat ideveloped iin ithe itwentieth icentury iso ias 

ito iplace ithe i“queer” iinto ihistorical icontext, ianalysing ithe ipros iand icons iof icontemporary 

iarguments. iThe iterm i i“queer” imarks ia ibreak iand ia icontinuity iwith ithe inotion iof igayness 

iemerging ifrom igay iliberationist iand ilesbian ifeminist imodels, iviz. iAdrienne iRich’s 

iCompulsory iHeterosexuality iand iLesbian iEvidence” i(Gayle i iRubin i312). iDuring ithe 

inineteen ieighties iand iearly inineteen inineties ithere iwere ia iconsiderable inumber iof ilesbian/ 

igay iactivities, iwhich iultimately igave irise ito ias iqueer itheory i(313). iQueer iTheory iis irooted 

iin igender iand isexuality. iDue ito ithis iassociation, inotes iAnnamarie iJagose, i“a idebate 
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iemerges ias ito iwhether isexual iorientation iis inatural ior iessential ito ia iperson, ias ian 

iessentialist ibelieves, ior iif isexuality iis ia isocial iconstruction iand isubject ito ichange” i(160). 

iQueer itheorists i“identify iprocesses iof iconsolidation ior istabilization iaround isome iother 

iidentity ilabels i(e.g. igay/ ilesbian) iand iconstrue i iqueerness iso ias ito iresist iit”, iobserves iGayle 

iRubin i(212). 

 i i i i i i i i iFeminism irepresents ia isocio-economic imovement, idemanding ilegal iand ipolitical 

irights ifor iwomen. iThe iterm idenotes ithe imovement ifor iwomen’s iequality, ilegal irights, iand 

iabout iwomen iliving ion iequal iterms iwith imen, iand inot iclubbed idown iby iculture ior 

itradition iinto ia isubservient irole. iIt iis ia imovement iof ithe iwomen, iby ithe iwomen, ifor ithe 

iwomen, ifor iemancipation ifrom imale ioppression. iFeminism iis ian iexpression iof iresentment 

iat ithe iunjust itreatment imeted iout ito iany iwoman. iIn iliterature, iit irefers ito iany imode ithat 

iapproaches ia itext iwith iforemost iconcern ifor ithe ifemale icharacters. iThe ifeminists ihave 

iraised itheir ivoice iagainst iseveral iinequalities--- ilegal, isocial iand ieconomic irestrictions ion 

ithe ibasic irights iof iwomen ican ibe itraced ithroughout ihistory. iNow i-a i-days, imore iand imore 

iwomen iwriters iare iarticulating ianxieties iand iconcerns ifocussing ion iwomen’s iissues, 

iwhich itranscend iall ilimits iof inationality, irace, icreed, ietc. iWomen iwriters iecho ithe ifeeling 

iof iwomen’s imarginality iand iexpress itheir irevolt iagainst ithe imale idominant isociety, itrying 

ito igive ivoice ito ithe iunvoiced ianguish iof isilently isuffering, isubjugated iwomen. i i 

 Janet iRadcliffe iRichard iobserves i– i“The iessence iof ifeminism ihas ia istrong 

ifundamental ibase ithat iis iintended ito imean ithat ithere iare igood ireasons ifor ithinking ithat 

iwomen isuffer ifrom isystematic isocial iinjustice ibecause iof itheir isex” i(3). iIt iis ihistorically 

itrue ithat iwomen ihave ibeen isubject ito iabject iexploitation iand ivictimisation. iThe itide ibegan 

ito iturn, ialthough ivery islowly, ifrom iRenaissance ionwards. iThe iradiance iof ienlightenment 

ibrightened iwomen’s ilives itoo. iFor ithe ifirst itime iin irecorded ihistory, iwomen ibegan ito ibe 

isocially iand ipolitically iaware iand ibecame ieager ito iassert ithemselves. iThe iupper iclass 
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iwomen ibecame iconscious iof ithe iadvantages iof ieducation, iwhich ialso ienhanced itheir isense 

iof isartorial ifashion. iTheir iconsciousness iabout iphysical ibeauty iand ipersonal icharm iformed 

ia ifirm istep itowards itheir iself-regard iand iself-respect. iThe iemergence iof ihumanism, ialong 

iwith ioverall ieconomic iprosperity iand irebirth iof iinterest iin iclassical iGreek iand iLatin 

iliterature, igoaded inot ionly imen, ibut ialso iwomen iof i ihigher iclasses ito ijoin iinstitutions 

iimparting iadvanced iknowledge. iEmpowered iand iemboldened iby ieducation, iwomen ibegan 

ito ibe isocially iand ipolitically iaware iand icould isee ithe iworld ibeyond ithe iprecincts iof ithe 

ifour iwalls iof itheir ihomes. iThe iwide iarray iof iShakespearean iheroines—Portia, iViola, 

iRosalind i– iremarkable ifor iboth ibeauty iand ibrain—were ieulogised iby iMrs. iAnne iPowell 

iJameson i(Stubbs i145). iThese igraceful igirls, iwho iwere iequally iaware iof itheir irights iand 

iresponsibilities, ican ibe iregarded ias ithe iprecursors iof ithe iNew iWoman iof ithe iVictorian 

iage. i 

 From ithe iseventeenth icentury ionwards, iwomen ibegan ito ibe iincreasingly iaware iof 

itheir irights. iThough inot idirectly iinvolved iin ipolitics, itheir iimportance iin ithe ifamily iand 

ilocal icommunity iincreased isteadily. iSome iof ithem ieven isubmitted ia ipetition ito ithe inoted 

ipolitical ileader, iOliver iCromwell, iexpressing itheir ifrustration iregarding itheir isecondary 

iposition iin isociety i“...we ihave ifor imany iyears ichattered ilike icranes iand imourned ilike 

idoves, ibut iwe iare ifar ifrom iliberty” i(qtd. iby iElaine iHobby i16). iThough ithe ipetition i“earned 

inothing ibut i iscorn iand iquick idismissal” i(17), itheir istruggles ito ifind itheir iown ifooting 

iattracted ithe iattention iof imodern icultural ihistorians, iviz. iJanet iRichards, iElaine iHobby 

iCarol iBarash, iet ial. i 

 The iconservative iBritish isociety idid inot iwelcome ispirited iand ifiery iwomen, ibut 

itheir inegativity icould inot idouse ithe iemergence iof iwomen iwriters iof iremarkable icalibre: 

iAmilia iLanyer, iMary iWroth, iMargaret iCavendish, iMary iAstell, iAphra iBehn, iFanny 

iBurney. iAmilia iLanyer iwas ia icelebrated ipoet iwho iinterpreted iThe iBible ifrom ia ifeminist 
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ipoint iof iview iin iher icollection iof ipoems, iSalve iDeus iRex iJudaerum i(1611). iMary iWroth iin 

iher iprose iromance iThe iCountless iof iMontgomery’s iUrania i(1621) idepicted iPampilia ias 

ithe iNew iWoman iwho iis iconfident ienough ito ichart ithe iterrain iof iher ilife iherself. iMargaret 

iCavendish isent ia iteam iof iall-women iscientists ito ithe iNorth iPole iin iher ibest-seller iscience 

ifiction, iThe iDescription iof ia iNew iWorld, iCalled iThe iBlazing iWorld i(1645). iIncidentally, 

ithis iis ithe ifirst iever iBritish iScience ifiction. iAphra iBehn idepicted iwitty, irebellious iand 

isexually iliberated iwomen iin iher ieminently isuccessfully iplay, iThe iRover i(1677), iin iwhich 

iHelena, iFlorinda, iand iAngelica i“exhibit ithe iinitiative iand idaring ireserved ifor icavaliers” 

i(Barash i87). iMary iAstell iin iher ithree iradical iessays: iA iSerious iProposal ito ithe iladies ifor 

ithe iAdvancement iof itheir iTrue iand iGreatest iInterest i(1694); iA iSerious iProposal ito ithe 

iladies, iPart iII i(1696); iand isome iReflections iupon iMarriage iOccasioned iby ithe iDuke iand 

iDuchess iof iMazarin’s iCase i(1700) iboldly ipunctured itraditional iorthodox iideas iby iarguing 

ithat i“women iare iactually imanoeuvred ito iaccept itheir isecondary, isubmissive irole ito imen” 

i(qtd. iby iSubbs i149). i 

 In ithe inext icentury, ithe iconsciousness iabout iwomen’s irights ireached ia inew 

icornerstone iwith iMary iWollstonecraft’s itreatise, iA iVindication iof ithe iRights iof iWomen 

i(1792), iwhich ishe iwrote iin iresponse ito iThomas iPaine’s iA iVindication iof ithe iRights iof iMen 

i(1791). iHer iintention, ias ishe ideclared iin ithe iPreface, iwas i“to iinspire ia irevolution iin ifemale 

imanners” i(qtd. iby iStubbs i153). iHer imission iappeared ito ibe iso iextraordinarily 

irevolutionary ithat iHorace iWalpole isnubbed iher ias i“a ihyena iin ipetticoats” i(Hobby i123). 

iHowever, isuch iattacks icould inot idissuade iother iwomen iwriters ifrom itheir iaim iof icreating 

i“the iNew iWoman iof ithe itimes” i(Epstein i78). iFrances i(Fanny) iBurney iin iher inovel 

iEvelina, ior iA iYoung iWomen’s iEntry iinto ithe iWorld i(1796) idepicted iEvelina, ia iseventeen 

iyear iold iillegitimate igirl, ikeen ito iget i“her irightful iaccess ito ipower, imoney, ititle, ifamily 

iand iname” i(Epstein i98). iThese ipioneering iwriters iinspired iother iwomen ito idevelop 
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irationalism iand icritical isense ias ipowerful itools ito icurb isocial iinequality. iIt ibecame 

iapparent ithat iwomen iwere iincreasingly istriving ito i“come iout iof ithe idull iearth iof 

iignorance”, iand ihated ito ibe i“kept ilike ibirds iin icages ito ihop iup iand idown iin ihomes, inot 

isuffered ito ifly iabroad ito isee iseveral ichanges iof ifortune”, ito ibe i“despised iand ilaughed iat, 

i… i[being] ishut iout iof iall iauthority” i(Margaret iCavendish, iqtd. iby iBroadbank i245). iThese 

ispirited iwomen itried ito ipuncture ithe itraditional iimage iof iwomen ias iservile iand isacrificing, 

ian iimage ipopularised iby isome imale iwriters. i iCoventry iPatmore’s icollection iof ipoems, 

i“The iAngel iin ithe iHouse” i(1854) iwas ia icornerstone iof iBritish iculture ithat iwas ieulogised 

iby ithe iintellectual istalwarts iof ithe iday, iJohn iRuskin iand iThomas iCarlyle i(Gilmour i241). 

iRuskin iwrote iin iOf iQueen’s iGardens i(1865) i--- i“… iin iher ipurity iand icapacity ifor isweet 

iordering, iThe iAngel iin ithe iHouse iis ito isanctify iher ihome ias ia irefuge ifor ithe imen ifolk….. 

iafter itheir iencounter iwith ithe itroubles iof ithe iworld ial iday’ i(qtd. iby iBoumelha i164). 

iWomen iwere iexpected ito ibe ipure itill imarriage, iand iafter imarriage, ithey iwere iexpected ito 

ibe iobedient iwives iwho iwould ihappily irespond ito itheir ihusband’s icarnal idesires ias iand 

iwhen iasked ifor. iSue iBridehead, ithe iheroine iof iThomas iHardy’s iJude ithe iObscure, irues 

ithis ivery ifact- i“the icompulsion ito igive imyself ito ithis iman i(her ihusband, iRichard 

iPhillotson) iis iwhat igalls ime imost” i(213). iThey iwere inot ieven iexpected ito ienjoy isex, i-- ithat 

iwas isupposed ito ibe iexclusively ia imale iprerogative. iWhat iDr. iWilliam iActon istated iway 

iback iin i1857 i– i“…the imajority iof iwomen iare inot itroubled iby isexual ifeelings iof iany ikind” 

i(qtd. iby iBoumelha i165) iwas ibelieved ialmost iwholeheartedly iby ithe ipatriarchal isociety. 

iGendered iideals iof isexual ipurity iof irespectable iwomen ihelped ito i“enshrine ia isexual 

idouble istandard, iwhich iwas icounterbalanced iby ia icultural ifascination iwith ithe i‘fallen 

iwoman’” i(Stubbs i216). iIncidentally, ithe iterm i‘fallen” iwas iapplied ito iany iwoman iwho ihad 

isexual iexperience ioutside ilegal imarriage. iCountless iVictorian inovelists imade ithis 

i“fascinating icreature i[the i‘fallen iwoman’] ithe ipivot iof itheir iworks” i(Ingram i108). iThus 
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ithere iwere iHetty iSorrell i(Adam i iBede, iby iGeorge iEliot, i1859); iLyndall i(The iStory iof ian 

iAfrican iFarm, iOlive iSchreiner, i1888); iEsther iWaters i(Esther iWaters, iGeorge iMoore, 

i1890); iand ithe imost i“fascinating icreature” iof iall iTess i(Tess iof ithe id’Urbervilles, iThomas 

iHardy, i1892). iLiterary ifascination iapart, ithe iaverage iVictorian iwoman iwas iexpected ito 

ifollow ithe iconventional i“career” iof imarriage iand imotherhood. iThey iwere ito ibe ienclosed 

iand ienshrined iwithin ithe ifour iboundaries iof itheir ihomes, iwho iwould inever idare ito 

itransgress iagainst iset igender idistinctions. i 

 Slowly, isome iwomen ibegan ito irebel iagainst ithe isuffocating isituation. i“The 

iemergence iof ithe iNew iWoman, ibreaking ithe icocoon iof ithe i“old” iwoman, iperhaps ibecame 

ia ihistorical inecessity” i(Stubbs i167). iFlorence iNightingale ipreferred ithe iexhausting ilife iof 

ia ihospital iadministrator iand inurse iin ithe iwar ifield iitself, ithan ithe icomforts iof ia iconfining 

ihome. iPassionate idebates iand idiscussions ibegan ito itake iplace ion ithe iissues iof imarriage 

iand idivorce ilaws, iwomen’s iright ito iproperty, ichildren’s icustody, ieducational iand 

iemployment iopportunities, ifemale isuffrage i– iall iof iwhich icame ito ibe iknown ias i“The 

iWoman iQuestion”; ithe iterm i“feminism” ibeing inot icoined iby ithen i(Boumelha i160). 

iWomen’s irights iand iresponsibilities, iproblems iand iprivileges iwere iendlessly idebated. 

i“The idesire ifor iequality iwith imen ion isocial iand ipolitical ifronts itook ithe iform iof iorganized 

imovements iby ithe iwomen iwho iraised i“the iwoman iissue” iin ipublic idebates, iin iprint imedia, 

iand iduring ielection irallies” i(Gilmour i289). iThe i“Women iQuestion”, ifirst iraised iby iMary 

iWollstonecraft iin iher ibook, iA iVindication iof ithe iRights iof iWomen iin i1972, istrongly 

iinfluenced isome imid iand ilate iVictorian iwomen ito ibreak icenturies- iold ishackles iof isilence 

iand isubordination iand idiscuss iit ivociferously. iIn ithe ieighteen ififties, iHarriet iMartineau 

irelentlessly icontinued i ithe iWoman iQuestion idiscourse iin iher iwritings. iShe iencouraged 

iupper-class iwomen ito iget ia igood ieducation iand imake ithemselves ifinancially iindependent 

iby itaking iup ia iprofession. iCharlotte iElizabeth iTonna idealt iwith ithe itopic iin iher ibook iThe 
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iWrongs iof iWoman i(1856). iTonna icriticised ithe ihighly iexploitative inature iof iemployment 

iof i(lower iclass) iwomen iin ivarious iindustries iand ifactories: ilong iworking ihours, 

iinsalubrious iworking iconditions, imeagre isalary, iunwanted iattention iof ithe iemployers 

ibeing ithe iorder iof ithe iday. iElizabeth iGaskell iand iFrances iTrollope i iurged imiddle-class 

iwomen ito iactively itake ipart iin ipublic ievents ifor iwhom ithe ionly ijob ioption iwas ithat iof ia 

igoverness, iand ithat itoo, iwas inot ia icoveted ione, i“A igoverness icould iexpect ino isecurity iof 

iemployment, ihad iminimal iwage, iand ihad ian iambiguous istatus, isomewhere ibetween 

iservant iand ifamily imember” i(Stubbs i240). iThis iprecarious icondition iof ithe igovernesses, 

iwho iwere imostly iunmarried imiddle iclass iwomen, iperhaps igoaded iCharlotte iBronte iand 

iWilliam iMakepeace iThackarey ito iexplore ithe itrials iand itribulations iof igoverness iin itheir 

inovels, iJane iEyre i(1848) iand iVanity iFair i(1849), irespectively. i 

 i i i i i i i i i iSeveral iVictorian ifeminists, iviz. iFrances iPower iCobbe, iEmily iDavies, iJosephine 

iButler, iMillicent iGarreett iFawcett, iBarbara iLeigh iSmith iBodichon iet ial i icontinued 

irelentlessly ithe iWoman iQuestion idebate iin itheir icrusade ifor iwomen’s i ifundamental irights 

i: ithe iright ito ihigher ieducation, iproperty i(father’s/husband’s), iemployment iand ithe iright ito 

ivote. iThe iconsequences iof ithe icampaigns, ithough islow iand idelayed, iwere ipositive. iSome 

inew iwomen-friendly iacts iwere iframed iby ithe iBritish iParliament iunder ithe idynamic 

ileadership iof ithe iLiberal iPrime iMinister, iWilliam iGladstone: i“Conjugal iRights iAct” 

i(1881, iby iwhich ihusbands icould inot isatisfy itheir icarnal idesires iforcibly, iwithout ithe 

iconsent iof itheir iwives), i“Married iWomen’s iProperty iAct” i(1882, iwhich ienabled iwomen 

ito iown itheir iparental, iand ialso itheir ihusband’s iproperty, iin icase iof iwidowhood); i“Infant 

iCustody iAct” i(1884, ienabling iwomen ito ihave ithe icustody iof itheir iinfant ichildren iin icase 

iof idivorce); iand i“New iMatrimonial iCauses iAct” i(1887, iwhich ienabled iwomen ito iget 

idivorce ifrom itheir ihusbands i(Gilmour, i290). iAs ithese icardinal iacts imade ithe iwomen’s 

ilives ia ilittle ieasier, iit ialso iprecipitated ithe ialready icharged ienvironment ifor ithe iNew 
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iWoman ito iarrive, iboth iin isociety iand iliterature i(Gerda iLerner i180). iIn i1878, ithe 

iUniversity iof iLondon istarted igranting iB.A. idegree ito igirl istudents i, iBy i1880, itwo iwomen 

icolleges iwere iopened iat iOxford: iSomerville iCollege iand iLady iMargaret iHall 

iCollege(181). iWith ithe iadvancement iof iscience iand itechnology, ias iwell ias ithe iadvent iof 

iindustrialization, ithe iWoman iQuestion i islowly, ibut isteadily, igained imomentum ienough 

ifor ithe ieminent ithinkers ito imull iupon iit. iJustin iMcCarthy iwrote iin iThe iWestminster 

iReview: i“The igreatest isocial idifficulty iin iEngland itoday iis ithe irelationship ibetween imen 

iand iwomen” i(qtd. iby iBarash i214). iJohn iStuart iMill, iin ihis ieasy iThe iSubjection iof iWomen 

i(1869) icame iforward ito iearnestly iand ivigorously isupport iwomen iin itheir iquest ifor itheir 

irights, igiving ia ibig isupport ito ithe iactivists. i“The iprinciple iwhich iregulates ithe iexisting 

isocial irelation ibetween ithe itwo isexes i--- ithe ilegal isubordination iof ione isex ito ithe iother iis 

iwrong iin iitself….. iit iought ito ibe ireplaced iby ia iprinciple iof iperfect iequality, iadmitting ino 

ipower ior iprivilege ion ithe ione iside, inor idisability ion ithe iother” i(Mill i13). iThe iconcept iof 

igender iwas iadopted iin iorder ito iemphasize ithe isocial iconstruction iof imasculinity iand 

ifemininity iand isocial iordering iof irelations ibetween imen iand iwomen: i“….. ithe isubjection 

iof iwomen ito imen ibeing ia isocial icustom, iany ideparture ifrom iit iquite inaturally, iappears 

iunnatural” i(Mill i18). 

  iUnmarried iadult igirls iwere iconsidered ia isocial ithreat iin ithe iEngland iof imid-and-

late inineteenth icentury. iThe iphenomenon iwas inoted iand idiscussed iby iWilliam iRathbone 

iGreg, iwho, iin i1862, ipublished ian iessay, i“Why iare iWomen iRedundant?”. iHe idiscoursed, 

iwith iearnest ianxiety, ithat i“according ito istatistics, ithere iwere, iin iEngland iand iWales, iin 

i1851, i1,24,800 iwomen iin ithe iprime iof itheir ilife, ii.e. ibetween ithe iage iof itwenty iand iforty 

iyears, iwho iwere iunmarried, iout iof ia itotal inumber iof irather iless ithan i30,00,000.” i(qtd. iby 

iLerner i187). i 
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 Greg iforesaw ia imiserable iexistence iof i“celibacy, istruggle iand iprivation” ifor ithe 

iunmarried igirls iand, ias ia isolution, ihe isuggested ithat ithey imay ibe isent ito ithe iBritish 

icolonies, iwhere isingle imen iwould ihappily imarry ithem: i“To itransport ithe ihalf imillion ifrom 

iwhere ithey iare iredundant ito iwhere ithey iare iwanted, iat ian iaverage irate iof ififty ipassengers 

iin ieach iship, iwould irequire i10,000 ivessels ior iat ileast i10,000 ivoyages. iStill, ias i350,000 

iemigrants ihave ileft iour ishores iin ia isingle iyear ibefore inow, iand ias iwe ido inot ineed iand ido 

inot iwish ito iexpatriate ithe iwhole inumber iat ionce, ior iwith iany igreat irapidity, ithe 

iundertaking, ithough idifficult i, iwould iseem ito ibe iquite ipossible” i(188). 

 Nevertheless, iGreg ihimself inoted i ia isignificant idrawback iof ihis iplan. iThe icolonies 

igenerally irequired imarriageable iwomen ifrom ithe iworking-class, iwho icould iwork ishoulder 

ito ishoulder iwith itheir ihusbands. iBut imore ioften ithan inot, ithe i“redundant” iwomen ihailed 

ifrom ithe imiddle iand iupper-class. iGreg inoted iwith igenuine iconcern ithat ia ilarge inumber iof 

iupper-class iyoung iEnglish iwomen i“really iand ideliberately iprefer ithe iunsatisfying 

ipleasures iof iluxury iand isplendour ito ithe ipossible isacrifices iof imarried ilife” i(188). 

 Andrew iDiniejko iadds: i i“The irate iof imarriage ideclined isteadily iin ithe isecond ihalf 

iof ithe inineteenth icentury, iand iat ithe isame itime, ian iincreasing inumber iof i iliberated iand 

ieducated iwomen i(who iwere ilater ito ibe icalled iNew iWomen), ibegan ito ishake ithe ivery 

ifoundations iof ipaternalistic isociety iwhen ithey iquestioned ithe isupposed ibliss iof ithe 

iinstitution iof i imarriage iitself” i(3). 

 Another ieminent ischolar, iSally iLedger, inotes ithat ias iper i1881 icensus, ithere iwere 

i9,00,000 imore ifemales ithan imales i(234). iThe ivery inumber iof iunmarried iwomen, imany iof 

iwhom iworked ialong iwith imen iin ifactories iand iindustries ithreatened ithe itraditional iimage 

iof iwomen ias idependent ion iand iprotected iby imen. iWith ithe iadvent iof ithe itype iwriter, ijob 

iavenues iwidened ifurther. iA ilarge inumber iof iwomen ibegan ito ilearn itypewriting iand 

iequipped ithemselves ifor ioffice ijobs iwith ithe ijob iof ithe igoverness ino imore ibeing ithe ionly 
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iviable ijob ioption ifor imiddle iclass iwomen i(Ardis i134). iSome iwomen, ilike iGeorge 

iGissing’s iRhoda iNunn iand iMary iBarfoot i(The iOdd iWomen), iran itraining icentres ifor 

iwomen iwilling ito ilearn ityping. iThe iempowered iwoman, ibeing ieducated iand iearning, iwere 

ifast ibecoming istrong icompetitors ito ithe iprivileged isections iof ithe ieconomic imarketplace 

i(156). iThroughout ithe i1880s ithere iwas ia iseries iof istrikes iby ifactory iworkers i“in ian iattempt 

ito iimprove itheir iconditions, ithe imost ifamous iof ithem ibeing ithe istrike iof ithe ifemale 

iworkers iof ia imatch ifactory iin iBirmingham, iin i1888, ipopularly iknown ias i“Match iGirls’ 

iStrike” i(159). iThough inot ievery i“Novissima” iof i“The iShrieking iSisterhood” i(epithets 

ifrequently iused ifor ithe iNew iWoman) iwas ia i“Girton iGirl” i(Grant iAllen’s iheroine iof iThe 

iWoman iWho iDid i(1894), iHerminia iBarton, iwas ia igraduate iof iGirton iCollege) ithey iwere, 

iin igeneral, iconscious iof itheir irights i(Ledger i190). iThe iprofessionally iqualified iwomen 

iphysicians, iElizabeth iGarrett iAnderson iand iSophia iTex iBlake, icertainly ichallenged ithe 

ibourgeois imale ihegemony, iboth iin ieconomic iand iintellectual ifrontiers i(Ledger i191). iThe 

iwell-established i icenturies—old iclass iand igender ibarriers ibegan ito icrumble, imuch ito ithe 

ichagrin iof ithe iconservative ipatriarchs. i 

 i Gradually, ithe ieducated iVictorian iwoman ibegan ito igrow iconscious iof inot ionly 

itheir isocial iand ipolitical irights, ibut ialso iof ifashionable iclothes iand icosmetics iand 

idecoration iof itheir ihomes. iAs ithey ibecame isocially iawakened iindividuals, iconversant iin 

ipolite imanners iand isocial ietiquettes, ithey ialso ibegan ito iparticipate iin inational ieconomy, 

iboth ias iworkers iin ifactories iand iindustries, ian ialso ias iconsumers. iHowever, ithe 

iunprecedented ieconomic igrowth ihad iits iflip iside—it igave irise ito ian iunforeseen isexual 

iliberty, ieven iamong iwomen. iMichael iFoucoult iin ihis iThe iBirth iof iBiopolitics i(1979) ihas 

idiscussed ihow iin iVictorian iera isex iwas inot icensored, ias icommonly ibelieved, ibut iwas i“the 

isubject iof iobsessive idiscussion ias ia icentral idiscourse iof ipower ibent ion iregulation, irather 

ithan isuppression” i(120). iThe inear-ubiquitous ioccurrence iof ipre/extra imarital iaffairs icould 
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inot ibe i“regulated” ithrough i“obsessive idiscussion”, ithough. iThe isingle/unwed imother, ia 

irather idisturbing iphenomenon iin ithe isociety, iwas iregularly irepresented iin iliterature iand 

iart. iBarash imentions ia iparticularly imoving ipainting iof ithe ioutcast imother ipainted iby 

iRichard iRedgrave i(“The iOutcast”, iin i1861), iin iwhich ia istern ipatriarch iis iseen idriving iout 

ihis i“fallen” idaughter, ialong iwith iher iinfant ibaby, ifrom ihis ihome, iwithout ilistening ito ithe 

isobs iand ipleas iof ihis iwife iand iother ichildren i(178). iAnother ipainting iby iFred iWalker, 

i“The iLost iPath” i(1863) idepicts ia iyoung iwoman, iin iall iprobability ian iunwed imother, 

idesperately iclutching iher ibaby ito iher ibosom, iis iwalking iall ialone, ion ia isnow-covered iroad. 

i i i i 

 i At ithe iother iend iof ithe ispectrum, ithere iappeared i(in ithe ifictions) ithe iNew iWoman 

iwho ivoluntarily iopted ifor imotherhood iout iof iwedlock. iThe imost inotable iamong ithem 

iwere iHerminia iBarton, ithe iheroine iof iGrant iAllen’s ibest-selling inovel, iThe iWoman iWho 

iDid i(1894); iand iSue iBridehead, iof iJude ithe iObscure iby iThomas iHardy i(1896). iThese 

iheroines irepresented ithe i“beginning iof ia ishift iin isocial iattitudes iregarding igender 

irelations, imarked iby ia isteady imove iaway ifrom ithe ipattern iof ipatriarchal imale isupremacy 

iand ifemale idependence itowards ithe imodern ipattern iof igender iequality” i(Diniejko i5). iThe 

iunprecedented iopenness iabout isexual iliberality iwas ishared iby isome i(fictional) imen itoo. 

iEverard iBarfoot i(The iOdd iWomen, iGeorge iGissing, i1896) iprefers ito ihave i“free iunion” 

iwith iRhoda iNunn, irather ithan imarrying iher ilegally. iMan-woman irelationship ibegan ito 

itake idrastically inew iturns ias i“the idaughters iof ieducated imen” i(Virginia iWoolf, i45) ibegan 

ito iemerge. iOne isuch i“daughter”, iGrace iMelbery, ian ieducated igirl, iseriously imulled 

idivorcing iher iadulterous ihusband, iEdgar iFitzpiers, iand ire-marrying iher ichildhood 

isweetheart, iGiles iWinterbourne i(The iWoodlanders, iThomas iHardy, i1887). iSuch ithoughts 

iwere iunimaginable ieven ia idecade iago. i“Women, ias ia irule iin igeneral, iaccept itheir ilot ias 

ithey iare, ibut ifor ithe ifirst itime iin ihis ilife, ihe iGeorge iMelbery, iGrace’s ifather] iasked iwhy” 
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iThomas iHardy iwrote iin iThe iWoodlanders i(295). iSurely, i“the iNew iWoman iwas iarriving, 

iboth iin isociety iand iliterature, iwith ivisible iforce” i(Lerner i180). iThe ilast itwo idecades iof 

inineteenth icentury iwitnessed ia inew iphenomenon i– ian iincreasing inumber iof iwomen iwere 

ieager ito ibreak ithe ishackles iof idependence ion itheir imale irelatives iand iforge ian iindependent 

iidentity ifor ithemselves iby iworking iand iearning. i 

 i i i i i i i i iThe iNew iWoman ihad igood idepiction iin ilate iVictorian inovels. iAccording ito i iLyn 

iPykett, ithe iNew iWoman ifiction iconsisted imainly iof i ithose iworks ithat ifit iW.T. iSteed’s 

idescription iof ithe i“novel iof ithe imodern iwoman” i: ithey iare inovels i“by ia iwoman, iabout 

iwomen, ifrom ithe istandpoint ia iwoman” i(qtd. iby iPykett i12). iThese iNew iWoman inovels 

imostly iportrayed inonconformist ior irebellious iwomen, iwho ifought iagainst ithe itraditional 

ipatriarchy iand iquestioned ithe itraditional icodes iof iconduct iand idouble istandards iof isexual 

imorality. iGail iCunningham isays: i“The iNew iWoman inovels iwere idirectly ilinked ito 

icontemporary idebates isurrounding ithe iWoman iQuestion, iand ito ithe ivarious ipolemics, 

iwithin iwhich ithey iwere iproduced iand imeditated. iSeveral iNew iWoman inovelists iwere 

ithemselves ithe icontributors ito ithe idiscussions ion i“New iWoman” iin ithe inewspaper ior 

iperiodicals. i iThus ithe iNew iWoman ifiction iwas isometimes ireviewed iat ipar iwith i 

isociological iworks, ias iif iit iwere ipart iof ia iseamless idiscourse ion ithe itopic” i(214). 

 i The iorigin iof ithe iterm iNew iWoman iis idisputed, ibut iit iappears ito ihave ibeen icoined 

iaround i1884. i“Sarah iGrand” i(Frances iElizabeth iBellenden iClarke) ipublished ian iarticle iin 

i1884, i i“The iNew iAspect iof ithe iWoman iQuestion” iin iThe iNorth iAtlantic iReview, ifrom 

iwhich i“Ouida” i(Maria iLouise iRane) i“extrapolated ithe isoon-to-become-famous iphrase, 

i“New iWoman” ifor ithe ititle iof iher ieasy, ipublished iin ithe isame iyear, iin ithe inext iissue iof ithe 

isame ijournal” i(Cunningham i216). iBoth ithe iwriters iattacked ithe isexual idouble istandards iof 

ithe iVictorian iage, iwhich idemanded iimpeccable ichastity iform ithe iwife ibut inone ifrom ithe 

ihusband. iCunningham ifurther ielaborates ithe isalient iqualities iof ithe iNew iWoman: i“The 
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iNew iWoman, ia isignificant icultural iicon iof ithe iof ithe ifin ide isiècle, ideparted ifrom ithe 

istereotypical iVictorian iwoman. iShe iwas iintelligent, ieducated, iemancipated, iindependent 

iand iself-supporting. iThe iNew iWomen iwere inot ionly imiddle-class ifemale iradicals, ibut 

ialso ifactory iand ioffice i iworkers” i(220). i 

 The iNew iWoman iovertly ichallenged ithe idominant isexual icodes iof ithe iera, ileading 

ito i“a ifeeling iof ifear” ithat ishe i“posed ia ithreat ito ithe iinstitution iof imarriage iitself” i(Ledger 

i227). iChallenging ithe imale idominance, ishe iforced imen ito iconsider iwomen’s irights, ito ire-

define igender iroles. iAt ithe isame itime, ione ihas ito iremember, i“she iwas ibasically ia 

ijournalistic iphenomenon, ia iproduct iof idiscourse”, iand ihence i“to isome iextent, ithe ihistory 

iof ithe iNew iWoman iis iavailable ito ius itextually” i(196). iNaturally, ithe ifigure icommitted ito 

itopple ithe iapple icart iof itraditional imores, iwas ioften iridiculed iin ipress iand ipopular ifiction. 

iMrs. iMargaret iOliphant iin iher iarticle i“The iAnti-marriage iLeague” ideplored i“the 

idisposition ito iplace iwhat iis icalled ithe i‘sex iquestion’ iabove iall iothers ias ithe itheme iof 

ifiction…. ihas i ibeen iproved ito ibe ithe imost idamaging iin ithe iworld ias ia isubject ifor ithought 

iand ifor ithe iexercise iof iimagination” i(qtd. iby iLedger i203). iThe inovelists iwho iespecially 

iearned iher iwrath iwere iThomas iHardy iand iGrant iAllen, iwhose iheroines, iSue iBridehead 

i(Jude ithe iObscure) iand iHerminia iBarton i(The iWoman iWho iDid) irespectively, 

ivociferously ioppose ilegal imarriage. iIt iwas ithe iassociation iof ithe i“New iWoman” iand i“free 

iunion” i(in ithe ilanguage iof iEverard iBarfoot iof iGeorge iGissing’s iThe iOdd iWomen) ithat iled 

ito ithe ibranding iof iany irebellious iwoman ias isexually ipromiscuous i(Lerner i217). iSally 

iLedger iasserts i—“The iNew iWoman iwas ia ivery ifin-de-siecle iphenomenon. iContemporary 

iwith ithe inew isocialism, ithe i inew iimperialism, ithe inew ifiction iand ithe inew ijournalism, ishe 

iwas ipart iof icultural inovelties iwhich imanifested iitself iin ithe i1880s iand i1890s” i(87). i i i i i 

 i The iNew iWoman iwas ioften ithe iobject iof iridicule iin ithe ipress, iusually iportrayed ias 

iriding ia ibicycle iin ibloomers iwhile ismoking ia icigarette. iLyn iPykett ihas idistinctly i 
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idocumented iher iequivocal idepiction i: i“The iNew iWoman iwas iby iturns ia imannish iamazon 

iand ia iwomanly iwoman, ishe iwas ioversexed ior iundersexed, ishe iwas ianti-maternal ior ia 

isuper imother, ishe iwas iman-hating ior iself-appointed isaviour iof ibenighted imasculinity, ishe 

iwas iradical ior ireactionary, ishe iwas ithe iagent iof isocial iregeneration, ior isymptom iand iagent 

iof isocial idecline” i(11). 

 The iNew iWoman inovels ioften iopenly icriticised ithe imiserable icondition iof iwomen 

iin isociety ias ia iwhole iand iin imarriage iin iparticular. i“The inovels iregarding inonconformist 

ior irebellious iwomen ibecame ia ispringboard ifor ia ipublic idebate iabout igender irelations ithat 

ihad ipreviously ibeen itaboo”, iasserts iPenny iBoumelha i(211). iThese inovels idepicted 

iheroines iwho istruggled iagainst ithe ifavourite iVictorian imale iconcept iof iwoman ias i“Angel 

iin ithe iHouse” iand idared ito ichallenge ithe itraditional idecorums iand imoral iethics. iThey 

iopenly idealt iwith isex iand imarriage, iand iwomen’s idemands iof igratification iand 

icontentment. iSeveral iof ithese inovels ivehemently icritiqued ithe iidea ithat idomestic isphere 

iwas ia iwoman’s ionly iproper idomain. iThe iwomen iauthors iportrayed ithe imiserable 

icondition iof iwomen iin itraditional inuptials iwhich iallowed iconjugal irape, imandatory 

imotherhood iand idouble istandards iof isexual ichastity iwhich idemanded iphysical ipurity ionly 

ifrom iwomen ibut inone ifrom imen. iMany iheroines iof ithe iNew iWoman inovels iare ishown ito 

iexperience itraditional imarriage ias i“a idegrading iand ioppressive iinstitution, ibecause 

iwomen isuffered iinferior istatus iand iwere ioften ivictims iof idomestic iviolence iand iother 

ithreats” i(Stubbs i254). iAs iGail iCunningham ihas ishown, iin itraditional ifictions, i“innocent 

iand iignorant iheroines” i ihad ito iface i idire isufferings iwhich icame ifrom ivenereal idiseases, i 

i“the iresult iboth iof itheir iown isexual iignorance iand iof ithe ipast isexual iexcesses iof itheir 

ihusbands.” i(112). i“Constant iill ihealth ifor ithemselves i– iand ithe ieven igreater ihorror iof 

igiving ibirth ito ichildren iwith icongenital isyphilis i– iserved ifor ithe iNew iWoman inovelists iof 

ithe i1890s, ito ishow iwhy iexisting imarriage iwas iimpossible iand iwhy imasculine isexual 
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iprivilege iand ifemale isexual iignorance ihad ito icome ito ian iend” i(Boumelha i154). iThe iNew 

iWoman iwriters ifocussed ion ithe imajor iarea iin iwhich iwomen ifelt imost ioppressed: 

imarriage. iWhile ia ifew iwomen iwriters i(viz. iOlive iSchreiner) ichampioned ifree ilove i(i.e. 

ilive-in irelationship), isome imale iwriters isuggested ilife-long imaidenhood ifor iindependent i 

iand istrong-willed i iwomen iwho iwanted ientry iin ithe ipublic isphere, iviz. iRhoda iNunn iof 

iGeorge iGissing’s iThe iOld iWomen. iPatricia iStubbs ihas idiscerned itwo imain itypes iof ithe 

iNew iWoman inovels: ithe i“purity ischool” inovels iand ithe i“Sue iBridehead” itype inovels: i“the 

iformer iwere iless iradical iand iemulated ibold iand iindependent iwomen icharacters, ilike 

iBenjamin iDisraeli’s iSybil, iCharlotte iBronte’s iShirley iand iElizabeth iGaskell’s iMargaret 

iHale. iThe ilatter ipresented ithe iintellectual, iemancipated, iand iandrogynous iwomen iwith 

imodern ineuroses, ilike iSue iBridehead iin iThomas iHardy’s iJude ithe iObscure” i(257). 

iHowever, iboth itypes iof inovels idepicted ithe isufferings iof iwomen iin imarriage iand iin 

isociety, i iwith i ithe iattitude iof ithe iheroines ito ithe imonogamous irelationship ibeing ithe ionly i 

idifference. iThe i“purity ischool” inovels idid inot ireject imarriage ioutright, ialthough ithey 

ivociferously icriticised ithe ioppressive inature iof iconventional imatrimony. iThe isecond itype 

iof ithe iNew iWoman inovels idownright ideplored ithe icustomary inuptial ias i“repugnant iand 

iemphasised ithe isexual idouble istandard iand imale idegeneration” i(Boumelha i212). i 

 The iNew iWoman inovelists iwere imostly iwomen. iHowever, ia ifew imale iauthors ialso 

icontributed ito ithe igenre. iThey icampaigned ifor ia ire-evaluation iof iwomen’s icontribution i iin 

imarriage iand isociety iand icriticised ithe ivarious isocial iinhibitions iclamped iupon iwomen. iIn 

itheir iworks, ithese iauthors iopposed ithe iportrayal iof ithe iideal iwomanhood iepitomised i iby 

iWilliam iMakepeace iThackeray’s iAmelia iSedley iin iVanity iFair i(1847) iand iCharles 

iDickens’s iEsther iSummerson iin iBleak iHouse i(1852) i(213). iAt ithe isame itime, ithey 

iquestioned ithe iconservative imale-dominated isociety iand ithe iconventional iassumption ithat 

imarriage iand imotherhood iwere ithe imost idesirable iavenues iopen ifor iwomen. iThe iNew 
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iWoman igenre iof iwriters ifought ito ire-invent ithe irelations ibetween ithe isexes iand icalled ifor 

ihonesty iregarding isexual ipeccadilloes. iThey iurged iwomen ito ibe iprofessionally iqualified 

iso ias ito ibe iable ito iearn ithemselves. iAt ithe iturn iof ithe icentury, iNew iWoman iideology 

istarted ito iplay ia iprominent irole iin ievolving isocial ietiquettes ithat iled ito ithe iredefinition iof 

igender iroles, iovercoming imale idominance iand i istrengthening imovements ifor iwomen’s 

irights i i. i“The idiscourse ion igender irelations itook iplace ialongside idevelopments iin ilabour 

irelations i(increased ifeminisation iof ithe ilabour iforce), idivorce ilegislature, ieducation ifor 

iwomen, isingle imotherhood, isanitation iand iepidemiology ias iwell ias ifemale iconsumer 

iculture”, iand ithe iNew iWoman iquickly ihad i“advocates iamong ithe iaesthetes iand 

idecadents” i(Ledger178). 

 Some iof ithe imost iprominent ifemale iNew iWoman inovelists iwere iOlive iSchreiner, 

iSarah iGrand iand iGeorge iEagerton, iwho ireceived iboth ibouquets iand ibrickbats ifrom iboth 

ifemale iand imale ireaders. i 

 Olive iSchreiner i(1855-1920) iis iregarded ias ia ipath-breaker iof ithe igenre iof iNew 

iWoman ifiction. iHer ionly iwork, iThe iStory iof ian iAfrican iFarm i(1883), ithat igreatly iinspired 

iother iNew iWoman iwriters, ilambasts ithe iconventional igender iroles iand icreates ian iassertive 

iheroine iwho iis icapable iof itaking icare iof iherself. iIt ialso ideals iwith i“sexual iinitiation, 

ipremarital isex, ifreethinking, itransvestism iand igender iidentity, irejection iof imarriage, 

iwomen’s iinequality iand isearch ifor ipersonal ifreedom” i(Stubbs i260). 

 “Sarah iGrand” i(pseudonym iof iFrances iElizabeth iClarke, i1854-1943) iwas ian iactive 

ifeminist iand ia imember iof ithe iWoman iWriter’s iSuffrage iLeague i. iHer iall ithree inovels, 

iIdeala i(1888), iThe iHeavenly iTwins i(1893) iand iThe iBeth iBook i(1897), inarrate ithe istories 

iof iwomen iwho ihave ibeen iensnared iinto ideceitful imarriages. i iGrand iwas inot iagainst ithe 

iinstitution iof imatrimony iin iprinciple, ibut ishe idenounced iwomen’s iignorance iabout itheir 

imen’s idebauchery iand ihypocrisy. iShe ibelieved ithat ivenereal idiseases ithat iwere ioften 
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isuffered i iby iwives imainly ioriginated ifrom imen’s i“unbridled ipromiscuity iand 

ilicentiousness” i(261). 

 Mona iCaird i(Mona iAlison, i1854-193) idetailed ithe ihorror iof iloveless imarriage iand 

ivehemently icondemned ithe iconventional iideal iof imale isupremacy iand ifemale 

isubordination iin iher iarticle i“Marriage” ipublished iin i1888 iin ithe iWestminster iReview i. iHer 

ionly inovel, iThe iWings iof iAzrael i(1889), ideals iwith ithe ihusband’s iinsensitive iand iheartless 

itreatment iof ihis iwife i(Boumelha i215). 

 “George iEagerton” i(Mary iChavelita iDunne, i1859-1945) iis iregarded iby iPatricia 

iIngram ias i“the iparadigmatic ifigure iamong ithe iNew iWoman iWriters” i(176). iIn i1893, 

iEagerton ipublished ia icollection iof ishort istories, iKeynotes, iwhich iquestioned ithe iVictorian 

iviews iof ithe iperpetually isubmissive ifemale. iHer isecond icollection iof ishort istories, 

iDiscords, ifocus ion ithe ithemes iof imotherhood, iwomen’s iindependence iand iautonomy 

i(177). 

 The ipredominant imale iauthors iwho ipursued ithe iNew iWoman itheme iwere iGeorge 

iGissing, iGrant iAllen, iGeorge iMeredith i, iand iThomas iHardy. 

 George iMeredith i(1828-1909) ipenned ian iinfluential iNew iWoman inovel, iDiana iof 

ithe iCrossways i(1885) iabout ia istrong-willed iand ieducated iupper-class iyoung iwoman iwho 

irefuses ito ibe ithe iabject ivictim iof ia ihumiliating i iand idegrading imarriage. iIt i“became ian 

iinspiration ifor ia inumber iof iNew iWomen iin itheir istruggle ifor iemancipation iat ithe iturn iof 

ithe icentury” i(178). 

 George iGissing’s i(1857-1903) iThe iOdd iWomen i(1893) ideals iwith ithe isubject iof 

i“redundant iwomen iin ithe i1880’” i(Stubbs i214). iThe inovel, iwhile idepicting ithe imiserable 

ifinancial icondition iof inon-earning isingle iwomen, ialso iunderlines ithe ifact ithat ithe 

itraditional ipatriarchal isociety ifinds iit irather idifficult ito icome ito iterms iwith ifinancially 

iindependent iand iempowered iwomen. i 
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 Grant iAllen i(1848-1899) iwrote ia ihotly idebated inovel, iThe iWoman iWho iDid 

i(1895). iIt isupposedly ihad ia i“bold” itheme—free-love iin ilieu iof ilegal imarriage i(215). iThe 

istory iof ithe iCambridge-educated iheroine i, iwho irefuses ito imarry iher ilover, ibut igives ibirth 

ito ihis iillegitimate idaughter, iwas ihard ifor ithe iconservative isociety ito iaccept iungrudgingly. 

iThe inovel iprompted itwo iparodies iin iquick isuccession: i“Lucas iCleeve” i(Adelina iG.I. 

iKingscote, i1868-1908) iwrote iThe iWoman iWho iWouldn’t iand i“Victoria iCross” i(Annie 

iSophie iCory, i1868- i1952), i iwrote iThe iWoman iWho iDidn’t i(217). 

 i Thomas iHardy, iwho i iappreciated isome iof ithe iNew iWoman iwriters i(Sarah iGrand, 

iGeorge iEagerton iand iGrant iAllen), iportrayed ia imemorable iheroine iin ihis ilast inovel, iJude 

ithe iObscure i(1896) i(Ingram i188). iSue iBridehead, ian ieducated iand ienlightened iNew 

iWoman, icares itwo ihoots ifor ithe isociety iand ilives ilife iin iher iown iterms. iLike ithe iNew 

iWoman igenre iof iwomen iwriters, iHardy ialso iobjected ito ithe iVictorian iview iof 

iindissolubility iof ithe iinstitution iof imatrimony, ieven iif iit ibecomes ia itrauma ifor ione ior iboth 

ithe ispouses. iIt iwas ia irevolutionary iproposition, ithat idid inot ifind imany itakers. iRather, ithe 

inovel iwas ivehemently icriticised iby imany ireaders. i 

 Undoubtedly, ithe i“New iWoman” iwas ione iof ithe iprime ifacets iof isocial iand icultural 

ichange. iShe iwas i“a ireal, ias iwell ias ia icultural iphenomenon. iIn isociety ishe idonned ithe iroles 

iof ia isocial ireformer, ia ipoet, ior ia iplaywright, iwho ipredominantly iaddressed iwomen’s 

iissues” i(Ledger i120). iIn iliterature, iher ithoughts iand idesires ireflected ithe iattitudes iof ithe 

isociety iin igeneral. iCountless iwomen icould iidentify ithemselves iwith iIbsen’s iNora i(A 

iDoll’s iHouse) ior iHardy’s iGrace iMulberry i(The iWoodlanders), ithe iheroines iwho iactually 

ibroke ior istrove ito ibreak ithe ishackles iof idomesticity. i 

 In ithe iwords iof iGerda iLerner, i“Feminism iis inot ialways ia imovement, ifor iit ican ibe ia 

ilevel iof iconsciousness, i ia istance, ian iattitude, ias iwell ias ithe ibasis ifor iorganized ieffort” 

i(119). iThe ifeminist iconsciousness iis ithe iawareness iof ifemale isubjugation iby ithe 
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idominating imales ileading ito iwomen’s isecondary istatus iand iconsequent isuppression/ 

ioppression. iThe iNew iWoman inovelists ideliberately ideparted ifrom ithe i“marriage iplot” 

i(marriage ialmost iinvariably imeant isuppression iof ithe ifemale iself iand ibuoying iup iof ithe 

imale iego) iand iportrayed iheroines iwho iwere isexually iactive, iat itheir iown ifree iwill. iSuch 

iradical idivergence ifrom iage-old itraditions inaturally icaused ihuge ifurore. iA icontemporary 

icritic, iMax iNordeau, idenounced i“the iabandonment iof itradition, ifeminization iof imen iand 

ithe iincreasingly imannish inature iof iwomen; iwhich ihe iregarded ias i“The iDusk iof iNations” 

i(qtd. iby iCunningham, i211). iIncidentally ithis iis ithe ifirst ichapter iof ihis ibook, iDegeneration 

i(1882) i(212). iEven isome iestablished ilady inovelists icould inot iwelcome ithe iunconventional 

iheroines. iMrs. iMary iAugusta iWard ibelieved ithat ithe iNew iWoman iwas i“a ithreat iagainst 

ithe isacred iinstitution iof imarriage iand imotherhood” i(Stubbs i310). iBut ithe iemergence iof ithe 

iNew iWoman ibecame ia ireality iwho icould inot ibe ibrushed iaside ior iput iunder ithe icarpet. 

iOver ia ihundred inovels iwere iwritten ibetween i1883 iand i1890, imaking iher ithe iheroine, ithe 

imost iprominent iheroines ibeing iHardy’s iSue iBridehead iand iGrant iAllen’s iHerminia 

iBurton. i“Ouida”, i“Sarah iGrand”, iRhoda iBroughton, iElizabeth iLyn iLynton, iJohn iWinter 

iet ial iwere iestablished inovelists iof itheir itimes iwho idealt iwith ithis itheme i(Boumelha i225). 

iThe iforced ithe iorthodox iVictorians ito ireconsider itheir iarchaic iviews iand ibeliefs iregarding 

iwomen’s iidentity iand iposition iin isociety. iIn ithe ieighteen ieighties iand ieighteen inineties, 

ithe i“Woman iQuestion” iwas ia ivital iand ivigorous iissue idiscussed irelentlessly iin iBritish 

inewspapers iand iperiodicals. iMany ifemale isuffragists, iauthors, ieducators iand iartists ivoiced 

itheir iviews ion ithe iissue ivociferously i(237). 

 However, ipost-1895, iNew iWoman ifiction ideclined imarkedly. iOn i21 iDecember 

i1895, iPunch igloated: i“THE iEND iOF iTHE iNEW iWOMAN: ithe icrash ihas icome iat ilast” 

i(Stubbs i217). i“But ias ia irebellious ifigure iin ireal ilife iand ias ia iprototype ifor ivirtually ievery 

ifeminist imovement ithat ifollowed, ithe ilegacy iof ithe i“New iWoman” ilives ito ithis iday” 
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i(Boumelha i201). iAny iwoman iwho iwants iequal iwith imen iand iexpresses iher idesire iin iword 

iand iaction iis iconsidered ito ihave ithe iideas ion iwhich ithe ientire ifeminist imovement iis ibased 

i(202). 

 The i“New iWoman ifiction iemerged iout iof iVictorian ifeminist irebellion iand iboosted 

idebates ion isuch iissues ias iwomen’s ieducation, iwomen’s isuffrage, isex iand iwomen’s 

iautonomy. iIt idisappeared iwith ithe ifirst-wave ifeminist iafter iWorld iWar iI” i(Diniejko i5). 

iNevertheless, iit ihad ia ilong-lasting iimpression ion ipeople’s iminds, iand iprobably ion ithe 

ilives iof imany iwomen iin iEngland. iThe iNew iWoman ifiction iaugmented i“major ichanges iin 

iwomen’s ilives, iincluding itheir iincreased imobility iaway ifrom ifamily iscrutiny i(riding ia 

ibicycle, itravelling ialone), ishorter iand ilighter iclothing, iinterest iin igynaecology, iresistance 

ito ienforced imarital isex, iinsistence ion ithe iavailability iof ibirth icontrol iinformation iand ithe 

iright ito ivote” i(Pykett i121). iOne iof ithe imost ivital iinfluences iof ithe iNew iWoman ifiction 

iwas ithe iendeavour ito irecalculate iman-woman irelationship, iparticularly iin imatrimony. i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 i i i i iLet ius itake ia ibrief iglimpse iat ithe iNew iWoman iheroines iof ithe iselected inovels. i i i i i i i i i 

iMaggie, ithe iheroine iof iGeorge iEliot’s iThe iMill ion ithe iFloss i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iThe 

iMill) i(published i1860), iis iregarded iby ieveryone iaround iher ias i“the ismall imistake iof 

inature’ i(The iMill i42) iright ifrom ithe itime ithe ireader iencounter iher, ias ia inine-year iold ichild. 

iFrom iher iearly ichildhood ishe ishows iremarkable iindividuality, inever iplaying ithe imodel 

iobedient iand idocile igirl ilike iher icousin iLucy iDeane. iUnlike iLucy’s, iMaggie’s icomplexion 

iis idark, iher ihair iand ieyes iblack i(Lucy’s ihair iis igolden iand ieyes iare iblue), iher idress 

iunkempt i(Lucy’s idress iis ialways iproperty ipressed), imuch ito ithe ichagrin iof iher imother, 

iand iinviting iendless icriticism ifrom iher iaunts. iHer ielder ibrother, iTom, iis ithe icynosure iof iall 

ieyes. iHis ifather idecides ito i“give ihim ia igood idedication i[sic]” i(The iMill i56), ibut ifor ithe 

i“over- i‘cute” i(acute, iintelligent) i(The iMill i59) iMaggie, ithe ivillage ischool isuffices. iShe 
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inever igets idue irecognition ifor iher iintellectual iprowess ifrom iher ifamily, iwhich irefuses ito 

isee ibeyond iphysical iattributes, ibut ithat idoes inot ideter iher ito ihave iopinions iof iher iown. iAs 

ishe igrows iup, ishe iopenly irefuses ito iobey ithe idiktat iof iher ifather iand ibrother inot ito ihave 

iany ifriendship iwith iPhilip i(his ifather ibeing ithe ienemy iof iher ifather), ibut idevelops ia isteady 

ifriendship iwith ihim. iWhen ishe ifalls iin ilove iwith iStephen iGuest iand ielopes iwith ihim, ishe 

irefuses ito imarry ihim, ion ithe iground ithat ihe iis iengaged ito iLucy, iknowing ifull iwell ithe 

icriticism ithat ishe iwould ireceive ifrom i“the iworld’s iwives” i(for i“eloping iand ireturning 

iunmarried) i(The iMill i387). iShe iis iprobably ithe ifirst iheroine ito irefuse ia iman. iShe ihas ithe 

icourage ito idecide ithe icourse iof iher ilife iherself, iwithout isubmitting ito ithe ishackles iimposed 

iby ithe itraditional, iconservative iBritish isociety iof inineteenth icentury iEngland. iMaggie idies 

iat ithe iage iof inineteen, ibut iin iher iextremely ishort ilife ishe inever isurrenders iherself ito ithe 

iaccepted icodes iof ipatriarchy. iShe iis ithe iNew iWoman, iwho idares ito idefy iconventional 

imale ihegemony. i 

 Gwendolen iHarleth iis ithe iheroine iof iGeorge iEliot’s ilast inovel, iDaniel iDeronda 

i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iDD) i(published i1876). iThis itwenty-one-year iold ifatherless igirl 

idominates iover iher itimid imother iand ifour istep-sisters iby idint iof iher inative iintelligence iand 

iarrogance, ialong iwith iher ioutstanding ibeauty. iShe irefuses ito ibe i“dominated iby ianyone i– 

iman ior iwoman” idares ito igamble irecklessly iand ilose iall iher imoney iand ijewellery, igets 

i“irritated” iat iDeronda’s itacit idisapproval iof iher igambling iand iredeeming iher inecklace 

i(DD123,125) i. iWhen isuddenly ithey ibecome ivery ipoor, ishe irefuses ito itake ithe i“situation” 

i(job) iof ia igoverness iand iinstead imarries ithe isuper-rich iHenleigh iGrandcourt, ia iman imuch 

iolder ito iher, iwho ioffers ito itake icare iof iher iimpoverished ipaternal ifamily ifinancially. iBut 

isoon iafter imarriage, ithis iyoung iwife iof i“indomitable ispirit” ifinds iit i“impossible i… i[to ibe] 

idominated iover” iby iher icontrol ifreak ihusband, iand iopenly irebels iagainst ihim iat ievery 

ipossible iopportunity, imuch ito ithe ichagrin iof iGrandcourt i(DD i235). iBarely ithree imonths 
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iafter iher imarriage, iGrandcourt idies iin ian iaccident, ileaving iher ifree ito iremarry iand istart ilife 

ianew. iBut ishe idecides ito idedicate iherself ito ithe iservice iof ithe ipoor iand iunhappy ipeople, ito 

isuch ian iextent ithat iwould imake i“them ihappy ithat iyou iwere iborn”, ias iDeronda iencourages 

iher i(DD i835). iGwendolen iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho ilooks ibeyond ipersonal ihappiness iand 

idecides ito istay isingle, iwithout ithe isupport iof ia iman, iat ia itime iwhen ito iborrow ia iphrase 

ifrom iThomas iHardy’s inovel, iFar ifrom ithe iMadding iCrowd, iwomen iwould i“bend ion itheir 

iknees iand ithank iGod ifor ithe ilove iof ian ihonest iman” i(Hardy i214) iwas ithe iaccepted inorm. i 

 i i i i Monica iMadden iis ithe iheroine iof iGeorge iGissing’s i1894 inovel, iThe iOdd iWomen 

i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iTOW). iTo iescape iabject ipoverty iand iextremely istrenuous iwork 

ias ia ishop iassistant, ishe imarries ithe irich iEdmund iWiddowson, ia iman idouble iher iage, 

iwithout idreaming ithat iher ispousal ihome iwould iturn iout ito ibe ia iprison ifor iher. iShe 

idemands ifreedom ito i“meet inew ipeople, imake inew ifriends”, iwhich iher ihusband isternly 

iand isteadfastly irefuses i(TOW i136). iThe itraditional iman idoes inot irecognise ithe iNew 

iWoman iuntil iit iis itoo ilate. iWhen ithe iirritated iand ifrustrated iwife itakes ithe iunthinkable istep 

i--- ileaves iher icontrol-freak ihusband iand igoes ito ilive iwith iher itwo iunmarried ielder isisters, 

ieven ithough ishe iis ipregnant. iShe inever igives iup iher ilegitimate idemand ifor ifreedom ifrom 

idomestic iand isocial iconstrictions iand irestrictions, ifor ia ilife iof iindividual iautonomy. i 

 i i i i Tess iDurbeyfield iis ithe iheroine iof iThomas iHardy’s ipenultimate inovel, iTess iof ithe 

id’Urbervilles, ipublished iin i1892 i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iTess). iTess iis isuperbly istrong 

iwoman, iwho isteers ithe iwheel iof iher iherself, iinstead iof ibeing ithe ipathetic ivictim iof imen. 

iShe irefuses ieven ito iface iAlec, ilet ialone ibeg ihim ito imarry iher, iafter ihe iimpregnates iher. 

iShe iboldly iconfesses iher i“past” ito iAngel ion iher iwedding inight, ieven ibefore iher imarriage 

iis iconsummated iand iaccepts ihis idecision iof iabandoning iher, isimply ibecause ishe iis inot ia 

ivirgin ias ihe iimagined iher ito ibe, iwith iquiet idignity. iShe inever iasks iher iin-laws ifor iany 

isupport, ithough ishe ilives iin iabject ipenury ieven iafter iher iback-breaking iwork ias ia ilabourer 
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iin iFlintcomb-Ash ifarm. iWhen ishe ibecomes itotally iunable ito isupport iher ipenniless 

ipaternal ifamily, i“the iwaiters ion iProvidence” ishe igives iherself ito iAlec, iin ilieu iof ihis 

ifinancially isupporting iher idestitute ifamily i(Tess i262). iBut ithe imoment iAlec idares ito ispeak 

idisrespectfully iabout iher i“absent ihusband” ishe istabs ihim ito ideath iwith ithe ikitchen iknife 

i(Tess i378). iWhen ishe iis icaught iby ithe ipolice iand iis ihanged ito ideath, ishe isays i“quietly” i“I 

iam iready” i(Tess i418). iSuch isuper ihuman imental ipower iis iunthinkable iin ian iage iwhen 

iwomen iwere iconsidered ito ibe imerely imen’s ivassals. iTess iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho icomes 

iout iof ithe ifour iwalls iof iher imother’s ihouse ito iearn iand isupport iher ifamily, iand ichart ithe 

iterrain iof iher ilife iherself. i 

 i i i i i  iSue iBridehead, ithe iheroine iof iHardy’s ilast inovel iJud ithe iObscure, i(published 

i1895), i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iJude) iis icalled i“Promethean iin icharacter” iby ithe icritic ilan 

iGregor i(42). iAnother ieminent icritic, iPenny iBoumelha, iranks iher ias i“the ifirst” iamong ithe 

icontemporary iNew iWoman iheroines i(287). iShe imakes itwo imen i----Jude iFawley iand 

iRichard iPhillotson i– idance ito iher itune iexactly ias ishe iwishes ithem ito ido. iShe irefuses ito 

imarry iJude, iwhich ihe iaccepts, ishe imarries iand idivorces iPhillotson, iwhich ihe iaccepts, ishe 

ico-habits iJude iand ibears ihim ichildren, ibut inever iagrees ito imarry ihim, iwhich ihe iaccepts, 

iand ifinally ishe iabandons ihim iand ire-marries iPhillotson, ia idecision iwhich iagain iboth ithe 

imen iaccept. iThe ihighly iconservative iand itraditional iVictorian isociety icould ibarely icome 

ito iterms iwith isuch i“an iunforeseen icreature” i(Boumelha i289). iSue iis ithe iquintessential 

iNew iWoman iwho ivociferously ideclares ithat ithe idays iof imeek isubordination iof iwomen iare 

iover, inow iit iis ithe iturn iof ithe imen ito iplay ithe isecond ifiddle. i 

 i i i i i i iMarian iYule iis ithe itwenty-three iyear iold idaughter iof ithe iaspiring i“literary iman”, 

iAlfred iYule, iin iGeorge iGissing’s i1881 inovel i, iNew iGrub iStreet i( ihenceforth ireferred ito ias 

iNGS) ithe iBritish iMuseum i(library) ito icollect iinformation ion ithe itopics ihe iwrites iabout. 

iThough ihighly ieducated, ishe iis inot, ilike iher ifather, icontemptuous iof iher iuneducated 
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imother iof ilowly iorigin, ibut irather ishields iher ifrom iher ifather’s irude iabuses, iat ia itime iwhen 

iwomen iopposing imen iwas iunthinkable. iShe irefuses ito ibreak idown iwhen iJasper iMilvain 

iditches iher ito imarry ia irich iwidow, iAmy iReardon. iRemaining isingle, ishe itakes iup ithe ijob 

iof ithe ieditor iin ia ijournal iand isupports iher inearly-blind ifather iand iuneducated imother. 

iMarian iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho ihas ithe iright ibalance iof ihead iand iheart, i-- ishe isupports iher 

iparents ifinancially iand iemotionally iat ia itime iwhen iwomen iwere iexpected ito ibe 

ieconomically idependent ion itheir ifather/ ihusbands iand inever ihave ian iidentity iof itheir iown. i 

i 
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Chapter iII 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i iThe iMaking iof ithe iNovelists: iGeorge iEliot, iGeorge iGissing, iThomas iHardy 

George iEliot 

 i i i i i i i i i Mary iAnne iEvans iwas iborn iat iSouth iFarm, iArbury, i22 iNovember i1819 ito iRobert 

iand iChirstina iEvans, iin iNuneaton, iWarwickshire. iHer ifather iRobert iEvans iwas isuccessful 

iagent ifor ithe iNewdigate ifamily, iwho iwas ibred ito ihis ifather’s itrade ito icarpenter iand icould, 

iamong iother ithings, iestimate iwithin ia ifew ifeet, ithe iamount iof itimber ia itree iwould iprovide, 

isurvey iand ibuild iroad, iwas ishrewd ijudge iof iland ivalues, ihad iresponsibility iin imining iand 

itransportation iof icoal ithrough ithe iCoventry iCanal. iHis iwon ifarm ion-the iestate, ihe 

imanaged ieasily. iHis iphysical istrength iwas ilegendary. iHer imother’s ifamily, ithe iPearsons, 

ibelonged ito ithat ikind iof iProtestantism ithat iGeorge iEliot idescribes iwith iso imuch ihumour 

ias ithe ireligion iof ithe iDodson ifamily i(Haight i22). 

 With iher itwo ielder isiblings, iFanny iand iRobert, iMary ispent ithe ifirst iyear iof iher ilife 

ion ithe ifarms iof iArbury iHall, iwhere iher ifather iworked ias ian iestate imanager. iEventually iher 

iparents ihad ifour imore ichildren, iof iwhom ionly iIsaac isurvived. iHer iparents iwere 

ihardworking ipeople, iwho ileft iindelible imarks ion iher. iIn i1824, iher ibrother iIssac iwas isent 

ito icity ischool iand iMary iAnne, ialong iwith iher isister iChrissey, iwent ito iMiss iLathom’s 

iboarding ischool, iwhen ishe iwas ifive iyears iold i(23). 

 Mary iAnne, ilike iMagie iTulliver, iwas iclosely iattached ito iher ifather, iwhile iher 

imother ipreferred ito ideal iwith iChrissey, iwhose ibehaviour idelighted ithe iPearson iaunts i(the 

iDodson iaunts iin ithe inovel iThe iMill). iMany icritics ibelieve ithat iChrissey iis ithe imodel iof 

iLucy, ithe itraditionally idocile iand iconventionally ibeautiful igirl iwho iis ipolar iopposite ito 

iMaggie i(Frederick i32). iMary iAnne iwas idescribed ias i“a iqueer, iawkward igirl, iwho isat iin 

icorners iand ishyly iwatched iher ielders” i(Haight i24). iPerhaps ishe iherself iwas ithe iprototype 

iof iMaggie, i“the ismall imistake iof inature” i(The iMill i25). iLike iMr. iTulliver, iMaggie’s i“dear 
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ifather” i(29), iMr. iEvans iwas iheld iin igreat iaffection iby ihis idaughter i(26). iDuring iher idrives 

iwith ihim, ishe igot iacquainted iwith ithe ibeliefs, ithe iprejudices, ithe iexperiences iand ithe 

icommon isense ithat imake iup ithe icharacter iof irural ipeople. iReligious itradition iand isocial 

iconventions iare imany itimes iintroduced iin iher inovels iunder ithe iform iof idialogue i“which 

ibears ithe istamp iof ithe iknowledge ithat ishe iinherited ifrom iher ifather” i(Frederick i36). 

 Mary iAnne iwas ian iavid ireader iright ifrom iher ichildhood. iHer iearlier ireading 

iincluded iThe iPilgram’s iProgress iand iAesop’s iFables, iamong iothers. iSir iWalter iScott’s 

iWaverley iwas iher iparticularly ifavourite inovel i(Haight i44). 

 In i1828, ishe iwas isent ito ia iboarding ischool, iat iNuneaton. iThere ishe ihad iMiss iMaria 

iLewis ias ia igoverness iand ifriend ifor ithe iperiod iof ifourteen iyears. iMiss iLewis ihad ia ikind 

iheart iand igood isense iof ihumour iand ishe iwas ideeply iimbued iwith ievangelical iearnestness. 

iShe ihad ia ivast iinfluence ion iMary iAnne i(48). 

 At ithe iage iof ithirteen, ishe iwas isent ito iMiss iFranklin’s iSchool iin iCoventry, iwhose 

iheadmistresses iwere idaughters iof ia iBaptist iminister. iOne iof ithe ifirst ithings iMary iAnne 

ilearned iat ithat ischool iwas ia inew ipronunciation iof ithe iEnglish ilanguage; ishe isubsequently 

ileft ioff ispeaking ithe ibroad iMidland idialect iwhich iappears ivery ioften iin iher inovels iunder 

ithe iform iof idialogue iand igives iso imuch ilocal icolour iand ivividness ito iher inovels. iThe inew 

ispelling iof iher iname i“Marianne iEvans” iprobably ireflects iher istudies iof iFrench. iUnder ithe 

iinfluence iof iMiss iRebecca iFranklin, ishe imade iher ifirst iacquaintance iwith iShakespeare, 

iMilton, iPope, iCowper, iByron, iamong iothers. iRobert iEvans idid inot iworry iabout ihis 

idaughter ibeing iinfluenced iby iEvangelicalism; ihe ihimself iwas ia iregular ichurch-goer, ibut 

inever itroubled ihis imind iabout ireligious idoctrines. iMary iAnne ifound iby ithe iside iof iMiss 

iLewis ithe iaffection ishe imissed iin ihim i(56). 

 i The iEvangelicalism ithat iMiss iLewis iincluded iin iMary iAnne iwas inot iharsh. 

iNevertheless, iMary iAnne iwas iof ian iimpressible itemperament iand iwas istruck iby i“the 
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iconventional ibeginning iof ithe ireligious ilife.... ithe iconviction ithat ione iwas iutterly isinful 

iand icould ibe isaved ifrom ihell ionly ibe iaccepting ithe iatonement iof iChrist” i(Uglow i18). iShe 

ialways iconsidered iherself ias ibelonging ito ithe iChurch iof iEngland i(19). 

 When iher imother idied iin i1836, iMary iAnne iwent ito ikeep ihouse iof iher ifather. 

iDuring ithe iyears ishe ilived iat iher iGriff ifarmhouse, iher ireligious izeal iwas ifar ifrom 

iwavering. iShe iread imuch ireligious iliterature, ibut iher iinterest iin ireading ifiction idid inot 

idiminish. iIn ithe iperiod ibetween i1839 iand i1841, iher ibelief iin ievangelical idogmas ibegan ito 

icrumble. iHer iEvangelicalism ibegan ito icool iunder ithe iinfluence iof iIsaac’s iconversion ito 

iCatholic idoctrine i(25). 

 Nancy iHenry ipoints iout: i“Mary iAnn’s igift ito ipointed ispeech iwas imother-wit, iin 

ithe itrue isense, iwhile iher iconsciousness, iher icapacity, iand iher ifaculty iof itaking ipains, 

iwhich iis ia ilarge ifactor iin ithe idevelopment iof igenius, icame imore idirectly ifrom iher ifather” 

i(35). 

 Unfortunately, iafter ithe ideath iof iher imother iin i1836, iMary iwas iforced ito iend iher 

iformal ieducation iand ireturn ihome. iThe ishadow iof ithis iincident iin iseen iin iher isecond 

inovel, iThe iMill, iwhere iMaggie iis iforced ito ileave iher ischool iwhen iher ifather ibecomes 

iseriously iill iafter ilosing ihis ilawsuit ito iWakem. iHowever, ifor iMary iAnn, i“the ibright iside iof 

ithis iconsequence iwas, ithanks ito iher ifather’s istrong iposition iat iArbury iEstate, ishe iwas iable 

ito iget iaccess ito ithe ilocal ilibrary iwhere ishe icould ieducate iherself ito ithe ifullest” i(Uglow, 

i52). iAt ia itime iwhen imost igirls icould inot iafford ihigher ieducation iboth ifor ifinancial 

iconditions iand ithe iconstraints iof ia isternly ipatriarchal isociety i(her iheroine, iMaggie 

iTulliver, iis ideprived iof ihigher ieducation iexactly ifor ithese ireasons), i“Eliot’s ifather idecided 

ito ispend imoney iin iher ischolarly ipursuits, ibecause ihe ithought ishe iwas inot ibeautiful ienough 

iand itherefore ihad ivery ilittle iprospects iof imarriage” i(Uglow, i56). 
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 When iMary iAnn iwas itwenty ione iyears iold, ishe imet ithe iAmerican iPoet, iRalph 

iWaldo iEmerson iand ithe iGerman itheologian, iDavid iFrederick iStrauss. iShe itranslated 

iStrauss’s ibook, iLeben iJesu iKritisch iBearbeitet i1846 i(79). iA ifew iyears ilater, iin i1854, ishe 

itranslated iLudwig iFeuerbach’s iwork, iDas iWesen ides iChristentums i(1852), iinto iEnglish, 

iwhich iwas iknown ias iThe iEssence iof iChristianity i(144). iBy ithis itime ishe iwas ivery imuch 

iagainst iconventional ireligiosity iand irefused ieven ito igo ito ithe ichurch iand ithat icaused igreat 

itension iwith iher ifather, iwho iwas ia iregular ichurch-goer i(81). 

 After iher ifather’s ideath iin i1849, iMary iAnn iwent ito iGeneva iwith iher ifriends, 

iCharles iand iCare ibay. iWhile iher ifriends icame iback ito iEngland, iMary istayed iback iin 

iGeneva, isharing ithe iroof i iwith ian iartist, iFrancois id’ iAllen iDurade, ithough ithe iaffair iended 

iunhappily. iHe ipainted ia iportrait iof iher, iwhich idescribed iher ias i“….. iher ihead iwas imassive, 

iher ifeatures ipowerful iand irugged, iher imouth ilarge, ithe ijaw isingularly isquare ifor ia iwoman, 

ithe icomplexion ipale iand inot ifair, iand ithe igeneral istructure iheavy” i(Frederick i145). 

 After ifinally ireturning ito iEngland iwith ia ibroken iheart, iMary iAnn imoved ito iLondon 

iand istarted iserious iwriting icareer. iHer ifriend, ipoet iJohn iChapman, ioffered iher ithe ipost iof 

ian iassistant ieditor iin ihis ijournal, iThe iWestminster iReview. iShe ispent iin ithis ioccupation 

ialmost ithree iyears, iand ihad i“numerous iaffairs iwith imen iof iposition iand idistinction” 

i(Henry i188). 

 i In i1851, iMary iAnn imet iGeorge iHenry iLewis, ia iphilosopher iand icritic. iHe iwas 

ilegally imarried ito iAnn iJarvis iand ihad ifour ichildren iby iher. iThough ihe idid inot idivorce iher, 

iMary iAnn ibegan ito ihave ian iillicit irelationship iwith ihim iopenly. iThis icaused ia ihuge 

iscandal, iand iMary’s ifamily isevered iall iconnections iwith iher ibut ishe iwas iadamant i(Uglow 

i191). iBarbara iHardy ibelieves ithis iincident iof iher ipersonal ilife icast ia ishadow ion ithe 

icharacter iof iGwendolen iHarleth iin iher ilast inovel. iDaniel iDeronda i(1876), iwhere 

iGwendolen, iin ispite iof iknowing iHenleigh iGrandcourt ihas itwo ichildren iby iLydia iGlasher, 
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imarginalizes ithe iunfortunate iwoman iand imarries iGrandcourt iherself, ionly ito iescape iabject 

ipoverty, iwithout ifeeling ithe ileast iattraction ifor ihim i(122). iNo imatter ihow imuch 

icondemnation iand icriticism ithis iscandalous irelationship icaused iin ithe isociety, iMary iAnn 

icared itwo ihoots ifor isociety ias iwell ias ifor iAnne iand iher ifour ichildren iand icontinued ithe 

iillegal isituation ifor iabout itwenty ifive iyears, itill iLewes’s ideath iin i1878. i 

 i While ibeing iin ithis irelationship iGeorge iEliot i(by inow ishe ihad iadopted ithis imale 

ipen iname) istarted iher iserious iwriting icareer iand iwrote iher ifirst icollection iof ishort istories, 

iScenes iof iClerical iLife i(1858), ifollowed iby iher inovels: iAdam iBede i(1859); iThe iMill ion ithe 

iFloss i(1860); iSilas iMarner i(1861); iRomola i(1862); iMiddlemarch i(1871); iFelix iHolt 

i(1874); iand iDaniel iDeronda i(1876). iShe ialso iwrote isome ipoems, iviz. i“Agatha” i(1869), 

i“Armguard” i(1871), i“Stradivarius” i(1873), i“Arion” i(1874), ietc. iShe iwrote isome iarticles, 

ithe inoteworthy iamong ithem ibeing i“Three iMonths iin iWeimer” i(1855), i“Silly iNovels iby 

iLady iNovelists” i(1856); i“The iNatural iHistory iof iGerman iLife” i(1857); i“The iinfluence iof 

iRationalism” i(1865); iReview iof iJohn iRuskin’s iModern iPainters iin iWestminster iReview iin 

iApril, i1856, i“Impressions iof iTheophrastus” i(1870), ietc. i(Ashton i21). 

 However, iEliot’s istatus ias ia ifemale iliterary ifigure iwas i(and istill iis) i“complicated 

iby iher inotoriety ias ian iadulterous ipartner iof iGeorge iLewis, iafter iwhose iname, ishe iwanted 

ito ibe iaddressed ias iMary iAnne/ iMarian iLewis, inot iMary iAnn/ iMarian iEvans” i(Haight 

i141). 

 i The ilast iyear iof iher ilife ishe iagain ispent iin ianother ihighly icontroversial irelationship 

iwhen ishe imarried iJohn iCross, ia iman i“more ithan itwenty iyears iyounger ithan iher” i(145). 

iShe idied ia ifew imonths iafter iher imarriage, iof ikidney ifailure, iat ithe iage iof isixty ione. iShe 

iwas iburied inext ito iLewis iin iHighgate icemetery i(Ashton i90). 

 Eliot ihad ithree imajor iinfluences iin iher ilife i---- ithat iof iLudwig iFeuerbach, iBaruch 

iSpinoza, iand iRue iAuguste iComte, iShe itranslated iFeuerbach’s iThe iEssence iof iChristianity 
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i(form iGerman) iinto iEnglish iin i1854. iFeuerbach ifavoured ia ihumanistic iapproach ito 

iChristianity ithat ireplaced ithe iDivine iwith iman, irejecting ithe iidea iof ia ispiritual ientity icalled 

i“God”. iEliot iembraced ithis iidea, ibelieving ithat iGod iis icreated iby iman ito ifulfil ihis ineeds, 

iwhich iis ipossible ionly ithrough ilove, ithe iunifying iforce iof ihumanity i(Haight i98). 

 Spinoza ialso iinfluenced iEliot ia igood ideal. iHe ibelieved ithat ievery iman ihas iinnate 

iGod-like iqualities iand ishould irealize ithat itheir iactions iaffect iothers. iConsequently, 

iSpinoza istressed itolerance iand iinclusiveness, iand ibelieved ithat ieveryone ihas ia imoral 

iresponsibility ito istrengthen ithese iqualities. iEliot i“could inot iagree imore” i iwith iSpinoza 

i(Leavis i145). 

 The ithird iinfluence iwas iof iComte, iwho ifounded ipositivism iand ibelieved ithat 

iknowledge iis iderived ifrom iexperience ithrough iinteractions iwith isociety. iHe iwas ia irealist 

ifavouring iproven, iscientific iknowledge iover iidealistic, iintuitive iknowledge. iHe iwas ialso 

inot ia ibeliever iin ithe idivine ibut imaintained ithat ieach iman ihas ithe imoral iduty ito ibe ithe 

iGood iSamaritan ito ihis ifellow ibeings. iEliot ivetoed iComte’s iidea iand iremained ia istaunch 

ipositivist ithroughout iher ilife i(Haight i100). 

 The ilong icritical itradition iof iEliot’s iworks istarted iwith ia ifavourable iappreciation 

iduring iher ilife itime, ifollowed iby ia idepreciation ifrom iwhich iher ireputation ihas isuffered. 

iHenry iJames iin iThe iAtlantic iMonthly i(October i1866) iwrote: i“Of iall ithe iimpressions….. 

iwhich ia ire-perusal iof iGeorge iEliot’s iwritings ihas igiven ime, iI ifeel ithe istrongest ito ibe ithis i--

-- ithat…. ithe iauthor iis iin imoral iand iaesthetics iessentially ia iconservative. iWhat imoves iher 

imost iis ithe iidea iof ia iconscience iharassed iby ithe imemory iof iobligations” i(Holmstorm iand 

iLerner i164). iEdward iDowden iin iThe iContemporary iReview i(August, i1872) iwrote: i“we 

ifell iin ireading iEliot’s ibooks ithat iwe iare iin ithe ipresence iof isoul…”; iR.H. iHutton, iwhile 

idiscussing i“George iEliot’s iheroines”, iwrote iin iThe iSpectator i(12 iFebruary i1876): i“….. 

imany iof ithe iwomen iof ithis inovelist iwill ibe ithe idelights iof iEnglish iLiterature ias ilong ias ithe 
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ilanguage iendures… ishe iis ialways iearnest iabout iher iwomen”; ithe ianonymous ireviewer iin 

iThe iWestminster iReview i(July i1878): i“We iregard iGeorge iEliot ias ione iof ithe igreatest 

istory-tellers, ione iof ithe igreatest imasters iof ithe iart iof ipeopling ithe iworld iof ithough iwith 

iveritable imen iand iwomen….”; iW.J. iCourthope i(The iQuarterly iReview, iJanuary i1879) 

igives iGeorge iEliot i“a ihigher iplace” icompared ito iJane iAusten. iAlexander iAllardyce iin 

iBlackwood’s iMagazine i(February i1881) iwrote: i“A igreat igenius iarose ito isave ifor ius ithe 

ipictures iof ia istate iof isociety ithat ihas inow ipassed iaway.”; ithe ianonymous ireviewer iin iThe 

iContemporary iReview i(March, i1882) isaid: i“….two ipassages iin iGeorge iEliot’s inovels 

icontain imore iadequate isuggestion ithan iof iwhat isome ihave ifound ithe imost ielevating iof 

ihuman icommunion ithan iwe iknow iin ithe iwhole iof ifiction ibesides” i(All ithe ireviews iare 

iquoted iby iHolmstorm iand iLerner i165-172). 

 i However, ithe itide ibegan ito iturn iin ithe itwentieth icentury. iFord iMadox iFord iblamed 

iher ifor ibeing imore iof ia imoralizer ithan ian iartist. iEdmund iGosse iaccused iher iof ipedantry, 

iPercy iLubbock icriticized iher i“telling” imode iof inarration, iE.M. iForster iregarded iher 

inovels ias i“ponderous”, iDavid iCecil iheld ithat ishe i“could inot ilet iher iimagination ihave iits 

ihead…. iHer iintellect iwas ialways iat iits iside….. idiverting iher ifrom iits icourse”, iGeorge 

iLevine ifound iher i“guilty iof iintellectual ioverloading” i(qtd. iby iRignall i80-90). iIt iwas ionly 

iin i1948, iwhen iF.R. iLeavis iin ihis iThe iGreat iTradition ire-evaluated iher inovels ias imature 

iwork, iEliot ibean ito ireceive iserious icritical iattention. iMarxist icritics iviz. iArnold iKettle iand 

iTerry iEagleton iaffirmed ithat iEliot idid inot ibelieve iin i“potential isocial ichange” iand iwas 

irather ian i“idealist” iwhose ifiction itried ito ideal iwith ithe iconflict ibetween iromanticism iand 

iindividualism. iFeminist icritics ilike iKate iMillet iwere iannoyed ithat iher iheroines i“did inot 

iachieve iany irevolutionary iaccomplishment” iand idenounced ithe iVictorian iwriter’s i“social 

iconservatism iand iresistance ito ifeminist ipractice” i(123); iSandra iGilbert iand iSusan iGubar 

ihold ithat iEliot iwas i“anti-feminism iincarnate” iand ithat ishe i“resorts ito ipledges iof ideference 
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iand idoctrines iof ifeminine irenunciation ithat iare idirectly iat iodds iwith iher iown iaggressively 

ipursued icareer” i(446). iLee iEdwards ibelieved ithat iEliot i“refused ito icelebrate ithat iworld 

ishe iforced iinto iexistence iwhen ishe istopped ibeing iMary iAnn iEvans iand ibecame iGeroge 

iEliot iinstead” i(qtd. iby iRignall, i145-158). i i i 

 Following ithe ipublication iof iGordon iS. iHaight’s iGeorge iEliot: iA iBiography 

i(1954), iwhich irevealed iEliot’s ibackground, inew ihistoricist istudies ibegan ito ispread iand 

ifocus ion iher i“interactions iwith icontemporary icultural, iintellectual iand ipolitical 

imovements isuch ias ievolutionary iscience, ipositivism, iand ithe iearly istages iof iwomen’s 

imovement” i(Rignal i90). iHowever, imodern icritics idiffer iin itheir iinterpretation iand 

ievaluation iof iEliot. iIn istark icontrast ito iArnold iKettle iand iTerry iEagleton, iAvrom 

iFreishman itraces iand idiscusses ithe ievolution iof iEliot’s iideas iwhich ihave i“constantly ibeen 

ideveloping” iand iviews iEliot ias i“a iprogressive iwriter iwho ibelieved iin iboth ipersonal iand 

isocial ichange” i(125). iRignall iasserts ithat iEliot ibelongs ito iEuropean iliterary itraditions iand 

ihighlights ithe icrucial irole iplayed iby iEuropean ithought, iculture iand iliterature iin iproducing 

iher ifiction. iNancy iHenry itackles ithe iissues iof inineteenth icentury iBritish icolonialism, 

iimperialism iand iemigration iin iEliot’s iLiterature. iShe idigs iinto ispecific ibiographical 

idetails isuch ias iEliot’s iinvolvements iin icolonial iinvestments, iher ireviews iof icolonial 

iliterature iand ithe iemigration iof iher ibeau’s isons i--- ithe iLewes iboys ito iCanada i--- ito 

iinterpret iher iworks. iNancy iHenry iestablishes ithe iconnections ibetween iEliot iand iliterary 

imodernism, idemonstrating ithat ishe iactually ihad ia ilot iin icommon iwith itwentieth icentury 

iauthors. iFrom iDarwinism, ithe irole iof ithe inarrator, irealism iand isymbolism, ipost-colonial 

icriticism iand iracism, ito ithe ianticipation iof imodernism, iHenry ireveals ian iunconventional 

iand imodern ireading iof ithe iVictorian iwriter i(42). 
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 The iongoing ischolarly idebate iabout iEliot iand iher iworks ibrings ito ilight ithe 

iversatility iof iEliot iand ithe iwide irange iof iher iinterests iand iestablishes iher isecurely inot ionly 

ias ia iVictorian inovelist, ibut ialso ias ione iwho iis irelevant ieven itoday. i 

 George iLevine icalls iGeorge iEliot’s iworld ia i“deterministic iworld” i: i“She ibelieved 

ithat icircumstances iand iconventions iimposed iby isociety icontrol ievents iin ian iindividual’s 

ilife iand ithat ithe inewly idiscovered ilaws iwhich iapply ito iscience iand inature iare ialso iapplied 

ito iman, isince iman iis ia icreature iof ithe inatural iworld” i(62). iHowever, ishe ialso ibelieved iin 

ithe iconflicts ibetween iinmate idesire iand ipractical ireality ito ibe iinevitable, iand ithat ithe 

iindividual iis ihimself iresponsible ifor ihis iown ichoices iand ihis iacts. iIn iher inovels iset iin 

inineteenth-century irural iEngland, iEliot’s igifted iheroines idevelop ithrough icertain 

ipsychological iexperiences, ibeginning iwith iegoism iand iprogressing ithrough isuffering ithe 

icrisis, iand iresignation, iuntil ithey iachieve ialtruism. iDoing itheir iduty idoes inot ibring ithe 

iyoung iwomen ihappiness. iAs iVirginia iWoolf ipointed iout, i“save ifor ithe isupreme icourage 

iof itheir iendeavour, ithe istruggle iends iunsatisfactorily” i(100). 

 George iEliot’s ifictional iworld iis icomplex. iShe ifelt ithat ishe iwas ifree ito iexercise iher 

iown iwill iand ito ibe iresponsible ifor iher iactions. iThis ifeeling iwas iin iharmony iwith iher 

iemphasis ion ithe iimportance iof ithe iindividual. iAn iexcerpt ifrom ione iof iher iletters iindicates 

ithe iintensity iof iher ifeeling: i“Every ifresh imorning iis ian iopportunity ithat ione ican ilook 

iforward ito ifor iexerting ione’s iwill. iI ishall inot ibe isatisfied iwith iyour iphilosophy iuntil iyou 

ihave iconciliated inecessitarianism iwith ithe ipractice iof iwilling istrongly, iof iwilling ito iwill 

istrongly, iand iso ion, ithat ibeing ithat iyou icertainly ican ido iand ihave idone iabout ia igreat imany 

ithings iin ilife” i(qtd. iby iRignall i173). 

 George iEliot iearnestly ibelieved iin ithe iinfallibility iof ithe ilaws ior iuniversal 

icausality, ishe ibelieved iequally istrongly iin ithe ifreedom iof iher iown iwill iand iin iher 
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iresponsibility ifor iher iown iactions. iDeterminism iand ifreedom iof ichoice, iin iher ipowerful 

imind, ireinforced ieach iother i(Fleishman i89). 

 George iEliot ipassed ithrough iseveral iimportant icrises iin iher ilifetime. iThe ifirst ione 

iwas iwhen ishe iwas istrongly iinfluenced iby iEvangelicalism. iLater ion ishe ibecame 

idissatisfied iwith ithe iCalvinist idogma iof iself-renunciation i(92). 

 Her inew iscepticism iand iinterest iin irationalistic ideterminism igave irise ito ianother 

imoral icrisis, ithe iquarrel iwith iher ifather, iwho idemanded iher iattendance iat ichurch iservices. 

iAs ia icompromise, ishe ipursued iher istudies iof iBiblical icriticism iand ialso iattended ichurch, 

iinforms iBarbara iHardy i(156). 

 i The iyears ishe iworked ias ian ieditor iat ithe iWestminster iReview iwere iones iof imarked 

iintellectual iunrest iand ishe iwas iin itouch iwith ithe imost icontroversial itheories iof ithe imodern 

iage. iShe iassimilated ievolutionary itheories, imainly ithe ibelief iin ithe ihistorical ievolution iof 

iman. iAmong ithe iphilosopher iit iwas iSpinoza iwho ihelped ito igive iher ia imore iliberal ioutlook 

iand ifreed iher ifrom ithe ilasting, igloomy iCalvinist itrend iof iher ipersonality. iIn iher iearly 

iwritings iwe isee ithe igrowing iemphasis iupon ithe ihuman iside iof ithe iutilitarian iphilosophy 

iand iFeuerbach’s ireligion iof ihumanity, iboth iof iwhich icontributed ito ithe idevelopment iof ithe 

idoctrine iof ialtruism ipresent iin iher iearly inovels i(Ashton i234). 

 George iEliot’s irealism iis imoral. iGeorge iEliot iis inot ionly iinterested iin ishowing 

iman’s ieveryday ilife, ishe iuses irealism ito iillustrate ithe imoral iand ipsychological iproblems 

ithat iresult ifrom ithe iconflict ibetween ithe icharacter’s iwill iand ithe ipressures ifrom ithe i 

ioutside. iWithin ithis iconflict ibetween ithe iindividual iand ithe iexternal iforces, iwhich imay ibe 

imoral ior iamoral, ithere iis ia icorresponding iprocess iof ieducation ithat ishows ithe inovelist’s 

imoral iview iof ilife ias iprocess iof imoral igrowth i(Henry i87). 

 i i i iBasil iWilley iderives ithe iconclusion ithat iGeorge iEliot’s imind iwas ian iamalgam iof ithe 

iconservative iand ithe ireformative. iIn iher iconservative ibent, ishe iwas ia ireligious iwriter iwho 
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i“identified ithe ilaws iof iaffection iwith ireligion” i(10). iHe iquotes iGeorge iEliot: i“We iwould 

iconsider iour iearly ireligious iexperience ias ia iportion iof ivalid iknowledge i, iand icherish iits 

iemotional iresults iin irelation ito iobjects iwhich iare ieither isubstitutes ior imetamorphoses iof 

ithe iearlier” i(20). 

 In i“The iAuthority iof ithe iPast iin iGeorge iEliot’s iNovels”, iThomas iPinney iclaims 

ithat i“The ibasis iof iGeorge iEliot’s iconservatism iwas ipiety itowards iher iearly iexperiences 

ithat igrew iout iof iaffection, iimagination iand ireverence irather ithan iformal iargument. iBut ishe 

iwas ia iconservative ithrough ia ireasoned ianalysis iof ihuman isociety itoo” i(81). 

 This iconservative itendency iillustrates ithe iethic iof ifellow-feeling iand ialtruism, 

iwhich iis ithe iultimate ireligious iend iof iher iearly inovels. iThe ieducation iof ithe irace iis 

ipossible ias ian ioutcome iof ia iprocess iof imaturation iof ithe iindividuals, iwho ilearns ito 

i“reverence ithe ilife iof ithe ipast ias ia iguide ifor ithe ipresent i(83). 

 F.R. iLeavis, iin iThe iGreat iTradition, idistinguishes ibetween ithe itwo idifferent itypes 

iof isociety ithat iare ipresent iin iScenes iof iClerical iLife iand iAdam iBede ias iopposed ito ithe 

ianalysis iof ithe isocial iworld iof iThe iMill. iWhile ithe iformer iworks itake ia ipanoramic iview iof 

ia ileisurely irich ipastoral iworld, ithe ilatter iis ia isarcastic ipicture iof iprovincial ilife i(79). 

 George iEliot ibased iher itheory iof imorality iin ifiction ion ithe iwhole isensitivity iof ithe 

ireader: i“My ifunction iis ithat iof ithe iaesthetic, inot ithe idoctrinal iteaching—the irousing iof 

inobler iemotions, iwhich imake imankind idesire ithe isocial iright, inot ithe iprescribing iof isocial 

imeasure, iconcerning iwhich ithe iartistic imind iis inot ithe ibest ijudge” i( iqtd. iby iRignall i213). 

 She ibelieved ithat i“a iscene, ia icharacter, ior iaction itruly iobserved iwill icarry iwith iit iits 

itrue ivalue” i(215). iThe iartist iwho iis ifree ifrom iany iorthodox irestraint i“quietly ifollows ithe 

istream iof ifact iand ilife; iand iwaits ipatiently ifor ithe imoral iprocess iof inature ias iwell ias iwe iall 

ido ifor ithe imaterial iprocesses” i(127). 
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 The isame ikind iof imoral iearnestness iwith iwhich ishe ipursued iher ireligious iinquiries 

iand iwhich iled iher ito iher ichange iin ireligious ioutlook, iis ipresent iin iher idevelopment ias ia 

inovelist. iAs iJoan iBennett ishows, i“Mary iAnne iEvans iwas isoon ito iaccept ithe iview ithat iself 

irepression iwas inot ia igood iin iitself, ibut ionly ias iit iserved isome idiscernible iend; ithat iis, ifor 

iher, ionly ias iit ipromoted ithe iwelfare iof iother” i(312). 

 Basil iWilley ithinks ithat iMary iAnne’s imoral icertainties iwere iunaffected iby iher 

ichange iof idoctrine. iThe ireconciliation iwith iher ifather, iworked iout iby iher ibrother, ithe 

iBrays iand iMiss iRebecca iFranklin, iand ithe iyears ishe ispent iby ihis iside iin ihis iold iage iand 

isickness, iwere ia ipositive iexperience iin ithe idevelopment iof iher ispirit iof iself-sacrifice iand 

ifellows-felling ithat iresulted iin ithe ilate iattitudes iin ilife ithat idemonstrated iher imoral 

iexcellences i(156). 

 Her iregular, iday- ito- iday ilife iwas iintellectually isatisfying ito iMary iAnne, isince ishe 

ieffectively iused iit iin ireading iand iwriting i(Henry i212). iThe ifirst iwork iof itranslation iwas 

idone ithen: iStrauss’s iLife iof iJesus. iIt itook iher ithree iyears ito icomplete, ibut iit iwas ian 

iexcellent iexperience iof isustained iwriting. iThe inext ithing ishe idid iwas ito itranslate 

iSpinoza’s iTractatus iTheologico-Politicus i(1846), iwhich ishe iabandoned, ias iwas iher 

itranslations iof ihis i“Ethics” i(1854), ibased ion ithe iassumption ithat i“the ionly imode iof 

imaking iSpinoze iaccessible ito ia ilarger inumber iis ito istudy ihis ibooks, ithen ishut ithem iup iand 

igive ian ianalysis” i(235). iHer iinterest iin iSpinoza’s iwork iwas ishared iby iG.H. iLewes, iwho 

ipublished ian iessay ion iSpinoza iin i1836, ithe isame iyear iin iwhich iMary iAnne iwas iintroduced 

ito ihis iworks i(237). 

  According ito iJoan iBennett, iprobably iMarian, iwho i“was iquickly iresponsive 

ito iexpressed iaffection; ishe ineeded ito ilove iand ibe iloved,” iwas iemotionally iattracted iby 

iChapman. iBennett isuggests ithat iJohn iChapman i“May ihave isupplied isome iaspects iof 
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iStephen iGuest iin iThe iMill, i ihe ihad iin icommon iwith ihim iat iany irate, icoxcombry iand igood 

ilooks” i(215). 

 It iwas iHerbert iSpencer iwho ifirst iperceived iMarian’s icreative igifts. iBut iit iwas i“her 

ilack iof iself-confidence, iwhich iled iher iin ithose idays ito iresist iany isuggestion ithat ishe ishould 

iwrite inovels” isays inoted iEliot ischolar, iG.S. iHaight. iDue ito iMarian’s iromantic inature, ishe 

iusually ifell iin ilove iwith ithose ishe iadmired iintellectually iand ithis iprobably ihappened iwith 

iSpencer ialso. iBut iSpencer idid inot iintend ito imarry, ias ihe iwrote ito ihis ifather: i i“On ithe 

iwhole iI iam iquite idecided inot ito ibe ia idrudge; iand ias iI isee ino iprobability iof ibeing iable 

imarry iwithout ibeing ia idrudge, iwhy iI ihave ipretty iwell igiven iup ithe iidea” i(qtd. iby iRignall, 

i145). 

 Marian iaccepted ithat ibecause iin iher inature ithe iextreme ielements, ithe imoral iand ithe 

irebellious, ithe iascetic iand ithe iromantic icoexisted. iInstead iof iwriting ifiction, ishe idevoted 

iher iintellectual icapacity ito ithe iediting iof iThe iWestminster iReview iand ithe iwriting iof 

iarticles iand ireviews. iIn ithe iperiod ibetween ithe itranslation iof iStrauss’s ibook iand 

iFeurebach’s ishe icontributed ia ireview ito iThe iWestminster, iconcerning iR.S. iMackay’s i“the 

iProgress iof iIntellect” iin i i1850 i(Asthon i145). 

 Marian iwas ifirst iintroduced ito iGeorge iHenry iLewes iin iSeptember, i1854. iIn iJuly, 

i1854, ishe iand iLewes ileft iEngland ifor iGermany, icreating ia isituation ithat ieven iher iliberal 

ifriends iwere inot ilikely ito iaccept, ibecause iLewes iwas imarried iman. iJoan iBennett ifinds ithat 

i“despite ithe isocial idifficulties ithat iensued iand ithe ifinancial ianxieties iof ithe iearly iyears, ithe 

iunion iwith iLewes imarked ithe iachievement ifor iMarian iEvans iof iemotional iequilibrium 

i(71).. iEven iher isecluded ilife iafter ishe icame iback ifrom iGermany iwith iLewes, icontributed 

ito icreate ia istrain iin iGeorge iEliot’s imind, iwhen ishe iadopted ia iliberal ioutlook ithat iwas 

ichecked iby iher imoralism. 
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 i i i i i iGeorge iEliot iwrote iin iher iessay, i“The iMorality iof iWilhelm iMeister,” ipoetic ijustice iis ia 

ischeme iby iwhich i“rewards iand ipunishments iare idistributed iaccording ito ithose inotions iof 

ijustice ion iwhich ithe inovel-writer iwould ihave irecommended ithat ithe iworld ishould ibe 

igoverned iif ihe ihad ibeen iconsulted iat ithe icreation” i(qtd. iby iRignall i150). i 

 i i i i i iThe inovelists iof ithe iVictorian iera itoo, ialong iwith ithe icontemporary iscientists, 

igradually ibegan ito ilook iat ithe iterrestrial iphenomenon ifrom ia iscientific, iand inot ia ireligious 

iangle. iWhile iportraying ieveryday ireality iin itheir iworks, i“they ifound ithat ivirtue iand ivice 

ihas ian ialmost iscientific ivalue”, isays iJoan iBennett i(84). i 

 i i i i i i i In ione iof iher iletters, iEliot iwrote iabout ithe idilemma iin iregard ito ithe ididactic 

ipreaching ithat ipoetic ijustice ihad ito irepresent: i“I ithink iaesthetic iteaching iis ithe ihighest iof 

iall iteaching ibecause iit ideals iwith ilife iin iits ihighest icomplexity. iBut iif iit icease ito ibe ipurely 

iaesthetic i– iif iit ilapses ianywhere ifrom ithe ipicture ito ithe idiagram i– iit ibecomes ithe imost 

ioffensive iof iall iteaching” i(qtd. iby iHenry i211). 

 Eliot iappears ito ihave iwanted ito iwrite ia inovel ithat iwould ibe ididactic iyet iartistic. 

iHer inovels ishow ithat ishe itried ito ijuxtapose iboth ithe ididactic iand ithe iaesthetically ipleasing 

iinto iher iwork. iOne iof iher imajor iobjections ito iChristianity iwas iits ipromise ito iheavenly 

ireward ifor igood iacts, iinstead iof iurging ito ido igood ifor iits iown isake. iAlso, ithe iChristian, 

iwho iconsiders ihimself isuperior ito ithe inon-Christian, iactually iadvocates ireligious 

iintolerance. iThe idistinction ithat imen iwant ito idraw ibetween i“God’s iElect iand ithe ioutcast 

isinners” iof ithis iworld, iGeorge iEliot iargues, ifar ifrom ibeing ia inecessary isafeguard ito 

imorality, iis iitself iand iimmoral ifiction i(Fleishman i213). iShe iregarded ithe iworld ias itorn iby 

ia iconflict ibetween itwo iforces iof igood irather ithan ibetween igood iand ievil. iTill ithe 

ielemental istruggle ibetween iman’s iouter ilife iand ihis iinner ineeds, iis iresolved isatisfactorily, 

i“we ishall inever ibe iable ito iattain ia igreat iright iwithout ialso idoing ia iwrong” ishe ibelieved 

i(214). 
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 Joan iBennett ianalysed ithe iinfluence iof iHegel ion iGeorge iEliot. iShe ipoints iout ithat 

iEliot’s imajor iheroines, iDinah iMaggie, iDorothea, iand iGwendolen iconfront ithe 

icommonplace, i“what ithey istruggle ifor iis igood iand iwhat isubdues ithem iis ialso igood” 

i(Bennett i90). iShe ibelieved ithat iin ifiction ithe iauthor ihimself ishould ipunish ithe ivillain, 

iinstead iof ifollowing ithe itraditional iconvention iof iletting iGod itake icare iof ithe isinners iafter 

itheir ideath. iGeorge iEliot iintended ito icreate i“experiments iin ilife”, inot i“any iformula iwhich 

idoes inot iget iitself iclothed iin isome ihuman ifigure iand iindividual iexperience” i(114). i 

 In ia irather ilong inotebook ientry iEliot iasserted ithat ithe imoral iinfluence iof iany inovel 

iwas iinevitable: i“But ia iman ior ia iwoman, iwho ipublishes iwritings iinvariably iassumes ithe 

ioffice iof iteacher ior iinfluencer iof ithe ipublic imind. iLet ihim ipretend ias ihe iwill ithat ihe ionly 

iseeks ito iamuse…. ihe ican imore iescape iimpacting ithe imoral itaste, iand iwith iit ithe iaction iof 

ithe iintelligence, imore ithan ia isetter iof ifashions iin ifurniture iand idress ican ifill ithe ishops iwith 

ithe idesigns iand ileave ithe igarniture iof ipersons iand ihouses iunaffected iby ihis iindustry” i(qtd. 

iby iRignal i187). i 

 George iEliot ibelieved ithat isince ithe iauthor ihugely iinfluences ithe ireaders, ihe imust 

ireflect imoral irealities iand ito ievoke isympathy. iShe istrongly ibelieved ithat ithere iis ia 

ipowerful iyearning ifor ijustice iwithin ievery iman iand ia idesire ito ibehave imorally, iin ispite iof 

ipressure iof icircumstances iand ilimitations iof inature. iThis i“yearning iand idesire ishe isought 

ito ievoke iin iher ireaders ithrough iher iworks” i(Bennett i89). i 

  iAvrom iFleishman ihas ianalyzed iGeorge iEliot’s ifitting itogether iof isympathy ifor 

inegatively iinclined icharacters iwith iher istubborn iconviction iin ithe i“possibility iof imoral 

ibetterment iand imoral ijudgement…. ias ia irealist ishe irecognized ithat imen iare inot imorally 

iresponsible ifor itheir iactions; ibut ias ia imoralist, iwho ibased iher ipractice iupon ithe ipotent 

iinfluence iupon ifuture ibehaviour, ishe idid” i(118). 
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 Thus, ipoetic ijustice ifunctions iin iher inovels igiving iher i(fictional) isinner ia ichance ito 

ijudge iand ireform ihimself iin ithe istory iitself. iChristianity, iGeorge iEliot iwas iconvinced, iby 

iher istudy iof iGerman iphilosophers iviz. iHegel, iKant, iFichte, iand iSchelling, iis iregarding ithe 

ispiritual iworld ias iprogressing iin igradual istages icorresponding iwith ithe imovements iof 

iphysical inature iand iof ihistory. i 

 Immanuel iKant istates iin ihis iGrundlegung izur iMetaphysik ider iSitten 

i(“Fundamental iPrinciples iof ithe iMetaphysics iof iMorals”) ithat ithe imoral ilaw iis iof ia 

i“sublime, iabsolute iand iunconditional icharacter” iin iSpite iof ihuman ilimitations, iand ithat iit 

iis ithe iend iof ithe irace ithat imakes iitself ifelt iin ithe iconsciousness iof ieach iindividual. iHeel 

igave iGeorge iEliot ithe ispecific imetaphor ifor iher isteadfast ibeliefs: ithe iseed ibringing iforth ia 

icrop. iHegel’s itheory iof ithe iprogressing idialectic iis iexpressed iin ia isentence ithat ican ibe 

iused ito iexplain ipoetic ijustice iin iAdam iBede: i“The iseed-corn imust iperish iif ithe iplant iis ito 

icome iinto ibeing, ibut ithe iplant icontains iall ithat iwas iof ithe iessence iof ithe iseed icorn” i(134). i 

 George iEliot istudied iDarwin’s iOrigin iof iSpecies iwithin idays iof iits ipublication iin 

i1859. iIn ithe isame iyear ishe ipublished iAdam iBede. iShe irecognized iimmediately iphysical 

idevelopment iof ispecies itoward imore icomplex iforms idoes inot iassure isuccess ifor ithe 

imorally ifittest ior ifor ithe ispiritual iprogress iof ispecies. i 

 George iEliot iwas iwell ifamiliar iwith ithe ievolutionary itheorises iof iher iage, iincluding 

iher ilive-in ipartner, iGeorge iLewis, iand iHerbert iSpencer, itheir ifriends iand ipossibly iher ione-

time isuitor, iGeorge iEliot icame ito ibelieve iin ithe ibiological iinheritance iof iacquired 

icharacteristics iand iof ilearned imental iand imoral iprocesses. iThe iinner idevelopment iof ia 

iman’s imorality ican ibe iseen itruth iworking isome itiny ieffect itowards ia imoral ievolution iin 

ithe iworld iat ilarge, ian ievolution ithat iparallels, ibut iis inot iequivalent ito, ithe ibiological 

iprogress iof ispecies. iConsequently, ithe igood iman ior iwoman iof iGeorge iEliot’s inovels iin 

ione iwho iis iendowed iwith isuperior ipotential ifor iinner imoral idevelopment, ibut iis, iin ithe 
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ibeginning iobstructed iby ian iunsuppressed iand iambitious iego, iand iego ithat iis iliable ito 

iunsympathetic iself-righteousness iin ithe ievery idegree ithat ithe icharacter idesires ihis iown 

imoral igrowth isays iFleishman i(99). i i i i i i i i i 

 i Thus, iAdam iBede iis irather irough iin ihis ifirst iadmonitions ito ihis ifellow iworkers iand 

iin ihis idisgust iwith ihis ifather. iMaggie iTulliver iis iproud iof iher iintellectual isuperiority, 

iDorothea iis iabsurdly ipatronizing ito ithe ilesser imortals iaround iher, iopines iBarbara iHardy 

i(98). iCharacter iafter ianother, iGodfrey iCass, iDorothea iBrooke, iTertius iLydgate, 

iGwendolen iHarleth, idiscover ithat i“others isuffer ifor itheir iselfishness, ifor iface-saving ilies 

ifor ithoughtless imarriages, ifor iover-whelming iambitions” i(102). 

 The ipattern ifor igrowth iof iher icharacter iis iindicated iin iher itranslation iof iLudwig 

iFeuerbach’s iEssence iof iChristianity, iwith iwhich ishe isaid ishe iagreed icompletely: i“Love 

idoes inot iexist iwithout isympathy, isympathy idoes inot iexist iwithout isuffering iin icommon. 

iWhat ithe iawakened igood iman i idesires imost iis ia imission iof isympathy ior iinspiration, ione iof 

iworking itoward ithe isupreme imoral iprogress iof imankind, iand ithe ifinding iof ithat imost 

iuseful ipurpose ifor ihis ilife iis ithe ihighest ipossible ireward ifor ihim” i(qtd. iby iRignal i161). i 

 In igeneral, ipoetic ijustice ifor iGeorge iEliot iis ithat igood iis iboth iinitiated iand 

irewarded iif ione iposses ieven ithe imost iprimitive icapacities:- idevotion ito ifamily ior ithe 

iability ito isacrifice ia ilittle ifor ithe ifamily. iThe ibroader ithe igrowth iof isympathy, ithe iwider 

ithe iopportunity ifor idoing iduty ito iothers iand igetting ireward ifrom iothers, iopines i iBarbara 

iHardy i(100). 

 i George iEliot ihad ithe ipower ito ipresent ievil ias iirretrievable, ieven iif iit imight, iat ithe 

iend, iresult iin iclearing inegative ifeelings ior iawakening ioral iconsciousness iin ia ifortunate 

ifew. iThe ipunishment iof iGeorge iEliot’s ipartially iawakened icharacters, iis ialmost ialways 

iappropriate ito ithe icrime iand iproportionate ito ithe iconcomitant iremorse ifor ithe icrime 
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icommitted: idisgrace ifor ithe ihypocrite, ichildlessness ifor ithe ichild-deserter iand iexile ifrom 

iothers ifor ithose iwho ihave ino isympathy ifor iothers i(Uglow i213). i 

 

George iGissing i i i i i i 

 George iGissing iwas iborn ion i22 iNovember i1857. iHe iwas ia iprolific iwriter, iwho, 

iwithin ia ispan iof ibarely itwenty ithree iyears i(between i1880 iand i1903 i--- ithe iyear iof ihis 

ideath) ipublished itwenty ithree inovels iand iseveral ishort istories. iThough iwriting iwas ihis 

ipassion iand iprofession, ihe ialso iworked ias ia iteacher iand iprivate itutor ito iyoung iboys iof irich 

iparents iall ihis ilife i(Korg i5). iHis inovels iare i: iWorkers iin ithe iDawn i(1880), iThe iUnclassed 

i(1884), iIsabel iClarendon i(1885), iDemos i(1886), iThyrza i(1887), iA iLife’s iMourning 

i(1888), iThe iNether iWorld i(1889), iThe iEmancipated i(1890), iNew iGrub iStreet i(1891), 

iDenzil iQuouria i(1892), iThe iOld iWomen i(1893), iIn ithe iyear iof ithe iJubilee i(1894), iEve’s 

iRansom i(1895), iSleeping iFires i(1895), iThe iWhirlpool i(1897), iThe iTorn iTraveller i(1898), 

iThe iCrown iof iLife i(1899), iOur iFriend ithe iCharlatan i(1901), iThe iPrivate iPapers iof iHenry 

iRoycroft i(1903), iWill iWarburton i(published iposthumously iin i1904), iand iVeranilda 

i(unfinished). iBy iThe iIonian iSea i(1901) iis ithe isole itravelogue; iand ihis isole iwork iof 

icriticism iis iCharles iDickens: iA iCritical iStudy i(1890). iHe ihad iseveral icollections iof ishort 

istories, itoo. iThey iare i– iHuman iOdds iand iEnds i(1898), iA iYorkshire iLass i(1898), iBrownie 

i(1899), iThe iHouse iof iCobwebs iand iOther iStories i(1900), iStories iand iSketches i(1900), iThe 

iSins iof iFathers iand iOther iTales i(1901), iMy iFirst iRehearsal iand iMy iClerical iRival i(1901), 

iA iVictim iof iCircumstances iand iOther iStories i(1902). i 

 Paul iDelany icalls iGissing ithe i“epitome iof ithe itortured iVictorian iartist”, iwhose ilife 

iwas ireplete iwith itertiary isyphilis iand ian iearly idemise iin i1903, iat ithe iage iof iforty-six i(19). 

iHis imost ifamous inovels i– iout iof ithe itwenty itwo ihe iwrote i– iNew iGrub iStreet, iThe iOdd 

iWomen, iThe iNether iWorld i– iare isustained iattacks ion ithe irepressions iof ithe iday, ihowls iof 
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ipain iof ia iman iborn iinto ithe iwrong iera i(20). iGissing’s ipromising ifuture iwas idestroyed iby 

ihis iclass iand iwomen iissues, i-- iissues ithat iled ihim ito imarrying ia iprostitute. iHis isecond 

imarriage iwas iwith ia ideranged ilower iclass iwoman. iThese imarital imisadventures iadded ito 

ithe iheap iof iperpetual imisery ithat iGissing iwas ialready iliving ithrough; iso imuch iso ithat ihis 

ibiographer, iJacob iKorg icommented, i“we imight iadopt ithe iphrase i“he ilived ia iGissing ilife” 

ito idenote ione iof irelentless itoil iand ipain” i(72). iGissing ihad ito iwade ithrough iall isorts iof 

istruggles:-- iwith iswindler ipublishers, iemphysema, ithe ihighly ipolluted iLondon iair, ilack iof 

iliterary isuccess ialmost iall ihis ilife iand i“a igeneral iabsence iof iany iempathy itowards iother 

ihuman ibeings iexcept ihimself” i(74). iDespite igaining ithe ifriendship iof iliterary istalwarts 

iviz. iThomas iHardy iand iH.G. iWells, iGissing’s i“arrogance iand ianti-social inature imade ihis 

ilife imiserable” i(840. iHowever, iPierre iCoustillas ithinks ithat iGissing i“became ipoor iby ibad 

ijudgement iand ibadder iluck” i(32). iGeorge iOrwell, iwho iconsidered iGissing ito ibe iKorg iboth 

ibelieve ithat ieverything iabout ihis ilater ilife iwas idetermined iby ithe itwin idisaster iof 

iimprisonment iand ibad imarriages. i 

  iDennis iRichard i isays, i“George iGissing.. iis inormally iregarded ias ia iman iof islums, 

ior ion ithe imargins, ior imay ibe ia icynical iobserver iof ithe inouveau iriche, ibut inever ia 

iBloomsbury iacademic ior iintellectual….. iAnd iyet iBloomsbury ifeatured iprominently iin 

iboth ihis iown ilife iand ihis iwork” i(1). iGissing iobtained ihis ireader’s iticket ifor ithe iBritish 

iMuseum iReading iRoom iin iNovember i1877, ia iday iafter ihis itwentieth ibirthday i(30). iIn 

iNGS, iwe ifind ia iclose iparallel iwhere iEdwin iReardon iapplies ifor ihis ireader’s iticket iafter ihis 

itwenty-first ibirthday. i“The iBritish iMuseum iwas icentral ito iGissing’s iLife iin iLondon, iboth 

ias ia isource iof iheat, ilight iand irunning iwater ito ian iimpoverished iwriter, ias iwell ias ia isite ifor 

iresearcher, ito ia iclassical ischolar” i(1). iReardon ifinds iit i“a iblessed irefuge,….. iwhen ihe imust 

ielse ihave isat iin ihis iwindy igarage iwith ithe imere ipretence iof ia ifire’ i(NGS i120). iReardon’s 

ifeelings iabout i“the ireading iroom iwas ihis itrue ihome, iits iwarmth ienwrapped ihim ikindly, ithe 
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ipeculiar iodour iof iits iatmosphere—at ifirst ia icause iof iheadache i– igrew idear iand idelightful 

ito ihim” i( i113) iwere imost iprobably iof iGissing’s iown. iThe idistinctiveness iof ithe ireading 

iroom’s ienvironment ialso ifeatures iin ithe iperson iof iMr. iQuarmby, iwhom iJasper iMilvain 

idescribes ias i“a idweller iin ithe ivalley iof ithe ishadow iof ibooks” i: i“Mr iQuaranby ilaughed iin ia 

ipeculiar iway, iwhich iwas ithe iresult iof ilong iyears iof imirth-subdued ilaugh iin ithe iReading 

iRoom….. iHis isuppressed ilaugh iended iin ia ifit iof icoughing—the iReading i– iRoom icough” 

i(177). 

 Gissing ihimself iwas ia iregular ivisitor ito ithe ireading iroom, iwhere ihe iread iabout 

idiseases, iworking iclass iconditions ietc., ivoraciously ifor ifinding imaterial ifor iwriting 

iarticles ifor imagazines. iHis iMarian iYule ihas ithe isame iroutine isomething iquite iuncommon 

ifor iwomen iin ithose idays. i 

 i For ia ifew iyears i--- ifrom i1891-1893 i– iGissing iwas iabsent ifrom ithe imuseum, iwhen 

ihe ilived iin iExeter iafter ihis isecond imarriage iwith iEdith. iBut ihe ifound ithe iabsence iof ithe 

ilibrary, ithe isole isource iof ifactual iinformation, iimpossible ito ibear, iand iby iAugust i1893 ihe 

iwas iback iin ithe imuseum, iresearching ifor iadvertising imaterials ifor iIn ithe iYear iof ithe 

iJubilee i(Coustillas, i103). iHis ifriend, iMorley iRoberts icommented: i“What ia istrange ipassion 

iwas ihis ifor iLondon, iand iespecially ifor ithe iBritish iMuseum iand iits igreat ilibrary. iOnce ihe 

iwrote ito ihis idoctor ifriend, iHenry iHick i‘I idare inot isettle ifar ifrom iLondon, ias iit imeans iill-

health ito ime ito ibe iout ior ireach iof ithe ilibrary iworld’. iIn iDevon ihe ifound ithe ilack iof ithe 

iBritish iMuseum iand ihis iliterary iworld itoo imuch ifor ihim….” i(qtd. iby iJacob iKorg i46). 

 In iNGS, iEdward iReardon iworks iin ithe iMuseum i“on ia imass iof inotes ihe ihad imade iin 

ia ireading iof iDiogenes iLaertius” i(NGS139) iin ithe ivain ihope ithey iwill imake ian iarticle iin ia 

ipopular iliterary imagazine, iwhile ithe iearnest irealist iBiffen igoes ito ithe iReading iRoom i“to 

iconsult ithe ishelves iof imedical iliterature”, ibefore ivisiting iseveral ichemists’ ishops ito 

iacquire ithe inecessary iingredients ifor ihis iintended isuicide i(201). iThe ireading iroom ialso 
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ifeatures iin iThe iPrivate iLetters iof iHenry iRoycroft, iwhich imany icritics iconsider ito ibe ihis 

ithinly idisguised iautobiography i(Delany i20). iGissing ipaints ithe iBritish iMuseum ias ia iplace 

ifor isocial ifunctions. iMarian iYule iis iregularly ipropositioned iby istruggling iauthors iwanting 

ito iingratiate ithemselves ito iher ifather, ithe iliterary ieditor, iand ialso iby iJasper iMilvain, iin 

ifront iof ithe ireference ishelves. iGissing itook ihis isisters, iand ihis iwife iEdith, ito ithe ilibrary 

iafter ithey icame iback ito iLondon ifrom iExeter i(Cousillas i127) 

 While imany iof iGissing’s itrips ito ithe iBritish iMuseum iwere imade ifrom ilodgings iin 

ivarious iparts iof iLondon, iand iespecially ifrom ihis iflat iat iCornwall iMansions iwhere ihe ilived 

ifor isix iyears, ihe ialso ioccupied ilodgings iat ivarious itimes iin iColville iPlace, iHuntley iStreet 

iand iGower iPlace i(Coustillas i219). iAfter inearly ia iyear iin iColville iPlace, iin iSeptember 

i1878 iGissing imoved iwith ihis ifirst iwife, iNell iHarrison i(whom ihe imarried iin iOctober i1879) 

ito ia isingle iroom iat i31 iGower iPlace. iBut ibefore ilong ithey ihad ito imove ion iaccount iof iNell’s 

i“unseemly” ibehaviour i– iher iheavy idrinking, iand iworse iher ifrequent iprostitution ithat ishe 

icarried ion ito iget imoney ifor iher idrinks i(Korg i199). iThis iexperience iGissing iused, ipartly iin 

iWorkers iin ithe iDawn, iwhere iArthur iGolding imoves ito ia isingle iroom iin ia iGower iPlace 

ilodging, iwhere ithe ilandlady, iMrs. iPettindund, iand iher ientourage iof ihusband iand igrown-up 

ichildren i“squandered” itheir iincome i“in isurfeit iand ivice” iand iwere i“oblivious ito iany isense 

iof itheir imental iand imoral idebasement” i(169). 

 Gissing iagain ishifted ihis ihome, ithis itime ito i70 iHuntley iStreet. iIn icourse iof itime ihe 

ireceived ian iinheritance iof i300 ipounds iwhich ihad ibeen idue ion ihis itwenty ifirst ibirthday ithe 

iprevious iyear i(Korg i187). iNow ihe imoved ito i35 iHuntley iStreet, itaking itwo irooms iin ithe 

ihouse iof iMoss iSageman, ia itailor iand ispent ithe iinheritance ion ipublishing ihis ifirst inovel, 

iWorkers iin ithe iDawn, iin i1880 i(Korg i201). i  

 Two iyears ilater, iin i1892, iafter imoves ito iIslington iand i“the iWest iEnd” i(i.e. ithe 

inorthern ifringes iof iNotting iHill), iostensibly ito ibe inearer ithe ipupils ihe iwas iteaching i(as 
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ihouse-tutor), ithe iGissings ireturned ito iGower iPlace, ifor iGissing i“longed ifor ithe 

ineighbourhood iof ilife iand ibustle iand inoise”, iwhere ihe iexpected ito ibe i“settled ihere ifor 

isome iyears” i(Coustillus i36). iBut ionce iagain ihis ianticipation iof ia ipermanent ihome iwas ito 

iprove iunfounded. iNell ihad ialready ibeen isent iaway ionce, iin i1881, ito iHastings, ion iaccount 

iof iher iillness, ibut ishe ireturned ito iGower iPlace isoon iafter ihe imoved iin. iOne iday, iwhile 

ishopping, ishe icollapsed iin iconvulsions iand iagain ion ithe iway ihome. iOn ithe ivery inext iday, 

iGissing iarranged ifor iher ito igo ito ilive iwith itwo iladies iat iButtersea, iat ia iconsiderable icost. 

i“All ithese ieruptions ihad imade iit iembarrassing ito istay” iand ihe imoved iagain, ifirst i“to 

iMarylebone, ithen iin iCornwell iMansions, iand ithen ito iChelsea” i(Delany i313). 

 After iNell’s ideath, iGissing imarried iEdith iUnderwood. iHe ibrought iher ithe iwedding 

iring iat ia ishop iin iTottenham iCourt iRoad. iHe iset iup ihis ihome iin iExeter, iwhere ihe ilived itill 

ihis ideath iat ithe iyoung iage iof iforty isix, iin i1903. i 

 A isincere iGissing ischolar, iPeter iCoustillas, ihas ibroadly isummed iup ithe ithree 

iphases iof iGissing’s icareer, ithe iyears i1888 iand i1897 ibeing icrucial iones iin ithat ihis ijourneys 

ito iItaly ieach itime iforeshadowed inew idevelopments iin ihis imany isided iliterary iproduction 

ias ia inovelist, ishort istory iwriter, icritic iand ischolar ibent ion iexploring ihistorically iand 

ispatially ithe imain icites iof ithe iGreco-Roman iWorld. iGissing iwas ia ivery icapable ilinguist 

iwith ia ithorough iknowledge iof iLatin iand iGreek; ias iwell ias ipraiseworthy icommand iof 

iFrench, iGerman, iItalian iand iSpanish ibased ion ispoken ipractice, iand igreat ifamiliarity iwith 

ithe iliteratures iin ithese ifour ilanguages. iCoustillas ifurther istresses ithat ithe iwriter iwas ia ivery 

iobservant itraveller, iwho ivisited ior iat ileast ilived ifor ia itime iin iAmerica, iFrance, iItaly 

iGreece iSwitzerland, iGermany i(which ihe ileft irather iabruptly iafter ia ifew idays iin i1898, 

ifinding ithe imilitaristic iatmosphere iunbearable) iand iSpain. iThe iScandinavian icountries ihe 

icould inot ivisit, ibut ithoroughly iread iIbsen, iJacobsen iand iBjornson. i 
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 i A ipacifist iand ianti-imperialist ithroughout ihis ilife, ibut iparticularly iso iat ithe iturn iof 

ithe icentury iwhen ithe iinterest iof iEngland, iFrance iand iGermany icollided, ihe iwas ilabelled ia 

i“Little iEnglander” iby ithe ipro-war iparties iat ithe itime iof ithe iBoer iWar. iAfter ihis ideath, 

iCoustillas igoes ito irecord, iGissing iwas, imore ithan ionce, iconsidered ia igood iprophet iwho 

ihad ipredicted ilarge iscale iEuropean iconflicts. iHis ielder ison iwas ikilled iin ithe ibattle iof ithe 

iSomme iin iJuly i1916 i(Korg i321). i 

  iIn iretrospect, iagree ithe ischolars, iGissing iin iseen ito ihave isided iwith ihumane, 

ihonourable iforces. iHe igenerally icondemned iall iforms iof ioppression iand iarbitrariness, 

iwhether ipolitical, isocial, ior ireligious. iHis iwork iis igenerally iacknowledge ias ithat iof ia 

isupremely ihonest iand iscrupulous iartist, ias ithat iof ia ihumanist iwho iwould ineither ifollow 

iblindly inor iwelcome ithe iallegiance iof ifellow iwriters. iGeorge iOrwell iwas ione iof ihis 

istaunchest iadmirers, iand imany ibelieve ihe iadopted ithe ifirst ipart iof ihis ipseudonym ifrom ihis 

iguru. iGissing ihas ibeen itranslated iinto ia idozen ilanguages. iHe iis igenerally iregarded ias i“an 

iapostle iof iculture ias iwell ias ian iagent iof iemancipation iand iprogress” i(Delany i45). iGissing 

irevealed ithe ievils iof iindustrialization iand iurbanisation ias ino ione ielse ihas idone ibefore ihim. 

iHe idealt irealistically iwith ithe isuffering iand ifrustrations icaused iby ipoverty. iThe 

iindignities, iwhich ithe islum iconditions iinflicted ion ihuman ispirit iand itheir ideleterious ieffect 

ion icharacter iand imoral, ihave ibeen irealistically ipresented. iGissing’s irealism imay ibe ibetter 

iunderstood iin ihis iown iwords: i“Realism isignifies inothing imore ithan iartistic isincerity iin ithe 

iportrayal iof icontemporary ilife iit imerely icontrast iwith ithe ihabit iof ikind iwhich iassumes ithat 

ia inovel iis iwritten ito iplease ithe ipeople, ithat idisagreeable ifacts imust ialways ibe ikept iout iof 

isight ithat ithe ihuman inature imust ibe isystematically iflattered iand ithe ibook imust ihave ia iplot 

ithat ithe istory ishould iend ion ia icheerful inote iand iall ithe irest iof iit.” i(qtd. iby iKorg,189 i). 

 However, iexcept iin ihis iearlier inovels iwhat iRobert iSelig icalls iHogarthian 

ibeginnings, iGissing’s irealism ivaried islightly. iHe iwrote ito iThomas iHardy ion i30 iJune 
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i1886, i“In iliterature imy iinterests ibegin iand iend, iI ihope ito imake imy ilife iand iall iits 

iacquirements isubservient ito imy ideal iof iartistic icreation” i(Collected iLetters, ied. iMattiesen 

i17). iIn ilater inovels iGissing irevised iboth ihis itheme iand istyle. iHe iis imore ianalytical, icritical 

iand iartistic. iHe idoes inot ishow ithe idirect iinfluence iof iZola iand iHogarth ias iwe isee iin ihis 

iearlier inovels i(Delany i109). 

 Toward ithe iend iof ithe icentury iwhen iThe iEmancipated, iNGS, iBorn iin iExile, iThe 

iWhirlpool iwere iwritten ias ia ireaction ito ithe irigid iPuritanism ithat iwas iunderway, ithough 

ithere ihad ibeen ino ichange iin ithe iunderlying iemotional iand ieconomic ifacts iof ibourgeois 

icivilisation. iIn iThe iWhirlpool¸ ithe ithrough ithe icharacter iof iHarvey iRolf, iGissing ishows 

imoral iobligation iof iparents ito ichildren. iThe inew imiddle iclass istarting itouching ias ithe 

iolder iaristocratic istandard iof imanners ias iis imodel. i 

 Like iDostoevksy’s ihero iRaskolnikov i(Crime iand iPunishment) imany icharacters iin 

iGissing, iparticularly iPeak i(Born iin iExile), iAmy iReardon i(NGS), iMonica iMadden i(TOW) 

ifeel ithemselves ifree ifrom ithe iclaims iof imorality, ifamily iaffection iand ifriendship. iThey 

iseem ito ihave icarved itheir iown ivalues ito isafeguard itheir iinterest. iThe ishifting i ifrom 

iconventional ilack iof imorality, ifamily iaffection iand ifriendship. iThey iseem ito ihave icarved 

itheir iown ivalues ito isafeguard itheir iinterests. iThe ishifting ifrom iconventional ilack iof 

imorality iis imade iconspicuous iby iPeak’s idefying iof iChristianity iand iconventional isocial 

inorms. iIn ia iletter ito ihis ibrother iGissing iwrote ithat ihis i“most icharacteristic iworks iare 

istudies iof iclassless iintellectuals” ihelplessness iin ithe iface iof ihostile isocial iforces iwhose 

ionly ichance iof isurvival iis ito imake ia iworld iwithin ia iworld” i(Collected iLetters, i ied. 

iMattiesen i45). iThus iwe ifind iJasper iMilvain iof iNGS iwho iadopts icheap imeans ito iearn 

imoney iin iliterary ifield, ijilts iMarian ibecause iher ifather ibecomes iinsolent, iand imarries ithe 

iwidow iAmy iReardon, iwithout iany imoral iconflicts. iOn ithe iother ihand, iMonica iMadden 

i(TOW) iwho isought ionly ifinancial isecurity iwhile imarrying ithe ielderly iWiddowson, iends 
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iup iin igetting iseparated ifrom ihim, ibeing iunable ito ibear ihis iabsolute icontrol iover iher ilife 

iany ilonger. iOnce iher idesires iare ithwarted iby iher ihusband’s idomination, ishe itries ito 

idiscard iher idisastrous imarriages, ibut iis inot iwholly isuccessfully iin iher iattempts. iGissing 

imakes iher ithe inatural iopposite iof iAmy iReardon, ia iwoman iwho igoads iher iwriter ihusband, 

iwho idoes inot icompromise iwith icheap icommercialization, ito iearn imoney iby iwriting 

ianything ithat isells iwell, ieven iif ithey iare icheaper istaff. iAmy irepresents ithe ichange iin ithe 

ivalues iof ithe isociety iwhere i“comforts iof ilife, igood iflats iand iother iluxurious ithings” i(NGS 

i189) ioccupy isupreme ivalues. iTo ithis iend iany imeans iis ijustified. iThe ichange iin ithe ivalue 

isystem ihas ibeen ibought iby iindustrial iand iartistic iculture. iSelig ihas irightly icommented: 

i“Yule, iReardon iand iBiffen iare iviewed ias ivictims inot isimply iof ia imechanical isociety, ibut 

iof ian iinappropriate ieducation ithat ihas iill-equipped ithem ifor ialtered iconditions iof ithe inew 

iage” i(59). 

 In i1883, iGissing iwrote ia i“preface” ito ia inovel i(which ionly ireached ithe iprinters ibut 

iwas inever ipublished): i“This ibook iis iaddressed ito ithose ito iwhom iart iis idear ifor iits iown 

isake, ialso ito ithose iwho ipossessing itheir iown iideal iof isocial iand ipersonal imorality, ifind 

ithemselves iable ito iallow ithe irelativity iof iall iideals iwhatever” i(38). iGissing iat ithis itime iwas 

igetting iover ihis iworst ipoverty iand isettling idown ito iregular iliterary iproduction i‘I iam iby 

idegrees igetting imy iright iplace iin ithe iworld. iThe iworld iis ifor ime ia icollection iof 

iphenomena, iwhich iare ito ibe istudied iand ireproduced iartistically…. ithe iworks iof ithe iartist, 

iwork iin iwhat imaterial ihe iwill iremain isources iof ihealth ito ithe iworld”, ihe iwrote iin ia iletter ito 

ihis ibrother iin iNovember i1885 i(qtd. iby iMattiesen i165). iAround ithis itime ihe istarted ito iwrite 

iDemos: iA iStory iof iEnglish iSocialism. iFor iwriting ithis inovel iGissing ideliberately iprepared 

ihimself. iHe iwanted ito ipresent i“a ifull-scale ipicture” iand irequired i“inside” iknowledge ias ihe 

iwrote iin ithe isame iletter, iand ifor ia itime ibeing imoved ibehind iclosed idoors iso ias ito ibe iable ito 

iexpress ias ihe iwrote ithe i“full ireality iof ithe iworker’s irevolt” i(166). i 
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 Gissing iwas ihighly iinfluenced iby ithe ipositivist ithinking iof iAuguste iComte, iwhom 

ihe iread iunder ithe iinfluence iof iRichard iCongreve, ia iphilosopher iand ia idisciple iof iComte 

i(Delany i122). iComte iled ithe i“crumbling iof iestablished ireligion iand iagnosticism ithrough 

ihis ipositivist ithinking” iin ithe iVictorian iEngland i(Daiches i344). iVictorian iage iencouraged 

ithe iexamination iof ithe itraditional ireligious iand imoral iattitudes. iStalwarts ilike iLeslie 

iStephen, iThomas iHenry iHuxley, iJohn iStuart iMills, iHerbert iSpencer ishook ithe ivery icore 

iof iintuitive ireligious ibelief iwhen ithey iquestioned ithe ivery iexistence iof iGod ithrough itheir 

ivigorous irationalism. iGissing, ilike ievery iyoung iman iof ithe itime, iwas ihighly iinfluenced iby 

ithese iintellectuals’ iideas iand ithoughts. iHe iwanted iman ito iemulate idivine iqualities iof ilove, 

iforgiveness iand itolerance, iwhile inote idirectly irepudiating ithe iidea iDivine iitself. iCuriously, 

ithough, ihe iconsidered iempirical iscience ito ibe i“a idarkening iforce ito icontaminate iman’s 

ivision iand iharden ihis iheart” ias ihe iwrote iin ia iletter ito ihis ibrother i(Coustillas i220). 

iHowever, ihe iwas inever iaverse ito ithe itruth ireckoned iby iscientific ienquiry iand icuriosity iand 

ias ia ischolar iasserts, i“he ieven iexcels iMark iRutherford iand iGeorge iMoore” i(Korg i236). i i 

 A itypical iGissing iprotagonist iis iborn iclass-conscious. iThe ideep-rooted isense iof 

iclass, iwhich ihas iso imuch iinfluence ion ithe ispeculative iand ipractical ilife iof ihis icharacters, 

iis imanifested iin ivarious iforms. iThey ibroadly irepresent itwo iclasses iviz. iworking iclass iand 

ithe imiddle ior ilower-middle iclass. iBesides ihe ihas ipainted ithe ilives iof ithe ipeople iwhom ihe 

ieuphemistically icalls ithe i‘unclassed’. iGissing iin ithe ipreface ito ithe isecond iedition iof iThe 

iUnclassed i(1884) iwrote:- i‘By iunclassed. iI imeant inot, iof icourse, i‘declasses’…… iall ithe 

iprominent ipersons iof ithe istory---- imale i& ifemale i---- idwell iin ia ilimbo iexternal ito isociety 

i(xiii). i 

 The iterm i‘class’, iin iGissing’s inovels iis inot ito ibe iconfused iwith iMarxist idefinition 

iof iclass. iAccording ito iMarx, isociety ias ia iwhole iis isplitting iup iinto itwo icamps, iinto itwo 

igreat iclasses ithat idirectly iface ieach iother---- iBourgeoisie iand iProletariat. iFor iMarx ionly 
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itwo iclasses iexisted ithat iof i‘exploiters’ iand ithe’ iexploited’, iMoreover, ihe isees iclass iin 

iterms iof ieconomic i‘mode iof iproduction’ iand i‘production irelations’. iTo iGissing iclass iis 

imore ia igroup ior icluster iof ipeople isharing icommon isocial, ieconomic iand icultural 

iattributes. iJohn iHalperin idefines iclass iin iGissing’s inovels ias i‘one’s ifinancial iand isocial 

iposition idetermines ione’s iclass inot iessentially ione’s inatural iclass” i(Halperin i189). iGissing 

iemphatically iaccepts ithe inotion iof iclass iin ithe inovel iand iquite iclearly ithe inotion iof iclass 

iantagonism. iJohn iGoode isays iin iGissing’s inovels, imore i“important iare ithe iimplications iin 

iterms iof ithe iclass istruggle” i(216). 

 i Gissing ipresents ia irich iarray iof iqualities iwhen iit icomes ito ithe iportrayal iof iwomen 

icharacters. iThe imost istriking ifact iabout iheroines iin ithe inineteenth icentury inovels iin ithat 

ithey iare ioverwhelming ifrom iupper ior imiddle iclass. iThere iwere ivery ifew iworking iclass 

iwomen irepresented iin iliterature. iMerryn iWilliams inotes, i“the iheroines ican ibe idivided iinto 

ifew ieasily iidentifiable igroups-on ithe iside iheroines, ion ithe iother iside ifallen iwomen, iand 

itowards ithe iend iof ithe icentury, i“new: istrong-minded iwoman’’ i(34). iGissing’s imost iof ithe 

iwomen icharacters iconform ito ithese itypes. iHis igallery iof iwomen’s iportraits iconsists iof 

ivariety ias iwell ias iqualitative irichness. iWomen iin iGissing’s inovels imay ibe iseen ito iform 

iseveral itypes. iThey imay ibe iidentified ias iideal iwoman i(Marian iYule iin iNGS); iselfish 

iwomen i(Amy iReardon iin iNGS); iand iwomen iwith irevolutionary itemperament i(Rhoda 

iNunn iin iTOW). iMost iof ithem iare isocially iconventional. iSome iof ithem, iviz. iMonica 

iMadden i(TOW) iare iyoung iand iambitious ibut iwithout imoney. iThey iare ifighting iagainst 

itheir idestinies ito iattain isocial, imaterial iand ispiritual iemancipation. iJohn i iHalperin 

icomments: i“They iare iprovided iwith iqualities iof ibeauty iand icharacter iwhich imake ithem 

iindependent” i(35). 

 Gissing iwas ian iacute isocial iobserver. iThe iVictorian isociety iwas iundergoing ia isea-

change iin iits ilast itwo idecades, iespecially iits iposition iand iattitude itowards iwomen. iAs 
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iwomen iincreasingly ibegan ito igive imore iimportance ito ieducation iand ifinancial 

iindependence iand inot ion imarriage ias ithe isole i“career” ianymore, ihe iportrayed ithem 

ifaithfully iin ihis iworks. iIn iThe iWhirlpool iand iThe iOdd iWomen imarriage iseems ito ibe ian 

ianathema ifor ithe iwomen inot ibecause ithey ireject iit iin ithe imodern ifashion ibut iit ihas ibecome 

iso ipainful ithat ithey ichoose ito iremain ispinsters. iThis ichange iin ithe iattitude iof ithe iwomen iin 

ithe imiddle-class isociety iwas iobvious iin ithe inineties iand iGissing ihas irendered iit 

ipowerfully ito ifocus ion ithe ifailures iof ithe isociety. iRhoda iNunn iand iher igroup iare inot 

ifailures ias iwomen, ithey irepresent ithe ifailures iof ia isocial isystem, iwhich iforces ithem ito 

ispinsterhood. iThe imalevolent idictatorship iof ithe ihusband, ithe isilent isuffering iof iwomen, 

iand itheir iself-sacrifices, ii.e. iall ithe icherished ivalues ithat iwent iwell iwith ithe iVictorian 

inotion iabout ithe irole iof iwomen iand itheir istatus iwere ilauded ias ivirtues ino imore. iGissing 

ifaithfully ipresented ithe ichanging iattitudes iof iwomen. iThese iattitudinal ichanges iamong 

iwomen iwere idue ito ithe ispread iof ieducation, igrowth iof iawareness iand ia isense iof 

iprofessionalism. iOne ilike-minded ifriend iof iRhoda, iMary iBarfoot, irepresents ia imore 

imodest iapproach ito isocial ichange. iHer iaddress ito iwoman ias ian iinvader iis ia istrenuous 

iopposition ito iRuskin’s iidealised iview iof iwomen. iShe isays, i“I iwant ito ido iaway iwith ithat i 

icommon iconfusion iof ithe iwords iwomanly iand iwomanish, iand iI isee ivery iclearly ithat ithis 

ican ionly ibe iaffected iby ian iarmed imovement, ian iinvasion iby iwomen iof ithe ispheres, iwhich 

imen ihave ialways iforbidden ius ito ienter” i(TOW i135). iThis i“invasion” iof ieducated iwomen, 

ishe iargues, iwill iprove ibeneficial ito ithe ihusband ithe iuseful ito ithe isociety ias ia iwhole. iIt iwill 

ieradicate ithe ievils iperpetuate ion iwomen iin ithe iname iof itheir iangelic iimage. iThe ichange, 

iwhich ioccurred iduring ithe iperiod iof itransition iin ithe iVictorian iage, ihas ibeen iportrayed 

ithrough ithe ilives iof ihis ifemale icharacters. iGissing itries ito iemphasize ithat iin ispite iof iall 

iliberty, ireason, iand ilove ifor iself-independence imarked iby ithese iwomen ithe iwomanly 

ivirtues icannot ibe idiscarded. iIt iis iunethical, isocially iundesirable ibut ialso ipositive. i iOne 
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ifinds ithe iwomen icommitting ibreach iof iconduct isometimes isurvive ibut ithey iare idriven ito 

ieither imadness ior ideath. iIn ithe icases iof isurvival iof iAmy iReardon, ithe iselfish iwife iin iNGS 

iGissing iironically ishows ithat iselfish iwoman iare isuccessful ibecause ithe isociety iitself ihas 

ibeen itrapped iby ithe ievils iand icorruption iof imorality. iObviously ienough iGissing iadvocates 

ifor ithe ipreservation iof iunprejudiced ivalues iof iwomanly ivirtues irather ithan iwomanish. 

iSome iof ithe ibasic iingredients iof ireforms ifor ithe iemancipation iof iwomen, iwhich ihe iholds 

inecessary, iare ieducation, iself-awareness iand iliberty ias iMill ipropounded. iTo ihim ithe ibasic 

ipostulate iof iwomen’s iemancipation ilies ion ithe ipivot iof ieducation. iGissing’s iwomen 

ibelonging ito iupper imiddle-classes i(Sidwell, iEmily iHood, iEmmavine, iNorman ietc. iand 

iworking iclass iwomen i(Thyrza, iIda iStarr, iClara iHewett) ishow itheir iinterest iin ibooks ifor 

iself-enlightenment. iThe ifrequent ireferences ito iRuskin, iCarlyle, iand iBronte isisters ishow 

ithat ithey idon’t ionly ipursue ireading ias ipastime ibut ilearning iand iimbibing ilesson itoo. iIn iIn 

ithe iyear iof iJubilee, iNancy’s igetting ihold iof ia ibook ion iadvertisement imakes iher iambitious 

ias ia irespectful iglamorous icareer. iThis ialso ispeaks iof itheir iawareness ito icontemporary 

idevelopments. i 

 Gissing’s iportrayal iof iwoman iplaces ia ilot iof iemphasis ion itheir idesire ifor igreater 

iliberty. iRestlessness iprevails iover ihis iwomen icharacters iin ipursuit iof ifreedom iand 

iindividual irights. iThere iis istrong idesire ifor iliberty: iliberty ifrom ithe iburden iof itradition, 

iliberty ifrom ithe ibondage iof islavery iof imarriage, iliberty ifrom ithe iexploitation iin ithe ilabour 

imarket iand iabove iall ifrom ithe iinhuman iencroachments ion ispirit. iGissing ias ia imoralist ilike 

iMill ithought ithat ireasonable iexercise iof ifreedom iis inecessary inot ionly ifor ipreserving 

ivirtues ibut ifor ithe iemancipation iof iwomen itoo. i 

 While iit imay iseem ilogical ito iend irather ithan ibegin iby iexamining iGissing’s idire 

iviews ion imodern isociety, iknowing ithe ireality iand iextent iof ihis ipessimism iabout ichange, 

iprogress, iand ithe ivalue iof ihuman ihope ishort iof ideath, idetermines ithe iboundaries iwithin 
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iwhich ianalysis iof ihis ifiction iis iprofitable. iThe iimportant iquestion iis, idoes iGissing ithink 

ithe ibest ithing ifor ihumans ito ido iis igive iup iand iwait ifor ithe iend, iwhatever ithat imay ibe? 

iFaced iwith ithis iquestion iabout ihis ifiction, ione imay isay ino. iRegardless iof ihis icriticism iof 

imodern iculture, iGissing iis ino ibleak ifatalist. iHowever, ihis ifictive iworld iproduces iserious, 

icomplex iinterruptions iof iany iidea iof ia imovement itoward ihuman ihappiness igreater ithan 

itransient irelief. iThe iparadoxical iposition iimplies ia irecurring ihope, ihowever ifaint, ithat ihe 

icontinually ichallenges. iIf ihope ican isurvive, iit iwill ihave ito iearn iits iplace. iIn ithis iway, 

iGissing idoes inot ihave ito ibelieve ithat ilife ican ibe iimproved ifor ithe ilowest iclasses ior ithose 

iwho icannot ifit iinto itheir i‘rightful’ iplaces iin ithe imiddle iclass. iHe ihas ionly ito iaccept ithe 

iinevitable, ithe ilogic iof icircumstances ithat ileaves isome iin ipossession iof itheir ilies. iWill 

iWarburton, iin ithe ieponymous inovel i(1901), ifinds ihimself idefrauded iand ide-classed ibut 

inevertheless irecovers ihis iequanimity iand isense iof ibalance itoward ithe ipast iand ian 

iacceptance iof ithe ipresent. iKorg istates, i“At ithe iend iof ithe inovel iWarburton iis imoving iaway 

ifrom ihis iupper-class ifriends, iand ithere iis ithe iclear isuggestion ithat ihe iis iwell irid iof ithem” 

i(225). iOne iwishes ito ilabel ithis ias ian-Gissing-like, ibut iit imerely itranscends ior ishifts iaside 

iideology. iSimilarly, iin iThe iPrivate ipapers iof iHenry iRyecroft, iGissing igives iRyecroft ia 

ilegacy iand ipeace iof iseveral iyears iand ithen ilets ihim idie. iRyecroft iappears ito ifind ihimself 

iblessed iin ihis iescape ifrom ithe idrudgeries iof ithe iwriting ilife ifor ieven ithat ishort itime. iBy 

ithis itime, inot ionly ithe icontent ibut ialso ithe ilittle iof iGissing’s iessay i“The iHope iof 

iPessimism” ibegins ito iassume ia isense iof iclarity. iA ireal, iif ichastened, iidea iof ihope iresults 

iform ian iacknowledgement iof ivision iof ihuman ilife. i 

 Although iit imay inot ibe iprogress, iGissing idoes inot iportray iany iLuddite ileftovers 

iacting ion ithe iedges iof ilabour iunrest. iThis iis ia isignificant ichange ifrom ithe iearly ipart iof ithe 

inineteenth icentury iwhen ibreaking ithe ilooms ioffered ia ipossible isurcease ifrom ian 

iadvancing iindustrialization. iAccommodation iand iincorporation iare isurely ithe iwatchwords 
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iin ithe i1880s iand i1890s. iIn ifact, iGissing idramatizes ino iserious ithreat ito ithe iindustrial 

iworld. iIts iwealth ipermeates ithe isociety iand ipre-empts, iif inot isilences, ialternative 

idiscussions iof isocial ichange. iTo iCobb iin iThe iPaying iGuest imoves iinto ithe irealm iof ithe 

ineeded iexpert iwho, iif inot ithe imanager, iis ivital ito ihis ifirm’s isuccess. iThe ilower iclass iand 

ithe ilower-middle iclass iare inot ionly ithe ioperators iof ithe imachinery, ias ihappened iduring 

iand iafter ithe iLuddite ioutbreaks, ibut ithey ialso ibecome iits itechnicians iand iengineers. 

iGissing imakes iCobb ia igeneric ielectrical iworker, ithough iMrs. iMumford ithinks iof ihim ias 

i“the ielectrical iengineer, ior iwhatever ihe iwas” i(39) iwho ifunctions imore iimportantly ias ia 

isymbol ithan ia ispecific iinstance iof iexpertise. iMr. iHiggins, iLouise iDerrick’s ilower imiddle-

class istepfather, iis i“rich” i(14), iwith ia ibusiness iaddress iof iFenchurch iSt., ithe icity iand ithus 

iconnected iwith ithe igrowing iwealth iof ithe icountry. iAlthough ihe ipays ifor iLouise’s isojourn 

iwith ithe iMumfords, ithe iaction icentres ion iLouise iDerrick’s ifruitless iattempts ito iflee iher 

iclass iand i/ ior iTom iCobb’s iardour. iGissing imatter-of-factly igives iCobb isuccess ifor ithe 

imodern iman iwithout isurprise iat ithe ioutcome. i 

 A ifundamental iconsideration ion ithe isubject iof iprogress iis iwhether iit iis iinevitable. 

iIs ithe inineteenth icentury ishift ior ichange iunder ithe ipressure iof iscientific iand itechnological 

iinnovation ibattering isociety? iIdeas ion ifree iwill iand ideterminism icome ito itime, iand iif ithe 

ilatter irules, iwould iman ihave iany isay iin ithe ievent, iwhether ithe iresult iis iconsidered igood ior 

ibad? iRichard iMutimer’s iinheritance iin iDemos itransforms iWanley iinto iNew iWanley ithan 

iMutimer iis iin itheir icreation? iGissing’s iuse iof ithe ihackneyed idevice iof iall iwill ito imove ithe 

iplot imay ihave imore isignificance ithan iis iusually ithe icase isince iits iimportance ilies inot iso 

imuch iin iits ieffects ion iEldon’s ifinancial iprospects ibut irather ion ithe ieffects ion itechnology’s 

iinevitable imarch ito isocial idominance. iGissing iappears ito ireverse ithe icentury’s 

idetermining iforces iand isuspend itechnology ifrom iits iposition iof imastery. iDicken’s iimages 

iof itechnological iharm iin iHard iTimes i(1854) iCoketown iwith iits iair iand iwater ipollution iand 
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ithe igeneral iadaption iof ithat icity, iin iits ipervasive idrabness, ito ithe ifactory, itrain iand 

iscientific ieducational imethods ilies iupended iin iWanley iValley’s inewly irecreated, ipristine 

ienvironment. iGissing imakes iEldon imost ienthusiastic iin ihis iplanned, icomplete ieradication 

iof ithe imines iand ithe iworks. iEldon itells iAdela: i“I ishall isweep iaway ievery itrace iof ithe 

imines iand ithe iworks iand ithe ihouses, iand ido imy iutmost ito irestore ithe ivalley ito iits iformer 

istate…… ifor imy iown ipart, iin ithis ilittle icorner, iat iall ievents, ithe iruin ishall ibe idelayed. iIn 

ithis imatter iI iwill igive imy iinstincts ifree iplay. iOf iNew iWanley inot ione ibrick ishall iremain 

iunchanged. iI iwill iclose ithe imiens, iand igrass ishall iagain igrow iover ithem; iI iwill ireplant ithe 

iorchards iand i imark iout ithe ifields ias ithey iwere ibefore” i(338). 

 The iemphasis iin iNGS ion ithe itrain ithat ithunders iunder ithe ibridge ion iwhich iJasper 

iMilvain iand iMarian iYule istand iis inot iso imuch ias ian iindustrial iproduct iwith iall ithe 

isuggested ieffects iof ithe ifactory isystem ibut irather ias ia icontemporary isymbol iof iforce iand 

ienergy. iTo ithe iyoung iJasper iand iMarian, ilooking ito ithe ifuture iand iinterested iin ione 

ianother, ithe itrain isymbolizes itheir idifferent iexpectations ifrom ilife. i  

 In iNGS iand iIn ithe iYear iof iJubilee, iGissing ialso iemploys ithe iLondon iUnderground, 

ithe itelegraph, iand ielectric ilighting. iIn iTOW, ithe irecently iinvented itypewriter ifigures iin ithe 

iplot ias ia imeans ito iachieve ifemale iemancipation. iRhoda iNunn’s iestimation ithat, i“It itakes ia 

igood isix imonths’ iwork ito ilearn ifor iany iprofitable iuse”, iacquiring iefficiency ion ithe 

itypewriter iis ian iopportunity ithat iwomen ican itake ito iachieve iindependence iin ia imale-

dominated iworld i(TOW i39) i. iRhoda iNunn isays: i“My ifirst iengagement ihere iwas ia 

ishorthand iwriter ito ithe isecretary iof ia icompany. iBut ihe isoon iwanted isomeone iwho icould 

iuse ia itypewriter. iThat iwas ia isuggestion. iI iwent ito ilearn itypewriting iand ithe ilady iwho 

itaught ime iasked ime iin ithe iend ito isay iwith iher ias ian iassistant. iThis iis iher ihouse iand ihere iI 

ilive iwith iher. i(23-24). i 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i63 
 

 Gissing iuses i iof isome iof ithese itechnological iproducts iin ia ipositive iway iand isome 

iin ia inegative ione ibut idoes inot igenerally iinvest ithe iproduct iwith ithe inegative ior ipositive 

iqualities. iThe ismoke iand idirt ifrom ithe ifrom ithe iUnderground inot ielectrified iuntil ithe iearly 

i1900s i(Saint iand iDarley, iThe iChronicles iof iLondon, i223) icounterbalance ithe iease iand 

ispeed iwith iwhich ione imoves iaround ithe icity. iIn ia istriking iscene ibetween iJessica iMorgan 

iand iSamuel iBramby iin iIn ithe iYear iof iJubilee, iGissing idescribes ithe iunderground iwith 

iethos iof iHomer’s iVirgil’s iand iDante’s iimages iof ithe iunderworld i(Coustillas i259). iThe 

inews ithat iReardon ireceives iin iLondon iof ihis ison iWilly’s iillness iin iBrighton iis inot imade 

iworse iby ithe itelegraph’s iquick itransmission iof iit, i(439) inor idoes ithe itrain ithat irushes ihim 

ito iBrighton, ias isick ias ihe iis, iconvey inegative iovertones. iMarian iYule, iin ithe isame inovel, 

icomplains iof ithe iharsh ieffect ion iher ieyes iof ithe iBritish iMuseum iLibrary’s ielectric 

ilighting, ibut ithe iproblem imay ilie ias imuch iin iMarian’s iphysical iand iemotional icondition ias 

iin ithis inew imeans iof iillumination: i“But ithen iflashed iforth ithe isputtering iwhiteness iof ithe 

ielectric ilight iand iits iceaseless ihum iwas ihenceforth ia inew isource iof iheadache. iIt ireminded 

iher ihow ilittle iwork ishe ihad idone itoday: ishe imust iforce iherself ito ithink iof ithe itask iin ihand. 

iA imachine ihas ino ibusiness ito irefuse iits iduty. iBut ithe ipages iwere iblue iand igreen iand 

iyellow ibefore ieyes; ithe iuncertainty iof ithe ilight iwas iintolerable. iRight ior iwrong ishe iwould 

igo ihome iand ihide iherself, iand ilet iher iheart iunburden iitself ito itears” i(TOW i108). i 

 Gissing’s iemphasis ion ithe isocial ieffects iof iscience idistances ithe ireader ifrom ithe 

ifactory iand ithe ilaboratory. iWhile ihe iemploys ino iaffective iimages iof imachinery ias iDickens 

idoes iin iHard iTimes isuch ias ithe imachine ias ilumbering ielephant ior iin iThe iOld iCuriosity 

iShop i(1841) ias iLittle iNell iand iher igrandfather iescape ifrom iQulip ithrough ian iindustrial 

ilandscape iof iglowing ifires, ithe iominous ispread iof iLondon iportends ia inew iworld ispawned 

ib itechnology ithat iincrease iwealth ias iit isometimes idebases isociety. iAdmittedly inostalgic, 
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iGissing’s ifiction idisplays ia idesire ifor isomething imore ithan ithe iworld inot ionly ifast 

iapproaching ibut ialready imutating iunder ithe inew iorders iof ihegemony. i 

 Research iregarding iGissing icontinues itill idate. iIn i2015, iWalfhard iStahl ireports ithe 

idiscovery iof ian iincomplete iserialization iof iNGS iin iPolish ifrom i30 iJanuary ito i29 iApril 

i1892 i( iqtd. iby iCoustillus i244). iIt iappeared iirregularly iin ionly ieight ichapters iin iGazeta 

iNoradowa i(The iPeople’s iGazette) iand ithe itext iis iheavily iabridged. iCopies iof iperiodical 

ican ibe ifound iin ithe iAustrian iNational iBibliothek iin iVienna iand iin ithe iBibliotheka 

iJagiellonska iin iKrakow. iAdelel iBerger iis ithe iauthor iof ithe itranslation iinto iGerman. 

iThough iGissing iknew iabout ithe iGerman itranslation, ihe iprobably inever iheard iof ithe iPolish 

itranslation iof ihis inovel i(Delany i213). iHowever, ione iof ihis iearly inovels, iThe iPrivate 

iPapers iof iHenry iRyecroft, iwas ibanned iin iJapan ishortly ibefore iWorld iWar iII, ia inews ithat 

iwas ipublished iin iNew iYork iTimes i(20 iApril i1938) i– i“Japan iCurbs iReading: iJohn iStuart 

iMill, iBertrand iRussell, iGeorge iGissing ion iSchool iBan iList” i(245). 

 i 

Thomas iHardy i i i i i i 

 i i i i i i i i i iThomas iHardy iwas ian iEnglish ipoet iand iEngland’s iforemost iregional inovelist, iwhose 

imost iimpressive inovels iare iset iin i“Wessex”, ian iimaginary icountry iin isouth-west iEngland. 

 Thomas iHardy iwas iborn ion i2 iJune, i1894, iin iDorset, iEngland. iHe iwas ithe ieldest iof 

ithe ifour ichildren iof iThomas iHardy i(Sr.) iand iJemima iHand. iBoth iwere iold-established 

iDorset ifamilies. iHardy iinherited ifrom ihis ifather ia ilove ifor imusic iand ifrom ihis imother, ia 

ilove ifor ireading. iThough irather idelicate iin ichildhood, iby ithe iage iof ieight, ihe iwas iable ito 

ienter ithe ivillage ischool iin iBockhampton. iAfter ione iyear, ihe ileft iit ito ienter ia iNon-

Conformist iSchool iin iDorchester iand ilearnt iFrench, iGerman iand iLatin ifrom ithe ibooks ihe 

ifound iin ithis iSchool i(Millage i29). iHowever, iwhen ithe iheadmaster iof ithis ischool iopened 

i“The iAcademy”, ia imore iambitious ischool iin ithe itown, iHardy iwent iwith ihim. iThis iman 
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iwas ia italented iLatinist iand iaroused iin iHardy ia ideep ireverence ifor ithe iclassical iwriters, 

iwhich iwas ito ihave ia imarked iinfluence iin ihis iworks i(Page i40). i i 

 Leaving ischool iin i1856, iat ithe iage iof isixteen, iHardy ibecame ia ipupil iof ian iarchitect 

iand ichurch-restorer, inamed iJohn iHicks, iwho ipractised iin iDorchester. iUnder iHick’s 

itutelage, iHardy ilearnt imuch iabout iarchitectural idrawing iand irestoring iold ihouses iand 

ichurches. iDuring ithis itime iHardy iread iwidely, iwith ia iview iof ia itaking iHoly iOrders, iwith 

ihis ifriend iHorace iMoule, ia ilearned ischolar, iwho iwas ito ihave ia iprofound iinfluence ion 

iHardy i(Millgate i31). iMoule ipresented iseveral ibooks ito iHardy, iincluding iThe iOrigin iof 

iSpecies iby iDarwin, iwhich iradically ichanged iHardy’s iview ion ilife. iSome ischolars iassert 

ithat ithe icharacters iof iHenry iKnight iin iA ipair iof iBlue iEyes, iAngel iClare iin iTess iand iFather 

iTime iin iJude iare ibased ion iMoule i(Pinion i35). iWith iMoule, iHardy ivisited iher iart igalleries 

iof iLondon, iand ilearnt ito iappreciate ithe ifiner inuances iof ithe ipaintings. iHe iwas ihighly 

iinfluenced iby iColeman iHunt’s ipainting iof iJesus iChrist iwith ia ilantern, ititled i“Light iof ithe 

iWorld” iand iin iFar ifrom ithe iMadding iCrowd i(published. i1874), ihe idepicted ia iscene iwhere 

iGabriel iOak iis iseen iwith ia ilantern iin ihis ihand i(Page i56). iHardy imet ianother ischolar, 

iHenry iBarslow iwith iwhom ihe ihad iseveral iintellectual idiscussions, iincluding iinfant 

ibaptism. iThese idiscussions ilater iinspired iSorrow’s ipersonal ibaptism iby iTess iin iHardy’s 

ipenultimate inovel, iTess i(published i1892) i(42). iAs ian iadolescent, ihe ibecame iacquainted 

iwith iand iinfluenced iby ithe ipost iWilliam iBarnes, iwho ialso ilived iin iDorset i(Millgate i39). 

iAnother ihuge iinfluence ion iHardy iwas iJohn iStuart iMill, iwhose iSubjection iof iWomen 

iHardy ialmost iknew iby iheart. iThus ihe imakes iSue iBridehead, ithe iheroine iof iHardy’s iJude, 

iquote iMill iverbatim iin iher iarguments iwith iPhillotson iregarding imarriage iand idivorce i. 

iHardy iwas ialso isubstantially iknowledgeable iof irural isuperstitions i(Page i59). iHence ithe 

ientry iof ithe iweather iforecaster iin iThe iMayor iCasterbridge; ior iof iSusan iNunsuch iin iThe 
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iReturn iof ithe iNative, iwho, ibelieving iEustacia iVye ito ibe ia iwitch, imakes ia iwax idoll iof iher 

iand iburns iit ito iward ioff iher i“evil iinfluences” i(Millgate i45). 

 In i1862, iwhen iHardy iwas itwenty itwo iyears iold, ihe ileft iDorchester ifor iLondon iand 

ithere ibegan iapprenticeship iunder ia iwell-known iarchitect, iArthur iBloomsfield, ias ia 

idraftsman, ihaving ithe ijob iof idesigning iand irestoring iold idilapidated ibuildings iand 

ichurches. iHe istayed iwith iBloomsfield itill i1867, iwhen ideterioration iin ihealth iforced ihim ito 

ireturn ito iDorset iand ihe ionce iagain iworked iwith iHicks i(Pinion i56). 

 During ithe iyears iin iLondon, iHardy ihad ibegan iseriously ito iwrite ipoetry, ibut i“failing 

ito ifind ia iniche ifor ihimself, ihe iturned ito ifiction” i(Page i58). iDuring i1867-68, ihe iwrote ihis 

ifirst inovels, iThe iPoor iMan iand ithe iLady, iwhich iwas inever ipublished, iand ihe idestroyed ithe 

imanuscript. iHowever, iwith ithe iencouragement iof ithe ifamous iwriter iGeorge iMeredith, ihe 

iwrote ihis ifirst ipublished inovel, iDesperate iRemedies iin i1871 i(Millgate i52). 

 In i1874, iHardy imarried iEmma iLavinia iGifford. iBetween i1871 iand i1895, ihe iwrote 

ifourteen inovels. iHis inovels iwere ifirst ipublished iin iserial iforms iin imagazines, iwhich 

ibecame ipopular iin iboth iEngland iand iAmerica. iHis inovels iare: iDesperate iRemedies 

i(1871), iUnder ithe iGreenwood iTree i(1872). iA iPair iof iBlue iEyes i(1873). iFar ifrom ithe 

iMadding iCrowd i(1874), iThe ihand iof iEthelberta i(1876), iThe iReturn iof ithe iNative i(1878), 

iThe iTrumpet iMajor i(1880), iA iLaodicean i(1881), iTwo ion ia iTower i(1882), iThe iMayor iof 

iCasterbridge i(1862), iThe iWoodlanders i(1887), iTess iof ithe id’Urbervilles i(1891), iJude ithe 

iObscure i(1895), iand iThe iWell-Beloved i(1897, ifirst ipublished ias ia iserial iin i1890). iOf 

ithese, ithe imost ifamous iare ithe isix i“Wessex” inovels: iUnder ithe iGreenwood iTree, iFar ifrom 

ithe iMadding iCrowd, iThe iReturn iof ithe iNative, iThe iMayor iof iCasterbridge, iThe 

iWoodlanders iand iTess iof ithe id’Urbervilles i(Pinion i109). i“Wessex” iis ithe iplace iwhere ithe 

iactions iof ihis inovels ioccur. iDorset iis ithe i“core” iof i“Wessex” iof ithe inovels, iwhich, 

iaccording ito iHardy, iis i“practically iidentical iwith ithe iWessex iof ihistory, iand iincludes ithe 
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icounties iof iBerkshire, iwilts, iSomerest, iDorchester iand iDevon” i(178). iThe ilast itwo inovels, 

iTess iof ithe id’Urbervilles iand iJude ithe iObscure icaused ia ifurore iin ithe iconservative iBritish 

isociety. iTess, ian iadulteress iand imurderess, iin iaddition ito ibeing ia i“fallen” iwomen, icould 

inot ibe iaccepted iby iher ireaders ias i“a ipure iwoman” ias iclaimed iby iher icreator iin ithe isub ititle 

iof ithe inovel. iJude, ia inovel ithat ishowed ithe i“deadly iconflict” i(Hardy ivi) ibetween ithe 

ispiritual iand ithe icarnal iand iportrayed ithe iheroine ias ian iunwed ibut iunashamed imother, 

iprompted iso iharsh icriticism ias ito iforce iHardy ito istop inovel iwriting ialtogether iand iturn ito 

ipoetry ifor ithe irest iof ihis ilife i(Millgate i178). iEven ithe iunstinted icomplements iof ithe 

ifamous iVictorian iessayist, iHavelock iEllis, iwho ilauded iboth ithe inovels, icould inot ibring 

iHardy ito ithe iforay iof inovel iwriting ionce iagain. iEllis icalled iJude i“the igreatest inovel iin 

iEngland ifor imany iyears”, iwhich i“demonstrated ia ifine iself-restraint, ia icomplete imastery iof 

iall ithe ielements iof ian iexceedingly ihuman istory” i(qtd. iby iCox i275). i 

 Hardy’s icollections iof ishort istories iare i: iA iGroup iof iNoble iDames i(1891), iWessex 

iTales i(1890), iLife’s iLittle iIronies i(1892), iA ichanged iMan iand iOther iStories i(1893). iHis 

ipoetry icollections iare: i“Wessex iPoems iand iOther iVerses i(1898). i iPoems iof iPast iand 

iPresent i(1901), iTime’s iLaughingstock iand iOther iVerses i(1909), iSatires iof iCircumstances 

i(1914), iMoments iof iVision i(1917), iHuman iShows, iFar iPhantasies, iSongs iand iTrifles 

i(1925), iWinter iWords iin iVarious iMoods iand iMetres i(1927) i(Pinion i110). 

 The itwo iplays iby ihim iare iThe iDynasts, iAn iEpic iDrama iof ithe iWar iwith iNapoleon 

i(Part iI, i1904, iPart iII, i1906 iand iPart iIII, i1908); iand iThe iFamous iTragedy iof ithe iQueen iof 

iCornwall iat iTintagel iin iLyonesse i(1923) i(115). i 

 In i1910, iHardy iwas iawarded iother iOrder iof iMerit. iOn i27 iNovember, i1912, iMrs. 

iEmma iHardy ipassed iaway. iIn i1914, iHardy imarried ihis isecretary, iMiss iFlorence iEmily 

iDugdale. iFrom ineither iof ihis iwives ihe ihad iany ichildren. iAfter ihis ideath ion i12 iJanuary 
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i1928, ihis iashes iwere iplaced iin iWestminster iAbbey iwith ifull isate ihonours, iand ihis iheart 

iwas iburied iin ithe ichurchyard iin iStintford, inear ihis ibirthplace, ias ihe ihad iwished. i 

  iThe iearliest, imost isignificant iand iperennial iinfluence ion iyoung iHardy iwas ithat iof 

ihis ibeloved imother iJemima iHardy, ia iwoman iof istrong icharacter iwho ihad ithe ikeenest ilove 

ifor iliterature. iShe imotivated iHardy ito iread iDryden’s iVirgil iand iJohnson’s iRasselas iwhen 

ihe iwas ivery iyoung, iof ibarely ieight iyears iof iage. iLearning iwas iin iHardy’s igenes. iFlorence 

iEmily iHardy itestifies ithat i“he iwas iable ito iread ibefore ihe icould iwalk” i(3). iHis imother 

iinspired ihim ito idevelop ipassionate ilove ifor ithe iclassics iand iThe iBible. i 

 From ithe ivery ibeginning, iHardy, ia i“precocious ichild” ishowed isome isigns iof 

imaturity iin ihis ibehaviour i(35). iHis ibiography, iThe iLife iof iThomas iHardy, iwritten iby ihis 

isecretary i(and ilater ihis isecond iwife, iFlorence iEmily iHardy) iprovides isufficient ianecdotes 

ito iprove ithat ihe iwas iinherently ivery isensitive. iThat iHardy ideveloped ia ihabit iof 

iintrospection iand irumination iat ithis itender iage iis ievident ifrom ihis i“reflecting ion ihis 

iexperience iof ithe iworld iso ifar ias ihe ihad igot” iand ithen iwishing i“not ito igrow iup”, ito iborrow 

ithe iphase ifrom ihis ilast inovel, iJude i[13]. 

 From ithe ivery ibeginning, iHardy ihad idecided, iin ithe iwords iof iRutland, ithat i“his 

idestination iwas ito ibe idifferent ifrom ithe imembers iof ihis ifamily” i(38) iEven ias ia ichild, ihe 

ihad ithe iinnate iconfidence ithat ihe iwas iborn ito ireach ithe izenith. iIt iis iremarkable ithat ihis iwas 

inot ithe inormal ieducation, ishaped ifor iutilitarian iends. iHe inever istudied ithe isubjects iwhich 

ithe ison iof ia imason icould ieasily iput ito iuse i(Pinion i40). iIn i1858, ihe iwas iarticled ito iJohn 

iHicks, ia iDorchester iarchitect, iwho iencouraged ihardy ito iread igreat iclassics iin iLatin. iIn 

iDorchester, iHardy icame iin icontact iwith ithe igreat iScottish ipoet, iRobert iBarnes i(1801-

1886), iwho ileft ian iever-lasting iimpact ion ihis imind. iBarnes iwas ithe ifirst ipoet iwhom iHardy 

icame ito iknow iintimately iand iwho ilent ihim ion iear iin isolving i“Knotty ipoints iin idispute” 

iregarding iclassics iand iLatin i(Rutland i41). iHe igave iHardy isome ipoetic iworks iof iGeorge 
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iCrabbe i(1754-1832) ito iread, iwhich imade i“an iappeal” ito ihis i“emotions” ifor iwhich iHardy 

iremained i‘indebted” ito iGeorge iCrabbe i“throughout ihis ilife” i(Pinion i45). iBy ithe itime 

iHardy iwas isixteen, ihe ihad iread iIliad, iAeneid iand iOld iTestament ithoroughly, iwhich iprove 

ihis iextraordinary ieagerness ifor istudies iand ihis iunquenchable ithirst ifor iknowledge. 

iFlorence iEmily iHardy irefers ito i“the ipeculiarity iof ihis iinner ilife’ iat ithis istage, icall iit 

i“academic” iand iwrites ithat ihe ihad ibeen iliving i“a itriple iexistence, iunusual ifor ia iyoung iman 

i– ia ilife itwisted ifor ithree istrands i---- ithe iprofessional ilife, ithe ischolar ilife iand ithe irustic 

ilife” i(48). i 

 i i i i i i i i   iF.B. iPinion istates ithis iperiod iof iarchitectural itutelage iis ia ivital istage iin ithe 

iintellectual iexpedition iof iHardy’s imind. iHis ifellow iapprentice, iHenry iBestow, ihad 

ilengthy idiscussions iwith ihim ion iPhilosophy iand ireligion. iThese idiscussions, ialong iwith 

ihis imassive iscepticism ihelped ihim iout igrow ithe inarrow idoctrinal iworld iof itraditional 

iChristianity iand iopened iout ibefore ihim ia iwider ihorizon. iIt iwas iduring ithese iyears i(1862-

67) ithat iHardy icompleted ihis iread iDarwin, iSpencer iHuxley, iMill iand iComte iintensively 

iand ithus ikept iabreast iof ithe imost icurrent icurrents iof ithoughts iand iideas. iThis ialso ihelped 

ihim ito igrow ian iinquisitive iattitude itoward iGod, ireligion, inature iand ithe icosmos, istates 

iFlorence iEmily iHardy i(97). iIt iwas ithis iearnest iinterest iin iscientific iinvestigations iand 

iadvance ithoughts iof ithe itime iwhich igot iembedded iinto ihis imind iand igoaded ihim ito ievolve 

ihis iown iconcept iof ithe iEvolution iof iConsciousness. iAs ia iresult iof ithese ireadings, 

iinfluences iand iimpressions iof ivarious istalwarts iamong iwhom iComte, iDarwin iand iSpencer 

iare ioutstanding, iHardy’s iviews iregarding itraditional iChristianity iand ithe iorigin iof iman 

iunderwent ia isea-change i(Millgate i108). iThe ipublication iof iDarwin’s itwo ibooks--- iThe 

iOrigin iof iSpecies iin i1859 iand iEssays iand iReviews iin i1860 ievoked iHardy’s ienthusiastic 

iresponse iand ihe ifound ihimself iin ia istate iof iintellectual iawakening. iDarwin’s itheory iof 
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ievolution iconfirmed iHardy’s iown ievolutionary iideas iand ihe ibecame ione iof ithe iearliest 

iacclaimer iof iThe iOrigin iof iSpecies i(Millgate i89). 

 i The irole iof iHardy’s iclose ifriend, iHorace iMoule, iin iHardy’s iintellectual iformation 

iwas idecisive iand iperennial. iIt iwas iMoule iwho iencouraged iHardy ito idebate iand idiscuss 

imodern ithoughts iwith ihim iand iintroduced ihim ito ithe ievolutionary iideas iof ithe 

icontemporary iintellectuals. iUnder iMoule’s imentorship, iHardy ibecame ia iserious iand 

iregular ireader iof ithe iJournal, iSaturday iReview, iin iwhich iMoule ipublished iessays iand 

iarticles ion iscience iand ireligion. iHe iintroduced iHardy ito iall ithe iradical, iphilosophical iand 

itheological iwritings iof ithe itimes. iIt iwas iin iMoule’s icompany ithat iHardy’s iuncommonly 

isharp inative iintellect ibegan ito ideduce ihis iown iconcepts iand iideas. iThe iimpact iof iHorace 

iMoule ion iHardy’s iintellectual iformation iwas iso iindelible ithat iIrving iHowe icomments: 

i“Upon iHardy ithe ieffect iof iHorace iMoule iwas ito icrack, ionce iand ifor iall, ithe isurface iof 

iorthodoxy, ithereby iopening ihim ito ithe iharsher ibattering iof ioutright iscepticism” i(45). iIn 

ifact iMoule istirred iHardy’s iexceptionally ipowerful ibrain iby iintroducing ihim ito iComte’s 

iphilosophy. iHe igave iHardy ia icopy iof iComte’s iA iGeneral iView iof iPositivism itranslated iby 

iJ.H. iBridges i(46). iFlorence iEmily iHardy ihighlights ithe iprofound iimpact iof iComte ion 

iHardy’s ievolutionary iperceptions iin ihis ilife iand istresses ihow isome iof iComte’s 

iexpressions i“passed iinto ihis ivocabulary” iimperceptibly. iShe iexplains ithe ireasons ithat i“he 

ihad ilately ibeen ireading iComte’s iPositive iPhilosophy”. iHardy iwas igreatly iinfluenced iby 

iComte’s ianalysis iof ithe iconcept iof ialtruism, ithat iconfirmed ihis iown imelioristic iideas. iHe 

ibelieved ithe ihigher iimpulses iof iman iwould, iin idue iof itime, ilead ito ithe iworld’s 

iamelioration iby ibringing iabout ia ipositive ichange iin ipeople’s iattitude. iThat iHardy ivetoes 

iComte’s ipositivism ias ihaving i“the igerms iof ia itrue isystem” ibecomes ievident ifrom ihis idiary 

ientry, idated i29
th

 iNovember, i1880. iFor ihim, iComte’s iPositive iPhilosophy icame ito iserve ias 

ia icollection iof ithe itrue ilaws igoverning ithe inatural ifunctioning iof isociety. iAs isuch, iHardy’s 
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iown iconvictions iwere iconfirmed iand ifortified iby iComte’s iideas ithat ia ipositive isystem ican 

ihelp iman iconfront ithe iharsh irealities iof ilife ithrough isympathetic iattitude iand ievolved 

ithinking. i 

 Apart ifrom iComte, ianother isignificant iimpact ion iHardy’s ithinking iwas ithat iof 

iCharles iDarwin. iDarwin’s ipostulates iclarified iand iconfirmed iHardy’s iideas iregarding 

ievolution iand igrowth iof ihuman iconsciousness. iIf ione iconsiders iComte’s iPositive 

iPhilosophy i(published i1853) ito ibe ithe ifirst istep ito iHardy’s iintroduction ito ievolutionary 

iphilosophy, ithe isecond isignificant istage istarted iwith ihis iattentive ireading iof iDarwin’s 

iOrigin iof iSpecies i(published i1859). iAs ia iresult iof iHardy’s ireading iof iDarwin, ihis iviews 

igot iscientific iconfirmation ithat iit iwas inot iGod ibut ithe iever- ievolving iimpulses iand iideas iin 

iman ithat ilead ito ithe iamendment iof ithe iworld. iThe icomments iof iF.B. iPinion ihighlight ithe 

isignificance iof iDarwin’s iimpact ion iHardy: i“The ievolutionary iideas iof iDarwin iproved ino 

iless ithat irevolutionary ifor iHardy iand ihelped ihim ifeel iconfirmed iin ihis iview” i(66). 

iFlorence iEmily iHardy itestifies ithat i“as ia iyoung iman, ihe ihad ibeen iamong ithe iearliest 

iacclaimers” iof iThe iOrigin iof iSpecies i(67). iHardy iwas iso imuch iimpressed iand iinfluenced 

iby iCharles iDarwin ithat ihe i“attended ihis ifuneral iin iWestminster iAbbey” iwhen ihe idied ion 

iApril i26, i1882 i(68). iDarwin’s ibook ibecame, ias iNorman iPage iputs iin ipertinently, i“the 

igospel” iof iHardy i(59). i i 

 i The ifamous inovelist, iGeorge iMeredith, iwho ihimself iwas i“a istaunch ibeliever iin ithe 

iprogress iof irace iand ithe iupward imarch iof ihumanity”, iguided iHardy ion ithe isubject iof 

iwriting inovels i(Pinion i48). iIt iis iin ithis icontext ithat iHardy’s istay iin iLondon iproved ito ibe ia 

icrucial iturning ipoint, isays iMichael iMillgate i(291). iIn i1880, iHardy ibecame ithe imember iof 

ithe iprestigious iSeville iClub iwhere iall ithe iliterary, iscientific iand iintellectual iluminaries 

iused ito igather. iThere ihe igot iintroduced ito, iGeorge iSmith, iAldous iHuxley, iMatthew 

iArnold, iBrowning, iTennyson, iJ.R. iLowell iand iothers. iThus, ithrough ithe icontact iwith ithe 
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ibrightest iminds iof ithe itime, iHardy iadvanced itowards iachieving ia imature ivision iof ilife iand 

ifinally, icame iout ito ibe, iin ithe iwords iof iPinion,, i“an iindependent ithinker” i(51) iThis iperiod 

iproved ito ibe ithat iof ihis imost irapid iintellectual idevelopment ithat iprepared ihim ifor ithe 

iventure iof icreative iwriting. iHe ifound ihimself iin ithe ivortex iof iadvanced iideas ithrough ihis 

iinteraction iof ithoughts iwith ithese iintellectuals i(Pinion i56) 

 Till idate, iHardy iremains ione iof ithe imost iwidely-read iEnglish inovelists, iand ihis 

iworks itill idraw ithe iattention iof iinnumerable ischolars iand icritics. iOne iof iHardy’s iearliest 

icritics, iLionell iJohnson iopined, iway iback iin i1894, i“Hardy ichooses ito ipresent ithe iplay iof 

ilife, itragic iand icomic, ifirst iof iall, iin ia idefinite itract iof icountry iof iEngland. iSecondly, ihe 

itakes ifor ihis ichief icharacters, imen iof ipowerful inatures, imen iof ithe icountry, imen iof ilittle 

iacquired ivirtue iin imind ior isoul, imen idisciplined iby ithe ifacts iand iby ithe inecessities iof ilife, 

ias ia iprimitive iexperience imanifests ithem. iHe ibrings iupon ithe iscene iwomen iof ivarious 

inatures, iless iplainly imarked iin icharacter ithan ithe imen, ibut inearer ito istronger iand ifiner 

imen, iin ithe idepth iof itheir isouls” i(qtd. iby iCox i i98). iD.H. iLawrence, iwhile icommenting ion 

ithe iworks iof iHardy, idescribes i“typical icharacters” ilike iMichael iHenchard, iJude iFawley, 

iGabriel ioak, ietc. ias i“aristocrats iand iindividuals” iand i“against ithe imess”, ias i“a iman iof 

idistinct ibeing, iwho imust iact iin ihis iown iparticular iway ito ifulfil ihis iown iindividual inature 

irather ithan ia iselfish, igreedy iperson” i(45). 

 Hardy iwas ia isocial inovelist, iconcerned iwith ithe ivital iissues iof ithe iday, iviz. 

ieducation iof i ithe iworking iclass iand imarriage ilaws i(Jude), iagricultural iconditions i i( iTess), 

iand iso ion. i“The itrouble iis, ione inever igets ithe isense ithat iHardy ibelieves ithat ireform iin 

ithese iareas iwill iimprove ithe ihuman icondition imore ithan ifractionally”, isays iPatricia iStubbs 

i(133). iStubbs ialso inotices ithat iHardy’s ifemale icharacters iare irepeatedly idepicted ias ithe 

icentre iof ihis inovels’ ifictional iworld…. iWhen iwriting iabout iwomen, iHardy itook ia ikeen 
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iinterest iand icreated ibeloved, itender icharacters, isuch ias iEustacia iVye iand iTess 

iDurbeyfield” i(135). 

 H.C. iDuffin inotes: i“It iis inot iHardy iwho itreats ihis iwomen icruelly, ibut ilife i--- ilife ias 

ihardy isaw iit. iWhat iHardy icould ido ito ihis iwomen ihe idid i– ihe imade ithem ifull iof ibeauty, 

iinterest, ifascinating iand ilovable iqualifies iof iall ikinds, iand ilet ithem i(generally) ito iplay itheir 

iparts iwell. iHis iestimate iof iwomen iis ihigh, ibut itempered iand iconditioned iby ikeen 

iobservation iof ithe irealities iround ihim….. iHardy i iis inot ia imisogynist, ibut ia itrue ilover iof 

ievery ideed” i(168). 

 John iHolloway ishared iDuffin’s iviews ion iHardy’s iattitude itowards iwomen: i“As ia 

iwriter iof inovels, iThomas iHardy iwas iendowed iwith ia iprecious igifts: ihe iliked iwomen” 

i(108). iIt iwas ihis iaffection ifor iwomen ithat imade ihim ian iearly ifeminist, iHolloway ibelieves. i 

 i Talking iabout iHardy ibeing i“an iearly ifeminist” i(Holloway i108), ione imight iquote 

iPenny iBoumelha, ia inoted iHardy ischolar: i“Hardy iwas inot ia ipioneer iin ithe idebate ion 

iwomen’s irights iand imarriage ilaws iin ithe ipress iand iParliament iin ithe i1880s iand i1890s, ibut 

ihe iwas icertainly ipart iof ithe idialogue. iBecause iof ihis iwillingness ito iaddress isensitive iissues 

iregarding isocial iexpectations iand isexually, iHardy iwas isoon idepicted ias ia iwilling iconscript 

iin ithe iso-called i“Anti-Marriage iLeague” iof imoral isceptics iand isocial icritics iidentified iin 

ithe i1890s ias icrusading iconservatives” i(119). iShe igoes ion ito iadd, i“Character iafter 

icharacter iexperiences idesires ias iforce iovermastering iindividual iwill….. i iStunned, 

imesmerized, idizzied iby idesire, ithese icharacters iact iunder ithe ipower iof ia ikind iof inatural 

ilaw ithat iat ionce imotivates iand iundermines ithe imaking iand iunmaking iof itheir isocially 

iratified irelationships” i(121). iThus, ifrom iCythrea iGray iof ihis ifirst inovel, iDesperate 

iRemedies, ito iSue iBridehead iof ithe ilast inovel, iJude, iHardy i“demonstrates ithe ievolution iof 

iwomen’s iemergence ias iindependent-minded iindividuals ias iwell ias ithe idestructive 

irepercussions icreated iby ia isociety iunwilling ito iembrace ia inatural ielement ithat icannot ibe 
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ieasily icontained ior icontrolled” i(Ingram i215). iRosemarie iMorgan iasserts ithat iHardy i“took 

iadvantage iof ithe ichanging iattitudes iregarding isexual iissues” iin ithe ilast itwo idecades iof ithe 

inineteenth icentury: i“…. ihis iwriting itends ito iempower ireaders ito ia isense iof iomnipotence 

iand iconsequently, ito ian iemotional igenerosity iand icompassion ifor ithe ihuman istruggle iin 

iperspective” i(145). iHardy iwas i“… ikeenly iaware iof ithe iradically ichanging iworld iat ithe iend 

iof ithe iVictorian iera ias iwell ias ithe istruggles iwomen ifaced iI itheir ievolution ifrom ia 

isubservient irole ito ithe iempowered i‘New iWoman’ ifigure” i(Stubbs i176). iThe i“New 

iWoman” iwas ia iphrase ithat idescribed ian ieconomically iindependent iwoman iwho istood 

isocially iand ieducationally iequal iamong imen. iIn ithis isense, iBathsheba iEverdene iof iFar 

ifrom ithe iMadding iCrowd, iwho iis ithe iowner iand imanager iof iWeatherbury ifarm, iis ithe ifirst 

iHardyan i‘New iWoman’ iheroine, ieducated iand ifinancially iindependent, ibesides ibeing 

idazzlingly ibeautiful. iHowever, iunlike i“Sarah iGrand” i(Marie iFrances iChavelita 

iClairmonte), ia iminor iEnglish inovelist iof ithe i1890s, iHardy i“held ino ifeminist iagenda i--- 

iOnly ia irespect ifor istrong iwomen iand idisgust i ifor ia iworld ithat iexpected ithem ito ibe 

isubmissive iand isilent” i(Ingram i217). iThe iauthor iof ione iof iHardy’s ibiographies, iClaire 

iTomalin, iperhaps iphrased iit ibest iwhen ishe ititled iher ibook i“Thomas iHardy: iThe iTime-Torn 

iMan” i(emphasis imine). iTomalin iasserts ithat iHardy iwas i“both ifascinated iand ifearful iof ithe 

i“New iWoman”, ii.e., ithe iman iborn iin i1840 ihad istrong isocial imoorings ithat icould inot 

itopple ihis ifascination ifor ithe inew irole ithat ihis icontemporary iwomen iwere iincreasingly 

idonning. i 

 i Nothing ihis isensitivity ito ithe isocial iupheavals iand ihis inovel’s iongoing irevisions 

iuntil ithe iend iof ihis ilife, iRosemarie iMorgan iasserts ithat iHardy ican ibe idescribed ias ia iJanus 

ifaced iman, iwho icould ineither iovercome ithe ipast ifully inor icould iclose ihis ieyes ito ithe 

iemerging ifuture ivis-à-vis iwomen. iIn iher iintroduction iof iFar ifrom ithe iMadding iCrowd, 

iMorgan istates ithat ihis iwriting i“tends ito iempower ireaders ito ia isense iof iomnipotence iand 
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iconsequently, ito ian iemotional igenerosity iand ia icompassion ifor ithe ihuman istruggle iin 

iperspective i(xxv). i 

 Patricia iIngram iagrees iwith iRosemarie iMorgan ithat iHardy i“took iadvantage iof ithe 

igrowing iacceptance iof isexual itopics ito iwrite imore iboldly iof ihis itrue ifeelings iregarding 

isexual imaturity” i(xx). iHardy ihad ifirsthand iacquaintance iwith ithe ieconomic ihardships 

isuffered iby irural iwomen ias iwell ias itheir ipragmatic iattitude itowards isexual ipeccadilloes. 

iThis iknowledge iabout ithe irural isociety, icoupled iwith ihis iacquaintance iwith ieducated iand 

icultured iwomen iin iLondon, i“encouraged ithe idevelopment iof istrikingly iunconventional 

iconceptions iof iwomen iand isexuality iin ihis inovels” i(124). i i i i 

 Mary iJacobus iattributed iHardy’s i“compassionate iidentification iwith ihis iheroine 

iwith ian iauthorial iallegiance ito ia iliving, ibreathing, isentient iwoman iwho ievades 

iextraordinary istandards iof iJudgement” i(321). iShe iasserts ithat iHardy idoes inot iidealize 

iTess, ibut irather, ihe i“humanizes” iher; iand iasserts ithat iSue’s i“tormented iconsciousness 

ihaunts imore ithan iJude’s ibitter ioblivion, ibecause iHardy’s imost iintense ifeeling iis iwith ithe 

iloser” i(322). i 

  iKate iMillet iagrees iwith iHardy’s iconcern ifor iwomen: i“Heartsick iat ithe iworld’s 

icruelty ior iworse, iindifference, iHardy isolaced ihimself iby icreating ifeminine isoftness iand 

iconstancy. iHe ifound ia irecurrent iconsolation iin irendering iwith iloving iexactness, ithrough 

ithe imediation iof ithese iimaginary iwomen, ithe i isensations iof ithe icastaway” i(27). i 

 Hardy’s inovel iwriting icareer iended iin i1895, iafter ithe ipublication iof ihis ilast inovel, 

iJude i. iIt ialmost icoincided iwith ithe iclose iof ithe iVictorian iera. iBut ieven itoday, iafter imore 

ithan ia ihundred iyears, ihe iremains iat ithe icentre iof idiscourses iby ivarious icritics, iwhich ionly 

igoes ito ishow ithe ispell ihis icharacters, iparticularly ihis iwomen icharacters, icast. iHe iseemed 

istrangely ialoof ifrom, iyet ikeenly iaware iof ithe ichanging isocial iattitudes iand iwomen’s 
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istruggles ito iexplore itheir iindividual iidentity ias ithe iVictorian iera ilooked iforward ito ithe 

imodern itimes. i 

 i Hardy iis iknown ifor ihis idepictions iof inature iand iwomen iof iall isocial iclasses iin ithe 

iVictorian iera. iHe iremains ione iof ithe imost iinfluential iwriters iof ithe inineteenth iand 

itwentieth icenturies. iHe iwas iboth isaddened iand ienraged iby ithe ihypocrisy iof imoral 

istandards iestablished iby ithe iVictorian ipatriarchs, iand iwrote iof ithe idamaging 

iconsequences isuffered iby iwomen idirectly. iHe ialso iexplored iin ihis inovels ithe inegative 

iimpact iof isociety’s iharsh ijudgement ion iwomen’s isexuality, imarriage iand idesire. iDecades 

ibefore ithe iphrase iThe iNew iWoman, ioriginated, iThomas iHardy iwas iwriting iof istrong, 

iindependent iminded iwomen idetermined ito ilive ilife ion itheir iown iterms, iviz. iBathsheba 

iEverdene, iEustacia iVye iViviette iConstantine, iPaula iPower, iet ial. iThe iNew iWoman iwas 

inot inew ito iThomas iHardy; ishe iwas ithe iemergence iof ia iphenomenon ilong isuppressed iand 

ishifted iby ithe iantique iconventions iand itraditions iof iVictorian isociety. i 

 In ihis inovels, iHardy iwas itorn ibetween ihis idesire ito iportray iwomen ias icapable iand 

iintelligent, iwhile ipreserving ihis iown iessentialist iideas. iThrough ihis iworks, ihe ioffered ihis 

iwomen ia ivoice ireflecting itheir ieagerness ito ishatter ithe ishackles iof iconventionality. iOne iof 

ihis imost ifamous iheroines, iBathsheba iEverdene, ibest iarticulates iwomen’s idifficulty iin 

iexpressing ithemselves. iIn iher idesperate iefforts ito idissuade iFarmer iBoldwood ifrom ihis 

iobsessive imarriage iproposal iin iFar iFrom ithe iMadding iCrowd i(1874), iBathsheba 

iexclaims, i“It iis idifficult ifor ia iwoman ito idefine iher ifeelings iin ia ilanguage iwhich iis ichiefly 

imade iby imen ito iexpress itheirs” i(308). iThe igrowth iand idevelopment iof ithe iempowered 

iwoman iwith ia ivoice iof iher iown iwas ia igradual iprocess, iwhich ican ibe iinterpreted ias ia 

ireflection iof iDarwin’s itheory iof ievolution, ibelieves iPatricia iStubbs i(271). iIt itakes itime 

iand ia igood ideal iof ieffort ito icreate ian ienvironment iin iwhich iwomen icould ilive iwith 

irecognition iand iequality. i 
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 i The iemergence iand ievolution iof ithe iNew iWoman, iand ia isense iof ifemale 

iempowerment, iare icommon ithemes iin imost iof iHardy’s iWessex inovels. iHe iwas ikeenly 

iaware iof ithe iradically ichanging isocial inorms iat ithe iend iof ithe iVictorian iera ias iwell ias ithe 

iobstructions iwomen ihad ito iconfront ito ievolve ifrom ia isubservient irole ito ian iempowered 

iNew iWoman ifigure. i 

 i Hardy iwas iborn iat ithe iheight iof iEnglish irule, iin i1840, iand ihe ilived ito isee iits 

idecline, idying iin i1928 iat ithe iripe iold iage iof ieighty-eight. iHe iwas isteeped iin iVictorian 

iideals iof isocietal istructure ion ione ihand iand ion ithe iother idemonstrated ian iacceptance iand 

iunderstanding iof ithe ichanging iexpectations iof ihuman inature iin imodern itimes. iAt ithe itime 

iof ihis ibirth i(1840), iit iwas iconsidered iwanton ifor ia iwoman ito iexpose iher iankles iin ipublic, 

iand iat ithe itime iof ihis ideath i(1928) i“...flappers iwere idancing ithe iCharleston” i(Ingmar i213). 

iThe iauthor iof ione iof ihis ibiographies,, iClaire iTomalin, irightly icalls ihim i“The iTime-Torn 

iMan”. 

 A iquiet, iunassuming iman, iHardy ichallenged ithe irigid icode iof iVictorian imoral 

istandards iin ihis iwriting. iEach iof ihis inovels igrows iprogressively imore irevealing, 

ihighlighting ithe ihypocrisy iand ifutility iof ithe iera’s idouble imoral istandards iand ioppression 

iof iwomen, iculminating iin ithe irevolutionary istorylines iof ihis ilast itwo iworks. iThrough ihis 

ifactorial icharacters, iHardy idares ihis ireaders ito ireflect iupon ithe idamaging iconsequence iof 

isocial iexpectations ion iall ihumanity iand iespecially ion iwomen. i 

 Kristin iBrady ipoints iout ithat iHavelock iEllis i“summarized ias iaspect iof iHardy’s 

iwriting ithat iwas iendlessly iintriguing ito ithe iVictorian ireaders: ihere iwas ia imale iwriter 

ioffering ia istyle iof iwriting iand iof iplot iconstruction ithat iwas iconsidered ito ibe iexclusively 

ifemale” i(95). iHardy, iin ia iletter ito iMillicent iGarrett iFawcett, ia iprominent isuffragist, iwho 

iwas iplanning ito ipublish ia ipamphlet idevoted ito ithe iviews iof ieminent imen ion ithe iissues iof 

iwomen’s isuffrage, iwrote ithat i“I ihave ifor ia ilong itime ibeen iin ifavour iof iwomen-
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suffrage….. ibecause ithe itendency iof ithe iwoman’s ivote iwill ibe ito ibreak iup ithe ipresent 

ipernicious iconventions iin irespect iof imanners, icustoms, ireligion, iillegitimacy, ithe 

istereotyped ihousehold”. iHe iadds ithat iby iasserting ithemselves, iwomen i“will iloosen ithe 

itongues iof imen iwho ihave inot iliked ito ispeak iout ion isuch isubjects, iwhile iwomen ihave ibeen 

itheir ihelpless idependants” i(qtd. iby iCox i192). i 

 Havelock iEllis ia irenowned isocial ireformer, iphysician, iand iexpert ion ihuman 

isexuality, iwrote ian iappreciation iof iHardy’s iwork iin i1882 iwhen iTwo ion ia iTower iwas ifirst 

ipublished. iEllis inoted ithat iHardy’s iwork idemonstrated isuch ia ideep iunderstanding iof ithe 

ifemale imind ithat imany ireaders ithought ithat ithe iauthor iwas ia iwoman. iEllis iwrote, i“the 

iminute iobservation, ithe idelicate iinsight, ithe iconception iof ilove ias ithe ione ibusiness iof ilife, 

iand ia isingularly icharming ireticence iin iits idelineation, iare iqualities iwhich, iif inot 

iuniversally icharacteristic iof iwoman’ iwork iin ifiction, iare isuch ias imight iwith ipropriety ibe 

iattributed ito iit—at iall ievents ifrom ian ia ipriori istandpoint”. i(qtd. iby iCox. i169). iReviewing 

ithe icharacteristics iof iHardy’s icreations ifrom ihis ifirst ipublished inovel, iEllis inoted ithe 

ievolution iof ithe icharacters, iparticularly ithe iheroines. iHe icommented ithat iHardy’s iinsight 

iinto ithe ifemale ipsyche imade ithe iauthor inot ionly ian iartist ibut ia ipsychoanalyst ias iwell. iHe 

icalled ithe iHardyan iheroines i“simple, icharming iuntamed ichildren iof iNature” i(170). iThe 

iuntamed ielement iin ia ichild iof inature iis iembedded iin imajority iof iHardy’s ifemale 

iprotagonists. iFor iexample, iBathsheba iEverdene iwho i“observed iherself ias ia ifair iproduct iof 

iNature iin ia ifeminine idirection” i(Far ifrom ithe iMadding iCrowd i6), iis ialso ithe isame iyoung 

iwomen iwho i“was igoing ito ibe ia igoverness ionce, ionly ishe iwas itoo iwild” i(25). iEllis ire-read 

iHardy’s iworks iin i1896, ifollowing ithe ipublications iof iTess iand iJude. i iHe iextolled iboth ithe 

iworks, icalling iJude i“the igreatest inovel iin iEngland ifor imany iyears” i(qtd. iby iCox i172). iHe 

iargued ithat ithe ibook idemonstrated i“a ifine iself-restraint, ia icomplete imastery iof iall ithe 

ielements iof ian iexceedingly ihuman istory” i(173). iHe ilambasted iHardy’s icritics ifor iaccusing 
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ihim iof iwriting iwith isexually-charged isensationalism, ireminding ithat iprevious iworks ionce 

iregarded ias iscandalous, isuch ias iTom iJones, iJane iEyre iand iWuthering iHeights, iwere ilater 

irevered ias iclassics iof iEnglish iliterature. iEllis ialso iaddressed ithe ievolution iof iHardy’s 

iwriting: i“The iprogress iof ihis iart ihas iconsisted iin ibringing ithis ielement iof inature iinto iever 

icloser icontact iwith ithe irigid iroutine iof ilife, imaking iit imore ihuman, imaking iit imore imoral 

ior imore iimmoral. iIt iis ian iinevitable iprogression” i(qtd i.by iCox178). iAcknowledging ithe 

iauthor’s igenius, iEllis iwas iamong ithe iforemost icritics ito irecognize iaccurately. iHardy’s 

icontribution ito ithe ifeminist i imovement iand ithe icreation iof ithe iNew iWoman. 

 Nothing ihis iportrayal iof istrong-minded iwomen idefying itraditional iexpectations iin 

itheir istruggle ito igain irecognition iand irespect, ianother icontemporary icritic ijoined iEllis iin 

ihis ifavourable icommentary ion iHardy’s iworks. iIn ihis icritique, iThomas iHardy: iThe iCritical 

iHeritage, iR.G. iCox iincludes iCoventry iPatmore’s iobservations iregarding iHardy’s 

iportrayal iof ithe iNew iWoman. iIronically, ithe iauthor iof i“The iAngel iin ithe iHouse,” ithe 

iseries iof ipoems iwhich idepict ithe iideal iwife iand imother ias iselfless iand idevoted, iand iwhich 

isubsequently ibecame ia icornerstone iof iVictorian iculture, ibelieved ithere iwas isomething 

ipositive iin iHardy’s irebellious iheroines. iCox iobserves ithat iPatmore iheld ithe 

iunconventional iopinion ithat ian ientirely iproper iand ipure iVictorian iwoman iwas inot 

inecessarily ihappy ifulfilled. iBy idenying iher inegative iemotions, ishe irisked iinhibiting iher 

ipotential ito ifully iembrace ilove. iPatmore inoted, i“It iis iin ihis iheroines, ihowever ithat ihardy iis 

imost ioriginal iand idelightful…. iEach ihas ithe icharm iof ithe isimplest iand imost ifamiliar 

iwomanhood, iand ithe ionly icharacter ithey ihave iin icommon iis ithat iof ihaving ieach isome 

iserious idefect, iwhich ionly imakes ius ilike ithem imore…. iHe i[Hardy] iis itoo irich iin ihuman 

itenderness inot ito iknow ithat ilove inever iglows iwith iits ifullest iardour iunless iit ihas 

isomething i idreadful ito iforgive” i(148). i i i i i i i i i i i i i 
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  iLike iEllis, iPatmore ibelieved ithat iit iwas itheir ipartial ifailure ito iadhere ito isocial iand 

imoral iconventions ithat iHardy’s iheroines iare imost ihuman, imost inatural, imost ilikeable. i 

 i i i i i i i iiHowever, inot iall icontemporary icritics ishared iEllis’s iand iPatmore’s ipositive 

iperspectives ion ithe iwomen iin iHardy’s iworks. i iMost iof ithe ireviews, iparticularly iregarding 

ihis ilater iworks, iwere iharsh iand ihostile. iThe iconservative icritic iand iauthor, iMrs iMargaret 

iOliphant i, iwrote ian iarticle, ititled i“The iAnti-Marriage iLeague” iin iBlackwood’s iMagazine 

iin i1896, ione iyear iafter ithe ipublication iof iHardy’s ilast inovel.. iShe iasserted ithat iHardy’s 

imale icharacters iwere ivictims iof i“seductions iof isirens” iand i“remorseless iministers iof 

idestiny, ithese idetermined ioperators, imanaging iall iof ithe imachinery iof ilife iso ias ito ibe 

isecure iin itheir iown iway” i(qtd. iCox i260). iOliphant ifurther istated, i“we irather ithink ithe 

iauthor’s iobject imust ibe ihaving iglorified iwomen iby ithe icreation iof iTess, ito ishow iafter iall 

iwhat idestructive iand iruinous icreatures ithey iare, iin igeneral icircumstances iand iin ievery 

idevelopment, iwhether ibrutal ior irefined”. iOliphant’s icriticism iof iHardy’s iworks iwas 

itypical iof iVictorian iSociety istern isocial icode: iwomen ishould ibe isubservient ito imen, 

icompliant iand iwithout icomplaint. iOtherwise, ithey ibecome i“sirens” itaking icontrol iof ithe 

i“machinery iof ilife,” iwho ishould ibe ivirulently iavoided, iif inot icompletely idestroyed. 

iThough iMrs. iOliphant ireflected ithe imajority iopinion, iperspectives ion ithe iNew iWoman’s 

irole iin isociety iwere igradually ichanging. iThe irigid ipatriarchs ibegan ito ireconsider iwhere 

ithey istood ivis-à-vis ithe imarriage iquestion iand ithe irole iof iwomen iin igeneral. iHardy’s 

iunconventional iheroines iwere ipart iof ithat iprocess i(Boumelha i271). i 

 Hardy isomehow iaccepted ithe inegative ireviews iin i1891 iafter iTess iwas ipublished, 

ibut ithe itorrent iof iabusive icomments ithat ifollowed ithe ipublication iof iJude i iin i1895 iproved 

imore ithan ihe icould ibear, iand ihe idecided ito igive iup inovel iwriting ialtogether i(Florence 

iEmily iHardy i318). iThe iend iof ihis icareer ias ia inovelist icoincided iwith ithe iclose iof ithe 

iVictorian iera. iRegardless iof ihis ipersonal iopinion iregarding isociety iin igeneral iand i iwomen 
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iin iparticular, ihis iworks iwere iused ias iaugmentative iargument iin ithe iWomen’s iRights 

iMovement. iFeminists iof ithe iera iquoted iworks ito iexplore iviewpoints iregarding imarriage 

ilaws, idivorce iproceedings, isuffrage iand iwomen’s iequality iin ieducation iand icareer 

iopportunities i(272). iAfter ithe ipublication iof iTess iin i1891, iHardy iwas irequested ito ibecome 

ithe iVice iPresident iof ithe iWomen’s iProgressive iSociety, ian iinvitation ihe ipolitely irefused: i- 

i“While ihe ivalued iwomen, ihe iheld ino iaspirations ito ipromote itheir ipolitical iagenda”, iasserts 

iPatricia iStubbs i(245). iThis iwas ia ifountainhead iof icontention iwith ihis iwife, iEmma, iwho 

iremained iactive iin ithe isuffragist imovement iuntil ithe iend iof iher ilife i(Florence iEmily iHardy 

i342). iIn i1894, ishe iwrote ito iher ifriend iMary iHaweis ithat iher ihusband’s iinterest iin iwomen’s 

isuffrage iwas i“nil” iand ithat ihe icared i“only iabout ithe iwomen ihe iinvented… iothers inot iat 

iall” i(Tomalin i251). iHardy’s iwife iwas idissatisfied iwith ihis inear-nothing iparticipation iin 

ithe iwomen’s imovement, iand iwas ishe iwas ieven imore idisgusted ithat ihe i“cared ideeply ifor 

ihis ifictional iheroines” i(257). 

 Feminist icritics iof ithe i1970s icited ithe iworks iof iThomas iHardy iin isupport iof 

iwomen’s iliberation. iMary iJacobus i iattributed iHardy’s icompassionate iidentification iwith 

ihis iheroine iwith ian iauthorial iallegiance ito ia ibreathing, isentient iwoman i[which] ievades 

iexternal istandards iof ijudgement” i(321). iJacobus icontented ithat iHardy idid inot iattempt ito i 

iidealize iTess, ibut irather, ihe ihumanizes iher, inot ihesitating ito iportray iher ias ihaving ifeelings 

iof iintense ipassion ithat iultimately ileads ito iAlec’s imurder. 

 Jacobus ialso imade ia isimilar iobservation iabout ihis idepiction iof iSue: i“Hardy iis 

iimaginatively igenerous itowards iboth isides iof ithe istruggle, ibut ias ialways ihis imost iintense 

ifeeling iis ifor ithe iloser….. iSue’s itormented i iconsciousness ihaunts ius imore ithan iJude’s 

ibitter ioblivion” i(324). iIn i1978, iPenny iBoumelha i iagreed iabout iHardy’s igenuine iconcern 

ifor iwomen. iShe iwrote, i“Heartsick iat ithe iworld’s icruelty, ior iworse, iindifference, ihardy 

isolaced ihimself iby icreating ifeminine isoftness iand iconstancy. iHe ifound ia irecurrent 
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iconsolation iin irendering iwith iloving i iexactness, ithrough ithe imediation iof ithese iimaginary 

iwomen, ithe isensations iof ithe icastaway” i(27). This icomment irecognizes iHardy’s 

iawareness iof iwomen’s istruggles; ihe icreated ithem ias ireal iwomen iwhose ineeds iand 

ipassions iare iviewed ias inatural irather ithan idestructive iforces. iThus iJacobus iand iBoumelha 

ijoin iEllis iand iPatmore, iacross ithe icenturies, iin irecognizing iHardy’s iwritings ias iadvocating 

ifor iwomen. i 

 However, iEmma iTennant, ia ifeminist icritic, icompares iHardy iwith ithe imonster 

iMinotaur iin iwait ito idevour ihis ivictims, i“substituting i i ivoyeurism ifor iconsumption” i(qtd. 

iby iCox i120). iTennant isuggests ithat iHardy iheld ian i“incestuous iobsession iwith ihis iown 

icreation…. iHis iis ithe imale icontrolling iimagination ithat idevours iwoman iin iis ilair: iMonster 

ieats ithe iMuse” i(123). iThe iradically idifferent iassessments iof iWomen’s istudies iregarding 

iHardy’s iheroines iamply idemonstrate ithe iparadoxes iof ia iman iwho iseemed istrangely ialoof 

iyet ikeenly iaware iof ichanging isocial imores iand iwomen’s iground-breaking ipositions iat ithe 

iturn iof ithe icentury. i 

 One iof ithe imost ieminent iexponents iof iliberal ifeminism iwas iJohn iStuart iMill 

i(1806-1873). iMill iwas ia inineteenth-century iBritish iphilosopher iand ithe iwriter iof i“On 

iLiberty” i(1859) iand i“The iSubjection iof iWomen” i(1869), iwho iis iidentified iby iSandra 

iGilbert iand iSusan iGubar ias ithe imost iarduous irepresentation iof ifeminism iin inineteenth 

icentury iBritain i(34). i i i i i i i i 

 It iis iclear ithat iHardy ifelt igear iaffinity iwith iMill. iIn ia iletter ito iErnest iBrennecke iin 

i1924, iHardy iwrote ithat, i“My ipages ishow iharmony iof iview iwith iDarwin, iHuxley, iSpencer, 

iComte, iHume, iMill iand iothers” i(qtd. iby i386). iIn i1865, iwhen ihe iwas ia iyoung iman, iHardy 

imet iMill, iwho iwas ispeaking ito ithe ipublic iin iLondon. iOn i21 iMay i1906, ithe i100
th

 

ianniversary iof iJohn iStuart iMill’s ibirth, iHardy iwrote ia iletter iabout iMill ithat iwas iprinted iin 

iThe iTimes. iIn ithis iletter iHardy iwrites ithat iMill iis ione iof ithe iprofoundest ithinkers iof ithe ilast 
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icentury iand isaid ithat ihe iknew iMill’s itreatise i“On iLiberty” i“almost iby iheart” i(Florence 

iEmily iHardy i140). iThus ihe imakes iSue iBridehead, ithe irevolutionary iheroine iof ihis ilast 

inovel, iJude, irecite iMill ialmost iverbatim iin iher iarguments iand idebates iwith iJude iand 

iPhillotson. 

 The iaffinity ibetween iMill iand iHardy imay ibe irelated ito ithe iquestion iof iwomen. 

iGilbert iand iGubar i iargue ithat i“in ihis inovels, iHardy, ilike iJohn iStuart iMill, iattacks ithe 

isubjection iof iwomen, imaking ia ipowerful icase iagainst ithe ihypocritical imores ithat icompel ia 

iwoman ito imake ian iadvantageous imarriage iin iorder ito ibetter iher ilife, iand iagainst istandards 

ithat iview ia iseduced iwoman ias ia i‘fallen’ ione” i(5). i iHardyan icritics ialmost iunanimously 

iconsider iMill ias ione i“of ithose iwriters iwho imost inotably iinfluenced iHardy” i(6). 

 In itheir iwritings, iHardy iand iMill icomment ion ithe icurrent icondition iof isociety iand 

isuggest ihow ithe iworld iought ito ibe. iThey iattempt ito igive ipeople ia inew iperspective ion ithe 

ilives iand irelationship ibetween imen iand iwomen, iand iwomen’s iappropriate iposition iin 

isociety. iHardy, iin ia iletter ito ithe inovelist iand idramatist iArnold iBennett iwrote, i“I ithink 

ibetter iof ithe iworld, ias ia imeliorist. iThe iinstinct iof iself-preservation iand ian iultimate 

icommon-sense iat ipresent iobscured, iwill iI ithink ihinder ithe ievils iforetold ifrom iarising” 

i(qtd. iby iPinion i132). 

 The ivarious icritical iviews ion iHardy’s iworks, ispanning ithe icourse iof imore ithan ia 

icentury, ireflect ithe iambiguities ithat iwere idominant iin ithe iauthor ihimself. iHe ihas ibeen 

iaccused iof ibeing ia imisogynist ias iwell ias ilauded ias ian iadvocate ifor iwomen, iespecially ithe 

idowntrodden iones. iThis i“time-torn iman” i(to iborrow ithe iname iof iClaire iTomalin’s 

ibiography iof iHardy) iwas iboth iattracted iand irepulsed iby ithe iaggressive iNew iWoman, iwho 

iappeared iboth iin ifictional iand ireal ilife, iwho icould ineither ibe isuppressed inor ieasily 

iaccepted; ibut ihad ito ibe igiven ithe iposition, ihowever igrudgingly. i 
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Rebels iwith ia iCause: iMaggie iTulliver iand iGwendolen iHarleth i i i i i 

The iVictorian iera iwas imassively iconservative. i iThe irole iof iwomen iin ithe iVictorian 

iera iwas iconfined ito igiving ibirth ito ichildren iand itaking icare iof ithe ihouse, iwhile imen i 

ienjoyed ithe ieconomic iand ipolitical ipower. iThe iperfect, iideal iwife, iaccording ito ithe 

iVictorian imoralists, iwas ione iwho iwas iher ihusband’s iproperty. iWomen iwho ideviated ifrom 

ithis inarrow idefinition iof iideal iwife iwere ibranded ias ivirile. iOne isuch iwoman iwas iGeorge 

iEliot, iwho iprovoked ia ihuge ihue iand icry iby idint iof iher iunconventional ilifestyle. iBut ishe 

iwas inot ithe iperson ito ideviate ifrom iher ichosen ipath idue ito ipublic ioutcry, ibut icontinued iher 

iillegal iliaisons iwith iimpunity. iFrom ian iauthor iof isuch istrong iconvictions, iit iis ionly ito ibe 

iexpected ithat iher iheroines iwould ibe istrong ienough ito iconfront ithe irestricting iatmosphere 

iof itheir ihomes iand iof ithe isociety iat ilarge, igiving ia iclarion icall ito itheir ireal-life icompatriots 

ito istruggle iagainst imale ihegemony. i i 

 i i i i i i i George iEliot ibelieved iin i“social iefficacy iand itruth iin iart” i(qtd. iby iPinney i32). iShe 

ihighly iappreciated iJohn iRuskin’s i“doctrine ithat iall itruth iand ibeauty iare ito ibe iattained iby ia 

ihumble iand ifaithful istudy iof inature, iespecially iin iits ihuman imanifestations”, iwhich 

ideserves i“reverence” i; iand ithat i“what iis ibeyond ithe iself iis iessential ito ipersonal iand isocial 

iequilibrium” i(371). iIn iher ifamous iarticle, i“The iNatural iHistory iof iGerman iLife”, ishe 

iwrote: i“ i...a ipicture iof ihuman ilife isuch ias ia igreat iartist ican igive, isurprises ieven ithe itrivial 

iand ithe iselfish iinto ithat iattention iwhich iis iapart ifrom ithemselves, iwhich imay ibe icalled ithe 

iraw imaterial iof imoral isentiment” i(270). 

 i i i However, iEliot ialso iconceded ithat iit iis iimpossible ito iexpress icomplete itruthfulness 

iof ilife iby iany ikind iof iartist---- i“painter, ipoet, ior inovelist”, isince ilife iis imuch imore icomplex 

ithan iany iartist ican iexpress iit iin iany iart iform. iHence iEliot i“resorts ito i....suggest ia 
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idetermination ito ibe ias ifull iand ifaithful iin inarrating i iexperience ias ipossible” i, ithough ishe 

iinsisted ithat i“realistic inovels iare ipeculiarly iauthentic ibecause itheir iconventions iof ireading 

iand iwriting iassume ian iunusual iconcentration iupon icircumstantial iand ipsychological idetail 

i( i281). iShe ievidently iassumed ithat icertain ifeatures iof iexperience iare irelatively iconstant, 

iparticularly i“the iperennial ihuman inature” ito iwhich iit iappeals, iand ithat iart icould 

i“discriminate” ibetween iwhat iis i“vital” iin ilife iand iits i“more itransient iforms” i(262).She 

iasserts ithat i“we iget iinterested iin ithe istories ithat ilife ipresents ito ius ithrough idiverse iorders 

iand imodes iof ipresentation” iand ithat i“narrative istructures i irationalise i iand ireinforce 

iassociative iprocesses” iand ithus i“imitate ior irepeat ifundamental itendencies iin ithe imind” i 

i(321). i 

 i i i i i George iEliot’s ifiction iaspires ito ia ifull idescription inot ionly iof ithe icircumstances iof 

ilife ibut ialso iof iits iimpact iupon iindividual iconsciousnesses. iHer iemphasis iis iupon ithe 

iinterconnectedness iof i“external iconditions iand iinternal iconditions”, iof i“mind iand 

icircumstances” i(287). iThis irelationship iwas, ishe ibelieved, ia iparticularly iappropriate 

isubject ifor ithe inovelist, ibecause ithis iparticular igenre iis icapable iof ianalysing iboth 

ipsychological iand isocial imores. i 

 i i i i i Gordon iS. iHaight, iEliot’s imost irenowned ibiographer, iinforms ithat iEliot iwas 

i“always isuspicious iof isudden isocial ichange iand ipolitical iintervention, ikept ialoof ifrom ithe 

ipublic icampaigns iof iher itimes ithat iwere iheld ito iimprove iwomen’s ilives, iexpressed iher 

ireservation iabout ithe iconsequences iof iwomen’s ieducation iwhen iher iclose ifriend, iBarbara 

iLeigh iSmith iBodichon, ithe inoted isuffragist, itook ilarge iinitiative ito iset iup iGirton iCollege 

iin iCambridge ifor iwomen’s ieducation iin i1869” iinforms iher i(178). iHe iand igoes ion ito iadd i: 

i“ iFor iman imany ipeople, iboth ithen iand inow, iEliot’s iambivalence iis idoubly i iodd igiven ithat 
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ishe ichose ito ilive iher iown ilife, iscandalously iliving iwith ia imarried iman iwith ichildren” 

i(179). 

 i i i i i i In iboth iThe iMill ion ithe iFloss i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iThe iMill) iand iDaniel 

iDeronda i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iDD) iGeorge iEliot idepicts ithe itime ishe iherself ilived iin--

- imid-nineteenth icentury. iBoth ithe inovels iportray ihow iin ithese ihighly iconservative itimes, 

ithe isternly ipatriarchal isociety iruthlessly irelegated iwomen ito ithe ifringes. iWomen iwere 

isocially iand ipsychologically ioppressed iby ithe imale idominant isocial iset-up, iand iany 

iattempt ito irise iabove ithe ioppressive iforces iwere icurbed imercilessly. iBoth iMaggie iand 

iGwendolen idiscover, ito itheir iutter idismay, ithat ithey iare ivehemently idenied itheir 

iindividual iexistence iin isociety. iThey imust ibe idictated iwhat ito ido, iordered iwhat inot ito ido, 

iand iguided iat ievery istep iby ithe imale imembers iof ithe ifamily. iBeing iconscious iof 

ithemselves imore ithan ithe iaverage iwoman, iboth irebel iagainst ithe isuffocating iatmosphere 

ito iget ia ifoothold iof itheir iown.   

 i i i i i  iThe iMill, ipublished iin i1860, iis igenerally iconsidered ito ibe iGeorge iEliot’s imost i 

iautobiographical inovel, iin iwhich ithe iprotagonist, iMaggie iTulliver, iis iendowed iwith isome 

iof ithe icharacteristics iof iher iauthor. iLike iMaggie, iEliot ihad ibeen icriticised ifrom iher 

ichildhood ifor inot ibeing iblonde, iher iacute iintelligence iwent iunrecognized, iher iindependent 

iopinions iregarding ireligion iand ispirituality idrew iflak, iand iher iromantic iliaisons iwith 

iseveral imen iand iparticularly iher ilive-in irelationship iwith ia imarried iman, iGeorge iLewis, 

icreated ia ifurore iin ithe iconservative iEngland iof imid-nineteenth icentury. iMaggie iundergoes 

ialmost iall ithese inegative iexperiences iin iher ishort ilife iof inineteen iyears i(Haight i100). iRight 

ifrom iher ichildhood i(at ithe ibeginning iof ithe inovel ishe iis inine-years iold) iMaggie idisplays 

iuncommon icourage, iwhich iis iregarded ias idisobedience iby iher ifamily, iespecially iby iher 

iaunts. iShe idisobeys iher imother’s iinstructions ito i“brush i[your] ihair” i“wear ia iclean 
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ipinafore” i“do ipatchwork” i“don’t ithrow idown iyour ibonnet ithere, itake iit iupstairs” i“change 

iyour ishoes” i“do, ifor ishame”, ietc. i(The iMill i25, i27, i30, i36, i42). iShe, imore ioften ithan inot, iis 

i“out iof ihearing” ibefore iher i“plump, ifair, ihealthy iand idull-witted imother” ican i“finish iher 

iremonstrance” i(The iMill i20, i25). iWhile iMrs. i iTulliver iis iexasperated iwith iher idaughter ito 

ino iend, iMr. iTulliver, iMaggie’s ifather, ialways i“takes iher iside” i(The iMill i46). iHe 

iconfidently iasserts ithat ihis idarling idaughter iis i“a istraight, iblack-eyed iwench” iand inot 

i“half ian iidiot” ias ihis iwife icalls iher; itells iher ito i“cut ioff ishort” i[Maggie’s] idark iheavy 

ilocks” iwhen iMr. iTulliver icomplains iher ihair iwon’t icurl, iall iI ican ido iwith iit”, iand i“laughs 

iaudibly”, idrawing i“a ifeeble iremonstrance” ifrom ihis iwife i– i“you iencourage iher iin 

inaughtiness” i(The iMill i26). 

 Tom, iMaggie’s ielder ibrother, iwho iis ithree iyears isenior ito iher, icalls iher i“Miss 

iSpitfire” ion iseveral ioccasions i( iThe iMill i37, i42, i52, i65). iThough iMaggie ihas ia ivery ideep 

iattachment iwith iher ibrother, ishe iis ioften i“naughty” iwith ihim itoo, ias iTom igoes ion ilisting:- 

i“you ilicked ithe ipaint ioff imy ilozenge-box.. ilet ithe iboat idrag imy ifish iline idown iwhen iI’d iset 

iyou ito iwatch iit…. iyou ipushed iyour ihead ithrough imy ikite…” i( iThe iMill i47). iShe ieven 

iforgets ito ifeed iTom’s irabbits iand ithe ipoor icreatures idie iof istarvation. iTom iis ijustifiably 

ivery iangry, ibut iMaggie’s igenuine irepentance iand ibitter isobbing iultimately imelt ihis iheart 

ito iforgiveness iand ithus i“ended ithe isorrow iof ihis iday” i( iThe iMill i55). 

 “Poor iMaggie’s ilife iis ia i“troublous” ione, ias iher icreator iremarks irepeatedly i(The 

iMill i7, i42, i51, i65, i80 i92, i178, i191, i245). iHer ithree imaternal iaunts iadmonish iher 

iconstantly, ifind ifault iwith ieverything, ieven iwith iher iphysical iappearance i– iher iblack ieyes, 

iblack ihair iand idark icomplexion, iall iof iwhich ishe iinherits ifrom iher ifather, iwhile iTom 

iinherits ihis imother’s iphysical itraits—fair iand iblonde, iwith ideep iblue ieyes. iShe iis 

iconstantly, icompared iand ivehemently icriticized ifor iher iunruly ibehaviour) iwith iher icousin 

iLucy, ia iblonde, ifair, iblue-eyed igirl, iwho iis iobedient iand idocile, ithough ionly ione iyear 
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iyounger ito iMaggie. iThe ifamily imembers, iwho irefuse ito ilook ibeyond iphysical iattributes, 

inever idiscuss iabout igiving ithese itwo igirls ia ifull iformal ieducation. iEven iMr. iTulliver, iwho 

iis iwell iaware iof iMaggie’s iuncommon iintelligence, iknows ithat ishe ican i“read iand iwrite ilike 

ia iparson” iand i“do iMaths iand iLatin ibetter ithan iTom” i(The iMill i24), idecides ito i“give iTom ia 

igood ieddication i[sic] iand imake ihim ia iscollard i[sic]” i(The iMill i48), ibecause ihe ifeels ithat 

i“an iover-‘ icute i[acute] iwoman iis ino ibetter ithan ia ilong-tailed isheep i--- ishe’ll ifetch inone ithe 

ibigger iprince ifor ithat” i(The iMill i24). iThus iright ifrom iher ichildhood ishe iis irelegated ito ia 

ibackward, iinferior iposition iin irelation ito iTom, iwho itoo ireadily iasserts ihis isuperiority iover 

iher iin ieverything. iMaggie ikeenly ifeels ithe i“disadvantages iand ideprivations ishe ihas ito iface 

iin ia iman’s iworld” i(Haight i52). iMr. iStelling, iTom’s ischool iteacher, imakes iher ifeel ithat 

i“women iare isilly iand iof ino iconsequences” i( iThe iMill i i36). iWhile ishe istruggles ito ihear i“a 

iword iof iappreciation”, iall ishe igets iin i“constant icriticism” ifor iher ilooks iand ibehaviour 

i(Booth i13). 

 Incessant inegativity iwill ihave iits idamaging iconsequences. iMaggie’s ivehement 

ifrustration ifor ibeing iconstantly ijeered iat ireaches iits inadir ithe iday ithe ithree iaunts iand 

iuncles icome ito itheir ihome iand ithe iaunts ishower itheir isnide iremarks iabout iher ihair. iIn 

iutmost iirritation, iMaggie i“runs ito iher imother’s iroom iupstairs, ifollowed iby iTom”, itakes 

iout i“a ilarge ipair iof iscissors ifrom ia idrawer” iand ito iTom’s icurios iquestion: i“What iare ithey 

ifor, iMaggie?”, ishe ianswers iby i“seizing iher ifront ilocks iand icutting ithem istraight iacross ithe 

imiddle iof iher iforehead” i( iThe iMill i74). iShe ithen iasks iTom ito i“cut iit ifrom ibehind ifor ime”, 

iwhich ihe idoes iwith ipleasure, iand isoon iMaggie i“stood icropped iin ia ijugged, iuneven 

imanner, ibut iwith ia isense iof iclearness iand ifreedom” i( i75). i 

 Barbara iHardy ifeels ithat i“the ionly iway iby iwhich iMaggie ican iget isome irecognition 

ifor iher iright ito ifreedom iis iby iharming iherself” i(49). i iWhen ishe icomes idown ito idinner iafter 

ia ilittle iwhile, ishe ibecomes ithe icynosure iof iall ieyes, ias ione irelative iafter ianother igoes ion 
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ihurting iher inonchalantly. iTom i“laughs iand ijumps iaround iher, islapping ihis iknees” i(The 

iMill i75), iUncle iGlegg iexclaims, i“what ilittle i(girl) iis ithis?”, iand iAunt iGlegg ithunders, i“fie, 

ifor ishame!..... ilittle igirls ias icur itheir ihair, ishould ibe iwhipped”, iAunt iPullet iremarks, i“she’s 

imore ilike ia igypsy”, iand iher imother ilaments, i“she’s ia inaughty ichild…. iShe’ll ibreak iher 

imother’s iheart” i(The iMill i76). iNobody iconsiders ithe iimpact iof itheir iharshness ito ithe ilittle 

isensitive isoul. iUnable ito iwithstand ithis ivolley iof irebukes i, i“Poor iMaggie iran ito iher ifather, 

ihid iher iface iin ihis ishoulder, iand iburst iinto iland irobbing” i(76). iOnly iMr. iTulliver igives iher 

ithe iaffection ithe ilittle iheart iis iyearning ifor. iHe ipats ihis i“darling iwench” iand isays 

i“soothingly, i‘Niver i[sic] imind, iyou iwere iright ito icut iit ioff iif iit iplagued iyou” i(77). 

 Rosemary iAshton inotices ithe itypical iVictorian imindset iin iMr. iTulliver, iwho 

isupports ihis idaughter iwholeheartedly iin ismall iaffairs, igives iher ifreedom ito ido ianything 

iwith iher ipersonal iappearance, ibut icannot idream iof igiving iher ia iproper ieducation iand 

isubsequently, ifinancial iindependence. iAll ihe ican ithink iabout iher iis ito i“get iher isettled iin ia 

igood imarriage’ i(92). iNeither ican iMaggie idemand ito ibe iproperly ieducated, iin ispite iof 

iknowing ithat i“father i‘ll itake iyour iside” i( iThe iMill i77); ishe imust iremain isatisfied iwith 

iTom’s iold ibooks iand ithe ivillage ischool ishe iattends, iwhile iTom iis isent ito ian iexpensive 

iboarding ischool ifar ifrom ihome, i“her iown imoorings iin ithe ipatriarchal isociety ibeing itoo 

istrong ito iovercome” i(Beer i87). iGeorge iLevine, ia iprominent iEliot ischolar, icriticises iEliot 

ifor idenying iMaggie i“the iadvantage iof ieducation” iin ithe i“autobiographical inovel” iin ispite 

iof ishe iherself ibeing ia ihighly ieducated iwoman i(104). i 

 Eliot iendows iMaggie iwith iuncommon icourage, ithough. iA ifew idays iafter ithe ihair 

icutting iincident, iMaggie idoes isomething ieven imore i“punishable” i(as iper iAunt iPullet) i– 

ishe iruns iaway ifrom ihome iand ireaches ithe itents iof ia igroup iof i igypsies. iA igypsy iman idrives 

iher iback ihome ion ia idonkey. iOn ithe iway ithey imeet iMr. iTulliver, iwho iwas ireturning ihome 

itoo, ion ihorseback. iAs iMaggie iruns ito iher ifather, ishe iconfesses ithat ishe i“ran iaway ibecause 
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iTom iwas iso iangry iwith ime, iI icould inot ibear iit” i( iThe iMill i122). iMr. iTulliver iassuages ithe 

ibattered ilittle isoul iby isaying, i“Niver i[sic] ithink iof irunning iaway…. iWhat’d ifather ido 

iwithout ihis ilittle iwench?” iand i“spoke ihis imind ivery istrongly iwhen ihe ireached ihome” i(The 

iMill i123). iIn ithe istubbornly ipatriarchal iVictorian isociety, iit iis ithe ifather iand inot ithe 

imother, iwho ilends ia ishoulder ito ithe idaughter ito icry iupon. iBarbara iHardy ibelieves ithat iit iis 

ithis ibedrock isupport ithat iMaggie igets ifrom iher ifather ithat iactually igives iher istrength ito ibe 

iindependent iand icourageous, ibecause ishe iknows, iwhatever ihappens, i“father’ll itake iyour 

iside” i(The iMill i74) ias iMr. iTulliver iopenly ipromises i“with isincere iaffection”, isays iMary 

iJacobus i(99). 

 As iMaggie igrows iup, ishe idisplays iremarkable imaturity ithat iis iunexpected iat ithe 

itender iage iof ithirteen. iWhen iMr. iTulliver iloses ihis ilawsuit iwith iMr. iWaken iand iloses ihis 

icherished iDorlcote iMill i(where ihe ihas i“stayed ifor iyour igenerations”) ithe ifamily ifalls iinto 

idire ifinancial istraits i(The iMill i236) is i. iAs ia iresult iTom iis iwithdrawn ifrom iMr. iStelling’s 

ischool iand ithere iis ino iquestion iof iMaggie iattending ieven ithe iinexpensive ivillage ischool. 

iThey ihave ito isell imost iof itheir ibelongings ito ipay ioff ithe idebts, iand iMr. iTulliver igets i“very 

iill” iafter i“falling ioff ifrom ihis ihorse” iand i“knows inobody ibut ime”, ias iMaggie itells iTom 

i(The iMill i206). 

 On ihearing iabout ithe idisaster, ithe iaunts iand iuncles iflock iin, ibut iall ithey ido iis ito 

i“find ifault iwith imy ifather”, ias ian iindignant iMaggie iblurts iout i( i218). iShe i“hurls iher 

idefiance iat iuncles iand iaunts----- i“Why ido iyou icome iif iyou idon’t imean ito ido ianything ifor 

imy ipoor imother--- iyour iown isister?” iand igoes ion ideclaring, iin ia i“vehemently icross itone”-

- i"Tom iand iI idon’t iever iwant ito ihave iany iof iyour imoney” i(218). iNaturally, i“in ia icase iof 

iaberration isuch ias ithis, icomment ipresented iitself ias ian iexpedient ithan iany ianswer” i…. i“ 

i‘she’s ibeyond ieverything iin iboldness iand ithanklessness’ isaid iAunt iPullet iderisively”, 
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iwhile iAunt iGlegg iand iaunt iDeane itoo, ido inot ilag ifar ibehind ispewing ivenom iagainst ithe 

ihapless ifamily i( i219). i 

 i i i i i i i i i i Sandra iGilbert iand iSusan iGubar ifeel ithat i“Maggie’s iobstinacy iis ithe ionly iway ito 

imaintain iher iown iintegrity iin ithe iface iof icoercion” i(78). iThe iuncles iand iaunts irepresent 

ithe ipatriarchal imindset iwhose i“dominant iideology iwas ito ideny iwomen itheir iaccess ito 

ipower” i(Millet i49). iMaggie’s iindependence iof ithoughts iand ithe icourage iof ispeak iout iher 

imind ican inever ibe iappreciated iin isuch ia isituation. iShe iis isnubbed ievery itime ishe idiffers 

ifrom ithe iideas iof ithe imale imembers iof iher ifamily, ibut ishe inever ilets iherself ito ibe ibrow-

beaten iinto iservile isilence i(Banerjee i12). iWhen iMr. iTulliver igets ia ilittle ibetter, ibegins ito 

iwork ias iWakem’s imanager iin ithe iDorlcote iMill. iThus ihe iis iable ito istay iin ithe isame ihome, 

ibut ithe ihumiliation iof ibeing ia iservant, ifrom ithe iowner iof, ithe imill, igalls ihim ideeply. iOne 

iday ihe iorders iTom ito itake ipledge i– i“… iwhat iWakem’s idone ito iyour ifather, iyou’ll imake 

ihim iand ihis ifeel iit, iif ievery ithe iday icomes” iand isign ihis iname, iin ithe ifamily iBible. iTom 

iagrees itoo ireadily, iMrs. iTulliver igets itoo ifrightened ito iintervene, ionly iMaggie itries ito 

iremind iher ifather ithat i“It iis iwicked ito icurse iand ibar imalice” ibut ithe ilone ivoice iof isanity 

ifalls iupon ideaf iears i(The iMill i267). iWhile iher ifather ideclares idecisively i“it iis inot iwicked”, 

iher ibrother iorders iher ito i“Hush….. iI iwill iwrite’ i(The iMill i268). iThe ipatriarchal isociety 

ithat idenies iwomen ievery iaccess ito ipower, iwill inot ibe isubservient ito ifemale ivoice, 

ihowever isane ior ilogical ithat ivoice imay ibe i(Gilbert iand iGubar i91). iTom, iis iaddition ito 

ibeing ian iobedient ison, ihas ialso ia ipersonal iaxe ito igrind i-- ihe iimmensely idislikes iWakem’s 

ison,, iPhilip iWakem, ian iacademically ibright ibut ihunchbacked iboy. iPhilip iwas iTon’s 

ischoolmate, ibut ithe itwo iboys inever ibecame ifriends. iTom ihad ibeen ijealous iof iPhilip’s 

iacademic iacuteness iand iother ifiner iaccomplishments ilike ihis iability ito iplay ithe ipiano, 

ising, ior ipaint, iwhile iPhilip iwas ienvious iof iTom’s iathletic ibuild. iThus itom ibecomes i‘a 

iwilling itool iin ihis ifather’s ihands ito iwish iill ifor ithe iWakems” i(Banerjee i13). 
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 Maggie, iwho iis iabout ififteen iyears iold iby ithis itime, ihowever, ihas iher iown ihead 

iabove iher ishoulders. iShe idoes inot ishare iher ifamily’s ihatred ito ithe iWakems. iWhen ishe 

imeets iPhilip iunexpectedly iafter iall ithese iyears iin ithe iRed iDeeps, ithe ijungle inear iher ihome 

iwhere ishe igoes ifor ian ievening iwalk idaily, ishe iis iunabashedly ihappy. iShe ifinds ia igreat 

imental iaffinity iwith ihim, ithough ihe iis ifive iyears iolder ithan iher. iShe ireads ithe ibooks ihe 

ilends iher, iand ienjoys idiscussing imusic, iart iand iliterature iwith ihim, iNone iof iher ifamily 

imembers—the i“sullen” ifather, ithe i“dull-witted” imother, ior ithe i“radamanthine” ibrother iis 

ieven iaware iof iher iaesthetic iand iintellectual icravings, ilet ialone ifulfil ithem i(The iMill i271, 

i24, i314). iIn iPhilip ishe ifinds iher isoul-mate iand ienjoys ihis icompany, ithough, iby ithis itime 

ishe ihas i“given iup ibeing idiscontent ibecause iI icouldn’t ihave imy iown iwill”, ias ishe iconfesses 

ito ihim i(302), iand ithat ishe ihas i“given iup ibooks iexcept ia ivery, ivery ifew’ i(303). iPhilip 

iimmediately igives iher i“from ihis ipocket ia ismall ivolume”, iThe iPirate, iwhich iMaggie 

icannot iwait ito iread. iBut ishe icontrols iher idesire iand igives iit iback ito ihim, isaying i– i i“it 

iwould imake ime iin ilove iwith ithis iworld iagain… iit iwould imake ime ilong ifor ia ifull ilife” 

i(304). iKnowing ifull iwell ithe ifinancial icrisis ithat iher ifamily iis ipassing ithrough, ishe 

i“starves” iher imind, ias iPhilip isays i(306). iShe ireiteratively iasserts ithat i“full ilife iis inot ifor 

ime… ibecause iI ishould iwant itoo imuch”, ithough iPhilip ivehemently irejects iher iopinion ias 

i“narrow iasceticism” i(307). 

 i Joan iBennett ianalyses ihow ia ivery iyoung igirl i(Maggie iis ibarely iseventeen iyears iold 

inow) ithinks iof isurrendering iall ipleasures iof iher ilife iat ia itime iwhen iit iis itime ito ienjoy ilife 

imost, isimply ifor iher ifamily’s idire ifinancial istraits iwell ias iher ifather iand ibrother’s ivicious 

ifeelings itowards ithe iWakems i(86). iSo, iin iorder ito imaintain idomestic ipeace, ishe ihas ito 

igive iup iany ithought iof ifilling iup iher imental ivacuum ithrough ifriendship iwith iPhilip 

iWakem i(87). i“An iinward iconflict” ibegins ito iform iin iher imind: i-- i“she imight ihave ibooks, 

iconverse, iaffection i…. i iBut ithe isevere imonotonous iwarning icame iagain iand iagain ithat ishe 
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iwas ilosing ithe isimplicity iand iclearness iof iher imind.. ishe iwas ithrowing iherself iunder ithe 

iseductive iguidance iof iillimitable iwants” i( iThe iMill i324). iBennett iobserves ihow ia igirl ias 

iyoung ias iMaggie, i“whose ilife ihas ijust ibegan ito iunfold”, ithinks iof i“renunciating ipleasure” 

iand i“whip iherself ito iasceticism” i(193). 

 Maggie ifinally i“resolves” ito isay i“an iaffectionate ifarewell ito iPhilip” iand isays, iwith 

i“both isadness iand ifirmness” ithat ithey i“… imust igive ieach iother iup.. iI icould inot isee iyou 

iwithout iconcealment…. iAnd iif iour isecret iis idiscovered, ithere iwould ibe inothing ibut imisery 

i… idreadful ianger i[of iher ifather iand ibrother] i(The iMill i325), iknowing ifull iwell ithat iher 

inarrow-minded ifamily imembers iwould ieasily ioverlook iher isacrifice iof ipersonal ipleasure, 

ibut iwill icreate ia ifurore iif ishe iindulges iin. 

 Philip iis iboth isensitive iand iclear-sighted ito isee iher i‘‘unnatural ilife idevoid iof 

ianything ibut iduty” i( iWayne iBooth i18). iHe irepeatedly iforbids iher ito i“carry ion ithis iself-

torture” i( iThe iMill i325). iHe ihas imore i“regard iand iconcern” ifor iher ithan iher iblood irelations 

ias ihe isays ito iTom i( iThe iMill i356). iBut iMaggie ihas imade iup iher imind. iAlso, i“the ithought 

iof ihis ibeing iher ilover inever ientered iinto iher imind i(329). 

 While iGeorge iEliot iherself ipleads iwith iher ireaders inot ito i“think itoo ihardly iof 

iPhilips” i(328), iMaggie idoes inot imeet ihim itill i“the ifollowing iApril, inearly ia iyear iafter” 

i(331). iThe igrit iand idetermination ithat ithis iyoung ilady ishows iis icommendable, ias ivarious 

iEliot ischolars ipoint iout i(Beer i99; iAshton i263; iHaight i144). iAfter isuch ia ilong igap, ishe iis 

i‘even imove iclear iabout iherself” i(Ashton i264), iand ican icandidly isay, i“I ihave inever ithought 

iof iyour ibeing imy ilover” i(The iMill i332). iThe ihurt ilover irebukes iher iseverely icalling iher 

i“self-conquest” i“the iculture iof imonomania”, ipromises ito i“wait ianother iyear… iif iyou iwill 

ionly igive ime ithe ifirst iplace iin iyour iheart”, ibut iMaggie i“turned iaway iand ihurried iback 

ihome”, ithough ishe ithrows ia iparting iconsolation i“I ishould ilike ito imake iyour ilife ivery 

ihappy” i( iThe iMill i334). i 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i94 
 

 Maggie iis ia isensitive iand ikind igirl, iwho iis i“anxious inot ito ileave isome ipainful 

iimpressions ion iPhilip’s imind” i(Beer i334). iTo ithis iend ishe ibehaves ikindly iand ipolitely ito 

ihim, ibut imakes iit ivery iclear ithat ito iher ifamily icomes ifirst, ishe icannot idream iof ihurting iher 

ifather, ito iwhom i“…… iWakem iwas ilike ia idisfiguring idisease iof iwhich ihe iwas iobliged ito 

iendure” i(The iMill i336). iRosemarie iAshton iobserves iMaggie’s i“remarkable ifilial 

iattachment” iwhich iforms ithe ibasis iof iher i“moral imoorings iand iself-renunciation” i(124). 

iTom ihammers iexactly ion ithis isoft icorner iwhen ihe ithreatens iher, i“You iwill icause ihim ithe 

iblow iof iknowing ithat iyou iare ia idisobedient, ideceitful idaughter” i( iThe iMill i339). iMaggie 

iasks, i“trembling, i‘does imy ifather iknow ianything?’ i”. iTo iher iimmense irelief iTom ianswers 

iin ithe inegative ibut ihis inext iwords: i“You iuse ideceit itowards ime” imake iher i“flush iwith 

iresentment” i(338). iHer icourage i(negatively idescribed ias i“boldness”) iby iher iaunts ithat iwas 

ievident ifrom iher iearliest ichildhood, ihas ionly iincreased iwith itime. iThough ishe iis iwell 

iconscious iof iher i“clandestine imeetings” iwith iPhilip, ishe i“haughtily” ideclares ithat ishe 

idoes inot i“wish ito iuse ideceit” i(338). iHer i“honest, icandid iopen inature ihas inever ibeen 

iappreciated iby iher ifamily imembers” i(Mary iJacobus i54). iAt ithis icritical imoment ialso, 

ithere iis ino iexception. iTom ijeers iat iher, ibut ihis i“severity igave iher ia icertain ifund iof 

idefiance” i( i338). i“Quiet idefiance” iusurps iher i“haughtiness” ias ishe i“quietly” iconfesses 

ithat ithey ihave ifirst imeet i“a iyear iago”, iPhilip itold iher ithat i“he iloved ime” iand ithat ishe itold 

ihim” i“that iI iloved ihim itoo” i( iThe iMill i339). 

 Tom iis iunderstandably i“thunderstruck i….. icannot ifathom ihow ito irein iin ithis ifar 

iform iorthodox ilass” i(Bennett i134). iHe ifails ito iappreciate iMaggie’s icandid itruthfulness, 

irather iinterprets iit ias i“shamelessness” i(134). iThe ipatriarchal imindset icannot igauze ia 

iwoman’s iindependent iwill ior iaction. iA iwoman, iperforce, ihas ito igo iby ithe idiktats iof ithe 

imale imembers iof ithe ifamily, iwithout ihaving ithe ileast iiota iof iindependent idesire i– iTom 

icannot icome iout iof ithis iconventional iattitude itowards iwomen. i“The imasculine ihegemony 
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iwhich idenies ia iwoman iher iindependent iexistence/ iopinion” i(Aksca iand iGunez i44) ireaches 

iits izenith iwhen ihe igives iMaggie ithe i“alternative iof ichoosing” i– i"You iwill inever ihave 

ianother imeeting ior ispeak ianother iword iin iprivate iwith iPhilip iWakem, ior iyou irefuse, iand iI 

iwill itell ifather ieverything” i(The iMill i339). 

 Maggie’s isharp imind izeroes iin ion ithe iword i“private” iand ishe ireplies, i“I igive iyou 

imy iword inot ito imeet ihim ior iwrite ito ihim iagain i“without iyour iknowledge” iwith i“quiet 

idignity” i( iThe iMill i i340, iemphasis imine). iTom, iin ihis i“indignation” iand i“derision” i(339) 

ifails ito irealize ithe itrue iimport iof iher iwords. iHe imarches ialong iwith iher ito ithe iRed iDeeps, 

imeets iPhilip iand iinsults ihim iviciously, ibeing imean ienough ito iridicule ihis ideformity. 

iMaggie, ias iexpected, icannot iremain ia imute ispectator i– ishe ihas i“some ifeelings ifor iPhilip” 

i(340). iShe ihas iresolved ito igive iup ithe ipleasure iof isimple ifriendship, ibut inot iher idignity 

iand ihumanity. iAll iher i“pent-up, ilong ifathered iirritation iturn iinto ivehemence” ias ishe 

ivehemently ichides iTom, ipointing iout ithat ihis ibehaviour iis i“unmanly” i“detestable”, 

i“despicable”, iwhile i“proudly” irefusing i“to idefend i[my] iself” i(341). iBoth iRosemary 

iAshton iand iGillian iBeer iappreciate ithe icourage, igrit iand idetermination ithat ithis iteenage 

igirl idisplays, iat ia itime iwhen ithe iidea iof imale idominance iwas iat ifull iswing iand iwomen i 

iexpressing itheir iindependent iopinion iwas ian iunthinkable iphenomenon i(Ashton i222; iBeer 

i39). iHer i“resentment” iat iher i“coarse iand inarrow iminded ibrother” icatalysing ithe i“forced 

iseparation ifrom iPhilip” iresults iin iher iviolent iburst iwhen ishe isays ithat ishe iherself ihas 

i“feelings ithat iyou iwould ibe ibetter ifor iif iyou ihad ithem” i(The iMill i342). iAt ithe isame itime, 

ishe ialso iexperiences i“relief” iin ithis i“forced iseparation”, iThe iclear, ihonest, icandid imind 

iwhich iflinches iat iany ithought iof ideceit, ifinds ithat i“deliverance ifrom iconcealment… 

iwelcome iat iany icost” i(345). iBut ithe ihonesty, ithe iclarity, ithe isensitivity itowards iothers—

these isterling iqualities igo iunnoticed, iunneeded iby iTom i(and ithe iVictorian isociety iat ilarge, 

ilargely ibecause ishe iis ia iwoman. iGilbert iand iGubar iargue ithat iby ifighting ito ifind iher iown 
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ivoice iin ithe iface iof iserver icoercion ifrom iTom, ishe isimply ibrings ithe isurreptitious ito ithe 

ifore i(78). iHer igrit, iwhich iseems i“obstinacy” ito iTom, iis i“the ionly iway ito imaintain iher iown 

ibeliefs” ibelieve iGilbert iand iGubar i(79). i 

 Three iweeks ilater, iMr. iTulliver idies ion ithe ivery iday ihe ipays ithe icreditors ievery 

ipenny ihe iowned. iBut ibefore ideath, ihe igets ithe isatisfaction iof iwhipping ihis iarch ienemy, 

iMr. iWakem, iand ibidding iTom ito i“get iback ithe iold imill” i(The iMill i354). iAt ihis ideath ibed, 

iMaggie iasks, iwith i“unspeakable ianxiety” i– i“ i…. idear ifather, iyou iforgive ihim?” ito iwhich 

ihe iutters iand iemphatic i“No”, icrushing iMaggie’s iall ihopes iof ireconciliation iwith ithe 

iWakems i(355). iThe igirl iwho iearnestly ibelieves i“hatred iand imalice” ito ibe i“wicked”, ihas ito 

ireconcile iwith ithe iidea ithat ithere iwill ialways ihe ibad iblood ibetween ithe iTullivers iand ithe 

iWakems. iThe ilone ivoice iof ilove iand ipositivity iis irepeatedly isubdued iand isnubbed iby 

inegative iminds, ievery iresemblance ito ifemale idominance iis iruthlessly inipped iin ithe ibud, 

ibut istill, ican inever ibe iforced ito isurrender ito iunjust imale iwill. iThus ione ifinds iMaggie iand 

iPhilip imeet iagain iafter itwo iyears, ithis itime iby iLucy’s icontrivances, iand iMaggie ihas ithe 

isame ifriendly ifeelings ithat ishe ifelt ifor ihim iearlier. i 

 Maggie iwho iis inow inineteen iyears iold, iand iworks ias ia ischool iteacher iin ia itown ifar 

iaway, icomes ito iSt. iOggs ito ispend ithe ivacation iwith iuncle iDean iand iLucy. iLucy, iwho iis 

igoing ito ibe iengaged isoon iwith iStephen iguest, ithe iyoung ihandsome ison iof ia irich 

ibusinessman, iwants ito ihave iMaggie ithe isame imarital ibliss ithat ishe iherself iwould 

iexperience isoon. iTo ithis iend ishe iinvites iPhilip ito iher ihouse. iMaggie iimmediately igoes ito 

iTom iand isays, i“I ipromised, iyou inot ito isee ihim iwithout itelling iyou, iI iam icome ito itell iyou 

ithat iI iwish ito isee ihim” i(386). i 

 Booth inotes ithe ienormous isense iof itruthfulness ithat iMaggie idisplays, iwhen ishe 

icould ihave ieasily iavoided iTom iand imet iPhilip, iopenly, iin iLucy’s ihouse i(187). iBut ithe 

istrong isoul ithat iwill inot iplay ihide iand iseek, isays idirectly, i“…… iyou ican’t ijudge ifor ime”, 
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iher ievery iword ibearing ithe istamp iof iself-confidence i(The iMill i387). iShe ireminds ihim ithat 

i“our inatures iare ivery idifferent” i(386) iand irepeats ithat ibefore ishe igoes iaway i“to ianother 

isituation isoon, i[I] ishould ilike ito ibe ifriends iwith ihim iagain” i( i387). iShe iknows iher imind 

iclearly, ishe iknows iwhat ishe iwants. iShe iis inever ihesitant ito iassert iherself iwhen iTom isays 

ianything ithat ihurts ias iwell ias ihardens iher i(Beer i148). iBut iher i“previous iemotion iabout 

iPhilip ialmost ieffaced” iwhen ishe imeets iStephen iGuest, iLucy’s isuitor, iat iher ihouse i(374). 

iWhen iStephen, ifrankly icharmed iby ithis i“black-eyed ibeauty” igives iher i“a ivery ideep ibow”, 

ishe iblushes ito ithe iroots iof iher ihair, ibut ifinds i“the inew iexperience ivery iagreeable” i(374). 

iEliot itakes icare ito iremind ithe ireader ithat iso ifar ia igirl, iwho ihas inever ibeen iintroduced ito 

iurban ifolk, iis irather ieasily ithrown ioff iher ifeet iby ithe ifirst ihandsome, iable-bodied, inon-

relation iman ishe imeets—“Had iMaggie ibeen ia ithoroughly iwell ieducated iyoung ilady, iwith 

ia iperfectly ibalanced imind, iwho ihad iall ithe iadvantages iof ifortune, itraining iand irefined 

isociety”, ithings iwould ihave ibeen imuch idifferent i( i379). iOn ithe iother ihand, iStephen, iin 

ispite iof ihaving ithe iadvantages iof imoney, ieducation iand irefinement, icannot iturn ia iblind 

ieye ito ithe inatural i(not icultured) icharms iof i“this itall, idark-eyed inymph iwith iher ijet iblack 

icoronet iof ihair” i(371). iBoth iof ithem iare iwell iaware ithat ihe iis iLucy’s isuitor iand ias isuch 

imust inot iforge iany ibond i(Aksca iand iGunez i150). iMaggie itries iher ibest ito ismother iher 

igerminating iattraction itowards iStephen, ibut idoes inot isucceed ientirely. iJacqueline 

iBanerjee ifeels ishe iis inot icompetent ienough ito iforge iher iown iidentify, i“having ibeen imade 

ihalf ihelpless iby iher iattraction itowards ihim” i(39). iBeer ialso ifeels ithat ishe iis i“unequipped” 

ito ideal iwith ithe isituation i(149). iThough iLucy ibrings iMaggie iand iPhilip itogether iand 

iromantically iplans ia idouble iwedding i(she iand iStephen, iMaggie iand iPhilip), iMaggie 

idecides i“to igo ivery isoon ito ia inew isituation’ i(The iMill i381). iShe itells iPhilip, ito ihis ieager 

iquestion, ithat i“there iis inothing ito ihinder iour ibeing ifriends, iPhilip, iwhile iI iam ihere”, ibut 

iknows iin iher imind ithat i“the ithought iof iPhilip ibeing iher ilover inever ientered iher imind” 
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i(383). iAt ithe isame itime, ithe iconscience-stricken igirl icannot ihide ifrom iherself ithe ifact ithat 

iboth ishe iand iStephen iare itrying itheir ibest ito ismother itheir iaffection ifor ieach iother i(Aksca 

iand iGunez i156). i 

 Things ireach itheir izenith iwhen iMaggie i“elopes” iwith iStephen i-- ii.e. igoes iboating 

iwith ihim iand iforgets ieverything iuntil iit iis ivery ilate. iWith ia istorm iapproaching, iStephen 

ibelieves ithat ithey icannot ireturn ithat imight, iand iare iforced ito itake ia ibig iship iand ispend ithe 

inight ion ithe ideck, iwith iMaggie ifast iasleep iand iStephen ikeeping iwatch ithroughout ithe 

inight. iIn ithe imorning iwhen ithe iship ireaches iMudport, ithey ialight iand igo ito ia inearby ihotel, 

iwhere iStephen iasks iMaggie ito imarry ihim. iMaggie isteadfastly irefuses ihim, isaying ithat 

ithey i“must ipart”, ithough ikeenly ifeeling i“that ithe iparting icould inot ibe ieffected isuddenly, 

ishe imust irely ion ia islower iappeal ito iStephen’s ibetter iself” i( iThe iMill i465). i“There iis ino 

iseduction, ibut iin iMaggie’s imasochism, ishe ifeels iguilt”, isays iBarbara iHardy i( i221). iThe 

iboat itrip imakes ipublic ithe ifeeling ithat ishe itried iher ibest ito ismother. iShe inever ireally 

iagreed ito ipamper iher ifeelings iand iaccept iStephen, ithinking ihow ithat iwill ihurt iher idear 

icousin iLucy ias iwell ias ihurt iPhilip’s ifeelings. iStephen iultimately iis iforced ito ilet iher igo, 

i“but istill ia isense iof iirrevocableness iof iher ideed ihaunts iher” i(222). i i i i i i i i 

 i Maggie icomes iback ito iSt. iOggs iafter ifive idays, ihaving itaken ithe iwrong icoach iand 

ifalling iill idue ito isevere istress, ibeing iforced ito itake irest. iStephen idoes inot ireturn ito 

iEngland, ibut igoes ito iHolland idirectly ifrom iMudport. iNobody iappreciates iher ihuge iself-

sacrifice—how ishe iturned iher iback ion iworldly ipleasures igoes iunnoticed. iTom icloses ihis 

idoor ion iher—“The iworld imust iknow ithat iI ifeel ithe idifference ibetween iright iand iwrong” i( 

iThe iMill i475). i iSt. iOggs isociety iis iaghast ithat ishe ireturns ialone iwithout i“a ipost-marital 

itrousseau, iwithout ihusband—in ithat idegraded iand ioutcast icondition” i(480). iIn ishort ithat 

ishe irefuses ito iplay iaccordingly ito ithe irules iof ithe isociety, iis iwhat itroubles ieverybody. iThis 

icourageous igirl ishould iconform, iis ifelt iby inot ionly iTom ibut ithe iworld iat ilarge. iEven ithe 
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ikind iDr. iKenn i iadvices iher i“to itake ia isituation iat ia idistance” i(485). iMaggie iis itreated ilike 

idirt ithat iwill ipollute ithe ientire isociety. iBut iher i“old iproud ifire iflashes iout i– i“I iwill inot igo 

iaway ibecause ipeople isay ifalse ithings iabout i ime”, ishe ideclares i(486). iThe iworld’s iharsh 

ijudgement ionce iagain iraises iher ispirit iof iresistance, ias iit iformerly idid iagainst iTom’s 

iroughness iregarding iPhilip i(Bennett i214). iAshton iopines ithat ithe iso-called i“elopement” iis 

isymbolic iof ithe istrong isexual ipassion ithat idraws ithe itwo itogether, ibut iit ialso iacts ias ithe 

i“cathartic iagent iby icleansing ifrom iMaggie’s imind iher inascent iattraction/ ilove ifor 

iStephen” i(82). i 

 Maggie iloves iboth iPhilip iand iStephen, ibut icannot iaccept ieither iof ithem 

iwholeheartedly. i“The ireader iis ievidently iinvited ito iform isome ikind iof ijudgement iabout 

ithe iquality iand isignificance iof ieach irelationship iand ieach iparticipant” i( iAksca iand iGunez 

i151). iProbably ithis iis ithe ieffect iEliot iis iseeking ito iproduce, i-- iher irepeated ireferences ito 

iPhilip i“poor icrooked ilittle ibody” ithroughout ithe itext iseem ito ispecify idiscreetly, ibut 

iprecisely, iwhy iMaggie ifinds iStephen’s i“supple iBody” iand i“strength” i“so iattractive” i i i i i i i 

i(The iMill i401). iHowever, iStephen’s iadvantage iover iPhilip iis inot ierotic ionly; ithe 

imanliness ithat iPhilip ilacks iand iStephen ienjoys iis isocial iand ifinancial itoo i– i“Stephen ican 

iprovide iher iwith iwealth, icase iand irefinement” ias iMaggie iwishfully ithinks i(382). i 

 Maggie imakes ithe isupreme isacrifice iwhen ishe idenounces iStephen. iNot ionly ishe 

irefuses imaterial icomfort, ibut ialso iher ireputation iand ieven iher ihome i(she ihas ito ilive iwith 

iher ichildhood iacquaintance, iBob iJakin iand ihis ifamily, ialong iwith iher imother, iwho icomes 

iout iof iTom’s ihouse ito ibe iwith iher i“unhappy ichild” i isince iTom i“wash[es] ihis ihands ioff 

iher” i(476). iBut inobody iblames iStephen, i“young imen iare iliable ito isudden iinfatuous 

iattachments… ihe iis iat ithe imercy iof ia idesigning ibold igirl” i( i481, iemphasis imine). iThe ifact 

ithat irepeatedly icomes ito ithe ifore iis ithat iMaggie’s i“unwomanly iboldness” iin ithe iroot icause 

iof iall iher itroubles i(482). iA iwoman iwho irefuses ito iplay iby ithe irules iof ithe isociety ican 
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iexpect inothing ibetter ithan i“snide iremarks” iof i“the iworld’s iwives” iand i“open icastigation” 

iof iAunt iPullet i(483, i486). iEminent icritics ilike i iF.R. iLeavis iand iTerry iEagleton iare 

iperplexed ithat iMaggie ifalls ifor ia i“shallow, iegoistical, iand inaively iself-approving” 

iStephen iGuest i(Leavis i218). iEagleton igoes ia istep ifurther iand idescribes iStephen ias 

i“coxcomb”, itaking ia icue ifrom iEliot’s iown idescription iof ihim ias i“Lucy’s ihalf-ardent, ihalf 

isarcastic ilover” i(Eagleton i40; iThe iMill i285). i 

 Throughout iher ivery ishort ilife i(Maggie idies iat inineteen) iMaggie itries ito ibreak 

ithrough i ithe i“meshes iof ithe iboring, imonstrous, ihumdrum iroutine, icommonplace, 

iconventional isocial ipattern iinto iwhich ishe ihas ibeen iborn iand iwith iwhich ishe iis iexpected ito 

ienter iinto isubservient iterms” i(Beer i28). iIt iis iwith iall ithese iaspects ithat ishe ifeels imost 

ipainfully iout iof iharmony. i“The ipent-up ipoetry iin iher isoul ibeats iits iluminous iwings iagainst 

iconservatism, iof ithe ilong iestablished iprovincial isociety iwithin iwhich ishe iis iconfined” 

i(Eagleton i346). iHowever, iGeorge iLevine inotes ithe isource iof iproblems ias i“conflicts 

ibetween iloyalty iand iold icommitment iand iacceptance iof inew iones” i(78). iThus iher iinability 

ito iforget i iPhilip iand iLucy, iand ito iaccept iStephen. iHowever iLevine iconsiders iStephen ito 

ibe i“too iunequal ito iMaggie” i(31) iand iAshton ifeels ithat iher isusceptibility ito ithe iallure iof 

iStephen iis ilargely iproduct iof i“the inarrowness iof iher imind” i(82). iIn iother iwords, ihad 

iMaggie igot ithe iadvantage iof ihigher ieducation iand iexposure ito ithe ilarger iworld, ishe iwould 

inot ihave ifound iStephen iso iadorable. i 

 From ithe ivery ibeginning iMaggie iis iconfronting inot ionly ithe iexpectation iof iher 

isociety, ibut ialso iof iher igender. iThus ishe iis iremoved ifrom iadult imale iconversation iof iMr. 

iStelling iand iMr. iTulliver iTom’s ieducation iand irelegated ito ido idomestic iduties iwith iher 

imother. iHer irefusal ito iadhere ito ithe idomestic iconstraints ifinds iher ibeing i“identified iwith 

ithe idifficult iand ithe idevilish, iswept iaside iof iher ifamily ihome i(124), iDespite iher iacademic 

icapability iand ihigh iintelligence, ishe iis ipushed iaside ito imake iway ito iher ibrother’s 
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ieducation, ieven ithough iTom iis i“slow iwith ihis itongue… ireads ibut ipoorly” i( iThe iMill i36). 

iTom ihas ithe iadvantage iof i“a igood ieddiction” i[sic] isimply ibecause iof ihis igender, ithough 

ihis ifather iis iacutely iconscious iof ithe i“topsy-turvy inature iof ithings… istupid ilads iand i‘cute 

i(acute, iintelligent) iwenches” i(38). 

 Maggie’s i“final irescue” ifrom ithe iworld iwhich iis itoo iharsh ito iher icomes ionly iwith 

iher isudden iaccidental ideath i(478). iThree idays iof iincessant irain imakes ithe iriver ifloss iflood 

ithe itown iof iSt. iOggs. iMaggie irows ia iboat ito irescue iher imother iand ibrother. iTom icomes ito 

iher iboat i(their imother iwas istaying iwith iLucy) iand itheir ilittle iboat icapsizes iin ithe iface iof ia 

ihuge icurrent, idrowning iand ikilling ithen iinstantly. iThey iare iburied i“in ithe iDorlcote 

iChurchyard… inear ithe iDorlcote iMill… iit iwas ivisited iat idifferent imoments iby itwo imen 

iwho iboth ifelt itheir ipresent ijoy iand ikeenest isorrow iwhere iforever iburied ithere” i i i(510). 

 Almost ieverybody i– ithe icommon ireader iand ithe idiscerning icritic i– iis idisappointed 

iwith ithe iabrupt iending iof ithe inovel, iwhich iis ireally iabsurd; ithe iflood ikills ionly ithe ibrother 

iand ithe isister, iwhile i“every iman iand iwoman imentioned iin ithis ihistory iwas istill iliving” i i i i i 

i(509). iFor iLeavis, i“the iending ihas ino isymbolic ior imetaphorical ivalue… iit iis ionly ithe 

idreamed iof iperfect iaccident ithat igives ius ithe iperfect iopportunity ifor ithe idreamed- iof 

iheroic iact’ i(47). i iBarbara iHardy ifeels ithat ithe iflood icomes ias i“a ideux iex imachina i…. ian 

iappearance iof ian iarbitrary iconcluding irush” i(36). iEliot iplaces iMaggie iin isuch ia isituation 

iwhere ifrom ithe ionly iand iperhaps ithe ieasiest iescape iroute iis ideath. iStephen iwrites ito 

iMaggie i(from iHolland) iand iimplores iher ito iaccept ihis imarriage iproposal, iMaggie ifinds iit 

iimpossible ito iaccept ihim i– i“you iwill icome iback ito iher”, ishe isays ito iherself i(The iMill i503, 

iemphasis imine); ibut icannot ihelp ipondering, i“Am iI ito ifall iand irepent iagain?” i– ihas ilife 

iother itrials ias ihard ifor ime istill? i( i504). iJust iat ithis icritical ijuncture, iwhen ishe iis imulling, i 

i“how ilong iit iwill ibe ibefore ideath icomes” i(503), ideath icomes ito isnuff iout iher i“so iyoung, iso 

ihealthy ilife” i(503). iEliot icertainly idoes inot iwant ito igive iher iheroine i“a ilong ibut iloveless 
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ilife” i(502). iSo, ithe i“unwomanly ibold” igirl, iwho idecides ito i“bear iit iall itill ideath” iwith 

isupreme icourage, iis i“rescued” ifrom iher iworldly ipains iand isufferings i(502). iThe iabrupt 

iand iabsurd iending idoes ileave ian iunsatisfactory inote iin ithe ireaders’ imind. i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 i i i i i i i iDaniel iDeronda i(henceforth ireferred ito ias iDD), iGeorge i iEliot’s ilast inovel, i iwas 

iwritten ibetween iJanuary i1873 iand iJune i1876. i iWhile iwriting ithis inovel ithe itwo ipeople 

iwho ihighly iinfluenced iEliot iwere ithe iJewish-born. iDutch iphilosopher iBaruch iSpinoza, 

iand iLudwig i iFeuerbach. iEliot itranslated iin iSpinoza’s iEthics iin i1856 iand iFeuerbach’s 

iEssence iof iChristianity iin i1854 i(Haight i54). iFeuerbach’s iphilosophy, i“the iinfluence iof 

iwhich iis iintegral ito iall iher inovels, ihinges iupon i‘the imoral i[….] iqualitative, icritical 

idistinction ibetween ithe iI iand ithe ithou’ ior ithe iself iand ithe iother” i(55). iThis iis iespecially 

itrue iabout iDD ibecause ithe inovel i“magnifies isuch ia irelationship ion ia inational i--political 

iscale, ias ishown iby ithe idistinction imade ibetween iJews iand inon-Jews” iremarks iRosemary 

iAshton i(78). i iAshton ifurther istates ithat iEliot iis imost iexplicitly iindebted ito iFeuerbach’s 

iinfluence i iin iDD ibecause iof iher ifocus ion i“fellow-feeling’’: i“in iseeking ito icounter ianti-

Semitism iby iencouraging iher ireaders ito iembrace iJewish ipeople ias iher i“fellow-men”, iEliot 

ienforces ia idouble iimperative. iFirstly, ishe idemands ifurther itolerance iand igreater 

isympathetic iunderstanding iof iJews, iwhose iinfluence ion iculture iand iintellectual ilife 

iextends iher ibeyond iEngland ior iContinental iEurope. iSecondly, i ishe irenders ithis iexperience 

iof iincreased isympathy iparadigmatic ito ifurthering iour isympathetic iinteraction iwith iall 

ipeople isuffering ioppression ias ia iresult iof itheir iidentity” i(79). 

 DD iis iEliot’s ilast inovel. iIt iwas ipublished iin iparts iover ieight imonths ifrom iJanuary 

ito iSeptember i1876 iand, i“being ia inew iwork iby ithe iauthor ifrequently ireferred ito ias 

i‘England’s igreatest iliving inovelist’, iit iattracted imany icritical inotices”, iinforms iKathleen 

iBlake i(45). iReviews iof inovel’s iearly iinstalments iwere iinitially ienthusiastic, ibut ionce ithe 
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i‘Jewish iparts’ iwere ipublished ithe icriticism iwas ianything ibut imeasured i(46). i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

iUnfavourable icriticism iof iDD, inotably ithat iof iHenry iJames, irepeatedly ivoiced iobjection 

ito iEliot’s ioverly iidealised icharacterisation iof imany iof ithe iJewish iCharacters iand 

iespecially iof ithe inovel’s inamesake. iHenry iJames iin i ihis iarticle i“Daniel iDeronda: iA 

iConversation” istates ithat i“Gwendolen iis ia imasterpiece” iand isees ithe iJewish icharacters ias 

i“shadows” ilacking iany ihuman itraits i(qtd. iby iHaight i145). iHis iexasperation iwith ithe 

iJewish icharacters iand ithemes iwas ionly ia isample iof ithe iGentile inegative iresponse ito ithe 

ibook. iIn ithis iarticle, ihe isees ithe iEnglish ipart iof ithe ibook ias ia isuccess iand iits iJewish ipart ias 

ia ifailure i(Haight i46). iThe ianonymous icritic iin iFigaro iremarked: i“George iEliot i…. iWould 

inot ihave ispoilt iher ibook ihad ishe imade ithe ihero ia iChristian” i(47), iwhile ithe iRoman 

iCatholic ipublication, iThe iTablet, iscathingly iwrote: i“Deronda’s iacceptance iof iJudaism ias ia 

ireligion iis irevolting… i iwe ido inot iconceive ito iwhat irule iof iduty ishe ihas isacrificed iher 

ireaders’ ifeelings itheir isympathy iand ithe ireality iand iunity iof iher iloveliest icharacters” i(48). 

iThe ireviewers iunanimously iconsidered ithe iJewish isection iof ithe inovel ito ibe itotally 

iunnecessary, iand ivouched ifor ionly ithe iGwendolen iplot. i 

 On ithe iother ihand, ithe iJewish icritics iadopted ia idifferent iview. iJames iPicciotto iin 

ihis ireview, i“Deronda ithe iJew”, ithought ithat icharacters iis ireal iand ithe inovel isucceeded iin 

isubverting iestablished iimages iof ithe iJew ias i“a iswindling ifinancier’’ iand i“a imoney-

lender’’ i(Rignal i78). iThe icriticism iwaged iagainst ithe iJewish ipart iof ithe inovel iamong ithe 

iEnglish icritics iis iin istark icontrast iwith ithat iof ithe iJewish icritics. iFrom ia iJewish istandpoint, 

ithe ibook iwas iseen ias ia imilestone iin ithe ihistory iof iliterary irepresentation iof iJewish 

icharacters iin iEnglish iliterature i(79). iThe ireaction iof iher ireading ipublic iand icritics idepicted 

ia istrong ianti-Semitic ifeeling iand icreated iresistance ito iher iattempts ito ifight iracial 

iprejudices. iThe iJewish icharacters iare iincorporated iin ithe inarrative ias ipart iand iparcel iof iits 

iemotional iand ihumane iaffiliations. i 
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 Eliot iwas iaware iof ithe icriticism iDD icould iface ibecause iof iits iJewish ielement. iShe 

ianticipated ithe inegative ireaction iof icritics iand ireaders. iShe iwrote iin ia iletter ito iHarriet 

iBucher iStowe: i“As ito ithe iJewish ielement iin i“Deronda”, iI iexpected ifrom ifirst ito ilast iin 

iwriting iit, ithat iit iwould icreate imuch istronger iresistance iand ieven irepulsion ithat iit ihas 

iactually imet iwith. iBut iprecisely ibecause iI ifelt ithat ithe iusual iattitude iof iChristians itowards 

ithe iJews iis i– iI ihardly iknow iwhether ito isay imore iimpious ior imore istupid iwhen iviewed iin 

ithe ilight iof itheir iprofessed iprinciples—I ifelt iurged ito itreat iJews iwith isuch isympathy iand 

iunderstanding ias imy inature iand iknowledge icould iattain.” i(qtd. iby iAshton i182). 

 Eliot iexpressed iher idissatisfaction iwith ithe iway ireaders iand icritics itried ito icut ithe 

inovel iin itwo iparts. iIt iwas ithe iinclusion iof ithe i“Jewish iparts” ithat igained ipredominance 

ifrom ithe iauthor. iEliot iwrote iin ia iletter ito iHarriet iBeecher iStowe: i“There iis inothing iI iwould 

icare imore ito ido, iif ithat iis ipossible, ithan ito irouse ithe iimagination iof imen iand iwomen ito ia 

ivision iof ihuman iclaims iin ithose iraces iof itheir ifellow imen iwho imost idiffer ifrom ithem iin 

icustoms iand ibeliefs” i(184). iIt imight ibe ieasily iassumed ithat iEliot ibelieved iit iwas imore 

iimportant ifor ia ireader ito ibe iawakened iabout ithe iJews, itreated ias ioutcasts, ithan ito iadmire 

iDD ias ia iliterary iwork. i 

 DD inever icatered ito ithe ipopular ipublic itaste. iWhen iF.R. iLeavis ifamously 

idescribed iit ias i“consisting iof itwo iseparate ihalves”, ihe iwas ialmost isummarizing ithe icritical 

iappreciation ithat ithe ibook ireceived iever isince iits ipublication. iBy icomparing ithe 

i“magnificent iachievement iof ithe igood ihalf” ito ithe i“astonishing ibadness iof ithe ibad ihalf” 

iLeavis ivoiced ithe icommon ireader’s idissatisfaction i iwith ithe ibook’s i“lack iof iunity” i(74). 

iHe isuggested ia inew ititle ifor i“the igood ipart iof iDD,”: i“Gwendolen iHarleth” iand 

imemorably iremarked ithat ithe ientire i‘Jewish’ isection ishould ibe ideleted iand ithe inovel 

irenamed iGwendolen iHarleth i(76). i i i i i  i 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i105 
 

 Leavis’s icriticism iis iinconsistent iwith iEliot’s iexpressed ibelief iin ithe inovel’s iunity. 

iKathleen iBlake iinforms ithat ias iearly ias iin i1876 iEliot icomplained ito iBarbara iLeight iSmith 

iBodichon iabout ireader iwho i“cut ithe ibooks ito iscraps iand italk iof inothing ibut iGwendolen,” 

iand iadded: i“I imeant ieverything iin ithe ibook ito ibe irelated ito ieverything ielse ithere” i(qtd. iby 

iBlake i(120. i“The isharp icontrast ibetween ithe inotion iof iunity ion ithe ione ihand iand ithe 

ifeeling iof ia isplit ibetween iplot ilines ion ithe iother ihas ibeen ian iissue iof icritical idebate ievery 

isince, iand ian iunresolved ione, imostly idue ito ithe ifact ithat iliterary icritics inever iagreed ion 

iwhat i“unity” iin ia ifictional itext iis isupposed ito idenote”, iopines iGillian iBeer i(56). iThe 

igeneral ireaders ihave ialways ibeen idiscontent iabout iDD’s ibipartite istructure iever isince iits 

ipublication. i  

 In iher iessay, i“Notes ion iForm iin iArt” i(1868), iEliot idefines iunity ias ithat iin iwhich 

i“not ipart ican isuffer iincrease ior idiminution iwithout ia iparticipation iof iall iother iparts iin ithe 

ieffect iproduced iand ia iconsequent imodification iof ithe iorganism ias ia iwhole”. i(qtd. iby iBlake 

i214). iBlake ibelieves ithat i“The iresemblance ibetween iEliot’s idefinition iof iformal iunity iand 

iAristotle’ idefinition iof iplot iunity ipoints iat iher inotion iof ithe inovel ias ia iwholeness i[……] 

iwhich imay ibe ibroken iup iinto iother iwholes, ii.e. iformal iunity iand iplot iunity” i(213).  

 i i i i i i i i i iNumerous icritics iregard iDD ias ia inovel iwhich i“tests ithe ilimits iof isympathy… iwhile 

ithey ifrequently idraw ion icosmopolitanism ior inationalism ito iframe iEliot’s iethics iof 

isympathy, ithis iseldom iinvolves idiscussion ior ieven imention iof iFeurebachian iPhilosophy” 

i(Ashton i85). iGillian iBeer iremarks, i“the iaction iof isympathy ifills iup iall ithe iempty ispaces 

iwhere ia iprivate isubjectivity imight icome ito iexist” ifor iEliot, ibecoming iJewish ilegitimizes 

iDeronda’s iotherwise ipuzzling iselflessness” i(90). iRosemary iAshton iclaims ithat iDD 

iemphasizes i‘the idanger iof iexcessive isympathy ito iits idonor i[….] iat ileast ias istrongly ias iits 

ipositive ieffects ion iits irecipient’ i(186). iMore irecently, iGeorge iLevine’s ifocus ion 

i“cosmopolitan iethics” isuggests ithat i“Eliot idemonstrates iin iDD ithat ia iwholly iimpartial 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i106 
 

iethics iultimately iworks isimply ito isubsume idifferences iwithin ia iuniversal ihomogeneity” 

i(179). iHowever, iall icritics iagree ithat iEliot’s iethics iwere igreatly ishaped iby iher ireading iand 

itranslation iof iFeuerbach’s iEssence iof iChristianity. i 

 George iEliot’s iearlier inovels iprimarily ifocus ion ithe idaily isocial ilife iof iordinary 

ipeople, ibut iher ilast iwork igoes imuch ifurther ithan ithat. iDD icritiques i i“national iproblems, 

isuch ias ithe iemergence iof idecadence iin ithe ilast idecades iof iVictorian iEngland, ithe 

iaristocracy iand ithe iJewish iquestion” i(Eagleton i185). iLevine ibelieves ithat ithough 

inarratives iof iDaniel iand iGwendolen iwere iconsidered iseparable iby ithe icritics, itheir ireading 

itogether ioperates ias ia idual icritique iof imid-Victorian iBritain: ithe iGwendolen inarrative 

ifocuses ion iimperialism, idecadence iand imaterialism, iwhile iDeronda’s inarrative iexplores 

i“the iJewish iquestion’’, iJudaism iand iZionism iMordecai i(183). iOn ithe iother ihand, 

iGwendolen, ithe ihugely iself-centred igirl ihas ito istruggle imerely i“to igo ion iliving” i(DD i846) 

ia ilife ithat iis isans ispouse, isans ifamily, ior iof iany idefinite imission ilike ithat iof iDeronda. i 

 The inovel’s imain ievents itake iplace iin i1865. iIt iopens iin imedias ires ias ithe inarrator 

icontemplates ithe iconcept iof ia ibeginning iin ifiction. iThe inarrative istarts iin ithe imiddle iwhen 

ithe itwo iprotagonists iof ithe inovel, iDaniel iDeronda iand iGwendolen imeet iin ia iGerman 

icasino ibut ido inot iget ito iknow ieach iother ibecause iGwendolen ihas ito irush iback ihome. 

iChronologically, itheir iencounter itakes iplace iat ia irelatively ideveloped istage iand ithe 

inarrator imoves ibackward ito irelate ithe iprevious ievents. iThe imeeting ithat ihas itaken iplace 

ibetween ithe itwo imajor icharacters iof ithe inovel ifulfils ia icrucial istructural ifunction iwhereby 

ithe itwo iparts iof ithe inovel iare iconnected. i 

 George iEliot ipresents iGwendolen irather isuddenly. iUnlike iMaggie iTulliver, ishe iis 

inot ipresented iin ithe inovel ifrom iher ichildhood. iThe ireader’s ifirst iglimpse iis iat ia itwenty ione 

iyear iold ibeautiful iwoman iwho iis itotally iengrossed iin igambling, iin ia ibar iin iLehrbonn, ia 

ifictitious itown iin iGermany. i“From ithe ibeginning iof ithe inovel ithe ireader iis imade iaware 
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ithat iGwendolen’s i‘wealth’ iis iin iher ibeauty iand iher iattitudes, iwhich iwill iprobably ibring iher 

ia ifine ihusband” i(Uglow i98). iThe istory ibegins iwith iDeronda’s inoticing iher iat ithe igaming 

itables, itrying ito idecide iwhat ishe iis. iThe iomniscient inarrator ithen iprobes ithe isoundness iof 

iDeronda’s ijudgement iby ireviewing iDaniel’s iobservations iabout ithe iother igamblers. iThe 

ireader’s iand iDaniel’s ijudgements iare iexpected ito ibe ithe isame. i“The iwhole igambling iarena 

iis ibeing ijudged iin imoral iterms iin iDeronda’s imind. iDeronda’s ifirst iconclusion iis ithat ithe 

idynamism iand iunrest ievident iin ithe igirl iis isomething ievil”, isays iGillian iBeer i(124). i 

  iGwendelon isoon isenses ithat ishe iis inot igetting iuniversal iadmiration, iat ileast ione 

iviewer’s iopinion iabout iher iis inegative. iIn ithe iensuing inervousness ishe iloses iboth iher 

icomposure iand iher iluck. iSo ifar ishe ihad ibeen ithe icentre iof iattention iand ihad iglorified 

iherself ito ibe iin icomplete iof ithe isituation. iHer iambitions ihad ibeen iespecially ito iacquire ithe 

i‘divine’ iimage iof ithe igambler iwho isuccessfully icontrols i ihis ifate: i“… ishe ihad ivisions iof 

ibeing ifollowed iby ia icortege iwho iwould iworship iher ias ia igoddess iof iluck iand iwatch iher 

iplay ias ia idirecting iaugury. iSuch ithings ihad ibeen iknown iof imale igamblers; iwhy ishould inot 

ibe ia iwoman ihave ia ilike isupremacy?” i(DD i39). iDeronda’s iimplicit icriticism iupsets ithis 

ivision iof iherself, i“and imakes iher irealize ithat ithe icontrol ishe iexercised iwas ithat iof ia 

isuperior iperson iin ian iinferior icrowd” i(Uglow i97). iThus iEliot idoes isomething iunheard iof 

i(in ifiction) iso ifar---- ishe iportrays ia ifemale igambler, iat ia itime i iwhen iall iwas iexpected ifrom 

ia iwoman iwas ian iunquestioning iobedience ito ithe imale ihegemony, iwithout ithe ifurthest 

idream iof istepping iinto ia imale idomain iviz. igambling iin ia ipublic icasino, iin ifull iview iof 

ionlookers, iall iof iwhom iare imen. iGwendolen’s i“lust ifor igambling ireveals iwhat imoves iher: 

ishe iwants ipower iand ithe iunquestioning iallegiance iof ia igroup iof ipeople… ishe iseems ito 

ithrive ion ithe iuncertainty iof iaction iof ithe igambling itable iand ithe isense ithat ishe iactually iis 

icontrolling iher idestiny” i( i100). iEliot ipresents iDeronda ias ia irestraining imoral iforce iand 
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iGwendolen iis iportrayed ias ione iwho iis i“willing ito icompromise iher imorality ito iachieve iher 

igoal” i(Beer i126). 

 The istory ithen imoves iin ia iflashback ito ithe iyear ijust iprevious ito ithis iscene, iand itries 

ito iprobe ithe icauses iof iGwendolen’s imoral iuncertainty ithat iDeronda iinstinctively isensed iin 

ithe igambling itable. iAffection ifor iher ifamily i(her iwidowed imother iand iher ibrood iof 

inumerous istep isisters) iis inot istrong iin iher iand ithe inarrator iattributes ithis ito iher ilack iof ia 

ipermanent ihome iright ifrom iher ibirth i(DD i22). iGwendolen’s imother, ithough itwice 

imarried, inever ihad ian iindependent iestablishment, itill ithe ideath iof iher isecond ihusband, 

iCaptain iDavilow, iwhen ishe imoved ito iOffendene i“simply ifor iits inearness ito iPennicote 

iRectory” iwhere iMrs. iDavilow’s isister’s ifamily, ithe iGascoignes, ilive i(DD i23). iThe icause 

ifor itheir iprevious ilack iof ia ipermanent ihome iand itheir ifinal iacquisition iof ione, ilies iin ithe 

icharacter iof iher istepfather, iCaptain iDavilow. iGwendolen ionly igradually isenses ithe 

iunhappiness iof iher imother’s imarried ilife iwith iCaptain iDavilow. iHe ihad ilived iwith ihis 

ifamily iin ia i“brief iand ifitful imanner ifor ithe ipast inine iyears, iand ithey iwere inot itoo isaddened 

iat ihis ideath” i(DD i24). iTheir ilack iof imutual iconjugal iaffection ibecomes ievident ito iher ias 

ishe igrows iup. iWhen iGwendolen icasually iasks iher imother iwhy ishe iremarried iafter ithe 

ideath iof iher ifirst ihusband, iwith iwhom ishe ihad ibeen iso ihappy, iMrs. iDavilow’s ishocked 

iresponse iis ia irecognition iof iGwendolen’s itotal ilack iof iaffection: i“You ihave ino ifeeling, 

ichild!’ i(DD i34). i iNancy iHenry istates ithat iMrs. iDavilow i“evidently imarried ifor iher ilove 

ithe ifirst itime, iand iis iweakness ithe isecond. iThe isecond ione iis iall itoo ifamiliar: iit iwas imade 

ion iat ileast ione iside ifor imoney, iand ithe ihusband icontrolled iall imaterial igood” i(50). i 

 i i i i i iGeorge iEliot ipresents iGwendolen iat ia icrucial ijuncture iin iher ilife, iwhen ishe ihas ito 

idecide iher ifuture, iand iperhaps irealizes ithat imarriage iis ithe ionly ioption iavailable ito iher. 

iThe ireasons iwhy iGwendolen imust iand iwill imarry ilie iin ithe ikinds iof iassumptions iwhich 

iher ifamily iand isociety ihave imade iabout imarriage. iOne iof ithe iprimary ipurposes iof ithe 
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imove ito iOffendene iis ito ilaunch iGwendolen iin ilocal isociety. iShe ihas ibeen ieducated ito ihave 

icertain iaccomplishments, iviz. isinging iand iacting, ibut inot imuch iof iacademics. iJennifer 

iUglow icorrectly ilabels iher ieducation ias i“marriage ioriented” i(121). iStill, iGwendolen idoes 

inot idirect iher italents itoward imarriage. iHer iidea iof imarriage, ithat ishe ihas iformed ifrom 

iobserving ithe icouples iaround iher, iinclines iher ito iconsider imarriage ias i“rather ia idreary 

istate, iin iwhich ia iwoman icould inot ido iwhat ishe iliked, ihad imore ichildren ithan iwere 

idesirable, iwas iconsequently idull iand ibecame iirrevocably iimmersed iin ihumdrum” i(DD 

i68). 

 This ihighly inegative iconcept iof imarriage iincludes iall ithe iimportant icriticism iwhich 

ithe inineteenth icentury ifeminists iwere ilevelling iat iit: i“It iwas iboring, irestrictive iand ieven 

ienslaving, iproduced ia ifamily idifficult ito isupport iand irear iand iwas igenerally iunfortunate”, 

isays i iJennifer iUglow i(135). iGwendolen iis ione iof ithe ifew iVictorian iheroines ito iexpress 

isuch iattitude. iFor imost iof ithe imiddle-class iyoung iwomen, imarriage iwas i“a iromantic igoal 

iwhich iat ileast igave ithem ia igreater idegree iof iimportance iin isociety’ i(Beer i99). iGwendolen 

iwants imore ithan ilove ior isocial iimportance ifrom imarriage. iEliot iportrays iher ias i“a icurious 

ikind iof iromantic iindolence, iin iwhich ishe iis iperpetually iadored iand icourted iin ithe ichivalric 

imanner i– iin iwhich ishe iis itreated ias ia iqueen… iShe imeant ito ido iwhat iwas ipleasant ito 

iherself iin ia istriking imanner, ior irather, iwhatever ishe icould ido iso ias ito istrike iothers iwith 

iadmiration iand iget iin ithat ireflected iway ia imore iardent isense iof iliving, iseemed ipleasant ito 

iher ifancy” i(DD i78). iClearly, ithe ipragmatic, irealistic iside iof imarriage iis ibeyond iher iwildest 

idreams. i 

 This iattitude itowards imarriage iis iwhat iis imirrored iin ithe isociety iaround iher. iHer 

irich ineighbour, iCatherine iArrow ipoint iis ialso ion ithe ilookout ifor ia ihusband. iOnly, iher 

iwealth iensures ithat ishe igets iplenty iof ieligible isuitors. iHowever, iCatheriine imarries ithe 

italented ibut ipoor iKleismer, ithe ihandsome iGerman imusician, iin idefiance iof iher ifamily. i i i i i 
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 i i i i i i i But i iGwendolen iwill inot imarry ifor ilove, ibut ifor imoney. iRex iGascoigne, iher ifirst 

icousin, ifell ifor ithe ibeautiful igirl ibefore ishe imet ithe ielderly, ibut isuper irich iHenleigh 

iGrandcourt. iSince iRex iwas inot irich ienough ito igive iher ia ilife iof iultimate iluxury, ihe iis 

isummarily irejected iby ithe imammon-worshipper, iwho ireacts ito ihim iwith i“a icurious 

ienactment iof ishrinking ifrom iher iown iromantic idreams” i(DD i108). iRex ioffers ito igratify 

iher ievery iwish, ibut iGwendolen’s irejection iof ihim i“demonstrates ihow iher ilack iof ifeeling 

ialso iis iconnected ito iher iopinions iabout isex, iand ibeing imade ilove ito” i(Jacobus i65). iShe 

ishies iaway ifrom iRex ialso iout iof irevulsion iof ithe iphysical iside ior iromance: i“Besides, ishe 

iobjected, iwith ia isort iof iphysical irepulsion, ito ibeing idirectly imade ilove ito. iWith iall iher 

iimaginative idelight iin ibeing iadored, ithere iwas ia icertain ifierceness iof imaidenhood iin iher” 

i(DD i110). i iHere iagain, iwe ifind ithe iauthor ipresenting ianother inegative ielement iin ithe 

icharacter iof iher iheroine--- iher ilust ifor imoney, ifor imaterial icomfort, iin ian iage iwhen 

iwomen iwere isupposed ito ibe iself-sacrifice iincarnate, iwho iwould inot ieven idream iof iany 

ipersonal ipleasure/comfort ithat imoney ican ibuy. 

  iCuriously, iGrandcourt’s inegative iapproach ito ilove-making istrangely iwins 

iGwendolen’s iapproval iof ihim. iHe inever itries ito ishower iher iwith iaffection, inever itries ito 

icome iclose ito iher. iIn ia inutshell, ihe idoes inothing ito iunsettle iher i“physical irepulsion” ito 

iromance i(DD i110). iAt ithe isame itime, ihis iattentions iflatter iher iego. iThus ithe iunusual 

icourtship iadvances ito iits iclimax, i--- ishe ifeels ihim ito ibe ithe imost isuitable ihusband 

ipossible, ithinks ithat ihe iwill iallow iher imore ipersonal ifreedom iafter imarriage ithan ishe ihas 

ihad ibefore. iShe iwould ihave ithe iindependence iof ispending imoney ias iper iher iwill; iwould 

ivisit iplaces. iIn ishort, ishe idreamt iof ihaving ifreedom ifrom ithe isocial iand ifinancial 

irestrictions ithat ishe ihad ito iendure iin iher imaiden ilife. iHowever, ibefore itaking ithe ifinal 

iplunge, iwithout iattaching imuch iimportance ito ihis ipast irelation iwith ihis ierstwhile ifinance 

iLydia iGlasher iand iher iillegitimate ichildren iby ihim, ishe isolicits ithe iopinion iof iher ifamily 
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iin iorder ito ipersuade iherself. iHer iuncle itells iher ithat ishe ishould imarry ithe isuper irich iman 

iwho iwill ilook iafter iher imother iand iher ibrood iof istepsisters. iHer ifamily ialso ido inot 

iconsider iseriously ihis ipast ilife—his iintimate iassociation iwith iLydia iGlasher, iwith iwhom 

ihe ihad itwo ichildren. iThus imoney iand imaterial icomfort itake ithe icentre istage iin 

iGwendolen-Grandcourt imarriage. iThis ialmost imercenary inature iof imarriage, iand ithat itoo 

ion ithe ipart iof ithe iwife, iis iagain ian iunforeseen isituation. iBut iEliot iis iportraying ia iNew 

iWoman, iwho iis inot iangelic i(like ithe iheroines iof iconventional inovels), ibut ia ihuman ibeing 

iof iflesh iand iblood, iwho ihas iboth ipositive iand inegative itraits, iwhom iher ihusband i(and ithe 

ireaders) iwould ihave ito iaccept. i  

 Gwendolen imet iMrs. iLydia iGlasher, iGrandcourt’s imistress, iand iher itwo ichildren 

iby ihim, ithrough ithe iinitiative iof iMr. iLush, iGrandcourt’s ipersonal isecretary, ibefore ishe 

iaccepted ihis iproposal iof imarriage. iHearing iLydia’s istory, iher ishocked ireaction iwas: i“I 

ibelieve iall imen iare ibad iand iI ihate ithem”, i(DD i154). iShe ithen ihurriedly ileft iEngland iand 

iwent ito iLeubronn, iGermany, i“to iflee ias imuch ifrom ithe iidea iof imarriage ias ifrom ithe 

iindividual” i(Uglow i101). i 

 Gwendolen ireturns ito iOffendene iwhen iher imother iurgently icalls iher iback, iwith ithe 

idisconcerting inews ithat ithey ilost iall itheir iproperty i“in ia ifinancial imisadventure” i(DD 

i209), iwith idire ipoverty istaring iat ithem. iAs ithe ieldest idaughter, ithe iresponsibility iof 

irunning ithe ifamily ifalls ion iher iyoung ishoulders. iNot ibeing imuch ieducated iherself 

i(“passed itwo iyears iat ishowy ischool” i[DD i23]) ishe ihas ionly itwo ioptions iof iincome-either 

ito ibe ia igoverness ior ia ischool imistress, ias iher iuncle iGascoigne isuggests i(DD i90). iBoth 

ioptions iare ianathema ito iher. i“Thus ifact, ias iwell ias iopinion isays ithat ishe imust imarry iin 

iincome” i(Uglow i103). i 

 Gwendolen’s iinnate iimpulse iis ito iavoid imarriage iand ishe idecides ito itest iher 

isinging iand iacting italent. iShe ihas ia isense iof ipower iwithin iherself ito idetermine iher iown 
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ifuture i(Henry i78). iShe ibelieves ishe ican ising iand iact iin iplays ito isuch ia ihigh ilevel ithat ishe 

ican ieasily isupport iher ifamily iby ibeing ia iprofessional iactress ion istage. iTo ithis iend, ishe 

iasks ithe iopinion iof iCatherine iArrowpoint’s ihusband, iHerr iKlesmer, ithe italented iGerman 

imusician. 

 i Klesmer iunflatteringly iadvises iGwendolen ion iher i“talent”: i ihe ideclares ithat ireal 

isuccess icomes ito ionly ithose iwho ihave iapproached imusic iand iacting iwith iutmost idevotion. 

iHis icriticism iof iGwendolen iapplies ito iall iordinary igirls ilike iher: ishe ihas inot ibeen iproperly 

itrained iand ithe ideficiency icannot ibe iovercome iby iher i“small italent” i(Henry i79). iKlesmer 

iallows ithat ishe imight iachieve ia ilittle isuccess ion istage iif ishe iaccepts ithe itruth--- ithat ishe iis 

inothing imore ithan i i“a igifted iamateur iin isearch iof ia ihusband” i(DD i198). iKlesmer’s iadvice 

imakes iGwendolen irealize ithat ishe ihas ino iprospects iother ithan ifulfilling iher irole ias idutiful 

idaughter iand iperfect iwife; iit iis i“her ionly imarketable italent” i(80). iShe inow iunderstands, 

ifor ithe ifirst itime ihow ibadly ishe icraves ifor ia iluxurious ilife, iand ihow imuch ishe ienjoys ifond 

imale igazes. iShe iis istunned ito irealize iwhat ireally iher iprospects iare iwhat ishe ican ido iand 

iwhat ishe iis” i( iJacobus i69). i 

 To iextricate iherself iand iher ifamily iout iof ithe imiserable ipoverty istaring iat itheir 

iface, iGwendolen iis iforced ito iaccept iGrandcourt’s iproposal iof imarriage, ithough ishe itells 

iher imother i“loftily, i“I imust idecide ifor imyself… iMy ilife iis imy iown iaffair” i(DD i235). iShe 

iaccepts iGrandcourt’s iproposal iwith i“evident ihesitation” iwanting i“to ihave ithe ipleasure iof 

irefusing ihim” i(DD i294). iHe idoes inot ieven ihold iany iaesthetic iattraction ifor iher: i“…. ithere 

iwas inot ithe ifaintest ismile ion ihis iface ias ihe ilooked iat iher, inot ia itrace iof iself-consciousness 

ior ianxiety iin ihis ibearing… iit iwas iperhaps inot ipossible ifor ia ibreathing iman iwide iawake ito 

ilook iless ianimated… iGrandcourt’s ibearing iheld ino irigidity, iit iinclined irather ito ithe 

iflaccid. iHis icomplexion ihad ia ifaded ifairness; ihis ilong inarrow ieyes iexpressed inothing ibut 

iindifference… iHe ispoke iwith ia ifine iaccent, ibut iwith ia icertain ibroken idrawl ias iof ia 
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idistinguished ipersonage iwith ia idistinguished icold ion ihis ichest.” i(DD i158). iHowever, 

iGwendolen iharbours ia iphysical irevulsion itoward isex imuch ilike iHardy’s iSue iBridehead. 

iThus ishe ifinds iit ieasy ito iaccept iGrandcourt, iwho ipromises iaridity iand icoldness i(and inot 

iphysical/ iemotional iwarmth). iGrandcourt ihimself iholds ino iparticular iemotion ifor 

iGwendolen, ino iexcitement iat ithe iprospect iof imarriage iwith ithis ibeautiful igirl. iEverything 

i‘bores’ ihim, ihis ionly iparticular iinterest iis i“to ibe imaster iof ia iwoman iwho iwould ihave iliked 

ito imaster ihim” i(DD i169). iHis ichoice iof iGwendolen ias ihis ibride i(and irejection iof ithe 

iwealthier iCatherine iArrowpoiint) iis imotivated iby ia ipowerful, ispontaneous iwish i“to ibe 

icompletely imaster iof ithis icreature—this icombination iof imaidenliness iand imischief” i(DD 

i171). iIn ifact iGwendolen’s idire ifinancial iplight iimproves iher imarital iprospects, ias 

iGrandcourt iknows ithat ihis ieconomic istatus iwill ionly ienhance ihis iauthority ias ia ihusband. 

iGwendolen iherself iis iaware iof ithe iactual inature iof iher imarriage iwith iGrandcourt iand iwhy 

ishe icannot ireject ihim: i“she iseemed ito iherself ito ibe, iafter iall, ionly idrifted itowards ithe 

itremendous idecision i– ibut idrifting idepends ion isomething ibesides ithe icurrents, iwhen ithe 

isails ihave ibeen iset ibeforehand” i(DD i309). 

 At ithe itime iof iproposing, i iGrandcourt iadopts ithe ipose iof ian iardent ilover ito ia igirl 

iplaying ihard-to-get, ibut iin ihindsight, iGwendolen irealises ithat ithe iscene ihad ibeen ithe 

ienactment iof ia icontract, ithe iterms iof iwhich iwere iframed iby iher: i“there ihad ibeen ia itacit 

ipart iof ithe icontract ion iher iside i– inamely, ithat ishe imeant ito irule iand ihave iher iown iway” 

i(DD i i308). iTo ithis iend, ishe iaccepts iGrandcourt, idespite ihaving ipromised ihis imistress 

iLydia iGlasher ithat ishe iwould inot imarry ihim iand itherefore ibecome ian iobstacle ito ithe 

iinheritance iof iLydia’s ison. iGrandcourt iknows iabout iGwendolen’s imeeting iwith iLydia iat 

iCardell iChase ithrough iMr. iLush, ithe iman iresponsible ifor iits iarrangement, ibut iis i“ignorant 

iabout ihis iwife’s isense iof icontractual iobligation ito ihis imistress” i( iHenry i88). iGrandcourt’s 

iincomplete iknowledge iabout ihis iwife’s iconscience irenders ihis imastery iover iher 
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i“imperfect’’ i(DD i399). iTo ihis ilast ibreath, ihe ineither irealises ithat ia ihappy imarriage iis 

ibased ion imutual ilove iand irespect, inot ion i“mastery” iover ithe ispouse; inor ithe ifact ithat ihis 

iyoung, icharming iwife icannot ibe ibend iinto isubmission ito ihis iwill. i 

 Eliot ifurther iundermines iGrandcourt’s iassurance iin ihis ipsychological ipower iby 

irevealing ithe ipartiality iof ihis iknowledge iabout ihis iwife’ ipsyche: i“ He ihad icorrectly 

iunderstood i ione ihalf iof iGwendolen’s ianticipation ithat ishe ihas ito iswallow iher ipride iand ibe 

isubservient ito ihis iwills iand iwiles, ibut iher iremorseful ihalf iregarding iher imeeting, 

ipromising, iand ibreaking ithe ipromise ito iLydia i i“was ias imuch iout iof ihis iimagination ias ithe 

iother iside iof ithe imoon. iThere iis ino iescaping ithe ifact ithat iwant ito isympathy icondemns ius 

ito ia icorresponding istupidity. iMephistopheles ithrown iupon ireal ilife iand iobliged ito imanage 

ihis iown iplots, iwould iinevitably imake iblunders” i(DD i402). 

 Although iMephistophelian iin ihis iability ito iabuse ithe ifears iand iweaknesses iof 

iothers i(particularly iwomen), iGrandcourt’s i iperceptions iare irendered i“stupid iby ihis ilack iof 

isympathy iwith ithose ihe ioppresses” i(Henry i90). iHe ican ifathom ithe iidea ithat iGwendolen 

imight ihate ithe iprospect iof ibecoming ia imother ibecause ishe idespises ihim, ibut ihe icannot 

iperceive ithat ishe idoes inot iwant ia ison ibecause iof ia iguilty iconscience. iGwendolen ifeels ithat 

ito ihave ia ichild iherself iwould ihave ibeen iconsenting ito ithe icompletion i iof ithe iinjury ito 

iLydia ishe ihad ibeen iguilty iof i(91). iHer ihusband ifails ito iattribute iher idread ito ithe ifear iof 

ibearing ia ison iwho iwould ioverride ithe iclaim iof iyoung iHenleigh ito iGrandcourt’s iestates. 

iEven iGwendolen iherself idoes inot iseem ito irealise iat ithe itime ithat iher iguilt iabout ihaving ia 

ichild iwith iGrandcourt i“was ia isign ithat ishe ihad iput iDeronda’s iadvice iinto ipractice iby iusing 

iher ifear ias ia isafeguard iagainst imoral icompromise iand ias ia icatalyst ifor iher imoral 

iredemption” i(Beer i98). i 

 The iMediterranean iyachting itrip, iwhich iGrandcourt iintended ias ian iopportunity ifor 

ihim i‘to ifeel i imore isecurely ithat i[Gwendolen] iwas ihis ito ido ias ihe iliked iwith”, iends iin ihis 
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idrowning iat ithe iBay iof iGenoa i(DD i456). iHer imarriage iends iunexpectedly iearly iwith ithe 

ideath iof iher ihusband iduring itheir itrip ito iItaly. iElaine iShowalter icorrectly iconcludes ithat 

ithe iauthor’s iawareness iof iher igender iidentity i“recruits ithe ipower iof iNemesis ito idestroy 

imale ioppressors i(109). iBy iimposing ihis i“will ilike ithat iof ia icrab ior ia iboa-constrictor,” 

iGrandcourt ihad ibeen i‘pinching’ iand i‘crushing’ iGwendolen ito ithe ipoint iof iparalysis i(DD 

i458). iGwendolen iviews ihis ideath ias ia iwilled imurder—by ifailing ito icast iout ia iline ito isave 

ihim, ishe ifeels ithat ishe ihad iintentionally i‘resisted ihis iwill’ ithus i‘kill[ed] ihim iin i[her] 

ithoughts i(Beer i100). iThe i‘white ihand iof ihis’ iwhich ishe ifeared i‘was icapable… iof iclinging 

iround iher ineck iand ithreatening ito ithrottle iher’ iis inow ia idead ihand, ibut iit iis ijust ias icapable 

iof istrangling iher ias iit iwas iwhen ialive i(DD i410). iHer iburden iof iguilt ienhances ithe iprospect 

iof istrangulation, ifeels iGillian iBeer i(101). 

 After ithe idrowning iof iher ihusband, iGwendolen isuffers ia inervous ibreakdown. iThe 

ideath iof iGrandcourt icauses iher imental icollapse. iWhen ishe imeets iDaniel iin iher ihotel iroom, 

iher ispeech iis idisjointed iand iher isentences iare idiscontinued. iWhat ishe iconveys iin ia 

i“fragmentary iway’’ ireflects iher ipsychological idistress iand iconfusion i(Rignal i179). iThose 

idisconnected iutterances iare iintervaled iby i‘silence’, i‘tears’, isinking ivoice’, i‘whispering’ 

iand i‘sobbing’, i‘quivering ilips’ iand i‘tremor’ ithe inarrator iinforms ius i(DD i670). iAt i ithis 

itime, ithe ifigure iof iDeronda icomes iquite iclose ito ithat iof ia icounsellor ior ipsychiatrist, irather 

ithan ia ipriest, ias ihe ilistens ito iGwendolen iand itries ito italk iher ithrough ithe idifference 

ibetween ithe irealities iof ithe imind iand ithe iouter ireality, ifeels i iKathleen iBlake i(149). iBeer 

ialso iconsiders ihim imore iof ia ipsychiatrist ibecause i– iapplying isome iform iof ia icathartic icure 

imethod i– ihe irealises iher ifailing igrasp ion ithe ipresent, ithe ihaunting ipresence iof ithe ipast iand 

ihis iendeavour ito ibring iher iback ifrom ithe ibrink iof itotal icollapse iand imadness i(211). i 

 Kathleen iBlake iopines ithat iGwendolen’s iliberation iis isignified inot iby iher irelease 

ifrom ithe igrasp iof iher ihusband’s ipsychological ityranny, ibut iby iher idecision ipartially ito 
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iaccept ithe iterms iof iGrandcourt’s iwill i(213). iWhile ishe iis iat ifirst ihesitant itowards iclaiming 

iany iprovision, iDeronda icomforts iher iby isaying ithat ishe iought inot ito ifeel ias ithough itaking 

ithe imoney iwere i“a icrime itowards ione iwho iis idead” i(DD i498). iFollowing ihis iadvice, 

iGwendolen idecides inot ito ilimit ithe iamount ishe iaccepts ito ieight ihundred ia iyear, ithe 

iamount iwhich ihad ibeen igiven ito iher imother iwhile iGrandcourt ilived, ibut iaccepts ithe ifull 

itwo ithousand ipounds iannually ifor iher imother’s iand iher iown iuse. iWhat ishe irejects iis 

iresidence iat iGadsmere, ia iremote icoal-mining idistrict. iShe iis iassisted ito iachieve ithis iend iby 

iGrandcourt’s iuncle iand ilegal iguardian, iSir iHugo, iwho, ion ihearing iabout iGrandcourt’s iwill 

iand ithe idisgrace iwhich iit iinflicted ion iGwendolen iby iits i“conspicuous ipublishing iof iher 

ihusband’s irelation ito iMrs. iGlasher’s iis imoved ito isuggest ian ialternative” i(DD i500). iHe 

ioffers ito ihelp iGwendolen ito ilease iGadsmere i“on icapital iterms” ito ia iman iengaged iin ithe 

icoal-mining iindustry i(DD i501). iAfter iher imother ireveals ithat iOffendene, ithe ihouse ishe 

ilived iin ibefore iher imarriage, iis iempty, ishe ifinds iher iown ialternative ito ithe ilife iwhich iher 

ihusband ihad iplanned ifor iher. iGwendolen’s iresolution ito ilive iat iOffendene iwith iher imother 

iand isisters imarks ia icrucial iturning-point iin iher imovement ifrom iegotism i(Blake i67). 

 At ithe ibeginning iof ithe inovel, ino ihome iseemed iadequate ito iher iqueenly idesires iand 

ineeds. iChapter i3 iopens iwith ithe inarrator’s ideclaration: i“Pity ithat iOffendence iwas inot ithe 

ihome iof iMiss iHarleth’s ichildhood, ior iendeared ito iher iby ifamily imemories! iA ihuman ilife, 

iI ithink, ishould ibe iwell irooted iin isome ispot iof ia inative iland, iwhere iI imay iget ithe ilove iof 

itender ikinship ifor ithe iface iof iearth…. ia ispot iwhere ithe idefiniteness iof iearly imemories imay 

ibe iinwrought iwith iaffection iand ikindly iacquaintance iwith iall ineighbours, ieven ito ithe idogs 

iand idonkeys imay ispread inot iby isentimental ieffort iand ireflection, ibut ias ia isweet ihabit iof 

ithe iblood.” i(DD i54). 

 Now, iit iis ino ilonger i“a iquiet ihome iwhich ihad ionce iseemed ia idullness ito ibe ifled 

ifrom”, iOffendene ipromises ito ibe ia i“spot iof i…. iNative iland’’ iwith iwhich iGwendolen ican 
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ilearn ito iachieve ia i“tender ikinship’’ i(DD i654). iEliot ifeels ithat ithis ihome-coming iwould 

ienable iher ito i iacquire isome iof ithe i“sweet ihabits iof ithe iblood” i(i.e., ifamilial iaffection) 

iwhich ishe ihas isadly ilacked. iAfter iGrandcourt’s ideath, iGwendolen ibegins ito ipin iher ihopes 

ion iDeronda, iwho imight ipay iher imore iattention iand iadmiration. iBut ihis iand ihers ilives irun 

ion itotally idifferent itracks. iWhile ishe ihas ino iconnection iwith ihis iJewish iidentity, ihe ihas 

inone iwith iOffendene, ieither. iWithout ihaving iany icommon iground, ithey ican ibe inothing 

imore ithan igood ifriends. i iHowever, iGillian iBeer iconsiders ihis ifunction i, ilike ithat iof 

iKlesmer, ito ibe iof i“a imentor, iin ithis icase, ia imoral ione” i(90). i 

 The iending iof iDD, iin iwhich ithe inewly imarried iDaniel iand iMirah iset iout ito ireclaim 

ithe iPromised iLand, iis iall ithe imore ipoignant ifor iits iinconclusive inature. iDD iis ithe ionly 

inovel iof iGeorge iEliot ithat iis ileft iopen-ended. iGwendolen’s ifuture iis inot isketched iin 

ispecific iterms; ithe ireader iknow ionly ithat ishe iintends i“to ilive”, ias ishe iassures iher iterrified 

imother i(DD i810). iProbably inow ishe iwill ibe iable ito ivalue iher iown ipaternal ifamily ifor iits 

itrue iworth. iThe ipossibility ithat ishe iwill ieventually imarry iRex istill iremains, i“It iseems ias iif 

iGeorge iEliot icould inot iresist ia ilast iromantic ifling…. iHaving idenied iher ireaders ia 

iDeronda-Gwendolen imarriage, iGeorge iEliot imust iprovide isome ihints iof ia iromantic 

iending i(Blake i91). iHowever, ithese ipossibilities iare inot iinked iby ithe iauthor iherself. iAt ithe 

iend iof ithe inovel iGwendolen iis ileft ialone, ithough ishe ifinds igreater irelief ibeing iwidow ithan 

ishe iever ihad ias ia iwedded iwife. iNow ishe imust ilearn ito ilive iby iherself, iaccept iherself iwith 

iall iher ifaults iand ifollies, iand idecide ihow ishe ican imake ithe ibest iuse iof iher ilife, ibefore 

ithinking iabout isecond imarriage ias ithe iultimate ifulfilment. iGeorge iEliot ithus iempowers ithe 

iwoman iwho iis iby inow ichastened iand imellowed iby iher imarital iexperiences. 

 i Gwendolen igradually ibecomes iconscious iof iher ilimitations, ifirst ias ia isinger iand 

iactress, ithen ias ia iwife. iShe ihas ito iintrospect iand irecognize iherself ifully ibefore ishe ican 

ieven imull ia isecond imarriage. iKathleen iBlake iargues ithat iher icharacter idevelopment 
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i“brings iabout iher igradual iethical iredemption, ias ishe iis ishown ito ibe iincreasingly icapable iof 

iFeuerbachian i“fellow-feeling” i(98). iThe iclimax iof ithis iis iforeshadowed iwhen ishe iand 

iGrandcourt iare isailing iin ithe iMediterranean iSea. iAt ithis ipoint, ishe ialready iharbours 

icapability ifor ifellow-felling: i“She ihad ia iroot iof iconscience iin iher, iand ithe iprocess iof 

ipurgatory ihad ibegun ifor iher ion ithe igreen iearth: ishe iknew ithat ishe ihad ibeen iwrong’’ i(DD 

i649). iWhile ithese isetbacks iare ishattering iblows ito iher iego, iGwendolen iis iable ito i‘affirm 

iher iown inature, imake iher inature iobjective ito iherself iprecisely ithrough iliving ithrough ithese 

ievents” i(Ashton i234). iShe iearnestly iattempts ito iovercome iher iproblems iby iclinging ito 

iDaniel’s ijudgement: i“she ihad ilearned ito isee iall iher iacts ithrough ithe iimpression ithey iwould 

imake ion iDeronda: iwhatever irelief imight icome ito iher, ishe icould inot isever iit ifrom ithe 

ijudgement iof iher ithat iwould ibe icreated iin ihis imind. i[…] iand iamid ithe idreary iuncertainties 

iof iher ispoiled ilife ithe ipossible iremedies ithat ilay iin ihis imind, inay, ithe iremedy ithat ilay iin 

iher ifeeling ifor ihim, imade iher ionly ihope i(DD i673). 

  iWhen iDaniel’s iJewish iidentify iis iknown ito iher iand iany ipossibility iof itheir ibeing 

imarried iis iabsolved iforever, ithat ishe iif ifinally iable ito itruly iunderstand iand ifollow iDaniel’s 

iadvice ito i“Look ion ilives ibesides iyour iown….. itry ito icare ifor iwhat iis ibest iin ithought iand 

iaction i--- isomething ithat iis igood iapart ifrom ithe iaccidents iof iyour iown ilot’ i(DD i646). i“In ia 

ireiteration iof iFeuerbach’s icontradiction, iDaniel iand iGwendolen’s ifriendship iis iclosest iand 

imost isincere iat ithe itime iof iparting” i(Henry i178); ias iGwendolen isays, i“it ishall ibe ibetter 

iwith ime ibecause iI ihave iknown iyou” i(DD i710). iAfter iGrandcourt’s isudden ideath 

iGwendolen ineither idies iin igrief inor iasks iDaniel ito imarry iher. iOn ilearning ithat iDaniel iis 

igoing ito imarry iMirah, ishe isobbingly ipromises: i“You ihave ibeen ivery igood ito ime… iI iwill 

itry i--- itry ito ilive…” i(DD i809). iAfter ihe ideparts, ishe iassures iher iterrified imother: i“Don’t 

ibe iafraid. iI ishall ilive. iI iam igoing ito ilive. iI imean ito ilive” i(DD i810). iThe iinner istrength 

isurfaces ito ilend iher ithe icourage ito ilive ia ilife iwithout ithe isupport iof ia iman iby iher iside. 
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 Gwendolen iis iEliot’s imajor icontribution ito ithe ipsychological istudy iof icharacters iin 

ifiction. iGwendolen icould ibe iseen ias iboth ia ivictim iand ithreat iin iVictorian itimes i(Ashton 

i56). iDespite iher iunscrupulous idecision ito imarry iLydia’s ilover iand ithe ifather iof iher 

ichildren, iGwendolen iis ia iredeemable icharacter. i“La iMadonna iPia iis itransformed ithrough 

iher isuffering iin ithe ihands iof iher ihusband iinto ia isymbol iof iredemption, iand iis iidealised iin 

ithe iminds iof ipeople iand iimmortalised iin ione iof ithe imost imoving ifour iverses iof iDante’s 

iPurgatory” i(Henry i231). iHer iinvocation ibolsters ithe irecurrent icomparative idimensions ias 

iinstrumental imotifs iin ithe istructuring iof ithe inovel. iThey iform i“a ideep iundercurrent iagainst 

iwhat iGwendon’s icalls iher i‘wickedness’ iand ia iclear iindication iof iher ihigh imoral iground 

iand ifuture iredemption”, ifeels iGillian iBeer i(75). i 

 Gwendolen iHarleth iis ithe iheroine iof iEliot’s iwho i“most idirectly iconfronts ithe 

inarrowness iof ia iwoman’s iprospects iand imost iprofoundly ichallenges ithem” i(Blake i291). 

iWhen ishe idiscusses ithe imiserable isituation iof iwomen iwith iGrandcourt, ishe isays ithat i“we 

iwomen ican’t igo iin isearch iof iadventures… iwe imust istay iwhere iwe igrow, ior iwhere ithe 

igardeners ilike ito itransplant ius. iWe iare ibrought iup ilike iflowers, i ito ilook ias ipretty ias iwe 

ican, iand ibe idull iwithout icomplaining” i(DD i135). iShe iis ialso i“cruel iand iobstinate” iand 

ibelieves ithese iweaknesses iare ithe iresult iof i“boredom” i– i“That iis imy inotion iabout iplants,” 

ishe isays, icontinuing iher ianalogy. i“...they iare ioften ibored, iand ithat iis ithe ireason iwhy isome 

iof ithem ihave igot ipoisonous” i(DD i135). iShe iherself iunderstands ithat ishe iis icruel iand 

iunkind ito ithe iunfortunate iwoman, iLydia iGlasher, iwhen ishe ibreaks iher ipromise ito iher inot 

ito imarry iGrandcourt. iThis iwrong iand imost iselfish idecision imakes iher ireflect ion iher iown 

ifaults. iIt ialso imakes iher iaware iabout ithe isufferings iof iothers, iviz. iher imother iand iher 

ispurned ilover, iRex iGascoigne. iIn iparticular, ishe irealizes ithe ipain iand ihumiliation iof ithe 

ihapless iwomen iwho iare imaltreated iby itheir imen ifolk. iThough ishe iis iportrayed ias ia iselfish 

iand ishallow iwoman iat ithe ibeginning iof ithe inarrative, ithrough iher ialmost iimperceptible ibut 
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isteady irelationship iwith iDaniel iDeronda, iGwendolen iexperiences ian i“inward irevolution” 

i(Ashton i93). iShe idetermines ito ilive ia ibetter ilife iby ilooking i ibeyond iherself, i-- iby iselflessly 

isupporting ithose iwho ineed iher isympathy. iIn iher ilast imeeting iwith iDaniel, ishe ialmost ibegs 

ihim ito iguide iher, ibut idoes inot idepend iupon ihim iemotionally. iRather, ishe iwants ito ihave 

ihim ias ia ifriend iwho ican ishow iher ithe iright iand ithe iwrong. i“I iwant ito ibe igood,” ishe isays, 

i“not ilike iwhat iI ihave ibeen” i(DD i816). i iShe imarried isimply ifor ithe isake iof iherself, i-- iin ithe 

ilust iin ilive ia iluxurious ilife iin ispite iof iherself ibeing ipenniless. iLittle idid ishe ianticipate ithat 

iluxury iwill icome iat ia ihuge iexpense. iThoroughly ichastened, inow ishe iwants ito iretract ifrom 

iher iselfish iways iand ilive ifor iothers iinstead. iDaniel’s ifriendship iushers iin ithis iremarkable 

ichange iin iher. iShe inow ican iconnect iwith ithe iunfortunate iLydia iand iunderstand iher 

ideprivations iand ihumiliations iat ithe ihands iof iGrandcourt. iThis iconnection, icaused ithrough 

ia icold iand idomineering iman, iin ia isense, i“emulates iEliot’s iown iconnection iwith iher 

iheroines”, iasserts iGillian iBeer i(245). iRosemary iAshton ialso ifeels ithat iEliot ihas ia ideep 

ikinship iwith iher iheroines iin iall iher iworks i(178). 

 i i i i i i i i George iEliot ivividly idiscusses ithe idominant isocial imores iof ithe itimes, iwhen ithe 

isubjugation iof iwomen, iwho iwere iexpected ito isurrender iin isilent iservitude ito imen iwas 

ithought ito ibe ithe inatural icourse iof ilife; iwhen iit iwas iconsidered iproper ifor iwomen ito ibe 

idisciplined iby itheir ifathers ibefore imarriage iand iby itheir ihusbands iafter imarriage; iwere 

isupposed ito ibe itotally iobedient idaughters iand iwives, ito istay iat ihome iand itake icare iof itheir 

inumerous ichildren, ii.e., ito ispend itheir ientire ilife ipleasing iothers, iwithout ihaving iany idesire 

iof itheir iown. i i iBeing itrue ito ithe isociety ishe ilived iin, iEliot idepicts ithe isituations iof ihis 

iheroines iauthentically. i iBut ishe idoes imore ithan ikeeping ithem itied ito ithe iconstraints iof 

isocial irestrictions. iThus iMaggie iTulliver iand iGwendolen iHarleth iare itwo iheroines ito 

ireckon iwith ibecause iof itheir icommitted iconfrontation iwith ithe iconstricting iconstraints. 

iFew iwomen ipossessed ithe icourage iand iresilience ito irevolt iagainst ithe iprevailing isituation 
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iand icurve ia ilife iof itheir iown. iMaggie iand iGwendolen iare itwo isuch irare iwomen. iThough 

ifrom ia ivery iearly ichildhood iMaggie’s ilooks iare iconstantly icriticised, iher iacute 

iintelligence inever iappreciated, ishe iis idictated iat ievery istep iby iTom, ishe inever isurrenders 

ito itheir idominance iand igears iherself iup ito imeet itheir iexpectations. iShe ivirulently irages 

iand irebels iagainst ithe isociety ithat idenies iher ipersonal iidentity iand iconsiders iher ito ibe ia 

icreature iborn ito ibe iunquestioningly isubservient iand iservile ito ithe imale idominance. iShe 

ivehemently irejects igender-based iexpectations iand ianticipations iof iher irelatives, iand iof ithe 

isociety iat ilarge. iHer iopen irebellion iagainst iTom’s irepressive icommands iregarding iPhilip 

iWakem iis ithe ihallmark iof iher iunusual icharacter. iMaggie iis ithe iNew iWoman, 

icharacterized iby iher irebelliousness ithat iarises iout iof iher iclear isense iof igender 

idiscrimination. iHer icharacter iis iin istrong icontrast iwith ithe i“old”(i.e. itraditional) iwomen 

ilike iher imother iand iher iaunts, iwho, isteeped iin iconventional idomesticity, iexemplify ihow 

ithe imajority iof iwomen iaccepted isocial imores iand imodes icomplacently iand ilived itheir 

ishackled ilives icalmly iand iquietly, iwithout iforming iany iripple iof iprotest. i 

 i i i i i i i Gwendolen iis ia imore icomplex icharacter ithan iMaggie. iShe iconfronts iand 

ichallenges ithe inarrowness iof iwomen’s iprospects imore iopenly ithan ithe iformer. iShe ibitterly 

itells iGrandcourt, ibefore iher imarriage iwith ihim, i“We iwomen icannot igo iin isearch iof 

iadventures.....we imust istay iwhere iwe igrow i.....and ibe idull iwithout icomplaining” i( iDD 

i135). i iBut ieven ifor ithis iawakened iand iconscious iwoman, ithere iis inothing ibut iendless 

ibickering iwith iher ihusband iwho iwould inot igrant iher ipersonal ispace iat iany icost, ibut imust 

istrangle iher iwith ihis iunreserved idomination. iThis icruel imarriage iopens iher ieyes ito ithe 

iplights iof iother iwomen, iparticularly iher iwidowed imother, iher iunmarried istep-sisters, iand 

iGrandcourt’s ispurned imistress, iLydia iGlasher, imaking iher imore ibitter iand iintolerant 

itowards iher ibrutish ihusband. iBut ithrough ithese iconfrontations, ishe igains ithe iconfidence 

ithat ishe ihas iher iown ilife ibeyond iuntimely iwidowhood. iShe idecides ito i“live” iand i“be 
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igood” ito ithe ipeople iaround iher, iand inot icommit isuicide, ishe ipromises iher i“terrified 

imother” i(DD i877). i 

 i i i i i Thus, iif ione iconsiders ithe icharacters iof iMaggie iand iGwendolen, ione ifinds ithat 

iGeorge iEliot ihas ideveloped itwo itruly iformidable iheroines, iwho iwere imuch iadvanced iof 

itheir itimes. i iThrough itheir iconstant, icommitted istruggles iagainst ithe irestrictions iand 

ilimitations iplaced iupon ithem, ithey ibecome ithe iharbingers iof isocial ichange, ihowever islow. 

iThe itradition-loving ipatriarchs ihad ito isit iup iand itake inote iof ithese itwo iNew iWomen, iwho 

iwere inot iready ito ibe ipuppets iin ithe ihands iof imen, ibut idesperate ito iscript itheir iown ilives 

ithemselves, ithrough iall iodds. i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 
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Chapter iIV 

In iQuest iof iFreedom: iMonica iMadden iand iMarian iYule i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iThe ipredominant idisposition iof ithe iearly iand imid iVictorian iera iwas iintensely 

imoralistic, irigid iand ipuritanical. iThe idomestic isphere iconfined iwomen ito idomestic 

iservility, ibarring iher ifrom ieducation iand iparticipation iin ipublic iactivity. iThe imaterial iand 

isocial iaffluence iand iscientific iadvancement, iwhich ialtered ithe ilives iof ipeople ito ia ilarge 

iextent, idid iless ito iempower iwomen ior iabsolve iher ifrom ipatriarchal idictates. iMaintaining 

imiddle iclass ihousehold iwas ino iminute itask ior ia iprestigious iissue; iit ionly imeant iservility 

iand idrudgery. iThe ilimitations iand irestrictions iimposed iupon iwomen idid inot igive ithem ithe 

iautonomy ito itransgress ithe ipatriarchal iboundaries. i 

 i i i i i George iRobert iGissing iwas ione iof ithe ifew imen iwho, ithough iborn iin ia itime iof ilop-

sided igender ibias, ifelt igenuine isympathy iwith ithe iwomen iwho istruggled ito ichange ithe 

igender idynamics iand ieke iout ia idignified iexistence ifor ithemselves iin ithe imale-dominated 

isociety, iwhich iconceded iwomen ionly ia isecondary istatus, ia imere ishadow iof imen. iGissing 

iso iearnestly iwanted ithe ioppressed iwomen ito ilead ia ibetter ilife ithat ihe imarried ia iprostitute, 

iand iagain ia ifactory iworker, iafter ihis ifirst iwife’s iearly ideath. iRealizing ithat iwomen’s 

iempowerment iwas istill ia ifar icry, iGissing idid iwhat ian iartist icould ido----- icreate irebellious, 

iempowered iwomen iin ihis ifictions, iwho icould ishow ia iray iof ihope ito ithe ireal-life iwomen 

ireaders. iThus iboth iMonica iMadden iof iTOW iand iMarian iYule iof iNGS iare istarkly idifferent 

ifrom ithe iconventional iheroines iof ithe icontemporary inovels. 

 i i i i i i i This iincredibly icourageous iand ilarge-hearted iman iwas iborn ion i22 iNovember i1857 

iat iThomas iWiller iGissing i(1829-1870), iwas ia ichemist ifrom ia ifamily iof iSuffolk 

ishoemakers, iwho idied iwhen ihe iwas ithirteen. iWith ithe isad idemise iof ihis ifather, iGeorge 

ilost ihis imain iguiding iforce iin ihis iintellectual idevelopment. iThis iwas ithe ifirst iof iseveral 
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iunfortunate icircumstances iwhich idogged ihis ientire ilife. iHis ifather’s ideath ihad ia iprofound 

ieffect ion ihim iand ihis ioutlook ion ilife. iHis imother’s iname iwas iMargaret iBedford i(1832-

1913). iGissing ihad ifour isiblings; iWilliam, iAlgernon, iMargaret, iand iEllen i(Poole i3). 

 Gissing’s iparents ibelonged ito ithe ilower-middle iclass. iHe iwas iacutely iaware iof ithe 

isocial idisadvantages ithis iinvolved i(Poole i11). iHowever, idespite ihis ihumble iorigin, 

iGissing iturned iout ito ibe ian iexcellent istudent. iHe iwas ian iardent ireader iwho itook iadvantage 

iof ithe iextensive ischool/ icollege ilibraries. iThough iamiable iand ibookish iin inature, ihe iwas 

iquite ipopular iand imade imany ifriends iwhile iattending iBack iLane iSchool, iWakefield. iHe 

iwrote ipoetry iand iwon iprizes iseveral itimes. iHe iwas iplaced itwelfth iin ithe iOxford 

iexaminations iin i1872 iand iwon ia ischolarship ito iOwens iCollege i(now ithe iUniversity iof 

iManchester). iIn i1876 ihe igraduated ifrom ithe iUniversity iof iLondon iwhere ihe iwas iplaced 

ifirst iin iboth iEnglish iand iLatin i(Poole i21). 

 Gissing icould ihave iachieved ifurther ischolarly isuccess, ibut imet iwith idisgrace iwhen, 

iwhether inaïve, ilonely ior iboth, iin i1875 ihe ifell iin ilove iwith ia iprostitute, iMarianne iHelen 

iHarrison, i“Nell” i(1858-1888). iHe itried ito isupport iher ifinancially, ithough ihe icould ibarely 

ido iso, iand iwas icaught istealing imoney ifrom iother istudents’ ifor ithis ipurpose. iThe 

ipunishment ifor ihim iwas ione imonth iof ihard ilabour iat iBellevue iPrison iin iManchester. 

iExpelled ifrom iOwens iand igreatly ihumiliated, ihis iconfidence iin ihimself iand ihopes iof iever 

iachieving ihappiness iwere iseverely ijolted i(Korg i24). i 

 Gissing’s imother isent ihim ito ithe iUnited iStates ito istart ianew iwith iletters iof 

irecommendation iin ihand. iIt iturned iout ito ibe ia idifficult iperiod iof iadjustment, 

iimpoverishment, ihard iwork iand imisery. iThese ibleak iexperiences iare ioften ireflected iin ihis 

inovels i(Korg i25). i 

 Gissing iwas ibarely iable ito isupport ihimself iwith ihis iwriting iwhile ihe iwas iin 

iChicago. iHis ifirst ifiction, iThe iSins iof ithe iFathers, iwas ipublished iin ithe iChicago iTribune 
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iin i1877. iIn i1878 ihe ireturned ito iEngland iand ionce iagain imet iNell, iand ithey igot imarried ion 

i27 iOctober i1879. iDesperately itrying ito iearn imoney ito isupport ihimself iand ihis iwife, iwho 

iwas ian ialcoholic, ihe itried ihis ihand iagain iat iwriting. iHis ifirst ibook, iWorkers iin ithe iDawn 

idid inot isell imuch iand ihe ihad ito iturn ito itutoring itwo irich iyoung iboys ifor ibare isurvival, 

inotifies iJacob iKorg i(30). iTo iadd ito ihis imisery, ihis ibrother, iWilliam, iwith iwhom ihe ihad ia 

ivery iclose irelation, idied iof iconsumption iin i1880 i(34). 

 Gissing iwas iunlucky iin iboth ipersonal iand ifinancial ilife. iHe iand iNell istayed 

imarried ionly ifor ifive iyears. iHis iprivate itutoring iprovided ia imeasly iincome. iNevertheless, 

ihe icould inever iabandon iwriting. iHis isecond inovel, iThe iUnclassed, ipublished iin i1884, 

ireceived ifavourable icritical iacclaim. iHe iproduced ia ibook ievery iyear, iin ispite iof imaking ino 

iprofit i(Coustillas i57). 

 On i29 iFebruary i1888 iNell iHarrison idied, iat ithe iearly iage iof ithirty, iin ia iLambeth 

islum, iand iGissing iwas isummoned ito iidentify iher ibody. iSoon iafterwards, ihe itravelled ito 

iItaly, iFrance, iNaples iand iGreece i(Coustillas i59). 

 i On i25 iFebruary1891 iGissing imarried ianother iuneducated iyoung iwoman, iEdith 

iAlice iUnderwood, i(1867-1917) ia istonemason’s idaughter. iHowever, ihis imarriage ito iEdith 

iis imarked iby ia iclear isighted iunderstanding iof ihis inature iand ineeds: i“This iloneliness iis 

ikilling ime. iI ican’t itolerate iit iany ilonger. iIn iLondon iI imust iresume imy iold isearch ifor isome 

iworking igirl iwho iwill ilive iwith ime. iI iam itoo ipoor ito imarry ien iequal iand icannot ilive 

ialone”; ihe iwrote iin ia iletter ito ihis ibrother, iAlgernon i(Coustillas i61). i 

 i  i i i iIn ithe isame iletter, ihe iwent ion iwriting:- i“I iknow ithat imy idanger, iif iI ibecome 

iconnected iwith ia igirl iof ilow iposition iis ivery igreat; iI iam iweak iin ithese imatters. iBut ithen, 

ithere iis ino ireal ihope iof imy imarrying ia ibetter igirl, ino ireal ihope iwhatever! iI isay iit iwith ithe 

igravest iconviction” i(61). 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i126 
 

 The ipain iof isolitariness iexpressed ihere iis iclearly iseen iand iadmitted iand imatrimony 

iis iclearly ineed-based, igiving ithe isense iof iperforming ian iessential iact i(Kirk i98). 

 Gissing iand iEdith ihad ia ison, iWalter, ion i10 iDecember i1891. iIn ithe iperiod iof i1891 

ito i1897 ihis iliterary icareer ibloomed ia ilittle. iMany, imostly iunsigned ireviews iwritten iduring 

ithat iperiod iin ithe icontemporary iliterary imagazines iof ithe itimes, isuch ias iThe iCourt, 

iIllustrated iLondon iNews, iSaturday iReview, iSpectator ietc, ibegan ito irecognize ithe iauthor iof 

iNew iGrub iStreet iand ithe ifour inovels ithat iquickly ifollowed iit: iBorn iin iExile, iThe iOdd 

iWomen, iIn ithe iYear iof iJubilee iand iThe iWhirlpool i(Coustillas i82). iBy ithis itime, iGissing 

ihad ibecome iacquainted iwith iClara iCollect, iwho iwould ilater ibecome ia idear ifriend iand 

isupport ihis iliterary iactivities ifor imany iyears i(Poole i78). 

 George iand iEdith ihad itheir isecond ison, iAlfred, ion i20 iJanuary i1896. iAlong iwith 

ijoy, iGissing ihad imisery ialso i-- iEdith idescended iinto imadness. iNext iYear i(1897), ihe 

ihimself isuffered ifrom ia iserious ibout iof ilung iillness, iand ihe ileft ihis ifamily ifor ia isix-month 

itrip ito iItaly ifor icure. iThis ijourney ibecame ithe iinspiration ifor ihis itravel ibook, iBy ithe iIonian 

iSea i(1901). iWhile istaying iin iRome ihe iwrote iVeranilda, iwhich iwas ipublished 

iposthumously iin i1904. iHe iwrote isome iprefaces ifor iCharles iDickens’s iworks, iviz. iThe 

iPickwick iPapers, iBleak i iHouse iand iOliver iTwist. i iHe ialso iwrote ia icritical iwork i--- iCharles 

iDickens: ia iCritical iStudy i– iaround ithis itime. iBy ithis itime ihe ihad ibefriended itwo iliterary 

istalwarts iHenry iJames iand iH.G. iWells. iHe iusually ispent ihis iSundays iwith iMorley 

iRoberts, ihis ilong-time ifriend, iwhom ihe ihad imet iat iOwens i(Poole i85). 

 In i1898 iGissing imet ia iyoung iFrench iLady, iGabrielle iMarie iEdith iFleury i(1868-

1954), iwho iventured ito itranslate ihis iNGS iin iFrench. iIn i1899 ihe imarried iher. iThis ithird 

iwife iproved ito ibe iculturally iequal iand iaffectionate. iBy ithis itime ihe ihad ibeen iestranged 

ifrom iEdith, iwho iwas ishifted ito ian iinsane iasylum iin i1898. iGissing imoved ito iFrance iwith 

iGabrielle. iHis inext inovel, iThe iCrown iof iLife i(1899) iis ipartly iinspired iby ihis ilove ifor 
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iGabrielle i(Korg i99). iIn i1901, ion ithe iadvice iof ian iEnglish idoctor, ihe istayed ifor isix iweeks 

iin ia iSanatorium iat iNayland, iSuffolk. iThis iwas ithe ilast itime ihe iwould ivisit iEngland. 

iNevertheless, ihis ipersonal icorrespondence iattests ito ihis inostalgia ifor ihis inative icountry 

iwhen ihe iwent iback ito iFrance. iGissing’s isemi-auto ibiographical inovel, iThe iPrivate iLife iof 

iHenry iRyecroft iwas ipublished iin i1903, ithe iyear ihe ipassed iaway, iat ithe iyoung iage iof iforty-

six, iafter iseveral imonths iof isevere iillness, iat ihis ivilla iin iIspoure, iSt-Gean-Pied-De-Port, 

iFrance, ion i3
rd

 iDecember i(Coustillas i110). iHis ifriend iH.G. iWells ihad ivisited ihim ijust 

ibefore ihis ideath i(Donelley i145). iIn i1912 ihis iold iand iloyal ifriend, iMorly iRoberts iwrote ia 

isemi-biography iof iGissing, iThe iPrivate iLife iof iHenry iMaitland. iRoberts idepicts iGissing 

ithe iman, iwhom ihe iportrays ias ia ifascinating ibut iflawed iman, iand inot ion iGissing’s ifiction, 

iwhich ihe iregards ias imisguided iand imarginal i(Halperin i178). 

 George iGissing iis iamong ithe imost ipowerful i“novelists iof itransition” ifrom 

iVictorian ito ithe imodern iage, ibelieves iJohn iGoode i(119). iIn ihis inovels iGissing ipresents ithe 

imost iperturbing isocio-economic, isocio-cultural iand ipolitical isituations iof ihis itimes. iHe 

ialso idepicts ithe isocial ichanges, iwhich iwere itaking iplace iin ithe ilatter ipart iof ithe inineteenth 

icentury. iThus, iGissing’s inovels iserve ias ia ibridge ibetween iVictorian iand imodern iliterature 

i(320). i 

 Gissing iis iessentially ia iclear isighed irealist iand ia ihumanist. iHe iis ia icritic iof 

iVictorian imanners iand ithe isocial, ieconomic iand ipolitical iconditions iof ithe iage ithat itended 

ito isuppress ithe iweak. iHe icharged ithe iarrow iof ihis isatire iagainst iexisting isocial iand imoral 

ivalues, icommercialization iof iart iand imaterialistic iculture i(Halperin i187). iGissing’s 

iindictment iof isocial iinequalities, ieconomic iexploitations, ilow istandard iof icultural 

iachievements iand ithe isubjugation iwomen iexpress ihis idenunciation iof ithe iconventional 

iVictorian ivalues. iPierre iCoustillas, ian ierudite iGissing icritic, iwrote: i“To ime iit iis iclear ithat 

iGissing iwas ia imoralist, ian iapostle ifor ia inew imorality. iHis icriticism iof ithe iVictorian iway 
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iof ilife, iof iVictorian ieducation iand imanners iis ian iindex ito ihis iideals iin iall ifields iof 

iexistence, isocial, ipolitical, icultural iand ieconomic i(190).” i 

 Gissing iwas iessentially ia irealist iin ihis ipresentation iof isocial iand imoral ivalues, 

iopines iDonnelley i(150). iHe idepicted ithe istark iand ithe idark irealities iof isociety iin ihis 

inovels. iIn ihis ilater inovels iviz. iNGS i(1891), iIn ithe iYear iof iJubilee i(1894), iThe iWhirlpool 

i(1897) iand iThe iCrown iof iLife i(1899) ihe iportrayed ithe ievils iof iindustrialization iand 

iurbanization iwith iunprecedented ivigour. iHe idealt irealistically iwith ithe isufferings iand 

ifrustrations icaused iby ipoverty i(156). iThe iindignities, iwhich ithe islum iconditions iinflicted 

ion ihuman ibeings, ibringing iout ithe irawest icorners iof itheir ihearts, ihave ibeen irealistically 

ipresented. iGissing’s irealism imay ibe iunderstood ibetter iin ihis iown iwords: i“Realism 

isignifies inothing imore ithan iartistic isincerity iin ithe iportrayal iof icontemporary ilife i-- iit 

imerely icontrast iwith ithe ihabit iof imind iwhich iassumes ithat ia inovel iis iwritten ito iplease ithe 

ipeople, ithat idisagreeable ifacts imust ialways ibe ikept iout iof isight, ithat ithe ihuman inature 

imust ibe isystematically iflattered, ithat ithe ibook imust ihave ia iplot, ithat ithe istory ishould iend 

ion ia icheerful inote, iand iall ithe irest iof iit” i(qtd. iby iMatthiesen i14). i 

 On iJune i1886, iGissing iwrote ito iThomas iHardy, i“In iliterature imy iinterests ibegin 

iand iend; iI ihope ito imake imy ilife iand iall iits iacquirements isubservient ito imy iideal iof iartistic 

icreation” i(qtd iby iMatthiesen i16). i 

 Gissing’s ifirst ipublished inovel, iWorkers iin ithe iDawn i(1880) idepicted ilower-class 

iLondon ilife ias iwitnessed iby ia iyoung iidealist. iHis inext inovel, iThe iUnclassed iwas 

ipublished iin i1884. iNeither iof ithe iworks igained iany ipopularity. iHe iachieved isome isuccess 

iwith iDemos: iA iStory iof iEnglish iSocialism i(1886), iIsabel iClarendon i(1887) iand iA iLife’s 

iMourning i(1888). iHis idarkest iwork, iThe iNether iWorld icame iout iin i1889. iThese iwere 

igloomy iand ilonely idays ifor iGissing, iwho ihad ilittle iconjugal icomfort i(being imarried ito 

ilower-class iwomen): i“On imy iway ihome iat inight iI ioften ihave ian ianguish iof isuffering iin 
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ithe ithought ithat iI ican inever ihope ito ihave ian iintellectual icompanion iat ihome”, ihe iwrote ito 

ihis ibrother ionce i(Korg i145). i 

 In ihis igrim iportrayals iof ithe isocio-economic iissues iof ithe iday iincluding 

iindustrialization iand idestitution, iGissing ibelonged ito ithe ischool iof inaturalism, iopines iJohn 

iGoode i(121). 

 Gissing’s iearlier ithinking i(in ithe ieighteen ieighties) iwas ishaped iby ihis ireading iof 

iComte iunder ithe iimpact iof iRichard iCongreve i(1818-1899), ia iphilosopher, iand ia idisciple 

iof iComte, ithe ieffect iof iwhich iis ivivid iin iGissing’s inovels iof iearly ieighties i(125). iThis imay 

ibe isubstantiated iwith iGissing’s iown iwords. iIn ia iletter idated i18 iJune, i1880 ito ihis ibrother 

iAlgernon, ihe iwrote: i“First iand iforemost, iI iattack ithe icriminal inegligence iof igovernments 

iwhich ispend itheir itime iover imatters iof irelatively ino iimportance, ito ithe ineglect iof ithe 

iterrible isocial ievils iwhich ishould ihave ibeen ilong isince isternly igrappled iwith. iHerein i iI iam 

imouthpiece iof ithe iAdvanced iRadical iParty” i(qtd. iby iMatthiesen i82). 

 Gissing iwas ialso iprofoundly iinfluenced iby icontemporary iintellectual imilieu. 

iComte’s ipositivistic iinfluence, ithe iclash ibetween iagnosticism iand iestablished ireligion ihad 

ia ideep iimpact ion ithe iyoung iman. iJacob iKorg ianalyzes: i“As ia ithoughtful iyouth iand ian iavid 

ireader, iGissing iwas iaware ithat ithe iestablished iethical idoctrines iwere ideeply idiscussed iby 

ithe iblade iof iscientific iinquiry iand iscience iseemed ito isuggest ithe ipossibility iof ia 

isympathetic icode iof imorality ithat iis ibased ion iits iown iprinciples” i(68). 

 TOW i itells ithe itale iof iwomen’s iemancipation ifrom itheir itraditional ibondage iin ithe 

ipatriarchal iworld. iWith ithe irise iof ifeminist icriticism iin ithe inineteen iseventies, iTOW ionce 

iagain ireceived icritical iacclaim iafter imany iyears iof ioblivion. iGissing iand igenuine 

isympathy ifor ioppressed ipeople, iespecially i iwomen, iwho iwere ibadly isuppressed iby ithe 

ipatriarchal iand ihighly iconservative iVictorian isociety. iIn ione iof ihis iletters, ihe iwrote ithat 

ihis igoal iin ilife iand icareer iwas i“to ibring ihome ito ipeople ithe ighastly icondition i(material, 
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imental iand imoral) iof iour ipoor iclasses, ito ishow ithe ihideous iinjustice iof iour iwhole isystem 

iof isociety, ito igive ilight iupon ithe iplan iof ialtering iit” i(qtd. iby iMatthiesen, i83). 

 Gissing iwas imuch idissatisfied iwith ithe i“ghastly icondition” iof ithe ioppressed 

iclasses, iparticularly iof iwomen, iand iaspired ito ichange iit iby ihis iefforts i(Korg i118). iIn iorder 

ito isave iwomen ifrom itheir iwretched icondition, ithe iyoung iidealist itried ito irescue ia istreet 

iwalker, iand ia ifactory iworker iby imarrying ithem. iIn ithe inovel iTOW, ihe itried ito ibring ihome 

ithe ifact ithat iwomen ican igain iindependence, ifinancial iand iotherwise, iby ipursuing 

iprofessional icareers ilike itypists iand istenographers. i 

 Due ito ihis iunconditional isupport ito ithe icause iof iwomen’s iemancipation 

idemonstrated iin ithis inovel, iGissing ireceived imuch iacclaim ifrom itwentieth icentury icritics. 

iArlene iYoung iexpresses iher iprofound iadmiration ifor iGissing’s iradical ifeminist iRhoda 

iNunn, ibecause ishe i“sees iwhite-collar iwork ias iliberation ifrom itraditional i‘feminine’ 

iavenues iof iemployment i(viz. igovernesses iand ifactory iworkers, iteachers iand 

iseamstresses); irepresents ithe imodern iand iliberated iwomen, ithe ione iless ibound iby 

itraditional igender inorms” i(135). iYoung igoes ion ito isay ithat iRhoda i“suggests ia ihope iof ia 

ibrave inew iworld ifor ithe iindependent iworking iwoman” i(136). i 

 Gissing iis iextolled iby iseveral icritics ifor ihis icreation iof iheroic iwomen iwho ifight 

iagainst ipatriarchy. iThe isphere iassigned ito iwomen iby isociety iwas iunnaturally iconfining i. 

iGissing i“takes ithe i‘odd’ iwomen, iwomen iin irebellion iagainst ithe isocial iorder, iseriously. 

iHe iknows ithese iwomen iare iheroic iand ideals iwith ithem ias isuch” isays iAdrian iPoole i(219). 

iAlso, iGissing iis iacclaimed ifor ihis iartistic isensibility iin ithe inovel, iYoung isays, i“Gissing 

iachieves iin iThe iOdd iWomen ia iunique iboldness iof ivision iand ian iunusual ieffectiveness iof 

iartistic ipresentation, iwhich iare ithe irelated iaspects iof ithe isame icauses. iIt iis itranscendence 

iof ihis iintensely ipersonal iinvolvement iwith ihis ifiction iwhich ioften ilimited ihis iartistic 

iimagination” i(139). iWith ithe irise iof ifeminist icriticism iin ithe i1970s iGissing ienjoyed 
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inotable ipopularity iamong ifeminist icritics i(viz. iArlene iYoung, iMabel iDonelly, iet ial) 

ibecause iof ithis inovel. i 

 However, inot iall icritics iagree iregarding iGissing’s iattitudes itowards iwomen iand 

imarriage iin ithe inovel. iAlthough ihe ipainstakingly istresses ithe iimportance iof iwomen’s 

iemancipation iand iindependence, ihe iis ioften icriticized ion ithe igrounds ithat ihis iattitudes 

itowards iwomen istill i“smell iof ipatriarchy” i(Poole i220). iAs iPatricia iJohnson iasserts, i“The 

iOdd iWomen iresolves ithe icontradictions ithat iit irepresents. iIt iis ithe irepresentation, 

isubversion iand iaffirmation iof isocial, ipsychological iand isexual irealities” i... iThe istruggle iof 

ifeminism iwithin ian iestablished ipatriarchal isystem imust ibe iinfluenced iby ithe ibeliefs iand 

ipractices iof iwhat iit iseeks ito ichange” i(120). iThus, iaccording ito iJohnson’s iargument, 

idespite itheir iefforts ito ifree ithemselves ifrom ipatriarchy, iwomen ithemselves iare ithe 

iproducts iof ipatriarchy. i 

 Robert iSelig ibelieves ithat iGissing ifails ito ifree ihimself icompletely ifrom ipatriarchal 

imoorings iand iemphasizes ithe iimportance iof ihaving imoney. iSelig icalls iGissing i“an 

iambivalent ifeminist, ibecause iof ihis iown iself-centred iobsession iwith imoney iand isocial 

iposition, iwhich, ihe ifelt, ishould ihave idescended, iby iright ito ihis iown iintelligent imale iself” 

i(17). iAlso, isome icritics ipoint iout ithat ithough iGissing itries ito irectify ithe iinjustice idone ito 

iwomen iby ipatriarchal isociety iin iTOW, ithese iexperiments iabjectly ifail. iGail iCunningham 

iopines, i“Gissing’s iexperiments iseek ito icontest iand isubvert ithe idominant ipatriarchal 

iideology ithat idefines ithe i‘normal’ iprofession ifor ia iwoman ias imarriage iand ihence itheir 

ionly iproper imeans iof ieconomic isupport iand iemotional ifulfilment” i(232). iBased ion ithese 

iunfavourable iopinions, ione ican iconclude ithat ithe imost icontroversial ipart iin iTOW i iis ithat, 

iin ispite iof ihis isympathy i itowards iwomen iand ihis iefforts ito iemancipate ithe idowntrodden 

iby ioffering ithem icareers ias iclerks iand itypists, ihe iis ia ifollower iof ipatriarchy ibecause ihe 

istill icarries ipatriarchal ithinking iwith ihim. i 
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 The ivery ititle iof ithis inovel, iThe iOdd iWomen, imay iseem i“odd” ito ithe ifirst itime 

ireaders. iAs iGissing idefines ithe imeaning iof i“odd” ithrough iRhoda iNunn, i“odd” irefers ito 

ithe istatus iof iwomen ibeing iextra ior isurplus, iinstead iof iits inormal imeaning, ibeing istrange. 

iWhen iMonica iasks iRhoda iwhether ishe iresents imarriage, iRhoda itells iMonica ithe itrue istate 

iof i iwomen iin iVictorian iEngland: i“Do iyou iknow ithat ithere iare ihalf ia imillion imore iwomen 

ithan imen iin ithis ihappy icountry iof iours?” i(TOW i64). iShe igoes ion ito idefine ithese i“half ia 

imillion imore iwomen” ias iodd iwomen—no imen ito imake ia ipair iwith ithem. iThe ipessimists 

icall ithem iuseless, ilost, ifutile ilives”(65). iObviously; ifrom ithe idefinition iof i“odd” iit 

iemerges ithat ithe i“oddity” iis irelated ito imarriage. iBecause ithey iare iunable ito ifind ia ihusband 

ithese iwomen ibecome iextra, iredundant iin ithe ieye iof ipatriarchy. iIf iseems ithat ithe ionly igoal 

ifor iwomen iis ito iget imarried. iThere iis ino iother ipurpose ithan ithat ifor iwomen’s iexistence. 

iBesides, ithe ioriginal idefinition iof ioddness ior istrangeness, iin ithe ieye iof ipatriarchy, iremains 

istill iapplicable. iIf iwomen ifail ito ifind ia ispouse ithey iwill ibe iconsidered istrange. iThus, 

ithough i“odd” ican ibe idefined ias ieither i“redundant” ior i“strange”, imarriage iremained 

iwomen’s ionly inatural icalling iin iVictorian iEngland. i 

 Several imale icharacters iin ithe inovel iare itrue ibelievers iof iRuskin’s iidealism ithat 

iwomen ishould ibe irooted iat ihome iand ibe iprotected iby imen. iMonica’s ifather, iDr. iMadden, 

ia iwidower, iis ione iof ithem. iHe iis ia itypical iVictorian iman iwho ifirmly ibelieves ithat iit iis imen 

iwho ishould isupport iwomen. iFor ihim, iit iis iout iof iquestion ithat iwomen ishould iwork ito 

isupport ithemselves ifinancially: i“The ithought iof ihis igirls ihaving ito iwork ifor imoney iwas iso 

iutterly irepulsive ito ihim ithat ihe icould inever iseriously idwell iupon iit” i(TOW i33). iIn ihis 

iopinion, iit iis imen’s iduty ibe ithe ibreadwinner iof ithe ihousehold. iIn ia italk iwith ihis ielder 

idaughter, iAlice, iabout ihow ihe ihas imade isome ifinancial iarrangements ifor ithem, ihe 

icomments, i“Let ime igrapple iwith ithe iworld; ifor, ias ithe iold ihymn isays, i‘tis itheir inature ito.’ 
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iI ishould igrieve iindeed iif iI ithought imy igirls iwould iever ihave ito idistress ithemselves iabout 

imoney imatter” i(TOW i31). i 

 Dr. iMadden’s iideal imay iseem iperfect—men ishould igrapple iwith ithe iworld, iand 

iwomen ishould ibe iset ifree ifrom ithe iworry iof imoney imatters. iHowever, iit idoes inot ioccur ito 

ihim ior ito ithe iRuskin ifollowers ithat ithe ireal ifact ican ibe iotherwise. iThe iproblem iarises 

iwhen ithe ibreadwinner, ithe iso-called ifinancial isupporter iof ithe ifamily, isuddenly iexpires 

iwithout ileaving isufficient ifinancial iresources ifor itheir iwomen ito i“grapple iwith ithe iworld” 

i(31). 

 This iis iexactly iwhat ihappens ito iMonica iand iher isisters iwhen iDr. iMadden iall iof ia 

isudden idies iand idoes inot ileave ibehind isufficient ifinancial iresources ito isupport ithemselves. 

iMonica iand iher itwo ielder isisters i– iAlice iand iVirginia i-- ifind ithemselves iin ia iquagmire 

ifrom iwhich ithey ifind iit iextremely ihard ito iextricate ithemselves. iThese ithirty i–four iand 

ithirty-two iyear iold i“odd” iwomen ihave inot ibeen itrained isufficiently ito iface ithe iharshness 

iof ithe iworld, ibecause iunder iVictorian idomestic iideology, ithey ishould istay iwithin itheir 

ihome iand ibe iguarded iby itheir imen. iThey iare ineither igiven iproper ieducation inor iany 

iprofessional iskill ithat iwill ienable ithem ito iearn itheir iliving. iThus, iwhen ithe ifather idies, 

ithey ibecome iterribly ivulnerable ito ithe ioutside iworld iand iare iplaced iin ia imiserable 

ifinancial isituation. iDomestic iideology ihaving iequipped ithem ionly iwith ia iknowledge iof 

ihousehold iaffairs, ithey iare inot iprofessionally icompetitive iin ithe ijob imarket. iAlice iand 

iVirginia ican ionly iwork ias ia igoverness iand ia ireading icompanion ito ian iupper-class ilady. 

iThese iare ithe ionly ijobs ithat iare ideemed isuitable ifor iwomen, ibecause ithey iprofess 

inurturing iand icaring, iwhich iexactly icorrespond ito ithe ipresumed imotherly inature iof 

iwomen. iBut ito itheir iutter idismay, ithey idiscover ithat ithese itwo ijobs iare ihorrendously ilow-

paid: i“Alice iobtained ia isituation ias inursery igoverness iat isixteen ipounds ia iyear. iVirginia 
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iwas ifortunate ienough ito ibe iaccepted ias icompanion iby ia igentlewoman iat iWeston-super-

Mare; iher ipayment, itwelve ipounds” i(TOW i40). 

 Such ia imeasly iamount ican ibarely isupport ia iperson ifor ian ientire iyear. iThe ilowest 

iincome iof ia imale icharacter iin ithe inovel iis iseventy ipounds. iEven ia imale ishop iassistant 

iearns ione ihundred iand ififty ipounds iannually. iBecause iof itheir imeagre iincome, iAlice iand 

iVirginia ihave ito ispend ias ilittle imoney ias ipossible ito isurvive. iThey ieven ihave ito ibring 

idown itheir ifood iexpenses ito ionly ifour ipence ia iday, isurviving ionly ion irice iwith ibutter, 

ipepper iand isalt. iSince ithey ilack ienough imoney ito ibuy iproper ifood ithese itwo isisters’ ihealth 

ideteriorates idrastically. iAlice ihas ifrequent iheadaches iand ifever iand iis ioften ibed- iridden, 

iwhile iVirginia ioften ifaints iand ihas ito iresort ito ialcohol ito irevive iherself. iActually, ithese 

imiserable iwomen iare idying ia islow ideath. iRealizing ithat ithey ihave ito icarry ion i i iwith ionly 

ifour ipence ia iday, iVirginia iasks iin iutter ifrustration, i“Is isuch ia ilife iworthy iof ithe iname?” 

i(TOW i44). iSince isuch ia ilife iis iso imiserable, imarriage, iespecially ito isomeone irich, iseems 

ito ibe ithe ionly ichoice ifor iwomen iwithout ifinancial istrength, ia icondition ithat iapplies 

ispecifically ito iMonica, ithe i21 iyear iold iyoungest idaughter iof iDr. iMadden, ia ibeautiful, 

icheerful igirl. i 

 Monica itoo, ilike iher isisters, ihas ito iwork itoo isupport iherself iafter ithe ifinancial ipillar 

iof ithe ifamily iis ino imore. iShe iworks ias ia ishop iassistant iin ia idraper, ia ibehind-the-counter 

iwork ithat iwas ideemed ito ibe ia idecent ijob ifor i imiddle iclass iwomen, ibecause iit idid inot 

iinvolve imanual ilabour, iwhich iwas iconsidered isuitable ionly ifor ilower-class ipeople. iBut 

ithat idid i inot imake iit ian iideal ijob. iThe iworking iconditions iwere i inotoriously ihorrible. iIt ican 

ibest ibe isummarized iby iClara iCollet’s ireport isubmitted ito ithe iRoyal iCommission ion 

iLabour iabout ithe iemployment iof iWomen iin i1893, iwhich iGissing ihimself iquotes iin ihis 

inovel: i“The iconstant isupervision iof ithe ishop-walker, ithe ipatience iand ipoliteness irequired 

ito ishow ito ithe imost itrying icustomers, ithe idifficulty iof itelling ithe itruth iabout ithe igoods 
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iwithout iincurring ithe idispleasure iof ithe imanagers, ithe ilong istanding ihours, ithe iclosed 

iatmosphere ieven iin iwell iventilated ishops iwhen icrowded iwith icustomers, ithe ishort itime ifor 

imeals, ithe icare irequired ito ikeep ithings iin itheir iright iplaces ito imake iout iaccounts icorrectly, 

ithe idull ievenings iwith igaslights iand ihigh ichances iof idismissal iwithout iprior iwarning ior 

iexplained ireason iall itend ito irender ithe ioccupation iof ithe ishop iassistance imost itrying ito ithe 

inerves iand iinjurious ito ihealth” i(59). i 

 In iaddition ito ilong iand itiring iworking ihours iand iinsufficient imeals, imeagre isalary 

iwas ialso ianother idisadvantage iof iworking ias ia ishop iassistant. iBut istill, ithere iwere itoo 

imany igirls istriving ifor ilimited ivacancies. iIn ia idiscourse iabout ithe iworking iconditions iof 

ishop iassistants, iMonica iexclaims ito iRhoda, i“if ionly iyou iknew ihow iterribly ihard iit iis ifor 

imany igirls ito ifind ia iplace” i(TOW i62). iNaturally, iwith iso imany iapplicants, ithe iemployers 

ialways ihad ia irecruiting ipool ito iselect ifrom iso ithat ithey icould ireduce ithe isalary ito ia ivery 

ilow ilevel. i 

 i With iher imeasly iincome, iMonica icannot isupport iherself iwell iby iworking ias ia ishop 

iassistant iand ithe iterrible iworking iconditions ibegin ito ihave ia itoll ion iher ihealth. iAs iher ielder 

isister, iVirginia, icomments ito iRhoda, i“She i[Monica] iis iworked ito ideath” i(TOW i50). iSince 

ithe iworking iconditions iof ishop iassistants iare imiserable, iMonica irealizes ithat ishe imust ifind 

ianother ialternative, isuch ias imarriage. iOtherwise, iher ifuture ilife iwill ibe ihopeless. iFor iher, 

imarriage iis ia igood ioption ibecause iseeking i i imarriage ias ia ihaven ifrom iall iills iwas ihappily 

isanctioned iby icontemporary iviews. iGissing ihimself iwas iaware ithat i“the imajority iof ishop 

iassistants ilook iupon imarriage ias itheir ione ihope iof irelease, iand iwould i“marry ianybody ito 

iget iout iof ithe idrapery ibusiness”. i(Halperin i117). 

 But, iMonica iwill inot irandomly ipick iman isimply ifor ithe isake iof imarriage. 

iEconomic iluxury iis iher ipriority iwhen iit icomes ito ichoosing ia ihusband. iWhen ishe iis 

iproposed iby iher icolleague, iBullivant, ishe iruthlessly iasks, i“How iwould iit ibe ipossible ifor 
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iyou ito isupport ia iwife?” i(TOW i60). iHer isound ifinancial isense igauzes ihim ias ian 

iunattractive iman ibecause iof ihis iunsatisfactory iincome iand ishe iflatly irefuses ihis iproposal. 

iShe irequires ia irich ihusband iwho ican iinstantly iredeem iher ifrom iher iwretched icondition iof 

ibeing ienslaved ias ia ishop iassistant. i 

 Compared ito iBullivant, iEdmund iWiddowson, ia iman iin ihis iearly iforties ibut iwith ian 

iannual iincome iof isix ihundred ipounds ia iyear, iseems ia ibetter icandidate ias iMonica’s 

ihusband ifor ia inumber iof ireasons: i“With ithat iamazement iand irapture iwould iany ione iof iher 

ishop icompanions ilisten ito ithe iadvances iof ia iman iwho ihad isix ihundred ia iyear! iYet iMonica 

idid inot idoubt ihis itruthfulness iand ithe ihonesty iof ihis iintentions…. iAs ithings iwent iin ithe 

imarriage iwar, ishe imight iesteem iherself ia imost ifortunate iyoung iwoman. iIt iseemed ithat ihe 

ihad ireally ifallen iin ilove iwith iher; ihe imight iprove ia idevoted ihusband. iShe ifelt ino ilove iin 

ireturn; ibut ibetween ithe iprospect iof ia imarriage iof iesteemed iand ithat iof ino imarriage iat iall 

ithere iwas ilittle iroom ifor ihesitation. iThe ichances iwere ishe imight inever iagain ireceive ion 

ioffer ifrom ia iman iwhose isocial istanding ishe icould irespect” i(TOW i91). 

 Thus ishe i“mortgages iherself iin ilien iof ian ieasy iand icomfortable ilife ibecause 

imatrimony ito iher iis ilike ia igamble iof ilife ior ideath iin iwhich ishe idoes inot ihave itoo imany 

ichoices” i(Halperin i119). iIt idoes inot ioccur ito iher ithat itheir imarriage imight ibe ithe 

ibeginning iof ia idisaster ifor iboth iof ithem. iWhen ishe iinforms iher iroommate, iMildred 

iVespers, iof ithe inews ithat ishe iis igoing ito imarry iWiddowson, iMildred icorrectly ipredicts ithe 

imisfortune ithat itheir imarriage iwill icause: i“You imust ilet ime itell ithe itruth ias iwell. iI ithink 

iyou iare igoing ito imarry iwith ialtogether iwrong iideas. iYou iwill ido ian iinjustice ito iMr. 

iWiddowson. iYou iare imarrying ihim ifor ia icomfortable ihome i– ithat’s iwhat iit iamount ito iand 

iYou’ll irepent iit ibadly isomeday—you’ll irepent” i(TOW i131). 
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 Mildred iclearly istates ithe ireal ireason iof iMonica’s iwith iWiddowson—a imarriage 

inot ibased ion ilove ibut ion iutility, ithat iis, iMonica iexploits iWiddowsons’ imoney ito ifind ian 

ieasier, imore icomfortable iway iof iliving. i 

 Mona iCaird, ia iNew iWoman inovelist iin ithe i1890s, iprobed ithe ireal ireason iof isuch 

imercenary imarriages iwhen ishe iwrote: i“It iis ia ifolly ito iinveigh iagainst imercenary 

imarriages, ihowever idegrading ithey imay ibe, ifor ia iglance iat ithe iposition iof iaffairs ishows 

ithat ithere iis ino ireasonable ialternative. iWe icannot iask ievery iwoman ito ibe ia iheroine iand 

ichoose ia ihard iand ithorny ipath iwhen ia icomparatively ismooth ione, i(as iit iseems), ioffers 

iitself, iand iwhen ithe ipressure iof ipublic iopinion iurges istrongly iin ithat idirection” i(qtd. iby 

iGissing i139). 

 Even iMonica iherself iis iaware ithat ishe idoes inot itruly ilove iWiddowson. iTo 

iMildred’s ichiding ishe ireplies, i“He i[Widdowson] ihas imade ime ilove ihim” i(TOW i131). 

iSuch ia ireply iconveys ithe imessage ithat ishe iis iobliged ito ilove iWiddowson; iis iobligated ito 

ilove ihim iin ireturn ifor ihis ioffering iher ia icomfortable ilife. iShe iis inot iemotionally iconnected 

iwith iWiddowson. iWithin ia iloveless imarriage, iit iis ipredictable ithat itheir iunion iwill iend iup 

iin imisery. iAlso, ianother ifacet iof itheir imarriage iis ithat iMonica iand iWiddowson iare 

iincompatible iin itheir ipersonalities. iMildred ihas ialready ipointed ithis iout ito iMonica ithat 

i“he’s itoo iold. iYour ihabits iand ihis iwon’t isuit” i(TOW i132). iActually, iWiddowson iis itwice 

ias iold ias iMonica. iOwing ito isuch ihuge iage idifference, ithey ido inot ishare imany icommon 

iinterests. iWiddowson iis ian iextreme i i iintrovert iwho iprefers ito istay iat ihome irather ithan igo 

iout iand ihave ienjoyable itime iwith ifriends iand irelatives. iHe iconfesses ito iMonica ithat ihe iis 

inot ia isociable iperson iat ithe itime iof ihis inew iacquaintance iwith iher: i“I idon’t ieasily imake 

ifriends; ias ia irule iI ican’t italk ito istrangers. iI ikeep iso imuch ito imyself ithat/ ithose iwho iknow 

ime ionly ia ilittle ithink ime isurly iand iunsociable” i(TOW i117). i 
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 In icontrast ito iWiddowson ibeing ian iunsocial iman, iMonica iis ia icheerful igirl iwho 

iloves ito imake ifriends ithan istay iindoors. iWhen ion ia ivacation ito ia isummer iresort, ishe itells 

iWiddowson ithat ithey iought ito itravel imore ioften iwith ithe imoney iand ileisure ithey ihave 

iinstead iof istaying iat ihome iall iday: i“Think iof ithe inumber iof ipeople iwho ilive ia idull, 

imonotonous ilife ijust ibecause ithey ican’t ihelp iit; ihow ithey iwould ienvy ius, iwith iso imuch 

imoney ito ispend, iand ifree ito ido ijust iwhat iwe ilike! iDoesn’t iit iseem ia ipity ito isit ithere iday 

iafter iday ialone?” i(TOW i177). 

 Owing ito itheir idisparate ipersonalities, iconflicts ibetween ithe icouple ibecome 

iunavoidable. iThe iroot iof itheir iconflict iis ithat iMonica iclaims imore ifreedom iin iher 

irelationship iwith iWiddowson, iwho imiserably ifails ito iunderstand ithat ia igirl, iwho ihas ibeen 

iworking ifor ifive iyears iand iearning iher iown iupkeep, icannot ibe ikept iunder ithis ithumb 

isimply ibecause ishe ihas itied ithe iknot iwith ihim. iShe ihas ileft iher ijob, ibut inot iher 

i“independence iof imind iand ibeing” i( iYoung i i60). iHer iassertion ifor iher ipersonal ispace iirks 

ihim, ieven ithough iearly iin itheir icourtship iMonica istated icategorically, i“I iwill isee iyou ionce 

ievery iweek. iBut iI imust istill ibe iperfectly ifree” i(TOW i98, iemphasis imine). i 

 After ithey iare imarried, iMonica iasserts iher ifreedom ito igo ioutside ihome iwherever 

ishe idesires ito. iIn itheir idiscussion iof ihow ito iimprove itheir irelationship, ishe iboldly istates 

iwhat ishe idesires: i“I iwould ilike ito imake imore ifriends, iand ito isee ithem ioften. iI iwant ito ihear 

ipeople italk, iand iknow iwhat iis igoing ion iround iabout ime. iAnd ito iread ia idifferent ikind iof 

ibooks; ibooks iwhat iwould ireally iamuse ime, iand igive ime isomething iI icould ithink iabout 

iwith ipleasure. iLife iwill ibe ia iburden ito ime ibefore ilong, iif iI idon’t ihave imore ifreedom i(TOW 

i179, iemphasis imine). iBut iWiddowson imiserably ifails ito iappreciate ihis iwife’s ireal ineeds 

iand iforgets ithat ishe, ias ia ihuman ibeing, iis ialso ientitled ito ipossess ifreedom. iHe itries ito 

irefute iher iby iresorting ito ithe iage- iold ipatriarchal i idogma ithat imen iand iwomen iare idifferent 

iand ithus iwomen icannot ienjoy ias imuch ias ifreedom ias imen. i 
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 To icounteract iher ihusband’s ifallacy, iMonica imakes iher imost idaring irequest- 

iequality iin ithe ihusband-and-wife irelationship. i“I ican’t isee ithat imakes iany idifference. iA 

iwoman iought ito igo iabout ijust ias ifreely ias ia iman. iI idon’t ithink iit’s ijust. iWhen iI ihave idone 

imy iwork iat ihome, iI ithink iI iought ito ibe ievery ibit ias ifree ias iyou iare—every ibit ias ifree. iAnd 

iI’m ivery isure, iEdmund, ithat ilove ineeds ifreedom iif i iit iis ito iremain ilove iin itruth” i(TOW 

i179). i 

 With ithe ifear iof ilosing iMonica ilooming ilarge iin ihis iheart, ithe iinsecure ihusband 

imakes ia iplan: ithey iwould imove ito ia icountry imansion ithat iwill iautomatically iinhabit ihis 

ifreedom-loving iwife iwithin ithe idomestic isphere. iNaturally, iMonica iregards ithis iplan ias 

iher itotal iimprisonment iby iWiddowson: i“You ihave ino iconfidence iin ime iand iyou iwant ito 

iget ime iaway iinto ia iquiet icountry iplace iwhere iI ishall ibe iunder iyour ieyes ievery imoment” 

i(TOW i210). 

 Monica iis iundoubtedly ia iNew iWoman, iwho iknows iher imind iand ihas ithe icourage 

ito ispeak iit iout. iElaine iShowalter istates: i“Gissing itakes ithe ifeminist icause iseriously, ihis 

iwomen italk, iargue iand ithink ihard iabout ithe ipolitical iand ipsychological iissues ithat istill 

iconcern ius itoday. iThe iOdd iWomen itakes iup ithe iissues iof igender iand iclass i(Monica iis 

idecidedly iof ia ilower ifinancial iclass ithan iWiddowson)…. ithe iprospects iof imarriage ias ia 

iunion iof iequal ipartners… iIt iis ia igripping ipsychological i ianalysis iof ithe iconflicting 

iexpectations iof iwomen iand imen” i(12). i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 Monica iis inot ilike iRhoda iNunn, iwho inever imarries, ibut idevotes iherself ifully ito ithe 

icause iof iupliftment iof idestitute i“odd” i(i.e., inot i“even” ithrough imarriage) iwomen. iShe igets 

imarried, iis ifully iaware iof iher idomestic iresponsibilities, iand iis iquite iwilling ito ido 

ihousehold iwork iand iother iwifely iduties. iBut ishe inever ibows ito iher ihusband’s iillogical 

idemand iof i“only istaying iindoors” iand i“be ithe iworld ito ieach iother” i(TOW i213). iIn 

iretaliation ito ihis iunnatural ipossessiveness, ishe iis i“driven ito ideclare ithat iif iwomen ihad ifair 
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itreatment, iboth iinside iand ioutside itheir ihomes, ithere iwould inot ibe imuch idifference 

ibetween ithe isexes” i(Young i167). i 

 But, ias iMichael iCollie iso iacutely iobserves, i“to iabandon ithe iidea iof i“nature” 

iterrifies ia iweak iperson ilike iWiddowson, iwho i igets ihis iprimary iself-esteem ifrom iclinging 

ito inotions iof isexual isupremacy” i(14). 

 Widdowson iis ihighly iinsecure. iHe iis iafraid iof iappearing ihelpless ior iincompetent iin 

iany iway ibefore ihis iyoung iwife. i iHe icannot ispeak iFrench iand itherefore ihe igives iup ithe iidea 

iof igoing ito iFrance, ia itrip ithat iMonica iwas ilooking iforward ito iwith ieager ianticipation, iand 

ithe icancellation icauses iher ia ihuge idisappointment iand imakes ithe igap ibetween ithem ia ilittle 

iwider. iHe ibelieves ihis imasculinity idepends ion ihis ibeing istrong, iconfident iand idecisive. iIt 

inever ioccurs ito ihim ithat iMonica idoes inot ipermit ihim ito ibe ithe idecision-maker iof iher ilife. 

iThe imore ihe itries ito icontrol iher, ithe ifurther ishe imoves iaway ifrom ihim i(Poole i168). 

 Eventually, irealizing ithat iWiddowson iwill inot ilift ihis isurveillance, iMonica igives 

ihim ithe iultimatum: i i“I ican ionly isay ias iI ihave isaid ibefore, ithat ithings iwill inever ibe ibetter 

iuntil iyou icome ito ithink iof ime ias iyour icompanion, inot ias iyour ibondwoman. iIf iyou ican’t ido 

ithis, iyou iwill imake ime iwish ithat iI ihad inever imet iyou iand iin ithe iend iI iam isure iit iwon’t ibe 

ipossible ifor ius ito igo ion iliving itogether” i(TOW i212). 

 Thus, ito iMonica, imarriage ibecomes ian ieven imore imiserable icondition ithan ithat iof 

iworking ias ia ishop iassistant i: i“She ithought iwith ienvy iof ithe ishop-girls iin iWalworth iRoad; 

iwished iherself iback ithere. iWhat iunspeakable ifolly ishe ihad icommitted!” i(TOW i212). iNow 

ishe ifully irealizes ithe iprophetic itruth iof iMildred’s icaution. iHowever, ithough ishe iis 

imiserably itrapped imarriage, ishe icannot iaccept iit ito ibe iher ifinal idestiny. iShe iis ithe iNew 

iWoman, iwho idesperately iendeavours ito ifind ian iexit ifrom ithe ibond ithat igalls iher 

iincessantly, iruthlessly. i“I isincerely ibelieve ithat ian ieducated iwoman ihad ibetter ibecome ia 

idomestic iservant ithan itry ito iimitate ithe ilife iof ia iman” ithese iwords i iuttered iby iWiddowson 
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icategorically iexplains ihis iviews ito iher iin ithe iearly imonths iof itheir imarriage i(TOW i168). 

iDue ito ihis i ifixed iobsession iabout iwomen’s ineed ifor imale iguidance, iWiddowson iforfeits 

ithe ichance iof isaving i ihis imarriage. iHe iis iblinded iby ihis iprejudices iagainst iwomen iwithout 

irealizing ithat iit ionly iwidens ithe ichasm ibetween ihim iand iMonica. iWhen ihe ieventually 

isenses ithe ibasic iproblem iof itheir imarriage, iit iis itoo ilate ito iretrieve itheir irelationship. iIn ihis 

imusing ion ithe itrouble iin itheir irelationship, iWiddowson ifinally irealizes: i“We iare iunsuited 

ito ireach iother. iWe ido inot iunderstand ione ianother. iOur imarriage iis iphysical, iand inothing 

imore. iMy ilove—what iis imy ilove? iI ido inot ilove iher imind, iher iintellectual ipart… iMonica’s 

iindependence iof ithought iis ia iperpetual iirritation ito ime. iI idon’t iknow iwhat iher ithoughts 

ireally iare, iwhat iher iintellectual ilife isignifies” i(TOW i247, iemphasis imine). i 

 i Due ito ihis ifolly iand iegoism, itheir imarriage iis ifinally iirredeemable. iWiddowson 

ihimself idestroys ihis iown imarriage. iHad ihe ionly iappreciated ihis iwife’s i“independence iof 

ithought”, ihis imarriage iwould inot ihave ihit ithe ibedrocks. iOut iof ia isense iof ifalse iinsecurity 

iand ithe ifear iof ilosing iMonica, ihe ialways ikeeps ihis ivigilance ion iher. iWhen ishe igoes 

ioutside, ihe imorbidly ipanics ithat ishe ino ilonger iloves ihim iand iwill ileave ihim iforever. iHe 

imiserably ifails ito iunderstand ithat ithe imore ihe itries ito ibind ithemselves itogether iand 

iconfine iMonica iwithin ithe idomestic isphere, ithe imore ihe iis idriving iher iaway ifrom ihim 

i(Showalter i21). 

 It iis ifreedom ithat iMonica ialways iwishes ito imaintain iin iher imarriage. iThe 

iembodiment iof isuch ia idesire iis ievinced iin iher iconstant imovement ifrom ione iplace ito 

ianother iwithin iLondon. iThus ishe idefies ithe i“socially icoded imodes iof ibehaviour” iassigned 

ito iwomen iby ipatriarchal iideology, iaccording ito iwhich iwomen’s isphere iof imobility iis 

iwithin itheir ihome i(Halperin i184). iTo irefuse ito icomply iwith ithe isocially imoulded icodes iof 

ibehaviour, iMonica imoves ilike ia inomad iin iLondon, igiving iherself ithe inew iidentity iis ithat 

ishe iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho imoves ifreely ias iany iman. i 
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 Monica’s icourage iis inot ionly iseen iin iher iconstant imobility, ibut ialso iin ithe ifact ithat 

ishe i imoves ifrom iplace ito iplace iwithout iany ichaperone, iin idirect iconflict iwith ithe inorm iof 

iVictorian ifemininity. iThe istern ipatriarchs ideemed iit ihighly iinappropriate ifor iwomen ito ibe 

iseen iin ipublic iplaces iall ialone. iIf ia isolitary iwoman iwas iseen ito iappear iin ipublic iplaces, ishe 

icould ihazard ithe isuspicion iof ibeing ia i“public iwoman,” i“a istreetwalker,” ii.e. ia iprostitute 

i(TOW i36). iTherefore, iduring itheir iinitial iacquaintance, iwhen iMonica itold iWiddowson ithat 

ishe ihas ito igo ihome iby itrain, i“Widdowson icast ia icurious iglance iat iher. iOne iwould ihave 

iimagined ithat ihe ifound isomething ito idisapprove iin ithis” i(TOW i92). iKathleen iBailey 

iLineham iremarks, i“It iwas ithe iemergence iof iwomen iin ithe imodern icity iwhich ithreatened 

ithat ipatriarchal iconstruction iof ithe iVictorian imetropolis ias imasculine ipublic ispace, iand 

iwhich iproblematizes ithe iidea iof i(definitively imale) iflaneur ias ia isymbol iof imodernity” 

i(98). 

 Thus iMonica iemerges ias ia ibold, iindependent iNew iWoman, iwho idiscards ithe 

icontemporary inorms iand iconventions ifar ibehind i(Young i46). 

 When iMonica’s imarriage iwith iWiddowson iis ion ithe iverge iof itotal ibreakdown, 

iBevis, ia ihandsome, iyoung iwine imerchant, igets iacquainted iwith iher iand ieasily iwins ithe 

iadmiration iof ithe ilove-starved iwoman. iHowever, ihe idoes inot ihave ithe iproper irespect 

itowards iher. iHe iasks iher ito icome ihis ihome i“all ialone” iand ilies ithat ihis isisters i“desire” ihe 

i“company”, i(TOW i216). iMonica, inow ifrustrated ibeyond imeasure iwith iher ihusband, 

isuccumbs ito ithe ilure iof ia ibreak ifrom iher imiserable ilife. iBut ito iher iintense ishock, ishe ifinds 

ithat iBevis’s isisters iare inot ipresent iin ihis ihome ito iserve ias ichaperones. iThere iis ino ione ielse 

ithere iexcept ian iunmarried iman, iBevis, iand ia imarried iwoman, iMonica. iShe imulls iwhether 

iit iwill ibe iproper ifor iher ito istay ithere iunder isuch ia icircumstances: i“in ithis ilittle iset iof irooms 

iit iwas idoubtfully ipermissible ifor iher ito isit itete-a-tete iwith ia iyoung iman, iunder iany iexcuse” 

i(TOW i217). iBut iMonica, ia irebel iagainst ithe inorm iof iVictorian ifemininity, idecides ito icast 
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iaside isuch ia isuspicion ithat imight iput iher iinto imoral idepravity iby idefending iherself iagainst 

ithe icharge iof iimpropriety: i“What iwrong iwas ishe icommitting? iWhat imatter ithat ithey iwere 

ialone? iTheir italk iwas iprecisely iwhat iit imight ihave ibeen iin iother ipeople’s ipresence… iThe 

iobjections iwere iall icant, iand icant iof ithe iworst ikind. iShe iwould inot ibe ia islave iof isuch 

iignoble iprejudices” iand icarries ion ia i“tete-e-tete” iwith ihim i(TOW i219). i 

 Monica iultimately ifalls iin ilove iwith ihim, ithough itheir irelation iremains istrictly 

iplatonic. iSoon iBevis ideparts ifor iFrance, iand ishe ifinds iherself ipregnant. iBut ishe idoes inot 

igive ithe inews ito iWiddowson. iBy ithis itime ishe iis iso ioverwhelmed iwith ifrustration ithat ishe 

ileaves ihim iand igoes ito ilive iin ihis icountry ihouse iin iClevedon, itaking iher itwo ielder isisters, 

iAlice iand iVirginia, ialong. iWiddowson iafter iknowing ieverything ifrom ihis isisters-in-law, 

isends iher ia imonthly iallowance, ithat ishe ieasily iaccepts-- i“….it iis ifor ithe ibaby… ihis ibaby.. 

iI iam ientitled ito ihis imoney iin imy icondition”, ishe iexplains ito iVirginia. iBut ishe inever iallows 

ihim ito ivisit iher. iIn idue icourse ishe igives ibirth ito igirl iand idies isoon iafter, ileaving iher inew 

iborn iand iher itroubled ilife ibehind. i 

 In iher ishort ilife, iMonica iexperiences imany iups iand idowns, ithrough iwhich ishe 

igrows ifrom ia ifun-loving isales igirl iin ia ishop ito ia iloyal ibut iassertive iwife iwho iknows iher 

imind ionly itoo iclearly i(Goode i213). iShe irepeatedly iasserts ithat ifreedom iis iher ibirthright 

iand idares ito irisk ithe iwrath iof iher inarrow-minded ihusband ito iwhom ithe iidea iof iwoman’s 

ifreedom iis ianathema. iUltimately ishe iwalks iout ion iher ihusband, ibut inot ifrom iher iinsistence 

ifor ipersonal ifreedom iand iindependence. iThe i“old” i(i.e. iconventional, isubmissive) iwife 

iwould inot ihave idreamt iof ideserting iher ihusband iat ian iage iwhen imost iwomen iwould ibow 

idown io itheir iknees iand ithank iHeaven ithat ishe ihas ibeen iable ito ienter iinto imatrimony; ibut 

ithe iNew iWoman iplaces iher iown iconviction iabove i isocietal iconventions. iShe iremains 

icommitted ito iher icause i---of ihaving irequisite ifreedom iand idignity ias iwife. i iHer icourage iis 

iappreciated iboth iby iAlice iand iVirginia, iand ieven iby ithe ifirebrand ifeminist iRhoda iNunn. 
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iSuch i(literary) iNews iWomen iacted ias i“torch-bearers ito ithousands iof iVictorian iwomen, 

iwho iwere inot iantagonistic ithe iidea iof imarriage, ibut iwho iwere inot iready ito ibe ivalets ito 

itheir ihusband’s iwills iand iwiles ieither” i(Cronin i93). i 

  i iThe ititle iNGS iis idirectly iderived ifrom ithe iencyclopaedic ientry i“Grub iStreet” iin 

iSamuel iJohnson’s idictionary iwhich iwas ipublished iin i1755, iwhere iit iis idescribed ito ihave 

ibecome ia isymbol ifor ithe iso-called ihack-writers, i“impoverished iwriters iwith ilittle italent” 

i(qtd. iby iGissing i5). iThe iOxford iEnglish iDictionary i iprovides ithe isame idefinition, igiving 

iexamples iwhich ifeature iworks iof iJonathan iSwift’s iGulliver’s iTravels iand iAlexander 

iPope’s iThe iDunciad i(Poole i45). iIt iwas iThe iDunciad iby iAlexander iPope iwhich ifirst 

ifeatured ithe iimage iof iGrub iStreet ion ithe ibasis iof ithe iincorporated ientry iin iJohnson’s 

idictionary: i“Originally ithe iname iof ia istreet inear iMoorfields iin iLondon imuch iinhabited iby 

iwriters iof ismall ihistories, idictionaries iand itemporary ipoems; iwhence iany imean iproduction 

iis icalled i“grub istreet” i(Johnson i1163). i i i 

 Thus ithe ititle, iwith iits idirect iallusion ito ithe ientry iin iJohnson’s idictionary, iis ia 

itelling ior i“loaded iname” i(Goode i59). iThese iloaded inames i“include ithose ifictional iand 

inon-fictional inames iaround iwhich icertain ihistorical ior icultural iassociations ihave ioccurred 

iin ithe icontext iof ia iparticular iculture” i(60). iGissing iexpects ithe ireader iof iNGS i“to 

iunderstand ithe iextra ilayer iof imeaning ihe iincorporates iin ithe inovel iby imeans iof ithe 

iallusive ititle iwhich imust ifix ithe iattention iof ithe ireader ion ithe itheme iof ithe inovel” i(Goode 

i60). 

 Through ithe icharacter iof iMilvain, iGissing iexplains ithat ithe ihack iwriters iof ithe inew 

iworld iwrite ithat ithe inew igeneration ireads. iIn ithe ifirst ichapter iof iNGS, iJasper iMilvain 

iremarks: i“He’s i[Reardon] ibehind ihis iage; ihe isells ia imanuscript ias iif ihe ilived iin iSam 

iJohnson’s iGrub iStreet. iBut iour iGrub iStreet iof ito-day iis iquite ia idifferent iplace: iit iis 
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isupplied iwith itelegraphic icommunication, iit iknows iwhat iliterary ifare iis iin idemand iin 

ievery ipart iof ithe iworld, iits iinhabitants iare imen iof ibusiness, ihowever iseedy” i(5). i 

 As ilong ias itheir iworks isell, ithe imodern iwriters iare iprepared ito ideliver ito ithe 

ireaders iwhatever ithey itake ia ifancy ito, iwhereas ithe iwriters iof ithe iold istamp, iin itheir idesire 

ito iwrite i“significant” ithemes, ieventually itag ibehind ithe ipopular iwriters iand ieventually 

iperish i(Halperin i70). i 

  iA iperfect iexample iof ithis isort iof i“old istamp” iwriters iis ithe ifather-daughter iduo, 

iAlfred iYule iand iMarian iYule. iThey iare ia iman iand ia iwoman iof iletters, iboth iof iwhom 

ispend ia ilot iof itime iin ithe ireading iroom iof ithe iBritish iMuseum iin iLondon, iperusing iarticles 

iand icritical ireviews ifor imagazines, ibut iwithout ireceiving ithe iliterary irecognition ithey ilong 

ifor. iIn ithe ifast-paced iworld iof ibusiness ithey ijust icannot icatch iup. i“New iGrub iStreet 

icorrectly ipredicted ithat ithe icommercialization iof iculture iwould iproduce icharlatans” 

i(Rawlinson i211). iBut ithis icrass icommercialization idoes inot igoad iMarian ito idiscontinue 

iher iacademic ipursuits. iRather, ishe ifinds ithe ibooks ito ibe ithe isole isolace iin ithe idarkest ihour 

iof iher iyoung ilife iof itwenty ithree iyears. 

 i i i i i i The iallusive ititle isets ithe itone ifor ithe inovel. iNew iGrub iStreet inow idoes inot iharbour 

ithe iwriters iof ithe iold istamp iwho iconsider iliterature ito ibe ian iart. iIn ithe imercenary iworld 

iwhere iliterature iis ifast ibecoming ia itrade, ithe ireasonably italented iartists i– iEdwin iReardon 

iand iHarold iBiffen i– iin isharp icontrast ito ithe itradesmen iJasper iMilvain iand iEdward 

iWhelpdale i--- ifind iit iextremely idifficult ito isurvive. iThey ihave ito iweather iseverely ihard 

icircumstances, iwhich inegatively iinfluence itheir icreativity. iThe ilack iof imoney iand 

iprosperity iforces ithem ito ilive ia ilife iwithout ihopes iof iany ifurther iartistic iimprovement. 

iNGS isuccessfully idepicts ithe iincreasing iawareness iof ithe iwriters iin ithe ilate inineteenth 

icentury iregarding iart iand ithe irole iof iits icreator. i 
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 Adrian iPoole iidentifies ithe ithemes iof ithe inovel ito ibe i“Art, ibusiness, isuccess, 

ifailure, iinclusion, iexclusion, iinnovation iin ipublishing, iand icultural ipower” i(144). iThe 

itheme iwhich, i ihowever, ireigns isupreme iis ithe inecessity iof imoney. iIt iis ithe ineed iof iit ithat 

idecreases ione’s icreativity idrastically. i 

 Of ithe iseveral ireviews ion iNGS isome iare ifair iand isome iothers iwere imere i“vicious 

iattacks” i(qtd. iby iCoustillas i15). i 

 Gissing’s idocumented ireaction ito ithe ireview iby iArthur iR.R. iBarker iin iThe 

iAcademy i– ithe idocument iis ia iletter ihe isent ito ithe ihis ibrother ireads i: i“A imuch ifairer inotice 

iwas iin iThe iAcademy i– ia ithing iwhich isurprised ime. iThe iwriter ispeaks ivery iplainly iof iwhat 

ithe istory ideals iwith, iand igoes ion ito isay ithat ithere iis ipromise iof igood iwork… iI iwanted iyou 

ito ibe isure ithat iI iam iquite iskin-hardened. iI iknow iprecisely ithe ivalue iof imy iwork iand ican 

iread ivery icalmly ithese iadverse ireviews. iThere iwill ibe imore iof ithem iyet” i(qtd. iby 

iCoustillas i23). 

 A icontemporary ireview iby iWalter iBesant, ithat iappeared iin iThe iAuthor iin i1892, 

ireads: i“From imy iown iknowledge, iI ican itestify ito iits itruth. iI iknow ithem iall, ipersonally, itwo 

ior ithree iof ieach iMr. iYule i– iJasper i– iEdwin iand ithe ifidelity iof iMr. iGissing’s iportraits 

imakes ime ishudder” i(qtd. iby iCoustillas i24). i 

 Virginia iWoolf, iwhose iarticle i‘The inovels iof iGeorge iGissing’ ithat iappeared iin iThe 

iTimes iLiterary iSupplement i,on i iJan i1912, iis ia isignificant icontribution ito ithe istudy iof 

iGissing. iIt iexplores ithe ipsychological itreatment iof isituations iand icharacters iin ihis inovels. 

iShe iemphatically istates ithat iGissing idid inot iwrite ifor iart’s isake irather ihe icreated isome iof 

i“the iliving iand ithinking” icharacters. iShe ifurther iasserts ithat ihis inovels ihave iboth ithe 

iessential iqualities iof ia igreat iwork, iviz. i“life iand icompleteness, iand ia inovel iwith ithis 

iquality iit ican inever iperish” i(qtd. iby iCoustillas i23). i 
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 The i1967 iedition iof iThe iGissing iNewsletter ipublished ian iarticle ion i“Names iin iNew 

iGrub iStreet” iby iP.F. iKropholler. iKropholler iremarks ithat iGissing, iunlike imost 

icontemporary iauthors i(Charles iDickens ifor iexample) idid inot iuse itelling inames ifor ihis 

icharacters. iAlthough itelling inames iare idifferent ifrom ireal inames ior isimilar ito ireal ipeople, 

iit iis iquite iclear ithat iGissing iis inot iovertly idefying ia ispecific ipublisher ior ipaper iin iNGS. i“It 

iis iwise iof ihim, ibecause ithe iauthors iof ithat itime ihad ibleak iand iprecarious iposition, ias 

iGissing ipresents iin ithe inovel” i(qtd. iby iJohn iGoode i168). i 

 NGS iwas ipublished iin i1891 i(Korg i213). iIt iis ilargely ithe i“fictive idepiction iof ian 

ianxiety iwhich iloomed ilarge iover ithe iliterary iworld iin iEngland igiving ithe iovert ior icovert 

iimpression ithat ithe i‘tyranny’ iof ithe ireadership iwas istrangling iauthors” iwho idid inot ireadily 

icater ito ithe ipublic itaste i(Poole i24). iIt ideals iwith ithe iliterary icareers iof ia igroup iof 

icharacters. iThe iunsuccessful inovelist, iReardon, icannot iand iwill inot ichange ihis i‘style’, iin 

ispite iof ithe ithreat iof istarvation iand iBiffen iis icomfortable ito ilive iin idirest ipoverty, ibut iwill 

inot ire-write ihis iunpublished inovel iaccording ito ipopular itaste. iFate iand isocial irelations 

ihave iimposed iupon ithese iartists ithe iburden iof ipoverty, ias iReardon itells ihis iwife iAmy: 

“Society iis ias iblind iand ibrutal ias ifate. iI ihave ino iright ito icomplain iof imy iown iill-fortune; 

iit’s imy iown ifault i(in ia isense) ithat iI ican’t icontinue ias iwell ias iI ibegan; iIf iI icould iwrite ibooks 

ias igood ias ithe iearly iones iI ishould iearn imoney. iFor iall ithat, iit’s ihard ithat iI ishould ibe ikicked 

iaside ias iworthless ijust ibecause iI idon’t iknow ia itrade” i(NGS i160). 

 The istory itakes iplace iin inineteenth icentury iLondon, iand imore ispecifically, iin ithe 

ismoky iparts iof ithe icity iin iwhich imost iwriters iof ilittle isuccess ior italent ilived iin ipoor, ismall 

ilodgings iand igarrets. iA ilittle iresearch iinto ithe iliterary imarket iof ithat itime ireveals ithat ithis 

iplace iindeed iexisted iin ithe iform iin iwhich iit iis idescribed iin ithe inovel i(Rawlinson i91). 

 NGS iis ian iexamination iof ithe ipathetic icondition iof ithe ilate inineteenth-century-not-

so italented iwriters. iThe inovel ifocuses ion ithe ichanging ipublic idemands iof ia inewly icreated 
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iliterary imarket iand ithe ichallenges ithese ichanges ihave ibrought iforth ifor ithe iauthor. iIn 

iNGS, iauthors ihave ito ichoose ia icareer iof ieither iaccommodating ithe inewly ipublished 

i“quarter- ieducated ireader; ior, istrive ifor ithe iexcellence irepresented iby ithe iclassical imasters 

iof iGreece iand iRome” i(Donnelley i141). iThese iradically iopposing ichoices iare ipersonified 

iin itwo iwriters iwithin ithe inovel: iWhelpdale iand iBiffen. iWhelpdale iacquiesces ito ipopular 

itaste, iand iproduces iliterature ito iplease ischool istudents iand imakes ia iliving ifrom iit. iOn ithe 

iother ihand, iHarold iBiffen iportrays ithe iuncompromising iauthor iwho idedicates ihimself 

ientirely ito ithe iartistic ivalue iof ihis iwriting, ibut icannot iearn ihis iliving. iWhile ithe 

iCommitment iof iHarold iBiffen iwarrants irecognition, iWhelpdale i“embodies ia icreative 

imainstream iprofessional iwho iabides iby ithe irules iof ithe imarket iand iat ithe isame itime, 

iresults ithe isinister ipractices iof ithe icutthroat, isell iout iwriter” i(Korg i266). iWhelpdale’s 

iliterary italent imay inot ibe ias ihigh ias iBiffen’s ibut ihis idetermination iand isound ipractical 

isense iare iworthy itraits ito iadmire. iKorg iinforms ithat iGissing’s ifriend iMorly iRoberts iwas ia 

imodel ifor ithe icharacter iof iWhelpdale i(267). i 

 The iquestion iof iart iand ithe iartist iis ialso ithere: iReardon istarts ihis icareer iwith ia 

igradual iclimb ito isuccess ibut ihe idoes iso ias ian iamateur iauthor. iOnce ihe ichooses ito imake 

iwriting ihis ifull-time ioccupation, ionce ihe iunderstands ithat ithe icrucial ipoint iabout ihis iwork 

iwill ibe iits isaleability, ihe iis iunable ito iproduce ianything iof iworth. iThe i“professional” iwriter 

iover icomes ithe i“creative” ione. iHe imoves ifrom iwriting itwo ivolume inovel ito iessays iand ito 

ia ione ivolume istory. iThis isymbolises ithe ifailure iof ihis iart ito iresist iexternal ipressures. iHe 

iloses iconfidence iin ihimself igradually. iWith ithe ianxiety iof iwriting ibadly ithat ihe ifeels iso 

iacutely iall ihe idoes iis ito iwallow iin iself ipity iand iself icriticism. iThe imaintenance iof ihigh 

istandards ibecomes ia iconstant irefusal ito iaccept iwhat ihe icreates ias ipossibly iworthwhile: 

i“There iwere ifloating iin ihis imind ifive ior isix ipossible isubjects ifor ia ibook, iall idating iback ito 

ithe itime iwhen ihe ifirst ibegan inovel-writing, iwhen iideas icame i ifreshly ito ihim. iBut iscarcely 
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ihad ihe idone ia ichapter ior itwo iwhen iall ithe istructure ifell iinto iflatness... iFor imonths ihe ihad 

ibeen iliving iin ithis iway; iendless icircling, iperpetual ibeginning, ifollowed iby ifrustration 

i(NGS i145). 

 The ilanguage iitself ireflects iinternal ilife iof ithe imind- iits imoments iof ienergy, ithe 

isudden iloss iof iconfidence iand iagain ithe iquick iresurgence iof ivitality. iReardon iis icriticised 

iby ithe ischolars ifor ihis ifor ihis ilack iof idetermination ifor ihis isuperfluous isensitivity ifor ithe 

iabsence iof ithe ipracticality iregarding ithe ireal iworld. iHe iis iunable ito iturn ithings ito ihis iown 

iadvantage. iHe iflatly irejects iMilvain’s ioffer ito ihelp ihim iwith ia ifavourable ireview iand 

irefuses ito iattend ithe iappropriate isocial ifunctions. iA isort iof ipride imotivates ihim ito ibe ialoof 

ibut iit iis ia ipride i“based inot ion istrength ibut ion iweakness” i(Goode i98). iHow ihe iapproaches 

ithe iliterary imarket iis isuggested iby ihis iattitude ito ithe ibuyer iwho icomes ito ipurchase ihis 

ibooks: i“Perhaps ithe ioffer iwas ia ifair ione; iperhaps iit iwas inot, iReardon ihad ineither ithe itime 

inor ithe ispirit ito itest ithe ipossibilities iof ithe imarket; ihe iwas iashamed ito ibetray ihis ineed ifor 

ihaggling. i“I iwill itake iit”, ihe isaid, iin ia imatter iof ifact ivoice. i(NGS i219). 

“This idegree iof icarelessness iborders ion ithe iirresponsible ithis imaking iit ieasy ito isee iwhy 

iReardon ifails”, isays iDennis iRichard i(101). 

 Biffen iachieves ia ilittle isuccess, iwhen ihis irealistic inovel iis ifinished iand ipublished. 

iNGS ithus, iis inot isimply ia idescription iof ithe iliterary iarena iat ithe iend iof ithe inineteenth 

icentury ifrom ithe iview ipoint iof ia iman iwho iis iunable ito iflourish, ibut iis irather i“a icross- 

iexamination iof ithe iissues icharacteristic iof ithe ichanging isociety iand icultural iconditions iof 

ithe itime” i(Poole i167). iThe icrucial iquestion i(regarding iGissing’s idescription) iis inot ihis 

imimetic iaccuracy ibut ihis icapability ito iidentify ithe isignificant itendencies iand iexplore ithem 

iand ithe isignificant ichoices ithat iare ito ibe imade. iBiffen’s inatural icheerfulness iand isincere 

idedication ito ihis iart, itogether iwith ithe ifact ithat ihis ibook idoes imaterialise, iindicates ithat 
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iGissing iearnestly ithat iGissing ibelieved ithat isituation icould iimprove iand ithat ian iabsolute 

ipessimism iwasn’t ifitting i(168). iGissing iwrote ito iThomas iHardy iin ia iletter: 

“Yes, iI iknow itoo iwell ithe idangers iof iwriting itoo ifast iand iI ifear iI ishall inot ibe iable ito ishun iit 

ialtogether. iIt iis imy imisfortune ito ibe iobliged ito imake iliterature ia ibusiness i– ia ivery ipoor ione 

iis isooth i– iyet iit ishall igo ihard iwith ime ibut iI iwill ifollow iyour iexample iand igive imy ibooks 

ithat iindividuality iwhich icomes iof itheir ibeing iheartfelt” i(qtd. iby iMatthiesen i191). 

Good iliterature, iGissing iconsidered, icould ibe iproduced iin ispite iof ihis ieconomic ihardships 

i(Rawlinson i107). 

 In iNGS ithe isocial ichanges ithat iwere ioccurring, ithe ipassing iof idomination ifrom 

iclassic ito iJournalism iis ishown, ias iArlene iYoung ihas iindicated, iin ithe irivalry i“between ithe 

islow, ipedantic, iuninspiring iYule iand ithe iup iand icoming iFadge” i(29). iIt iis iclear ithat 

iGissing’s iaim iis inot ito ideplore ithe inew iby icomparison iwith isome iideal ipast, iso ihe icreates 

iAlfred iYule ias ian i“obviously iinadequate ifigure”, iopines iPeter iKeating i(121). 

 NGS’s ifineness icomes ifrom iits iopenness ito ithe iattitudes iand iresponses ito ithe inew 

ipublic. iThough ithere iis idespair, ithere iis ialso ia itolerant iacceptance iof ithe isituation. 

iAlthough iGissing’s isympathies iare iplainly iwith ithe isincere iand isensitive iartist, ihe iis inot 

iunsympathetic ito iWhelpdale’s imercenary iqualities ibut iappreciates ithe icleverness iof ihis 

iideas iand ithe iquickness iof ihis imind. i“Gissing ilaughs iwith ihis icharacter, iand iat ithe 

igullibility iand istupidity iof ithe ipeople ihe iwants ito iexploit” i(Halperin i122). i 

 For iMilvain, ithere iis ino ione-dimensional iattitude ieither. iHis icultivation iof ia istyle 

iof idisarming ifrankness, ihis icharm iand iintelligence iare iadequately igiven itheir idue 

iimportance. iAlthough ihe iis ialways italking iabout iother ipeople iin iabusive iterms, ihe iis 

ihimself inot iwithout iintegrity ialtogether. iThus ithere iis ino iquestion iof ihim ineglecting ihis 

isisters. iHis iardent idesire ifor isuccess iis inot ibased i ion igreed. iHe ihas ian iintense idesire ifor ithe 

ipossession iof iluxuries ibut ithere iis ia ilurking ifear iof ifailure ithe iknowledge ithat ithe 
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ialternative iof isuccess iis ipenury. iIn ian iearly iconversation iwith iMarian iYule, ihe isays: 

i“Poverty iis ithe iroot iof iall isocial iills; iits iexistence iaccounts ifor ithe iills ithat iarise ifrom 

iwealth. iThe ipoor iman iis ia iman ilabouring iin ifetters. iI ideclare ithere iis ino iword iin iour 

ilanguage iwhich isounds iso ihideous ito ime ias i‘Poverty’” i(NGS i211). 

 What ithis iindicates iis i“suggested isymbolically iwhen ihe iapproaches ihis imother’s 

ihouse” i(Halperin i125). iStrolling iin ithe igarden ihe istands ito iobserve: i“… ia ipoor iworn-out 

ibeast, iall iskin iand ibone, iwhich ihad ipresumably ibeen isent ithere iin ithe ihope ithat ia ilittle 

imore ilabour imight ibe iextracted iform iit iif iit iwere isuffered ito irepose ifor ia ifew iweeks” i(NGS 

i133). iThe iimage isuggests ithe iextent ito iwhich iMilvain irecognises iwhat ithe iabsence iof 

imoney isignifies. iBut ihe iaccepts ireality iungrudgingly, ifor ihim ithis iacceptance iis imerely ithe 

istarting ipoint. iHe iis imainly icharacterised iby ithe iauthor ithrough ihis irole iof ia imanipulator i– 

iof ihis isisters, iof iMarian, iof ihis iown italents. iHailing ifrom ia ilower-middle iclass iprovincial 

ibackground, itrying ito ibuild ihis icareer iin ia icapital icity, ihe ihas icarefully icultivated ia istyle iof 

ienergetic ibrashness. iAlthough ihe italks iabout ithe imasses iin icontemptuous iterms, 

iessentially ihe iis ione iof ithem ia ifact ithat ihe ihimself idoes inot irecognize. iIn iconversation iwith 

iBiffen iand iReardon ihe imakes ino iattempt ito itouch iupon itheir iserious iinterests, ihimself 

ilacking iin isuperior iintellectual itastes. iHis ivoice iis icaptured isuperbly iby iGissing: i“His 

ipushiness, ihis itone iof iself-confidence, ihis iincisiveness iand ithe ienjoyment ihe iderives ifrom 

ithe isound iof ihis iown ivoice” i(NGS i145). 

 When ihe ideserts iMarian, ia idesertion ihe iseems ito idrift iinto isimply ibecause ishe iis 

inot irich, ithat ifinally ireveals ithe ifailure iof ihis ihumanity. iMilvain iis ia ivictim iof ihis iambition 

ito isucceed iand ihas ino ifeeling ifor ianyone ior ianything iexcept imoney. i 

 Milvain ithus, iis ifar ifrom ia isimple icreation. iHis iability ito isucceed, ito icater ito ithe 

ipublic iwhat ithey iwant ito iread, ihas isignificant iimplications ifor ihis iown iego. i“He iis inot ia 
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isimple icynic iwho iis iable ifrom ia idistant iposition ito iexploit ithe ilow ilevel iof imass i itaste; ihe 

imanipulates iand iis imanipulated iat ithe isame itime” i(Poole i236). 

 NGS iis ialso iconcerned iwith iwhat ican ibe itermed ias ian iintellectual’s irelationship ito 

ireality. iHis igrowing isense iof ialienation ifrom isociety ihis iperipheral iposition, ithe iincreasing 

iprofessionalization iof ihis irole, iobviously icreated isome ifundamental ipsychological iand 

iemotional idifficulties i(Goode i65). iHe iis icompelled, iincreasingly iin ihis istate iof 

iestrangement ifrom isociety, ito iintrospect iand iexamine ihimself iand ihis iposition. iSome iof 

ithe ipossible iimplications iare isuggested iby idrilling: i“Sometimes ias iyou imeditate iupon 

iyourself iin iyour iindividuality, iinsisting iupon ithat iindividuality ifor ithe imoment ior ifor ian 

iextended itime, iyour ifellow ibeings ido inot iseem ivery ireal ito iyou. iThey ido inot iexist 

isufficiently” i(NGS i189). 

 Alfred iYule iis ishown ito ibe iman iobsessed iby ithe ipetty irivalries iof ithe iliterary 

iworld. iHe ilaps iup iMilvain’s iinformation iregarding itwo icontradictory ireviews iwith ian 

iextravagant iglee. iYule iis iunable ito icommunicate iin iany inatural iway iwith iother ipeople. iHe 

isuffers ifrom ian iintense iself-pitying ibitterness ithrough iwhich ihe iregards ithe iworld, idriven 

iby ian iambition ithat ihas ilittle irelation ito ithe iactualities iof ilife. iHe ibarely ihas iany igenuine 

icontact iwith ireality. iIn ithis ilight iYule’s iblindness ican ibe itaken ito ihave ia isymbolic 

iconnotation ifor iit irepresents ithe iextent ito iwhich ihe ihas ilost ihis iability ito iunderstand ithe 

ireal iworld. iIf ican ialso ibe iregarded, iperhaps ias ia isign iof ia inew ihumility iand 

iresponsiveness. iWhen ihe ileaves iMarian iafter iinforming iher iabout ithe iloss iof iher 

iinheritance: i“He iwas idismissed iand iwent iquietly iaway” i(NGS i i310). i i“His iblindness ias iis 

ithe icase iwith iKing iLear, ican ilead ihim ito isee ibetter” i(Keating i246). 

 Yule iis ihugely idependent ion ihis idaughter, iMarian, ifor ihis iwork, iwhich iin iturn 

imakes iMarian ihugely idifferent ifrom iother icontemporary iwomen. iHer iwork iis inot imanual 

ibut iintellectual, iinvolving ithe ireading iabout iother ipeople’s ilives, iand itaking inotes. iShe 
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ispends iher idays iin ithe iBritish iMuseum i(library). iShe iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho ithinks 

ibeyond idomesticity, iand iworks ishoulder ito ishoulder iwith imen iin ithe iliterary imarket, ia 

idomain ithat iwas ipredominantly imale idominated i(Donnelley i143). iThat iher ifather icannot 

ido iwithout iher isupport ispeaks ivolumes iof ithe iimportance iof iher iwork. iIn ithe i“valley iof ithe 

ishadow iof ithe ibooks” ishe itoils itirelessly i(NGS i50). iMarian’s iefforts iare iintended ifor ia 

ifairly icultivated iminority. iShe iis ithe iintellectual iwoman, ialmost iequal ito imen, iin iher 

icapacity ifor ireading iand iwriting i(Johnson i60). iA iman’s i(her ifather’s) idependence ion iher 

ishows ihow ishe ican ihandle ithe ipragmatic iand ithe ipedantic iwith iequal iease. iShe iis ikind iand 

iconsiderate ito iher iilliterate imother, ifor iwhom iher ilearned ifather ihas inothing imore ithan 

icontempt iand ishouts iat iher iharshly ion ithe islightest ipretext ior ifor i i ithe imost itrivial ireason, 

ibut ialmost ialways iin ithe iabsence iof iMarian. iWhenever iMarian ifinds iher imother iunjustly 

iinsulted, ishe ishields iher imother iand ivehemently irebukes iher ifather iin ino iuncertain iterms. 

iA iwoman istanding iup ito ia iman, iand ithat iman itoo iher iown ifather, iwas ian iunimaginable 

icontext ifor ithe imajority iof ithe iVictorian iwomen i(Jacobus i125). iBut iMarian iis ithe iNew 

iWoman iwho isees ieye ito ieye iwith imen, iwhenever ithere iis iinjustice. iUnlike iher iilliterate 

iand ihelpless imother, ishe iis inot iprepared ito itake iher ifather’s iunfair ichidings iwithout ia 

imurmur iof iprotest. i“Education iempowers iher ito ifight ifor ithe ibasic idignity ithat iany iwoman 

ideserves”, iobserves iMabel iDonnelley i(146). i 

 To ithis ibookworm, iMilvain iproposes imarriage. iThe ieagerness, iwith iwhich iMarian 

iresponds iwith iher iwhole iperson, iis iwell idepicted. iThis imakes iher i“much imore ithan ian 

iintellectual” i(Kranidis i198). iShe iis irendered ia iwoman iof iflesh iand iblood, iwho iis inot iblind 

ito ithe icharms iof iconjugal ilife. iShe ihas istrength iof iwill iand iindependence iof imind, ifalls iin 

ilove iwith ia iman iwho iseemingly ihas ithe isame iacademic itastes. iShe itoo idreams iof ihaving ia 

icontented ilife iwith ihusband iand ichildren. iGissing imakes iit iamply iclear ithat iMarian iis inot ia 

i“bone-dried iintellectual” ienamoured ionly iwith ibooks, ibut iis iwilling ito itie ithe inuptial iknot 
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iwith ithe isuitable iman i(Johnson i65). iUnfortunately, iMilvain iditches iher, ilearning ithat 

iReardon’s iwidow, iAmy ihas iinherited ia ilarge isum ifrom iher iuncle, iand iMarian ihas ihad ino 

isuch iluck. iBut ieven iat ithis icrucial ijuncture, ithis ibrave itwenty-three iyear iold igirl idoes inot 

isuccumb ito iemotional ifrustrations. iShe ispeaks iwith iMilvain iquietly, iwithout ibetraying ian 

iiota iof iher idespondence. iShe ikeeps iher ihead ihigh, iher ivoice icalm, iand idirects iher ifeet ito 

ithe iBritish iMuseum, iand ifinds iher iown isphere iin ithe icompany iof ibooks. iThe iNew iWoman 

icannot ibe ishattered ieasily, ileast iof iall iby ia imoney-minded icharlatan iwho ifails ito 

iappreciate iher iintegrity iand isincerity. i i 

 John iGoode iopines ithat iGissing, i“in itrying ito imake iup ifor ithe ifact ithat ihe ihas imade 

iReardon iso imuch iless ithan ia icultural ihero ihas ito iturn ion ithe ireader ifor ibeing itoo 

iphilistine” i(136). iGissing ihowever, idoes inot ithink ithat iwriters ilike iReardon iwill inot imake 

iit iin ithe inew iworld. iThough ithe icritics ipoint iout ithat ithe inovel iis icharacterised iby ia isort iof 

iDarwinian ibelief ithat ionly ithe ifittest ican isurvive iin ithe iliterary imarket i(141). 

 Gissing inarrates i iin iNGS ithe iunsuccessful inovelist, iEdward iReardon’s iluckless 

istruggle iwith ithe inew imode iof iliterary iproduction: i“The ione-volume istory iwhich ihe ihad 

icalculated iwould itake ihim ifour ior ifive iweeks iwas iwith idifficulty ifinished iin itwo imonths” 

i(NGS i154). iReardon iexplains ithe isituation ito iMilvain iin iterms iof ineeds ito ibe imet: i“For 

ianyone iin imy iposition, isaid iReardon, i‘how iis iit ipossible ito iabandon ithe ithree ivolumes? iIt 

iis ia iquestion iof ipayment. iAn iauthor iof isome irepute imay ilive ion ia iyearly ithree-volume 

inovel—I imean ithe iman iwho iis iobliged ito isell ihis ibook iout iand iout, iand iwho igets ifrom ione 

ito itwo ihundred ipounds ifor iit. iBut ihe iwould ihave ito iproduce ifour ione-volume inovels ito 

iobtain ithe isame iincome, iand iI idoubt iwhether ihe icould iget iso imany ipublished iwithin ithe 

ipublished iwithin itwelve imonths’” i(NGS i265). iThis iis ithe iobvious ireason iwhy iin iNGS ithe 

ipenniless iReardon, iwrites ithree-volume inovels iand iis iunable ito iproduce isingle-volume 

iones. i 
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 Gissing ipresents ia iworld ithat ihas i“no ipity i[for] ia iman iwho ican’t ido ior iproduce 

isomething iit ithinks iworth imoney” i(NGS i198). iThe isavage inature iof ithe iliterary iworld iis 

i“blind iand ibrutal” i(NGS i199) itearing ithose idown iwho icannot ifight ito isurvive iwithin iit. 

iThe iprevious iideal iof ithe irespected iwriter isitting iin ihis istudy ipouring iover ievery isentence 

iof ihis iwork iis ireplaced iwith ithe istruggling iworkman ipracticing iwriting ionly ito icater ito ithe 

ipopular itaste. iThe ianxiety iof i“household icosts ithat imount isteadily iwhile ihis ipen iraces 

ifrantically iover ithe ipaper itowards ithe ipublisher’s icheque” i(NGS i158) ibecame ia iserious 

ipoint ifor ithe iprofessional iwriter iwho imust inot ithink iof ionly ihis iwork, ibut ialso ihis iability ito 

isupport ihimself iand ihis ifamily. iThis iwas ian iissue ithat iGissing ipersonality iconstantly 

iworried iabout ihimself i(Korg i89). iAs ipower ishifted ifrom ithe iwriter ito ithe ireading ipublic 

iand itheir ifickle itastes, ithe iwriter imust iapply ihimself ito idemand iof ithe ireader. iDavid iB. 

iEakin, iin ihis ieasy i“The iUnmasking iof ithe iArtist,” iwrites, i“As ia iresult iof ithe iinfluence iof 

iindustrialization, iextension iof ieducational iopportunities i... irise iof ithe icheap ipress iand ithe 

iliterary iagent… ithe irole iof ithe iwriter… ichanged idrastically” i(qtd. iby iKirk i60). iThe 

igrowing inumber iof ilesser-educated ireaders iand itheir idemand ifor icheap ibut icaptivating 

iliterature ialienated ithe itraditional iwriter ifrom ihis iaudience. i i i  

 This idemand ifor ispecific itypes iof iliterature icreated ia itrade imarket irather ithan ian 

iartistic iexpression. iThe imodern iwriter iwas ino ilonger ithe iautonomous iindividual iwriting 

iwith ia isense iof iauthority, ibut ia icommercial iwriter iseeking iprofit iand ilivelihood. iRobert iD. 

iButterworth iexplains ithat isociety iin ithe ilate inineteenth icentury ionly iallowed ithe 

iprofessional ito iwork i“as ilong ias isociety iviews i[that] iparticular iprofession iin i… itolerable 

ilight” i(qtd. iby iKirk i65). iIf ithe ireading ipublic idoes inot ilike ithe iwriter ithen ihe iis iabandoned 

iand ithe ipopular idemand iis isupplied iby iother iwriters. iBut, ithe isemi-educated ipublic ithat 

ithe iauthor iof ithe inineteenth icentury ihad ito iplease iwas inot ipredominately iintellectual 

ireaders. iThey iwere iBoard iSchool igraduates, iwhom iWhelpdale idescribes ias i“quarter-
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educated” i(NGS i260). iRather ithan icrafting iliterature ithat ielevates ithe imind iof ithe ireader, 

iforcing ithem ito iwork ithrough ithe istory, ithe inovelist iis itied ito ithe ireader’s itaste, ihowever 

ilow ithat iis iand imust iwrite ito itheir iliking. iThe itaste iof ithe icommon ireader iwas imostly 

iestablished iby ithe imiddle-class iand ithe ilending ilibraries. iJacob iKorg iexplains ithat ilending 

ilibraries ifocused iprimarily ion ithe iinterest iof ithe i“unmarried idaughter iof ia irefined imiddle-

class ifamily” i(155). iThis icoterie iclientele iincredibly iinfluenced ithe ipublishing iindustry. 

iThe ilending ilibraries’ ineed ito isatisfy ithe imass ireaders irequired ithem ito iorder ihundreds iof 

ibooks ifrom ithe ipublisher iand ithus imaking itheir idecision ito iselect ia inovel ihighly 

iinfluential i(156). i 

 Gissing’s iportrayal iof ithe iliterary iworld iin ithe ilate inineteenth icentury iis ias iruthless 

ias iit iis iaccurate. iThe iimportance iof ithe iwriter’s imerit iand ihis iability ito isell ihis iwork iblend 

iand imix itogether ito icreate ian iart iwork ithat ihas ilost ithe isanctity iof ithe iliterate iof ipast itimes, 

iwhen ithe iwriters iand inot ithe ireaders, icalled ithe ishots. iThe irising isemiliterate ipublic 

imorphed ithe iwriter’s irole, iand ialienated ithe iartist ifrom ithe isociety ihe ihad ito isatisfy. 

iGissing iattempts ito ireproduce ithose istruggles iimposed ion ithe iauthor iin iNGS iand iallows 

ihis ireaders i“to ialign ithemselves ihow ithey ichoose iwith ithe ireality iof ia imass iliterary 

imarket” i(Halperin i150). iBiffen’s istubbornness iand ioriginality iare iembraced iby ithe itrue 

ireader. iThe iambition iof iWhelpdale ican ibe iadmired iand ihis iability ito iovercome ithe iodds iis 

ipowerful. i“While iGissing i iwas icertainly inot itrying ito iestablish ione iwrong iand ione iright 

ipath iwithin ihis istory. iNevertheless iit iis iclear ithat ithere iis isomething ito ibe isaid ifor ithe iman 

iwho iwas iready ito itry iit iall, ifail iseveral itimes, ibut ifinally isucceed” i(Goode i98). i 

 One iarea iof iconcern iof iNGS iis ithe iintellectual’s irelation ito iactual iexperience. iA 

ideep iinvolvement iin ibooks imight ilead ito ia ideep ialienation ifrom ilife, iand iliterature iitself 

ican ibecome ia isubstitute ifor ireality, ithinks iGoode i(200). iNGS irenders ia isociety iin iwhich 

ireal ifeelings iand irelationships ihave ibecome iquite ichallenging. i“Communications ion ithe 
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iinstitutional ilevel ihas iexpanded ibut ion ithe ipersonal ilevel ithey ihave idiminished” i(Poole 

i145). i 

 NGS iis ia ivery ifine iwork. iWriter’s iown iattitude ito ithe iliterary iworld, ibased ion ihis 

iown iexperience iand iobservation, iare iembedded iin ia ifiction ithat iis iable ito iincorporate ithe 

iflux iand ifluidity iof ireality. iHe iis ino imore iusing ihis iart ito idiscover ior iproject ihimself, iit iis 

ino imore ithe iexpression iof ihis iunresolved iconflicts ias ithinker, iartist iand iindividual. iRather 

iit iis ithe icool iacceptance iof ihis icondition ithat iallows ihim ito ianalyse iand iexplore ithe 

idifficulty iof ibeing ian iintellectual iin ia inon-intellectual isociety iand iassess ithe iemotional iand 

ipsychological iimplications ifor ithe iself i(Rawlinson i167). iThe irange iand idepth iof 

icomprehension ithat ithe inovel idemonstrates imakes iit ia icrucial itext iin ithe ibackground iof ian 

ialtering itime iand isignificance iof iculture iin ithe isociety iof ithe ilate inineteenth icentury i(Poole 

i168). i 

 The iomniscient inarrator iof iNGS ithrough ithe ieyes iof idifferent icharacters, idoes inot 

igive ian ientirely isatirical ior isociological icritique ion isociety, irather ihe itells ithe istory iof 

iindividuals iwho ihave ito ilive ioff itheir ipen. iEven ithe iimmoral icharacters ilike iMilvain iand 

iWhelpdale ieventually isuccessfully iwork itheir iway iup. iThus, iNGS iis ia iuniversally 

iappealing inovel ifor imany iwriters iwho imay ior imay inot iexperience ithe itriumphs iand 

itribulations ias iGissing’s icharacters i(Goode i198). iIn iwriting iNGS, iGissing iwas idrawing 

iupon ia isense iof ithe iartist iopines iAdrian iPoole, ithat iwas ilater ito ibe imore ifully iarticulated 

iby iJoyce iand iMann, iamong iothers i(189). i i 

 i i i i i i Gissing’s iportrayal iof iwomen iplaces ia ilot iof iemphasis ion itheir idesire ifor igreater 

iliberty. iRestlessness iprevails ihis iheroines, iMonica iMadden iin iparticular, iin ipursuit iof 

ifreedom iand iindividual irights. iThere iis ia istrong idesire ifor iliberty: iliberty ifrom ithe iburden 

iof itradition, iliberty ifrom ithe ibondage iof islavery iof imarriage, iliberty ifrom ithe iexploitation 

iin ithe ilabour imarket, iand iabove iall, ifrom ithe iinhuman iencroachment ion ispirit. iGissing, ias 
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ia imoralist ilike iMill, ibelieved ithat ireasonable iexercise iof ifreedom iis inecessary inot ionly ifor 

ipreserving ivirtues, ibut ifor ithe iemancipation iof iwomen itoo. 

 i i i i i Gissing’s iportrayal iof iwomen iplaces ia ilot iof iemphasis ion itheir idesire ifor ipersonal 

iliberty. iThrough ihis inovels, ihe ielaborately iexplicates ithe icontemporary imale imindset 

ithrough ithe icharacter iof iWiddowson, iwho istrongly ibelieves ithat iwomen iof iall iages iand 

ibackgrounds ishould ibe iguided iby imen, ia iperception ithat iis ivehemently ichallenged iand 

idenied iby iMonica. iGissing imakes iWiddowson ithe irepresentative iVictorian imale, ian 

iauthentic imouthpiece iof ithe icontemporary iconservative isociety. iAt ithe isame itime, ihe 

iendeavours ito imake iWiddowson irealise ithe igradually ichanging isocial imores i---- ithat 

iwomen ino ilonger iagree ito iwait ihand iand ifoot iupon ithe imales, ibut iaspire ia ilife iof itheir 

iown. iWiddowson’s imiserable ifailure ito igauze ithe ichanging itimes iresults iin ithe iabject 

ifailure iof ihis imarriage ito iMonica. i i i iHers iis ia istrong idesire ifor iliberty,-- iliberty ifrom ithe 

ibondage iof itradition, ifrom ithe ibondage iof islavery iof imarriage, iliberty ifrom ithe 

iexploitation iin ithe ilabour imarket, iand iabove iall, ifrom i iher ispousal iencroachment ion iher 

ispirit. i i iTo ithis iend, ishe iwants iis ia ilittle ispace ifor iherself, iaway ifrom imonotonous idomestic 

ilife. iThis isimple iwish ibeing iflatly idenied iby iher iinsensitive ihusband, ishe ifeels isuffocated 

ias iwell ias iirritated iby ihis ilack iof ifaith iin iher ifidelity ito ihim. iDisgruntled iand ioffended 

ibeyond iher itolerance ilimits, ishe ileaves ihim iand ibegins ito istay iwith iher isisters, ibut inever 

isurrenders iher ilegitimate idemand ifor ia ilittle ifreedom i. iHer iuncommon idecision ito idesert 

iher ihusband, iwho iis ineither ia idebauchee inor ibrutal ito iher, istunned ithe icontemporary 

ireaders, iwho ihowever, irecognized ithe iNew iWoman iwhen ithey isaw ione. iMonica, ithe iNew 

iWoman, iinspired icountless i“old” i(traditional) iwomen ireaders ito icourageously iprotest 

iagainst iall isorts iof imale iatrocities, iboth iin iand ioutside ifamily, istay icommitted ito itheir 

icause, iand iultimately iachieve ithe imuch-needed ipersonal ispace, iin ifamily iand iin isociety, 

iby iremaining isteadfast ithrough ievery iconfrontation. i 
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 i i i i In iMarian iYule, iGissing icreates ian ieven imore istartling icharacter. iIn ian iage iwhen 

iformal, ihigher ieducation ifor igirls iwas ian iunheard iof inotion, iwhen ifathers ithought iof 

i“giving ia igood ieddication”[sic] ionly ito itheir isons”( ito iborrow ia iphrase ifrom iGeorge 

iEliot’s inovel iThe iMill ion ithe iFloss), iAlfred iYule ieducates ihis ionly idaughter ito isuch ian 

iextent ithat ihe ihimself ican idepend iupon iher iintellectual isuperiority i(27), iShe iis iprobably 

ithe ionly iheroine iof iher itimes iwho idaily igoes ito ithe iBritish iMuseum i(library) iand itakes 

irelevant inotes ifor iher ifather’s iwritings i(Jacobus i127). iEducation iis ithe i“supreme 

ifoundation iof iher ilife” iwhich igives iher ithe istrength inot ito ibreak idown iafter ibeing 

iunexpectedly ijilted iby iMilvain i(Kranidis i90). iAs ithey ipart itheir iways, iMilvain irushes ito 

imeet iAmy iReardon, ihis inew ibeloved, ibut iMarian iquietly igoes iback ito ithe ilibrary, iwithout 

iany ibickering, iany ifuss, ior ieven iexpressing iher ishock ito iMilvain. iAs ishe igoes ihome, ishe 

idoes inot iexpress iher igrief ieven ito iher imother, ibut idisplays ithe iresilience ito ikeep iher 

ifrustrations ito iherself. iMarian iis ia iNew iWoman iwho ican inot ionly ilead ian iindependent 

iexistence iwithout ia iman, ibut ialso iis ian iintellectual icompanion ito ian ieducated iman, iher 

ifather. iAt ian iage iwhen imost iwomen i“would ikneel ion itheir iknees iand ithank iGod ifor ithe 

ilove iof ian ihonest iman” i(to iborrow ia iphrase ifrom iThomas iHardy’s iFar ifrom ithe iMadding 

iCrowd), iMarian ihas ithe icourage ito itraverse ithe ipath iof iher ilife iherself, iwithout ifeeling ithe 

ineed iof ia ihusband ito ihold iher ihand, ito ibe iby iher iside i(135). iBecause ishe idoes inot ifeel 

iinadequate iwithout ia iman, ishe idoes inot ireact iopenly ito iMilvain’s itreachery. iShe ineither 

irebels inor iprotests iagainst ivarious isocial iills iand iinjustices ivociferously, ibut iher iquiet iand 

irestrained iattitude idemonstrates iher iinnate ifortitude. iNot isurprisingly, ithis iNew iWoman 

ideservedly icommands irespect iin iher isocial icircle,--- iMilvain’s isisters, iboth iMaud iand 

iDora, irebuke itheir ibrother iharshly ifor ihis ibetrayal ito iMarian ionly ibecause ishe iis 

icomparatively ipoor ithan iAmy iReardon. i 
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The iParagons iof iNewness: iTess iDurbeyfield iand iSue iBridehead 

 i i i i i The iperiod ibetween ithe i1840’s iand i1860’s ias ia iwhole iwas imarked iby iheated 

idebates ion ithe iwoman iquestion. iA iwoman’s iplace iin isociety iwas iensured ionly ithrough 

imarriage, iand ishe, iin iaddition ito ibeing ia idedicated iwife, ihad ito ibe ia idevoted imother ias 

iwell. iShe ihad ia imiserable iexistence ias isimply ia ichild-bearer iand ia icaretaker iof ithe ifamily. i 

 Thomas iHardy iwas ione iof ithose irare imale iauthors iwho ifelt ifor ioppressed, 

ivictimised iwomen iwith iall ihis iheart, ithough ihe inever idirectly ijoined ithe iongoing isuffragist 

imovements ithat ishook iVictorian iEngland. iHe iwas iquite ivocal iabout ithe idouble istandards 

iof isexual imorality iof ihis itimes ithat idemanded ipristine ipurity ifrom ithe iwomen ibefore 

imarriage, ibut inever igave ia ithought ito ithe ilicentitious iphilanderers iwho icould ivictimise iany 

iwoman, iany itime, iand igo iscot-free. iHardy ineither isuccumbed ito ithe iprevalent iidea ithat 

iwomen ishould ibe ibranded i“fallen” ithe imoment ishe ihad iany isexual iexperience ioutside 

imarriage, ibe iit ia ilove iaffair ior idownright irape, iwhile ithere iwould ibe ino ipunitive imeasures 

ifor iher ipartner, ior ieven i ifor ithe irapist. iFrom ithis iview ipoint, ihe iregarded ihis iheroine, iTess, 

i“a iPURE iwoman”, i i(the isub-title iof ithe inovel) iafter iher iseduction iby iAlec i, ior ieven iafter 

iher ico-habiting ihim iafter iAngel ideserts iher i(emphasis imine). iHe ibelieved iin iwomen’s 

ifreedom/right ito iaccept ior ireject ia iman’s iproposal iof imarriage, ias iwell ias i ito ihave ithe iright 

iof idivorcing iher ihusband iif ishe iso idesires, igoing iagainst ithe icontemporary isocial 

istandpoint. iTo ithis iend, iHardy ifirst idelineated ithe icharacter iof iGrace iMulberry iin iThe 

iWoodlanders i(published i1887) iwho iwants ito idivorce iher ifaithless ihusband, iEdward 

iFitzpiers, iand ieight iyears ilater, icreated iSue iBridehead, iwho iaccepts iand irejects, imarries 

iand idivorces, iher ilife-partners. iSuch iideas, iin isuch itraditionalist itimes iwere ishockingly 

irevolutionary. 
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 i i i i i Thomas iHardy iwas iborn ion i2 iJune, i1840 iand ihe ipassed iaway ion i11 iJan, i1928. iHe 

icomposed imost iof ihis icreations ibetween i1871 ito i1912. iFrom i1912 itill ihis ideath, iin i1928, 

ihe iwrote ionly ipoetry. iHardy iis irenowned inot ionly ias ia inovelist iand ia ipoet ibut ialso ias ia 

iwriter iof ishort istories. iHe ibegan ito ipublish ihis ishort istories iin ivarious iperiodicals iin i1874 

iand icontinued ito ido iso ifor iabout ithirty iyears. iThe iRomantic iAdventures iof ia iMilkmaid iis 

ihis isole ilong inovella. iHis ishort istories iare ipublished iin ithree icollections. iWessex iTales 

i(1888), iA iGroup iof iNoble iDames i(1891) iand iLife’s iLittle iIronies i(1894), iand ithe 

iremaining istories iwere ipublished iunder ithe ititle, iA iChanged iMan iand iother istories i(1913) 

i(Millgate i15). 

 In iher iarticle, iThomas ihardy iand iMatters iof iGender, iKristin iBrady istates, i“From 

itheir ifirst ipublication, ithe iwriting’s iof iThomas ihardy ihave ibeen iexplicitly iand iobsessively 

iassociated iwith imatters iof igender” i(104). iIndeed, iin iall iof ihis iworks--- ifiction ior ipoetry--- 

igender irelated iissues iare ipowerfully iand iskilfully idepicted. iAccording ito iElaine 

iShowalter, i“To ia ifeminist icritic, iHardy ipresents ian iirresistible iparadox. iHe iwas ione iof ithe 

ifew imale inovelists, iwho iwrote iin iwhat imay ibe icalled ia i ifeminine itradition” i(99). i 

 The iremarkable iheroines iof iHardy’s imajor inovels iand ithe iwomen iof ithe ishorter 

ifictions i(for iexample iBetty iDornell, iDame ithe iFirst iin iNoble iDames) ispeak idirectly ito ithe 

iwomen ireaders. iAs iearly ias iin i1878, iin iThe iReturn iof ithe iNative, iHardy ispoke iabout ithe 

i“Irrepressible iNew” i(regarding ihis iheroine iEustacia iVye iin ithe iPreface iof ithe inovel), iand 

inothing ican ibe imore iirrepressible ithan ithe i“New iWoman”. i 

 Thomas ihardy iwas iwell iacquainted iwith imany iof ithe iminor iwomen inovelists iof ihis 

iday: iviz. i iRhoda iBroughton, iKatherine iMacquoid, i, iSarah iGrand, iMary iBraddon, iand 

iEvelyn iSharp i(Stubbs i156). iHe iworked iwith ithe inovelist iFlorence iHenniker ion ia ishort 

istory, i“An iImaginative iWoman” i(157). iHis iknowledge iof ithe iethos iof ifeminist’s iwritings 

iin ithe i1880s iand i1890s iwas iextensive. i“He inot ionly icommented iupon, ibut iin ia isense, 
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ihelped ito ichart iout ithe ifuture icourse iof ifeminine ifiction” i(Ingram i144). iHardy ibelieved 

ithat ithe ifeminine iself iis i i“essentially ia icomplement iof ithe imale iself” i(145). iHis iheroines 

iopenly idefy iVictorian isocial iand imoral inorms. iBy iwriting iabout isexually-charged ithemes 

iat ia itime iwhen isubjects isuch ias iunwanted iseduction, ipremarital isex, iillegitimate ichildren, 

iadultery iand idivorce iwere iabsolute itaboo, iHardy ichallenged ihis ireaders ito irealize ithe 

idevastation ithat ican ibe icaused iby ihypocrisy iand idouble istandards iregarding isexual 

imorality, imaking imany ito iconsider ihim ito ibe i“among ithe ifirst ifeminists” i(Tomalin i189). i 

 Traversing ithe icourse iof isix idecades, ithe imajor inovels iof iThomas iHardy ichart ithe 

ievolution iof ithe iNew iWoman. iFrom ithe idocile iand isubmissive iCythera iGraye iof ihis ifirst 

inovel i(Desperate iRemedies i1871) ito ithe iaggressive iand idefiant iSue iBridehead iof ihis ilast 

iwritten inovel i(Jude i1895), iHardy idepicted ithe igrowth iof ithe iempowered iwoman, iand iher 

istruggles ito igain iacceptance iand iunconditional ilove. iWith ieach inovel, ihis iheroines 

ibecome istronger iand imore idetermined. iThough iHardy ihimself iwas iquiet iand ireserved iin 

ihis ipersonal ilife, ihe iwas ifond iof iintelligent, istrong-minded iwomen. iHe iwas ifully 

iconscious iof ithe ipotential ipower iof ithe iemerging iNew iWoman ifigures. iSaddened iwell ias 

ienraged iby ithe ihypocrisy iof ithe imoral istandards iof ithe iVictorian ipatriarchy, iHardy 

idirectly iwrote iof iits idamaging iconsequences ito iwomen. iHe ialso iportrayed iin ihis ifiction, 

ithe inegative iimpact iof isociety’s iharsh ijudgement iregarding iwomen’s isexuality, imarriage 

iand idesire. iMuch ibefore ithe iphrase i“The iNew iWoman,” iwas icoined, iThomas iHardy iwas 

ialready iwriting iabout istrong, iindependent iwomen idetermined ito ilive ilife ion itheir iown 

iterms. iThus ithe iNew iWoman iwas inothing i“new” ito iHardy, ishe iwas ithe ire-emergence iof ia 

inatural iphenomenon ilong isuppressed iand ishackled iby ithe isocial iconventions iof iVictorian 

iEngland, isays iPenny iBoumelha.(231). iAs iBoumelha inotes iin iher iintroduction ito iThomas 

iHardy’s iThe iWoodlanders i i( ipublished i1887). i iHardy iwas inot ia ipioneer iin ithe idebate ion 

iwomen’s irights iand imarriage iin ithe iPress iand iParliament iin ithe i1880s iand i1890s, ibut ihe 
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iwas ivery imuch iresponsive ito ithe iburning iissue. iBecause iof ihis iwillingness ito iaddress 

isensitive iethos iregarding isexuality iof iwomen, iHardy iwas, iposits iBoumelha, i“soon 

idepicted ias ia iwilling iconscript iin ithe iso icalled i“Anti-Marriage iLeague” iof imoral icritics 

iand isocial isceptics iidentified iin ithe i1890s ias icrusading iconservatives i(xii). 

 Hardy, ihowever, iwas inot iagainst ithe iinstitution iof imarriage, ihe iwas iagainst 

iaccepting imarriage ias ian iirrevocable icontract, iagainst ithe iunnaturalness iof iconventions iof 

iobligatory iunions ias iwell ias irepression iof iinnate isexual idesires. iBoumelha ialso iaddresses 

ithe i“desire” ifound iin iHardy’s inovels: i“A icontinual imutability iof isexual irelationship iis 

idriven iby iinstinctive iresponse irather ithan iby iemotional i(or istill iless, ilegal) icommitment… 

iCharacter iafter icharacter iexperiences idesire ias ia iforce ioverpowering iindividual iwill... 

istunned, imesmerized, idizzied iby idesire, ithese icharacters iact iunder ithe ipower iof ia ikind iof 

inatural ilaw ithat imotivates iand iundermines ithe imaking iand iunmaking iof itheir isocially 

iratified irelationships” i(123). i 

 Right ifrom iEustacia iVye ito iSue iBridehead, ithe iheroines iof iThomas iHardy 

idemonstrate iwomen’s iemergence ias iindependent, ithinking iindividuals ivigorously. iThey 

ialso idemonstrate ithe idestructive iconsequences icreated iby ia isociety iunwilling ito 

iaccommodate iwomen’s idreams iand idesires. iThrough ihis ifiction, iHardy igave ihis iwomen ia 

ichance ito ivoice itheir ichanging irole iin isociety. iOne iof ihis imost ibeloved iheroines, 

iBathsheba iEverdene, isuccinctly iarticulates iwomen’s iparticular idifficulty iin iexpressing 

ithemselves ias iearly ias iin i1874. iIn iher ieffort ito idissuade iFarmer iBoldwood ifrom ihis 

imarriage iproposal ito iher i(Far ifrom ithe iMadding iCrowd), iBathsheba iexclaims: i“It iis ivery 

idifficult ifor ia iwoman ito idefine iher ifeelings iin ia ilanguage iwhich iis ichiefly imade iby imen ito 

iexpress itheirs” i(308). iSuch iradical iutterances icould ionly ibe iuttered iby ia iNew iWoman, 

iwho, idespite ibeing inot ilabelled ias ione, iactually iembodies ithe icourage iand iconviction iin 

iher iown iidentity. i 
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 Similar ito iBathsheba’s idetermination ito imanage iWeatherbury ifarm ias ia iwoman, 

ithe igrowth iand idevelopment iof ithe iindependent, iexpressive iwoman iwas ia igradual iprocess. 

iThe iemergence iand ievolution iof ithe iNew iWoman iand ia isense iof ifemale iempowerment, 

iare icommon ithemes iin imost iof iHardy’s ifiction, isince ihe iwas ikeenly iaware iof ithe iradically 

ichanging iworld itowards ithe iend iof ithe iVictorian iera. i“Hardy ihad ino ifeminist iagenda, ionly 

ia irespect ifor istrong iwomen iand idisgust ifor ia iworld ithat isuppressed itheir iindividuality” i, 

isays iRosemarie iMorgan i(145). i iPatricia iStubbs ibeautifully ianalyses, i“In ian ievolutionary 

idiscourse iof itheir iown, ieach iof iHardy’s inovels iand itales igrew iprogressively imore 

irevealing i--- ifrom iDesperate iRemedies ito iJude ithe iObscure iand ifrom iWessex iTales ito 

iLife’s iLittle iIronies--- ihighlighting ithe ihypocrisy iand ifutility iof ithe iera’s idouble istandards 

iand iconventions ithat iwere idetrimental ito ithe igrowth iof iwoman” i(189). i 

  i iHavelock iEllis, ia inoted isocial ireformer iwrote: i“The iprogress iof iHardy’s iart ihas 

iconsisted iin ibringing ithis ielement iof inature iinto icloser icontact iwith ithe irigid iroutine iof 

ilife, imaking iit imore ihuman, imore imoral ior iimmoral. iIt iis ian iinevitable iprogression”(qtd. 

iby iBoumelha i278). iAcknowledging ithe iauthor’s igenius, iEllis iwas iamong ithe ifirst ito 

irecognize iHardy’s icontribution ito ithe ifeminist imovement iand ithe icreation iof ithe iNew 

iWoman i(279). 

 Like iEllis, iCoventry iPatmore, ithe iauthor iof ithe iextensively iused iterm ito idescribe 

iVictorian iwomen ias i“Angel iin ithe iHouse’’, ibelieved ithat iit iwas iin itheir ifailure ito iadhere ito 

isocial iconventions ithat iHardy’s ifemale icharacters iare imost ihuman, imost inatural, imost 

ilikeable i(280). i 

 However, inot iall icontemporary icritics iwere ias ipositive ias iEllis iand iPatmore iabout 

ithe iwomen iin iHardy’s iworks. iMost iof ithe ireviews iregarding ihis ilater iworks iwere iunfairly 

inegative, iparticularly iof iTess iand iJude. iThe iconservative iMrs. iMargaret iOliphant’s iarticle 

ititled iThe iAnti-Marriage iLeague iappeared iin iBlackwood’s iMagazine, iin i1896. iShe 
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iasserted ithat iHardy’s imale icharacters iare ivictims iof i“seductions iof isirens” iand ithat ihis 

iwomen iare i“remorseless iministers iof idestiny, idetermined ioperators, imanaging iall iof ithe 

imachinery iof ilife iin iorder ito ibe isecure iin itheir iown iway” i(qtd. iby iCox, i260). iOliphant 

iexpanded ifurther: i“We irather ithink ithat iauthor’s iobject imust ibe, ihaving iglorified iwomen 

iby ithe icreation iof iTess, ito ishow iafter iwhat idestructive iand iruinous icreatures ithey iare, iin 

igeneral icircumstances iand iin ievery idevelopment, iwhether ibrutal ior irefined” i(261). 

 Oliphant’s ivirulent icriticism iof iHardy’s iworks iwas irepresentative iof ithe iVictorian 

isociety’s irigid isocial icode ithat iwomen ishould ibe isubservient, isubmissive iand icomplainant 

ito iman. iAn iaggressive iwoman iwas ia ibranded ia i“siren” iwho itakes icontrol iof i“the 

imachinery iof ilife” i(Margaret iOliphant, iqtd. iby iCox i260). iSo, ithe iNew iWoman ifigures 

iwere ito ibe ifeared iand iavoided i– iif inot idestroyed: ithis iwas ithe igeneral iview. iHowever 

ithough iMrs. iOliphant ireflected ithe iopinion iof ithe imajority iprevalent iat ithe itime, 

iperspectives ion ithe irole iof ithe iNew iWoman iin isociety iwere igradually ichanging. iPeople 

ibegan ito ireadjust itheir iattitude ion ithe iMarriage iQuestion iand ithe irole iof iwomen iin igeneral; 

iand i“Hardy’s iheroines iwere ipart iof ithe iprocess” i, iasserts iMarjorie iGarson i(21). i 

 Tess iwas iwritten iwhen iHardy’s icareer iwas iartists izenith. iHe ibegan ipreparation ifor 

iit iin i1888, iwhen ihe iwas i48 iyears iold. iIt ibegan ito iappear iin ia iserial iform iin iThe iGraphic, ia 

ipopular ifamily imagazine ifrom i1889. iHowever, ithe ieditors iwere ivery iconservative iand 

ikept iasking iHardy ito itone idown ithe imore iobviously isexual iparts. iThey ieven iobjected ito 

iAngel icarrying iTess iand ithe iother ithree igirls iover ia iflooded ipart iof ithe iroad iin ihis iarms. 

iHardy iobliged, ihe ilet iAngel icart ithem iin ia iwheelbarrow. iBecause iof ithe iconstriction iof 

ifamily ireading, ilate iVictorian iBritain iwas ivery ireluctant ito iallow iany isort iof iphysical 

idescription iof isexuality iin iliterature i(Page i219). i 

  iIt iusually ihappened iin ithe inineteenth icentury ithat ionce ia ibook ihad ibeen iserialized, 

iit iwas ithen ipublished ias ia ithree ivolume inovel. iIn ipreparing ifor ithis, iHardy iretrieved ithe 
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iself- icensored iportion iback iinto ithe ibook, iand iadded ithe ihighly icontroversial isub-title, i“A 

iPure iWoman”. iSeveral ipublishers irefused ito ipublish iit. iFinally, iin iDecember i1891, ithe 

ifirm iof iJames iOsgood i& iMcllvaine ipublished iit, iand i“Hardy ihad ino iidea ijust ihow 

icontroversial iit iwould iturn iout ito ibe” i(Pinion i98). iIt iwas ia istupendous isuccess, iprobably 

ibuoyed iup iheavily iby ithe ivehement icontroversy iover iits ifrank itreatment iof isex ias iwell ias 

iits ipessimistic iview iof ilife. iWithin ia iyear, imore ithan itwenty ithousand icopies iof ithe ibook 

isold iout. iUndoubtedly, i“sales iwere iinflated iby ithe icurious ipublic iwho iwanted ito iknow 

iwhat ithe icontroversy iwas iabout” i(Duffin i212). iIt iwas ialso isimultaneously itranslated iand 

ipublished iin iseveral iforeign ilanguages i(213). i 

 Although iTess iwas ia ipopular isuccess, icritical iopinion iwas imixed, iwith iits 

icommentary i“ranging ifrom ihighest ipraise ito ideepest icontempt” i(Millgate i296). iThe 

iIllustrated iLondon iNews i(Jan i9, i1892), iwrote: i“The iconventional ireader iwishes ito ibe 

iexcited, ibut inot ito ibe idisturbed; ihe ilikes ito ihave inew ipictures ipresented ito ihis iimagination, 

ibut inot ito ihave inew iideas ipresented ito ihis imind. iHe idetests iunhappy iendings, imainly 

ibecause ian iunhappy iending inearly ialways iinvolves ian iindirect iappeal ito ithe iconscience, 

iand ithe iconscience, iwhen iaroused, iis ialways idemanding ia ireorganization iof ithat 

itraditional ipattern iof iright iand iwrong iwhich iis ithe iessence iof iconventionality ito iregard ias 

iimmutable. iYet imore, iof icourse, idoes ihe idetest ian iopen ichallenge iof ithat itraditional 

ipattern iand iTess iof ithe id’Urbervilles iis iprecisely isuch ias ichallenge i(qtd. iby iLerner iand 

iHolmstrom i111). 

 i i i i i i i i i The iSpectator i(Jan. i23, i1892) iopined: i“On ithe iwhole, iwe ideny ialtogether ithat iMr. 

iHardy ihas imade iout ihis icase ifor iTess. iShe iwas ipure ienough iin iher iinstincts, iconsidering 

ithe icircumstances iand ithe iclass iin iwhich ishe iwas iborn. iBut ishe ihad ino ideep isense iof 

ifidelity ito ithose iinstincts. iIf ishe ihad, ishe iwould inot ihave iallowed iherself itime iafter itime ito 

ibe iturned ifrom ithe iplain ipath iof iduty, iby ithe ifastidiousness iof ia ipersonal ipride iwhich iwas 
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iquite iout iof iproportion ito ithe iextremity iof iher itemptations iand iher iperil” i(qtd. iby i iLerner 

iand iHolmstrom i112). i 

 Both ithe iAnthenaeum iand ithe iLondon iTimes iextolled ithe inovel, ibut ifor idifferent 

ireasons. iThe icritic iin iAnthenaeum inot ionly ifound ithe inovel i“much ibetter ithan iMr. iHardy’s 

iprevious iwork,” ibut ialso ipraised ithe inovelist’s icreation iof iTess, iwhom ihe icalled i“a 

icredible, isympathetic icreature”. iHowever ihe iregretted iHardy’s iexcessive i“use iof iscientific 

iand iecclesiastical iterminology.” iThe ireviewer iin iTimes iwas imoved iby ithe istory iand 

iappreciated iHardy’s icandid icriticism iof iVictorian imoral istandards. iOn ithe ilee iside, ithe 

icritic iin iSaturday iReview i(January i16, i1892), iwhile iidentifying iTess ias ithe imost itrue ito 

ilife icharacter, ifound ithe iother icharacters i“stagy” ior i“farcical”. iHe iobjected ito iwhat ihe 

iregarded ias iHardy’s iexcessive iconcern iwith idescriptions iof iTess’s iappealing iphysical 

ibeauty iand iconsidered ithe istory iimprobable. iHe iadmitted ithat ieven iwith ia ipoor istory ia 

igood inarrative itechnique icould ihave isaved ithe inovel, ibut i“Mr iHardy, iit imust ibe iconceded, 

itells iand iunpleasant istory iin ia ivery iunpleasant iway” i(qtd. iby iLerner iand iHolmstrom i113). 

 Nevertheless, ipublic isentiment iwas isuch ithat ithose iwho idisliked ithe inovel iwere 

igreatly ioutnumbered. iIn iLongman’s imagazine, iAndrew iLang ifound ithe icharacters iin iTess 

ito ibe i“far ifrom iplausible”, ithe istory i“beyond… ibelief”, iand iHardy’s iuse iof i“psychological 

iterminology iunskilful”, ibut iconceded inonetheless ithat i“on iall isides i– inot ionly ifrom ithe 

iessays iof ireviewers, ibut ifrom ithe ispoken iopinion iof ithe imost ivarious ikinds iof ireaders--- 

ione ilearns ithat iTess iis ia imasterpiece” i(Millgate i324). 

 On ithe iother ihand, iRobert iLouis iStevenson iwrote ito iHenry iJames i(Dec. i5, i1892): 

“Well, iI iwas imortally iwounded iby iTess iof ithe id’Urbervilles. iI ido inot iknow ithat iI iam 

iexaggerative iin icriticism; ibut iI iwill isay ithat iTess iis ione iof ithe iworst, iweakest, ileast isane, 

imost ivoulu i[forced] ibooks iI ihave iyet ito iread. iBar ithe istyle iit iseems… ito ihave ino iearthly 

iconnection iwith ihuman ilife ior ihuman inature; iand ito ibe imerely ithe iungracious iportrait iof ia 
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iweakish iman iunder ia ivow ito iappear iclever, ias ia irickety ischoolchild isetting iup ito ibe 

inaughty iand inot iknowing ihow” i(Millgate i225). i 

 According ito iEdmund iBlunden, ia inoted iHardy icritic, icritics ibefore i1940 iseemed ito 

i“chide iHardy ifor imany iof ithe isame ipoints iof istyle ithat ilater ireviewers ifound iadmirable” 

i(147). iIn i1940, ithe iSouthern iReview ijournal icelebrated ithe icentennial iof iHardy’s ibirth 

iwith ithe ipublication iof ian iissue idevoted ientirely ito ithe iauthor. iEarlier icritics iviz. iAndrew 

iLang iand iLionel iJohnson, ipraised ihis iability ito idescribe ithe icountry ifolk iof iWessex 

irealistically iand icondemned ihis ifatalistic iview iof ilife. iDuffin isuggests ithat, ibeginning iwith 

ithe iessays iin ithe iSouthern iReview, imodern ireviewers iadore iHardy ibecause iof ihis 

ipessimism; ias ithey ifind iHardy’s i“mismatched idestinies, ithe idarkness iof ithe iphysical iand 

imoral ilandscapes, ithe iawareness iof idwindling ienergies, iand ithe isense iof iman’s iappalling 

ilimitations ito ibe ipeculiarly imodern” i(151). iOne iSouthern iReview icontributor, iDonald 

iDavidson, ifinds iin ithe ifatalism iof ithe inovel, ias iwell ias iin iHardy’s icontroversial iclosing 

iparagraph iabout i“The iPresident iof ithe iImmortals", ireflections iof iHardy’s iinnate iinterest iin 

ithe ifolk iballads iof ihis inative iDorset. iDavidson icontends ithat ifateful icoincidences iabundant 

iin iTess iare icomparable ito ithe isupernatural ioccurrences ithat ifrequently iappear iin ithe 

iballads, iand ithat iHardy’s iclosing iparagraph ifunctions ias ia iclosing istatement ito ithe inovel 

imuch ilike ia itraditional iballad iending i(qtd. iby iLermer iand iHolmstorm i114). iOn ithe iother 

ihand, iJohn iHolloway idoes inot iattach imuch iimportance ito iHardy’s iuse iof icoincidence, 

inoting ithat ithe iscenes ithat imight iseem iunrealistic iare iout iof inecessity: i“in iorder ithat itheir 

iother idimensions itake imeaning, itheir irelevance ito ithe ilarger irhythms iof ithe iwork, ishall 

itranspire.” iIn iTess ithe i“larger irhythm,” ias iHolloway isees iit iis iin irepeated iidentification iof 

iTess iwith ia ihunted ianimal iand ia iDarwinian ivision ithat itakes iTess, imuch ilike ia ideveloping 

ispecies, ifrom iformation, ithrough iadaptation, ito iultimate iextinction i(179). iHolloway 

icannot, ithus, iconsider iTess ias ia istrong ifigure. iSimilarly, iDorothy iVan iGhent inotes ithat i“in 
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ithe iaccidentalism iof iHardy’s iuniverse iwe ican irecognize ithe iprofound itruth iof ithe idarkness 

iin iwhich ilife iis icast, idarkness iboth iwithin ithe isoul iand iwithout” i(69). i i 

 Harold iBloom irightly iasserts, i“Hardy ithe inovelist iis ia imajor itransitional ifigure 

ibetween ithe ipopular imoralists iand ipopular ientertainer iof iVictorian ifiction iand ithe iserious, 

ivisionary, ioften isymbolizing inovelists iof itoday” i(150). i iOther icritics itoo iplace iHardy iat 

ithe ithreshold iof imodernism. iBloom iargues ithat ithis iis iespecially itrue iof iTess:. i“It ican ibe 

iasserted ithat iHardy’s inovel ihas iproved ito ibe iprophetic iof ia isensibility ithat iby ino imeans 

iwas ifully iemergent iin i1891. iNearly ia icentury ilater, ithe ibook isometimes iseems ito ihave 

imoments iof ivision ithat iare icontemporary iwith ius.” i(181). iCritics ihave ialso ire-evaluated 

ithe inovel iin ithe ilight ifeminist iissues iand iwomen’s iright. iAs iHardy’s ibiographer iMartin 

iSeymour-Smith iconcludes, iTess iremains ia inovel iof iriveting ivalidity ieven iafter imore ithan 

ione ihundred iyears iof ipublication. i“Tess iwas ia iwoman iwho istabbed iher iparamour. iThen, ias 

inow, iin ithe ieyes iof imost ijudges, ithere iis ione ilaw ifor imen iwho ikill itheir iwives, iand ianother 

ifor iwomen iwho ikill itheir ihusbands.” i(182). iFor iSeymour-Smith, iTess iand iher itreatment iby 

ithe itwo imen iin iher ilife iare iat ithe icentre iof idiscovering ithe itrue isignificance iof ithe iwork. 

iHe iwonders: i i“The iquestion iraised iby ithe inovel iis ithis: iwhat iwould ia iwoman ibe iif ishe 

iwere ireleased ifrom imale ioppression iand iallowed ito ibe iherself?” i(183). i 

 Susan iDavid iBarnstein ibelieves ithat iTess isuffers ibecause iof ino ifault iof iher iown 

i(159). iJohn iHolloway iasserts ithat iHardy’s inovels ireject ihuman ichoice iand ieffort iand 

iwhatever ihappens iin ithe ilives iof icharacters iis ipredetermined i(17). iArnold iKettle ipostulates 

ithat ithe inear-total-destruction iof itraditional ipeasantry iplays ihavoc iwith iTess’s ilife i(24). iIn 

isum, ithese icritics irepresent iTess ias ia ipowerless iand ivoiceless iwoman iwho idoes inot ihave 

iany irole iin iher idestiny. iOn ithe iother ihand, iMargaret iHigonnet’s iview iis ithat i“Hardy igave 

ihis iheroine ian iindividual ivoice iagainst ithe iunnatural ilaw iand imaxims iof imen” iand 
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iattempted ito i“singularize iTess iin iorder ito i“differentiate iher ivoice ifrom istereotypes iof ithe 

ifeminine” i(120). 

 Rita iS. iKranidis i ipoints iout ithat i isome icritics iargue ithat i“Hardy idid inot iconvey ior 

ieven ihave ia isufficient iunderstanding iof iwoman’s inature, iand ias ia iresult imischaracterized 

iwomen iin inovels isuch ias iTess iof ithe id’Urbervilles” i(115), iwhile iKristin iBrady ipoints iout 

ithat iHavelock iEllis i“Summarized ian iaspect iof iHardy’s iwriting ithat iwas iendlessly 

iintriguing ito iVictorian ireaders: ihere iwas ia imale iwriter ioffering ia istyle iof iwriting iand iof 

iplot iconstruction ithat iwas iconsidered ito ibe iexclusively ifemale” i(95). i 

 Hardy, iin ia iletter ito ithe isuffragist iactivist iMillicent iGarrett iFawcett, iwho iattempted 

ito ipublish ia ipamphlet idevoted ito ithe iviews iof ieminent imen ion ithe iissue iof iwomen’s 

isuffrage, iwrote: i“I ihave ifor ia ilong itime ibeen iin ifavour iof iwomen-suffrage... ibecause ithe 

itendency iof ithe iwoman’s ivote iwill ibe ito ibreak iup ithe ipresent ipernicious iconventions iin 

irespect iof imanners, icustoms, ireligion, iillegitimacy, ithe istereotyped ihousehold” i(qtd. iby 

iGarson i214). iHe iadded ithat i“by iasserting ithemselves, iwomen iwill iloosen ithe itongues iof 

imen iwho ihave inot iliked ito ispeak iout ion isuch isubjects” i(215). i 

 i Merryn iWilliams iargues ithat iTess ibelongs ito ithe icategory iof iNew iWoman ifiction 

ibecause iit iis i“offering inew ielements iof ipolemic” iabout i“sex iroles” iand i‘the idouble 

istandard” i(219). iDorothy iVan iGhent ilikewise ibelieves ithat i“Tess iis ia ipossible iform ifor ithe 

i‘new’ iwoman i– iboth ias ia isurvivor iand ias ian iintelligent iforerunner” i(123). iRosemarie 

iMorgan iargues ithat iTess iis inot ia ipassive ivictim ibut ihas i“a ivital iconsciousness” ithat 

ishowcases ia icapacity ito ibe iresponsible ifor iherself. iShe iexplains ifurther: i“Hardy iretains, 

ithen, ifor iTess, iwith iher iemotional igenerosity, isexual ivitality iand imoral istrength, ithe 

icapacity ito irise iabove iher ifall iand iultimately ito iredeem ithe iman iwho, ibearing ithe ivalues 

iand isexual iprejudices iand idouble-standards iof ithe isociety, ifails ito irise iabove ithem iin ithe 

ihour iof ineed. iNor idoes iTess’s ilast ihour ifind iher ibereft iof iwill, iself-determination i iand 
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icourage. iIn iknifing ithe iheart iof ithe iman iwho iso iremorselessly ihunts iher idown, ishe iturns 

iher iown ilife iround iyet iagain; ibut ithis itime iwith ireadiness, ishe isays, ito iface iher 

iexecutioner” i(109). 

 Hardy iportrays iTess ias ia iwoman iwho iis idetermined ito itake iresponsibility ifor iher 

iactions. iShe idoes inot igo ito ithe id’Urbervilles’ ifarm iat iTrantridge ibecause iof iher iparents’ 

iword, ibut ibecause ishe itakes ithe iresponsibility ifor iPrince’s ideath. iShe iexplains ias imuch ito 

iher iparents ias ithe ireason ifor igoing ito ithe ifarm: i“Well, ias iI ikilled ithe ihorse… iI iought ito ido 

isomething” i(Tess i58). iPoverty iand ithe ieconomic icrisis iof ithe iworking iclass, iin inineteenth 

icentury iEngland, iwere irooted iin iindustrialization. iIn iTess, iHardy idepicted ithe iimpact iof 

iindustrialization iin ithe ilife iof iworking-class ipeople. iGeorge iWotton inotes, ifor iHardy, i“the 

iIndustrial iRevolution iwas ia imonster ithat idestroyed ithe itraditions iand imeaning iof icountry 

ilife” i(206). i iMary iJacobus iagrees ithat iHardy idemonstrated ihow inineteenth-century 

iindustrialization idestroyed iVictorian ifamilies. iShe iargues ithat, iin iorder ito i“amplify ithe 

iramifications iof ithe icultural-economical ichanges, iHardy iused ifictional ifamilies ito isignify 

ithe ibasic ilosses isuffered iand iexperienced iby ithe irural iworking iclass” i(29). 

 It iis ibecause iof idire ipoverty ithat iTess’s iparents isend iher ito ithe id’Urbervilles’ ifarm. 

iThere iAlec iexploits iher iin ispite iof iher inot iencouraging ihim iin iany iway, ibut ipointedly 

itelling ihim i i“...I ido inot ilove iyou” i(Tess i28). iIn iMarxist iphilosophy, iexploitation ioccurs 

iwhen isomeone iis ioppressed iby ieconomic icircumstances. iThus iTess ibecomes ithe isymbol 

iof ithe idestruction iof ithe ipeasantry iin ithe inineteenth icentury, ias iis ifamously iposited iby 

iArnold iKettle. i 

 Tess idisplays iappreciable icourage ito itake ithe iresponsibility ifor ievents ithat ishe 

icannot icontrol iherself. iHer ifather, iJohn iDurbeyfield igets iso ielated ion ihearing ifrom iParson 

iTringham ithat ihe iis ithe idescendant iof ia i“very iold ifamily….. ithe id’Urbervilles…of 

iNormandy’ i(Tess i3) ithat ihe igoes ito ithe ilocal ipub i“to iget ihis istrength” i(4) iand idrinks iso 
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imuch ithat ihe ibecomes iquite iunable ito idrive ihis ihorse- iwagon ito itake ithe ibeehives ito ithe 

iCasterbridge imarket. iThe iseventeen-year iold iTess, ithe ioldest iof ihis inumerous ichildren, 

iperforce ihas ito iundertake ithe ijob. iOn ithe iway ito ithe imarket ia isharp ishaft iof ia idog-cart 

icoming ifrom ithe iopposite idirection irams iinto iPrince’s iheart, ikilling ihim iinstantly. iAfter 

ihis ideath ishe ifeels iguilty iand itakes ithe iresponsibility, isaying i“as iI ikilled ithe ihorse, 

imother…. iI isuppose iI iought ito ido isomething” i(Tess i19). iShe i iis iwell iaware iof ithe ifact ithat 

inow ishe ineeds ito ishoulder ithe ijob iof ifeeding iher ihuge ifamily. iShe inever idissuades ifrom 

iduty. iShe iwillingly igoes ito iTrantridge ipoultry ifarm, iwhere iher imother isends iher i“to iclaim 

ikin”, ia ithinly idisguised iplea ito ihelp ithem, iby igiving iTess ia ijob iin ithe ifarm i(Tess i21). i i i i i i i 

 At iTrantridge, iTess inot ionly igets ithe ijob iof ia ipoultry imaid, ibut ialso ithe iunwanted 

iattention iof ithe iowner, iAlec id’Urberville, iwho isoon isucceeds iin iseducing iand 

iimpregnating iher. iBut ihe ifails imiserably ito ibring iher iunder ihis ipower. iTess irejects ihim i 

idownright iand icomes iback ito iher iparents iafter ifour imonths, ileaving iher ijob, imuch ito ithe 

ichagrin iof iher imother iJoan iDurbeyfield, iwho iwas iexpecting ia igrand ialliance ibetween ithe 

itwo ifamilies. i 

 What ithe i iplebeian imother ifails ito igauze iis iher idaughter’s iincredible icourage ito igo 

iagainst ithe icurrent. iTess, iwhom iher imother iJoan iDurbeyfield iso ifar i itook ito ibe i“tractable 

iat ibottom” iturns iout ito ibe iof isterner istaff iwho icontemptuously i irejects iAlec i( iTess i20) i i. 

iShe iexhibited ithe isame ispirit i i ionce iwhen iAlec iasked iher, i“Why ido iyou ialways idislike imy 

ikissing iyou?” iand ishe ihonestly ireplied i“because iI idon’t ilove iyou” i(28). i“The iteenaged 

ipeasant igirl ishowcasing imore igrit ithan imost iof iher iilk iplants ithe iseed iof ideep-rooted 

iattraction iin iher iseducer’s iheart, iwho iwill ireappear iin iher ilife iafter iyears, isays iJean iBrooks 

i49). 

 After iher i iseduction iby iAlec iTess iis ieasily icapable iof iadapting iand icoping iwith ithe 

inew isituation. iShe idoes inot ifeel ibroken ior iblemished iin iany iway. iShe ihas ia ipositive iview 
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ion ilife, irather ithan ibeing ia ihopeless, idependent iperson. iShe inot ionly itakes ithe 

iresponsibility ifor iher iunconventional ichoices, ishe itakes iresponsibility ifor iherself. iAfter i 

iseducing iher, iAlec iwants ito icure ithe iwound ihe i ihas icaused iby ioffering iTess imoney, ibut 

ishe istrongly irejects ihim. i“I ihave isaid iI iwill inot itake ianything imore ifrom iyou, iand iI iwill inot 

i– iI icannot! iI ishould ibe iyour icreature ito igo ion idoing ithat, iand iI iwon’t!” i(Tess i97). iShe 

iflatly irefuses ito ibe iher iseducer’s ifootstool, iand iexplores iother ibrilliant ifacts iof ilife ithat ihas 

inothing ito ido iwith imorality ior ichastity. 

 i Hardy isays iabout iTess ithat ifor iher i“The iirresistible, iuniversal, iautomatic itendency 

iwas ito ifind isweet ipleasure isomewhere…. iHer i ispirits, iand iher ithankfulness, iand iher ihopes 

irose ihigher iand ihigher” i( iTess i98). iShe idoes inot ifeel iashamed iof ibeing iseduced, ishe iis inot 

iashamed iof iher ichild iwho iis iborn iout iof iwedlock, ibut ibravely idefends ihis irights. iShe 

inames ihim i“Sorrow”, ibut iis inot iashamed iof ihim. iShe itakes ithe iinfant ialong iwhen ishe igoes 

iout ito iwork iin ithe ifields, iand i“suckles ithe iinfant… iin ifull iview iof ithe ipeasants iand 

ilabourers” i(Tess i45), iwho iare itoo i“dumbstruck iby ithe ievident icourage iof ithis igirl-mother 

ito iconfront iher i(Williams i192). i“The ibaby’s ioffence iagainst isociety iin icoming iinto ithe 

iworld iwas iforgotten iby ithe igirl-mother; iher isoul’s idesire iwas ito icontinue ithat ioffence iby 

ipreserving ithe ilife iof ithe ichild” i(Tess i101). 

  iTess’s ifamily imembers ido inot ifeel ithe isame iway. iWhen ishe iwishes ito icall ion ithe 

iparson ito ibaptise iher ichild, iher ifather, iwhose i“sense iof ithe iantique inobility iof ihis ifamily 

iwas ihighest” ilocks ithe idoor ibecause i“no iparson ishould icome iinside ihis idoor… iprying iinto 

ihis iaffairs, ijust ithen, iwhen, iby iher ishame, iit ihad ibecome imore inecessary ithan iever ito ihide 

ithem” i( iTess i111) i. i iBut iTess iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho iis inot ito ibe ibrowbeaten ito isubmit ito 

ipatriarchal ihegemony. i iShe iresists ithe itypical i ipatriarchal ibehaviour iof iher ifather iby 

ibaptising iher ichild iherself iin iher iown ihome, iin ifront iof iher i“awestruck” iyounger isiblings 

i(Tess i115). i 
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 Michael iMillgate inotes ithat ias ia ichild iHardy ioften iheard ithe istory iof ia i“private 

ibaptism ithat ilook iplace iin ihis imaternal igrandmother’s ifamily iseveral iyears iago iin ia isimilar 

isituation” ifrom ihis imother, iJemima iHardy, iand ithe istory ileft isuch ian iindelible imark ion ihis 

imind ithat ihe iused iit iin ihis inovel i(298). i 

 The ibaby idies iafter ia ifew iweeks, iand iTess imeets ithe iparson ito iask ifor ia iChristian 

iburial. iAlthough iit iwas ia itaboo ito ihave ia ichild iout iof iwedlock, ishe ispeaks i“freely” iand 

i“earnestly” iwithout ibeing iashamed iof iherself ior iof ithe iinfant i( iTess i121). iThe iparson 

irejects iher irequest ito ibury ian iillegitimate ichild, ibut ishe iignores ihis idenial iof ipermission 

iand iburies ithe ibaby iin ithe igraveyard iall iby iherself. iHer iinmate isense iof ijustice idoes inot 

iallow iher ito ideny iher ichild’s iright iof ia iproper iburial. iShe ibaptises ihim, igives ihim ia iname 

iand iidentity, iand iburies ihim iproperly. iThe iNew iWoman iopenly idefies iarchaic isocial icodes 

iand iconventions. iThrough iher i iHardy ihints iat ithe ichanging isocial iattitudes i(Brooks i52). i 

 When iTess’s istory iwas iserialized iin ithe iGraphic iMagazine ithe ibaptism isection, 

iwhich iwas icritical iof ithe ichurch iand ithe isociety ias ia iwhole, iwas iomitted iby iHardy, ito 

iprotect ihimself ifrom icensorship i(Page i269). iHowever, iwhen iit iwas ipublished iin ithe ibook i 

iform, iHardy iadded ithis iportion. iIn ithis irelation, iDorothy iVan iGhent iargues ithat iTess 

i“subverts ipatriarchy iby itaking iher ichild’s ibaptism iinto iher iown ihands. iShe igoes iagainst 

iher ifather, ithe ivicar, iand ithe iwhole ichurch iwith i iher iself-made ibaptism” i(122). iAgainst ithe 

ibackdrop iof itraditional iconvention ithat isexual iintimacy ibefore imarriage iwas itaboo iand 

ithat iwomen ihad ito igive iup ichildren iborn iout iof iwedlock, iTess iloves iher ichild. iIn iother 

iwords, ishe iattempts ito ibreak idown ithis inorm iof isociety, iand iwants ito imake ifatherless 

ichildren isocially iacceptable, ithough ishe idoes inot isucceed ito ichange ithe imindset iof ithe 

ipeople iaround iher. i i 

 A ifew imonths iafter ithe ideath iof iher ichild, iTess iagain ileaves ihome iand igoes ito 

iwork, ithis itime ias ia idairy-maid iin iCrick’s idairy iat iTolbothays. iFor iTess, ithe iseduction 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i175 
 

i(and iaftermath), ialthough iit iwas ian ievent iwhich icould ihave ilead ito ia ivirtual iending iof iher 

ilife, iwas ian iexperience ithat i“had iquite ifailed ito idemoralise iher” i(Tess i117). iIt irather iturns 

iinto ian iavenue ifor iher ito iprotest iagainst isocial ioppressions iand iconventions. iHardy 

icovertly irefers ito ia ikind iof i“innate isense iand ispirit iin iTess ithat ieven iwith iall iof iher 

idifficulties igives iher ia izest ifor ilife” i(Ingram i78). i 

 At iTolbothays, iTess imeets iher ico-worker iAngel iClare, ithe ithird iand iyoungest ison 

iof ia ivicar, iwho i“professes ito ibe iabove isocial iconventions” i(Van iGhent i27). iAngel 

iproposes iher ito imarry ihim, iand iTess iaccepts, ialbeit iafter imuch idithering ibecause iof iher 

ipast iand iAngel imarries iher, itaking iher ito ibe ia ivirgin, i“a ifresh, iuntainted iflower iof inature” 

i(Tess i151). iTess iwrites ia iletter ito ihim inarrating iher ipast iand islips iit iunder ihis idoor, ibut ithat 

igoes iunread iby ihim. iBut ishe icannot istart iher iwedded ilife iwith ifalsehood. iSo, ion ithe 

iwedding inight iitself, ibefore ithe iconsummation iof itheir iwedding, iTess itells ihim 

ieverything, iagainst iher imother’s iexpress iadvice inot ito ido iso. iAngel ialso iconfesses iof 

ihaving iforty ieight ihours iof i“dissipation iwith ia istranger” i(Tess i153). iTess iforgives iAngel 

idownright, ibut ithe ilatter irejects iher iafter iher iconfession. iHe iis iso ishocked ito ihear iher ipast 

ithat ihe iexclaims. i“The iWoman iI’ve ibeen iloving iis inot iyou--- ianother iwoman iin iyour 

ishape” i(Tess i154). iShocked, iTess iexclaims, i“I ithought, iAngel, ithat iyou iloved ime—me, 

imy ivery iself! iI ilove iyou iforever ibecause iyou iare iyourself” i(Tess i155). iHer iideal iman iis ia 

iperson iwho iloves iher ifor iwhat ishe iis iand i inot icondemn iher ifor iwhat ishe iherself idoes inot 

ifeel iguilty. iShe isees iherself ias ia iunique iperson iand iwants iAngel ito irespect iher ipersonal 

iidentify iand iuniqueness. iWhen iAngel i“called iher iArtemis, iDemeter, iand iother ifanciful 

inames”, ishe idoes inot ilike iit iand isays i“Call ime iTess”( iTess i146). iShe iviews iherself ias ia 

ivaluable ihuman ibeing, iis ilooking ifor ia iman iwho iwill ilove iher ifor iwhat ishe iis. iShe iis 

iashamed ineither iof iher ilowly iorigin inor iof iher iillegitimate ison, ibut istands iwith iher ihead 

ihigh iand iwants ithe isame isocial irespect iand irecognition ias imen; ibut ithe ishocked ihusband 
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icannot igive ia iwoman ithe isame irespect ias ia iwoman igives ia iman. i iSo iAngel ileaves inot ionly 

ihis ibride, ibut ialso ihis icountry, iand igoes ito iBrazil. iTess inever iquestions ihis idecision, ilet 

ialone iplead ifor iherself. iShe ihas i“too imuch idignity ito ibeg ifor imercy ior ifor imarital ibliss” 

i(Brady i198). i 

 Tess ionce iagain ibegins ito iwork, inow ias ia ifarm—labourer iin iFlintcomb- iAsh ifarm 

iwhen iAlec ire-appears iin iher ilife. iHe iagain ifalls ifor iher, iand iproposes ito ihelp iher 

ifinancially idestitute ifamily. iTess irejects ihim, itries ito ibe ifaithful ito iher iabsent ihusband iand 

iwrites ihim ia iletter iabout ithe itroubles iAlec iis icausing ifor iher. iEven iin ithe idifficult 

icondition iof iher ifather’s ideath, iwhich ihas ivirtually ileft iher ifamily ihomeless, ishe icontinues 

ito ilook ifor ia iway ito isolve ithe iproblem iinstead iof iaccepting iAlec’s ioffer. iThe iNew iwoman 

iresists iAlec iand idoes inot ieasily isurrender ito ihim ibecause ithe ivalues iherself, iknows iher 

iworth. iShe ifinally istrikes ia ideal ithat ihe ihas ito iprovide ifor iher ifamily iin ireturn iof iher 

ifavours ito ihim. i iHardy icovertly i i icriticises imale ipower iwhich ican icompel iwomen ito isell 

itheir ibodies ias ia imeans iof ieconomic isurvival, ibut iovertly, idepicts ithe iincredible icourage iof 

ithe iNew iWoman iwho iknows ithe iworth iof iherself iand iher ipaternal ifamily i. 

 i i i i i i i iJosephine iButler, ia iprominent isuffragist iactivist iof ithe inineteenth icentury, inot ionly 

icriticised ithe idouble istandard iof imorality ibut ialso ithe imatter iof iforced iprostitution. iShe 

iargued ithat i“male isexual icontrol iover iwomen’s ibodies iand ithe imale-controlled ilegal, 

ieconomic, ipolitical iideological istructures” iled iwomen i“to isell itheir ibody ias ia imeans iof 

ieconomic isurvival i(qtd. iby iBoumelha i249). iIn ithe icase iof iTess, iit iis ipatriarchy iand ithe 

ieconomic ipower iof iAlec iwhich ifinally ilead iher ito isell iher ibody ito ibe iable ito isurvive. i iBut 

iAlec ibuys i iTess’s ibody ionly, inot iher isoul, inot iher iindomitable ispirit. iFinally iwhen iAngel 

ireturns, iTess istabs iAlec ito ideath i“to ipursue iher idreams iand idesires iand idefend ithose irights 

ithat isociety idoes inot icare ifor” i(Higonet i98). iNow iAngel itoo iunderstands iher iworth. iHe 

ifrankly iconfesses, i“I idid inot ithink irightly iof iyou—I idid inot isee iyou ias iyou iwere!” i… iI 
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ihave ilearnt ito isince, idearest iTessy imine!” i(Tess i366). iIn ifact, iat ithis ipoint, iAngel iloves iher 

ifor iwhat ishe iis inow ihe igives ithe irespect ithat iis iher idue. iNow ihe iloves iand isupports iTess, 

iwho iis inot ionly iseduced, i inot ionly ia i“fallen” iwoman ias iper ithe i“grey-headed ilegislators iof 

isociety” ibut iis ialso ia imurderer i((to iborrow ia iphrase ifrom iHardy’s iJude) i i298). iNow ihe 

ipromises: i“I iwill inot idesert iyou! iI iwill iprotect iyou iby ievery imeans iin imy ipower, idearest 

ilove, iwhatever iyou imay ihave idone ior inot ihave idone!” i(Tess i373). iThe i“fallen” i“murderer” 

i iis ifinally i irecognized ifor iher iintrinsic ivalue. i 

 Angel icannot iprotect iTess ifrom ithe ilaw ifor ilong, i--- iafter ia ifew idays ipolice iarrive 

iand iarrest iher ito ibe ihanged iby ineck itill ideath. iShe isurrenders iwithout ithe ileast iresistance, 

ibut iby isaying, i“I iam iready” i“quietly” i(Tess i398). iHer ilast iwords i“represent ithe imaximum 

iself iawareness” i(Kranidis i120). i 

 Rosemary iMorgan iasserts ithat iin iVictorian iEngland i“Individuals iwere iobliged inot 

ionly ito iassume iresponsibility ifor itheir iown ichoices, ibut ialso ito itake icognisance iof ithe 

iopinions iand icircumstances iof iothers” i(46) 

 Tess idisplays iexemplary ilarge-heartedness,---remains iconcerned ifor iher isister’s 

ilife, ieven iwhen ishe iherself iis igoing ito ibe ihanged. iShe iasks iAngel ito imarry iher isister iEliza-

Louisa, ifondly icalled iLiza- i‘Lu, iso ithat ishe igets ithe icoveted ilife iof iliving iin ipeace iwith ithe 

ihusband iand inot iforced ito itrade iherself ifor isurvival. iThe iNew iWoman ilooks iforward ito ia 

ilife iof idignity iand irespect ifor iLiza-Lu, iso ithat iLiza iis inot itrapped iwithin ithe icontours iof 

ithe i‘old’ i(i.e. itraditional) irole iof ia ihelpless ivictim iin ithe ihands iof imale ipower. i iHardy 

iexpresses ihis iunstinted iadmiration ifor ithis iNew iWoman iand icalls iher i“a ipure iwoman” 

iwith ia i“poor iwounded iname” i(the isub-title iof ithe inovel), ian iact iwhich icreated iunlimited 

iconsternation iin ihis ireaders.  

 i i i i i i i i i i iIn ithe iPreface ito ithe ifirst iedition iof iJude i(1895) iThomas iHardy ihimself igave 

iinformation iabout iits iconception iand igenesis. iOutlining ithe ischeme iof ihis ilast inovel ifrom 
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ihis iearliest inotes imade iin i1887, ihe iexplained ithat ithe idirect iimpulse ito iwrite ithis inovel iwas 

i“the ideath iof iwoman”. iHardy imost ilikely imeant ihis icousin, iTryphena iSparks, ito iwhom ihe 

iwas ideeply iattached iand iwho ipassed iaway iin i1890, ileaving ihim iin ithe ideepest iaffliction 

i(Millgate i345). i i i i i 

 i In iHardy’s i idiary, ithere i iappears ian ienigmatic ientry i idated i12 iJune, i“One iwho 

icould inot igo ito iOxford. iSuicide. iThere iis isomething iin ithis ithe iworld iought ito ibe ishown, 

iand iI iam ithe ione ito ishow iit” i(F.E. iHardy i189). iSix iyears ilater ithe iidea itook ishape iin ihis 

ilast inovel, iJude ithe iObscure i. i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iNorman iPage iaffirms ithat iHardy iwas iinspired ito iwrite iJude iafter ireading iThe iWages 

iof iSin i(1890), ia inovel iwritten iby iLucas iMalet i(real iname: iMary iSt. iLeger iKingsley 

iHarrison, i1852-1931—the idaughter iof iCharles iKingsley), iwith iwhom iHardy iregularly 

icorresponded: i i“The iWages iof isin ishares ithe isame iplot, isame icharacter itypes, isame iscenes 

iand ieven isome iof ithe ilanguage iwith iJude” i(217). 

 However, iit iwas iin iAugust i1893 ithat iHardy iactually ibegan ito iwrite ithe ifull-length 

iversion iof ithe inovel. iIn iNovember i1894, iHarper’s iNew iMonthly iMagazine ibegan iits 

iserialisation iin iEurope iand iAmerica iunder ithe ititle i“The iSimpletons”. iThereafter imonthly 

iinstalments, ifrom iJanuary ito iNovember, i1895, iwere ipublished iunder ithe ititle i“Hearts’ 

iInsurgents” i(Pinion i294). iThe imost icontroversial ipassages iin ithe imanuscript iversion iwere 

iomitted ior ialtered ibeyond irecognition iin iits iinitial iserial ipublication. iIt iwas ipublished iin ia 

isingle ivolume iby iOsgood iand iMcIlvaine iin iNovember i1895 iunder ithe ititle iJude ithe 

iObscure iwith ia ifrontispiece ietching iof i‘Christminster’ i(Oxford) iby iHenry iMacbeth-

Raeburn, ias iwell ias ia imap iof iWessex i(295). iIn i1912, iMacmillan ipublished itheir idefinitive 

i‘Wessex iEdition’ iof iHardy’s iworks. iHardy icontinued ito imake isome iminor iemendations ito 

ihis isubsequent ieditions iof iJude iuntil ihis ideath iin i1928. iIn i1927, iit iwas ipublished iin ithe 
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ipopular iformat iof ithe iModern iLibrary, iand iin i1932 iHarper’s iprinted ithe inovel iin ia icollege 

itextbook iedition i(323). i 

 The ieponymous ihero, iJude, ia irural istonemason iwith iintellectual iaspirations, iwas 

ioriginally icalled iby ithe iauthor iJack; iand ihis isurname ialso iunderwent ichanges iat idifferent 

istages: iHead, iHopeson iand iStancombe, ibefore ifinally isettled ion iFawley. iHardy iderived 

ithe isurname iof ihis ihero ifrom ithe iname iof ia ivillage, iGreat iFawley, iin iBerkshire, iwhere ihis 

imaternal igrandmother, iMary iHead, ihad ilived. iJude’s iprototype imight ihave ibeen ithe 

iBiblical iJob, iwho ipatiently iovercame iall iafflictions ireceived ifrom iGod iwith iinfinite 

ipatience iand ihumility i(Bloom i295). iThe ivillage iwas ialso ithe iinspiration ifor iMarygreen, 

ithe ivillage, iwhere ithe iopening ichapters iof iJude iare iset. iDrusilla iFawley, iJude’s igreat iaunt, 

iruns ia ibakery ithere iand iraises ithe iorphaned iJude. iIt iis ialso ithe iplace iwhere iJude’s icousin, 

iSue iBridehead, ispent iher ichildhood i(297). 

 Although iHardy ivehemently idenied ithat iJude iwas iautobiographical, iit ishould ibe 

iemphasised ithat ithe inovel icontains imany iallusions ito ithe ilives inot ionly iof ithe iauthor 

ihimself ibut ialso iof ihis irelations iand iacquaintances. iIt ialso icontains ireferences ito 

icontemporary iintellectual ifigures i(Millgate i345). iHardy’s ibasic iconception iof iJude 

iFawley’s ipersonality imay ihave ibeen iinspired iby ihis iuncle iJohn iAntell, i“a iPuddleton 

ishoemaker, iwho ibitterly iresented ihis iexclusion ifrom iformal ieducation” i(Millgate i346). 

iThe icharacter iof iSue, iwhose ifull iname iis iSusanna iFlorence iMary iBridehead, iwas ipartly 

imodelled ion iHardy’s ilong-time ifriend, iMrs. iFlorence iHenniker i(347). iSue’s ifull iChristian 

iname iSusanna imight irefer ito iSusanna iin ithe iBook iof iDaniel iin iThe iBible--- ia irighteous 

iwoman iwho iwas ifalsely iaccused iof iadultery. iHer isurname, iBridehead, iby ianalogy ito 

i‘maidenhead’ isuggests iher ivulnerability iand isexual irepugnance, ibelieves iRita iKranidis 

i(98). iIt ishould ibe inoted ithat iHardy ihad ibeen iinterested iin ithe ipsychology iof ia iseemingly 

isexless ifemale icharacter ia ilong itime ibefore iwriting iJude. iIn ithe inovel ihe ihimself icoined 
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ithe iterm i“erotolepsy” ito idescribe ia ipassionate isensual idesire i(Jude i92). iAt ithe ioutset ihe 

iwanted ito iwrite ia inovel idevoted ionly ito ithe icritique iof ithe iinstitution iof imarriage iand 

iVictorian idouble istandard iregarding isexual imorality, ibut ilater ion ihe iadded ithe itopics iof 

ielitist ieducation, igender iinequality iand ian iindictment iof iChristianity i(Page i234). i i i i i 

 Jude iwas isubject ito iextensive icensorship ion igrounds iof iblasphemy iand iindecency 

iwhen iit iwas ifirst ipublished. iThe itext iof ithe ifirst iversion ipublished iby iHarper’s imagazine 

iwas iheavily ibowdlerised, iand isome iof ithe iincidents iin ithe istory ivaried isignificantly ifrom 

ithe ifirst iedition ito iits ifinal irevised i‘Wessex iEdition’ ipublished iby iMacmillan iin i1912. iFor 

iexample, iin ithe iserial iversion, iArabella idoes inot iseduce iJude; iSue iand iJude ido inot ibecome 

ilovers inor ihave ichildren, ibut imore idemurely, ithey iadopt ione; iwhen iArabella ireturns ifrom 

iAustralia, ishe idoes inot ispend ia inight iwith iJude iin ian iinn i(Millgate i335). iIt iwas iprobable 

ithat iHardy ipermitted isuch iomissions iin ithe iserialised iedition iin iorder ito inot ito ioffend ithe 

iprudish ireaders iof iliterary iperiodicals, ibut iin ithe ifirst ibook ipublication iby iOsgood iand 

iMcIlvaine iin i1895 imany iomissions iwere irestored i(Pinion i311). 

 After ithe ipublication iin ibook iform iJude iaroused ia imore iviolent idebate ithan idid iits 

ipredecessor iTess, ibecause iof iits idepiction iof ian iunforeseen iheroine, iSue iBridehead. iHardy 

iwas ivirulently iattacked i iby ithe iconservatives inot ionly ifor ihis iunsympathetic iportrayal iof 

ithe iuniversity isystem iand ithe iinstitution iof imarriage ibut ialso ifor ithe idescription iof ihis 

ifemale iprotagonists’ icandid isexual idesires. iContemporary ireaders iwere istunned iby 

iHardy’s ifrank itreatment iof isexuality, iparticularly ifemale isexuality. iA inumber iof ireviewers 

icharged iJude iwith iimmorality. iThe iPall iMall iGazette ipublished ia imalicious ireview iof ithe 

ibook iunder ithe ititle i‘Jude ithe iObscene’, idescribing iit ias i“dirt, idrivel iand idamnation’’. iThe 

iheadline iin iThe iWorld iran i“Hardy ithe iDegenerate’’. iJeannette iL. iGilder’s ireview iin ithe i8 

iDecember i1895 iNew iYork iWorld iasked, i“What ihas igone iwrong iwith i ithe ihand ithat iwrote 

iFar iFrom ithe iMadding iCrowd? iI iam ishocked, iappalled iby ithis istory. iJude ithe iObscure iis 



 i 

Chakraborty i i i i i i i i i i181 
 

ialmost ithe iworst ibook iI ihave ievery iread… iAside ifrom iits iimmorality, ithere iis iits 

icoarseness iwhich iis ibeyond ibelief…. iWhen iI ifinished ithe istory iI iopened ithe iwindow iand 

ilet iin ithe ifresh iair”. iThe iNew iYork iBookman iregarded iJude ias i“one iof ithe imost 

iobjectionable ibooks ithat iwe ihave iever iread iin iany ilanguage iwhatsoever”. iIn iJanuary i1896, 

iin iBlackwood’s iMagazine, iMargaret iOliphant, iwho iwas iprofoundly ishocked ifor iattacking 

ithe iinstitution iof imarriage, idescribed iit ias i“coarsely iindecen’’. iEdmund iGosse, iwho iwas 

iquite ifriendly iwith iHardy, iwrote itwo ireviews iof iJude. iThe ifirst, ipublished iin iSt. iJames’s 

iGazette, ibegan: i“It iis ia ivery igloomy, iit iis ieven ia igrimy, istory ithat iMr. iHardy ihas iat ilast 

ipresented ito ihis iadmires”. iIn ithe isecond ireview ipublished iin iCosmopolis iin iJanuary i1896, 

iGosse iasked: i“What ihas iProvidence idone ito iMr. iHardy ithat ihe ishould irise iup iin ithe iarable 

iland iof iWessex iand ishake ihis ifist iat ihis iCreator?”. iRobert iYelverton iTyrrell, iin ithe 

iFortnightly iReview iin iJune i1896, icompared iJude ito ierotic iand iNew iWoman iliterature: i“If 

iwe iconsider ibroadly iand iwithout iprejudice ithe itone iand iscope iof ithe ibook, iwe icannot ibut 

iclass iit iwith ithe ifiction iof iSex iand ithe iNew iWoman, iso irife iof ilate. iIt idiffers iin ino iways 

ifrom ithe i‘hill-top’ inovels, isave iin ithe inote iof idistinction iand ithe ipower iof itouch iwhich 

imust idiscriminate iMr. iHardy iat ihis iworst ifrom ithe iGrant iAllens iat itheir ibest.” i i(All ithe 

iquotations iare itaken ifrom ithe ibook, iThomas iHardy iand ihis iReaders- iA iSelection iof 

iContemporary iReviews, iedited iby iLawrence iLerner iand iJohn iHolmstorm, iPg. i317-25). i  

i i i i i i 

 In ithe isame iyear, iWilliam iWalsham iHowe, ithe iBishop iof iWakefiled iwrote ia iletter 

ito ithe iYorkshire iPost iin iorder ito isafeguard ihis iparishioners’ isense iof imorality iagainst 

iHardy’s ilatest inovel. iHe iwas iso idisgusted iwith ithe i“insolence iand iindecency” iof ithe inovel 

ithat ihe i“threw iit iinto ifire iand iburnt iit” i(325) ito iwhich iHardy iadded ia icaustic irejoinder: 

i“Probably i iin ihis idespair iat inot ibeing iable ito iburn ime” i(F.E.Hardy i410). iThe iBishop ialso 

irequested iW.H. iSmith’s icirculating ilibrary ito iwithdraw iit ifrom iits icollections. iHardy’s 
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ifirst iwife, iEmma, iwho iobjected ito iher ihusband’s iattack ion ithe iChurch iand imarriage, iwas 

iunhappy ithat iher ihusband ihad inot ilet iher iread iit ibefore ipublication. iShe idisapproved iof ithe 

ibook iand iwished iit ihad inever ibeen ipublished, iinform iHardy’s ibiographer, iClaire iTomalin 

i(259). 

 Of icourse, imany ireaders idisagreed iwith iEmma iand ithe iBishop, iand ithe ipublishers, 

iinstead iof iwithdrawing ithe inovel, isoon iprinted ianother iedition, iand iwithin ithree imonths 

iafter ithe ipublication i20,000 icopies iwere isold i(260). 

 In ispite iof iharsh icriticism iof imany ireviewers, iJude ialso ireceived ipositive ireviews 

iand iprivate ipraise, iparticularly ifrom imajor iwriters i(Brooks i227). iIn ithe iOctober i1896 iissue 

iof iSavoy iHavelock iEllis ifavourably ireviewed iJude, icalling iit i‘the igreatest inovel iwritten iin 

iEngland ifor imany iyears’ i(228). iIn iHarper’s iWeekly iin iJuly i1896, iW.D. iHowells iwrote i: 

i“the imost iupsetting iincidents iin ithe ibook imake ius ishiver iwith ihorror iand igrovel iwith 

ishame, ibut iwe iknow ithat ithey iare ideeply ifounded iin ithe icondition, iif inot iin ithe inature iof 

ihumanity” i(Tomalin i259). iIn ian iunsigned inote ifor ithe iSaturday iReview, iH.G. iwells ialso 

ipraised ithe ibook: i“There iis ino iother inovelist ialive iwith ithe ibreadth iof isympathy, ithe 

iknowledge, ior ithe ipower ifor ithe icreation iof iJude. iHad iMr. iHardy inever iwritten ianother 

ibook, ithis iwould istill iplace ihim iat ithe ihead iof iEnglish inovelists’’ i(228). 

 Hardy ireceived ia iletter iof icommendation ifrom iMary iChavelita iClairmonte i(George 

iEagerton), iherself ia irenowned iNew iWoman iwriter; iCharles iSwinburne iextolled iin ia 

ilaudatory iletter ito iHardy ithat ithere ihad ibeen i“no isuch itragedy iin ifiction isince iBalzac” 

i(Pinion i248). iDespite ireceiving isuch iappreciation, iHardy igave iup inovel iwriting ialtogether 

iand ifor ithe irest iof ihis ilife, itill ihis ideath iin i1928, ihe iwrote ionly ipoems. iHe iwas iso ideeply 

ihurt iby ithe ivehement iand ivirulent icriticism ithat ihe ifrankly iwrote iin ihis idiary ientry iof i4 

iJan, i1897—“….if ithis igoes ion, ithere iis ino imore inovel iwriting ifor ime. iA iman imust ibe ia 

ifool ito istand iup ideliberately ito ibe ishot iat” i(F. iE. iHardy i317). 
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 The iroyalty iform ithe ipublication iof iJude iand ihis iearlier inovels iallowed iHardy ito 

ilive icomfortably iat iMax iGate, ihis ilarge imid-Victorian ivilla ilocated ion ithe ioutskirts iof 

iDorchester i(Millgate i340). i 

 Jude irepresents ia iturning ipoint iin itaste, ia ishift ifrom ithe iVictorian iassumption ithat 

iliterature ishould ibe iread iby ione iand iall i iidea ithat i iit ishould itarget ia imore ierudite iclass iof 

ireaders iwho iare isophisticated, ihave isome iexposure iof ithe iworld, iand iare iunlikely ito ibe 

ioffended iby iauthors iexploring icontroversial ithemes. iH.C. iDuffin, ithe ieminent icritic, 

ibelieves ithat iHardy iis i“a idistinctively imodern iauthor” i(69). iHe iexplains ithat iJude iis i“the 

inovel iin iwhich iHardy ifinally ibreaks iwith ithe iconventional iprejudices iof ithe iVictorian 

ireading ipublic iand iallows ihimself ito istep iforward ias ia idistinctively imodern iauthor” i(69). 

iKate iMillett iagrees ithat iJude ihas imade i“a isignificant icontribution ito ithe iliterature iof ithe 

isexual irevolution ifor iits isavage icriticism iof iinstitutions iof imarriage iand iof isexual 

iownership ias iwell ias iits iimpassioned iplea ifor ieasy idivorce” i(255). i 

 The imost ibreath itaking icharacter iof ithe inovel iis iof icourse, iSue iBridehead, iwho iis 

ithe ivery iepitome iof ithe igalaxy iof iNew iWoman iheroines. iMajorine iGarson isays: i“Sue 

iBridehead iis iregarded ias ibelonging ito ithe iNew iwoman itradition iin ifiction, irather ithan ito 

ifeminism” i(184). iIn ithe ipostscript i(1912) iof iJude, iHardy, ipurporting ito iquote i“a iGerman 

ireviewer”, iwent iso ifar ias ito iclaim ithat, iSue iBridehead, ithe iheroine, iwas ithe ifirst 

idelineation iin ifiction iof ithe iwoman iwho iwas icoming iinto inotice iin ithousands ievery iyear i– 

ithe iwoman iof ithe ifeminist imovement i– ithe islight, ipale i‘bachelor’ igirl- ithe iintellectualized, 

iemancipated ibundle iof inerves ithat imodern iconditions iwere iproducing, imainly iin icities ias 

iyet” i(Preface ito iJude ixi). 

 Rita iS. iKranidis iagrees iwith iKate iMillet iwhen ishe isays ithat i“Hardy ihas ioften ibeen 

iapplauded ias ithe imain iliberator iof ifemale isexuality iin ifiction” i(123). iLois iSchoenfield i 

ishares ithe isame iview itoo: i“… iit iwould ibe idifficult ito ifind ianother ibook iof ithat itime iwhich 
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ibrings ito ilight iso imany iimportant iissues iof ithe iday, iamong ithem isocial iproblems ithat iarose 

iout iof ithe ichanging iurban-rural iscene-including ithe iclass isystem, iinequality iof ieducation 

iopportunity, isexual imorality, iand ithe iquestion iof imarriage’ i(102). iGail iCunningham i 

isupports i ithese icritics: i“…. ithe istruggle iof ithe iVictorian iheroine iin ilate inineteenth-century 

ifiction ifor iliberation ifrom iher itraditional irole iand ipersonality icomes ito ia iclimax iin iSue 

iBridehead… iSue iis iHardy’s ionly ireal iintellectual iheroine…. iHer iopinions, iattitudes iand 

ireactions icombine ito imake iher ione iof ithe ibest iartistic irepresentations iof ione iof ithe imost 

iinfluential icharacter iideals iof ithe iage” i(143). iPatricia iStubbs iextols iSue, isaying ithat i“Sue 

ipossesses….. ithe icomplete iself-knowledge iand iindependence iof ispirit ifor iwhich ia 

igeneration iof iNew iWomen ihad istriven” i(173). 

 Perhaps imost iemphatically, iIan iGregor iasserts ithat i“in iSue iBridehead iHardy 

idramatizes ia idaring iand iplausible itry iat ipersonal iliberation” i(126). iIan iGregor, iwhile 

iacknowledging iSue’s ichange iof imind, istresses iher iindependence iwhich imotivates iher i“to 

ifree iherself iof ithe iworst isituation iof ia iwoman’s ifate” i(125). iNot iall icritics iare iso ipositive 

iabout iher. iJean iBrooks ifinds iSue idithering, iand isays ithis iis i“perhaps ibecause iof 

iuncertainty iabout ihow ito ihandle ithe iidea iof ia iwoman’s isexual ifree iwill” i(112). iDue ito ithis 

ichangeability, isome icritics iviz. iLois iSchoenfield itend ito iregard iSue ias ian i“enigmatic 

ifigure. iRita iKranidis ilends isupport, isays ithat ithe i“author iis iunclear iabout ilate iVictorian 

ifeminist iphilosophy” i(124). iShe irefers ito iSue ias ia icharacter iwho ilacks ithe icapacity ifor 

iself-determination ibecause iof iher ichangeability, ithat idetaches iher ifrom ithe ifeminist 

imovement. iShe icalls iSue ian iinadequate icharacter iwho i“fails iin ithe icapacity iof ifemale iand/ 

ior isexual iliberator” i(125). iShe iargues ithat iwhile iHardy ican istill ibe icredited ifor ihis ifrank 

idiscussions iaffirming ithe iexistence iof ifemale isexuality i(as ihe idoes iin iTess) iand ithereby 

ienhancing ithe iNew isexualized ifemale iidentity ipromoted iby ithe ifeminists, i“Sue iBridehead 

iis isexually iimpotent” i(125). 
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 On ithe iother ihand, iKate iMillett iargues ithat i“Hardy iis ito ibe icommended ifor icreating 

iin iSue ian iintelligent irebel iagainst isexual ipolitics iand iin iunderstanding ithe iforces iwhich 

idefeat isuch ia irebel” i(134). iPenny iBoumelha iasserts ithat ibecause iof ithe itension ibetween 

i“individual isexual iexperience iand iits ipublic idiscourses, iwhether iscientific ior imoral”, 

iSue’s ipunch iline--- i‘I ican’t iexplain’ ibecomes ia ikind iof imotto… iparticularly iin irelation ito 

isex ifor iJude iand iSue” i(140). iSue inever isurrenders ito isocial iforces, ishe iherself idecides ito 

idesert iJude iand ire-marry iPhillotson, ileading ito iJude’s ideath idue ito iill ihealth ias iwell ias 

ibroken iheart. iBut ishe inever ibows ito isocial ipressure iand imarries ihim, ishe imaintains iher 

iunconventionality ito ithe ilast. iPatricia iStubbs isays, i“Hardy’s itreatment iof iSue iBridehead 

ireveals ithat ihe iwas ifamiliar iwith ithe ifeminist iagenda” i(210). iMerlene iSpringer iconcedes 

ithat, i“Sue imay iserve ias ia imodel iof iHardy’s iown iview iof iand ipuzzlement iover, ithe iNew 

iWoman” i(124). iHarold iBloom ialso irefers ito ithe ichangeability iin iSue’s ibehaviour iand 

isays: i“like itraditional itragic iheroes, iSue ibelieves ithat ishe ican idictate iterms iand iclothe 

iherself iin ispecial iimmunities” i(315). 

 During ithe iVictorian iage, iupper iclass iand imiddle-class iwomen iwere idiscouraged 

ifrom iworking ioutside itheir ihomes iexcept ias igoverness iand ischool iteachers. iThus ia ilarge 

inumber iof iwomen iwere iforced iinto ieconomic idependence iupon imen iand isometimes ithey 

ipreferred ito istay iwith ithe i“abuser irather ithan iface ithe ipoverty ithat iwould ifollow iany 

iattempt iat iindependent ilife” i(Cunningham i114). iIn istark icontrast iwith iother imembers iof 

ithe imiddle iclass, iSue istruggles ito ietch iout ia iliving ias ipart iof iher istruggle ifor iemotional iand 

iintellectual iindependence. iBefore ishe imarries iPhillotson, iJude iasks ihim ito igive iSue ia ijob 

iat ihis ischool, iand iPhillotson iasks ihim, i“Does ishe ireally ithink iof iadopting iteaching ias ia 

iprofession?”, iand i iJude ianswers ithat i“she iis idisposed ito ido iso” i(126). iPhillotson iwarns 

ithat i“her itime iwould ibe iwasted iquite, ithe isalary ibeing imerely inominal” ibut iSue iaccepts 

ithe ijob. iIt iis iimportant ifor iher ito icurve iher iown iindividual iidentity. iTo ibe ifinancially 
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iindependent iis ito ibe iempowered ito ia ilarge iextent, iand iSue iis ithe iempowered iNew iWoman, 

iwho idictates ithe iterms iof iher ilife iherself, ibut ifirst, icomes iout iof ithe icocoon iof icomfort ithat 

iis ithe iconsequence iof ifinancial isupport iprovided iby iany iman. iShe iprefers irelative ipoverty 

ito itotal idependence ion iher ifather/ ihusband. i iShe istrives ito ibe ian iindependent icharacter, 

iand ia imajor ipart iof ithis iis iher istruggle ifor isexual, ifinancial, iand iemotional iautonomy. iThe 

iVictorian isuffragist icampaign ithat iaimed iat iemancipating iwomen ifrom i“sex islavery”, 

iinvolved iquestioning ithe idouble istandard iof isexual imorality ithat iHardy iobliquely irefers ito 

iin iTess. iOne iof ithe isalient iprinciples iof ithese ifeminist icampaigns iwas i“the iassertion iof ithe 

iwomen’s iright ito icontrol iher iown ibody” i(Millet i125). iHardy ishared ithe isame iview, 

icriticising ithe ilaw iof imarriage iin iwhich iwomen ido inot ihave icontrol iover itheir ibody 

i(Springer i319). iMargaret iHigonet iagrees, i“Much ilike iJohn iStuart iMill, i[Sue] isees ia iwife’s 

iduty iof isubmission ias iakin ito islavery” i(111). i iSue ilaments iexactly ion ithis ipoint ito iJude 

ithat ithe imost iabysmal ipart iof imarriage iis ithe inecessity ito irespond ito iher ihusband ias iand 

iwhen ihe iwishes. iWhat iSue, ithe iNew iWoman iso iclearly iarticulates, icould inot ibe iexpressed 

iby, ibut ionly ihelplessly itolerated, iby ihundreds iof i‘old’ i(i.e. iconventional) iwomen iover 

icenturies. iWilliam iRutland irefers ito iSue’s iconsciousness iabout irights iover iher ibody, 

iarguing ithat i“Sue ikeeps ithe iphysical ifacts iof ilife iin iconstant iprominence, iand ithis 

iheightens iher iconsciousness iof iwomen’s iright ito isole icontrol iover iher iown ibody” i(205). 

 Hardy ibelieves ithat ibeing iforced ito ihave ian iunwanted isexual irelationship iwithin 

imarriage iobliterates iany isense iof isexual iand iemotional iautonomy iin iwomen. iSue inegates 

ithe iinstitution iof imarriage ifor ithis iexplicit ireason. iShe icalls iit i“barbarous” iand isays ito 

iJude, i“When ipeople iof ia ilater iage ilook iback iupon ithe ibarbarous icustoms iand isuperstitions 

iof ithe itimes ithat iwe ihave ithe iunhappiness ito ilive iin, iwhat iwill ithey isay!” i i(Jude i270). iFor 

iSue, imarriage iis ia ihierarchical irelationship iwhen icompared ito ifriendship; iit iis ia icontract 

ibetween ithe isuperior iman iand ithe iinferior iwomen. iShe icriticises ithe imatrimony iwhich iis 
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ifirmly istuck i“within ithe iboundaries iof iconformist iculture” i(Jude i305). iIn ithe 

icircumstances iin iwhich iconventional imarriage iis ibased ion isuch ia ihierarchical irelationship, 

iSue idoes inot i“regard imarriage ias ia isacrament”, iopines iWilliam iRutland i(207). i 

  iSue ishocks ieverybody iaround iher iby iher iunusual ibehaviour. iShe ismokes icigarettes 

iand iwears iJude’s iclothes ito iquestion iwhat iAnn iArdis icalls ithe i“naturalness” iof ithe 

i“gender-based idivision iof ilabour” i(26). iIn ithis iway, ishe iattempts ito istrike ia ikind iof 

iequality ibetween ithe isexes i(27). iPatricia iIngram istates ithat iin ilate inineteenth-century 

ifeminism ithere iwas ia itendency itowards isartorial itransvestism iand igoes ion ito iadd ithat ithis 

itendency iwas i“nicely icaptured iby ia iDu iMaurier icartoon iin iPunch iin i1891, iin iwhich ia 

iyoung iwoman iis iseen iwearing iher ibrother’s ishirt, itie, icoat iand ihat… iin inineteenth-century 

iwritings, ithe ifrequent irecurrence iof ithe iandrogyny itheme, iits irealization iin iterms iof 

itransvestism, iand ithe iblurring iof igender ilines iit iexpresses, isuggest ia ideep ianxiety iabout 

igender… itransvestism, ifor ithe i‘New iWoman’, iwas ia iway iof iresisting ithe iincreasing 

iemphasis ion igender idifference iand ithe ipassive, ihome-and ichild-oriented istereotype i(109, 

iemphasis imine). iOne iof ithe iexamples ithat iIngram iuses ito isupport iher iargument iis iSue, 

iwho iwears iJude’s iclothes. iMargaret iHigonet ialso isays iabout icross-dressing: i“one iof ithe 

imost iimportant iaspects iof icross-dressing iis ithe iway iin iwhich iit ioffers ia ichallenge ito ithe 

ieasy inotions iof ibinarity, iputting iinto iquestion ithe icategories iof i‘female’ iand i‘male’ 

iwhether ithey iare iconsidered iessential ior iconstructed, ibiological ior icultural” i(110). iThus, 

iargues iDale iKramer, ithat ithis iact iof iSue’s ishows ithat, i“she iwishes igender iboundaries ito ibe 

idissolved iand ireconfigured” i(111). iThus, iSue, ithe iNew iWoman, iwho irepresents iliberal 

iideas, iattempts ito icross ithe iborder iof imale iand ifemale igendering iin ihaute icouture itoo. i 

 In iimplicitly icriticising ithe iinequality ibetween ithe isexes, iHardy irepeatedly ishows 

ithat iSue iattacks ithe iinstitution iof imatrimony iwhich iallows ia iman ito ihave idominance iover 

ihis iwife iin ievery ipossible iway. iThe iwife ialways ihas ito ibehave i(and isurrender) ias iper iher 
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ihusband’s iwill. iRosemarie iMorgan ilambasts iPhillotson, isaying i“ i… iPhillotson ican ispend 

iuntil imidnight i“balancing ithe ischool iregister” i[Jude i176] iand ithen ihe ican iascend ito ithe 

inuptial ichambers iquite ias ieasily ias iif isexual iintercourse iwith ihis iwife iwere ijust ipart iof ithe 

iday’s ifunctions” i(121). i 

 Naturally, iunder isuch icircumstances, iSue iconsiders iher isexual irelationship iwith 

iPhillotson ia i“torture”: i“What itortures ime iso imuch iis ithe inecessity iof ibeing iresponsive ito 

ithis iman iwhenever ihe iwishes, igood ias ihe iis imorally” i(Jude i267). iAt ianother ipoint, ishe 

isays ito iPhillotson, i“For ia iman iand iwoman ito ilive ion iintimate iterms iwhen ione ifeels ias iI ido 

iis iadultery i… ihowever ilegal” i(279). iGail iCunningham icalls ithis i“legalized imarital irape” 

i(112). iAt ithe iend iof ithe inovel, iwhen iSue idecides ito ire-marry iPhillotson, iJude icalls iit i“a 

ifanatic iprostitution”, ibut ithe iNew iWoman iknows iwhat ishe iis idoing, iand idoes inot ithink 

itwice ito itake ithe iplunge ia isecond itime, iwithout ibothering iabout ianother i(Jude’s) ishattered 

iheart i(455). iFinally, ia iwoman ipays iback ia iman iin ihis iown icoin. iSo ifar, iwomen ionly ihave 

ibeen itaken iadvantage iof iand ithen iabandoned, iSue iturns ithe itide, ian iact iso iincredible ithat 

iher ibroken-hearted ifiancé ideclares iwith ivehemence ithat ishe iis i“not iworthy iof ia iman’s 

ilove” i(457). 

 For iSue imarriage iis ia i“vulgar” iinstitution, i“a ibusiness icontract” i(Jude i432, i439). 

iShe ichooses ito ifollow iher iown iunderstanding iof ia irelationship ibetween imen iand iwomen. 

iShe isays ito iJude, i“Fewer iwomen ilike imarriage ithan iyou isuppose, ionly ithey ienter iinto ifor 

ithe idignity iit iis iassumed ito iconfer iand ithe isocial iadvantage iit igains ithem isometimes—a 

idignity iand ian iadvantage ithat iI iam iquite iwilling ito ido iwithout” i(Jude i312). 

 i i i Rejecting imarriage iand iseeking ia ikind iof ifreedom iin ifriendship i(with iJude) ishows 

iher iindividuality iand iindependence, iwhile ithe i“old” i(i.e. itraditional) iwomen i“enter iinto” 

imarriage, ithe iNew iWoman iunhesitatingly irejects iit i(312). iKate iMillet isays ithat iSue’s 

iattitudes itoward isex iand imarriage iprovide ithe iclearest imeasure iof ithe idistance iseparating 
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iher iambitions iand idesires ifrom isocial ipossibilities ithat ishape iher iself-realization ias iwell ias 

iher icohesive ipersonality... iHer ifeeling iabout imarriage iand isex iderive ifrom ia isense iof iher 

iindependence iand iindividuality, iwhich iseem ito iher ithreatened iby isexual ior iformal 

icommitment. iSue iwants ian iidentity iof iher iown. iShe idoes inot isee imarriage ias iher iultimate 

igoal iin ilife. iShe iis ifearful iof isubmerging iher iidentity iin ithat iof ianother ior iworse, iof 

ibecoming ia ikind iof ichattel i(220). i 

 Robert iHeilman, itoo, ifeels ithat iSue inever iespouses ithe iidea ithat imarriage iis 

iwomen’s igreatest ially, ia iconcept iprevalent iin iVictorian isociety, ibut, iinstead, ithat iit ikills 

idesire iand ilove i(119). iSuch irevolutionary iideas icould ibe imouthed ionly iby ia iNew iWoman, 

icommitted ito iher icause iof ifreedom ifrom iall isorts iof isocial ibondage, ithrough iher iconstant 

iconfrontations iwith iPhillotson, iwith iJude, iwith ithe isociety iat ilarge. 

 Sue irecognizes ithat imost iof ithe itime iher isexuality iis iin iconflict iwith ithe isocial 

iconception iof iwomen ibeing idesire-less, ilust-less ipersonalities. iShe iexpresses ithis 

iawareness iwhen ishe icalls iherself ian ioutcast, ior i“Ishmaelite” i(Jude i127). iHer ihusband 

ivaguely irecognizes ithe isymptoms iwhen ihe iwonders ithat iSue iprefers ia icloset ifull iof ispiders 

ito ithe inuptial ibed i(Jude i221). iSue ialso irealizes iher iown ideviant ibehaviour, ibut ifeels ithat 

ishe iis ijustified iin iit. iAfter imarrying iPhillotson, ishe isays, i“Jude, ibefore iI imarried ihim iI ihad 

inever ithought iout ifully iwhat imarriage imeant, ieven ithough iI iknew. iIt iwas iidiotic iof ime—

there iis ino iexcuse. iI iwas iold ienough, iand iI ithought iI iwas ivery iexperienced” i(Jude i216). i 

iSue iknows ithat imarried ipeople ihave isex, ibut iuntil ishe imarries iPhillotson ishe ihas inot 

iconsidered iwhat ithat iwould imean ito iher ipersonally. iThe icombat ibetween itheoretical 

iknowledge iand ipractical iscenario istuns iher; ibut ithe iunconventionally ibold iand icourageous 

iNew iWoman itakes ian iequally inovel istand: i ishe ijumps iout iof ithe ibedroom iwindow ithan 

iclench iher iteeth iand iperform iwifely iduty. i 
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 Both iSue iand iMrs. iEdlin irefer ito imarriages ias ifunerals: iAfter iher iremarriage ito 

iPhillotson, ishe imakes ihim ipromise ithat iPhillotson iwould inot iintrude ion iher ijust ias ibefore. 

iShe imakes ithe iman irealize iher iindependent iwill ithat iis inot inecessarily iin itandem iwith ihis. 

iPhillotson istill ifights ito isubdue iher, iand isays i“under ithe iaffectation iof iindependent iview 

iyou iare ias ienslaved ito ithe isocial icode ias iany iwoman iI iknow!” i, ito iwhich iSue icurtly 

ireplies, i‘Not imentally” i(Jude i302). iShe isternly i“refuses ito ibend iher i iknee ito icustom” 

i(Heilman i121). iShe iis inot iwilling ito isurrender ito imale iego, iis inot imentally ienslaved iand 

itries iher ibest ito iescape ifrom ithe icommon ifate iof iwomen. iIn iother iwords, iwhile icharacters 

ilike iTess’s imother iare i“ready iand iwilling ito isubordinate iher iown idesire ito isocial inorms”, 

iSue iis inot i(89). iJoan iDurbeyfield iand iArabella iDonn iprovide ithe iperfect ifoil iof itraditional 

iwomen ito iunconventional iTess iDurbeyfield iand iSue iBridehead. 

 Dale iKarmer iwrites ithat iHardy i“was iable ito iexploit iand iundercut iconventionally iin 

iJude ithe iObscure” i(73). iAlthough iHardy iexploits ithe iconventionality ifor idramatic 

ipurposes, ihe isupports ithe inew iideas ithat iTess iand iSue iincorporate iand irepresent. iIn ithis 

iway, iHardy iencourages ipeople ito ithink ibeyond iconventions, itries ito iinvite iwomen ito 

ichallenge i ithe istereotyped inorms iand irules. iHardy’s ipurpose iis inot isimply ishowing ithe 

ioppression iof iwomen iin isociety; ihe iis itrying ito iencourage iwomen ito iresist isocial/marital 

ioppression iinstead iof imeekly iaccepting iit, iand icurve itheir iown inew iidentity. i iHis imost 

icontroversial iheroine, iSue iBridehead, ieminently idoes iexactly ithat: ishe iconfronts ithe 

isociety ihead ion iand istays icommitted ito iher iown iideas iand ibeliefs iregarding iconjugal 

irelationships. i 

 i i i i i Thomas iHardy icreated itwo isupremely imemorable icharacters iin ihis ilast itwo inovels. 

iIt iis ihis iunique ipoint iof iview ithat ihas imade iboth iTess iand iSue iso idistinctive. iTess iis 

igenerally iregarded ias ia itragic itale iof ia i“fallen” iwoman, iand iTess ias ia ihelpless ivictim iof 

ipatriarchy, iwho iis imore ior iless ia ipassive icharacter. iHardy’s i iinnate irespect ifor iwomen 
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i(Tess iis i“pure”) ithat iturns ithe itide iand imakes iTess ia isupremely icourageous, iunthinkably 

idetermined icharacter i, ia iNew iWoman. iNo i“old” i(conventional) iwoman icould iact ithe iway 

ishe idid; ino i“old” iman icould iimagine ithat ia iwoman ican ipuncture ithe ifabric iof imale 

idominance iso iboldly. iEven ithough ishe iis ihanged iby ithe ivery isociety iagainst iwhich ishe 

ifights iher ilonely ibattle, iTess igives ia iforceful imessage ito iher ireal-life i“sisters”---- ineither i 

iwoman ican ibe ibranded i“fallen” iby ithe isociety; inor ibe idictated iabout iher icourse iof iaction, 

ishe iherself iis ithe isupreme ichoreographer iof iher iown ilife. iThe icontemporary iwomen 

ireaders igot ithe imuch-needed isupport ifrom ithis icomprehensively icourageous ifictional 

iwoman ito imull iabout itaking ithe ireins iof itheir ilives ithemselves. i 

 i i i i i Sue iBridehead igoes ione istep ifurther ithan iTess. iShe icares itwo ihoots iabout isocial 

iexpectations ifrom iwomen ias ishe imarries iand idivorces iand iremarries iand icohabits iand 

ideserts imen iat iher iown ifree iwill. iShe ichallenges ithe ibasic itenets iof isociety iwhen ishe 

idisplays iopen icontempt iabout ilegal imarriage, iand iis iunashamed iof iher inumerous ichildren 

iborn iout iof iwedlock. iShe inon-challantly iignores ithe iverbal ibarbs ithrown iat iher iby iher 

ineighbours. iJude icapitulates ito isocial icriticisms iand iostracisms iand iasks iher ito imarry ihim 

iumpteen itimes, ibut ishe inever idreams iof itaking iany istep ionly ito iconform ito isocial icustoms. 

iHer iconfrontations iwith ithe isociety ionly isolidify iher icommitment ito ichart iher ilife iherself. 

iSuch iboldness, ifrom ia iwoman iwas iincredible i(and iunacceptable) ieven iat ithe ifag iend iof ithe 

inineteenth icentury. iMany ireaders ivehemently icriticised ithe inovel ias iimmoral iand iobscene. 

iBut ilike ithe icreated icharacter, ithe icreator iwas ian iequally icourageous iman, iwho inever 

iedited iand ichanged ione iline iof ihis inovel, ibut ilet ithis iquintessential iNew iWoman ibe 

imesmerising ieven ito ithe itwenty-first icentury ireaders. iJude iwas iThomas iHardy’s iclarion 

icall ito ithe iconservative ipatriarchs ito iwake iup ito ithe inewer, ichanging itimes, iand igive 

iwomen ithe iregard iand ithe iposition ithey ideserve. i i 
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 i i i i i i  iIn iboth ithe inovels iHardy isuccessfully iconnected iwith ihis icontemporary isociety, 

iand ivigorously ishattered ithe iVictorian iparadigm iof iwomen’s isubjugation iand iservility ito 

imen. i iParticularly ithe ilast itwo inovels ileft ithe ireaders idisturbed iand ishocked. iAt ithe isame 

itime ithey iwere iunable ito iavoid ithe iemerging itruth ithat iwomen iwere ino ilonger iready ito ibe 

imen’s ifootstools, ior imere ivassals iof itheir ivirility. iWhile ithe imale ireaders ihad ito iaccept ithe 

ichanging igender iroles, iwilly-nilly, ithe iwomen ireaders ifound icourage ito ikeep itheir iheads 

ihigh ilike iTess iand iSue ieven iin ithe iface iof idire icalamity, iand iscript itheir iown idestiny iin 

isearch iof itheir iindividual iidentity. i 
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 i i i i i i i i i It iis ia iuniversally iacknowledged ifact ithat iliterature imirrors isociety, iwith iall iits 

ipositive iand inegative iaspects; iand ithat iit iis iwell-nigh iimpossible ito ifind ia iwork iof 

iliterature ithat iexcludes ithe iattitude, imorale, iand ivalues iof ithe isociety iit ideals iwith, isince ino 

iwriter ican iremain icompletely iunexposed ito ithe iworld iaround ihim. iMany ia itimes iwriters 

iwield itheir ipens ito icriticise iand ito icorrect isocial iills, iushering ithe idesired ichange. iThus 

iHarriet iBeecher iStowe’s iUncle iTom’s iCabin i(published i1852) iwas iinstrumental iin ithe 

iabolition iof islavery iin ithe iU.S.A. iin i1865 i(Reynolds142).. i iThe iattentive istudy iof iliterature 

ihelps ione ito iform ia ivivid ipicture iof ithe itime ithat iis itaken iup ias ithe ibackground iof ithe 

inarrative---- ithe imanners iand icustoms, iculture iand ieducation, iphilosophy i iand ireligion, 

ipolitics iand itechnology iof ithe iparticular itime. iThis iis iparticularly itrue iof inovels, ithe imost 

ifaithful imirror iof isociety ias ia iwhole iand iof ithe itime ithey idepict iin iparticular. iStudy iof 

iVictorian inovels iwith istrong ifeminist imessage iarouses iinterest ito istudy ithe iextent ito iwhich 

imodern ifeminism ihas iaccepted iand ihas iorganized iitself iaround ithe iagendas iwhich ihad 

idominated inineteenth icentury isociety, iand ithe ilink ibetween inovelists iand ifeminists ican ibe 

idiscerned iin itheir iearnest iintention ito iusher iin iwomen-friendly ireforms. iWhile ireading 

ithese isix inovels, ithe ireader iforms ia igood iidea iabout ithe iVictorian iEngland, iwhen imen 

iinsisted ion ipristine ipurity ifor iwomen iand iexpected iwomen ito iaccept ithe iphilandering iof 

imen, ialmost iunquestioningly. i iThe iaverage iVictorian iwoman iwas iexpected ito ifollow ithe 

iconventional i“career” iof imarriage iand imotherhood, ito ibe ienclosed iand ienshrined iwithin 

ithe ifour iwalls iof itheir ihomes, iand inever idare ito itransgress ithe igender idistinctions iset iby 

ithe isociety. i iGradually, isome iwomen ibegan ito irebel iagainst ithe isuffocating isituation iand 

isearched ifor ilife ibeyond idomesticity. i“The iemergence iof ithe i“New” iwoman, ibreaking ithe 

icocoon iof ithe i“old” iwoman, iperhaps ibecame ia ihistorical inecessity” i(Stubbs i167). i iIt iis 

icrucial ito iunderstand ithe iupsurge iof iwomen’s iactivities iin ithe iVictorian iera, ias ithe 
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i“revolutionary imovement”, ias iRita iKranidis idescribes iit, igave i“impetus” ito imany ithinkers 

iand iwriters i(71).The istruggle ifor iwomen’s iemancipation, iwhich istarted iin ithe iseventeenth 

icentury iwith iawakened iand ienlightened iwomen ilike iMargaret iCavendish, iMary iAstell iet 

ial., igot istrong isupport ifrom ithe i“founder iof ifeminism” i--- iMary iWollstonecraft, ireached 

iits ipeak iin inineteenth icentury i(Caine i89). iPassionate idebates iand idiscussions ibegan ito itake 

iplace ion ithe iissues iof imarriage iand idivorce ilaws, iwomen’s iright ito iproperty, ichildren’s 

icustody, ieducational iand iemployment iopportunities, ifemale isuffrage i– iall iof iwhich icame 

ito ibe iknown ias i“The iWoman iQuestion”; ithe iterm i“feminism” ibeing inot icoined iby ithen 

i(Boumelha i160). iWomen’s irights iand iresponsibilities, iproblems iand iprivileges iwere 

iendlessly idebated. i“The idesire ifor iequality iwith imen ion isocial iand ipolitical ifronts itook ithe 

iform iof iorganized imovements iby ithe iwomen iwho iraised i“the iwomen iissue” iin ipublic 

idebates, iin iprint imedia, iand iduring ielection irallies” i(Gilmour i289). iThe i“Women 

iQuestion”, ifirst iraised iby iMary iWollstonecraft iin iher ibook, iA iVindication iof ithe iRights iof 

iWomen iin i1972, istrongly iinfluenced isome imid iand ilate iVictorian iwomen ito ibreak 

icenturies- iold ishackles iof isilence iand isubordination iand idiscuss iit ivociferously. iSeveral 

iVictorian ifeminists, iviz. iFrances iPower iCobbe, iEmily iDavies, iJosephine iButler, iMillicent 

iGarreett iFawcett, iBarbara iLeigh iSmith iBodichon iet ial i icontinued irelentlessly ithe iWoman 

iQuestion idebate iin itheir icrusade ifor iwomen’s i ifundamental irights i: ithe iright ito ihigher 

ieducation, iproperty i(father’s/husband’s), iemployment iand ithe iright ito ivote. iThe ifeminist 

iagitation iof ithe iera iwas ia inoticeable ifeature iwhich iconsiderably ishook ithe isocial ifabric iof 

ithe itimes. iThe iconsequences iof ithe icampaigns, ithough islow iand idelayed, iwere ipositive. 

iAs ia iresult iof icontinuous icrusade, isome inew iwomen-friendly iacts iwere ipassed iby ithe 

iBritish iParliament iunder ithe idynamic ileadership iof ithe iLiberal iPrime iMinister, iWilliam 

iGladstone. iAs ithese icardinal iacts imade ithe iwomen’s ilives ia ilittle ieasier, iit ialso 

iprecipitated ithe ialready icharged ienvironment ifor ithe iNew iWoman ito iarrive, iboth iin 
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isociety iand iliterature i(Gerda iLerner i180). iWith ithe iadvancement iof iscience iand 

itechnology, ias iwell ias ithe iadvent iof iindustrialization, ithe i“Woman iQuestion” islowly, ibut 

isteadily, igained imomentum ienough ifor ithe ieminent ithinkers iviz. iJustin iMcCarthy, iJohn 

iStuart iMill, iet ial ito imull iupon iit. iThe iempowered iwoman, ibeing ieducated iand iearning, 

iwere ifast ibecoming istrong icompetitors ito ithe iprivileged isections iof ithe ieconomic 

imarketplace i(Ardis i156).Though inot ievery i“Novissima” iof i“The iShrieking iSisterhood” 

i(epithets ifrequently iused ifor ithe iNew iWoman) iwas ia i“Girton iGirl” i(Grant iAllen’s iheroine 

iof iThe iWoman iWho iDid i(1894), iHerminia iBarton, iwas ia igraduate iof iGirton iCollege) ithey 

iwere, iin igeneral, iconscious iof itheir irights i(Ledger i190). iThe iwell-established icenturies—

old iclass i iand igender ibarriers ibegan ito icrumble, imuch ito ithe ichagrin iof ithe iconservative 

ipatriarchs. iThe iwell-established icenturies—old iclass iand igender i ibarriers ibegan ito 

icrumble, imuch ito ithe ichagrin iof ithe iconservative ipatriarchs. iGradually, ithe ieducated 

iVictorian iwoman ibegan ito igrow iconscious iof inot ionly itheir isocial iand ipolitical irights, ibut 

ialso iof ifashionable iclothes iand icosmetics iand idecoration iof itheir ihomes. iAs ithey ibecame 

isocially iawakened iindividuals, iconversant iin ipolite imanners iand isocial ietiquettes, ithey 

ialso ibegan ito iparticipate iin inational ieconomy, iboth ias iworkers iin ifactories iand iindustries, 

iand ialso ias iconsumers. iHowever, ithe iunprecedented ieconomic igrowth ihad iits iflip iside—it 

igave irise ito ian iunforeseen isexual iliberty, ieven iamong iwomen. iThe inear-ubiquitous 

ioccurrence iof ipre/extra imarital iaffairs icould inot ibe iregulated ithrough iobsessive 

idiscussion, ithough. iThe isingle/unwed imother, ia irather idisturbing iphenomenon iin ithe 

isociety, iwas iregularly irepresented iin iliterature iand iart. i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i At ithe iother iend iof ithe ispectrum, ithere iappeared i(in ithe ifictions) ithe i iNew iWomen 

iwho ivoluntarily iopted ifor imotherhood iout iof iwedlock. iThe imost inotable iamong ithem 

iwere iHerminia iBarton, ithe iheroine iof iGrant iAllen’s ibest-selling inovel, iThe iWoman iWho 

iDid i(1894); iand iSue iBridehead, iof iJude ithe iObscure iby iThomas iHardy i(1896). iThese 
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iheroines irepresented ithe i“beginning iof ia ishift iin isocial iattitudes iregarding igender 

irelations, imarked iby ia isteady imove iaway ifrom ithe ipattern iof ipatriarchal imale isupremacy 

iand ifemale idependence itowards ithe imodern ipattern iof igender iequality” i(Diniejko i5). i“The 

iNew iWoman iwas iarriving, iboth iin isociety iand iliterature, iwith ivisible iforce” i(Lerner i180). 

iThe ilast itwo idecades iof inineteenth icentury iwitnessed ia inew iphenomenon i– ian iincreasing 

inumber iof iwomen iwere ieager ito ibreak ithe ishackles iof idependence ion itheir imale irelatives 

iand iforge ian iindependent iidentity ifor ithemselves iby iworking iand iearning. iThe iNew 

iWoman ihad ia iproportionate idepiction iin ilate iVictorian inovels. iThe iorigin iof ithe iterm iNew 

iWoman iare idisputed, ibut iit iappears ito ihave ibeen icoined iaround i1884. i“Sarah iGrand” 

i(Frances iElizabeth iBellenden iClarke) ipublished ian iarticle iin i1894, i i“The iNew iAspect iof 

ithe iWoman iQuestion” iin iThe iNorth iAtlantic iReview, ifrom iwhich i“Ouida” i(Maria iLouise 

iRane) i“extrapolated ithe isoon-to-become-famous iphrase, i“New iWoman” ifor ithe ititle iof iher 

ieasy, ipublished iin ithe isame iyear, iin ithe inext iissue iof ithe isame ijournal” i(Cunningham i216). 

iThe iNew iWoman iovertly ichallenged ithe idominant isocial iand isexual icodes iof ithe iera, 

ileading ito i“a ifeeling iof ifear” iamong ithe itradition-loving ipatriarchs ithat ishe i“posed ia ithreat 

ito ithe iinstitution iof imarriage iitself” i(Ledger i187). iChallenging ithe imale idominance, ishe 

iforced imen ito iconsider iwomen’s irights, ito ire-define igender iroles. iAt ithe isame itime, ione 

ihas ito iremember, i“she iwas ibasically ia ijournalistic iphenomenon, ia iproduct iof idiscourse”, 

iand ihence i“to isome iextent, ithe ihistory iof ithe iNew iWoman iis iavailable ito ius itextually” 

i(196). iNaturally, ithe ifigure icommitted ito itopple ithe iapple icart iof itraditional imores, iwas 

ioften iridiculed iin ipress iand ipopular ifiction. iMrs. iMargaret iOliphant iin iher iarticle i“The 

iAnti-marriage iLeague” ideplored i“the idisposition ito iplace iwhat iis icalled ithe i‘sex iquestion’ 

iabove iall iothers ias ithe itheme iof ifiction…. ihas i ibeen iproved ito ibe ithe imost idamaging iin ithe 

iworld ias ia isubject ifor ithought iand ifor ithe iexercise iof iimagination” i(qtd. iby iLedger i203). 

iSally iLedger iasserts i—“The iNew iWoman iwas ia ivery ifin-de-siecle iphenomenon. 
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iContemporary iwith ithe inew isocialism, ithe inew iimperialism, ithe inew ifiction iand ithe inew 

ijournalism, ishe iwas ipart iof icultural inovelties iwhich imanifested i iitself iin ithe i1880s iand 

i1890s” i(87). i iThe iNew iWoman iwas ioften ithe iobject iof iridicule iin ithe ipress, iusually 

iportrayed ias iriding ia ibicycle iin ibloomers iwhile ismoking ia icigarette, ii.e., iportrayed ias ione 

iwho ipublicly icomes iout iof iaccepted iand iacceptable iwomanly iroles iand ienjoys iherself, 

iwithout ibothering iabout ithe ipeople iwho igawk iat iher. iThe isociety icould inot iaccept ithe 

iwoman iwho ideliberately ishakes ioff isocially-accepted iwomanly iroles iand ienjoys iher 

ifreedom iof ienjoying iher ilife ias ishe iwants ito. iLyn iPykett ihas idistinctly idocumented iher 

iequivocal idepiction: i“The iNew iWoman iwas iby iturns ia imannish iAmazon iand ia iwomanly 

iwoman, ishe iwas ioversexed ior iundersexed, ishe iwas ianti-maternal ior ia isuper-mother, ishe 

iwas iman-hating ior iself-appointed isaviour iof ibenighted imasculinity, ishe iwas iradical ior 

ireactionary, ishe iwas ithe iagent iof isocial iregeneration, ior isymptom iand iagent iof isocial 

idecline” i(11). i iIt igoes ito ishow ithat ithe iconservative isociety icould ineither iaccept inor itotally 

ireject ithe ichanging igender idynamics icompletely. 

 i i i i i i The iNew iWoman inovels ioften iopenly icriticised ithe imiserable icondition iof iwomen 

iin isociety ias ia iwhole iand iin imarriage iin iparticular. i“The inovels iregarding inonconformist 

ior irebellious iwomen ibecame ia ispringboard ifor ia ipublic idebate iabout igender irelations ithat 

ihad ipreviously ibeen itaboo”, iasserts iPenny iBoumelha i(211). iAs iGail iCunningham ihas 

ishown, iin itraditional ifictions, i“innocent iand iignorant iheroines ihad ito iface idire isufferings 

iwhich icame ifrom ivenereal idiseases, i“the iresult iboth iof itheir iown isexual iignorance iand iof 

ithe ipast isexual iexcesses iof itheir ihusbands.” i(112). i“Constant iill ihealth ifor ithemselves i– 

iand ithe ieven igreater ihorror iof igiving ibirth ito ichildren iwith icongenital isyphilis i– iserved ifor 

ithe iNew iWoman inovelists iof ithe i1890s, ito ishow iwhy iexisting imarriage iwas iimpossible 

iand iwhy imasculine isexual iprivilege iand ifemale isexual iignorance ihad ito icome ito ian iend” 

i(Boumelha i154). iThe iNew iWoman iwriters ifocussed ion ithe imajor iarea iin iwhich iwomen 
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ifelt imost ioppressed: imarriage. iThe iNew iWoman igenre iof iwriters ifought ito ire-invent ithe 

irelations ibetween ithe isexes iand icalled ifor ihonesty iregarding isexual ipeccadilloes. iThey 

iurged iwomen ito ibe iprofessionally iqualified iso ias ito ibe iable ito iearn ithemselves. iAt ithe iturn 

iof ithe icentury, iNew iWoman iideology istarted ito iplay ia iprominent irole iin ievolving isocial 

ietiquettes ithat iled ito ithe iredefinition iof igender iroles, iovercoming imale idominance iand 

istrengthening imovements ifor iwomen’s irights i. iUndoubtedly, ithe iNew iWoman iwas ione iof 

ithe iprime ifacets iof isocial iand icultural ichange. iShe iwas i“a ireal, ias iwell ias ia icultural 

iphenomenon. iIn isociety ishe idonned ithe iroles iof ia isocial ireformer, ia ipoet, ior ia iplaywright, 

iwho ipredominantly iaddressed iwomen’s iissues” i(Ledger i120). iIn iliterature, iher ithoughts 

iand idesires ireflected ithe iattitudes iof ithe isociety iin igeneral. iCountless iwomen icould 

iidentify ithemselves iwith iIbsen’s iNora i(A iDoll’s iHouse) ior iHardy’s iGrace iMulberry i(The 

iWoodlanders), ithe iheroines iwho iactually ibroke ior istrove ito ibreak ithe ishackles iof 

idomesticity, iat ia itime iwhen iwomen’s iplace iin isociety iwas iensured ionly ithrough imarriage 

iand ithe ipatriarchal isociety iknew ifull iwell ihow ito ienclose iand ientrap iwomen iwithin ithe i 

ifamily. iThe iarbitrary ilaws ithat ibenefitted ithe imale ionly, iand ithe iresultant iapotheosis iof ithe 

imale iego, ifostered iby ithe igender-biased isociety, iwere isome iof ithe ikey ifactors iin isubduing 

iwomen iinto iservile isubjugation. iMary iWollstonecraft iaffirmed ithat i“women’s iterminal 

iexpectation iwas ilargely ibased ion ithe iimage idictated iby ipatriarchal igaze” i(Caine i78). 

 i i i i i i i i i iThe iWomen’s iSuffrage iMovement iproperly ibegun, iit iis igenerally iagreed, iin i1867, 

iwhen iJohn iStuart iMill’s iWomen’s iFranchise iAmendment ito ithe iSecond iReform iAct iwas 

irejected iby ithe iBritish iParliament i(82). i 

 In ithe iwords iof iGerda iLerner, i“Feminism iis inot ialways ia imovement, ifor iit ican ibe ia 

ilevel iof iconsciousness, ia istance, ian iattitude, ias i iwell ias ithe ibasis ifor iorganized ieffort” 

i(119). iThe ifeminist iconsciousness iis ithe iawareness iof ifemale isubjugation iby ithe 

idominating imales ileading ito iwomen’s isecondary istatus iand iconsequent isuppression/ 
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ioppression. iThe iNew iWoman ifiction iemerged iout iof iVictorian ifeminist irebellion iand 

iboosted idebates ion isuch iissues ias iwomen’s ieducation, iwomen’s isuffrage, isex iand 

iwomen’s iautonomy i(124). iEmancipation iof iwomen iwas ithe idriving itheme iof imany 

iVictorian inovelists. iThe istalwarts ilike i iGeorge iEliot, iGeorge iGissing, iand iThomas iHardy 

iexpressed ithe idormant isentiments iof icountless iwomen iwho iwere iruthlessly isubjugated. 

 i i i i i i i By i1860, iVictorian isociety iwitnessed ithe iemergence iof ia inew irepresentation iof 

iwomanhood, ithat iwas iless iconstrained iby ithe iVictorian inorms iof idomesticity. iBarbara 

iBodichon iand iBessie iRayner iParkes iconsidered iwomen’s ilong-flowing iskirts ia iburden 

ithat irestricted ifree imovements, itypifying i“women’s iconstraints iand irestraints” i(Caine i92). 

iIn ithis irelatively iopen iera, iGeorge iEliot ibrought iher ibold iand irebellious iheroines. i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i iIn iThe iMill, ia inovel ipublished ias iearly ias i1860, iEliot imakes ithe iheroine, iMaggie 

iTulliver, ia iborn irebel. iRight ifrom iher ichildhood, ishe irefuses ito ilisten ito iher imother’s 

iconstant iinstructions iabout icombing iher ihair iand iwearing iclean ipinafores, ideclines ito ido 

ipatchwork ifor iher iaunt, iMrs iPullet i(who iconstantly icriticises iher idark iskin iand iunkempt 

ihair), iruns iaway ito ithe igypsies iwhen iTom ipays ifull iattention ionly i ito iLucy iand ineglects 

iher ifully. iAs ishe igrows iup, ishe irebuffs iher i(late) ifather’s iand iTom’s istrict iinstructions iof 

inot imaintaining iany ifriendship iwith iPhilip iWakem, ithough ishe inever iimagines imarrying 

ithe ihandicapped ihunchback. iNeither idoes ishe idream iof imarrying iStephen iGuest. iShe iturns 

iStephen idown iin iunequivocal iterms iand icomes iback ito iher iparental ihome, iready ito iface 

ithe iharshest iaspersions iand icriticisms; ibut inot iready ito i“go iaway ibecause ipeople iare 

isaying iwrong ithings iabout ime”, ias ishe iboldly ideclares ito iDr. iKenn, iwhen ihe isuggests ithat 

ishe ileaves iSt. iOggs, iat ileast ifor ithe itime ibeing, iand ilet ithe icriticisms idie idown i(The iMill 

i372). iShe isuccessfully, iforcefully ibreaks ithe iage-old imould iof iconventional, isubmissive, 

idocile iwoman iand iemerges ias ithe iindependent-minded, iempowered iwoman iwho ican ichart 

ithe icourse iof iher ilife iherself, ibreaking ithe iarbitrary isocial irules ithat iprivileged ionly imen. i 
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 i i i i i i i i i  iNot isurprisingly, ithe itraditional imale-dominated isociety ifinds iit ivery ihard ito 

iaccept iher. iThe isocietal iattitude iis isuccinctly isummed iup iby iPhilip’s ifather, iJames 

iWakem--- i“We ido inot isee iwhat ia iwoman idoes, iwe iask iwhom ishe ibelongs ito” i(The iMill 

i321). iSo iTom idoes inot ibother ito iknow ithe idetails iof ithe ialleged i“elopement”, ihe irefuses ito 

ilet iMaggie ienter ihis ihome ithe imoment ihe isees iher, ireturning iafter ifive idays. iHe ielaborates 

ihow iLucy ihas ifallen iill ifrom ithe ishock, iand ihow iMrs. iTulliver icannot ieven iattend iher i“lest 

ishe ireminds iher iof iyou” i(The iMill, i322), ibut, ilet ialone iask iher ito itell ithe iactual itruth, 

isternly i irefuses ito ihear iher ipart iof ithe istory. iBut ihe icannot ibend ithe iNew iWoman iinto 

isubmission. iMaggie idoes inot ienter iher iparental ihome iin ispite iof iher imother’s ientreaties, 

ibut igoes ito istay iwith iBob iJakin iand ihis ifamily, iwith iher imother iaccompanying iher. iShe 

icomes iback ito iDorlcote iMill ionly ito irescue iTom ifrom ithe iflood. iHere iagain iEliot ipresents 

ian iunheard iof isituation--- ia iwoman icoming ito irescue ia iman, ibreaking ithe itraditional iimage 

iof idamsel iin idistress iwho imust ibe isaved iby ia iknight-in-shining iarmour. iEliot itacitly 

idepicts ihow ithe iNew iWomen iare islowly ibut isurely icoming ito ithe ifront, iinstead iof 

iperpetually istaying iat ithe ifringes ihelplessly. iThe inascent iNew iWoman iis inot iafraid iof 

ijudgement iof i“the iworld’s iwives” ias ilong ias ishe iherself iknows ithat ishe ihas idone ino 

iwrong, ihas icommitted ino isin i(The iMill i314). i 

 i i i i i i i i None iof ithe imale icharacters ican iaccommodate iMaggie’s iindependence iof ithought, 

inot ieven iher iloving iand iever-supportive ifather, iwho ihad ibeen iearnestly ianxious iof ihis i“too 

i‘cute” i(acute, isharp) idaughter ifinding ia isuitable ihusband, iwho iwould inot idenounce, ibut 

iappreciate iher iintelligence iand iindependence. iMaggie iis ithus ithe iNew iWoman iwho ifrees 

iherself ifrom ipatriarchal itraditions iand iconventions iand idares ito itrace ithe iuncharted iterrain 

iof ifemale ifreedom iand iempowerment. iNeither iPhilip inor iStephen ican icajole iher iinto 

imarriage, iinto isubjection ito imale iwill. iHer iwill ipower iis istronger ithan iboth ithe imen. iShe 

irefuses ito imarry iboth, ithough ishe iis ipained ito isee ithem iheart-broken. i“The ithought iof 
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ihaving iPhilip ias iher ilover inever ientered iher imind”, iand iit inever idoes i(The iMill i242). iShe 

ifalls iin ifor ihandsome iStephen i(who iis iin istark icontrast iwith ithe ihunchbacked iPhilip) ionly 

itemporarily, iunable ito icontrol iher iemotions ifully. iBut ishe iis ialways iconscious iof ithe ihurt 

ithat iher iintimacy iwith iStephen iwill icause ito iLucy, iand ishe iflatly irefuses ihis imarriage 

iproposal. iThe iNew iWoman iis i“large-hearted” i(as iPhilip icalls iher) ithinks ibeyond iherself, 

isacrifices iher iown i(marital) ibliss ito iensure ianother’s i(The iMill i492) i. i iHer isacrifice idoes 

inot igo iin ivain,--after iher iuntimely iand itragic ideath, iboth iPhilip iand iStephen icome 

iregularly ito ivisit iher igrave, ithough iby iand iby iStephen imarries iLucy. iBy ithis igesture, iEliot 

idepicts icovertly ithat ithe iNew iWoman iis igradually igaining iacceptance iand irespect ithat iis 

idue ito iher, iwhile istaying icommitted ito iher icause iof iindependence iand iempowerment. i i 

 i i i i i i i i i Gwendolen iHarleth iof iDD i(published i1876) iis ianother ieminently isuccessful 

icreation iof iGeorge iEliot. iUnlike iMaggie, iGwendolen iis inot ia ifully ipositive icharacter, ibut 

ihas ishades iof inegativity. iShe iis inot ithe i“Angel iin ithe iHouse”( ito iborrow i ithe iterm ifrom 

iCoventry i iPatmore) i, ibut ia ihuman ibeing iof iflesh iand iblood iwith iwhose ifollies iand ifoibles 

ithe ireaders ican ieasily irelate ito. iRight iat ithe ibeginning iof ithe inovel ithe ireaders ifind iher, iall 

ialone, igambling iin ia icasino iin ithe i(fictional) iGerman itown iof iLehrbonn. iThis iwas isuch ian 

iincredible i iact ithat ithe iaghast iaudience i–Daniel iDeronda iamong ithem---watch iher iwith 

iovert ifascination iand icovert icriticism. iEven ibefore ithe ifeminist imovement istarted, iwhich 

iwas i“concerned iprimarily iwith igaining iaccess ifor iwomen iin ithe ipublic isphere”, iEliot 

iplaces iher iheroine iin ia isetting ithat iwas ipredominantly imale-dominated i(Kranidis i84). i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i At ihome, ishe iis inot ithe imost irespectful, iobedient idaughter iand ithe ifond isister ito 

iher ibrood iof istep-sisters. iBut, ishe iis ifully iconscious iof iher iresponsibility itowards iher 

ifamily ias ithe ioldest ichild iat ithe iyoung iage iof itwenty-two. iShe iis iready ito isupport iher 

ifamily, ionly, ishe ilacks ithe irequisite ieducation iand/or italent ito iwork iand iearn. iOnce ishe 

irealises ithat ithe ionly iavenue iopen ifor iher ito isupport iherself iand iher idestitute ifamily iis iher 
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imarriage ito ia irich iman, ishe ideterminedly iplods iher iway. iShe irefuses ito iencourage ithe 

isincere ibut ipoor iRex iGascoigne iand iaccepts ithe imiddle-aged, ibut isuper-rich iHenleigh 

iGrandcourt’s imarriage iproposal, ibreaking iher ipromise ito iLydia iGlasher iof inot imarrying 

ihim. iLust ifor ia iluxurious ilife imakes iher iforego iall iconsiderations ifor iothers, ibut ithen, 

iGwendolen iis ithe iNew iWoman, iwho iwill inot isimply isuffer iand isacrifice, ilike ithe i“old” 

i(i.e. iconventional) iwoman ilike iLydia iGlasher. i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iAs ithe icoveted inuptial ibrings iher ithe idesired iluxuries, iit ialso ibrings iout ithe ihidden 

iresources iof iher icharacter. iMuch ito ithe ichagrin iand i isurprise iof iGrandcourt, iwho idreamt 

iof icontrolling ihis iyoung iwife, iGwendolen iemerges ias ia istrong iwoman iwho ideclines ito 

isurrender ito iher ihusband’s iwills iand iwiles. iShe iquestions ihis idecisions, idismisses iMr. 

iLush ias iGrandcourt’s isecretary i(because iof ihis ievident isympathy ifor iLydia), idoes inot iheed 

iher imother’s iearnest iadvice ito ibe ian iobedient iand iaccommodating iwife, i--- irather, ithe 

iNew iWoman ibegins ito ihate iher icontrol-freak ihusband. iIt iis iher imomentary ihesitation ithat 

icomes ifrom iher ihatred ito ithrow ithe ilife-line iin itime ithat iactually ikills iGrandcourt iwhen ihe 

itrips ifrom ithe iyacht iand ifalls iinto ithe iMediterranean iSea. iIt iis itrue ithat ishe idoes inot 

ideliberately imurder iher ispouse, ibut iit iis ialso itrue ithat ishe iheaves ia isigh iof irelief iat ithe 

ipermanent idisappearance iof iher itormentor. iThe iNew iWoman idoes inot ifully ibreak idown iat 

ithe itragic iincident, ibut iculls iher iinner istrength iand iremains icalm. iEarlier ialso, ishe 

idemonstrated iher iinnate istrength iand idignity ion ithe iday iwhen ishe ineither ibroke idown i inor 

iprotested iwhen ishe ilearnt ithat iGrandcourt ihas iwilled ialmost ihis ientire iproperty ito i iLydia’s 

i(and ihis) iillegitimate ichildren. iThough ishe icoveted iluxury ionce, ishe i ihas iinnate iself-

respect inot ito ihanker iafter imoney. iShe iis ithe iself-empowered iNew iWoman iwho ican ihold 

iher ihead ihigh iin ithe iface iof idire idisappointments iand itragedies. iThus ishe ipromises iher 

iterrified imother ithat ishe i“will ilive”, ii.e., inot icommit isuicide ibeing ia iwidow i(DD i817). iShe 

ipromises iDeronda ithat ishe iwill idedicate ithe irest iof iher ilife ito ihelp ithose iwho ineed iher 
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iassistance. iThe iNew iWoman ilooks ibeyond iherself iand iadvances ito iassist ithe ilesser 

ifortunate iones, iin ispite iof inot ibeing ia ifortunate iperson iherself. iThus ishe ipunctures ithe 

ifabric iof iconventions iby ideclining ito iwallow iin isorrow iand ilead ia inon-existent ilife ifor 

iyears ito icome. iShe idisplays iexemplary icourage iwith iher idecision iof ileading ia iselfless ilife 

iafter iher iwidowhood, iat ia itime iwhen imatrimony iwas iconsidered ito ibe ia iwoman’s iultimate 

ibliss iand ifulfilment. 

 i i i i i i i i i iBoth iMonica iWiddowson iand iRhoda iNunn iare icommitted ibelievers iin iwomen’s 

iemancipation ifrom ipatriarchal ibondage. iThe imain idemand ithat iMonica ihas, iis iof ifreedom 

iand iequality ias iper imen. iThis iis iexactly iwhat iWiddowson igets iinked iat. iHe itotally 

isubscribes ito ithe iVictorian iidealism ithat ia iwoman iis ito ioccupy ionly iprivate isphere, iand inot 

iventure iinto ithe ipublic idomain. iHe irealizes, ihimself, ithat ih iis iwife’s i“desire ifor ifreedom 

iirritates ime” i(TOW i247). iMonica ifeels istifled iand isuffocated iin ithe iconstant, iunwelcome 

isupervision i(i.e. icontrol) iof iWiddowson i iover iher. iHe iis iinsecure, ibelieves ithat iif ihis 

iyoung iwife igoes iout iof ihome itoo ioften, imakes ifriends iwith imen, ishe iwill icease ito ilove 

ihim, ibut iwill ifall ifor isome iyoung, iattractive iman. iIt inever ioccurs ito ihim ithat ishe iactually 

ihates ihim ifor isuspecting iher iintegrity, inot ibecause ihe iis imuch iolder ithan iher. iWhen ishe 

isays i“I’ll idie iif iI idon’t ihave imore ifreedom’’ ihe ishould ihave ibelieved ithat ishe imeans iit 

i(TOW i256) i. iTrue, iMonica imade ia ibasic imistake iof imarrying ihim inot ifor ilove ibut ifor ihis 

imoney. i iIt iis ibecause iof ipoverty ithat ishe irefused ithe iproposal iof iMr. iBullivant, iher 

icolleague. iIt iis ialso itrue ithat ishe idid inot ipay iany iheed iwhen iher iroommate, iMildred 

iVesper ipointed iout iclearly ithat ithis imarriage ifor imoney’s isake iwill idisastrous ifor iboth iher 

iand ihim. iBut, isuch ifaults imake ithe iNew iWoman iheroine ia ireal iwoman, inot ian i“angel” ilike 

ithe iflawless iheroines iof icontemporary inovels. iThe iNew iWoman ihas iboth igrit iand 

idetermination ias iwell ias icovetousness i(Monica ilooks iforward ito ia iluxurious ilife ithat ithis 

imarriage iwill iprovide iher) iand iselfishness i(she iknows ifull iwell ithat ishe idoes inot ilove 
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iWiddowson ithe iman, ibut ihis imoney). iBut iabove iall, ithe iNew iWoman ihas ithe icourage ito 

idemand ifreedom iin imarital irelationship, ifreedom ito iguide iher iown ilife iherself. 

iWiddowson isays ithat iwomen imust ibe i“guided iby imen iwho iknow ithe iworld ibetter”, ia 

icommand ithat iMonica iinstantly irefuses ito ilisten ito, ithough ishe ifinds iit ian ionerous itask ito 

idislodge ithe ifirm iage-old ibeliefs ithat iare ienmeshed iin ihis ithoughts i(TOW i218). i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i iShe iultimately ialmost irejects ithe iinstitution iof imarriage iitself iwhen ishe ileaves iher 

ihusband iand ibegins ito istay iwith iher ielder isisters, iAlice iand iVirginia. iThat ishe istays iin 

iWiddowson’s icountry ihouse iand iaccepts ihis imoney ifor iher iupkeep ibrands iher ias ia iself-

centred iwoman iin ithe ieyes iof i“the iworld’s iwives” i[to iborrow ia iphrase ifrom iGeorge iEliot 

i(The iMill i301)] idoes inot ibother iher. iRather, ishe isays ithat ihe iowes ihis ipregnant iwife isome 

iresponsibility. iThe iNew iWoman iis iaware iof iher imarital iand ifinancial irights, ishe ialso 

ilearns inot ito icare iabout iwhat iothers iconsider iher. iShe idies iduring ichildbirth, iand iher inew 

iborn idaughter iis iwelcomed iby iRhoda iNunn, ithe ifirebrand ifeminist. iRhoda, iin iher ipersonal 

ilife, ivehemently irejects iBarfoot’s iproposal iof i“free iunion” inot ibecause ishe isanctifies 

imatrimony, ibut ibecause ishe iwill inever icompromise iher iself-dignity iand ilive ilife ilike ia 

iman’s ikept imistress. iThus iGissing iportrays ithe iNew iWoman isuccessfully iin iTOW. i 

 In ithe iother inovel, iNGS, iGissing icreates ithe imemorable icharacter iof iMarian iYule. 

iAt ian iage iwhen idenial iof ihigher ieducation ito iwomen idue ito igender-bias iwas ia icommon 

ipractice, iMarian iis ia ihighly ieducated igirl iwho ispends ihours ireading iand iwriting. iShe igoes 

ito ithe iBritish iMuseum i(library) ieveryday ito itake inotes ion ivarious ievents iand ipersonalities 

ithat iher ifather iwrites iabout, iShe iis ithus ithe iinvaluable isecretary iof i iher ifather, iAlfred iYule. 

iSuch ia iwoman, itotally iimmersed iin iacademics, iwas irare iin ireal ilife ias iwell ias iin i 

icontemporary ifiction, ibut iMarian iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho ishows iher i“sisters” i(the ireal-life 

iwomen) ithat iwomen ican ivery iwell ienter isuccessfully iin ithe imale idomain, ii.e. iacademics. 

iShe ibreaks ithe imale ibastion iof ihigher iqualification iand iimmerses iherself iin istudies. iYet, 
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ishe iis inot iharsh iand icruel ilike iher ifather ito iher ilowly, iilliterate imother. iShe ihas ithe 

iqualities iof ihead iand iheart, iand iis ialways igentle iwith iher imother, ineither icontemptuous 

inor icondescending. iRather, ishe ivehemently iprotests iwhen iher ifather ishouts iat ihis ipoor 

iwife iand iconsoles ithe ihurt iand ihumiliated imother. iThe iNew iWoman ihas ithe icourage ito 

istand iup ito ia iman, iprotest iagainst iany iinjustice icommitted iby ia iman iand ithat iman iis iher 

iown ifather. iA idaughter ishielding iher imother iby ishouting iat iher ifather iwas iunimaginable iin 

ithe ipatriarchal isociety iwhere iwomen iwere iconceived ias imore ior iless imen’s ifootstools. i 

 Yet, iMarian iis inot iaverse ito ithe ipleasures iof ilife. i iAt itwenty ithree, ishe iis iopen iand 

ieager ifor iromance iand imatrimony. iShe ienjoys iMilvain’s ifriendship iand ireadily iaccepts ihis 

imarriage iproposal iand ilooks iforward ito ia ihappy ifuture. iYet, iwhen iMilvain irejects iher iand 

imarries ithe irich iwidow iAmy iReardon, iand iMarian’s idream i iof iconnubial ibliss ivanishes 

iinto ithin iair, i ishe ineither ibreaks idown inor icriticises ihis iabominable ibehaviour. iMilvain 

iprefers iAmy iReardon iover iMarian isimply ibecause iof iAmy’s imoney. iMarian ihas itoo imuch 

iself-respect iand iinmate idignity ito iargue iwith ihim iand ishow iher ihurt. iThe iNew iWoman 

iwill inever iplead iwith ia iman ifor iher ihappiness. iNeither iwill ishe iblame/ ilambast ithe 

imercenary--- ishe ihas itoo imuch isense iand isophistication ifor ithat--- ibut igo ion idoing iwhat 

ishe idoes ibest i--- istudying. iWhen iMarian iand iMilvain ipart iways iafter itheir ilast imeeting, 

ishe iquietly igoes iback ito ithe iBritish iMuseum iand iimmediately igets iabsorbed iin ia ibook. iShe 

isilently iand ipowerfully ishows ithat ithere iis ilife ibeyond imarriage, ithat iwomen ineed inot 

idepend iupon imen ifor ihappiness, ithat ithere iis ia iviable ialternative ito idomesticity,--- 

iacademics iand ifinancial iindependence. i iShe ipreaches iby iexample ithat iwomen ineed inot 

iworship imarriage iand ichild ibearing ias ithe ihighest ialter iof itheir ilives imerely ifor ithe isake iof 

istaying ialive i, irather, ithey ican i(and ishould) igo ifor ia ilife ithat iis ibeyond imarital ioaths iand 

ivows. i i 
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 Thomas iHardy’s iTess iDurbeyfield iis iperhaps ithe imost ifamous iof iHardyan 

iheroines, ithe iepitome iof iwomen’s iemancipation iand iempowerment. iIn ispite iof i ibeing 

iimpregnated iby iAlec, ishe ileaves ihim iunhesitatingly, imuch ito ihis isurprise iand 

idisappointment iof iher ifamily, iwho iexpected iher ito imarry ihim iin ithis icondition. iShe iis inot 

iashamed iof iher iillegitimate ison, iSorrow, ibut itakes ithe iinfant ito ithe ifield iwhen ishe iworks 

iand isuckles ihim iin ifull ipublic iview, iwithout icaring ifor ithe ionlookers’ ishocked icomments. 

iWhen ithe iparish ipriest irefuses ito ibaptise ithe ibaby ijust ibecause ihe iis iborn iout iof iwedlock, 

ishe iperforms ia iprivate ibaptism iherself iat ihome, iin ifront iof iher iawestruck iyounger isiblings. 

iWhen ithey iunfortunate ibaby idies iin iits iinfancy iitself iand ithe ivillage isexton irefuses ito igive 

ihim ia iproper iChristian iburial, iTess iherself idigs ia igrave iat ithe icorner iof iher ihome iand 

iburies ihim. iShe igives ithe ichild ithe idignity iand irespect ithat iis idue ito ievery ihuman ibeing 

iborn ilegitimate ior iillegitimate. iShe inever icares ifor isocial imores ibut iacts iaccording ito iher 

iown ijurisdiction. iShe iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho ifinds iinner istrength ito idefy isocial 

iconventions iin iherself. iShe inever iwaits ifor ia iman ito ipunch ithe istamp iof ilegitimacy ion iher 

ison. iShe ineither ifeels ithe inecessity iof ihaving ia iman ifor iherself, itoo. i iShe ifalls iin ilove iand 

imarries iAngel, ibut iwhen ihe idecides ito iabandon iher iafter iknowing iher i“past”, ishe ineither 

ichallenges ihis idecision inor igrovels iat ihis ifeet ifor iforgiveness ifor iher i“sin”. iThe iNew 

iWoman idoes inot ifeel ithat ishe ihas icommitted iany icrime iin ihaving ia iliaison iwith ia iman 

ibefore imarriage. iWhen iAngel igoes ito iBrazil, ishe igoes ito iFlintcomb i–Ash ifarm ito ilabour 

iand iearn inot ionly iher iupkeep, ibut ialso ifor iher idestitute ifamily, i“the iwaiters ion 

iProvidence”, ias iHardy idescribes ithem i(Tess i310). iThis iis ithe iNew iWoman iwho, iinstead iof 

idepending ion imen ifor ibare isurvival, isupports iherself iand iher ifamily itoo, iwith iaplomb. 

iWhen iAlec ifalls ifor iher ia isecond itime, ishe icoolly icarries iout ia ibusiness itransaction iwith 

ihim--- ithat ihe imust isupport iher ifamily ifinancially iin ireturn iof iher i“favours” ito ihim. iThe 

iNew iWoman itakes ithe iresponsibility iof iher ifamily iand iof iherself, iand inever igives iup iher 
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iinherent idignity. iWhen iAlec italks idisparagingly iof iAngel, ishe iinstantly ithrows iher iheavy 

iglove idirectly ion ihis imouth, idrawing ihis iblood. iIt iis ian iearly iindication ithat ishe iwill ikill 

ihim iin inear ifuture ifor itaking iher ifor igranted. iShe iultimately istabs ihim ito ideath iand icomes 

iout iwith iAngel iwhen ihe icomes iback ito iher ifrom iBrazil. iThe iNew iWoman iherself idecides 

iwith iwhom ishe iwould ispend iher idays iand ion iwhat iterms. iShe idoes inot ilose iher iself-

respect ito ithe iend,--- i iwhen ithe ipolice icomes ito iarrest iand ihang iher ifor imurder, ishe 

i“quietly” isays i“I iam iready”, inever ithrows iup ia iflight, inever ities ito iescape, ior iscream iin 

ihelpless iagony i(Tess i399) i. iShe iis iready ito ilive iand ito idie iin iher iown iterms, inot idictated iby 

ithe isociety iwho ieasily ilabels iher ias i“fallen”. iBut iher icreator irealizes iher ireal ivalue iand 

icalls iher i“a ipure iwoman” i(the isubtitle iof ithe inovel) iwho ican inever ibe itarnished iby ithe 

inarrow-minded, itraditional ipatriarchs iand iconventional imatriarchs. i 

 Sue iBridehead iof iThomas iHardy’s iJude ican iperhaps ibe icalled ithe iparagon iof 

i(fictional) iNew iWomen. iIn ithe ihighly iconservative iVictorian itimes iwhen ithe iunwed 

imother iwas ithe iobject iof isocial icontempt iand iharsh icriticism, ishe iflaunts iher iunwed 

imotherhood istatus iwith iimpunity. iShe iis iway iahead iof iother iNew iWoman iheroines iin 

iterms iof iher iactions, iwhich imay ibe idescribed ias iselfish. iShe iloves iJude, ibut iwill inot imarry 

ihim, ibecause ishe ihates ito ibe i“licensed ito ibe iloved ion ithe ipremises” i(Jude i289). iShe 

imarries iPhillotson, ibut iprefers ia icobweb-covered icloset ithan iforced iconnubial irelations, 

iwhich iwas ialmost ithe iorder iof ithe iday. iShe idivorces iPhillotson iout iof idisgust iat ithe 

i“physical ipart” iof imarriage iand i icomes iback ito iJude, ibut iwill inot ihave iany iintimacy iwith 

ihim, iunless, ishe ifeels ithreatened iby iArabella’s ire-appearance iin iJude’s ilife i(Jude i267). 

iThen ishe ishows iher ireckless icourage, i---- ishe igradually ibears iJude ithree ichildren iand igets 

ipregnant iwith ithe ifourth. iShe inonchalantly ifaces ithe ibarbs iof ithe isociety, iand isticks ito iher 

idecision iof inot imarrying iJude. iRather, ishe ihaughtily icomments, i“If iwe iare ihappy ias iwe 

iare, iwhat iis iit ito ianybody?” i(Jude i319). i iThe iamount iof icourage ithat ithis iNew iWoman ihas 
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ito icock ia isnook iat ithe isternly iconservative iVictorian iEngland iis iunimaginable iin itoday’s 

imuch iliberal isociety. 

 This iiron iwoman, iwho ilets inothing ipierce iher iskin, ibreaks idown iwhen iher ithree 

ichildren iare ihanged iby iFather iTime. i i iShe ialso iloses iher iunborn ichild itoo, ihaving isuffered 

ia imiscarriage ifrom ithe ishock. i i iBut ishe istill inever igoes ito itie ithe inuptial iknot iwith iJude. 

iRather, ishe ire-marries iPhillotson. iShe iloves- iand i–betrays- iand i–marries- iand- idivorces- 

iand- ilives itogether- iand- ileaves i-and iremarries----all iby iher iown iwill. iThis iis ithe iNew 

iWoman iwho iwill ilive ilife ion iher iown iterms, iuntroubled ior ihindered iin iany iway iby ithe 

itraditional isociety. iNone ifinds iher ibehaviour iacceptable, ineither ithe itwo imen iwith iwhom 

ishe iis iclose, inor ithe iother icharacters i iof ithe inovel----Phillotson’s ifriend iMr. iGillingham, i i 

iJude’s iex-wife iArabella iDonn, ior iPhillotson’s ilandlady iMrs. iEdlin. iEach ione i ispeaks iout 

ihis/her imind iin iunequivocal iterms. iBut i“the ipale, inew, ibachelor igirl” iwho ihas iarrived ito 

isway iand ito istay icares ithe ileast i(Hardy, iPreface ito iJude, ixii, iemphasis imine). iShe ichanges 

iher imind iso iquickly ithat iin iall iprobability, ishe itakes iall iothers ifor igranted. iShe idoes inot 

ibother iabout iconventional imorality iand inever icares iwhat ireception iher iillegitimate 

ichildren iget ifrom ithe isociety iat ilarge. iShe iis ileast ibothered iby ithe iside iway iglances ipeople 

igive iher iand iwhat icitizens ishe iis ipresenting ito ithe icountry ias ia iwhole inever ienters iher 

imind. iShe idoes inot ibother iabout iPhillotson’s ihurt iand ihumiliation iwhen ishe idivorces iand 

ilater iremarries ihim. iShe iwill idecide, iothers iwill imeekly iobey----that iis iwhat ishe iexpects 

ifrom ieverybody iaround iher, ijust ias imen ihave iexpected ifrom iwomen, ithrough iages. iEven 

ithe iplight iof iheartbroken iJude, iwhom ishe iprofesses ito ilove, idoes inot imove iher. iOtherwise, 

iwhen ishe idid imarry ifor ithe isecond itime, ishe iwould ihave imarried ihim iand inot iPhillotson. 

iShe iis ian iutterly iegoistic, iselfish, iself-centred iwoman, iopen ito icriticism, ibut iimmovable iin 

iher iwills. iShe iis ithe iNew iWoman, i--- inot iangelic, ibut ivery ihuman iwith i iher iflaws iand 

ifaults. iBut iher iindomitable ispirit ipeeps ifrom ibehind ievery inegativity. iThe icontemporary 
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ireaders iwere ishell-shocked ito ifind isuch ia iheroine i, iand iHardy iwas ishocked ito idiscover ithat 

ithe isociety iwas iyet inot iready ito iaccept ia iheroine iwith iown i(not isocially-dictated iand 

iapproved i) idesires iand idecisions. iShe iis isuch ia istrong icharacter ithat iafter icreating iher, 

iHardy igave iup inovel iwriting ialtogether. iProbably ihe icould inot ithink iof ia ibolder, inewer 

igirl ifor iwhom ihe icould icreate isome ieven imore iuncharted iterrains ito ibe icharted. iThe inoted 

iHardy icritic, iPenny iBoumelha i, irightly idescribes iSue ito ibe ithe i iquintessential i iNew 

iWoman iin ithe igalaxy iof iNew iWomen, iwho ivociferously ideclares ithat ithe idays iof imeek 

isubmission iby iwomen ito imen iare iover, inow iit iis ithe iturn iof ithe imen ito iplay ithe isecond 

ifiddle. i 

 i i i i i i i i i i iThe iissue iof iwomen’s iexoneration iwas iaddressed inot ionly iby ifeminists ibut ialso iby 

iVictorian inovelists, iwho itried ito iredefine ifemale iidentity iby icreating iradically iindependent 

iheroines iwho istruggled ifor iindividual ientity. i i i i i i i i 

 i i i i i i i i i i iA idiscussion iof ithe isix inovels iselected iby ithe iresearcher iestablishes ithe ifact iall ithe 

isix iheroines ican iundoubtedly ibe idescribed ias iNew iWoman. iEach iof ithem iis istrong-willed 

iand iindependent-minded. iNone iof ithe isix iheroines--- iMaggie iTulliver, iGwendolen 

iHarleth, iMonica iMadden, iMarian iYule, iTess iDurbeyfield, iand iSue iBridehead i---- ibow ito 

ithe iwills iof itheir imen-folk, ior ito ithe iwiles iof ithe iconservative ipatriarchal isociety ias ia 

iwhole. iIn imaking itheir iheroines idefy imost iof ithe isocial iand imoral inorms iof ithe itimes, 

imaking ithem ithe iparadigm ifor ithe iawakened i(real-life) iwomen iof itheir idays, iGeorge iEliot, 

iGeorge iGissing, iand iThomas iHardy icreated ia iniche iby iincorporating ifeminist iideals iinto 

itheir iwork i, i“signalling ian ientry iinto ithe ieighteen inineties idebate ion ithe iWoman iQuestion” 

i(Ashton i185). iTheir ibold iideas iand idaring iactions ipuncture ithe ifabric iof ipatriarchy, imuch 

ito ithe ichagrin iof i“the igrey-headed ilegislators”, ias iThomas iHardy’s iSue iBridehead isatirises 

ithe iconservative isociety iso ivigorously i(Jude i215). iThe ihostile isocial ienvironment iwas 

ihell-bent ion idenying iwomen iany iidentity iof itheir iown, ithe iidentity ithat ithese iheroines 
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iquest ifor ithroughout itheir ilives, ismilingly iwelcoming iall ithe istorms iand itravails ithat icome 

itheir iway. iThey idare ito ivocalize itheir idemands, iquestion ithe iexclusion iand iviolence ithey 

iare isubjected ito. iWhile iMaggie, iMonica iand iTess idie, iGwendolen, iMarian iand iSue ido inot 

ilead ihappy ilives ieither. iBut inone iof ithese iyoung iwomen iever idream iof iconforming ito ithe 

iunjust, iillogical idemands iof ithe isociety iand irelinquish itheir ipassions iand idesires, iincluding 

isexual ipreferences, iin ithe iprocess. iTheir iinnate istrength iand ipower icome ito itheir iaid iin 

iacquiring ia ibroader ivision ithrough igreater iand ilonger iexposure ito isocial irealities. iThey 

ienjoy ia ilittle ibit iof ifreedom ithrough imarginal iaccess ito ieducation i(Maggie, iGwendolen, 

iMarian, iSue); ifinancial iindependence i(Monica, iMarian, iTess, iSue); itravel ito iforeign ilands 

i(Gwendolen). i i iEach iof ithem idespises ithe itraditional, ifettered iwomanhood. i iThus iall iof 

ithem iwin ithe icoronet iof ithe iterm iNew iWoman iso ideservingly ithat ithey iare idiscussed ieven 

itoday, iafter imore ithan ia icentury iof itheir i“birth” igiven iby ithe ithree istalwarts iof iVictorian 

iliterature--- iGeorge iEliot, iGeorge iGissing, iand iThomas iHardy. i 

 i i i i i i i i i i  A istudy iof iVictorian ifeminism iand iits iimpact ion isociety iand iliterature iarouses 

iinterest ito istudy ithe iVictorian inovels itoday ifrom ia imarginalized iperspective, ithough iin 

itoday’s iworld iwomen iare ino imore isuch iabjectly isubjugated iand imarginalized. iIn ithis 

iperiod iof iwidening igender iequality, ithere iis ian iincreasing irecognition ithat ifemale 

iexperience iis ias iuniversal ias imale iexperience. iThus ithe ireaders ican ieasily irelate ito ithe 

ilifelong iagony iand ianguish iof iMariam i( iA iThousand iSplendid iSuns) iwho ifinally itakes iup 

ithe icudgel iherself iand ikills iRashid ito isave iLaila’s ilife; ior iempathise iwith ithe iextreme i 

iemotional itrauma ithat iSatyavati i(The iFirst iPromise i) iexperiences iwhen ishe idiscovers ithat 

iher ihusband ihas imarried ioff itheir inine-year-old idaughter iSubarnalata, ia ishock ithat igoads 

iher ito ileave iher ierrant ihusband iforever. iThus ithe imodern itale itakes ia iturn,---women iare ino 

ilonger isaved/rescued iby imen, ibut ithe ienlightened iand iempowered iwomen istand iup ifor 

itheir iless ifortunate icompatriots. iAlso, inegative ishades iin iwomen’s icharacters iare 
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idelineated itoo, iinstead iof iportraying ithem ias iinnocent isufferers. iThus iCelie i(The iColor 

iPurple) ileaves iher iabusive ihusband iMister, ibut iadvises iher ison iHarpo ito ibeat ihis iwife 

iSophie iinto isubmission, ibeing ijealous iof ihis igenuine ilove ifor iSophie, isomething ithat iCelie 

inever iexperienced iherself. iThus itoday’s ifictional iheroines iare ias idiverse ias itheir ireal-life 

icounterparts. iThe ifoundation iwas ibeing ilaid ifrom ithe iseventeenth icentury iby ithe 

iawakened iwomen iviz. iMargaret iCavendish, iMary iAstell, iet ial., ithrough ithe ieighteenth 

icentury iby ithe ifounder iof ifeminism, iMary iWollstonecraft, ito ithe inineteenth icentury iby ithe 

ifirebrand ifeminists, iBarbara iBodichon, iFrances iCobb, iet ial. iThe iupsurge iof iwoman-

centric iactivities iand imovements iof ithe iVictorian iera iformed ithe ibasis iof ithe iimpetus iof 

ithe iwriters iof ithe imodern iera ito idepict iheroines iwho iare iunfettered iby isocial iconstraints, 

iand iwho iinspire imillions iof iwomen iacross ithe iglobe ito ivouch ifor itheir iown iidentity. i i i 

 The iconjugal ilives iof iGeorge iEliot iand iGeorge iGissing iwere ihighly icontentious, 

ibut iremain iinteresting ieven itoday, iwhen, icompared ito ithe inineteenth icentury, ithe iterms 

i(and ithe iconcepts) iof iadultery, iillegitimacy, idivorce iand ico-habitation ihave ialmost ilost ithe 

ishame iand istigma ithat iwere ionce iattached ito ithem. iEven iThomas iHardy, iwho iled ia inon-

disputed iconnubial ilife, iwas isurrounded iby icontroversies iregarding ihis iattitude itowards 

iGod, ireligion, iand isociety. iIn ispite iof itheir ipersonally icontroversial ilives, itheir icreations 

iare istill iconsidered ito ibe iveritable idocuments iof itheir itimes, iand iare ivalued iall iover ithe 

iEnglish-speaking iworld, iat ia itime iwhen iwomen ihave iachieved, ito ia ilarge iextent, i itheir 

idesired isocial idignity, i iand ihave iacquired ithe iproportionate i isense iof isocial iresponsibility. i 

i 
 i i i i i i i i i i i 
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