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To appreciate fully the ethical dimensions inherent 

in the literature of the eighteenth century it is 

necessary to understand the moral bias of an author, a 

bias often best ascertained by a study of the treatment he 

accords good nature and prudence. Although several 

scholarly articles and portions of longer studies recog-

nize the importance of these virtues for individual 

writers, no single work has appeared which traces fully 

the history of the idea of good nature and prudence as 

complementary virtues in the eighteenth century. The 

present study provides a systematic analysis of these 

virtues as treated in theology, ethical philosophy, and 

fiction from the later seventeenth century to about 1800. 

Chapters one and two ascertain the significance given 

good nature and prudence by theologians of the later 

seventeenth century, particularly by Latitudinarians and 

Cambridge Platonists. The sermons and tracts of Isaac 

Barrow, Jeremy Collier, Samuel Clarke, Joseph Butler, and 

John Tillotson are given particular attention. 



Chapters three and four establish the influence of 

these theologians upon ethical philosophy and explore the 

interpretation of good nature and prudence by Locke, 

Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, and Hume. Some attention is also 

given to the opinions of self-interest advocates such as 

Hobbes and Mandeville, which sharply contrast with those 

held by the benevolists. It is from the "moral sense" 

philosophers, particularly Shaftesbury, that writers of 

fiction later in the century absorb an ethics which views 

mankind as innately good, which places emphasis upon 

emotional response, but which also cautions against 

"enthusiasm" and proposes prudence as a rational check to 

sentimentality. 

Chapter five provides a chronological history of good 

nature and prudence in the literary periodicals of the 

eighteenth century with emphasis given to Addison and 

Steele, who provide the first and most influential trans-

mutation of ethical philosophy into practical moral 

instruction. The periodical essay plays an essential role 

in the development of the novel. Chapter six explores the 

birth of the novel as a response to the demands of a 

middle-class reading public for moral and social 

instruction presented in an entertaining context. The 

novel of the eighteenth century emerges as a book of 

ethics. The fact that good nature and prudence frequently 



appear as character traits in titular heroes of this 

fiction is a natural result of the influence of theology, 

philosophy, and of the periodical essay upon writers of 

early novels. 

Among these writers Henry Fielding is the most repre-

sentative, skillful, and consistent proponent of the 

ethics of good nature and prudence. Chapters seven and 

eight are devoted to a close examination of the whole 

Fielding canon. A number of critical interpretations are 

suggested which help to clarify Fielding's ironic 

treatment of prudence, his "digressions" and "interpo-

lations," and his technical development as a novelist. 

Particular attention is given to Amelia as the culmination 

of Fielding's efforts to present an ethical system. 

The final chapter of this study considers the works 

of Goldsmith and Sheridan, particularly as representative 

of anti-sentimentalism. The later eighteenth century is 

often considered "pre-Romantic" and aesthetically 

impoverished. However, both Goldsmith and Sheridan 

advocate a balancing of emotion by reason. Furthermore, 

Henry Mackenzie also suggests that good nature may be 

carried to emotional extremes and advocates prudence as a 

guard against "sickly" sentiment. Thus, to the conclusion 

of the eighteenth centur}?-, sense retains authority over 



sensibility for those writers who propose an ethics based 

upon good nature and prudence. 
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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND 

From 1660 to 1800 England, provided a cultural milieu 

in which the discussion of an ethics based in religion 

held the attention of a relatively large, middle-class 

audience. For perhaps the last time the literary 

intentions "to delight" and "to instruct" were actual 

goals for writers of both fiction and nonfiction. Hack-

neyed though the phrase has become, a "rising middle 

class" demanded instruction in emulating their "betters" 

while yet stubbornly clinging to a system of ethics based 

on hard work and to a system of morality based on tradi-

tional religion. Courtesy literature, once devoted to 

the instruction of princes, courtiers, and aristocrats, 

became a genre given over to practical advice on manners 

and morals for the average man. Sermons drew large 

audiences, and the more popular sermons were published, 

frequently in several editions. Even a country parson 

could reasonably aspire to publication, as did the 

fictional Parson Adams of Fielding's Joseph Andrews and 

the real life Laurence Sterne. Philosophy was condensed, 

reprinted, and popularized in pamphlet form and in many 

review periodicals. Essay periodicals devoted many 



numbers to ethical, moral, or religious discussions— 

often in the form of straightforward sermonettes. 

Theological debates provided another popular topic, and 

pamphlet wars between deists and "Enthusiasts," the 

orthodox and the Latitude-men, Anglicans, Puritans, 

Methodists, and others, regularly occurred. Esoteric 

philosophy and theology went through a metamorphosis to 

appear in altered guise in the periodical, in poetry, in 

drama, and, particularly, in the novel. Most writers 

openly declared their purpose to be moral instruction, 

and most meant what they said. With patronage dying out, 

the writer from 1700 forward had to attract buyers. Those 

buyers demanded at least a veneer of morality in what they 

purchased. "Romances," for example, were condemned for 

planting immoral ideas in the heads of youth. Moral ideas 

presented in palatable contexts were in demand. Thus 

ethics, the philosophy of social behavior and moral 

choice, was transmuted into imaginative literature. 

Serious treatments of the question of goodness by theo-

logians and philosophers attracted the interest of 

periodical essayists and pamphleteers, who condensed or 

fictionalized or otherwise altered the originals to appeal 

to a popular audience. Poets, dramatists, and novelists 

incorporated ethical ideals in imaginative frameworks. 

Hence, the moral basis, or ethical bias, of 



eighteenth-century writers is an integral part of their 

works and worthy of critical study. The danger of 

critical exploration of these biases is obvious; too 

often, the critic may mistake an in persona remark for the 

author's own value judgment. Yet, because of the pattern 

of most eighteenth-century literature, ignoring such 

ethics is an even greater danger. Fortunately, some 

scholars such as Martin Battestin,1 Edward and Lillian 

2 3 Bloom, and Arthur Hill Cash have proved that studies of 

ethical backgrounds are valuable and need not be impres-

sionistic or irresponsible. Additionally, Arthur 0. 

Lovejoy's Great Chain of Being proves the value of 

studying an idea that is sufficiently pervasive in an 

historical context. Two concepts of the eighteenth 

century which were derived from religion, from philosophy, 

from social and political theory—the concepts of good 

nature and prudence—lend themselves well to the history-

of-ideas critical approach adopted by such scholars as 

these who have been noted. Both good nature and prudence 

are concepts accorded extensive and inventive treatment 

"'"The Moral Basis of Fielding's Art: A Study of 
"Joseph Andrews" (Middletown. Connecticut: Wesleyan 
University Press, 1959). 

2 
"Addison on 'Moral Habits of the Mind,'" JHI. 21 

(I960), 409-27. 
3 
Sterne's Comedy of Moral Sentiments: The Ethical 

Dimensions of the Journey (Louvain: Nauwelaerts, 1966). 
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in nearly every genre of the period. Although the 

establishment of a single, simplified definition of 

either term, good-nature or prudence, is neither practical 

nor desirable, illustrative passages taken from several 

different genres in both the later seventeenth century and 

in the eighteenth century will help to establish the kinds 

of definition generally accorded these terms. 

Baltasar Gracian, a Spanish Jesuit priest, wrote in 

1647 the Oracule manual ̂  arte de prudencia, a compendium 

of three hundred maxims meant to be used as a practical 

handbook of secular behavior. The work became known in 

England through translations made from French versions. 

The first English translation, adapted from Amelet's 

French version, appeared in 1694, entitled The Courtier's 

Oracle. Based upon this translation were later editions 

by John Savage, appearing in 1702, 1705, and 1714. Savage 

chose an interesting variation on the original title, 

calling his English version The Art of Prudence; or, a 

Companion for a Man of Sense. The popularity of Gracian's 

work in England indicates the interest shown by the 

increasingly literate middle classes in books written in 

the courtesy tradition, and Savage's invented title 

emphasizes the middle class "man of sense" rather than the 

courtier. Gracian seems to equate good nature with good 

humor, or complacency, and cautions his audience that even 



goodness must be tempered with prudence, a theme repeated 

many times by Englishmen later in the eighteenth century: 

Do not go wrong by dint of sheer good nature• He 
does so who never loses his temper; insensitive 
people have little individuality. This fault does 
not invariably arise out of indolence, but, rather, 
from incapacity. To show resentment when the 
occasion demands is an action which reveals person-
ality; birds soon mock at scarecrows. It is a mark 
of good taste to alternate the bitter with the sweet: 
sweetness alone is for children and fools. It is a 
great misfortune to lapse into this state of insensi-
tiveness out of sheer good nature.^ 

Religious writings also provide many discussions of 

5 
the virtue good nature. R. S. Crane has located several, 

among them this passage from a sermon: 

Indeed, goodness is the only excellence in Man, that 
deserves to be belov'd or priz'd. Good nature is all 
that a Man is good for in the World; without which, 
his riches only make him insolent, and his knowledge 
will but make him vain, and all his other admired 
qualities, render him the more dangerous, and sus-
pected, and unfit for humane conversation. Nay, 
without this Goodness, and benignity of Mind, 
Righteousness is nothing else but Interest, and 
Vertue nothing but design, and Religion itself will 
dwindle either into frowardness or formality.6 

In contrast to the advice of Gracian, the sermon writer 

makes of good nature a virtue second to none, one on which 

Z| , 
Baltasar Gracian, The Oracle: A Manual of the Art 

of Discretion, trans. L. B. Walton (New York: Dutton, 
1562), pp. 251-52. 

5 
"Suggestions Toward a Genealogy of the Man of 

Feeling," ELH, 1 (1934), 205-30. This is one of "the most 
important articles on the subject at hand, as will become 
increasingly apparent. 

^Charles Hickman, Fourteen Sermons (1700), pp. 328-29, 
as cited by Crane, p. 219. 



all other virtues rest. So important was good nature to 

the clergy that at least one writer took the time to trace 

the etymology of the phrase: 

So strongly is this natural Tenderness, where Nature 
is not one way or another corrupted, apt to operate 
in us; and which therefore, from the Greeks, we very 
significantly render Philanthropy; from the Latins, 
Humanity; and which in the language of our own 
Nation, and with a particular respect to the Genius 
of it, we express by good Nature. .. J 

The writer of this passage emphasizes two important 

aspects of good nature, its "naturalness" and its relation-

ship to benevolence. 

Closely allied to religious writings was philosophy, 

particularly in the eighteenth century. Among the most 

popular philosophers of that period was Anthony Ashley 

Cooper, third Earl of Shaftesbury, who calls God the 

"best-natured" deity and advises that we pattern ourselves 

after Him: 

We must not only be in ordinary good-humour, but in 
the best of humours, and in the sweetest, kindest 
disposition of our lives, to understand well what 
true goodness is, and what those attributes imply 
which we ascribe with such applause and honor to the 
Deity.8 

Possibly the greatest English philosopher of the period, 

David Hume, provides synonyms for, and assigns an equally 
7 

Richard Fiddes, Fifty-two Practical Discourses on 
Several Subjects (1720), p. 113, as cited by Crane, p. 226. 

Q 
Shaftesbury, Characteristics of Men, Manners, 

Opinions, Times, ed. John M. Robertson, 2 vols, in 1 (1900; 
rpt. New York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1964), I, 29. 
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high place to, good nature: 

The epithets, sociable, good-natured, humane, 
merciful, grateful, friendly, generous, beneficent, 
or their equivalents, are known in all languages, 
and universally express the highest merit which human 
nature is capable of attaining. Where these amiable 
qualities are attended with birth and power and 
eminent abilities, and display themselves in the good 
government or useful instruction of mankind, they 
seem even to raise the possessors of them above the 
rank of human nature and make them approach, in some 
measure, to the divine.9 

Periodical essayists, also interested in the basic 

good nature of man, exhibit its practical implications. 

For example, such a writer may use the term to create a 

figure of speech for the purpose of propagandizing, as 

does this essayist who is trying to settle some recent 

in-fighting over excises: 

Good-Nature is the healing Balm for all our Sores, 
and the powerful Charm for all our Cares. When our 
Friends or Benefactors are ill treated, not to feel 
their sufferings, would be to suppress even Sense 
itself; how then must we feel for valuable virtuous 
Governors [those who were then under attack]. . . .10 

The periodicals are also frequent repositories of the 

character sketch, plainly meant as a model of behavior, 

as in this example from Richard Steele: 

Lycurgus is a man of that noble disposition, that his 
domestics, in a nation of the greatest liberty, enjoy 
a freedom known only to themselves, who live under 

o 
An Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals: 

With a Supplement, A Dialogue, ed. Charles W. Hendel 
(New York: The Liberal Arts Press, Inc., 1957), p. 9. 

"^"Of Good-Nature," Gentleman's Magazine, 2, No. 24 
(December 1732), 1098-99. 
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his roof. He is the banker, the counsel, the parent 
of all his numerous dependents. Kindness is the law 
of his house, and the way to his favour is being 
gentle, and well-natured to their fellow-servants. 
Every one recommends himself, by appearing officious 
to let their patron know the merit of others under 
his care. Many little fortunes have streamed out of 
his favour: and his prudence is such, that the 
fountain is not exhausted by the channels from it, 
but its way cleared to run new meanders. He bestows 
with so much judgment, that his bounty is the 
increase of his wealth; all who share his favour, are 
enabled to enjoy it by his example, and he has not 
only made, but qualified many a man to be rich.H 

Obviously, Lycurgus is the exemplar of prudent good 

nature, and a warning against foolish benevolence is 

implicit in the portrait. 

From these examples can be gathered an idea of the 

extent and variety of treatment accorded the concepts of 

good nature and prudence in the expository writing of the 

eighteenth century. For the student of literature, of 

course, the culmination of this treatment will be in the 

imaginative genres, particularly the novel, about which 

much more will be said later. The passages given above 

indicate in varying contexts the ease with which good 

nature might be confused with mere good humor, or prudence 

with a kind of Stoicism. Very few eighteenth-century 

writers, however, interchange these terms; modern critics, 

on the other hand, must guard against so doing. Thomas B. 

Gilmore, Jr., in discussing the "flimsy shield" erected by 

33-34. 
^The Guardian, 2, No. 87 (Saturday, June 20, 1713), 



Colley Cibber to offset Pope's attacks, rightly separates 

the true virtue of good nature from the false air of 

equanimity. He states that "[Cibber's] admirers have 

confused his equanimity and playful air with the genuine 

12 

gentleness and restraint of the good-natured man." 

Gilmore's comment is directed toward those modern critics 

who have wrongly interpreted Pope's attacks as unwarranted. 

Understanding that good humor could be a hypocritical pose 

for good nature, Gilmore clarifies Pope's position in 

attacking the false equanimity of Cibber. Such an 

historical perception of concepts like good nature and 

prudence is a necessity for the modern scholar. 

The eighteenth-century middle class commonly held the 

beliefs that man is by nature good, that universal benevo-

lence is the key to social and political justice, that man 

has both reason and sentiment at his disposal for the 

development of a meaningful existence, and that prudence 

is a habit to be learned in order to secure innate good-

ness from the dangers of an innocent naivete. These 

beliefs can be traced to one side of a controversy which 

had existed ever since the publication of Thomas Hobbes's 

Leviathan in 1651. In simple form, the controversy 

consisted of theological, political, and philosophical 

"^"Colley Cibber's Good Nature and His Reaction to 
Pope's Satire," Papers on Language and Literature, 2 
(Fall 1966), 367. 
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opposition between those who viewed man as essentially-

corrupt and thus in need of authoritarian guidance by an 

enlightened leadership and those who viewed man as 

basically good, divinely inspired, and thus capable of 

self-determination. In his study of Augustan humanism, 

Paul Fussell has provided us with a workable synopsis of 

the Hobbesian side of the controversy. He includes as 

characteristics of this humanism a broad historical 

awareness that there are no simple solutions to human 

problems and that there is grave doubt about the efficacy 

of moral or qualitative progress. For Fussell's humanist 

there is little question that man's nature is, at core, 

corrupt; man's need for redemption is a proper concern of 

both history and art. The humanistic artist's aim is 

moral rather than aesthetic. Augustan humanism represents 

physical nature as morally neutral and, hence, irrelevant; 

the world is viewed as a vertical chain of being, not as a 

horizontal one. For the Augustan humanist, man's primary 

obligation is the determination of moral questions and 

science is secondary, irrelevant, or even dangerous when 

applied to these questions. Furthermore, any simple 

13 

theory of human nature is suspect. Accepting Fussell's 

outline, we can readily see that strictly humanistic 

^The Rhetorical World of Augustan Humanism (1965; 
paperback rpt. New YorlTi Oxford University Press, 1969), 
pp. 3-27. 
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thinkers differ sharply from non-humanists, who are 

inclined to be optimistic. Such men, then, as Hobbes, 

Mandeville, or Burke are humanists, while Shaftesbury, 

Hutcheson, Hume and many others, in fact the majority in 

the eighteenth-century, are in opposition to them. 

Rhetorically, the humanist favors satire, whereas the 

optimist may incline toward sentimentality. In the theo-

logical world, the Calvinist is a humanist, but the 

Latitudinarian is not. Gilbert Ryle contrasts Calvinists 

with Aristotelians.1^ A Calvinist sees the world as an 

either/or proposition, black or white, good or bad, saved 

or lost, and passionate or reasonable. Many fictional 

characters are drawn to this pattern. An Aristotelian 

sees another pattern to the universe, in which men differ 

from each other in degree, not in kind, and recognizes 

gradations of good and evil. The notion that man's nature 

is basically evil had, of course, been the orthodox 

religious view for centuries. Counter to that view, and 

seminal to an understanding of the term "good nature," 

is the belief that man, as the human reflection of an 

omniscient, omnipotent, but all-benevolent deity, is 

basically good. Accompanying this belief is an optimism, 

^Gilbert Ryle, "Jane Austen and the Moralists," 
Oxford Review, 1 (February 1966), rpt. in English Litera-
ture and British Philosophy, ed. S. P. Rosenbaum (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1971), pp. 176-77. 
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a confident assumption that man is blessed with reason and 

by that capacity may perceive and emulate the order 

inherent in the natural universe. An aesthetic con-

comitant to this world picture is that stated by Walter 

Jackson Bate: 

For the very nature of the universal, in its trans-^ 
cendence and control over the accidental and specific, 
exemplifies order and harmony; and the living exhi-
bition of order and the persuasive infiltration of it 
into man's moral and mental character are both a 
vital aspect of the means by which art simultaneously 
"delights and teaches," and also an end for which it 
performs these functions. It is ethical in fur-
nishing both the process and the aim.15 

This optimistic faith in the power of reason also makes of 

universalism a duty; private sense is discounted in favor 

of a cosmopolitan view. Reason, inherent in all men, 

provides a steadier light when the collective wisdom of a 

group is consulted. Science itself was made to attest to 

the power of man's reason. Until the mid-eighteenth 

century all the sciences were bent upon proving the design 

of the universe, a design God-given by a benevolent deity. 

New discoveries (such as the microscope) were employed as 

additional verifiers of the chain of being.Furthermore, 

"^From Classic to Romantic: Premises of Taste in 
Eighteenth-Century England (19^6; rpt. Harper Torchbooks, 
New York: Harper and Row, 1961), p. 13. 

1(^For an interesting discussion of the relationship 
between science and philosophical questions see William 
Powell Jones, The Rhetoric of Science (Los Angeles: 
University of California Press, 1966), pp. 1-16. 
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connections between natural science, natural religion, 

and morality were made constantly. Queen Caroline's 

Hermitage in the royal gardens at Richmond, cared for by 

the thresher—poet Stephen Duck, was decorated with the 

busts of Robert Boyle, Sir Isaac Newton, John Locke, 

Dr. Samuel Clarke, and William Wollaston, men whose 

achievements were in science, philosophy, and religion. 

To the age of Queen Caroline, then, as Rostvig observes, 

there was 

an obvious logical connection between the "blest 
retreat" occupied by Stephen Duck and the intel-
lectual achievement of men like Newton and Locke. 
Duck and the Hermitage suggested the reign of reason 
in the state of nature, while the five worthies stood 
for reason rightly applied in the exploration of 
nature itself, and of nature's masterpiece, man.17 

Rostvig also shows that "Winter" and "Summer" in Thomson's 

Seasons are based on the Newtonian view that nature is the 

rational parallel to universal order, but that "Spring" 

and "Autumn" introduce a new motif, that of the "smiling 

God," whose benevolence encourages or demands the imi-

tation of man. The shift is from external nature to inner 

values which exhibit themselves in public-spirited action, 

and man's prime duty becomes less intellectually-oriented 

and more emotional. This combination in one poem, by a 

single author, suggests that we should not assume that the 

1^Maren Sofie Rostvig, The Happy Man. Studies in the 
Metamorphosis of a Classical Ideal, II (Oslo: Oslo 
University Press, 1958), 29. 
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scientific rationalists were so far removed from the 

Shaftesburian school of the moral sense. In this light, 

the terms "physico-theology" and "neo-Platonism" are not 

mutually exclusive."'"® 

Because of this mingling of disciplines, it is often 

difficult to see where philosophy leaves off and religion 

begins, or the reverse. Furthermore, classical humanism 

mingles with Christian belief, producing the amalgam 

sometimes referred to as Christian humanism (a term not 

wholly satisfactory, but one in general use to describe 

this commingling). The notion that all enthusiasm is 

vulgar is a Stoic concept found in Aristotle and one that 

is apparent in such diverse works as Shaftesbury's 

Characteristics and the treatises of the Cambridge 

Platonists, who discuss the schismatic religious sects of 

the day. The distrust of enthusiasm is related to what 

Arthur 0. Lovejoy calls the "counsel of imperfection—an 

ethics of prudent mediocrity" which reveals itself in the 

19 

earlier part of the eighteenth century. Succinctly put, 

"the Christian-humanist tradition . . . advocates the 

everyday practice of the Christian virtues of Faith, Hope 

and Charity, and the Justice, Temperance, Prudence and 

"^Rostvig, p. 267. 

^The Great Chain of Being (1936; rpt. Harper Torch-
books, New York: Harper and Row, I960), p. 200. 
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20 

Fortitude of Plato and the Stoics." Rephrasing this 

statement of Christian humanism provides a convenient 

summary of the place held by good nature (Charity) and 

prudence. The optimism (Hope) of the century is founded 

on religious tenets (Faith) and a belief in man's 

basically benevolent nature, so long as that nature is 

properly checked by experience in worldly matters (Pru-

dence, Fortitude, Temperance) and is secured by right 

reason in the social and political realms (Justice). 

Because ethics is a search for a standard of behavior, 

a writer interested in ethics may find that standard in 

one, or a combination of any, of the following sources of 

authority: natural inclinations, statute law, public 

opinion, religious doctrine, private conscience, or 

reason. In exploring the ethical bias of eighteenth-

century writers, one encounters several combinations of 

these measures for behavior, and the study of ethical bias 

has, therefore, far-reaching consequences; literature 

seldom exists in isolation from the cultural milieu in 

which it was produced. At this point, it may well be 

appropriate to state some methodology for the study of 

ethical bias. In the absence of direct quotation from 

^David R. M. Wilkinson, The Comedy of Habit: An 
Essay on the Use of Courtesy Literature in a Study of 
Restoration Comic Drama (Leiden: Universitaire Press, 
1964), p. 5. 
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philosophers or theologians in the works of the imagi-

native writers, or with no way to assign a direct source 

for the writer's idea, what safeguards may the researcher 

employ to avoid mere guesswork? Comparison between what a 

philosopher states and what a creative writer has to say 

on the same topic is most helpful, since many eighteenth-

century writers do not hesitate to include philosophical 

discussions as asides in their creative efforts. The 

social-cultural milieu provides help, particularly when 

lines of controversy are clearly drawn, as in the Hobbes 

versus Shaftesbury schools. Bearing in mind that the 

author creates a fiction but that the philosopher develops 

a more systematic exploration of his universe, one must 

also consider the degree of approximation in message and 

in style between ethical authors and aesthetic philoso-

phers, such as, for example, Fielding and Shaftesbury. 

Finally, and most importantly, the creative writer's 

purpose must be considered. When that purpose is stated 

as an ethical, or moral, one, the reader must proceed, 

albeit cautiously, to an exploration of the working-out 

of that moral purpose in the fictional realm. For this 

all the usual tools of the literary critic's trade may be 

brought to bear; characterization, plot, dialogue, figures 

of speech, setting, tone, style, and other technical 

aspects of the work at hand may be explored and tested 
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against the stated, moral purpose, This careful explo-

ration, coupled to a reasonably full acquaintance with 

the cultural milieu, the theological and philosophical 

thought of the time, and the exigencies of the literary-

craft, should provide adequate guards against the possi-

bility of mistaking an author's fictional pose for his 

true ethical bias. One further caution may be mentioned: 

it is not so much what the philosopher (or theologian) 

says, as what the literary writer thinks he says, that 

counts. As Rosenbaum points out, "the discursive context 

of a philosophical idea may also illuminate its imagi-

native transmutation into something rich and strange in 

literature and may even suggest related ideas that have 

21 

less recognizably accompanied the change." 

The development of ethical philosophy from 1660 to 

1800 may be ascertained by reading the works of Hobbes 

(1588-1679), Locke (1632-1704), Shaftesbury (1671-1713), 

Mandeville (1670-1733), Bolingbroke (1678-1751), Berkeley 

(1685-1753), Hutcheson (1694-1747), and Hume (1711-1776). 

This list could easily be expanded to include such men as 

the political economist Adam Smith or the scientist 

Newton or the historian Gibbons, whose works have 
21 
S. P. Rosenbaum, ed., English Literature and 

British Philosophy: A Collection of Essays (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1971), p. 5. 
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philosophical merit; however, the interest of these men 

is not in the development of a system of ethics per se. 

Beginning with the publication of Hobbes's Leviathan 

in 1651, the stage was set for a controversy which was to 

last at least until the end of the third decade of the 

eighteenth century, when, as Dobree suggests, Berkeley, 

along with Butler and Law, helped to resolve the conflict 

in the popular mind between the "optimism" of the Shaftes-

22 

burians and the "pessimism" of the followers of Hobbes. 

Hobbes was responsible for initiating a controversy which 

produced over one hundred anti-Hobbesian works from 1650 

to 1700 alone, many of them written by respected figures 

like Nathaniel Culverwell, Henry More, Jeremy Taylor, 

Richard Cumberland, Thomas Traherne, Joseph Glanvill, 

Samuel Parker, Thomas Browne, Robert South, Jeremy Collier, 
27) 

Isaac Barrow, and Ralph Cudworth. The debate, as has 

been mentioned, concerned whether man is basically evil 

and incapable of approaching the divine while on this 

earth, or whether he is basically good and is therefore 

capable of perfecting himself (or nearing perfection). 
22 • 
Bonamy Dobree, English Literature in the Early 

Eighteenth Century. 1700-1740 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1959), P. 2 5 7 : — 

23 
Samuel I. Mintz, The Hunting of Leviathan: 

Seventeenth-Century Reactions to the Materialism and Moral 
Philosophy of Thomas Hobbes"TCambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1962), appendix, pp. 157-60. 
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Implied in the former view is the necessity of external 

checks and eternal vigilance against the irrational and 

passionate nature of man; on the other hand, the idea that 

man is "by nature good (good-natured) demands that man 

merely permit the due process of education to take place, 

that he develop his rational side as a guide for moral 

action. The former view may be termed pessimistic, the 

latter, optimistic; the former may be called anti-Christian 

(according to most theologians of the time), the latter, 

Christian. But this is about as far as the general demar-

cation may be allowed to go, for use of other comparisons, 

such as "rational" versus "sentimental" or "Deistic" 

versus "orthodox" will not hold up. 

One clear fact is that, from 1660 to 1800, the 

opposition to Hobbes won the field. Few of his followers 

made any real impact; the one best-remembered is Bernard 

Mandeville. On the other hand, Locke, Shaftesbury, 

Hutcheson, and Hume among ethical philosophers, and nearly 

every theologian of note, refused Hobbes and his "school." 

The reasons for this blanket refutation are not so clear 

as the fact itself. Certainly orthodox Christians had 

long viewed man as evil, Man was, after all, the 

descendant of Adam, a sinner whose only possibility for 

redemption lay in God's grace through the agency of 

Christ. But Hobbes had outlined much more than man's 
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basic sinfulness. According to the theologians who 

attacked him, Hobbes refuted the basic divinity within 

man and saw human nature in opposition to natural law. 

Hobbes was deeply skeptical about any possibility that man 

might gain knowledge through his own intellectual efforts. 

To Hobbes, man was a creature almost purely passionate, 

a creature in whom the rational element, the divine 

principle, barely surfaced except under rigid external 

controls exercised by social conditions. Given this view, 

it is probable that theologians, sometimes over-reacting 

to Hobbes, omitted from their consideration the post-

Lapsarian orthodoxy that man is evil and chose instead to 

defend strongly the assumption that mankind reflects the 

rationality of the divine creation. Many theologians, in 

their zeal to refute Hobbes, concentrated solely upon the 

goodness of which man is capable, and this emphasis gave 

encouragement to the Shaftesburians among philosophers. 

Unfortunately, the contrast between Hobbes and those who 

opposed him does not serve to clarify completely the 

probable origins of the concepts of good nature and 

prudence. 

A complexity is introduced by deism, a term not 

easily defined nor consistently used, either in or after 

the eighteenth century. Certainly the deists should fit 

nicely the optimistic framework of the theologians, but 
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many theologians were suspicious of deistic principles, 

which they saw as destructive of the concept of original 

sin. The deistic tendency to explain evil not as a basic 

human flaw, but as the result of bad example and super-

stition, fostered by priestcraft, naturally disturbed the 

professional religious community. In his evaluation of 

deism, Gerald R. Cragg isolates two basic tenets: human 

reason, unaided by revelation, can grasp the fundamental 

truths of religion; human happiness is promoted by 

relating those truths to the practical duties of life.2Z|" 

The deist, then, objected to mysticism, to revealed 

religion, to the assumption that any man was incapable of 

the perception of deity. The savage, the unlearned, the 

simple man were capable of religious perceptions just as 

valid as those experienced by the civilized, learned, or 

sophisticated man. Voltaire's "La religion naturelle" 

includes "les principes de morale communs au genre 

25 

humain." v This belief in the intuitive and universal 

ability of normal men to apprehend proof of God's exis-

tence is fundamental to the concept that man is good-

natured and underscores the emphasis upon morality and 

ethical conduct which is all-important in the eighteenth 
24 
Reason and Authority in the Eighteenth Century 

(London: Cambridge University Press, 1964), p. 66. 
25 
Elements de la Philosophie de Newton, I, Chapter 6, 

as quoted by A. 0. Lovejoy, Chain of Being, p. 289. 
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century. Fortunately, whether a specific writer was a 

deist or not becomes unimportant in the course of the 

century, as C. A. Moore has shown in his important study 

of English poetry in the years 1700 to 1760: 

To whichever party the writers adhered, whether they 
were deists or Christians, or "Christian deists," 
they presented the beauty of benevolence, or "good-
nature," in a manner different from the earlier 
orthodox formula, but confined themselves to a 
statement so general and so free from minute contro-
versial details that, if we except a few old-
fashioned sticklers for the unaided "Gospel-male," 
their poems were now inoffensive to all parties, 26 

Moore's conclusion applies as well to other genres as it 

does to poetry. The "earlier Orthodox formulas" to which 

Moore refers were those produced by influences from 

theologians prior to 1700. By the time that Shaftesbury 

published the Characteristics in 1711 it was possible to 

see that the a posteri method of argument employed by the 

orthodox to prove the existence of God (natural order 

reflects a creator) and the a priori method of reasoning 

of the deists (man, through reason, deduces the existence 

of God) had become merged, and that Shaftesbury "found 

evidence of divinely established order both inside and 
27 

outside man." 

26 
"Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets in England, 

1700-1760," PMLA, 31 (1916), 312. 

^Rostvig, II, 41 
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Aside from the dichotomy presented by optimists and 

pessimists and aside from the controversy between deists 

and the orthodox, one other complication arises in an 

attempt to assess the theological-philosophical atmosphere 

of the eighteenth century. Bluntly stated by Donald 

Greene, it is the fact that "there is no adequate account 

for the modern reader of what, doctrinally, Christianity 

in eighteenth-century Britain meant."28 Books written 

for, and by, theologians are available but are generally 

more concerned with influences upon contemporary thought 

by earlier churchmen than with the relationship of those 

churchmen to their own culture. Modern editions of even 

the most noted theologians of the 1700's are sparse. A 

helpful tool is the facsimile reprint and progress in this 

area is encouraging, particularly among Scandinavian 

presses. Even in the light of these difficulties, 

however, it is possible to make some generalizations about 

the theology of the day. The "orthodox" Anglican is 

pitted against the "Latitude-men"; the Cambridge Platonist 

is more tolerant of dissenters and other "enthusiasts" 

than is the more rigid high-churchman. Advocacy of 

optimism, belief in man's ability to intuit religion, and 

stress upon universal benevolence is much more likely to 

28 
The Age of Exuberance: Backgrounds to Eighteenth-

century Literature (New York: Random HouseT~1970), 
p. 177. 
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appear in the writings of a Latitudinarian or a Cambridge 

Platonist than in the works of an orthodox, high-church 

Anglican. 

To summarize the antithetical components which 

encouraged the development of the concept of the good-

natured man in eighteenth-century literature is to invite 

the criticism that any such synthetic labels as "optimis-

tic" or "pessimistic" are far too general to do the job. 

However, the attempt to make some meaningful comparisons 

is necessary when handling materials as complex and varied 

in nature as have been introduced in this chapter. 

Briefly stated, the good-natured man is a product of the 

Latitudinarian-Cambridge Platonist theological "school" 

and the anti-Hobbesian school of philosophy. The good-

natured man is born in opposition to the materialists, 

the pessimists of the Hobbesian persuasion. He mirrors 

the concerns of Christian humanists rather than those of 

classical humanists. He is a useful member of a new 

society made up of good, middle-class individuals. As 

such, he is advised in courtesy books, periodicals, and 

sermons about rules of conduct. His ethics he borrows, 

however indirectly, from Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, or Hume. 

As the century progresses, the good-natured man emerges 

as the focal character in novels and dramas. When he 

appears in real life he is praised. As Ralph Allen, he 
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receives royalty at his country estate, is honored by 

dedications from prominent authors, founds institutions 

of charity, and succeeds in placing the postal system on 

a sound financial basis as a service to his country and to 

his fellow man. As Henry Fielding, he both creates 

imaginary good-natured men in novels and dramas and lives 

as one himself by helping to reform the penal system in 

his real-life function as a London magistrate. By nature 

good, by experience prudent, and by instruction wise, the 

good-natured man sums up the ideal of the eighteenth-

century gentleman. His ancestors may be traced to 

antiquity, but his immediate progenitor is the Latitudi-

narian Christian of the seventeenth century, a subject 

requiring more extensive investigation. 



CHAPTER II 

THE THEOLOGIANS: CAMBRIDGE PLATONISTS 

AND LATITUDINARIANS 

The terms "Latitudinarian" and "Cambridge Platonist" 

are often used rather loosely, A statement made by an 

early pamphleteer sums up the problem: 

I can come into no Company of late, but I find the 
chief Discourse to be about a certain new Sect of 
Men called Latitude-Men; but though the name be in 
every man's mouth, yet the explicit meaning of it, 
or the Heresy which they hold, or the Individual 
Persons that are of it, are as unknown (for aught I 
can learn) as the Order of the Rosycrucians . , . ; 
to say the truth, I can meet with nothing distinct 
concerning them but that they had their rise at 
Cambridge, and are Followers, for the most part, of 
the new Philosophy, wherewith they have so poisoned 
that Fountain, that there are like to issue out very 
unwholesome streams throughout the whole Kingdom.1 

To the few certainties which the pamphleteer lists may be 

added the following: that Latitudinarianism was much 

suspected by orthodox Anglicans, in whose minds it was 

connected to "free-thinking," Pelagianism, and deism; that 

Cambridge Platonists were also considered "Latitude-men"; 

that the influence of these theologians could be traced 

.p T P[atrick], A Brief Account of the New Sect 
-j-yu-d-Q~Men: Together with some Reflections upon the 

tty^ Philos°Phy TCambridge. 1652; rpt. in the Phenix, lT7~~ 
4-99-518) as cited by Marjorie Hope Nicholson, "Christ's 
College and the Latitude-Men," MP, 27 (1929) 48 

26 
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directly from Cudworth to Locke and from Whichcote to 

Tillotson to Shaftesbury; that the group exercised an 

indirect influence upon countless others, founding a 

school of thought which eventually helped to foster the 

sentimentalism of the last decades of the eighteenth 

century. The early Latitudinarians, also referred to as 

"Latitude-men," aroused considerable opposition; their 

very title charged them with "indifference or laxity in 

religious and political faith."^ The lengths to which 

those who opposed them might go are well-illustrated by 

the anonymous pamphlet printed in London in 1666, Wonders 

— Miracles; or, Mr, Valentine Greatrakes Gift of Healing 

Examined . . » in a Letter to a Reverend Divine. 

According to Marjorie Nicholson, Valentine Greatrakes, a 

famed Irish "stroker," had been called to London to 

minister to the Viscountess Conway, at which time Ralph 

Cudworth and Henry More, both Cambridge Platonists, had 

observed Greatrakes with sympathetic interest. This 

slight connection is used by the pamphleteer to discredit 

the healer, whom he accuses of being "a Latitude-Man. 

that is, one that being of no religion himself, is indif-

ferent what religion others should be of."3 From a modern 

2 
Frederick J. Powicke, The Cambridge Platonists 

i£oSridge' Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 
1926), pp. 37-38. 7 ' 

Mnon\Qu?JeJ-,by N i c h o l s o n> "Christ's College," MP, 27 
\ ) j ̂ -9"—51 • """"""" 
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perspective "the charge "that "the La"ti"tudinarian was a man 

"of no religion" seems absurd. The Latitudinarians, 

although a group which cannot be rigidly defined, included 

the Cambridge Platonists Benjamin Whichcote (1609-1683), 

Ralph Cudworth (1617-1688), Henry More (1614-1687), John 

Smith (1616-1652), and Nathaniel Culverwell (1618-1651). 

Among other "Latitude-men" were John Tillotson (1630-1694), 

Jeremy Collier (1650-1726), William Law (1686-1761), and 

Joseph Butler (1692-1752). These men, Christians all, 

were for the most part active ministers in the Church of 

England who followed a course of rational tolerance toward 

other religious sects. The controversy they aroused 

cannot be assigned merely to religious differences. 

Both politics and personal jealousies can be seen 

operating in the attacks made upon Cudworth and More by 

Ralph Widdrington at Christ's College, Cambridge, which 

produced the early connection of the term Latitudinarian 

with a consciously moderate and liberal party in both 

politics and theology.^ From 1642 to 1665 the college 

was a storm—center for the Civil War. The town was 

Puritan; the university was Royalist. The plague of 1642 

dispersed the university population, and in that same year 

30,000 troops gathered there for a defense against Lord 

4 
Nicholson, p. 35. The account of the entire episode 

is borrowed from this article, one of the few explicitly 
dealing with the identification of the Latitudinarians. 
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Capel, The end result of this action was a permanent 

garrison of one thousand men at the college. Soon com-

plaints about ill treatment of dons and masters by the 

garrison were sent to Parliament. The Earl of Manchester 

was sent to put down the "rebellion" by ordering the heads 

and fellows of all colleges to take the Covenant. By 

March 13, 1644, the Earl had ejected masters of nine 

colleges and, on April 8, ejected another sixty-three 

fellows who had failed to answer his summons. Somewhat 

later some one hundred fifty fellows who had refused to 

sign, among them Isaac Barrow, Richard Crashaw, and 

Abraham Cowley, were also reprimanded. Among those who 

remained were Henry More, William Moore, and Ralph 

Widdrington. Whether or not More signed the Covenant is 

open to question. In 1654 Ralph Cudworth was transferred 

to Christ's from Clare. Earlier, on March 31, 1647, 

Cudworth had delivered a sermon before the House of 

Commons which clearly expressed the ideals of religion of 

the Cambridge Platonists.^ Widdrington, who had hoped for 

advancement through the agency of a relative who had 

strong political connections, continued to oppose 

Cudworth's appointment as Master of Christ's College so 

strenuously that Cudworth finally ejected him in 1660, at 

the time of the Restoration. Widdrington managed to gain 

^Nicholson, pp. 38-39. 6Ibid., p. 4l. 
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reinstatement, but a Committee of the Privy Council again 

removed him in 1662. Thereafter, Widdrington waged a 

campaign against Cudworth which, in 1666, resulted in a 

public rebuke of the Master. The long list of charges 

brought against Cudworth included misappropriation of 

funds, political hypocrisy, and violation of statutes— 

all false charges—but the heart of the matter was the 

implied and expressed charge of latitude. A passage in 

Widdrington's notes states that Cudworth offered but one 

defense against that charge, 

the old dear plea for liberty of conscience, and 
for allowing every conceited fellow to follow the 
light within, and to do anything upon a principle 
as acceptable as this to men who desire a greater 
latitude to walk in then [sic] our statutes will 
permit.7 

Whether this period at Christ's College demonstrates the 

first derogatory use of the word latitude as Nicholson 

contends, the facts show that charges against the group 

had bases other than purely theological ones. The inci-

dents also support the idea that philosophy, theology, 

socio-economics and politics were closely related at that 

time. 

In the religious arena, the Latitudinarians found 

opponents among the advocates of revealed religion, who 

believed that man's fall divorced him from the light of 

7Adam Wall Mss., Mm 5.45, fols. 28-29, as cited by 
Nicholson, p. 46. 



31 

God, that God was to be known only through the absolute 

authority of the Bible, that there were no contradictions 

in the word of God, and that reason could be employed by 

man only to make clear the sense of the text in order to 

deduce doctrine. Contrary to this, the Cambridge 

Platonists viewed God and man as still linked, for they 

believed that the Fall had merely weakened the relation-

ship. Hence, man could comprehend the common and 

universal truths through natural human faculties of reason 

and conscience. Among those universal truths were these: 

(1) God exists; (2) God is both spirit and intelligence; 

(3) God is all-wise, all-holy, all-good; (4) we are bound 

to revere, serve, and submit to God; (5) brotherly love 
g 

is natural. In this system, Scripture is but a con-

firmation of natural truth and God is father of both. The 

position outlined above led also to an emphasis upon 

reason as the revealer of moral truth; "moral distinctions 

were eternally and immutably founded in the nature of 

things," and immorality was the result of "the opposition 

or contradiction of an act to reason."9 The Latitudi-

narians preferred Episcopacy, but considered church 

government and doctrinal questions as relatively 
O 
Powicke, pp. 28-32. 

9 
R. David Broiles, The Moral Philosophy of David 

Hume, 2nd ed. (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1969), 
p. 13. 
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unimportant. They were emphatically moral preachers, 

respecting faith only when it was accompanied "by good 

works, not by empty ritual. The ethos of the Latitudi-

narians has been called Pelagianism because of their 

emphasis upon the essential goodness of man and upon 

practical morality, which led to the position that the 

ancients, or even savages, who did good works were more 

acceptable to God than professed Christians who refused 

benevolence to their fellows. In this regard the 

Latitudinarians stood in opposition to the antinomians, 

who believed in unconditional justification through faith 

alone, This basic antinomian-Latitudinarian controversy 

was to be revived in 1739 by Whitefield and Wesley.10 

The view of man's nature to which the Latitudinarians 

subscribed was not new, of course. But the publication of 

Hobbes's Leviathan in 1651 stimulated objections which 

overexaggerated man's goodness. This exaggeration at 

times clouds the fact that the Latitudinarians never lost 

sight of the necessity for redemption, that they were 

still orthodox in requiring faith as well as reason on 

the part of the Christian.11 In setting themselves as 

10Martin Battestin, The Moral Basis of Fielding's 
Art: A Study of "Joseph Andrews" (Middle^own, Connecti-
cut: Wesleyan University Press, 1959), pp. 21-22. 

11Ernest Tuveson, "The Importance of Shaftesbury," 
ELH, 20 (1953), 272, 
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polemicists against Hobbes, the Latitudinarians emphasized 

the spiritual world, absolute ideas, free will, immutable 

morality, and a psychology of innate goodness and self-

lessness in direct contrast to materialism, nominalism, 

determinism, ethical relativism, and egoistic psychology 

12 

evident in Hobbes. Naturally enough, opposition to 

Hobbes is also opposition to stern Calvinism and to the 

Puritan doctrine of election; in both Calvinism and 

Puritanism, man is considered basically evil and sinful, 

incapable of winning salvation by merit. As will 

presently be seen, the sermons of the Latitudinarians 

consistently stress the universality of benevolence, 

which reflects divine altruism. The image of a benevolent 

God used by the Latitudinarians in their sermons differs 

considerably from the image of an angry, vengeful God 

employed by Whitefield, Calvin, or Edwards in their 

exhortations. R. S. Crane suggests that this emphasis 

upon sympathy in Latitudinarian sermons is the beginning 

of a tradition which culminates in the sentimental "man 
1X 

of feeling" of Mackenzie and others. Latitudinarian 

sermons, Crane claims, stress "the same ethics of 
12 
Samuel I. Mintz, The Hunting of Leviathan: 

Seventeenth-Century Reactions to the Materialism and Moral 
Philosophy of Thomas Hobbes (London: Cambridge University 
Press, 196 277 p. 81. 

13 
R. S. Crane, "Suggestions Toward a Genealogy of the 

Man of Feeling," ELH, 1 (1934), 205-30. 
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benevolence, 'good nature1 and 'tender sentimental 

14 

feeling"' found in Mackenzie's novel. The four 

principal aspects of Latitudinarian ethics are virtue as 

universal benevolence, benevolence as feeling, benevolent 

feelings as natural to man, and the inherent pleasantness 
15 

of virtue, a self-approving joy. 

While the terms Latitudinarians and Cambridge 

Platonists may conveniently be interchanged without doing 

serious violation to either, one distinction between them 

seems evident, a distinction of degree, rather than of 

kind. Because most of the Latitudinarians cited by Crane 

are preachers dealing directly with a congregation of 

listeners, their approach becomes more persuasive than 

discursive, with a consequent emphasis upon emotions. On 

the other hand, the Cambridge Platonists, men of the 

church, but also of the university, record their tenets 

in a more discursive manner, emphasizing reason. However, 

regardless of the degree of emphasis placed upon reason by 

either the Latitudinarian or the Cambridge Platonist, both 

believe that natural goodness must be tempered with 

education in, and cultivation of, the highest religious 

ideals. Thus, prudence becomes an important check upon 

the emotions. The prudential check which reason provides 

may account for the distrust of "enthusiasm" exhibited by 
l4Crane, pp. 207-8. 15Ibid. 
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Latitudinarians and Cambridge Platonists alike. Ecstasy 

is considered no substitute for solid moral obedience or 

for active goodness. 

Among the early Cambridge Platonists was Benjamin 

Whichcote, whom Shaftesbury in 1698 praised for his 

defense of natural goodness and whom Shaftesbury called 

the "Preacher of Good-nature.""^ Shaftesbury provided a 

preface for the Aberdeen edition of Whichcote's sermons 

and was probably influenced by them in his own writings. 

Among the tenets held by Whichcote was that while sal-

vation is the end of law and Gospel, salvation may be 

attained by achieving moral goodness, by living a moral, 

or good, life. Whichcote understands the sacrifice of 

Christ as a manifestation of the goodness of God, who is 

absolutely benign. Thus, Whichcote maintains that man's 

conscience is awakened, not by a sense of sin and guilt, 

but by the sense of God's goodness. How very different 

Whichcote's attitude is from that of Calvinism may be 

illustrated by this passage from one of Whichcote's 

sermons: 

The Scripture doth never fasten the title or demon-
stration [of sinner] upon them that mean well, but 
are in something mistaken; who now and then are under 
an error, having failings, imperfections and short-
nesses; that do now and then miscarry upon a violent 
temptation or sudden surprisal. You never find these 

"^Crane, p. 220. 
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men called, sinners; neither are the infirmities of 
the regenerate, the sincere and upright-headed 
called sins. . . .17 

Although the term "good-nature" had not yet achieved the 

popular status it was later to be accorded, Whichcote 

uses the term frequently during his years at Trinity 

Church (1637-1657), when most of the sermons later 

published at Aberdeen were being delivered. In the 

following passage, he plainly demonstrates the absolute 

connection he sees between good nature and true religion: 

An uncharitable Christian, unmerciful, void of good-
nature, is no more religion than a dark sun is a sun, 
or a cold fire is fire. He only can dwell in God who 
dwells in love. . . . To be out of love and good-will, 
is to be in the devil's form and spirit.18 

Another of the Cambridge Platonists who helps to 

define the good-natured man is John Smith, whose Select 

Discourses, edited by Worthington in 1660, contains the 

sermon "Concerning the True Way or Method of attaining 

Divine Knowledge," preached in 1650. This discourse 

classifies men in four orders, after first setting aside 

the complete sensualist, or Epicurean. These are: the 

man in whom reason and sense are inextricably mixed so 

that he never sees beyond the earthly; the rationalist 

who studies experience in the light of reason and 

17 
Benjamin Whichcote, Sermons (Aberdeen, Scotland, 

1751), III, 135-36, as cited by Powicke, p. 85. 

"^Ibid., Ill, 332, as cited by Powicke, p. 81. 
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understanding, but fails to practice virtue; the 

enthusiast who has an inner sense of virtue and moral 

goodness, but whose soul becomes puffed up with pride in 

his own virtue and knowledge; and the "true metaphysical 

and contemplative man" who "by universal love and holy 

affection, abstracting himself from himself, endeavours 

19 

the nearest union with the Divine essence that may be." 

Obviously, it is the last order of men which Smith 

approves as the true Christian. His emphasis is upon 

"metaphysics" (conscience), "contemplation" (reason), and 

"universal love" (charity). 

Probably the most influential member of the Cambridge 

group was Ralph Cudworth, whose troubles with Widdrington 

have already been cited. Cudworth's most important work, 

The True Intellectual System of the Universe (1678), 

written as a refutation of Hobbes, was among the volumes 

in Alexander Pope's library, and it seems probable that 

Cudworth provided one of the principal sources for that 
20 

poet. Known as the most erudite of the Cambridge 

Platonists, Cudworth was an ethical rationalist, arguing 

that knowledge is a priori, that reason guides human 

conduct by means of immediate rational perception of right 
19 
As cited by Powicke, pp. 98-99. 

20 
Francis Beauchesne Thornton, Alexander Pope: 

Catholic Poet (New York: Pellegrini and Cudahy, 1952), 
p. 200. 
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21 

and wrong. Another ethical rationalist, Samuel Clarke 

(1675-1729), was a favorite of Fielding and is often 

cited along with Cudworth in discussions of this "school" 

of immediate perception of moral action. The principles 

involved in both Cudworth's and Clarke's systems are 

usually considered to be the reverse of the "emotive 

theory of ethics" found in Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Hume, 

or Adam Smith, who speak of the moral sense, or moral 

22 

sentiments. It is necessary to mention here also 

Joseph Butler, who seems to bring the two "schools" 

together and whose works will be discussed at greater 
23 

length elsewhere. The difference between ration-

alists and moral sense philosophers has often been cited, 

usually as though the tenets of the two were mutually 

exclusive; the two systems are not, however, impossible to 

reconcile, and, as will become apparent in discussing such 

writers as Oliver Goldsmith, who adapt some rationalist 

ideas as well as some moral sense ideas, there is good 

reason to keep in mind the fact that at many points the 

two systems touch. At Cambridge in the era under dis-

cussion both Cudworth and, for example, Whichcote, saw man 
21 
Broiles, p. 10. 

22 
William Curtis Swabey, Ethical Theory from Hobbes 

to Kant (New York: Philosophical Library, 1961), p. 67. 
^See below, chapter 3, pp. 94 ff. 
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a s na~ture ££od, whether it was reason or instinct 

(moral sense) which made him so. 

Other theologians of this period made important con-

tributions to the ideal of the good-natured man. Perhaps 

the greatest of these was John Tillotson, who is one of 

the few still accorded applause today. Gerald R. Cragg 

considers Tillotson one of the great men of the eighteenth 

century, ranking him with Locke and Newton, and believes 

that his popularity indicates "the powerful appeal exerted 

by a prudential ethic, moderately conceived, reasonably 

expounded, and expressed with a felicitous ease which 

24 

delighted the Augustan Age." Tolerance, moderation, and 

prudence are characteristics which the Latitudinarians had 

in abundance, qualities which made them suffer in an era 

when, if it was difficult to belong to the wrong party, it 

was impossible to belong to no party at all. But 

Tillotson gained the ear of royalty when he preached at 

Whitehall on February 26, 1694. The text he chose was 

"speak evil of no man" (Titus 3:2). Typically, Tillotson 

brings charity into the matter: "Besides, it is contrary 

to that charity and goodness which Christianity recognizes, 

to divulge the faults of others, though they be really 

guilty of them, without necessity or some very good reason 

24 
Reason and Authority in the Eighteenth Century 

(London: Cambridge University Press, 1964), p. 5. 
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for it.2^ This charity of abstention from fault-finding, 

even when the party is guilty, reminds one of Tom Jones's 

refusal to accuse Black Tom. This theme of forbearance 

is further expounded by Tillotson: 

Or, if he be guilty, perhaps being privately and 
prudently told of it he may repent. . . . But then 
we must take care that this be done out of kindness, 
and that nothing of our own passion be mingled with 
it, and that, under pretense of reproving and 
reforming men, we do not reproach and revile them, 
and tell them of their faults in such a manner as if 
we did it to show our authority rather than our 
charity. It requires a great deal of address and 
gentle application so to manage the business of 
reproof as not to irritate and exasperate the person 
whom we approve, instead of curing him. (p. 48) 

Tillotson's emphasis upon "private and prudent" remon-

strance, his insistence upon motives of kindness, and his 

warning against hypocrisy are characteristic of the 

reasonable and tolerant attitudes of the Latitudinarian 

Anglican. The sermon's message is particularly applicable 

to the court itself, where intrigue was an aristocratic 

pastime. Perhaps Tillotson is offering his own "gentle 

reproof" to the crown when he recommends charity as 

preferable to "authority." This sermon is throughout 

aimed at a genteel audience, and Tillotson, as does 

Shaftesbury later, emphasizes the social implications of 

Christianity when he says, "it hath always among 

2^The Golden Book of Tillotson, ed. James Moffatt 
(1926; rpt. Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 
1971), p. 46. Subsequent references to Tillotson are to 
this edition, documented in the text by page number only. 
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well-mannered people been esteemed very odious for a man 

to be officious in this kind and a forward informer con-

cerning the misdemeanours of others" (p. 49). This 

language looks forward to that in Steele's Guardian 

portrait of Lycurgus, the good-natured wealthy man 

whose servants, emulating him, are officious to let their 

patron know the merit of others under his care, rather 

than carrying loose tales in hope of private advancement. 

The cause of such forbearance from gossip is good nature, 

the opposite of which Tillotson condemns, for "one of the 

deepest and most common causes of evil-speaking is ill-

nature and cruelty of disposition" (p. 50). For Tillotson, 

good nature is the sign of goodness, without which power 

or worldly goods or authority are frequently misused to 

the detriment of society. In several other sermons, 

Tillotson makes this position clear. Like Whichcote, 

Tillotson sees the primary attribute of God as benevolence 

and mercy: 

Without [God's] goodness, power would be tyranny and 
oppression, and wisdom would degenerate into craft 
and mischievous contrivance. . . . 'Tis not the 
infinite power and knowledge of God, considered 
abstractly and in themselves, but these in con-
junction with his great goodness, that make him at 
once the most awful and amiable being in the world. 

(p. 112) 

Tillotson's God, in Christ, displays patience, mercy, 

See above, pp. 7-8. 
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goodness—these are the particular attributes of God which 

man must emulate. Unfortunately, man is a mixture of good 

and evil, for, as Tillotson makes clear, 

Among men indeed an eminent degree of any one 
excellency does usually shut out some other; and 
therefore it is observed that power and moderation, 
love and discretion, do not often meet together, that 
a great memory and a small judgment, a good wit and 
an ill nature, are many times found in conjunction. 

(p. 113) 

If a man is "blessed with station and power, Tillotson 

believes that he must endeavor to rid himself of the evil 

in his nature, for social standing brings with it respon-

sibility. According to Tillotson, the power of the 

wealthy and high-born can, like the power of God, be 

destructive when not tempered with a concern for the lower 

creation, and wealth should be a power for good: 
The true advantage of greatness and wealth and power 
does not consist in this, that it sets men above 
others, but that it puts them in a capacity for doing 
more good than others.... From the meanest 
creature below us up to God himself, they are the 
best and happiest and most perfect beings who are 
most useful and beneficial to others, who have the 
most power and the strongest inclinations to do 
good. (pp. 64-65) 

The question of what constitutes true greatness precipi-

tated much writing in the eighteenth century, tracts, 

pamphlets, sermons, essays, and at least one novel, 

Fielding's Jonathan Wild. According to the proponents of 

optimism, the great man is the good man and virtue is the 

only real happiness. In this, Tillotson agrees: 
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He is not happy as he may be, who hath not the 
pleasure of making others so, and of seeing them 
put into an happy condition by his means, which is 
the highest pleasure (I had almost said "pride," but 
I may truly say "glory") of a good and great mind. 

(p. 222) 

In Tillotson's view, God, as the most powerful being in 

the universe, is also the most perfect example of greatness 

and charity. Although men seldom pity others except their 

plight be extraordinary or closely related to one's own 

self-interests, 

God is merciful and pitiful out of the mere goodness 
of his nature; for few of these motives and con-
siderations can have any place in him. This 
affection of pity and tenderness is stirred up in 
God by the mere presence of the object, without any 
other inducement, (p. 116) 

For Tillotson, God, of course, is omniscient and cannot 

be tricked into mercy for those undeserving of it, "for it 

is not goodness and mercy finally to bear with and forgive 

obstinate offenders, but want of prudence and good govern-

ment" (p. 114). Here, the important trait of prudence is 

given consideration. Tillotson warns that man, less 

reasonable than God, more inclined to emotion than is 

God, must guard against those who would take advantage of 

his good nature: 

How rare it is for a man to be good-natured, gentle, 
and easy to be entreated, without being betrayed 
into some weakness and sinful compliances, especially 
in the company of our betters', (p. 83) 



44 

The need for reason as a counter-balance to chari-

table emotions is important to the Cambridge Platonists 

and to such divines as Tillotson, whose distrust of the 

excessively emotional aspects of revealed religion are 

easily documented. In discussing the faith of Abraham, 

Tillotson emphasizes the deliberation and "full con-

sideration" which gives Abraham's faith greater merit 

than would have been the case were Abraham acting from 

"sudden impulse and transport of zeal" (p. 95). In dis-

cussing tears, which "do proceed from a sensitive trouble, 

and are commonly the product of a natural affection," 

Tillotson reminds us that sorrow for sins, 

which hath more of the judgment and understanding 
in it, hath not its foundation in natural affection, 
but in reason and therefore may not express itself 
many times in tears, tho' it may produce greater and 
more proper effects, (p, 90) 

Although tears of pity for other men are laudable, 

Tillotson maintains that tears of pity for one's own 

sinful state have no efficacy unless bound to the under-

standing, since religion is reasonable, not merely 

zealously enthusiastic. Nature itself provides moral law, 

and Tillotson believes that, for this reason, man needs 

no supernatural revelation to assist him in the per-

formance of religious duty. Tillotson's definition of 

natural versus revealed religion is clear: 

By natural religion I mean obedience to the natural 
law, and the performance of such duties as natural 
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light, without any express or supernatural reve-
lation, doth dictate to men. . . . These and such 
like are those which we call moral duties; and they 
are of eternal obligation, because they do naturally 
oblige, without any particular and express reve-
lation from God. (p. 170) 

As may be seen in these illustrations, Tillotson 

amply demonstrates the major tenets which distinguished 

the Latitudinarian philosophy of religion from that of 

orthodox high-church Anglicans or from that of the 

evangelistic sects which were beginning to appear in 

England. Basic to Tillotson's position and to the belief 

of others like him was an emphasis upon the good nature 

of God, upon man's duty to emulate God's goodness, upon 

the responsibilities which power brings, upon the 

necessity for prudence and reason, and upon the efficacy 

of natural religion. Tillotson's style and manner are 

reflectors of the common-sense subject matter of his 

sermons. He is rational, clear, and honest in his state-

ments, seldom resorting to emotional exhortation. He is 

always aware that to persuade those in power, those in a 

position to do the greatest good, he must exercise the 

tolerance and good manners he preaches. 

Tillotson's influence was greater than that of the 

Cambridge Platonists. In addition to preaching and 

writing, he edited the sermons of Isaac Barrow (1630-1677), 

a minister popular with many later secular writers. 

Included in Tillotson's edition of Barrow's Theological 
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Works (London, 1696) were Barrow's popular sermons "The 

Duty and Reward of Bounty to the Poor" and "Of the Virtue 

and Reasonableness of Faith." Barrow's concern with 

charity and with reason as essential components of 

Christianity places him in the tradition of the Latitudi-

narians. The charity discussed by Barrow is not only that 

extended to the poor, but also that which makes of all men 

brothers. The terms universal benevolence, humanity, and 

27 

good nature best describe this kind of charity. Barrow, 

less reserved about passion than Tillotson, sees emotion 

as having value when properly directed, since passion is 

the force which motivates charitable acts. For Barrow, 

pity and compassion are the tender wellsprings of man's 

Christian behavior, of his humanitarianism. Thus man, 

acting in society, must be sympathetic: 
Since nature . . . hath made our neighbor's misery 
our pain, and his content our pleasure; since with 
indissoluble bands of mutual sympathy she hath con-
catenated our fortunes and affections together; since 
by the discipline of our sense she instructs us, and 
by the importunity thereof solicits us to the obser-
vance of our duty, let us not stifle or weaken by 
disuse, or contrary practice, but by conformable 
action cherish and confirm the good inclinations of 
nature.° 

While he considered society very important, Barrow found 

the true substance of Christianity in the orthodox 

^Crane, p. 211. 
O O 

Isaac Barrow, Theological Works (1830), II, 142, 
as cited by Crane, p. 227. 
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tradition of man's solitary relationship to God. While 

man is given a gentle and sociable nature, that nature is 

prey to sinfulness unless guarded by strict religious 

practice, which Barrow feels is best achieved through an 

immediate relationship to God through Christ. In Barrow's 

sermon "Of Being Imitators of Christ," the point is made 

that paragons are less effective examples for man than are 

those in whom humanity can be seen. We identify more 

easily with Christ than with God. A practical illus-

tration of this effect is found in the novels of Fielding 

and Richardson, whose paragonlike characters, Allworthy 

and Grandison, leave readers far less involved than do 

Tom Jones and Clarissa Harlowe. 

Barrow finds a corrective for man's natural falli-

bility in a proper religious education and in a consistent 

religious practice. While pleasure in doing good is 

natural, and while man's passions may excite him to 

charitable acts, Barrow believes it is the prudence of 

Christian ethics which can insure man's virtue. 

In fine, the wisest observors of man's nature have 
pronounced him to be a creature gentle and sociable, 
inclinable to and fit for conversation, apt to keep 
good order, to observe rules of justice, to embrace 
any sort of vertue, if well managed; if instructed 
by good discipline, if guided by good example, if 
living under the influence of wise laws and virtuous 
governours. Fierceness, rudeness, craft, malice, 
all perverse and intractable, all mischievous and 
vitious dispositions do grow among men (like weeds 
in any, even the best soil, and overspread the 
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earth from neglect of good education; from ill 
conduct, ill custom, ill example. . . .29 

Nevertheless, the great pleasure which attends acts of 

charity may stimulate a man to benevolence, for nature, 

Barrow maintains, 

hath made the communication of benefits to others 
to be accompanied with a very delicious relish upon 
the mind of him that practices it; nothing indeed 
carrying with it a more pure and savoury delight than 
beneficence. A man may be virtuously voluptuous, and 
a laudable epicure by doing much good; for to receive 
good, even in the judgment of Epicurus himself (the 
great patron of pleasure), is nowise so pleasant as 
to do it.30 

Barrow was not alone in his emphasis upon the 

pleasure derived from benevolence. In 1672 Richard 

Cumberland, the Bishop of Peterborough, defended the 

proposition that "the happiness of each Individual . . . 

31 
is deriv'd from the best State of the whole System." 

For Cumberland and others, often considered utilitarians, 

"52 

"the common Good is the supreme law of nature." This 

law of nature for which man has affinity, physically, 

mentally, emotionally may be summed up in the eighteenth 
29 
Barrow, Tillotson ed., II, 107-8, as cited by 

Tuveson, p. 270. 
30 
Barrow, II, 255, as cited by Crane, p. 228. This 

passage is also quoted by Henry Fielding, Covent-Garden 
Journal, No. 29 (April 1752). 

31 
De Legibus Naturae (1672), trans. John Maxwell as 

A Treatise of the Laws of Nature (London, 1727), p. 21. 

^Ibid., p. 4l. 
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33 
century by the word benevolence. Samuel Parker finds 

pleasure a concomitant of this natural virtue in man: 

Acts of Love and Kindness are in themselves grateful 
and agreeable to the temper of humane Nature; and all 
Men feel a natural Deliciousness consequent upon 
every Exercise of their good-natur'd Passions; And 
nothing affects the Mind with a greater Complacency, 
than to reflect upon its own inward Joy and Content-
ment . So that the Delight of every vertuous 
Resolution doubles upon itself; in that first it 
strikes our Minds with a direct Pleasure by its 
suitableness to our Natures, and then our Minds 
entertain themselves with pleasant Reflections upon 
their own Worth and Tranquillity,34 

In the same utilitarian spirit, Richard Bentley delivered 

his "Sermon before George I" on February 3, 1716. His 

text was from Romans 14:7, "For none of us liveth to 

himself, and no man dieth to himself," a doctrine which 

Bentley terms 

the source and spring of all true piety to God, of 
justice and beneficence to men, of public spirit, 
and all the other ingredients of heroic and godlike 
virtue; a doctrine, too, so pregnant of sense and 
truth that it may be considered in various ways, all 
different from each other. . . .35 

The sermon does, indeed, develop the text in various ways, 

first showing man as the creature of God and thereby not 

~z~z 

Lois Whitney, Primitivism and the Idea of Progress 
in English Popular Literature of the Eighteenth Century 
"("Baltimore : Johns Hopkins University Press, 1934), p. 25. 

34 
A Demonstration of the Divine Authority of the Law 

of Nature (1681), p. 64, as cited by Crane, p. 228. 
35 
Works of Richard Bentley, ed. Alexander Dyce (1838; 

rpt. New York: AMS Press"| 196o), III, 263. Subsequent 
references to this sermon are to this edition and volume, 
cited in the text by page number only. 
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living to himself. The second section of the sermon 

insists that man must live "to God" since God gave man 

the very breath by which he is suffered to live. Section 

three, placed strategically in the middle of the sermon, 

develops the important thesis that man, as part of the 

whole creation (the natural world, the Chain of Being) 

must live in reciprocity. Section four shows that this 

reciprocity is moral and section five, religious. Closing 

the first half of the sermon, part one, section six, is 

the stricture that, as good Christians, we must love 

others and promote piety among our fellows. The second 

half of the sermon, part two, discusses the death of a 

Christian. In Bentley's treatise we see that the bulk of 

the material concerns the Christian's relationship to God, 

both in living and in dying, a subject common to all 

writers of the Christian tradition. Only one section 

concerns secular benevolence, and this is admittedly the 

typical pattern of the other sermons cited in this 

chapter. As a few critics of R. S. Crane's technique have 

pointed out, isolating passages to illustrate the benevo-

lence tradition as I, also, have done, may create a false 

impression not intended by the original. The fact 

remains, however, that secular writers were free to choose 

from these sermons the sections most appealing to them 

and, in so doing, gave imaginative voice to a theological 
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system begun by the Latitudinarians. Part of what the 

secular writers found appealing was the idea of man's 

natural sociability. Bentley expresses that idea in the 

following manner: 

Our Creator has implanted in mankind such appetites 
and inclinations, such natural wants and exigencies, 
that they lead him spontaneously to the love of 
society and friendship, to the desire of government 
and community, (p. 267) 

Within that community 

whatsoever has the character of man, and wears the 
same image of God that he does, is truly his brother, 
and, on account of that natural consanguinity, has 
a just claim to his kindness and benevolence. 

(p. 267) 

Even wars themselves occur as protective devices for that 

community, and penal codes are extensions of the necessity 

to protect its members, since 

'tis a superior love for the good of the whole 
community, which makes it necessary to cut off those 
noxious members of it; as mortified limbs are freely 
parted with to preserve the rest of the natural body. 
Certainly the nearer one can arrive to this universal 
charity, this benevolence to the human race, the more 
he has of the divine character imprinted on his; for 
God is Love. (p. 268) 

Little could be more expressive of the practicality of 

the eighteenth-century theologian than this statement, 

startling in its juxtaposition of God's love and the death 

of "noxious members" of the community, particularly in 

light of the many misdemeanors for which a man could lose 

his life under the laws of the day, Nor could many state-

ments more clearly demonstrate that benevolence and 
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charity have little to do with mere alms to the poor, but 

are rather meant as "universal," in the sense of under-

pinning a complex social structure. There is no doubt 

that Bentley means to show that "the sweetness and 

felicity of life consists in duly exerting and employing 

those sociable passions of the soul, those natural 

inclinations to charity and compassion" (p. 269, emphasis 

added). 

Another voice raised in support of the Latitudi-

narians was that of Jeremy Collier, better known today as 

a severe critic of the Restoration stage through his 

tract A Short View of the Immorality and Profaneness of 

the English Stage (1698), wherein he attacks profanity in 

stage dialogue and deplores the unfavorable represen-

tations of the clergy in the drama. His most important 

argument, however, is that comedy should correct vice, 

not promote it. Collier, himself a cleric and non-Juror, 

also wrote four volumes entitled Essays upon Several Moral 

Subjects (1694-1709), which defy classification as a 

literary genre. Neither sermons nor familiar essays, 

these works are philosophical-religious dialogues, often 

lighthearted in tone, "popular" in style, but serious in 

content. Two of these dialogues pertain to the question 
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36 

of good nature. "Of General Kindness" casts Philotimus 

as an apologist for Hobbes and Philalethes as his able 

opponent. As one would expect, Philotimus attacks the 

idea of man's inherent goodness as an unrealistic dream, 

the cause of much misery, especially among the young and 

impressionable, "for that which People call Universal 

Benevolence, is but a Piece of Knight Errantry: it looks 

prettily in a Romance; but in Life, 'tis neither prudent, 

nor practicable" (p. 149). Philotimus continues his 

attack with the usual argument for self-interest as the 

basic human motivation: 
When there is so much of Indigence, Competition, and 
Uncertainty, you must expect Self-interest will 
govern. You may observe, That which You call Good 
Nature, is most remarkable in the Young and Unex-
perienced. Such persons I confess are often very 
Lavish of their Favours, and Caressing in their 
Conversation: But these Blandishments seem only 
designed for a State of Impotence; that what they 
can't carry by Force and Foresight, they may obtain 
by Flattery. Like unfledged Birds, they are fond of 
every one, that they may be Fed the better, (p. 150) 

Not only are the young acting through self-interest, says 

Philotimus, but they are "over-credulous," unable to see 

through "Artifice and Pretense" and therefore willing to 

bestow their favors too freely (p. 151). In answer to 

this charge, Philalethes, preparatory to a lengthy general 

ssays upon Several Moral Subjects, 3rd ed. (1968; 
facsimile rpt. Hildesheim: Georg 01ms Verlagsbuchhand-
lung, 1969), pp. 147-76. Subsequent references to 
Collier's works are to this edition, cited in the text by 
page number only. 
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defense, replies, 

This early Disposition to Oblige, appears to me an 
Impression of Nature, which was intended for Con-
tinuance. . . . And therefore when good Humour 
happens to wear off with Age, it seems to proceed 
from Mismanagement; and looks more like a Degeneracy 
of Nature, than an Improvement of Reason. . . . I 
shall endeavour to prove Universal Benevolence both 
an acknowledged, and a practicable Disposition. 

(p. 151) 

Philalethes's main argument contains three points. All 

men are brothers, having the same passions, faculties, 

desires, and pleasures in satisfying these desires; this 

is the "Community of Nature" (p. 151). "Universal Benevo-

lence is agreeable to humane Nature," for those who have 

no compassion are called inhuman (p, 153). God is good 

and wise; man is made in His image. When a man acts in an 

evil way or foolishly, the action proceeds not from his 

God-given nature, but from "the Prejudices of Education; 

from the ill Examples and Flatteries of those [he ] first 

conversed with; and sometimes 'tis afterwards contracted 

by [his] own Fault. The general Cause of this Depravation, 

is Covetousness, and Pride" (p. 156). Obviously, Collier 

has identified himself with the Latitudinarians through 

his persona, Philalethes. As the argument continues, 

Philotimus, operating from his base of worldly realism, 

says, "When you have made the most of it, I foresee this 

Latitudinarian Love will be expensive" (p. 166). 
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In another essay, "Of Goodness," Collier, as is true 

of other writers on the subject, anticipates the 

objections of Philotimus that goodness might become an 

expensive commodity when not tempered by prudence: 

But then to bring the Matter to a right State, we 
must set Reason at the Head of this Virtue [benevo-
lence], and leave it always in the Government of 
Prudence. Goodness does not affect to spill Power, 
and let Bounty run to waste: It considers Object 
and Occasion; what Things can bear, and what they 
deserve: Without Discretion People may be overlaid 
with unseasonable Affection, and choak'd with too 
much Nourishment, (p. 2) 

Furthermore, Collier reminds us, "a Good Man is not bound 

to answer the Importunity of every craving Appetite. 

Clamourous Weakness or Intemperance may fairly be refused" 

(p. 3). Clearly, Jeremy Collier offers as rebuttal to 

Hobbes the argument that man is by nature good; that 

universal goodness proceeds from natural benevolence, not 

from self-interest; that evil is present only as the 

result of improper education or of some antagonistic 

principle such as pride; and that, properly regulated, 

benevolence is a reasonable, realistic, and necessary 

virtue. 

Like Collier's essays, Joseph Glanvill's Essays on 

Several Important Subjects in Philosophy and Religion 
~Z r~7 

(1676) espouses a liberal, Latitudinarian Anglicanism. 

Richard H. Popkin, ed. (rpt. New York: Johnson 
Reprint Corporation, 1970). Subsequent references are to 
this edition, cited in the text by page number only. 
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The last essay in the volume, "Anti-fanatical Religion 

and Free Philosophy In a Continuation of the New Atlantis," 

is particularly interesting. A curious blend of Utopian, 

philosophical, and theological ideas, the essay is set in 

Bensalem, an extension of Bacon's ideal world. Some 

voyagers, lost at sea, find themselves in Bensalem, a 

"most Angelical country" where they are offered the 

hospitality of a specially-designed inn called the 

"Strangers House" by a "People of singular Goodness and 

Humanity" (p. 1). The author is singled out from the 

others to receive the full religious history of Bensalem, 

which he sees as a supplement to the "philosophical" 

history found in Bacon's New Atlantis. He learns that 

the orderly religion of Bensalem had become schismatic 

after an invasion of Zealots came to the island. Coun-

tering this movement, a group of missionaries, sent out 

earlier from Bensalem, had returned, bringing back with 

them several foreign theologies. This group of mission-

aries set about to study all great learning, both ancient 

and modern, exploring scientific, philosophical, theo-

logical, and other materials eclectically. Among the 

writings they studied were those of Plato, Aristotle, 

Plutarch, Cicero, the early church fathers, and modern 

theologians such as Jeremy Taylor. Nor did they neglect 

the heretics or the Jews in their pursuit of knowledge. 



57 

The emphasis in their work was upon freedom of inquiry; 

the proposed goal was freedom from dogma, from authority, 

and from the prejudices of former education. The study 

provided, finally, a set of tenets "most fundamental and 

certain" (p, 13), which the scholars published with 

prudence, lest the ignorant or illiterate be misguided by 

subversions or heresies placed before them as mere specu-

lations . 

Their main Design was, to make Men good, not 
Notional, and knowing; and therefore, though they 
conceal'd no practical Verities that were proper and 
seasonable, yet they were sparing in their Specu-
lations , except where they tended to the necessary 
vindication of the Honour of God, or the directing 
the Lives of Men. (p. 5) 

Winning the field against the schismatics, these men, who 

plainly represent Cambridge Platonists and Latitudi-

narians, manage to unite the country and bring it to a 

state of perfection, that state which the travelers 

presently observe. Among the published tenets of the 

missionaries is the following passage, almost an exact 

paraphrase of Tillotson:^® 

Goodness is the chief moral Perfection: that Power 
without Goodness is Tyranny; and Wisdom without it, 
is but Craft and Subtility; and that Justice, 
Cruelty, when destitute of Goodness, (p. 21) 

Opposing the Zealots who rejected good works as emblems 

of Christianity, these enlightened divines asked men to 

^8Moffatt ed., p. 112. Cf. above, p. 41. 
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consider 

That the design of Religion was to perfect humane 
Nature; to restore the empire of our minds over the 
will, and affections; to make them more temperate, 
and more humble, meek, courteous, charitable and 
just toward others, (p. 25) 

Founding their tenets of moral philosophy upon a knowledge 

of human nature and the passions, the good theologians 

refused any place to pedantry. 

They cared for no mans wit, that lacked goodness; and 
despis'd no mans weakness, that had it: They hated 
the humour of those learned men, who were stately 
and imposing; and dislik'd nothing more than Ill-
nature : whatever their own was by Birth and Temper, 
their care was to make it sweet, by Discipline and 
Usage; and so, exercis'd their Moral Principles and 
Rules upon themselves, (p. 51) 

Glanvill's purpose in writing this "history" is to plead 

for tolerance in religion. Such toleration, he believes, 

will produce an ideal society wherein competing doctrines 

and fanatical sects will be replaced by a harmonious, 

simplified faith. Glanvill's point of view well sums up 

Latitudinarian optimism about man's good nature and about 

the efficacy of benevolence tempered by prudence as a 

means to create the best possible world. 

In speaking of the actual preaching of his ideal 

theologians, Glanvill presents a portrait which could well 

serve as a description of many of those real theologians 

who have been the subjects of this chapter. Their 

preaching, says Glanvill, is plain. Obscurity and affec-

tation is put aside in favor of simple instruction to 
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those they address. They avoid controversial matters, 

keeping to the essentials of faith. Their language is 

common, easily understood by the populace. Their sermons 

are methodical, containing subheadings to aid clear order. 

The good works they recommend to Christians may be easily 

accomplished by "true, sober, rational, experimental 

method of action." Finally, these preachers are sincere 

and affectionate men (pp. 41-46). Glanvill's clergyman 

exhibits one imperative attribute; he is as concerned for 

his fellow man as he teaches men to be for one another. 

As has been demonstrated, the Cambridge Platonists 

accepted the view that man is, by nature, good and that 

man is, by education, reasonable. Another way to phrase 

this concept is that man is, by nature, benevolent and, 

by education, prudent. Simplistic as this general view 

of the Latitude-men may be, it is this thesis which, along 

with their important belief in religious tolerance, binds 

them as a group. Whichcote, Cudworth, John Smith, 

Tillotson, Barrow, Cumberland, Parker, Bentley, Collier, 

Glanvill, and a score of others are responsible, if not 

for originating the theories outlined in this chapter, at 

least for disseminating these theories through sermons 

preached, lessons taught, and works published. Their 

fight for freedom of intellectual inquiry into religious 

faith, their certitude that man is capable of improvement, 
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their denial of the self-interest theories of Hobbes—all 

prepared the way for the development of the ethical 

philosophies of Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Hume, and Butler 

which emerged during the first half of the eighteenth 

century proper. 



CHAPTER III 

THE EARLIER ETHICAL PHILOSOPHERS: 

LOCKE, SHAFTESBURY, BUTLER 

Before beginning a detailed study of what may be 

termed the benevolist school of ethical philosophers, 

brief consideration must be given to two major figures: 

Hobbes, against whom Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Hume, and 

Butler reacted, and Locke, from whom, in varying degrees, 

they borrowed, Because the influence of Hobbes is largely 

negative, only those positions taken by him which aroused 

the animosity of the benevolist school will be considered. 

The seminal work is, of course, Leviathan (1651), but the 

two tracts Humane Nature; or the Fundamental Elements of 

Policie and De Corpore Politico, or the Elements of Law 

(written in 1640, published in one volume in 1650) were 

also influential. A materialist, fascinated by mathe-

matics and scientific laws, Hobbes based his theories of 

human nature and government on what he considered to be 

the irrefutable laws of nature, but what he considered 

these laws to be differs substantially from what other 

philosophers recognized them to be. Hobbes constructs 

two such "laws": seek peace and follow it, and secure 

self-preservation by whatever means are necessary. For 

61 
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Hobbes, morality is merely the method used, to achieve the 

end of self-preservation, a fundamental need of man. 

Additionally, he sees religious faith or practice as 

unnatural or destructive, requiring a suspension of the 

laws of nature he had outlined. Furthermore, Hobbes's 

view that man lacks reason and acts purely from self-

interest was diametrically opposed to the belief of the 

proponents of good nature, who saw in man an extension of 

the goodness and reason of God. One of Hobbes's most 

startling claims was that man is the author and creator of 

his own world of reason. With a statement to that effect, 

Hobbes opened Leviathan, intimating that man, like God, 

may create a world and impose his laws upon it: "Nature 

(the Art whereby God hath made and governs the World) is 

by the Art of man, as in many other things, so in this 

also imitated, that it can make an Artificial Animal."1 

Furthermore, Hobbes's denial that man had a natural, or 

innate, wisdom challenged those who believed in man's 

God-given sense of morality. For Hobbes, experience and 

use taught man what man's mere animal senses could not. 

Virtue thus resided in what Hobbes called "wit." 

These Vertues are of two sorts; Naturall, and 
Acquired. By Naturall, I mean not, that which a man 
hath from his Birth: for that is nothing else but 
Sense; wherein men differ so little from one another, 

1Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (1651; rpt. New York: 
E. P. Dutton and Company, Inc., 1950), p. 3. 
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and from brute Beasts, as it is not to be reckoned 
amongst Vertues. But I mean, that Wit, which is 
gotten by Use only, and Experience; without Method, 
Culture, or Instruction. This Naturall Wit, con-
sisteth principally in two things; Celerity of 
Imagining, (that is, swiftness of one thought to 
another;) and steddy direction to some approved end. 2 

Only one disciple of Hobbes was accorded much 

attention, and his audience, like that of Hobbes, was 

primarily a critical one. With the publication of Bernard 

Mandeville's The Fable of the Bees (1714) began a great 

"grumbling of the hive" which renewed the old antagonisms 

toward Hobbes. Mandeville's audience equated his theory 

of private vice and public benefits with Hobbes's decision 

that all human actions were motivated by self-interest. 

Some modern critics see Mandeville's Fable as satiric in 

3 

purpose, but the eighteenth century took his proposals as 

serious derogations of human nature. Of the many who 

objected to Mandeville (among them John Dennis, Adam 

Smith, Jeremy Bentham, Henry Fielding, Frances Hutcheson, 

David Hume, and John Wesley), one, William Law, illus-

trates the position taken generally. Law's reactions to 

Mandeville were first printed in 1723 in "Remarks upon a 

Late Book, entitled 'The Fable of the Bees,'" with which 

was printed the essay, "The Case of Reason, or Natural 
2 
Hobbes, p. 54. 
3 
Phillip Harth, "The Satiric Purpose of The Fable of 

the Bees," ECS, 2 (1969), 321-40. 
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Religion, fairly and fully stated . . ."in the second 

volume of Law's collected works, 1762.^ Law begins his 

remarks upon the fable by directly addressing Mandeville, 

accusing him of two errors: 

1st. You consider Man, merely as an Animal, having, 
like other animals, nothing to do but to follow his 
Appetites, 2ndly. You consider Man as cheated and 
flattered out of his natural State, by the Craft of 
Moralists, and pretend to be very sure that the 
"moral Virtues are the political offspring which 
Flattery begot upon Pride." 

So that Man and Morality are here both destroyed 
together; Man is declared to be only an Animal, 
and Morality an Imposture, (pp. 1-2) 

In answering Mandeville, Law states a position identical 

to that of the theologians and philosophers who believe 

in man's innate good nature: 

Moral Virtue therefore, if considered in itself, 
as the Rule or Law of intelligent Beings, had no 
Origin; that is, there never was a time when it began 
to be; but it is as much without Beginning as Truth 
and Goodness, which are in their Natures as Eternal 
as God. 

But moral Virtue, if considered as the Object 
of Man's Knowledge, begun with the first Man, and is 
as natural to him, as it is natural to Man to think 
and perceive, or feel the Difference between Pleasure 
and Pain. 

For his rational Nature, as much implies a 
fitness to perceive a Difference in Actions, as to 
Right and Wrong, as it implies a fitness to perceive 
a Difference in things as to great and small, 
pleasing or painful, (p. 14) 

Law's remarks in the passage above reflect the Lockean 

4 
The Works of the Reverend William Law, 9 vols. 

(1762; private rpt. G. Moreton, 1892). Subsequent refer-
ences are to this edition, Vol. II, cited in the text by 
page numbers only. 
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principle that man is able to perceive natural law. Also 

reflected is Shaftesbury's suggestion that the pleasure-

pain principle is a motive to ethical action. Law's 

comfortable combination of man's "rational Nature" with 

innate perception is reminiscent of the theories of the 

Cambridge Platonists. Anticipating Hutcheson's interest 

in the aesthetic values of ethical behavior and looking 

back to Shaftesbury's contention that virtue is the 

primary goal of man's existence, Law states, 

Virtue is Man's Duty, not as a Task that is imposed 
upon him, but as it is the only Practice, that is 
the natural pleasure and proper Good of his being. 

Virtue having that natural fitness to a rational 
Soul, that fine sights have to the Eye, or harmonious 
Sounds to the Ear. (p. 18) 

Law insists that to ascribe charity or other virtues to 

the passions is as faulty as to assume that the mind and 

the body are the same. Basically, the position taken by 

Law and by others concerning human nature stresses four 

points: denial that man is an animal, ruled by passion 

only, denial that self-interest is the sole motive of 

ethical actions, affirmation of man's innate divinity, and 

emphasis upon reason working in concert with the pain-

pleasure principle to produce virtue. 

While it is perfectly clear that reaction to Hobbes 

was negative, particularly among the moral sense philoso-

phers such as Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, and Hume, the 

influence of Locke is much more difficult to assess. In 
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some ways Locke seems in opposition to the Shaftesburian 

school, and in other ways he seems to exert a positive 

influence. Locke's greatest popularity was achieved from 

1725 to 1765, during which time nine English editions of 

the Essay Concerning Human Understanding appeared, in 

addition to four other printings as part of Locke's 

collected works. First published in 1690, the Essay 

gained four editions by 1700. Locke's thesis that there 

are no innate ideas is contrary to the benevolist view 

that man is b^ nature a social creature, delighting in 

philanthropy, However, Locke's interest in the ruling 

passions, which he considers innate affections or aver-

sions, his concern with sensation, his discussion of 

mental associations, and his insistence that man's ability 

to reason is paramount are closer to the moral sense school 

than might at first be apparent. Locke's belief that 

knowledge is based upon observation of external, sensible 

objects leads to two later developments in philosophy, the 

rationalistic and the sensationalistic. In literature and 

in the popular mind the first becomes realism, the latter, 

sentimentalism. But because both may arise from the same 

source, one is led to speculate that the two may not be 

so easily reduced to an either/or assumption. Locke, 

indeed, shares with the moral sense philosophers the 

division of knowledge into the intuitive and the empirical. 
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Locke assumes that empirical knowledge lacks the certainty 

of revelation or of intuition (which for him is knowledge 

of which everyone is sure without the necessity for proof; 

i.e., the existence of God). On the other hand, he finds 

that the bulk of man's knowledge is of the empirical sort, 

and faith divorced from reason is not true faith. 

Religion, then, for Locke, includes reason and, conse-

quently, practical good works, while revelation divorced 

from reason is mere enthusiasm. With these positions the 

proponents of good nature could be comfortable. They 

could not, however, be comfortable with Locke's denial of 

innate ideas of morality. Although Locke had no plan to 

deny the existence of virtue, he observed that the absence 

of moral rules in many civilized countries gave proof that 

principles such as justice, piety, chastity, and equity 

5 

were not innate in all men. Locke's work has appeared 

inadequate to many other philosophers because he refused 

to set forth an adequate system of ethics. Locke saw 

ethical principles as simply based on man's fear of 

eternal punishment, a position consistently rejected by 

most other philosophers of his day. According to Tuveson, 

Shaftesbury's aversion to his teacher Locke "arises from 

his horror of [this] calloused attitude towards the moral 
5 
Kenneth MacLean, John Locke and the English Litera-

ture of the Eighteenth Century (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1936), p. 24. 
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problem."^ Nevertheless, Locke's distrust of elaborately 

reasoned theory, and his belief in man's ability to 

discover truth by a process of intuitive understanding of 

nature's laws, became a positive influence on such writers 

as Sterne and Fielding, who distrusted all pedantry, and 

upon Shaftesbury, whose work led directly to the moral 

sense school. Furthermore, Locke's interest in mathe-

matics led Hutcheson to develop deductive theories of 

ethics encompassed in a "moral arithmetic." 

Locke had direct contact with Anthony Ashley Cooper, 

the third Earl of Shaftesbury, when he was given super-

vision of the young earl's education. As secretary to the 

first earl, Anthony's grandfather, Locke had become a 

close associate and a friend of the family. However, 

Shaftesbury's debt to Locke is not easy to determine. 

Certainly, one could speculate that early tutelage under 

a master whose dedication to scientific observation and 

whose own theories of education would make him a progres-

sive and challenging teacher could not but stimulate a 

keen mind, such as that possessed by Shaftesbury. But 

what directions that stimulus took and what metamorphoses 

might have occurred are best determined by examining the 

mature work in the Characteristics. At least four sources 

^Ernest Tuveson, "The Importance of Shaftesbury," 
ELH, 20 (1953), 279. 
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of influence, other than that exercised "by Locke, may also 

be seen—that of the Latitudinarians, the neo-Platonists, 

the Deists, and the Stoics. The first two of these would 

be antagonistic to Locke, the latter less so. Shaftesbury 

did reject Locke's denial of innate ideas; on the other 

hand, he retained the anti-Hobbesian view that man is 

essentially rational and capable of acquiring virtue 

through observation of nature, which is common ground for 

the Cambridge Platonists, Locke, and the empiricists. 

This combination of ideas in Shaftesbury's work has led to 

much argument among scholars concerning which factor, 

passion (the affections), or reason (understanding, intel-

ligence), gains primacy in the Characteristics. Everyone 

wants to label the philosopher by the unqualified alter-

natives "rationalist" or "sentimentalist." Neither label 

will serve. Close study of the Characteristics shows that 

Shaftesbury is not a systematic philosopher. Often, he 

makes a general statement which he leaves to the reader as 

a matter of faith, never supplying concrete evidence for 

its validity. His definition of certain terms, such as 

nature, reason, idea, affections, or moral sense, is not 

clear. The best critical studies of Shaftesbury take 

these difficulties into consideration. Lois Whitney 

describes the dilemma well: 

Thus we see two divergent tendencies in Shaftesbury, 
the one to identify the moral sense with reason and 
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make its development dependent on the development of 
the reflective principle, and the other to stress 
feeling more than reason and to make the moral sense 
exist prior to the development of reason and be 
independent of it and superior to it in power.7 

These divergent tendencies lead some investigators through 

a labyrinth of contradiction, or at least, confusion. 

David Broiles classifies Shaftesbury as a sentimentalist, 

one who sees morality as based in emotion, not in external 

laws. Broiles decides that, for Shaftesbury, passion, not 

reason, is the motivator of action. Broiles believes that 

Shaftesbury considers reason merely of secondary judgment 

or aid in determining the means to an end, but not the end 
O 

itself, which is always dependent upon the senses. 

Tuveson agrees that the passions (affections) are, in 

Shaftesbury's system, the prime motivators, but adds that 

these must be in balance, an equilibrium to be achieved 

by self-examination.^ Grean's analysis of Shaftesbury's 

concept of the moral judgment, on the other hand, reverses 

the order of primacy of passion and reason: 
Shaftesbury's concept of moral judgment is an 
attempted synthesis of two elements: first, a 

7 
Primitivism and the Idea of Progress in English 

Popular Literature of the Eighteenth Century (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1934), p. 33. 

Q 
R. David Broiles, The Moral Philosophy of David 

Hume, 2nd ed. (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1969), 
pp. 14-24. 

g 
Ernest Tuveson, "Shaftesbury on the Not So Simple 

Plan of Human Nature," SEL, 5 (1965), 403-34. 
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rational, reflective process utilizing such standards 
as consistency and the general welfare; and secondly, 
an intuitive process in which one responds directly 
to moral objects, being either attracted or repelled 
by them.I® 

Most critics do agree, however, that Shaftesbury attempts 

some synthesis of passion and reason. The problem resides 

in assigning priority to either. For purposes of the 

present study, this dilemma may be re-stated as good 

nature (passion) versus prudence (reason). These elements 

nearly always appear to be balanced equally in the 

Characteristics, one seldom mentioned in isolation from 

the other, and each meant as a complement to the other. 

The controversy over passion and reason as moti-

vational factors is not the only area of disagreement 

among critics of Shaftesbury. Another is the importance 

of his influence. Those who feel negative about him 

dismiss his work as that of a polite pedant. Those con-

cerned with literary history see him as a minor figure, 

somewhat less important than the minor poets and yet more 

substantial than the Grub-street denizens. Historians of 

philosophy sometimes find Shaftesbury too "popular" and 

non-systematic to be a serious contributor to ethics. 

As we have seen, Crane believes it is the Latitudinarians, 

10Stanley Grean, "Introduction," Characteristics, 
ed. Robertson (1900; rpt. New York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 
Inc., 1964), p. xxxii. 
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not Shaftesbury, who develop the basis for benevolist 

ethics 

On the other hand, several critics contend that 

Shaftesbury's style, pleasant, and often an example of 

rhetorical clarity, was particularly suited to the new 

reading public which had begun to emerge by the early 

1700's. Whether Shaftesbury was read by the upper classes 

or the middle classes (in emulation of their betters), he 

presented religious and moral truths in polite terms, 

ridiculing irreligion urbanely, and writing in the 

familiar style displayed by Addison and Steele. As A. R. 

Humphreys puts it, "The heretic would be bantered into 

12 

faith, the profligate reformed through laughter." As in 

the case of the readers of the Spectator, this approach 

suited well an audience eager for self-education and 

flattered by having a serious subject so easily within 

reach of the understanding. 

The Characteristics appears to have been written in 

part as a revolt against Hobbes, the Calvinists, and the 

Puritans. Puritanism maintained a particular distrust of 

the senses, and Calvinism held man a vicious sinner; 

"^R. S. Crane, "Suggestions Toward a Genealogy of 
The Man of Feeling," ELH, I (1934), 205-30. 

12 
"Literature and Religion in Eighteenth-Centurv 

England," The Augustan World (London: Methuen, 1954), 
rpt. in Backgrounds to Eighteenth Century Literature, ed. 
Kathleen Williams (London: Chandler, 1971), p. 273. 
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against these positions Shaftesbury postulated his 

theories of the affections and his faith in benevolist 

ethics. Shaftesbury's view of philosophy is practical, 

not theoretical. Consistently, he keeps foremost the 

social implications of his ethical teachings. For 

Shaftesbury, man is a social creature who promotes his 

own best interests by promoting the welfare of others. 

One of his favorite phrases is "social affections," which 

he considers "natural affections," as in this passage 

from "Miscellaneous Reflections": 

The social or natural affections, which our author 
considers as essential to the health, wholeness, or 
integrity of the particular creature, are such as 
contribute to the welfare and prosperity of that 
whole or species, to which he is by Nature joined. 
All the affections of this kind our author compre-
hends in that single name of natural.13 

In the essay "Inquiry Concerning Virtue or Merit," 

Shaftesbury is concerned primarily with defining virtue, 

which, he says, "is itself no other than the love of order 

and beauty in society" (I, 279). He further iterates this 

view: 

We have found that, to deserve the name of good or 
virtuous, a creature must have all his inclinations 
and affections, his dispositions of mind and temper, 
suitable, and agreeing with the good of his kind, or 

13 
Anthony Ashley Cooper, 3rd Earl of Shaftesbury, 

Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, ed. 
John M. Robertson, 2 vols, in 1 (1900; rpt. New York: 
Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1964), II, 293. Subsequent 
references are to this edition, cited in the text by 
volume and page number only. 
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of that system in which he is included, and of which 
he constitutes a part. To stand thus well affected, 
and to have one's affections right and entire, not 
only in respect of oneself "but of society and the 
public, this is rectitude, integrity, or virtue. And 
to be wanting in any of these, or to have their 
contraries is depravity, corruption, and vice. 

(I, 280) 

On the question of exercise of power, Shaftesbury is 

certain that 

A public spirit can come only from a social feeling 
or sense of partnership with human kind. . . . And 
thus morality and good government go together. There 
is no real love of virtue, without the knowledge of 
public good. And where absolute power is, there is 
no public. (I, 72) 

Shaftesbury's concern for society, for social well-

being, reflects both a new ethical bias and also the 

convictions of a member of the aristocracy, a rank which 

had become more responsive and responsible during the 

latter seventeenth century, as C. A. Moore points out: 

One of the notable changes in English literature 
during the eighteenth century is a growth in 
altruism. It is a change which involves not only a 
breaking down of the old aristocratic indifference 
to the lower classes during the Restoration, but the 
establishment of a new ethical theory; literature 
displayed a broader human interest and assigned a 
new reason for its sympathy. It is usually assumed 
that the difference is due principally to the influx 
of French philosophy. This assumption at least 
minimizes the importance of a development which had 
taken place . . . before the general interest in 
Rousseau. The change, especially in poetry, is to 
be traced largely^, . . to the Characteristics of 
Lord Shaftesbury.14 

14 
"Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets in England, 

1700-1760," PMLA, 31 (1916), 264. 
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The ethics of brotherhood, was widely disseminated 

from 1700 to 1800 as a pattern of behavior expected of the 

gentleman. No longer was gentleman a mere empty title, 

but one which inferred true gentility, or goodness. In 

this sense, the Characteristics, along with the Spectator 

and such novels as Pamela, Tom Jones, or The Vicar of 

Wakefield, becomes courtesy literature, designed to teach 

morality. Shaftesbury makes his aim clear in "Miscel-

laneous Reflections": 

It has been the main scope and principle end of these 
volumes "to assert the reality of a beauty and charm 
in moral as well as natural subjects, and to demon-
strate the reasonableness of a proportionate taste 
and determinate choice in life and manners." 

(II, 344) 

Shaftesbury is responsible for temporalizing the ideas of 

innate goodness, benevolence, and morality put forth by 

the theologians who preceded him. In so doing, he makes 

their tenets palatable to the educated layman. Further-

more, his aesthetic approach to ethics positively affects 

the more creative minds of the poet, dramatist, and 

novelist, for whom the tracts and sermons of the theo-

logians lacked literary interest. Shaftesbury's concern 

for aesthetics is apparent in many places in the Charac-

teristics, most notably in his essay "Advice to an 

Author," wherein he advocates plainness as opposed to 

pedantry, "For even rude Nature itself, in its primitive 

simplicity, is a better guide to judgment than improved 
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sophistry and pedantic learning" (I, 215). And 

Shaftesbury's Platonism would attract the literary artist. 

In his "Essay on Wit and Humor" Shaftesbury equates truth 

and beauty: 

And thus, after all, the most natural beauty in the 
world is honesty and moral truth. For all beauty is 
truth. True features make the beauty of archi-
tecture; as true measures that of harmony and music. 

(I, 94) 

Platonism is, for Shaftesbury, nearly always joined to a 

common-sense ethic, and in this, his similarity to the 

Latitudinarians and to the Cambridge Platonists can be 

seen. Among the divines from whose works he quotes 

directly, or to whom he refers with the intimacy born of 

close reading, are Chillingworth, Cudworth, Henry More, 

Jeremy Taylor, Tillotson, and Toland. Of these, Cudworth, 

More, and Taylor are accorded extensive discussions in 

which Shaftesbury applauds particularly their attempts to 

remove superstition by placing religion on a reasonable, 

free-thinking base. Although nowhere does Shaftesbury 

deny the existence of God, his objections to enthusiasm, 

a term he uses as a synonym for fanaticism, led some of 

his contemporaries to accuse him of atheistic tendencies. 

During the reign of Queen Anne, Shaftesbury was not 

popularly accepted. The Queen's protection of the 

established church, the law against heresy (enacted in 

1697), and the Charity School Movement (to which 
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Shaftesbury objected because he saw it as a means of 

"bargaining" with God) were factors which proved unfavor-

able to him. The accession of George I cleared the way 

for his acceptance because at that time there was a 

sudden decline in the authority of the Church, and an 

open fight between deists and the orthodox produced a 

climate conducive to liberty of thought. Social reform 

was freed from dogmatic ecclesiastical control. Mande-

ville's Fable of the Bees was published, wherein was 

contained a coarse attack upon the Characteristics. This 

precipitated defensive replies from several important men, 

including John Dennis, William Law, Frances Hutcheson, 

15 

Berkeley, and Rousseau. An additional factor in 

Shaftesbury's rise to popularity was the publication of 

Pope's famous Essay on Man (1733-1734), which presented 

some of Shaftesbury's tenets in a well-received literary 

context. Shaftesbury's influence continued to be felt in 

literary circles. As C. A. Moore's useful study of the 

ethical poets demonstrates, James Thomson's Seasons (1740) 

reflects a direct influence from Shaftesbury concerning 

the idea that universal benevolence is the primary and 

most beautiful virtue, an idea which is then passed on 

indirectly to scores of others, one of the most important 

15 
C. A. Moore, "Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets," 

pp. 272-74. 
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being Mark Akenside, who argues against Hobbes and 

Mandeville in Book II, lines 246-62, of Pleasures of the 

Imagination (1742). Not only poets, but also novelists, 

essayists and dramatists, as well as other philosophers, 

display an indebtedness to Shaftesbury, among them 

Hutcheson, Butler, Hume, Adam Smith, Addison, Fielding, 

and, on the Continent, Voltaire, Diderot, Rousseau, 

Lessing, Kant, Wieland, Goethe, and Schiller.1^ 

Shaftesbury's religious ideas show a fairly close 

relationship to those of the Latitudinarians and thus his 

influence might have been felt in theology, particularly 

in the development of an ecumenical attitude, had not most 

orthodox Anglicans suspected Shaftesbury of agnosticism. 

At first, Shaftesbury appeared deistical because his 

starting point for a benevolist ethic rests upon the 

assumption that the deity is sufficiently revealed through 

natural, observable phenomena. Shaftesbury felt that the 

unaided reason is capable of recognizing God's existence. 

Such a view discourages faith in revelation, miracles, 

and, of course, does away with the necessity for elaborate 

ritual or theocratic laws. For Shaftesbury, the physical 

universe itself, its order and regularity, reveals God, a 

benevolent, loving and logical deity. Shaftesbury places 

stress on morality, not upon sacrament, Biblical 

16„ 
Grean, p. x. 
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absolutism, or sectarian episcopacy. But Shaftesbury's 

ethics cannot be thoroughly characterized as deistical. 

Unlike other deists, Shaftesbury sees God not as merely 

the Prime Mover of a mechanistic universe, but as a 

living, interacting force necessitating a personal faith 

and an internalized relationship. Shaftesbury believes 

that man has a sense of identity with God, an emotional 

sense almost like that of mysticism. This view places 

Shaftesbury to one side of the pure deists, closer to the 

more orthodox Christian sects. For Shaftesbury, hardly 

an atheist, nor even an agnostic, belief in deity has two 

major functions: to provide an exemplum of perfect 

goodness, and to provide a means through which the wrong 

passions (rage, lust, sadism) may be overcome by good 

nature, inherent in both deity and man. Shaftesbury 

claims for himself the title "Theist," which he defines 

as faith that "everything is governed, ordered, or regu-

lated for the best, by a designing principle or mind, 

necessarily good and permanent" (I, 240). God's character 

is the best-natured one in the world so that "the highest 

goodness must of necessity belong to him, without any of 

those defects of passion, those meannesses and imper-

fections which we acknowledge such in ourselves, which as 

good men we endeavour all we can to be superior to" 

(I, 29). Opposing those who imply the vengeful God of the 
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Old Testament, the angry God who punishes the sinful, 

Shaftesbury sees God as beneficent. 

To this we need only add, that as the ill character 
of a God does injury to the affections of men, and 
disturbs and impairs the natural sense of right and 
wrong, so, on the other hand, nothing can more 
highly contribute to the fixing of right appre-
hensions, and a sound judgment or sense of right and 
wrong, than to believe in a God who is ever and on 
all accounts represented such as to be actually a 
true model and example of the most exact justice and 
highest goodness and worth. Such a view of divine 
providence and bounty extended to all, and expressed 
in a constant good affection towards the whole, must 
of necessity engage us, within our compass and 
sphere, to act by a like principle and affection. 
And having once the good of our species or public in 
view, as our end and aim, 'tis impossible we should 
be misguided by any means to a false apprehension or 
sense of right or wrong. (I, 264-65) 

Shaftesbury finds the ideas of reward and punishment, of 

revenge and persecution, repugnant to deity. Man, like 

God, should be of kind disposition, good-humored (good-

natured) : 

We must not only be in ordinary good-humour, but in 
the best of humours, and in the sweetest, kindest 
disposition of our lives, to understand well what 
true goodness is, and what those attributes imply 
which we ascribe with such applause and honor to the 
Deity. We shall then be able to see best whether 
those forms of justice, those degrees of punishment, 
that temper of resentment, and those measures of 
offence and indignation, which we vulgarly suppose in 
God, are suitable to those original ideas of goodness, 
which the same Divine Being, Nature under him, has 
implanted in us, and which we must necessarily pre-
suppose, in order to give him praise, or honour in 
any kind. (I, 24-25) 

Shaftesbury's emphasis upon the goodness of God, and upon 

the necessity for man to emulate that goodness, leads him 
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to reject reward and punishment as reliable guarantors 

of morality. 

And so little thought is there of any immediate 
satisfaction arising from such good offices of life, 
that it is customary with many devout people to decry 
all temporal advantages of goodness, all natural 
benefits of virtue, and magnifying the contrary 
happiness of a vicious state, to declare "that except 
only for the sake of future reward and fear of future 
punishment, they would divest themselves of all good-
ness at once, and freely allow themselves to be most 
immoral and profligate." From whence it appears that 
in some respects there can be nothing more fatal to 
virtue than the weak and uncertain belief of a future 
reward and punishment. (I, 275) 

The substitution of a "this-worldly" ethic for the 

traditional Christian belief in an "other-worldly" ethic 

is one of the positions by which Shaftesbury most clearly 

temporalized Latitudinarian theology. Virtue's appeal is 

partly aesthetic; Shaftesbury finds an Epicurean delight 

in doing good; happiness thus produced is reward enough 

for virtue. Shaftesbury contends that man need have no 

knowledge of formal religion to experience the rewards of 

doing good. On the other hand, these rewards are not 

wholly, or merely, aesthetic, for "if virtue be not really 

estimable in itself" Shaftesbury can see "nothing esti-

mable in following it for the sake of a bargain." Good 

acts follow from innate good nature and "if the love of 

doing good be not, of itself, a good and right inclination, 

I know not how there can possibly be such a thing as good-

ness or virtue" (I, 66; emphasis added). A letter which 
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Locke wrote to Anthony Collins shortly before Locke's own 

death elicited the following view from Shaftesbury con-

cerning the question of immortality: 

But the sweet is living (it seems), mere living and 
doing just the ordinary animal offices of life, 
which good manners will no allow one to call by plain 
names . . . [and] other offices more immediately 
human, and of the rational kind, such as friendship, 
justice, generosity, acts of love, and such like, the 
exposing of life, health, or fortune, spending of it, 
throwing it away, laying it readily down for others. 
. . . I ask no other reward from heaven for that 
which is reward in itself. Let my being be continued, 
or discontinued, as in the main is best. The author 
of it best knows, and I trust Him with it.1' 

In keeping with his distrust of Calvinistic teachings, 

Shaftesbury attacked what he and others called "enthusi-

asm," the emotional aspects of evangelical Christianity. 

Shaftesbury had been interested in the Stoics in his 

younger days. Perhaps that fact, as well as his emphasis 

upon practical morality, made him very skeptical of 

zealots. In his "Inquiry Concerning Virtue or Merit," he 

reasons, 

For as the end of religion is to render us more 
perfect and accomplished in all moral duties and 
performances; if by the height of devout ecstasy and 
contemplation we are rather disabled in this respect, 
and rendered more unapt to the real duties and 
offices of civil life, it may be said that religion 
indeed is then too strong in us. (I, 287) 

Because social duty is one of the most important 

17 
Anthony, Earl of Shaftesbury, the Life, Unpub-

lished Letters^ and Philosophical Regimen, ed. Benjamin 
Rand (London: Swan Sonnenscheim and Co., Ltd., 1900), 
pp. 345-47. 
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requirements for Shaftesbury's good man, anything which 

hinders him from this task is to be condemned. Ill-humour 

itself is a detrimental passion, the result of needless 

anxiety and lack of self-control, for "good humour is not 

only the best security against enthusiasm, but the best 

foundation of piety and true religion" (I, 17). So 

strongly does Shaftesbury reject enthusiasm that, in at 

least one place, he seems to rank it with murder: 

For 'tis impossible that a cruel enthusiast, or 
bigot, a persecutor, a murderer, a bravo, a pirate, 
or any villain of less degree, who is false to the 
society of mankind in general, and contradicts 
natural affection, should have any fixed principle 
at all, any real standard or measure by which he can 
regulate his esteem, or any solid reason by which to 
form his approbation of any one moral act. And thus 
the more he sets up honour or advances zeal, the 
worse he renders his nature, and the more detestable 
his character. (I, 307) 

Shaftesbury's condemnation of zeal should not be read 

as a general condemnation of emotion. On the other hand, 

his obvious distrust of misplaced enthusiasm would suggest 

that those critics who categorize him as a sentimentalist 

have undervalued Shaftesbury's rational side. The crux of 

the problem lies in Shaftesbury's development of an ethics 

based upon the "affections," which many have read as 

synonymous with the "emotions." The most extensive and 

best-organized treatment of the affections to be found in 

the Characteristics is in the "Inquiry Concerning Virtue 

or Merit." Therein Shaftesbury uses the term affections 
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alternately with the term passions, but means by either 

merely "attraction to" as opposed to "repulsion from." 

This meaning for passion is in general use in the 

eighteenth century, and does not imply "emotion" in the 

sense of a free response, ungoverned by the reason. The 

Oxford English Dictionary lists as one meaning of the 

word passion "an aim or object pursued with zeal" (1732); 

zeal may have the meaning "eager desire, longing" (1697). 

The word emotion itself seems not to receive the anti-

rational connotation familiar to us today until well into 

the nineteenth century; prior to that time, the word often 

meant "a moving toward" (1695) or "any vehement or excited 

mental state" (1660). Furthermore, in Shaftesbury's 

system, sensible means merely "that which is discerned by 

the senses." Since man is a sensible creature, imbued 

with an innate attraction toward virtue and a repulsion 

from vice, Shaftesbury states that 

'Tis impossible to suppose a mere sensible creature, 
originally so ill-constituted and unnatural as that, 
from the moment he comes to be tried by sensible 
objects, he should have no one good passion towards 
his kind, no foundation either of pity, love, or 
social affection. 'Tis full as impossible to con-
ceive that a rational creature coming first to be 
tried by rational objects, and receiving into his 
mind the images or representations of justice, 
generosity, gratitude, or other virtue, should have 
no liking of these or dislike of their contraries, 
but be found absolutely indifferent towards whatso-
ever is presented to him of this sort. A soul, 
indeed, may as well be without sense as without 
admiration in the things of which it has any knowl-
edge. (I, 259-60) 
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This passage is an important illustration of something 

which can be seen repetitively in the Characteristics. 

The affections are natural, spontaneous forces of 

attraction, awakened almost the moment the creature 

18 

becomes sensible of his surroundings. Such affections 

include pity, love, and concern for others. At the same 

time, and in the same passage, the rational responses are 

listed as justice, generosity, gratitude, and "other 

virtue." Seldom does Shaftesbury speak of the natural 

affections without treating of the rational as well. It 

is apparent, for example, that the natural affection pity, 

when governed by reason, becomes justice, and, in the same 

way, love becomes generosity or benevolence. A convenient 

list of the affections influencing and governing the 

animal is given in the "Inquiry": 
1. The natural affections, which lead to the good of 

the public. 
2. Or the self-affections, which lead only to the 

good of the private. 
3. Or such as are neither of these, nor tending 

either to any good of the public or private, but 
contrary-wise; and which may therefore be justly 
styled unnatural affections. (I, 286) 

The unnatural affections are listed by Shaftesbury as 

sadism, malice, misanthropy, and superstition. 

1 ft 
Just at what time the human being achieves sensi-

bility is an interesting point not settled by most 
eighteenth-century psychologists. Here, it seems to be at 
birth. Sterne wondered if it occurred before birth (see 
Tristram Shandy, Vol, I, chap. 2), 
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Additionally, if the self-passion is carried to an 

extreme, such ills as tyranny or revenge may result 

(I, 331). Shaftesbury warns that love of praise, love of 

ease, and love of life may beget avarice, vanity, sloth, 

cowardice; self-interest carried beyond proper measure is 

harmful. However, a just moderation in favor of the 

natural (social) affections may put the self-interested 

passions to work for virtue (I, 317). Shaftesbury con-

siders the natural affections to be present in all men; 

those who display ill-nature simply have these affections 

in a lesser degree than do the good-natured. Thus, he 

believes, the unnatural affections, meeting with less 

resistance in the ill-natured, crowd out the natural 

affections, and the ill creature is "one who is wanting in 

right affections of force enough to carry him directly 

towards good, and bear him out against ill; or who is 

carried by other affections directly to ill and against 

good" (I, 250). 

The synopsis above points up what many detractors 

find inadequate in Shaftesbury, a sort of blindness to 

evil, I am not here concerned with justifying the ethics 

of the Characteristics, but with describing them as they 

will influence later writers, and consequently this 

"inadequacy" does not seem relevant. Many who follow 

Shaftesbury, spiritually as well as chronologically, would 
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be most willing to adopt his variation of the clockwork 

universe metaphor. 

'Tis hard that in the plan or description of this 
clockwork no wheel or "balance should be allowed on 
the side of the better and more enlarged affections; 
that nothing should be understood to be done in 
kindness or generosity, nothing in pure good-nature 
or friendship, or through any social or natural 
affections of any kind: when, perhaps, the main-
springs of this machine will be found to be either 
these very natural affections themselves, or a 
compound kind derived from them, and retaining more 
than one half of their nature. (I, 77) 

The natural affections are the basis of the universe, 

reflective of a natural harmony and beauty acknowledged by 

the inward eye. 

No sooner the eye opens upon figures, the ear to 
sounds, than straight the beautiful results and grace 
and harmony are known and acknowledged. No sooner 
are actions viewed, no sooner the human affections 
and passions discerned (and they are most of them as 
soon discerned as felt) than straight an inward eye 
distinguishes, and sees the fair and shapely, the 
amiable and admirable, apart from the deformed, the 
foul, the odious, or the despicable. (II, 137) 

This passage delineates the "moral sense" as clearly as 

Shaftesbury ever cares to portray it. The philosophy 

underlying this stance is optimistic, aesthetic, and neo-

classical—but not naive. The parenthetical portion of 

Shaftesbury's statement is easily overlooked, but 

extremely important. "Discernment" is a rational (intel-

lectual) act; the affections are as soon "discerned" as 

"felt." 
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That the natural affections have little to do with 

the "passions," as that term is usually interpreted, is 

made nowhere more clear than in the following passage from 

the "Inquiry," Here, Shaftesbury carefully avoids 

coupling "natural affection" with the word passion, a 

conscious separation of the two which he also makes in 

several other places: 

Satiety, perpetual disgust, and feverishness of 
desire attend those who passionately study pleasure. 
The best enjoy it who study to regulate their 
passions. And by this they will come to know how 
absolute an incapacity there is in anything sensual 
to please or give contentment, where it depends not 
on something friendly or social, something conjoined, 
and in affinity with kind or natural affection. 

(I, 311) 

Just as he rejected zeal in religion, which he considered 

a misplaced passion, so Shaftesbury rejected other mis-

placed passions. He is consistent in his plea for balance 

or moderation, even within the natural affections. 

And notwithstanding it may seem harsh to call that 
unnatural and vicious which is only an extreme of 
some natural and kind affection, yet 'tis most 
certain that wherever any single good affection of 
this sort is over-great, it must be injurious to the 
rest, and detract in some measure from their force 
and natural operation. For a creature possessed with 
such an immoderate degree of passion, must of neces-
sity allow too much to that one, and too little to 
others of the same character, and equally natural and 
useful as to their end. And this must necessarily be 
the occasion of partiality and injustice, whilst only 
one duty or natural part is earnestly followed, and 
other parts or duties neglected, which should accom-
pany it, and perhaps take place and be preferred. 

(I, 286) 
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Perhaps the best way to understand the role of reason 

in Shaftesbury's plan of human conduct is to try to 

establish the pattern of motivation he seems intent upon. 

That pattern may be outlined as follows: an experience 

of sense impression; response to sense impression, 

dependent upon the natural affections; elevation of the 

natural affections to social action through reason; and 

achievement of virtue, a higher order of moral action than 

is possible through the unaided affections. The end of 

this chain of motivation is attained through reason; the 

beginning originates in innate sensibility. "And thus we 

find how far worth and virtue depend on a knowledge of 

right and wrong, and on a use of reason, sufficient to 

secure a right application of the affections" (I, 255). 

To Shaftesbury, virtue is not the same as mere goodness, 

which is "within the reach and capacity of all sensible 

creatures," but is, rather, a quality "allowed to man 

only" (I, 251). Since only man can reason, virtue and 

reason here appear to be interlinked. 

In linking virtue with reason and passion with the 

natural affections, Shaftesbury follows a pattern which 

becomes more common as the century progresses, and one 

which had appeared as early as the Cambridge Platonists. 

The message is that prudence must govern good nature, and 

Shaftesbury makes that very point in the "Inquiry": "For 
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though we may vulgarly call an ill horse vicious, yet we 

never say of a good one, nor of any mere beast, idiot, or 

changeling, though ever so good-natured, that he is worthy 

or virtuous" (I, 251). Shaftesbury suspects that an 

excess of good nature may itself cause difficulties. If 

kindness or love is "immoderate and beyond a certain 

degree it is undoubtedly vicious. For thus over-great 

tenderness destroys the effect of love, and excessive pity 

renders us incapable of giving succour" (I, 250). 

Shaftesbury warns that to waste one's means upon every 

beggar is to reduce one's self to incapacity; lack of 

prudence is lack of justice. The worthy man is the 

balanced man, who must display 

a mind subordinate to reason, a temper humanised and 
fitted to all natural affections, and exercise of 
friendship uninterrupted, a thorough candor, 
benignity, and good nature, with constant security, 
tranquillity, equanimity. (II, 148) 

His reward is aesthetic pleasure, the pleasure of doing 

good, of being in harmony with society and with the 

natural universe, which is itself set in motion by love 

properly disseminated. 

Shaftesbury is perhaps the first philosopher to admit 

part of Hobbes's thesis in order to refute the main body 

of Hobbes's thought. By stating that the natural 

affections, activated into virtue through reason, are a 

source of great personal pleasure, Shaftesbury at once 
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admits self-love and denies selfishness. As with all 

other emotion, the affection towards private good may 

•become too violent, Shaftesbury realizes, thus disabling 

the natural affection toward social good. The resulting 

selfishness is a perversion of an otherwise natural and 

proper self-interest. 

Shaftesbury is certain that having the social or 

natural affections in operation is to experience immediate 

contentment and joy. This pleasure principle, however, in 

no way indicates hedonism. The pleasure is of a very high 

order, more Platonic than Epicurean, removed from the 

sensual and sensuous. Addressing Philocles in the 

"Moralists," Shaftesbury exclaims, 

how little do you know the extent and power of good-
nature, and to what an heroic pitch a soul may rise 
which knows the thorough force of it, and distribu-
ting it rightly, frames in itself an equal, just and 
universal friendship I (II, 38) 

Even in this exclamatory passage, Shaftesbury remembers 

prudence, the "distributing rightly" of good nature. 

The Characteristics may be seen as a part of the 

background from which the man of sensibility developed. 

In countless minor novels of the eighteenth century a 

sentimental man of benevolence appears, progressively 

deteriorating in his abilities to cope with the worldly 

reality surrounding him, approaching life as a melancholic, 

and sometimes either retreating as a hermit or simply 
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committing suicide.19 But Shaftesbury does not advocate 

pity, sympathy, self-sacrifice, melancholic suffering, or 

any other emotion which would deny to the man of affairs, 

the gentleman, the means of fulfilling his role as a 

judicious social benefactor, an amiable companion, a man 

of sense as well as a man of sensibility. The prototype 

created by Shaftesbury will appear in many imaginative 

works, not as Sir Charles Grandison nor as Asem the 

Manhater, but, with modifications suitable to the middle 

classes, as Tom Jones, Dr. Harrison, or the Man in Black. 

Although the list of those influenced in a positive 

way by Shaftesbury is long, there were others, primarily 

orthodox Anglicans whether secular or lay persons, who 

objected to the Characteristics on theological grounds. 

To illustrate the position taken against Shaftesbury, I 

will examine, briefly, John Brown's Essays on the Charac-

teristics, first published in 1751. It is ironic that 

Brown dedicates his volume to Ralph Allen, an important 

patron of Fielding, and a living example of just the sort 

of man Shaftesbury meant to praise. To Brown, Allen is 

the true Christian example of elevated humanity as opposed 

to the ideal set up by the secular philosophy of Shaftes-

bury, which assumes that man is at once more noble and 

19 
A discussion of the melancholic, sentimental hero 

or heroine may be found in James R. Foster's "The Abbe 
Prevost and the English Novel," PMLA, 42 (1927), 443-64. 
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more uniform in his natural affections "than is possible. 

Brown concludes that "[Shaftesbury's] system is visionary 

and groundless,11 based upon a view of human nature which 

is far too idealistic.20 Brown argues that Shaftesbury 

has dismissed religion as a moral guide, substituting for 

it the moral sense, an aesthetic principle insufficient to 
21 

guide man, who is naturally prone to folly or to sin. 

Brown reviews human nature and defines four types: 

And first, in Minds of a gentle and generous Dis-
position, where the sensual appetites are weak, the 
Imagination refined, and the benevolent Affections 
naturally predominant; these very Affections, and the 
Moral Sense arising from them, will in all the common 
Occurrences of Life secure the Practice of Virtue. 

Where the same Degrees of public Affection subsist, 
but stand opposed by sensual or selfish Passions of 
equal Violence, even here the Agent may rise to very 
high Degrees of Virtue, but not without the Aids of 
Discipline and Culture. . . . Without some strength-
ening Assistance, the Progress of the Mind towards 
Perfection is often broke by the Sallies of dis-
ordered Passion. . . . 

[Those who] love Retreat and Contemplation [whose] 
Passions are naturally weak or carefully guarded by 
what the World calls Prudence . . . [who require ] a 
Spur to Action. . . . 

[The inferior or common who display] Weak or nc 
Benevolence, a moral Sense proportionately dull, 
strong sensual Appetites, a clamorous Train of 
selfish Affections, these mixed and varied in endless 
combinations form the real Character of the Bulk of 

20 
John Brown, Essays on the Characteristics (1751; 

facs. rpt. Ann Arbor, Michigan: University Microfilms, 
1972), p. 204. 

21Ibid., pp. 229-37. 
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Mankind: not only in Cottages, but in Cities, 

Churches, Camps, and Courts .*-2. 

For this last group, the "bulk" of mankind, Brown insists 

that fear of punishment, the hope of Heaven and the terror 

of Hell, must be the moral force, a principle Shaftesbury 

strongly rejects as a kind of "bargaining" with God. 

Brown defines "prudence" as a negative quality, whereas 

Shaftesbury considers prudence the reasonable means to a 

balance of the affections. 

Although strongly critical of Shaftesbury in other 

things, Brown contends that "Virtue is no other than the 

Conformity of our Affections with the public Good: or the 

voluntary Production of the greatest Happiness" and that 

this principle is to be found in Shaftesbury, Clarke, and 

Wollaston alike.This comparison of the basic arguments 

of a "moral sense" philosopher with those of two "rational 

moralists," finds a strong and popular voice in Joseph 

Butler, Bishop of Durham, who managed to bring together 

empiricism, orthodox Christianity, and moral sense 

philosophy. Butler's most famous work, The Analogy of 

Religion, Natural and Revealed, to the Constitution and 

Course of Nature (1736), provides a bridge between the God 

of revelation of the orthodox and the Supreme Being, or 

mover, of the deist. The details of Butler's work need 

^Brown, pp. 206-8. ^Ibid., pp. 136-37. 
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not be of concern here, for it is in the sermons of Butler 

that benevolist ethics are preached, and it is through 

these sermons that the general public knew him best. In 

the introduction to the 1729 edition of fifteen of his 

sermons, Butler states that there are two ways to treat of 

morals, either by considering the "abstract relations of 

things" or by discussing "a matter of fact, namely what 

the particular nature of man is, its several parts, their 

economy or constitution; from whence it proceeds to deter-

mine what course of life it is, which is correspondent to 

this whole nature."2^ Butler believes that man is born 

to virtue and that vice is contrary to man's nature; vice 

is a violation not only of the laws of external nature, 

but also of laws innate within human nature. Butler 

approaches the problem of ethics by an informal, practical 

route which centers upon man rather than on "abstract 

relations of things." Like Shaftesbury and others who 

answered Hobbes, Butler insists that man is predisposed to 

benevolence and that self-interest merely implies 

o / 
Joseph Butler, Five Sermons Preached at the Rolls 

Chapel and a Dissertation upon the Nature of Virtue, ed. 
Stuart M. Brown, Jr. (New York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 
1950), p. 6. Subsequent references are to this edition, 
which reprints five of the original fifteen sermons of 
1729. The number of the original sermon from the 1729 
edition will be given in the text in Roman numerals, 
followed by the page number from the modern edition. 
References to the "Dissertation" will be given by page 
number only. 
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following a natural predisposition to good. One of the 

main purposes of Butler's sermons is to show that self-

love and benevolence are both inherent in man's nature 

and are not necessarily in conflict. As an orthodox 

Christian, Butler gives the highest regulatory position 

to conscience, whereas Shaftesbury proposed as a moral 

regulator an aesthetic sensibility, neo-Platonic in effect. 

Butler considers benevolence and self-love to be twin 

regulators of man in society, secondary to conscience, 

which may operate individually as well as societally. 

Like Shaftesbury, Butler identifies the passions with 

innate attractions toward certain objects or ends. The 

hierarchy he establishes begins with the particular 

affections; these are regulated in social situations by 

self-love and benevolence; these in turn must be in accord 

with the individual conscience, which serves as the final 

arbiter of actions. Like reason, conscience, for Butler, 

effects a distinction between man and beast. 

Self-love and benevolence appear frequently in 

Butler's sermons, often as complementary concepts, always 

as innate principles: 

First, there is a natural principle of benevolence 
in man, which is in some degree to society what 
self-love is to the individual. (I, 21-22) 

Men are so much one body that in a peculiar manner 
they feel for each other . . . from the social 
nature in general, from benevolence. . . . And 
therefore to have no restraint from, no regard to, 
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others . . . is the same absurdity as to suppose a 
hand or any part to have no natural respect to any 
other or to the whole body. (I, 28) 

But real benevolence to our fellow creatures would 
give us the notion of a common interest in a stricter 
sense; for in the degree we love another, his 
interest, his joys and sorrows, are our own. It is 
from self-love that we form the notion of private 
good and consider it as our own; love of our neighbor 
would teach us thus to appropriate to ourselves his 
good and welfare, to consider ourselves as having a 
real share in his happiness. Thus the principle of 
benevolence would be an advocate within our own 
breasts, to take care of the interests of our fellow 
creatures in all the interfering and competitions 
which cannot but be, from the imperfection of our 
nature, and the state we are in. (XII, 68) 

Because self-love and benevolence (social love) are so 

closely related, Butler, as well as Shaftesbury, finds 

that the pleasure we have in gratifying the self is 

inferior to the true happiness to be found in gratifying 

others; the pleasure principle is operative in both 

instances, but the larger the range of our benevolence, 

the greater the pleasure: 

. , . the temper of compassion and benevolence is 
itself delightful; and the indulgence of it, by doing 
good, affords new positive delight and enjoyment. 

(Ill, 47) 

In case of success, surely the man of benevolence 
hath as great enjoyment as the man of ambition; they 
both equally have the end of their affections, in the 
same degree, tended to; but in case of disappoint-
ment, the benevolent man has clearly the advantage, 
since endeavouring to do good, considered as a 
virtuous pursuit, is gratified by its own conscious-
ness, that is, is in a degree its own reward. 

(XI, 58) 

The short of the matter is no more than this: 
happiness consists in the gratification of certain 
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affections, appetites, passions, with objects which 
are by nature adapted to them. Self-love may indeed 
set us on work to gratify these, but happiness or 
enjoyment has no immediate connection with self-love, 
but arises from some such gratification alone, Love 
of our neighbor is one of those affections. This, 
considered as a virtuous principle, is gratified by 
a consciousness of endeavouring to promote the good 
of others; but considered as a natural affection, its 
gratification consists in the actual accomplishment 
of this endeavour, (XI, 60) 

In this last passage, Butler emphasizes the practical 

action, the good deed itself, rather than the theory of 

doing good, the "virtuous principle." Butler's emphasis 

throughout the sermons is upon the practicality of 

Christian ethics, and as did Shaftesbury, Butler cites 

Christ as "the perfect example of goodness in our own 

nature" and as one whose actions bespoke practical charity 

(XI, 65), 

Blind sympathy does not equal benevolence, in 

Butler's view. Reason dictates the exercise of prudence; 

the complex nature of man requires that choices be made, 

for as the form of the body is a composition of 
various parts, so likewise our inward structure is 
not simple or uniform, but a composition of various 
passions, appetites, affections, together with 
rationality, including in this last both the dis-
cernment of what is right and a disposition to 
regulate ourselves by it. (XII, 70) 

Reason and conscience serve the same purpose; although 

Butler does not define one in terms of the other, his 

discussions of each make these terms appear synonymous: 
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There is a principle of reflection in men by which 
they distinguish between, approve, and disapprove, 
their own actions. (I, 26) 

Thus, when benevolence is said to be the sum of 
virtue, it is not spoken of as a blind propension, 
but as a principle in reasonable creatures, and so 
to be directed by their reason; for reason and 
reflection comes into our notion of a moral agent. 

(XII, 77) 

Perhaps a better substitute for either "conscience" or 

"reason" in Butler's scheme of things is the reflection, 

or, as Butler frequently calls it, the "reflective 

faculty." This faculty offers judgment about which 

actions are to be taken and which are to be avoided. The 

most direct statements concerning reason or prudence made 

by Butler are to be found in "A Dissertation upon the 

Nature of Virtue," which forms an appendix to the third 

chapter of his Analogy. It is this section of the Analogy 

to which critics refer in placing Butler among the utili-

tarians in philosophy. Butler's concern with prudence is 

quite similar to that found in Shaftesbury; yet statements 

such as the following are common in modern criticism: 

Butler insisted that even though the conscience does 
not dominate, it must retain its authority of 
dominion, it must be a judgment somehow rational and 
over-individual, it must not be dissipated into mere 
feeling or inclination or taste, as with Shaftesbury 
and his followers.^5 

Such opinion notwithstanding, Shaftesbury would have been 

25 
Louis I. Bredvold, The Natural History of Sensi-

bility (Detroit, Michigan: Wayne State University Press, 
1962), p. 19, emphasis added. 
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perfectly comfortable with Butler's definition of 

prudence: 

It should seem that a due concern about our own 
interest or happiness, and a reasonable endeavour to 
secure and promote it, which is, I think, very much 
the meaning of the word "prudence" in our language— 
it should seem that this is virtue, and the contrary 
behaviour faulty and blamable, since, in the calmest 
way of reflection, we approve of the first, and 
condemn the other conduct, both in ourselves and 
others, (p, 85) 

It will be recalled that Shaftesbury condemned imprudent 

charity which could reduce the benefactor himself to 

poverty. The exercise of prudence in acts of benevolence 

is also stressed by Butler, although for him the object 

of charity becomes the focus of judgment: 

Particularly when persons come to poverty and dis-
tress by a long course of extravagance and after 
frequent admonitions, though without falsehood or 
injustice; we plainly do not regard such people as 
alike objects of compassion with those who are 
brought into the same condition by unavoidable 
accidents. From these things it appears that pru-
dence is a species of virtue, and folly of vice, 
meaning by "folly" somewhat quite different from 
mere incapacity—a thoughtless want of that regard 
and attention to our happiness which we had a 
capacity for, (p. 86) 

Butler's elevation of prudence to a virtue is perhaps 

stronger than Shaftesbury's recommendation of prudence as 

a check against undue enthusiasms, and later in the 

century, prudence will be granted a position similar to 

that given it by Butler, particularly in certain novels 

such as Tom Jones, Amelia, and The Vicar of Wakefield. 
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No one has presumed to call Butler a "polite pedant," 

yet his sermons do not markedly differ from much of 

Shaftesbury's work. Butler is as certain as Shaftesbury 

that God is the best-natured creature in the world and 

that man must emulate his maker, deriving joy from the 

harmony produced when the innate tendency to benevolence 

is expressed in moral action. With Shaftesbury, Butler 

says, "Nothing is more manifest than that being in good 

humour, which is benevolence whilst it lasts, is itself 

the temper of satisfaction and enjoyment" (XI, 59). And, 

with Shaftesbury, Butler explains evil as a blocking of 

man's innate good nature, for the degree of benevolence or 

compassion expressed in actions is proportionate to other 

affections which may at times gain ascendance, among these 

self-love, pride, or resentment (XII, 71). While I do not 

wish to suggest that Butler's ethics are derived from 

Shaftesbury any more than, say, Shaftesbury's are derived 

from the Latitudinarians, I do wish to call attention to 

the similarities which exist in Butler and Shaftesbury. 

Too often, Butler is treated as unique because he is 

thought to bring together empiricism, moral sense, ortho-

doxy, rationalism, benevolism, and so on. Of those styled 

"Shaftesbury's followers," Butler is felt to be the most 

rational, and this is largely due to two misconceptions: 

that Shaftesbury's ethics belong primarily to the "moral 
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sense" school and that Hutcheson and Hume totally dismiss 

reason in favor of sentiment or feeling, thus establishing 

a "school" of thought founded by Shaftesbury. Shaftesbury 

himself used the phrase "moral sense" infrequently and 

recognized the necessity of such moral guides as prudence 

could supply. It was such anti-Shaftesburians as John 

Brown who popularized the idea that the "moral sense" was 

an anti-Christian doctrine which would allow free-thinkers 

to sin as they saw fit and yet be morally comfortable in 

so doing. This false distinction between rationalism and 

sentimentalism, orthodox Christianity and the moral sense 

philosophy, has caused much difficulty, not only in inter-

preting the ethical philosophers themselves, but also in 

interpreting the novelists, essayists, and poets of the 

eighteenth century whose works reflect ethical concerns. 

In the only full-length work devoted to the good-natured 

man as a fictional character, John Keith Sheriff follows 

the path established by that false classification: 

Thus, as the century progressed, the sentimentalists 
won the field in ethical theory. The progression 
seems to have been from a morality based on God's 
commandments, to a morality based on nature, to a 
morality based on custom and social opinion. In the 
Cambridge Platonists and Latitudinarians, in 
Shaftesbury, Hume and Smith, sentimental ethics had 
a continuous development. All these writers except 
for the "rational" Platonists, placed their trust 
in the immediate and instinctive moral sentiment 
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or impulse as the supreme guide to happiness and 
goodness 

That the men cited by Sheriff are engaged in a "continuous 

development" of "sentimental ethics," except for the 

rational Platonists, is an erroneous idea. As has been 

amply demonstrated, Shaftesbury and other so-called 

sentimentalists never dismiss reason as a guide, particu-

larly for those men whose sensibilities are not so 

well-developed as the philosophers' own. The Latitudi-

narian divines did not abandon the belief that man required 

the aid of reason to insure the regulation of passion 

which would lead to a virtuous life. In the Preface to 

the Sermons of 1729, Butler himself states that Shaftesbury 

is, in the ma.in, authoritative and thus gives Shaftesbury 

a position not as a total sentimentalist, but as a 

reasonable philosopher. If the ethics under discussion is 

indeed a matter of purely instinctive response, of unaided 

sentiment, we might expect to see in Hutcheson and in Hume 

the full dismissal of the reason in favor of the senti-

ment. Therefore, an examination of the works of Francis 

Hutcheson (1694-1746) and of David Hume (1711-1776) will 

help to clarify the contributions of the moral sense 

school to the principles underlying the development of the 

good-natured man. 

Q /T 

"The Good-Natured Man in Eighteenth-Century 
Literature," Diss. Oklahoma 1972, pp. 36-37. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE LATER ETHICAL PHILOSOPHERS: 

HUTCHESON AND HUME 

The "moral sense school" of philosophy includes 

principally three men, Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, and Hume, 

With any artificially labelled "school," it is a simple 

matter to find dissimilarities, as well as similarities, 

among its proponents. In this instance the dissimilari-

ties are only matters of degree. Shaftesbury's adaptation 

of benevolist ethics from the Latitudinarians, his anti-

Hobbesian position on self-interest, and his concern with 

aestheticism, all appear in the later philosophies of 

Hutcheson and Hume. The latter, however, place more 

emphasis upon the capability of the aesthetic powers to 

discriminate between right and wrong; hence, the "moral 

sense" becomes not so much the utilitarian, benevolist 

ethic of Shaftesbury as an emotive ethical theory. 

Francis Hutcheson is the acknowledged disciple of 

Shaftesbury. In 1724, thirteen years after publication 

of the Characteristics, Hutcheson's most important and 

best-known work appeared, the full title of which is An 

Inquiry into the Originals of our Ideas of Beauty and 

Virtue; In Two Treatises• In Which the Principles of the 

104 
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late Earl of Shaftesbury are Explain'd and Defended . . . 

and the Ideas of Moral Good and Evil are establish'd, 

according to the Sentiments of the Ancient Moralists. 

With an Attempt to introduce a Mathematical Calculation in 

Subjects of Morality. This title not only announces an 

attempt to explain and to defend Shaftesbury, but incor-

porates two other important aims: that of establishing 

ideas of good and evil according to the ancient moralists 

and that of working out a moral arithmetic. Hutcheson has 

been characterized as a "sentimentalist" who substitutes 

a belief that conscience is a function of "our passional 

nature" for Butler's assumption that conscience is a 

function of the reason.1 But Hutcheson's interest in the 

ancient moralists and in the possibility of developing a 

mathematical formula for ethical behavior does not appear 

congruent with a complete substitution of passion for 

reason. The moral arithmetic which Hutcheson attempted 

to formulate displays a debt to Locke, whose empiricism 

can hardly be called a matter of sentiment. The classical 

moralists who were favorites of Hutcheson included Cicero, 

Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius, all of whom were 

either Stoics or men who showed interest in Stoic 

teachings, which make of acceptance a virtue and which 

^R. David Broiles, The Moral Philosophy of David 
Hume, 2nd ed. (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1969), p. 19. 



106 

counsel control of the passions. In his excellent 

biography of Hutcheson, W. R. Scott cautions us that 

Hutcheson was not the founder of a school, but a conveyor 

of doctrines who superimposed classical eclecticism upon 

modern philosophy. Scott says that 

[Hutcheson] borrows alike from Descartes, Locke, 
Wolff and Berkeley, so that the final result is. . . . 
a type of thought [which] could not be expected to 
be consistent, but [which] was eminently popular and 
educational, and therefore served its purpose as a 
philosophic enlightenment.2 

In order to ascertain just what impact Hutcheson's 

philosophy may have had upon literature, it is worthwhile 

to observe that Hutcheson's views have much in common with 

those already extant among the theologians and philosophers 

discussed in preceding chapters. In the same way in which 

Shaftesbury relies upon ideas and materials found in the 

Latitudinarians and in the Cambridge Platonists, Hutcheson 

does also. 

Very early in his career, about 1719, the young 

Grancis substituted for his clergyman father at Armagh. 

The youthful minister created a peer impression among the 

conservative church elders, if we may give credence to 

this report from one of them commiserating with the senior 

Reverend Hutcheson concerning his son's obvious lunacy: 

2 
William R. Scott, Francis Hutcheson: His Life, 

Teaching and Position in the History of Philosophy (1900; 
rpt. New York: Augustus M. Kelley, 19^6), p. 250. 
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We a' feel muckle wae for your mishap, Reverend Sir, 
but it canna be concealed. Your silly loon, Frank, 
has fashed a' the congregation wi' his idle cackle; 
for he has been babbling this oor aboot a gude and 
benevolent God, and that the sauls o' the heathens 
themsels will gang to Heeven, if they follow the 
licht o' their ain consciences. Not a word does the 
daft boy ken, speer, nor say aboot the gude auld 
comfortable doctrines o' election, original sin and 
faith.3 

The Calvinistic audience for Hutcheson's earliest sermons 

must have indeed found his preaching about a benevolent 

God little short of heresy, but in deference to their 

regular minister simply characterized the boy as "daft." 

The Latitudinarians, it will be recalled, were also 

attacked for their Pelagianism. Following the light of 

conscience, assured of the benevolence of God, and dis-

missing the idea of divine reward or punishment as a spur 

to belief, the Latitudinarians viewed man's relationship 

to God in a way very much like that which Hutcheson 

adopts. Furthermore, the ecumenical attitude of the 

Latitudinarians is identical to that adopted by Hutcheson 

when, in a letter to his father dated August 4, 1726, he 

pursues the question of conformity to Episcopacy as 

opposed to Presbyterian dissent: 

The ecclesiastical power, in any body associated, 
seems to me founded in the same manner with the 
civil; and, to oblige all who have consented to it 
once, to obedience, unless where the abuse of power 
is so great as to overbalance all the advantages of 

" X 

Stuart, History of Armagh (Newry, 1819), pp. 488-89, 
as cited by Scott, pp. 20-21, 



108 

the government, and to compensate all the disorders 
arising from an alteration of it. I imagine both 
to be in the same manner from God, who requires of 
us to do whatever may tend to the general good, and 
particularly to submit the ordinary debated points, 
either about civil or ecclesiastical matters, to the 
cognizance of arbitrators, chosen by ourselves, and 
limited according to our prudence 

As a matter of fact, Hutcheson did not elect to conform, 

but his response to either civil or ecclesiastical power 

is a reasoned one. His view that we must do whatever 

tends to the general good is clearly parallel to that 

stated repeatedly by Shaftesbury and very much in keeping 

with the sort of utilitarianism exhibited by Butler. 

By 1730 Hutcheson had gained respect enough to be 

awarded the chair of moral philosophy at Glasgow Univer-

sity. Here, Hutcheson began a career which made of 

teaching an art. He himself served as an example of the 

ethics he proposed, and, like Butler, preferred the study 

of practical human nature to the study of the abstract 

relations of things. He was active in guiding his 

students outside the lecture hall as well as inside it. 

A series of letters concerning one student, named Haliday, 

describes Hutcheson's battle to save the boy from ending 

up in debt and, consequently, from having to enter the 

army. Of particular interest is an account of Haliday's 

behavior from a letter to Thomas Drennen, written from 

"̂As cited by Scott, p. 44. 
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Glasgow on April 12, 1742: 

There's another point you must manage and discreetly 
as you can. About this time two years, I had given 
[Haliday] four guineas, to give as compensation to a 
very worthy lad, one Whitley, who had assisted him 
all the preceding winter. He had offered it, as I 
hear, but at the same time made such intreaties and 
representations of his distress, how to clear some 
little debts, that Mr. Whitley returned it to him, 
for that purpose. Whitley is a very worthy lad and 
indigent, 'tis quite wrong he should want it. I 
cannot give Mrs. Haliday the pain of writing this to 
her now, but you can take a proper season for it.5 

Hutcheson is concerned for three people: the boy Haliday, 

a somewhat profligate youth whom Hutcheson did eventually 

manage to redeem; Whitley, who had served as tutor to 

Haliday and who deserves his just financial reward; and 

Haliday's mother, whom Hutcheson wishes to spare undue 

embarrassment. This practical benevolence of Hutcheson 

extended not only to his students but to many others. In 

a letter to his friend, the Reverend Thomas Steward, on 

February 12, 1740, Hutcheson shows not just sympathy, but 

also empathy: 

I have the most tender sympathy with you in the 
fortunes of your family, and particularly the loss 
of your son, if such a death should be called a loss, 
the bitter sense of which can endure but for a short 
time, and be succeeded by eternal joy, when we return 
along with him, to our Heavenly Father, the source of 
all that's amiable and excellent. 

I have the more tender feelings with you in this 
matter that I have often experienced the like acci-
dents of mortality, having been married now 15 years, 
and having only one boy surviving of seven children, 
born to me of a very agreeable woman. I bless God 

^As cited by Scott, pp. 73-74. 
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for the one he has spared to me, and that he has no 
bad genius. If he proves a wise and good man, I am 
very well in this world. 

Since my settlement in this College . . . I hope 
I am contributing to promote the more moderate and 
charitable sentiments in religious matters, in this 
country; where yet there remains too much warmth and 
animosity about matters of no great consequence to 
reall Religion. We must make allowances for the 
power of Education and have indulgence to the weak-
nesses of our brethren." 

The last section of this letter underscores the liberality 

and tolerance of Hutcheson, qualities which led him to ask 

that his name be withheld as the donor of money to buy 

books for an Irish presbytery. His generous gift should 

remain anonymous, he states, in a letter dated November, 

1743, because he had already become known as the "New 

Light" at Edinburgh and did not wish to prejudice the 

7 

cause of those who accepted his gift. Hutcheson's 

generosity extended also to his relatives, even those 

whose behavior he could hardly condone. When a cousin 

was charged with manslaughter, probably as the result of 

a duel, Hutcheson secured homes for some of the younger 

children and paid the transportation charges to send the 
g 

rest of the family to Pennsylvania for a new start. 

Hutcheson's benevolence is a practical and concrete 

manifestation of his philosophy and of his religious 
^MS, Magee College, Londonderry, as cited by Scott, 

. 133-34. 

Scott, p. 136. 8Ibid. 

PP 
7 



Ill 

tolerance. While never losing sight of the practical, 

Hutcheson tends to write more abstractly in his formal 

treatises than do the more empirical philosophers. To 

understand fully what Hutcheson meant by the "moral sense" 

(and he is the first to define it), we must turn to the 

Inquiry into Beauty and Virtue, the preface of which 

presents an important system of classification: 

Those Determinations to be pleas'd with any Form or 
Ideas which occur to our observation, the Author 
chuses to call SENSES; distinguishing them from the 
Powers which commonly go by that Name, by calling 
our Power of perceiving the Beauty of Regularity, 
Order, Harmony, an INTERNAL SENSE; and that Deter-
mination to be pleas'd with the Contemplation of 
those Affections, Actions, or Characters of rational 
Agents, which we call virtuous, he marks by the name 
MORAL SENSE.9 

In a later work in 1728, Hutcheson classifies the senses 

in more detail, including as one group the traditional 

five physical senses. He then delineates five other 

senses: the internal sense (aesthetic pleasure or pain); 

the public sense (a tendency to be pleased with the 

happiness of others); the moral sense (perception of 

virtue or of vice in oneself or in others); the sense of 

honor (pleasure in the approbation of others); the sense 

of decency and dignity (a realization of the comparative 
q 

Francis Hutcheson, "An Inquiry into the Original of 
our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue," Collected Works, ed. 
Bernhard Fabian (1725; facs. rpt. Hildesheim: Georg 01ms 
Verslagsbuchhandlung, 1971), I, vi. Subsequent references 
are to this volume and edition, cited in the text by page 
number only. 
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nobility of actions).10 From these two separate accounts 

it is clear that Hutcheson is far more concerned with what 

might be called the aesthetic discrimination (not unlike 

the "taste" of the neo-classical period) than with 

empirical observations, That which he terms the "internal 

sense" has to do with perceiving beauty, that beauty which 

proceeds from recognition of regularity, order, or harmony. 

The other senses are the "moral senses," by which he seems 

to mean motivations proceeding from aesthetic perceptions. 

Hutcheson's theory of the moral sense, like Shaftesbury's 

ethics, is best understood by tracing the steps from 

perception to action. These steps Hutcheson traces in the 

first section of his Inquiry into Beauty and Virtue 

(pp. 1-14). First, one perceives external objects. Each 

object perceived produces a single, simple idea. These 

simple ideas Hutcheson believes are the only ones dis-

cussed by most philosophers. The idea of color, for 

example, is a simple perception, according to Hutcheson. 

By accumulation of several simple ideas and by finding 

analogues among them, a man produces a compound idea. 

Thus, Hutcheson believes that compound ideas are as much a 

matter of direct sense impression as are simple ideas, 

10Francis Hutcheson, An Essay on the Nature and 
Conduct of the Passions and Affections with Illustrations 
on the Moral Sense, ed. Paul McReynolds, 3rd ed. (1742; 
facs. rpt. Gainesville, Florida: Scholar's Facsimiles and 
Reprints, 1969), passim. 
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since compound ideas are formed as a result of "the com-

bining of simple sense impressions. For Hutcheson all 

sense impressions produce pleasure or pain. The pleasure-

pain principle, he reasons, is inherent in aesthetic 

judgment, which usually operates to distinguish the value 

of complex ideas, just as a pleasure or pain reaction 

enables us to distinguish the value of a simple idea, or 

sense impression. Some simple objects cause immediate 

pleasure, since they strike our sense of beauty instan-

taneously. In the same manner, more complex ideas, such 

as morality, strike our senses directly, and we respond 

with pleasure or pain. For convenience Hutcheson labels 

the purely physical senses "external" and the aesthetic 

senses "internal," but he considers both to be identical, 

since both have the same basis in the pleasure-pain 

response. Hutcheson reasons that all men have external 

senses; external and internal senses have the same attri-

butes and arise from the same sources; hence, all men have 

an aesthetic sense. This aesthetic sense Hutcheson terms 

the "moral sense." Because the moral sense is an innate 

response, with which all men are endowed, Hutcheson 

assumes that it cannot be taught. Education or reward 

and punishment systems, he asserts, may modify the desire 

for beauty, but do not modify the moral sense which auto-

matically responds to the presence of beauty. Beauty 
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Itself he defines as either original or comparative, 

absolute or relative. Original, absolute beauty is found 

in the objects of nature; comparative, relative beauty is 

found in imitations of nature. Thus, for Hutcheson, 

aesthetic appreciation of the arts, exercise of moral 

judgment, and even moral action itself are types of 

complex ideas in which comparative, relative beauty 

exists. Hutcheson finds that a correspondence exists 

between sense impressions of simple, natural objects and 

sense impressions of complex imitations of nature. He 

therefore concludes that all men, because they are endowed 

with an innate perception of what is beautiful, will 

naturally respond to, and approve, benevolence, virtue, 

and other ethical values because these complex ideas are 

manifestations of the order, harmony, and regularity of 

the external universe to which man responds with his 

external senses, immediately and without guidance. At 

this point in his reasoning, Hutcheson seems to incor-

porate the doctrine of correspondences which is an 

integral part of the concept of the Great Chain of Being. 

Further into the Inquiry, Hutcheson states that "The 

internal Sense is a passive Power of receiving Ideas of 

Beauty from all Objects in which there is Uniformity 

amidst Variety" (p. 75). 
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While Hutcheson's theory of the moral sense is 

difficult to comprehend, particularly if one is unwilling 

to accept the notion that ethics is a matter of aesthetics, 

his more practical pronouncements about benevolence are 

far more easily understood, Hutcheson fails to make clear 

that which Shaftesbury simply left unstated—the origins 

of our ideas of beauty and virtue. But when Hutcheson 

turns to the concrete observation of human behavior rather 

than to questions of motivation, he becomes plain, and 

this is the point at which he most clearly resembles 

Shaftesbury, A fault in both philosophers is that they 

seem unable to explain adequately the foundation of their 

beliefs. In terms of their influence upon creative 

literature, however, this obscurity seldom becomes rele-

vant, for it is observation of human behavior which holds 

the attention of the novelist or dramatist, and, as 

Hutcheson himself realized, 

Where we are studying to raise any Desire, or 
Admiration of an Object really beautiful, we are not 
content with a base Narration, but endeavour, if we 
can, to present the Object itself, or the most 
lively Image of it. And hence it is that the Epic 
Poem, or Tragedy, give a vastly greater Pleasure than 
the Writings of Philosophers, tho both aim at recom-
mending Virtue. The representing the Actions 
themselves, if the Representation be judicious, 
natural, and lively, will make us admire the Good, 
and detest the Viti'ous, the Inhuman, the Treacherous, 
and Cruel, by means of our moral Sense, without any 
Reflections of the Poet to guide our Sentiments. It 
is for this reason that Horace has justly made Knowl-
edge in Morals so necessary to a good Poet. 

("inquiry, p. 24l) 
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This passage is tantalizing because of the questions it 

raises concerning the necessity for authors to know 

morals, the nonefficacy of authorial commentary, and the 

role of the reader's moral sense in making aesthetic 

judgments, Hutcheson believes that the philosopher should 

supply the "base narration" of ethical ideals; the poet 

should supply the "lively" image. Hence, the poet takes 

from the philosopher only that which may be transmuted 

into an image of morality, For Hutcheson, that image is 

the same as it was for Butler, Shaftesbury, the Latitudi-

narians, and others, who saw benevolence as the foundation 

of all other practical morality. 

Hutcheson belongs to the benevolist tradition, for 

he states that "the universal Foundation of this moral 

Sense [is] Benevolence" (Inquiry, p. 179), a benevolence 

which does not proceed from self-interest alone, but from 

universal human ties. Hutcheson believes that man's 

pleasure in receiving benefits is far less than the 

pleasure he derives from "Love, Humanity, Gratitude, 

Compassion, or a Study of the good of others, and a 

Delight in their Happiness, altho' it were in the most 

distant Part of the World, or in some past Age" (Inquiry, 

p. 111). Such benevolence, for Hutcheson, is universal, 

and the cardinal virtues of Temperance, Courage, Prudence, 

and Justice are virtues only when they promote the public 
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good (Inquiry, pp. 126-27). Like Shaftesbury, Hutcheson 

regards a system of rewards and punishments as beneath 

man's dignity. God does not bargain with men, but rather 

instills in men the same principles of goodness as exist 

in the divine character. These innate principles need 

merely to be aroused; reason may help a man determine a 

particular course of action, but "Virtue itself, or good 

Dispositions of Mind, are not directly taught, or produc'd 

by Instruction; but are the Effect of the great Author of 

all things, who forms our Nature for them" (Inquiry, 

p. 253). Hutcheson, who considers the moral sense to be 

an innate disposition, nevertheless assumes that moral 

actions are a matter of the conscious will, or reason, 

particularly when these actions involve the "public good": 

The moral Beauty of Characters arises from their 
Actions, or sincere Intentions of the publick Good, 
according to their Power. . . . not some few acci-
dental Motions of Compassion, natural Affection, or 
Gratitude; but such a fix'd Humanity, or Desire of 
the publick Good of all, to whom our Influence can 
extend, as uniformly excites us to all Acts of 
Beneficence, according to our Prudence and Knowledge 
of the Interests of others; and a strong Benevolence 
will not fail to make us careful of informing our-
selves right, concerning the truest Methods of 
serving the Interests of Mankind. (Inquiry, pp. 174-75) 

Although Hutcheson equates public-spirited action with an 

exercise of the reason, he nevertheless believes that 

social institutions are created by men to gratify the 

"generous inclination" of instinctive good nature; reason 

merely guides the "manner" of that gratification: 
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Surely, the Supposition of a benevolent universal 
Instinct, would recommend human Nature, and its 
Author,more to the Love of a good Man, and leave 
room enough for the Exercise of our Reason, in 
contriving and settling Rights, Laws, Constitutions; 
in inventing Arts, and practicing them so as to 
gratify, in the most effectual manner, that generous 
Inclination. (Inquiry, p. 177) 

Hutcheson does make the moral sense an affectional 

response rather than a function of reason. This does not 

mean, however, that reason has no place in his system of 

ethics. As have all the philosophers and theologians in 

the benevolist tradition, Hutcheson cites the need for 

prudence: 

Hence, the Love of unjust Enemys, is counted among 
the highest Virtues: Yet when our Benevolence to the 
Evil encourages them in their bad Intentions, or 
makes them more capable of Mischief; this diminishes 
or destroys the Beauty of the Action, or even makes 
it evil, as it betrays a Neglect of the Good of 
others more valuable; Beneficence toward whom, would 
have tended more to the publick Good, than that 
toward our injurious Favourites: But Benevolence 
toward evil Characters, which neither encourages 
them, nor enables them to Mischief, nor diverts our 
Benevolence from Persons more useful, has as much 
moral Beauty as any whatsoever. (Inquiry, p. 163) 

To decide what objects should receive the benevolence 

activated by the moral sense is, in Hutcheson's view, a 

function of reason. While Hutcheson considers universal 

benevolence a mandate of divinity, judicious application 

of that mandate is a requirement of humanity. In a work 

less formidable than his Inquiry into Beauty and Virtue, 

Hutcheson discusses further the exercise of prudence: 
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About our estates or worldly goods two virtues are 
employed, frugality, which consists in a wise manage-
ment of them for honourable purposes, and liberality, 
which excites us to acts of kindness to others. The 
former is absolutely necessary to the exercise of the 
latter. . . .H 

Hutcheson's concern for the proper exercise of 

benevolence is in keeping with that of the other philoso-

phers already cited in this work, notably Butler. 

Hutcheson's moral sense, on the other hand, is not 

equivalent to good nature, which Hutcheson generally 

considers simply an amiable quality parallel to cheerful-

ness, external deportment, or generosity. For Hutcheson 

good nature is a result of, not a motive for, benevolence, 

the single great moral virtue. He does view the moral 

sense itself, however, as innate, aesthetic, divine, and 

universal—qualities attached to good nature by Shaftes-

bury. And, in discussing the "Golden Age" in Scotland, 

H. ¥. Thompson theorizes that one important reason for 

the great popular success of James Macpherson's Fingal 

(1762) and Temora (1763) was Hutcheson's faith in the 

natural goodness of man. As Thompson sees it, if one 

finds little evidence of goodness around him, he must 

assume that man has been corrupted by society and must 

then look to noble savages or to Ossianic heroes "full of 

"^"A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy," 
Collected Works, ed. Bernhard Fabian (1747; facs. rpt. 
Hildesheim: Georg 01ms Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1971), IV, 
94. 
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the most chivalrous sentiments and endowed with the most 

delicate sensibility."12 Perhaps the realization that 

institutions may corrupt, rather than be the result of, 

natural goodness, establishes the distinctive difference 

between Hutcheson and Shaftesbury. 

David Hume represents the final step from a belief 

in reason to a belief in sentiment as a guide to ethical 

behavior. To reach the perspective attained by Hume, 

several transformations had to occur in moral philosophy 

from about 1670 to the time of Hume's major publications, 

from 1740 to 1760. Hume is, of all major eighteenth-

century philosophers, the most skeptical about the powers 

of the reason as a moral guide. The Cambridge Platonists, 

for example, had insisted that, while God granted man an 

innately good nature which could respond to the beauties 

of virtue and find much pleasure in doing good, it was the 

reason which was the best judge of what actions should be 

taken. The reason as a guide to moral actions was first 

called into question by such natural law moralists as 

Locke, who determined that reason is useful in inter-

preting the natural order, but that nature's fixed laws 

themselves operated as a guide for conduct and thus man's 

12 
H. ¥. Thompson, A Scottish Man of Feeling: Some 

Account of Henry Mackenzie of Edinburgh and the Golden 
Age of Burns and Scott (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1931), pp. 50-51. 
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natural instincts might suffice as a moral guide. Locke's 

theory of the natural order was re-interpreted "by Shaftes-

bury, his pupil, who emphasized the psychology of man. 

Shaftesbury saw man as a virtuous creature whose reason 

would second his natural instincts for beauty and pleasure. 

The reason, Shaftesbury believed, finds truth and beauty 

in the natural order, to which the instincts or passions 

have already responded; pleasure, both intellectual and 

emotional, thus results from ethical actions, which are in 

harmony with the natural law. Hutcheson, who knew 

Shaftesbury's work well, continued to emphasize the 

aesthetic aspects of virtuous action, and made the plea-

surable responses of the moral sense the sole motives to 

virtue, while yet acknowledging the reason as a means 

efficacious in the establishment of laws and other social 

institutions. In Hutcheson's view pleasure is obtained 

by pursuing love and benevolence, the cardinal virtues. 

Only one factor remained constant in these several philos-

ophies, and that was the pleasure principle. Virtue 

equals pleasure; man naturally seeks pleasure and avoids 

pain. How man perceives pleasure is a moot question; for 

some, it is primarily a matter of reason; for others, 

sensation is the key. For David Hume, morality is a 

matter of the senses, not of the reason. Virtue is 

distinguished from vice by the particular pleasures or 
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pains produced by either; the reason cannot make moral 

distinctions. With this attitude, Hume may be considered 

the most extreme advocate of emotion as a moral guide 

among the eighteenth-century philosophers. Yet in his 

private life and in many of his essays, Hume exhibits an 

interest in prudence which hardly differs from that of the 

Cambridge Platonists, whose concern for reason is not 

disputed. 

Hume was influenced directly by Hutcheson, whose 

kindnesses to the younger philosopher included intro-

ducing him to Hutcheson's own bookseller, Thomas Longman, 

when Hume was searching for a reliable publisher for his 

Discourse Concerning Morals in 1740. Hume, in turn, 

influenced Adam Smith, the philosopher of economics who 

acquired the chair of moral philosophy at Glasgow six 

years after Hutcheson's retirement from that position. 

According to Smith, Hume had a balanced nature and was 

prudent in his generosity. In a letter to William Strahan 

on November 9, 1776, Smith praises Hume for these 

qualities: 

His temper, indeed, seemed to be more happily 
balanced, if I may be allowed such an expression, 
than that of perhaps any other man I have ever known. 
Even in the lowest state of his fortune, his great 
and necessary frugality never hindered him from 
exercising upon proper occasions, acts both of 

13 
See Scott, pp. 119-20, for a letter concerning 

this transaction. 
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charity and generosity. It was frugality founded, 
not upon avarice, "but upon the love of independency. 
The extreme gentleness of his nature never weakened 
either the firmness of his mind, or the steadiness 
of his resolutions. His constant pleasantry was the 
genuine effusion of good-nature and good-humour, 
tempered with delicacy and modesty, and without even 
the slightest tincture of malignity, so frequently 
the disagreeable source of what is called wit in 
other men. It never was the meaning of his raillery 
to mortify. . . . that gaiety of temper, so agreeable 
in society, but which is so often accompanied with 
frivolous and superficial qualities, was in him 
certainly attended with the most severe application, 
the most extensive learning, the greatest depth of 
thought. . . .1̂  

While this accolade might be dismissed as praise from a 

disciple, Hume's own modest assessment of himself may be 

taken to support the idea that he was not a man given 

over to passion. In the autobiographical essay, "My Own 

Life," written on April 18, 1776, Hume states, 

I was . . . a man of mild dispositions, of command 
of temper, of an open, social, and cheerful humor, 
capable of attachment, but little susceptible of 
enmity, and of great moderation in all my passions. 
Even my love of literary fame, my ruling passion, 
never soured my temper, notwithstanding my frequent 
disappointments. My company was not unacceptable to 
the young and careless, as well as to the studious 
and literary. . . .15 

Even the argumentative James Boswell was unable to upset 

Hume's habitual equanimity. In their last interview on 

14 
"Supplement," Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, 

ed. Norman Kemp Smith (New York"; Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 
1947), pp. 247-48. 

15 
An Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals; 

With a Supplement, a Dialogue, ed. Charles W. Hendel 
(1751; rpV. New York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1957), 
p. 10. 
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March 3, 1777, when Hume was near death, Boswell chal-

lenged Hume's skeptical attitude concerning immortality, 

and in the discussion, of course, brought up Dr. Johnson, 

no favorite of Hume. But Hume remained calm, and Boswell 

later used Hume's attitude to excuse his own crudeness in 

having brought up the subject of immortality at such an 

unfortunate time: 

I was off my guard; for the truth is that Mr. Hume's 
pleasantry was such that there was no solemnity in 
the scene; and Death for the time did not seem 
dismal. It surprised me to find him talking of 
different matters with a tranquillity of mind and a 
clearness of head which few men possess at any 

time. 

Ample space in critiques of Hume has been given over 

to discussions of his rejection of rationalism. On the 

other hand, few have revealed his interest in prudence, 

which is a function of the mind rather than of the heart. 

Granted, Hume's essays are meant to establish "that moral 

distinctions are matters of an emotional response rather 
17 

than of a rational perception in any strict sense." 

Hume was critical of the rationalists, particularly on 

three points: moral distinctions are founded neither on 

matters-of-fact nor on associations of ideas, and, hence, 
16 
Private Papers of James Boswell, ed. Frederick 

Pottle, XII (1931), 227-32, as cited in "Appendix A" of 
Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, p. 78. 

17 
William Curtis Swabey, Ethical Theory from Hobbes 

to Kant (New York: Philosophical Library, 1961), p. 148. 
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reason is no moral criterion; reason determines only the 

means to an end, but sense discovers the end itself; 

18 

reason does not serve to excite one to action. Hume's 

main argument in the Treatise of Human Nature, Book III, 

(1740) proceeds with this logical sequence: moral judg-

ments, rules, or precepts excite the passions, produce or 

prevent actions; reason, by itself, cannot produce or 

prevent actions; therefore, the rules of morality are not 

conclusions of the reason."^ Skeptical as he was of the 

powers of human reason, Hume believed that such virtues 

as justice, for example, were not the result of obedience 

to a natural moral law but the result of man's being moved 

by sympathy or benevolence to approve of virtuous behavior 

in other men. For him, as for Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, 

the aesthetic sense and pleasure are involved in morality. 

But for Hume, this sense is the whole motive to action, 

whereas for Shaftesbury, and perhaps for Hutcheson at 

times, reason may also direct one to perform a good or 

benevolent act. Hume plainly dismisses reason as a motive 

to action: 
Reason, being cool and disengaged, is no motive to 
action, and directs only the impulse received from 
appetite or inclination by showing us the means of 
attaining happiness or avoiding misery. Taste, as 
it gives pleasure or pain, and thereby constitutes 

"^Broiles, p. 24. "^Ibid., p. 4. 
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happiness or misery, becomes a motive to action and 
is the first spring or impulse to desire and 

volition.20 

While Hume is skeptical about man's capacity for reason, 

he is not by any means a follower of Hobbes. Hume is sure 
that man is endowed with innate sympathy: 

It is needless to push our researches so far as to 
ask, why we have humanity or a fellow-feeling with 
others? . . . No man is absolutely indifferent to the 
happiness and misery of others. The first has a 
natural tendency to give pleasure, the second pain. 
This everyone may find in himself. It is not prob-
able that these principles can be resolved into 
principles more simple and universal whatever 
attempts have been made to that purpose.21 

Hume is as concerned with universal benevolence as 

are the other ethical philosophers. His somewhat rhapsodic 

statement on the subject reminds the reader of many similar 

passages in sermons: 

We may observe that in displaying the praises of' any 
humane, beneficent man there is one circumstance 
which never fails to be amply insisted on—namely, 
the happiness and satisfaction derived to society 
from his intercourse and good offices. To his parents 
we are apt to say, he endears himself by his pious 
attachment and duteous care still more than by the 
connection of nature. His children never feel his 
authority but when employed to their advantage. With 
him, the ties of love are consolidated by beneficence 
and friendship. The ties of friendship approach, in 
a fond observance of each obliging office, to those 
of love and inclination. His domestics and depen-
dents have in him a sure resource, and no longer 
dread the power of fortune but so far as she 

20 
Hume, "Concerning Moral Sentiment," Appendix I to 

An Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, p. 112. 
21 
An Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, 

footnote by Hume, p. 47. 
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exercises it over him. From him the hungry receive 
food, the naked clothing, the ignorant and slothful 
skill and industry. Like the sun, an inferior 
minister of Providence, he cheers, invigorates, and 
sustains the surrounding w o r l d . 2 2 

This portrait is that of a good-natured man, a moral man. 

Hume, like others, equates benevolence with virtue: 

If any man, from a cold insensibility or narrow 
selfishness of temper, is unaffected with the images 
of human happiness or misery, he must be equally 
indifferent to the images of vice or virtue; as, on 
the other hand, it is always found that a warm 
concern for the interests of our species is attended 
with a delicate feeling of all moral distinctions— 
a strong resentment of injury done to men, a lively 
approbation of their weIfare.23 

The exercise of benevolence, however, requires 

prudence. Hume, like others, cautions against misplaced 

liberality. Luxury, which Hume defines as indulgence of 

the senses, is to be condemned only when such indulgence 

is pursued "at the expense of some virtue, as liberality 

or charity," or when such a pursuit results in folly 

leading to bankruptcy, for "to confine one's expense 

entirely to such a gratification, without regard to 

friends or family, is an indication of a heart destitute 

24 

of humanity or benevolence." Furthermore, Hume believed 

22 
"Of Benevolence," An Inquiry Concerning the Prin-

ciples of Morals, p. 11. 
27) 
"Why Utility Pleases," An Inquiry Concerning the 

Principles of Morals, p. 52. 
24 
"Of Refinement in the Arts," Of the Standard of 

Taste and Other Essays, ed. John ¥. Lenz (New York: 
Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1965), p. 48. 
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that even emotional sensitivity may be carried too far. 

He recognized that some men have a certain "delicacy of 

passion, which makes them extremely sensible to all the 

accidents of life." Since good or ill events are arbi-

trary, such men may become debilitated, unable to practice 

any practical virtue. At another extreme, these "men of 

such lively passions are apt to be transported beyond all 

bounds of prudence and discretion, and to take false steps 

in the conduct of life, which are often irretrievable." 

On the other hand, Hume considered "delicacy of taste" a 

desirable attribute, since matters of art are within man's 

control. Hume's concern for prudence is furthermore 

apparent in his essay, "Of Benevolence," in which he 

states that morality should be governed by "the true 

interests of mankind" which are discovered by "sentiment" 

adjusted through "sounder reasoning" and experience. As 

proof of the necessity for discretion, Hume presents a 

standard eighteenth-century example: 

Giving alms to common beggars is naturally praised, 
because it seems to carry relief to the distressed 
and indigent. But when we observe the encouragement 
thence arising to idleness and debauchery, we regard 
that species of charity rather as a weakness than a 
virtue.27 

25"0f the Delicacy of Taste and Passion," Of the 
Standard of Taste and Other Essays, p. 25. 

Pf) 
An Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, 

p. 13. 
27Ibid. 
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Hume's attitude toward discretion is utilitarian, similar 

to that of Butler, for whom the test of real virtue was 

the performance of good deeds. In the essay "Of Qualities 

Useful to Ourselves," Hume states, 

The quality most necessary for the execution of any 
useful enterprise is discretion, by which we carry 
on a safe intercourse with others, give due attention 
to our own and to their character, weigh each circum-
stance of the business which we undertake, and employ 
the surest and safest means for the attainment of any 
end or purpose. . . . in the conduct of ordinary life 
no virtue is more requisite, not only to obtain 
success, but to avoid the most fatal miscarriages and 
disappointments.28 

In the same essay, Hume lists, along with discretion, 

frugality, honesty, chastity, strength of mind (resolution 

to pursue honor or distant happiness), prudence, and good 

sense as the most useful qualities a man can have. 

Hume considers the passions to be the motivational 

force which urges men to moral actions. In a sense, these 

passions, because they are natural to man, may be called 

"good nature." Reason, as Hume sees it, cannot be a 

motive to action, but instead serves to channel the 

emotions to proper ends. In this view, reason may be 

called "prudence." Hence, Hume, the most "sentimental" of 

the moral sense philosophers, is concerned about 

moderation and balance in the affections, particularly in 

a utilitarian sense, The ultimate rule for all of the 

28 
An Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, 

p. 61. 
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eighteenth century ethical philosophers is that of service 

to society. No emotion may be carried to an extreme that 

will cause separation from, or harm to, society. The 

melancholic, the hermit, the romantic rebel, was to 

become fashionable only after Hume's death, which occurred 

in 1776. 

For the eighteenth-century philosophers, sentimen-

talism was a natural attraction to moral good and a 

sympathy with fellow men. Benevolence was the cardinal 

virtue, a universal sympathy, not mere charity. Good-

nature tempered by prudence was the standard of ethical 

behavior. The philosophers and theologians thus con-

tribute what will become the basis for an ethical system 

popularized in the literature of the common man, the 

periodical and the novel. 



CHAPTER V 

GOOD NATURE IN THE PERIODICALS 

While older literary forms such as poetry and drama 

reflect in many places the same concern for ethics as 

that demonstrated in sermons and in philosophical essays,"'" 

a new and considerably more influential literature 

developed in the eighteenth century to fill the needs of 

a class of readers who differed from the aristocratic or 

learned audiences of a former day. The proliferation of 

periodicals from about 1700 accompanies the development 

of a literate middle class, succinctly described by 

Richmond P, Bond as "given to trade, diligence, thrift, 

moral rectitude, Godliness, sentiment, humanitarianism, 

curiosity, the glorious principles of the Revolution, 

social and cultural ambitions, and a belief in the useful 

and material" and able to buy and read the journals 

"'"For reasons of brevity and coherence, my study will 
omit sentimental or ethical poetry and sentimental drama, 
except as these are found in the periodicals or in the 
collected works of major authors who will be dealt with 
in later chapters. Ample recognition has been given to 
these bodies of literature in C. A. Moore's article, 
"Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets in England, 1700-1760," 
PMLA, 31 (1916), 264-325, and in Ernest Bernbaum's book, 
The Drama of Sensibility (1915; rpt. Gloucester, Massa-
chusetts: Peter Smith, 1958). 
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2 
devoted to these interests. Among the periodicals 

published early in the century, the British Apollo 

(February 13, 1?08-May 11, 1711), because of its character 

as a question-and-answer journal to which readers were 

encouraged to contribute, displays a typical sampling of 

such middle-class concerns. 

All opinions found expression in its pages. In 
these early years of the eighteenth century earnest 
and honest Englishmen were questioning more than 
ever before the literal truth of the Scriptures and 
were disturbed by apparently contradictory material 
in them. In their search for "truth" they were even 
more interested in the new science than in bringing 
forward antithetical Biblical texts. And among the 
inquisitive were also the young, who demanded some 
kind of standard for social activity, particularly 
in the realm of courtship and marriage. These 
interests in science, religion, and manners insured 
the success of a periodical devoted to them.3 

The success of this periodical parallels the success of 

many others which, from the early years of the eighteenth 

century to its close, gave to an audience comprised 

primarily of the middle classes what they wanted and 

needed in the form of social guidance and in the form of 

information in many fields related to scientific progress. 

The more literary of the periodicals, those which devoted 

single issues to essays rather than those which were 

2 
"Introduction," Studies in the Early English 

Periodical (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1957), p. 11. 

3 
William F. Belcher, "The Sale and Distribution of 

the British Apollo," Studies in the Early English Period-
ical, ed. R. P. Bond, p. 76. 
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compendiums of miscellaneous knowledge, almost without 

exception styled themselves arbiters of manners. In this 

way, the essay periodical often closely resembles the 

courtesy book, which had long been cognizant of the 

importance of the English gentleman-merchant. 

Were merchants noble? While history held otherwise, 

Henry Peacham in 1622 called them so, by token of their 

responsibility in providing for England's prosperity, 

which in turn encouraged the arts, religion, and social 4 

refinements. Peacham's insistence that true nobility 

springs from within led him to remark that one should 

know "a religious, honest man by humility, charity, love 

of hospitality" and that such a gentleman is "discreet in 

his discourses, affable, pleasant, and peaceable among 

his neighbors, loving and beloved." The kinship between 

Peacham's true gentleman and the ethics of benevolence is 

obvious. In the same vein, Edward Chamberlayne remarked, 

in his study of notable men, that 

the true well-bred English have more of inclination 
to goodness, which the Greek called Philanthropia, 
than other Nations: the Nobility and well-bred 
Gentry delighting to be gracious and courteous to 

4 
Henry Peacham, The Complete Gentleman, The Truth of 

Our Times, and The Art of Living in London, ed. Virgil B. 
Heltzel (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 
1962), pp. 22-23. 

5Ibid,, p. 223. 
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strangers, compassionate to the afflicted, and 
grateful to Benefactors.6 

Chamberlayne's phrase "well-bred Gentry" simply means an 

educated middle class who emulate the aristocracy. Twelve 

years later, Humphrey Brooke said, "Esteem not of Gentil-

ity from the advantages of title or wealth, but from what 

the word imports, kindness, affability: readiness to do 

7 

everybody good," As is evident in this brief survey, 

the view of the gentleman as one who is a Christian, a 

benevolent and good-natured human being, a useful member 

of society, had by 1700 taken precedence over the older 

view of the gentleman as a diffident nobleman, accom-

plished in the virtues of the courtier. By 1735 or so 

the class to which Peacham had made his remarks in 1622 

had grown large enough to include even those who were 

considered peasants in another age. Fortunes could be 

accumulated suddenly and social mobility was a reality. 

An anonymous courtesy book, published at some time between 

1735 and 1737, The Man of Manners, bears the intriguing 

subtitle the Plebian Polish1d and announces that it is 

written "chiefly for the Use and Benefit of Persons of 

^Angliae Notitia (3rd ed.; 1669), pp. 66-67, as 
cited by ¥. Lee Ustick, "Changing Ideals of Aristocratic 
Character and Conduct in Seventeenth Century England," 
MP, 30 (1932), 161. 

7 
The Durable Legacy (1681), p. 152, as cited by 

Ustick, p. 161. 
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Mean Births and Education, who have unaccountably plung'd 
O 

themselves into Wealth and Power." The audience for this 

book must have been viewed somewhat ironically, to judge 

from the tone of the title-page. Nevertheless, that such 

a book should be written at all indicates that a new force 

is at work in England, a levelling force resulting from 

economic conditions which could raise even an apprentice 

to the wealth once reserved only for the nobility. The 

audience for the periodical, like that of the courtesy 

book, was trade-minded, naively curious about the world 

and zealous in its search for an education which would 

lead to practical social and personal success. Strongly 

mingled with such ambitions was a conservative and some-

times sentimental belief in social responsibility, which 

had been ultimately derived from religion. The utili-

tarian philosophers, particularly those who also advocated 

optimism about man's innate abilities, would obviously 

appeal to men who found themselves challenging an old 

order which had assumed that there was some sort of 

graduated vertical social heirarchy containing immutable 

class distinctions. But the philosophers had not written 

in the language of the common man. The essay periodical 

provided the proper vehicle at the right time for the 

O 

P. Dixon, "'The Man of Manners' and the O.E.D.," 
Notes and Queries, 206 (February, 1961), 54-55. 
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popular treatment of ethical philosophy and. theology. By 

means of the character sketch as exemplum, of the narra-

tive as allegory (quite often simplistic and mundane), of 

the straightforward sermonette, or of the letter (whether 

authentic or contrived), the periodical journalists 

achieved a transmutation of the esoteric and aesthetic to 

the utilitarian and amusing. 

The periodicals not only provided a bridge between 

philosophy and popular literature, but paved the way for 

the development of the novel, that form in which the 

ethics of the new middle class emerged fully. Nearly 

every major novelist and most of the minor novelists of 

the eighteenth century at one time or another wrote for, 

or produced single-handedly, not one, but several period-

icals . The close relationship between the periodical and 

the novel has been fully appreciated only recently, but 

the evidence seems irrefutable. A comic journal of the 

late seventeenth century, News, from the Land of Chivalry, 

contained the "first serial novel published in a British 

periodical" (February, 1681).^ The first long novel of 

any merit originally published in periodical installments 

was Smollett's Sir Launcelot Greaves (British Magazine, 

January, 1760-December, 1761 in twenty-five chapters). 

q 
Robert D. Mayo, The English Novel in the Magazines, 

1740-1815 (Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University 
Press, 1962), p. 25. 
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Between 1740 and. 1815 much original fiction, often of 

short-novel length, appeared in the periodicals and was 

never reprinted elsewhere.1^ These pieces began to 

receive critical notice with the publication of the 

Monthly Review in 1749. And, of course, the practice of 

publication by periodicals of short novels in serial form 

continued during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

A few of the early periodicals actually placed, primary 

emphasis upon fiction, rather than upon moralistic essays. 

Although of little interest as literature, the Records of 

Love, or Monthly Amusements for the Fair (1710) was unique 

in two respects: it was addressed to women and young 

people and it favored sentimental fiction over satirical 

or moral essays. Many of the more important essay period-

icals also contained, fictional narratives of varying 

lengths and types. Aaron Hill and William Bond in the 

Plain Dealer (1724-1725) adopted the technique of a 

"supporting narrative" or background against which essays 

on manners or morals could be displayed, a technique later 

brought to perfection in Goldsmith's "Chinese Letters."11 

A rich repository of prose fiction was the essay-series, 

tales or narratives presented in episodes of one thousand 

to fifteen hundred words, "heavily framed with morality 

and oriented towards domestic life or the institutions 

1(^Mayo, p. 2. ^Ibid., pp. 45-46. 
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12 

and concerns of polite society." Eliza Haywood's 

Female Spectator (1744-1746) contained fifty tales or 

novelettes written for women from the upper middle 

classes. These tales are "edifying sermons on prudence 

and propriety" which also display some of the character-
13 

istics of the roman h clef and of sentimental romance. 

Although most of the fiction mentioned above lacks 

literary merit, the values approved in the stories are 

those stated in the moral essays and in separately pub-

lished novels, the "joys of love and mutual affection, 

the consolation of friendship, the genteel pleasures of 

country life, and the delights of benevolence and domestic 

felicity." The corresponding evils are "seduction or loss 

of reputation, betrayal in love, treacherous friendships, 

implacable parenthood, poverty, snobbishness, libertine 

principles, and prodigality of all kinds, especially 
14 

gambling and loose living." 

Clearly, the periodicals are of great importance for 

several reasons. In perhaps no other medium were the 

ideals of good nature and prudence so obviously and so 

often set forth and so widely disseminated. Of the 

earlier periodicals only two remain classics of litera-

ture, and what may be said of these will generally apply 

12Mayo, p. 83. 1^Ibid., pp. 90-91. 

14Ibid., p. 352. 
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to lesser imitators. The Tatler, published from April 12, 

1709 to January 2, 1711 and the Spectator, published from 

March 1, 1711 to December 5, 1712 and continued from 

June 18 to September 29, 1714 under Addison alone, remain 

the richest literary sources among the periodicals. The 

collaboration of Addison and Steele on these journals was 

a fortunate arrangement, for each brought to his work 

both originality and talent. The partnership resulted in 

a greater range of subject matter, of technique, and of 

style than was usual with one-man essay periodicals. 

Addison had written by himself the Whig Examiner (Septem-

ber 14 to October 12, 1710) and was later responsible for 

the Freeholder (December 23, 1715 to June 29, 1716) and 

the Old Whig (1719), primarily political journals, as the 

titles indicate. Steele wrote the Guardian (March 12 to 

October 1, 1713) and the Englishman (October 6, 1713 to 

February 11, 1714 and July 11 to November 21, 1715), as 

well as contributing to the Lover (1714), Town-Talk 

(1715-1716), The Plebeian (1719), and the Theater (1720). 

But none of the journals to which either writer bent his 

talents attained the status of the Tatler or of the 

Spectator, either in their day or later. The temptation 

to treat Addison and Steele as one is great, but certain 

qualities distinguish the work of one from the other, and 

in viewing their contributions to the ethics of good 
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nature and prudence, it is necessary to deal with each 

writer separately. 

More critical attention has been devoted to Joseph 

Addison than to Richard Steele, probably because Addison, 

by his relatively austere manner, invites serious study, 

particularly concerning his philosophy and literary 

criticism. Addison represents the more esoteric approach 

to good nature and prudence. A neo-classicist by edu-

cation, Addison is concerned with order, with moderation, 

with good sense. This is not to say that Addison lacked 

the popular touch nor that he was unaffected by the rise 

of sensibility. In fact, of the five dramas of sensi-

bility produced between 1715 and 1728 in London, Addison's 

The Drummer, or the Haunted House (March 10, 1716) was the 

first. The play, however, was published anonymously and 

Addison refused to admit authorship until Steele's edition 

15 

of the play in 1722 accredited it to him. Addison's 

reservations about this drama may have been for economic 

or other reasons, but his interest in the Stoics and his 

writing of the play Cato, which he considered far more 

worthy, indicate that he may simply have been ashamed of 

a romantic barn-burner. 

15 
Ernest Bernbaum, The Drama of Sensibility (1915; 

rpt. Gloucester, Massachusetts: Peter Smith, 1958), 
p. 123. 
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Addison's intellectual background has been carefully 

studied by Edward and Lillian Bloom, who conclude that 

Addison's sources are the classical Stoic writers and the 

Cambridge Platonists, from whom he takes certain mutual 

assumptions: a universal morality superseding ritual, an 

emphasis upon a spirituality which makes an act subordi-

nate to the doer's intention, and an emphasis upon a life 

of virtue which is the supreme good of existence. 

Addison saw virtue as an innate but unformed faculty 

which education and logic could enhance and polish. Not 

a theologian, but rather a social moralist intent upon 

providing for his audience instruction in practical 

ethics, Addison saw his task clearly: 

It was said of Socrates, that he brought Philosophy 
down from Heaven, to inhabit among Men; and I shall 
be ambitious to have it said of me, that I have 
brought Philosophy out of Closets and Libraries, 
Schools, and Colleges, to dwell in Clubs and Assem-
blies, at Tea-Tables, and in Coffee-Houses.17 

Addison's own library contained the works of Tillotson, 

Locke, Cicero, Seneca, Epictetus, Plutarch, Aristotle, 

Ovid, Virgil, Hobbes, Descartes, Bacon, Newton, Thomas 

"^"Addison's Inquiry into Truth: The Moral 
Assumptions of His Proof of the Existence of God," PMLA, 
65 (1950), 198. 

17 
Joseph Addison, Richard Steele, et al., The 

Spectator, ed. C. Gregory Smith, I (1907; rpt. New York: 
E. P. Dutton and Co., Inc., 1967), No. 10, pp. 31-32. 
Subsequent references are to this edition and will be 
documented in the text by volume, Spectator number, and 
page, thus: (1.10.31-32). 
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Burnet, Fenelon, Pascal, and others.18 Of note are the 

works of the Stoics and a full set of Tillotson's Sermons, 

but equally impressive is the absence of Shaftesbury and 

of most of the Cambridge Platonists. R. W. Harris 

proposes that Addison and Shaftesbury are closely related 

in their aims, that they both wish to teach the upper 

middle classes a reasonableness and virtue, and to do so 

with classical elegance.1^ C. A. Moore believes that 

Shaftesbury's deistical tendencies created an uneasiness 

in Addison and that the "only evidence of his theory . . . 

is to be found in two numbers of the Spectator (Nos. 588 

and 601) contributed by the dissenter Henry Grove, and 

published after the Queen's death (1714)."20 The truth 

about Shaftesbury's influence upon Addison may lie between 

these extremes. It is not likely that Addison would have 

either ignored or imitated Shaftesbury, but it is most 

probable that the publication of the Characteristics in 

1711, in the same year in which appeared the first Specta-

tor papers, caused much discussion in London among the 

coffeehouse habitues to whom the periodicals were 

18 
Hilbert Campbell, "Sale Catalogue of Addison's 

Library," ELN, 4 (1967), 272. 
19 
Reason and Nature in the Eighteenth Century (New 

York: Barnes and Noble, Inc., 19b9), p. 95. 
20 
"Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets in England, 

1700-1760," PMLA, 31 (1916), 273. 
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addressed, and thus confirmed Addison in his task as a 

social arbiter. Too new to be judged by the neo-classical 

test of time, the Characteristics would have been for 

Addison merely a contemporary reaffirmation of certain 

universal truths he had already explored. 

From whatever sources Addison may have derived some 

of his ideas, the product remains, and the Spectator 

essays he wrote are a clear representation of his views. 

To achieve his proposed task of bringing philosophy to 

the coffeehouse, he employed character sketches, for 

It is observed, that a Man improves more by reading 
the Story of a Person eminent for Prudence and 
Virtue, than by the finest Rules and Precepts of 
Morality. In the same Manner a Representation of 
those Calamities and Misfortunes which a weak Man 
suffers from wrong Measures, and ill-concerted 
Schemes of Life, is apt to make a deeper Impression 
upon our Minds, than the wisest Maxims and 
Instructions that can be given us, for avoiding the 
like Follies and Indiscretions in our own private 
Conduct. (11.299.392) 

This statement may be taken as a manifestation of the 

attitude which undergirds nearly every novel of the 

eighteenth century, for the novelist, like the essayist, 

saw his peculiar task to be a moral one. The idea seems 

egoistical and repugnant to modern readers, but most 

authors would have agreed with Addison when he said, 

I look upon myself as one set to watch the Manners 
and Behavior of my Countrymen and Contemporaries, 
and to mark down every absurd Fashion, ridiculous 
Custom, or affected Form of Speech that makes its 
appearance in the World, during the Course of these 
my Speculations. (III.435.345) 
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Because theology and ethics are so closely related, 

and because Addison is writing as a Christian humanist, 

he has much to say concerning religion. In placing 

stress upon morality, Addison is following the same 

tolerant lines as those set by the Latitudinarians and 

Cambridge Platonists. He is not concerned with questions 

of prelacy or of creed, but with utilitarian precepts of 

conduct. During a visit to Sir Roger de Coverly's country 

estate, Mr. Spectator is pleased to find that Sir Roger's 

chaplain is a modest man of little learning, but of much 

good sense. The chaplain has been given a set of "all the 

good sermons" in English, which he has made into a series 

to be preached on successive Sundays; the names mentioned 

as his models include Dr. South, Archbishop Tillotson, 

Bishop Saunderson, Dr. Barrow—all Latitudinarians. The 

chaplain's plan is viewed with "great pleasure" by 

Mr. Spectator (1.106.325-26). Later in the Spectator. 

Addison discusses religion as revealed by Holy Writ and 

religion as revealed by reason and nature. The first 

requires faith; the second, morality. The virtuous must 

have both, but morality is preeminent over faith because 

morality is of a fixed, eternal nature, enduring even when 

faith may fail and "a Person may be qualified to do 

greater Good to Mankind and become more beneficial to the 

World, by Morality without Faith, than by Faith without 
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Morality." Morality gives greater perfection to man by 

moderating the passions, rules of morality are more 

universal than are tenets of faith, there is salvation 

for a "virtuous Infidel" but none for a "vicious 

Believer," and faith draws upon morality for its prin-

ciples. Faith, on the other hand, carries morality to a 

higher plane, provides motives for action, provides a 

view of God as the perfect amiable being, acts as a con-

trast to vice, and is the vehicle which makes morality 

effectual for salvation (111.459.417-18). This discussion 

by Addison so closely parallels those of the Latitudi-

narians, even to the point of containing the Pelagian 

heresy, that little more need be said concerning Addison's 

affiliation with them. Like many of the philosophers and 

theologians of his day, Addison was skeptical about zeal, 

or "enthusiasm," which he viewed as a self-deception, for 

there are so many passions which hide themselves 
under it, and so many Mischiefs arising from it, that 
some have gone so far as to say it would have been 
for the Benefit of Mankind if it had never been 
reckoned in the Catalogue of Virtues. (II.185.30) 

Devotion which does not "lie under the check of Reason, is 

very apt to degenerate into Enthusiasm," and enthusiasm 

Addison considers a deleterious excess of emotion (11.201. 

99). Rather than acting upon emotion, Addison would prefer 

that a man have good intentions, which are a sort of 

intellectual or logical phenomenon. Good intentions 
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joined to good actions produce proper force and efficacy, 

and good intentions joined to evil actions extenuate the 

malignity of these actions or remove it entirely. If 

joined to indifferent actions, good intentions turn such 

actions into virtues. Evil intentions work in the 

opposite manner. Indifferent intentions destroy the 

merit of a good action and leave indifferent actions as 

they are. 

A Person, therefore, who is possessed with . . . an 
habitual good Intention . . . enters upon no single 
Circumstance of Life, without considering it as well-
pleasing to the great Author of his Being, conformable 
to the Dictates of Reason, suitable to human Nature 
in general. . . . He lives in a perpetual sense of 
the Divine Presence. (11.213.133-34) 

Addison's manner here reminds one of Shaftesbury's 

discussion of motivation. Like Shaftesbury, Addison is 

more concerned with behavior than with religious dogma. 

Shaftesbury's "affections" work in much the same way as 

Addison's "intentions." The point is that man is a social 

being who must do good works to fulfill his God-given 

role. Good intentions may be equivalent to good nature, 

an emulation of the beneficence of God, But like Shaftes-

bury, Butler, and others, Addison realizes that 

The Soul, considered abstractedly from its Passions, 
is of a remiss and sedentary Nature, slow in its 
Resolves, and languishing in its Executions. The Use 
therefore of the Passions, is to stir it up and put 
it upon Action, to awaken the Understanding, to 
enforce the Will, and to make the whole Man more 
vigorous and attentive in the Prosecution of his 
Designs. (11.255.257) 
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Among the specific virtues extolled by Addison, the 

primary ones are of a social nature and include benevo-

lence, forbearance, and good nature. These, coupled with 

the traditional Christian virtues of faith, hope, and 

charity, form the heart of his moral system. Addison 

considers temperance, abstinence, faith, and devotion 

laudable, but views justice, charity, and munificence as 

those virtues which "render us beneficial to each other"; 

consequently, these are of greater importance. Ornaments 

to these virtues are cheerfulness and good nature (11.243. 

222). Addison's definition of virtue is eclectic: 

I understand by the word Virtue such a general Notion 
as is affixed to it by the writers of Morality, and 
which by Devout Men generally goes under the Name of 
Religion and by Men of the World under the Name of 
Honour. (II.243.220) 

Addison would have no sourness in the temperament of 

virtuous men, no severity or gloom. Amiability and social 

grace are foremost, and Addison states, "I shall consider 

Virtue no further than as it is in itself of an amiable 

nature" (11.243.220). Later in the same paper Addison 

underscores this attitude: 

The two great Ornaments of Virtue, which shew her in 
the most advantageous Views, and make her altogether 
lovely, are Chearfulness and Good-nature. These 
generally go together, as a Man cannot be agreeable 
to others who is not easie within himself. They are 
both very requisite in a Virtuous Mind, to keep out 
Melancholy from the many serious Thoughts it is 
engaged in, and to hinder its natural Hatred of Vice 
from sowering into Severity and Censoriousness. 

(11.243.222) 
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Such a statement might lead the unwary to believe that 

for Addison good nature is equivalent to cheerfulness, 

or good humor. But Addison devoted at least three entire 

papers to the study of good nature as a moral virtue 

(Nos. 169, 177, 243), as well as using the term in many 

other essays on serious subjects. In Spectator No. 169 

Addison considers good nature as a "Disposition of Mind" 

by which we would alleviate the misery of human life 

through offices of "Compassion, Benevolence, and Humanity." 

Good nature is, for Addison, "more agreeable in Conver-

sation than Wit, and gives a certain Air to the Countenance 

which is more amiable than Beauty." Good nature, Addison 

contends, is genuine social grace, but wit and what the 

world calls "Good-Breeding" he attacks as "an Artificial 

Humanity," which is merely "an Imitation and Mimickry of 

Good-nature, or in other Terms, Affability, Complaisance, 

and Easiness of Temper reduced into an Art" (I.169.510). 

True good nature, Addison believes, is innate and cannot 

be forced, even by education: 

Good-nature is generally born with us: Health, 
Prosperity and kind Treatment from the World are 
great Cherishers of it where they find it, but 
nothing is capable of forcing it up, where it does 
not grow of itself. It is one of the Blessings of 
a happy Constitution, which Education may improve 
but not produce. (1.169.511) 

Education was a very important issue during the mid-

eighteenth century, and although few writers could agree 
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about what constituted a proper education, few would 

disagree with Addison's view that good nature could not 

be taught. One of the central questions in Henry 

Fielding's Tom Jones concerns Tom's education in the 

world as opposed to his innate good nature, a topic which 

will be fully treated in a later chapter. 

In Spectator No. 177 Addison turns from a discussion 

of good nature as a symptom of a good physical consti-

tution to good nature as a moral virtue. He questions 

whether good nature is of the body or of the mind, of the 

animal or of the rational in man's being. If good nature 

is of the body, he believes, then it deserves no more 

praise than we would accord a steady pulse or a good 

digestion. Addison applies three tests to determine the 

origins and characteristics of good nature. First, he 

asks whether it is constant and, secondly, whether it 

operates under rules of 

Reason and Duty, for if, notwithstanding its general 
Benevolence to Mankind, it makes no distinction 
between its Objects, if it exerts it self promis-
cuously towards the Deserving and the Undeserving, 
if it gives it self up to the first Petitioner, and 
lights upon any one rather by Accident than Choice, 
it may pass for an amiable Instinct, but must not 
assume the name of a Moral Virtue. (II.177.27) 

Finally, Addison asks whether good nature involves using 

our fortunes to benefit others through a charity which 
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must be managed by "Prudence and Caution, that we may not 

hurt our own Friends and Relations, whilst we are doing 

good to those who are Strangers to us" (11,177.27). If 

good nature meets these tests, it is considered a moral 

virtue. Addison concludes this section of his essay with 

a character sketch of Eugenius, a good-natured man 

"Generous beyond the Extent of his Fortune, but withal 

so prudent in the Oeconomy of his Affairs, that what goes 

out in Charity is made up by Good Management" (II.177.27). 

In the remainder of the essay Addison quotes from the 

Biblical portrait of Job, which he considers to be "a 

finer Picture of a charitable and good-natured Man than 

is to be met with in any other Author" (II.177.29). 

Addison's use of contemporary and Biblical exempla is 

characteristic of eighteenth-century periodicals and 

underscores the moral tone of many of their essays. More 

important than Addison's use of these portraits of good-

natured men, however, is his emphasis upon prudence as a 

rational check to the natural disposition, good nature. 

One reason for such an emphasis upon prudence is a 

belief that the rational mind is an arbiter of human 

affairs. Addison sees prudence as the quality of mind 

which makes virtue practicable: 

There are many more shining Qualities in the Mind of 
Man, but there is none so useful as Discretion; it is 
this indeed which gives a Value to all the rest, 
which sets them at work in their proper Times and 
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Places, and turns them to the Advantage of the Person 
who is possessed of them. Without it Learning is 
Pedantry, and Wit Impertinence; Virtue itself looks 
like Weakness; the best Parts only qualifie a Man to 
be more sprightly in Errors, and active to his own 
Prejudice. (11.225.168-69) 

On the other hand, discretion, like good nature, has its 

false imitation, for, as Addison directs, "Cunning is only 

the Mimick of Discretion, and may pass upon weak Men, in 

the same manner as Vivacity is often mistaken for Wit, and 

Gravity for Wisdom" (II.225.169). 

In keeping with his policy of attacking the affec-

tation he saw about him, Addison makes a careful 

distinction between true and false wit, false wit being 

that form of raillery evinced by little minds, by ill-

natured men: 

So pernicious a thing is Wit, when it is not tempered 
with Virtue and Humanity. 

I have indeed heard of heedless inconsiderate 
Writers, that without any Malice have sacrificed the 
Reputation of their Friends and Acquaintance, to a 
certain Levity of Temper, and a silly Ambition of 
distinguishing themselves by a Spirit of Raillery and 
Satyr: As if it were not infinitely more honourable 
to be a good-natured Man, than a Wit. (1.23.71) 

Like Shaftesbury, Addison despises the affectation which 

passes for intellectuality. For Addison it is the inner 

man which counts, not the outward show. Although 

attracted by the Stoics, Addison is a Christian writer 

concerned with humility and compassion. Through pity for 
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others, man becomes less isolated and more productive. 

Like many writers to follow him, Addison is aware of the 

moral efficacy of certain emotions. 
Modesty is not only an Ornament, but also a Guard to 
Virtue. It is a kind of quick and delicate feeling 
in the Soul, which makes her shrink and withdraw her 
self from every thing that has Danger in it. It is 
such an exquisite Sensibility as warns her to shun 
the first appearance of every thing which is hurtful. 

(11,231.187) 

Not only in Spectator No. 231, but also in Nos. 458 and 

484, there are discussions of true modesty, false modesty, 

and the need to balance humility with self-assurance. For 

Addison the truly great man is one who is honest, just, 

concerned for the poor, and, in short, one who possesses 

the "good-natured Offices of Generosity and Compassion" 

(111-469.450), Perhaps the most well-developed of 

Addison's character studies in good nature is that of 

22 

Sir Roger de Coverly, a good master who values his 

servants: 
A man who preserves a Respect, founded on his Benevo-
lence to his Dependants, lives rather like a Prince 
than a Master in his Family; his Orders are received 
as Favours, rather than Duties, and the Distinction 
of approaching him, is part of the Reward for 
executing what is commanded by him. (1.107.327) 

Whether Addison is here consciously addressing the landed 

21 
For a good discussion of Addison's Christian atti-

tudes see Edward A. and Lillian D. Bloom, "Addison on 
'Moral Habits of the Mind,'" JHI, 21 (I960), 409-27. 

22 
See particularly Nos. 106-10 in the Spectator for 

the full portrait of the man. 



153 

gentry, or the middle-class Londoner who aspires to that 

position, or (least likely) the servant class, he is 

intent upon showing the rewards of true benevolence. In 

a quite utilitarian sense, Sir Roger reaps these rewards, 

and his household is the model not only for his own 

estate, but, by analogy, for the estate of England herself. 

In what high regard Addison held the estate of England 

may be seen in his rather sentimentalized description of 

a day of business at the Royal Exchange: 

This grand Scene of Business gives me an infinite 
Variety of solid and substantial Entertainments. As 
I am a great Lover of Mankind, my Heart naturally 
overflows with Pleasure at the sight of a prosperous 
and happy Multitude, insomuch that at many publick 
Solemnities I cannot forbear expressing my Joy with 
Tears that have stoln down my Cheeks. (1.69.213) 

Addison is not an advocate of retirement to the country, 

so much as he is an urban man of practical and social 

ideals whose constant focus is upon moral duties to 

others. 

With Richard Steele one can be on firmer ground about 

religious attitudes than one can often be with Addison. 

Steele's The Christian Hero was written in about 1700 

while Steele was on duty as an Ensign of the Guards in and 

near London. Addressed to "Men of Wit and Gallantry," and 

dedicated to his colonel, Lord Cutts, an able officer of 

the Duke of Marlborough, this work, according to its 

editor, Rae Blanchard, is related in purpose and content 
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to "the moral essay, the manual of piety, and the 

reforming tract issued in such vast numbers at the turn 

2̂5 

of the century." ^ The general theme of the work is the 

superiority of Christian morality over pagan philosophy. 

In the first chapter the lives of Cato, Caesar, and 

Brutus are told to show that their philosophies did not 

stand up in times of crisis. The second chapter reviews 

the life of Christ, and the third demonstrates the moral 

vision which guided the early Christians, particularly 

St. Paul. The last chapter presents a plea for Christian 

values in the lives of all men who aspire to greatness 

and concludes with a tribute to King William. A popular 

book, The Christian Hero had twenty editions before 
24 

1800. A passage in this work deserves quotation in 

full, because it sums up the whole connection between 

social and political concerns and the ideals of brotherly 

love so often repeated in the eighteenth century: 
The eternal God, in whom we Live, and Move, and have 
our Being, has Impress'd upon us all one Nature, 
which as an Emanation from him, who is Universal 
Life, presses us by Natural Society to a close Union 
with each other; which is, methinks, a sort of 
Enlargement of our very selves when we run into the 
Ideas, Sensations, and Concerns of our Brethren: By 
this Force of their Make[r], Men are insensibly 
hurried into each other, and by a secret Charm we 
23 
_ "Notes to The Christian Hero," Tracts and Pamphlets 

lil Richard Steele (New York: Octagon Books, Inc., 1967), 
]D • _L • 

24 T, . , 
Ibid. 
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lament with the Unfortunate, and rejoice with the 
Glad; for it is not possible for an human heart to 
be averse to any thing that is Human: But by the 
very Mein and Gesture of the Joyful and Distress"d 
we rise and fall into their Condition; and since Joy 
is Communicative, 'tis reasonable that Grief should 
be Contagious, both which are seen and felt at a 
look, for one Man's Eyes are Spectacles to another 
to Read his Heart: Those useful and honest Instru-
ments do not only discover Objects to us, but make 
our selves also Transparent; for they, in spite of 
Dissimulation, when the Heart is full, will brighten 
into Gladness, and gush into Tears: From this 
Foundation in nature is kindled that noble Spark of 
Coelestial Fire, we call Charity or Compassion, 
which opens our Bosoms, and extends our Arms to 
Embrace all Mankind, and by this it is that the 
Amorous Man is not more suddenly melted with Beauty, 
than the Compassionate with Misery. 

Thus, are we fram'd for mutual Kindness, good 
Will and Service, and therefore our Blessed Saviour 
has been pleased to give us (as a reiterated Abridg-
ment of all his Law) the Command of Loving one 
another; and the Man that Imbibes that noble Prin-
ciple is in no Danger of insolently Transgressing 
against his Fellow Creatures, but will certainly use 
all the Advantages which he has from Nature and 
Fortune to the Good and Welfare of others. . . ,25 

Basic to Steele's purpose in The Christian Hero is a 

question often brought up in the eighteenth century 

concerning true as opposed to false greatness. More than 

one novel is devoted to such a theme, notably Fielding's 

Jonathan Wild, and numerous essays, dramas, and poems 

deal with the subject also. Undoubtedly, the public felt 

some guilt concerning Charles I's execution, and the 

disappointing experiment in commonwealth had produced 

much concern about leadership, particularly among the 

25 
Richard Steele, "The Christian Hero,f! Tracts and 

Pamphlets by Richard Steele, pp. 54-55# 
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lower aristocracy and the middle classes. The consensus 

was that true greatness must be equated with true good-

ness of the sort exhibited by a benevolent Creator. 

Steele phrases it thus: "True Greatness of Mind is to 

be maintain'd only by Christian Principles. We will 

venture then to assert, that the two great Springs of 

Human Actions are Fame and Conscience."2^ To illustrate 

the failure of non-Christian principles as guides for the 

great, Steele selects Brutus, who, though of even temper 

and a true lover of mankind, with "no ill Ambition to 

satisfy, no loose Passions to indulge, but whose Life was 

a Regular, Easie, and Sedate Motion" did fall into a 

plot, because his own "good Nature" gave opportunity to 

others to "make use of a Virtue to a base purpose."2^ He 

asserts that some men, like Brutus, lacking Christian 

principle, pretend to public good but "set up for Faction, 
O O 

Business, and Enmity to Kings." ° On the other hand, 

Steele recognizes that true leadership comes from right 

reason and Christian love, and is as clear and persuasive 

as Christ's Sermon on the Mount, wherein 
he gives his Divine Precepts in so easie and familiar 
a manner, and which are so well adapted to all Rules 
of Life and right Reason, that they must needs carry 
throughout a self evident Authority to all that Read 
'em; to those that Obey 'em, from a firm Satisfaction 

26 
Steele, Christian Hero, pp. 49-50. 

27Ibid., pp. 17-18. 28Ibid., p. 22. 
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which they Inspire; to those that neglect 'em, 
from the Anxiety that naturally attends contrary 
-PI"* 9 - C ~ t 1 C 6 0 0 0 0 

Like Addison, Steele is more concerned with the 

social and ethical values of Christianity than with 

dogma. An unpublished letter from "Isaac Bickerstaff Esq. 

to Pasquin," tentatively dated 1711 by Rae Blanchard, is 

a continuation of correspondence begun in the Tatler 

between "Pasquin of Rome" and Bickerstaff. The published 

letters concern the Sacheverell trial and its relationship 

to the High Church and to the Tory coalition. The manu-

script letter shows clearly Steele's identification with 

Low Church moderates. In it, Steele considers both High 

Churchmen and Puritans to be members of fanatic parties: 

The Old Fanatick [Puritan] used to talk of Sanctity 
regeneration and so forth without any manner of 
provocation to it, and the New Ones [High Churchmen] 
fsll into the same delirium. . . . The Low people 
LLow Church moderates], who really are the Church of 
England, are ever upon their Guard to keep these two 
Fanaticks from tearing each other to pieces. The 
Present Fanaticks are in the more dangerous way 
towards hurting themselves and others, in that their 
madnesse is more subtle.30 

Steele's objection to fanaticism is the same as that made 

by Addison, Shaftesbury, and others who distrust "enthusi-

asm." Additionally, Steele is a champion of religious 

freedom. In another letter written in June, 1714, Steele 

29 
Steele, Christian Hero, p. 31. 

30 
Steele, "Isaac Bickerstaff Esq. to Pasquin," 

Tracts and Pamphlets, p. 632. 
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makes a powerful statement against the Schism Act, which 

he sees as an attempt to gain an educational monopoly for 

the Anglican Church, He points out the fact that the 

bill, by making it illegal to teach without first taking 

the Sacrament in accordance with rites of the established 

church, would automatically enflame the Dissenters, who 

had established in England their own academies. Steele 

recommends tolerance of the sort proposed much earlier by 

the Latitudinarians: 

But to use Force is not the way to subdue them; it 
is against Nature and common Sense to think they are 
to be gained by such Methods. Good-will opens the 
way to Men's Hearts, and the Toleration has thinned 
Presbyterian Assemblies more than any rigid Means 
could ever have done. No Man is persuaded by him who 
hates him, but all are easily prevailed upon by those 
who love 'em.31 

Steele's interests included not only politics and 

religion, but also science. Among his many undertakings 

was a plan for a boat designed with a well through which 

clean air and water would circulate to keep fish alive 

and fresh until delivery at market (November, 1718). 

Intended to be a practical application of experimental 

philosophy, this project was conceived with "altruism for 

the welfare of the public."32 The project failed through 

31 
Steele, "A Letter to a Member . . . Concerning the 

Bill for Preventing the Growth of Schism," Tracts and 
Pamphlets. p. 250. 

32 
Rae Blanchard, "Introductory Note to Steele's 'An 

Account of the Fish Pool,"' Tracts and Pamphlets, p. 419. 



159 

mismanagement and lack of funds, but the idea had been to 

insure a healthful food supply. In this project and in 

many other undertakings, Steele appears to have acted 

upon his ideals more often than did Addison. And Steele 

seems the more likely to have appealed to the middle 

classes with his practical-mindedness. His concern about 

the status of women is a case in point. Steele was 

moderate in his attitude toward women, seldom satirical 

or witty at their expense. His opposition to marriage 

formed by social contract is well-known. His play The 

Conscious Lovers (November 7, 1722) was, like Addison's 

111® Drummer, a drama of sensibility, but far more satis-

factory as literature than was Addison's. In it, Steele 

advocates mutual love as the basis for marriage. In the 

several places in Steele's work in which portraits of 

women are found, some approach mawkish sentimentality, as 

does the picture of Eve in The Christian Hero, wherein 

she is depicted as Adam's acknowledged inferior in 

"Affection." Others are simply standardized heroines, 

perfect good-natured women, such as the one Will Honeycomb 

rhapsodizes over in this passage from the Spectator: 

Behold, you who dare, that charming Virgin. Behold 
the Beauty of her Person chastised by the Innocence 
of her Thoughts. Chastity, Good-Nature, and Affa-
bility, are the Graces that play in her Countenance; 

33 
Rae Blanchard. "Richard Steele and the Status of 

Women," SP, 26 (1929), 334. 
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she knows she is handsome, but she knows she is good. 
Conscious Beauty adorned with conscious Virtue I . . . 
How is the whole Woman expressed in her Appearance. 

(1.4.15) 

At times, Steele may also be guilty of such easy maxims 

as "Good Nature will always supply the absence of Beauty, 

but Beauty cannot long supply the Absence of Good Nature" 

(II.306.420). On the other hand, the portraits he draws 

may have more substance. Speaking of a young lady from 

the country who has been in town for only one winter, he 

suggests that a combination of the social arts and natural 

virtues are to be desired. Amaryllis is favorably con-

trasted with the "women of the Town," for she 

is extreamly improved with the Arts of Good-Breeding, 
without leaving Nature. She has not lost the Native 
Simplicity of her Aspect, to substitute that Patience 
of being stared at, which is the usual Triumph and 
Distinction of a Town Lady. In Publick Assemblies 
you meet her careless Eye diverting it self with the 
Objects around her, insensible that she her self is 
one of the brightest in the Place. (1.144.435) 

Perhaps the fullest and most impressive of Steele's charac-

ter studies of women in the Spectator is that of Emilia, 

whose story and virtue bear striking resemblances to Henry 

Fielding's heroine in the novel Amelia.^ Steele's Emilia 

is a perfectly virtuous woman married to one Bromius, a 

34 
Although I am not prepared to suggest Steele's 

portrait as a source for Fielding, since documentary 
evidence is lacking, I do believe the two portraits have 
enough in common to indicate that the Emilia type has, 
by the time of Fielding's novel, become a standardized 
woman of virtue who saves a man from his own folly. 
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man of good quality, but of moderate fortune, who becomes 

possessed of a larger estate which, for a time, he 

squanders in pursuit of a sensual life: 

He might have longer wander'd in the Labyrinths of 
Vice and Folly, had not Emilia's prudent Conduct won 
him over to the Government of his Reason. Her 
Ingenuity has been constantly employed in humanizing 
his Passions and refining his Pleasures. She has 
shew'd him by her own Example, that Virtue is con-
sistent with decent Freedoms and good Humour, or 
rather, that it cannot subsist without 'em. Her 
good Sense readily instructed her, that a silent 
Example and an easy unrepairing Behaviour, will 
always be more persuasive than the Severity of 
Lectures and Admonitions; and that there is so much 
Pride interwoven into the Make of humane Nature, that 
an obstinate Man must only take the Hint from another, 
and then be left to advise and correct himself. Thus 
by an artful Train of Management and unseen Per-
swasions. . . . she has gain'd an Interest in some of 
his leading Passions, and made them accessory to his 
Reformation. (II.302.403) 

In addition to numerous essays in the Spectator and else-

where concerning women, in 1714 Steele published a 

three-volume conduct book for women entitled Ladies 

Library. This work is a compilation of selections from 

many sources, some of them contradictory, but of interest 

is the use made by Steele of several Latitudinarian works 

by such men as Jeremy Taylor, Richard Allestree, John 

Tillotson, and Richard Lucas. Included also are passages 

from Locke, Fenelon, and Fleetwood. 

Steele, like Addison, was also concerned with good 

nature among men. He, too, was aware that the affectation 

of virtue is odious. In discussing "wit,'' Steele says, 
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"this unhappy Affectation of being Wise rather than 

Honest, Witty rather than Good-natur'd, is the Source of 

most of the ill Habits of Life" (1.6,20). To Steele mere 

beauty or wit, unaccompanied by virtue, is worthless. He 

believed that "the Gifts of Nature and Accomplishments of 

Art are valuable, but as they are exerted in the Interests 

of Virtue, or governed by the Rules of Honour" (II.172.11). 

He strongly believed a true gentleman is not the "fine 

gentleman" of the stage because ethical conduct is a 

requisite for the true gentleman, and 

no man ought to have the Esteem of the rest of the 
World for any Actions which are disagreeable to those 
Maxims which prevail, as the Standards of Behaviour, 
in the Country wherein he lives. What is opposite to 
the Eternal Rules of Reason and good Sense, must be 
excluded from any Place in the Carriage of a Well-
bred Man. (1.75.34) 

Steele's portrait of Ignotus is intended to be an illus-

tration of the perfect gentleman: 

All the Under parts of his Behaviour, and such as 
are exposed to common Observation, have their rise in 
him from great and noble Motives. A firm and unshaken 
Expectation of another Life, makes him become this; 
Humanity and good Nature, fortified by the Sense of 
Virtue, has the same Effect upon him, as the Neglect 
of all Goodness has upon many others. (1.75.234) 

Additionally, Ignotus shows Stoic unconcern for the 

trifles in life, and in a later paper, Steele reinforces 

this aspect of the ideal gentleman: "Methinks the Dis-

position of a Mind which is truly great, is that which 

makes Misfortunes and Sorrows little when they befall our 
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selves, great and lamentable when they befall other Men" 

(11.312.439). In other words, the great man is one who 

dismisses his own problems, but who develops great 

sympathy for the plight of others, exercising benevolence 

toward those who suffer. Steele certainly believed that 

it is the responsibility of the fortunate to care. 

There are none who deserve Superiority over others 
in the Esteem of Mankind who do not make it their 
Endeavour to be beneficial to Society; and who, upon 
all occasions which their Circumstances of Life can 
administer, do not take a certain unfeigned Pleasure 
in confessing Benefits of one kind or other. 

(11.248.234) 

However, Steele cautions that one must not perform actions 

merely to please others, because these actions may stem 

from vanity rather than from virtue: "If your concern for 

pleasing others arises from innate Benevolence, it never 

fails of Success; if from a Vanity to excel, its Dis-

appointment is no less certain" (II,280.334). 

One of Steele's most often repeated phrases is "man 

of Sense," a phrase describing a man who is capable of 

reason and of reform. This is not the man of sentiment 

or of sensibility, but one who balances generosity with 

prudence. Steele elaborates by saying that 

It is not only paying Wages, and giving Commands, 
that Constitutes a Master of a Family; but Prudence, 
equal Behavior, with readiness to Protect and 
Cherish them, is what entitles a Man to that Charac-
ter in their very Hearts and Sentiments. (II.202.101) 

In keeping with his strictures on the efficacy of sound 
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management, Steele in another essay states that "all 

Liberality should have for its Basis and Support Fru-

gality, By this means the beneficent Spirit works in a 

Man from the Convictions of Reason, not from the Impulses 

of Passion" (111.346.82-83). The constant check which 

reason exercised may account for the discrepancy between 

the theory and practice of charity in the greater part 

of the eighteenth century. Beggars and debtors were 

often viewed with suspicion by even the most vigorous 

supporters of the ideal of good-natured benevolence. In 

another Spectator paper, Steele, having been accosted by 

a fifty-year-old beggar who has wasted his fortune, 

seizes the opportunity to discuss debtors. While recog-

nizing the possibility of occasional extenuating circum-

stances such as simple errors in judgment, Steele believes 

that the majority of debtors squandered their money simply 

to "cut a figure" in society. He further suggests that 

most of the gentry are in debt for this very reason. He 

contrasts Sir Andrew Freeport, a good merchant who has 

never been in debt, with an old school chum who has 

always been so, Jack Truepenny. Jack has such a "whorish 

unresisting good Nature" he can refuse no man. Acting as 

surety for others, and with no defenses against hypocrisy, 

Truepenny is in constant debt. Steele judges that "this 

easiness and Credulity destroy all the other Merit he has: 
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and he has all his Life been a Sacrifice to others, 

without ever receiving Thanks or doing one good Action" 

(1.82.256-58). Steele thus considers good nature without 

prudence a liability, not an asset. This theme will be 

repeated innumerable times during the course of the 

century by other periodical writers and by the novelists. 

The contributions made by Addison and Steele, par-

ticularly in the Spectator, have great significance for 

later periodicals and for the development of the novel. 

Standing at the beginning of the century as a form of 

literature which interprets philosophy and theology for 

the common man, the Spectator begins a trend which is 

continued throughout the century. Not infrequently the 

editors of the periodicals call upon theologians and 

philosophers themselves to contribute essays, and these 

sermonettes are of particular value in establishing the 

close connection between the various fields of ethics 

under discussion here. Among the contributors to the 

Spectator was a dissenting minister, Henry Grove, a tutor 

at Taunton, Somersetshire, whose discussion of self-love 

and benevolence is a summation of the views of the anti-

Hobbesian writers of the latter seventeenth century. Man, 

says Grove, has two sides, the reasonable and the sociable, 

and two principles of action, self-love and benevolence. 

Reason, according to Grove, dictates that every man will 
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pursue the general happiness in order to secure his own; 

yet, if there were not also some other natural instinct 

at work besides self-love, society would quickly deterio-

rate into a state of war and confusion. To Grove the 

natural instinct which holds self-love in check is 

benevolence, an instinct responsive to the reason: 

The Pleasure which attends the Gratification of our 
Hunger and Thirst, is not the Cause of these Appe-
tites; they are previous to any such Prospect; and 
so likewise is the Desire of doing Good; with this 
Difference, that being seated in the Intellectual 
Part, this last, though antecedent to Reason, may 
yet be improved and regulated by it, and, I will 
add, is no otherwise a Virtue than it is so. 

(IV.588.345) 

This sort of serious speculation apparently met with the 

approval of the Spectator audience, for Grove was respon-

sible for other numbers of the periodical. Among the 

final few issues is another of Grove's papers, this one 

concerned with good nature as an innate propensity: 

' Tis a Property of the Heart of Man to be diffusive: 
Its kind Wishes spread abroad over the Face of the 
Creation; and if there be those, as we may observe 
too many of them, who are all wrap'd up in their own 
dear selves, without any visible Concern for their 
Species, let us suppose that their Good-nature is 
frozen, and by the prevailing Force of some contrary 
Quality restrained in its Operations. I shall 
therefore endeavour to assign some of the principal 
Checks upon this generous Propension of the Human 
Soul, which will enable us to judge whether, and by 
what Method, this most useful Principle may be 
unfettered, and restored to its native Freedom of 
Exercise. (IV.601.377) 

The "checks" to good nature proposed by Grove are unhappy 

"complexions" of the body such as melancholia, the love 
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of the world, and uneasiness of any kind (guilt, discon-

tent, ill fortune). But Grove assures his readers that 

"the Mind in its right Posture . . . will immediately 

discover its innate Propension to Beneficence" 

(IV,601.379)• Another clergyman, Bishop Berkeley, affirms, 

in Steele's Guardian, man's innate generosity, which is a 

result of man's desire to be happy. Optimistically, 

Berkeley states, 

There is hardly a spirit upon earth so mean and 
contracted, as to centre all regards on its own 
interest, exclusive of the rest of mankind. Even 
the selfish man hath some share of love which he 
bestows on his family and friends. A nobler mind 
hath at heart the common interest of the society or 
country of which he makes a part.35 

In Berkeley's view the advantages which come to the 

benevolent man are those of "a sublimer joy than can be 

comprehended by one who is destitute of that noble relish. 

The happiness of the rest of mankind hath a natural 

connection with that of a reasonable mind."-^ These 

passages strongly remind one of the Cambridge Platonists, 

who saw reason, beneficence, and happiness as one. In 

another number of the Guardian, Berkeley uses as a motto 

the quotation "Homo sum, humani nihil a me alienum puto" 

(from Terence, rendered by Berkeley, "I am a man, and 

35 
The Guardian, A Corrected Edition with Preface, 

ed. Alexander Chalmers, II (London: private printing, 
1806), 5-6, 

36Ibid., p. 6. 
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have a fellow-feeling of everything belonging to man.").^ 

Citing the Chain of Being, the bishop employs the argument 

from design to prove that God is the creator and that man 

is given certain laws by which to live, observable in the 

order, motion, and cohesion of natural bodies. By analogy, 

men are drawn by the same cohesive forces to form "com-

munities, clubs, friendships, and all the various species 

of society."^® As bodies in the solar system may be kept 

apart by "rectilinear motions" which establish their 

orbits, so 

private passions and motions of the soul do often 
obstruct the operation of that benevolent uniting 
instinct implanted in human nature . . . which will 
not fail to shew itself when those obstructions are 
taken away.59 

The argument continues along the usual anti-Hobbesian 

lines, with Berkeley maintaining that man has innate good 

nature and social affections which operate despite self-

interest . 

A multitude of examples might be given to support 

the contention that these periodicals were a popular 

medium through which theology and philosophy were dis-

seminated, but these few should suffice. As for the 

popularity of such materials, one may simply state that 

from 1740 to 1800 the collected numbers of the Tatler and 

^Guardian, p. 228. 38Ibid., p. 229. 
39 
Ibid., pp. 230-31. 
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of the Guardian had seven editions and that the Spectator 

40 

had an astonishing total of twenty-five. Of course, 

many other periodicals were to follow the pattern set by 

Addison and Steele, and many of these also contain rich 

materials on good nature and prudence. Eliza Haywood's 

Female Spectator (April, 1744, to May, 1746) is a feminine 

counterpart to the Spectator and contains many essays in 

the courtesy-book tradition, as well as short narratives, 

letters, poetry, character sketches, and bits of drama. 

Mrs. Haywood's approach to sex is generally utilitarian, 

rather than romantic, Following the tradition of Steele's 

"Emilia" portrait, she presents in Book Twelve of her 

periodical the story of a woman of sensibility whose 

example converts her country-bumpkin suitor, Mr. Sullen, 

into a man "affable, good-natured, cheerful, interested 

in learning, and free from pride, foppery, and affec-

41 

tation." Another portrait of the patient, virtuous 

woman who reforms her husband is that of Alithea, found 

in Book Six of the Female Spectator, wherein Dorimon, 

Alithea's husband, pursues his mistress Melissa, all the 

while behaving in a most ill-natured fashion toward his 

wife. Without his knowledge, Alithea adopts the child 
40Mayo, pp. 72-73. 

4l 
Quoted by James Hodges, "The Female Spectator, a 

Courtesy Periodical," Studies in the Early English 
Periodical, ed. R. P. Bond, p. 158. 
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fathered by Dorimon, but cast aside by Melissa. When 

Dorimon discovers that Alithea has done this while in 

possession of the full knowledge of his adultery, he 

renounces Melissa and returns full of love and devotion 

to Alithea. 

Among the miscellanies, the Gentleman's Magazine: or, 

Monthly Intelligencer may be reviewed as a typical example, 

Begun in January, 1731, the magazine enjoyed almost 

continual publication through the nineteenth century. A 

standard practice of such miscellanies was the publication 

of extracts from other journals, often without acknowledg-

ment, but in the case of the Gentleman's Magazine 

acknowledgment is usually given. The article "On Benevo-

lence," for example, was extracted from the Free Briton 

(August 10, 1732) and printed in the Gentleman's in the 

same month. This article calls benevolence "the noblest 

quality of human Nature.... a natural Sweetness of 

42 

Temper." Another extracted article, originally printed 

in the London Journal (August 12, 1732), entitled "The 

Summum Bonum, or Chief Good of Man," admonishes the reader 

that temperance, while the basis or root of virtue and 

happiness, will not recommend us to the good will of 

others because it has no real social value. On the other 
42 

"On Benevolence," Gentleman's Magazine, II, No. 20 
(1732), 899. 
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hand, the pleasures reason sends to us are "Honesty, 

Social Virtue, Gratitude, Humanity, Friendship, Generos-

ity, " and only these represent "constant and unvariable 

4 ̂ 

Good." Clearly, the emphasis here is upon public, 

rather than private, virtues, an emphasis which had 

become standardized by the middle of the century. 

Another favorite theme is found in the article entitled 

"Of Friendship and Benevolence," extracted from the 

London Journal (April 14, 1733). The anonymous author 

distinguishes between friendship and benevolence on the 

basis of universality; the former is benevolence bestowed 

upon the few; the latter is the nobler sentiment, repre-

senting an image "of the supreme Being, who is good to 

all, Father of the World, and the Friend of the Universe." 

This is followed by some familiar strictures: 
It would be much better for the World, if no Men 
extended their Generosity and Benevolence beyond 
the Bounds of their own Fortunes and Circumstances: 
For thousands of Persons and Families have been 
reduced to Want, thro' their thoughtless Benevolence, 
and senseless Friendship; and thousands of worthless, 
idle, extravagant Fellows, have eaten the Bread of 
the Honest, Laborious, Industrious and Frugal. Is 
not this inverting the Order and Nature of Things? 
Why should one Man1£ Virtue be the Support of 
another Man's Vice?^ 

At a much later date (1781), the Gentleman1s is still 

43 
"The Summum Bonum," Gentleman's Magazine, II, 

No. 20 (1732), 902-3. 
44 

"Of Friendship and Benevolence," Gentleman's 
Magazine, III, No. 28 (1733), 183. 
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publishing materials concerned with good nature. In a 

scholarly critique of Cervantes' Don Quixote, John Bowie 

characterizes Cervantes himself: 

Sure I am, that good-nature and candour, charity, 
humanity, and compassion for the infirmities of man 
in his most abject state, and consequently an 
abhorrence of cruelty, persecution, and violence, 
the principal moral he seems to inculcate in his 
great work, were the glorious virtues and predominant 
good qualities of his soul, and must transmit his 
name to the latest ages with every eulogium due to so 
exalted a character.^5 

This estimate of the great picaresque novel as a moral 

adventure has become a modern commonplace, but was a 

natural result of the development of good nature as an 

ideal during the course of the eighteenth century. 

How often the much-praised ideal of good nature 

manifested itself in practical action is an interesting 

question. Many students of social history have noted 

that little practical charity was seen in England until 

46 

at least mid-century. Even then, the reform movement 

was slow to win converts. The charity schools were 

probably the first substantial welfare programs, and 

these seem to have been more concerned that dutiful 

servants be produced than that the children of the poor 
45 
Gentleman's Magazine, 51 (1781), 24. 

46 
A good general discussion of this subject is found 

in Ronald N. Stromberg's Religious Liberalism in 
Eighteenth-Century England (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1954), pp. 150-65. 
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be given an adequate education. While sermons were 

preached on the moral value of benevolence, few churches 

instituted any practical aid, the single exception being 

the Methodists, who, in reaching out to the lower classes, 

were, as we have seen, ridiculed as fanatics, revolution-

aries, or zealots. Typical of the resistance which most 

reform measures encountered is a list of objections to 

the founding of Magdalen Hospital for Prostitutes: those 

who would seek shelter there would only be women who 

could no longer earn an income through prostitution; such 

an institution might destroy prostitution as a trade and 

hence somehow encourage worse (unnamed) social ills; the 

hospital would encourage prostitution by making its 

consequences less ruinous; and no provision being made 

for the women after leaving the hospital, they would 

47 

return to their old habits upon dismissal. The circular 

reasoning exhibited by these objections was not at all 

uncommon. Rather than provide care for the poor, the 

insane, or the criminal, the more popular "charity" 

movements were designed to punish offenders. Societies 

for the "Reformation of Manners" grew up, which issued 

blank warrants for the arrest of persons whose moral 

behavior did not fit present standards, Fines collected 

from these arrests were presumably distributed to the 
47 
Gentleman's Magazine, 29 (1759), 279-80. 
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poor, but of course the poor themselves were frequently 

48 

the ones incarcerated. The charity school movement 

itself began in about 1675 with Thomas Firmin's spinning 

school, more a factory than a school, although founded 

with benevolent intentions. By 1707 there were fifty-five 

such institutions in London averaging about fifty students 

each. By 1734 there were one hundred thirty-two London 

schools with over five thousand pupils. The number and 

population of these schools began to level off at mid-

century. Most were also workshops which made a profit 

at the expense of any real education. The curriculum 

consisted of religious instruction, civility (good 

manners for servants), and apprentice work in certain 
4Q , -

trades. From 1696, at the time of the Bristol Act, 

workhouses were constructed. These contained the elderly 

or the very young, and the aim was almost entirely 

industrial. Most workhouses were financed by private 

philanthropy, but were expected to be productive of some 
50 

return of the investment. Charity hospitals were 

unknown until well into the eighteenth century, and 

these were frequently highly specialized. Middlesex 

Hospital, founded in 1746, cared for smallpox victims. 
48 
B. Kirkman Gray, A History of English Philanthropy 

(1905; rpt. New York: Augustus M. Kelley, 1967), 
pp. 85-88. 

^Ibid., pp. 101-14. ^°Ibid., p. 114. 
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The first lying-in hospital was not built until 174-9 and. 

51 

was criticized for encouraging the immorality of women. 

Among the more unusual philanthropic associations was the 

Royal Humane Society, founded in 1775 by Henry Fielding 

and others for the resuscitation of "dead" victims of 
52 

accidents, poisonings, and overdoses. Among the few 

periodicals which gave space to practical reform measures 

rather than to debates over theories of benevolence, the 

obscure journal The Citizen, published in 1739, devoted 

several issues to articles on public charity schools, 
5^ 

hospitals, and infirmaries. 

When so much ink was spilled to encourage benevolence 

as the Godliest of human virtues, an explanation of why 

so few charities were established does not lie merely 

with the normal indifference to action so common in human 

affairs. First, benevolence is seldom, if ever, 

encouraged in eighteenth-century writings without added 

words of caution about misplaced trust and naive senti-

mentality. Secondly, the middle classes could not afford 

to be so liberal with their funds as the aristocratic 

classes, and it is to the middle classes that most of 

the popular movements were addressed. An excellent 
-^Gray, pp. 124 ff. ^2Ibid., p. 169. 
53 
George Simpson Marr, The Periodical Essayists of 

the Eighteenth Century (1923; rpt. New York: Phaeton 
Press, I960),pp. 104-5. 
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summation of what was apparently the prevailing attitude 

of the merchant classes is made in the Spectator by-

Sir Andrew Freeport: 

I ought to give to an Hospital of Invalids, to 
recover as many useful Subjects as I can; but I 
shall bestow none of my Bounties upon an Alms-house 
of idle People; and for the same Reason I shall not 
think it a Reproach to me if I had withheld my 
Charity from common Beggars. (II.232.191) 

Sir Andrew's charity is utilitarian, its only purpose the 

regaining of useful citizens, that is, workers who will 

make possible the growth of trade to insure a strong nation. 

It is not until the last decade of the eighteenth 

century that the ideal of benevolence is extended beyond 

prudential limits by the cult of sensibility, and even 

then there are serious questions raised about the efficacy 

of unrestrained sympathy. The point to be emphasized 

here is that conservative values are at work throughout 

the century and that these values are to be found in 

every kind of literature. Man's innate good nature is 

consistently praised, but never at the expense of 

55 
reasonable behavior. 

54 
For example, see "Enquirer No. IX: Ought Sensi-

bility to be Cherished, or Repressed?" Monthly Magazine, 
II (1796), 706-9. 

55 
This brief survey of periodical literature is by 

no means complete, but rather representative. To sub-
stantiate further the pervasiveness of theoretical 
interpretations of good nature and prudence in the 
periodicals, I have provided in Appendix A a partial 
listing of additional sources. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE ETHICAL BIRTH AND PROGRESS 

OF THE NOVEL 

Before proceeding to a full discussion of Fielding, 

who, among all of the novelists of the eighteenth century-

is the one most consistently and thoroughly concerned 

with good nature and prudence as twin virtues, a brief 

preliminary word on the rise of the novel is in order. 

The novel appears, it is usually said, with the publi-

cation of Samuel Richardson's Pamela in 1740. This 

advent is not, of course, a unique or singular birth. 

Much preceded and encouraged the "novel" as a literary 

development. Among the factors to be weighed in any 

discussion of the development of the novel as a genre are 

social and cultural conditions and the influence of other 

literary types such as periodical essays, picaresque 

tales, and romances. 

Most historians of the novel writing before the 

1940's recognized the general influence of the rising 

middle class of the mid-eighteenth century and spoke of 

techniques borrowed from earlier works such as Jack 

Wilton, or the Unfortunate Traveler (1594) or Don Quixote 

(1605). However, not until the last thirty years have 
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scholars explored other avenues of technical influence 

such as the periodical essay. Additionally, more recent 

scholarship has turned to philosophy for backgrounds to 

the rise of the novel."'" 

The moral tone of the eighteenth-century novel 

invites a comparison with the conduct book and the 

sermon. Introduction of a general ethical premise, 

illustration by example (usually a character sketch or 

brief narrative), and conclusion by a moral statement are 

techniques found in the sermon and in conduct books, as 

well as in the periodical. This pattern often appears in 

a novel when the author introduces "minor" characters or 

incidents which have little function in the main plot, 

but are inserted to illustrate a moral idea. 

More important than technique, however, but seldom 

drawing the attention of scholars, is the influence of 

dynamic theological and philosophical forces upon the 

development of the novel. A few critics have made a 

beginning for this type of inquiry, among them John J. 

Richetti, who sees in popular fiction from 1700 to 1739 

an ideological framework of the struggle between believers 

and nonbelievers, a struggle which was occurring in the 

"'"Ian Watt, "Realism and the Novel," Essays in 
Criticism, 2 (1952),- 376-96, shows that empiricism from 
Descartes to Locke provided an epistemological realism 
which encouraged the "realism" of early novels. 
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real world of the orthodox church, which opposed deists, 

2 

atheists, and other sects. The many criminal biographies 

of those years immediately preceding the publication of 

Pamela, among them Defoe's Moll Flanders, present 

strenuous moralistic claims which are valid if we recog-

nize that "the criminality of [the] subjects is described 

in a language which in somewhat debased and diluted 

popular form exploits the style and frame of reference of 

sermon and traditional religious allegory." In other 

words, the criminal in these accounts gains mythic 

stature as sinful man, an enemy of God, as well as of 
4 

society. 

Another motif, which appears in the novels of the 

1750's following Pamela and Tom Jones, is that of the 

young picaresque hero who is of presumably mediocre birth, 

or who has been disinherited. Almost invariably he 

journeys to London, is reduced to poverty, and, despite 

a good education, falls into evil habits. At some point 

he is brought to repentance, swamped with sermons and 

tears, and then he begins a gradual return to fortune. 

He marries well, after discovery of his own high birth, 

and assumes the duties and privileges of station. The 
2 
John J. Richetti, Popular Fiction Before Richardson 

(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1969), p. 13. 

^Ibid., p. 59. ^Ibid. 
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story is accompanied by many tears, much good advice, and 

little humor aside from some low-life scenes. Like the 

criminal biography, this picaresque tale is basically 

moral in aim, and some of the characteristics of the hero 

are those we should expect from characters drawn under 

the influence of the Latitudinarians and ethical philoso-

phers . The hero of the moralized picaresque is innately 

generous (to the point of foolishness), courageous, 

sensitive, good-hearted, and susceptible to love at 

first sight. Qualities which he must learn, qualities 

which will perfect his good nature, are prudence of all 

kinds, chastity, truthfulness, practicality, and financial 

management (to offset foolish generosity).^ The striking 

resemblance between the heroes of these inferior novels, 

little read today, and Fielding's Tom Jones is not 

coincidental. The success of Fielding's novel encouraged 

imitation. But, more importantly, the theological, 

philosophical, and social milieu which produced the rogue 

novel, the moralized picaresque, and the masterpiece, is 

the same. 

5 
Robert B. Pierce, "Moral Education in the Novel of 

the 1750's," PQ, 44 (1965), 75. A few examples of such 
novels are: Sir John Hill, Adventures of Mr. George 
Edwards, a Creole (1751), John Cleland, Memoirs of a 
Coxcomb (1751), Edward Kimber, The Life and Adventures of 
James Ramble, Esq. (1755), Thomas Amory, The Life and 
Opinions of John Buncle Esquire (1756-66). 

^Pierce, pp. 76-82. 
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Not only is the basic nature of the hero built as a 

response to ethics, but so also are other characters 

developed in response to that background. The heroine is 

frequently, perhaps always, a symbolic goal toward which 

the hero moves, a constant representative of moral wisdom. 

Not unlike Una in Spenser's Faerie Queene, the Sophias 

and Amelias of the eighteenth-century novel provide the 

moral fulfillment needed by the hero, and his pursuit of 

the heroine and marriage with her constitute a sort of 

holy quest. Along the route of adventure the hero 

encounters many other characters strategically placed to 

aid or to misuse him. Part of the hero's moral education 

is to learn which of these to trust, which to believe. 

To help him to make the proper decisions a mentor appears, 

usually an older, wiser man, frequently a minister. 

Examples from Fielding's novels include Parson Adams, 

Allworthy, and Dr. Harrison. The mentor has a dual role, 

providing wise moral speeches and at the same time acting 

as a deus ex machina to extract the hero or heroine from 

difficulties. Often the mentor provides a pivot around 

7 
which the whole plot turns. 

7 
Irma Z. Sherwood, "The Novelists as Commentators," 

in The Age of Johnson: Essays Presented to Chauncey 
Brewster Tinker, ed. Frederick W. Hilles "[New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1949), p. 119. 
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So important did ethics finally become that the 

post-Johnsonian school of essay-critics put so much stock 

in ethical sensibilities that only Sir Charles Grandison, 

among all the eighteenth-century canon, could pass muster 
O 

as having an acceptable main character. The reputation 

of a novelist after 1750 frequently depended upon what 

the critics and general public felt his moral purpose to 

be. Mrs. Anna Laetitia Barbauld, Richardson's first 

biographer, and a critic and editor of the eighteenth-

century novelists, believed the good novels of that day 

to be morally influential: 
Benevolence and sensibility to distress are almost 
always insisted on in modern books of this kind; and 
perhaps it is not exaggeration to say that much of 
the softness of our present manners, much of the 
tincture of humanity so conspicuous amidst all our 
vices, is owing to the bias given by our dramatic 
writings and fictitious stories.9 

An unfortunate consequence attendant upon the 

development of the novel as a moral exercise was the 

deterioration into mawkish sentimentality which has often 

been remarked among the minor, imitative novelists after 

the mid-eighteenth century, Along with this marked 

sentimentality appears a vocabulary of new expressions. 

g 
Robert D. Mayo, The English Novel in the Magazines, 

1740-1815 (Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University 
Press, 1962), p. 146. 

g 
A. L. Barbauld, ed., "On the Origin and Progress of 

Novel Writing," The British Novelists, I (London. 1820). 
46. 
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The terms sensibility and sentiment appear in general use 

by about 1750."^ The words philanthropist (1730-1736), 

philanthrope (1734), philanthropically (1787), and 

philanthropic (1789) make late appearancesBut the 

terms benevolence and charity are present long before 

1700, and this fact is important, because the original 

sense given to charity is the ideal of Christian brotherly 

love, as in the King James version of I Corinthians 13, 

wherein the virtue is an un-ostentatious giving of self, 

rather than of goods alone. The more ostentatious forms 

of charity were, as we have seen, slow to take shape in a 

practical form. The practice of philanthropy in the 

eighteenth century proper consisted primarily of such 

charitable enterprises as would present a financial 

return to the investor, and even the most public-spirited 

of writers on the subject, such as Fielding, cautioned 

against encouraging the poor to be lazy by extending 

gratuities. The breach between theory and practice is, 

I believe, responsible in part for the late appearance of 

the word philanthropic and for the peculiar bifurcation 

"^R. W. Babcock, "Benevolence, Sensibility, and 
Sentiment in Some Eighteenth-Century Periodicals," MLN, 
62 (1947), 394-97. An earlier date for the appearance of 
sentimental has been suggested by Allen (see note 11), who 
believes it came into use by 1746. 

1:LB. Sprague Allen, "The Dates of Sentimental and 
Its Derivatives," PMLA, 48 (1933), 304. 
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in connotation of the words sentiment and sentimental. 

While Shaftesbury's "moral sense" probably fathered the 

term sensibility, his original intent included both 

emotion and control of emotion. Because lack of control 

of the emotions continued to be condemned until at least 

the end of the century, the negative connotations of 

sentimental developed. On the other hand, since the 

Hutcheson-Hume school of philosophy emphasized the 

emotions as moral thermometers, sentimentality could also 

be interpreted positively. Important to the value 

assigned to this ethical vocabulary is the term prudence, 

which also assumed both negative and positive conno-

tations. What I am here suggesting is that, after 1750, 

the whole treatment of benevolent impulses (good nature) 

and the control of these impulses (prudence) is in a 

state of transition, not to be resolved until well into 

the nineteenth century, if then, and that that resolution 

may be manifested in such measures as the Reform Bill of 

1832, which showed acceptance of practical charity in the 

form of relief for the poor. 

The virtue of charity, and its accompanying senti-

mental emotion, pity, had, after mid-century, become a 

fashionable pose. Some of the writers who condemned this 

sentimentalism unaccompanied by discriminating judgment 

included Joseph Warton, Fashion, a Satire (1768); 
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Christopher Smart, Care and Generosity (1755) and The 

Conoisseur, No. 98 (1755); William Kenrick, On Moral 

Sentiment (1768); and Robert Lloyd, Charity, a Fragment 

12 

(1755). Posturing sentimentalism is condemned not only 

by poets and essayists but also by novelists like Fielding, 

Goldsmith, and Sterne, who, while intent upon recommending 

good nature and benevolence as necessary social and 

private virtues, are equally as intent to avoid the 

hypocrisy of posed or mawkish sentimentality of the kind 

they believed to be found in Richardson and in the score 

of minor novelists who imitated him. 

Thus, the birth of the novel in the eighteenth 

century is, in part, a response to the needs of a growing 

literate middle class, a class demanding moral and social 

guidance. The novelists, in turn, find their own ethical 

guides in the great theologians and philosophers. Which 

of these they choose to follow, and which philosophies the 

novelists inculcate may spell the difference between the 

sentimental novel and the novel of prudential good nature. 

The same interpretive guidelines may be applied to poetry, 

essays, and drama during the course of the century. 
12 
C. A. Moore, "Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets in 

England, 1700-1760," PMLA, 31 (1916), 317. 
13Cf. Moore, "Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets," 

PMLA, 31 (1916), 264-325, and Bernbaum, The Drama of 
Sensibility (1915; rpt. Gloucester, Massachusetts: Peter 
Smith, 1958), for representative discussions. 



CHAPTER VII 

HENRY FIELDING: CHAMPION OF 

GOOD NATURE AND PRUDENCE 

Of the many writers in the eighteenth century who 

paid attention to the ethics of good nature and prudence, 

none was more prolific nor persistent in his treatment of 

this subject than Henry Fielding. Not only was Fielding 

perhaps the first novelist to make good nature a cardinal 

virtue of his protagonists, but he was also from the 

beginning of his literary career prone to display good 

nature and prudence as the cornerstones of a moral system. 

His own life provided him with experiences and introduced 

him to human beings who would appear repeatedly in his 

writings. He was familiar with the problems created by 

the social system of his day, with the temptations and 

exigencies of city life, with the plight of the poor, of 

foundlings, and of half-pay soldiers, with the tasks and 

responsibilities of public servants, with the barter 

system which made marriage for love an exceptional circum-

stance, with a corrupt system of criminal justice, with 

the struggles of a middle-class to become financially 

independent, and with the vagaries of a preferment system 

which seldom rewarded merit. Throughout his career, both 

186 
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as an author and. as a London magistrate, Fielding 

struggled, against the social inequities he saw. 

Fielding's overriding concern was that man treat mankind 

with brotherly love. 

What happened when brotherhood was forgotten Fielding 

learned from the circumstances of his own life. Field-

ing's early life was somewhat unsettled by the death of 

his mother, Sarah Gould, in 1718 and by the ensuing court 

battles between his maternal grandmother, Lady Gould, 

and his father, Colonel Edmund Fielding, a half-pay 

officer who had remarried in 1719. By 1722, when the 

suit was settled, Fielding had once run away from Eton to 

join Lady Gould, possibly to avoid being removed by his 

father. In 1725 Fielding courted Sarah Andrew, a rich 

young relative of Lady Gould, but his attempted elopement 

was stopped by the law. Eventually, Fielding came to 

London, where he began his successful career as a play-

wright in February, 1728. In 1734 he married Charlotte 

Craddock, the Sophia of Tom Jones and the Amelia of his 

last novel, a woman he married for love. With the State 

Licensing Act of 1737, Fielding found that his career as 

a playwright could not bring him enough money to support 
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a growing family, and he became a law student in the 

Middle Temple."̂ " 

The middle years of Fielding's life were filled with 

both literary activity of the first order and an excep-

tionally successful career as a public servant. Fielding 

became a member of the bar in 1740, the year in which 

Richardson's Pamela was published. Fielding's parody, 

Shamela, appeared in 1741. From 1739 to 1741 Fielding 

had edited The Champion, which contained both personal 

essays in the manner of Addison and Steele and political 

papers in support of the opposition party. Thereafter, 

Fielding published Joseph Andrews (1742); a three-volume 

Miscellanies (1743) containing both earlier writings and 

some material prepared especially for these volumes; The 

True Patriot (1745-1746), a political periodical in 

support of the Hanoverian cause; and The Jacobite's 

Journal (1747-1748), similar in purpose to the Patriot. 

Three months before the publication of Tom Jones (1749), 

Fielding was appointed Justice of the Peace at Bow Street 

Court in London. As a justice, Fielding gained a repu-

tation for honesty, fair dealing, and efficiency. He 

reduced the annual profit from bribery from df1,000 to 

^300, most of which he gave to his secretary, and 

"^Biographical details are from Aurelien Digeon, The 
Novels of Henry Fielding (London: George Routledge and 
Sons, Ltd., 1925), pp. 1-37. 
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instituted a professional police force under his juris-

2 

diction. During his term of office, Fielding wrote 

reform pamphlets that were well-received, and Fielding 

himself became the sort of public-spirited and benevo-

lent figure which he admired so much. In 1751 he 

published An Enquiry into the Late Increase in Robbers 

and followed that with a practical solution in A Proposal 

. . . for the Poor (1753). Fielding also published 

The Covent-Garden Journal (1752), containing some of the 

best of his literary essays, and revised Jonathan Wild 

(1754), a novel which had originally been published as 

the third volume of the Miscellanies. His final work, 

published posthumously, The Journal of a Voyage to 

Lisbon (1755), recounts Fielding's torturous journey 

to Portugal in search of a warmer climate to ease his 

terminal illness. There he died in October, 1754. 

Fielding's life, particularly in his office as a 

magistrate, is reflected in the serious moral purpose of 

his literature. Always, Fielding has in mind the larger 

social values, as Henry Knight Miller observes, 
Like his classical mentors from Plato to Plutarch, 
like the great humorists and satirists he constantly 
invoked, and like the Christian humanists in whose 
tradition he stood, Fielding was passionately 
concerned with the human qualities and ideals that 

2 
Digeon, p. 30. Fielding had entered an office in 

which bribery was a common and accepted practice. His 
honesty was an exception. 
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made for the realization of a just and virtuous 
society—and (necessarily) with the human flaws and 
follies that threatened it. This larger question 
offers a true center not only for the Miscellanies, 
but for Fielding's varied aims as a comic moralist. 
It provides a consistent pattern and intention for 
his portraits of social parasites and moral degener-
ates in the early "manners" comedies, his critical 
equation of vanity and hypocrisy with the "true 
ridiculous," his fictional dissection of the vices 
peculiar to selfishness and malice, and his unceasing 
attack on all forms of behavior contrary to man's 
moral nature—which to Fielding meant inevitably his 
social nature as well.3 

Although any of Fielding's prefatory comments and dedi-

cations might be cited to support this view of his moral 

and comic aims, the dedicatory preface to Amelia, 

addressed to Ralph Allen, is typical: 

Sir: The following book is sincerely designed to 
promote the cause of virtue and to expose some of 
the most glaring evils, as well public as private, 
which at present infest the country, though there is 
scarce, as I remember, a single stroke of satire 
aimed at any one person throughout the whole.^ 

Fielding's careful words about public as well as private 

evils is anti-Mandevillian. Fielding's moral purpose is 

identical to that of other eighteenth-century authors who, 

like Addison and Steele, Shaftesbury, and Butler, 

x 
Henry Knight Miller, Essays on Fielding's "Miscel-

lanies" : A Commentary on Volume One (Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1961), p. 42. 

4 
Henry Fielding, Amelia in The Complete Works of 

Henry Fielding, ed. William E. Henley (1902; rpt. New 
York: Barnes and Noble, 1967), VI, i. Subsequent 
references are to this edition, cited in the text by 
volume and page number. 
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encouraged the individual to develop further those innate 

virtues which could but produce a better society. 

The full range of Fielding's literary activity 

covers every genre which was popular in the eighteenth 

century, and he left material of lasting literary value 

in each of those genres, except, perhaps, in poetry. 

His experience with drama, with periodical essayS, with 

pamphleteering, and with satirical short novels provided 

him with techniques he later incorporated in the novels 

for which he is famous today. From drama he borrowed 

the discovery scene, expert use of dialogue, and lively 

humours characters. From the periodical essay he devel-

oped a habit of moral commentary and the technique of 

interpolated stories to diversify his narratives. 

Additionally, Fielding found an appropriate tone in the 

periodical, a tone of polite didacticism, which fre-

quently appears in his novels. From the shorter satirical 

works like Sharnela or Jonathan Wild, Fielding learned 

to excercise irony in a subtle and devastating manner. 

But throughout most of his literary career one subject 

repeats itself, no matter what the genre or technique— 

the subject of the necessity for good nature and prudence 

as social, as well as private, virtues. 

The range of subject matter which was to occupy 

Fielding's interest throughout his literary career can 



192 

be observed in two of his early publications, The Champion 

(1739-1741) and the three-volume Miscellanies (April, 

1743). The Champion, written under the eidolon "Captain 

Hercules Vinegar," is similar in technique and format to 

the Spectator, containing essays of single-issue length 

on morals and manners. Captain Vinegar, who threatens 

with his stout club all enemies to the public weal, to 

common sense, and to the British language, is an outspoken 

critic of Great Britain. Among the subjects Vinegar 

discusses are several which will appear repeatedly in the 

pages of Fielding's later works. Essays on the state 

of the clergy, on Christian attitudes, on the virtues 

of humility, charity, and good nature, on the necessity 

for leadership by truly "great" men—all appear more than 

once in the pages of The Champion. Captain Vinegar's 

favorite targets are the vices of hypocrisy, avarice, 

slander, and vanity—and the greatest of these is hypoc-

risy, against which there is an attack in nearly every 

one of the essays on morals written by Fielding for 

The Champion. Fielding firmly believed that among the 

worst of evil-doers was the man who adopted a righteous 

pose, but who was at heart a villain who did irreparable 

harm to those who naively trusted him. A good example of 

Fielding's preoccupation with the subject of hypocrisy 

(this instance is merely one of many) may be found in the 
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Tuesday, December 11, 1739, issue of The Champion, in 

which is printed a "letter" to Captain Vinegar from a 

self-proclaimed hypocrite. The correspondent admits that 

he is, in religion, a skeptic who nevertheless regularly 

attends church services; that he is ill-natured but 

passes for being "very good-natured" by using a little 

"verbal piety"; that he lacks charity, but by cleverly 

speaking sympathetically of the losses of others, is 

believed to be tenderhearted; that he is as "proud as 

Lucifer," but conceals his pride by wearing the appearance 

of humility; all the while he practices revenge, poisons 

animals, creates slanders, and engages in other misan-

5 

thropies. Fielding's reply to the letter warns that the 

hypocrite is deceiving himself more than others; mankind 

would do well to concentrate on perfecting real goodness 

which this man only pretends to have. Fielding adds 

that 
though the certain existence of such sort of persons, 
as my correspondent, may justify us in some degree of 
suspicion and caution in our dealing with mankind; 
yet should it by no means incline us to their 
opinions, who have represented human nature as 
utterly bad and depraved, . . .6 

5 
The Champion in The Complete Works of Henry 

Fielding, ed. William E. Henley (1902; rpt. New York: 
Barnes and Noble, 1967), XIV, 95-96. Subsequent refer-
ences to this edition will be cited as Henley ed., volume, 
and page number. 

6Henley ed., XIV, 96. 
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Fielding is at pains here, as elsewhere, to defend, the 

idea of man's basic goodness and to warn those who are 

the dupes of hypocrites not to become themselves depraved 

through cynicism. 

Concern about hypocrisy and its effects may also be 

seen in the Miscellanies, along with other subjects 

Fielding continued to treat in his later works. The 

three volumes of the Miscellanies present in collected 

form several works originally written earlier by Fielding, 

some of them imitative or, at best, experimental, but 

containing techniques and substance which can provide a 

worthwhile background for a study of his major writings. 

The first volume of the Miscellanies contains several 

short poems, verse essays, prose essays, translations, 

and brief satires. The second volume contains a fragment, 

the prose fiction travel allegory A Journey from this 

World to the Next, as well as two plays. The third volume 

is devoted to a first version of the novel The Life of 

Jonathan Vfild the Great. The poems of volume one have 

little literary merit, but a group of five verse essays, 

modelled after Pope, deal with subjects close to 

Fielding's heart throughout his career—true greatness, 

good nature, liberty, marriage, and human inconsistency. 

Also included in volume one are two prose essays of 

considerable length; the first, in the manners or courtesy 
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tradition, is entitled Essay on Conversation; the other, 

an Essay on the Knowledge of the Characters of Men, is a 

handbook on hypocrisy. 

Throughout his career, Fielding continued to publish 

journalistic essays, many of which deal with subjects 

treated by him in earlier works. For example, an issue 

of the ostensibly political journal True Patriot for 

December 17, 1745, contains a letter from "Abraham Adams," 

who extolls the Christian moderation he has found in other 

numbers of the Patriot. Adams calls attention to the sin 

of luxury, which he says often precludes acts of charity.''7 

In the True Patriot for January 28, 1746, Adams again 

appears, discussing a young profligate whom he met at 

"Mr. Wilson's" home and making suggestions about the 

Q 

education of youth. Both Adams and Wilson had appeared 

in Joseph Andrews, written in 1742. Fielding's final 

journalistic endeavor, The Covent-Garden Journal (1752) 

employs the eidolon "Sir Alexander Drawcansir," who, like 

Captain Hercules Vinegar, is a censor for Great Britain. 

Similar in style and content to The Champion, The Covent-

Garden Journal explores again the questions of morality 

which Fielding found so important. 

Not even a debilitating illness prevented Fielding 

from an expression of his interests in humanitarianism 

7Henley ed., XIV, 23-28. 8Ibid., pp. 45-50. 
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and. in ethics. His last work, published posthumously in 

1755, is a kind of personal literary diary of observations 

made while Fielding was en route to Portugal in 175̂ - in 

hope that a change of climate might ease his dropsy and 

prolong his life. Intense pain and anxiety amid the 

rigors of a Channel crossing did no damage to Fielding's 

active, curious, and productive mind. Published together 

with the Journal of a Voyage to Lisbon was "A Fragment of 

a Comment on Lord Bolingbroke's Essays," written perhaps 

during the journey, or in Lisbon, during Fielding's last 

year. Austin Dobson, editor of an 1896 edition of the 

Journal, remarked that Fielding 

expended his last energies in works of philanthropy 
and benevolence: almost his last ink was shed in 
opposing the tenets of Bolingbroke; and he went to a 
foreign grave with the courage of a hero and the 
dignity of a philosopher.9 

Such an extensive and varied literary output, ranging 

from the drama to social pamphlets, from periodical essays 

to novels, is difficult to assess, but in Fielding's works 

there is a consistency helpful to the investigating 

scholar. Not only do certain attitudes remain fairly 

constant in Fielding's works, but there are also tech-

niques which he employs with regularity; many of these 

techniques were developed in order to better express 
g 

Austin Dobson, "Editor's Introduction," March, 1892, 
as rpt. in Henley ed., XVI, 176. 
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Fielding's ethics. His concern about hypocrisy leads him 

into making careful distinctions about truth, even when 

defining single words. Glenn W. Hatfield considers many 

of Fielding's works to be essays in definition and 

observes that Fielding 

is concerned with sets of contrary ideas or values 
expressed by a single word, and always he is involved 
in an attempt to distinguish the "true" (or 
"original") sense of the word from the "false" (or 
"corrupt") meaning.10 

This observation is accurate. Fielding is constantly at 

pains to expose false virtue, false prudence, and false 

good nature as masquerades. Fielding's habit of defi-

nition is nowhere more clearly seen than in his "A Modern 

Glossary," number four of Covent-Garden Journal, published 

on January 14, 1752. This satirical word-list displays 

Fielding's attitudes toward a number of what he considers 

to be false values in society. He defines fine as 

"useless" in the phrase "a fine gentleman." On the other 

hand, the concept fool is "a complex idea, compounded of 

poverty, honesty, piety, and simplicity." Many a fine 

gentleman, he implies, considers the honest man a fool. 

Fielding defines learning as "pedantry," and defines 

modesty as "awkwardness, rusticity." The implication is 

that the fashionable world believes the proud pedant to 

10"The Serpent and the Dove: Fielding's Irony and 
the Prudence Theme of Tom Jones," MP, 65 (1967), 17-18. 
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be a man of learning, but mistakes the modest man for a 

backward rustic, In this same article Fielding defines 

worth as "power, rank, wealth," and calls wisdom "the art 

of acquiring all three."11 Again, Fielding implies that 

society places value on the wrong things. Fielding's 

habit of definition is not, of course, confined to 

satirical glossaries. Frequently he presents extended 

definitions in his periodical essays, as, for example, he 

does with the word good-nature in The Champion for 

12 

March 27, 1740. Definitions are also introduced as 

digressions or asides to the reader in the course of 

Fielding's novels as occurs, for example, with the word 

vanity in Joseph Andrews, Book 1, Chapter 15. ̂  Further-

more, Fielding does not confine himself to formal word 

definition. Many of the minor characters in his novels 

are introduced primarily to illustrate a virtue or its 

opposite vice, or to show hypocrisy at work. Such char-

acters may disappear after having performed the intended 

function of illustration and may have little or nothing to 

do with the continuing action of a novel. Parson 

Trulliber of Joseph Andrews, The Man of the Hill in 

13-Henley ed., XIV, 90-92. 12Ibid., XV, 256-60. 
15 
Henry Fielding, The History of the Adventures of 

Joseph Andrews and His Friend Mr. Abraham Adams (New York: 
W. ¥. Norton Co., Inc., 1958), p. 52. Subsequent refer-
ences to Joseph Andrews are to this edition, documented in 
the text by page number. 
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Tom Jones, and Justice Thrasher in Amelia are typical 

examples. 

Because Fielding takes care to define his moral 

attitudes, he should offer few problems to the scholar 

who is interested in Fielding's ethical bias. Yet much 

has been written of a contradictory nature concerning the 

moral basis of Fielding's art. In an age when there was, 

as I have shown, considerable theological conflict which 

attracted a relatively large secular audience, a writer 

as involved with moral issues as Fielding was would 

naturally concern himself with theological questions. To 

label Fielding simply an orthodox Christian, as many 

commentators are content to do, is to apply to Fielding a 

generalization which is too broad. For Fielding religion 

provided the main impulse which urged mankind to benevo-

lence, that virtue which Fielding considered the principal 

duty of Christians and the supreme social virtue. The 

importance he placed on the fundamental Christian doctrine 

of brotherly love led Fielding to adopt a moderate, non-

dogmatic, religious outlook quite similar to that of the 

Latitudinarians. Like the Latitudinarians, Fielding 

defies strict classification. He is neither a deist, nor 

a stoic, nor an orthodox Anglican, nor a dissenter, and 

he is willing to agree with the tenets of any of these 

groups, so long as such tenets do not detract from the 
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benevolist ethic, Some of Fielding's religious attitudes 

are clear in what he had to say concerning the clergy. 

One of his major critical targets is the clergyman who, 

posing as a good man, is actually a corrupt, worldly 

hypocrite. Of the seven clerics portrayed in Joseph 

Andrews, only one possesses benevolence and true good 

nature, Parson Adams, whose faults are quite human and 

whose virtues are equally human. Fielding attaches no 

sectarian label to Adams, leaving the reader with the 

impression that Adams is simply a modest country curate, 

and an Anglican. Fielding carefully sets up the first 

appearance of Adams on the road to contrast with the 

actions of another clergyman. Adams coincidentally 

arrives at the inn where Joseph has been taken following 

a highwayman incident in which Joseph sustained injuries. 

A clergyman, Barnabas, has twice been sent for and twice 

has visited briefly with Joseph, ostensibly to give the 

lad spiritual sustenance, but really to obtain for himself 

a place by the fire and a cup of punch. After Adams has 

cared for Joseph's immediate needs, he returns to the 

common room of the inn to confront the hypocritical 

Barnabas. In the ensuing theological debate Barnabas 

insists that the dissenters Whitefield, Toland, and 

Woolston are guilty of criminal heterodoxy because they 

believe that the common man can easily understand the 



201 

Scriptures, unaided. In reply Adams contends, 

If Mr, Whitefield had carried his doctrine no farther 
than you mention, I should have remained, as I once 
was, his well-wisher. I am, myself, as great an 
enemy to the luxury and splendour of the clergy; 
. . . but when he began to call nonsense and 
enthusiasm to his aid, and set up the detestable 
doctrine of faith against good works, I was his 
friend no longer. . . . (p. 63) 

Further along in the discussion, Adams reveals his belief 

in the Pelagian heresy by stating that "a virtuous and 

good Turk, or Heathen, are more acceptable in the sight 

of their Creator, than a vicious and wicked Christian, 

though his faith was as perfectly orthodox as St. Paul 

himself" (p. 64). Within the space of three pages, Adams 

has espoused portions of three controversial tenets—the 

superiority of good works over faith, the Pelagian heresy, 

and tolerance of dissenters. Barnabas retreats, fearing 

that he may next hear "the Alcoran, the Leviathan, or 

Woolston commended" (p. 65). Fielding is not, in this 

passage, suggesting that Adams is an untidy thinker, nor 

a fool, but that he is a sensible interpreter of religion 

who chooses the tenets which agree with his own under-

standing of truths about the world and man's place in it. 

Adams's ideas here, and elsewhere, are identical to those 

of Latitudinarians, who believed in a benevolent creator, 

in the efficacy of good works, and in the ability of man 

to find God for himself regardless of creed. 
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But Fielding's interest in the clergy was not 

confined to the creation of fictional characters. He 

devoted four numbers of The Champion to a continuing essay-

entitled "Apology for the Clergy," in which he urges the 

public to understand that blanket condemnation of church-

men is unwarranted, that ministers are direct inheritors 

of discipleship, and that their titles should command 

14 

respect. Fielding's list of the virtues requisite to 

divine office is impressive. A clergyman must be "humble, 

charitable, benevolent, void of envy, void of pride, void 

of vanity, void of rapaciousness, gentle, candid, truly 

sorry for the sins and misfortunes of men, and rejoicing 

in their virtue and happiness."15 Fielding's fictional 

Parson Adams approximates these virtues as nearly as a 

mortal might, and as Martin Battestin has observed, Adams 

also represents the qualities outlined by Isaac Barrow in 

his sermon "Of Being Imitators of Christ," in which 

charity and chastity (that is, temperance) are proposed 

as primary virtues.16 Fielding's use of Barrow in setting 

up the character of Parson Adams is not an isolated 
14 
The Champion, March 29, April 5, April 12, and 

April 19, 17^0; Henley ed., XV, 260-65, 269-79, 283-87. 
15Henley ed., XV, 283. 

16The Moral Basis of Fielding's Art: A Study of 
"Josephlndrews" (Middletown, Connecticut: Wesleyan 
University Press, 1959), p. 26. 
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example of the Latitudinarian influence in Fielding's 

works. Several scholars agree that Fielding's Christian-

ity is of the Latitudinarian variety and that his 

theological sources are, ultimately, Barrow, Tillotson, 

17 

Samuel Clarke, Bishop Hoadley, and Robert South. 

Fielding displays Latitudinarianism in his emphasis upon 

tolerance, liberality, practical morality, and common 

sense in matters of religion. He condemns "enthusiasm," 

excessive dependence upon ritual or dogma, intolerance, 

vanity, hypocrisy, and self-interest, all of which were 

condemned in a similar manner by Latitudinarians. 

Furthermore, Fielding's objections to "enthusiasm" are 

similar not only to those of the Latitudinarians but also 

to those of Shaftesbury. For Fielding, "conversion" 

meant little, for he was convinced that faith without good 

works was an hypocrisy. His dislike for Methodism, with 

its emphasis upon grace and upon evangelism, shows up 

clearly in Tom Jones and in Amelia. Blifil, the grand 

hypocrite of Tom Jones, turns Methodist in the hope of 
17 
Documentation from numerous passages in Fielding's 

works and Fielding's personal library holdings support 
this contention. For further documentation see Battestin, 
note one, p. 159; Michael Irwin, Henry Fielding: The 
Tentative Realist (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), p. 11; 
James A. Work, "Henry Fielding, Christian Censor," in The 
Age of Johnson: Essays Presented to Chauncey Brewster 
Tinker, ed. Frederick ¥. Hilles (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1949), p. 141. 
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1 R 
marrying a wealthy Methodist widow. And the central 

turning-point in Amelia, Booth's "conversion," is the 

result, according to Booth himself, of having read 

rational proofs of religion in Barrow's sermons, although 

Dr. Harrison is sure that the idea of eternal damnation 

has also been at work on Booth's emotions.Booth's 

conversion and Harrison's assessment of it are important, 

for this incident not only illustrates Fielding's belief 

in the ability of a rational man to find God for himself, 

but also introduces the question of reward and punishment 

in Christian doctrine. Although in agreement with 

Shaftesbury that "enthusiasm" and the emotions are 

insecure guides to moral behavior, Fielding does not share 

Shaftesbury's antagonism toward the reward-punishment 

theory. Shaftesbury rejected reward and punishment 

because it seemed to him a childish bargain with God, an 

emotional threat which could act only as a false motive 

20 

for virtue. Fielding, on the other hand, frequently 

reminds his readers that heaven holds bliss, hell torment, 

and that the reasonable man can but choose the former. 
18 
The History of Tom Jones a Foundling (New York: 

Modern Library, 1950*5", p. 884. Subsequent references are 
to this edition, documented in the text by page number 
only. 

19Henley ed., VII, 313. 
20 
See above, pp. 79-81. 
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Harrison's reply to Booth that the true religion is one 

which acts upon man's hopes and fears, not one which 

depends upon an aesthetic appreciation of the natural 

beauty of virtue (VII, 313), is closer to orthodox 

Anglicanism than it is to Shaftesbury. Nevertheless, 

Fielding emphasizes the fact that Booth converts himself, 

primarily by a rational act—the reading and analysis 

of Barrow's sermons in the light of Booth's circumstances 

and experiences. 

Another theological issue which concerned Fielding 

was the question of whether man had a basically good or 

innately evil nature. Aware of both possibilities in 

man's nature, Fielding as a literary artist, not as a 

systematic philosopher or theologian, depicts good and 

evil in constant dramatic tension. Because he thus 

never denies the fact of evil, Fielding is set apart from 

the more sentimental writers who adopted the ethics of 

feeling and assumed that all men were, at heart, good. 

On the other hand, Fielding's major characters, particu-

larly Tom Jones, Joseph Andrews, Heartfree, Parson Adams, 

Amelia, Booth, and Sophia, exhibit natural goodness, fre-

quently innate and unlearned. This question of the basic 

quality of man's nature has precipitated some controversy 

among the critics of Fielding's works. That controversy 

is seen particularly in several discussions of Square and 
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Thwackum in Tom Jones. R. W. Harris believes that Square 

represents the classical Neo-Platonist, concerned with 

the eternal fitness of things, and that Thwackum is an 

orthodox Christian, a Biblical absolutist who believes in 

grace, but that neither understands the true nature of 

goodness. Harris thinks that Fielding was contemptuous 

of both Thwackum and Square, for throughout his novels, 

the good characters understand the warm, spontaneous 

21 

sentiments of humanity and the bad do not. Some 

scholars have assigned to Square the attitudes and 

locutions of Samuel Clarke, whose works in four volumes 
22 

were in Fielding's library. On the other hand, K. K. 

Ruthven believes that whatever was latently deistic in 

Clarke's writings is caricatured in Square and that it is 

primarily Clarke's language, not his ideas, which Fielding 

23 

satirizes. Ruthven also believes that the entire Molly-

Square episode reveals Fielding's belief that the doctrine 

of fitness of such Cambridge Platonists as Clarke was 

too "expedient" to allow for the vagaries of human 
21 
Reason and Nature in the Eighteenth Century (New 

York: Barnes and Noble, Inc., 19B97TPP^~2^2^^/ 
22 
See Miriam Allott, "A Note on Fielding's Mr. 

Square," MLR, 56 (1961), 69-72, and A. R. Towers, 
"Fielding and Dr. Samuel Clarke," MLN, 70 (1955), 257-60. 

23 
K. K. Ruthven, "Fielding, Square, and the Fitness 

of Things," ECS, 5 (Winter, 1971-72), 243-55. 
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24 

nature. Whether Fielding is to be considered a ratio-

nalist, a Stoic, a deist, or an orthodox Christian, should 

not, however, be decided on the strength of one episode 

from one novel in which he is perhaps merely demonstrating 

two extremes, both of which he satirizes. 

That Fielding is not a deist is apparent. His 

constant frame of reference in moral subjects is the 

traditional Christian God, a benevolent, rather than a 

vengeful, deity. The confusion of Shaftesbury's doctrines 

with those of more assuredly deistic thinkers has led 

critics to minimize Shaftesbury as a possible influence 

upon Fielding, While there is not much evidence that 

Shaftesbury serves as a direct source, Fielding acknowl-

edges Shaftesbury by name in several passages and, even 

more frequently, displays a general acceptance of 

Shaftesbury. Belief in man's innate sensitivity to 

what finally constitutes moral behavior, the need for full 

development of the social virtues, belief in the supreme 

benevolence of the creator, and other concepts mutual to 

Shaftesbury and to the Latitudinarians appear repeatedly 

in Fielding. Fielding believes, along with Shaftesbury, 

that human beings are born with some propensity for good 

or for evil and that this propensity may be fed or 

^Ruthven, pp. 243-55; Ruthven is joined in this 
contention by C. A. Moore, "Shaftesbury and the Ethical 
Poets in England, 1700-1760," PMLA, 31 (1916), 309. 
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reformed by external factors. When Amelia declares that 

"all mankind almost are villains in their hearts," Dr. 

Harrison chides her by disagreeing: 

The nature of man is far from being itself evil; 
it abounds with benevolence, charity, and pity, 
coveting praise and honor, and shunning shame and 
disgrace. Bad education, bad habits, and bad 
customs, debauch our nature, and drive it headlong 
as it were into vice. The governors of the world, 
and I am afraid the priesthood, are answerable for 
the badness of it. (VII, 145) 

Fielding's attitudes toward hypocrisy also bear a close 

resemblance to those of Shaftesbury. In his Essay on the 

Knowledge of the Characters of Men, Fielding cautions the 

reader about equating gravity with wisdom. 

Among us, this Austerity, or Gravity of Countenance, 
passes for Wisdom with just the same Equity of 
Pretension. My Lord Shaftesbury tells us, that 
Gravity is of the Essence of Imposture. . . . The 
Affections which it indicates, and which we shall 
seldom err in suspecting lie under it, are Pride, 
Ill-nature, and Cunning.^5 

The passage quoted by Fielding is from Shaftesbury's 

"A Letter Concerning Enthusiasm," and, in fact, many 

passages from that "Letter" deal with subject matter and 

reflect attitudes very close to those of Fielding's Essay. 

Like Shaftesbury and others who opposed Hobbes, 

Fielding believes that man's innate goodness, not 

25 
Miscellanies by Henry Fielding, Esq., ed. Henry 

Knight Miller (Oxford: Wesleyan University Press, 1972), 
I, 157. Subsequent references to the Miscellanies will be 
to this edition and volume, cited "Miller ed." and page 
number. 
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self-interest, dictates ethical behavior. Fielding 

consistently opposes Hobbesian thought. He openly attacks 

Hobbes's disciple Mandeville in at least two works: Tom 

Jones, Book 6, Chapter 1; Amelia, Book 3, Chapter 5. For 

Fielding, self-interest is self-love, the pride or vanity 

which is the root of ill-nature. Fielding's brand of 

charity called for selflessness, a disinterested 

compassion which is not found in the public acts of 

hypocritical benefactors. Fielding insisted that true 

charity could be found only in the truly good-natured man. 

Just what qualities constituted good nature is a 

question answered for us directly by Fielding, whose habit 

of definition aids our inquiry. First of all, good nature 

is, for Fielding, holophrastic. Consequently, every one 

of Fielding's good-natured heroes provides a dramatic 

definition of the term. But Fielding devotes specific 

poems, essays, and also "digressions" in the novels to 

the subject. One of his earliest works, the poem "Of 

Good Nature," written in part by 1739 and first published 

in its final form in the Miscellanies of 1743, includes 

this definition of the virtue: 

What by this Name, then, shall be understood? 
What? but the glorious Lust of doing Good. 
The Heart that finds it Happiness to please, 
Can feel another's Pain, and taste his Ease. 
The cheek that with another's Joy can glow, 
Turn pale, and sicken with another's Woe; 
Free from Contempt and Envy, he who deems 
Justly of Life's two opposite Extremes. 
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Who to make all and each Man truly blest, 

Doth all he can, and wishes all the rest?26 

Taken in isolation, these lines would place Fielding 

squarely in the sentimentalist tradition, since the "lust" 

he remarks is an emotion, and the following lines empha-

size not action but empathy. The opening lines of the 

poem, however, deny that good nature is a weakness of the 

emotions: 
Is it a foolish Weakness in the Breast, 
As some who know, or have it not, contest? 
Or is it rather not the mighty whole 
Full Composition of a virtuous Soul? 
Is it not Virtue's Self? A flow'r so fine, 
It only grows in Soils almost divine.27 

The poem is cast in the manner of Pope's Essay on Man and 

thus sacrifices specificity to generalization. But, 

fortunately, Fielding clarifies his meaning elsewhere. 

In the March 27, 1740 issue of The Champion, which is 

entirely an essay on good nature, Fielding remarks, 

Good-nature is a delight in the happiness of 
mankind, and a concern at their misery, with a 
desire, as much as possible, to procure the former, 
and avert the latter; and this, with a constant 
regard to desert. 

Good-nature is not that weakness which, without 
distinction, affects both the virtuous and the base, 
and equally laments the punishment of villainy, with 
the disappointment of merit; for as this admirable 
quality respects the whole, so it must give up the 
particular, to the good of the general. 

It is not that cowardice which prevents us from 
repelling or resenting an injury; for it doth not 

2^Miller ed., p. 31, 11. 23-32. 

27Ibid., p. 30, 11. 3-8. 
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divest us of humanity, and like charity, though it 
doth not end, may at least begin at home. 

From these propositions, the truth of which will 
not, I believe, be denied, unless, for the sake of 
argument, I draw the following conclusions: 

That those who include folly and cowardice, as 
the certain ingredients of good-nature, compound 
their idea of good-nature of very different simples 
from those who exclude them. 

That as good-nature requires a distinguishing 
faculty, which is another word for judgment, and is 
perhaps the sole boundary between wisdom and folly; 
it is impossible for a fool, who hath no distin-
guishing faculty, to be good-natured. 

In these paragraphs Fielding is at pains to correct the 

view that a good-natured man is a weak, foolish dupe. He 

is also emphatic about the social benefits of good nature, 

a universal virtue which promotes the "good of the 

general." Earlier in this essay, Fielding argues that 

the English are not the only people with an idea of good 

nature: "Or what idea do we conceive from comitas, 

benignitas, benevolentia, humanitas, etc.? Indeed, the 

ancients seem to have looked on what we call good-nature 

29 

as a quality inseparable from nature itself. . . . " In 

considering good nature a quality inherent in nature, 

Fielding does not separate the moral virtue from the 

constitutional make-up as did Addison in the Spectator, 

Nos. 169 and 177. Rather, Fielding maintains a holo-

phrastic view, citing Locke on the association of ideas 
2®Henley ed., XV, 258 (emphasis added). 

29Ibid., 256. 



212 

which leads to complex notions. Fielding understood 

nature as having many facets, for it "makes us gentle 

without fear, humble without hopes, and charitable without 

ostentation, and extends the power, knowledge, strength 

30 

and riches of individuals to the good of the whole." 

For Fielding good nature is a primary virtue, which sets 

in motion many actions. It is the "only affection of the 
31 

human mind which can never be sated." Good nature is 
divinely inspired, for God is the "best-natured" creature 

• • 32 

m the universe. 

That good nature in its basic form is simply natural 

goodness is discussed by Fielding in An Essay on the 

Knowledge of the Characters of Men. 
Good-Nature is that benevolent and amiable Temper of 
Mind, which disposes us to feel the Misfortunes, and 
enjoy the Happiness of others; and consequently 
pushes us on to promote the latter, and prevent the 
former; and that without any abstract Contemplation 
on the Beauty of Virtue, and without the Allurements 
or Terrors of Religion. 33 

Here, Fielding apparently denies both the aesthetic 

philosophy of Shaftesbury and the traditional Christian 

belief in the reward-punishment as a spur to morality. 

30Henley ed., 259. 31Ibid., 260. 

32 
Ibid.; Fielding borrows this phrase from Shaftes-

bury, whom he cites in this essay merely as a "noble 
author." This allusion suggests that the phrase had 
already become a popular aphorism whose source would be 
known to Fielding's audience. 

33Miller ed., p. 158. 
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Actually, this passage is meant to distinguish good nature 

from "Good-Humor," which is "nothing more than the Triumph 

of the Mind, when reflecting on its own Happiness, and 

that perhaps from having compared it with the inferior 

34 

Happiness of others," The entire passage begins with 

the statement that men are betrayed into belief in 

hypocritical good nature because they mistake good humor 

for the true virtue. The two qualities are, Fielding 

tells us, almost opposites; good humor is a conscious act 

of self-interest and good nature is a virtue which remains 

subconscious, thus self-effacing. 

Furthermore, Fielding insists that good nature 

requires neither religion nor philosophy for instigation 

because it is, unlike good humour, a natural virtue. 

Among all of Fielding's heroes, it is perhaps Tom Jones 

who most clearly illustrates this natural goodness, 

untaught by priest or tutor. Tom "was never an indif-

ferent spectator of the misery or happiness of any one; 

and he felt either the one or the other in great pro-

portion as he contributed to either" (p. 721). Such an 

open, natural response could, of course, be taken 

advantage of by the unscrupulous, and thus good nature 

could be criticized as weakness. In the novel Jonathan 

Wild, whose hero is an unscrupulous "great" man, all 

^Miller ed., p. 158. 
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values are reversed, and Fielding describes the good man 

Heartfree in an ironic fashion which emphasizes the worldly-

view of good nature, 

Mr. Thomas Heartfree then . . . was of an honest and 
open disposition. He was of that sort of men whom 
experience only, and not their own natures, must 
inform that there are such things as deceit and 
hypocrisy in the world, and who, consequently, are 
not at five-and-twenty so difficult to be imposed 
upon as the oldest and most subtle. He was possessed 
of several great weaknesses of mind, being good-
natured, friendly, and generous to a great excess. 
He had, indeed, too little regard to common justice, 
for he had forgiven some debts to his acquaintance 
only because they could not pay him, and had 
intrusted a bankrupt, on his setting up a second 
time, from having been convinced that he had dealt 
in his bankruptcy with a fair and honest heart, and 
that he had broke through misfortune only, and not 
from neglect or imposture. He was withal so silly a 
fellow that he never took the least advantage of the 
ignorance of his customers, and contented himself 
with very moderate gains on his goods.55 

Fielding continues the description by speaking of Heart-

free' s economy at home and of his domestic "poverty," 

which prevents him and his "silly" wife from engaging in 

the fashionable activities of the town. Heartfree becomes 

the prey of Wild, of course, who epitomizes hypocrisy and 

"greatness" of the false type, but eventually Heartfree 

is delivered, for Jonathan Wild receives justice by 

hanging. 

The ironic description of Heartfree illustrates a 

central problem in Fielding's moral outlook. Although the 

35 
Henry Fielding, Jonathan Wild (New York: Walter J. 

Black, Inc., 1932), pp. 75-76. 
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good-natured man is the cornerstone of a Christian 

society, yet he, by his very nature, may "be the prey of 

unscrupulous men who, by education or by temperament, 

disregard all values but self-interest. Consequently, 

the good-natured man may appear naive, and hence, comic, 

if care is not exercised in presenting him. Fielding's 

well-known short essay on the "true ridiculous" in the 

preface to Joseph Andrews reveals that Fielding clearly 

understood the problem. He states that the true ridicu-

lous is to be found only in affectation and that 

affectation arises from two sources, hypocrisy and vanity. 

The former is the more heinous, for hypocrisy seeks to 

conceal vices, while vanity is merely the result of pride 

(p. xxiv). Fielding consistently treats hypocrisy as a 

major sin. His Essay on the Knowledge of the Characters 

of Men is addressed to "the young and unexperienced, to 

the more open, honest and considering Part of Mankind, 

who, either from Ignorance or Inattention, are daily 

exposed to all the pernicious Designs of that detestable 

Fiend, Hypocrisy." And in the general preface to the 

Miscellanies, Fielding states that the Essay is meant to 

expose a "great evil, namely Hypocrisy; the Bane of all 

Virtue, Morality, and Goodness" and to arm "the honest, 

^Miller ed., p. 156. 
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undesigning, open-hearted Man, who is generally the Prey 

37 

of this Monster, against it." 

It is possible to consider Parson Adams a humors 

figure,^8 and Joseph a naif,-^ "but Fielding himself never 

condemns good nature. When the good-natured man is duped, 

the sinner is the hypocrite. This is not to say that 

Fielding omits prudence from its honored role, as he 

never does, but merely that given a choice between the 

good-natured naif and the worldly-wise hypocrite, Fielding 

always prefers the good-natured man. Many men of the 

mid-eighteenth century agree with Fielding about the 

efficacy of good nature. The history of attitudes toward 

Don Quixote is a useful illustration. The Knight of 

La Mancha was at first received as a satirical figure, 

but as the eighteenth century advanced, he was viewed as 

an "amicable humorist" of the type of Matthew Bramble and 

40 

Parson Adams, men of great integrity and benevolence 

whose own good natures expose the hypocrisy of others, 

albeit sometimes unconsciously. 
^Miller ed., p. 4. ^8Digeon, p. 66. 

39 
John Keith Sheriff, "The Good-Natured Man in 

Eighteenth-Century Literature," Diss. Oklahoma 1972, 
p. 62. 

40 
Stuart M. Tave, The Amiable Humorist: A Study in 

the Comic Theory and Criticism of the Eighteenth and Early 
Nineteenth Centuries (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, I960), p. 158. 
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Fielding knew the misimpressions which might be 

created by good-natured men. As he states in the general 

preface to the Miscellanies, "I do not conceive my Good 

Man to be absolutely a Fool or a Coward; but that he 

often partakes too little of Parts or Courage to have any 

41 

Pretensions to Greatness." Always careful to divide 

true greatness from false, Fielding in this passage 

compares the good, but simple, man to the great, but 

often evil, man such as Jonathan Wild. Fielding realizes 

that even good nature itself can be counterfeited, as he 

reminds us in the poem "Of Good Nature" from the Miscel-

lanies : 

Yet in itself howe'er unmix'd and pure, 
No virtue from Mistakes is less secure. 
Good-nature often we those Actions name, 
Which flow from Friendship or a softer Flame. 
Pride may the Friend to noblest Efforts thrust, 
Or Salvages grow gentle out of Lust. 
The meanest Passion may the best appear, 
And Men may seem good-natur'd from their F e a r . 

Because so many pitfalls await the good-natured, Fielding 

is at pains to educate the unwary, but he never denies 

that good nature is a virtue deserving of the highest 

praise. Addressing himself directly to the reader of 

Amelia, Fielding makes this point clear: 
I must inform . . . readers that it is not because 
innocence is more blind than guilt that the former 
often overlooks and tumbles into the pit which the 
latter foresees and avoids. The truth is, that it 

4lMiller ed., p. 12. 42Ibid., p. 31, 11. 15-22. 
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is almost impossible guilt should miss the dis-
covering of all the snares in its way, as it is 
constantly prying closely into every corner in order 
to lay snares for others. Whereas innocence, having 
no such purpose, walks fearlessly and carelessly 
through life, and is consequently liable to tread on 
the gins which cunning hath laid to entrap it... . 
It is not want of sense, but want of suspicion, by 
which innocence is often betrayed. (VII, 109) 

This passage illustrates Fielding's habit of digression, 

of speaking in moral asides to his readers, which is often 

remarked and often deplored. But it is in such asides 

that Fielding makes clear his moral intentions. Fre-

quently, the aside is a moral essay in miniature, similar 

in style and content to the periodical essays he wrote 

throughout his career. In Amelia, after Captain James 

again aids the Booths financially, Fielding indulges in a 

characteristic moral commentary: 

Here, reader, give me leave to stop a minute, to 
lament that so few are to be found of this benign 
disposition; that, while wantoness, vanity, avarice, 
and ambition are every day rioting and triumphing in 
the follies and weakness, the ruin and desolation of 
mankind, scarce one man in a thousand is capable of 
tasting the happiness of others.... The only 
certain as well as laudable way of setting ourselves 
above another man . . . is by becoming his bene-
factor. (VI, 194-95) 

Sometimes characters themselves are given such asides to 

speak, but these are not always in keeping with their 

character. In Tom Jones, Allworthy lectures to Jenny on 

chastity, to Dr. Blifil on happiness in marriage, and to 

Captain Blifil on charity; Tom himself lectures to the 

Man of the Hill on misanthropy and to Nightingale on 
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sexual morality. While Allworthy's lectures may seem 

appropriate, Tom's do not, and Fielding's voice, not 

Tom's, is obviously speaking. Later in the novel Tom 

again voices Fielding's opinions. Addressing Dowling, 

Tom declares, "I thought he [Blifil] wanted that generos-

ity of spirit which is the sure foundation of all that is 

great and noble in human nature. I saw a selfishness in 

hirn long ago which I despised. . . ." (p. 572). In the 

general preface to the Miscellanies, which predated Tom 

Jones by some six years, Fielding stated his view of true 

greatness: 

The truth, I apprehend is, we often confound the 
Ideas of Goodness and Greatness together. . . . In 
reality, no Qualities can be more distinct: for as 
it cannot be doubted but that Benevolence, Honour, 
Honesty, and Charity, make a good Man; and that 
Parts, Courage, are the efficient qualities of a 
Great Man, so must it be confessed, that the 
Ingredients which compose the former of these 
Characters bear no Analogy to, nor Dependence on, 
those which constitute the latter.^5 

For Fielding, good breeding, which Blifil was assumed 

to have, and good nature, which Tom assuredly had, were 

two sides of a social coin, and when the two could be 

joined to intelligence, proper education, and courage, 

then, and only then, might true greatness emerge. Whereas 

such men as Chesterfield saw good breeding as a means to 

cover faults, Fielding is convinced that good breeding is 

^Miller ed., p. 11. 
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an internal growth, not a veneer. Mrs. Bennett, in 

Amelia, expresses Fielding's thoughts on the question: 

I do not deny the force and power of education; 
but when we consider how very injudicious is the 
education of the better sort in general, how little 
they are instructed in the practice of virtue, we 
shall not expect to find the heart much improved 
by it. And even as to the head, how very slightly 
do we commonly find it improved by what is called a 
genteel education! I have myself, I think, seen 
instances of as great goodness, and as great under-
standing too, among the lower sort of people as 
among the higher. (VII, 61) 

Fielding1s An Essay on Conversation in the Miscellanies 

deals directly with the arts of pleasing and doing good 

to others, the arts of conversation. Fielding reminds 

his audience that man is a social animal by nature and 

that to lack the art of conversation is to lack merely 

the means, not the desire. Fielding believes that the 

term for the means to this art, "good breeding," is 

misleading; good breeding is not to be confined to 

externals as it is generally supposed. "By Good Breeding 

. . . I mean the Art of pleasing, or contributing as 

much as possible to the Ease and Happiness of those 

44 
with whom you converse." Fielding then hastens to add, 

"Good-Nature itself [is] the very Habit of Mind most 

45 

essential to furnish us with true Good Breeding." 

For Fielding, then, the key to good breeding is 

brotherhood, the ability to forget self in favor of 

^Miller ed., p. 123. ^Ibid., pp. 124-25. 
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others. Fielding condemns selfish attempts to injure 

others, whether verbally, "by gossip, or physically. 

Fielding describes the blunt Dr. Harrison in Amelia as, at 

heart, truly empathetic. 

. . . he had a tenderness of heart which is rarely 
found among men; for which I know no other reason 
than that true goodness is rarely found among them; 
for I am firmly persuaded that the latter never 
possessed any human mind in any degree without being 
attended by as large a portion of the former. 

(VII, 142) 

In Fielding's moral system, those who do not possess this 

benevolent temper are simply evil. In Number 61 for 

August 29, 1752, of Covent-Garden Journal, Fielding 

remarks that the "odious disposition" which is "a prone-

ness to contempt" does not appear in the virtuous, for 

in a good and benign temper there can be no room for 
this sensation. That which constitutes an object of 
contempt to the malevolent, becomes the object of 
other passions to a worthy and good-natured man . . . 
he will find no object of his contempt in all the 
actions of men.^ 

Fielding's belief that the actions of men cannot be 

the objects of contempt for the good-natured may account 

for a peculiar view which some critics have remarked in 

Fielding's works. In the Judaeo-Christian tradition 

sexuality has suffered from several "contemptuous" views. 

But as C. J. Rawson observes, "a good-natured character 

and sexual love (or sexual attraction . . .) tend to 

46Henley ed., XIV, 231-32. 
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belong with one another in the moral atmosphere of 

47 

Fielding's novels." The key to sexual morality in 

Fielding's view is not the sexual act, which develops 

from a normal human passion, but whether such an act may 

harm another, and that is Fielding's measurement of most 

human actions. As Tom Jones, whose sexual adventures have 

sometimes been condemned, says to Nightingale, 
I am no canting hypocrite, nor do I pretend to the 
gift of chastity more than my neighbors. I have 
been guilty with women, I own it; but am not con-
scious that I have ever injured any. Nor would I, 
to procure pleasure to myself, be knowingly the 
cause of misery to any human being, (pp. 662-63) 

On the other hand, unbridled passion is condemned in the 

usual way by Fielding. Speaking of Captain James's 

libertinism in Amelia, Fielding says it is 

the principal blemish in his character, which 
otherwise might have deserved much commendation 
for good-nature, generosity, and friendship. But 
he carried this to a most unpardonable height. 

(VI, 200) 

And when sexual passion is coupled with avarice, with a 

purely self-seeking pride, Fielding considers it unpardon-

able. Amelia, herself the intended victim of such 

avarice, sees that 
avarice seldom flourishes at all but in the basest 
and poorest soil. Love, on the contrary, sprouts 
usually up in the richest and noblest minds.... 
Not only tenderness, and good nature, but bravery, 

47 
"Gentlemen and Dancing-Masters: Thoughts on 

Fielding, Chesterfield, and the Genteel," ECS, 1 (1967), 
133. 
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generosity, and every virtue are often made the 
instruments of effecting the most atrocious purposes 
of this all-subduing tyrant. (VI, 280) 

What Fielding wants to demonstrate in his novels, 

essays, and miscellaneous writings is that a single 

virtue, good nature, is the fundamental human value. He 

says in The Champion for January 3, 1740, "I do not know 

a better general definition of virtue, than that it is a 

48 

delight in doing good." What he preaches is an everyday 

charity and human sympathy, which is not easily charac-

terized by paragons. Its real manifestation is in the 

Toms, Josephs, and Booths who must live in a world of 

temptation, not in the Allworthys or Harrisons, who remain 

either geographically or spiritually isolated from 

temptation. And when Fielding calls us his "good-natured" 

readers, as he often does, he is placing his trust in our 

benevolent and human acceptance of his writing, in our 

innate understanding of the noble and good in human 

actions. 

Nevertheless, Fielding understood clearly the need 

for prudence. Good nature, while not itself subject to 

excess, was in need of guidance if merely to assure its 

continuation in the life of a man who might otherwise 

become the victim of the ill-natured. Fielding's most 

frequently proposed safeguard for good nature is prudence. 
A Q 

Henley ed., XV, 136. 
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All of the heroes of his major novels require schooling 

in the acquisition of this important asset. Heartfree, 

Joseph, Tom, and Booth, all innately good-natured fellows, 

very nearly suffer total collapse as useful members of 

society through their lack of prudence in dealing with 

more villainous and worldly men. In fact, one major 

source of dramatic action in the novels is the conflict 

between the good-natured man and those who would undermine 

him by trading upon his virtue. This conflict is not 

merely one of external good versus evil. Much dramatic 

tension is produced by the inner struggle of the hero 

himself, whose acceptance of the value of prudence finally 

depends upon self-realization of his vulnerability. The 

experiences which challenge the hero's capacity to 

withstand temptation, to protect his good name, and to 

maintain his good nature provide most of the rising action 

in each novel. The climax occurs with the hero's enlight-

enment concerning the efficacy of prudence. His 

subsequent development of prudence, attended by an ability 

to forestall further encroachments upon his fortune and 

character, provides the denouement. Thus, Fielding's 

novels are essentially morality plays which carry out the 

purpose expressed by Fielding in the first paragraphs of 

Joseph Andrews: 

It is a trite but true observation, that examples 
work more forcibly on the mind than precepts: and 
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if this be just in what is odious and. blameable, it 
is more strongly so in what is amiable and praise-
worthy. Here emulation most effectually operates 
upon us, and inspires our imitation in an irresisti-
ble manner. A good man therefore is a standing 
lesson to all his acquaintance, and of far greater 
use in that narrow circle than a good book. 

But as it often happens that the best men are 
but little known, and consequently cannot extend the 
usefulness of their examples a great way; the writer 
may be called in aid to spread their history farther, 
and to present the amiable pictures to those who 
have not the happiness of knowing the originals; and 
so, by communicating such valuable patterns to the 
world, he may perhaps do a more extensive service to 
mankind than the person whose life originally 
afforded the pattern, (p. 3) 

In speaking of "patterns," Fielding is not speaking of 

paragons, but of men who are subject to temptation, as 

Everyman is in the old morality play. Fielding means to 

instruct his readers, but not by patterns which he feels 

are unrealistic or hypocritical. One paragraph further 

into the first chapter of Joseph Andrews, Fielding subtly 

and ironically dismisses two recently published "lives" 

which he suspects of being too admirable, that of Colley 

Cibber and that of Pamela Andrews. Cibber's "life," 

Fielding says, "which deals in male virtue, was written 

by the great person himself, who lived the life he hath 

recorded, and is by many thought to have lived such a 

life only in order to write it" (p. 4). Fielding suspects 

Richardson of moral posturing in Pamela similar to 

Cibber's in his Life. It is generally agreed that at 

least the first half of Joseph Andrews is meant to parody 
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Richardson's novel, and most scholars now accept the 

anonymous Shamela (1741), an extended parody of Pamela, 

as Fielding's work. The complete title of Shamela 

emphasizes Fielding's view that Richardson's heroine is 

operating through self-interest, and his use of the 

authorial pseudonym "Conny Keyber" is another instance of 

his attack against Colley Cibber, whom Fielding considered 

a poseur• The full title is 

An Apology for the Life of Mrs, Shamela Andrews, in 
which the many notorious falsehoods and misrepre-
sentations of a book called Pamela are exposed and 
refuted, and all the matchless arts of that young 
politician set in a true and just light. Together 
with a full account of all that passed between her 
and Parson Arthur Williams, whose character is 
presented in a manner somewhat different from that 
which he bears in Pamela. The whole being exact 
copies of authentic papers delivered to the editor. 
Necessary to be had by all families. By Mr. CONNY 
KEYBER London, printed for A. Dodd, at the Peacock, 

In attacking both Cibber's and Richardson's works, 

Fielding engages in not merely the sort of literary war-

fare common among eighteenth-century authors, but displays 

rather a vital concern that the public not be induced to 

accept without question the patterns presented in Pamela 

and in Cibber's Apology which would encourage a self-

seeking morality blind to its own hypocrisy. Fielding 

probably had in mind both Hobbes and Mandeville when he 

attacked such self-seeking and politic behavior, for it 

49 
As quoted by Digeon, p. 47. 
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was the contention of Hobbes's Leviathan and. of 

Mandeville's The Fable of the Bees that self-interest 

was the only motivating force behind, man's ethical 

behavior. Fielding's rejection of a philosophy of 

self-interest is apparent not only in his earlier jour-

nalistic writings and novels, but also in later works. 

In the Covent-Garden Journal for March 14, 1752 Fielding 

portrays, by means of a "letter" sent to the Journal, 

the personality of Iago, who shares with Shakespeare's 

character not only his name but also his self-seeking 

motives. Fielding's Iago maintains that "the reputation 

of goodness is all which I aim at, and is all which a 

50 

wise man would desire." For this Iago, appearance 

substitutes very well for truth, for he has managed to 

obtain a reputation as a good man through an ostentatious 

pretense to piety, while a truly good man, Axylus, whose 

benevolent actions are performed quietly and humbly, has 

no such reputation. Iago characterizes Axylus as a fool 

and tells of a family in distress who, aided by Axylus, 

takes advantage of the kind man and laughs behind his 

back at Axylus's gullibility. Iago believes that self-

interest alone should be the motive for benevolent 

actions, and he refers to "Mr. Mandevil" as an authority 

"^Henley ed., XIV, 136 (emphasis added). 



228 

51 

on the subject. Because he wishes to undermine the 

faith which Axylus possesses, Iago tells him of the 

attitude of the family he has "benevolently supported. 

Axylus simply replies that he hopes they have not so used 

him, but that if they have, he is accountable only for the 

benevolent action, not for their interpretation and misuse 

of that benevolence. Axylus remains secure in his belief 

that benevolence must be performed as a Christian duty, 

not as a self-aggrandizing display. Iago hates and 

envies Axylus because Axylus has inner peace and satis-

faction, regardless of the attitude of the world. 

Fielding concludes his portrait of the two men by 

commenting, "I cannot dismiss this letter without 

observing, that if there be really such a person as this 

writer [iago] describes himself, the possession of his 

own bad mind is a worse curse to him than he himself will 
52 

ever be able to inflict on the happy Axylus." 

Fielding's distrust of self-interest and of the 

ostentatiously "good" man often coincided. From the 

motive of self-interest, Fielding believed, could come 

hypocrisy. The good-natured man had constantly to guard 

himself against the envy and plotting of the hypocrite. 

The good-natured man posed a threat, since the hypocrite's 

show of goodness could so easily be revealed as a false 
51Henley ed., XIV, 138. 52Ibid., p. 140. 
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display when compared to the attitudes and conduct of the 

truly virtuous. One of the more obvious examples of 

Fielding's use of the good-natured man's vulnerability to 

attack by the hypocritical is found in Tom Jones's 

battles with Blifil. But the theme is found in many 

other of Fielding's works as well. In An Essay on the 

Knowledge of the Characters of Men, which Miller believes 

was perhaps composed between 1739 and 1740, Fielding 

proposes to write a guidebook for the discovery of 

hypocrites. 

In the same Manner will those Disguises which 
are worn on the greater Stage, generally vanish, or 
prove ineffectual to impose the assumed for the real 
Character upon us, if we employ sufficient Diligence 
and Attention in the Scrutiny. But as this Discovery 
is of infinitely greater Consequence to us; and as 
perhaps all are not qualified to make it, I shall 
venture to set down some few Rules, the Efficacy (I 
had almost said Infallibility) of which, I have 
myself experienced. Nor need any Man be ashamed of 
wanting or receiving Instructions on this Head; since 
that open Disposition, which is the surest Indication 
of an upright Heart, chiefly renders us liable to be 
imposed on by Craft and Deceit, and principally 
disqualifies us for this Discovery. 54 

Fielding warns the reader against flatterers, "professors" 

(those who profess much friendship but deliver little), 

and promisers, but his most severe attack is reserved for 

what he calls "saints," those who, under the guise of 

sanctity, are bent upon the destruction of truly good and 

honest men. The "saint" Fielding styles the "most 

^Miller ed., p. 153, note. ^Ibid., pp. 155-56. 
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detestable Character in Society" and quotes scriptural 
pr (r 

passages warning against such men. A portion of 

Fielding's essay is devoted to listing the external signs 

by which "saints" may be detected: a sanctified appear-

ance, a pretense to burdens and sorrow, ostentatious 

displays of virtue, the pronouncing of long public 

prayers, an insistence on ritual and form in religion at 

the expense of larger concerns such as brotherhood, and a 
56 

readiness to censure faults in others. 

The pages of Fielding's novels as well as of his 

periodicals contain many portraits of "saints" and other 

hypocrites such as those depicted in his essay on the 

characters of men. Letters from self-confessed hypocrites 

like Iago frequently appear in the periodicals, as for 

example, in The Champion for December 11, 1739, wherein 

the correspondent admits, 
My temper is so far from being inclined to good 
nature, that I always triumph in other people's 
misfortunes, yet, at the expense of a little verbal 
pity, which I have the satisfaction of knowing will 
do no real good to anyone, I pass for a very good-
natured person.57 

The novels contain innumerable portraits of hypocrites, 

many of which appear so briefly as to warrant calling them 

Theophrastan characters intended to serve Fielding's 

55Miller ed., p. 168. 56Ibid., pp. 172-75. 

-^Henley ed., XV, 95. 
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purpose of the moment and to have little effect upon the 

main narrative line. Such is the case with the passengers 

who refuse, on various grounds, to accept Joseph Andrews 

into the stagecoach when they discover him, bleeding and 

naked, on the roadside. Among the passengers is a "lady" 

whose modesty, she protests, prevents her from gazing upon 

a naked man, but who, nevertheless, enjoys her half-pint 

of Nantes; a lawyer who persuades the company to accept 

Joseph on the grounds that they may otherwise be brought 

to suit at court; and an old gentleman who urges that 

Joseph be brought aboard because he thinks the naked man 

may afford an "opportunity of showing wit" to the ladies. 

Only the lowly postilion acts from honest charity 

(pp. 36-39). But these are minor characters, and minor 

hypocrites, offering no serious threat or harm to the 

hero. They are clearly to be censured by the reader. On 

the other hand, several important characters in the novels, 

characters who do have significance in the plot and in the 

fortunes of the protagonist, are created by Fielding as 

subtle hypocrites, "saints" whose actions and words 

disguise their evil intentions. And there are also 

characters whose vice is affectation, but who are not, 

basically, evil. The passions which are foremost in 

either the subtle hypocrite or in the affected character 

are lust, vanity, or self-interest, but generally only the 
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subtle hypocrite is in a position to do much harm to the 

protagonist. Thwackum and Square in Tom Jones may be 

considered characters who display a relatively harmless 

affectation. But Blifil's effect is more insidious, and 

he may be considered a prime example of the subtle 

hypocrite. Another relatively minor and harmless hypocrite 

is Justice Thrasher of Amelia, who is both illiterate and 

full of self-interest. He alone cannot bring about the 

destruction of Amelia's family; he is principally a 

Theophrastan character study of the corrupt minor public 

official, a type which Fielding, a justice himself, 

roundly condemns. A far more Satanic figure is the 

"great" Jonathan Wild, who nearly succeeds unaided (except 

by his henchmen) and openly in ruining not only the gentle 

Heartfree, but all of moral society, by his skill at 

appearances. It is against such evil and subtle men that 

Fielding warns. The best defense against their threat to 

the good-natured man is the development of what Fielding 

calls prudence. 

Fielding's advocacy of the need for prudence as a 

safeguard is illustrated in the first page of Amelia. In 

discussing the role of fortune or fate in causing the 

downfall of men, Fielding says, 

I question much whether we may not, by natural means, 
account for the success of knaves, the calamities of 
fools, with all the miseries in which men of sense 
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sometimes involve themselves, by quitting the 
directions of Prudence, and following the blind 
guidance of a predominant passion; in short, for 
all the ordinary phenomena which are imputed to 
fortune, whom perhaps, men accuse with no less 
absurdity in life than a bad player complains of ill 
luck at the game of chess.58 

Although he does not, in this passage, identify a specific 

"predominant passion" which must be ruled by prudence, 

Fielding elsewhere identifies good nature as such a 

passion, and his concern in Amelia, as in other novels, 

is to show that good nature should be ruled by prudence. 

As do Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, Fielding considers good 

nature itself to be a kind of predominant passion, as he 

indicates in his poem, "Of Good Nature": 

What by this Name, then, shall be understood? 
What? but the glorious Lust of doing Good? 

(11. 23-24) 

Later in the poem, Fielding emphasizes the happiness of 

the man who possesses the passion of good nature: 

Happy the Man with Passions blest like you, 
Who to be ill, his Nature must subdue. 

(11. 39-40)59 

Both Passions and Lust are here used by Fielding in 

reference to the quality of good nature within man. And 

in other places, as we have seen, Fielding considers good 

nature an emotion, a disposition, or an innate empathy—a 

kind of passion. The good-natured man, Fielding believes, 

is motivated by an emotional urge to benevolence. This 
58Henley ed., VI, 13-14. 59Miller ed., pp. 31-32. 
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innate emotion is an indispensable part of the make-up of 

Fielding's heroes—Parson Adams, Joseph Andrews, Heart-

free, Tom Jones, Booth, Amelia—all of whom must at one 

time or another learn to manage the passion of good nature 

through an exercise of prudence. 

While there is little doubt that Fielding advocates 

prudence as an essential safeguard for the man whose open 

disposition and naivete make him easy prey for the ill-

natured, many modern scholars question what Fielding means 

by prudence. Eleanor N. Hutchens's studies of irony in 

Fielding's works begin with an examination of Fielding's 

use of the word prudence in Tom JonesHutchens 

contends that connotative irony plays an important role 

in Fielding's moral-comic view that "a thing may be good 

or true in one sense, but bad or false in others. 

Fielding does condemn certain kinds of prudence while 

advocating other kinds, and this ambiguity has led some 

scholars to conclude that Fielding actually considers 

prudence a sometimes distasteful moral expedient rather 

than a necessary virtue. A strong advocate of this point 

of view is Claude J. Rawson: 

'Prudence" in Tom Jones: A Study of Connotative 
Irony," PQ, 39 (i960), 496-507; later studies by Hutchens 
on this subject include "Verbal Irony in Tom Jones," PMLA, 
77 (1962), 46-50, and Irony in Tom Jones (University, 
Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 1965). 

^"Verbal Irony in Tom Jones," p. 47. 
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For Fielding "prudence" was always potentially-
unsavoury, absurd as in Mrs. Western or coldly nasty 
as in Blifil. Many critics say Fielding advocates 
prudence in Tom Jones, but the term occurs unfavour-
ably much more often than favourably, and it is a 
virtue which the good characters tend to lack: when 
Fielding, and Allworthy, speak in favour of it, it 
is at best a legitimate mechanism of self-protection 
against evil men rather than a virtue in its own 
right.62 

Rawson further contends that, while Fielding "gives 

plenty of rational advocacy of prudence in its proper 

place," his "most attractive characters" Adams, Jones, 

and Booth, lack prudence: 

Prudence, even in a good sense, is inevitably 
identified with an element of cautious and self-
interested restraint. Fielding is recurrently 
and eloquently obsessed with those forces which 
restrain or prevent a generous flow of human 
sympathies: limiting codes of behavior, ideological 
systems, snobbish prejudice, fixed moral postures 
and prejudices (whether of professional conditioning 
or of class allegiance)."3 

Rawson has called prudence a "virtue" and, then, not 

a virtue "in its own right," but rather a "mechanism of 

self-protection." Furthermore, Rawson apparently believes 

that Fielding rebels against almost every form of social 

governance present in the eighteenth-century ("limiting 

codes of behavior" and "ideological systems"). And, 

most damaging to his interpretation, Rawson fails to 

distinguish between types of prudence or to take into 

62 
Henry Fielding (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 

1968), p73T 

^Ibid., p. 4. 
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account Fielding's habits of definition and of verbal 

irony. A more likely and reasonable view is held by 

Martin C. Battestin, who points to the fact that, by the 

eighteenth century, conduct books addressed to a middle-

class audience had debased prudence as a moral value into 

a kind of "self-discipline, discretion, foresight, 

64 

expediency" pursued for mercenary reasons. Battestin 

finds that Fielding was well aware of at least three types 

of prudence: prudentia, the supreme rational virtue of 

the classics, a practical wisdom; its antithesis, a 

hypocritical imitation of the true virtue; and, finally, 

the self-expedient, worldly wisdom which appealed to the 

popular mind, but which was merely a prostitution of the 
E> 5 

real virtue. Furthermore, Battestin observes that "the 

difficulty of distinguishing truth from appearances is 

Fielding's constant theme: the classical prudentia 

allows us to make these crucial discriminations."^ 

Furthermore, Battestin argues that Fielding, in Tom Jones, 

uses the term prudence ambiguously: 
. . . to signify both the chief practical virtue of 
the Christian humanist tradition (i.e., prudentia, 
the ability by reason to distinguish between goods 
apparent and real and to estimate the future conse-
quences of our present actions) and, conversely, the 

64 
"Fielding's Definition of Wisdom: Some functions 

of Ambiguity and Emblem in Tom Jones," ELH, 35 (1968), 
197. 

65Ibid., p. 200. 66Ibid., pp. 202-3. 
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chief vice, which resembles prudence as cunning 
resembles wisdom, but which is in truth the malicious 
and selfish use of the rational faculties in order to 
impose on others for one's own aggrandizement.67 

Battestin's argument is attractive, for it takes into 

account several important features both of Fielding's 

art and of the eighteenth-century milieu. A common 

literary device in the eighteenth century is the balancing 

of opposites. Fielding's employment of both the true 

virtue, and of its false counterpart, also called prudence 

by common practice, is merely one example of such a 

balancing of opposites in Fielding's works. As we have 

seen, Fielding habitually defined particular moral 

attributes by both their true and false manifestations, 

as he does in his essay on hypocrisy from the 

Miscellanies, the Essay on the Knowledge of the Characters 

of Men. Furthermore, Fielding may employ verbal irony, 

presenting an apparently straightforward advocacy of the 

false, rather than of the true, virtue, as we have seen 

him do in the Covent-Garden Journal essay "A Modern 

Glossary." And Fielding's uwn moral purpose, announced 

in many places and in many ways throughout his works, 

is to place examples before his reader both of virtue and 

of vice, that he may make an informed choice between the 

two. Thus, Fielding examines both the true and the false, 

"Fielding and Ralph Allen: Benevolism and Its 
Limit as an Eighteenth-Century Ideal," MLQ, 28 (1967), 
376. 
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the virtue and the expediency, in his treatments of 

prudence, whether in character portraits, in dialogues, 

or in self-contained moral essays. 

The technique of employing opposites Fielding 

considered not only important "but also worthy of critical 

comment. The introductory chapter of Book 5 in Tom Jones, 

like other introductory chapters in the novel, is an 

essay in literary criticism: 

And here we shall of necessity be led to open a new 
vein of knowledge, which if it hath been discovered, 
hath not, to our remembrance, been wrought on by any 
ancient or modern writer. This vein is no other than 
that of contrast, which runs through all the works of 
the creation, and may probably have a large share in 
constituting in us the idea of all beauty, as well 
natural and artificial: for what demonstrates the 
beauty and excellence of anything but its reverse? 

(p. 161) 

Fielding does not believe he is the first to employ 

contrast in writing, but that he may be the first to 

comment upon its usefulness as a literary device. The 

fact that he singles out the technique of "contrast" for 

comment indicates that Fielding consciously employs it in 

his own writings. 

In addition to the employment of false prudence as a 

contrast to the true virtue, Fielding may have used the 

false kinds of prudence to comment ironically on the sort 

of virtue extolled by Richardson in Pamela. Hatfield 

observes that aside from virtue, Pamela's most oft-claimed 

quality is prudence and that 



239 

the recurrent appearance of the word in such com-
promising contexts—so similar to the ironic contexts 
in which Fielding uses it in Tom Jones—is not likely 
to have escaped Fielding's contemptuous notice when 
he read the novel. Richardson's use of the word 
betrays his own, if not his heroine's, association of 
"prudence" with social rank and its material 
rewards,°8 

Fielding's constant awareness that what the "world" might 

consider prudent action was often merely a matter of 

self-interest and material reward is well-illustrated by 

some passages from the lengthy interpolated story of 

Leonora in Joseph Andrews. Leonora is faced with deciding 

between her fiance, Horatio, and Bellarmine, who appears 

far wealthier and is thus a better match. Leonora's aunt 

is a woman full of prudent worldly wisdom: 

Engagements to a figi . . . You should thank Heaven 
on your knees that you have it yet in your power to 
break them. Will any woman hesitate a moment whether 
she shall ride in a coach or walk on foot all the 
days of her life? But Bellarmine drives six, and 
Horatio not even a pair. (p. 92) 

When Leonora, almost convinced, asks what the world will 

say of her should she break her engagement to Horatio, the 

aunt describes a world Leonora had not visualized: 

The world is always on the side of prudence, . . . 
and would surely condemn you if you sacrificed your 
interest to any motive whatever. 01 I know the 
world very well; and you show your ignorance, my 
dear, by your objection, (p. 92) 

The outcome is that Leonora compromises her reputation by 

attending Bellarmine during his illness and is later 

f)Pi 

"The Serpent and the Dove," pp. 31-32. 
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abandoned by him when Bellarmine discovers that she is 

without dowry, Fielding greatly censures as the main 

cause of Leonora's destruction the "prudent" advice of the 

aunt. 

Regardless of the fact that the worldly view of 

prudent behavior has often a utilitarian cast which 

distresses Fielding, he is convinced that the good-natured 

man must develop prudence as a necessary means of pre-

serving the ability to function effectively, Most of 

Fielding's good-natured characters are led into folly 

because they lack the rational check by which sensibility 

may be channeled into constructive action. Fielding's 

awareness of the need for reasonable prudence separates 

him from those writers such as Richardson and MacKenzie 

who make of sensibility the ultimate virtue of their 

heroes. 

An interesting example of Fielding's creative use of 

the motif of the good-natured man who must develop 

prudence is found in Fielding's drama The Fathers, or the 

Good-Natured Man, Although he had probably written the 

first draft of the play very early in his career, Fielding 

revised and completed the five acts in 1743 in response 

to a request for a dramatic vehicle for David Garrick. 

The play was already being written into parts to be given 

to the actors when Fielding substituted another. Fielding 
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in the "Preface to the Miscellanies" gave as his own 

reasons for this last-minute substitution the grounds 

that the play did not provide an adequate or fitting role 

for Garrick and that it appeared to Fielding "on the 

reading to be less completely finished than [he] thought 

69 

its plan deserved." In about 1753 Fielding submitted 

the play to Sir Charles Hansbury Williams for criticism, 

after which it was lost until, by a series of accidents, 

it came back into Garrick's hands in 1776 and was subse-

quently produced, with slight revisions made by Sheridan, 
70 

as a benefit for Fielding's family in 1778. The history 

of this drama is interesting in itself because it shows 

that Fielding was working with the themes of good nature 

and prudence very early in his career, that he considered 

a play revolving around these themes of sufficient 

importance to withdraw it from production in order to 

further perfect it, and that, by 1778, the public would 

still respond to these themes. The Fathers is a comedy of 

manners which is concerned in part with a theme Fielding 

had incorporated in other plays: marriage should be for 

love, not for money. The central figure is a good-natured 

man, Boncour, who has married a termagant wife for love 
^Miller ed., p. 6. 

70 
L. P. Goggin, "Development of Techniques in 

Fielding's Comedies," PMLA, 67 (1952), 772. 
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despite the fact that she is above him in station. 

Boncour's son and daughter, as well as his wife, consider 

his goodness a sign of weakness and continually indulge 

their whims at his expense. The Boncour children, who 

have conceived a passion for the offspring of a grasping 

opportunist, Old Valence, almost persuade their father to 

sign contracts of marriage which would force Boncour to 

give over his entire estate to Valence. Sir George 

Boncour, his brother, who is a man of the world, contrives 

to help Boncour out of this difficult situation by-

spreading a rumor that Boncour is bankrupt. The Boncour 

children, realizing at the last minute that the Valence 

children are as grasping as Old Valence himself, relieve 

their father of his promises to them concerning the 

marriages, and all ends well. The play exhibits the 

necessity for the regulation of good nature by prudence. 

In the course of the drama, Boncour learns to temper his 

benevolence with reason and good sense. His relationship 

to his wife illustrates this change in his behavior. She 

had brought him a fortune and this, along with his real 

love for her, makes him excessively indulgent. His 

greatest pleasure, he claims, in the first scene, is in 

71 

contributing to hers, a sentiment with which Fielding 

71 
The Fathers, or the Good-Natured Man, Henley ed., 

XII, I, i, 160. Subsequent references to this play are to 
this edition documented in the text by act, scene, and 
page number. 
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would normally agree, for good nature, he believed, was a 

delight in doing good to others. But Fielding makes it 

clear that Boncour's good-natured leniency to his wife has 

encouraged her to be ill-natured herself. Boncour, after 

finally learning prudence, tells his wife in the final 

scene of the play, "I will always do what I think right, 

without regard to my own pleasure or that of others" 

(IV, iv, 222; emphasis added). "Doing right," Fielding 

demonstrates in this play, is being able to command the 

respect of others by developing enough prudence to combat 

a foolish tenderness which could destroy both the recipi-

ent of beneficence and the benefactor. And yet, the play 

advocates good nature, for, as Boncour says, "Why should 

I be sorry I have been good, because others are evil? If 

I have acted right I have done well, though alone; if 

wrong, the sanction of all mankind would not justify my 

conduct" (IV, iv, 210). Fielding admires the good-natured 

man, and constantly brings to his reader's attention the 

idea that even an imprudent man who is good-natured is 

better than the ill-natured man who is prudent. In 

another play, The Coffee-House Politician (1730), Fielding 

records the story of Constant, who has rescued a woman 

from a rapist only to be accused, himself, of the crime. 

Constant's reaction is recorded thus: 

I begin to be of that philosopher's opinion, who 
said, that whoever will entirely consult his own 
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happiness must be a little concerned about the 
happiness of others. Good nature is Quixotism, and 
every Princess Micomicona will lead her deliverer 
into a cage. What had I to do to interpose? What 
harm did the misfortunes of an unknown woman bring 
me, that I should hazard my own happiness and repu-
tation on her account?72 

Constant, though he calls good nature Quixotism, has 

acted as Fielding would have a virtuous man act. Stuart 

Tave remarks that Constant has behaved admirably, "uncal-

culating, imprudent in a worldly and selfish viewpoint, 

unsuccessful, and entirely right. 

Even though Fielding would rather a man act impru-

dently than ill-naturedly, he reserves his highest 

accolade for the man who combines in his character both 

prudence and good nature. Fielding's advocacy of these 

twin virtues we have seen in his shorter works, the 

Miscellanies, essay periodicals, dramas, moral tracts, and 

social pamphlets. But when Fielding turns to the writing 

of novels, his concern with realism does not permit him to 

develop as a major character the perfectly prudent and 

good-natured hero, who would by Fielding's lights, be open 

to the sort of suspicion in which Fielding held the 

"perfect" heroes of other writers, such as Richardson. 

Fielding's characters are of mixed virtue. Not only 

does Fielding employ foil characters to balance opposites, 

as he does with Blifil and Tom, or Square and Thwackum, 

^Henley ed., IX, 109. ^Tave, pp. 156-57. 
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but he also creates characters who, within themselves, 

carry traits which are in opposition. The most virtuous 

and wise of Fielding's male characters are older men who 

function at times as foils to the younger, more passionate 

heroes of the novels, and who also function at times as 

deus ex machina or as mentors. But each of these wise 

older men carries faults of his own, faults which the 

younger protagonists themselves generally do not exhibit. 

Allworthy is duped by the hypocritical Blifil; Dr. Harri-

son leaps to the wrong conclusion and imprisons Booth; 

74 

Parson Adams is a pedant, vain, although lovable. 

Fielding's interest in the creation of characters as moral 

examples and his belief that greatness consists in good-

ness coupled with worldly wisdom may account for his use 

of such exemplary characters as Adams, Allworthy, or 

Harrison, but Fielding's penchant for realism, and his 

distrust of those who appear perfect account for the 

fallibility which he builds into these characters. In the 

introductory chapter of Book 10 of Tom Jones, Fielding 

states that 
we must admonish thee [reader] . . . not to condemn 
a character as a bad one because it is not perfectly 

^See Sheldon Sacks, pp. 110 ff., for a further dis-
cussion of the fallible paragon in Fielding's novels. 
Sacks considers these paragons as representing the ethical 
standards of the novel in which they appear, except when 
their judgments result from their own fallibility 
(p. 126) . 
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a good one. If thou dost delight in these models 
of perfection, there are books enow written to 
gratify thy taste; but, as we have not, in the 
course of our conversation, ever happened to meet 
with any such person, we have not chosen to introduce 
any such here. . . . nor do I, indeed, conceive 
the good purposes to be served by inserting 
characters of such angelic perfection, or such 
diabolical depravity, in any work of invention, 
since, from contemplating either, the mind of man 
is more likely to be overwhelmed with sorrow and 
shame than to draw any good uses from such patterns. 
. . . The foibles and vices of men, in whom there 
is great mixture of good, become more glaring objects 
from the virtues which contrast them and show 
their deformity; and when we find such vices attended 
with their evil consequences to our favourite 
characters, we are not only taught to shun them for 
our own sake, but to hate them for the mischiefs 
they have already brought on those we love. 

(pp. 447-48) 

Miller believes that "Fielding was himself more keenly 

interested in the earthier human qualities of the average 

'good' man . . . than in the somewhat awesome dignity 

of the 'true sublime.'Certainly the protagonists 

of Fielding's major novels—Joseph, Tom, and Booth—have 

the "earthier human qualities" of average men, yet they 

are also good by nature, and each has in abundance the 

primary Christian virtue extolled by the Latitudinarians 

and by the moral sense philosophers, benevolence. Joseph 

Andrews is the most naive of these protagonists, and his 

mentor is Parson Adams, the most naive of the guardians. 

Perhaps the fact that neither Adams nor Andrews learns 

much prudence may account in part for the unevenness which 

75 
Miller, Essays, p. 48. 
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some critics have deplored in Joseph Andrews; that is, the 

novel may not have as much artistic unity as Fielding's 

later novels because it lacks the more certain moral 

lessons found in Tom Jones or Amelia and thus represents 

Fielding's first tentative presentation in a full-length 

narrative of the ethics he proposed, Tom Jones, while 

naive in some things, is by no means the "innocent" that 

Joseph is, and Allworthy is surely not so naive as Adams. 

Together, Tom and Allworthy represent an ethical code 

which has a feeling of universality. What Tom lacks in 

prudence he learns from experience and from Allworthy, and 

Tom's experiences are more worldly, in a cosmopolitan 

sense, than are those of Joseph and Parson Adams. However, 

both Joseph and Tom are enfants trouves, a type which had 

gained a renewed popularity in Fielding's day. Among 

other writers to develop the theme, for example, was 

Eliza Haywood, with her novels Fortunate Foundlings (1744) 
r? 

and Female Foundlings (1750). Certain limitations are 

ostensibly inherent in choosing an enfant trouve as 

protagonist; he must be young, inexperienced, and subject 
r~y 

The history of foundlings as a subject for 
fictional narrative can be traced in English literature 
from medieval romances to the rogue novels of the Renais-
sance and later, The same theme is also popular in 
Italian and French romances of the same time periods. 
Perhaps the charity school movement of the mid-eighteenth 
century and the establishment of foundling hospitals 
helped to create at about the same time a renewed popular 
interest in the old theme, 
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to a buffeting by fate; he must eventually be "found" by 

his parents or relatives, who provide him with the sal-

vation of a legal name and fortune; he, however, earns 

his own reputation, and secures his "name" in the world. 

This formula applies to both Joseph Andrews and to Tom 

Jones, but it does not apply to Fielding's last, and best 

unified, novel, Amelia. Having abandoned the adventures 

of a foundling in favor of a study of marriage between 

mature and experienced adults, Fielding in Amelia concen-

trates not upon the naivete of his main characters and 

their need for worldly education, but upon the need for 

prudence in a world where the ill-natured set snares for 

even the mature good-natured. Prudence is to be the 

salvation of both Amelia and Booth. Consequently, Amelia's 

mentor, Dr. Harrison, while a clergyman like Adams, and a 

man of wisdom like Allworthy, must be less naive and less 

isolated from the world than either Adams or Allworthy. 

Harrison must bring to a mature man and woman a mature 

ethic if he is to succeed as mentor. The curious thing is 

that Harrison becomes more like a deus ex machina than 

former mentors, and much of the burden usually given by 

Fielding to the older advisor of his enfants Fielding 

transfers to Amelia herself, who may very well be 

Fielding's final, and most complete, example of prudent 

good nature. 
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The care with which Fielding defined and illustrated 

good nature and prudence in his shorter works, his insis-

tence upon illustrations of morality as a high purpose of 

fiction, his repeated depictions of good-natured charac-

ters in search of prudence, and his concern for the 

preservation of ethics in English society form the 

ethical bias of his novels. Fielding's moral stance owes 

much to the Latitudinarians, to Shaftesbury, and to other 

theologians and philosophers whose ideas sometimes 

directly influenced Fielding, and whose moral postures 

had, by Fielding's time, so permeated English society that 

Fielding could not, except by consciously adopting an 

antithetical attitude, have escaped at least their 

indirect influence. Fielding's choice of protagonists in 

Joseph Andrews, Tom Jones, and Amelia, as well as in 

Jonathan Wild, whose main character is an ironic counter-

point to the protagonists of the other novels, reflects 

Fielding's desire to exhibit the good-natured man and 

to inculcate that virtue and innocence can scarce 
ever be injured but by indiscretion; and that it is 
this alone which often betrays them into the snares 
that deceit and villainy spread for them.77 

77„ Dedication" of Tom Jones, p. xvii. 



CHAPTER VIII 

FIELDING'S NOVELS: "HISTORIES" OF 

GOOD NATURE AND PRUDENCE 

In no other novels of the eighteenth century is the 

ethics of good nature and prudence manifested so themati-

cally as in the novels of Henry Fielding. Each of 

Fielding's novels traces the "history" of a central 

character who epitomizes the need for prudence in the 

exercise of his natural goodness, Jonathan Wild shows, 

through irony, that greatness without goodness becomes an 

empty and destructive social gesture. Joseph Andrews 

depicts the adventures of a good-natured youth who learns 

by the examples of his father and of his parson to judge 

with prudence the differences between false appearances 

and true virtue. Tom Jones treats with epic proportions 

the necessity of an education in prudence for a good-

natured, but erring, young man. Amelia records the tribu-

lations of a prudent, good-natured woman married to an 

equally good-natured but imprudent husband. These pro-

tagonists, as emblematic carriers of Fielding's theme, at 

times resemble the central figures in allegorical dramas, 

and minor characters who support or who combat them tend 

to function as allegorical types as well. The classes to 

250 
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which these types belong are those who are good-natured 

and prudent; those who are good-natured but imprudent; 

those who are ill-natured and prudent; those who are 

ill-natured but imprudent. The most dangerous of these 

types is the ill-natured and prudent man, who resembles 

the saintly hypocrite Fielding warned against in his Essay 

on the Knowledge of the Characters of Men, For the good-

natured man who has not yet learned the lessons of worldly 

prudence, the saint, who appears to be a good man, 

represents the greatest threat. Arch-villain among the 

hypocrites in Fielding's novels is Jonathan Wild. 

Although titular hero of the novel in which he 

appears, Jonathan Wild is an ironic protagonist whose 

machinations against society at large and against Heart-

free individually are sinister and blatant. In form and 

subject matter Jonathan Wild is a criminal biography, a 

type of fiction popularized by many writers prior to 

Fielding, perhaps most artistically by Daniel Defoe in 

Moll Flanders (1722). Originally published in the 

Miscellanies of 1743, Jonathan Wild is also an anti-

Walpole satire, yet it is neither merely political satire 

nor criminal biography. Jonathan Wild is a complex study 

of false greatness which presents, by ironic contrast, the 

ethics of true greatness, and thus makes a telling state-

ment about politics. The "great man," Wild, engages in 
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self-confession, a characteristic device of rogue 

"biography, but each word uttered by Wild, and each action 

he takes, is laden with dramatic irony, which, Fielding 

assumes, will be detected by the reader. In his intro-

ductory remarks to Jonathan Wild, Fielding reminds his 

reader that most human beings are not perfect and that 

we shall often find such a mixture of good and evil 
in the same character that it may require a very 
accurate judgment and a very elaborate inquiry to 
determine on which side the balance turns, for though 
we sometimes meet with an Aristides, or a Brutus, a 
Lysander or a Nero, yet far the greater number are of 
the mixed kind, neither totally good nor bad; their 
greatest virtues being obscured and allayed by their 
vices, and those again softened and colored over by 
their virtue s.-L 

Fielding then turns to the hero of his novel to state 

explicitly that Jonathan Wild is not such an ordinary 

creature of mixed virtue, but rather that he represents 

"true" greatness, which "consists in bringing all manner of 

mischief on mankind" (p. 3). Continuing with his ironic 

treatment of Wild as the unblemished emblem of greatness, 

Fielding says, 

We hope our readers will have reason justly to acquit 
us of any such confounding ideas [as mixed virtue] in 
the following pages, in which, as we are to record 
the actions of a great man, so we have nowhere 
mentioned any spark of goodness which had discovered 
itself either faintly in him, or more glaringly in 
any other person, but as a meanness and imperfection, 

^Jonathan Wild (New York: Walter J. Black, Inc., 
1932), p. 2. Further references are to this edition, 
documented in the text by page number only. 
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disqualifying them for undertakings which lead to 
honor and esteem among men. (p. 5) 

Wild is thus to be recognized as thoroughly evil, and the 

irony is found not in any mixture of virtue or vice in 

Wild, but in the fact that such absolute evil is requisite 

for "greatness." The other characters in Jonathan Wild 

are merely dupes who fail to recognize Wild's ability to 

use them for his own ends, another sign of his greatness: 

In our hero there was nothing not truly great; he 
could, without the least abashment, drink a bottle 
with the man who knew he had the moment before picked 
his pocket; and, when he had stripped him of every-
thing he had, never desired to do him any further 
mischief; for he carried good-nature to that wonder-
ful and uncommon height that he never did a single 
injury to man or woman by which he himself did not 
expect to reap some advantage, (p. 49) 

Fielding's ironic use of "good nature" in this passage is 

meant to further alert the reader to Wild's baseness. 

Many of the dupes employed by Wild are themselves thieves, 

for Wild cleverly sets up a system by which he commits 

crimes through agents, rather than by his own hands. One 

of those he uses, however, is a truly good-natured man, 

Heartfree, who has no evil in him and is thus particularly 

vulnerable to Wild's attack, protected only by God and by 

his own virtue. 

Heartfree, "a kind of foil to the noble and great 

disposition of our hero" (p. 75), is ironically described 

as a person 
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of that pitiful order of mortals who are in contempt 
called good-natured; being indeed sent into the 
world by nature with the same design with which men 
put little fish into a pike-pond in order to be 
devoured by that voracious water-hero. (p. 73) 

Heartfree serves as the perfect foil for Wild, whose head 

rules his every action and whose heart is effectively 

neutralized by his consistently evil desires. Wild has 

the advantage over Heartfree, who, as his name implies, 

lacks control over his sentiments: 

Wild remembered that his friend Heartfree's faults 
were rather in his heart than in his head; that, 
though he was so mean a fellow that he was never 
capable of laying a design to injure any human_ 
creature, yet he was by no means a fool, nor liable 
to any gross imposition, unless where his heart 
betrayed him. (p. 83) 

Wild's "quick discernment into the weaknesses of men" 

(p. 77) enables him to play at will with Heartfree's good 

nature. The philosophy by which Heartfree claims to live, 

"DOING NO OTHER PERSON AN INJURY FROM ANY MOTIVE OR ANY 

CONSIDERATION WHATEVER" (p. 187), is precisely what 

enables the villainous Wild to use Heartfree advan-

tageously. Heartfree believes, as do many of Fielding's 

good-natured men, that God, the best-natured creature in 

the universe, will reward the man who emulates him, 

although the reward may not be material. In a lengthy 

soliloquy, to which the entire second chapter of Book 

Three is devoted, Heartfree, having temporarily lost his 

wife and his small, but comfortable, living, through the 
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machinations of Wild, in despair debates "the values of 

reason and passion. His conclusions are similar "to "those 

reached by the Cambridge Platonists, or the Stoics: 

What relief can my reason afford? What, unless it 
can show me I had fixed my affections on a toy; that 
what I desired was not, by a wise man, eagerly to be 
affected, nor its loss violently deplored? for there 
are toys adapted to all ages, from the rattle to the 
throne; and perhaps the value of all is equal to 
their several possessors, for if the rattle pleases 
the ear of the infant what can the flattery of 
sycophants give more to the prince? The latter is as 
far from examining into the reality and source of his 
pleasure as the former; for if both did, they must 
both equally despise it. And surely, if we consider 
them together, we shall be forced to conclude all 
those pomps and pleasures of which men are so fond, 
and which, through so much danger and difficulty, 
with such violence and villainy, they pursue, to be 
as worthless trifles as any exposed to sale in a toy 
shop. (p. 146) 

This passage, and the entire chapter from which it comes, 

is a sermon in miniature, certainly not very original in 

its images, but skillfully managed. Heartfree has just 

been greeting his children and weeping with them at the 

loss of their mother. The toy image is therefore a 

natural one for Heartfree to reflect upon. But the toy 

image is also of thematic importance, for it serves as a 

commentary upon the way in which Wild and, by analogy, 

politicians and other leaders, the great men of the world, 

pursue the "toys" of fame, of conquest, and of material 

rewards rather than placing their trust in Christian 

values of the kind Heartfree advocates. Heartfree has 

his sight upon the rewards of heaven: 
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If the proofs of Christianity be as strong as I 
imagine them, surely enough may be deduced from that 
ground only to comfort and support the most miserable 
man in his afflictions. And this I think my reason 
tells me that, if the professors and propagators of 
infidelity are in the right, the losses which death 
brings to the virtuous are not worth lamenting; but 
if these are, as certainly they seem, in the wrong, 
the blessings it procures them are not sufficiently 
to be coveted and rejoiced at. (p. 149) 

Heartfree arrives at his consolation by reflecting upon 

the afterlife, and by exercising his reason, a method 

advocated by the Latitudinarian theologians with which 

Fielding has much in common. Furthermore, Heartfree, like 

Parson Adams, believes in the Pelagian heresy; this belief 

is a natural outgrowth of Heartfree's benevolent spirit. 

Fielding reports that belief ironically, as he does also 

with Parson Adams's conversation on the same topic in 

Joseph Andrews. Heartfree, who has been incarcerated at 

Newgate, enrages the chaplain with "a wicked sentiment 

which Heartfree one day disclosed in conversation, and 

which we, who are truly orthodox, will not pretend to 

justify, that he believed a sincere Turk would be saved" 

(p. 211). The ordinary is scandalized, just as Parson 

Barnabas was at hearing Adams's views on the subject. As 

chaplain at Newgate, the ordinary should be more concerned 

with helping the inmates, Fielding implies, than with 

arguing theology. Just as Barnabas neglects Joseph, so 

the chaplain neglects his parishioners in the prison, 

while at the same time he displays a most un-Christian 



257 

attitude toward any faith or sect but his own. The 

ordinary says to Heartfree, 

I know not what may become of a sincere Turk; but, if 
this be your persuasion, I pronounce it impossible 
you should be saved. No, Sir; so far from a sincere 
Turk's being within the pale of salvation, neither 
will any sincere Presbyterian, Anabaptist, nor Quaker 
whatever, be saved, (p. 211) 

With this incident Fielding also emphasizes his theme that 

true greatness consists not of self-aggrandizement, but of 

charitable brotherhood, a quality lacking in Christians 

who would condemn to hell not only heathens, but also 

other Christians who dissent from a particular sect. The 

parallels between this incident in Jonathan Wild and the 

scene at the inn in Joseph Andrews in which Parson Adams 

is beleaguered by the hypocritical Barnabas over the same 

2 

issue, and in the same ironic tone, may lend credence to 

the assumption made by Aurelien Digeon that Jonathan Wild 

was written in two time periods, before and after Joseph 

Andrews. Digeon believes that the original draft of Wild, 

made some time before 1741, was revised for inclusion in 

the Miscellanies after the publication of Andrews in the 

winter of 1742-1743."'' The importance of this probable 
O 
The History of the Adventures of Joseph Andrews and 

His Friend Mr. Abraham Adams (New York: W. W. Norton Co., 
Inc., 1958), pp. 63-b4. Subsequent references are to this 
edition, documented in the text by page number only, 

^The Novels of Fielding (London: George Routledge 
and Sons, Ltd., 19^5), p. 119. 
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revision lies not merely in dating the novels, but also in 

what that revision tells us about recurrent moral themes 

in Fielding's works. Digeon calls upon both internal and 

external evidence to show that the story of Heartfree was 

grafted to an originally picaresque rogue novel. Should 

this engraftment have occurred after Fielding had com-

pleted Joseph Andrews, as probably was the case, then 

Heartfree may well represent Fielding's desire to incor-

porate a good-natured emblem character in his novels from 

the very beginning of his career as a novelist. Certainly, 

Heartfree's position as a foil to Wild adds some 

additional moral depth to what could have been, without 

Heartfreefs story, a political satire only. Parallels 

between Jonathan Wild and Joseph Andrews are not so much 

those of character, although certainly Heartfree and 

Parson Adams have much in common, being good-natured men 

whose blindness to evil, like that of Tom Jones or of 

Booth, jeopardizes their happiness. The most significant 

parallels between Andrews and Wild are thematic. Digeon 

proposes that 

Joseph Andrews attacked Richardson and the doctrine 
of profitable charity, but it was almost entirely 
lacking in any positive lesson; the worthy Adams 
could hardly be cited as a model. Jonathan Wild 
attacked the Pharisees, and some others, but its 
decent folk showed themselves such pitiable dupes 
that no one could possibly think of imitating them. 

^Digeon, p, 119. 
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. . . Tom Jones is the answer to this question. 
After this parody, after this destructive irony, it 
is a work of reconstruction, in which at last we 
have the moral ideal of Fielding.5 

Digeon recognizes a continuity in the novels of Fielding, 

but he considers Joseph Andrews as "lacking a positive 

lesson" and Jonathan Wild as having the same fault. It 

should be recalled that both irony and parody were modes 

of expression with which Fielding felt comfortable and in 

which he saw the opportunity to express, by clever 

apposition, a set of positive values. In Jonathan Wild 

the weaknesses of Heartfree are not simply objects of 

ridicule; Heartfree stands as a model of the good-natured 

man, but one who lacks the worldly experience and prudence 

to deal with such a foe as Wild. More important than 

Heartfree as a positive model is Wild himself, whose 

actions or words at all points can be taken in reverse as 

the positive embodiment of virtues Fielding continues to 

emphasize in later works. In no other work is Fielding's 

habit of verbal irony so well-sustained as in the story 

of Wild, although Fielding's later novels make frequent 

use of the same technique. The last chapter of Jonathan 

Wild is entirely devoted to an ironic catalogue of Wild's 

"virtues" as a "great" man. Each point in the catalogue 

Fielding undoubtedly meant as a reminder to the reader of 

^Digeon, pp. 129-30. 
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"the positive values which Wild lacked. Wild's "predomi-

nant passion was ambition" (p. 295); the predominant 

passion of a good man, Fielding believed, was self-

effacing charity, or benevolence. Wild is extremely 

ingenious in executing his designs and is 

not restrained by any of those weaknesses which 
disappoint the views of mean and vulgar souls, and 
which are comprehended in one general term of 
honesty, which is a corruption of H0N0STY, a word 
derived from what the Greeks call an ass. (p. 295) 

Furthermore, Wild "was entirely free from those low vices 

of modesty and good-nature, which, as he said, implied a 

total negation of human greatness" (p. 295). This latter 

passage requires only a close paraphrase, in reverse, to 

become a statement of positive morality: a good man (not 

Wild) is entirely bound by the high virtues of modesty 

and of good-nature, which should be the total sum of human 

greatness. Further along in the chapter, Fielding lists 

the fifteen maxims to which Wild claims to have adhered in 

attaining greatness. The reader can easily reverse any of 

these to produce a statement of the ethics which Fielding 

is actually advocating. For example, Wild proposes "to 

shun poverty and distress, but to ally himself as close as 

possible to power and riches" (p. 297); the good man, 

Fielding means, allies himself to poverty and distress (in 

order to aid those in need) and shuns power and riches 

(which may cost his soul). Wild would "maintain a 
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constant gravity in his countenance and behavior, and . . . 

affect wisdom on all occasions" (p. 298); Fielding 

distrusted the external appearance of gravity, which he 

felt often concealed a lack of wisdom, and thus, a good 

man should maintain a constant cheerfulness in his coun-

tenance and behavior, and demonstrate unaffected wisdom 

on all occasions. Wild's last rule is "that the heart 

was the proper seat of hatred, and the countenance of 

affection and friendship" (p. 298); Fielding means to 

emphasize that both heart and countenance should exhibit 

affection and that any disaffection should not be covered 

by appearances, This catalogue and all the other words 

and actions of Wild represent exactly the reverse of 

values which Fielding advocated. Wild's position as a 

foil to Heartfree further deepens both the irony and the 

positive influence of the portrait of Wild upon the reader. 

Fielding notes that, unlike Heartfree, Wild has no soft-

ness of nature: "But surely his whole behavior to his 

friend Heartfree is a convincing proof that the true iron 

or steel greatness of his heart was not debased by any 

softer metal" (p. 301). Fielding's ironic portrait of 

Wild has positive value. Jonathan Wild, as a novel, lacks 

the complexities of Tom Jones and the polish of Amelia, 

but as an expression of Fielding's ethical theme, Jonathan 

Wild fares well. As a villain, Wild has more complexity 
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than, for example, Blifil has in Tom J ones, where the 

attention of the reader is drawn to at least a dozen other 

antagonists. As a full portrait of the ill-natured and 

prudent character, Wild has no counterpart in Fielding's 

works; a certain focus and power is gained by Fielding in 

concentrating in this novel upon the simple antithesis 

between good and evil represented by the almost alle-

gorical figures of Wild and Heartfree. 

What is gained by the direct juxtaposition of good 

and evil in Jonathan Wild is lost in Joseph Andrews, in 

which no one villain comes to oppose the protagonist; the 

positive lesson in Joseph Andrews is thus not to be found 

in allegorical portraits. Both Joseph and Parson Adams 

are fleshly creatures, having as much intermixture of good 

and evil as most human beings, although Joseph never seems 

to come to life as does Adams, possibly because Joseph was 

at first meant by Fielding to parody Richardson's Pamela; 

Joseph never achieves much independent status as the hero 

of his own adventures, but seems to remain a less hysteri-

cal, less hypocritical, more innocent and good-natured 

male counterpart of his "sister." Joseph has for his guide 

the most na'ive of Fielding's mentor characters. Together, 

Joseph and Adams are like many famous comedy pairs, each 

complementing the foolishness of the other, and yet, like 

Don Quixote and Sancho Panza, their episodic adventures 
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are meant "to show "that affectation, hypocrisy, greed, and 

false class distinctions are evils from which the world 

suffers. Joseph Andrews is therefore a less well-unified 

work than Jonathan Wild, and yet a more realistic one, 

for it is not merely an allegory, nor even, at its full 

length, a parody. Many scholars treat Parson Adams as 

the protagonist of Joseph Andrews, and certainly Adams is 

one of the most entertaining and lively of Fielding's 

comic literary portraits. Martin C. Battestin considers 

Adams to be a vehicle for formal satire, the vir bonus or 

moral man; a naif, simple and unsophisticated, passing 

implicit judgment upon the immorality that bewilders him; 

and the hero, indignant and courageous, defending virtue 

and the public good.6 Additionally, Battestin believes 

that "of all Fielding's heroes, Parson Adams is the 

fullest personification of good nature," and with this 
O 

assessment, Michael Irwin agrees. While both Battestin 

and Irwin have made many enlightening observations about 

Joseph Andrews, I believe they are wrong in considering 

Parson Adams either the protagonist of the novel or 

6The Moral Basis of Fielding's Art: A Study of 
Joseph Andrews (Middletown, Connecticut: Wesleyan 
University Press, 1959), p. 54. 

^Ibid., p. 111. 

8Henry Fielding: The Tentative Realist (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 19o7)> P• 69. 
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Fielding's fullest portrait of good nature. First of all, 

the good-natured Adams has little more worldly wisdom or 

prudence than does Joseph; indeed, Adams has less of 

worldly wisdom, for Joseph has lived in the city and has 

undergone all sorts of temptations before he ever begins 

his journey back to the country parish. Secondly, 

Fielding is not in the habit of entitling his novels other 

than by his protagonist's name. Wild is the hero of 

Jonathan Wild, Tom is the hero of Tom Jones, and Amelia is 

the heroine of Amelia; a more fitting assumption, then, 

is that Joseph is the hero of Joseph Andrews, unless we 

have very good evidence to the contrary. It is true that 

Fielding's full title names Parson Adams as the "friend" 

to Joseph; the subject of the novel, according to its 

title page, is the adventures of these two friends. Not 

to belabor the point unnecessarily, it is my view that 

Joseph is the protagonist and that Parson Adams represents 

Joseph's spiritual, as well as physical companion, his 

childhood mentor and his adult friend, whose religious 

teachings govern Joseph's morality, but whose experiences 

with the world cannot provide Joseph with prudence, which 

Adams himself lacks. Joseph's adventures with, and 

without, Adams are similar to those of Tom Jones; a good-

natured young man's moral journey is the focal point of 

each novel. Adams, it is true, plays a far more extensive 
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part in Joseph Andrews than does Allworthy, Tom's mentor, 

in Tom Jones. One reason for this is that Fielding, whose 

interest in the clergy was apparent throughout his career, 

found opportunity to express, through the person of Adams, 

the qualities Fielding believed most necessary for a man 

of God: charity, decency, and humility. But Adams, 

although good-natured, lacks the worldly prudence necessary 

to defend himself against the ill-natured, and thus is not 

an able instructor for Joseph in anything but simple 

Christian brotherhood and sexual chastity. Adams, built 

strongly, with fists "rather less than the knuckle of an 

ox" (p. 50) and a "wrist which Hercules would not be 

ashamed of" (p. 66) engages his and Joseph's physical 

assailants with what is, for a clergyman, a startling 

•willingness and skill in combat. On the other hand, Adams 

does little to provide practical intellectual guidance for 

Joseph or for himself in battles of the wits. For example, 

Adams is confounded in his several attempts to obtain 

financial assistance for himself and Joseph. His attempt 

to borrow three guineas from innkeeper Tow-wouse, whose 

wife has just belabored her husband's own lack of financial 

wisdom, is doomed to failure. Adams offers as security 

for the loan the manuscript sermons he believes he has 

tucked safely away in his saddlebags; Tow-wouse politely 

rejects the offer. Confused by this rejection, Adams 
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"immediately applied "to his pipe, his constant friend and 

comfort in his afflictions; and, leaning over the rails, 

he devoted himself to meditation, assisted by the 

inspiring fumes of tobacco" (p. 56). This is as close to 

inspiration about the work—a—day world as Adams generally 

comes in the course of the novel. Adams's good nature is 

simply too trusting; he is like Mr. Boncour of Fielding's 

drama The Fathers• The results of Adams's naivete are 

remarkably funny and, sometimes, sad. He loses his first, 

and best, curacy by meddling in a political situation he 

does not understand (p. 113). He is the brunt of a series 

of practical jokes played upon him by a company of ill-

natured country "gentlemen," culminating in the tub—throne 

trick which gives Adams a cold followed by a fever that 

"like to have cost his life" (p. 226). Adams spends a 

night in Fanny's bed, a situation which would surely have 

cost his reputation, if not his life, had Joseph not been 

convinced by his own high opinion of the parson and by 

Fanny's assurances that no harm had been done (p. 310). 

The list of the parson's naive and comic foibles is 

lengthy, and in nearly every episode it is the good man's 

lack of worldly knowledge or his overly-charitable 

instincts which place him in jeopardy. Fielding says that 

Adams "never saw farther into people than they desired to 

let him" (p. 124); furthermore, "hypocrites" are "a sort 
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of people whom Adams never saw through" (p. 244). Abraham 

Adams was 

a man of good sense, good parts, and good nature; but 
was at the same time as entirely ignorant of the ways 
of this world as an infant just entered into it could 
possibly be. As he had never any intention to 
deceive, so he never suspected such a design in 
others. He was generous, friendly, and brave to an 
excess; but simplicity was his characteristic. . . . 

(p. 7) 

On the other hand, Joseph exhibits some degree of 

worldly wisdom throughout his journey. Once Joseph 

escapes from the snares of the city, where he is sorely 

tempted, but where, nevertheless, "his morals remained 

entirely uncorrupted" (p. 11), he is protected by his own 

innocence and by his wits, as well as by the strong arm of 

Adams. The contrast between Joseph's knowledge and Adams's 

naivete is seen particularly in the incident of the 

gentleman of the manor, who, it turns out, is one of 

Fielding's "professors," promising much charity and good-

will, but delivering nothing. It is Joseph who first 

discovers the hypocrite. 

Joseph, smiling, answered, he was very deceived if 
the gentleman would not have found some excuse to 
avoid lending [the promised money]. "I own," says 
he, "I was never much pleased with his professing so 
much kindness for you at first sight; for I have 
heard the gentleman of our cloth in London tell many 
such stories of their masters. But when the boy 
brought the message back of his not being at home, I 
presently knew what would follow; for, whenever a 
man of fashion doth not care to fulfil his promises, 
the custom is to order his servants that he will 
never be at home to the person so promised." (p. 155) 
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Joseph is not by nature more prudent than Adams, but 

Joseph has had the advantage of observing, and absorbing, 

the lessons of the city. He knows about the two divisions 

of people defined in an authorial aside, "to wit, high 

people and low people" or "people of fashion" and "people 

of no fashion" (pp. 135-36). Joseph has progressed some 

several rungs up the ladder of society from postilion to 

footman to body servant and has seen the activities, on 

the higher rungs, of squire, of lord, of sovereign 

(p. 137).9 Although Joseph is good-natured, like Adams, 

Joseph has also some experience in prudence. When the 

strange trio of clergyman, liveried footman, and country 

lass arrive at Mr. Wilson's home, Wilson mistakes Joseph 

for Adams's footman and becomes suspicious at the famil-

iarity between them. Joseph says that he does not wonder 

"the gentleman was surprized to see one of Mr. Adams's 

character condescend to so much goodness with a poor man" 

(p. 173). Adams quickly replies with a good-natured axiom 

^Fielding employs an image of the ladder of society 
to emphasize the dependency of each class upon the next 
higher. The postilion shines the shoes of the footman; 
the footman dresses the squire's body servant; the 
squire's body servant attends the squire; the squire waits 
service upon the lord; the lord attends the levee held by 
the king's favorite; the favorite pays homage at the levee 
of the king. Each step on the ladder is equidistant, yet 
"there are scarce two of these who do not think the least 
familiarity with persons below them a condescension and, 
if they were to go one step farther, a degradation" 
(p. 137). 
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about the vows taken by the clergy to follow Christ's 

example in treating rich and poor equally. But Wilson, 

notwithstanding the simplicity which discovered 
itself in Adams, knew too much of the world to give 
a hasty belief to professions. He was not yet quite 
certain that Adams had any more of the clergyman in 
him than his cassock, (p. 174) 

Wilson's caution is not mere cynicism, but a prudent 

doubt, which Fielding approves as a protection against 

imposition, or worse; it is this sort of caution Adams 

lacks, but Joseph at least understands, although he does 

not always practice it. 

With the introduction of Wilson into the novel 

Fielding embarks upon one of the interpolated stories for 

which he is infamous. Called "digressions" by critics of 

Fielding's style, these novels-in-miniature usually con-

tain substantive material which Fielding did not himself 

consider digressive. Fielding was aware that some 

authorial asides were indeed digressions, as he shows us 

in Tom Jones, in which the first chapter of each of the 

eighteen books is consciously given over to a series of 

essays about the art of the novel. In Book Five, Chapter 

One, Fielding warns the reader that there may be "no parts 

in this prodigious work which will give the reader less 

pleasure in the perusing, than those which have given the 
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author the greatest pains in composing,"10 among these the 

initial chapters, which the reader, if he chooses, "may-

pass over, in which we profess to be laboriously dull, and 

begin the following books at the second chapter" (p. 163). 

Although there is irony in this granting of permission to 

the reader, nevertheless it is clear that Fielding saw 

these chapters as independent of the main narrative. 

Fielding does not, however, apologize for such "digres-

sions" as Wilson's story in Joseph Andrews, which he 

apparently meant as an integrated portion of the novel. 

The fact that Wilson is Joseph's father serves 

partially to justify the inclusion of Wilson's lengthy 

autobiography, although establishing the story of Joseph's 

birth could have been accomplished much more briefly. 

Fielding has several other reasons for telling Wilson's 

story. One obvious feature of the tale is its inclusive-

ness. Wilson encounters every conceivable temptation and 

succumbs to them all; he begins at the age of seventeen to 

affect the appearance of a London gentleman; in a short 

time he has contracted venereal disease three times and 

has kept a succession of mistresses, one of whom, like the 

subject of Hogarth's "A Harlot's Progress," is an innocent 

10The History of Tom Jones a Foundling (New York: 
Modern Library, 195^7, p. 159. Subsequent references are 
to this edition, documented in the text by page number 
only. 
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girl who becomes debauched through Wilson's neglect of 

her; he briefly joins a company of drunkards, but abandons 

them for a group of amoral atheists who pretend to be 

serious philosophers; disillusioned, he gambles away all 

of his remaining fortune; he then tries his hand at 

writing plays and is finally reduced to hack writing 

for lawyers, men he despises for their affectation, a 

trait he became familiar with when, earlier, he resided 

at the Temple; finally, he is jailed for indebtedness, 

at which low point he is saved by his future wife, 

Harriet; he tries his hand at running the vintner's 

business left to Harriet, but losing ground, sells out 

and retires to the country with his good wife and three 

children. The theme throughout Wilson's narrative is 

also the theme of Joseph Andrews; the world is filled with 

affectation, "the pleasures of the world are chiefly 

folly, and the business of it mostly knavery, and both 

nothing better than vanity" (p. 200); the virtuous must 

ever guard against the hypocrisy of the vain. Fielding 

believes that to withstand the temptations of the vain 

world, it is necessary to have a guide and to receive an 

education in worldly wisdom, which Wilson lacked. Wilson, 

in retrospect, realizes that the death of his father set 

up for him "an early introduction into life, without a 

guide." It is to this circumstance that Wilson imputes 
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all his future misfortunes (p. 179). During Wilson's 

narrative Parson Adams breaks in at several points, each 

time displaying an innocence of the world even more 

remarkable than Wilson's must once have been. Adams 

does not realize that venereal disease is the reason for 

Wilson's confinements; Adams asks that coquette be 

defined; the parson thinks that Wilson's tailor will not 

prefer charges for so small a debt if he knows Wilson's 

circumstances. These interruptions serve to emphasize 

again that so benevolent but unworldly a man as Adams 

cannot serve as a model of the rational prudence Fielding 

knows is a necessary adjunct to good nature. When Wilson 

calls vanity the worst of passions, Adams eagerly begins 

a search for his "masterpiece," a sermon against vanity, 

which, he says, he is confident Wilson would admire, 

adding, "I have never been a greater enemy to any passion 

than that silly one of vanity" (p. 191). Wilson's reply 

is simply a smile. The dramatic irony of the moment is a 

fine touch, but there is more revelation here than simply 

that of Adams's own vanity. Adams considers vanity 

"silly," and in the parson vanity is only that, a human 

fault, a little vagary. The vanity Wilson has been 

describing, on the other hand, is far more insidious, a 

passion which Wilson knows is 

more apt to contaminate the mind than any other; for, 
as selfishness is much more general than we please to 
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allow it, so it is natural to hate and envy those 
who stand between us and the good we desire. Now, 
in lust and ambition these are few; and even in 
avarice we find many who are no obstacles to our 
pursuits; but the vain man seeks pre-eminence; and 
everything which is excellent or praiseworthy in 
another renders him the mark of his antipathy. 

(p. 190) 

By juxtaposing Adams's innocent egotism with the insidious 

vanity which Wilson has learned can be the basis of man s 

inhumanity to others, Fielding skillfully presents another 

moral lesson; self-seeking ambition is destructive, not 

only of individuals, but of society, a lesson Fielding 

illustrated at length in Jonathan Wild. 

Not only does Wilson's story serve as a moral tale 

whose theme is an extension of the theme of the entire 

novel, but it also serves as a foreshadowing of the kind 

of life Joseph looks forward to in his marriage to Fanny. 

Like his father, Wilson, Joseph will wed a good woman and 

retire to the country, leaving behind the temptations of 

city life which Joseph might easily have been attracted 

to in his new position as the son of a gentleman and 

brother-in-law to a wealthy squire. But unlike Wilson, 

Joseph does have a fatherly guide. Our last glimpse of 

Fanny and Joseph is meant to reinforce the influence of 

Wilson as a model: 

Joseph remains blest with his Fanny, whom he doats 
on with the utmost tenderness, which is all returned 
on her side. The happiness of this couple is a 
perpetual fountain of pleasure to their fond parents; 
and, what is particularly remarkable, he declares he 
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will imitate them in their retirement, nor will be 
prevailed, upon by any booksellers, or their authors, 
to make his appearance in high life. (p. 320) 

Joseph is the true son of Wilson, not only physically, 

but intellectually. Following the night—long revelation 

by Wilson of the facts of his life, Joseph and Adams set 

forth again on their journey and fall naturally into a 

conversation reviewing Wilson's story. Adams announces 

that the real cause of Wilson's misfortunes must be a 

public-school education. Adams believes such schools are 

"the nurseries of all vice and immorality" (p. 206). 

Joseph listens attentively to Adams's diatribe against 

public education, but respectfully disagrees with the 

parson. The school, Joseph maintains, is not the villain, 

for if a lad "be of a righteous temper, you may trust him 

to London, or wherever else you please—he will be in no 

danger of being corrupted" (p. 207). Fielding seems to 

be in agreement with Joseph; Joseph himself remained 

uncorrupted in London because of his innate sense of 

values. Adams, himself a private schoolmaster, insists 

that tutelage is superior to public education; Adams's 

own vanity is revealed as the source of his opinion; "he 

thought a schoolmaster the greatest character in the 

world, and himself the greatest of all schoolmasters" 

(p. 208). Joseph, on the other hand, draws a more 

reasonable conclusion about education in the light of his 
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own experiences, and "this is but one of several "times 

when Adams appears to be a foil to Joseph's more worldly 

and prudent character. As the parson and Joseph continue 

along the road, they find the gold coin Wilson has 

secreted in their saddlebags; Adams immediately assumes 

the coin must be returned, thinking the gift a mistake; 

Joseph convinces Adams that Wilson has shown true charity 

to them and begins a little sermonette on benevolence, 

which includes a reference to Fielding's favorite real—life 

philanthropist, Ralph Allen. Joseph's speech on this 

familiar and important topic is brief, explicit, and 

sincere; Adams sleeps through it. A further instance of 

the practical turn of Joseph's good nature and the more 

impractical, pedantic good nature of Adams is provided 

when Adams remonstrates with Joseph on the subject of 

bearing grief with Christian stoicism; the speech is 

interrupted when Adams is told his son has drowned 

(p. 283). The parson's reaction to this news sharply 

contrasts with the statement he has made to Joseph that 

"all passions are criminal in their excess; and even love 

itself, if it is not subservient to our duty, may render 

us blind to it" (p. 284). Good nature, a virtue undeni-

ably present in Parson Adams, is not tempered in him by 

practical wisdom. For all of Adams's sermons, most of 

which contain some salutary spiritual guidance, there is 
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little practical wisdom the good parson either possesses 

or can impart. Joseph, son of Wilson, is the hero of 

Joseph Andrews, a good-natured man possessed of prudence. 

True wisdom, Fielding seems to assert, lies in a prudent 

judgment of relative values, in the ability to distin-

guish between affectation and virtue. Joseph has chosen 

wisely to emulate Wilson in his country retirement, and 

Joseph retires with knowledge of the world sufficient to 

protect himself from further encroachments upon his 

happiness. 

Some of the moral lessons of Joseph Andrews are 

repeated in Tom Jones, but with epic proportions. Tom is 

himself unquestionably the protagonist of the epic, but of 

antagonists there are scores. Some, like Blifil, maintain 

a central role throughout the novel; others, like the Man 

of the Hill, function briefly to illustrate a specific 

moral, and disappear. Throughout, Tom's battles are 

threefold. He must combat his own passions; he must 

combat those who seek to destroy his reputation; he must 

even combat those who mean him well, but are misguided in 

their efforts. Tom is Fielding's best-realized portrait 

of the good-natured but imprudent young man who must learn 

through worldly wisdom to protect himself. Among his 

adversaries are hypocrites, ill-natured but prudent, like 

Blifil, characters who resemble the "saints" Fielding 
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everywhere in his works warned, against. Some of Tom s 

adversaries, like Squire Western, are neither good-

natured nor prudent, and hence, easier to combat. Most 

difficult for Tom to deal with are others like himself, 

good-natured but imprudent men, easily duped by the 

hypocrites; into this category fits Allworthy, in whose 

hands Tom's future happiness really rests. Among the 

characters of Tom Jones there is but one who appears both 

good-natured and prudent—Sophia, whose function seems 

almost allegorical. Most of the players on the stage of 

Tom Jones are of mixed virtue and thus Fielding achieves 

some of the realism he intended. 

By the time of the writing of Tom Jones Fielding had 

consciously considered what "rules" the new form he called 

the comic prose epic would follow. Like Aristotle, 

Fielding was convinced that fictional actions should 

follow the law of probability. In the introductory 

chapter for Book Eight of Tom Jones, Fielding states that 

the actions should be such as may not only be 
within the compass of human agency, and which human 
agents may probably be supposed to do; but they 
should be likely for the very actors and characters 
themselves to have performed; for what may be only 
wonderful and surprising in one man, may become 
improbable, or indeed impossible, when related of 
another, (p. 337) 

Having considered the necessity of probability, Fielding 

adds that "for a man to act in direct contradiction to the 

dictates of his nature, is, if not impossible, as 
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improbable and as miraculous as anything which can well 

be conceived" (pp. 337-38). Some of Fielding's characters 

are prudent; some are not; whichever they are, Fielding 

intends them to act consistently. Some are good-natured 

and some are not; the ill-natured may counterfeit good 

nature; the good-natured, however, may never act ill-

naturedly. Natural goodness is therefore for Fielding, as 

well as for others who concern themselves with this 

subject in the eighteenth century, an innate quality 

which manifests itself no matter what the circumstances 

of birth or the stresses of life. The history of the 

foundling Tom is meant to show that good nature must 

triumph, particularly when tempered with a prudence 

derived from common sense. 

Although Tom is the titular hero of his novel, 

Allworthy seems at first to epitomize good nature, and it 

is to his portrait that many scholars turn when discussing 

Fielding's use of the good-natured character. Allworthy 

is apparently modeled upon two actual men, friends and 

patrons much valued by Fielding, Ralph Allen and George 

Lyttelton.11 Allworthy's country estate resembles that 

1]"Martin C. Battestin, "Fielding and Ralph Allen: 
Benevolism and Its Limits as an Eighteenth-Century Ideal," 
MLQ, 28 (1967), 371. A full biography of Allen, with 
considerable material on Fielding's fictional treatment of 
him, is Benjamin Boyce's. The Benevolent Man (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1967). 
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"built by Allen at Bath, and like Allen, Allworthy, 

although quite benevolent and public-spirited as the need 

arises, has retired from active public service to reside 

at his estate, from whence he journeys seldom (p. 6). 

Very early in the novel Fielding pictures Allworthy on a 

serene morning in mid-May, standing on his terrace to 

survey the "prospect" afforded by his properties; to the 

right are scattered villages and the ivy-covered ruins of 

an abbey; to the left is Allworthy's own park, "laid out 

with admirable taste, but owing less to art than to 

Nature" (p. 9). Beyond all this is a ridge of "wild 

mountains, their tops above the clouds." The scene thus 

far is typically mid-eighteenth century, prose nature 

description with a romantic touch. But now Fielding adds 

that 

in the full blaze of his majesty rose the sun, than 
which one object alone in this lower creation could 
be more glorious and that Mr. Allworthy himself 
presented—a human being replete with benevolence, 
meditating in what manner he might render himself 
most acceptable to his Creator, by doing most good 
to his creatures, (pp. 9-10) 

The reader accustomed to eighteenth-century hyperbole 

finds nothing amiss in this comparison, but Fielding, 

while praising Allworthy, has also prepared a clever 

foreshadowing of things to come, for in the very next 

sentence, Fielding issues a warning: 

Reader take care. I have unadvisedly led thee to 
the top of as high a hill as Allworthy's, and how to 
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get thee down without breaking thy neck I do not well 
know. However, let us e'en venture to slide down 
together . . .Mr. Allworthy is summoned to break-
fast. . . . (p. 10) 

The "high hill" to which Fielding refers is not a physical 

one. Allworthy's house, while "high enough to enjoy a 

most charming prospect of the valley beneath," actually 

"stood on the southeast side of a hill, but nearer the 

bottom than the top." Standing on his terrace, Allworthy 

is merely a "quarter of a mile" from a lake located at 

the bottom of the hill, and the full height of the hill 

rises for nearly "half a mile" above the house (p. 9). 

Thus, Allworthy's position at the "top of a high hill" in 

Fielding's authorial aside is a metaphorical one—the 

height attained by Allworthy in his lofty meditations. 

As Fielding will later show the reader, Allworthy has been 

too long removed in contemplation and must, finally, in 

his relationship with Tom, "slide down" to the practical, 

mundane world if he is to regain his equanimity and 

judgment. 

Fielding's use of the hill-top image in his intro-

duction of Allworthy has a parallel later in the novel. 

The "Man of the Hill" episode, which has occasioned so 

12 
much commentary about Fielding's tendency to digress, 

12 
Digeon, p. 12. Digeon is typical of those who view 

this episode as an outworn "fashion" which is a "blot" on 
the novel, because the Man of the Hill plays no active 
role in the plot. Digeon calls the episode a "tedious 
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actually performs an important thematic function in the 

novel. The Man of the Hill is a misanthropic hermit, 

who, having endured betrayal by his first mistress, a 

woman who had, he knew, been the mistress of half of his 

acquaintances at Oxford (p. 384), and having met with a 

second betrayal by his best friend in London, an amoral 

gambler, concludes that "human nature is everywhere the 

same, everywhere the object of detestation and scorn" 

(p. 408). Having already adopted this misanthropic 

myopia, the Man of the Hill travels throughout the world, 

finally to return to permanent seclusion in a cottage 

hidden at the foot of a hill, emerging only at night to 

climb to his summit and there to contemplate God's majesty 

and goodness, but to revile mankind. Tom, to whom the 

hermit has told his story, objects to the man's con-

clusions about human nature. Tom, himself the object of 

betrayal by Blifil and others, clearly apprehends the 

error in the hermit's thinking. The Man of the Hill, Tom 

believes, has placed his affections incautiously on two 

who ill deserved his trust and has thus generalized about 

the bulk of humanity, who, Tom is convinced, are not 

moral tale," although by way of a footnote, Digeon 
suggests that such a "digression" might present a glance 
at the destiny reserved for Jones, and might therefore, 
condense the moral lessons taught by the full novel. 
Nevertheless, he doubts the technical efficacy of such a 
digression in an otherwise "excellent" plot. 
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depraved or evil, but sometimes misguided. Fielding has 

here made Tom his moral spokesman; Tom is echoing senti-

ments which are found in all of the literature of good 

nature which refutes Hobbes. Like Shaftesbury, Fielding 

believes that man should be a social creature, that virtue 

and happiness consist in social action, not in withdrawal 

from the company of men. Among those condemned by 

Fielding in his poem "Of True Greatness" (1741) is a 

cynical hermit, whose sarcasm may, Fielding believes, stem 

more from envy than from religious conviction: 

Be sure, no Envy mixes with thy Gaul. 
Ask thy self oft, to Pow'r and Grandeur born, 
Had Pow'r and Grandeur then incurr'd thy Scorn? 
If no Ill-nature in thy Breast prevails, 
Enjoying all the Crimes at which it rails. 
A peevish sour Perverseness of the Will, 
Oft we miscall Antipathy to see. (11. 48-54-) 

The Man of the Hill is embittered not only by two 

betrayals, but by the small settlement and annuity given 

him by his elder brother on the death of his father. Some 

of his bitterness is occasioned by envy, but the old man 

is not depraved. Fielding, through Tom, reminds the Man 

of the Hill that 

If there was, indeed, much more wickedness in the 
world than there is, it would not prove such general 
assertions against human nature, since much of this 
arrives by mere accident, and many a man who commits 
evil is not totally bad and corrupt in his heart. In 

1^ 
Henry Fielding, Miscellanies by Henry Fielding, 

Esq., ed. Henry Knight Miller (Oxford: Wesleyan Univer-
sity Press, 1972), I, 21. 
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truth none seem to have any title to assert human 
nature to be necessarily and. universally evil, "but 
those whose own minds afford them one instance of 
this natural depravity; which is not, I am convinced, 
your case. (p. 411) 

Missing the point entirely, unwilling to look within 

himself for an instance of goodness, the old hermit 

replies "And such [knaves] will be always the most back-

ward to assert any such things" (p. 411). As dawn 

approaches, after a night spent in hearing the hermit's 

story, Tom eagerly agrees to accompany the old man to the 

top of his hill, although Tom has "despaired of making a 

convert" (p. 412). As they reach the summit, Tom, hearing 

a woman scream, immediately "ran or rather slid down the 

hill" (emphasis added; p. 419) to deliver Mrs. Waters 

from Ensign Northerton, who is about to hang her (p. 419). 

Had not Tom slid down from the hilltop, he would have 

lost his only hope of clearing his name and of hearing 

the full story of his birth, for Mrs. Waters is the only 

person who is able to reveal the truth about Bridget and 

Summer and who is willing to attest that Blifil hired 

Dowling. Had Tom, like the Man of the Hill, exchanged 

human intercourse for midnight reveries on his summit, or 

had Tom, like Allworthy, been content to contemplate 

goodness from the security of his metaphorical "high hill" 

of inner morality and thus have hesitated even momen-

tarily, wrapped in his own thoughts at the summit that 
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dawn, Tom would, have lost his chance to re-enter the 

world, reformed in circumstances, a man of substance and 

of reputation. 

Tom's rescue of Mrs. Waters is both a blessing and a 

problem, however, for it leads to a number of coffipli-

cations in Tom's immediate future. As the Man of the Hill 

had done, Tom is prone to trust the wrong people. Thus 

there is dramatic irony in Tom's remark to the hermit that 

the error of believing that all men are evil "is generally 

committed by those, who, from want of proper caution in 

the choice of their friends and acquaintance, have 

suffered injury from bad and worthless men" (p. 411). Tom 

himself has suffered, and will suffer, such injuries 

because Tom lacks the prudence to judge men. Tom's need 

for prudence will, however, be filled eventually by his 

worldly experiences; neither the hermit nor Allworthy has 

the sort of prudence advocated by Fielding, who condemns 

both the misanthropic retreat of the Man of the Hill and 

the self-satisfied retreat of Allworthy from worldly 

14 
affairs. 

"^Eleanor N. Hutchens in "'Prudence' in Tom Jones: A 
Study of Connotative Irony," PQ, 39 (i960), 497, concludes 
that the Man of the Hill and W e story of Mrs. Fitzpatrick 
are, respectively, "object lessons in prudence" for Tom 
and Sophia. I believe that the sort of prudence Tom needs 
is quite unlike that of the hermit and that Sophia needs 
no guide, for she is already prudent. Hutchens also 
believes that prudence is, for Fielding, "a mixed virtue," 
since even Allworthy must learn some prudence. I contend 
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The instinctive benevolence which guides Tom Jones 

proves adequate for Joseph Andrews, who has already been 

educated by the city. But Tom requires an education in 

prudence, for Tom's journey is toward the city, not away 

from it. Glenn W. Hatfield considers the central moral 

theme of Tom Jones to involve a definition not of good 

nature, charity, or virtue, but of prudence, whereas the 

central term defined in Joseph Andrews he considers to be 

good nature.1^ This is an attractive viewpoint, although 

prudence has a role in both novels. Without it, Joseph 

might have become as profligate as his father was in 

youth, rather than a model country squire. Were either 

Parson Adams or Allworthy less blind to perfidy, they 

could be taken as models of good nature and no further 

moral requirements would be imposed upon Joseph or Tom 

than to emulate these paragons. But like the good-natured 

Boncour of Fielding's drama The Fathers, Allworthy is 

gullible. There are indeed several similarities between 

Boncour and Allworthy; both have a sympathetic nature; 

both believe in marriage for love; both tend to be 

indulgent with their relatives; both require physical, 

that Fielding views true prudence not as a mixed virtue, 
but as a practical adjunct to good nature; false prudence, 
on the other hand, is a vice in Fielding's eyes. 

15„The Serpent and the Dove: Fielding's Irony and 
the Prudence Theme of Tom Jones," MP, 65 (1967), 21. 
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conclusive proof before they are awakened to the truth. 

When Allworthy notices Bridget's preference for Tom over 

Blifil, the squire's benevolent sympathy causes him to 

look "with an eye of compassion" upon Blifil, and Fielding 

tells the reader that "Henceforward [Allworthy] saw every 

appearance of virtue in [Blifil] through the magnifying 

end, and viewed all his faults with the glass inverted, 

so that they became scarce perceptible" (p. 97). Hardly 

has Fielding concluded his announcement of Allworthy's 

"amiable temper of pity" than he warns the reader not to 

overlook the limits of such goodness: 

In recording some instances of these, we shall, if 
rightly understood, afford a very useful lesson to 
those well-disposed youths who shall hereafter be 
our readers; for they may here find, that goodness 
of heart and openness of temper, though these may 
give them great comfort within, and administer to an 
honest pride in their own minds, will by no means, 
alas I do their business in the world. Prudence and 
circumspection are necessary even to the best of men. 
They are indeed, as it were, a guard to Virtue, 
without which she can never be safe. . . . no man can 
be good enough to neglect the rules of prudence; nor 
will Virtue herself look beautiful unless she be 
bedecked with the outward ornaments of decency and 
decorum, (pp. 97-98) 

Fielding's warning is primarily meant to foreshadow Tom's 

subsequent plight, but coming as it does immediately after 

the observation that Allworthy has begun to be taken in 

by Blifil, it is also a comment upon Allworthy's lack of 

prudence. Later, Allworthy ironically preaches to Tom a 

maxim he himself has disregarded: 
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I am convinced, my child, that you have much good-
ness, generosity, and honour, in your temper: if 
you will add prudence and religion to these, you 
must be happy, for the three former qualities, I 
admit, make you worthy of happiness, but they are 
the latter only which will put you in possession of 
it. (p. 191) 

Allworthy's own emphasis upon prudence and religion causes 

him to be fooled by Blifil's pose of prudence and 

religion, and yet, unlike Blifil, he has no pious cold-

ness in his nature. The squire is taken aback by Blifil's 

apparently passionless attitude toward Sophia, for 

Allworthy was naturally a man of spirit, and his 
present gravity arose from true wisdom and philoso-
phy, not from any original phlegm in his disposition; 
for he had possessed much fire in his youth, and had 
married a beautiful woman for love. (p. 228) 

Yet Blifil is able to reclaim Allworthy's trust when the 

young hypocrite discourses piously about the inter-

relationship of love, marriage, and religion (p. 228), a 

discourse he must know will please Allworthy, who believes 

that marriage is a state not to be profaned by a "wicked 

sacrifice to lust or avarice" (p. 36). 

Further criticism of Allworthy's lack of judgment is 

presented by Fielding in an ironic juxtaposition. The 

opening chapter of Book Seven contains these lines in its 

closing paragraph: "Upon the whole, then, the man of 

candour and of true understanding is never hasty to 

condemn. He can censure an imperfection, or even a vice, 

without rage against the guilty party" (p. 268). The 
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opening paragraph of the next chapter contains part of a 

letter from Blifil to Tom concerning Tom's "banishment and 

revealing Allworthy's adamance: 

I am commanded by my uncle to acquaint you, that as 
he did not proceed to those measures he had taken 
with you, without the greatest deliberation, and 
after the fullest evidence of your unworthiness, so 
will it be always out of your power to cause the 
least alteration in his resolution, (p. 269) 

Although the squire is not "hasty to condemn," he has 

expressed his rage at Tom not only by ordering Tom to quit 

the country, but by leaving no possibility open for 

reconciliation. The "fullest evidence" upon which 

Allworthy convicts Tom is primarily circumstantial, 

abetted by Blifil's perfidy. Of Blifil, Allworthy tells 

Tom, "I cannot avoid saying, there is no part of your 

conduct which I resent more than your ill-treatment of 

that good young man [meaning Blifil] who hath behaved with 

so much tenderness and honour towards you" (p. 254). 

Allworthy is neither an unfeeling man nor stupid; he is 

extraordinarily kind to many people, to Mrs. Miller, to 

Jenny Jones, to Tom as an orphan; it is in fact All-

worthy's sensibilities that persuade the squire to allow 

Blifil to pursue Sophia over her own objections to the 

marriage. Fielding, who has to this point offered only 

subtle criticisms of Allworthy, is now more open about 

the squire's lack of judgment: 
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Thus did the affection of Allworthy for his 
nephew betray the superior understanding to be 
triumphed over by the inferior; and thus is the 
prudence of the best of heads often defeated by the 
tenderness of the best of hearts, (p. 764) 

Allworthy continues to be led to the wrong conclusions by 

the saintly hypocrite Blifil. The entire story of Blifil 

and Allworthy reminds us of Fielding's warnings in his 

Essay on the Knowledge of the Characters of Men. When 

Mrs. Miller tries to support Tom by blackening the name 

of Blifil, Allworthy will not listen, saying that he 

considers Blifil "the worthiest and best of men" (p. 804). 

The squire has decided that Tom "laid a plot to supplant 

my nephew in my favour, and to have disinherited him" 

(p. 804). Ironically, Allworthy has just described 

exactly Blifil's plot against Tom. The good squire, when 

finally confronted with overwhelming evidence in Tom's 

favor, turns with an equally stern attitude against 

Blifil. Allworthy's final statement to Tom has the subtle 

dramatic irony which Fielding has throughout the novel 

used in connection with Allworthy. 

. . . I am convinced hypocrisy . . . was never among 
your faults. . . . You now see, Tom, to what dangers 
imprudence alone may subject virtue.... Prudence 
is indeed the duty which we owe to ourselves; and if 
we will be so much our own enemies as to neglect it, 
we are not to wonder if the world is deficient in 
discharging their duty to us; for when a man lays the 
foundation of his own ruin, others will, I am afraid, 
be too apt to build upon it. (p. 863) 

While this speech is certainly meant by Fielding to show 
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that passionate good nature unaided, as in Tom's case, by 

prudence, is apt to ruin a man, yet, in the mouth of 

Allworthy, who has himself been deceived by hypocrisy, the 

speech serves the double purpose of showing that even a 

less passionate, but benevolent man may be betrayed by 

his own sympathies. Unfortunately, the moral tone of his 

speech indicates that Allworthy, unlike Tom, has learned 

little; the squire never really slides down from his 

hilltop. On the other hand, Allworthy represents through-

out the novel the benevolent Christian. Except for his 

blindness about Tom, Allworthy is a spokesman for many of 

the tenets in which Fielding himself believed. In a 

discussion one day concerning charity, Captain Blifil 

"with great learning, proved to Mr. Allworthy that the 

word charity in Scripture nowhere means beneficence or 

generosity" and proposed rather that Christianity was 

"instituted for much nobler purposes" than to enforce a 

moral lesson which heathens also taught (p. 55) • All-

worthy's reply may as well have come from a Latitudinarian 

divine or from Shaftesbury as from the good squire and 

represents Fielding's own view: 

I do not think a few or many examples of ingratitude 
can justify a man's hardening his heart against the 
distresses of his fellow-creatures; nor do I believe 
it can ever have such effect on a truly benevolent 
mind. Nothing less than a persuasion of universal 
depravity can lock up the charity of a good man; and 
this persuasion must lead him. I think, either into 
atheism or enthusiasm, (p. 57) 
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Such speeches by Allworthy suggest that the squire, who 

is older and more learned than Tom, preaches the theoreti-

cal morality which belongs, in physical action, to Tom. 

Although Allworthy functions as Tom's mentor figure, 

a surrogate father, it is Tom who emerges as the good-

natured man. Of the more than thirty instances in which 

Fielding employs the actual phrase good nature in Tom 

Jones, fifteen are applied to Tom and one only to All-

worthy (p. 249), who is usually described by the alternate 

terms good or benevolent. Tom's very physiognomy reflects 

his nature, for "so strongly was this good—nature painted 

in his look, that it was remarked by almost every one who 

saw him" (p« 433)• Tom, as we should expect from one who 

is innately endowed with good nature, exhibits even as a 

child his selflessness, as when he sells his horse to help 

the gamekeeper's "naked and starving" children (p. 99). 

Tom throughout the novel acts upon his generous instincts, 

seldom pausing to think of any consequences they may have. 

Tom's religion, that advocated by Parson Adams, is found 

in many places in Fielding's works. Thwackum reports 

having heard Tom, in his youth, tell Blifil that "there 

was no merit in faith without works" (p. 116). Consis-

tently Tom places actions before words. When Tom gives a 

beggar alms, the pedantic school-master Partridge says 

that every parish should keep their own poor, a common 
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practice in the eighteenth century. Tom, who has given 

away money he needed for himself, simply laughs and says, 

"Can any man who is really a Christian abstain from 

relieving one of his brethren in such a miserable con-

dition?" (p • 5̂ +8) • From this unselfish act Tom gains an 

unanticipated reward—Sophia's pocketbook. But Tom s 

rewards are not always so immediate, nor are they always 

salutary. Tom acts always from the impulse of his heart, 

and this may lead to difficulty. As Fielding tells us, 

"[Tom] was never an indifferent spectator of the misery 

or happiness of any one; and he felt either the one or the 

other in great proportion as he himself contributed to 

either" (p. 721). His open disposition and his sympathy 

for others is laudable, but Tom lacks prudence. He is 

too ready to condemn even himself, as in his relationship 

with Allworthy, whom Tom believes to be "so averse to any 

baseness or treachery, that the least attempt of such a 

kind would make the sight of the guilty person for ever 

odious to his eyes, and his name a detestable sound in 

his ears" (p. 169). Tom, whose foibles are as real in his 

eyes as he knows them to be in Allworthy's, lacks the 

wisdom to uncover Blifil for what he is. Tom thinks it 

dishonorable to carry "tales" about others and, addi-

tionally, seldom recognizes deceit, since he himself is 

never deceitful. Tom tells Mrs. Miller, 
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If there are men who cannot feel "the delight of 
giving happiness to others, I^sincerely pity them, 
as they are incapable of tasting what is, in my 
opinion, a greater honour, a higher interest, 
sweeter pleasure than the ambitious, the avaricious, 
or the voluptuous man can obtain, (pp. 637-38) 

The chain of events which comprises Tomfs story after he 

is banished by Allworthy emphasizes TomTs folly, but does 

not reveal in Tom any vice. Mrs. Miller, who finally 

confronts Allworthy with proof that he has been deceived, 

sums up very well the character of Tom: 

I do not pretend to say the young man is without 
faults; but they are all the faults of wildness and 
of youth; faults which he may, nay, which I am certain 
he will, relinquish, and, if he should not, they are 
vastly overbalanced by one of the most humane, 
tender, honest hearts that ever man was blest with. 

\P • i & j ) 

Fielding means to praise Tom's good nature; it is nowhere 

condemned, nor, for that matter, called excessive. What 

Fielding does wish to exemplify through Tom, however, is 

that good nature is not sufficient alone to insure happi-

ness or even to protect a man from disaster; only prudence, 

which is acquired by education in the ways of the world, 

can protect the innocent. Allworthy gives Tom good advice 

before sending him on his way. 

I am convinced, my child, that you have much good-
ness, generosity, and honour, in your temper; if you 
will add prudence and religion to these, you must be 
happy; for the three former qualities, I admit, make 
you worthy of happiness, but they are the latter only 
which will put you in possession of it. (p. 191) 
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Tom's journey is comprised of a series of misadven-

tures designed by Fielding to show the effect which lack 

of prudence has on the good-natured youth. But the sort 

of prudence Tom needs to learn is not that of the many 

people he encounters who have adopted an external veneer 

of propriety, or who make "prudent" decisions which are 

totally self-seeking. Many of the minor characters in 

Tom Jones exhibit false prudence. Among them are Bridget 

Allworthy, who "prudently" hides the truth about Tom's 

birth; Blifil, who "prudently" adopts whatever moral 

doctrines are best suited to the moment; Mrs. Fitzpatrick, 

who "prudently" manages her love affairs; and Mrs. 

Western, who, though good-natured, poses as a sophisti-

cated, "prudent," urbane woman. Fielding's habit of 

irony, and his belief that paragons are neither attractive 

to the reader nor are realistic examples of human 

behavior, helps to account for the many negative instances 

of prudence he includes in Tom Jones. One character, 

however, represents the kind of prudence Fielding intends 

Tom to learn, and that is Sophia. 

Tom's love for Sophia, and his pursuit of her, forms 

the focal point of his journey to London. Sophia is the 

only woman Tom loves in the manner Fielding outlines in 

his introductory chapter for Book Six. Fielding, speaking 

in his own voice, identifies two kinds of love. One is a 
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passion, "a voracious appetite" for "delicate human 

flesh," akin to hunger (p. 215). The other, which may 

also have as its object the opposite sex, is more 

spiritual, "a kind and benevolent disposition, which is 

gratified by contributing to the happiness of others" and 

which is manifested in many ways, "in friendship, in 

parental and filial affection" and in "general philan-

thropy" (pp. 215-16). This second kind of love, of which 

Fielding says, "I am an advocate," he admits seeks "its 

own satisfaction as much as the grossest of all our 

appetites," but "in a much more delicate manner" (p. 215). 

The terms which Fielding uses in this essay on love are 

identical with those he uses to describe good nature in 

other places, and he intends for the reader to make the 

connection between the two in judging Tom's love for 

Sophia. Tom, it is true, unlike Joseph, who preserves 

his chastity for Fanny alone, engages in sexual inter-

course with several women, but even in these affairs he 

preserves a high regard for the woman's honor; in fact, 

his regard for the honor of his first mistress, Molly 

Segrim, is one of the primary factors in his loss of repu-

tation with Allworthy. But Tom's love for Sophia is both 

a physical and a spiritual passion; Sophia is, to Tom, an 

ideal he pursues, but which he has very little hope of 

attaining. Although Sophia is given enough depth to 
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appear a flesh-and-blood creature, she is at the same time 

emblematic. Sophia's introductory portrait, almost a 

chapter in length, is delivered by Fielding in a mock-

heroic style reminiscent at first of Pope's description 

of his heroine in Rape of the Lock. Sophia makes her 

entrance only after "sweet Zephyrus, rising from [his] 

fragrant bed" brings forth gentle winds, "lovely Flora 

. gently trips it over the verdant mead," and the 

birds, superior even to Handel's, provide a musical 

accompaniment. Then "bedecked with beauty, youth, 

sprightliness, innocency, modesty, and tenderness, 

breathing sweetness from her rosy lips, and darting 

brightness from her sparkling eyes, the lovely Sophia 

comes I" (p. 109). Having paid elaborate attention to 

Sophia's entrance, Fielding turns to a more specific, but 

wholly traditional, physical description of his heroine 

which is similar to that of the mistresses of Renaissance 

sonnets. Sophia has delicate proportions, black, luxu-

riant hair, black eyes, white teeth, a long neck, and a 

snowy breast. Fielding consciously compares her to 

poetic heroines by quoting from Sir John Suckling and from 

John Donne to describe her mouth and her cheeks. As the 

description proceeds, however, Fielding brings us down 

from the heights of Olympus, down from courtly compli-

ments, down to the present of the eighteenth century by 
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ending with the most important attributes Fielding 

believes he can assign a real woman: 

Sophia was perfectly well bred, though perhaps she 
wanted a little of that ease in her behavior which 
is to be acquired only by habit, and living within 
what is called the polite circle. But this, to say 
the truth, is often too dearly purchased; and though 
it hath charms so inexpressible, that the French, 
perhaps, among other qualities, mean to express this 
when they declare they know not what it is; yet its 
sit>ssriC6 i s W 6 l l comp6ns£L"t6cl "by inri0C6HC6 5 nor" csn 
good sense and a natural gentility ever stand in 
need of it. (pp. 111-12) 

Fielding consciously leads the reader from a stylized and 

enraptured beginning, meant not to satirize Sophia, but 

to satirize the view of woman as an empty ideal, to a 

closing which reveals the traits a real human being can, 

and should, possess, good sense and natural, not arti-

ficial, gentility. Sophia is not, as the standard 

critical view in the past held, and as Shesgreen has 

recently reiterated, a sort of virtue incarnate,1^ but an 

individualized woman. Once Sophia leaves home she has a 

variety of experiences and temptations as real as those 

of Tom himself. She faces reality with a wisdom which 

protects her virtue, and unlike the false prudence which 

is used to conceal vice, Sophia's prudence reveals and 

supports her innocence. No more pointed comparison 

between true and false prudence is afforded in Tom J ones 

l6Sean Shesgreen, Literary Portraits In the Novels 
of Henry Fielding (Dekalb, Illinois: Northern Illinois 
University Press, 1972), pp. 131-34-• 
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than that provided, by the contrast "between Sophia and her 

cousin, Mrs. Harriet Fitzpatrick. As children together 

the cousins had called each other Miss Graveairs and 

Miss Giddy (p. 500) , appellations which time proved apt, 

for Sophia retained a sincerity and sobriety in her 

behavior quite the opposite of the giddy Harriet. By the 

time they reach London Sophia has heard Harriet's story 

and has decided not to entrust herself to her married 

cousin, who is playing mistress to more than one man. 

Fielding makes a point of examining the nature of Sophia s 

suspicions about her cousin, taking the opportunity for 

an essay on suspicion in general, one of Fielding s 

favorite topics. Fielding remarks that suspicion has two 

bases; the first sort comes "from the heart" and, although 

"an admirable faculty, if it were infallible," more often 

leads to "grevous heartaches to innocence and virtue" 

because it often "sees what is not, and always more than 

really exists" (p. 533) . Sophia's suspicions, Fielding 

makes clear, come not from this "vast quick—sightedness" 

which is a "vicious excess" (p. 533) , but rather from the 

head, a far more reliable index of the guilt of others, 

since the head takes into consideration only the observ-

able facts (p. 534) . Sophia, in this instance and 

throughout the novel, seems blessed with sanity and a 

desirable prudence of the kind which can see through 
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hypocrisy. That Fielding meant Sophia "to be highly 

regarded is clear not only from her behavior and from her 

speeches, but also because she represents Charlotte, 

Fielding's beloved wife. Fielding tells us that in Sophia 

one "reads the real worth which once existed in my 

Charlotte" (p. 597). Sophia is both good-natured and 

prudent; her heart is benevolent, as we see when she sends 

ali of her ready money to Tom, who has been turned out by 

Allworthy (p. 262); her head can also rule, as when she 

refuses to marry anyone if not for love, but nevertheless 

will marry no man against her father's wishes (p. 272). 

When faced with what to the heroines of other eighteenth-

century novels is complete disaster, the loss of all her 

money on the way to London, Sophia displays the sort of 

Christian stoicism Fielding recommends: 

Misfortunes of this kind, whatever inconveni-
ences they may be attended with, are incapable of 
subduing a mind in which there is any strength, 
without the assistance of avarice. Sophia, there-
fore, though nothing could be worse timed than this 
accident at such a season, immediately got the better 
of her concern, and with her wonted serenity and 
cheerfulness of countenance, returned to [the] 
company, (p. 529) 

Sophia's calm exterior is not merely a pose; she is 

capable of clear-thinking, particularly about the neces-

ity for young women not only to maintain their virtue, 

but also to maintain their reputation for virtue. Nothing 

excites her anger so much as a belief that Tom has made 
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her the topic of conversations along the road with 

landlords and servants (p. 641). Sophia, Fielding says, 

follows the suggestion of Shaftesbury that telling too 

much truth may be damaging; young women, Fielding agrees, 

must be cautious, since custom dictates that "they are 

restrained, not from submitting to the honest impulses 

of nature . . . but from owning them" (p. 645). Sophia, 

because she is deliberate in guarding her name as well as 

her innocence, does not come under the kind of attack Tom 

faces. She is never accused of indiscretion, for, unlike 

Nightingale's mistress, a woman whom Tom in his good-

natured way thinks "hath sinned more against prudence 

than virtue" (p. 675), Sophia sins against neither. Alone 

among the principal characters, Sophia judges Blifil for 

what he is. 

Sophia, when very young, discerned that Tom, though 
an idle, thoughtless, rattling rascal, was nobody's 
enemy but his own; and that Master Blifil, though a 
prudent, discreet, sober young gentleman, was at the 
same time strongly attached to the interest only of 
one single person, (p. 118) 

Sophia refuses to marry Blifil even though both her 

father and Allworthy approve the match. Sophia also 

refuses to marry Tom until her father approves and until 

she is satisfied that Tom has no other faults than his 

affairs with women, which he solemnly promises will 

terminate with their marriage (pp. 874-79). She is 

prudent, in the sense Fielding advocates. 
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Sophia as an exemplar of prudence has attracted the 

attention of several scholars.17 Perhaps the most 

enlightening study of Sophia as prudence is Martin 

Battestin's; he considers "prudence (together with the 

more or less synonymous word discretion) . . . the central 

ethical concept of Tom Jones."18 Battestin believes that 

"Sophia alone, of all the characters in the novels is 

possessed of prudence" in the positive sense of "a moral 

vision which alone permits us to perceive the truth behind 

appearances."19 Sophia, Battestin assumes, is a symbol of 

both prudentia (practical wisdom) and sophia (divine 

wisdom), corresponding to a division found in Cicero's 

De Oficiis (I. xliii).20 As sophia she is similar to 

Spenser's Una, and Tom's pursuit of her, like that by Red 

Cross in the Faerie Queene, represents a search for wisdom 

21 

which is symbolically terminated by marriage. This is 

an attractive thesis, particularly if Joseph's pursuit of 

Fanny is considered as having a similar emblematic 

function. On the other hand, Sophia is also Fielding's 

17Hutchens, p. 506, and Hatfield, pp. 23-25 are 
examples. 

18"Fielding's Definition of Wisdom: Some Functions 
of Ambiguity and Emblem in Tom Jones," ELH, 35 (1968), 
189. 

19Ibid., p. 191. 20Ibid., p. 189. 

21Ibid., pp. 204-6. 
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tribute to a real woman and as such she 

hath one quality which existed in a high degree in 
that best of women, which is now one of the first of 
angels, which, as it is not of a glaring kind, more 
commonly escapes observation; so little indeed, is it 
remarked, that I want a word to express it. I must 
use negatives on this occasion. I never heard 
anything of pertness, or what is called repartee, 
out of her mouth; no pretence to wit, much less to 
that kind of wisdom which is the result only of great 
learning and experience, the affectation of which, in 
a young woman, is as absurd as any of the affectations 
of an ape. . . . Indeed she always showed the highest 
deference to the understandings of men; a quality 
absolutely essential to the making a good wife. I 
shall only add, that as she is most apparently void 
of all affectation, this deference must be certainly 
reaT7~(pp. 787-88; emphasis added) 

Fielding praises Sophia in this passage as a real woman, 

representative of those qualities which the eighteenth-

century male esteemed in a wife and which, apparently, 
22 

Fielding found in his own wife, who died in 1744. 

Furthermore, Sophia exhibits not only prudence or wisdom, 

but honesty; she has no affectation in her character and 

thus is contrasted throughout the novel, as is Tom, with 

hypocrites such as Mrs. Fitzpatrick or Lady Bellaston. 

Closely related to Fielding's employment of Sophia as 

both a symbol of prudence and a representative woman is 

his belief that marriage should be for love. In this and 

22Charlotte Craddock has counterparts in most of 
Fielding's novels; Mrs. Heartfree, Fanny, Mrs. Wilson, and 
particularly Amelia posses qualities Fielding found in his 
wife; these women also resemble Charlotte physically, 
according to Wilbur L. Cross, The History of Henry 
Fielding (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1918), I, 
167-6$. 
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in other ways Fielding's attitude toward women resembles 

that of Richard Steele, who, like Fielding, wrote about 

ideal marriages. Many of Fielding's and Steele's por-

traits of women are meant as negative examples, but both 

writers find in a husband—and—wife relationship material 

23 

for substantial moral commentary. In fact, for 

Fielding, ideal marriage becomes his most frequent symbol 

for good nature wedded to prudence. 

An early poem by Fielding, "To a Friend on the Choice 

of a Wife," published with the Miscellanies, makes clear 

his attitudes toward marriage and defines the sort of 

woman he believes will be a good wife. The bulk of the 

poem describes the miserable state of those who marry for 

the wrong reasons, for example, to catch a celebrated 

beauty, to capture a wit, or to secure a fortune. Women 

who will make poor wives, he says, are titled ladies, 

coquettes, fools, and prudes.2^ On the other hand, 

marriage is ordained by heaven and "bounteous Heav'n 

^Although I know of no discussion comparing Steele 
and Fielding on this subject, Rae Blanchard's "Richard 
Steele and the Status of Women," SP, 26 (1929), 325-55, 
explores the ambiguity of Steele toward_women, an 
ambiguity which also seems present in Fielding. Many of 
the female portraits of both writers are negative, or at 
least contain negative elements. 

^Miscellanies, ed. Henry Knight Miller (Oxford: 
Wesleyan University Press, 1972), I, 42-50, 11. 59-247. 
Further references to this poem are to this edition, 
documented in the text by line number. 
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ordain'd but what is good" (1. 36). Only a choice of 

partner based on "Avarice or Lust" (1. 46) causes marriage 

to be an unhappy state. In seeking a wife, a man should 

be cautious, since 

Women by Nature form'd too prone to 111, 
By Education are made proner still, 
To cheat, deceive, conceal each genuine Thought 
By Mothers, and by Mistresses are taught. ^ ^ 

Blessed is the man who finds instead another sort of 

woman, the sort Fielding portrays in Mrs. Heartfree, 

Fanny, Sophia, and Amelia: 

May she then prove, who shall thy Lot befall, 
Beauteous to thee, agreeable to all. 
Nor Wit, nor Learning proudly may she boast; 
No low-bred Girl, nor gay fantastic Toast: 
Her tender Soul, Good-nature must adorn, 
And Vice and Meaness be alone her Scorn. 
Fond of thy Person, may her Bosom glow 
With Passions thou hast taught her first to know. 
A warm Partaker of the genial Bed, 
Thither by Fondness, not by Lewdness led. 
Superior Judgment may she own thy Lot; 
Humbly advise, but contradict thee not. 
Thine to all other Company prefer; 
May all thy Troubles find Relief from her. 
If Fortune gives thee such a Wife to meet, 
Earth cannot make thy Blessing more complete. 

(11. 252-67) 

Besides the conventional attributes of beauty, chastity, 

and obedience, Fielding requires of the perfect wife good 

nature, humility, and devotion, as well as a degree of 

subservience to the male. This early poem, written at 
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some time prior to 1743,25 at least eight years before 

Amelia, may contain statements about the inferiority of 

women which Fielding would later have reconsidered, but 

throughout his literary career Fielding repeatedly drew 

portraits of self-effacing, obedient, and totally 

virtuous women, the culmination of which is found in 

Amelia herself. These women, Sophia, Mrs. Wilson, and 

Amelia, represent, as wives, not only good-natured 

counterparts of their husbands but also a degree of 

prudence which "the msile lo.cks • The ms.FFi3.ge ceremony 

signals in Fielding's novels not only the conclusion of a 

romance, but also an act of moral completion for the 

male, who gains prudence as he gains a wife. Fielding 

inclined to the belief that youthful sexual passion 

accounted for many of the foibles of men; in Tom Jones 

Fielding states that "the wise man gratifies every 

appetite and every passion, while the fool sacrifices all 

the rest to pall and satiate one" (p. 226). Freed from 

the one consuming fire of physical passion, Fielding 

believed a young man could more readily become a wise man, 

a moderate man; women, he seems to think, are less prone 

to allow sexual appetites to do away with reason; thus 

2^The date is undetermined, according to Henry Knight 
Miller, Essays on Fielding's "Miscellanies": A Commentary 
on Volume One (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton Univer-
sTty Press, 1961), p. 103. 
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marriage "to a virtuous woman is the goal of all of 

Fielding's heroes. 

By the time that Fielding came to the writing of 

Amelia, he was prepared to exhibit a heroine who was more 

than a symbol of prudence and more than a mere extension 

of her husband. The portraits of Mrs. Heartfree, Fanny, 

and Sophia, although progressively more complex, lack the 

depth and individuality found in that of Amelia. Mrs. 

Heartfree in Jonathan Wild is described initially in 

terms which echo statements made about her husband. 

Heartfree is "good-natured, friendly, and generous," a 

"silly fellow" of simple and moderate tastes (p. 76). 

Mrs. Heartfree is a "silly woman" whose eyes sparkle 

"with a benevolence which is an emanation from the heart" 

and who possesses "innocent and simple affection" for her 

husband and family (pp. 76-77). Like Mrs. Heartfree, 

Fanny Goodwill is described in Joseph Andrews with 

language echoing the description of Joseph. His hair is 

"of a nut-brown colour"; he has a high forehead, dark 

eyes, a nose "a little inclined to the Roman," lips "full, 

red and soft," teeth "white and even," and a "countenance" 

in which "tenderness joined with a sensibility inexpress-

ible" (p. 23). Fanny also has hair "of chestnut brown," 

a high forehead, dark eyes, a nose "just inclining to the 

Roman," lips "red and moist," teeth "white, but not 
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exactly even," and. a "countenance" in which "a sensi-
26 

"bility appeared almost incredible" (p. 132). Tom and 

Sophia also resemble one another, particularly in their 

social backgrounds and in their physical beauty. In each 

case, Fielding develops a male—female relationship which 

is contrapuntal, and this he does again in Amelia, but 

with a significant difference. Amelia is both alter ego 

for her husband Booth and an independent being, who 

operates throughout much of the novel which bears her 

name as if she must stand alone, for Booth is in prison 

so often that he is rarely seen at home. Amelia, unlike 

Fielding's heroines who are counterparts of their husbands, 

and unlike other titular heroes of Fielding's novels who 

lack prudence, has prudence and good nature along with the 
status of protagonist. 

Amelia's own words and actions best show her good 

nature and prudence, for Fielding in this, his last novel, 

abandons what Shesgreen calls direct portraiture, which is 

based upon authorial intervention, in favor of a more 
27 

indirect, dramatic technique in character depiction. 

Rather than by lengthy and formalized passages such as 

that devoted to Sophia's description in Tom Jones, 

2^A full discussion of the similarities between 
Joseph and Fanny and their importance is found in 
Shesgreen, pp. 77 ff. 

^Shesgreen, pp. 154 ff. 
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Fielding reveals character in Amelia primarily through 

plot and dialogue. What is said in direct description of 

Amelia is, however, praise of the highest order. Dr. 

Harrison calls Amelia "the most worthy, generous, and 

noble of all human beings."28 Atkinson tells Colonel 

James that "I knew her . . . from her infancy; and the 

sweetest-tempered, best-natured lady she is that ever trod 

on English ground" (VII, 101). Dr. Harrison, again, tells 

an old friend that Amelia "hath a sweetness of temper, a 

generosity of spirit, an openness of heart—in a word, 

she hath a true Christian disposition" (VI, 161). Amelia 

has all of the traits associated with the good-natured; 

she is, as these passages suggest, sweet-tempered, 

generous, and noble of heart, with an open and honest 

disposition. Her actions throughout the novel support 

these judgments of her, and, additionally, show Amelia to 

be chaste, calm in adversity, and prudent. She has the 

traits of Christian stoicism which Fielding advocated in 

many of his other works. Amelia is beset by what were 

almost insurmountable problems for a woman of the eigh-

teenth century. She has two children to care for; her 

husband is imprisoned three times, each time with less 

28Henry Fielding, Amelia in The Complete Works of 
Henry Fielding, Esq., ed. William E. Henley (1902; rpt. 
New York: Barnes and Noble, 1967), VI, 96._ Subsequent 
references are to this edition, documented in the text 
by volume and page number. 
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hope of clearing himself; every man Amelia contacts, 

except Dr. Harrison and Sergeant Atkinson, makes concerted 

attempts on her virtue; most of the women who befriend 

her are not to be trusted; she has never led a settled or 

financially secure life since her marriage to Booth, who 

is usually on half—pay and lacks the means to secure 

preferment in his military profession. To make matters 

worse, Booth is a weak man, although basically good. He 

drinks, gambles, and commits adultery. Amelia's story has 

been called by H. ¥. Thompson "the finest presentation of 

a thoroughly sentimental theme—the abused—but—patient 

wife, the Patient Griselda."29 Thompson believes that 

Booth "instead of being a proof of man's natural goodness 

or perfectibility, is a convincing example of man's innate 

selfishness.""^ If Fielding intends Booth to be a proof 

of "man's innate selfishness," then Booth must represent, 

symbolically, the doctrine of Hobbes, and Amelia herself 

becomes merely a long-suffering victim of her husband's 

self—interest and thus a sentimental heroine. Other 

critics have found sentimentality in Amelia. Irwin 

descries the scenes of Booth's farewell to Amelia before 

29H. ¥. Thompson, A Scottish Man of Feeling: Some 
Account of Henry MacKenzie^ Esq. of Edinburgh and of the 
Golden Age of Burns and Scott (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 193177 p. 97. 

30Ibid. 
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sailing to Gibraltar, of Amelia's nursing Booth at 

Gibraltar, of the special dinner Amelia prepares for Booth 

with her last money while he is engaged in a rendezvous 

with Mrs. Matthews, and of Amelia's five fainting spells 

as "encroachments of the cult of sensibility" and as 

instances of conscious pathos.5 Digeon considers Amelia 

a novel of "sentimental analysis" in which Fielding 

abandons irony and comedy for psychological realism. 

Shesgreen believes that, in Amelia, Fielding "abandoned 

the cerebral, comic mode and all its adjuncts" to adopt 

"a practical rhetoric that is serious in tone, that is 

consciously one—sided, committed, sentimental, and middle 

class."55 Baker feels that Amelia demonstrates a "law of 

sentimentalism," that is, "put romance under realistic 

pressure, and, unless the comic lid is on, a good deal of 

34 
the substance goes up in sentimental steam." 

None of these assessments is totally inaccurate, but 

none fully defines Amelia. Fielding, it is true, has not 

so much physical comedy in this novel as in his earlier 

novels. But certainly he has abandoned neither his fine 

comic touch in portraiture nor his habitual irony. The 

51Irwin, p. 131. 52Digeon, pp. 226-27. 

55Shesgreen, pp. 154-55. 

5^Sheridan Baker, "Fielding's Amelia and the 
Materials of Romance," PQ, 41 (196271 449 • 
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characters who people the world of the law court and the 

prison in Amelia are no more realistic or sinister than 

their comic counterparts in the other novels. Justice 

Thrasher the magistrate, Mr. Bondum the bailiff, and 

Mr. Gotobed the constable, as their names indicate, are 

comic figures. Their corruption is proof of social ills 

Fielding wishes to bring to the consciousness of his 

readers, but they have little to do with the central theme 

involving Booth's relationship to Amelia and his lack of 

responsible action, just as the corrupt justices, lawyers, 

and priests of the other novels have little to do with 

what happens to Joseph or to Tom. Fielding furthermore 

rgpeats many of the same situations in Amelia which he has 

used effectively in Joseph Andrews, Tom Jones, and Jonathan 

Wild. Booth is seduced in prison by Miss Matthews, 

primarily because Booth is, like Tom, too good-natured to 

resist the advances of a woman who has some claims of 

affection owing her (Matthews says Booth was her first 

love). Amelia has married for love and remains faithful 

to her husband despite many attempts on her virtue, which 

come from her husband's fellow officers and from aristo-

crats, sometimes aided by women of the town such as 

Mrs. James, Mrs. Ellison, and Miss Matthews, who resemble 

Mrs. Waters, Lady Booby, or Lady Bellaston from the other 

novels. Amelia's foster brother, Sergeant Atkinson, in 
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many ways resembles Joseph Andrews; both are loyal, 

gallant, well-meaning, uneducated, and loving men who 

would sacrifice anything for the women they adore. Not 

only are characters and situations found in Amelia which 

have parallels in Fielding's other novels, but certain 

social institutions are criticized similarly in all the 

novels. The problems of half-pay officers like Booth are 

seen in minor characters like Captain Blifil from Tom 

Jones; the clergy are represented by both good and bad 

examples in Amelia as in the other novels; systems of 

preferment which operate by blackmail or by the fulfill-

ment of sexual appetites rather than by reward of merit 

are seen in all the novels, but most graphically in 

Jonathan Wild and in Amelia. That Amelia has as its 

central figure a virtuous married woman rather than a 

naive young single male adventurer should not be taken as 

proof that the novel is sentimental. Fielding had 

incorporated before many situations and characters which 

could be considered sentimental. Whores with good hearts 

like Mrs. Waters in Tom Jones; loyal and patient women who 

help their men throw off profligacy, such as Harriet 

Hearty in Joseph Andrews; faithful women who are treated 

as sexual objects by unscrupulous men, such as Mrs. 

Heartfree in Jonathan Wild—all these could be sentimental 

objects. The senseless killing of a child's lap dog in 
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Joseph Andrews; Tom's breaking his own arm in saving 

Sophia from a fall, but saying nothing until he is assured 

of her safety; Allworthy's support of the widow Miller 

these are sentimental episodes. But having employed 

episodes which have sentimental content or characters 

whose make-up renders them objects of the reader's 

sympathy does not produce a sentimental novel. The theme 

of a novel, its purpose, may be sentimental or not, and 

the final judgment of the work should take into account 

that theme. Fielding's theme in Amelia remains much the 

same as his theme in Tom Jones, Joseph Andrews, or 

Jonathan Wild. Fielding's advocacy of good nature and 

prudence as virtues is operable as a central focal point 

in all of the novels. 

While Amelia may lack some of the comic spirit of the 

earlier novels, it gains from that loss. Amelia is a far 

more unified novel than the more picaresque Tom Jones or 

Joseph Andrews. The main action of Amelia, aside from 

flashbacks concerning Gibraltar and Booth's courtship of 

Amelia, takes place in London. The reader's attention is 

continually focused on the Booth family unit, and what 

happens to other characters is in direct relationship to 

the problems of the Booths. There are no interpolated 

stories in Amelia of the variety found in the other novels 

The unity of Amelia is like the unity of Jonathan Wild, 
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and there are a great number of similarities in these two 

novels. It is interesting to note that two years after 

publication of Amelia, Fielding produced a new, revised 

edition of Jonathan Wild, Perhaps his work on Amelia, 

with its strong criticism of social institutions, particu-

l a r l y of abuses by those in power, reminded Fielding of 

his satirical attack upon these abuses in Jonathan Wild, 

and what he had learned in the intervening years about 

novelistic techniques, as well as his hope to stabilize 

his financial situation, prompted the revision. 

What Fielding had done satirically in Jonathan Wild, 

he does with high seriousness in Amelia. Fielding is still 

concerned with abuse of power, not only by the great, but 

by the small, by those whose own sense of values falls far 

short of the ideals of Christian brotherhood. Henry 

Knight Miller provides one of the most valuable insights 

concerning Amelia; Miller believes that Fielding, after 

coming to the bench as a magistrate in October, 1748, and 

having written his social pamphlets on robbery and poverty 

in 1751, began to see the need for a stronger ethical 
35 

imperative than that provided by good nature alone. The 

change Fielding made, Miller emphasizes, was not one of 

kind, but of degree. Fielding had always advocated good 

nature and continued to do so, but Fielding's experiences 

-^Miller, p. 84. 
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as a magistrate forced him to examine the "empirical 

workings" of "some of his principles."36 Miller observes 

that, in Amelia, 

although good-nature as such is still treated with 
commendation and is still contrasted with hypocrisy 
and malice, there are clear indications that it no 
longer possesses that overriding power assigned to 
it in the poem of the Miscellanies, the power to 
drive out all other vices.57 

Booth, Miller points out, is "brought to the ultimate 

awareness that good-nature offers no guarantee for moral 

behavior" and that good—nature "must be fortified by 

religious conviction."38 Although Miller dismisses 

prudence in favor of religious conviction as the positive 

value in Amelia,39 his contention that Fielding turned to 

a more practical view of good nature in Amelia seems 

correct. 

The question of religion in Amelia is an important 

one, and deserves close examination. Religion in 

Fielding's other novels is usually treated by him as a 

simple adjunct to good nature and seldom figures into the 

plot at all. For example, Parson Adams delivers his 

sermons or religious arguments at points in Joseph Andrews 

when the travellers are at rest, generally as an answer to 

some theology being proposed by another clergyman, not as 

3^Miller, p. 84, note. 37Ibid., p. 85. 

38Ibid., p. 86. 39Ibid. 
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an integral part of forward movement in the action. Adams 

is Joseph's support, a companion, teacher, and a symbol of 

Latitudinarian Christianity. On the other hand, the 

reverend Dr. Harrison in Amelia, while supportive of 

Amelia, is in direct conflict with Booth throughout most 

of the novel. Their conflict is the key to the importance 

of religion in Amelia. Dr. Harrison is characterized as 

good-natured, prudent, and wise—traits not found all 

together in any other of Fielding's parsons, or for that 

matter, in any of his other characters, except for Amelia. 

Booth himself describes Harrison in glowing terms: 

Of all mankind the doctor is the best of comforters. 
As his excessive good nature makes him take vast 
delight in his office, so his great penetration into 
the human mind, joined to his great^experience, 
renders him the most wonderful proficient in it; and 
he so well knows when to soothe, when to reason, and 
when to ridicule, that he never applies any of those 
arts improperly, which is almost universally the 
case with physicians of the mind, and which it 
requires very great judgment and dexterity to avoid. 

(VI, 115) 

Booth's admiration for Harrison has little to do with 

Harrison's being a man of religion; Booth, who is skepti-

cal about mankind, admires Harrison's rational powers, 

his circumspection, and his good-natured sympathy for the 

distress of others. But Booth is inclined to see only 

the best and worst in others, since Booth believes that 

"all men act entirely from their passions" and not from 

"motives of virtue or religion" (VI, 127). Booth is in 
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one way a Hobbesian skeptic who understands human moti-

vation in terms of self—interest; on the other hand, 

Booth does not reject love as a possible motivational 

force. 'While in prison, Booth discusses his friend Bob 

James with Miss Matthews. There is some irony in this 

scene, since Booth does not realize that James is a false 

friend and that he is well—known to Miss Matthews, who 

has rejected James as a lover; Booth's words are neverthe-

less a reliable indication of his own philosophy. James, 

Booth says, "demonstrates a degree of goodness which 

perhaps few of the votaries of either virtue or religion 

can equal" (VI, 127) . Miss Matthews agrees that virtue 

and religion are sometimes "cloaks, under which hypocrisy 

may be the better enabled to cheat the world (VI, 127) > & 

sentiment Fielding had advanced many times. Matthews 

cites Mandeville as her source; Booth replies that 

"Mandevil has represented human nature in a picture of the 

highest deformity," and Booth objects to "Mandevil*s theory 

that men act only from pride or fear." Booth is "as 

certain that love exists in the mind of man as that its 

opposite hatred doth; and the same reasons will equally 

prove the existence of the one as the existence of the 

other" (VI, 127-28) . The problem with Booth's philosophy 

is that it does not enable him to make sound judgments of 

others, not that it is anti-Christian. Booth believes 
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that James is a decent man, even to the end of the novel, 

whereas in reality James, under the guise of friendship, 

tries to seduce Amelia, is instrumental in causing Bath to 

duel with Booth, refuses to go bail for Booth after 

failing to seduce Amelia, leads Booth into believing 

Amelia has toyed with a lord at a masquerade, challenges 

Booth to a duel on false pretenses, and generally behaves 

with two faces. Booth never sees through these many 

deceptions. Since Booth rejects the passions, which he 

believes responsible for the worst actions of men, he 

admires the Stoic qualities in James. But Fielding, in an 

authorial aside, warns that the mind of James 

was formed of those firm materials of which nature 
formerly hammered out the Stoic, and upon which the 
sorrows of no man living could make an impression. A 
man of this temper, who doth not much value danger, 
will fight for the person he calls his friend, and 
the man that hath but little value for his money will 
give it him; but such friendship is never to be 
absolutely depended on; for whenever the favorite 
passion interposes with it, it is sure to subside and 
vanish into air. Whereas the man whose tender 
disposition really feels the miseries of another will 
endeavor to relieve them for his own sake; and in 
such a mind friendship will often get the superiority 
over every other passion. (VII, 90) 

It is not merely a "passion for friendship" which accounts 

for the extraordinary ambiguity of behavior we see in 

James. He is often very helpful to Booth, caring for him 

during the Gibraltar illness, trying to find some way to 

get Booth's half-pay status changed, offering to take in 

Amelia and the Atkinsons when they are most in need. But 
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most of James's "charity" is performed in the hope of 

seducing Amelia. 

Booth's belief that "men's actions could have neither 

merit nor demerit" because all men appeared to him to 

"act entirely from their passions" (VII, 313) severely 

limits Booth's moral judgment. Not only is Booth unable 

to condemn any of James's actions, but Booth himself 

tends to lapse into inaction because of his own Stoic 

leanings. Booth is passive throughout the major part of 

the novel; he is constantly redeemed from misery by other 

people, some of whom act from benevolence alone, but many 

of whom act from self-interest. Booth is unable to see 

the difference. In contrast to James, Atkinson twice 

rescues Booth at sea, carries him to safety after Booth 

is wounded by a musket ball, cares for Booth when he lies 

ill from a contusion caused by a bomb blast, lends Booth 

money to go on leave to Montpelier for Amelia's lying—in, 

guards the Booth home after Booth's second imprisonment, 

and loves Amelia as a loyal protector. A man of the lower 

ranks whose good nature and benevolence are unquestionable, 

since the only sin he ever commits is to steal Amelia's 

portrait just before following Booth to war, Atkinson 

appears to Booth to be a friend of the same sort as James, 

only of a lesser social rank. Somewhat surprised at the 

generosity Atkinson displays during the Montpelier episode, 
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Booth observes 

I know not, on a more strict examination into the 
matter, why we should be more surprised to see 
greatness of mind discover itself in one degree or 
rank in life than in another. Love, benevolence,_or 
what you will please to call it, may be the reigning 
passion in a beggar as well as in a prince. . . .To 
confess the truth, I am afraid we often compliment 
what we call upper life with too much injustice at 
the expense of the lower. (VI, 139) 

Booth characterizes Atkinson's virtue as a "reigning 

passion." On the other hand, Booth considers James to be 

free of any predominant passion and to have classical 

balance: 

Captain James . . . who is undoubtedly one of the 
pleasantest companions and one of the best-natured 
men in the world . . . who had a head and a heart 
perfectly adequate to every office of friendship, 
stayed with me almost day and night during my ill-
ness; and by strengthening my hopes, raising my 
spirits, and cheering my thoughts, preserved me from 
destruction. (VI, 127) 

Booth's failure to recognize the source of Atkinson's 

virtue, which is natural goodness, and Booth's mistaken 

praise of James for his "good nature," which appears to 

Booth to be the result of a balance between the head and 

heart, are appraisals made by Booth on the basis of his 

own theory of human motivation. His belief that all men 

"act alike from the principle of self-love" (VII, 236) or 

from some reigning passion clouds Booth's moral vision. 

Booth consistently accepts aid from almost any quarter, 

seldom bothering to inquire into the possible motivation 

behind the act of charity. His conclusion is that since 
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all men act upon similar principles, inquiry into the 

motive for action is needless; one has merely to receive 

the benefits of the act, or to suffer its consequences, 

as the case might be. Booth's passivity accounts for 

many of the predicaments in which he finds himself, and 

his good-natured imprudence insures his failure. Fielding 

symbolizes the inadequacy of Booth's philosophy by intro-

ducing a sequence of men who, under the guise of friendship 

to Booth, pursue Amelia; among them, besides James, are 

Monsieur Bagillard, Captain Trent, and the noble lord who 

is "cousin" to Mrs. Ellison. These men Booth either never 

suspects, or, as in the case of Trent, rejects only when 

a straightforward proposition is made. On the other hand, 

Booth quarrels with Atkinson when he suspects the sergeant 

of undue attentions to Amelia, fights a duel with the 

eccentric bachelor Major Bath, who has no designs on 

Amelia, and alienates even Dr. Harrison, who for a time 

believes Booth to be a gambler and a profligate. 

Obviously, Booth is neither prudent nor wise. His moral 

philosophy, which reflects the teachings of Hobbes and 

Mandeville, is shown by Fielding to be inadequate. How 

then, does Fielding propose to reform Booth, and how 

effective is that reformation? 

Amelia confronts Booth with Dr. Harrison's suppo-

sitions that all mankind should be the concern of man, 



322 

that brotherhood and charity are the most necessary of 

virtues, and that these are Christian virtues. Amelia 

urges Booth to converse with Harrison on the subject of 

religion, for she believes the doctor could soon convince 

Booth "that there are really such things as religion and 

virtue" (VII, 236). But Amelia's words go unheeded and 

Booth never has the desired interview. Booth is con-

verted, but not until he has been jailed for the third 

time and sees no hope of recovery. Having spent an uneasy 

time at the house of the bailiff whom Booth had earlier 

alienated by a refusal to pay him "courtesy" money, Booth 

is visited by Dr. Harrison, to whom Booth describes his 

conversion. Booth claims that he is a changed man, for he 

has read Isaac Barrow's sermons "in proof of the Christian 

religion" and now realizes that the actions of men either 

have merit or do not, that men can, and should, be judged 

by Christian standards (VII, 313). Harrison concludes 

that it is the reward-punishment factor which has con-

verted Booth; that men often are led by their passions and 

thus the true religion is one which acts upon man's hopes 

and fears concerning eternity, not upon man's aesthetic 

appreciation of the native beauty of virtue (VII, 313). 

Booth neither denies nor accepts Harrison's evaluation, 

but indicates that Barrow's sermons have convinced him 

that he must apply moral judgment to his life. The 
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conversion of Booth has led some scholars to conclude 

that the most important aspect of Amelia is Fielding's 

own "changed" Christian stance. Aurelien Digeon supposes 

that Fielding at the time of the writing of Amelia was 

experiencing a conversion himself from deism to practical 

Christianity.^ James A. Work states that Fielding's 

last hero, Booth, "finds salvation only in religion" 

because "by the time he wrote Amelia, Fielding felt that 

his readers needed stronger medicine than mere benevo-

lence, so he gave them a conversion and Dr. Harrison on 

the hope and fear of heaven and hell."41 Work further 

states, in a footnote, that 

Fielding believed with Dr. Harrison (and with Locke, 
Tillotson, Barrow, and Clarke and many another 
orthodox divine) that most men act from their 
passions rather than their reason and are therefore 
to be reached only by that religion "which applies 
immediately to the strongest of these passions, hope 
and fear."^"2 

These assessments of the nature of Booth's conversion, 

and of the importance of that conversion, are inaccurate. 

First, Booth's conversion has little to do with the 

problems of social corruption which Fielding is attacking 

in Amelia, except insofar as universal "conversion" to the 

^Digeon, pp. 226 ff. 

^"Henry Fielding, Christian Censor," The Age of 
Johnson, ed. Frederick W. Hilles (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 194-9), p. 147. 

ho 
Ibid., note. 
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ethics of benevolism would preserve society from many 

ills. Secondly, Booth's conversion has no tangible 

results within the scope of the novel itself; we may 

assume that his Christianity enables him to lead a more 

comfortable and happy life later, secure in his hope of 

heaven, but Booth is not merely a reformed rake. There is 

no indication that he is a penitent offender seeking 

absolution of sin, or that such a tangible reformation was 

necessary in his case. Booth's "sins" are more philo-

sophical than venal; Booth, aside from his act of adultery 

with Miss Matthews, which is promptly forgiven by Amelia, 

is guilty of none of the other seven deadly sins. Booth 

is gullible, passive, perhaps addicted to creature 

comforts, perhaps lazy, and sometimes unintentionally 

selfish, but he, like Tom Jones, is never mean-hearted, 

hypocritical, or avaricious. Third, Booth's conversion 

is not accompanied by any religious mystery. Although 

Fielding does not emphasize the process of this con-

version, it is apparently accomplished by Booth's rational 

absorption of Barrow's "proofs" and is accelerated by 

Booth's own guilt feelings. There is no zealous enthusi-

asm involved. Finally, Barrow is hardly an "orthodox" 

divine, and, although Harrison appears to be more con-

ventionally Anglican in his views than other clergymen in 

Fielding's works, even he is not a high-churchman. Both 
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Barrow and Harrison are exponents of Latitudinarian 

ethics, an ethics of benevolism and prudence, not merely 

of a "rewards and punishments" doctrine. Booth, if true 

to the character Fielding shows us, could not be persuaded 

merely by "fears and hopes," for he had had many of these 

in his lifetime. Booth, who is perfectly candid with 

himself and others, remarks to Dr. Harrison after the 

conversion, that he was "never a rash disbeliever" 

(VII, 313). Booth's religion before his conversion comes 

into sharper focus if we compare him to the lawyer 

Robinson, who does have sins to repent and calls Dr. 

Harrison to his bedside; after having suffered a "mortal" 

wound, Robinson, for absolution, reveals the perfidy of 

Amelia's sister in forging her mother's will. Through 

Robinson's deus ex machina confession, the Booths are 

saved financially. A. R. Towers rightly observes that 

Fielding carefully establishes Robinson, the materi-
alistic determinist, as a foil to Booth, who might 
be called a psychological determinist because of his 
belief in the dominance of the ruling passions. 
Booth argues with Robinson on the principles of 
necessity. . . . The Hobbesian Robinson is little 
better than an atheist; the semi-Mandevillian Booth, 

A >5 

Booth had developed a kind of Stoicism already. 
His "Christian" conversion seems more likely to be an 
additional way for him to cope with the disappointments 
of life by keeping in view eternal rewards. Fielding, 
who maintained a cheerful belief in man's basic goodness 
and a conviction about eternal happiness as can be clearly 
observed in his Journal of a Voyage to Lisbon, himself 
seems, like Booth, to be in the final analysis a Christian 
humanist. 
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while sadly in error, has, as befits the novel's 

hero, many redeeming features in his heterodoxy.^ 

Booth finds in the sermons of Barrow what neither Amelia 

nor Harrison could convince him of—that there is rational 

proof of Christian beliefs. His conversion follows the 

method of the Cambridge Platonists and of the Latitudi-

narians; appeals to reason, not merely to the emotions, 

were exercised by them in persuading unbelievers. 

Fielding has made no such dramatic change of vision in 

Amelia as has been implied by those who see Booth's 

conversion as the central event which symbolizes Fielding's 

intent in the writing of this, his last novel. Fielding 

is far more concerned about the imprudent blindness which 

results from Booth's mistaken theory of the passions than 

he is with any conversion to an "orthodox" Christian 

religion. Fielding's own Christian moral vision encom-

passed the principle that prudent judgment can best be 

acquired by recognizing the hypocrisy of men who pose as 

good Christians, but who lack true brotherhood. Booth's 

vision had been more amoral than immoral. Booth's 

conversion should enable him to develop a sense of 

discrimination which he could not have so long as he 

judged all actions as matters of self-interest; Fielding, 

like the Latitudinarians or the moral—sense philosophers, 

44 
"Fielding and Dr. Samuel Clarke," MLN, 70 (1955), 

260. v " 
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emphasized the idea that, since religion has no value 

without good works (actions), men must be judged by their 

actions and by the good nature, or lack of it, underlying 

those actions. 

Fielding's Amelia abounds with examples of men who 

act from motives of self-interest. One of the strongest 

themes in this novel, as in Jonathan Wild, is that the 

public must be made aware of the inequities of a social 

system based upon self-interest rather than upon good-

natured Christian brotherhood. Justice Thrasher, who 

first incarcerates the innocent Booth and thus initiates 

the chain of events which will bring so much anguish to 

the Booths, is a study in self-interest. Fielding tells 

us that Thrasher 

perfectly well understood that fundamental principle 
so strongly laid down in the institutes of the 
learned Rochefoucault, by which the duty of self-love 
is so strongly enforced, and every man is taught to 
consider himself as the center of gravity, and to 
attract all things thither. To speak the truth 
plainly, the justice was never indifferent in a cause 
but when he could get nothing on either side. 

(VI, 17) 

This exposition of Thrasher's self-seeking philosophy 

could as easily be applied to Amelia's sister Betty, to 

Captain James, to Miss Bath, to Mrs. Ellison, to Miss 

Matthews, to Murphy and Robinson, and to the anonymous 

noble lord. The entire plot of Amelia, in fact, derives 

from the actions of self-interested men and women 
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operating in a social milieu, which, as Fielding sees it, 

encourages inequity. Fielding, in his preface to Amelia, 

denies a role to fate in causing a man's downfall; it is 

rather imprudence which does so. As Fielding says, in 

discussing Thrasher's court, laws are not corrupt, but 

inept administration of the law encourages inequities. 

From his lordship down to Mrs. Ellison, who runs a 

boardinghouse, there is a chain of corruption fostered by 

improper values. Fielding believes that were men judged 

by merit, by good actions based on Christian ethical 

standards, such corruption would be diminished. Typical 

of Fielding's high seriousness in Amelia is his plea 

put a final end to this abominable practice of 
touching as it is called; by which, indeed, a set 
of leeches are permitted to suck the blood of the 
brave and the indigent, of the widow and the orphan. 

(VII, 268) 

Yet Fielding was too wise, experienced, and realistic to 

portray a reformation of the entire social structure in 

any of his works. It was sufficient, he seems to under-

stand, to plead for prudence and good nature, which the 

individual could develop. In the final analysis, escape 

to the country and away from the corrupted conditions of 

city life is the route taken by Joseph and Fanny, Mr. and 

Mrs. Wilson, Mr. and Mrs. Heartfree, Sophia and Tom, and 

Amelia and Booth. That is, Fielding implies, the only 

course open to the virtuous until such time as social 
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reformation might take hold. Retirement to the country, 

Fielding knew, was not a solution, since corruption was 

to be found as well on the rural scene, or wherever men 

pursued self-interest. Removal to the country, however, 

did, Fielding implies, simplify life and reduce the 

chances of financial disaster which could so quickly make 

of the virtuous a prey to self—seeking men of means or to 

their minions. In the light of this assessment of 

Fielding's moral aims in portraying social corruption and 

his purpose in converting Booth, Sherburn's conclusions 

about Amelia seem excessively negative: 

. . . if the fears of political and social degeneracy 
were not to be justified, what was really needed was 
the conversion, not of Booth, but of some noble lord, 
who acting from pure desire to secure an able officer 
for the guards would get the long-coveted commission 
for Booth. No such person appeared. . . . Fielding 
simply turns his back on his larger theme, and 
content to make his worthy couple happy, lets them 
retire to Wiltshire and an untroubled country life.^5 

Had Fielding invented such a noble lord, it would have 

been a far more romantic, sentimental touch than this 

country retirement, which is, by the way, a situation 

Amelia had much longed for, since the life of a soldier's 

family is not a happy one. To produce such a lord would 

have suggested that the corruption inherent in the social 

hierarchy which had caused the suffering of Amelia, and 

many others could easily be solved by the intervention of 

45 
Sherburn, p. 14. 
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a single, good man in a position of power. That is an 

unrealistic position which Fielding, who knew his society 

so well, could not have taken. It would have been as 

foreign to Fielding's moral purpose as first making Booth 

an atheistic sinner and then an overnight Christian would 

have been. 

What Booth needs to learn is not benevolism, but 

rather the prudence required to deal with those who have 

learned to operate in a corrupt system by self-

preservation at the cost of injuring others. Booth's 

lesson is the same as Tom's; the difference is that Tom 

is young and single; thus, Tom's follies affect seriously 

only himself. Booth's follies threaten Amelia and his 

family and, in a larger sense, therefore, the foundations 

of British society, in which the family structure corre-

sponds to the structure of the Commonwealth. Booth, like 

the other imprudent males of Fielding's novels, is 

perfectly good-natured. Miss Matthews tells him, "I well 

know the goodness of your nature" (VI, 38). After Booth 

hears Matthews tell her story as a betrayed female, 

Fielding says that "Booth, who was extremely good-natured 

and well-bred, told her that she should not command him 

twice whatever was in his power" (VI, 59). At another 

point, again in connection with Booth's reactions to the 

imprisonment of Matthews, Fielding says of Booth, 
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He spoke "these last words with great; tenderness, for 
he was a man of consummate good nature, and had 
formerly had much affection for this young lady; 
indeed, more than the generality of people are 
capable of entertaining for any person whatsoever. 

(VI, 171) 

The fact that Fielding so frequently emphasizes Booth's 

good nature in connection with Miss Matthews serves to 

palliate the sin of adultery, the only "sin" of which 

Booth can be rightly accused. 

Unlike Booth, Amelia is prudent as well as good-

natured. Although Amelia is not a naturally suspicious 

person, she constantly exercises a keen moral vision. 

Amelia recognizes the natural goodness of Atkinson, who, 

like Tom, revealed as a boy his innate kindness. The 

similarities between the youthful behavior of Atkinson 

and Tom are striking, and Amelia's insight is identical to 

that of Sophia. Amelia recalls three incidents of her 

youth involving Atkinson. When she is threatened by a 

dog at the age of six, Atkinson rescues her, suffering 

himself to be bitten through the leg. Like Tom, who 

sustained a broken arm while saving Sophia when she fell 

from her pony, Atkinson ignores his wound but declares 

his joy at Amelia's escape, unharmed (VI, 238). At 

another time Atkinson, like Tom, is unjustly punished 

over a wild bird. Amelia's father severely lashes 

Atkinson for despoiling a bird's nest, whereas actually 

the boy had climbed the tree in order to replace a 
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Atkinson suffers his punishment without a word about the 

true culprit, just as Tom does over Blifil's freeing 

Sophia's pet (VI, 238-39). And, like Tom, Atkinson 

prefers to secure the happiness of others than to foster 

his own. When Amelia's brother dies, he leaves Atkinson 

a suit of clothing, which the boy sells in order to buy 

his mother a new dress (VI, 239). Amelia's recognition 

of the goodness of Atkinson is merited; Booth's assumption 

of the goodness of Miss Matthews is less warranted. Booth 

succumbs to Miss Matthews and commits adultery; Amelia, in 

the only scene in the novel in which she is ever tempted 

by love for a man other than Booth, feels guilt about her 

inclinations, although they remain Platonic. As Atkinson 

lies gravely ill, he, thinking he is dying, admits his 

love for Amelia. She is touched by his confession: 

To say the truth, without any injury to her chastity, 
that heart, which had stood firm as a rock to all 
the attacks of title and equipage, of finery and 
flattery, and which all the treasures of the universe 
could not have purchased, was yet a little softened 
by the plain, honest, modest, involuntary, heroic 
passion of this poor and humble swain; for whom, in 
spite of herself, she felt a momentary tenderness and 
complacence, at which Booth, if he had known it, 
would perhaps have been displeased. . . . [she] then 
left the house with a confusion in her mind that she 
had never felt before, and which any chastity that 
is not hewn out of marble must feel on so tender and 
delicate an occasion. (VII, 275-76) 

Fielding means by this scene both to humanize his heroine 

and at the same time to show how reasonable are her 
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emotions, directed as they are toward a man who, rather 

than in any way harming her or Booth, has been a loyal 

friend. Booth, on the other hand, in succumbing to Miss 

Matthews, sets up for himself and Amelia a series of 

events which harm them both. Booth is directly harmed 

by his own guilt and by the necessity of lying to Amelia; 

furthermore, by this act Booth incurs the animosity of 

James at a time when he needs James's aid and places 

himself in a way to be blackmailed by Matthews into 

continuing the unfortunate relationship. Amelia's 

relationship with Atkinson and Booth's with Matthews work 

as foil situations, serving to emphasize the prudence of 

Amelia's affections toward a worthy object and the 

imprudence of Booth's attachment. Both Amelia and Booth 

are good-natured; yet only Amelia exercises adequate 

moral judgment. Amelia, who, as a good wife, states that 

she would never do anything "contrary to Booth's incli-

nations" (VI, 299), does, however, refuse those 

"inclinations" whenever she suspects harm might come of 

them. She behaves so circumspectly toward her husband's 

friends, such as Monsieur Bagillard, that she is con-

sidered by them an accomplished prude. Booth, on more 

than one occasion, himself feels that Amelia is too 

cautious. Booth repeatedly recommends that Amelia allow 

Captain James to care for her and the children, but 
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Amelia, who has been made uncomfortable by the attentions 

of James, refuses to do so, even when James proposes to 

secure for Booth a company command in the West Indies. 

Amelia wisely informs both Harrison and Atkinson of her 

suspicions about James, but does not tell Booth, who she 

fears would suffer unnecessarily from such a revelation. 

When finally Amelia does tell Booth some of the reasons 

for her actions toward James, Booth, Fielding says, 

"greatly commended the prudence of his wife" (VII, 219), 

yet Booth never fully realizes the perfidy of James. 

Amelia's behavior toward the noble lord who had debauched 

many women through the offices of Mrs. Ellison and Trent 

is another case in point. Booth himself is more sus-

picious of the nobleman than he is of other men, but, 

afraid to incur the nobleman's displeasure and thus ruin 

forever his chances of military preferment, Booth decides 

to attend a masquerade ball with Amelia, where he is made 

to believe that Amelia has toyed with the lord to help her 

husband. When Booth later finds that Mrs. Atkinson, not 

Amelia, attended the ball, he is overjoyed and, taking one 

of his rare moral stands, refuses Trent's suggestion that 

Amelia display some common civility to his lordship to 

gain Booth's preferment. Booth's refusal at that point, 

however, comes too late, for Booth is in debt to Trent for 

gambling, and Trent, who pimps for his lordship, secures 
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Booth's re-imprisonment as revenge. Amelia, on the other 

hand, although anxious to do whatever she can to help her 

husband, is suspicious of his lordship even from the 

moment she receives gifts for her children from him 

through Mrs. Atkinson. Amelia presses Mrs. Atkinson, 

once Bennett, to tell all she knows of his lordship, and 

thus Amelia discovers the whole truth, for Miss Bennett 

had once been debauched by the nobleman in circumstances 

very like Amelia's. Clearly, Amelia is the symbol of 

perfect union between heart and head, between good nature 

and prudence. Her values are neither misguided nor 

inappropriate. She behaves in a consistently virtuous 

manner, even to the point of sacrificing her own happiness 

to Booth's honor. When Booth transfers to the horse 

guards so that he will not be sent abroad before Amelia's 

lying-in, his former unit is called to Gibraltar before 

Booth has secured the signed commission. The officer with 

whom Booth has exchanged places can be sent in Booth's 

place, but this eventuation would stigmatize Booth a 

coward. Amelia says, "I would preserve his honor at the 

expense of my life" (VI, 99). What Amelia will not do is 

to compromise her own honor. Throughout the novel Amelia 

shows how convincingly the prudent exercise of good nature 

preserves the honor of all those it touches. No one, not 

even Dr. Harrison, as good as he is, can compete with 
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Amelia as Fielding's final tribute to the efficacy of 

prudence when blended with good nature. Dr. Harrison, 

like good Parson Adams, is proud of his learning, and is 

duped by the flattery of an old gentleman whose son is a 

young clergyman. In apologizing for Harrison's lack of 

perception, Fielding says, "it is our business to 

discharge the part of a faithful historian, and to 

describe human nature as it is, not as we wish it to be" 

(VII, 208). 

Fielding's announced aim to picture human nature as 

it is, rather than as it should be, perhaps faltered 

slightly when he wrote Amelia, for, at least in the 

portrait of Amelia herself, we see a character who comes 

as close to being a paragon as any Fielding ever created. 

It is this quality which invites the criticism that 

Fielding, in his last novel, has lost his comic per-

ceptions and become a heavy-handed moralist. But Amelia 

is, while a paragon of good nature and prudence, also a 

human creature. Unlike Sophia, who operates almost 

emblematically in Tom Jones, and unlike Fanny Goodwill or 

Mrs. Heartfree, who are merely extensions of their male 

counterparts, Amelia is an individual struggling against 

a male—dominated and corrupt society. Amelia's domestic, 

middle—class status, her common—sense approach to her 

problems, and her affection for Atkinson all aid in 
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keeping her portrait realistic. And finally, Amelia, 

like Tom Jones before her, has a Blifil with which to 

contend, a hypocrite whom Amelia, because of her own good 

nature, cannot expose. Amelia's sister Betty, whose 

forgery of the will impoverishes the Booths, "in all 

things behaved so well, outwardly at least . . . that we 

regarded her as our sincerest friend" (VI, 98). In the 

final analysis what Fielding's novels teach us, besides 

the ethics of benevolence and the necessity for prudence, 

might be summarized by a passage from Tom Jones in which 

Fielding uses his own authorial voice: 

A treacherous friend is the most dangerous enemy; 
and I will say boldly, that both religion and virtue 
have received more real discredit from hypocrites 
than the wittiest profligates or infidels could ever 
cast upon them: nay, further, as these two, in their 
purity, are rightly called the bands of civil 
society, and are indeed the greatest of blessings, so 
when poisoned and corrupted with fraud, pretence, and 
affectation, they have become the worst of civil 
curses, and have enabled men to perpetrate the most 
cruel mischiefs to their own species, (p. 85) 

The world "poisoned and corrupted" is the world of Amelia; 

only good nature and a prudent moral vision provide the 

necessary insight to secure the "bands of civil society." 

These are the qualities possessed by Amelia, and learned 

by Booth. 



CHAPTER IX 

CONCLUSION: SENSE OR SENSIBILITY 

During the eighteenth century a vast body of litera-

ture, both secular and religious, both fictional and 

non-fictional, set forth the ethical principle of benevo-

lism and recommended prudence as a rational check to good 

nature. Ethical philosophy, using the methods of empiri-

cism, insisted that morality was separable from religion 

and that the natural world held its own rewards and 

punishments independent of the after-world. Actions, 

according to the new philosophy, were to be tested by 

reason, not by absolute religious authority. Because of 

this emphasis upon the consequences of an action in the 

here-and-now, eighteenth-century philosophy tends to be 

utilitarian. Good nature as an innate quality of the 

virtuous man received more attention than perhaps any 

other trait of character during the eighteenth century. 

As Stuart Tave points out, good nature began to replace 

wit as a recommended asset in drama as early as 1676 with 

Etherege's The Man of Mode, wherein Dorimant is called 

A summary of this change in direction after the 
seventeenth century is found in R. W. Harris, Reason and 
Ngtuge in the Eighteenth Century (New York: Barnes aEd~ 
Noble, Inc., lybyj, pp.10-12. 
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ill—'natured; Congreve's Love for Love (1695) shows 

Angelica.'s preference for a. man of good, nature over one 

of wit; and Farquhar, describing Captain Trueman in the 

Twin-Rivals (1702), has Aurelia say, 

I tell you he's good Natur'd, and I take good Manners 
to be nothing but a natural Desire to be easie and. 
agreeable to whatever Conversation we fall into: and 
a Porter with this is Mannerly in his way; and a 
Duke without it, has but the Breeding of a Dancine-
Master.^ 

Toward mid—century, wit and raillery were replaced by 

good nature and prudence as social assets. The following 

lines from Benjamin Stillingfleet's Essay on Conversation 

(1737) demonstrate the change: 

But, above all Things, Raillery decline . . . 
'Tis in the ablest Hand a dang'rous Tool . . . 
Not Wit alone, nor Humour's self, will do. 

Without Good-nature, and much Prudence too.3 

The transformation from town wit to benevolent citizen was 

not, however, well-received by every rank or by every 

author. The social codes of the Restoration, and of the 

drama which reflected an aristocratic society, made of the 

good-natured man a laughingstock more often than not. In 

the first quarter of the century periodical essayists were 

2 
As quoted by Stuart Tave in The Amiable Humorist: 

Abtud^ in the Comic Theory and Criticism of tEe 
Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries T^hicaero! 
^ v e r s W oT-cHISig° Press, I960), p. 26. On the subject 
of middle-class gentility, see also C. J. Rawson's 
Gentlemen and Dancing-Masters: Thoughts on Fielding, 
Chesterfield, and the Genteel," ECS, 1 (1967), 127-58! 

3 
As quoted by Tave, p. 18. 
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inclined to blame the Restoration for having proposed 

behavior in direct opposition to that desirable in the 

good-natured man. In the Spectator for November 1, 1712, 

Hughes stated, 

I am apt to think it was about the same time [the 
Restoration period] that Good-nature. a word so 
peculiarly elegant in our Language that some have 
affirmed it cannot well be expressed in any other, 
came first to be rendered Suspicious, and in danger 
of being transferred from its original Sense, to so 
distant an Idea as that of Folly. ̂  

To combat the view that good nature might mean merely 

soft-hearted folly, most eighteenth-century writers 

insisted upon the exercise of prudence. Gracian, whose 

courtesy book The Oracle was published in at least three 

English editions between 1702 and 1714, commends the 

heart as a guide: 

Trust your heart, especially when it is put to the 
test. Never let it down, Tor it usually foresees 
what is most significant. . . . Many have met with 
disaster owing to self-distrust, but what is the 
good of such fear if no remedy is found for it? For 
some men, their heart is their most loyal friend: 
the endowment of their superior nature, which always 
forewarns them of disaster so that they may seek out 
a remedy in time.5 

But Gracian also admonishes his reader to exercise 

4 
The Spectator, ed. C. Gregory Smith, Everyman's 

Library (1945; rpt. New York: Dutton, 1966), IV, 156. 
Subsequent references are to this edition, documented in 
the text by volume and page number. 

5 
Baltasar Gracian, The Oracle: A Manual of the Art 

of Discretion, trans. L. B. Walton (New York: Dutton, 
196k:J, p. 185. Subsequent references are to this 
edition, documented in the text by page number. 
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prudence in the exercise of benevolence: 

Do not live altogether for yourself, nor altogether 
for others. Both ways of behaving are a vulgar form 
of tyranny. . . . It is convenient at times to belong 
to others that they may belong to you. . . . On the 
other hand, some men devote themselves entirely to 
others, for folly always goes to extremes, (p. 241) 

Know how to do good a little at a time, and often. 
You should never enter into an obligation which it 
is impossible to fulfil: the man who gives a lot 
does not give, but rather makes a sale. You should 
not exhaust gratitude, for when the recipient of a 
favor sees that no return is possible he will break 
off relations with you. It is the case with many 
people. . . . The great art of giving consists in 
this: the gift should cost very little and yet be 
greatly coveted, so that it may be the more highly 
appreciated, (pp. 243-44) 

Gracian's dicta reflect an earlier age, the age of the 

diffident courtier and are thus utilitarian and self-

seeking. At the same time Gracian's guide represents the 

beginning of a transition from aristocratic to middle-

class values. Gracian's final dictum, which he intends 

as a summary of all the others, illustrates that tran-

sition: 

In a word, be a saint: that is the sum total of all 
my advice. Virtue links all high qualities together, 
it is the focus of [all] felicities. It makes a 
person prudent, heedful, sagacious, virtuous, wise, 
courageous, restrained, trustworthy, happy, honoured, 
a truly great man, universally acclaimed. Three S's 
make a man happy: Saintly, Sound, and Sensible: 
virtue is the sum of Man the Microcosm, and it has 
a clear conscience for its hemisphere. . . . Ability 
and greatness are to be measured by virtue, not by 
wealth. Virtue alone is self-sufficing: it makes a 
man lovable during his lifetime and memorable after 
his death, (p. 277) 
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Gracian emphasizes the importance of individual, private 

happiness which stems from virtue, and that is also the 

theme of many other eighteenth-century writers. An 

anonymous poem entitled "The Happy Man," from A New 

Miscellany of Original Poems, Translations, and Imitations. 

the most Eminent Hands (1720), contains this portrait: 

A plain good Man without Deceit, 
Whose Virtues only make him Great. 
Whose Learning does to Wisdom tend, 
Whose Wisdom does in goodness end; 
Contented with the humble State, 
In which he's plac'd by Choice or Fate, 
One who with Prudence does enjoy, 
Pleasures which fill, but never cloy; 
Pleasures above gross Sense refin'd, 
A true dear Friend; a serious Mind, 
A constant Health, a fair kind-Wife, 

Books, Quiet, and a Country Life. . .6 

Neither urbane wit nor social graces are praised in this 

anonymous portrait, but rather "plain" goodness and 

country retirement; middle-class values supersede, in 

this poem, those of the upper classes, and by mid-

eighteenth century will be firmly established. 

By the periodical writers of the eighteenth century 

such middle-class values were recommended with consistency. 

By the time the Spectator had nearly run its course, 

Hughes, in the issue for November 1, 1712, could confi-

dently recommend plain virtue as superior to wit or to 

^As quoted by Maren-Sofie Rostvig in The Happy Man. 
Studies in the Metamorphoses of a Classical Ideal, II 
(Oslo: Oslo University Press, 1958J, 178. 
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gallantry, even in the writing of billet-doux: 

I have often thought, if the Letters written by-
Men of Good-nature to their Wives, were to be 
compared with those written by Men of Gallantry to 
their Mistresses, the former, notwithstanding any 
Inequality of Stile, would appear to have the 
Advantage. Friendship, Tenderness, and Constancy, 
drest in a Simplicity of Expression, recommend them-
selves by a more native Elegance, than passionate 
Raptures, extravagant Encomiums, and slavish 
Adoration. (IV, 157) 

The audience for the Spectator had been well-prepared by 

Addison and Steele to accept the homely virtues extolled 

by Hughes in the portrait of Benevolus, which follows 

these strictures on letter-writing: 

But in how different a Stile must the wise Benevolus, 
who converses with that good Sense and good Humour 
among all his Friends, write to a Wife who is the 
worthy Object of his utmost Affection'. Benevolus, 
both in Publick and Private, on all Occasions of 
Life, appears to have every Good Quality and desir-
able Ornament. Abroad he is reverenced and esteemed; 
at Home beloved and happy. The Satisfaction he 
enjoys there settles in to an habitual Complacency, 
which shines in his Countenance, enlivens his Wit, 
and seasons his Conversation. Even those of his 
Acquaintance, who have never seen him in his Retire-
ment, are Sharers in the Happiness of it; and it is 
very much owing to his being the best and best 
beloved of Husbands, that he is the most stedfast of 
Friends, and the most agreeable of Companions. 

(IV, 157) 

From court wit to private citizen, from billet-doux to 

domestic correspondence, from lover to husband, from 

mistress to wife, from friendship for advantage to friend-

ship for love, from public vice to private virtue—a 

steady shift in values is observed in the course of the 

eighteenth century. The culmination of that shift in 
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values occurs toward the end of the century when, as often 

happens during a transitional period, a certain decadence 

is to be observed. Good nature, because it is an innate 

quality charged with emotional sensitivity toward others, 

eventually deteriorates into sentimental excess in the 

hands of lesser writers. By the last quarter of the 

century, during the time when Romanticism began slowly to 

take the place of earlier literary modes, a battle ensued 

between exponents of the cult of sensibility and those who 

rejected sentimental excess in favor of a return to reason 

in the form of prudence. 

Earlier writers of the eighteenth century perceived 

good nature as utilitarian, a way to earthly happiness and 

to social perfection. Toward the close of the century 

many writers perceived good nature as a sort of psycho-

logical indulgence in pity for others, and for one's self. 

Sentimental drama of the mid-eighteenth century and later 

is an example of the decadent use to which the ethics of 

benevolism might be put when sensibility replaced prudence, 

Ernest Bernbaum describes sentimental drama in the 

following way: 

The drama of sensibility, which includes sentimental 
comedy and domestic tragedy, was from its birth a 
protest against the orthodox view of life, and 
against those literary conventions which had served 
that view. It is implied that human nature, when 
not, as in some cases, already perfect, was perfect-
ible by an appeal to the emotions. It refused to 
assume that virtuous persons must be sought in a 
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romantic realm apart from the everyday world. It 
wished to show that beings who were good at heart 
were found in the ordinary walks of life. It so 
represented their conduct as to arouse admiration 
for their virtues and pity for their sufferings J 

The subject matter of sentimental drama differs little 

from the subject matter of many eighteenth-century novels; 

for example, Fielding's novels picture common people in 

virtuous action. Yet Fielding, as Bernbaum recognizes, 

was a critic of sentimentality, and though a few of 

Fielding's plays contain some elements of sensibility, as 

do his novels, Fielding as a dramatist felt more at home 
O 

with farce, satire, or high comedy. Although he dis-

trusted sentimentality, which is clear from his attack on 

Richardson, Fielding included in his own works situations 

and characters resembling those found in the drama of 

sensibility. H. ¥. Thompson lists the following as common 

elements in the drama of sensibility: a wronged, but 

patient, husband or wife who is "rewarded" by the return 

of an erring mate; an idealistic guide, philosopher, and 

friend who spouts apothegms called "sentiments"; a 

reclaimed prodigal who is good at heart but who has been 
led astray by society; a pathetic, long-lost child who is 

7 

The Drama of Sensibility: A Sketch of the History 
of English Sentimental Comedy and Domestic Tragedy 
1^98-1780, Harvard Studies in English, 3 (1915; rpt. 
Gloucester, Massachusetts: Peter Smith, 1958) , p. 10 . 

8Ibid., pp. 81, 142-45, 148-51, 163, 165-69, 175. 
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eventually reunited with his parents; an innocent girl 

who is debauched; a faithful, usually elderly servant; a 

pair of sentimental, high-minded, "conscious" lovers; a 

servant-girl who marries her master; a foundling who 
g 

discovers nobility in his parentage. Were the presence 

of these character types and situations to be considered 

proofs of sentimentality, then surely works as different 

in purpose and as far apart in time as Sidney's Arcadia 

or Shakespeare's Romeo and Juliet and Richardson's Pamela 

or Johnson's Rasselas might all be considered exercises 

in the sentimental mode. But there is a distinction to be 

made between a decadent use of emotional appeal and a more 

aesthetic use of sentiment. This distinction is not 

easily made, particularly among works written after the 

mid-point of the eighteenth century when the benevolist 

ethic began to appear consistently as a literary theme. 

In his study of poetry written prior to 1760, C. A. Moore 

remarks, 
What we condemn as sentimentalism in literature is 
the logical product of a society committed to the 
notion that God's one attribute is benevolence and 
man's chief perfection an imitation of it. The 
distinction between the humanitarian and the postur-
ing sentimentalist is always difficult to define, 
for the enthusiastic preachments of the "benevolists" 

^Harold W. Thompson, A Scottish Man of Feeling: Some 
Account of Henry Mackenzie, Esq. of Edinburgh and of the 
Golden "Age of Burns and Scott (OxTorcT: Oxf ord University 
Press, 1931*77 P* 95. 



347 

shade imperceptibility into the cant of mawkish 

sentiment.10 

Moore's word posturing may be of use in drawing some 

critical boundaries between aesthetic sentiment and 

"mawkishness." Among writers of the eighteenth century 

who oppose sentimentality, a favorite device is the 

unveiling of hypocrites, of those who "posture" in atti-

tudes of benevolence and good nature. Fielding, Sterne, 

Goldsmith, and Smollett use considerable irony, effective 

in revealing hypocrisy of all kinds, but particularly in 

unmasking the posturing sentimentalist. At the same time, 

these writers advocate good-natured benevolence as a 

foundation for perfecting, as nearly as possible, imper-

fect human society, and thus create characters and 

situations closely resembling those also employed by 

sentimental writers. Aside from their use of irony to 

unmask hypocrites, writers who oppose sentimentality also 

propose prudence as a cure for the lack of discrimination 

present in unbridled pity. Moore shows that certain poets 

after 1750 recognized, and objected to, a trend toward 

adopting charity as a "mere fashion," or "sentimentalism 

unguided by discriminating judgment."11 Not only did some 

10"Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets in England, 
1700-1760," PMLA, 31 (1916), 324. 

1^"Ibid., 317. Among the poets are Joseph Warton in 
Fashion a Satire (1768); Christopher Smart in Care and 
Generosity (1733); William Kenrick in On Moral Sentiment 
(1768); and Robert Lloyd in Charity, a Fragment (1753). 
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poets object to sentimentalism; so also did essayists, 

dramatists, and novelists, who recommended prudence as a 

concomitant to good nature. Among these, Oliver Goldsmith 

is a typical example. 

Goldsmith came to London to begin his literary career 

as a writer for the Monthly Review in 1757. At that time 

few of the authors who had made significant contributions 

to the genres Goldsmith would find compatible were still 

active. Richardson, nearing seventy, had published all 

of his novels; Fielding had been dead for two years; 

Sterne, although over forty, had yet to publish. A flood 

of imitative, minor writers had come to dominate the 

popular literary scene with episodic novels, sentimental 

12 

dramas, and Oriental tales. Goldsmith reacted against 

this trend toward inferior literature. He produced his 

own essay periodical, The Bee, in 1759. A brief sampling 

of articles from The Bee indicates Goldsmith's interest 

in a return from sentimentality to the original values 

represented by good nature and prudence. For the October 

twentieth issue Goldsmith wrote an essay "On Justice and 

Generosity," in which he portrays Lysippus, an extraordi-

narily generous man, admired for his great soul, but 

12 
Henry Brooke, Sarah Fielding, Fanny Burney, John 

Hawkesworth, Charles Johnstone, Eliza Haywood, Hall 
Hartson, Edward Moore, Arthur Murphy, and Samuel Foote 
are representative authors of this period. 
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always a debtor. Goldsmith objects to Lysippus, whose 

generosity is publicly praised, but whose habit of 

indebtedness is an injustice to his creditors and to his 

family. Of the two virtues, justice and generosity, 

Goldsmith says, "The first is despised, though a virtue 

essential to the good of society; and the other attracts 

our esteem, which too frequently proceeds from an impetu-

13 

osity of temper, rather directed by vanity than reason." 

The emphasis which Goldsmith places upon reason, even in 

matters of charity, is not new. The Cambridge Platonists 

particularly had uttered just such warnings while at the 

same time extolling the benevolist ethic; however, not 

since the Spectator papers written by Addison had a 

periodical essayist so strongly advised a popular audience 

to follow reason in the exercise of charity. Goldsmith 

continues, in the same essay, to clarify the need for 

prudence: 
The qualities of candour, fortitude, charity, 

and generosity, for instance, are not, in their own 
nature, virtues; and if ever they deserve the title, 
it is owing only to justice, which impels and directs 
them. Without such a moderator candour might become 
indiscretion, fortitude obstinacy, charity impru-
dence, and generosity mistaken profusion. . . . 
generosity does not consist in obeying every impulse 
of humanity, in following blind passion for our 

^The Miscellaneous Works of Oliver Goldsmith, Globe 
edition (1868; rpt. New York: Macmillan Co., 1904), 
p. 372. Subsequent references to the works of Goldsmith 
are to this edition, cited in the text by page number. 
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guide, and impairing our circumstances by present 
benefactions, so as to render us incapable of future 
ones. (p. 373) 

In bringing this essay to a close, Goldsmith demonstrates 

his distrust of sentimentalism in literature, for he warns 

that a man who takes his view of virtue only from books 

is likely to be betrayed into poverty by being persuaded 

to respond to "every fictitious distress" he encounters 

(p. 374). The Bee was not a particularly successful 

journal, but Goldsmith found an audience when he combined 

the popular Oriental tale with a series of moral essays, 

published serially as "Letters" for The Public Ledger 

(1760-1761) and collected as The Citizen of the World 

(1762). Goldsmith's tone in these essays is often 

oblique, perhaps because they were at first published in 

a periodical which was "slanted to readers whose literary 
14 

tastes often . . . differed substantially from his own." 

Goldsmith adopts two speaking voices in the Citizen 

papers; Altangi, the Chinese correspondent, is an advocate 

of reason and prudence; Drybone, the Man in Black, is an 

Englishman who accompanies Altangi as a sort of voluntary 

tour guide, posing as a misanthropist but acting as a 

sentimentalist. Altangi usually appears to be echoing 

Goldsmith's own sentiments, but as a foreign visitor to 

^Robert H. Hopkins, The True Genius of Oliver 
Goldsmith (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1969), p. 57. 
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England, he also presents an ironic view of the English 

scene. In the twenty-third letter Altangi praises the 

English as "more charitable than the rest of mankind" 

because, he thinks, they are not only benevolent, but are 

"judicious in distinguishing the properest objects of 

compassion." Their system, Altangi believes, is ideal. 

Some men of fortune and universal benevolence propose 
the proper objects; the wants and merits of the 
•petitioners are canvassed by the people; neither ^ 
passion nor pity find a place in the cool discussion, 
and charity is then only exerted when it has received 
the approbation of reason, (p. 120) 

In the light of Goldsmith's previous remarks in The Bee 

concerning justice and generosity among his countrymen, 

Altangi's view of the situation is naive. Only a foreign 

visitor who sees merely the surface of things, Goldsmith 

implies, would think England so Utopian. On the other 

hand, Altangi is made to see very clearly the character 

of the Man in Black, who is meant by Goldsmith to illus-

trate a favorite theme—that blind charity is false 

benevolence. Although Letter XXVI, the story of a country 

excursion made by Altangi and Drybone, is traditionally 

considered sentimental because the Man in Black bears a 

superficial resemblance to the Vicar of Wakefield, Hopkins 

considers the essay "not a sentimental treatment of true 

benevolence which leaves us moved, but rather a master-

piece of subtle satire directed against blind benevolence 
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unchecked by prudence."1^ Drybone is duped by an old 

beggar, and in turn, to cover up his mistake, he declares 

his skill at the detection of imposture; next he is 

prevailed upon by a one-legged sailor; Drybone, unable 

to show that the sailor is an imposter, buys the man's 

wood chips at far too dear a price; he then gives the 

chips to a woman in rags accompanied by two children. 

The entire series of actions displays a lack of judgment 

on the part of Drybone. Altangi describes the Man in 

Black with considerable insight: 

Though he is generous even to profusion, he affects 
to be thought a prodigy of p a r s i m o n y and prudence; 
though his conversation be replete with the most 
sordid and selfish maxims, his heart is dilated with 
the most unbounded love. I have known him to pro-^ 
fess himself a man-hater, while his cheek was glowing 
with compassion; and, while his looks were softened 
into pity, I have heard him use the language of the 
most unbounded ill-nature. Some affect humanity and 
tenderness, others boast of having such dispositions 
from nature; but he is the only man I ever knew who 
seemed ashamed of his natural benevolence, (p. loj 

The Man in Black has reason to hide his generous nature; 

his father, as Goldsmith narrates in Letter XXVII, was a 

vicar who, because "his education was above his fortune, 

and his generosity greater than his education," was too 

affable in his benevolence (p. 126). He taught his 

family, says his son, 

to consider all the wants of mankind as our own, 
. . . he wound us up to be mere machines of pity, 

"^Hopkins, p. 134. 
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and rendered us incapable of withstanding the ̂  ^ 
slightest impulse made either by real or fictitious 
distress: in a word, we were perfectly instructed 
in the art of giving away thousands before we were 
taught the necessary qualifications of getting a 
farthing, (pp. 126-27) 

When his father died, Drybone, then twenty-two, was left 

helpless because he was "so very good-natured" and had 

"not the least harm in him" (p. 127; this description is 

repeated five times in the essay). Finally after serving 

a prison term for indebtedness, Drybone decides "the true 

way of being able to relieve others [is] first to aim at 

independence" and to substitute "closeness, prudence, and 

economy" for a "free, open, and undesigning deportment" 

(p. 129). Drybone thus comes to adopt a fa9ade; innately 

good-natured and taught a benevolist ethic but nothing 

else when young, he compensates by becoming a benevolent 

misanthrope.16 Goldsmith implies that the Man in Black is 

doing himself harm as well as some good by his hypocrisy. 

What he needs, Altangi realizes, is to develop true 

prudence, an ability to temper emotion with reason, not 

merely to disguise his lack of judgment under a veneer of 

misanthropy. Drybone is a kind of reverse hypocrite, not 

an ill-natured man pretending benevolence, but a 

l6The Man in Black is one of the first benevolent 
misanthropes in English fiction. He is the most immediate 
literary model for Matthew Bramble m Smollett s Humphry 
Clinker, according to Thomas R_. Preston^Smollett^and the 
Benevolent Misanthrope Type," PMLA, 79 (1964), 51-57. 
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"benevolent man pretending to be ill-natured. Drybone 

represents an unsatisfactory solution to the problem 

created when a man's ethics are based entirely upon 

emotion. Thomas R. Preston summarizes the literary 

functions and origins of the benevolent misanthrope in 

the following way: 

As a man of feeling, the benevolent misanthrope 
demonstrates the good nature and moral purpose behind 
his public railing. As a railer, he attempts to 
reform mankind, while at the same time his misan-
thropy protects his over-sensitive feelings, 
ironically, however, the very existence of the 
benevolent misanthrope as a satirist presents a grim 
case against the late eighteenth-century professions 
of belief in man's innate goodness and the promises 
of an Utopian future. For this very world which 
admires the man of feeling forces him into the 
posture of a misanthrope and a satirist to defend 
himself from it. A real man of feeling can be only 
a grotesque in the real world.1' 

Drybone resembles other disillusioned men of feeling 

in eighteenth-century literature; Mr. Wilson of Joseph 

Andrews, the Man of the Hill in Tom Jones, Matthew Bramble 

in Humphry Clinker, and Walter Shandy in Tristram Shandy, 

have much in common. Goldsmith suggests the basis for 

their misanthropy in Letter LXVII of the Citizen of the 

World: "The discontented being who retires from society 

is generally some good-natured man, who has begun life 

without experience, and knew not how to gain it in his 

intercourse with mankind" (p. 196). Goldsmith further 

"^Preston, p. 57. 
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suggests in this essay that the ideal world of books 

cannot prepare one for the real world of experience: 

Books, my son, while they teach us to respect the 
interests of others, often make us unmindful of ou 
own; while they instruct the youthful reader to 
grasp at social happiness, he grows miserable in 
detail, and attentive to universal harmony, often 
forgets that he himself has a part to sustain m the 
concert, (p. 195) 

Goldsmith's anticipation of the failure of good nature 

when it operates in the real world is also a concern of 

Smollett, who rejects Shaftesbury by putting "the greatest 

part of that frothy writer's rhapsody" in the mouth of the 

philosophical doctor in Peregrine Pickle and accounts for 

the ruin of Miss Williams in Roderick Random by making her 
18 

a disciple of Shaftesbury, Tindal, and Hobbes. On the 

other hand, both Goldsmith and Smollett are humanitarians. 

Lewis M. Knapp believes that Matthew Bramble is a self-

portrait of Smollett, a man who hides his true sensibility 

and tenderness behind the affectation of misanthropy, 

while yet displaying compassion to his relatives and being 

notably generous to the poor.19 Such writers as Smollett 

and Goldsmith turned away from the more sentimental 

attitudes they found in the drama and novels of their day, 

18c. A. Moore, "Shaftesbury and the Ethical Poets in 
England,*1700-1760," p. 309. 

19"Smollett's Self-Portrait in The Expedition of 
Humnhrv Clinker" in The Age of Johnson, ed.__Frederick^. 
Hilles (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1949), p. 154. 
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but not from the benevolist ethic itself. Their concern 

was, like that of Fielding, to advise prudence in the 

exercise of the emotions. They saw that hermits or 

misanthropes in reality merely substituted separation from 

society for social judgment. At the basis of society was 

still the need for good-natured interaction. In Letter 

XXXVI of the Citizen of the World, Goldsmith remarks that 

social ceremonies are "merely artificial helps which 

ignorance assumes in order to imitate politeness," but 

that true politeness is the result of "good sense and good 

nature" (p. 148). Good sense, of course, means prudence, 

and Goldsmith created another Parson Adams in his novel 

Vicar of Wakefield to exemplify the problems of the good-

natured man who lacks prudence. Primrose, the vicar, 

preaches sermons which, like those of Parson Adams, 

present an idealistic, rather than a practical, view of 

the world. Hopkins notes that the entire twenty-third 

chapter of the Vicar of Wakefield, containing the sermon 

of Primrose while in prison, "is a burlesque of optimistic 

idealism that underrates the difficulty of putting theory 

into practice because it fails to take into consideration 

the fallibility of human n a t u r e . I n direct contrast 

to Primrose is Sir William Thornhill, "a gentleman who has 

added the virtue of prudence to a love for mankind which 

20Hopkins, p. 215. 
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in his youthful days made him the victim of 'sickly 

sensibility."'21 Sir William, like Fielding's characters 

Wilson in Joseph Andrews, Allworthy in Tom Jones, and 

Sir George Boncour in The Fathers, functions as a mentor 

character who is at the same time a blood relative to the 

good-natured, but imprudent, hero. Such a familial mentor 

is also found in Goldsmith's drama The Good-Natured Man, 

written during the winter of 1766 and first acted 

January 29, 1768. In neither this drama nor in his novel 

does Goldsmith reject the tenets of benevolism as outlined 

by Shaftesbury, the Latitudinarians, or Fielding; rather, 

Goldsmith rejects false or sickly benevolence in favor of 

a rational exercise of good nature, and the mentor 

represents that rational judgment which the good-natured 

hero lacks. The mentor for the benevolent Honeywood in 

The Good-Natured Man is also a Sir William—Sir William 

Honeywood, who likes his nephew despite Honeywood's 

extravagant habit of imprudent generosity. In the final 

scene of the play, Sir William analyzes his nephew s 

faults in much the same way that Allworthy analyzes the 

faults of his nephew, Tom Jones: 

I saw with indignation the errors of a mind that 
only sought applause from others; that easiness o± 
disposition, which, though inclined to the right, 
had not courage to condemn the wrong._ I saw with 
regret those splendid errors, that still took name 

PI 
Thompson, p. 105. 
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from some neighboring duty; your charity, "that was 
but injustice; your benevolence, that was but 
weakness; and your friendship, but credulity._ I saw 
with regret great talents and extensive learning 
employed to add sprightliness to_error, and increase 
your perplexities• I saw your mind with a thousand 
natural charms, but the greatness of its beauty 
served only to heighten my pity for its prosti 
tution. (p. 640) 

Sir William's assessment of his nephew's faults does not 

preclude an admiration for his nephew's virtues, which 

Sir William acknowledges from the beginning. In the 

first scene of the play, he says, "There are some faults 

so nearly allied to excellence, that we can scarce weed 

out the vice without eradicating the virtue" (p. 611). 

Furthermore, Sir William in the same scene makes clear 

that it is not the philosophy of benevolism, but rather 

an imprudent exercise of good nature which he condemns in 

Honeywood. Addressing the faithful servant Jarvis, Sir 

William remarks, 

Don't let us ascribe his faults to his philosophy, 
I entreat you. No, Jarvis, his good-nature arises 
rather from his fears of offending the importunate, 
than his desire of making the deserving happy. rnr.\ 

(p. 610) 

True benevolence, Goldsmith maintains, must have a worthy 

object; false benevolence springs from a desire to please 

everyone, with little regard to merit. In the last 

speech of the play, Honeywood discovers his errors and 

vows to reform, much as Tom does in the final scenes of 

Tom Jones: 
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Yes, sir, I now too plainly perceive my errors; my 
vanity in attempting to please all "by fearing to 
offend any; my meanness, in approving folly lest: 
fools should disapprove. Henceforth, therefore, it 
shall be my study to reserve my pity for real 
distress; my friendship for true merit; and my love 
for her, who first taught me what it is to be happy^.^ 

Like Tom, Honeywood is blessed with a marriage for love 

to a deserving woman; Goldsmith approves Honeywood s 

natural goodness while yet condemning the imprudence which 

could so easily be the hero's undoing. 

In a similar fashion Goldsmith's contemporary 

Sheridan introduces the theme of imprudent good nature in 

his drama, The School for Scandal (first acted in 1777)• 

Both Sheridan and Goldsmith are well-known for their 

attacks against sentimental comedy. The introduction of 

good-natured but excessively tender-hearted heroes is in 

part a way to comment upon the sentimental excesses which 

these playwrights deplored in the drama of their contem-

poraries. On the other hand, both Sheridan and Goldsmith 

"treat ideas of benevolence and pity relatively seriously 

in their portrayal of a character whose qualifications 

are closely related to such ideals—the good-natured 

hero."22 In the two brothers Charles and Joseph Surface 

in the School for Scandal, Sheridan portrays foil 

22Elizabeth Yearling, "The Good-Natured Heroes of 
Cumberland, Goldsmith, and Sheridan," MLR, 67 (1972), 
490. 
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characters with a purpose similar to that of Fielding in 

his juxtaposition of the good-natured Tom with the saintly 

hypocrite Blifil. Charles is dissipated and lacks 

judgment, but is thoroughly good-hearted and generous. 

Joseph, on the other hand, leads an apparently moral life, 

is a youthful prodigy of prudence and piety, but is in 

reality trying to seduce Lady Teazle, wife of his uncle's 

best friend. Sir Oliver Surface is a mentor relative who 

eventually distinguishes between the true virtue of 

Charles and the hypocrisy of Joseph, rewarding the former 

with his fortune. Joseph, another Blifil, spouts moral 

aphorisms, but does not fool Lady Sneerwell, who says, 

"I know him to be artful, selfish, and malicious in 

short, a sentimental knave.Joseph's moral utterances 

not only highlight his hypocrisy, but also enable Sheridan 

to point out, through irony, "that the fine sentiments 

beloved of eighteenth-century audiences can conceal low 

villainy."^ The sentiments so well-liked by eighteenth-

century audiences are the point of attack for both 

Sheridan and Goldsmith, whose good-natured heroes also 

resemble such characters as Belcour in Richard 

^Richard Brinsley Sheridan, The School for Scandal 
in Restoration and Eighteenth—Century Comedy, ed. Scott 
McMillin (New Yorlc: ¥. W. Norton, Inc., 1973), Act I, 
scene 1, p. 280. 

2ZfYearling, p. 496. 
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Cumberland's drama The West Indian. In comparing these 

heroes, Yearling concludes that what Goldsmith and 

Sheridan attack is 

not the sentimentalist philosophy, but the debased 
sentimentality of the species to which The West 
Indian . . . belongs; a species which adds to the 
principal ideas of benevolence and virtue, a delight 
in prolonged sentimental scenes such as the flawed 
but good hero's repentance.2-? 

The reaction of such writers as Goldsmith, Sheridan, 

and Smollett to what they considered an unrealistic and 

unhealthy use of sentiment for sentiment's sake should 

not be misconstrued as a rejection of the ethics of 

Shaftesbury or even of Hutcheson. Both Shaftesbury and 

Hutcheson had imposed rationality as a check to the 

emotions. The confusion which apparently exists con-

cerning what Shaftesbury and Hutcheson actually proposed 

in their philosophical works has led to a faulty emphasis 

upon the more emotional aspects of their theories of 

morality,' and thus they are considered the "fathers" of 

sentimentalism in the eighteenth century. Unlike the 

proposals made by these philosophers that rational social 

action is one of the most important aspects of prudent 

ethical behavior, sentimental literature rejects scenes 

of rational, prudent action in favor of scenes in which 

pathetic action insures the tears of the audience. 

^Yearling, p. 500. 
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Neither the philosophy of Shaftesbury nor the theology of 

the Latitudinarians made weeping charity a virtue or 

condoned the excesses of the man of feeling. Rather, it 

is an unsophisticated popularizing of benevolist ethics 

which accounts for the decadent version of good nature 

found often in the literature of the latter half of the 

century. R. S. Crane, with references to passages from 

the Scottish moralist David Fordyce and to the work of an 

anonymous essayist comments on the development of senti-

mentality: 

The identification of virtue with acts of benevolence 
and still more with the feelings of universal good-
will which inspire and accompany those acts; the 
assumption that such "good Affections" are the 
natural and spontaneous growth of the heart of man 
uncorrupted by habits of vice; the anti-stoical 
praise of sensibility—"it may be questioned whether 
those are properly men, who never weep upon any 
occasion"; the complacent emphasis on the "pleasing 
Anguish, that sweetly melts the Mind, and terminates 
in a Self-approving Joy": these . . . were the 
distinguishing "notes" of the philosophy which found 
expression, between the seventeen—thirties and the 
seventeen-nineties, in the sentimental heroes 
heroines of countless English novels, plays, and 
dramas.^ 

The dress in which the ethics of good nature and 

benevolence appeared by the last quarter of the eighteenth 

century differs considerably from what is observed in the 

philosophy and literature prior to mid-century. Advocacy 

of prudence and the exercise of reason disappears from 

26"Suggestions Toward a Genealogy of the Man of 
Feeling," ELH, 1 (1934), 206. 
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popular literature in favor of excessive sensibility. 

The way is "being prepared for the emergence of the 

romantic hero, whose melancholic sensitivity leads to 

considerable inertia. The wilting, self-absorbed romantic 

hero contrasts strongly with the busy, public-minded man 

of affairs praised so often earlier in the century by 

writers of the novel and of the periodical. The movement 

toward a romantic vision of man's estate can be seen 

particularly in the literary "renaissance" experienced in 

Scotland in the closing years of the century. Scots of 

this era were of major importance in the shaping of 

literary trends that would establish romanticism, among 

them were David Hume, Adam Smith, Sir Walter Scott, and 

Robert Burns. But a more influential figure in popular 

literature was Henry Mackenzie, who edited the Mirror 

(1779-1780) and the Lounger (1785-1787), periodicals 

which disseminated short stories, essays, and reviews 

which dealt with sensibility as a literary, moral, and 

psychological phenomenon. These periodicals display an 

extraordinary range of subject matter and of critical 

opinion5 they reflect better than almost any other publi-

cations of the time both an acceptance of pre-Romantic 

sentimentality and at the same time vestiges of the 

rationality which had characterized the first half of the 

eighteenth century. Mackenzie has puzzled critics who 
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wish to categorize his work "by some neat formula. Ernest 

Tuveson finds in Mackenzie "a puzzling combination of 
27 

idealistic sensibility and hard-headed prudence." 

Mackenzie's best—known novels, Man of Feeling (1771) and 

Ifen of tiie World (1773), exhibit the same conflicting 

interests as may be found in Mackenzie's periodicals. 

Harley, hero of the first novel, is a man whose fine 

sensibilities and generous, good-natured soul make him a 

misfit in the coarse world. Billy Annesley, of Man of the 

World, is, like Tom Jones, a spirited boy who is led 

astray by worldly pleasures and by Sindal, the villain and 

protagonist; Sindal, like Blifil of Tom Jones, is a 

prudent hypocrite, whose lack of sensibility and pre-

tensions to sentiment provide him with an ability to turn 

things to his favor. However, unlike Blifil, Sindal is 

washed clean at the last minute by an unrealistic peni-

tence.28 Mackenzie's last novel, Julia de Roubigne 

(1777), also displays a struggle between sentiment and 

reason. According to Sir Walter Scott, Mackenzie confided 

as his purpose in the writing of Julia 
the composition of a story, in which the characters 
should all be naturally virtuous, and where the 
calamities of the catastrophe should arise, as 

27„The importance of Shaftesbury," ELH, 20 (1953), 
294. 

28Thompson emphasizes the sentimentality of this 
ending, in his Scottish Man of Feeling, p. 135. 



365 

frequently happens in actual life, not out of schemes 
of premeditated villainy, but from the excess and 
over-indulgence of passions and feelings, in them-
selves blameless, nay, praiseworthy, but which, 
encouraged to a morbid excess, and coming into 
fortuitous concourse with each other, lead to the 
most disastrous consequences.29 

Mackenzie's recognition of the harm done by emotions 

carried to extremes and his realization that a man of 

feeling such as I-iarley could not tolerate, or be tolerated 

by, a world less than utopian, indicate that Mackenzie was 

not purely a sentimentalist. Although several of the 

moral tales which he wrote for the Mirror and for the 

Lounger are as sentimental as any to be found in the 

eighteenth century,Mackenzie as a literary critic 

frequently objected to novels and dramas which he felt 

debased sentiment into mere sensationalism. In Lounger, 

Number 20, Mackenzie objects to literary enthusiasm in a 

way reminiscent of Shaftesbury's objections to religious 

enthusiasm: 

In the enthusiasm of sentiment there is much the same 
danger as in the enthusiasm of religion, of substitu-
ting certain impulses and feelings of what might be 
called a visionary kind, in the place of real prac-
tical duties, which in morals, as in theology, we 
might not improperly denominate good works. In 

2^As quoted by Thompson, p. 148. 

3°See particularly the "Story of La Roche," Mirror, 
Nos. 42-44. in The British Essayists, ed. Robert Lyman 
(London, 1827), XXIV, 162-74; "Father Nicholas," Lounger, 
Nos. 82-84, op. cit., XXV, 408-21. Subsequent references 
to these periodicals are to this edition, documented in 
the text by volume and page number. 
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morals, as in religion, there are not wanting 
instances of refined, sentimentalists, who are 
contented with talking of virtues which they never 
practice, who pay in words what they owe in actions, 
or, perhaps, what is fully as dangerous, who open 
their minds to impressions which never have any 
effect upon their conduct. . . . This separation of 
conscience from feeling is a depravity of the most 
pernicious sort. . . . Of youth it is essential to 
preserve the imagination sound as well as_pure, and 
not allow them to forget, amidst the intricacies of 
sentiment, or the dreams of sensibility, the truths 
of reason, or the laws of principle. (XXV, 94-95) 

Mackenzie fears that sentimental novels may dramatize 

sensibility and thus encourage youth to ignore the more 

practical forms of morality. Robert D. Mayo suggests 

that, in Mackenzie's eyes, such novels pose a multiple 

threat: 

In the first place, such novels tend to create a 
perverted system of ethics, in which the proper 
hierarchy of virtues and excellencies is confused, 
and lesser duties are exalted over higher. In other 
words, in sentimental fiction the "virtues of senti-
ment," like love, friendship, and compassion, are 
placed in competition with the superior claims of 
parental duty, justice, and prudence, and the result 
is a blurring of moral values in their proper scale. 
. . . A still greater danger is the tendency to 
separate ideals from action. . . . Sentimental 
novels are a form of escape. . . . Furthermore, such 
works tend to subvert reason and common sense by 
filling the mind with false and inflated ideas of 
happiness.31 

Mackenzie's belief that separating conscience from 

feeling, or action from thought, was morally damaging, 

31The English Novel in the Magazines, 1740-1815 
(Evanston7 Illinois: Northwestern University Press, 
1962), p. 145. The objections made by Mackenzie are 
typical of those found in many periodicals of the time, 
according to Mayo. 
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may have led him to write what is probably the first essay 

which views Hamlet as a man of sensitivity in an environ-

ment which unhinges his principles of actions (Mirror, 

No. 39, XXIV, 152-55). Tuveson considers Mackenzie's 

essay on Hamlet to be a proposal "that reason is a power 

of the mind," that giving way to despair invites misan-

thropism, and that "in the imperfect state of society in 

which we find ourselves, it is the part of prudence to 
32 

adjust ourselves with cheerfulness and good humor." In 

the final analysis Henry Mackenzie, who wrote during the 

last decades of the eighteenth century when sensibility 

was in vogue, concerns himself with precisely the same 

questions which Fielding, Smollett, Goldsmith, and Sheridan 

explored in their treatments of the good-natured hero who 

lacks prudence. Mackenzie's men of feeling seem, like 

Hamlet, unable to cope with their environments, but, 

unlike Goldsmith's Drybone or Smollett's Bramble, they do 

not become misanthropic. Rather, they perish, psycho-

logically incapable of adopting a stoic attitude. Yet 

the distance between Smollett and Mackenzie is not per-

haps so great as Thompson suggests when he says that "of 

the two Scots who made reputation in the fiction of the 

eighteenth century, Smollett is the least sentimental 

•^Tuveson, p. 293. 
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novelist of his time, Mackenzie the most sentimental." 

Smollett railed against a world which was unfit to appre-

ciate the truly good-natured man; Mackenzie warned against 

a loss of balance between sentiment and reason which would 

render the good-natured man unfit for the world. Both 

writers recognize the impracticality of an irrational 

sentimentalist philosophy in a rational, unsentimental 

world. 

Good nature, in the hands of the sentimentalists, had, 

by the close of the eighteenth century, assumed grotesque 

configurations unlike anything which Shaftesbury, Addison, 

or Fielding would have recognized. No longer a social 

virtue which exhibited itself in good works, good nature 

had become merely an innate sensitivity, a weeping, 

pathetic response to the ills of the world. No longer 

restrained by prudence, good nature became an excessive 

display of emotions. A few writers refused to follow the 

trend which would lead eventually to the vogue of the 

romantic hero, a misfit in a practical world; among these 

the most important is Jane Austen, whose Sense and 

Sensibility (written between 1797 and 1799; published in 

1811), reflects in its title exactly the elements which 

were at war by the end of the century. In this novel, 

Austen's foil characters, Marianne and Elinor, demonstrate 

•^Thompson, p. 98. 
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the difference between good nature unaccompanied by 

prudence and good nature accompanied by prudence. Gilbert 

Ryle summarizes their roles in this way: 

Marianne and Elinor are alike in that their feelings 
are deep and genuine. The difference is that 
Marianne lets her joy, anxiety or grief so over-
whelm her that she behaves like a person crazed. 
Elinor keeps her head. She continues to behave as 
she knows she should behave. She is deeply_grieved 
or worried, but she does not throw to the winds all 
considerations of duty, prudence, decorum or good 
taste. She is sensitive and sensible, in our sense 
of the latter adjective 

Marianne is a sentimental heroine; Elinor, however, is 

created in the tradition of Fielding's Amelia and all the 

other good-natured women who exhibit prudence in the 

novels of the eighteenth century. 

The history of good nature and prudence in the 

eighteenth century is essentially also the history of the 

literature of that age. To good nature and prudence are 

devoted countless pages of theology, philosophy, poetry, 

drama, and fiction. The moral tone and choice of subject 

matter of much of that literature depends upon the view 

taken by the writer of the function of good nature and 

prudence as virtues. To fully appreciate the ethical 

dimensions inherent in the literature of the eighteenth 

century it is necessary to understand the moral bias of 

Jane Austen and the Moralists," Oxford Review, 1 
(1966). rpt. in English Literature and British Philosophy, 
ed. S. P. Rosenbaum (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1971), p. 169. 
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an author, a "bias best ascertained by a study of the 

treatment he accords good nature and prudence. 



APPENDIX 

ADDITIONAL ARTICLES ON GOOD NATURE OR ON RELATED MATTERS 

APPEARING IN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY PERIODICALS: 

A FINDING LIST 

The following items are alphabetically arranged 

according to the titles of the periodicals rather than by 

author or by article, since neither the author's name nor 

the title of the article might be conveniently located in 

most micro-form sets or in conventional bibliographies. 

Furthermore, most of the articles are either anonymous or 

of questioned authorship, and the titles are standardized 

and repetitious. Reprints made in other eighteenth-

century journals have been mentioned, where possible, to 

indicate the popularity of a given article. Essays of 

major writers such as Fielding, Goldsmith, et al. have 

been excluded, as these may be found in standard collected 

works. This list is merely representative, not exhaustive, 

but should provide an indication of the direction taken by 

essayists in popular journals in dealing with good nature 

and prudence. 

Two of the more important sources for this list are 

R. W. Babcock's article, "Benevolence, Sensibility, and 

Sentiment in Some Eighteenth-Century Periodicals," MLN, 62 

371 
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(ig47), 394-96, and Robert D. Mayo's exhaustive bibli-

ography for The English Novel in the Magazines, 1740-1813 

(Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press, 1962). 

Adventurer. A series by John Hawkesworth recounting the 
story of Eugenio by "Benevolus," Nos. 64-66, 70 
(June 16-July 17, 1753). Rpt. Scots, XVI (May, 
1754); Weekly Amusement, III (1766); New Gleaner, II 
(1810). 

Analytical Review. A poem "On Benevolence," I (1788), 
343; "On Sensibility," V (1789), 356; a review of 
sermons by P. Houghton, XII (1792), 414. 

The Bee. An "Essay on Delicacy of Sentiment," (Edinburgh, 
1792), p. 201. 

British Critic. Exerpts from Fawcett's Sermons (on 
benevolence), VIII (1796), 230. 

British Magazine, ed. Sir John Hill. "The Moralist" (on 
prudence), No. 41 (March, 1749). 

British Magazine (2). "Essay on Benevolence," III (1762), 
2¥. 

Caledonian (2). "The Beggar's Tale," signed "Philan-
thropos," V (December, 1790). Rpt. Monthly Visitor, 
XIV (1801). 

Critical Review. An article on benevolence, IX (1760), 4; 
"The Benevolent Man," XL (1775), 263; poem, "The 
Triumph of Benevolence," LXIII (1787), 156; poem, 
"Essay on Sensibility," LXVIII (1789), 444; review 
of A Dissertation on the Theory and Practice of 
Benevolence, LXXXIII U795), 296. 

Dublin Journal. Criticisms of Mandeville by Frances 
Hutcheson, Nos. 45-47 (February 4-18, 1725). 

Edinburgh (2). "The Effects of Sensibility, a True 
Story," new series III (March-April, 1794). 

European Magazine. "A Comparison between Laughing and 
Sentimental Comedy," IX (1786), 97; "Extraordinary 
Benevolence," X (1786), 307, 466. 
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Female Spectator. "History of Doriraon and Alithea," VI 
[1744),356-83 (the sub-title is "The Happy Conse-
quences Which Result from Good Nature"); "The Lady's 
Revenge," XIV (1745), 103-19; "Misfortunes of 
Aleena," XIV (1745), 65-101; "Triumph of Fortitude 
and Patience over Barbarity and Deceit, a True 
History," XXII (1745), 191-250, rpt. Weekly Enter-
tainer, V (February 14-March 28, 1785) and Glasgow 
Miscellany, II (1800), 25-50. 

General. "The Delights of Benevolence," V (February-
November, 1791). 

Hibernian Magazine• "Description of Sensibility," (1781), 
p. 440; "Benevolence," (1788), p. 719; "Of Affected 
Sensibility," (1788), p. 90; "On Unaffected Sensi-
bility," from Blair's sermons, (1790), p. 132; "The 
Birth of Sensibility," (1799), p. 172. 

Lady's Magazine. "Thoughts on the Word Sentimental," III 
Tl772) 305; "Inconveniences of Sensibility," IV 
(1773), 251; "On Sensibility," IX (1778), 396; "The 
Fortunate Foundling," a novelette in ten parts, XIV 
(1783), XV (1784), XVI (1785); "Reflections on the 
Harmony of Sensibility and Reason," XV (1784), 20; 
"Benevolence Rewarded, or the History of Miss Harriet 
Worthy, a Moral Tale," XV (1784), XVI (1785); "The 
Miseries of Improper Education, or the History of 
the Family of the Leverets, Taken from Real Life," 
XX (1789); "On the Word Sentiment," XXIII (1792), 
301; "Benevolence Rewarded, a Tale," XXVI (1795). 

London Magazine. "Benevolence and Public Spirit," I v 
(1732), 236; "Lord Shaftesbury Vindicated," I (1732), 
135; "Benevolence and Friendship," II (1733), 192; 
"Selfish and Mercenary Spirit Now Prevailing," XIV 
(1745), 218; "Generosity and Benevolence," XVI 
(1747), 282; Essays on Benevolent Society Pro-
ceedings, XXXIX (1770), 28, 88, 137, 202, 600; Review 
of The Benevolent Man, XLIV (1775), 594; "On Benevo-
lence, " XLIX (178017"30. 

Looker-On. "Modern Sensibility," No. 62 (1792). 

Lounger. "The Story of Colonel Caustic," by Henry 
Mackenzie, Nos. 4, 6, 14, 31-33 (1785); "The Power of 
Corrupt Society and False Shame over the Natural 
Feelings of Virtue. The Story of Father Nicholas," 
by Henry Mackenzie, Nos. 82-84 (1786); on false 
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benevolence, No. 77 (1785); essay on sensibility 
carried "too far ("to animals), No. 90 (1786). Of "the 
above, the story of Father Nicholas was reprinted 
nine times by 1806. 

Mirror. Essay on a good—hearted man who is irresponsible, 
No. 23 (1779-1780); The "Story of La Roche," Nos. 
42-44 (1779-1780); on imposition by friends, No. 78 
(1779-1780); the duties of the great, No. 91 
(1779-1780); "Story of Emilia," No. 101 (1779-1780). 

Monthlv Magazine. "Ought Sensibility to be Cherished or 
Repressed?" II (1796), 706. 

Monthly Review. "Man of Benevolence," LXXXI (I789h 460; 
translation of a German essay on benevolence, X 
(1793), 534; "On Benevolence," in Essays b^ a Society 
at Exeter X, XXII (1797), 6. 

Museum, or the Literary and Historical Register. "Benevo-
lence, " I (1746),414. 

New Memoirs of Literature. "Beneficence and Liberality," 
II (17257,-^ 

Observer. "Memoirs of a Sentimentalist," Nos. 10*4, 105 
(1785-1786). 

Scots Magazine. "Female Humility and Benevolence," XXVIII 
(1766), 113; "An Essay on Sensibility," by a Lady, 
XLIX (1787), 34. 

Sentimental. "Benevolence and Gratitude; a Novel," III 
(October-December, 1775). Rpt. Caledonian Magazine 
and Review, II (November 14-28, 1783). 

Town and Country. "The Woman of Feeling, a Sentimental 
Fragment," VI (1774), VII (1775). 

Universal Magazine. "Essay on Good Nature," VI (1750), 
257; "Danger of Breaking the Laws of Benevolence," 
IX (1751), 257; "Benevolence of the Deity," XIV 
(1753), 157; "Charms and Rewards of Virtue in 
Distress . . . Shewing the Effects of Education," 
XXIV (1759); "Unhappy Consequences of an Unprin-
cipled Education . . . by a Lady," LII (1773); 
"Whitsun-Holiday, or the Good Uncle. A Moral Tale, 
Never Before Published," LIV (1774); "On Delicacy, a 
Sentiment," LXII (1778), 172; "Pleasures of Benevo-
lence," LXVIII (1781), 150; "Benevolence 
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Recommended," LXVIII (1781), 345; "Selfishness and 
Benevolence Compared," LXIX (1781), 228; "Sensi-
bility," LXXI (1782), 29; "Instances of Delicate 
Benevolence," LXXI (1782), 304; "On the Difference 
Between Romantic and Sentimental Characters," LXXVII 
(1785), 288; "Instances of Benevolence," LXXIX (1786), 
272; "Benevolence," LXXX (1787), 254; "Of Affected 
Sensibility," LXXXI (1787), 347; "On Unaffected 
Sensibility," LXXXVI (1790), 60; "The Atonements of 
Sensibility, a Novel," LXXXVIII (1791); "The Culti-
vation of Philosophy or Virtuous Sensibility 
Necessary to Consistency of Character and Conduct," 
XC (1792). 

Universal Museum, (new series) "Danger of the Passions. 
ArT~AiTegorTcal Tale," V (November-December, 1769). 
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