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Introduction

InThe Silent Partnerby Elizabeth Stuart Phelps, first published in 1871, two main
characters, Perley Kelso, an upper-class woman and mill owner, and Sip Garthmalpoor
worker, gaze into the growing dusk at a street filled with mill folk. As Peviyghes the crowd,
she tells Sip, “One would think . . . that they had no homes” (118). Sip responds: “They have
houses.” Perley assumes that these mill workers have homes becausetimelydildings; Sip,
an experienced worker, reveals that the idea of a home is an unfamiliar cortbeget
inhabitants. Perley cannot fathom why these folk would prefer the streeirtsupgosedly
more private spaces, while Sip’s insertion that they hausesuggests that the streets might
actually be more preferable than their living conditions. Throughout the late mitneteatury,
while the authors of numerous handbooks and advice manuals propounded the significance of
the home and women'’s roles within it, texts such as Phelps’s demonstrate thebiitpasfs
this home for everyone, particularly members of the working class.

These advice manuals spoke solely to the middle-class female reader, ignaesydhe
society that could not possess the ideal home. Immigrant, manual-labor, ar@hAmerican
women all found themselves excluded—financially, racially, and culturallgrm-the roles
middle-class women supposedly fulfilled and the homes they stereoty@iopilyed; by these
middle-class standards, the working class of all races and African &angrin general were
homdess Although these manuals and handbooks ignored anyone this ideal excluded, the
women authors | examine—Elizabeth Stuart Phel@hm Silent Partne(1871); Louisa May
Alcott in Work: A Story of Experienq@873); and Frances E. W. Harpetafa Leroy, or
Shadows Uplifte@1892)—reveal these exclusions and particularly demonstrate

complications of the ideals of home and women'’s place there. Like the mill warkenglips’s
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text, all of the main female characters in these novels labor, and the spacekdbéyelate
directly to their work; in fact, in many wayisecausehey work they cannot attain the ideal
middle-class home as it is prescribed. At the same time, however, thess alsitereveal the
home to be a powerful ideology that their characters embrace, as they lorgjedlusespace

for themselves and, ultimately, to some extent are able to do so. In every cade, tthenay
authors revise notions of the home to accommodate these working women and their broader
perspectives.

While these women long to develop and attain a home for themselves, they also are
continually searching for a voice, identity, and greater purpose that theg &ad working
conditions have not provided; many of these conditions have acsilatigedthese women.
Thus, they must attempt to reconcile their pursuit of a home and all it offergwsitdesire to
gain their own voice and purpose, and they ultimately revise notions of the ideal hotaato at
that voice. InWork Christie announces to her friend and later husband David, as she tries to
determine why she cannot be the perfect, pious, silent woman that his mother enfibbdies,
keeping quiet is just what | cannot do” (Alcott 218). In a way, all of theseléerharacters
realize their inability to keep quiet, because there are just too many thadgkdy need to say.
They realize that their greater purpose is in speaking publicly to othermenmlevorkers, to
help bring about the moral and social improvement of their peers. As Harri¢teB&towe
would say, and as their speech demonstrates, these women are “developed infornatjler
(Crowfield 56). This development stems, not only from their home, as Stowe sufggsits
argue, from a combination of their labor and the (revised) home they finallyigstabl

Phelps, Alcott, and Harper show that the home and its ideals of behavior, education, and love

are necessary for these working women, so that they should not be excluded from isaftehe
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time, though, they widen the image of the home, redefining it in a way that includes and
empowers working women who gain their ultimate purpose through speaking beyondsits wal
My intention, then, is to analyze the spaces these characters inhabit, the wankisthelyp to
remain there, and particularly the ways they speak inside and then, finallgedbtg space, all

to explore the identity and power they gain from merging their labor with“th@nes.”

Current Scholarship

Home

Numerous critics have discussed the home in fairly recent scholarship. InlHeromen and
highly influential workBuilding the Drean{1981), Gwendolyn Wright looks at various types of
American housing. As she explains, although the isolated cottage reprebkertigrdal middle-
class dwelling, “there have always been several kinds of specializedibakifar people who
did not fit this mold” (xvi). She looks at these other structures, including slave rguarte
tenements, and apartment-hotels, and the ways people lived in theseedtspeates. Clifford
Edward Clark, Jr. also examines the link between the house and its residdrgsAimerican
Family Home(1986), looking specifically at the middle-class ideal of the home from 1800 to
1960 and the ways specific house types adapted to the changing middle-clpsdHami
compares prescriptive literature and its decisive ideals with the aekai@nship between
families and their houses, showing that though the actual did not correspond widtegbgype,
it still did little to hinder the circulation of that ideal. Glenna Matthews l@ikse home in a
different way, tracing the cultural history of American domesticitjust a Housewifél987).
Like Clark, she focuses on middle-class families and shows that by migentiecentury,

American domesticity had “turned the middle-class house into a home” (17). Maghggests
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that domesticity’s ideals elevated the woman and her domestic work argtrstresd her
influence and activism, both inside and outside the home during this time.

Other scholars have discussed the home more recently. ClaudieDiatesstic Allegories of
Political Desire(1992) looks at how black women authors during post-Reconstruction used
domestic novels as “entry points” into the intellectual and political world frorohwthiey, as
black women, were otherwise excluded (5). She argues that these women idealizttitipme
to represent social order and promote social advancement for African Anseas a way to
improve their extremely limited conditions. Home(1993), edited by Arien Mack, numerous
scholars discuss the ideology of home in enlightening ways, both “its meanicgratsah
human idea as well as the crises engendered by its loss” through homelessmesationa]2).

In this work, Kim Hopper discusses homelessness, and the “cultural imbo” homeless peopl
occupy, as outside society’s (private) spaces. Gwendolyn Wright eosigiree ideal of home, as
it exists both as a universal longing and a cultural norm that defines spaleiiand places.
Most interestingly for my study, Tamara K. Hareven looks at the home hidligrimzth for
middle-class and working-class families. She shows that for workersmine éxisted as a
resource and a much more flexible and diverse space than for the middle dassiihDown
the Hous€1995), Valerie Sweeney Prince also looks at the significance of the homéainidl w
meant specifically for African Americans in the twentieth century.e&{pains that the
opportunities and justice African Americans pursued throughout the twentieth cesanryée
described as a quest for home” (xii). Prince argues that authors agtitidatcharacters’
perpetual search for home and belonging through blues expression and the useyofthiee ci
kitchen, and the womb to represent the differences between the houses they have andsthe home

they desire but can never attain.
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In her recent and decidedly relevant work on urban domesAtigome in the City2005),
Betsy Klimasmith examines urban housing in both literature and Americaneci8tue explains
that urban living contrasted greatly to the stereotypical middle-class ottajje; it became the
“new anti-home,” and a place of connection and mingling (3). Klimasmyjnes that urban
domestic spaces—Ilike apartments, tenements, and hotels—"disrupted and foriewisretihe
notions of public and private space” that the middle-class home sought to keepesg)arat

These works have provided distinct insight into the significance of the home rerdiffe
stages of American history and the relationship between that home andbisamisa However,
much of this scholarship has focused solely on the middle class. Although some of thess schol
have considered the domestic spaces of the working class, African Americans, artdsunbba
general, much more remains to be said, particularly in relation to the workrthebdants do
and the living conditions of those not mentioned in these studies. Though scholars such as
Wright and Klimasmith discuss the residences of the tenements and the waxdctiratin them,
| would like to further examine the dwellings of other workers through litexd@b elucidate the
characters’ search for home in relation to their work. Similarly, | wok&ltb extend Prince’s
argument regarding African Americans’ constant pursuit of the ideal diotine to include the
late nineteenth century. Overall, | wish to use the novels | have chosen to exgarsttidars’
ideas of work, housing, and the home, examining more living conditions among diverse
characters to further discuss the ramifications of the domestic idehbk® excluded from that

space.

Work

Several texts especially provide a deeper understanding of women’s work inadAdueimng
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the end of the nineteenth century. In their early warlerica’s Working Womeii976),
Rosalyn Baxandall et al. provide a unique insight into the experiences of Ameooaen
laborers through primary narratives by and about them. From these documesuishting bring
together common trends, including the “continuity of traditional female occupaaodsthe
“multiplicity of women’s work” (xxiv). Teresa Amott and Julie Matthatafocus on this
multiplicity, though to a much more detailed degreeR&te, Gender, and Wo(k991), they
trace women’s working lives through American economic history, examinengrtique
oppressions experienced by women and men in the workplace and the ways geatlandac
ethnic, and class hierarchies affect women’s work. In this study, Amott attlddi combine an
extremely helpful general history of women’s labor with specific chagterdifferent races and
ethnicities of women, bringing clarity to the vastersity of working women'’s experiences.

In her workBelabored Profession005), Xiomara Santamarina particularly focuses on the
experience of the working African-American woman. She presents thévesraf four
African-American women workers who detail their varying work expees, showing that all
of these women felt entitled to a social and economic independence because of theyvork t
did. She argues that they used their narratives to demonstrate the resfyeatatlrking
women and the worthy contributions black women made to society.

All three of these sources discuss working women in different and quite hedgfil w
bringing forward unique working experiences for numerous types of woraen.tb compare
these texts to the characters’ labor in the literature | study and to usertiyzarison to further
extend the working woman’s experience in the late nineteenth century. Also, veiside t
scholars look solely at the work of these women, | wish to bring their homes into catisider

as well, showing the relation between the two.
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Speech

Because the dwelling spaces (and, therefore, labor) of the charalisersst directly
influence the speech they can or cannot express, | also wish to examine taeskihol
surrounding women'’s speech. Numerous scholars focus on this topic in two atestenlimg to
Silenceq1994), edited by Elaine Hedges and Shelley Fisher Fishkin, and similgraethors
respond to Tillie Olsen’Silencesand focus on the various silences women adiyein they
cannot actually speak. These critics look at silence “as presencealrgkase . . . as both
oppressive and empowering,” as both inside the text and outside it (6). Another aspect of
women’s speech that scholars have recently focused on is their public speechowayshave
moved beyond the private sphere and expressed themselves pubMdicda of the Nation
(1998), Caroline Field Levander examines women’s public speech, including feathbrship,
in nineteenth-century America. She argues that the discussions surroundimgaieevigice
play a crucial role in defining and enforcing “the social changes institutdtel®merging”
middle class, particularly related to masculinity and the public sphereeander suggests that
women'’s speech managed to undermine these social changes and that women veritels use
“revisionist” speech to contribute to public discussions (142).

Although these works and the discussions surrounding them highdigicularly crucial
aspects of women'’s speech and voice, no scholarship really focuses on another ésmpade of
language: the “private” speech that takes place within the home. Inutlys ktvish to look at
the language of women within this more private domestic space, examining lyovathand
cannot express themselves within their habitations and the identities that develop or do not

develop because of that expression. | also intend to compare that speech tolthelfaeraaters’
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speech that exists outside of their houses and ultimately empowers them, lodlkeng at
connections and, more importantly, the differences between them, to highlighatioasaip

between these characters’ “homes” and their emerging identities.

Historical and Social Context

Home
The Ideal Home

The second half of the nineteenth century witnessed several significanirshiftidle-class
housing, based on the developing middle-class ideologies surrounding the home. From 1820 to
1860, the number of people living in cities skyrocketed 797%, particularly as the number of
immigrants surged, heightening the sense of crime, poverty, violence, an6graignness”
that threatened the stability and security of the middle class (Clatk_bSated in the suburbs,
middle-class homes removed their inhabitants from the threat of theatigos and instability
(Klimasmith). Because the home served as a means of escape and removslemptesized a
domestic architecture that elevated what the middle-class socidtyabtain that city-dwellers
supposedly could not, architecture that created “a sense of protection andiams@rtdeling of
closeness and cooperation, and, most importantly, a greater appreciation of agugyid be
(Vaux 763). The houses that resulted from these emphases represented tbhanAviietiorian
style of profuse ornamentation and exaggerated detail. Residents used tlsithoaveal their
artistic expression and individuality, a means of reinforcing theus{®cDannell 173) and,
therefore, their distance and difference from the threatening city.

From its inception, the ideal home that these writers “sentimentalizéjdfher 4) served as

the very “antithesis of the sprawling and chaotic city” (Clark 97). By meiatwary, domestic
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architects and plan-book writers were emphasizing that the middtehdase reinforced all of
the attributes the city was threatening, “stressing how properly dddignises would stabilize
society, attest to the moral development of the owners . . . and help improve socrggg’at la
(24-25). Because “Victorian writers emphasized thahthese itselEhaped the character of its
inhabitants,” architecture and house layout were essential in stabilizingdtke-class ideals in
flux (McDannell 164). For example, Gervase Wheeler writes in 185®imes of the People, in
Suburb and CountryThe great evil of the present American architecture is that it is
indefinable” (6). Architects and plan-book authors emphasized the definability ofdyeasfbr
the Victorian home, elevating seclusion and separation. Designetsdrsiat this home be
located either in the suburbs (so that men could commute to the city via newly-deygloplic
transportation) or the country (1). What Women Should Knda873), female writer E. B.
Duffey advises families, “let them by all means isolate themséioen the outside world, so
that the home shall be something distinct and apart from it” (116). These plan-book and advice
manual authors assume that the home exists in isolation: “[tlhose familibe Yound happiest
who have thus secluded themselves.” For these prescriptivists, happiness, dmckthredelle-
class security and identity, relied on the Victorian home’s seclusion frooh#wos surrounding
and threatening it.

Not only were these houses meant to be entirely secluded, literally sectioaed of
boundary from the crowded city, designers also stressed the definabdaglofoom and the
separation between publicity and privacy. In Heuse and Home Pape($865), Stowe laments
that some houses have been “so rambling and haphazard in the disposal of rooms, so sunless anc
cheerless and wholly without snugness or privacy, as to make it seem impossiel@ tjoyous,

generous, rational, religious family-life in them” (Crowfield 272). Prywvand separation defined
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this middle-class ideal, to the point that family life relied on them. Edith ihand Ogden
Codman, Jr. explain ifihe Decoration of Hous€4902), “Each room in a house has its
individual uses,” and “whatever the uses of a room, they are seriously interfdréitvibe not
preserved as a small world by itself’ (25). These rooms were direadlydiprivacy, for certain
rooms (the vestibule, hall, and specifically the parlor, in respectively dinmg levels of
publicity) existed to be public, and others (the kitchen, the bedrooms, the familyrsiting
and the servant areas) solely existed for the private use of the householg, & théts
intimates (Clark 32). Rooms progressively became more private from the fronthafiube to
the back, and then from the first floor to the second, so that the sitting room waslgener
located at the back of the first floor and the bedrooms upstairs. For this reasencé&ldartley
in The Ladies’ Book of Etiquet{@860) advises young middle-class ladies to “never go up stairs
uninvited” (85). Because middle-class Victorians required privacy and seclusemaomr
defined as middle class, and particularly to serve as a direct contrastlii@ eityich
supposedly violated all means of privacy, these homes represented thesepapatblic and
private and reinforced the ability of these middle-class residents to igategives.

In this defined and particularly apportioned space of the home, “every individual hadya cle
defined place” as well, an ideal that, again, directly opposed the city dappidally merged
spaces. The preservation of the home purportedly relied on husband and wife (and so,
presumably, father and mother) fulfilling their delineated roles. As Ga&hktr Beecher and
Harriet Beecher Stowe explainTine American Woman’s HoniE869), the father “undergoes
toil and self-denial to provide a home, and then the mother becomes a self-sgdafarer to
train its inmates” (24). The wife and mother’'s main positions within the home ®zhass “the

chief educator of our race, and the prime minister of the family state” A4HBeecher and
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Stowe’s use of “chief” and “prime” suggests, the elevation of the homeaatsml women’s

roles within it, particularly as prescriptivists saw middle-class oparticipating in the

essential role of raising future citizens through the homes they cfedtmudever, Beecher and
Stowe clearly aim to elevate the woman within this domestic sphere and ndeadtjtas they

argue that there has been “too gretgralency of the age to make the education of woman anti-
domestic” (234} Similarly, Stowe explains, “Homes are the work of art peculiar to the genius of
woman. Marhelpsin this work, but woman leads” (77). These two authors clearly aim to bring
value to woman'’s status within the home and her (what is often called “inVjddiler there,

but not beyond its wall$.

By elevating the privacy and separation of this middle-class home and its lesindar
prescriptive writers could then elevate everything that the home cameadda@tand uphold.
Especially since Victorian writers argued that the house created orddntie development of
proper character in its inhabitants, the haame to be the tangiblepresentationf middle-
class ideals. As Hollander and others demonstrat®me no word is as loaded asmein all
the Romance languages (38); in the Victorian era, particularly, it came torbdaaded and
significant than perhaps ever before. Stowe deschibegin this way: “The word home has in
it the elements of love, rest, permanency, and liberty; but besides these itthhs idaa of an
education by which all that is purest within us is developed into nobler forms, fit fgher hi
life” (Crowfield 56). Home for these Victorians came to represenhatlthe city threatened,
including tangible security and permanency as well as intangiblata@erfection. Crucial
within the walls of this home are the ideals of education and training, asp@medtespecially
mothers) teach children the elevated behavior they learned in their phoenés that then

extends out into society and elevates it. Martha Louise Rayk¢han Can a Woman D@893),
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further elucidates the significance of the home and the education that ogburs She writes,
“Home means so much in this nineteenth century. It means all that makesllyfevoeth the
living. It means comfort, affection, sympathy, confidence, consolation, emmnent, rest, and
peace. . .. It means the solitary spot in the desert of the world where all thegdgsiand
virtues taught us in infancy preserve their truthful, queen-like date-p8288). In language
some twenty-first century readers may find nauseating, Rayne provideseadf the importance
of this ideal;homemakes life worthwhile, the only place in the world where inhabitants can
attain these attributes and preserve life’'s essential “fruitsiCadtprinciples and moral virtues.
Clark suggests that the home served as “a symbol for ideal family relgtigyishn emblem for
family cohesiveness and identity” (xv); it was a place of significarogeced on the family and
the moral development deemed so necessary at this time. For these prestsriptme was a
“means of ordering their lives” (Prince 65) and asserting identity andotamt fluctuating
society that rendered such assertions otherwise impossible.

By the 1890s, however, “the suburban image was entirely distinct from the cittgtiflda
168), and a majority of reformers began to reject the highly ornamentalidicstyle,
emphasizing simplicity and moderation instead. Wharton and Codman explainrdideso
know how much the simplicity and dignity of a good room are diminished by crowding it with
useless trifles” (183). These ideas of the Progressive Era adeehédizciency and minimalism
in the home, for example replacing the parlor and sitting room with the single jmammal
living room. Progressive reformers such as Charlotte Perkins Gilman argukd femoval of
women from the imprisoning domestic sphere and advocated full public involvemend;instea
some scholars have critiqued their efforts by suggesting that they diyeotudributed to the

trivializing of women'’s roles and work within that space (Matthews 114), Blatthews argues,
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the elevation of women’s place in the middle-class home continued to cincusateice
literature and reformers’ discourse into the twentieth century (111). Thwatthe late
nineteenth century, thehpmecontinued to serve as a means of separation, status, exclusion, and

a representation of longing.

Actual “Homes” or Houses

Although the ideals surrounding the home, its seclusion, and women'’s roles pertaitigd stri
to the European-American middle class, women from other races and ethnicidbdrlower
class upheld this ideal as well. As a poor working girl explains teVilkingman’s Advocate
1869, “Only help us to earn a home that we can attach ourselves to, that will madethet fee
have a country” (“Working” 3). She explains that women have no homes, that they have
husbands’ or brothers’ homes, and continues, “And to those poor working womesit¢hbg\je
no husband or Brother, only think what a boon a home of their own would be.” This working-
class woman embodies the idyllic desire for a home that the middle classiglats for without
it she feels that she lacks both identity and a place to belong. Likewesshdeand Stowe show
that servants believed they could attain this ideal, explaining that tlo reavants are hard to
keep is because they are looking for their own opportunities to obtain homes for esmsel
These authors write, “Families look forward to the buying of landed homesteadseand t
scattered brothers and sisters work awhile in domestic service to gaontheon fund for the
purpose; your seamstress intends to become a dressmaker, and take in work at heredwn hous
(238). In fact, numerous sources explain that the reason middle-class women harelseahs
with domestic help is because all servants have something better in mind;li&ey that the

American dream and the ability to have a home apply to them as well.
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Other workers also upheld this ideal. For instance, the poor wife of an imnulgrekgmith
laments that her husband has not been able to find skilled work. According to JacolBRiis
the Other Half Live$1890), his detailed work regarding the New York tenements, she says, “it
would be nice for sure to have father work at his trade” (111). Riis paraphrasesdmeng:

“Then what a home she could make for them, and how happy they could be,” and he adds, “Here
is an unattainable ideal, indeed, of a workman in the most prosperous city in the waslgty It
interesting that this woman feels this ideal could apply to her if her husband colldtviags

trade, though Riis clearly suggests that the opportunity for a home and happiness ésest

at all for these people. Belabored ProfessionSantamarina also explains that these white
middle-class ideals did not only affect whites: “Antebellum African Acaer newspapers amply
demonstrate that the ideals of domesticity and the ‘cult of true womanhood’ paieaailack
communities” (12). Amott and Matthaei also reveal the same for wadkixjcan and Chinese
Americans (298). These sources suggest that this middle-classfdeaiteome was indeed

pervasive in other portions of society.

However, the actual homes and houses of the non-European-American classesatemonstr
that this middle-class ideal did not apply universally and that it excluded ntemgamtinued to
hold those ideals for themselves. At the center of the middle-class ideals of tnamdm
domesticity, though, was the necessity for such exclusion; plan-book variieigther
prescriptivists focused specifically on space and its uses as a deamotatiass. It is quite
likely that prescriptive writers advocated the separation between roomiseanplurposes in
suburban and country residences for the very reason that other dwellings mergepatese s
Elizabeth Collins Cromley explains in “A History of American Beds andr8ams,” “Working-

class families shared beds and bedrooms more often than middle-class househatds, in pa



Knezek 15

because extra space was too costly to be within their grasp” (127). HoweviaGkio$ space

did not pertain only to the working class; Betsy Klimasmith discloses\katraost “middle-
class urban Americans did not own their homes, but rented rooms in row houses, boarding
houses, tenements, and hotels” (4). Yet, according to Wright, “any kind of sharedgiwell
seemed an aberration of the model home,” as it brought public and private spacexgjelbss
(Building 145). Because these writers felt that women needed to be tied to privacy aotég@rote
from publicity, and specifically public residences, merged space egpeesthe dangers that
could befall women who did not remain isolated. Prescriptive writers conssaniiyt to prove
what a middle-class dwelling was and was not based on the separations thatlyhaha
especially women, could maintain from the rest of society.

Although people lived in a number of dwellings besides the separate single-fangly hom
those residences all shared space, and the lower the class, the more pemdeaibled that
space was. For the middle and upper classes, shared housing consisteclodsees. For “a
very economical way of building,” Palliser & Co. (1878) suggests the dupleageath the edge
of town, for between approximately $1300 and $1800 (the average woman wage-ealimer m
about $5 a week) (n.p.). This dwelling was the most separate of shared forms ol&gmabers
of the middle and upper classes also inhabited the hotel (or apartment-hotel), wigietd mere
spaces and provided “collective” services (Wridguilding 140). However, writers of advice
manuals found hotels threatening and “more controversial” for women because alfettevity
of this space and because it served in many ways as an antithesis to the hormeasmiki
argues, hotels “emphasize the eradication of the past from space” (142), aaddhediowed
“clients to buy privacy as a rule of exclusion” and comfort (Douglas 279)oiNwgtdid they

erase memories and perhaps identities, they merged “home” with business ahdimeyeof
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living. Both threatened the values of the single dwelling. The middle classvadari
apartments, a less expensive form of residence because it provided collectegrbented

space with its own facilities but without additional services. According ighw/r'young

childless couples, bachelors and working women, widows or widowers, whose s[e aee
less demanding” were associated with apartmé&higding 142). Klimasmith suggests that these
dwellings provided unmarried women with a “new and liberating space” betweepdhents

and married life, though they were still seen as threatening by many (142).

However, members of the lower working class could generally not afford to inhabit an
these spaces; they could only pay for ones that further merged public and @rézsg. Boarding
houses were a more typical form of residence for the working class. Klithasuiggests that the
boarding house was seen as the only respectable means of housing for women in ¢hef midd|
the nineteenth century because it was more private than other options (31), acugjogsti
Rayne seems to advocate when she emphasizes that “[e]very room is a honedydstiiinct
and respectable on its own (275). However, prescriptive writers of the time gtecoitigized
even the boarding houses’ lack of privacy. Wheeler condemns the loss of “the infludree of t
home ties and associations” that occurs in this type of space (301). Sinbil#flyy expounds
upon the dangers of the boarding house and its lack of proper domestic influences pgxplaini
that it is “a poor substitute for the quiet and retirement of home. It is lead&igfehthat we find
idle, frivolous women” (115). She infers that the habits of these women result fronultinge
public uses of the parlor, as there exists only “one common parlor for dress ananshow
flirtation, for gossip and mischief-making, but no chance for any of that quiet-lfefriat
brings out “the manly and womanly traits of the character” (116). She supposieteaatter

traits can result only from the influence of the private middle-class hibm@@ublicity of this
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other social space hinders such development.

Other housing options displayed the limitations placed on the working class. In an
explanation echoed by numerous women whom Helen Campbell interviewadaners of
Poverty(1887) andVomen Wage-Earne(4893) to determine their actual working conditions,
one working girl details her living experiences as a servant. Sharef\&e were poor at
home, and four of us worked in the mill, but | had a little room all my own, even if it didn’t hold
much. In that splendid house the servants’ room was over the kitchen,—hot and close in summer,
and cold in winter, and four beds in iPrisoners230). The fact that there is one certainly
uncomfortable “servants’ room” in a “splendid house” suggests that many rolddewomen
did not see these girls as needing or deserving the space they had bézolahlie themselves.
Numerous servant girls explain to Campbell that they never had anycfihee own in
domestic work.

Similarly, African Americans were limited in the dwellings they coultlipg, and that space
was most certainly shared. Valerie Sweeney Prince characterizegttieeth century for
African Americans as “a quest for home” (xii), for many did not find homegadlaito them in
the nineteenth. Before the Civil War, a vast majority of Southern slave owndrghaseoelief
of the slaves’ inferiority to “justify the exceedingly poor quality of limeising built for slaves,”
housing that was typically dilapidated, standardized, too small (WrightBuilding 43). Often
eight to ten people occupied a single room. According to Wright, these slavmgsvelere
another way slave owners could exercise power over their slaves. iHacipation, however,
ideal housing still did not really become possible for African Americans.eRplains that the
African American man in New York “naturally takes his stand among the poor, dmel homes

of the poor” because, based on the menial labor he can obtain, there is really no other option for
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him (115). Landlords, demarcating what Riis calls the “color line,” limitedkd to specific
sections of cities and charged them higher rent. Riis laments that thoughitiae Aimerican

“is immensely the superior of the lowest of the whites,” he has always had toopayamthe
“poorest and most stinted rooms” than any white inhabitants (116). Similarlyplans, “there

is not one of them all, who, if he were to sell all he was worth to-morrow, would have money
enough to buy a house and lot in the country” (113). Any of these living conditions ansl space
severely limited working inhabitants, African Americans most of all.

However, the worst housing options were by far the tenements, the only choice fardbousa
of city-dwellers® According to Riis, a tenement wasually “a brick building from four to six
stories high” (17). Generally, four families occupied each floor and, as hé@ags,0f rooms
consists of one or two dark closets, used as bedrooms, with a living room twelve &€t by t
Although there were 15,000 tenements in New York in 1869, a source of despair for sanitaria
of the time, by 1890 there were more than 37,000 tenements that housed more than 1.2 million
people (1). Riis explains that every square mile of New York contained 330,000 ant&(#5).
The tenement served as the extreme antithesis to the middle-class home anus$iikely a
reason that prescriptive writers spread middle-class ideology so vehertteege dwellings
certainly received the most violent denouncements from such writers. Sitbsvéhese buildings
“inhuman,” “snares and traps for souls,” where children grow up “filthy and impure,” and
“places where to form a home is impossible” (273). Because these Victsoiansinctly
associated architecture with character, critics attributed “thenadd poverty, disease, and
discontent of the inner city” to these “overcrowded tenement dwellings” f\yBgilding 117)
that were permeable (Klimasmith 36), flexible, and diverse (Hareven 258).

Probably the most threatening aspect of the tenement was that many obitamhased its
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space for work. Riis explains, “The bulk of the sweater’s work is done in the tenewleicts
the law that regulates factory labor does not reach” (98). Because th@ngexhéy trumped
boundaries and space, the tenement allowed every space to have multiple purposes and,
therefore, every family member, including children, to work. Tamara K. Harexgains, “In
the major cities, ‘homework’ . . . engaged all family members in the household. Under such
circumstances, the space in the home was used creatively, and was arrangadamgied to fit
the various functions of the family as they came up” (250). For example, “Beldsig@rs or
boarders, or for children, were opened up in the hallway or in the kitchen in the evashing a
were folded back again in the morning.” Numerous workers labored through dineeamthtate
into the night. In all areas of their lives within the home, these workers blurred erdwok the
boundaries by which middle-class prescriptivists declared society was.t&dir these
desperate workers, the home served as a resource (Hareven 248), a means of prteation i
of consumption (Klimasmith 104) that required the entire household. Not only was therieneme
dangerous because it supposedly stunted any possibility of improving charaeidindece
and spreading poverty instead. As Klimasmith suggests, the workersefehements were
also producing commodities that the middle and upper classes bought and used, anddhat woul
soon enter middle-class homes, eroding the boundaries between the clashestyprate
home sought to keep in place. In fact, the isolated home actually relied on tleaipiétynof the
“homes” of the lower class and the production those workers generated through theirdnhabite
spaces. Itis likely that these middle-class idealists felt thredtey the city and the working
class because they sensed how unstable and insecure their distance vgasliromrk.

For numerous members of the poorest of the working class, the street wasapbettehan

their dwelling places. Because the tenement blended interior and extexistreet was not so
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different from the dwelling; Klimasmith explains, “as the street be&sohome, home comes to
resemble the street” (102). According to Riis, in warm weather, “whemdfeors is well-nigh
unbearable with cooking, sleeping, and working, all crowded into the small rooms tpgethe
the tenement expands, reckless of all restraint” (126). He also explainginatt the sun
shines the entire population seeks the street” (50); like the mill workers irrliee @eample,
many of the working class preferred the street to their living conditionstidieavhen
architects and plan-book designers were campaigning for the separatiomofiddérom
anything public, these working-class dwellings had merged so much with thelsttebe
outside public space was preferred over inner “privacy.” Speaking of the teinédwedlers, Riis
writes, “Home to them is an empty name” (140). However, for really anyone®uofsthe
middle-class ideal—whether of a race or ethnicity besides white Eurépearcan, or outside
the traditional married and family state, or without a husband able to sustéamiheon his
income alone—any dwelling place had to lack the separations of space aistbsdtiat marked
the ideal home. Though numerous members of society deficient in thosa toiged for a
home, home to them was an empty ideal; if they called their place “home,” bydtikeroliass

definition, according to this ideal it was a meaningless designation.

Work

The houses of those excluded from the middle-class home corresponded dirketlydckt
of their inhabitants. Many dwellers lived in the places they did because theyatfoutl no
better, given the work they could obtain. Others lived in their dwellings becayssdhe
located in convenience to work. For still others, that work took place withinhhleitations

entirely. Regardless, particularly for the working class, work could nafsrated from home.
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Klimasmith argues that the “logic of separate spheres comes to resamideology constructed
to separate public from private precisely at the moment in which the m#wrganization of
space was bringing private and public spaces together” (7). So, while the actiliabdvweé¢ the
working and even middle class often brought the privacy of the home and the puolbhedrk
together, the middle-class home worked to separate those spaces and nua&eotadction
seem natural. European-American middle-class married women’s workridadjy follow this
ideal, as much of their work existed in their homes and pertained mostly to thénstenad of
the world outside it. However, this designation is certainly specific. Simgheen, women of
color, and working-class women all merged their homes with work out of necesgigcially as

they not only lived in more public “homes” but also participated in more public work.

Middle-class women’s work

Most married women did work mainly in domestic duties in the Rofweording to the
1890 United States Census Bureau, approximately 95% of all married women wgaehdly
employed (22).This census report breaks down these numbers based on race and ethnicity, and
supposedly only 2% of white married women, whether foreign or native, werelbainf
employed. However, approximately 22% of “colored” or black married women wéokgay,
so these numbers obviously differed significantly based on race or etfinicity.

For middle-class (white) women especially, Hareven explains thatysemwed work
outside of the home by these women as “inappropriate” (235). Interestinggrsvaescribed
the specific roles of women’s “housework” in different ways. Frank R. and M&t@okton
explain that “[n]Jeatness and industry, and good wholesome cooking and economy, altdelong

housekeeping,” but housekeeping is really “the amaking a hone(99). Rayne further



Knezek 22

explains women’s work in relation to the home: “All is bright, clear, warm, hapylit & all
woman’s invisible work” (230). Women’s work makes the house a happy and idyllic home.
Gilman’s descriptions of women’s household work are not idyllic, however. She expldine
Home(1903), “The cooking, service, and ‘cleaning up’ of ordinary meals, in a farmhouse, with
the contributory processes of picking, sorting, peeling, washing, etc., and thenegtgaven to
special baking, pickling, and preserving, take fully six hours a day” (95). Thiswaarld not
include the necessary weekly activities, like laundry, cleaning, and seMamy women were
able to have servants so that, ideally, “the mistress need do but little of the welkiéisugh
she was certainly involved (Stockton and Stockton 106). Nor is her private sphere inyany wa
private: “The mother—poor invaded soul—finds even the bathroom door no bar to hammering
little hands. From parlour to kitchen, from cellar to garret, she is at the ofechiidren,
servants, tradesmen, and callers” (Gilman 40). Though writers vary onl¢ipetion of married
women’s work within the home, depending on whether they uphold this ideal or rejecteity soci
clearly expected married women’s duties to remain “private” and cedrtardomestic space.
Work for these women was particularly “feminine” and domestibleiver DongSusan
Strasser describes married women'’s duties as reproductive, as housewegs$hear society
“in the literal sense of conceiving, bearing, and caring for children and brahader one of
preparing workers to go to work daily” (5). These women were directly md@stthe home and
only indirectly invested in the public work of other family members. Advice manual authors
celebrated women'’s attention to close details within the home, possibly bduesesddtails
showed that women had chosen to spend their time on private and domestic duties. Even when
women completed their other work, Hartley advised them to avoid idleness. Shetsuljgt a

woman should spend her spare time on “fancy sewing” (214) that she does as “ligtfowor
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gifts (not income) (215). Other advice manual authors celebrated the ttetesomen had
inserted in rooms, such as “houseplants and feminine needlework,” that indicateptihef de
their investment in the home. These “feminine” details, as Katherine €. sbiggests, “were
symbolic representations of work that had long been assigned to women,” ramtbecideal

of women’s bounded attention to this space (53). However, even middle-class marriel wom
participated in other types of work. Rayne suggests that women may choose tosiagiaiand
work independently to avoid a “lame offer” of marriage, or even that married women ma
choose to work because they “have no taste or strength for domestic work,” makiagtiaie
even middle-class women, though probably not typically, did operate outside the ideal of
time (14). As Campbell and others show, middle-class women often took in boarders or even
worked for “pin” or extra money that perhaps gave them more indepentieloeeever, for the
most part, white middle-class married women’s work occurred in the non-peslaductive

and feminine duties of domestic space.

“Other” women'’s work

Still, the separation of public work from the home, as the essential demarcatioiulief
class female respectability, required the labor of other, lower-clasemw According to
Baxandall et al., “Ladies relied on maids, seamstresses, laundressess reamhicooks in their
domestic lives” (84), even if one or two servants performed all of theselrideshe isolated
home, middle-class domestic work depended on the fact that this ideal only pertalreed to t
middle class; numerous working-class women, even married, labored non-repraygl(ative
gainfully) throughout their lives. In 1870, according to the United States CensesuBthiere

were approximately 1.8 million women wage-earners, a 19% increase fromQs69Hgell,
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Womenl05). According to Campbell, from 1870 to 1880 the number of women workers
increased by 64% (109) to approximately 2.6 million (107) and continued to increase into the
twentieth century. By 1890, that number had already increased to 3.9 million (Usitesl &2).

Of the 2.6 million women wage-earners in 1880, approximately 2% worked inaindde
transportation, 22% in agriculture, 24% in manufacturing, and 51% in professional and personal
(including domestic) services (Campb#&llpmeni07)° At this time, particularly as more non-
married women continued to enter the work force, wages were dropping. Camplaiiethat

in 1893 the yearly wage for unskilled working women in New York averaged between $3.50 and
$4 a week\(Womenl29)* Numerous women in the late nineteenth century clearly worked,
thereby operating outside of the ideal for the middle-class housewife, ancdftange who did

work struggled to live on wages they could obtain.

There were several reasons labor and pay for women were so limited in thelatiEthe
nineteenth century. More women were “thrown upon their own resources” during th&V@iyil
and a surplus of women entered trades for which they had no training, as numergusaade
been previously monopolized by men (Campb#ibmenl01). This surplus and the “general
financial depression” of the time “brought the wage to its lowest terms.eThedes remained
“open” for women following the war, though Baxandall et al. explain that roathe jobs
available to women “involved tasks that were an extension of housework” and oftehetept t
anyway, as bosses justified lower wages for them by assuming thatéhe a part of the
middle-class ideal, choosing to believe either that “every woman who sedkswhe
appendage of some man, and therefore, partially at least, supported,” or thaashevoman

gained the support of a man she would stop working (Camplether22). In the late
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nineteenth century, women’s wages “averaged 50 percent of men’s” (Baxadradakxi). As

one manager so aptly told Campbell when she asked him why he paid his workees spwijétl
give as high pay as anybody, and we don’t give more because for everygihdre are a

dozen waiting to take her placaVpmerii74). Unfortunately, wages gradually continued to
decrease during the rest of the nineteenth century, amidst further deprasasi@ssthe

“incessant tide of foreign labor” came to America in search of workelg194). According to
Campbell, for these women, “Mere existence is to a large extent ab thagsible” (Vomer22).
Riis adds, “There is scarce a branch of woman’s work outside of the home in which wages, |
since at low-water mark, have not fallen to the point of actual starvation” (186).

For such little pay, working-class women endured increasingly and unbefideathnding
conditions. If a woman was “respectably dressed” and able to provide ancefeske could
generally gain regular work in a factory or large company that usesltiereetter than
minimum pay (CampbelRrisoners12). However, often women needed to work because of “the
death or the evil habits” of their husbands, and in these cases they could not ob&derehee
necessary for a better job. These women could mainly gain sewing workniduiie-men or
“sweaters,” who paid much lower wages to make more profit for themselvese Jeaters
generally “allowed,” or forced, these women to work at home (to save themseldasgoui
costs), and it is this work in the tenements that so many prescriptive writers dshasrtbe
source of society’s ruin. Because these women received so little pay,diedvas many hours
as possible and even often procured the help of their children to gain more incaorelifrto
Campbell, for a large number of the women she interviewed, children from ages figint to e
were “valuable assistantsP isoners200). One woman explained, “Jinny’s the smartest. She

could sew on buttons when she wasn’t but much over four.” Another woman details her
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schedule: “It is fourteen hours efesid day—yes, many times|c] sixteen—we work and work.
Then we fall on bed and sleep, and when we wake again it is work always” (105). Ac¢ording
Baxandall et al., women in general “were restricted to the worst jobs,708thas domestic
servants and four-fifths of the remainder in the garment trades (84). Thowgis ware

developing for workers, white males fought to pass legislation that “prdteetenen and

excluded them from higher paying jobs, “confining them in lower-paying (and alacdoas)
sectors such as apparel and textile manufacture” (Amott and Mattha&h2d)arshness of

working conditions and limited opportunities for women who had no other option further
demonstrate both the exclusion of working women from the ideal of secluded womanhood and
their inability to do anything about that exclusion.

Women of color and immigrant women faced much more difficult conditions finding
substantive pay than white working women born in Ameéfidaterestingly, Campbell equates
the treatment of immigrants to African Americans: “The mass of dliggrunenlightened
emigrants . . . have fallen into the same category as the slaves, whose possasgidn br
infinitely more degradation to owners than to owndefigoners253). As anti-slavery texts
showed, slavery perverted slave owners and mistresses; to correladetstament with the
treatment of paid workers suggests not only that immigrants and slavesifait&dconditions,
but also that the American economic system was as corrupt as the &aréanstitution and
that it degraded American society in comparable ways. Though the total ashaworhen
workers was a low percentage of total women, both immigrant and African-danewiomen
worked significantly more outside the home than European-American women. Fgglexa
according to Amott and Matthaei, in 1900, “61 percent of single European immigrargnv

over the age of 10 were gainfully employed, compared to only 22 percent of singlevasniés
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with U.S.-born parents” (104).

However, though immigrant women received similar treatment to Africamié¢ans, that
treatment was certainly not equal. Santamarina explains: “Black mwooweipied the narrowest
range of occupational opportunity (narrower even than that of immigrant womerdoger
periods of their lives than did white working women” (11). Because African-karemen
could not attain the jobs that paid enough to support their wives and families, women of color
had almost no choice to be domestics, even if they were married; they had to womnkthend i
most menial ways (16). Amott and Matthaei explain that these women werekalystol
participate in paid work compared to all other women; in the 1890 census, an astonishingly
greater number of African-American women worked regardless of istatas than any other
race and ethnicity (United States 23)hese women worked mainly as manual laborers and
domestic servants because white owners and bosses excluded them from natady aibrk,
potentially reinforcing the stereotype of black servitude. In compartsother workers,
immigrant and particularly African-American women faced conditionsrtteate living up to the
white middle-class concepts of the home and its work entirely impossible.

Working-class women’s work in the middle-class home further elucidates thastentr
between working-class and middle-class women. From the middle-tdasipsint, domestic
servants were ignorant, dishonest, and in need of training by the loving, superior, and ever
helpful mistress. Rayne explains, “Untrained peasants, direct from Europse mwahomes,
spoil our dinners, destroy our delicate china and bric-a-brac, and rule us with a ood of ir
(305). To her and many others, the middle-class housewife was a victim of thterning
servant, who brought foreignness and immorality into American homes. Hariteg to her

middle-class readers, “you will gain, perhaps, one servant out of twenty wheepl gross
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imposition and gross immorality at bay” (234) and argues that the real {€hanitards these
servants is to keep them “steadily to their duties,” for “[t]hey are a ofgssrsons to whom
much leisure is destruction” (240). Stowe laments that many New Englasidigpdse “the
mechanical toils of the factory” over the “more healthy, more cheerful, meresting,” and
“less monotonous” toil of the middle-class home, leaving domestic service “teigrfor
population” because they did not want to be inferior to white mistresses (2@3g women saw
their homes as a means of training for the lower class and were puzzled tleaivemgn of
their own class did not prefer the “healthier” work environment they could provide.
However, other sources presented another side to housework. In an interview vabelGam
a working girl, whose eyes had been too affected by the arsenic swngsto be able to work
outside domestic service, explains, “I've been in seven places in six lyeautd have stayed in
every one, an’ about every one | could tell you things that made it plain enough elfty a s
respecting girl would rather try something elsérigoners146). Campbell adds, “domestic
service is the cover for more licentiousness than can be found in any other tradehimvarnien
are at work” (234). Similarly, other girls explained why they preteather forms of
employment. One revealed, “It's freedom that we want when the day’s svddog” (224). She
adds, “You're never sure that your soul’'s your own except when you are out of the lkause.”
these girls, these middle-class homes signified a bondage that never eridiitl;the ideals
associated with the home, middle-class women required these workingaguds In her
influential textMore Work for MotherRuth Schwartz Cowan articulates, “The dark satanic mills
did not look nearly so dark or nearly so satanic to young women who knew what it was like to
work in some of America’s dasatanickitchens (124; emphasis added). In yet another way,

the home becomes unrealistic, as the site of training in pure and moral behavanlyNtes
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the middle-class home undoubtedly exclude the working girl and merely opecatgit her
toils, but it is also possible that it actually threatened the mdexadlopment of the working-class
laborers who entered its space.

Helen Campbell describes the process of a middle-class woman inspeciiemanex
garments for her family, made by working-class women. She explains, “agomn selects,
well pleased, garment after garment . . . marveling a little that a feargloin give such lavish
return, there arises, from narrow attic and dark, foul basement, and crowaey, fibvet cry of
the women whose lifeblood is on these garmemsispners31). These garments, or any source
of working women'’s labor, are the symbol of the intersection between tHeurdkethe actual,
the point that brings these separate “homes” and classes together. Though thepresents
the difference between these women—the woman who buys these garments bleeaizs and
the women who have made them because they must—it also unites them in édratissztc
cannot be ignored. Again, the consumption of the middle class and its constane r@fiahe
work of lower-class women demonstrate the extent to which the middle-a¢ad®f women’s

work within the home was an exclusive facade.

Speech

In this study, | argue that speech lies at the center of this tenuous rblptlmetsreen work
and home. Generally, speech serves as a means of expression, a way to comonegigat
thoughts to others. However, through both the home and work, women’s speech was often
limited, changed, or silenced based on society’s expectations or rulesp&edh, then, directly
relates to the agency or identity that a woman possesses or surrenders iogbstspanhabits

and/or works. For both middle-class and working-class women, speech was tieddiby
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position; to remain in their positions in society, these women had to adapt thel spéethe
expectations surrounding them.

For middle-class women, society and advice manuals allowed a certain sgeech and
suppressed and condemned others. For these women, politeness came first, oler &rynot
of thought or expression; middle-class society expected a woman to maskoe sier true
feelings or desired speech behind that screen of decorum. The home servedwasé¢hef shis
suppressed speech, as well as the origin of proper behavior. Hartley explapuditiiad¢ss
should be “the rule in the homeliest duties, and then it will set easily when in public, ntiffin a s
manner, like a garment seldom worn” (145). This same writer had adviseunl, ¢adt modesty
and kind feeling govern your conversation, as other rules of life” (15). She sintéarly that a
woman musttalk with propriety” (152). Hartley suggests that the middle-class woman should
alter her speech to reflect modesty and propriety. Beecher and Stowdtlgdariher, saying,
“Perfect silencés a safe resort, when such control can not be attained as enables a person to
speak calmly” (164). Once again, within this ideal, propriety is far more impdhni@mipersonal
expression; it is better to be silent than unladylike.

For middle-class women at this time, then, speech was directly tied to theanpasiladies;
to remain “proper,” they had to alter their speech, even to the point of silencinggtiiesif
that speech threatened their polite and submissive roles. Gilman refers to éharftbits rules
as “limited areas of expression,” clearly viewing expression and heoies as more important
than this silencing domestic ideal (10). Mary Douglas remarks in heeéithe Idea of a
Home” that the home “censors speech. It has slots for different tones of voices,sadional
topics, and even language. In the name of the community, referred to as ‘we’ gyoreyer

neither shouting . . . nor whispering . . . is allowed” (278). In Douglas’s argument, the home



Knezek 31

censors the speech of the individual in light of what the community wishes to hemnangge
outside of that communal standard is silenced for the sake of the famhg. lbité nineteenth
century, the home certainly performed this censure, to the point that advice manual sauthor
middle-class women as needing to silence any personal expression berszaibearedyllic
behavior and polite speech. According to these manuals, then, speech directhgg@emit
forfeited the possibilities for these women to embody the Victorian ladytienstiaat provided
no outlet for truly personal and individual expression.

Working-class women’s speech decided their position in other ways. One womanseixplai
Campbell, “You'd better not talk too much if you want to keep your place” (38). To thismyoma
proper speech, which in the working-class woman'’s position resembles silenujmsai
employment, allowing her to keep her place as a working-class woman. Many wombn s
could not afford to talk. In several cases, Campbell interviews women who do not haneethe t
to speak clearly to her. She explains as she interviews a sick girl who cHiortbt@apause at
her work: “The words came with gasps between. It was plain that what she akhadntast find a
speedy listener if it was to be heard at all, but for that day at least thenststryvait” (110).

This woman does not have time to tell her story; her rushed flurry of words is theeamhg of
expression she can give with the work she has. Similarly, after Campbell spaaksher

woman, “The machine whirled on as she ended, to make up the time lost in her outburst” (134).
Though this woman is able to speak temporarily, her speech is again alteredaa loé time,

her expression bound by the compensation the machine can give. And the case comtirues: “
was no time for discussion. The machines must go on . . . and, strangely enough, in this house
and in others of its kind inspected one after another, much the same story was told” (136).

Campbell understands the story of these working women'’s struggles aredethin, but it is the
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machines that tell it amidst the silence of these women, a silence thaisteates the extent to
which they are tied to and controlled by their work. In “The Great Unexamib#icgh S.

Robinson explains that “[w]orking-class experience not only silences thoseveliip but

silences the culture about class itself’ (289), and Campbell clearly pratenubh of the story

of these women and their class as a whole has been silenced by the machine goibtise ri
schedule they must adhere to in order to survive. Though in some of the novels | discuss, work
does give certain female characters a voice and a means of expressimanyavorking-class
women it is clear that their work has silenced them. The absence of speech ig thayahley

can maintain their positions and their pay.

Though in the discussions of work and home, working-class and middle-class women
undergo markedly different experiences, in the case of speech their exgeaenqgeite similar.
In both of these classes, women must come to terms with society’s expeaatiamditions
particularly through their speech and the ways they choose to express thenisdhe novels |
discuss, these women’s speech directly relates to the identities theglareggo attain,

identities that, like their speech, must operate outside of society’s iddsgtieir own.

Chapters
Before discussing my chapters, | would briefly like to note the maiacdeas in these
novels. InThe Silent ParthneandWork, the female characters are of European-American race
and ethnicity; inola Leroythe main characters are African Americans (or white/mulatto, but
identify themselves as such) and freed slaves. Perley Keldwililent Partneexists in the
middle- to upper-class section of society, while Sip Garth labors as a millvertdias always

done so. Christie Devon, froWvork lived in the middle class but leaves it to join the working
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class and gain her independence. lolla Leroyperforms a similar action, though she began
in the affluent class, was kidnapped as a slave, later returned to a maddidifelstyle, and then
ultimately chooses to join the working class to help other freed slaves. tA# afiain female
characters are single and isolated from their parents, and therefoesliafribeir own labor in
some way.

In Chapter One, | look &he Silent Partnefpublished in 1871). In this novel, Sip lives
independently in the dampest room of a boarding house and works long, grueling hours in the
mill, struggling to support herself and care for her deaf, mute sistgr. St meets Perley, an
upper-middle-class mill owner, and both serve to influence the other. When Pdilmsrizam
Sip the actual living and working conditions of mill workers, she gains the agenogak for
these workers and use her home to help them. Similarly, when Sip receives tmeasfloka
middle-class culture and home, combined with an inspiration from Catty, Siptigaidssire
and ability to speak to her fellow workers as a preacher. Though Sip remainsentedrroom
and operates as a mill worker throughout the text, in some ways she trankfirrosin into a
home, and both that home and the experience she gains from that labor empower her to preach to
her fellow workers, calling them to moral and religious change. At the saraé¢hat Phelps
reveals to her audience the harshness of these mill conditions, she also dessahstiatpact
of these middle-class values on the working class through the influences ajfbe pwme.

In Chapter Two, | discus8§ork(1873). Unlike Sip who stays in her room, Christie leaves the
home of her aunt and uncle and the prospect of a small-town marriage for the promise of
independence and numerous work opportunities that all eventually fail. Christie moveh throug
various spaces throughout the text, working inside and outside of homes in roles such as

governess, seamstress, or companion that do not afford her a home of her own. Although Christi
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does ultimately attain a husband (who dies) and a home, Alcott revises thabspatiede an
egalitarian family of women who provide and care for each other. Empowered by this
community of women and the experience she has gained as an isolated and waomnhamg
Christie ultimately gains a promising future through speaking for workingemas a women'’s
rights activist. Alcott demonstrates the power of (her definition of) treetome as well as the
need for women to labor productively.

In Chapter Three, | examine Harper’s wimla Leroy(1892). In this novel, Harper looks at
the issues of race, slavery, and the home and the ways these interseatapggrirough the
African-American women in her text who attain homes after the Civil Warhdhees that lola
Leroy, Aunt Linda, and Marie finally gain are representations of the fre¢ldey have long
deserved and earned. For them, home exemplifies the freedom to work for onesedia&nd sp
freely and openly with the autonomy that a personal space provides. Howeve, laesdgl
learns when she searches for work and independent living, homes also serve abdhefsym
racial and social boundaries, as black women cannot enter the neighborhoods or boardsng house
in which white women reside. lola ultimately does gain a home through embhaciback
identity and a purpose through labor centered around speaking to and educating lulesk chil
and mothers, what Harper calls uplifting their homes. She and other characterf®spea
uplift of the race through the teaching of moral (middle-class) values aadibe as Harper
expresses the need to educate and elevate African Americans so th&tmdmigan society will
be more willing to accept them.

Based on the work they must do and the speech they can or cannot articulate in #stic dom
spaces, | aim to paint a picture of the homes, or houses, these wamehabit and compare

them to the ones reformers of the time say #ieuld to discuss the significance of the
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revisions these female authors provide. Phelps, Alcott, and Harper use theirechamor to
modify notions of their homes because their labor empowers them to possess somgtimdg be
just that home. Ultimately, as demonstrated by the abilities these wameto gpeak publicly

to and for workers, these authors reveal that though the homes for these women do provide a
source of identity, community, and belonging, their labor cannot be separated from teat hom
both their home and their work combine to develop these women into the recognition of their

nobler missions.
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Notes to Introduction

! From 1850 to 1920, 30 million immigrants inundated the United States from southern and
eastern Europe alone (Amott and Matthaei 110).

2 Glenna Matthews argues that the post-Revolutionary War ideology of Republican
Motherhood was “[p]erhaps the most important factor in elevating the statushafnias and
valuing the woman'’s role within that space (6). Although | see the elevation of theakome
resulting to a great extent from social threats relating to the citysairhe, as both Clark and
Klimasmith argue, this nationalist mindset certainly also played &isegymti role.

¥ Numerous feminist scholars have suggested that the twentieth-century nopobsioand
private spheres were actually not so pronounced and decisive in the nineteenth ceRtury. In
More Separate Sphereg®r example, Cathy Davidson argues that “a generation of women
historians who felt marginalized by the neglect of women’s history usedgheate spheres
metaphor to write about neglected women of a previous century” (10). Although in the
nineteenth century middle-class men typically worked outside the home while ‘tliaisie
women who were wives and mothers supposedly worked inside it instead, Lora Romeso argue
that the expectations placed on domesticity actually provided “middle-classnjarnth] a
surprising amount of mobility,” as “[w]Jomen could argue that they continued to embody
domesticity even when they left home” (25). However, because some writbestwhe, like
Beecher and Stowe, specifically advocate that the wife and mother remarhionhe and fulfill
her duties there, | do not want to ignore the fact that this public/private sphaoeyideas
probably pervasive at the time, though perhaps less distinct than we may think tiidapng
nineteenth-century writers did speak against women'’s seclusion. See E. &; B16£20 for her
discussion on the need for a “fully-developed woman,” in response to the ideal that the woma
remain solely in the home (320). Similarly, see Martha Louise Rayvles Can a Woman Do
(1893) as a description of different areas of work possible for a middle-abasanyRayne
declares that a woman who remains always at home “is apt to become morbidcespe: atitve”
(482).

“ Because of the resulting elevation of women’s domestic roles, numerous adwicd ma
writers advocated women’s education in household affairs so that they could atittedyiind
knowledgeably oversee their (stereotypically incompetent) servants, if not dorthe
themselves. As Frank R. and Marian Stockton suggest of the middle-class wohwnwotk
The Homg1872), “The servants are her hands, but she must think for them, and this is no light
task. And then, too, there is the constant oversight of everything” (106). These sirterthat
the woman, as well as the man, held specific roles concerning the home, and thatah&swom
roles were seen as particularly crucial to the continuation of the midgkedkzals and the flow
of duties in that space.

> Wheeler actually suggests that “respectable families of limitethsieshould establish
themselves in a tenement house “suited” for them, emphasizing the “[ppfecation of each
dwelling” and the “separate conveniences” for each family (301). Howeveratypnements in
no way resembled his description; the fact that the model he suggests is “suited” for
resgectability suggests again that it is limited to those who can affoindhsodifications.

For a study on housework specifically, see Ruth Schwartz Cowan’s highly influertial
More Work for Mothers an initial source for the critical discussions that follow.

’ Although this number is the closest possibility to an accurate national figisreeitainly

higher than actual numbers, especially because certain types of work weoasidered gainful
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employment. For instance, Campbell explains that the 1870 census could not gccansieler
domestic service in its figuregfomeriL04). Other forms of work not considered included taking

in boarders or possibly even working for extra money, and numerous women pursued both of
these avenues for additional income. For perspective, in contrast to 5% ofimemmen

(though again these numbers varied extensively based on race and ethnicitygddiandng

women made up 50% of divorced women, and working single or widowed averaged about 30%
of each respective total.

8 Persons who received the “colored” demarcation are of interesting racethaicities.
According to this census report, the Census Bureau is considering colorededsfthegro
descent, Chinese, Japanese, [or] civilized Indians” (United States 23).

® So many middle-class women living in the country worked for pin money, in fact, that,
because they would take the work at any price, they served to lower the aragesking-class
women who needed that work to survive (Camplsisoners12).

9 These numbers are obviously general, and as Amott and Matthaei makeeslity,
these percentages differed greatly based on race and ethnicity.

1 This number was extremely low for a woman to live on, though not the lowest. In the
sweating-system of the sewing industry, in which women worked for middle-nied cal
“sweaters,” wages sometimes fell between $2.50 and $3 a week, if not less (Cavipiven
130), and shop-girls were sometimes paid $1.50 a week (131). Factory work supposediy paid a
average of $7.50 a week (132), while moderately trained labor received between $8 and $12 a
week in contrast (21). The total average for working women in New York was $5.85, wisich wa
higher than both Boston ($5.64) and Philadelphia ($5.34) (132). In perspective, Riis explains
that, particularly in the tenements, rent “was never less than one week’s wage®art
(124). Similarly, from her interviews, Campbell shows that the average ciostcbfor many
women workers for “baker’s bread, tea, sugar, and a little milk, and butter anof anleiat once
or twice a week,” was ninety cents per week, a price that women recaieimdpsv wages could
barely afford (122).

12| am mainly focusing on African-American and European-American imamtgvomen
because they pertain most to my study. However, see Amott and Matthaei fa& im+depth
discussion of the work of other races and ethnicities in America.

13 Of single black women, 42% were gainfully employed, compared to 58% of “colored”
(including African-American, Chinese, Japanese, and Native-American) wy@h# of white
women with foreign parents, and only 18% of white women with native parents. A remarkable
22% of married black women worked, while only 3% of “colored” women and white women
with foreign parents, and 2% of white women with native parents, did so. Similarly, 63% of
African-American widowed women were gainfully employed, compared to 21%olufréd”
women, 30% of second-generation white immigrant women, and 29% of native white women.
Lastly, an unbelievable 80% of divorced African-American women labored for p&yg same
time that 45% of “colored” women, 48% of white women with foreign parents, and 43% of white
women with native parents did so (United States 23).
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“Something Has Happenedrhe Silent Partneand the Power of the Middle-Class Home

InThe Silent PartnerElizabeth Stuart Phelps reveals the power of the middle-class home
combined with labor for women. Both female protagonists, Sip and Perley, gain aggncy
exemplified through their ability to speak publicly for social and moral reformoygfr the
development of their homes and labor opportunities through the novel. While Perley blaesad
an elaborate, luxurious home from the beginning, she learns from Sip how empty and
purposeless her life has been without labor and begins to speak for the social fefiem o
workers. In contrast, Sip has always labored in the mills, but she gains hgrtalspeak in a
new type of work through Perley’s influences and middle-class culture. Thougis Rheorses
the homes of these women, she also shows them to reject the typical conventions ofeled spa
they refuse marriage prospects because they, through their labor, can functiontivéhrout
Their altered homes, combined with their labor, serve to empower these women.

The Silent Partnefocuses on the story of Perley Kelso, an upper-middle-class young woman
who, after suffering the death of her father, finds a purpose in life by working tmeatesthe
mill workers’ social conditions. In this process, she breaks an engagemesgsranother
proposal, and independently creates an environment that introduces the mill workers to t
culture of her class. Phelps intertwines Perley’s story with that of Stp’§ane of the mill
workers. Sip cares for her deaf, dumb, mute, and eventually blind sister, who drowns, while
working long and strenuous hours. Through Perley’s middle-class influences, Sgptoome
represent the ability of the home to transform the workers. She also refuaasageproposal

and ultimately gains her purpose in preaching to the workers, calling theordabreform.
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The Home

InThe Silent PartnerPhelps uses the homes of her characters first to demonstrate the
limitations society places on them. According to Gwendolyn Wright, “Home’ is aot
imposed ideal and a potent cultural, as well as individual, idBadis€ribing219-20). For Sip,
the other mill workers, and Perley, the homes available to them initiallyteparder this first
concept, an imposition by society. The various homes of working-class charaeteal the
extent to which that ideal of “home” is exclusive and utterly empty, as theirsharadilled,
instead of with idealized love and cleanliness, with dampness, stagnation, asd Sipgll
independently working and caring for her deaf and dumb sister Catty, throughaxttineet in
“a damp house, and she rents the dampest room in it” (Phelps 79). Her room is “a tenement
boasting of the width of the house, and a closet bedroom with a little cupboard window in it; a
low room with cellar smells and drain smells and with unclassified smelksao$ gettled and
settling in its walls and ceiling” (79). Sip calls this room “miserable” (L&) the narrator
agrees, who also calls it “forlorn,” “never . . . cheerful” (79), and even “sodden” (Ar8udh
her focus on dampness and smell specifically, Phelps makes it clear thabthjsas well as
other mill workers’ residences like it, is an undesirable and unhealthy living #pateencloses
and limits rather than uplifts and improves.

Phelps also details the living conditions of other mill workers and shows their expsrie
be no different. As Perley becomes more aware of the mill workers’ gagtehe vows to see
where others live as well. She follows an 8-year-old boy, Bub Mell, who works in likge mi
smokes, and chews tobacco, home to his tenement. This tenement consists of two rooms, one
filled with a sick woman, the other with “six children, a cooking-stove, a bed, a tatle,rman

with stooped shoulders,” both rooms damp and putrid like Sip’s abode (106). Mr. Mell explains
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that the smell comes from the spring floods and the lack of a drain, making his “rekiat
of a fretful place” in which none of his children wish to remain (109). Similarlyeleitits the
company boarding house and is also horrified by the conditions she witnesses thegeSiaski
(who is not surprised), “Do the girls often sleep six in a room? They had no wash-ksavads.
some basins set on trunks. . . . There wasn’t a ventilator in the house” (92). Pvesaripdirs
like Catharine E. Beecher and Harriet Beecher Stowe devoted chaptersnportance of
ventilation and healthy air in the home; they felt that stagnant air was dmembst unhealthy
conditions one could have. Not surprisingly, Perley, who has probably lived in a spotless
environment all her life, cannot comprehend why these girls would remain in suclttwhbed
crowded circumstances, and she certainly does not understand when Sip informsther that
girls remain because board is 25 cents cheaper there than elsewhere. Inatimgdesest
residences, Phelps demonstrates that the dampness, smells, and stagnagios this fhese
living spaces are the height of uncleanliness.

Comparing Phelps’s work to the Massachusetts Bureau of Labor StatisticsdRephich
Phelps based her conditions, William Lynn Watson explains that both texts higkghp
interiors” and the issues of water and stagnation (18). He suggests thapdtiilcalar metaphor
of ‘stagnation’—with its connotations of wetness and impurity—and the fear of sctijade it
represents,” pervade both texts (9). However, Phelps also demonstrates tHadrtidse
conditions result not from the dangers of the lower class but from the apathy of thelagper c
who do not care to install drains or ventilation systems or build housing in places that do not
flood. Indeed, Perley comes to realize that many of the “homes” she mes tocher fiancé
and mill owner Maverick Hayle, who entirely ignores such “impurities” bezhescan. Phelps

is critiquing this upper-class exploitation of these workers, showing that tmeters have found



Knezek 41

another way to victimize them, through the atrocities of their “homes.”

When Perley first meets Sip on the street, she tells the worker she haddktiere, and Sip
laughs and explodes, “Wait tifouve been working on your feet all day, and waityou live
wherel live, before you know whether | had so much better go home!” (Phelps 24). For Sip and
many other mill workers, their homes (or “houses,” she calls them lategsegpithe bondage in
which they live and work, and so they would rather not “go home” after long hours in the mill.
Home is not a refuge from the threats of the street; it is a reminder obpipegssion. As Jacob
Riis and Perley are horrified to note, for these workers living in awful conditioastreet’s
openness and entertainment are far more desirable than their living spaceferSijo factory
folks as “[w]anderers” and adds, “We're a restless set” (44). SheirexptaPerley why so many
young girls are out on the streets: “You can’t keep still. You run about. You're in and out.
You've got so used to a noise” (117). Their labor has made these workers, whosemartlyigl
in their wandering, restless. They cannot tolerate the confinement that teédingswrepresent.

However, these homes do not only represent these workers’ bondage and labor; fgr worki
women, especially, they also promise more work. Sip’s home signifies the warlushstill do
in the evenings “after [she has] stood eleven hours and a half at [her] loom” (90) p&iesex
her extra work to an incredulous Perley who ignorantly asks, “What work?” Sipgepli
“Washing. Ironing. Baking. Sweeping. Dusting. Sewing. Marketing. Pumping. Scgubbin
Scouring.” For Sip, this “home” is merely a reminder of the work that she canndt Aval the
same is true for other mill workers. When Sip tells Nynee Mell, one of Bulésssiso go home
because “it is better than this” (the boy she is hanging around), Nynee egliseadier
response: “It frets me so, to go home! . . . | hate to go home” (122). In his conversdtion wit

Perley earlier, Mr. Mell explains most likely why she dreads returinamge: “he kept the gell
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[gir]] home to look after ’em; not the first gell [Nynee]; he couldn’t keep her to raira#; she
made seven; he didn’t know’s he blamed her” (108-09). Like Sip, to Nynee home reptiesent
work she is expected to do, having to care for six other children and probably also her sick
mother. Tamara K. Hareven offers a suggestion for why so many mill workersgjdicdlprly,
in this case, women) sought the streets instead of their domestic spaamimyplin working-
class homes there was little separation between domestic life and wwoilkkf world of work
spilled over into the household” (249). For these mill workers, the home merges withdee bur
of work, causing even more labor for its exhausted inhabitants. The actual “honmesseofttill
workers serve as the antithesis to the isolated oasis prescriptivisesigheadhome for being.
Though Perley’'s home differs extensively from the supposed homes of these workers
representing the ideal to which their dwellings are compared, Phelps shoRerntbgts
residence places other limitations on her. As Susan Albertine points out in “Bréaki8dent
Partnership,” the novel begins “with a scene of confinement—Perley sittiatyqguai her
father’s library with her hands folded in her lap” (242). She sits peacefully asidgdgwvithin
her home, a clear representation or “type of her class and sex” (Lang 27 Atefeodypical
upper-middle-class woman, Perley does not need to work in any way, but she also lacks
personality and purpose. Her house is described as “lofty, luxurious” (Phelps 1a6)™gr
(239), “and superb” (236), yet all she initially does within it in a morning id%sthe fire and
order dinner” (40). When she discovers at the beginning of the novel that her fathemhas bee
suddenly killed, Perley asks Maverick and his father if she can become a bpsitiessin the
mill company in place of her father, probably to have something to do. Both men ldnegh at
ignorance and allow her to be a “silent partner” (60). In his typical condescendmggr,

Maverick informs Perley, “I do not see but this would meet your fancy perfegdispecially
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if you are going to marry into the firm” (60). He adds, “A woman’s influenoe,know; you've
heard of it” (61). Though her home represents a life of clean, organized, non-labrung in
contrast to the mill workers’ lives, it also indicates the place societylb#tec her. She cannot
engage in business or more public, non-social engagements, and her only influence occurs
(theoretically) through marriage. Her home signifies her place but also kedpsnheeally
doinganything.

However, as Wright said earlier, the home serves not only as a social imposititsolag a
“potent” cultural and individual ideal (220). Although the homes of these women certainly
confine and limit their agency and autonomy, Phelps shows that they can also séegeds si
empowerment and community when used appropriately. In fact, the home comes to serve, fo
Sip, as the representation of the possibility for middle-class culturalielevand, for Perley, as
the disseminator of such influence when combined with labor. Sip, particularly thiPeulgy’s
middle-class influence but also even before she meets Perley, embracdsahswaounding
the home that prescriptivists show to be middle-class ideals. To her, home repatsyt
moral development, and isolation. She attempts to create cleanliness and ordaoméies a
contrast to the dirt produced in the mills. She obsessively desires cleanlingsslgogrin
Perley’s presence, even though Phelps makes it entirely clear that sbeesamractually be
clean because of the griminess of her work and the dampness of her rooms. WhetoRertey
to visit her tenement, Sip tells her, “See how dirty | am,” though Perley dighoiedls that she
“hadn’t seen” (Phelps 80). Though Perley ignores it, Sip knows she is filthy:é e dust
about Sip, and oil about her, and a consciousness of both about her, that gave her a more
miserable aspect than either” (81). Though the stereotype of the workiagvelashat they were

always dirty, living in residences filled with poverty and disease, Sip désikesclean,
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adopting a more middle-class notion. When Catty enters and sits down to eat “withoagwashi
her face,” Sip is extremely troubled, and Phelps demonstrates the diffestne=n her and the
workers who would not concern themselves with a clean appearance (89). Howevatelyitim
such a feat is impossible for a mill girl, as Sip tells Perley, “We ¢eatft it, you see . . . mill-

folks can’'t” (81). They will always be dirty. She says this as she resgeffablelf-cleared
Pompeian statue.” Regardless of her intentions and desires, Sip’s work is enough to keep he
from ever actually attaining the clean standards of the middle class.

Sip also conforms to ideals of this higher class in other ways, such as order artg. moral
When Perley visits, Sip invites her to “tea,” which consists of her and Cattyisrdof bread
dipped in molasses (82). This meal cannot even bear the semblance of tea, but Sighextends
invitation in the attempt to imitate more middle-class behavior. Simildre/atempts to
establish order in her home through her work of washing, ironing, sewing, scrubbing, and so on,
performing the “self-sacrificing [labor]” that Beecher and Stowe eillidescribe, even though
her rooms never become less damp or more peaceful (24). Sip also upholds the moral values of
the middle class. Interestingly, when she sends Nynee Mell home, she respoadtetivay
Perley had responded to her when they first met. When Perley found out that Siaecesfoe
the theater, she told her, “It's no place for you. . . . You had so much better go home” (Phelps
24). When Sip realizes that Nynee would be staying out late with a man who wouldrlead he
astray, she tells her, “I want you to go home, Nynee Mell” and sends her homenatitda
(122). Sip tells Perley that she wants to keep Nynee from eventually “gajitigg tevil,”
clearly equating morality with sexual purity and wishing it for the otberale workers.
Significantly, she sees home as a refuge from sexual dangers and lipractiaes. Likewise,

she longs to keep Catty home because Catty runs about the streets, drinks, and sometime
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“does—worse,” using the home again as a protection from sexual and altogether wicke
influences (84). She upholds a morality that numerous prescriptivists such ay Segtn to
think cannot belong to the working class and its “immoralit[ies]” (234). Indepd;rigis to
Perley later in the novel, “But I've tried to be good! . . . | know I'm rough/Jattried to be a
good girl!” (Phelps 202). For Phelps, Sip demonstrates to readers that wodssgvdmen can
internalize orderly, hygienic, and especially moral values, even if they mdne radile to attain
these stereotypical expectations because of their working identities ahtiortn

Sip most clearly demonstrates her adoption of the middle-class belief of thiegidiae
home through her attempts to keep Catty inside. She fears the times Catyhconedate, a
sign both that Sip has not succeeded in creating a “home” for her sistesdtitadlCatty does
not care to share her values. When Perley visits Sip, Catty has not returnedfiorAsithe
affluent woman speaks, Sip hears a noise and exclaims, “Hush! . . . | thought+-hé&a2gl
She goes to the window and returns with a disappointed face, explaining nervoatly h&sn’t
come in.” When Catty does arrive, Sip’s demeanor changes entirely, becaesaé that at
least temporarily Catty will remain at home. She tells her si'See how pleasant it is to come
home early, Catty” (87). She adds, “For love’s sake and my sake, and with thenthfine a
bright. So much better . . . Better than the dark street-corners, Gifiydbes everything she
can to create a home for her sister, trying to produce a desirable atreaspt@mmunity, love,
and warmth that the streets and its pleasures cannot offer. She cooks and providesster her
trying to make her happy, and, most importantly, keep her there. When Cattyalitibvetomes
blind from previous work, Sip mourns, “The poor eyes that | tried to keep at home, and safe, and
would have died for, if they need never, never have looked upon an evil thing!” (192).

Ultimately, Catty dies in a flood, and, interestingly, Sip’s home becomes evemmeaningful
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because Sip now sees herself as being able to always keep and protect hieesastehelps

explains of that first evening, when Sip’s friend Dirk decides not to enter, “They dvwambt
him—she and Catty—that night” (279). Because her home partially represented afgaftety

to keep Catty from the dangers of the street, this night is meaningful becaueses 3nally
(figuratively) attained this space. Realistically, though, Catty likesiuse she refuses to stay at
home when Sip tells her to do so; the attainment of Sip’s ideal home does not prove possible for
working-class people. Still, Phelps shows Sip to be a malleable and potentiafiiplee

character because she subscribes to these ideals.

Because Sip already holds to these values of cleanliness, morality, andntitie avet appeal
of the home, she is the perfect candidate for Perley’s middle-class infli&pahows the
ability to recognize and appreciate beauty and art, even though she has never comact
with these concepts before. When she walks into Perley’s house for the &;sshienexclaims,
“I never knew in all my life how grand a room could be till | come into this grand roemght”
(128). She immediately appreciates and delights in this beauty. Intergstvhgh Perley asks
what she would do if this room were hers, Sip desires to share it with the otherkmiel
tells Perley, “I'd bring Nynee Mell in to spend an evening!” (129). Sip autoaiBtrecognizes
the power of this room to influence and transform characters, so that as soon aseshespéis
refinement she wishes to spread it around her. In a way, then, this one stateorapisses all
of Perley’s and Sip’s disseminating actions. Phelps makes it clear thatuldecome just as
refined as Perley if she were educated in culture and refinement. When Siys foouCatty’s
loss of her eyes, she mourns especially that Catty could not see anythinfyb&héiexplains
that for Catty’s eyes “l would have hunted the world over, if | could, to find prettggHor, and

pleasant things and good things,” but, instead, she never had anything but heatimigte
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room” that Catty’s eyes got so tired of seeing (192). Phelps shows thanSipmaciate this
beauty and that she even longs for and desires to share it, though she cannot attairowon he

However, with Perley’s help and middle-class influence, Sip and the other millrsyakd
the implication is that even their homes, can become transformed. In Perley;sSipme
observes a picture of Beethoven and becomes transfixed. She describes thapfeture
dreaming Beethoven overwhelmed by sounds he can’t control” and instantlg teldte
(Malpezzi 17). She exclaims, “That’s the way things come to me; thirggdd do, things |
could say, things | could get rid of if I had the chance” (Phelps 130). But, of casraanill
girl, “I never have the chance.” Because Sip is so enamored with this piatey, FPangs it in
Sip’s kitchen, and, for Sip, “what a strangeness and a forgetting it makesraboamn” (151).
Like Perley’s influence and the effect of her home, this picture changes dbese for Sip,
making them more resemble the home she wants to have. This is a pretty, pladsgonda
thing that she is actually able to possess. Phelps explains, “She took a world of caméurs
out of that picture” (195), even talking to it “by the hour” (194). Sip expounds upon this comfort:
“Sometimes now, when Catty is so bad [blind] . . . there’s music comes out of that aicture
about the room” (196). She adds, “Sometimes when the floor’s all sloppy and | have to wash up
after work, | hear 'em playing over the dirt. It sounds so clean!” For Sippitttisre creates for
her what she otherwise cannot have: a clean house, a home filled with music andnukace,
portion of culture that provides such a contrast to everyday work experience. Phelpheahows
(middle-class) readers that an introduction to culture and beauty can ajterspective and
dwellings of these working-class women.

The only hopeful influence these mill workers receive is through Perley, whiy sams

from Sip the reality of their conditions and the need for their education and impotvekiter
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she visits Sip’s house and sees how a mill girl actually lives, her perspetinedy changes,
and she sees her home and her existence differently. When Perley leavé®p, Phelps
explains that “[s]he felt like a stranger setting foot in a strang¥ I@8). Though she possesses
the affluent home, she becomes the stranger, as if her home loses itsasigaifind she loses
her belonging within it. Phelps continues, “Old, home-like boundary lines of things ct Wwér
smooth young life had rounded, wavered before her.” For this young woman, home leak exist
as a boundary that has prohibited the knowledge of these conditions, leaving her ignorant,
content, and passive. However, by glimpsing life in these other houses, Peartethgagency
to step beyond the boundary lines of her home and actually become active and influential.
when she returns to her home that evening that she reacts so strongly in herhpartiog £
Sip, “You do not understand . . . you people who work and suffer, how it is with us! We are born
in a dream, | tell you! Look at these rooms!” (127). Perley’s home reprebBerdsstam in which
she has been kept to live; with this new knowledge she views her home and her life quite
differently.

With the realization of the needs of the workers, Perley adapts the spach@mhbeand uses
it for different purposes that uplift them. She hosts soirees or cultural garttes mill folk
there, in which they “always manage to accomplish something” cultural, wihieteea Hugo,
Burns, or Dickens reading, for example (228). Perley introduces these workedsite-aass
culture through literature, music—she even plays Beethoven for them on the piano—-and art
the mill characters become transformed within this environment. Phelpsg€llBhe same faces
at their looms to-morrow you could not identify”; in fact, they show little diffiee from people
“collect[ed] at amusicalé (226). When other middle-class women ask Perley how she brought

about such change, she replies, “They have brought themselves about. All that | dats to tre
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these people precisely as | treat you, Miss Van Doozle” (227). To Phelps, facksyof
treating the mill folk as members of the middle class, introducing them to rulddle culture
and bringing them into her upper-middle-class home, empower these workersito bett
themselves. By bringing these workers into Perley’s home, especiallpsRieghonstrates the
Victorian notion that the “hougtself shaped the character of its inhabitants” and brought about
such alterations (McDannell 164). Put another way, Riis declares that ‘“goat@xpect to find
an inner man to appeal to in the worst tenement-house surroundings. You must first @t the m
where he can respect himself’ (209). The workers can only change theiteharatbehavior
if first introduced to better residences and a more refining atmospherdy\Be8harer
specifically connects this concept to nineteenth century theories of ritétirsuggested that
exposure to “high culture” would alleviate the “plight of the working class” (n.pgl@3 shows
that these characters transform easily, if given the opportunity, imglyatdper readers should
take it upon themselves to provide the homes and culture necessary to allow such
transformations to occur. Though Perley’'s home was the means of her igremmednce
containment at the beginning of the novel, it now serves as the source of her nevdpidgvel
activism and agency, a way to actually make a difference in the wof&eltsiral) lives.

However, at the same time that Phelps shows the home to empower these womtens she al
the typical definition of the home by allowing Sip and Perley to remain indhgihomes
through the independence of their labor. Towards the end of the novel, both women, as
exceptions to the female characters around them, ultimately abandon thehypiea offered
them through marriage proposals, preferring to keep their own spaces instead. Ykhan Di
young mill worker whom Sip likes, proposes to her, Sip refuses, telling him, “I'linaoty

anybody. Maybe it isn’t the way a girl had ought to feel when she likes a ydlowg fe . But
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we don’t live down here so’s to make girls grow up like girls should, it seems to hmapgP
287). She continually says that mill workers can never get out of the cycle¢af/faork, and
she refuses to “bring a child into the world to work in the mills.” To Dirk, mgeraffers a
sense of relief and some happiness, as he responds, “But other folks don't take it sor. . . Othe
folks marry, and have their homes and the comfort of 'em” (288). For Dirk, marhnage, and
children provide comfort because, as a man, they offer him the notions of ownership and
possession that he lacks in his work. To Sip and other working women, however, this home and
its duties promise only work, the confinement and the endless repetition of fanigigles and
mistreatment. Though her rejection of this womanly role is what Amy Shiagerterms
“unnatural,” so are her living and working conditions (274); they are the cause otlsomnléo
abandon that ideal.

Perley responds in a similar fashion. Though she rejects Maverick’s hand eaglnavel
when she realizes she no longer loves him and gains the ability to say it, slegeatsae
proposal of Stephen Garrick, a mill hand who worked his way up into a partnership position (the
position she actually requested) and who also desires to help the mill workerslefs Pe
considers the prospect of marriage, the narrator informs us how much she hasl ¢éfandhe
stereotypical woman of the time: “Possible wifehood was no longer an alluring.dreaNo
bounding impulse cried within her: That is happiness! There is rest!” (Phelps 26 1\worhan
no longer desires a husband. She even tells Garrick, “I do not need you now. Women talk of
loneliness. | am not lonely. They are sick and homeless. | am neither.” pPeskgsses her own
home, and as seen through her soirees, she has altered its purpose and her rolesShéhin it
explains later that to accept marriage would to become another silent pastablished back

within the ideal roles of the home, and she is not ready to accept such confinemeriagain.
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both Sip and Perley, these marriage offers represent the part of the home tiwynaltang to
accept. Instead, their labor and the purpose they find there to help others “propel therheout of t
home and into the world” (Lang 280), at the same time that they retain the spaceafithe

homes that empowers such a move.

Work

InThe Silent PartnerPhelps provides detailed descriptions of the labor available to women
mill workers, critiquing their present conditions and the apathy of the upper desgyhTlabor
combined with the home ultimately provides a liberating space for Sip ang,Reréhich they
gain the purpose of imparting moral and cultural values to the workers, labaeglfyy its
particularly for the working-class women, proves to be extremely binding aadtisilencing.
Through Sip and other mill workers’ experiences, Phelps shows the mill workersrteele c
and permanently altered and bound by their work. Numerous workers emit “aapeinylj
rasping cough,” termed the “cotton-cough” because they receive it frokingan the cotton
mills (Phelps 82). Cotton weavers “[look] like beautiful moving corpses,” withatitied yellow
faces” and “bright eyes” (119). Sip informs a horrified Perley, “You cammtekaver by the
skin.” Similarly, when Sip returns from her weaving each night, she complaiasdoéadful
sore-throat” (81). She explains: “I have it generally. It comes frokirsgyidilling through the
shuttle. But | don’t think much of it.” In all cases, these female workers leaeesed marked
physical defects from their labor as a tangible sign of the crudiaésuich employment imposes
on them. As the most vivid representation of this abuse, Phelps introduces Cattys&ip’s si
who was born deaf, “queer and dumb,” and becomes blind as well from a disease acquired by

wool-picking (51). Phelps suggests that Catty is the product of her motherd Fabog, who
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was made to work fourteen hours a day directly prior to Catty’s birth. Sip and Gatisphans,
as their mother was killed from similar treatment with another child anlkeif&ie died of the
gearing,” caught in the machinery of the mills (50). As Phelps shows, thesesar&entirely
changed by their cruel conditions, victims to the machinery of their labor.

Sip also makes it quite clear that the workers cannot change their stigteasa “type of
the world from which she sprang,” ultimately drowns in a flood because she has no way of
knowing how to reach safety (278). Phelps writes that Catty representsditldeofvexhausted
and corrupted body, of exhausted and corrupted brain, of exhausted and corrupted soul, the
world of the laboring poor as man has made it.” And her point is clear; without help, these
workers are drowning. Perley tries to provide Sip with other employmemgtéhrrick, “It is
not a girl to spend life in weaving cotton” (197). However, Sip constantly repeatieththat a
worker can never escape the mills. She exclaims, “How many folksé®e try to get out of the
mills! They always came back” (147). At Perley’s request, she tries wthr&r but quickly
returns to the mills, saying, “I can weave, that's all” (199). She adds, 4&d to the noise and
the running about. I'm used to the dirt and the roughness” (199-200). Both Sip and Catty
demonstrate the endless cycle by which these workers live and die, from whichnhey
escape on their own because the mills have made them the way they are. Howeyer, Phel
intends for her readers to help them. In the beginning of the novel, she explaingphse pur
providing these descriptions to the reader: “I believe that a wide-spreadngaa@xists among
us regarding the abuses of our factory system” (v). By providing thesstice@details, Phelps
wishes to combat that ignorance—such as Maverick’s inaccurate desdapferiey of the
people in her mills, “a well-paid, well-cared-for, happy set of laboring peagplou could ask to

see” (64)—and, as Lang specifies, to prompt manufacturers “to amelibealot of their
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employees” (270). Though the workers cannot escape the horrific conditions ddittoeiand
its disastrous effects on them, Phelps intends for the mill owners and producers tottimgome
about those conditions.

In a way, she wishes for these manufacturers to take on a similar roteeyo Weo as soon
as she learns of the actual conditions of the mills begins working to refamm Alh¢he same
time that she gains the empowerment to alter the space of her home, Bertgires the ability
to extend beyond its space and help the workers in other ways. She “moves freeigh tine
streets, doing what she can for these people, though she, as a woman and silentgrantter
actually alter their conditions (Albertine 242). She vows to set up a libratief“societies, and
half-time schools, and lectures, and reading-rooms, tenement-houses fit to be, l[aretieven
more” (Phelps 133), all to “enrich the dismal lives of the mill workers” (Sharer, ngrlgy’
even attends the new chapel that Garrick built with the mill girls, providing aghtijgsxample
of morality for them to follow. This woman brings a “tide of respectability” toghesrkers,
providing them with the opportunity to learn and better themselves on numerous laegs (P
251). When Sip enters her tenement the evening that Perley has “tea” with legrhBer
changed the “forlorn little room” into a welcoming environment (79). Phelps explains,
“Something has happened to the forlorn little room to-night. . . . A fire has happened, and the
kerosene lamp has happened, and drawn curtains have happened.” Perley tells Sip, “the room
was dark and so | took the liberty” (80). Based on the experiences Perleygair&ih and the
other mill workers, she realizes that her purpose lies at least partiailyeootrer home, in
transforming and lightening the workers’ dark and forlorn lives. Phelps is deatongthat
Perley’'s investment in these workers, and her readers’ as well, canalesttheir conditions.

However, numerous scholars point out that Perley’s labor is neither benefi@atusdly
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non-domestic, as she tries to fit the workers to middle-class standards anesdihemncactual
needs, furthering the purposes of the upper-class, mill-owning men. According tm\\Redey
performs the actions of a “true woman,” “influenc[ing] public affairs throinghetxample of
morality and goodness she set[s]” (21-22n5). She enacts what Albertinesoaltd “
housekeeping” (244), edifying, nursing, converting (Lang 281), and attemptingwata the
plight of the workers by exposing them to art and beauty (Sharer, n.p.). Although Perle
participates in “earnest work, work misunderstood, neglected, discouraging,dsopele
thankless,” she does not do anything to actually improve the conditions of the milfss(P5&);
she focuses on more domestic, “womanly” issues instead. Though operating and laboring in
public, Perley still embodies and teaches “some of the traditional domestesvi(\Ward 214).
Sip, likewise, does not alter conditions for the mill workers either. Gainipgat®n from
Perley she offers workers a “poor folks’ religion” to reform their soutserathan their work
environments (Phelps 296). Though at the end of the text these women as individuals are
speaking powerfully for reform, it is a domestic reform that Phelps fegldthe the authority
to instigate. The workers are basically just as bound, limited, and essesikilbed as at the
beginning, and readers are left to hope idealistically that the mamefacto whom Phelps is
writing will be able to provide more practical change.

Though neither Sip nor Perley’s ultimate means of labor actually “allowv[s}itical
material change,” possibly due to Phelps’s own upper-class leanings and backgroysdisPhel
clear on the fact that certain labor can provide a means of purpose and empowertheséfor
individual women (Sharer, n.p.). When Sip first rejects Dirk’s offer of marriage and sbme
mourns privately, “I don’t see why | couldn’t have rikdt, leastways” (Phelps 290). However,

at the beginning of the next chapter, Phelps informs readers, “She saw cleagly entome to
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be a very happy woman” (291). Though she rejected a home and marriage, Sip gaitey a gre
sense of purpose and independence than they could offer. Her labor as a mitivgsrhali to
maintain her own home and speak authoritatively and independently through her preaching. This
new purpose, to instill in these workers the moral values Perley has esséigtt her,
develops partly from her experience as a poor, working mill girl; the ocayyshe gains a
powerful voice is through understanding the experiences and conditions of the workers around
her and like her. Though she will presumably continue to work and face the samesixtrem
difficult factory conditions, Sip’s labor has provided her with a means to remain independe
possess a home that she controls, and exhibit her own agency through speaking for itlye moral
of her fellow workers. She gains a purpose and voice through her labor, as it allows her to avoid
marriage and preach instead, but she does so with the influence of Perley’s hetle as

Similarly, Perley’s labor also allows her to refuse marriage bechesiss not need it,
providing her with an identity based on her own independence. When she refuses Garrick’s
proposal, she tells him, “I have no time to think of love and marriage . . . | have too much else to
do” (260). Like Sip, Perley no longer finds her identity in marriage; instead, shelgains t
empowerment from her labor to stand alone, make her own decisions, and gain a voice as a
working upper-middle-class woman. Albertine explains that Perley ‘fattsriown interests as a
businesswoman,” which, considering her passivity and silence at the beginrhegiottl, is a
momentous shift (244). Albertine concludes that Phelps “affirms,” through Pé&heyyoman’s
desire or choice to work” (241). However, Phelps demonstrates again thatd2erney fully
operate outside the home, even in her labor, because her domesticity is what ernpoteers
move beyond her walls and inculcate the workers with her culture and refineméps. ldes

her novel to argue the legitimacy of women'’s labor, but to also demonstrate thatsuich la
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requires a domestic side.

Speech

Though initially silenced, both Sip and Perley gain the ability to speak powexnfiall
authoritatively in the text through their labor. However, significantly, they dgain this ability
by altering their speech within their home space. According to JudittrlEgit‘speech is a
function of power,” and, for these women, Phelps makes it clear that they at firsichpower
because they have no way to talk (18). Levander explains that Phelps “detberitetationship
between industry and laborers as a contentious fight for voice” (107). Though Sip beayss a
able to say what she means, providing Perley with “honest” words that reveall tvenkers’
actual conditions and motivate Perley to begin her reform work, Phelps shows plairityet
mill and its conditions silence the mill workers (Phelps 30). To ward off the monotdhg of
tedious factory conditions, for example, female weavers attempt to sitegtivdy work.
However, the machines’ engines “g[e]t hold of the song, and crunch it well” (212). When the
engines defeat their song, “the melody of the voices” vanishes with it, and tloeis uastead
become “hoarse and rough” (77). Some weavers can only speak in whispers because of thei
work; Sip explains that they “lost their voices some time ago” (81). Phelpsndémates clearly
that these workers have no ability to speak for themselves; they have lostlityathabugh
their working conditions. Similarly, as Levander notes, Catty is a “gpariher” in the text
(100). Though she speaks to Sip, “talk[ing] on her fingers” (Phelps 52) and becoming eloquent
her death by “pass[ing] into the great world of signs” (280), she never gains an aodibléor
herself in the text because of her and her mother’s treatment in the mills. &tposs, “Even

in her dreams she listened for what she never heard, and spoke that which no man understood”
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(96). InViolence, Silence, and Angé&reirdre Lashgari clarifies the relationship here between
Catty and those not understanding her. 8htes that the voices of working-class people and
people of color have not merely been stifled; “they also have been unheard and rendered
unhearable, aurally erased” (4). Like Catty’s speech, the agency andyidéttiese workers
have been entirely erased from this text and mill-owning society. ThrougtisGatk of
audible speech, Phelps demonstrates the state of these workers as slie theasptesent
silent conditions: ignorant, isolated, and entirely powerless.

Before Perley comes in contact with the mill workers and their conditions, shestients
The novel begins with her musing silently and passively in the library, doing nothingibgt t
(again, passively) to decide if she should attend the scheduled opera for the. dvewengr,
she cannot make that decision and soon finds herself taken by Maverick and hedyriémd F
this early section, Perley does not seem to be able to think or speak autonomolsiytedral
she first speaks to Sip, Sip offends her, leaving Perley to say simply, “Slteavas and she
hurt me” (Phelps 31). Perley then fills her thoughts with Maverick’s words: “AseMck said,
the lower classes could not bear any unusual attention from their betters, \wipingut
Maverick in his business connection had occasion to know. He must be right” (31). Perley
substitutes her language for his, trusting him to provide her with the words to think akd spea
Likewise, when she converses with Maverick, he takes on a tone of condescension amt she fi
herself unable to reply. When she offers the suggestion of partnering with Neaedlitis
father after her father’s death, for instance, they laugh and patronizécheptat allotting her
the designation of silent partner or, as Maverick says, “[a]n ordinary, ungadidgummy” (60-
61). She finds herself unable to use her speech to “command the respect” and agrethiesant of

men (59). As an upper-middle-class woman fulfilling the proper passive role ety soqects,
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Perley’s speech possesses no persuasion or power.

However, as Perley begins to develop a relationship with Sip and see the milkiNviker
conditions for herself, she finds a purpose, and through that purpose, her voice. Returning home
with Sip after visiting Sip’s and Bub’s “homes,” she enters her parlor andlsitf\si
“trembl[ing] violently” (127). Suddenly, she moves into action, rising, striking thesctable in
front of her, and speaking powerfully, “You do not understand . . . We are born in a dream, | tell
you!” Levander explains, “her subsequent speech is transformed by heatiealiSpeech
becomes her work” (112-13). While silent before, Perley’s tirade in the pasaiting from her
realization of the workers’ actual conditions, demonstrates her transition into ayfonom
individuality, and power. Importantly, this reaction begins in her home, even her, partoer
dwelling but especially this room represents the feminine, passively saleighe is expected to
take on. Her alternative actions within this space represent her rejectiteaanventional role
she has previously played and her adoption of a much more active purpose of reform.

As represented in this scene, Perley gains the power to “articulate her avwan pasnd she
uses her voice to describe the horrid mill conditions and speak for herself (All2&3nedler
reform work “enables” her to attain a voice of power, one that even silencesspealkts the
upper-class men who initially suppressed her (Levander 113). In a chapter thxkh@ate!”
she cancels her engagement with Maverick, finally gaining the powersert&er feelings
concisely” and giving him a verbal thrust that even he “could not lightly parrylg®ié0).
Similarly, when the mill owners find themselves speechless or powerlegspotne to Perley
and she speaks in their place. When Bub Mell dies by becoming entangled in thectmitienga
for example, the male mill owners suddenly become unable to voice this tragedy tehis.pa

Instead, Maverick suggests that they “[aj&(’ to speak for them (217). Perley informs Mr.
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Mell of Bub’s death “in a gentle, awful voice,” able to do what these men could not (218).
Later in the novel, when the mill company faces the possibility of collalsina@ owners

must cut the mill workers’ wages, the workers threaten to strike, and once agaal¢Headers

find themselves powerless and unable to say anything effective. As the crowalidetsand

more violent, Perley cries, “I wish, Mr. Garrick, that you had never shut me out &friis$

belonged here! You do not one of you know now what it is for your own interest to do!” (246).

Though the men initially refuse to listen to her and even scoff at her ideasntdyifecome

nervous enough to let her speak to the workers. Sip recalls later, “she talk[edbtauutha

trouble that the Company was in, and a foolishness cre[pt] round amongst us, as if Wewgishe

were at home” (252). Perley told them that she could not afford to pay them, and, as Sip say

“they believedhat” In the most problematic part of the text for current scholars, the workers

accept their pay cut, and Perley succeeds in quelling this strike and makingclhdreand.

Through this act of speech, Albertine suggests that Perley “begins to sstivetawn position”

(243). Phelps demonstrates that her speech is legitimate and powerful as sheegaitisority

to speak (if only temporarily) over these men. At the same time, Perleyeaigwces her

position as a member of the upper-middle class and separate from the workpssciebhdy

seeks to legitimize women’s labor and speech, and to alert readers of the ¢mmditions of

the mills, but she “[does] not question the social and economic structures” of her tesrer

for them to change (Kessler 51). Given Perley’s realized power in speech, theamebatear

why she refuses Garrick’s proposal. Her labor (though still domestic—theradigten to her

because of her respectability and virtue) provides her with a powerful voice\ilily role

would only re-stifle.

Similarly, though not initially silenced herself, Sip gains a voice and purpogefmill
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workers that empowers both her and (hopefully) them. She acquires this abjigako ;1 many
ways, through Perley’s influence. According to Levander, Sip “must learngnoaffluent
woman mill owner how to reshape both the sound and substance of her language” (107). She
first demonstrates the ability to speak differently in her communication withichee of
Beethoven that Perley hangs in her kitchen. She “talk[s] to it by the hour,” amdpiieation is
that she gains more power to speak through the opportunities and culture Perley provides than
she would otherwise (Phelps 194). Like Levander suggests, Sip not only acquirebtyhte abi
speak from Perley, she also learns fromhimvrto speak, embodying the culture of the middle
class through her words. At Perley’s soirees, Sip performs most of the seadthgecitations
for the other mill workers, to the point that the events mostly revolve around hey. Perle
describes Sip’s influence: “We have nothing so popular . . . as that girl's readthgecdations.
They ring well” (233). The workers enjoy these readings, particularigusecSip, as one of their
own, leads them. Sip connects to them but also, by internalizing Perley’s cuwturects to the
middle class and provides the opportunity for these workers to also experience tinat Eigt
speech represents the extent to which she has adopted Perley’s values nanioeise
spreading them to her own class. In both of these cases, through the picture andeh8ipoir
gains the ability to speak through the culture Perley provides, and she dodsrstheispace of
the home, whether her kitchen or Perley’s parlor. Phelps again shows the home tockedl@aspa
empowers women and gives them the potential to speak, if combined with the assaafiations
work and the cultural values of the middle class.

Sip’s ultimate purpose lies in preaching to the workers about the gospel of @halstitg
she gains through the moral example and speaking traits she learns from itedspdrom the

experience she gains through her labor. Catty’s death, as a representation ghtloe fiiese
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workers, ultimately empowers Sip to speak for reform. Though Catty does not spdai &

the text, in her death she “grew grandly eloquent,” as nature “gave her speeeli {@&0). In

this new means of communication, Catty talks to Sip and leads her into this new professi
(though she certainly continues to work in the mills). Sip explains, “Theragsishe’d have

me say. That was how | first went to the meetings” (291). While Sip is at #sgomiistening to

a sermon, “Catty had such things to say,” and then, suddenly, “God had things to saydtoo, a
“l stood right up and said them” (292). Through Sip’s speech, then, Catty becomes eltmaent “
larger public” (Levander 114), and Sip gains a larger purpose through preaching ttoher fel
workers. Interestingly, Sip establishes her first religious meeimigsr “home,” on the other

side of her boarding house in an Irish woman'’s kitchen. These meetings grow, smomigec
“too many for tenement accommodations,” and Sip and her listeners move outsidentgecont
them (Phelps 292). However, they do begin in the stone house in which Sip has lived, in the
kitchen of all places, as a demonstration of the alternate and variant role Sigemasrt and the
way she has altered the purposes of that space. Instead of cooking or cleanikgchdheafter

a day of work, she is speaking, empowering men and women mill workers to alter thei
characters even if they cannot alter their conditions or their kitchens.

Though Sip’s home provides the space for her preaching, representing thertniédiadt uses
can be empowering for women, her labor experiences enable Perley’dyrioredach the
workers. She relates to them because she has experienced their struggieskasg mill
woman. In “her factory-girls’ language” (Levander 107), she offers therypleeof religion she
knows they need: “We're poor folks, and we want a poor folks’ religion” (Phelps 296). This
religion centers around Jesus, because, as she shows, He experienced conditiots thiairs.

Sip explains, “This is what he saybwas up, and down, and drove, and slaved, and hurried
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myself . . . and was poor like you” (297-98). Like Sip, these workers become empowered
through their labor because it allows them to relate to Jesus’ experienceist@nddl him”

(298). At the same time, Sip’s preaching allows her to provide, in a sense, a voineerfoll
workers through speaking publicly about their working conditions (Levander 99). Sitescitee
possibility for an alternate and collective identity for the workers thagadstf silence, gives
them powerful and emphatic speech. However, through this speech Sip also digsetiménat
desires of the middle class. Her denouncement of the workers’ immoralibrsrtine concerns
of that class: “You go on your wicked ways, and you drink, and fight, and swear, andeyiou liv
sinful shames” (Phelps 296-97). Though she publicizes the conditions of the workeasl, aiste
calling them to “fight” to change their treatment in the mills, she da#isitto adapt their
behavior to the character of Christ, who will “unsnarl us all,” ignoring “ttie folks’ ways”
(299). Her speech essentially calls the workers to accept and remain wheaeethdey Frances
M. Malpezzi declares, Sip, “in essence, becomes like Perley”’ (108). She bectwokRhelps
uses to endorse the standards of the middle class.

Still, Phelps shows that Sip and Perley gain autonomy and purpose by stepping beyond the
typical cycles of the home in wifehood and motherhood. Outside of those roles, though, and in
conjunction with public labor, Phelps demonstrates that the middle-class home doesrempowe
these women; it does serve as a space that allows them to begin to speak openly dnitypowe
Ultimately, through this novel Phelps shows the possibilities for amelior&gnignill workers’
conditions through the introduction of middle-class culture and values. She shows the need for
and results of middle-class influences of the home but also the need for these woanemto g

greater purpose in helping others. These women cannot be complete without either.
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“A Nobler Part on a Wider StagefVorkand the Communal Home

InWork: A Story of Experienckouisa May Alcott’s Christie also rejects the typical female
roles within the home, choosing at the beginning of the novel to establish independence and
autonomy by leaving her aunt and uncle’s house and laboring for herself. Howeverhehile s
does gain self-sufficiency through her numerous jobs, she first gains a homelesghas
anonymity that almost kill her. Throughout the text, Christie longs for a homesaddats of
acceptance, friendship, love, and belonging. At the same time, though, she degiesdedee,
and she almost commits suicide because she cannot attain such a space. Thougld&&sristi
ultimately acquire the home that she desires, like Phelps, Alcott revisé®the, showing it to
only be truly empowering when formed by a community of women that moves in and out of its
space. Christie embraces a new relationship between home and work at the end of,the nove
gaining the ability to speak for and to other working women through her labor expsragntce
this community that works and establishes a home together.

Workbegins with Christie’s declaration to her aunt and uncle that she wants to ies@dhnie
world and the fruits of her own labor. She leaves their small town and its limited oppestunit
and heads to the city to gain autonomy and community through her work. She performs many of
the jobs that Alcott herself tried, working as a domestic servant, actressjegs/eeompanion,
and seamstress before ultimately having no way to subsist and nearly coghsuiitide. Her
friend Rachel, a “fallen” woman whom Christie had helped, rescues Christie apd pkx in
loving homes that restore her strength and provide her with healthier labor oppstdinough
Christie refuses several marriage proposals, she accepts one thatsphevideth a greater
degree of independence and belonging. During the Civil War her husband David fightsh&hile

works as a nurse, and he ultimately dies, while she continues to labor indepenukptigvade
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for herself and others. At the end of the novel, she establishes a home with a community of
women who share and help each other, and she gains a greater purpose in speaking as a mediato

between upper- and working-class women, for women'’s rights.

The Home

Though Sip and Perley remain in the same dwellings throughout the novel and gain their
ultimate purpose and autonomy through speaking for social and moral reform for the mill
workers around them, Alcott demonstrates the necessity of Christie’sutedastn the home
she has known to gain the autonomy she né&dsrphan, Christie has been living with her aunt
and uncle, and the novel begins with her “Declaration of Independence,” as she anneunces h
intention to leave their dwelling (Alcott 5). Christie explains severaesfor her departure, all
centered around the desire for independent opportunities that lie elsewhere. She bengs
independent, as she tells Aunt Betsey, “I hate to be dependent . . . | can’t hgdoniger” (5).
She specifies later, “I hate dependence where there isn’t any love totrhakeable” (11). To
Christie, love and community are crucial to her home, and she can find no love from Ungle Enos
as she complains, “Uncle doesn’t love or understand me,” or from anyone else imalfiitewm
in which they live (6). She also longs to “break loose from this narrow life” {iBjiad more
uplifting labor that allows her light to “[shine] out into the dark” and touch others (9). \owe
Alcott clearly demonstrates that at the heart of Christie’s desireuve liea her need to attain
autonomy through her own work and apart from the influence and authority of men. She tells
Aunt Betsey, “I'm not going to sit and wait for any man to give me indeperddrican earn it
for myself’ (9). Though Christie suggests that a man could give her indepenidemeevaited

long enough, her glances at Aunt Betsey in light of the selfishness of Uncleirtpshat
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some men, at least, take away that independence instead. Glenn Handles ¢xataChristie
wishes for an “autonomy not available in her home”; she has to leave because Unclofsos a
her no such privilege (687). When Christie speaks to her uncle, she calls him “sir,” a
demonstration that their relationship is hierarchical and requires her sumissiim (Alcott
7). As | will detail later, this relationship silences Christie and takey d&er autonomy. Even in
leaving she must first ask permission of her uncle to do so, and she voices heo dgsoaly
with the promise that “I'll never speak of it again” (10). With his permission ladesulting
opportunity to become free of male authority, even with Enos’s announcement that “you need
breakin’ in, my girl” ringing in her ears, Christie resolves to gain the itsdre lacks, and Alcott
makes it clear from the outset that women need to establish autonomy forltiesn(ise).
Throughout her journey, Christie rejects several offers of marriagedéd reinstate the
male authority she tries so desperately to leave behind. At the house of her AyrarigetUncle
Enos, she received a marriage offer from a wealthy neighbor, Joe Butterbeldvet, when he
“laid his acres at her feet, she found it impossible to accept for hercifigipanion a man whose
soul was wrapped up in prize cattle and big turnips” (12). His soul possesses no room for her;
there would be no “love to make it bearable” (11). Christie recognizes that mharried Joe,
she would become his “household drudge” and cannot bear to accept the “home” he offers,
because it would not be a home (12). She also refuses two proposals by Mr. Fleteheatthe
brother of the woman for whom she works as a governess. When he proposes, he tells her, “I
want you very much” (67). He also explains as she hesitates, “I've had my gvail wey life,
and | mean to have it now.” He desires Christie as a possession rather tbaa,for, as she
declares, so that “I can amuse and serve you” (70). A marriage to this man wouktifot

Christie’s surrender of her independence and autonomy any more than with Joe. Sha,asks hi
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“What can you give me but money and position in return for the youth and freedom | should
sacrifice in marrying you?” (70). Similarly, when he proposes again, @hecstisiders “whether
she would not be selling her liberty too cheaply, if in return she got only dependence and
bondage along with fortune and a home,” and she again decides to refuse (251). Jbhatstie re
both of these men’s proposals because she values her liberty and autonomy oversa loveles
marriage. She associates the homes they could provide with imprisonment andneentj
preferring her own labor and the “little room” she can attain to dependence omie$e6).

Alcott also demonstrates through the lives of other women that marriage and theddyppose
ideal home space confine not only Christie. Like Christie’s reference te Bnos as “sir,”
Alcott refers to other women’s husbands as “lord” (11, 102, 137) or “master,” suggsgiim a
relationship of submission and dependence on the part of these women to their menkikl). In t
dependent and isolated state, and in fact within any of the ideal roles of the homehin whi
women remain secluded and serve only as overseers or socialites, Alcottlstsawsdmen to
be dissatisfied and depressed. She declares that the best parlors, whichteerheight of
sociability and femininity (Shamir 38), “are apt to have a depressinct effen the spirits”
(Alcott 162). Instead, however, “the mere sight of labor is exhilarating rgeteminds”;
Alcott’s solution to this female ennui is labor and true community. When Clostgders
leaving her aunt and uncle’s house, she contemplates her probable fates jfesheSéta
decides that “[s]he would either marry Joe Butterfield in sheer desperatiorftle dewn into a
sour spinster . . . or do what poor Matty Stone had done, try to crush and curb her needs and
aspirations till the struggle grew too hard,” committing suicide in the town’st‘ques” (13).
Alcott’s point here is clear: all of these women have “needs and aspirationgidlzafatlable

options for these women cannot satisfy. Similarly, Bella Carrol (Chasties as companion to
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her sister Helen, who ultimately commits suicide) comes to Christie leshass facing this
despair. Christie responds, “There are so many fine young women longsanfething to fill

up the empty places that come when the first flush of youth is over,” and she gémBsila to
do something about it (339). Through the examples of these women, Alcott reveals that the
ideals of the isolated home and their prescribed roles as wife, mother and f®oseoacialite,
cannot entirely satisfy any woman; she reveals, as Elizabethanahguts it, that “caring for a
home and a man is not always fulfilling in and of itself” (119). It is not only Chmgie finds
these domestic roles confining and empty; any woman totally isolated and depembent
husband would also. And their struggles with these desires cannot end well.

To Christie, then, independence is at first the most important aspect of the spzene sh
attain through her labor. Throughout the first half of the novel, between employtimants
require her to live where she works, Christie’s “home” remains “[& littom far up” (Alcott
16) in a “second-class boarding-house” (153). This room initially represents thenfread
autonomy that she could not attain in the house of her uncle or loveless marriages with Joe
Butterfield or Mr. Fletcher. Rejecting those spaces, Christie headsciythe work solely for
herself, and she moves into this room feeling “delightfully independent” asfieshthat this
space is her own (16). Later in the novel, though she becomes lonely because her splse provi
her no opportunity for community, she still remains in this room because it offers the
independence she desires. Alcott writes, “She clung to her little room, for lieecewdd live her
own life undisturbed, and preferred to stint herself in other ways rather than ghis Lipetrty”
(115). To Christie, this room represents the autonomy she has been able to attasefoeine
she resists giving up her independence for a more communal space.

However, some of her employment requires that she leave this space, at |sastrigmand
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Alcott uses Christie’s experiences to comment on women’s need for commungjf as w
independence. When she lives and works for pay in the dwellings of other women, whether as
servant, governess, or companion, Christie does not attain a home in her living spatte; Alc
makes it clear that her domestic employments take away some of hemnielege (though she
still prefers her labor to the full surrender of independence in marriage). Ascasteation of
Christie’s sacrifice, Alcott provides little description of the rooms in tihier protagonist
dwells during these sections, because her labor takes place outside of them arit thass, s
little time to spend there. As servant to the Stuarts, Christie first emgpydace in their home
because it provides “an atmosphere of ease and comfort,” but she soon tires ofeha&ngblac
labor because there is no variance or creativity in the upper-class peopleferiwbem she
works and with whom she interacts (23). Though Christie must surrender a portion of her
independence in serving these wealthier characters, and in having no privatbdif@wah, she
searches for a community in her labor that can turn her working space galdiady into a
home. At this stage, she makes friends with the cook, an escaped slave namedanéepsey
Alcott tells us that “her happiest evenings were spent in the tidy kitch&nigao this woman
(27). Likewise, when Christie serves as a governess, “[s]he prospdredwork” by always
being with the children in her care (54). Though she possesses a “corner of trwuBixuri
apartments occupied by the family” on their extended vacation, Christie onlyspppablic,
either with the children or taking a break from them (52). Even in this situation, A&sittibes
her as making some friendships with “kind-hearted girl[s]” and “lively oledgigso that she has
a form of community even in her labor (55). As companion to Helen Carrol, also, Christie
devotes her “soul and body” to this young woman facing madness (92). She retum®torhe

only to rest for the times “she might be wanted later” (96), providing a “yessifefienying
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service” until Helen commits suicide to escape her iliness (98). Christiesatihe loving
friendship of this family who desires her to stay after Helen’s death, batthaall these labor
situations, Christie decides to move on. Alcott explains, “Christie needed rest fonge
freedom, and felt that in spite of their regard it would be very hard for her to lwegattnem
any longer” (100). Although she attains community through all of these effortsasea part
of her independence as well as the ability to possess a space apart from thahthbbe
continues to long for a labor that provides a meaningful home and community as well as
independence.

For this reason, when Helen dies Christie returns to her little room in the bdavdsegand
embraces the privacy she finds there; it restores the independence sheidlidsuarendered
through her previous types of work. Working as a seamstress during the daye Clikestito
return at night to her own little home, solitary and simple as it was, aralgediat repugnance to
accept any place where she would be mixed up with family affairs again” (102)ffe time in
the text, Alcott refers to this room as a “home,” because it offers whati€megds: the
autonomy of her own space at the end of the day. However, her dwelling actualhotioes
possess any other traits of the Victorian home. It is a mere room in thandtit provides no
opportunity for personal display or expression, or for family or communal cohesvaihes
room is a very individualized space, and though Christie prefers her room for tloat reas
initially, she soon longs for the attachments that she had been able to form in hibather
contexts. Though she attains a close friend named Rachel, the owners of the sguvngesho
they work discover Rachel has “fallen” in the past and force her to leave. In suppart of he
friend, Christie resigns from her position and “took home work from a larger estabtishand

her room progressively becomes lonelier and less fulfilling becausenotprovide her with
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the loving bonds she needs (112). Though she has attained an independence beyond the home
which the other dissatisfied women in the text need, she does so in isolation, and yltimatel
experiences the same depression they face.

Christie cannot attain a home in which she experiences friendship and love throughrher labo
and the lack of this home leads her to attempt suicide. Alcott writes that tHelimaing
Rachel’'s departure was “the saddest [Christie] had ever known,” for Hjefet was empty and
she could not fill it; her soul was hungry and she could not feed it; life was cold and dark and she
could not warm and brighten it, for she knew not where to go” (115). Arien Mack aptlykeemar
that “[hjJome moves us most powerfully as absence or negation,” and Christiesragudiat of
desperation because she cannot possess a home that provides her with love anmd(det’
59). Like Riis and Phelps feared, this room actually contributes to theefailiner moral
development, as it leads her “into the bitter, brooding mood which had become habitual to her
since she lived alone” (Alcott 117). Like Sip and the other mill workers, she venturesootine
“busy streets to forget the solitude she left behind her” (112), the “haunted’tbphoas,
according to Rachel later, “the worst place [she] could be in” (127). Her roomemegs a1s an
antithesis to a home, a representation of her isolation and the cause of her sense shhegpgeles
and she heads outside to avoid its bondage. In the streets, however, she catchesthliaygh
windows and doors of “home-love and happiness that made her heart ache for very pity of its
own loneliness,” and she at last loses any desire to ever return to her room (@@2)nfdrms
us that this “dreadful loneliness of heart, a hunger for home and friends, worse tatiosta
drives numerous women, like Christie, to “desperate deaths” (118). Christie hdagisivertto
end her suffering, like Matty Stone in her aunt and uncle’s town, “los[ing] hertifeatishe

peers into the water and nearly gives herself in. Without a home and place ofrixpkmgjiove,
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it seems Christie can have no identity or true purpose. The independence sheaies fr
work and little room cannot provide her with connections and bonds and the sense of belonging
that a “true” home supposedly provides.

From this point in the novel, Alcott develops her own sense of the ideal home, one that
combines equal labor and community. Although Janene Gabrielle Burnum Lewis and othe
scholars argue that Alcott problematizes the novel by showing Christie te beth
independence and a communal home, so that the two are “contradictory” goals (90), through the
ideal home she creates, Alcott shows that the two need to exist together. She hseses in
the rest of the novel to unfold her true ideal. Rachel finds Christie directlyelsfergives
herself into the water and sends her to Mrs. Wilkins, a bustling, smiling woman whosashous
full of joyous “happy faces,” “cleanliness, . . . hospitality and lots of lovetg#l130). Not
surprisingly, Christie “[finds] herself at home at once.” In this settingot#\revises the
Victorian ideal by centering the home on labor and hospitality rather than nolddtestatus.
Mrs. Wilkins’s home is full of ongoing work, love, and numerous active children. Chridle wa
into “a small kitchen, [that] smell[s] suggestively of soap-suds and watardns,” a signal to
the work occurring in its space (129). Alcott contrasts this kitchen to the wéaltises in
which Christie has worked earlier: “How pleasant it was; that plain rooin,neibrnaments but
the happy faces, no elegance, but cleanliness, no wealth, but hospitality and lots df3oye” (
Christie finds herself laughing at the children, immediately transfbtmehe uplifting
environment of this “home,” as Alcott defines it. Every aspect of this dwellinggessted home
life,” happy, communal, and with conversations “full of domestic love and confidence’, élB3)
which cause Christie to “feel like a new creature” (134). Though Mrs. Wilkirsegess a

relatively lazy and shifty husband, perhaps Alcott’s idea of the typicalagarrelationship, the
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author makes it clear that this woman is the “ruling power” and reason for the hapgittas
home (286). Mrs. Wilkins explains, “I try to live up to my light, do my duty cheerful, love my
neighbors, and fetch up my family in the fear of God,” and she creates a honteefrattempts
(152). Alcott shows that this home, centered on labor, authenticity, and kindness, damtrans
the character of its inhabitants and serve as the epitome of warmth and logeedRisbugh

this space, Christie moves into another one, as Alcott continues to expand thaVicbocept
of home through her protagonist’s experiences.

Mrs. Wilkins and her minister Mr. Power soon move Christie into a more permaneimglwell
with the Sterlings, where she helps older Mrs. Sterling with the housework and cawdkingra
son David with his gardening business. Like the typical suburban cottages and countrghomes
the time, the Sterlings’ home resides in a rural area that represergsthegure-industrial past,
and healing the city could not bring to Christie. Their house is “[a]n old-fashionedeattat
stands “in the midst of a garden” (170). To Christie, “[a] quiet, friendly place it thd&e
nothing marred its peace.” Like in Mrs. Wilkins’'s home, Christie “feltitilrences of that
friendly place at once” and immediately feels at home. When Christie festisrbavid, whom
she eventually marries, he tells her, “you must feel that this is home and fneraig” (185).
From the very beginning, then, Christie’s relationship with the Sterlingsegpecially David, is
based on friendship and equality, as she is received as part of the familyaahéhinse that she
labors inside and outside the house (as opposed to woman'’s stereotypical rolelom)y wit
Christie quickly begins to call Mrs. Sterling “mother” (223), and this older woman 8otes
that Christie bestows “faithful service and affectionate companionship”.([li@®®yurprisingly,
in this liberating space, Christie fully regains her health and breaksdraéher depression,

gaining labor and home at once: “This was what she needed, the protection of a home,
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wholesome cares and duties; and, best of all, friends to live and labor for, loving and beloved.
Her whole soul was in her work now” (189). According to Joy S. Kasson, Christie “now finds
that work is transformed by the spirit of the community in which it takes plaga).(In this

home she finds the loving acceptance and community she and presumably all women need,
regaining the desire to keep living and laboring and the ability to do both.

However, Christie soon realizes that she loves David, and upon this comprebbasion
actually temporarily elevates the conventional womanly roles within the lamoh loses her
desire for independence and equality. Alcott explains, “now Christie’s mis=eones! to be
sitting in a quiet corner and making shirts” rather than working alongside David in the
greenhouse or conversing with him (223). Similarly, she decides “that home was\som
sphere after all, and the perfect roasting of beef, brewing of tea, and cogcdctelectable
puddings, an end worth living for if masculine commendation rewarded the labor,” &olaer
purpose now rests in David and the fulfillment of his desires. However, the brief Glaastie
concocts quickly “vanishe[s] like a bright bubble” (236), and she retuimsrtprevious
ambitions of love combined with independence (Maibor 121). Though Christie and David do
marry, Alcott does not give readers the sentimental end they would expdut asl§t possible
conclusion to this passage in her life” (Wallace 268), for Christie’s marsags the end-all of
her existence.

Christie actually hesitates to get married, with the explanation thagaiseshe burdens
David. After the Civil War begins, David announces his desire to help the Northisynenl
and Christie declares her intention to enlist as a nurse at the same tiaskshiehether he
should let her “share hardship and danger with me,” and she respondsyitlYlet me do it,

and in return | will marry you whenever you ask me” (Alcott 281). Christie doemschadlly
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agree to marriage until she can maintain a level of independence and value throughgeblic w
that she can share with David. Later, when David does enlist, he asks her to keemtsa, pr
and she asks, “What promise?” (290). When she realizes the meaning of his regatst, A
explains that “[s]he did not hesitate an instant, but laid her own hand in his,” agebegpme
his wife. With Alcott’s inference that Christie has forgotten her prerared still has reason to
hesitate before marriage, however, there is still the suggestion thateQhastd prefer not to
be married. She also insists on getting married in her hospital suit, announcinighél w
married in my uniform as David is” (292). Rather than adopting a new identity aieadire
insists on retaining the independent identity she has gained from her labor. In ‘tWéhAakesent
Father Went,” James D. Wallace suggests that the war allows Alcottsy sati readers’
expectation for marriage but also her own independent “ambitions for her heroing’q268)
Christie makes it clear “that her new status as wife will not impinge upondheiduality and
freedom” (Yellin 532). She accepts this marriage with David because it &l dfer a means
of independence that her other relationships with men have suppressed.

However, Alcott clearly could not envision a marriage that successfully provideéenneith
lasting autonomy and independence, for she cannot allow David to live past the war. Bsavid di
in the Civil War in an attempt to save escaped slaves, and his death prevents pipgigtiag
home together” for which Christie had temporarily dreamed (Alcott 20€)tt refuses to
complete the supposedly ideal woman’s purpose in creating an inviting home hég for
husband, at the same time that she seems unable to show how a mutual marriagéielations
actually plays out to her likinglf David had lived, Christie would most likely have needed to
surrender the autonomy she could maintain through nursing in the war. Instead, Wallace

suggests, “Alcott used the happy intervention of the Civil War to remove or to curb the
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dominating masculine presences that threatened to return Christie to Awey8ptsenthetical
condition” (268). Though it is unlikely that David’s behavior towards Christie would be as
suppressive as Uncle Enos’s, it is still clear that Alcott seesagaras ultimately hindering the
autonomy Christie has pursued for so long. Through David’s death, Alcott becomes &blg to s
that “marriage [is] simply another stage in Christie’s development,frone which she gains
insight, love, and a daughter Ruth, but from which she also moves on to complete the rest of her
life (Langland 113). Alcott expands the ideals surrounding the home, providing a heroine who
represents the need for women to move beyond the sense of full completion in maditdue a
domestic realm and to embrace the autonomy they can (hopefully) gain frompdasien.

After David’'s death and Ruth’s birth, Alcott establishes what seems to beusrideal
home, one in which women labor and provide for one another as a community and move in and
out of its space. Unable to have a balanced and mutual home with David, Christie estabbshe
with the elder Mrs. Sterling, Ruth, and Rachel (who turns out to be Davicdimgstf sister), and
the other women with whom she has come in contact through her journey. In this home, then, she
is “surrounded by an interracial, multi-generational, and multi-class cortyrairwomen” who
work together (Maibor xxiv). The home of these women is based on reciprocity, commuiity, a
togetherness; this new family image offers an alternative to “the grand repression
[Alcott] associates with the conventional family” (Lewis 89). Receiviayit¥'s pension and the
profits from his gardening work that she continues, Christie explains in a conmensdlh
Uncle Enos at the end of the novel that she gives Mrs. Sterling and Rachel ‘fagosttall |
make” (Alcott 325). She explains to him what their home is like: “we work for one araibe
share everything together.” Uncle Enos grumbles his response: “So like Wdkneatding to

Langland, “Female growth, as Alcott sees it, takes place through integethen than
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separation” (127). These women integrate to create the home they need, whichiom isolay

their labor alone they could not achieve. However, for Christie especially, thesd»asts in
conjunction with her labor; not only does she help provide for these other women through her
work, but she also receives the opportunity at the end of the novel to take on a new role in
speaking for women’s rights. If removed from what Alcott sees as a mal@atorg hierarchy

that allows women only a narrow scope of domestic labor, home can provide women with love,
belonging, a freeing sense of labor that uplifts all, and, as a result, empawtarhelp other

women.

Work

Though Christie ultimately discovers her purpose and gains her identity thrbagHike
Phelps, Alcott first uses Christie’s experiences to accentuate womerksg conditions at this
time, for Christie nearly dies from her conditions. However, Alcott also denatestat the
beginning of the novel that Christie had no other option; she could not have stayed at the house
of her aunt and uncle. Up to this point, her experience has been “rural and domestit” (Elber
192); even as she discusses her need for independence with Aunt Betsey, she is #oeglding
in the kitchen. Christie announces her intent “to break loose from this narrow life, go obeinto t
world and see what she could do for herself” (Alcott 13), for no longer can she “$tarjvedul
for the sake of [her] body” (11). Though it ultimately proves extremely diffenodl nearly
impossible to survive alone through her labor, Alcott makes it clear that Chasteerot have
remained at “home”; she would have succumbed to the disappointment, “insanity” (IMER)or
or “self-destruction” that other stifled female characters have iexpexd (Langland 115).

Instead, Alcott demonstrates through Christie women'’s need for a largeeqers and “access



Knezek 77

to a wide range of employments” that provide them with their own autonomy (Maibor 126).
Alcott shows that Christie requires the wider opportunities of labor and the indepetdsant
idealistically provide; the domestic and narrow life she would have to maintairs itowm
would likely kill her.

However, Christie’s representative experiences soon reveal that labor dae®mattically
provide freedom for womehAlcott explains, “Christie was one of that large class of women
who, moderately endowed with talents, earnest and true-hearted, are driveedsjtpec
temperament, or principle out into the world to find support, happiness, and homes for
themselves” (12). Alcott takes Christie through numerous types of employmaéntany
women faced, showing the difficulties they experienced and the ways woddaheir bodies
and minds. Though Christie’s physical features do not necessarily changenyithshiée the
mill workers’ do, with every job she takes, she must sacrifice a piece offfardéder freedom.
Because she possesses no specific skills for employment, at first shidycattain work as a
servant. Like Alcott herself, Sarah Elbert explains, Christie beginthédewliest maid-of-all-
work” (192), telling herself undauntedly, “I'll begin at the beginning, and work myuwpay |l
put my pride in my pocket, and go out to service” (Alcott 17). And she does have to saerifice
pride, as Mrs. Stuart insists on calling her Jane and on her first day Mr. Stuatsdwgeo do
the degrading work of removing and cleaning his overshoes. This first job introducgtseGbri
the fact that there are limits to her independence. In her second means of eanplagnactress,
she also has to change her ways. When her manager first directs her with “rhghoes,
horrified; as Alcott describes it, her “sense of propriety had receivadsitsiiock” (33). Her
friend Lucy, used to such practices, tells her that managers “don’t mgé#mniray so be

resigned,” and they sometimes even do worse. When she does gain acclaicti@sathaough
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her “lively fancy” and “ambitious spirit,” she changes, “growing selfiskipfous, and vain”
from the attention she receives for her efforts (41). In other domestic jobs, asegsyer
companion, and seamstress, Christie sacrifices other types of freedomst, ®utije impatience
and indulgence of spoiled children, the emotional drain of her companion fighting madness, or
the long hours spent at needlework and sewing that lead eventually to her dtecm. a

Each job eventually phases out, and Alcott “sen[ds] her away to learn another phase of
woman’s life and labor” (27). Her struggles become progressively moreuttifiowever, until
she finds herself spending hours on needlework that her employer ultineditslys to buy,
“half-ruin[ing] [her] eyes over the fine stitching” for nothing (121). At thegst, when she can
find no more work and has no one to help her, Christie considers suicide, recognizing that she
has failed to gain the independence and identity for which she longed. She tells ‘ens
growing old; my youth is nearly over, and at thirty | shall be a faded, dreary waokeaso |
many | see and pity” (119). Like so many other women whose stories herenepréristie
finds herself changed and faded from the difficulties of her work. In a diiequerof women'’s
working conditions in the “marketplace” (Lewis 91) and its limited and limitingoaptfor
women, Alcott tells us, “There are many Christies, willing to work, yet urtalidear the contact
with coarser natures which makes labor seem degrading, or to endure the hatel fstralyg
bare necessities of life when life has lost all that makes it beautiful).(IThése women’s work
has degraded them and taken the beauty and joy out of life. As Carolyn R. Maibor puts it,
“Alcott’'s message, that there are many women like Christie who acteek work but whose
hopes and ambitions are quickly squelched under the degrading conditions they firat) is cle
(114)2 Christie’s alteration and degradation from her experiences demonstrateeheto

which there are countless women facing the same picture of despair,kalgsfjliestioning the
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necessity of their survival and the purpose of their lonely struggle like she is.

Alcott makes it clear that women facing this despair from their labor angitbsut
community and relationships. She explains of Christie, “Perfect rest, kind cdrgeaial
society were the medicines she needed, but there was no one to minister to heryamd she
blindly on along the road so many women tread” (117). Jean Fagan Yellin explaiAktta
shows through Christie’s situation that women workers—“exhausted, demoralized,
overwhelmed—urgently need alternatives to the alienated relationshipsgezieace” through
their work (531). Christie, and presumably these other women also, can only be saved through
caring relationships. When Rachel, the one friend Christie has, returns asthesafrem the
river and provides her with an alternative space to live and work with the Wilkineend t
Sterlings, Christie progressively recovers, and is able to labor again but ie &esdr
environment.

In the Sterling household, Christie’s labor is based on her relationship with David and his
mother. She achieves equality and companionship through her work, especially victhIbe
remarks that he “is teaching me to be a gardener, so | needn’t kill myefewing anymore”
(Alcott 194). The gardening skills he has taught her allow her to work alongside ¢@m, Iner
health, and later provide for herself. Yet, a deeper implication is dhese hew skills have
saved Christie from degrading labor and even death. Like the Sterlings’ homerkheere
resembles the labor of a more pastoral, pre-industrial era, in which workingwdidneot have
to head to cities to kill themselves sewing. Christie exclaims, “Much ®fgtine work for
women, ando healthy”; it is not the debasing (city) work that she faced before. Integigst
Martha Louise Rayne, What Can a Woman Dd893) agrees, arguing that gardening “would

be far more desirable than constant, sedentary employment such as sewing” estirgutit
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more women adopt it as a means of employment (179). In this work, Christie alsdhgains t
ability to include her personality and emotion, so that this gardening allows imairitain an
individualism that previous jobs did not. When picking out flowers for the mother of a dead
baby, for example, David asks Christie, “Will you give it a touch? women harelartway of
doing such things that we can never learn” (Alcott 182). She is able to put her fermuitnene
and sympathies into this new type of work, so that her personality matters antebec
meaningful. This emotion allows for Christie’s relationship with David to develop, ®ftdsk
performed together” establishes a friendship that continues to deepen.

It is the mutuality of their friendship, through their peaceful work, that leateir more
intimate relationship and unconventional marriage. When the Civil War begins and David
eventually enlists, Christie declares, “I go too,” as a nurse (282). Bafydeave, even, Alcott
writes that “shoulder to shoulder, as if already mustered in, these faithflddesmnarched to
and fro” (282). Eugenia Kaledin explains that Christie’s choice of nursing diengdr “was at
that time an assertion of such competence and freedom, the womanly equivalengtagaki
arms” (252). Every part of the work David and Christie do together is equal. Theiglitytn
fact, serves as the model relationship Alcott imagines for men and women, shoatififmen
and women work together both inside and outside the home, a social evolution will occur that
will produce happier men and women” (Lewis 87). Christie recovers from hesikmels
desperation through the relationships and affections that develop alongside and in her
“wholesome,” mutual labor (Alcott 239). She is no longer a nameless worker for whom no one
cares; she has achieved a home and a reciprocal relationship that restdesgdéo keep
living and working.

At the end of the novel, Christie finally finds her “real place and work,” for whichahe
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been looking since she left Betsy and Enos’s small town (48). Not surprisinglyndséhfat

“real place” in the home and community of the women around her, and the ultimate work and
purpose she gains develop from her previous struggles and labor experiences dAid3ahie
tells her to continue and take over his work, saying, “You will do my part, and do it bettér tha
could. Don’t mourn, dear heart, but work,” and she listens (315). She takes “garden and green
house into her own hands,” supporting and providing for her family with that income (323). At
the same time, Christie discovers the task that perhaps “my life has bhegmigtfor,”

mediating between the upper and working classes as a speaker or “intefpretemen’s

rights and “new emancipation” (334). As Wallace declares, all of her wpssiexces “ha[ve]
been the preparation for her new role” (271). From these experiences, like Sip, shevkiab\u

is like to be a working woman, and what working women need:“for well she knew how much
they needed help, how eager they were for light, how ready to be led if someone wpuld onl
show a possible way” (Alcott 331). As Maibor words it, “Only through the sum of her
experiences is Christie led to her ‘true calling™ (113). Christie’s ldlasrultimately empowered
her to find a purpose helping other women through speaking for and to them. However, not
surprisingly, Christie does not perform this labor alone; instead, she says {38ermuch to

be done, and it is so delightful to help do it” (Alcott 343). Her community of women labors
together, “a loving league of sisters, old and young, black and white, rich and poor aeycore
do her part to hasten the coming of the happy end,” with even baby Ruth putting forth &er fi
a “promise that the coming generation of women will not only receive butvaetbeir liberty”
(344). All of these women aim to do their part in “sharing His great work.” Elbgstcfa
Christie,“By herself she cannot find work, happiness, or home” (196). By herself, she faced the

laboring struggles of countless women and gave up. However, Alcott argues, thwoughbraty
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and relationships, “women will find both gainful employment and friendship” (Lewis &&jr T

labor will not be in isolation or in vain.

Speech
Like Sip and Perley, Christie seems to be silenced at the beginMaylofor at least
surrounded by people with whom she cannot really converse. In the spaces wher&slie wor
others’ homes, she cannot engage in honest or open speech because it differs from what she
should say or how she is expected to act. When the novel begins with her declaration of
independence to Aunt Betsey, Christie confronts Uncle Enos with words she could not say
before she intended to leave. She tells him, “I don’t suppose | can make you understand my
feeling, but I'd like to try, and then I'll never speak of it again” (Alcott 10). $lea bpens up
those feelings, in what Alcott calls “an unusual outpouring” (11), responding to End&s ea
comment that she was discontented: “| am discontented, because | can’ehetpthat there is
a better sort of life than this dull one” (10). She continues to detail her desire faznddepe
and meaningful work. Even in this early scene, Christie has not been able to vace thes
dissatisfied thoughts previously, because she has had to conform to Uncle kpestat®ns
that she remain silent and perform domestic work. By leaving, though, she Ipéaself outside
of that home and its ideals and begins to attempt to express her original and hangst feel
However, Christie does not really gain the ability to speak openly and honesiiytthine
work she can attain on her own, though she can offer a critique of the speech she hears. As a
domestic servant for the wealthy and egotistical Stuarts, and in her othes ywbHl, &hristie
maintains her employment by acting and speaking as her employers teldoesd. While

working for the Stuarts, Christie tells her actual thoughts to Hepsey, deatimgsthe contrast
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between these two types of speech. While Christie acts as an “intelibegirl” to the
Stuarts, saying what a servant girl should, Alcott explains that Mr. Stuanidvinave become
apoplectic with indignation” to know that she “often contrasted her master wiguésss, and
dared to think him wanting in good breeding when he boasted of his money” (24). Christie tells
Hepsey that the “master was a fat dandy, with nothing to be vain of but his clothes,’—a
sacrilegious remark which would have caused her to be summarily ejected from thieifibes
Stuarts had heard it (24). Though Christie can speak honestly because she has amcomibani
kitchen, she does so at the risk of losing her job, and she must keep her thoughts silent in the
Stuarts’ company.

In her various work spaces, Christie also finds herself surrounded by mearspgkxss, and
she cannot bear to be a part of it; she silences herself rather than join such tonse&ze
demonstrates the type of speech she longs to partake in, in contrast to what igibgwiges
she complains of the Stuarts to Hepsey: “Good heavens! why don’t they do or sayrspmethi
new and interesting, and not keep twaddling on about art, and music, and poetry, and cosmos?”
(25). Christie declares that original or interesting speech “isntegéenough to be spoken of
here”; Alcott seems to be critiquing the meaningless and thoughtless repetttierstdndards
of society’s speech. Later, as a governess, Christie finds similahsp&ecwhen conversing
with Mr. Fletcher, she demonstrates her disdain of his speech with her eyegdhatither sad
or scornful when he tried worldly gossip or bitter satire” (59). She will n@kspesuch topics
herself, inspiring him to attempt to “talk well” to gain her approval. Howevelistiis silence
is most obvious as a seamstress. In the room where numerous women talk away the mbnotony
their sewing, they can only discuss three topics, “[d]ress, gossip, and wagesTndi@2)d of

engaging in this empty speech, Christie “took refuge in her own thoughts, soon |¢aremay
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them undisturbed by the clack of many tongues about her.” However, by not sharspgdthk
with the other girls, Christie has no one with whom she can talk, and, especalRRadhel
disappears, she becomes progressively more aware of her loneliness artd dpsik to
someone. Later, when Rachel rescues her, she explains her fear and reasossticideat! do
so dread to be alone” (135). Similarly, she explains to David, “I know what lonelg)esgli
how telling worries often cures them” (218). Through her isolated work in which no dne wil
help her and the useless ramble around her in which she cannot voice her thoughts and troubles,
Christie is entirely silenced. The disconnect that silence brings, inktefdamome or belonging,
ultimately causes Christie, and, Alcott argues, numerous real women ljke tvemt to take her
life.

However, in the environment of Alcott’s ideal home, Christie gains the speechidbrshe
longs, equal, intelligent, and purposeful conversation. As a fellow worker witilal Bs they
labor equally, their speech takes on the qualities of true and natural friendshipo@hégtsat
in the friendly fashion that had naturally grown up” between them (204). This spee@venpow
is not the meaningless chatter that so quickly silenced Christie edmlargh their talk,
especially in the evenings while Christie works, the twilight “seems tthéfturtains of that
inner world where minds go exploring, hearts learn to know one another, and souls walk togethe
in the cool of the day” (190). Their conversations are truthful, open, and authentic, and thei
intimate bond forms from this speech. Before, Christie was forced either to hitleeheords
beneath expected servant vocabulary or to remain silent altogether; now, “withsba always
spoke out frankly, because she could not help it” (201). In this ideal environment of the home,
Christie regains the ability to speak and to speak openly and directly. This iddalvofg home

and equal and wholesome work has given her the voice she needs.
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With her newfound ability to speak in this environment, then, Christie also gainsdter gre
purpose. Interestingly, like Sip and Catty’s final and ubiquitous eloquence, she gaesdiod
her purpose through David’s voice. Sitting in his room after his death, stricken \eithsge
hears his voice through the wind in his flute, and it provides her with the peace andhshengt
needs to recover. Through the ideal relationship she had with him, Christie gains the
empowerment to continue and move beyond that relationship into a community of women that
fully empowers her to speak. Though David helps her initially, these women providether wit
exactly what she needs and left Betsey’s and Enos’s house to find: loving attechnok
autonomy. By allowing Christie to attain these attribut@s ideal home and its female
community empower her to speak through her labor for working women. This ability to speak
develops quite similarly to Sip’s experience. In attending a meeting &fngovomen, in which
upper-class women seek to help them without actually understanding their needs, “an
uncontrollable impulse moved Christie to rise” and speak (332). Her “words caeretlian she
could utter them, thoughts pressed upon her,” and, she recalls later, “the speechssfipkadt
| couldn’t help it (342). Like Sip, her labor experiences provide the power and weiplet
speech: “[s]he had known so many of the same trials, troubles, and temptations thatdshe c
speak understandingly of them” and help the plight of these workers. Wallace subgest
Christie “is the perfect mediating voice of the women’s movement,” and thatl&tegdtes’ the
female voice” (271).Through this new form of labor and the agency she attains threugh t
women surrounding her, Christie gains the power to speak for working-class womedingravi
voice for so many who are silenced or do not know what to say.

As she recognizes her new purpose, she also finds a way to transform the essaspegch

that she heard around her, particularly among the upper class for which she woltkeQaiel,
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the sister of Helen who committed suicide, comes to Christie because sheaisnexpgthe

ennui of a domestic life. Christie gives her a new purpose, to transform the cbaxnesther

society through her home. She tells Bella, “Invite all the old friends, and asmaangnes as

you choose; but have it understood that they are to come as intelligent men and women . . . give
them conversatiomstead of gossip; less food for the body and more for the mind” (Alcott 338).
At the beginning of the novel, Alcott explains that all of the experiences Ehrés gone

through have “fit her to play a nobler part on a wider stage” (37). She has gaigedatsz and
“nobler” purpose of voicing her struggles to improve those conditions and experiencesifor othe
women. Through the ideal home and her work within and without it, Christie gains the
empowerment to speak and to transform speech, providing the other despairing, depréssed, a
silent women around her with the ability to speak and labor for themselves. Homband la

come together to empower these women, but only when both of those entities operate inside and

outside private but communal space.
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Notes for Chapter 2

! Though David dies, some critics suggest that Alcott is not entirely giving up on men. In
Labor Pains Carolyn R. Maibor argues, “Alcott does not banish marriage and childbirth from
her main character, but rather puts them in a more balanced place (similaplacéhthey
occupy in the lives of men)” (124). Likewise, Janene Gabrielle Burnum Lremes, “It is
important to remember that Alcott’s works do not demonstrate worlds in which men have no
place; rather, men and women are to co-exist peacefully as partngrsAI{®it is showing that
women need to lead more balanced lives than an isolated domestic role would allow. However
the fact remains that Alcott cannot envision a marriage in which this mutuaditysdance
actually permanently occur.

% Scholars are quick to note that Christie’s work is not entirely representalied very
notably leaves out factory work as another (respectable) option for womeno3$estdhe gets
to these conditions is in describing the sewing room in which Christie wotlkfR@achel as a
“factory-like workroom” (194). Jean Fagan Yellin suggests that Alcethains unprepared to
acknowledge” this entire class of women (538). According to this scholar,i€Hhssems
unable to conceive of identifying with women engaged in the industrial production which is
redefining the nature of work in America” (530). Kasson suggests another rémddredause
factory work was comprised mostly of immigrant workers, Alcott wanted wepre Christie’s
“identity as poor but genteel,” just like her own (xiv). Though in some ways Chegtiesents
all working women, she does seek to separate herself from a lower claskefsyShe vows at
one point, “I've got no rich friends to help me up, but, sooner or later, | mean to find a place
among cultivated people” (Alcott 243imilar to Phelps, then, “Alcott’s own class bias undercuts
her written intention to eliminate classism” (Lewis 92).

3 Alcott continues to show the struggles of working-class women through the plights of other
female characters. For example, Rachel explains her continual diéscisttim her one sexual
mistake: “Christie, you can never know how bitter hard it is to outlive a sin like nmde, a
struggle up again from such a fall. . . . No sooner do | find a safe place like thig; emfbtget
the past, than some one reads my secret in my face and hunts me down. It seeraslyeey\cr
hard, yet it is my punishment, so | try to bear it, and begin again” (107-08). Ewitie only
woman in the text willing to forgive and help Rachel, and it leads to her own phsaication
later. Another young girl, Kitty, who had worked for the Sterlings before @Ghrestperienced a
different struggle. David explains, “Her father kept her in a factory, and tbb&ravages,
barely giving her clothes and food enough to keep her alive” (183-84). Working in teg mill
Kitty “at fifteen . . . was as ignorant as a child” because she had not been abte &ciool
(184). Though Christie does not experience every working hardship, Alcott includes othe
women who further demonstrate cruelties women often receive.



Knezek 88

A “Homeless Race”: African-American Domesticity and Its Upliftaola Leroy

While Phelps and Alcott specifically move Sip, Perley, and Christie beyonddhietra
ideal home, though their domestic space has arguably empowered them to do sa the mai
characters in African-American Frances E. W. Harpeta Leroy, or Shadows Uplifted.892)
moveinto that home and embrace many of its ideals to prove the possibilities of uplift for the
African-American race. These characters gain the ability to speakyaped powerfully through
the homes they gain and the communities and families they bring together inphose #\s
Harper’s “black” characters face “freedom” after the Civil War andesgnt the future of the
race, they certainly work for pay and gain agency through that latmnever, she clearly
suggests that the power and voice they obtain should ultimately point back into the honte, eleva
many of its (white) Victorian ideals, and educate blacks to improve theragkhaeigh that
space. For Harper, the home is the social instigator of change that le&dsdladopt many
dominant (white) middle-class values, and though she unquestionably modifieg¢he rol
surrounding women inside and outside of that space, she still brings her chavaetelbsace
many of its ideals. Work and speech combine to uplift, and, ultimately, create theéhad o
SO many years African Americans, women in particular, could not possess.

Though writing in the post-Reconstruction 1890s, Harper sets her novel in antebellum, Civil
War, and Reconstruction times to provide, as Frances Smith Foster terfissiccessful
response” to the racial challenges of her current era (x4gording to Cassandra Jackson,
lola (and | would add the other characters) represents a “microcosm of #wativelhistory of
African Americans,” as she passes through all of these stages oinAnioarican experience
(565). At a time when black Americans still lived under enormously enslaving conditidims of

Crow laws and continued national prejudice, even called the very “nadir” of thsteree
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(Lewis 315), Harper reverts to an earlier period and uses her characteaktorsp&, and live
for a more optimistic future in which white society will come to accept blgoks/ed
“worthiness as full U.S. citizens” (Tate 11) and provide the race with a homeul®wikes to a
powerful ideology widely accepted among African Americans aftemeipation, termed
“uplift,” in which African Americans helped each other “transcend the &figicracial
exclusion” through social, moral, and political improvement (Jackson 554). Accordfeyito
K. Gaines inUplifting the Racesubscribers to this ideology “regarded education as the key to
liberation” (1) and “group advancement” (21), a notion Harper strongly empsasiker novel
as her main characters return South to educate and improve the radéHeexer, Harper and
numerous other women journalists, novelists, and reformers of the 1890s inserted their own
version of uplift into their writing and speaking, “calling for women'’s leddpras vital to race
progress” (4). Through her main female characters, for example, Hagves #fe necessity of
female leadership in the uplift movement, particularly as they partiaip#te moral and social
reform of children, mothers, and the home. With her version of uplift ideology, Harper provides
a response to the issues of the day, exhorting blacks, and particularly women, to worlaknd spe
to uplift that race in order to persuade whites to allow them “their rightfué ptathe communal
home” (Ernest 502) that they are ultimately pursuing.

lola Leroyfocuses on the experiences of lola and her family as slaves in the Civila\tdr er
the South. Though lola, her brother Harry, and their mother Marie are white, Wéarigeir
father’s slave, and after his death the Southern slave owners in the town maeigeton and
her mother as slaves and separate their family. During the war, lola @ndlatres are freed by
Union soldiers and fight for the North. Afterwards, they search for their sepéaatdy

members, and, because they have attained education, participate in Reconsdumtational
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efforts to help elevate other former slaves. lola temporarily desiregriofar her independence
in the North, but she soon finds that the blackness of her relatives hinders hetahititk and
live with or near whites. She also rejects a marriage proposal with amdnitéhat would allow
her to erase her black heritage. lola and her family ultimately return toemhbrace the
identity of the blacks and “uplift” the other freed slaves; she specificadliyssto educate women
to create the proper home environment for their children that will make thesn cigtens. She
finally marries a “black” man (like lola he is biracial and could pass/fote) and becomes a

volunteer Sunday-school teacher.

The Home

Harper shows clearly that the slave charactdarieroy, because of their connection to
blackness, cannot possess their own homes before the Civil War but long to do so after its end.
lola, as title character and representative of the contrast betweenawtiiblack experience,
exhibits throughout most of the novel the isolation, longing, and separation from lovetiaines t
slaves typically felt, embodying their loneliness and desire for chamyeeer, early in her life
lola also embodies the ideal home experience allotted to whites, as she abbinigergrew up
in the South with loving parents and slaves who cared for them, ignorant of the féoeithat
mother had been their father’s slave whom he educated, freed, and marriedthAsksheack
to those days, lola remembers her experiences of returning home from herilechool: she
was “encircled in the warm clasp of her father’'s arms, feeling her nethgses lingering on
her lips, and hearing the joyous greetings of the servants and Mammy Lahisedcome”
(Harper,lola 103). Harper further demonstrates how this home resembles the prescriptive ideal

Marie, lola’s mother, would sit “among her loved ones a happy wife and mother” (82). As
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supposedly should be, Marie’s world centered on her husband who “brightened every avenue of
her life” and her children who “filled her home with music, mirth, and sunshine.” Honiele
awakens from this ideal when her father dies and his cousin nullifies Miagiet)om, splitting

up her family and subjugating its members to slavery.

As lola explains later, she was hurled from “a home of love and light into thebyasat
slavery” (273), “torn from [her] mother” and her home (54). She comes to reptieséfamilial
dislocation” of the slave experience (Young 281), and lola finds this new expeselatang
and horrifying. Slave owners sell lola “all ober de kentry” as a young, sexuahadity,
recounts a slave named Tom who knows her history, though he makes it clear that tee owner
can neither “lead nor dribe her” nbring her down to their sexual level (Harpeta 38)* When
the Union army invades North Carolina where she and Tom reside, Tom succeeds dingersua
the soldiers to free her, and through the rest of the war she works as a nurseoim laospital.
Even in her freedom, though, lola mourns her isolation and home of the past. When Tom, her
one friend, dies, she returns to her duties “feeling the sad missing of somethirgefrife’

(54), and Dr. Gresham, a doctor working in lola’s hospital, remarks latere ‘itharlonging in
her eyes which is never satisfied” (57). Harper seems to suggest thattvatsense of
belonging and a home and family, much like Alcott’s Christie, lola lacks tgemtd purpose
and longs to have a place. lola declares to Dr. Gresham that she has “no homaerbtitehis
South” (60). She adds, “I am homeless and alone.” For lola, this loneliness and isoéation a
extremely difficult because she recognizes her homelessness now irrisompathe home she
used to have. In describing another work titGalling Home Lillian S. Robinson describes
lola’s emotions: “The tone is one of loss and the pain of remembering what haedigen |

underlying a sense of not fully belonging anywhere” (292). For lola and thHesestaves,
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belonging is a crucial part of humanity denied to slaves, and even though free frem, stda
still cannot attain identity or fulfillment because she still possebsgsain of the memory of a
home at the same time that she lacks what she remembers having.

Throughout the novel, because of her light appearance, lola embodies the disteeee be
white and black. She represents what blacks could have, if their skin color looked like hers, and
what they actually have, when the whites around her realize she is “not até’eat her like
others they consider black. Though some scholars have critiqued Harper’s use of white
characters because they represent cultural assimilation and the disappedblack identity,
other critics present meaningful arguments for why Harper (and numerousudtiees af the
time) chose the mulatto/a charactéola’s light color and yet post-war decision to adopt a black
identity to uplift the race certainly allow her to serve as a mediator betthe two separate
races, which were becoming even more distant from each other through thataepdim
Crow laws of Harper’s time (Carby 89-90). Through her main characters, ripaugseforth this
uplift ideology as the culminating or ultimate means of attaining freedom anbteépra
educated black Americans to reduce that distdnteexemplifies this ideology through her
adoption of a black identity and her decision to elevate the blacks around her. By sithring
blacks the education she received through her white skin, she and others canheleeate 40
that blacks can achieve the same opportunities as whites regardlesssifinhenlor.

At the same time, through lola’s differing experiences based on the adketyconsiders
her to be, Vashti Lewis argues that lola serves to “elici[t] syhysflabm whites” who may more
fully understand the slaves’ experience when it first more closely bésgtheir own, and when
the character is more an “ill-fated white” than black (314). Hazel V.\Caldo suggests that

Harper uses lola’s “fall” into slavery to “indicate the depths of socialiption” in this
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institution, as she was socially accepted as white but just as quickly &tealamhuman and
denied all protection and nurturance” (73). Harper uses lola’s skin color to dest@tise
absurdity of the distance between the experiences of these rache apéd to elevate blacks to
the level of, or even above, whites.

For other slave characters in the novel, who have always been slaves, their lackief home
most noticeable and poignant in their absence of loved ones and shared space. In her essay
entitled “Enlightened Motherhood,” Harper refers to African Americares“a®meless race”
(285). As she shows iola Leroy, these slaves are homeless because they have no home entirely
their own; their living spaces are often separate from loved ones as wered and controlled.
Throughout the novel, the slaves center their lives and decisions around their famidgniem
and continually mourn their absence, as their slave owners most exhibit their papétting
up these slaves’ families. Indeed, Wright explains that “many sogalkges based on extended
family or friendship bonds,” mainly because closer family ties had been cut (ghg A
beginning of the novel, slaves converse secretly with each other in a meeding o of the
slaves’, Uncle Daniel’s, cabin, deciding whether or not to desert theiaptars and run to the
nearby Union camp. All of the slaves base their decisions on their family meenidebert, for
example, later discovered to be lola’s uncle, announces of his mistress, even ki@lgb s
consistently cared for him, “I'll leave her. | ain’t forgot how she soldmagher from me. Many
a night | have cried myself to sleep, thinking about her” (Hatpkr 34). Robert chooses to run
because his mistress separated him from his mother; nothing connects him tantatbplany
more. However, another slave, Uncle Ben, decides to stay because his matheithivem and
would not be able to make it to the camp. He chooses her over slavery: “| don’t wantet® be f

and leave her behind” (31).
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For these slaves, the bond with their mothers is particularly strong; on humeiagisragc
they describe their forced separations from those women. John Salters, the hughamd of
Linda, an older slave, remembers, “| war sole 'way from my mamnmylwer eighteen mont’s
ole, an’ I wouldn’t know her now from a bunch ob turnips” (168). Marie, lola’s mother,
remembers her separation explicitly, as Marie’s husband Eugene dest3ie had no
recollection of her father, but remembered being torn from her mother whilenglitagher
dress. The trader who bought her mother did not wish to buy her” (69). Out of all the slaves’
horrific experiences, according to Harper the separation from family anadabiéty to have a
connected home were the most memorable, particularly in contrast to the idedirakttieat
required a specific place that united the family. According to Alexandgssar irHome the
homeless are those who “do not have ‘a place in the world’ or whose place in the world is not
their own and not secure” (83)he most important aspect of the home for the slaves is the one
they have the least control over, that most exhibits their homelessnessirfowtiers have the
power to decide who lives in or near their supposed homes and who does not at all.

Although these slaves are able to hold a meeting in one of the cabins, a highly unusual
occurrence given the lack of privacy typically afforded the slave, most ofteeHarper shows
the slaves to be outside their cabins in shared and public space. Normally, theosidues ¢
their prayer and planning meetings in secret but public areas. Aunt Lindanexfllais’ Sunday
we had it in Gibson’s woods; Sunday ’fore las’, in de old cypress swamp; an nex’ Sunelay we
hab one in McCullough’s woods” (Harpéoja 12). It seems that the only reason they risk
holding the meeting in the cabin is because Uncle Daniel’s wife is sickapd® not want her
to miss the discussion. According to Wright, meeting and holding activities outsidaliins

were common practices among slaves, as the dwellings in which they livetheteaehaven for
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the black family,” often because they were too small (51). The cabins wwerally a single
room and crowded, complex spaces in which “family living, eating, cooking, entegaard
intimacy” took place (50). Wright explains that many activities occurrefilamt porches or in
the “street” behind the cabins, though the clandestine meetings in the novglrelgane more
secret locations. With the exception of this meeting, then, most of the slaves'satiovesr and
movements take place away from these cabins, and freedom certainly eyistwaylfrom that
space. These cabins are clearly more binding than empowering; they hoenast According
to Keyssar, another sign of people who are homeless is that if they do have a tilacgarld it
is “located in public rather than private space” (83). For these slaves, the “"Hbeedo have
are located more in the public communities of other slaves than in their privatejrapnfi
residences that remind them of the family they no longer have.

After the Civil War, Chaplain J. H. FowlerTime Liberator in answer to the question of what
the slaves will do when the war is over, declares that they will “[g]o out intortdedad make
their homes there, as many are doing now” (3). Harper describes this proitesslaves
pursuing and attaining homes, but it seems that their first attempt befoeatheseate homes is
to reunite their families. When Dr. Gresham (who is white) offers lolaiage, his Northern
home, and a white identity, lola responds that she must find her mother. She explaias;cu
to give me a palace-like home . . . | should miss her voice amid all other tones, erc@i@sid
every scene” (Harpelpla 118). lola voices the cry of numerous characters: “Oh, you do not
know how hungry my heart is for my mother!” Where lola and other characters lackedepurpos
and identity when isolated from their families in slavery, the end of the wayshabout a
“familial quest for the slave community as a whole” and a new sense of purposeg @&2)n

Harper explains of Robert, “To bind anew the ties which slavery had broken and gattiesrtoge
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the remnants of his scattered family became the earnest purpose of Rdbé(tald 148).
When Robert and his mother Harriet find each other through a local church meegngd¢s
reunite scattered families, Harriet exclaims, “I'se got oneechit’ | means to keep on prayin’
tell | fine my daughter. I'nsohappy! | feel’s like a new woman!” (183). Harriet, especially, but
the other characters as well, gains identity, purpose, and newness through tagomestoiner
son and the consequential ability to begin to create a home. lola also eventdallyefi “real
self” and means of identity through “finding and bringing together [her] tegtg family”
(Carby 77). Interestingly, when Robert finds Harriet, though he had been living indinigea
house in the North, he now begins to search for “a suitable home into which to instathéer”;
home cannot be complete without first reunifying the family (Halp&,189). For these
characters, freedom provides the opportunity to reunite the ties of the home thatsdseeed,
and particularly the tie with the mother that so often was the source of discdniieet.
reclamation of these families comes a new sort of identity for the slavigaused on unified
community and the newly emerging possibility of a personal and meaningful home

After the Civil War, Harper shows that, as Fowler explained, the slavesdiaed the right
and freedom to pursue homes for themselves. Unlike Sip, Perley, and Christie, the aoalventi
homes these slaves attain serve as places of freedom and expression. iBgtpagtin the
ownership process and uplifting the ideals of these spaces, they gain a senssdalf s
belonging and personal identity. Harper shows a number of slaves desiringpamdgahomes.
Robert’'s mistress Mrs. Johnson explains that one of the plantations in the areanhsaldbee
freedmen and divided. The former slaves create a “nice settlement” on thenledatre so
many slaves had suffered cruelties, establishing it in the cleariagewhe of the prayer

meetings had been held (152). While these hidden prayer meetings had served o covertl
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empower these slaves and bring them together, these homes can literatly tepse practices
by providing a new avenue for more open expression. Aunt Linda and her husband Josin Salter
demonstrate the desires of the slaves to gain this space for themsdtees r&zlls, “But
somehow . . . Lindy warn’t satisfied wid rentin’, so | buyed a piece ob lan’, ssglad now
I'se got it” (173). He further explains, “I'd ruther lib on a little piece ob laim'my own dan a
big piece ob somebody else’s.” Aunt Linda tells Salters’ reaction, also:rf\Whe&nowed it war
our own, warn't my ole man proud! | seed it in him, but he wouldn’t let on” (155). According to
Amott and Matthaei, by the 1870s, between 4 and 8% of freed families in the South owned their
own farms, with that number doubling between 1890 and 1910 (155). For both of these
characters, and numerous other freed slaves, owning even a small home provideshtlzem wi
sense of pride and identity that renting could not offer. Being able to own a hoomedsez
clear embodiment of freedom.

These freed men and women did not merely seek to own homes; they also sought to embrace
and enforce domestic ideals. Fowler details some of the changes from 1863: “Khesrihe
housed in huts and poor barracks; now each family has its own comfortable house and garden
well fenced, many of which are owned by them” (3). Although Harper very cldanyssthe
realities behind the supposed accessibility of these homes, she also creztes apivhich the
slaves adopt what Fowler describes. Uncle Daniel’'s house, as Aunt Lindasxplai “dat nice
little cabin down dere wid de green shutters an’ nice little garden in front” (Héo[ze158).
Aunt Linda’s little place also has a garden “filled with beautiful flowelsmbering vines, and
rustic adornments” (153). Even the cottage porch of lola’s home when she rDartiesimer at
the end of the novel features morning-glories, roses, and jasmine. In thessiexgref

freedom, there are also expectations to meet that include a specific pfatueenew “free”
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dwelling. Harper shows that these homes also fulfill other ideals associgtatiewictorian
white middle-class home. The atmosphere of these homes is “homely” (173), “bDddha@py”
(195), “peaceful,” and full of light. Gilman’s sarcastic description of that ittsavell here:
“everything healthy, happy, and satisfied with the whole thing” (65). Indeede Mala, and
lola’s brother Harry sit together as a “little family” “around the sugpble for the first time for
years,” and they are “very happy” (195). Harper fills these idgtienes with pictures of the
families coming together, centered around the mother, either in the kitcherparlthre “living
cosily together” (201).

These homes are also clean and filled with expressive feminine touches.tfitokedbout
the transformations he has seen over the years, observing that the “one-rdoinsefhese]
change[d] to comfortable cottages, in which cleanliness and order have supplantetifibe pr
causes of disease and death” (280). As mentioned with the tenement conditions df the firs
chapter, prescriptivists saw cleanliness as crucial to middle-clags These homes also serve
as sites of creative expression for women. Harper describes Marie’s ay@rample, that lola
prepares when her mother comes to live with her, Harry, and Robert: “Her rociunrmsised
neatly, but with those touches of beauty that womanly hands are such aagpigjving. A
few charming pictures adorned the walls, and an easy chair stood waiteweive the travel-
worn mother” (209). According to Prince, the creative expression that Haystrates here was
“fundamental to establishing an African American sense of home” (30), mogthiéehuse
blacks did not have any way to exhibit such creativity, at least openly, in ng@rcdbins. By
the 1890s, the ideal white home was also associated with this artistic tyeaivClark explains
that the home was expected to enhance individual expression and creative development (102).

According to Linda Kerber, prescriptive literature targeted thesd &leges after the Civil War
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and emphasized these ideals, “implicitly promising that adoption of the ideology amatire
elevation to the middle class” (45). Harper is suggesting the same idea h&newyg that
these characters have embraced and attained the domestic ideal$yphizppiness,
cleanliness, and creativity, she suggests that they are worthy afietemto the middle class
and society. She also shows that by embracing these ideals, they cahaft@edom, identity,
and significance they have been pursuing.

However, though these homes exemplify freedom and open expression, they also emphasiz
boundaries. Although these homes can provide liberating possibilities, Harper saAbdiset to
current societal prejudice, black Americans cannot gain full access to the s\ateals. Harper
exemplifies this contrast in Robert’s visit to his former owner, Mrs. Johnson. The auttes,
“When she heard that Robert had called to see her she was going to receivehhiimalh s
she would have done any of her former slaves, but her mind immediately changed wiaen she s
him” (lola 150). Though their reunion is initially awkward because Robert abandoned Mrs.
Johnson for the Union army, he soon relieves their mutual embarrassment by callMgser
Nancy” as he had done previously. At this point, she “invite[s] him into the sitting, @wm
[gives] him a warm welcome” (151). However, although Mrs. Johnson welcomes him into her
sitting room, a room of intimacy and reciprocal conversation, she would have lefti¢he ot
slaves in the hall, a place of formality, where power relations still come myo@lark explains
that in the hall “people of different social status might interact on a morelfbasia” (45).
Similarly, Wharton and Codman suggest that the hall serves as a “thoroughfaoet of
access to the outside that prevents a servant or unwanted visitor from enterisgdahtéhee
house (121). Kim Hopper refers to the homeless as in “a kind of cultural limbo” (108), which is

what a hall is, as a “mediating space” between the front porch and the inneprivate rooms
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(Clark 45). In a way, then, Harper is showing that even though some freed slavesdiasd a
homes for themselves, numerous whites are still only letting them remainhalitioe a liminal
space of society, refusing to invite them further in as intimates or equals.

Harper provides numerous occurrences of the home as a limitation and means anefalusi
African Americans, in the North and South. Robert and lola’s family decideswe North
when it is reunited, probably in the hope of better opportunities. Although the Reconstruction
period brought significant improvements to blacks in the South, the post-Recoastperiod
saw the assertion of national racial prejudice and the ways societgdaargxclude African
Americans. In the South, for example, though some could own their own farms, the majority
“were enmeshed in a cycle of failure” that reduced freed-people to senhtodg
sharecropping and the crop lien system (Peterson 105). However, as Robert and lola find
directly, the North in many ways is no more welcoming to black workers or nesji@e lola
says, “the negro is under a social ban both North and South” (Herjae® 15). When Robert
attempts to find a home for his mother, he cannot attain one in a white neighborhood when the
agents see Harriet. Instead, he receives the answers “The house sdgrmgag/Ve do not rent
to colored people™ (190). lola receives the same treatment when shetattempork and live
on her own. One matron of a respectable boarding house “grew so friendly in thewnteat
she put her arm around her,” eagerly approving of lola’s admission, but when stesrialt
lola is “black,” she “virtually shut[s] the door in her face” (209). Amott aratthbei explain
that blacks faced “violent exclusion from employment and housing” in the North asswied a
South (157). Such treatment leads lola to cry that this prejudice “environs oumid/esoaks
our aspirations” (Harpefpla 232). Similarly, Lucille Delany, a black teacher, calls African

Americans “aliens and outcasts” of society (251). At the end of the novel, atltihnecharacters
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who identify themselves as black return to the South to help uplift the race there. Thei
movement suggests that segregation is necessary at this point as “afhistséc cultural
survival,” says Michael Borgstrom (788). He explains that “full and equaénghip,” gained
within the intimacy of the nation’s sitting-room, “is as yet an unrealizedl'gén many ways,
these African Americans have not yet attained the true homes they desiretlzer contexts,
the home serves as a point of exclusion that at this point in post-Reconstructionsdiiciety
keeps out members of the black race.

While Harper clearly provides a negative image of many relations betwekmabthwo/hite,
she simultaneously provides an optimistic ideal for African Americans ifehdyrace the black
race and assist in its elevation. All of the biracial characters in the-regséntially lola, Harry,
Robert, and a doctor by the name of Frank Latimer who eventually marries lckthéa
decision to “pass” as white or identify themselves with their familiddaak. All choose to
embrace blackness to find and remain close to their relatives, especialipdhieers, and later
to uplift the race. lola specifically faces the option of becoming the idell@aclass white
woman through the proposals of Dr. Gresham, the doctor in the hospital where lola worked
during the war. Even knowing lola is “not white,” he sees her as his ideal wifehans, sees
him as “the ideal of her soul exemplified” (Harpleia 110). He offers her “love, home,
happiness, and social position,” in many ways representing what readers wouldypsebaas
the ideal husband, like Christie’s wealthy Mr. Fletcher. However, lolsesfDr. Gresham’s
proposals, feeling that if she chose whiteness she would be forsaking her amothace and
abandoning her ability to help African Americans. Ultimately, theseachens, having embraced
their own black identities, turn to the South and focus on educating the black Americans there

and transforming their homes.
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In many ways, by returning south and rejecting the option to “pass” or assimtb white
culture, Harper uses these characters to revise white ideals surroundiagenand the home.
Though lola could have been the ideal white woman, she takes on another identity instead,
choosing to work independently and, like Christie, find her purpose through that labor. She
actually later calls Lucille Delany her “ideal woman,” and Harpeisess that term, for Lucille,
an intellectual, black, laboring, “public” teacher, starkly contrasts the ssly@j quiet Victorian
woman supposedly inhabiting the home (242). Harper not only revises the ideal woman here;
she also modifies the ideals surrounding marriage. In her ultimate demonstradiamper’s
optimism for the future, the novel ends with two marriages, Harry to Lucilen&nd lola to
Dr. Latimer. Though Dr. Latimer’s proposal to lola portrays the typical arosrole in the
idyllic home—"your presence would make my home one of the brightest spots on earth, and one
of the fairest types of heaven”™—Harper shows that neither of these rdigi®nsvolves around
that stereotype (271). When lola begins to idealize Dr. Latimer for emgrtéo@ noble purpose
of uplift, emphasizing his chivalric manhood in ways typical of sentimental gjritetimer
responds by accentuating his service to and struggle for the race insteadlySimstead of
merely “wooing her to love and happiness,” Latimer’s words call her toeadiihigh and holy
worth” (271). InDiscarded LegacyMelba Joycd3oyd acutely suggests that in “contradicting
this romantic, medieval metaphor which typified Victorian imagery, Hagfates this
patriarchal notion of manhood and offers an egalitarian alternative in recotisidefat” (195).
Harper indeed emphasizes the egalitarianism of these marriages, ‘@ntbewer” these
women to fulfill their individual purposes (Borgstrom 785). Both women work before mayriag
gain a sense of purpose, “self-development” (Tate 6), and even “securitlgy @3 from that

labor, and, more surprisingly, continue to labor after their marrfaBeth of these marriage
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relationships resemble the mutuality of Christie’s and David’s; loladsLatimer’s, for
example, centers on their “[K]indred hopes and tastes” and their “[o]ne grand and noblepurpos
to labor for the race together (Harpela 266). According to Tate, Harper revises the
patriarchal roles surrounding marriage in the form of what she calls §edlaomesticity”
(149). Harper provides a picture of a new home environment based on equalityshgrtner
agency for women, and a broader purpose for them than the privatized, isolated home.
Harper does seek to uplift her race through the models of these characters, asidewhile
revises these marriages in significant ways she also enforces theddasfdaspectability and
morality that could be considered middle-class ideals. By ending this nolehaitiage, she
emphasizes the respectability of these characters and the posibifity race to uphold such
standards, particularly since slaves only received the legal right to aftaryhe Civil War
(Tate 91)’ In the novel, Marie (quoting Harper’s “Enlightened Motherhood”) declarésttaa
race must be taught “the sacredness of the marriage relation,” whiclaghesclo mean “purity
in women and uprightness in men” (Hardeta 254). According to Julie Cary Nerad and others,
through marriage and the morality of her characters, particularly.éotay, Harper dispels the
circulating myth that African Americans (especially women) “tatkhe capacity for moral
virtue” (830). lola, like numerous other heroines in domestic novels at the time, embedies t
traits of “feminine purity, piety,” and respectability that were sesesoacrucial to dispelling the
race’s stigma of immorality (Tate 8). Gaines argues, “the home anly famained as the
crucial site of race building” (12), and Harper clearly displays thajppetive here. The work
that lola ultimately pursues, as a sign for the future of the race, adtuallyes training her
students to adopt “good” respectable character as well as “lifting up itineshaf the people”

(Harper,lola 280). Harper uses her characters to embody the domesticofleadpectability
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and propriety to affirm the race’s possibilities for elevation and leawl ib achieve these ideals.
Throughout the novel, then, Harper moves her characters from their slave cabarkanfd |
homes, through the homes they can (and cannot) attain in Reconstruction, to the charge of
imparting these partially revisionist and partially traditional ideatsounding these homes to
the rest of the race. Through this new education, Harper uplifts the Africanidsm race,

points to the promise of future equality, and shows that it belongs with the rest dfidhe na

Work

Throughout the novel, Harper provides various scenarios in which her characters work,
ultimately showing that the most fulfilling and accessible labor comes rdiheation and
improvement of the black race. According to Elizabeth Young, Harper providesty vd
labor efforts during the war that freed or escaped slaves realispeafbrmed (279). The
fugitive male slaves, of course, serve as soldiers for the Union army. Ida aga nurse at the
same time, gaining a sense of relief in being able to help the soldiers.exg@lams that lola’s
efforts “[pay] tribute to hundreds of black women who were actively involved at Wanlbattle
sites” (319). After the war, also, Aunt Linda supplies food for the soldiers, as shaexfll
made pies an’ cakes, sole em to de sogers, an’ jist made money han’ ober fistt,(bia
154). When the war ends, the labor of these characters becomes more purposeful than mere
supporting the troops; it becomes a way to gain a home and family and provide education to
others. For instance, Aunt Linda uses her baking to save money for a house. Shesdescribe
efforts: “I kep’ on a workin’ an’ a savin’ till my ole man got back from de wal fws wages and
his bounty money. | felt right set up an’ mighty big wen we counted all dat money. . | séay’

‘John, you take dis money an’ git a nice place wid it” (154). For this woman, ¢dfers her the
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opportunity to gain a sense of belonging, though that work is certainly not easypkhesethat
she has “been scratchin’ too hard to get a libin”” to do anything else, liketteeead (156).

When they can, the characters choose work that could lead them to their familreg tHzur
war, for example, Robert chooses to serve in the black regiment because he hielidive
further his chances of finding his mother and sister. After the war, lofariagfemotionally
and physically from the strain of nursing, chooses to teach, to “cast mythaheifreed people
as a helper, teacher, and friend,” and search for her mother simultaneously (adl4gesolvhat
Harper describes as “her work” to support herself, go South to find her mother, and begin
educating the blacks around her (146). Interestingly, Lewis shows thagéoharapresents “the
vital roles assumed by women of African descent in the education of black peopleyiguarki
the educational program of the Freedman’s Bureau (319). According to Borgstiam
characterizes the “political possibilities” for black women followingwlae (782). For these
freed slaves and characters identifying themselves with the blackalagecan be an
empowering force that promises a home, connections to family, and the opportareteste
themselves and others.

Once again, however, Harper quite clearly shows that freedom has itsdsmtsthern and
southern societies confine African Americans to specific types of work kxwdthlem to occupy
only certain positions. In the South, Harper demonstrates that conditions haveatetiriorthe
point that white law holds black people to a significantly higher standard, arrgstimgor
“taking a few chickens,” says Robert, versus the whites’ “stealihgusand dollars”l¢la 170).
At the same time, southern society subjugates them to the lowest forms of labor peonage.
According to Amott and Matthaei, though some African Americans did own their oms tnd

could work for themselves, southern landowners “created a system of debt peonage tha
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most former slaves to the land” and forced them to work in slavery-like conditionites
(209). Similarly, as Aunt Linda’s experience shows, most women had to work “sidéebyith
men” to be able to support their family (Warner 5). Though paid labor can be empofgering
freed slaves, as Harper shows, women, especially, often “occupied the naramgesifr
occupational opportunity,” unable to obtain work outside of domestic service and aggicultur
(Santamarina 11). By 1900, say Amott and Matthaei, 44% of black women workers were
concentrated in each of these occupations (160). Work that actually offers fraedom
opportunity for these freed slaves seems neither realistic nor typical.

lola declares that prejudice “permeates society,” and Harper shawshegaAfrican
Americans face this bigotry, particularly related to labor, also in thenNlota 231). lola
decides to work for herself to gain independence and experience, like Christie rpadusas
her character to represent the distance between the treatment of whitesksnd/tren lola
sees an advertisement for a saleswoman, she tells Robert that she intppltis tbeaquickly
responds, “When he advertises for help he means white women” (205). Undeterred bexaus
ad mentions nothing of color, lola ignores his warning and applies anyway. Sheagains t
positions but loses them both when her female coworkers discover that her granasriutu;
according to one, “lola must be colored, and she should be treated accordingly” (896). A
losing her second means of employment, lola tells Robert that this prejussogn@us the
lowest places” (207). Even in the North, Harper affirms these labor hlomgator blacks and
shows that white society attempts to keep them poor and disadvantaged. lola doefifatlas
a place in the great army of bread-winners” when one employer enfoc@@®rality among
his other employees and insists on keeping her (211). This treatment is obvioushoragle, t

As Boyd writes, Harper is offering a “solution to this injustice” by prongpthis employer’s
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“integrity” (188). However, as numerous scholars have pointed out, lola’s labor is not
representative of most black women; the only reason she procures this position is through her
white appearance. Instead, Harper uses this labor process to reveal thigedifi@aed on color.
As Lewis argues, lola’s experience provides one example of this inggaaliter treatment
reveals that white women would regularly have access to this work whild thtanen were
routinely denied” (319). Because lola does eventually attain a position (sugpasegdrdless of
race, however, Lewis suggests that “lola is the vehicle for ideologatébphs of black
Americans at the turn of the century,” a way for Harper to show the typeatinient blacks
shouldreceive. lola’s position, like the conditions in the South for these charactetl$, is st
problematic; as Harper demonstrates and argues, there is still signifioan for improvement
and equal treatment.

In the novel, every young or middle-aged character works, and Harper uskdbtrdn
revise the ideals surrounding women and women'’s labor. She uses lola to elevata work f
women, emphasizing their need for self-sufficiency and employable skdl.@hristie, lola
announces her decision to “join the great rank of bread-winners” (H&lae205). She
denounces the “weakness and inefficiency of women” and declares that eveny sfwukl
“know how to earn her own living” and “be prepared for any emergency” (208). Because so
many black women worked out of necessity, even after marriage (a supposed 22% of blac
women in the 1890 census versus 2% of white women), it seems crucial for lohkzate aled
promote women’s labor to her readers (Amott and Matthaei 157). Though lola resigns f
teaching when she marries Dr. Latimer and becomes a (non-paid) Suhdaltsacher instead
(thereby furthering the ideal that middle-class married women did not m&extk), Lucille

Delany insists on maintaining her employment after marriage, as ‘¢be gevoted to resign”
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as head of a large finishing school with Harry (Harfmeg 280). It is this woman whom lola
declares to be her ideal, and Harper offers a new model for readers, one whaondlbioidsa
pride, empowerment, and self-sufficiency in her efforts. This type of wonaamiarper
celebrates is one who takes part in black education and “moves freely but with idighe

public sphere” within that context (Peterson 102). With this new ideal embodied through the
teaching efforts of lola and Lucille, Harper modifies the stereotypeackbhlomen’s servility

and shows their labor to be an empowering tool, as theyfabtiremselves and, if married,
with their husbands, sharing “political activity” and purpose (Young 285).

However, this revision does not merely apply to black women, and once again lolate mulat
characteristics become relevant. Her call to work speaks for all typesneén, black and white,
even those who may not need to labor. lola complains, “I am tired of being idle,” apédrHs
suggesting that women living solely in the home without a greater purpose, much likéahe
Perley, are leading idle and purposeless lil@sa 10). As a solution to her idleness, lola
decides to leave the welcome home that Robert has for her, at least tepmgdeatdlls her,

“there is no necessity for you to go out to work” (205). Still, she responds, “I wathier rearn

my own living.” Carla L. Peterson explains, “lola works to redeem her rextdoy remaining by

the hearth, but by mediating between private and public spheres within the black community
between home, church, and school” (102). Though lola does return to this home when her
mother comes to live with them, she does not abandon her labor efforts, and she does not limit
herself only to the domestic sphere. According to Harper, work serves as aaheans
empowerment and self-sufficiency for any woman, that their homes should ot stifl

Harper is certainly not calling women to leave their home space, but to trangfoooggh

their labor. When lola returns from her quest for knowledge, experience, and Geiéiscy,
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she uses her efforts to educate her new students in the ideals of the home. Both.sbi#lend

use their labor to train children in the values of proper, moral character arehviothe
appropriate behavior as wives and mothers. Harper declares that througfidtisirtbese

women (and Harry in his work with Lucille) are “lifting up the homes of the peg& 280).

She explains in lola’s teaching that “[tlhe school was beginning to lift up the, iomela was

not satisfied to teach her children only the rudiments of knowledge. She had tried to lay the
foundation of good character” (146). As | explained earlier, Stowe and others inebeenih
century believed that the home served as the source of training in appropriaterbélgavhich
(mainly) mothers educated their children in morals and values, developing whaiest pithin

us” into “nobler forms” (Crowfield 56). By teaching these values to children andntloghers,

lola and Lucille elevate these homes to the point that these mothers (and chiidrethay

grow up) can adopt these values and then use their homes to provide this training for the next
generation. When Lucille first decides to open her school, she does so becausegstimesec

that black women around her “are unfit to be mothers to their own children,” and she re&solves
teach women to be future wives and mothers (Halpker,199). In a discussion of the present
conditions of the day, which Harper callsaversaziondola discusses this issue in a speech
called the “Education of Mothers.” Her speech sparks a discussion about the neechéor ta
“help in the moral education of the race” (254), particularly because manyddali¢hat the

“lack of home training” for slaves growing up on plantations was resulting imiticecased

crime and violence (280). Lucille explains her idea of the role of women in¢lsERtruction

era, and it quite closely resembles the Victorian ideal for mothersréTéa field of Christian
endeavor which lies between the school-house and the pulpit, which needs the hand of a woman

more in private than in public” (254). She specifically designates this work tomanteargues
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that this education should take place privately, in the home. Dr. Latimer atdgtrants
(though this role was generally assigned to women) “fail to teachin¢stravhat another
woman explains to mean teaching “our boys to be manly and self-respecting, amtsdarbe
useful and self-reliant” (253), or what lola calls making the homes “maoezte’—society
will have to check these people through “chain-gangs, prisons, and the gallows’H2&®©r
establishes the home as the crucial center for societal improvement and simogrssmabor to
be imperative to that reform.

Harper’s vision of women’s labor, then, operates for the most part within the ideals of
Victorian motherhood. Although lola argues explicitly for women'’s labor, shesnieet
expectation that married women resort to unpaid labor rather than paid, resigmriger
teaching position when she gets married. Though Lucille still servesaasittdal woman by
sharing equal duties with Harry, according to Tate and other critics, Haapms “ambivalent”
or a little uncertain about formally “asserting [lola’s] place in the [paidilic sphere” (187).
Harper explains, “she quietly took her place in the Sunday-school as a teacherharchur¢h
as a helper” (Harpelpla 278), holding “mothers’ meetings to help these boys and girls to grow
up to be good men and women” (276). As a part of her new duties, lola provides instruction for
children, guidance for young girls, and counsel for mothers, clearly continuinmgl&én moral
education and domestic uplift ideology. Though she does work seemingly equlaltievgastor
in these efforts, the fact that lola “quietly” takes this place, versusdnker quite vocal
assertions about women’s need to work, is worth noticing. Tate, specificaligsattat lola’s
new form of labor reveals she has taken on the traditional female role in her martiage
Latimer, submitting to his leadership and becoming his “helpmate” (148).atdtiyn lola’s

resignation, like these characters’ marriages, demonstrate Hadpsirs for black women to
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seek to attain the middle-class ideals of respectability and nonpaid labotolatiilainly does
not stop working; Harper makes it clear that these women, rather for pay or not, should be

working to uplift the homes of African Americans and morally educating the race

Speech

The speech of Harper’s characters is highly relevant to the discussion of dphibrawen’s
labor, particularly because language in the novel in many ways mirrorsidgdfogy. At the
beginning of the novel, the speech that we hear is coded “folk” or dialect speefitan-A
American slaves. Contrary to the idea that slaves were entiralgeildy their masters, unable
to speak their own opinions or voice their own intellect, Harper shows that these stagetea
vocal and in control of their language. Some of the more educated or “shrewdes’ ddwise a
coded language to circulate news of the Civil War (Haipé&,9). In the market, slaves greet
each other asking, “[H]ow’s butter dis mornin’?” (7) or “Did you see de fish imaldet dis
mornin’?” (8). Another slave responds that “dey war splendid, jis’ as fresh, akinese” (8).
The narrator explains that if slaves wanted to announce a victory for the Unigrtlaegnwould
declare that the eggs or fish were in good condition, or that the butter was freshotlioce a
defeat, they would say that the food items were stale instead. This speethagwaerful
undercurrent to slaves’ behavior, displaying what Boyd calls “the subversiacudar practices
of slave life” (562). These slaves are not silenced; their speech igjeéllpowerful,
“polyvocal,” and coded for a purpose (Lashgari 3). At the same time, though, thik ajsec
“exempliffies] . . . the conditions of the slaves” (Boyd 175). If they were notvesiathey
would speak differently, for example. Similarly, their dialect demonstth&esxtent to which

they are not educated (Robert, as more educated, speaks less dialactg bettee barriers of
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slavery.

The slaves also take part in another type of speech, in prayer meetingstimatede plans
for escape. In these meetings, they “mingle their prayers and tedtayglans” at the same
time (Harperjola 13). As mentioned previously, they generally hold these meetings in the
woods or swamps of one of the plantations, accessible to slaves in the surroundingoesas. R
explains the danger of these meetings: “you had better look out, and not shout too much, and
pray and sing too loud, because, 'fore you know, the patrollers will be on your track and break
up your meetin’ in a mighty big hurry” (13). Again, they conduct this speech without the
knowledge of their masters, laying plans and holding their own religious meatitigssame
time they appear to be devout and submissive. Their speech demonstrates a syloweesive
and shrewdness, a response to the conditions of slavery and a representation of the need t
communicate and gain a collective identity through shared language. On astingenote, both
forms of these slaves’ speech occur generally in public places, the ner&etpd the woods or
swamps (though one meeting does take place in Uncle Daniel’s cabin). In the house of the
masters, then, even that coded speech is hindered; the “home,” for these slavdgr'sr mas
house, is clearly not a place of expression, individual voice, or unity. The freer spestdvés
do take part in must exist outside that space.

After the war, when slaves can engage in unhindered speech more openly, their hanmes se
as one place of expression for them, one demonstration of the freedoms they halé&/\¢fagme
Robert returns to the South after the war, Aunt Linda invites him into her home tod'lgaoel
talk” (157) “bout ole times” (156). She tells him, “Couldn’t yer come an’ stop wid misntr
my house sniptious 'nuff?” For her, talking is directly related to her home. Whitkekee to

converse about slave times and the continuation of her dialect speech link her with the
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antebellum era, the facts that she can do these in her newly acquired persenarspttat she
wants to do them there, demonstrate the extent to which speech and the conditions suitounding
have changed for these slaves. Robert and lola continue the slave tradition hara,riaw i
way: “There, in that peaceful habitation, they knelt down, and mingled their praydi®ngs
they had done in bygone days, when they had met by stealth in lonely swamps or sisit for
(189). For these slaves, the home has become peaceful, a place of privacy antexRiassrt
and lola’s family do the same in the home they prepared for Robert’s mothert.Hakadhe
ideal family gathered around the mother, the center of the home, “the faouilgl gather

around her, tell her the news of the day, read to her from the Bible, join with her in tharksgi
for mercies received and in prayer for protection through the night” (2670f Alese activities
center on language, as Harper exemplifies through speech the freedom anthitgitiese

freed slaves have been able to gain through this domestic space.

Characters also speak openly in more public locations, for several unifying dinalgupli
purposes. After the war ends, as mentioned, the characters associated wihralaeeliately
begin searching for their families, specifically their mothers. Theylete news of their
families through prayer meetings in the South, in which freed slaves “comelodread with
each other, relate their experiences, and tell of their hopes of heaven” (179). Thosendho a
are “remnants of broken families,” and they relay their experiences andmas “in the hope
that they will be repeated as gossip and heard by relatives” (Berlanf&6&s Christmann
calls the method of speaking in these meetings “call-and-response,” in whigheakerscalls
and another or several from the audience respond spontaneously (6). In one of thegs,meet
Robert and lola sing a hymn that their mothers had sung for them, and a mother stands up in the

audience and retells the experience of being sold away from her children addghbaak at
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night to hold her son. From the memories she describes, Robert realizes that tmssvoisia
mother Harriet, and this spontaneous and open speech “elicits the response” thahimifies
family (8). These meetings also revolve around memory and the experienogsstavery,
maintaining a connection to the past but also representing a unity for the futheedasect
voices of typically less educated freed slaves merge with the uninfeaatiechore refined voices
of Robert and lola. Both types of voices retain their distinctions and abilitg#k sand in this
context, suggests Christmann, Harper “offer[s] the possibility of a hetssaglfuture” that
provides a voice and opportunity for all different classes of blacks, from whatl&hthe
“subalterns” to the bourgeois (8). Harper’'s acknowledgement of these voices andsheir p
suggests the prospect of creating a future that includes and unifies abbtyjfasan
Americans.

However, Harper progressively silences those dialect voices and movkaraetars into a

future of refinement and uninflected speech. Later in the novel, the charattersand speak

at aconversazioneor salon, in which, as Robert declares, “the thinkers and leaders of the race . .

. consult on subjects of vital interest to our welfare” (Harjoda, 243). This meeting “announces
the establishment of a vital African-American bourgeois intellectualteat’exemplifies and
discusses racial uplift (Christmann 5). Numerous characters such dsutlie, and Dr.

Latimer discuss the race’s future, promoting, for example, education for molieengetd for
temperance, and the moral progress of the race, ultimately “voic[ing] Haseetiments” and
her solutions for post-Reconstruction problems (Peterson®Il8% meeting starkly contrasts
the previous public speeches in the novel, like the prayer meetings during and &iei the
War. No “common” slaves are present at this one, and no character speaks aleanyaitim.

Instead of referring to the past and the conditions of slavery, this discussion lookkiairthe
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and possibilities for black elevation. As numerous critics point out, though Robert aftends t
meeting and speaks at its end, he remains silent throughout the discussions, pexzaldg of
his direct connection to “slave culture” (Peterson 108) and his explicit conversatibritolk
characters” (Christmann 15). Tluenversazionenirrors the “upward” movement of the plot, as
other folk characters using dialect, such as Aunt Linda, disappear from the te&tdnd. This
new type of meeting, then, facilitates “a monoglossic conception of bourgeois asxEEn@a
that allows the refined speech of leaders who are advancing the race througthiihg tefa
“bourgeois ideals of education, deportment, and appearance” but silences asgqad)el
Borgstrom explains one of the drawbacks to racial uplift: “those who weralctodlack
society prior to Emancipation may get left behind in the name of progresayideethey remind
these leaders too explicitly of where the race no longer wants to be (789). Thobgis she
certainly provided a place and voice for black characters tied to slavery, bdtbétee novel
Harper promotes a new type of speech that exemplifies the advancement off) ({b&r race
through refinement, education, and intellectualism.

lola particularly embodies this new type of speech; in fact, she mostyngaaid her power
and authority, as a leader of blacks, through her discourse abtivisrsazioneDuring the war,
because of her recent experiences in slavery, lola does not talk much; if srehdaesially
speaks sadly, weakly, and sympathetically, evidencing her loneliness dgntvinee Tom is
dying, she sings to him in a “tremulous voice” (Harpeia 54). Even in her cheerful words, Dr.
Gresham detects “an undertone of sorrow” as she remembers her exgzeinesiavery (59). He
observes, “There was something so sad, almost despairing in her tones, in thegdrbbpr
head, and the quivering of her lip” (60). At this stage in the novel, lola seemsshelpéak, and

dramatically feminine, so “heart-broke an’ pitiful,” as Teays (41). Before slavery, she spoke
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vibrantly and adamantly, even ironically defending slavery because it operatedsfulty in

her household. lola’s speech, then, reflects her slave experience and the losseetlber &nd
family. She loses that vibrancy and autonomy because slavery has taken axvedatibaships

and forced her into submission, and even after she escapes, she speaks weakly andyremulous
because she continues to relive the rupture of her past.

After the war, though, lola gains further purpose and begins to speak more, and the
conversazioneepresents the height of her influence as a speaker. Before thingnsbhé has
already used her language to speak for working women and to teach, and, like Sip stre Chri
this speech serves as the culmination of her purpose as a woman and laborer. Sheagads
entitled “Education of Mothers,” referencing Harper's own essay callsligtiened
Motherhood” (Boyd 191). Later in the discourse, in a discussion regarding the moralkprofyr
the race, lola compares the blacks’ experiences of slavery to theoregeaid trials of Christ,
speaking jubilantly and holding her audience spellbound. Harper explains that lolawleaks
“a ring of triumph in her voice, as if she were reviewing a path she had troddelegting
feet, and seen it change to lines of living light” (Harpelg 257). lola embodies the path that
Harper intends for these slaves to take, in a process that mirrors the uplifteggidesus as
He transitions from the crucifixion to the resurrection, and as she moves fromkepatic of
slavery and its memories to this new light of education and equal citizenship.slodsgch
embodies this transition, as she shifts from speaking tremulously to triumphargllist@ner
responds, “The tones of her voice are like benedictions of peace; her word® dnicader
service and nobler life” (257). Christmann explains that the growing powelats Voice
reflects “her natural ascension . . . from the field hospital to theonversaziongfrom a world

of heteroglossic black voices to a place where only uninflected speech ékigtsThough
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lola’s voice has always been educated and uninflected, her voice becomes mohal powe
through the text by moving beyond the limitations of slavery and its memories; berdo@s
what Harper sees blacks doing with moral and intellectual education. Not onlytiiespeech
in thisconversazionéemonstrate that she has become a leader in this uplift movement; she
embodies the process of that uplift and the power it supposedly provides.

Incidentally, though, it cannot be ignored that with marriage lola “quiekgg]der place” in
Sunday-school as a teacher and helper, mirroring in many ways the folk ersavdubm Harper
has written out by the entb{a 278). The freedoms surrounding domesticity and uplift for these
characters impose specific ideals that produce the black citizens Hargstavaee, who will
“embrace every opportunity, develop every faculty, and use every power God hrathgiveto
rise in the scale of character and condition” (282). The uplift lola calledertably leads to the
silence of the parts that specifically do not fit within the ideal of the mottetiej such as
dialect, folk tradition, lack of education, and even working married women. At thetsaa)e
however, Harper points to the possibilities of empowerment for women through labor, as
demonstrated through lola’s speech and Lucille’s autonomous work, particalaohthat
educates and elevates fellow African Americans. As she demonstratésbdndegins and ends
with the home, especially for women, and provides a place where such labor supposedly
promises to reap benefits. According to Harper, through the labor of these chasactainding
the home and its education, blacks gain the opportunity to become full Americanscaizd

finally attain the national domestic space they desire.
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Notes to Chapter 3

! These characters are often referred to as “black” because they havedbiedlitione
drop’ of ‘black blood™ from their mothers’ side, though many of them, including leéa
brother Harry, their mother Marie, and her brother Robert all have a white capmp(Berad
814). Julie Cary Nerad argues, however, that to call these characters ‘(elspp&Cially lola,
who had no knowledge of her enslaved relatives until she was taken into slavery hersel
“reinscrib[es] the association between racial identity and biology” thaettkeaargument of the
time (818). lola, Nerad says, is white because she identifies hergéiftasuntil she turns
(instead of “returns”) to identify with her black heritage. It seems thgiddantentionally
mingles these complex identifications.

% Claudia Tate explains that the post-Reconstruction era begins in 1877 withhithewil
of federal troops from the South and the Hayes Compromise that authorized the revival of
Southern states’ rights (4).

% Though meant to be democratic, uplift often served as a way to separate the edigtiéed m
class from the “undeveloped black majority” (Gaines 2). Even though Harparactérs do
seek to educate as many blacks in the South as possible, thereby seeminguataeceniplift
ideology that includes everyone, as | discuss later, by the end of the novel shkedoeslse
characters who are not as educated and who are more connected to slavery and thayast. M
scholars argue that she associates education with moving forward to adopt taiskllealues,
and away from the African Americans’ history.

4 On an interesting note, lola was bought to “keep house” for Tom’s master, though obviously
as a pretense for the owner’s sexual intentions (38). Still, lola’s connextmmte has entirely
shifted; as a slave, she now takes care of the home of someone else.

®> See Vashti Lewis and Claudia Tate for discussions of other authors using mhaadtcters
in this era.

® However, only Lucille works for pay after her marriage; lola becomes a $sotaol
teacher instead, conforming to the expectation that married women should not work for pay
will discuss this point later.

" All black people born or naturalized in the United States received citizenship in 1866, in the
Fourteenth Amendment (Tate 91).

® Numerous scholars have noted that their discourse even highly resembles Sfegméres
had delivered between 1875 and 1891 (Peterson 103; Carby 85-88).
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Conclusion

In these three novels, Phelps, Alcott, and Harper create spaces in whibbrihiags
negotiate their desire for meaningful labor and a home that does not constrictethigiies, and
they gain empowerment in speaking to workers and women, through the combination of the
influences of the home and the experiences they have gained from their labor. Thaugh |
sought to show how these authors address the relationship between these necestaof aspe
women’s lives, particularly working women, | am well aware that | have leegn able to
examine a few types of female characters by authors from the Naorthetesl States. More
scholarship certainly needs to be done that focuses on the relationship between lab®r and t
home among other authors and texts, especially towards the end of the nineteently and ea
twentieth centuries when society’s concepts of ideal women'’s roles wargioh so drastically.

Though the standard ideals for women, including the work they could respectably do and the
homes they were meant to keep and create, generally applied to the white¢taddlwoman,
authors reacted to these ideals by creating characters excluded frosatsfiisl with them,
revising them in varying and meaningful ways. More work needs to be done to examine how
these revisions played out across cultures and different types of labopalieularly interested
in extending this project to include other types of working women such as immignants
women of color from different portions of America as well as transnationatycyarly in
comparison to the notions of work and home in other countries. | would especially like to see the
types of ways different authors allow their female characters t& apéaese various contexts.

This project could also be extended to include more upper-class women and thair teelati
this ideal home. | would like to address more extensively the fact that Stpjl€hristie, and

lola, as working-class women, move into a more ideal (the authors’ definitiorabfafieourse)
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dwelling space to gain the agency for which they search, Perley musontafeher home to be
able to gain any sort of empowerment and purpose. Her affluent home life hasived$tes to
the point that her only means of freedom develops from outside of its walls; by gwhi&in
streets and working for reform she gains the agency to transform her iddifeeanhd speak
influentially. The way that the home serves as a confinement for thiewiffivoman, as opposed
to a symbol of attainment or improvement for working-class characters, cotaohigebe
explored further, particularly in comparison to labor. For example, the afthoeme and
society’s expectations of women’s roles within it constrict both Edna Pentelli he
Awakeningand Lily Bart inThe House of MirthSurrounded by these expectations, Edna feels
compelled to abandon her responsibilities as a wife and mother and work for hease#it®r
instead. Labor for her is a means of freedom and a symbol of self-suffickerdyly, similarly,
though she tries to convince herself that she longs for an affluent home and itheoles, s
experiences a moment of panic every time she expects or receives a npaojpagal, knowing
that with secure affluence will come the confining roles society expercts hdfill, again as

wife and mother. For her, labor represents her failure to remain within thesguperclass, and
she finds no work that she can successfully do, though Wharton shows that she really had no
other choice because of the constriction of her potential marriages. By the kaskeofitvels,
however, these women have become silenced; it would be extremely intereskagibosawhy
these authors felt their characters had no place in society while tlagtehanl have discussed
conclude by speaking so powerfully and exuberantly. For Sip, Perley, Chmstimla, though,
through the independence or experience they gain from their labor and the emeointbey

find through their homes, the keeping silent is just what they cannot do, for they ¢tayeized

a wider purpose: to inspire and give a voice to other women and workers like them.
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Throughout the late nineteenth century, while authors of numerous handbooks and advice
manuals propounded the significance of the home and women’s roles within it, fethales a
such as Elizabeth Stuart PhelpShe Silent Partnel_ouisa May Alcott inWork: A Story of
Experienceand Frances E. W. Harperlola Leroy, or Shadows Upliftedemonstrate the
impossibility of this home for working-class women. These writers show thabthe and its
ideals are necessary for these working women, so that they should not be exolndiem,
but they also use their novels to revise the concept of home in a way that incd@espowers
working women to gain their ultimate purpose through speaking beyond its walksatgly, |
argue that these women gain empowerment through their labor in association wtbrtres;

they cannot gain agency and their own voice without being allowed to possess both.



