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ABSTRACT
Jane McGETTIGAN June 2009

Capturing Pamela: An Investigation of Samuel Richadson’s

Pamela in the Context of Stockholm Syndrome

A glance at the curriculum of many English Languaged Literature programs
confirms that Samuel Richardson is considered #ential contributor to the
development of the English novel. The particulapamiance of Richardson’s
Pamelais evident not only in the continued inclusiortioé book in many
undergraduate and graduate English syllabuses|$min the corollary importance
of parodies such as Henry Fieldingiea Apology for the Life of Mrs. Shamela
Andrews Richardson’s significant contribution to the laey world is also indicated
by the extensive body of critical work devotedhe study oPamela.

However, much of this critical analysis stays witkiie two conventional
schools of thought regarding discussion and argbfsine main character of the
novel, Pamela. The novel was at the time of pubboanterpreted either at face
value as a tale of morality and virtue or altewelil, Pamela is viewed as a
calculating gold-digger actively plotting her mage to Mr. B----, a man of fortune.

The purpose of this thesis is to propose an altemanalysis of this
renowned work of fiction. Using modern psycholothge novel can be examined as
an account of the hostage — captor relationshipvkras Stockholm syndrome. A
close reading dPamelaindicates the presence of the major hallmarksisf th
condition, depicted accurately and sympathetic&yce Pamela’s character is

acknowledged as a victim of the syndrome, this reading offers some



compromise between the Pamelist and anti-Pamegjatreents as it allow Pamela to
be considered simultaneously both honest and atiotoay in her behaviour.

The acuity of Richardson’s portrayal is further fioned when the portrayal
of Stockholm syndrome iRamelais compared to modern portrayals of the
syndrome — in the autobiographical account of Biatiiearst; the romance novel,
Captive Bride the Spanish filnTie Me Up! Tie Me Downland two popular

television serieR4 andThe Simpsons

Key words:

Richardson, Pamela Pamelist, anti-Pamelist, Stockholm syndrome, dumst

captor, Patricia Hearst.
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ABSTRACT
Jane McGETTIGAN June 2009

Pamela’nin Esareti: Stockholm Sendromu Bglaminda Samuel

Richardson’in Pamela Adli Eserinin Analizi

Bircok Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati bolumlerinin mifredatinakildiginda
Samuel Richardson’imgiliz romaninin gejiminde etkin rol oynady bir kez daha
teyit edilmi olur. Birgcok lisans ve lisanstistl programda yeradl ve ayni zamanda
Henry Fielding’inAn Apology for the Life of Mrs. Shamella Andrgis bir cok
parodide atifta bulunulmasi RichardsorPamelasinin énemini gikar kilar.
Richardson’in edebi diinyaya 6nemli bir katkisi daBla ‘nin tzerine yapilan geni
kapsamli cagmalardir.

Bununla beraber, bu gleeler calsmalar iki geleneksel okulun ana karakter
Pamela lzerine yagtitartsmalar ve analizlerden 6teye gecemgmiRoman
yayimlandgl zamanda bir iffet ve fazilet 6ykisi olarak yaRdamela’nin zengin bir
adam olan Mr. B--- ile evlifii baz alinarak cekicigini erkeklerden para sizdirmak
icin kullanan kadinin 6ykusu olarak yorumlagtmi

Bu tezin amaci, unli romd@eamelahin daha farkl bir alternatif analizini
ortaya koymaktir. Modern psikolojinin normlari kaiilarak incelenginde, roman
bir rehinenin hikayesi - Stocholm sendromu olarakbdinen esaret gkisi - olarak
algilanabilir.Pamelaadli eserin bu dgultudaki yakin okumasi aslinda romanda
bircok yerde bu konunun agiklik ve ictenlikbendigini gosterir. Pamela, bu

sendromun bir kurbani olarak tanimlagidda, bu sav Pamela’yr davrglarinda

Vii



ayni anda hem durist hem de geli bir karakter olarak tanimlagindan Pamelist
ve anti-Pamelist gogler arasinda bir nevi uzlaa sunar.

Stockholm sendromu cercevesinde analiz edd@melanin bu sendromun
diger modern karakterleriyle kalastiriimasi - ki bu modern 6rnekler Patricia
Hearst'in otobiyografik hikayesinden, romantik ran@aptive Bridédan, ispanyol
film Tie Me Up! Tie Me Dowrdan ve iki populer televizyon dizisi oldt¥ ve The

Simpsontardan alinmgtir — Richardson’in tasvirindeki keskipiidaha da dgrular.

Anahtar kelimeler:

Richardson, Pamela, Pamelist, anti-Pamelist, 8twok sendromu, esaret,

esir eden, Patricia Hearst
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INTRODUCTION

In the eighteenth-century classic epistolary n®aehela, Or, Virtue
RewardedSamuel Richardson introduces his main charaétirecsame name: a
young, beautiful and enticingly chaste servantwitb, after manifold trials and
tribulations, finds herself happily married to measter, Mr B. Over the course of the
novel, the letters and journals of Pamela allowrdaler to trace the evolution of the
relationship between these two main charactershdmt, while Pamela initially
maintains that she despises Mr B.’s advances, \stt@ually comes to welcome his
proclamations of love but only when they are offieirethe context of marital
commitment.

Due to the momentous and rapid reversal in Pame&ckred emotions
towards her master, one common interpretationehtivel is that Pamela is not the
naive and honest maiden she portrays in her wnittesings, but instead uses her
virtue to manipulate Mr B. into a marriage whicHirsancially and socially much to
her advantage. Such interpretation, commonly labateanti-Pamelist, constitutes a
large share of the literary criticism pertaininghe novel and is also reflected in the
countless parodies written by Richardson’s conteampes. The anti-Pamelist
perspective views Pamela as dishonest in her mimnsand duplicitous in her
accounts of her experiences.

The other conventional interpretation of the noteld by those commonly
identified as the Pamelists, mirrors the statechdgef the author himself, that
Pamelais a moral tale and that Pamela herself is “areBband well-meaning
person” (Doody 13). According to the Pamelists, Planhas no secret agenda and no

aspirations to rise above her station. Consequéanttire Pamelist view, the



heroine’s accounts of her experiences should lkattace value and the stated
worth she places upon her chastity must be coregidgenuine. The Pamelist
understanding of the novel encourages the readmmsider that over the course of
time, Mr B. experiences a moral and spiritual awakg under the influence of the
steadfast model of goodness provided by PamelaPah®elist analysis of
Richardson’s novel allows the eventual union of Blanand Mr B. in marriage to be
considered beyond reproach.

However, as this paper will demonstrate, the cirstamces under which the
turnaround in Pamela’s attitude occur offer anralite yet compelling explanation
for her marked change of heart. This thesis empiaydern psychology to conclude
that Pamela can be validly considered a hostagervithat the transformation in
Pamela may be described in terms of Stockholm syndr— a condition in which
hostages develop “bonds of attachment to theirocgp{Speckhard et al.,
“Stockholm Effects” 131). A close reading of thevebwhen compared to both
theoretical and case study descriptions of thersynd reveals that the conditions of
Pamela’s captivity, as well as her actions durind subsequent to this captivity,
map with exceeding accuracy to the Stockholm symeérprofile.

In light of this analysis, Richardson’s achievemiertiis construction of
Pamela’s character can only be considered extraanyli At the time the author
createdPamela the study of modern psychology could be bareily sabe in its
infancy. In fact, another two hundred years wowddgbefore Stockholm syndrome
was identified and named. The extent of Richardsanhievement is further realised
as the portrayal of Pamela in the novel companesuiably with more conscious

portrayals of the syndrome in modern sources satheaautobiographical account



of the renowned Stockholm syndrome victim Patri¢éarst, depictions in modern
romance fiction, hostage scenario movies such dsoRPdmoddvar’sTie Me Up, Tie
Me Down and casual popular culture references in wellkn@V shows such a4
andThe Simpsondn fact, even though Richardson did not have ekt of access
to medical texts that delineate this particulargheyogical condition, incredibly his
Pamela matches the formal features of the syndroowh more closely than many
of her modern counterparts.

A more thorough exploration would be required tdenstand to what extent
Stockholm syndrome may have been a condition pt@seighteenth century
society. Nevertheless, a consideratiofPamelain a Stockholm syndrome
framework allows us to give credit to Richardsantsitive understanding of
possible human reactions in response to hostagagisits. It also allowBamelaa
much more sympathetic audience than has been draptmany of Richardson’s
detractors to date.

Potentially of interest t®amelascholars past and present, the consideration
of Pamela as a victim of Stockholm syndrome persotse sympathy with both the
Pamelist and anti-Pamelist arguments. An acceptaih@eétockholm syndrome
diagnosis allows Pamela to be considered simultastgdoth honest and

contradictory in her behaviour.



CHAPTER ONE

NEVER THE TWAIN SHALL MEET?

The 1980 Penguin Classics editionRaimeladescribes the plot of the novel
thus,

Fifteen-year-old Pamela Andrews, alone and unpteteds
relentlessly pursued by her dead mistress’s sahoAgh she is
attracted to young Mr B., she holds out againstibeimands and
threats of abduction and rape, determined to defiendirginity and
abide by her own moral standards.

It holds little wonder that a novel promising swhenticing, adventurous
and romantic plot has been lauded as “the mostlaopavel of the [eighteenth]
century” (Sale ix). However, the popularity of thevel was accompanied by a
substantial level of controversy. Judith HawleyasathatPamela“‘caused a
sensation when it was first published” (vii). Pgyanore importantly, as Margaret
Doody identifies, Pamelahas never ceased being a controversial work” (Aso
expressed by Stuart Wilson, “If the hallmark ofad novel is seemingly endless
argument about its meaning, then Samuel Richardstarheladeserves some kind
of accolade” (79). That such controversy endurdespite the fact that the world of
publishing now incorporates a thriving romance stdgwhere Pamela’s plight is
commonplace and the captive heroine is a stockacter— is indeed intriguing.

To lend credence to Doody and Wilson’s claims reégay the continued
debate pertaining to this eighteenth century naaisider the fact that a major

scholarly work entitled’he Pamela Controversy: Criticisms and Adaptatiohs



Samuel Richardson's Pamela, 1740-17%@s published as recently as December
2000, some 260 years after the novel itself. Aentrretail price of £495suggests
institutional libraries as the target market fog fublication, thereby indicating the
level of academic interest Richardson’s novel carégs to attract.

Such continued interest raises questions regavdiag exactly is
controversial about the novel. Why does it contituspark the fascination of the
academic world? Do the original debates about tvelcontinue to drive the
discussion or have they becopess@ And critically, can there really be anything
new to say about Richardson’s most famous litenargk?

The one challengeamelacontinues to present, the main point of contention
which remains, is how to read the development ofiéla’s character over the course
of the novel. To date, critical interpretation Halen into two main schools of
thought. These are, as identified by lan Wailwe Rise of the Noveghe Pamelists
and the anti-Pamelists (168). In the view of thenfer groupPamelais the moral
tale of a virtuous girl who values her virginityoilithe Pamelists, the honesty of the
heroine is indubitable and she can thus be coresidereliable narrator of her
experiences. In the estimation of the latter gralg anti-Pamelists, Pamela
successfully contrives behind a masquerade ofyptariensure her prosperous union
in marriage to her master. As such, she must beidered an unreliable narrator
whose actions betray her true motivations and sslyaundermine the heroine’s
written accounts of her experiences.

While this thesis tenders a new perspective —Rhatela can be considered a
victim of Stockholm syndrome — it seems first pnoid® undertake a more

comprehensive survey of the major arguments teddgrdooth the Pamelists and the



anti-Pamelists. Such analysis is important not éoiythe sake of providing relevant
theoretical background. As will be later exemptifi@iewing the novel in the context
of Stockholm syndrome provides an opportunity fume resolution between the two

seemingly opposed positions held by the Pamelacstgrp and the Pamela skeptics.

1.1  The Pamelists
The Pamelists of the eighteenth century “praisechtbvel enthusiastically
both for its liveliness and its morality” (Doody @ihd accepted Richardson’s themes
and the motivations of the main character preciaslthey are explicated in the
story. The Pamela of the early Pamelists is addusburce of intelligence regarding
not only herself but also the attitudes and behawid other central characters in the
novel. For these believers, when Pamela stateshieatvould “die a thousand deaths,
rather than be dishonest any way” (Richardsonidihe eyes of the Pamelists this
can have only one possible interpretation — thaté?a would choose death over
sinfulness.
Pamela’s supporters, as described by Alan D. MoHjlivere a reasonably
innocuous group who,
Apart from personal friends like Hill, Cibber, abd. Delany, the
admirers oPamelawhose praises were carefully docketed by
Richardson and filed among his papers turn ouetoliscure
clergymen and anonymous or pseudonymous corresptsdé25-
426)
However, despite their obscurity relative to traiti-Pamelist rivals, the Pamelists

did attempt to support Richardson’s work publi¢thgir sentiment and their faith in



the novel’s heroine expressed in such public wagkthe following poem crafted by
Aaron Hill, one of Richardson’s aforementioned eonporaries and also a writer,

O PAMELA! — what native charms were thine!

Nervously soft, and modestly divine!

High, without straining, was thy matchless flight,

And all unmix’d with pain, thou gav’st delight! @tin Donovan 377)
Hill's depiction of Pamela reflects the portrayalihd in the character's own letters
and journals — beautiful and charming yet modefguae to be admired rather than
denigrated.

Modern day critics similarly speak out on behalPaimela. Wilson, while
not strictly speaking a Pamelist, argues in suppioi®amela’s honesty. He states that
“There is no reason to believe that her ingenuasrs® often maligned as
calculating, is anything other than genuine” (“Rictlson’s Pamela” 80). Unlike the
heroine’s eighteenth century supporters, Wilsolises a combination of close
textual analysis and Freudian pyschology to argaeRamela’s journals are an
honest reflection of her conscience and that sgensiinely unaware of her
subconscious sexual desire. Robert A. Donovan,r@ moderate supporter of
Pamela, similarly concedes that Pamela may expmrisome sexual awakening as a
consequence of her master’'s expressed desireulpants that she is nevertheless
honest in her proclaimed desire to protect herinity He states that he “can find no
convincing evidence that the attraction of Mr Bh&rson ever outweigh for her those
of virtue” (381).
As the abovementioned quote from Wilson reveals,rttodern-day scholar

of Pamelachallenges the anti-Pamelist accusations of distgrimsed on a want of



textual support for such claims, “[tlhere is nos@ato believe” (“Richardson’s
Pamela” 80) that Pamela is lying. Indeed, textnalysis adopting a Pamelist eye
furthers the arguments proferred by the heroingiperters. As a case in point,
consider the anti-Pamelist claims regarding Parsefaterialistic and monetary
desires. On several occassions during her advenRamela has opportunities to
benefit financially from her master’s offers bujees such opportunities time and
again. Pamela refuses gifts of money and clothihigivwould have considerably
changed her financial circumstances. To illustrasePamela is leaving the
Lincolnshire estate to return to her parents, desg@r abduction and not
withstanding the duress she has been subjectstidatates, “I'll have no
portmanteau, | assure you, nor any thing besided iMmave on, except these few
things that | brought with me in my handkerchie€Ri¢hardson 279).

The anti-Pamelists may argue that Pamela was plgtemaiting a much
more substantial reward than that which she coaifdy@n her person. However,
upon her departure from Lincolnshire, Pamela hadamzeivable means of
foreseeing an imminent change of circumstancedandeturn to the estate, thus it
is difficult to argue that the heroine was embiaille any surreptitious scheming at
this juncture. At times Pamela does acknowledgeoher confusion in the face of
the generous proposals of her master. Howevelttireontradicting anti-Pamelist
claims to the contrary, it is not personal greeat #he is tempted by, but instead an
awareness of the financial relief that Mr B.’s ppepls would confer upon her
parents; “Why he will make my poor father and mothkfe comfortable. O! said |
to myself, that is a rich thought; but let me naietl upon it, for fear | should

indulge it to my ruin” (117).



Richardson’s own actions lend credibility to tharfedist argument. In later
versions of the novel, reprinted several time$ @20 years between its first
publication and the author’s death, Richardson tndk extensive revisions of his
original work to address the criticisms of anti-Rdists. He revised the text itself to
“smooth away” passages which provided support ictitics’ arguments (Hawley
xii) and he removed the original self-promotingffieuy’ which according to
McKillop had been censured not only by Richardsa@nitics but also his admirers
(425).

The Pamelist position is clearly conveyed in Dosdybservation that
“Richardson’s character is an honest and well-nmgaperson from a fairly stable
background and she wants, like most of us, todivéaonest life within her own
social world” (13) and within the novel, in Pamslawn reflections: “I write the
very words | said” (Richardson 111). In short, liegoine’s claim to honesty is
central to the Pamelist understanding of the novel.

As will be elucidated in subsequent analysis, tasaber Pamela a victim of
Stockholm syndrome requires the reader to adopibsition — that Pamela was
sincere, that her narration of her experiencestmisful and that she at no time
manipulated, contrived or planned to secure a sséalemarriage to Mr B. Though,
as we shall see, this thesis requires a more dagatted and complex understanding

than the simplistic Pamelist equation: Pamela ekt

1.2  The Anti-Pamelists
Despite having conceded some substantiation dP#meelist argument, an

understanding of theamelacontroversy is incomplete without granting



consideration to the view of the anti-Pamelistsa@lmit Pamela’s honesty does not
require a complete and categorical rejection ofat& Pamelists argument.
Robert Palfrey Utter and Gwendolyn Bridges Needsammarise the
perspective of the anti-Pamelists as follows,
Shrewdly or intuitively [Pamela] saw that she hadbary that was as
good as cash in the right market. She used it diewdile the game
was playing; love came to her aid, and she won wiaatthe only
approved prize in the woman’s market of her dayriage. (20)
In this extremely cynical interpretation, Pamelafseclaimed position that her “virtue
was not to be subdued” (Richardson 123) is vievged sham undertaken to ensure
that she secures not just the physical admiratidralso the marital commitment of
Mr B. As Donovan notes, to the anti-Pamelists,
Pamela’s sudden capitulation to Mr. B. is takerhest, as the
expression of a simple-minded, hopelessly commieztiéc, naively
translated into sentimental platitudes. At its wargs seen as the
triumph of acquisitiveness, consciously cloakedpgcious “virtue”.
(378)
In short, the anti-Pamelists assume that Pameta®ty is feigned and that
Pamela’s ultimate success in securing her priziehaand influential husband, is
based on contrivance.
As a by-product of their own argument — that Pamelldully misrepresents
herself throughout the novel — it is difficult tod textual support for the anti-
Pamelist position on the novel itself except byuerof rudimentary analysis of the

plot: at the beginning of the novel Pamela is peorgle and of low economic status;
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but by the midpoint of the story she is rich, madrand increasingly accepted as a
member of the upper class. It is precisely thisdgivbetween Pamela’s oft
proclaimed values and her eventual willingnessatmoime the wife of Mr B. that
forms the foundation of the anti-Pamelist argumEnt.this group, Pamela’s
behaviour cannot be reconciled with her wordss @nly by considering her actions
that her true nature and her true desires are lexea

The anti-Pamelists had firm leadership in the @ghth century literary elite.
Interestingly, these early anti-Pamelists wouldheote known that Richardson was
the author of Pamela as the novel was originallyliphed anonymously (Hawley
vii) so it was truly the text and the characters, the author, that were under attack.
The most vocal critics d?amelain England included among them Henry Fielding
and Eliza Haywood, author of the 1741 publicatitatdntly entitledAnti-Pamela:
or, Feigned Innocence Detectdeiven John Cleland®lemoirs of a Women of
Pleasure “[t]raditionally considered the first great pographic work in English”
(“John Cleland”), is treated among the anti-Pansetd’the mid-eighteenth century.

Perhaps the best knownBamelas critics is Fielding who made
Richardson’s work, specifically the character ofriéda, the target of ridicule in his
burlesque parodghamel& McKillop describesShamelas the “most trenchant of
the anti-Pamelas of 1741” (424). In this mock epést novel, where even the
length of the work (around 38 pages) seems in appo$o Richardson’s weighty
tome, Fielding portrays “Richardson’s heroine dxypocrite whose masterly
deployment of the resources of the feminine rokbéed her to entrap a rich booby
into marriage” (Watt 168).

This highly comic lampoon d?Pamelaleaves no aspect of Richardson’s novel

11



untouched. The title page emulates the styleashelas first edition,
An Apology for the Life of Mrs. Shamela Andrelmsvhich, the many
notorious Falsehoods and Misrepresentations ofak Balled
Pamela are exposed and refuted; and all the matchletssoAthat
young Politician, set in a true and just Light.

Haywood adopts a similar approach in Aati-Pamelawhich includes the following

description on its title page,
A Narrative which has really its Foundation in TFraind Nature; and
at the same time that it entertains, by a vasetyaof surprising
Incidents, arms against a partial Credulity, bywahg the Mischiefs
that frequently arise from a too sudden Admiratiéablish’d as a
necessary Caution to all Young Gentlemen.

Shamelaalso includes its own letters of commendation statements
pertaining to the moral and educational purposgh®book, mimicking the
introductory puffery irPamela Mr B.’s character is renamed Mr Booby, a word
meaning stupid person or dunce since the sixtemtury (“booby,”"OED Onling,
reflecting how foolishly Richardson’s leading malearacter falls into his servant’s
trap. As highlighted by Hawley, “Fielding signals hefusal to believe Pamela’s
report of herself by inserting ‘I pretended’ in Bisamming heroine’s protestations of
innocence” (vii)* In doing this, Fielding calls into question almesery traumatic
moment of Pamela’s experiences at the hands of Nt BhamelaFielding accuses
Pamela of being a master manipulator who is fubgrésant of the power that she
holds in her relationship with her master when &g §hamela blatantly state her

motivations, accentuating the major criticism af #nti-Pamelists, “I thought once
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of making a little Fortune by my Person. | now mtd¢o make a great one by my
Vartue” (Shamela29).

Fielding’s literary critique of Richardson didn'¢ase wittShamelalnstead
he continued to parodyamelas main characters and themes much more extensively
in JosephAndrews Herein the narrator waxes lyrical regarding thalénts” (294)
and “deceit” (295) employed by the “Female or #&forld” in the name of love
(Joseph Andrew295). The narrator declares that,

the more they love him, the more ardently they tedieit the
Antipathy. By the continual and constant Practite/loich Deceit on
others, they at length impose on themselves, ally teelieve they
hate what they love. (296)
This is at least a somewhat sympathetic interpogtatf women, that is, the fairer
sex are acknowledged as victims as well as petpedraf ‘deceit’. Despite the
mildly benevolent attitude, Pamela viewed in thategt of this philosophy can not
be taken at her word. She must instead be deerdeanapion of falsehood when she
asserts, “Black-hearted wretch, how | hate him!itfRrdson 120) early in the
novel®

Where did the anti-Pamelists gain such fervour fdtow could
Richardson’s work have inspired the prolific prasesf Fielding, the lengthy
refutation of Haywood'#nti-Pamelaor the numerous allusions of Cleland? The
spate of anti-Pamelist literature is indicativeadfealthy readership, but for what
reasons?

Certainly, Pamela’s credibility is tested by thésegary style of the majority

of the text. According to Mel A. Topf,
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since the novel is first-person narrated, the woflthe novel is
wholly subjective. | contend that not only did [eielg notfail to
perceive this, but thattis precisely Pamela’s subjectivism, with its
inherent ambiguity concerning human motives, thalding attacked
(1190)
Such subjectivity was not only a feature of Fiegfénanti-Pamelist works but is also
central to Haywood'’s depiction of Pamela doublag8g Tricksy.

In keeping with Topf’s analysis regarding the latlobjectivity inherent in a
first person narrativdRamelas original audience may well have been conditiotzed
read Richardson’s novel based on their experiehBaniel Defoe’s early creation,
Moll Flanders Defoe’s work purported in its Preface to be aahtale of penitence,
wherein “there is not a wicked action in any pdiit,dout is first and last rendered
unhappy and unfortunate” (3). However, as highkghty John McCormick, neither
the central character’s own revelations nor thentibns of the author himself were
consistent with such proclamations, “Moll Flandiera deeply sensual woman
whose frequent, perfunctory penitence neither sieve believe in; nor did her
creator, Defoe” (137). It is highly conceivablettearly readers familiar with
Defoe’s ironic deployment of his central charastewed Richardson’s Pamela as
similarly manipulative in her relationship with headers.

As a consequence of Richardson’s chosen narraiive, it is Pamela’s
professed modesty that most readily falls into joesThe reader is subjected to
Pamela’s accounts of no end of compliments whicte iieeen bestowed upon her;
“IMr Longman] said once to Mrs Jervis, he wishedatss a young man for my sake”

(Richardson 74); and as described by Mrs Jervieu“dre togretty, my sweet
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mistress, and it may be, teotuous’ (81). Hawley identifies the dilemma presented
by the first person narrative when she describaistiitoughout her letters and
journals, Pamela “has to present herself as mg@esit the same time busily records
all the praise that comes her way” (xiii). CertgjriRichardson’s attempts to have
Pamela communicate, with modesty, the complimemshsis received are at times
rendered clumsily. When presented with the ciraigtaccount of the flattering
observation of Lady Davers, “at table, as our utathon told Mrs Jervis, and she
me, my master and her ladyship talking of me, skielim she thought me the
prettiest wench she ever saw in her life” (Richard48), it is hardly surprising that
such inconsistency between claimed modesty anddbd for self promotion
provided a natural target for the anti-Pamelists.

Adding further fuel to the anti-Pamelist fire, Pdanas a character is, at
times, not particularly likeable. Consider hertatte when she hears of ‘Squire
Martin who has had three recent lyings-in in hisgehold and states, “what sort of
creatures must the women be, do you think, to giag to such wickedness? That it
is that makes every one be thought of alike” (16&xe she is judgmental in the
extreme, displaying no empathy or compassion fangovomen who may well be
living in situations not strikingly different to hewn. In a similarly admonishing
tone, Pamela displays that she is in possessiarpofsonous pen when she harshly
criticises a fellow servant, Jane, for her lackegfular prayer (131). In addition,

Pamela’s melodramatic style may not have endeaasders to her cause — “ask me
now no questions, but let the maids carry me upytgrison; and there let me die
decently, and in peace! Indeed | thought | couddl live two hours” (216) — but

instead encouraged skepticism and tested credulity.
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Offering a further perspective, Marlene LeGatesiasgthat the passion of the
anti-Pamelists may have been partly fueled by whatrefers to as pre-
Enlightenment readings, whereby Pamela’s charaasrviewed through a
seventeenth century perspective which typified wome having an “inclination to
sexuality and disobedience” (22). In LeGates’ vidve, image of women began to
change in the eighteenth century to “chaste maided™obedient wife” (23) and it
was this more enlightened view where “family, redig and the state are now
identified with women rather than seen as beingatemed by her” (30) that
Richardson was presenting. HoweverPasnelawas written at the beginning of this
trend, this more enlightened view of women wasfamtiliar and thus may have
invoked cynicism and disbelief among many readéteenovel.

While it may be difficult with a lack of textual pport and oftentimes flawed
reasoning to accept the anti-Pamelist argumerts ientirety, there is merit in
questioning the discrepancy between Pamela’s teftecand her actions. It does
seem both remarkable and inconceivable that Pasnatmluctor so swiftly
transforms in her perception from “wicked design@ichardson 143) to “the
condescending one” (288). That Pamela so readibesgo marriage once it is
offered implies at least some level of latent desirbe wedded to Mr B. all along.

The anti-Pamelist view maintains that such disaocdds explained by
Pamela’s cleverly enacted plan; that she alwayshkadnaster and marriage set
firmly in her sights. However, as will be explonedhe pages which follow,
Stockholm syndrome similarly accounts for dissoeanetween the inherent nature
of a person and their actions. A considerationtotEholm syndrome also allows the

anti-Pamelists to dislike the heroine but neveagbgiconcur with her classification as
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a Stockholm syndrome victim for, as Claudia Cardenbes, “Being a victim does
not imply that one has the character of an angeVofmen” 512)°

Notably, Stockholm syndrome accounts for both thmé&lists adherance to
the honesty of Pamela’s accounts and the anti-Rstrf@tus on the irrational
discrepancy between Pamela’s stated values anthbsen course in life. Thus,
accepting the interpretation presented herein ®tfe opportunity for partial

reconciliation between these long estabished pointgposition.
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CHAPTER TWO
TOWARD AN ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS: AN

INTRODUCTION TO STOCKHOLM SYNDROME

Prior to embarking upon an analysisR&melausing the pyschological
paradigm of Stockholm syndrome, it is first neceg$a have a detailed
understanding of what the syndrome entails.

Stockholm syndrome is a psychological conditionahihialthough only
recognised relatively recently, is now widely doanted. A generally agreed
definition for this syndrome refers to,

the reaction of individuals or groups taken hostagether in
terrorism or other criminal act[s, who become] eomwlly attached
to their captors, while trying to mitigate [thefigithreatening
stressful conditions of the situation. (Gordon 50)
Definitions of the condition also emphasise thevsag inexplicability of the
syndrome, given its “paradoxical” and “irrationaéature (De Fabrique et al.,

“Understanding” 12).

2.1  Overview

It is perhaps because the Stockholm response appeaounter-intuitive that
it remained so long undiscovered and unexplorethdt)y Stockholm syndrome was
first named by psychologist Nils Bejerot followiagobbery of a Stockholm branch
of the Swedish bank, Kreditbanken, only as recesghAugust 1973. During this

robbery, four hostages were taken and held cafiiveix days. After their rescue it
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was discovered that some of the hostages had gedebostrong psychological
attachment to their captors to the extent thatoaptive “fell in love with and
became engaged to one of the robbers and pubkchtdd the Swedish prime
minister for his failure to understand the robb@dént of view” (Card Atrocity 213-
214). Pertinent to the tale of Pamela, other adsoimclude statements that this same
hostage later went on to marry the hostage takenéga-Smith 447) and even that
she had consensual sex during the hostage indigeselier 24). Although these
latter details are mentioned much less frequentBcicounts of the original
Stockholm event and may possibly stem from an exagign or dramatisation of
the known facts, there is no question that an wuslationship developed between
these hostages and the bank robbers who held tbstage. As further testimony to
the existence and nature of the Stockholm bond,

None of the captives have publicly denounced theweur of their

captors. [In addition], Reports exist that the foaptives refused to

testify at the trial and even raised money forrtk@nappers’ legal

fee. (Namnyak et al. 8)
Irrational, paradoxical and counter-intuitive — ylgt the seemingly impossible
responses of the Kreditbanken hostages are nownttded and accepted as real
and identifiable consequences of a hostage scenario

Since this initial determination, countless cadesna situations within which

Stockholm syndrome can arise have been identiechaps the most famous and
often quoted account is the case of Patty Hearetwas kidnapped by the
Symbionese Liberation Army in 1974 and went ondmmit crimes on their behalf

(Dutton 162). Providing more detail, Namnyak etr@port that “For the first 57 days
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of her captivity she was locked in a closet andestibd to physical and sexual
abuse, following which she remained loyal to heatoes and even assisted them in
terrorist activity” (7).

Another case often referred to in literature pertey to Stockholm syndrome
is that of kidnap victim Elizabeth Smart who, atbeing held hostage for an
extended time where she “was physically and psydichlly abused; tied to a tree,
kept in a hole and threatened with a knife . .d dpportunities to escape which she
never utilized” (Namnyak et al. 7). On the contrdshe walked in public, attended
parties, and even refused to reveal her true ijenhien first approached by police”
(De Fabrigue et al., “Understanding” 10).

Stockholm syndrome has also been used to explaiodimplex situation
behind North Korean abductions of Japanese citjzefront page news item in
Japan for several decades. As reported by Palri§éeinhoff,

One of the most puzzling parts of the story isftue that some of
the young wives who had been lured to North Koidandt use the
opportunity to escape and return to Japan whenwleeg later sent
out of the country. The Yodogo members [that is,Kkitinappers]
offer this as proof that their wives were not ceercHowever, their
behavior is consistent with the well-documentedt&holm
Syndrome” and with the types of coercive contrel Women
experienced. (140)

Among countless contemporary examples, and higintigtthat the
syndrome is not a gender specific phenemenon ytidreme has also been used to

describe the circumstances of other hostage cdsiel veature in recent memory,
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including a 1994 hostage situation in a New Yorghhschool (De Fabrique et al.,
“Common Variables” 96) and the 2002 Chechen rettatla on a Moscow theater
(Speckhard et al., “Research Note”). Subsequethietaincreased understanding of
Stockholm syndrome there have also been signifidamlopments in using the
syndrome to understand the dynamics of domestiseaf@rookoff et al.), child
abuse, and even the emotional relationships theglole between nursing home
residents and their caregivers (Sumaya-Smith 448).

Significantly, Stockholm syndrome has been usa@trospectively describe
what may be considered anomalies in the documédmigéaly of human behaviour.
In her article “Decolonizing the 1862 Death March&¥aziyatawin Angela Wilson
proposes that due to a Stockholm-like bond,

many Dakota people in 1862 and in the subsequemrggons have

denied the perpetration of tremendous violencéhbyirtvaders and

have attempted to focus on what they (mis)consisugositive

benefits of colonization. (207)
Similar explanations have been employed to explarbond between African-
American slaves and their masters (Huddleston-Maitd Mattai), psychological
conditions developed by American Japanese who hackin internment camps
during World War Two (Mura) and Jewish concentmrattamp prisoners who
“emulated their captors to the extent of sewinggsrtogether to imitate SS uniforms
and taking over punitive rule-enforcement functierssa-vis new prisoners” (Dutton

164).
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2.2 Debate

There remains a noteworthy level of academic debhat®unding Stockholm
syndrome. As M. Namnyak et al. report, “little warkthis field ha[s] been
published” (5). Perhaps as a consequence of ttisolainvestigation, Stockholm
syndrome as a diagnosis is “not included in angrivdtional classification system of
psychiatry” (5) and is “rarely mentioned in peeviesved academic research” (9).
Despite the lack of research and a seeming reloetan the part of the medical
community to formally distinguish Stockholm syndmfnom other post traumatic
stress responses, there does not seem to be aificaig dispute regarding the
actual existence of the condition. Debate is morhe realm of fully understanding,
defining and quantifying the prevalence of a caonditvhich has potentially been
“overemphasized, overanalyzed, overpsychologized caerpublicized” (Fuselier
22) and which, given the traumatic nature of thesehfactors and potential
outcomes, can not be simulated for the purposésgtbier study in an ethical manner
— the standard method in which modern science gasight and information into
new areas of research.

Most importantly, despite the many examples avilédr discussion and
analysis, not all hostages develop the condititatisgical accounts of the
syndrome’s prevalence vary significantly. All oktkictims of the original
Stockholm bank robbery are reported to have form8tbckholm bond. From a
sample of 11 victims of the Moscow theatre siegeearchers found 10 to exhibit
features of Stockholm syndrome (Cantor and Pri&).37owever, larger scale
database analysis reveals it more likely that @ely small percentages of hostage

victims are likely to develop the condition. NaikaDe Fabrique et al. state that
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“According to the FBI's Hostage Barricade Datab&gstem, which contains data
pertaining to over 4,700 reported federal, staid,lacal hostage/barricade incidents,
73 percent of captives show no evidence of Stocklsyindrome” (“Understanding”
12). Even more conservative in his estimate, G. ywd-uselier reports that from
“1,200 reported federal, state, and local hostagatade incidents, 92 percent of the
victims of such incidents reportedly showed no aspéthe Stockholm Syndrome”
(23).

Research regarding who is and is not vulnerab&ackholm syndrome is
far from complete (De Fabrique et al., “Common ¥hles” 97) but nevertheless the
level of investigation undertaken to date seemhk bigbrous and descriptive enough

to be applied in the context of literary analysis.

2.3  Preconditions

To understand Stockholm syndrome fully, the conditnust be considered
both in terms of the preconditions necessary fodévelopment and the subsequent
symptoms or presentations which the victim develops

As is the case for many psychological conditioniecEholm syndrome can
not be strictly described in black and white termswever, observers generally
appear to agree with Meg Kennedy Dugan and RogeloBk’s identification of
four basic preconditions which promote the develepnof Stockholm syndrome
(15):

2.3.1 The victim feels threatened.

This may be a threat of death or substantial paysiarm which the victim

believes the captor is capable of carrying outdéscribed by a hostage in a
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1981 heist of a US law enforcement facility, he vi@svinced that any
incitement [of the gunman] could cause his deaitie¢selius and DeSarno
36).
2.3.2  The victim cannot envisage their escape and seeihlife in the
hands of their captor.
In short, “[t]he captor becomes the person in adrdf the captive’s basic
needs for survival” (De Fabrique et al., “Undersliag” 14).
2.3.3 The victim is isolated and cannot foresee their resie by family
or friends.
As described by De Fabrique et al., “Perpetratousimely keep information
about the outside world’s response to their actfoors captives to keep them
totally dependant” (“Understanding” 14).
2.3.4  The behaviour of the captor is intermittently violent and kind
which increases the sense of dependence in the witt
Again, as described by the victim of the 1981 heist U.S. law enforcement
agency, “During the siege, he [the gunman] rapsatched from calm
behavior to agitated behavior with little or no ywoation” (Wesselius and
DeSarno 35). This kindness may be overt but as sumstinctly described by
Machiavelli, ‘Men, when they receive good from whence they exgatt
feel the more indebted to th&ienefactofqtd. in De Fabrique et al.,
“Understanding” 10). Thus, the intermittent withahed of abuse may
constitute a sufficient precondition for the deyatent of Stockholm

syndrome.
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2.4  Symptoms and indicators

2.4.1 The hostage — captor bond

As previously outlined, although many hostages tgaléhe necessary
preconditions, only a subset of these victims dgv&8tockholm syndrome. The
syndrome can be confirmed by the presence of owggesbut crucial indicator: the
development of positive feelings by the victim todvéheir captor. It is easy to
discriminate between the Stockholm sufferer anchthre sufferer by considering
interviews conducted by Anne Speckhard et al. Wiitktages who survived the
Chechen rebel attack on a Moscow theatre in 20825 geckhard et al. report, while
“one hostage states that he felt no relationship thie terrorists. ‘I am not sorry that
they died™ (“Stockholm Effects” 132), many who haddergone the same
experience reported strange and unusual emotiespbnses: “One hostage
observes, ‘When | came to (from the gas) | fel\aorry that they were all killed.
The young one she never took a baby in her hands, e. . Another states, “I feel
sorry for them (that they died)” (132).

In interviews with hostages from a 1981 siege, @dssWesselius and
James V. DeSarno reported similar discrepenciessiponses. Using the
abbreviations HT for Hostage Taker and HB for atégs anonymised as ‘B’, they
report that

All of the other hostages described HT as dirtylatiarous, and
carelessly dressed. HB, however, described HTeaatut, attractive
and well dressed . . . [and] thought it was teeriihlat he was shot.

(37)

25



2.4.2 Other possible indicators

In addition to this emotional bond, the presencetbér specific emotions
and behaviours has been observed in Stockholm eyredvictims (Carver par. 10):

Many victims have been noted to express negatelenfgs toward people
trying to assist their escape. To illustrate, agam interviews with survivors of the
Chechen rebel attack, one of the hostages staéd th

At first | was happy about the storm, at first. Bugre is a different
face of the terrorist and the face of those saddjetho stormed the
theater). | like the face of the terrorist bettahink of it a lot,
especially of the old, calm and kind terrorist @s). (Speckhard et
al., “Stockholm Effects” 132)
The interviews conducted by Wesselius and DeSaweat similar sympathies when
HB describes “angry feelings toward the negotiagerause she thought that if the
authorities had provided HT with his chaplain [eguested], all the hostages would
have been out of danger” (37).

The main cause of this particular symptom is idesttias a fear that the
authorities themselves endanger the lives of hestagrom their research and
interviews, Wesselius and DeSarno conclude thatstMostages’ fear of being
killed in a police assault is equal to their feath® hostage taker” (45).

Another common emotion of Stockholm syndrome mistis that they come
to support the behaviours and attitudes of theataps described by Namnyak et
al., this is a direct consequence of the victimngésubjected only to the captive’'s
perspective” (9). As Steinhoff observed in her gtatlJapanese captives held in

North Korea:
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Keeping people in isolation for an extended pednd repeating a
single point of view incessantly causes disorieoteand eventual

capitulation unless one has a very strong will abernal focus. (128)

Often sufferers are also described as unable tertadce behaviours or

actions which could assist in their release. Onal fintriguing factor is that captors

often develop positive feelings toward their victimevealing that the captor is also

vulnerable to the unconscious Stockholm bond.

2.5 Causes of Stockholm Syndrome

The possible explanations offered for the develapé Stockholm

syndrome are as interesting as the condition itbetheir article “Stockholm Effects

and Psychological Responses to Captivity in Hostdtgdd by Suicidal Terrorists”,

Speckhard et al. outline the generally accepteid f@&garding the development of a

Stockholm bond (“Research Note” 132). That it:

is automatic

IS unconscious

is triggered by fear

enhances the victim’s ability to cope with captivit
minimises the likelihood of violence

increases the victim’'s chances of survival

Beyond this short list there are many and variegtdgtions as to why the

syndrome develops. Namnyak et al. describe theepsoas follows:

27



Strong states of arousal, caused by fear, may bat@ipreted as

attraction (bonding); by labeling these feeling$oa®, it provides the

hostage with hope and therefore possible routescdpe. (7)
In this description, the mind is unable to comprehthe negative emotional state
created by captivity and therefore converts it mfoositive emotional state.
Namnyak et al. also theorise that the persondfignges associated with a
Stockholm syndrome bond represent a pseudo-idemtiigh is created by the victim
in order to “create a psychological separationveeh their normal world and the
captive state” (7). Psychiatrists have identified tevelopment of such a pseudo-
identity in the case of Patricia Hearst and belighat the criminal acts performed by
the hostage on behalf of her captors can be exqaldiy the presence of the
alternative personality the victim developed uncarditions of duress (Card,
“Women” 510).

Another proffered explanation is that the Stockhblmnd is a consequence of

a process of appeasement, comprising “pacificationgiliation and submission”
(Cantor and Price 380). Subscribers to this expiamar causality believe that the
victim learns to understand the likes and disli&kthe captor, that hostages “attend
carefully to the behaviour of the terrorist and miate their behavior accordingly”
(Speckhard et al., “Stockholm Effects” 137), anat ey “become highly attuned to
the pleasure and displeasure reactions of thetor#fDe Fabrique et al.,
“Understanding” 14). De Fabrique and her colleaguuesmarise the consequences:
that “victims seem more concerned about the peajmets feelings than their own”
(“Understanding” 14), making unconscious and ofieanharacteristic decisions in

order to increase their chances of survival.
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Further speculation regarding why Stockholm syndrananifests uses
identification as its core concept. According t explanation, the hostage victim
adopts or introjects the perspective of the captorder to reduce the discomfort
caused by cognitive dissonance, the gap betwearothie world view and that of
the perpetrator (Cantor and Price 379). Card offerse interesting insight into this
idea in her discussion of Patty Hearst. In Cardalgsis, while the victim first made
a conscious decision to emulate the position othptors in order to maximise her
chances of survival, later in her ordeal “she st her captors” (“Women” 511)
rather than taking an opportunity to escape andrteg feeling “puzzled” (511)
when reflecting on her actions, not able to fildgical explanation or rationale for
the choices she had made. According to Card, gartiuess of identification takes a
firm hold on the victim,
the victim may take up that perspective not jughasigh it were her
own but as her own, at least in the sense of itggltbe only
operative perspective that she now has. Her chonagscome to
seem normal to her, no longer even morally probtemg210)

If decisions no longer cause moral conflict, theéentification is complete.

Some observers undertake a Freudian analysis taiexpe development of
Stockholm syndrome. Robert D. Hinshelwood usesthsycalytic theory to question
the idea of “consistent personal identity” distirgung between conscious and
unconscious states (122). In his analysis, Hinshetlwses the process of
transference to explain how hostages may comedptadle attitudes of the hostage

taker. He explains that the circumstances of captigrce the hostage to relinquish
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power, self-governance and self-determination ¢octiptor and that the eventual
bond which is witnessed to develop under such ereonditions,
comes from the depleted subject’s attempts to mcst and
valuable parts of himself which now reside in tbeurer. . . . The
subject unconsciously can only conceive of recoteryugh
attachment to that object in which these imporgants of himself
now exist. (135)
Thus, in the most simple of terms, Freudian analgsscribes the formation of a
bond between captor and captive as a need forse sfnwvholeness which can only
be realised through the development of a strongiiemal attachment by the person
who has lost control to the person who has gaioetral.
One of the more interesting theories regardingithelopment of Stockholm
syndrome, albeit perhaps the least convincing, siigon the ideas of Darwin as its
basis. This idea is introduced by Chris Cantor dofth Price with the following brief
rationale:
Hunter-gatherer women have been remarkably fretukidinapped by
opposing tribes, with little likelihood of rescU&.om an evolutionary
perspective defiance in such circumstances catreeprospect of death
and the non-transmission of related genes. Sulbonissid defection
may promote genetic survival. . . . Thus the traesion of genes for
appeasement may have been facilitated. (380)

H. Keith Henson also proposes genetics as the Iikekt explanation and

elucidates,
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Those [captured women] who had the pyschologiedgktfultimately
gene-based mechanisms) that led them to socialherd after a few
days (i.e., bond) to their captors often survive@dss on the trait.
Those who continued to resist, because they didhve this trait,
often became breakfast. . . . Once you understandwolutionary
origin of this trait and its critical nature in gt survival and
reproduction in the ancestral human environmetdied mysterious
human psychological states fall into place. (446)
Among the list of psychological human mysteries $tenattributes to this process of
natural selection are not only Stockholm syndromnealtso rituals such as fraternity

bonding and more violent sexual preferences susladism and sadomasochism.

2.6  The Foundation for a New Analysis oPamela
It is immediately clear that in his creation of Rdas character Richardson
was not influenced by such pyschological and sifiettheory — Freud and Darwin’s
views were popularised more than a century afeptiblication oPamela Despite
a certain popularity for the kidnapping of bridesRichardson’s era, it is extremely
unlikely that the phenomenon was so prevalentttieauthor would have witnessed,
or could have had time to witness, a process afrabselection as inspiration for his
novel. What is of more interest and relevancerecagnition of the opportunity that
the Stockholm syndrome paradigm offers for a ressssent of Richardson’s novel.
As expressed succinctly by Hawley, “The fact thamla eventually
succumbs to the man who has pursued, kidnappedssadilted her has been taken

by many as a sign that she was shamming resist&xiceThis is indeed the only
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possible reading purported by the anti-Pamelistsvéver, with a knowledge of late
twentieth century psychology and particularly Stoakn syndrome, a number of
terms used here — ‘succumbs’, ‘kidnapped’ andaaksd’ — alert the modern reader
to the fact that under such conditions of duresgausation of ‘shamming’ may
perhaps overlook a more compelling explanatiortiersignificant shift in Pamela’s
feelings. Rather than creating an underhanded margdigure, perhaps Richardson
has captured in his character a hostage displayivag modern science has since
termed Stockholm syndrome.

The analyses and commentaries of several othérscsitnilarly expose the
possibility for this alternative reading Bmela William M. Sale describes Pamela
as “swept away into Lincolnshire, where her abitdymold events by her own will is
closely restricted” (qtd. in Donovan 380), herelghtighting Pamela’s
powerlessness, undermining the anti-Pamelist petispeof the heroine as
controlling and manipulative. Sale also identifiReamela as being in possession of a
“divided mind” (xii) and while he attributes thisvikion to her struggle between
virtue and her sexual desire (xii-xiii), is thiscegsarily the crux of the struggle?
Could not this same ‘divided mind’ also be intetpteas Pamela’s battle between
her real self and her unconscious transformatigh@sinnatural bond she feels
toward her captor takes hold of her?

Wilson identifies Pamela’s desire to stay in theoEryment of Mr B. until
she has finished embroidering his vest as Paméig battracted unconsciously to
what she fears most” (“Richardson’s Pamela” 83)wkler once an ‘unconscious’
process is acknowledged, that is, one outsideehare’s ken or control, this again

allows alternative analysis to be applied to thgchslogical situation of Pamela. Is
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she simply ‘attracted’ unconsciously or is her umsmous behaviour driven by other
influences that are now known to occur in situatiamere a significant power
differential exists? Wilson also refers to Pametaibconscious state when he writes
that “we can observe the demon gaining possess$iBaroela long before she is
aware of its presence” (83), presenting an oppaytdior the reader to consider
what, exactly, the demon is and how it can poténtiee defined. Is it necessarily the
demon lust, or could it be the Stockholm bond wihécigaining possession’ of the
heroine? Offering further support to this altermatperspective, this same critic, who
approaches the text from a Freudian analyticalpsets/e, acknowledges Pamela’s
projection:
We should note here an aspect of Pamela’s reatttistmess that
becomes more frequent as her anxiety increasesestis to project
her fears externally so that the objects or plagdswhich they are
associated take on unique symbolic significanc@eRiedly, we see
her try to alleviate her fears by projecting themnag from herself.
(83)
If we accept that Pamela is indeed projectrg Freud, it is similar unconscious
behaviour which psychoanalytic interpretation htites as the cause of Stockholm
syndrome.

Offering further credence to the possibilities donew reading dPamela
Hawley remarks that in “[o]bserving Pamela’s indeaima of resistance and
seduction, the reader gradually develops an ingighta young woman’s
psychological world unprecedented in English pifateon” (xiii). Again, while

Hawley chooses to identify the opposing forces erpeed by Pamela as ‘resistance
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and seduction’, a modern-day understanding of humsgiohology allows us to
reconsider the nature of these opposing forcegs@margamine the ‘psychological
world” which Pamela presents within the Stockhoimdsome framework. As
Pamela herself foreshadows, there is a closearktip between love and hate — “Is
it not strange that love borders so much upon tdatBut this wicked love is not like
the true virtuous love, to be sure” (Richardson-8@nhd perhaps in the case of
Richardson’s novel the bridge between the two istracted not by the
development of mutual respect and concern but &yahmore interesting process of
bonding between hostage and hostage taker.

Is it possible that unwittingly, Richardson penmetle which accurately
describes the preconditions and symptoms of theasm&pted Stockholm syndrome
phenomenon? What makes this alternative readingiderably more compelling is
the opportunity which the paradigm offers in untemding the Pamela admired by

the Pamelists and the Pamela distrusted by thePantielists.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE PRECONDITIONS ARE RIPE

In order to be able to sympathise with Pamela asantting victim of
Stockholm syndrome, she must be assessed withctespree main assumptions:
(1) that she was a hostage;
(i) that she was subjected to the four preconditionstwdict as a catalyst
to the syndrome; and
(i)  that she subsequently developed Stockholm syndsymetoms or
behaviours.
The first two of these are dealt with in the cutremapter, while the third is

examined in Chapter Four.

3.1 Pamelathe Hostage

The first assumption is indisputable. Pamela unexpally desires her
freedom. From the very early stages of the drammare specifically, once her
master’s sexual intentions become apparent, shdeeheart on leaving her position
as his household servant. Her expressed desweesurn to her family and her
“dear, dear, happy loft once more” (Richardson 8#hen she writes to her parents
that “I had better get myself at once equippedhéndress that will become my
condition” (76), and subsequently organises hedvadire and her paltry collection of
belongings, she is making practical preparationgtiorn home for a welcome
reunion with her parents. Just prior to departiagrnaster’s house for what she

believes is the last time, she captures her sentsne verse:
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IX

Glad to my parents | return;

Nor for their low condition mourn;

Since grace and truth their souls adorn,

They're high and great to Pamela. (122)
This verse represents Pamela’s last moment of emew; for she is not carried to her
family in keeping with her master’s promise but&zs borne entirely against her
will to Mr B.’s Lincolnshire estate.

Even the harshest of critics has never accused |Rarhleaving engineered
her own kidnapping. As Sale cogently states:

This violation may seem to us a highhanded violatbhuman
rights, but we must remember that, critical as Rideon’s
contemporaries were of many aspects of his novey, were not
really disturbed by this portion of it. (ix)

Supporting the assumption that Pamela truly wasstalge is the method by
which Richardson conveys this knowledge to theeeadd/hile the greater part of
Pamelais in epistolary form, often attracting criticism the basis that the reader
only has access to the potentially disingenuots, fierson account of Pamela
herself, the kidnapping is originally introducedthy intervening voice of a third
person narrator. The account of the abduction whiols for several pages describes
the detailed circumstances of Pamela’s capturdlacheticulous planning Mr B.
has undertaken “in order to prosecute his basguiesipon the innocent virgin”
(Richardson 123). As the narrator voices, in “ewegay was the poor virgin beset”

(123), with no control and no opportunity of escape
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Wilson, published in January 1973 and thus unawb8tockholm
syndrome, comments that “when Mr. B. arranges Ve leer abducted to his
Lincolnshire estate, the possibility of releaseparates, and her conflict intensifies
to the point where it becomes a severe, traumagergence” (84). The ‘conflict’
which Wilson alleges is between Pamela’s coexistiflgeit subconscious, feelings
of attraction and repulsion for Mr B. However, ic@sideration of Stockholm
syndrome, more critical is Wilson’s identificatitihat Pamela undergoes a ‘severe,
traumatic experience’ as a hostage.

A close reading oPamelasupports the proposition that this trauma can be
dissected to reveal both the preconditions and symg of Stockholm syndrome.
The pages that follow give a detailed account efektent to which the character of
Pamela can be considered to correspond to themssappreconditions of

Stockholm syndrome.

3.2  Precondition One — Threats against Pamela

In situations typically associated with the devehgmt of Stockholm
syndrome — hostage situations, kidnappings, hijagskiprisoner of war camps,
incidents of domestic violence and child abusee-vibtim would be expected to
suffer acute fear for his or her life. Therefongperficially at least, any relationship
betweerPamelaand Stockholm syndrome could be dismissed on tesends
alone — despite the gravity of her situation, P&nela’s morality and not her
mortality that is threatened.

However, Pamela’s avowed set of beliefs and mardés allow these

parameters to be reconsidered. Mr B.’s victim valler virtue as much as her life.

37



She believes that/{RTUE is the only nobility (Richardson 83) and never allows the
reader to forget this. She herself compares theevall her virtue to that of her
mortality, “do you not think, that to rob a persairher virtue, is worse than cutting
her throat?” (148) and as observed by Ruth Beraatell, there is no doubt that
“the sexual virtue of the heroine is under constage” (121). Every attempt or
perceived attempt on her virtue is interpreted ByBla as a real and powerful threat
to her physical and psychological well-being. \Aegb as she questions: “May I,’
said I, ‘Lucretia like, justify myself by my deatii] am used barbarously?’”
(Richardson 63), here threatening to take her df@ras a consequence of losing her
virtue, thereby expressing her conviction thatghe considers the forfeit of her
innocence as tantamount to fatal. Pamela is alsofesély aware that any realisation
of Mr B.’s designs severely endangers her futuospects in regard to employment
and marriage, not small concerns for a domesti@asefrom a poor family.

For Pamela, her virtue is not merely her own bsib aépresents the values
instilled in her by her family and her religion.i$hs clearly apparent in her written
correspondence with her parents who would “ratbenyu all covered with rags,
and even follow you to the church-yard [that isadle than have it said, a child of
ours preferred any worldly conveniences to heueir{46), and who express
similarly in their letters whole-hearted suppont tieeir daughter’s “resolve to lose
your life rather than your virtue” (52). In keepingth the moral messages of her
upbringing, both the fear that Pamela attacheleddss of her virtue and her
circumspection of Mr B. are directly influenced &gvice she received from her
mother as a child,

that as cows for their meekness and usefulnesstowd®e likened to
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good women; so bulls, when fierce and untamealdeg wo be
compared to wicked men: and thence you gave mecaugions
and instructions, to avoid such libertine men. (183)

Despite Pamela’s repeated and simplistic desiretéon her honour, she
cannot be accused of naivety. She is worldly endgagbkalise that Mr B.’s desire is
inextricably intertwined with her refusal to sucduto his sexual threats, “And must
he bemoreearnest to seduce me, because | dread of all ttorgs seduced” (158).
However, she does not have any way to controlahie realise her own wish — that
she did not possess such power over her persecutor.

In the face of Pamela’s continued rejection, Mniakes not one but multiple
threats against Pamela’s virtue. Pre-dating heuetimh, Mr B. first “offer[s]
freedoms to his poor servant” in the summer hoGdgif response to which she
“struggled, and trembled, and was so benumbedtettbr” (55). On another
occasion, Mr B. appears unexpectedly from withimBla’'s closet where he has
secreted himself. He physically assaults Pamelan which “I sighed, and
screamed, and then fainted away” (96). On thissiooaPamela believes herself
saved from what she considers a fate worse thah dedy by the timely arrival of
her fellow servant, Mrs Jervis.

Thus, by the time she is imprisoned at the Lindulesestate she has any
number of precedents upon which to base her featspowerless in her
predicament, can only pray “O preserve me, hedvem his power, and from his
wickedness!” (132). Upon Mr B.’s eventual arrivaklae Lincolnshire estate, Pamela
is again approached sexually against her will, teme to me (for | had no power to

stir) and put his arms about my neck, and would kig; | struggled” (225). When
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Mr B.’s victim proves again uncooperative, sheffered a proposal with two
equally unpalatable alternatives — to be a mistoess be taken by force:
And it would behove you to consider, whether had better for you
to comply upon terms so advantageous to you, ameseficial to
your father and mother, and other friends, thametonine without
condition or equivalent. (230)
Upon declining both options, Pamela is physicdilgatened yet again, whereby she
“got from him, and ran up stairs, and shut [hef]sethe closet, extremely terrified
and uneasy” (232).
The crisis point for Pamela is referred to in trent@nts pages of the novel as
“the worst attempt he has yet made, and of Mrs ésiskvicked assistance” (38). In
this episode, Mr B. disguises himself as Nan, dritbeLincolnshire servants, in
order to gain access to Pamela’s chamber. His walsnt attempt upon her virtue is
described by Pamela thus:
[H]e kissed me with frightful vehemence; and thé&oice broke
upon me like a clap of thunder: ‘Now, Pamela,” dad ‘is the time
of reckoning come, that | have threatened! | sered out for help;
but there was nobody to help me: and both my hamus secured.
... Sure never poor soul was in such agonies#¢dked man!’
said |; ‘wicked abominable woman! Good Heaven, tmstime!
thisonetime, good Heaven, deliver me, or strike me deal t
moment!” And then | screamed again and again. (241)
Eventually, Pamela reports, she “quite fainted &w2%2) but later recovers

consciousness, surprised yet relieved to discosevintue still intact.
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Why doesn’t Mr B. rape Pamela on this or any ofghevious occasions
when the opportunity was available? Donovan argjugs‘Pamela’s chastity is
guarded by Mr. B.’s more conscious form of snobbkgyregards rape as beneath
him because it is a concession that he must raséotce to have what is his by a
kind of droit de seignueflord’s right]” (382-383). With Pamela as the omslgurce of
intelligence regarding the motivations of Mr B. ithés no textual evidence with
which this argument can be closely analysed. Howdivdoes appear to be the case
that while Mr B. is not above sexual assault, hsoisinspired by the prospect of a
pseudo-necrophiliac attack upon his victim oncelsiglost consciousness.

As a consequence of Mr B.’s regularly granting Plamsach respite,

Donovan interprets the sexual interchanges betweewould-be perpetrator and his
victim as a “game” (383). He maintains that Panelzonfident Mr B. will not use
violence because she has overhead her masteriaupaton to this effect made to
Mrs Jervis. He proposes that Pamela is aware fbatill always stop short of rape”
(383). However, it is difficult to find logical dextual support for this argument.
From the perspective of the victim there is ligledence to suggest that Mr B. is a
man of his word. In addition, as Mr B.’s violencgalates with each attack, how
could Pamela “know” with certitude if or when Mr Bas meted out his worst threat?
On the contrary, she anticipates with each attiaakte will “lay his snares surer”
(Richardson 71). These circumstances are primigaigrfor the nurturing of
Stockholm syndrome: not only is the threat of tegtrattack always looming, it also
promises to be more violent than the last.

While Mr B.’s sexual assaults represent a substhitieat to Pamela, thus

fulfilling one of the four required preconditionsrfthe potential development of

41



Stockholm syndrome, these assaults by no meansitatashe full extent of the
menace to which she is exposed. When Donovan desdilr B. as “nothing if not
pertinacious” (387), he indicates the extremeshalwvMr B. has extended himself,
to ensure the successful attainment of his prizePémela’s time in captivity passes,
it becomes clear to her that she is ensnared inchmeeper and more calculated
plot than she first envisaged. The magnitude ofilneger she faces is uncovered by
the heroine as her world closes in upon her: Mex@racts a promise of silence
regarding his behaviour from Mrs Jervis, Pamel@#®mwise most likely helpmate
(Richardson 64); he corrupts every possible alyetcounters en route to
Lincolnshire; Pamela discovers John Arnold’s beit4¥56-157) and is warned by
the repentant man that “you are in vile hands” j16&&r worst fears are confirmed
by Mr Williams who advises, “You don’t know how yauwe surrounded: all which
confirms me in your opinion, that no honour is ntgau” (166). Pamela’s
accidental exposure to a letter addressed to Mvkekereveals that Mr B. will “let
her know, that all her ensnaring speciousness shtiBave her from the fate that
awaits her” (236). As the story progresses, otepeets of Mr B.’s plan continue to
reveal themselves: his decision to withdraw hisenbattacks, instead deciding to
manipulate her cooperation with feigned “kindnemsd “love” (246) becomes yet
another weapon against Pamela; and, even wheretbeds she has finally secured
her safety, Pamela is warned in an anonymous le¢tened by a mysterious
SOMEBODY about the sham wedding Mr B. has organised:

You may expect a parson for this purpose in a faysdor rather a

man in a parson’s habit; but who is indeed a stjvllafellow, a

broken attorney, whom he has hired to personatmeter. (262)
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In short, every twist and turn reveals another s@her manipulation undertaken by
Mr B. to secure the object of his desire. As Pandekcribes even before she herself
uncovers the full extent of her predicament, “g]piot is laid too deep, and has been
too long hatching, to be baffled” (145).

While the threat of Mr B. himself, in all its diremanifestations, looms over
Pamela’s virtue and contributes to her weakeniryghoslogical state, her
vulnerability is further impressed upon her by segual menaces of both Mrs
Jewkes and Monsieur Colbrand. Mrs Jewkes is complithe attempted rape of
Pamela to the extent that she not only encouragds.®lattempt: “Don’t stand
dilly-dallying, sir” (242); but also physically asss him. As Pamela describes, “the
guilty wretch took my left arm, and laid it undes Imeck as the vile procuress held
my right” (241). Aside from aiding and abetting measter’s desires, Mrs Jewkes
appears to be a sexual predator in her own riglathairroring Mr B’s nature, on
several occasions making untoward physical advamges Pamela. As Wilson
notes, it is interesting that “Pamela’s knowled§éhe world is great enough for her
to be able to hint of homosexuality in the chanaotéMrs. Jewkes” (80). Pamela
reports that “The naughty woman came up to me arithir of confidence, and
kissed me” (Richardson 144) and soon after thag tdffered to kiss me. But | said,
‘I don't like this sort of carriage, Mrs Jewkesjstnot like two persons of one sex to
each other.” (145). Although not violent and siiigantly less prevalent, Mrs
Jewkes’ homosexual overtures represent an additioresat which Pamela has to
contend with in her powerless position as hostage.

Intensifying the atmosphere of sexual threat, abmut weeks into her

internment Monsieur Colbrand arrives at the Linsbire estate. Pamela’s journal
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describes only minimal contact with this man, yePamela he represents a figure of
great menace. Consider her physical description:
He is a giant of a man, for stature; . . . largadgband scraggy; and
has a hand — | never saw such a one in my lifeh&$egreat staring
eyes, like the bull's that frightened me so; vast-pones sticking
out; eye-brows hanging over his eyes; two greatssagaon his
forehead, and one on his left cheek; huge whiskedsa monstrous
wide mouth; blubber lips, long yellow teeth, whitis lips hardly
cover, even when he is silent; so that he has awaadydeous grin
about his mouth. (206)

Wilson is somewhat disparaging about the fear@wdlbrand inspires in
Pamela, concluding that he is not a real threat, aaither speaks nor acts toward
her in any capacity other than that of a sterndju@5). In his analysis, Wilson
concludes that Pamela “links Colbrand with the s¢xambitions of Mr. B. and thus
makes the servant the visible symbol of the absester” (85). While the use of the
word ‘makes’ here implies that Pamela has incolygetzen unjustifiably, construed
Colbrand as a sexual threat, the text itself lemddence to Pamela’s fears. In a letter
from Mr B. to Mrs Jewkes, accidentally deliveretbithe hands of Pamela, she reads
that her master “can bear, for the sake of my rggeand mynjured honour and
slighted offersto see any thing, even whsite most feardedone to her
(Richardson 202), assumingly condoning or encoutpgny sexual attempt that
Colbrand may desire to make upon Pamela. Mrs Jealkesshares with Pamela her
own belief that Mr B. “has found a way to satisifiys] scruples: it is, by marrying me

to this dreadful Colbrand, and buying me of [sichlon the wedding-day, for a sum
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of money!” (218). In the two characters of Mrs Jewland Mr Colbrand, therefore,
the sexual threat to Pamela is physically mandggsh when Mr B. himself is absent.
That for Pamela feeling her virtue in peril is ngial matter is witnessed in

her gradual psychological unravelling as her spyogresses. On several occasions
she locks herself in a room, falls into fits anohf®, and regularly describes her
emotional state as frightened and terrified. Ske dlsplays rituals born of abuse
such as checking her closet before sleeping (I2ige in Lincolnshire, the
inevitable consequences of her imprisonment aremfav from Pamela’s mind as
reflected in a letter to Mr Williams, “If he [Mr Bjomes, it must be for no good; and
come, to be sure, he will, when he thinks he Has®std the clamours of my friends,
and lulled me, as no doubt he hopes, into a fairity” (162); and again soon after
in her journal:

True friend!'Wicked man! O my dear parents! whatwe friendis

he, who seeks to gain the confidence of a younatare, his

servant, in order to ruin her! | have no doubhigfintent. (171)
In attempting to protect herself from her masteegous intentions, “being able to
lock the door of her various sleeping places wamter of life or a fate worse than
death” (Watt 188). The earnestness of her fedssapparent in her contemplation
of suicide — “What to do, but to throw myself irttee pond, and so put a period to all
my terrors in this world!” (Richardson 211) — aisas thought for a girl of such
Christian temperament as her ensuing internal daleakals:

If, despairing of deliverance, | destroy myself,Idwt in effect,

guestion the power of the Almighty to deliver meffdéshall | not,

in that case, be guilty of a sin, which, as it admbt of repentance,
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cannot be hoped to be forgiven? And wilt thou,Horten thy
transitory griefs,heavyas they are, plunge both body and soul into
everlastingmisery!” (213)

Although after one of his early encounters Mr fatess that he “intended no
harm to her” (98), his ongoing actions do not suppoch proclamations of
innocence. It seems nigh impossible that the irdesatof Mr B. in all their direct and
indirect manifestation, can be interpreted as angtbther than a substantial threat
which the perpetrator is entirely capable of cangyout.

Thus considering all of the abovementioned factibwes first precondition
required for the development of Stockholm syndrdvag been more than adequately
met — during her captivity Pamela exists in an emment of extreme threat, threats
against her virtue which she values as she dodgderhich culminate in the

deterioration of her psychological wellbeing.

3.3  Precondition Two — Pamela’s Inability to Escape

This precondition for the development of Stockhslyndrome is articulated
by Cantor and Price simply as “the inescapabilitihe situation” (379). An
assessment of whether Pamela’s circumstancesthificondition requires
consideration of her opportunities (or lack theyeofattain her freedom both before
and during her Lincolnshire imprisonment.

In considering the opening events of the novel, &am poses a critical
question — why didn’t Pamela go home when she hadhance, long before the
Lincolnshire kidnapping transpired? Why didn’t Seéze upon early opportunities

that may have secured her freedom and her desitechito her family? He remarks,
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“That she does not has generally confirmed theantielists in their suspicions of
her ulterior motives” (386). This question is indgeertinent to the discussion at
hand as, if Pamela had sufficient opportunity ttape and did not, the argument in
support of Pamela as a victim of Stockholm syndraweeakened. The simplest
explanation may go part way to answering questiimit Pamela’s early passivity:
Pamela did not realise that escape was necessatgatl, she assumed that safe
passage would eventually be provided her in keepitfyher master’'s assurances. It
is without doubt that when she eventually enteescrriage provided by Mr B., she
trusts that she is only hours away from her longited reunion with her parents.
Pamela’s distrust of Mr B. grows as the tale urgold

Other explanations regarding Pamela’s early pagsiain also be tendered.
In answer to anti-Pamelist accusations of ‘ultenmtives’ which led Pamela to
avoid early opportunities of returning to her famiDonovan offers an alternative
reading that is consistent with Pamela’s charabt@ughout her crisis; that she is a
planner and an organiser, that “she will not leawe position until the next is
prepared” (386-387). This reading is supported &yméla’s fastidious preparations
for her departure during the time that her plaesdaiayed. However, this
explanation also fails to provide a complete pietof the complex thought processes
underlying Pamela’s inaction. Even in the earlydaiyher perilous adventure it is
Pamela’s psychological vulnerability, fostered bg first advances of her master,
which renders her initiation of an escape plankaii. Consider the state of
confusion described in a letter to her parent®valhg Mr B.’s first sexual attempt,
made upon her in the summer house:

Sometimes | thought | would leave the house, antb gbe next

a7



town, and wait an opportunity to get to you; budrth was at a loss
to resolve whether to take away the things he inaeghgne or no,
andhowto take them away: Sometimes | thought to leagenth
behind me, and only go with the clothes | had ant:tBen | had two
miles and a half, and a bye-way to the town; anddopretty well
dressed, | might come to some harm, almost as $adhat | would
run away from; and then, maybe, thought |, it Wwél reported, |
have stolen something, and so was forced to ruly:afva to carry
a bad name back with me to my dear parents, waail $ad thing
indeed! (Richardson 56-57)
Plainly it is not just the details of packing tipaevent Pamela from striking out on
her own from Mr B.’s house. The world outside MisBestate is fraught with its
own considerable dangers. Pamela is engaged insugong, torturous mental
dialogue with no resolution adequate to satiatefdear. As a consequence of this
paralysing internal debate she is incapable ofreegher freedom when she,
perhaps, had an early chance of escaping the desidvir B.

Although Pamela did not avail herself of the patdrdpportunities to return
home to her parents soon after the death of hdraass once she realises that she
has been abducted, she frantically seeks a meascape. During her overnight
imprisonment at the Monkton farm en route to Limsblire she attempts to enlist the
help of the farmer and his family: “I besought thentake pity of a helpless young
maiden, who valued her honour above her life” (18#)y to find them already on
Mr B.’s payroll and with no intention of “intermelfithg] between a man of his rank

and his servant” (143). However, even as this @dahwarted, she continues to be
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“not quite hopeless” (143) of finding a means afseng her own freedom.

It is only once Pamela has been successfully delivo the Lincolnshire
estate that her inability to escape becomes afuiatde reality. Pamela is not only
the prisoner of Mr B. but also of his fearsome lsvmman, Mrs Jewkes who
directly informs Pamela of her loyalty to her maste

| have a great notion of doing my duty to my mgsaed therefore

you may depend upon it, if | can tlwat, and serveyou, | will: but

you must think, ifyour desire, andhis will, come to clash once, |

shall do as he bids me, let it be what it will. 714
This loyalty extends to a willingness to act ougside law on his behalf, “‘Look-
ye,” said she, ‘he is my master; and if he bidsdmea thing that tando, | think |
oughtto do it; and let him, who has power to command loak to thelawfulness
of it (147-148). In her role as gaoler, Mrs Jewskaresents a strong and
intimidating physical presence, “She came to md,tank me in her huge arms, as
if | were a feather; said she, ‘I do this to shewsywhat a poor resistance you can
make against me, if | pleased to exert myself"ARMrs Jewkes takes her
responsibilities as Pamela’s overseer very seyausll leaves little to chance. She
“locks [Pamela] and herself in, and ties the twgsk@or there is a double door to
the room with different locks) about her wrist, wmhghe goes to-bed” (148), she
takes Pamela’s shoes (151), all but the most lodsier clothes are locked away
(157), her money is “borrowed” (169) and Pamelaenied by this barbarous
woman to go to church” (151). In short, Pamelacissely watched” (174), Mrs
Jewkes apparently foregoing her housekeeping resubiies for the sake of

vigilant surveillance. It is punishment at the hsuodl this same warden that Pamela
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must contemplate as a consequence of any failegphesttempt. If she tries and
fails, Mrs Jewkes may “again beat me, take my shoes/, and lock me up” (191),
leaving her even more powerless.

As additional impediments to Pamela’s establiskaing possibility of
escape, Mr B.’s Lincolnshire staff are also unctadally faithful to their employer
and his mission. Robert, the carriage driver whauabed and delivered Pamela to
Lincolnshire, proffers her an apology for his daaapbut pleads loyalty to his
master as his excuse for partaking in the plot \1@&mela encounters two maids
who she disparagingly describes as “equally deviwdabr [Mrs Jewkes] and
ignorance” (149). The other Lincolnshire staff agp&milarly unquestioning of Mrs
Jewkes’ leadership and directives.

Furthermore, as Pamela quickly discovers, the lmahsfolk have been
engaged in Mr B.’s scheme or at least have noaé&siattract his displeasure by
assisting her. In a letter from Mr Williams, thedb chaplain, she discovers the
extent of Mr B.’s influence: “I have had a repufsem Mrs Jones. She is concerned
at your case, she says; but don’t care to makelersemies” (172), while Sir
Simon Darnford, one of the local gentry, is repdrs saying “And if he takes care
she wants for nothing, | don’t see any great injity be done her. He hurts no
family by this” (172). Thus, Pamela’s ability to secure sympathy and assistance of
her closest Lincolnshire neighbours is stymied lagsallegiance and class
distinction.

Even under such duress and against such formidablal forces, Pamela
discovers a temporary accomplice to her escapmptsen Pastor Williams. Despite

the watchful eye of Mrs Jewkes and the vigilantesuision of the Lincolnshire staff,
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the hostage and the clergyman successfully commatmithrough the employment
of elaborate deceptions and “pretence” (168), wwedxchange several letters which
contain the rudiments of an escape plan. Perhapsigthe flames of the anti-
Pamelists, the heroine comes to revel in her ovilitiab to deceive her captors.
However, such “contrivance” (169) must be considehe consequence of Pamela’s
captivity rather than assumed as her innate teryd€rertainly such deceptive
behaviour does not feature in Pamela’s character farthe time that she is taken
hostage. Despite the beginnings of a well-made, mlace Mr B. is alerted to the
furtive exchanges between Williams and Pamelairus fmeans to have the
chaplain, Pamela’s only supporter, first made fioem of a brutal attack and then
later arrested, thus successfully obstructing getteer escape route.

Pamela’s own actions confirm her perceptions aé¢apable imprisonment
when she undertakes three failed attempts to esbadancolnshire estate. In the
first, Pamela has an opportunity to escape throlghack door of the garden but is
unsuccessful because she is paralysed by fear stteesees two “bulls” blocking her
passage and imagines them to represent “the spimiyy master in one bull, and Mrs
Jewkes’s in the other” (192). Once the opportutatgscape has been lost, Pamela
regains clarity and realises that the dreadfulahtieat apparently thwarted her
escape was actually posed by two grazing cows. nobserves that “the cow in
the pasture” is an “awkward device” which allowslRirdson to pursue his plot that
will eventuate in the successful union of Pameld léin B. (386). However such
analysis may well sell short the psychological peadf Pamela that Richardson is
able to build. Pamela’s fear is not entirely imatl but instead fuelled by a recent

bull attack at the estate (Richardson 180). Intamdirather than assuming that
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Pamela’s delusions and an inability to recognisaaay, familiar animals expose
“patent clumsiness” (Donovan 386) on the part efdhthor, her reaction may
potentially be considered an accurate depictioa wttim under duress; a victim
who by the third week of her captivity is alreadyfering the psychological ill-
effects that will eventually present as Stockhoymdsome.

Pamela’s second abortive attempt at escape frooolrishire is much more
dramatic than her first. It includes: the secrefuésition of the garden gate key from
Mr Williams; a difficult late night climb throughhe window bars of her bedroom;
the discovery of changed locks thus rendering kgruseless; and injuries sustained
during an attempt to scale a crumbling garden Walis failed bid for freedom
leaves her “so weak, so low, and so dejected, aihgo stiff with my bruises, that
| could not stir nor help myself to get upon mytfg®ichardson 216). In a third
attempt, Pamela manages to get away from the Hmuidmefore she is able to
determine an escape plan, sees “a whole posserontewomen from the house,
running towards me, as in a fright” (220). The aamgence of this abortive escape is
being “locked up ever since, without shoes” andcéal to lie between her [Mrs
Jewkes] and Nan” (220) at night.

As further evidence of Pamela’s inescapable captipart-way through her
ordeal, she learns that by abusing his positidheas$ocal Justice of the Peace, Mr B.
has had an arrest warrant issued against her whiiche enacted if she were ever
successful in attaining her liberty.

Thus, Pamela is closely restricted and monitorediicing to virtually zero
any probability and, more significantly, any peroep of likely escape. Pamela’s

circumstances fully meet the second Stockholm ssmdrprecondition.
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3.4  Precondition Three — Pamela’s Isolation

“Monopolization” or isolation from perspectives etithan that of the abuser
(Brookoff et al. 1) is an important precursor te ttevelopment of Stockholm
syndrome. Certainly, Pamela is physically isolatéek Lincolnshire prison is a
“handsome, large, old, and lonely mansion, thakéoato me then, with all its brown
nodding horrors of lofty elms and pines aboutstjfébuilt for solitude and mischief”
(Richardson 146), in an unknown village and fanfrany environment with which
she is familiar.

Nonetheless, it would be easy to discount Pamsialation compared to the
typical Stockholm syndrome victim, as she is fanfralone. Instead, she is
surrounded by and regularly interacts with the maeynbers of Mr B.’s
Lincolnshire staff. In keeping with the Stockholmeponditions however, these staff
unfailingly represent the perspective of her cgptoey are prison wardens not
friends. Pamela is under constant scrutiny, modgiqodarly that of Mrs Jewkes who,
as the unquestioningly loyal servant of Mr B., col®t the household employees —
“There are (besides the coachman Robert) a grodwlpar, a footman; all strange
creatures, that promise nothing; and all likewiseaded to this woman” (149).
When Pamela perceives the possibility of the gaedas a “good, honest man” (149)
and attempts to speak with him, she discovers lensable to explore this or any
other potential friendship or alliance. “[Mrs Jewksaid, softly, ‘My instructions
are, not to let you be familiar with the servan{€63). Thus, although the
Lincolnshire estate is well peopled, these “compasil offer Pamela no respite from
her isolation and no exposure to any perspectiverdghan that of her abductor.

In most hostage situations this sense of isolasigainforced by abiding
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contact between the hostage taker and the victowener, in Pamela’s case the
circumstances are more unusual. For the firstigeks of her captivity, Pamela has
no direct, personal interaction with her oppress$ars exceptional circumstance
adds an important dimension to Pamela’s captive.stdat Mr B. is not physically
present does not detract from Pamela’s terror.dasihe lives in a state of constant
fear of Mr B.’s arrival and the inevitable conseqces she supposes will ensue. This
fear creates an abiding and obsessive psychologpoghct between the hostage and
the perpetrator.
Furthermore, in a very tangible sense Mr B. is néve far away as his
thoughts and attitudes have such a sturdy repiasentn Mrs Jewkes. This “ill-
principled” (161) woman enthusiastically advocatessexual ambitions of her
master in his absence:
‘Why now,’ said she, ‘how strangely you talk! Aretrthe two sexes
made for each other? And is it not natural for annwalove a pretty
woman? And suppose he can obtain his desiresatisthbad as
cutting her throat?’ And then the wretch fell againg, and talked
most impertinently, and shewed me, that | had mgthd expect
either from her virtue or compassion. (148)

As Wilson expresses, Pamela “is isolated in anrenment that is explicitly and

implicitly antagonistic to her principles of chagti(84). This antagonism increases

Pamela’s sense of isolation and means that thervistnever free of the sexual

intentions and perspective of Mr B.

Most importantly, the entire foundation Bamelais the central character’s

passion for writing letters — a habit which Mr Bwvays longs to control, knowing
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that if he is successful, his victim’s isolationliviie complete. As described by
Doody,

When Mr B. wants to censor and suppress Pamelp&argahe is

trying, like the dictator of a conquered land, éader her a region

without a history, without a memory, and hence withan identity

save that which he chooses to give her. (17)
Seemingly daunted by the prospect that Pamela na@ytam some sense of self,
some individuality in her written expression, Mrdgeks to exacerbate her
geographical isolation by ensuring he has accealb Ramela’s writing, that written
before as well as that penned during her imprisarinie his censorship, his
intention is to intervene between Pamela’s thoughtswhat she is willing to
commit to paper. He does this both directly throbghregular missions of search
and retrieval: “I have searched every place abawd,in your closet, for them
[Pamela’s journals], and can’t find themwill therefore know where they are”
(Richardson 271); and indirectly via the loyal Mewvkes who has instructions to see
all she writes (150, 217) and to ensure that Paflselads no letters nor messages out
of the house, nor keeps a correspondence unknome’t§245).

That writing is a core need for Pamela is indicdigdher ongoing anxiety
about access to writing materials. Even prior todieluction, she goes to great
lengths, in fact begs Mr Longman, for pen and papeplies. Once in Lincolnshire
she knows that in order to fulfil her regular néedwriting materials she will need
to be deceptive and surreptitious. In her Lincoiresprison she

set about hiding a pen of my own here, and andkieze, for fear |

should come to be denied, and a little of my ink ioroken china-
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cup, and a little in a small phial | found in tHeset; and a sheet of
the paper here-and-there among my linen, with aflithe wax, and
a few of the wafers, given me by good Mr Longmarseveral
places, lest | should be searched. (150)
Pamela’s chosen strategy displays the operatigneatt foresight as not long into her
captivity she is stripped by Mrs Jewkes of all Wweiting supplies bar one piece of
paper and one pen (217).

The importance of writing to Pamela’s identity ahd sense of isolation she
experiences when this privilege is withdrawn doetsmeed to be supposed but can
be tacitly assumed by her continued “fondnessdabbling” (160) in her journal, an
unread cry for help, which Pamela writes “to eagenmnd, though | can’t send it”
(131). The efforts made by Mr B. to suppress Pameldting are tantamount to the
attempted annihilation of her spirit. His victorythis quest will represent her
complete and absolute compliance. Had Pamela ot ingpossession of such a
canny character, she was even at risk of beingtisolfrom her own thoughts and
feelings through the act of being deprived of safpression. Instead, she employed
her own methods of appeasing her master and findfiher own need to write by
composing innocuous documents for public display anivate documents which she
attempts to keep hidden. By this means, at leagbaearily, Pamela is able to
preserve some sense of self.

Although the maintenance of her journal is Pamgla'sate means of
fighting against her isolation, it does not offer lany real respite from her
confinement. With the exception of the brief andregve exchange of letters with

Mr Williams, Pamela has no communication with tluisade world which is not
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controlled by her master. At the time of Pameladhkpping, Mr B. allows her to
write a single letter to Mrs Jervis, requesting togilet my dear father and mother,
whose hearts must be well-nigh broke, know tha Meell” (154). However, the
content of this letter is prescribed by Mr B. arthforces Pamela’s isolation by
misrepresenting her true experiences and feelBggond this, Pamela has no other
contact with her family or friends until she hasipised to marry her master.
Based on the circumstances of Pamela’s captivigyStockholm syndrome
precondition of isolation is met, even if somewhatonventionally. Pamela is
physically isolated in a seemingly remote counstate; particularly once Mr
Williams is removed, she is subjected only to tifeuence of Mr B. and his cronies;
and importantly, although not entirely controllstie is restricted in her ability to

counter her isolation by writing of her experiences

3.5  Precondition Four — The Violence and Kindnessfd/r B.

The fourth precondition for Stockholm syndrome giex$ to the dynamic of
the relationship between the hostage and the hosakgr. In their research,
American psychologist Anne Speckhard and her cgliea report that hostages who
later developed Stockholm syndrome “commonly exgeddeeling terror at the
same time as being grateful to the terroristsHeirtacts of care” (“Research Note”
313). This is analogous to the familiar “good cbag cop” routine, an interrogation
technique employed to elicit anxiety and sympaihyustaneously (Dripps 1).

In his dealings with Pamela, Mr B. reveals himselbe a skilled exponent of
the “good cop, bad cop” formula both prior to andling her imprisonment. The

essence of this pattern is attempted sexual assadiferbal violence followed by
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sexual restraint and sometimes excessive complsyaerkindness. As observed by
Utter and Needham “His behaviour is oddly erratf@nging abruptly from
tenderness to cruelty” (4).

These unsettling shifts between cruelty and kinsglaes the sum of Mr B.’s
conduct for a vast portion of the novel. Even ia #garly interactions between
Pamela and her master, these vacillations domihateelationship between the two
—in one breath Mr B. begs Pamela not to be afvbidm but in the very next, refers
to her insultingly as “hussy” (Richardson 55), aatn after as “bold-face” (62) and
“saucebox” (62). Directly following Pamela’s abdiact to Lincolnshire, Mr B. sends
his victim a letter which is extremely courteousl dlattering: “But of this you may
assure yourself, that | mean to act by you withutmeost honour; for your merit and
innocence have very tenderly impressed me” (13@ressing sentiments entirely
incongruous with the assault upon her freedom Beshaecently engineered. In
further correspondence he abuses Pamela, callmpéeerse, forward, artful yet
foolish Pamela. . . . Specious hypocrite! Mean#sgargirl” (203) but perversely
concludes as “Your affectionate and kind FriendJ3R As Mr B.’s reliable
representative, Mrs Jewkes also delivers similaleshimessages on behalf of her
master, informing Pamela that her employer has &hthat while his hostage is
“innocent and a dove”, she is also and “cunning asrpent” (176). Mr B. is
seemingly unable to move from his established eblmountering every compliment
with an insult, as though purposefully toying wiRhmela’s emotions, striving to
unbalance her.

Exhibiting the same deviation from conventional lammteraction, when Mr

B. arrives at the Lincolnshire estate, and despggrofessed respect and concern
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for Pamela, his first words to her are violent &ntlof unfounded accusations:
‘Well, perverse Pamela, ungrateful creature!” sedfor my first
salutation) ‘you do well, don’t you, to give me #iis trouble and
vexation?’ . . . Once | thought her as innocerdraangel of light; but
now | have no patience with her’. (221-222)
He insults her with a “Come hither, hussy”, (226§l & sexually inappropriate with
her when “he put his arm about my neck, and solyddssed me” (226). However,
he forgoes this opportunity — he could have foroeaself on Pamela — and instead
retires and writes her a proposal to become higesis, leaving Pamela grateful that
her virtue has been spared for the time beingnytite throes of apprehension of
what the next day will bring. As Doody commentsafifela is imprisoned — escapes
— is imprisoned again. There is a heartbeat rhyadhoonstriction — release —
constriction” (17). Pamela is grateful on everyasion she survives an assault but
continues to be imprisoned by the inevitabilityttod next attack.

The aforementioned proposal itself provides furdtnadence of Mr B.’s
potent mix of calm and threat. Offering extremedgyngrous financial conditions, Mr
B.’s proposal to make Pamela his mistress adofuseaof respect and gentle
coercion mixed with an undercurrent of extremedahrBamela is offered money,
jewellery, property, clothes and other benefitsardy for herself but also for her
impoverished family. However, the opening paragregiitions Pamela that “what
you give for answer, will absolutely decide youtefavithout expostulation or
further troublé (227, emphasis added). In a later paragraph Mvdans, even more
menacingly, that,

it will behove you to consider, whether it is netter for you to
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comply upon terms so advantageous to you, andrsefibil to
your father and mother, and other friends, thametoninewithout
condition or equivalent(230, emphasis added)
In the final paragraph, Mr B. makes it clear thabiela’s loss of virtue is imminent,
irrespective of her decision to accept or rejestdatailed proposition, “this will be
over this very day, irrevocably over; and you sfiall, if obstinate, all you would be
thought to fear, without the least benefit to yelify230).
It is in fact Pamela’s refusal of this proposalttt@minates in Mr B.’s
attempted rape of Pamela, the most extreme ocag@mongst these fluctuations
between violence and kindness. During this encoulteB. ensures that Pamela is
aware of her absolute powerlessness, “you nowrsgeg/ou are in my power! You
cannot get from me, nor help yourself. . . . Buytdti resolve not to comply with my
proposals, | will not lose this opportunity” (242&)d Pamela’s fear overwhelms her
to such a degree that she loses consciousnessehink with his contradictory
profile, directly following the rape attempt, Mr Beverses his role to become
Pamela’s carer and protector. On this occasiotglkes Pamela’s part against Mrs
Jewkes for the first time and, more revealingly,
[h]e most solemnly, and with a bitter imprecativoywed, that he
had not offered the least indecency; that he wghkténed at the
terrible manner | was taken with the fit: that hewd desist from
his attempt; and begged but to see me easy ant] gnéehe would
leave me directly, and go to his own bed. (242)

It is impossible to overlook the contradiction hbstween Mr B.’s actions and his

denial of any wrongdoing, but the crucial elemeait the perspective of Stockholm
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syndrome is the vacillation between violence anodgess, or from the victim’s
perspective, between terror and gratitude. As Dmi§ae et al. note, as precursors to
the syndrome’s potential emergence “eventually hibs&tage views the perpetrator as
giving life by simply not taking it” (“Understandii 12). In Pamela’s case, Mr B.
does not need to be overtly generous or kind, arem to retreat, to defer his sexual

threat.

3.6  The Stockholm Syndrome Preconditions are Fulfid

While the description of these preconditions seenpsovide a relatively
straighforward classification or analysis framewddk those who have invested
time and energy in attempting to understand thesyne more completely, debate
exists regarding the details underpinning thesh tagel diagnostics. Most
controversy exists around three specific aspediiseo§yndrome’s preconditions.
Firstly, while it is reported that a long durationder captivity has usually been
considered a necessary precondition (FuselierR2églier and De Fabrique et al.,
agree that it is the intensity of the experient¢keathan lengtlper sethat is critical
(Fuselier 25; De Fabrique et al., “Understanding). Irrespective of which side of
the debate is accepted Pamela can be considegelity as the conditions of her
captivity satisfy both the duration and intensityjezia.

The second area of discussion regarding necesszagmalitions for
Stockholm syndrome is in regard to the perpetradigphysical violence upon the
hostage. In their analysis, De Fabrique et alstribiat “a lack of physical abuse
more likely will create favourable conditions fiwetdevelopment of Stockholm

syndrome” (“Understanding” 12). If the sexual astsaof Mr B. against Pamela are
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considered ‘physical’, this may take her out oftemion as a potential victim of
Stockholm syndrome. However, two circumstancesiatle analysis to be pursued.
Firstly, although Mr B. does make sexual attempisnuPamela, the impact of these
is primarily psychological — physically there istually no contact between the
captive and her abductor. In any case, other hestimjms, most notably Patricia
Hearst, who was subjected to physical abuse sucpasand torture, are
nevertheless acknowledge to have developed the@yred

Most importantly, as pronounced by many researdhnetss field of
psychological research, “All the victims of ‘Stoakin syndrome’ [were] abducted
or held hostage by persons previously unknowngmth(Namnyak et al. 9; De
Fabrique et al., “Understanding” 13). How can Paniel considered to fulfill this
criterion for it is clear that her abductor is magtranger to her? Firstly, we may
concede that as this is literature and not scietheggmagination of Richardson and
not a case study; there is potential for a sligfilyible application of the medically
described parameters. Secondly, in some sensd4r tBeof the novel is an
unknown person, a new character in Pamela’s litedre becomes master and is no
longer restrained by the expectations and cengpodhiis recently deceased mother.
Finally, although Mr B. executes his abduction plaitially he installs a stranger in
the form of Mrs Jewkes to oversee and maintaircémivity, and thus the stranger
requirement may be considered to be at least parfudfilled by this relationship.

In Mr B.’s ever present yet unfulfilled menace, Rdars circumstances meet
the final precondition deemed necessary for theldgwment of Stockholm

syndrome.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DIAGNOSIS - STOCKHOLM SYNDROME

Having established textual evidence which suppgbasPamela was
subjected to the four preconditions necessaryh®development of Stockholm
syndrome, critical to this analysis B&melais the identification of the symptoms of
the syndrome.

The single most important symptom, and the oneighaiost critical to the
definition of the condition, is that the victim ddegps a bond with the captor. As
outlined previously, a number of other factors, le/lmot necessarily viewed in all
cases, may also be considered reliable indicatdleesyndrome. These are:

* Negative feelings by the victim toward people tgyio assist their

escape.

» Support by the victim of the behaviours and ate&idf the captor.

* Aninability of the victim to undertake behaviounsactions which could

assist in their release.

* The development of positive feelings toward thdinidoy the captor.
The following sections examirigamelain the context of these outcomes or

behaviours consistent with the suffering of Stodkheyndrome.

4.1  The Hostage-Captor Bond
The principal indicator of Stockholm syndrome iattthe “positive bonds
that arise during captivity are strong and appea&nidure over time” (Speckhard et

al., “Stockholm Effects” 131). In keeping with thdescription, irPamelathe
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attitude of the heroine completely transforms diercourse of her hostage
experience.
There is abundant evidence that when Pamela disctwe intentions of her
master, her attitude toward him is one of fear laatled. In letters to her parents and
journal entries alike she never wants for waysdscdbe him: as a “black heart”
(Richardson 66); a “wicked wretch” (96); a “Wickethn” (171); and an “artful
deluder” (171). At times she describes him in leagith the devil, “Oh black,
perfidious creature! . . . what an implement agaitim the hands of Lucifer” (119)
and can imagine no limits to the extent of his,é@ man! man! hard-hearted cruel
man! what mischiefs art thou not capable of?” (2&2) damns him to hell for
“Well does he deserve that ruin, that utter ruihjclv awaits so black, so odious a
treachery” (201), a curse not lightly spoken gittles strong Christian proclivities of
the heroine. Pamela states in unequivocal terrhatéd him” (120).
In the face of her predicament, the Pamela we skedthe emergence of
Stockholm syndrome exhibits enormous strength afatter in her impertinence
and directness. Choosing not to censor hersektiratidresses to her master, Pamela
instead speaks her mind. As a case in point, centfié¢ occasion that he first
approaches her in the summer house,
You . .. have lessened the distance that fortasentade between
us, by demeaning yourself, to be so free to a peorant. Yet, sir, |
will be bold to say, | am honest, though poor: Aingbu were a
prince, | would not be otherwise than honest. (55)

Despite understanding that her outspoken nature datereduce the danger which

she faces, Pamela initially stands up to her ogpreand his Lincolnshire servants.
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As Mr B.’s prisoner, Pamela’s journal reflects bagoing horror at her
bondage and her desire to be returned to her fahédy desperate plea to be released
continues to be reiterated well into the abductioenario: “all | desire is to be
permitted to go to my father and mother” (177)alkater journal entry, Pamela
writes “Mercy on me! What will become of me! Hegemny master come in his fine
chariot! What shall | do? Where shall | hide my8alfhat shall | do? Pray for me!”
(221) with repetition that betrays her hysteridates.

However, in keeping with the manifestations of 8wdm syndrome, over
time she can not avoid or control the strong bdraffection she develops toward
Mr B., the potential object of her ruin. Just priothis eventual arrival at the
Lincolnshire estate, Pamela reflects on her mastezar drowning when she writes,

What is the matter, that, with all his ill usagenog, | cannot hate

him? To be sure, in this, | am not like other pebple has certainly

done enough to make me hate him; but yet whenrtbheés danger,

which was very great, | could not in my heart fabeejoicing for

his safety; though his death would have set me {&43)
In Pamela’s reflections at this time, she revigitsidea of hate so simply expressed
in the early days of her experiences, but can ngdoconjure up this negative
emotion. This concern for her master is undoubtadiyrprising response from a
young woman who has been held captive against tidonfive weeks and Pamela
herself recognises this psychological anomaly wsdtenquestions her own emotional
reaction. Again, around ten days later and arowndnhonths into her captivity,
Pamela reflects on this idea of hate,

| looked after him out of the window, and he waarohingly
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dressed: to be sure, he is a handsome, fine geaanttemhat pity his

heart is not so good as his appearance! Why céaitd him? (235)
Here Pamela reflects on her own confusion — shevkrsthe has good reason to hate
Mr B. but finds herself incapable.

Even his attempted rape does not have a long-tepadt on this developing
bond of affection. The day following this attemgfter a few kind words and actions
on the part of Mr B., Pamela exhibits a distincipathy with him. She is still unable
to fully trust him and his motives and is concertieat she has “fallen into the power
of such a man” (257). She is unsure about theitg@ations of Mr B. and retains
some fear that she is falling into another welitlaap, “What shall | do, what steps
take, if all this be designing!” (257), but duethe growing Stockholm bond she is
nevertheless able to assuage her reservationamgtiments about the potential
goodness of the male sex, reflecting of her falsesin example (257). She engages
with Mr B. in a warm and ready manner and describas“His goodness
overpowered all my reserves. | threw myself atféet, and embraced his knees”
(256). She is no longer impudent and argumentaiitenstead humble and demure.

Pamela accepts the excuses and apologies of MrdBsdoth surprisingly
and alarmingly able to overlook the extremity a# tholations he has perpetrated
against her. This capacity for such rapid recovemery new in the character of
Pamela if we compare it to an earlier, much lessalbrincident, which Pamela
replays: “the odious frightful first closet camédmmy head, and my narrow escape
upon it” (117). In this earlier episode, the prestage heroine clearly suffered longer
term repercussions of a sexual attack in the fdrdisturbing flashbacks.

The most indubitable indication of the bond Paniela developed toward her

66



abductor/would-be rapist is that when she is fingil’en the freedom to return to her
parents, she finds she can not. As Pamela is lgakeLincolnshire house,
comparing herself to her Biblical, enslaved coyraets, she reflects,
| think | was loth to leave the house. Can youeyadiit? What could
be the matter with me, | wonder! | felt somethswgstrange, and my
heart wasoheavy! | wonder what ailed me! But this instan€e o
goodness was amexpectedl believe that was all! Yet | have a
very strange heart still. Surely, surely, | canoetike the
murmuring Israelites of old, who hungered afterahens and
garlick of Egypt, where they had suffered suchafdondage?
(280).
Pamela is shocked and surprised to find that depét extreme circumstances under
which she has been held at Lincolnshire, she ixtaht to leave, even with the
attainment of her much longed for objective, fraagdeo close at hand. Given such a
reaction when she is finally freed from captivityis therefore unsurprising when
Pamela decides to return and nurse her mastes itirfess.
That Pamela herself is taken aback by her desmestoback to the aid of her
master and prays “to God, that | might have no eaosepent my compliance”
(289) gives insight into the psychological conditiof Pamela when she returns to
Lincolnshire at her master’s behest. In a discussfdhe metamorphosis of Pamela,
most revealing is the opportunity to hear the cttaraherself describe the bond she
feels for her captor, “I know ndtowit came, nowhenit began; but it has crept,
crept, like a thief, upon me; and before | knew iwhas the matter, it lookdke

love” (283). Wilson observes that “The image ofdas the subtle thief suggests her
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growing awareness of the genuine affection sherigadously submerged in the
past” (89). However, the image of the creepingftbeeipled with Pamela’s own,
although somewhat fleeting, misgivings suggestnaesvhat more sinister and less
romantic process, an irrational and inexplicablecpss Pamela describes when she
reflects in despair,

O my treacheroygreacherouseart! How couldst thou serve me

thus! And give no notice to me of the mischidfeu wert about to

bring upon me! How couldst thou thus inconsidesatgVe thyself

up to the proud invadewithout ever consulting thy poor mistress in
the least! But thy punishment will be thiest and thegreatest and

well, perfidious traitordeservest thou to smart, for giving up so

weakly, thywhole selfbefore a summons came, and to one too,
who had used me so hardly; and when likewise ttaastso well
maintained thy post against the most violent arahed, and
therefore, as | thought, only dangerous attacksh@dson 284,
underlined emphasis added)
Note the diction: her heart is treacherous, pextidj a traitor, her actions
inconsiderate and Mr B. an invader. As Pamela aealyhe transformation she has
experienced, she describes a sense of weaknemspdete lack of control. Pamela is
clearly in a state of high confusion, concernedhblyown psychological reaction to
the ordeal she has experienced. We detect hegttyinatch a glimpse of her own
unconscious when she observes that her physicaisompmment has been replaced by
psychological imprisonment — “my poor mind is alpsy-turvied, as | may say, and

| have made an escape from my prison, only to beerm@risoner” (284).
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Pamela is initially at a loss to explain her fegéirsatisfactorily, and neither is
Richardson able to illuminate his heroine’s behawria any explicit manner.
Nevertheless, over time, as the relationship batwiee captive and the captor
develops, Pamela comes to take her new psycholsgata for granted. She
questions her attraction to her former abduct® ewl less; she relinquishes her
moral high ground, no longer considering hersafesior, but rather inferior, “How
happy shall | be, if, though | cannot be worthyabhfthis goodness and
condescension, | can prove myself not entirely uthwyoof it!” (302). The strength
of the bond between the two is never more appdnantwhen Pamela initiates
sexual contact with Mr B. for the first time, “Ardhad the boldness to touch his
hand with my lips. . . . My heart was like a todl fiver, which overflows its banks”
(311). When Pamela agrees to marry Mr B. soon,aftemwitness the final
consummation of this powerful Stockholm syndromado

Wilson is extremely sympathetic to the inner cantféind turmoil that Pamela
experiences. However, he interprets her conveissaam conflict between “Pamela’s
apparent and real desires” (86) using a surfdiretidian interpretation as his
framework including: the sexual imagery of plantsegds in the Lincolnshire
garden; keys in locks symbolising the inevitabbeusé union of Pamela and Mr B.;
the bulls in the pasture as symbols of male wrilih Wilson’s estimation, over the
course of her imprisonment, “against her will sRarphela] is drawn to that which her
principles reject” (86). Wilson refers to the traorsation of Pamela’s attitudes as a
“process of gradual reconciliation” in which shesntpurge herself of the fears
engendered by the long period of persecution” as dffection for Mr. B. becomes

more and more irresistible” (88). However, this saanalysis can also be read to
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support a conclusion of the development of the I8tolen bond. Once Wilson
concedes that Pamela’s transformation occurs ‘aghagr will’, it may logically
follow that Pamela did not experience a procesgegbnciliation’ but rather the
unconscious consequences of captivity, that tihesistible’ attraction toward Mr B.

is in fact a Stockholm syndrome bond.

4.2  Other Key Symptoms and Indicators
4.2.1 Negative Feelings Toward People Trying Toigtdsscape

This is one facet of Stockholm syndrome that da#smap very closely
against the circumstances presentedamela In more conventional Stockholm
syndrome scenarios this negative feeling is usutthcted toward police and other
authority figures, a description that does notlyegbply to Pamela’s circumstances.
While early in her captivity Pamela does rejectphgposal of Mr Williams which
may have been her only escape route, this occiwsee development of
Stockholm syndrome can be sufficiently supportediiartherefore not relevant to
the particular symptom or associated behaviouugstion.

If we consider Pamela’s would-be rescuers, it {gaagnt throughout the
novel, that Pamela is consistent in her love asfdeet toward her parents, Mrs
Jervis and the friends who could potentially adsest However, once Pamela falls
victim to the Stockholm bond this supposition i$ t@sted as at no time throughout
her captivity do any family or friends make contactttempt to enact her removal

from Lincolnshire.
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4.2.2 Pamela’s Support of Mr B.’s Behaviour andtéttes

Indicative of the power and influence exerted kg 8tockholm syndrome
bond, “during captivity even the hostages’ thougiais come under the influence of
their captors” (Speckhard et al., “Stockholm Eff8d32). In short, this symptom,
perhaps not dissimilar to brainwashing, shows tbémr echoing or mirroring the
behaviour and attitudes of the captor. When Pagatims “How times are
altered!” (Richardson 312), one is patently awdrthe extent to which the feisty
and spirited Pamela of the novel’'s opening haspisared.

Once Pamela starts to exhibit a transformatioreimnféelings for Mr B., and
despite his long history of mistreatment, a consildie revision of her attitude
toward Mr B. follows suit. She is able to succebgfiationalise her abductor’s
behaviour. Although Pamela does not abandon hervaues — her virtue, her
family, and her empathy for other people — shediggiecomes uncharacteristically
compliant in her relationship with her master aedmss to misremember or
obliterate all knowledge of what she has experidnbestead she is grateful for his
attentions to the “humble Pamela [who] will notddkis opportunity of laying an
obligation on her great master” (288) and reiter&ier appreciation and
undeservedness at every possible opportunity.

‘I am afraid, sir, said I, ‘that weighed down aanh with the sense of
my obligations to your goodness, on one hand, &maycown
unworthiness on the other, | shall behave very au#ly (sic)on
such an occasion [their wedding]: but your willewery thing Ican
obey you in, shall be mine’. (308)

Once Pamela has expressed her hopes and feelmgs B, she becomes
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completely compliant in following his wishes forrtwmol of her, “Now, Pamela, |
shall take it kindly, if you will confine yourseld your chamber pretty much for the
time | am absent” (258) and Pamela stands down frenposition of defiance to
state that she “will not do any thing to disobligmu wilfully” (292). This includes
Pamela granting Mr B. access to her journal ardrigtincluding her assistance in
retrieving those already in the possession of hegmis. In short, she is no longer
truly in command of her own will.

Yet another important signal that Pamela has addpee attitudes of her
former abductor is that she is able to forgive Newkes, despite the considerable
trauma she has experienced at the hands of MsBri&ant. She now rationalises that
Mrs Jewkes’ loyalty to her master is an admirahlaliy and one that the two
women will come to share, “I shall consider, th&iatvyou have done, was in
obedience to a will, which it will become me alfar, the future, to submit to” (310).
This new-found and entirely inexplicable abilityfarget all past wrongdoings also
extends to Monsieur Colbrand, who she comes toritbesas “civil” (281).

The complete success of Mr B.’s psychological ceugvident in the fact
that Pamela is likewise able to rationalise her s#uwation with her religious beliefs.
Mr B. is no longer the implement of the devil, ety damned to hell. Pamela no
longer prays to a God who “art the preserver ofitinecent” (192). Instead she sees
God’s hand in her fate. She considers that God has,

abundantly rewarded me for all the sufferings | padsed through.
And oh! how light, how very light, do all those &ringsnow appear,
which thenmy repining mind made so grievous to me. (312)

She reflects on her abduction and captivity as mimzdents which she was
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responsible for exaggerating out of all proportiBeflecting a complete reversal in
attitude and interpretation, she adopts Mr B.’s @tated opinion — that his sins were
not so grievous and his threats not so intolerable.

Some may choose to explain away this obedienceafhdacrifice as merely
a reflection of eighteenth century gender relatiéter all, this kind of obedience is
hardly surprising in a heroine of her time (or fioat matter, most heroines of
romantic fiction from any era). However, the fdwatithe once spirited,
unconventionally outspoken Pamela has chosen yasthobey her master, when
she could have removed herself to the safety ofdmeily, means it is worth

considering this acquiescence as indicative opkgchological state.

4.2.3 Pamela’s Inability to Undertake BehavioursitMiCould Assist Her Release

Critical to the identification of Stockholm syndrers that a victim, when
given the opportunity, will not act to facilitatedir own escape. That this is the case
for Pamela has already been identified and disdusstne context of her choice to
return to Mr B. after she was released and safelyey way to being reunited with
her family. Her strivings to abscond, characterisfiher early incarceration at

Lincolnshire, diminish as the symptoms of Stockhsyndrome increase.

4.2.4 The Development of Mr B.’s Feelings Towardneka

Stockholm syndrome is acknowledged to have, in sceses, a multi-
directional impact, that is, alongside change$s@dttitude of the victim there are
often changes in the feelings of the captor tovilaedvictim. Thus, a full analysis of

the developments iRamelas plot also needs to include some recognitiorhef t
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transformation of Mr B. The extent to which thisxdze analysed is somewhat
limited by the fact thaPamelais written from the heroine’s perspective.

While in most hostage/captor situations, the twidi@sare unknown to one
another and therefore a change of attitude mayabiyedentifiable. In contrast, in
Pamela Pamela and Mr B. are acquainted long beforerhprisonment. Despite
this difference in circumstances, over the coufgb®novel a transformation in the
attitude of Mr B. toward his victim can be discain®r B. sets out with very short-
term agenda regarding Pamela, essentially offéamgake her “gentlewoman” if
she is “obliging” (55), although the subtext imglighat he wouldn't follow through
on the promise much beyond taking the prize ofvirginity. When she becomes his
hostage, nothing much changes. His proposal to iRakeela his mistress and his
rape attempt are about sexual fulfilment. Althobghoffers some longer term
security to Pamela and her family, again thereisaal assurance of respect or
commitment beyond the realisation of his sexualidions. The watershed which
illuminates the reciprocity of the Stockholm bosdseen when Mr B.’s separation
from Pamela leaves him pining and ill, and on le¢éum he states, “You need not,
Mrs Jewkes . . . send for Dr Harpur from Stamfdodthis lovely creature is my
doctor and her absence was my disease” (291).

As was the case for Pamela, Mr B. too is discorddnly the unconscious
psychological transformation which he has undergBaenela reports Mr B.’s
declaration that “Life is no life without you! Ifop had refused to return (and yet |
had hardly hopes you would oblige me) | should Hza a very severe fit of it, |
believe; for | was taken very oddly, and knew nbatto make of myself” (291).

While his expression of feelings is critical to tien in the plot beyond this point,
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more important to the identification of the recigabStockholm bond is Mr B.’s
confusion and astonishment at being ‘taken veryyodad his inability to
understand his reaction to Pamela’s absence.

It is only after this incident of separation that Bl indicates a wholly
transformed attitude toward Pamela and proposes lmt conquest, and marriage,

not fornication.
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CHAPTER FIVE

A MEASURE OF RICHARDSON'S ACCOMPLISHMENT

Fuselier states that Stockholm syndrome has bearémphasized,
overanalyzed, overpsychologized and overpubliciZe&), a claim that is
abundantly demonstrated by the myriad of refereteasid depictions of the
condition in popular culture. In undertaking a e@alysis of a number of such
modern-day representations of Stockholm syndrorhedbmes apparent that
Richardson, despite having created his Pamela tharetwo hundred years ago, is
to be applauded on two important fronts: he is na@m®&urate than most popular
culture references, and equally if not more aceuttzn more in-depth modern
portrayals of the condition.

The first section of this chapter compaResnelaand a number of recent
popular culture Stockholm syndrome characterisattbat exploit the
psychological condition without the depth of appegon or attention to detail
found in Richardson. Examples taken from the tsiewi serie24 andThe
Simpsonsand from the popular romance fiction nov@gptive Bride reveal that
fidelity to a medically accurate depiction is natancern of these modern
Stockholm syndrome representations. Ironicallyjgamparison to these modern
examples, which have the benefit of access to pé&aowledge about the
syndrome, RichardsonRamelaprovides a more accurate model for understanding
the condition. Richardson eighteenth-century noviers a more reliable insight
into the mind of the hostage and the true natutiisfpsychological phenomenon.

The second and third sections comfaenelato other modern
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representations which are more thorough and irfsig#itn analysis of the Spanish
hostage movielTie Me Up! Tie Me Downk relatively detailed contemporary
depiction of Stockholm syndrome, reveals a sintyjasf plot that closely matches
Richardson’s eighteenth century portrayal, andda¢life experiences recounted
in the autobiography of Stockholm syndrome victitatricia Hearst, also map
closely to the psychological transformation of PEm€&hese correspondences
highlight Richardson’s accomplishment in descriliimg phenomenon of the

hostage bond.

5.1 The Misrepresentation of Stockholm Syndrome
Depictions of Stockholm syndrome in popular cultieed to be superficial
and glib, relying on a supposed audience famijiaxith the phenomenon.
Consider the following excerpt from the episodéhaf family television cartoon,
The Simpson®ntitled “Blame It on Lisa”. In this episode Hon&mpson is
kidnapped while holidaying in Brazil and held hagdor ransom.
HOMER (to his kidnappers)Listen. | made a little scrapbook to
remember the kidnapping. I'm still working on itttas you can see |
(pause). Oh, look. This is the cigarette butt yatnked me with.
KIDNAPPER (fondly): You slept like a baby that night.
HOMER AND KIDNAPPERS: (laugh.)
MARGE: Homer, why are you laughing?
KIDNAPPER: He has the Stockholm syndrome. He has come to
identify with his captors.

In this satiric rendition, the brief reference tm&holm syndrome in the
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form of a comic aside indicates the degree to wthehpsychological paradigm has
permeated popular culture. The oversimplified idmaition of Homer’s condition

by means of a fleeting reference to the syndromst salient feature, the bond
between kidnapper and hostage, assumes an audieeaey wise to the Stockholm
condition with no need of further explication.

Overt misrepresentations of Stockholm syndromeopugar culture are also
evident. As a case in point, consider the popel@vision serie24, which in
Season One gives a fleeting role to Stockholm symerin its fast-paced plot,
seemingly in ignorance of the lengthy periods wigtirequired for the syndrome to
develop. In the scene in question, Kim Bauer, advictim is being interrogated
by an intelligence agent regarding the whereabaiuter kidnapper, Rick.

NINA MYERS: Okay Kim but the fact is Rick ran away before we
could talk to him.

Kim BAUER: He was scared.

NINA MYERS: Apparently. Whatever explanation he has doesn’t
change the fact that he’s a fugitive and if youwrmnehere he is and
aren’t saying anything. That in itself constitufesa serious....

Kim BAUER: | don’t know where he is.

NINA MYERS: Are you sure?

KiM BAUER: What I'm sure of is that he helped us escape faihd i
wasn’t for him we would have never gotten out @fréh

NINA MYERS: Kim. When people are taken hostage it’s not
uncommon for them to feel a certain bond with theinappers.

KM BAUER: Rick isn’t a kidnapper. Anyway | don’t know whehe
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IS.

While viewing this scene, the audience is in passesof critical storyline
information not available to the interrogator. Mewer is aware that Kim Bauer is
lying and that she has, in fact, maintained teleghmontact with her abductor.
Moreover, it is clear that the recently rescuedividas developed romantic feelings
toward Rick despite the fact that he was instruadenther kidnapping. This
information gap between the viewer and the charaftdina Myers encourages the
audience to actively engage with the televisionnshithe audience is compelled to
synthesise ‘secret’ plot knowledge and use thedep&ian, potentially media
fuelled, understanding of human psychology to disgnKim Bauer as a Stockholm
syndrome victim.

In a criticism of this episode of the televisiomies, Paul A. Cantor
recognises that the writers 24 have exploited the Stockholm syndrome idea,
unnaturally incorporating it into the series platheut considering the complexity
of circumstances under which the syndrome arige€ahtor’s analysis,

Jack’s daughter (Kim) has a rebellious teenage nomavith the
young man who kidnaps her, falling in and out eavith him with
each twist of the plot — and all of this of counséhin the regulation
24 hours. Talk of the Stockholm syndrome that a$featims of
hostage situations, which makes them bond withr timductors, is
meant to make this romance seem plausible to ushBwvhole point
of the Stockholm syndrome is tineeksor monthsthe hostage spends
with his or her captors — not the hours. (206)

In fact, while Cantor’s analysis is correct it ombyiches upon one of the many
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aspects in which Kim Bauer cannot be considereahastim of Stockholm
syndrome. The most significant discrepancy is Riek, the kidnapper, does not
vacillate between cruelty and kindness, an impopaecondition for the
development of the syndrome. Instead, Rick reatise®rror in his decision to co-
operate in the kidnapping very early in the hostgena, after which he becomes
wholly consistent in his behaviour towards Kim am¢hstrumental in her eventual
escape.

Of course, the misrepresentation or simplificatdmeality is to be expected
in popular culture. That the writers ©he Simpsonand24 chose to include this
intriguing psychological condition in their scripgsnot surprising. What makes the
examination of these examples from popular culittteresting is the conclusion it
elicits — to understand the complexity and the itlefetockholm syndrome by
means of fictional characters, it is better to lb@IRichardson’s eighteenth century
depiction than these modern day examples.

An understanding and appreciation of fictionalipedtrayals of Stockholm
syndrome, or at least modernised interpretatiah®fStockholm phenomenon, is
incomplete without turning to the arena of romafictgon. The romance industry is
rife with kidnap scenarios and the following dissios focuses on the work of
Johanna Lindsey as an exemplar. This prolific atéhmublishing history reveals a
writer highly experienced in the creation of abduttales (Lindseyi-antastig. In
Fires of Wintey “[t]he spirited Lady Brenna vowed vengeance onHadsome
abductor”. The plot 060 Speaks the Hedras kidnap at its core whereby in “tenth-
century France Brigitte de Louroux is abductedHhsywarrior Rowland of Montville

and finds herself falling in love with him agairngr will.” Secret Firefinds its
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heroine “Kidnapped for the pleasure of her arrogaimirer, Prince Dimitri.”

A close reading of Lindsey’s 1977 best-selling Hp@aptive Bride allows
us to compare a typical romance novel depictiaiéoestablished framework of
Stockholm syndrome. Throughout the novel, it seelear that the psychology of
kidnap victims is not unknown to Lindsey. The hagiChristina, taken from her
Egyptian hotel room to a remote desert encampregptesses many of the now-
familiar sentiments of a kidnap victim. She feaos only for her life but, in the spirit
of Pamela, also her chastity: “Did | come to thmdf®rsaken country just to die —
and how will | die? Will | be raped brutally first®48). She has no means of
escaping her captor, Philip, and his henchmen:i$@tha looked around and saw the
tall man climbing up the rocks, rifle in hand, tarsd guard. She could not escape”
(51). In addition, the shifts between violence &imdiness are the mainstay of the
plot. As Christina reflects, “She would never béedab comprehend this man. One
minute he threatened to beat her, and the nextakeholding her with tenderness
and love” (99). The heroine often meditates ondven psychological state and the
inexplicability of the tenderness she feels towaedabductor. For example, when
she hears of the illness of Philip’s father, “Sudgeshe wanted to go to him and put
her arms around him. She wanted to wipe away hisess. What was the matter
with her? She hated him” (96).

Christina’s gradual conversion to the perspectivieeo kidnapper is revealed
when she determines after being beaten that “ntemadw humiliating it had been,
Philip was right, she had deserved it,” (131) aatdd when she reconciles her
change in attitude toward her abductor by conclgidimat although “[s]he really had

hated him those first weeks after he brought hérig@amp. . . . every young woman
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leaves behind all that she knows when she marfidsl-162), her own values being
deposed by those of her kidnapper.
Christina and Pamela’s metamorphoses as kidnajpngi¢ake almost

identical paths, and the character or Christinametaly fulfils Utter and
Needham'’s thesis that “every heroine in fictioa idaughter of Pamela” (1).
However in one very important aspect Lindsey straysultaneously undermining
her attempt to portray the psychology of a hostagim and weakening the
cohesion of her central character. Although Cmastisplays many of the hallmarks
of a classic Stockholm syndrome victim, as a wiiiedsey can not completely
adhere to the conditions that would make this amich possible as, by definition, a
romance novel needs ‘romance’. Richardson’s 30@ plagay in providing romance
is not a delay that Johanna Lindsey can make ifdnerula-driven novel. Thus, the
author intersperses her credible Stockholm momeititssomewhat graphic
passages of sexual intimacy. Christina is not Esexbby Pamela’s sensibilities, but
instead experiences a positive response to thagathgslvances of her abductor
whose “kiss was soft and gentle, making her headwsiph mixed feelings” (57).
The inconsistently drawn character embarks ontadiigen, albeit guilt-ridden,
sexual relationship with her captor long beforarthmutual declarations of love. The
novel exposes that

Christina had fought desperately to quell the wggisweeping

through her body as Philip caressed her, but shkelct resist his

touch. She had surrendered to him completely. 8debkgged him to

take her. (91)

Echoes of anti-Pamelist accusations can be herd,jeaChristina’s actions run
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counter to her professed hatred of her abductdhisnmportant aspect of the novel,
Christina’s position as a Stockholm syndrome sefféecomes untenable. Over the
course of the novel, what the reader is privy toloa described more accurately as
the heroine forgoing externally imposed social radcesatiate her true sexual
nature. Her battle is between her willpower anddesire, rather than a struggle to
retain her own identity in the face of a develop8tgckholm bond.

It cannot be known to what extent Johanna Lindseiare of the detailed
psychological profile of a hostage victim. Certgjrdased on the character she
creates in Christina, the writer has a reasonak#égeness of the conditions that
typically occur in a kidnap scenario and similgstyssesses knowledge of some of
the responses which a hostage situation can pallgrarovoke. What is also
patently clear is that she is writing to a formtilat has allowed her a successful
career as a romance novelist, even if strong andisient character development is
not her forte.

Both Captive Brideand the24 episode are examples of popular culture
applications of the kidnap scenario which fall stladrappreciating the complex
nature of hostage psychology, a complexity morky fdlalised in Richardson’s

eitheenth-century masterpiece.

5.2  Accurate Renditions in Popular Culture

In contrast to the above examples, not all modepiations are as
inaccurate in their opportunistic borrowing frorparadigm as complex and multi-
dimensional as Stockholm syndrome. In the 1990 iShdihm Tie Me Up! Tie Me

Down’ the Stockholm scenario is fulfilled almost in itstieety. In fact, this blackly
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comic film is a close-to-perfect modern presentatd Stockholm syndrome. To
illustrate this requires a detailed consideratibthe plot of the film. The story
centres around Marina, a former pornographic metae and drug addict, who is
held hostage in her apartment by Ricky, a young reeently released from a
psychiatric institution and with whom she had haxha-night stand long in her
sordid past. At the outset of the drama, Ricky axysl the reason for his crime: “I
had to kidnap you so you’d get to know me. When goul’'m sure you'll love me.
Like I love you.” Ricky’s behaviour from this poiohward ensures the successful
development of a Stockholm bond between the proiagand his victim.

Each of the individual Stockholm syndrome precaodsg are recreated in
the film. Marina’s life is threatened — “If you tgpmething, I'll slit your throat” —
with this intimidation given dramatic weight by teenployment of an eerie
soundtrack and close-up camera work which confirarivd’s fear and stress. It is
clear that there is no chance of escape for th@rvieho is locked in her apartment,
bound and gagged. Her one phone call to her fasdgntrolled by Ricky and a
necessary visit to the doctor is carried out atdpuint. Key to the classification of
Tie Me Up, Tie Me Dowim the black comedy sub-genre is the intermitkémiiness
and violence that defines the relationship betwRieky and Marina. Ricky runs
errands for his hostage, braves seedy backsteedtsltillicit drugs for Marina’s
toothache, makes breakfast, and fixes the plumBinguably, the comic high point
of the movie is when Ricky visits the pharmacy aackfully selects tape and rope
which will cause the least pain for his hostagelevbihe bound and gagged.

In keeping with the expected plot development fimckholm syndrome,

when Ricky is seriously injured in a street fighaivha takes on the role of nurse and
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soon after, lover. Instead of using Ricky’s wealsnessecure her escape, she enters
into a relationship with her abductor. She becosteyal to the point of view of
her captor that when he is forced against histwileave her alone she requests that
he bind her.
Ricky : Will you wait for me here. Or will you run away?
MARINA: | don’t know. You'd better tie me up.

When Marina is eventually found by her sister, L.dfarina’s hesitation to
be rescued is apparent. She takes souvenirs taneendner time spent as a hostage
and informs her sister, “I love him”. Her sistenl4, is the voice of reason
reminding Marina, and perhaps the audience, obirerre nature of the situation:
“How can you love someone who ties you up? Do yokithat's normal? It's
probably the shock. No one’s that warped.” Howedegpite Lola’s original
scepticism, she later assists Marina in her reuwitim Ricky, securing a diagnosis
of Stockholm syndrome for the hostage victim.

Interestingly, the writer and director ©fe Me Up, Tie Me DowrPedro
Almodadvar, describes the film as “totally romantidt’s a love story and a fairy
tale” (Almodovar), potentially indicating the degr® which the Stockholm
syndrome phenomenon has permeated modern consessustowever, although
the writer/director does not consciously acknowgetlge influence of modern
psychology on the development of his characters,dtear that Almodovar’s
replication of Stockholm syndrome is less remark&dbén that of Richardson'’s.
While the two depictions can be deemed equallyrateuAlmoddvar’s creation
occurred in an environment where the Stockholm symé scenario has become

part of popular culture, while Richardson had nceas to such psychological
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understanding when creating his Stockholm-afflidéednela.

5.3 Patricia Hearst

The following words of self-reflection, written Batricia Campbell Hearst
in 1982, could easily be mistaken for those of Ridson’s Pamela:

Changes had come over me subtly since | had beeglrinto this

strange world. . . . In time, although | was harallyare of it, they

turned me around completely, or almost comple{glgarst 193)
A close examination of the autobiography of Heastacknowledged victim of
Stockholm syndrome, is one means by which the aptishments of Richardson
and his depiction of Stockholm syndrome are affaimehe autobiographical
recollections of this real and renowned hostageteahind the journal entry
accounts of her fictional counterpart, Pamela,tetay Richardson some two
centuries before the psychology of abduction vistmad been documented and
labelled.

In considering Patricia Hearst'’s first hand accaafrtier experiences, a
number of important caveats must be acknowledgest. &d foremost, reflecting
the spirit of the anti-Pamelist criticismsBamela it cannot necessarily be assumed
that Hearst's public recollections are entirely éstnor completely accurate. In
addition, at the time the autobiography was penB8éat;kholm syndrome had been
identified for several years, suggesting the paaétyt that Hearst’'s account was
consciously or unconsciously influenced by the Etotm syndrome formula.
However, whether it is the case tiRattty Hearst: In her own words considered

exclusively fact, altogether fiction, or somewheii¢hin this continuum, as a
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modern-day, allegedly firsthand depiction of Staalki syndrome it is an invaluable
source of comparison. The parallels which emergeden the two texts validate the
consideration of Richardson’s creation, Pamela, @stim of the syndrome.

Using the framework of Stockholm syndrome as asi@asianalysis,
innumerable resemblances emerge when Patricia tHat$amela are juxtaposed.
To begin with the most fundamental requirement, fissPamela has never been
considered, by even her harshest critics, to hadeahhand in her own abduction,
neither has Patricia Hearst. This real-life kidmagiim was violently removed from
her home at gunpoint by the Symbionese LiberationyA(SLA), a small
revolutionary group, in February 1974.

Second, in terms of the preconditions for the syndy, based on Hearst’s
autobiographical account of the events followingddeduction, all the Stockholm
syndrome preconditions are well established. Heridithreatened — “The black man
told me to lie still and be quiet or | would bel&d” (38) — after which she lives in
constant fear. Echoing the sentiments of our foeig heroine, Hearst reflects she
had never felt “so helpless” (39), “so degradednsh in the power of others, so
vulnerable” (43). In Hearst’'s account of the ciraiamces of her captivity, she
describes being kept bound and blindfolded in aetlovith no opportunity to
escape, “under observation at all times” (43) wodhktent that

throughout the night there were always two heaaimed people
awake and on guard duty. Even though | knew thatioe of the
front door, there was no chance of my slipping aumaye night.
(105)

Here Pamela’s helplessness when she contemplatesbdéity to elude her captors
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and escape from her Lincolnshire prison is brougmind.

In addition, Patricia Hearst’s isolation was contglend absolute. At the
beginning of her abduction, she describes an emviemt of “solitary confinement”
(52) whereby “When | was taken to the bathroomieeryfood, no one spoke to
me” (52). Again, mirroring the circumstances whRichardson created for Pamela,
Hearst describes occasions on which she was fgredshpelled to communicate
false information about her captivity to her famaliyd the rest of the world.

| had to exert all of my determination to keep froreaking down
and crying as | told lie after lie about how welés being treated
and especially when | expressed the hope of gdttiog to my
family and to Steve. (58)

The circumstances of intermittent violence and kex$s which have been
discussed in respect to Pamela’s treatment atahdshof Mr B. are also described in
the Patty Hearst autobiography. In Hearst’'s case,ab the SLA members, Gelina,
in stark contrast to the other members of the grsugmiable and sympathetic in
her dealings with the hostage. The autobiograpfer®the victim’s own description
of these contradictory approaches: “If Cin playleel heavy and aroused utter fear in
my heart, this girl, among all the others, playeel light part, the one who seemed to
want to be friendly” (47). Hearst also relates é&seormous gratitude for the smallest
of humane acts, describing that “I was so thankfuthat bath and a hair wash one
would have thought | was being led to a party.dswitiful” (80). More often than
not, however, the autobiography does not repogctikindness on the part of the
SLA. It instead discloses Hearst's relief that,piesthe barrage of threats, her life

continues to be spared. Such expressed relieftoatisnd Pamela’s gratitude each
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and every time her virtue is threatened and aeeprsubsequently granted by her
captor and master.

However, there is no Stockholm syndrome withoutdéeelopment of a
Stockholm bond. The presence of such a bond wasmnated in the case of
Pamela first through her voluntary return to thedalnshire estate after successfully
attaining her freedom and later in her agreementagy her one time abductor. In
the case of Patricia Hearst, the presence of thekBolm bond is generally
considered to be exhibited by two critical factdrer co-operation in a bank robbery
engineered by her captors; and, the fact that ghead take advantage of obvious
opportunities of escape that presented themseaivitilater stages of her ordeal.

In Hearst's firsthand recollections of these evegihisre are echoes of
Pamela’s own expressions of perturbation. Hearshable to reconcile her thoughts
and her actions. In descriptions of the bank roplsdre questions her own
psychological condition, remarking, “I sensed thiaad, in fact, crossed over some
sharp line of demarcation. Was | truly on the otfide now, allied with the SLA?”
(164). In addition, when Hearst considers one ofnhissed opportunities of
securing freedom, she recalls,

For the very first time since | was kidnapped, bveing left alone
for hours, sometimes for most of the day. | suppasrild have
walked out of the apartment and away from it allt Bdidn’t. It
simply never occurred to me. (261)
Recalling her emotional and psychological statengduiner captivity, Hearst
describes feeling confused and powerless in hematis to govern her mind. After

her involvement in a violent crime she recollebist a
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flash of insight into what | had done and the digance of it was at
the time but a brief glimpse of reality, like a ded streak of sunlight
through a hole in dark, rolling cumulus clouds réhene instant and
gone the next. (225)
In a similar vein, she later recalls, “I tried tollect my thoughts, but they ran
through my head as through a sieve” (246). ThrougRamela the heroine
similarly expresses moments of psychological settr@ness, and yet remains
unable to rationalise her emotional responsesttcdyive state.

Notwithstanding the many similarities between Panagld Patricia Hearst,
there is one important aspect in which these tvoowaats of hostage victims diverge.
As Wesselius reminds us, the accepted definitiah@fStockholm bond is that there
is a development ofgbsitivefeelings on the part of the hostage toward thédgyes
taker” (44, emphasis added). In the case of PatHearst, although some type of
bond is indisputable as evidenced in her actidrestérm “positive” is not an
accurate description of the victim’s sentimentgxgzressed in her autobiography.
Throughout her ordeal, Hearst fears and abhoralbductors, her compliance the
product of a conscious survival strategy — “I wate join them so that | would
survive” (106) — coupled with a much more diread @nsciously administered
brainwashing program undertaken by her captorexfgsessed by Hearst, “I began
even at times to believe. What everyone around asesaying with such sincerity
began to make sense” (181). Nevertheless, oné wdadering that if our, albeit
fictional, Pamela had been taken away from the dlmghire estate and given time to
reflect on the significant and startling changéén attitudes toward Mr B., whether

she would have similarly reflected, as Patriciandiedid once her freedom had been

90



secured,

But how could anyone who had the facts, and stoppéuaink for

more than a minute, believe that someone kept banddlindfolded

in a closet for fifty-seven days wowluntarily join forces with his

or her tormentors? (437)
As analysed by Hinshelwood “for someone to makeohis decisions, he needs to
be sufficiently integrated in his mind” (126), igtation that can not be argued in the
case of either Pamela or Patricia Hearst.

In summary, although the circumstances of theiticiy differ

substantially, the emotions, the confusion, anddks of control expressed by
Hearst when reflecting on her captive state, rgditihg to mind Richardson’s
Pamela. Notably, despite the fact that Patriciarstaa considered an authentic case
of Stockholm syndrome, it is the character of Pantieht actually conforms more
closely to the established description of the ctoowli In short, when Pamela is
compared with this Stockholm syndrome case stuthdrdson must be applauded
for his highly acute depiction of the psychologiaklkration which may occur under

hostage circumstances.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE SECRETS OF RICHARDSON SUCCESS

A discussion of RichardsonRamelacannot be deemed complete without
giving consideration to how he was able to achigliat he did. By what means was
Richardson, in the creation of his heroine, ableawstruct a hostage situation and
its consequences with such accuracy and acuity®idth there is no single answer
to this important question, observations made bgynRichardson commentators do
offer some insight.

Based on her own considerable research regardiigaRison, Doody
suggests that Richardson had an inherent interastarpersonal dynamics when
she observes that “Richardson was always fascirtgtéide power politics of small
groups, especially families, and the gestures witiahifest power struggles and
emotional tensions” (11). In this one sentence,dycexplicitly flags many of the
issues that Richardson necessarily exploré&aimela most notably ‘power’ and
‘emotion’, both of which play an extremely importaale in his ability to accurately
depict the evolving relationship between PamelaMné.

Building on this image of Richardson as the asbiigerver of human
interplay, both Sale and Charlotte Lefever applRiahardson specifically in regard
to his insight into the female perspective. Salereeto the author’s “congeniality
with the feminine point of view” (vi) and views thframe of reference as the key to
Richardson’s creation of “his most successful cttera” (vi). Proffering a similar
argument but employing even more extreme termMezfattributes Richardson

with “[h]aving acompleteknowledge of the psychology of women, especidiip$e
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from the] lower or middle class” (857, emphasiset)d Despite Richardson’s being
a man, Lefever extends her argument further wherstdtes that “having a meagre
knowledge of the psychology of men, he portrayexuirthhrough imagination only”
(857). Although these claims may be over exaggéyabe previous analysis of
Pamelaindeed shows that Richardson was able to depaitevfrom a female point
of view with an insight into psychological respomsdterns that holds up under
modern-day scrutiny.

An acceptance that Richardson had a sympathy amition for the female
perspective then leads one to speculate regardegadurce of such psychological
intelligence. For this, there are a number of gessausative factors. Firstly, a
point which seems rarely discussedRamelas critics and supporters alike is the
knowledge thaPamelawas actually based on a true story. “Her stor\Riakardson
wrote Aaron Hill, arose out of events of the yeatd and had been told to him by a

‘gentleman’” (Sale vii). Thus, the accuracy in Ractison’s creation of Pamela may
be partly attributed to the fact that she wasntirely fictional. However, the
determination of the degree to which Richardson wiisenced by this real life case
is a question for further research. One real kaneple notwithstanding, Hawley
also alerts th€amelareader to the fact that “the abuse of power bytenasvas an
issue of public concern in the eighteenth centxy) and goes on to describe a
famous case in 1729 where one Colonel Charteriscivagyed and convicted of
raping a servant. The implication of Hawley’s conminie that perhaps Richardson
did not need to rely entirely upon imaginationhie treation of his plot and

character, as the social relationships of the timehich he was writing were also

likely to have provided a substantial amount opiretion.
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One further interesting fact to consider is thatiehship between
Richardson and George Cheyne. Although predatiegta of modern psychology,
Cheyne is considered an influential proto psychistod\s described by Anita
Guerrini in her article The Hungry Sotl as “a fashionable practitioner in Bath, the
most fashionable of English watering places, Cheytteened a particular renown as
a physician of nervous disorders” (280), most nigtétoysteria in women” (281).
This article provides a detailed account of theipalar views to which Cheyne
subscribed. These included beliefs that nervones was related to social class,
with the “upper classes, being more intelligents#éve, nervous, and highly strung,
[suffering] from these illnesses far more than tthiel thick-skinned (and often thick-
headed) laboring masses” (281). The author goés dascribe Cheyne’s conviction
that “[s]ensitivity could easily cross the linertadness” (285) and that
“[u]ncontrolled, the passions wrought havoc onrikevous system” (285).

Of interest is that Samuel Richardson was botleadrand a patient of this
practitioner. Clearly, the specific beliefs of Cheyare not closely represented in
Pamela Richardson consistently attributes far more giitsi and intelligence to
his representatives of the working class than &atters who hail from the upper
echelons of society. Nevertheless, the close astsmtibetween these
contemporaries confirms that Richardson was intedeis matters of the mind. The
fact that Richardson was being treated by a doghar specialised in nervous
disorders, while simultaneously creating a charaa® suffering from a nervous
condition seems more than coincidental.

Thus, taking into account these many factors itrsethat Richardson’s

depiction of Pamela was more than just happenstamstead, a number of factors
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came to bear on his creation including the erahictkwhe was writing, his natural
intuition and his personal interests. However, emconclusion fails to give a
completely accurate picture. Consider the followsngnmative comment by made
by Donovan:

| do not want to rest my argument on the assumptfdrichardson’s

conscious awareness that the central dilemma ofdtael is not so

much moral as social, because | am not certainfbtbyvhe

understood the basis of his own art. (394)
Choosing to accept the latter portion of Donovamgument implies that much of
what Richardson accomplished occurred unconsciptisy the writer was not
necessarily aware of the enormous influences tisgidrsonality, his friends, and his
society exerted over his work.

By extension, Richardson was assumedly unawarééhatas in fact writing

a novel about the psychology of hostage victimsrf support for this
interpretation is found in an unusual locationt ikathe original subtitle dPamela
—Virtue Rewarded- implying precisely the didactic tale which thevel, at least
superficially, delivers. Significantly, this suldéitshows a lack of explicit
understanding by the novelist himself that his méwath accurately and insightfully
details the psychology of a hostage victim. Theysi®not an exemplum of
Pamela’s Virtue Rewarded. On the contrary it isabigons of Mr B. — his capturing
and his psychological gaming — which are ultimateklyarded. In light of
Richardson’s true accomplishment, albeit perhagensciously, a more honest

subtitle would be Abduction Rewarded.
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CONCLUSION

Little did the psychologists who identified Stockincsyndrome in the
1970’s realise that they were also paving the veayte reinterpretation of a
seminal, eighteenth century work of fiction. Bettha it may, irPamela Richardson
has captured a character who exhibits what we eoagnise to be the realistic
psychological responses of a hostage victim. Uritpresbly the central character is
subjected to all four preconditions attributedhe tevelopment of Stockholm
syndrome and after a period of prolonged captiexiibits attitudes and behaviours
consistent with the syndrome. It is only followihgr hostage experience that
Pamela develops positive feelings toward Mr B. @héen the victim accepts the
captor’s proposal of marriage, this representsthmination of the Stockholm
effect.

The reinterpretation d?amelapresented in this thesis moves beyond the
more traditional analysis of Pamela’s charactemneefby the Pamelists and the anti-
Pamelists. Moreover, it offers some possible cormise between these two
seemingly opposed views. Once Pamela is acknowtedga hostage and a
Stockholm syndrome victim, it is feasible to comsiier as honest in her expressed
emotions, but also to recognise the natural buhgegy contradictory conflict
between her attitudes and behaviour which provékedaynicism of the novel’s
many detractors.

One means of understanding the magnitude of Risbaigl accomplishment
is to compar€amelato current and thus potentially more informed dgpns of
Stockholm syndrome. Richardson’s portrayal of thsthge-captor bond is

discovered to match the accuracy of modern rengesnoch as the autobiographical
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account of Patty Hearst. In addition, Pamela enseagea superior literary model of
a hostage victim when compared to her sensati@uadiad over-simplified popular
culture counterparts such as those portrayedéwitebn series such &g and the
best-selling romance nov&aptive Bride

Questions remain regarding how Richardson wastatdecomplish this.
There is evidence to suggest many influences ohaRilson’s novel including the
author’s intuition, his interest in the human babay, and the existence of real
kidnapping case studies in eighteenth century spdi¢hile the extent of these
influences remains unknown, these issues are olyriaorthy of further

investigation.
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Endnotes

! Keymer, Tom, Peter Sabor, and John Mullan, &te Pamela Controversy:
Criticisms and Adaptations of Samuel Richardsorésn€la, 1740-1750London:

Pickering & Chatto Ltd, 2000.

2 Source: amazon.co.uk

% Fielding never claimed this work as his own (Hawbexxviii). However, the

authorship oShamelas not in dispute.

* Fielding's direct references to Shamela’s preteimctude the following: when

taken by the hand “I pretended to be sHytidmelal4); when kissed “I pretended to
be Angry” (14); “pretended as how | would go oué tthoor” (16-17); “pretend to
awake” (18); “pretended to fix them [my eyes, dgria fit] in my Head” (18);

“pretend to refuse him any Favour” (23); “pretersl leow | intended to drown
myself” (25); “pretended to be ashamed” (27); “preted not to know what he
meant” (27); “pretended not to hear him” (27), ‘tereded to tremble” (30); and

“pretended to fall into a Fit” (35).

> When Fielding’s own personal history is scrutidisi is difficult to avoid
wondering whether his dramatic sensitivity to thet mnd characters of Richardson
were a direct response to his own, somewhat sijebguloits and experiences. His

biography reveals that in 1725, Fielding himsei¢mipted unsuccessfully to abduct a
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women whom he wished to marry (Hawley xxx-xxxt)also includes speculation
that his father's 1741 remarriage was probablyisoservant (xxxii). Is Fielding’s
ridicule of Richardson’s portrayal of such eventdeast partially motivated by a

need to exorcise his own personal demons?

® Card makes her observation in a much more sermmrgext, that is, her
consideration of concentration camp prisoners waykvith camp administration and
against fellow prisoners. Nevertheless, the logiglias to Pamela — although she is

not perfect this does not mean she is not a victim.
" Both the film and the interviews discussed heisi@ in Spanish. All quotes are

taken from translated subtitles. The official versof the movie was used to conduct

this research thus it has been assumed that th&dtian is reliable.
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