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_freface.

In attempting to trace the hiStory of the Contemporary
Book Review through its varie8 course in English Literature T have been
éonstrained, as must bg evident, to treat only those writers who have
been successful and-have mace for themselves a nzame femous in literature.
An effort to make an intensive study of the méfhods of every writer who
undertook to do any reviewing would be, as is easily perceived, a task
beyond the limits of such a work as this pretends to be.

Every appraisal or evaluatvion that I have made in these
pages is the result of a careful study and reading of the works under
discussion and an honest effort to draw the correct inference. I readily
recognize the presumption of which a student must be guilty when he attempts
To0 relegate Dryden or Matthew arnold to subordinate positions and to
give cCroker and Jefirey, and even kacaulay, a status more or less ad-
vanced. But it must be remembered that in this work the critical abil-
1ty of the men is not of so great value as the concrete judgments he may
?have rendered.

I have purposely refrained from any attempt to study here
the work of any present day reviewer, for I recognize tne dangerous
ground on which one treads when such a study is undertaken. For that
reason I decided to bring this treatment to a close with the final jears
of the nineteenth century.

I wish to take this occasion to express my deepest thanks
and appreciation to Dr. John Calvin ietcalf, under whose guidance I have

pussued my work in the English Tepartment, for the kindly advice he has




so often rendered me and the personal dnterest he has manifested in the

progress of this dissertation.

University of Virginia, July 17, 1u21. Wm. H. Zogers.
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- CHAPTER ONE

Introduction.

Matthew Arnold's definition of literary criticism is
"the art of seeing the objJect as in itself it really is". An ex-
bansion of this definition gives us the idea that literary criticism
is a phase of literature, a choosing of some work of other days that
has seemed to stgnd the test of time, and an examination with keen
discernment into the excellences and weaknesses of thet work with an
ococagional addition of another tenet to the laws of eriticism. As a
matter of fact a vast quantity of true literary criticism consists
entirely in the laying down of laws governing the writing of poetry or
prose without bringing into the discussion a single work of & single
author. Thig is especially true of the criticism of the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries.

On the other hand the book review is what its name signi-
fieg~-----the review of a book. There is a vast difference between
the book review and the normal literary criticilm. The reviewer
appraises a contemporary production, one that is Jjust out of the hands
of the publishers, and writes his review for the benefit of the read-
ing public. The critic chooses a tried and tested work of an old author
and criticizes it from the standpoint of literature. ﬂés seens to
be the present distinetion.

Five classes of people are benefitfed by the present-
day book review: first, the public, which is enabled thereby to dis-
card unrecommended books and thus narrow the difficulty of choosing
good books to read; second, the oritic, who of course is paid for his
contribution; third, the publisher, who profits from the advertisement

offered by the review; fourth, the publisher of the review who thus
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secures an article for his magazine; and last, but not least, the au-

‘thor, who profits financially and personally by the advertisement

of his book. Without doubt the book review is the finest possible
advertisement for a book unless the public becomes satisfied with
reading the review and leaves the Pook unopenred.

' 4&mnaxaz.7€£ére is a vast differencgﬁggiégen a good review
and a poor. A good critic must possess literary Jjudgment, and liter%§
judgment depends largely on a full knowledge of the masters of the
past ané an ability to expand, to grasp something new, and still to
remain unbiassed. In France criticism and current book reviewing
are very much one and the same thing. Howaxea;'gzg d¢viewer holds
absolute sway in that country and it is oblivion not to be mentioned
by one of ;Zzgg'great critics, such as Anatéle France, Saint-Beuve,
or Lema?tre; A great-£a£i§zgzﬁ2££;?eeaéi%ien, however, is the fact
that French reviews are often simply ﬁcts of courtesy from one man of
letters to a colleague. In America the duty of the reviewer is tc the
public which expects of him honest and sound judgment and correct in-
formation, whether personal or benevolent, without thought of the
author of the book,

P VR VY .
we must consider what books should be reviewed,
Certeinly not all, for "of }k§ making many books there is no end".
Paul Elmore More, in the days when he reviewed books, had a system all
his own. He, according to his publishers, would heap up a pile of
books in the center of the floor and "sick his pup on them". The dog
chewed tp what he did not like, and More reviewed what was left. All

reviewers, however, do not possess canines of such marvelous acumen,

’
and other methods have to be resorted to. A writer in the Independent
asgerts that only ten per cent of present day books are worth reviewing;

but such judg‘ments are arbitrary and must be so considersd. Common-
7¥r. F.W.Halsey in Independent 52:792
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sense teils us that oply a small percentage of productions deserve
true consideration, and these should receive able and conscientious
attention.

The question may be asked with due propriety, "What

effect upon the author does the review have?" The answer as given by

most authorities today is none----- ebsolutely none, except for the adver-
¥ising he gets out of it. . How different fremwheat—bé-is in Franee!
o S

And how different-from—whaet—it—waé in the o0ld days when'Dr. Johnson
held sway¥ Macaulay in his "Life of Johnson" tells us that Johnson's
"Club" could by a verdiet omn a book"selloff a whole edition in a day,
or condemn the sheets to theAservice 0of the trunkmaker and the pastry
eook"! There were no professional reviewers then, and all judgments
were spontaneous, sincere, truthful, and withal powerful. Today the
reviewet§“~£;é§;és legion and every modern daily has its weekly book
review section, not tc mention all the present day magazines and re-

viewé.

and—finds—itselfin-a chaoctiestate.

The first years of the eighteenth century mark the be-
ginning of the real review. A writer in the Atlantic Monthly says:

"Previous to the eighteenth century coriticism was either purely specu-
lative, that is, it was a merely theoreticael anslysis of the nature
and conditions of the beautiful, skin to any other sciéntific investi-
gation, or it was undertaken for thé benefit of authors.‘y The same
writer says that poets and dramatists do not usually change their
views or theories in deference to eritics, but that authors are pene-

fit%é% by the inflation they receive because of a favorable review.

'Macaulay, Life of Samuel Johnson,ed. Matthew Arnold, p.xxxiii

» Gamaliel Bradford, Jr.,in Atlantic Konthly, 94:541, Oct.1904.
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Two things are necessary for an honest appraisal of a
ork. First, the reviewer must love literature for its own sake. He
ugt find in literature a treasure trove that is never exhausted, a

widow's cruse of perpetual delight, that causes him to be wide awake
and ever on the watch for any new gem that he might add to his collec-
| tion. The second requisite is the honest desire to share his treasure,
to divide Mm which he finds in literature, to d@f-
rect others to the hiddeh“beauties that have been revealed to him.With
these two qualities, the first to make him an honest investigator and
the second to make him a philanthropist, a man is equipped to become

a critiec.

What are the primary differences between the review of
today and that of former times? 0f course in the final analysis
reviewing is criticism and critiecism has not always been as free as
one could wish. Nero made rimes and no one reviewed his lines for
fear that the suthor might not be taken with the criticism. The least
said about his poems was the safest unless the "oritic" revelled in
eulogy. Yet from time immemorial mortal man has considered it his
divine right to speak his m;ngjand though at some epochs of the world's
history this was not the most profitable thing to dg,there have ever
been those who would insist on doing it.

‘ The critic of the past was himself a writer----- usually
he had written books better than the production he was criticising and
was thus well equipped for the task. He was a scholar, knew literature,
especially the ancient languages, and could discern the difference
between the good and the bad. His adverse criticisms were usually
poetic, probably heroic couplets, containing cutting sarcasm to which
the unhappy. vietim dared not reply. Then later, in the nineteenth
een?;;?, the crities were increasingly busy in proportion to thefgg:

e

ameese—in haoks npnblished. The magazine review came into existence
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and inaugurated & system of reviewing which hitherto had been unorgéi}—
éﬂiied.

Reviewing haé beeome-a profession in recent years. 1In
the early, the oritic pursued his art for the art's sake in aqf honest
effort +to give trustworthy opinions of current litersture. The os-
tensible object of reviews has ever been the same. The difference
lies in the quality of the work and the honesty of the effort. What
was once an avocation has become a vocation. A difference of standawds
exists, too, for the former criticisms, being more or less side issues,
were the work of men who themselves could perform, and doubtless had
performed, feats of greater merit than the work of the author before
them. That is to say, the men who reviewed a2t that time were them-
gselves authors of established reputation who because of that very faect
knew whereof they spoke.

Today, however, an author scarcely dares to presume to
appraise the work of a brother author for fear of the rather unfrater-
nal retort €§~£;;e§ re§3veﬂfzgﬂbeam from his own organ of vision. The
inevitable inquiry ié#made. "Can he write as well himself?" This fact
without doubt prevents a large amount of sound reviewing that we other-
wise would have access to, for only the author who knows that his
niche is established could afford to run the risk 6?:: retort oi—sueh-a
nstares

There is8 a word in our language, now more or less ObsoO-
lete, that at one time was almost synonymous with criticism. This
word is "slating", and is defined as a harsh eriticism, =a severe in-
dictment of style, technique, and what not, usually anonymously. The
custom of slating prevailed in the earlier days when Gifford and Cro-
ker vied with each other in an effort to condemn the sfgggling agpi-

rants: for literary fame. We have many interesting examples of this

slating, and those of good authors by good eoritics. Hazlitt, review-
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ng Christabel, left the impression that Coleridge was out of his

ind or else devoid of that'g:;:;?gltogether. 0f Coleridge's poetry
Hazlift said that but a few lines were of a quality worth reading
while the rest should be consigned to the ash-heap. As to the famous
» indictment of Keats by Gifford we have serious doubts that this had
pnything to do with the death of that poet, but we can certainly be
assured that it caused him some pain and perhaps considerable disappoint-
ment in the last years of his life. Coleridge used slashing criticism
often and what usually restrained him was the fear that he would re-
ceive in réturn what he gave. One trouble about slating was the

fact that many of these slashing criticisms were nothing else than
merciless personal attacks directed at an enemy, social or political.
This was simply partisan spirit carrying on a sort of guerilla warfare
under a camouflage of literary oriticism. This was not true tc the
art of criticism for the reason that the cause offen excited a more
hostile attack than the subject of the examination warranted.

Evolution has wrought its good work and today we have a

different type. There is yet plenty of room for improvement with a
need for saner and sounder reviews, but slating is a thing of the past.
The'majority of current magazines devote some time and space to book
notices. That is about all a great part of it amounts to. The title
is given, the scope of the work, and the genmeral plan, but no analysis

.eVdftld Fien
is ventured nor any critical #eiwe. When these two latter qualities

are added%he notice gg;ggg,lnto the psview.
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CHAPTER IWO

Precursors of the Contemporary Review(1600-1700)

The strict meaning of the wbrd review cannot be applied
to any work antedating the first years of the eighteenth century. In-
stances occur of "notices", in embryonic state, much earlier and erit-
icisms of contemporary productions were written in the Elizabethan and
Jacobean periods, with a few earlier examples. Bacon and Ben Jonson
are the outstanding figures among the critiecs of the Jacobean period:
These men, however, paid scant attention to the works of particular

men, dbut devoted their eritical rropensities toward constructing a fab-
ric of eritical data: the relations of literary activity with political
and religious life; and the establishment of the theory of writing
based on the greatest writers of the classical period. Naturally,
eriticisms of that period chiefly consisted in judgments. on poetry
and the drama, for not until the beginning of the modern drama and
novel in the eighteenth century did the weal review come into being.
At the beginning of the sevehteenth century in Europe periocdical crtt;
' icism had begun? stronger and more widespread on the continent than in
England, but the start was there which lacked tut development tp attain
to the full-fledged review of Sidney Smith and Sir Walter Scott in
the beginning of the nineteenth century.

. ' Contemporary remarks on plays, poetry, and translations
earlier than the eighteenth century are found chiefly in letters, in
introductions, and in pamphlets. These are the main sources while

poetry is just as often the vehicle of expression as prose. A fourth

class may possibly be added, though perhaps they would not fall under

Critical Essays of the xvii Century, ed.J.E.Spingarn, vol.l,p.ix int.

"Bd. cit. vol.l, p.cvi.
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the head of reviews, for they are critical estimates gleaned from the
conversations of literary men, such, for instance, as those hahnded

down to us as the representations of remarks by William Drummond on
Ben Jonson with also the same critie's estimates of Sir William Alex-
ander, Constable, Donne, and others. An example will shed some light
upon the methods of these 0ld literary men as they sit across the table
from one another in a corner of the old "Mermaid" caressing a tankard
of ale or discussing an Elizabethan dinner:"Donne, among the Anacreon-
tick Lyricks, is second to none, and far from all Second. But as

Anacreon doth not approach Callimachus, tho' he excels in his own

kind, nor Horace to Virgil, no more ean I be brought to think him to

excel either Alexander's or Sidney's verses. They can hardly be

compared together, t;;ding diverse paths----the one flying swift, but
low, the other, like the Eagle, surpassing the Clouds. I think, if he
would, he might easily be the best Epigrammatist we have found in
English, of which I have not yet seen any come near the Ancients.J We
have similar remarks ffom Ben Jonson: "Sidney did not keep a decorum
in making everyone speak as well as himself. Sémue{:;:é a good honest
man, had no children, but no poet. That Michael Drayton's Polyolbion
if he had performed what he had promised to write(the deeds of all the
Worthies) had been sxcellent. His long verses pleaseth not. That the
translations of Homer and Virgil in long Alexsandrines were but prose.

v
That Shakespear wanted Arte."

‘Conversations of Ben Jonson and ¥illiam Drummond of Hawthornden,1619

ed. J.E.Spingarn, from Folio Edition Drummond's Works, Edinburgh, p.226

'—ﬁotes of Ben Jonson's Conversations with Wm.Drummond 23 Hawthornden,

January MDCXIX,ed. D.Laing, 1842.
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Other instances of a like nature may be found in a sur-
ve} of the writings of the seventeenth cehtury, but these are short
pithy, epigrammatic utterances that have scarcely any body and are
more about men > than men's works. In the case of Jonson these
conversations marx practically his only attempts at contemporary
eriticism, for though he was "the first Englishman with the critieal
temperJ he contributed no single idea to eriticism. These conversa-
tions are the forerunners of Dr. Johnson's club, for in just the same
way a8 in the 28s6 of the latter thesiﬁitterateurs would assemble to
discuss topics of the day in the tavern, a place where "critics, es-
sayists, linguists,poets, and other professors of that faculty of
wit shall at certain hours i' the day resort------ where learning,
honor, duellism, criticism, and poetry shall be disputed;f/ But the
greater part of concrete criticism of that day conmsisted in letters

of one literary man to another, usually concerning some work of the

addressee, introductions to .poems, plays, and treatises, many of which
i consist of a review of some work published in pamphlet form. A note-
worthy example of the first type mentioned is The Answer of Mr.

. Hobbes To Sir Will D'Avenant's Preface before Gondibert: It was the

custom for the author of a book to write a lengthy introduction, or
i preface, addressed to a friend somewhat after the manner of the mod-

ern dedication, setting forth the author's views and ideas. ©This may

be called the aunthor's review of his own work. The above mentioned

'Spingarn. ed.cit.vol.i,Pp.xix.
”&hapman, Monsieur d4'0Olive, 1606, Aet 1, sc.l

$ Reprinted from the 1651 edition of_ Gondibert, A Discourse Upon Gondi-

bert, an Heroiek Poem, written by Sir William D'Avenant with an Answer

By Mr._ Hobbes.
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roply is directed to Sir William D'Avenant by Thomas Hobbes who ac-
knowledges the honor he has received. Hobbes, at least, is honest,
for he confesses his biassed Jjudgment: "i lie open to two exceptions,
one of an incompetent, the other of a corrupted witness. Incompetent,
because I am not a Poet; and corrupted with the honor done me by your
preface.” These two Exceptions furnish him an excuse to launch out
into some constructive criticism of poetry in general and some con-
crete observations on Gondibert in partieular. From an analysis of the
kinds of poetry, with their divisions and subdivisions, he narrows
down to a discourse on the Epic, discussing rime, meter, and content.
The part of the essay, however, that bears direcly on our subject
comes later when he abandoms the abstract and confines himself to the
concrete: "I never yet saw Poem that had so much shape of Art, health
of Morality, and vigour and beauty of Expression as this of yours.
And but for the clamour of the multitude, that hide their Envy of the
present under a Reverence of Antiquity, I should say further that it
would last as long as either the Aeneid or Iliad, but for one Disadvan-
tage; and the Disadvantage is this: The languages of the Greeks and
Romans, by their colonies and Conquests, have put off flesh and blood,
and are become immutable, which none of the modern tongues are like to
be. I honour Antiquity, but that which is commonly called 0ld Time
is young time. The glory of Antiéuity is duﬂ%ot to the Dead, dbut to
the Aged.cccc......I believe, Sir, you have seen a curious kinde of
perspective, . where he that looks through & short hollow pipe upon a
picture containing divers figures sees none of those that are there
printed, but some one person made up of their parts, conveyed to the eie
by the ékificial cutting of a glass. I finde in my imagination an
effeet not unlike it from your Poem. The vertuss you distribute there
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amongst 80 many noble Persons represent ir. the reading dbut the image

of one man's vertue to my faney, which is your own, and that so
deeply imprinted as to stay forever there and govern all the rest of
my thoughts and affections in the way of honouring and serving you to
the utmost of my power.”"

As a type of an embryonic review the above citation is
somewhat sketchy, but the letter as a whole marks an epoch in comstruct-
ive criticism. It, with the letter of D'Ayenant to which this was a re-
ply, is replete with many characteristics of French influence which
Just now was beginning to be felt in England. These letters mark the
beginning of a series of sucﬂ critical essays containing ecritical
appraisals of contemporaries pointing to an evolution into the real
review.

Still earlier by a céntury. toward the end of 1579,
we find an epistle addressed by one who signs himself "E.XK." to Ga-

briel Harvey, with the following legend:"To the most excellent and

élearned, both orator and poet, Mayster Gabriell Harvey, his verie
%special and singular good friend E.K. commendeth the good lyking of

%this his labour, and the patronage of the new poete."'

i

E.K. The Epis¥le dedicatory to The Shepheard's Calendar, rept. from

first edition of the Shepherd's Calendar, Hugh Singleton, Coud Lane,

near Ludgate, 1579. Who "E.K." was has never been definitely decided,
though evidence(cf. G.Gregory Smith, Elizabethan Critical Essays,vol.i,

P.380)points to his being Edward Kirke, of Pembroke Hall, Cambridge.
Cf. also Bryckett Lodowick(fl. 1571-1611) who in_A Discourse of Civil

Life(translated from the Italian by Baptisto Giraldo, 1606) gives in

his introduction the famous passage concerning the Faerie Queen.
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Perhaps the most famous of all sixteenth essays is Sir

Philip Sidney's Apologise For Fostrie, which appeared in 1595. The

nearest he approaches individual Jju@gment is his observation on Gor-
bodoe, in which he censures the unities of the stage----- Asie on one
side and Africa on the other, and at the same time three ladies walk-
ing in a garden, and then immediately a shipwreck on what "wee are to
blame if we accept it not#or a RockJ. Thomas Nash wrote a preface

for Astrophel and Stella, in which he mingles concrete observations on

Sidney’s works with abstract reflections on the theory of poetry. Here
we have, however, a review of the play not altogether unliike what we
would expect from some gold-tipped pen of the present dayw‘Tempus adest
plausus; aurea pompa venit: 8o ends the sceane of Idiots, and enter
Astrophel in Pompe. Gentlemen that have seen a thousand lines of

folly drawn fobth ex uno puncto impudentiae, and two famous mountains

to go to the conception of one Mouse, that have had your ears defned
with the eccho of Fames brazen townes when only they have been toucht
with a leader.. pen, that have seen Pan sitting in his Bower  of delights
& a number of Midasségfo admire his miserable hornpipes, let not your
surfeted sight, new come from such puppet play, think scorne to turn
aside into this theater. of pleasure, for heare you shall find a
paper stage strewed with pearle, an artificial heaven to overshadow the
fair frame, & christal wals to encounter your curious eies, while

the tragi-comody of love is performed by starlight. The chiefe Actor
here is Melpomene, whose dusky robes, dipt in the yuke of feares, as

yot seeme to drop when I view them neare. The argument cruel Chasti-

tie' The ?1‘0108’116 HOPO, the Epilogue Desp&il‘e eeocsscacccse omd here’

> ot

'sir Philip Sidney, An Apologie for Poetrie;1595. Collected Elizabeth-

an Essays, G.Gregory Smith, vol. i, p. 197.
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peradventure, my witles youth may be taxt with a margent note of presump-
tion for offering to put up any motion of applause in behalf of so
excellente a Poete,(the least syllable of whose name sounded in the eares
of judgment is able to give the meanest line he writes the dowry of
immortality)eceecece....”™ and so on he goes through five pages of pane-

' gyric:

It was especially difficult for the thinkers of the
sixteenth century to divorce themselves from Aristotelian doctrines, em-
phatically so in regard to heroic poetry. The epic held full sway in
their affections, for, as Sidney says, the epic is the best and noblest
of all forms of literature from an historieal point of view, though he
would pay scant attention to the form and nature of that type. A
great many of these discussions of contemporary works are defenses«---- -
hence favorable reviews. The second part of Harington's A Brief

Apolo of Poetr yis devoted to a defense of Ariosto’s Orlando Furioso.
ADOLOZY Ol :oelry

This author makes a parallel comparison of Ariosto with Virgil, a fav-
~ 3
orite method of reviewers of that(and later)days, showing that Ariosto
has followed closely in Virgil's footsteps, surpassing the latter in
Fo g

this respect, that while Virgil's religion is based on Falee deities
the Orlando Furioso is based on the Christian belief. The article

bhomas Nash, Preface to Astrophel and Stella, 1591, found in G.Gregory

Smith's Elizabethan Critical Essays,vol.ii, pp. 223 sq.

Sir John Harington, A4 Preface or rather a Brief Apology of Poetrie

prefixed to Harington's trabglation of Orlando Furioso, 1591, rptd.

from a copy in the British Museum by G.Gregory Smith, ed.cit.vol.ii,pl94

3
Cf. Addison's criticism of Paradise Lost, Spectator,1711l.

Some interesting observations on The Shepherd’'s Calendar may be found in

an essay by William Webbe(A Discourse of English Poetrie), 1586, contain-

ing chiefly the theory of poetry and canons of art, with Spenser as model
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is chiefly a defense of Orlando Furioso against crities who observed

that Ariosto did not follow sbrictly enough the canons of Aristotle.

He brings out three points which serve to prove that on the contrary
Ariosto adheres very closely to the Aristotelian orthodoxy. His first
point was that, regarding the temet of Aristotle that the epic should
be based on some historical action only a short part of which in point
of time should be treated by the poet, Ariosto takes the story of
Charlemagne, using a year or two for the dramatic time. The second
point, touching the Aristotelian doctrine that no episode should be
invented by the author that is not within the bounds of human possibil-
ity or understanding, is the fact that Orlando Furioso is plausible

throughout. The third point of parallelism between Ariosto and Aristotle
is in regard to the so-called DPeripeteia, "an agnition of some unlooked
for fortune, either good or bad, and a sudden change thereof".'

A number of critical remarks are leff to us from the pen
of Francis Meres(1598), which compel a moment’'s consideration. He
delved into all kinds of subjects: religion, morality, conduct, musie,

painting, and reading. In the Reading of Books he gives a list of

books tc be censured which throws considerable light on the literature of
that period: "As the Lord de la Koue in the sixth Discourse of his
Politike and Military Discourses censureth of the bookes of Amadis de
Geul, which, he saith, are no less hurtfull to youth than the works of
Machiavell to age: so these bookes are to be accordingly censure@%f

whose names follow: Beuis of Hampton, Guy of Warwicke, Artur of the

Round Table, Huon of Bordeaux, Gargantua, The Honour of Chivalrie, The

Mirror of Enighthood, &¢." Meres is classed as & minor critic by

Saintsbury who adds that Palladis Tamia is to be mentioned with eternal
gratitude because it gives us our one real document about Shekespesare's

k4
prlays. A second paper, A Compardtive Discourse of our English Poets

‘via, p 216. *sainteburg, History of Criticism, vol. ii, p 187.




§ is more to our purpose. He calls Chaucer tke "God of English Poets":
, "As Xenophon made ah absolutely heroicall poem, 80 Sir Philip Sidney

writ his immortal poem, The Countess of Pembroke's Arcadia, in prose;

and yet our rarest poet;"and later, "I say of Spencer's Fdirie Queen

I know not what more excellent or exquisite poem may be written. As
Theocritus is famous for his Idyllia in Greek, so Spencer, his imitator
in the Shepheard's Calendar, is renowned for the like argument, and

honoured for fine poetic invention and most exquisite wit;” +thus he

praises the Delia and Rosamond of Daniell, England's Heroicall Epistles

of Michael Drayton, Albion's England of Warner, Venus and Adonis,

Lucreece, and the "sugred sonnets"™ of Shakespeare, mentioning also

the Gentlemen from Verona, Errors, Love Labours Lost, Love Labours

Wonne, Midsummers Night Dreame, Merchant of Venice, Richard 2, Richard

the 3, Henry the 4, King John, Titus Andronicus, and Romeo and Juliet.

Few English writers are omitted from his enumeration and all come in for

a full share of praise. He discusses all kinds of writings, lightly
nerrers”

touching here and there with a oiildiskeess that would render his judg-

ments cheap but for their antiquity.

Ben Jonson stands on the dividing line between the cen-
turies, belonging in point of production more to the seventeenth than to
the sixteenth century. According to Sainésﬁry he was a critic "armed -
at all points". He was indéed versatile and possessed an amazing
acquaintance with literature. His own writings, plays or poems, ::::
replete with ceritical utterances regarding contemporary productions. He
seemed to delight to intersperse &a ceritical dictum in some of.his
divinest poems. The Poetaster'is full of them; Every Man In His Humour?

o dos¢
rodounds with remarks on current plays and poemsi&Evegz Man Qut Of His

Humour.;abounésuméth-shemm We have already taken up Ben Jonson's Con-

'The Poetaster, Quarto 1620, Act I, sc.ii; Acet V, sc.i; Aet V, sc. iii.

*Bvery Man In His Humour, Act V, sc. i.
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versations with Drummond, which contain practically his only other

direct contemporary ceritical dicta, the only other occurrence of such

: 4
being found in his Timber, in the famous De Shakespeare Nostrat passage,

in which he, in reply to the statement that Shakespeare ne¥er blotted a
line, said: "Would he had blotted a thousand™; bdbut he goes on to saj
that he loved the man and honoured his name "on this side idolatry as
much as any". Yet it is easy to forget that these are observations on
men, and not on their writings. He ventures appraisals of Bacon,

Sir Thomas More, Wiat, Eliot, Sir Philip Sidney, Spenser, Sir Walter
Raleigh, and others, here-

Ben Jonson is one of the outstanding figures of his day.
In 1500 there was no eriticism, but by Some means or other, whether by
plan or Providence, the art of criticism sprang full grown, as it were,
from the forehead of Jove. At the close of the century criticism as
an'art had its full and rightful place amoné the types of literature,
claiming among its devotees such men as Jorson and Bacon. Contemporary
criticism as yet was in its earliest stages. and but few instances are
vouchsafed to us. Those which we have possess certain marked charac-
teristics whicﬁ would beér consideration.

In the fifst plécgrmost of the contemporary critical
dicta of the centuryﬁiglconcerning poetry. We have "0f Poetry", by Hen-
ry Peacham, "The Apologie for Poetrie”, by Sidney, "The Defense of
Poetry", "Ars Poetica", and a lengthy list of similar titles. A vast
amount of the criticism ifself was in poetic form. This has for its
explanation the faet that poetry was the favorite vehicle of expression
of that day, and what prose there was consisted chiefly in arguments

in the abstract that have some relation to poetry. A second quality:

{
Schelling's Edition, (1892), p.2l1 sq.




is its eulogistic tendencies. The slashing review had not yet been
born and the chief part of concrete criticism was what may be termed
dedicatory. These dedicatéry reviews were usually printed as prefaces
to the play or production they discussed and were of necessity favorable,
Or, like the case of Sir William D’Avenant'and Thomas Hobbes above re-
ferred to, the former as a first preface to his first edition of Gondi-
bert dedicates the piece to Thos. Hobbes, in which he sets forth his
plan end principles, amé, reply Hobbes is more or less bound to commend
it, which commendation is then attached to the second edition as a éee-
ondary preface to the piece. They had not yet reached that point in
the development of criticism where a sound critique could be either
favorable or unfavorable, according to the merits of the casef Most of
the unfavorable verdicts were personal attacks concealed under a front
of cold indifference. Not until late in the seventeenth century did
critics awaken to the fact that judgment had to be passed on a-éigégi

777(.‘/17? 7"1/6 I/o(/(, Il

aceording to the pieee, nolens volens.

A third characteristic of the criticism of the sixteenth

century was its classicism. Ben Jonson is tthclassicist of the per-

I 10d, 0¥ From its inception this classical tenden-

/30hn Dryden, 1685, Ker's Collection, vol. i, p.264.
Cf. John Dennis, preface to Impartial Critick, 1693.

Addison, (Spectator, 291), makes the following observation: "As I intend

in my next paper to show the defects in Milton's Paradise Lost, I thought

fit to premise these few particulars to the end the %%ader may know I
enter on it as on a very ungrateful work, and that I shall just point at
the imperfections, without endeavouring to inflame them with ridicule. I
must alsoc observe,,with Longinus, that the productions of a great genius,
with many lapses and inadvertanq@s, are infinitely preferable to the
works of an inferior kind of suthor, which are scrupulously exact and

[
conformable to all the rules of correct writing,,/
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cy held sway, though Jonson was the first to ogganize it. He marks the
transition from one century to another, and his criticism differs from
that of the succeeding century in degree more than nature. This very
classical attitude, the offspring of the Renaissance, of necessity
militates against contemporary ceriticism, somewhat explaining its
scant supply. It is a striking fact that the age that produced the
greatest literature of the world should contain such a dearth ofiside—
lights on that literature, scarcely sufficient to give us external evi-
dence as to the authentic dates of most of it. As a matter of fact
Mr. Saintsbury’says that the really first substantial documents of
real ceriticism in English are those of Hobbes and D'Avenant(1651) above
referred to.

Perhaps the most lengthy observation on a contemporary

poem in this period is found in an escay by Sir William Alexander,

' Barl of Stirling, heaping encomiums upon Sidney's Arcadia: "But I con-

fess that Sir P. Sidney's Arcadia (either being considered in the whole

or in several lineaments) is the most excellent work that, in my Judg-

rment, hath been written in any Language that I understand, affording
many exquisite types of Perfection for both the Sexes; leaving the gifts
of Nature, whose value doth depend upon the Beholders, wanting no Virtue
whereof the Humane mind could be capable:=---recaccacau- It was a great
loss to posterity that his Untimely Death did prevent the Accomplishing
of that excellent work.;?— This essay, by its very title, is full of

[
Saintsbury, History of Criticism, vol. ii, p 371.

' Véir William Alexander, Anserigis, 1640, first published in the folio

edition of William Drummond, of Hawthornden? Edinburgh, 1711 .Transcribed
from that edition by J.E.Spingarn, Critical Essays of the 17th Century,

vol. i, pl87.
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short comments on contemporary anthors,~=-=--- Anacrisis, or a Censure
0f Some Poets Ancient and Modern. Alexander comes between Jonson and

Bacon. His method seemed to have been the Jotting down of observations
from time to time, which he put into the form of notes, or a very short
critical essay, which at one time has recei#ed high praise. His chief
interest to us lies in the passage quoted above, one that has positive
earmarks of a review.

The appearance of Cowley's Davideis brought out a re-
view of that piece by Thomas Sprat, which will not sgffer being passed g
over in silence. The essay'containa practically a biography of Cowley.
The Davideis was written when Cowley was but a boy at Cambridge, and
Sprat gives him this credit that because of his youth there is more
redundancy of Fancy than his later mature years would have allowed.
Dr. Sprat spared no encomiums and heaped praises upon this production
affirming that it "is a better instance and beginning of a Divine Poem
than any I ever yet saw in any Language™. The discussion of the poem
includes an investigation of its "contrivance™, subject, matter, model,
characters, numbers, design, and general composite. A defense of Cow-
i ley's method, comparing it with the works and method of Virgil and the
| other Classics, takes up a large portion of the artéide, while Cowley's.
debt to Pindar is fully explaindd.

Parallel to the eeview of the Davideis is a critique of

Cowley's Book of Plants, which Sprat goes into at some length. His

essays the reviewer touches upon lightly, but favorably: "I 4o not
speak this to their disadvantage". Yet we can expect no other than
favorable treatment of an suthor held in such high regard as that of
Sprat for Cowley.

'ég Acgount of the Life and Writings of gg;'Abraham Cowley: Written to

Mr. M., Clifford, prefixed to the first collected edition of Works of

¥Mr. Abraham Cowley, published by Heringman, 1668; may be found in

SPimrn‘ J.E. edo cit. VOl. ii;nmJﬂ‘




It is interesting to get the differert viewpoints of
that day concerning The Davideis. Leaving Sprat’s protecting caré

it is the other side of the question that we get from Thomas Rymer, &
man whose ability has been a mootdd question these many years. Rymer

v
says, in his Preface to Rapin, that Cowley was a better writer of heroic

poetry than D'Avenant; however, he is of the opiniom that "the Troubles
of David is neither t;Ee nor matter proper for an Heroic poem, seeing it
is rather the actions than his sufferings that make an Heroe; nor can
it be defended by Homer's Qdyssey, since Ulyeses' sufferings conclude
with one great and perfect action". Rymer cannot understand why Cow-
ley should make a venture into history, since that praetice had been for
80 long a time contemned by erities of all ages, and advised against

by no less authoritggthan Aristotle and Pythagoras. David's life cannot
be made the subject of an heroical poem; his actions are too scant; he
was made King through no achievement of his own; and after all, David

is the least part of the poem. This is one of the most classical of
our classical reviewers. His arguments are based on Homer; if Cowley
did as Homer did, 211 was well; but if Cowley deviated from the classie
dicta laid down by Homer and organized by Aristotle, he committed there-
by the unpardonable sin. He did not begin his poem with all the art

and address that could be desired; Homer conceived that to depict the
entire list of the actions of Achilles would be too gigantic a task,
hence he narrowed down to Achilles' resentment, and this was subject

matter enough for any poem. Compared tdé that the Davideis gives all

'Sprat concurred with the King of Englend, who declared, on the death
of Cowley, that "Mr. Cowley had not left a better man behind him in
England”. |

?Rapin(Rev. Father Réne Rapin, 1621-87) Refdexions sur la Poetique

d'Aristote et sur les ouvrages des poétes anciens et modernes,1674.

Translated by Rymer; Preface found vol ii pp 107-30,1706 edition.
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of the Hero at the beginning, the ideal king and poet, with the result
that the entire remainder of the poem has to be employed to prove it.
Homer uses only the simple appellation Achilles, son of Peleus,for his

hero, leaving the rest to conjecture; Cowley had to illustrate his
hero, explolt his leader, and +—— explain his ruler. Yet not all of

it is hostile coriticism. Rymer finds some beautiful qualities and gener-
ously gives them. He finds a finer, freer, newer, and nobler air in the

Davideis than in Tasso's Hierusalem, not toc mention the fact that

Cowley is far and beyond the peer of any Italian or French lyricist.
The fragments of English epieg;:gisl any complete production of France,
while the world has nothing to compare with the English in Drama.
Rymer was ambitious enough, for he undertcok to show
Beaumont and Fletcher how far wrong they weee. He also had in mind to
criticize Jonson and Shakespeare, but for some reason he failed to get

tc that just at this time. He began with Beaumont and Fletcher, taking

up Rollo, King and No King, and A Maid's Tragedy. His plan was to attack
Othello and Julius Caesar of Shekespeare and Cataline by Worthy Ben. A

period of some fifteen yegrs elapsed before he reached the latte\itwo

writers. His classicism persisted throughout his reviews. He com-

pares the plot and general make-up of the tragedies under consideration
with those of Euripides and the Ancients. He does not examine too
closely the proportions, unities, and outward regularities, or the me-
chanicel parts of the plays. He brazenly remarks that there is no
telking of unities when thereiggiég;essentials; he does not care whether
or not a man has two legs, or a nose on his face: he may yet be = trme
man though as awkward and unsightly as the Monster in the Tempest. The

critique of Beaumont and Fletcher occurs in his Tragedies of the Last

Age, one of the most consummately conceited pieces of criticism that

falls under our ken. The slashing attacks of the early nineteenth cen-

tury have their prototype in this émample of cutting critieism. In the
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gfirst place, the play is wrongly named, for the cause of all the work-
Eings of the plot is the falsity of Amintor to his mistress; therefore
the play should have derived its neme from him. Furthermore there

seems to be a double action in the tragedy, which is prima facie evi-

debhce that something is wrong, for having two goals the plot would at-
tain to neither. As to its possibilities, or rather Possibility; one of

the prime eequisites of the classiceal school, it is non-existent. The
very keynote of the play is improbability. The heroine has too little
modesty, and Tragedy must have modesty in women, else it is not Tragedy;
wvhen immodesty enters fhe plane is lowered to Comedy. The characters
are unreasonable éef—the~§;:%:$ha# there was ho apparent provocation
for any action. Amintor is a man of honor, yet ©bresks faith with his
mistress and accepts all manner - of affront from the king.The whole
displays an indisputable revolt against Rymer's idol, sense, hence 1s
inferior. He defends his attitude toward the eriticism of that which
pleases as against that which profits. He believed# the end of all poetiry
was to please, and though some poetry has the quality of pleasing with-
out profiting, yet a great tragedy must do both:

Fifteen years later comes the review of Qthello. Too bad
that Shekespeare changed his t;xt from the original, for in every case
the original was far superior. The source is Itelian, from & novel by
Cinthio. Shakespeare's first ¥aux pas was tc give to the Moor 2 name;
the original was Jjust "A Moor"; Desdemona, t0o, has been raised in the
social scale from "The Moor's Wife" in the original to "A Senator's
Daughter” in Shakespeare. These eiements'revolt against the classic
Probability, bdbut may yet be pleasing to those who look noy to that
phaese of the tragedy. And further, assuming that blackamoors are em-

The Tragedies of the Last Age Considersd and Examined By the Practice

of the Ancients and by the Common-sense of all Ages, Thomas Rymer, 1678,

contaeining 144 pages of original document.
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Ployed by that country to fight its battleg,, would a blackamoor be

made a superior officer as Shakespeare would have him? Would a Sen-
ator's daughter have ma;ried a man at whom the commonest English
deirymaid would have disdained to glance? The old eidolon Possibility,
again. There follows a long list of improbabilities: Othello, a general
who never does anything that comporté'with that distinguished office; Ia-
g0, & white soldier, than whom the imagination can conceive of no black-
er character; Desdemona, a senator's daughter, eloping with a Moor; the
thoughts of such charscters must, of course, be of a low order, another
fgature incompatible with the true tragedy. The unities of time, place,
and action are poorly observede-ewea Rymer is not as lenient as that

other critié who said that Shakespeare, who observed no unity of time,
place, or action was for that very reason, or certainly in spite of that
very reason, our greatest dramatist. Rymer camnot suffer the Second Act
to change so brusquely the scene of action from Venice to the Island of
Cyprus, for that would necessitate the removal of the audience there, too,
This seems to be the most laughable piece of criticism we have yet fonndfE
But what are we té think of a critic of Shakespeare's Othello who makes
such remarks as the following about that immortel dramatist: "It is no
wonder we find so much farce and Apocryphal Matter in his tragedies:
Thereby unhallowing the theater, profaning the name of Tragedy; and in-
stead of representing men and manners, turning all Morality, Good Sence,
and Humanity into Mockery and Derision"; or this,"There is in this Play
some burlesk, some humour and ramble of Comical Wit! some shew and some

mimickry to divert the spectators; but the tragical part is plainly

Addison, Spectator,592: "Our inimitable Shakespear#&s a stumblingblock
to the whole tribe of these rigid eritics. Who would not rather read.
one of his plays, where there is not a single rule of the stage observed

than any production of a modern critic, where there is not one of them

violated?"
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none other than a bloody farce, without salt or savour;" or further,
"never in the world had any Pagan Foet his Brains turned at this monstrous
Rate"?

So Shakespeare is a failure as a tragedian, "quite out
of his element™; his "brains are turned"; he raves and rambles without a
gemblance of coherence, without & spark of reason, or any rule to guide
him, and without "set bounds to his frenzy". In his philippiec against
Cataline Rymer is equally sulphuric: Bern Jonson is "in the dark, and
Jumbles things together without head and tail"; however, it is to be
rejoiced that Catiline has one redeeming feature, the fact tﬁat its
scene is laid "in Europe", and no longer "in the land of savages™.

Authorities differ in regard to Rymer's position in
eriticism. There are those who think that he is in the "first ranks of
criticksJ; that he possessed "an excellent talent for criticismﬁﬁ Pope
esteemed him as a critic of the first wate%; Macaulay considered him
"the worst critic that ever lived"; Dr. Johnson sdid that Dryden, when
wrong, was as good or better than Rymer, when righf; he adds that Ry-
mer's criticism "has the ferocity of a tyrant"? Seintsbury says of him:
"I never cams across a worse critiec than Thomas Rymer‘: Spingarn is in-
clined to be favorable® We derive from these observations the varying

changes and vicissitudes through which a eritic’s reputation may paes.

bryden. Ker's edition, vol ii, p 314.
‘féngbaine, Account of the English Dramatic Poets, 1691, p 433.

'Spence, Anecdotes,edition 1820, p 85.
%amuel Johnson, Works,London, 1824, vol ix, p 388 sgqg.
[saintsbury, History of Criticism, vol ii, p 397.
%pingarn, J.E. Critical Essays of the Seventeenth Century, vol i, intro-

duction, p lxxviii sq.
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Contemporary views seem to be for him more than against him, but the
nineteenth century seems to have been his worst enemy. He was viewed
at all angles and yet remained in the ascendant. Despite his being
"the worst critic™ that Prof. Saintsbury "ever came across"™, the credi:

must be given him of being a scholar and a litterateur, versed in all

the lore of the Ancients and conversant with the best in French and
Italian literature. He may not have known Shakespeare, but he knew
Aristotle, Cesileantro, Rapin, Le Mespardi®re, and Corneille. His
.1ideas do not now meet with the highest approval, but he was highly
edbapmed by his contemporaries. Perhaps their view of him was a
clearer perspective than was his regard for Shakespeare and Worthy
Ben. .
The rantings of Rymer elicited replies from both

Dryden and John Dennis; the former will be considered later; the lat-

ter requires only cursoby mention. The Short View of Tragedy was the

inspiraticn for The Impartial Criticki which consisted of a letter

to a friend, the Earl of Dorset, containing the‘sﬁpposed dialogue
between Beaumont and Freeman. Patterned after the classic Crito and
Apology the dialogue tekes up Waller's poems in a manner not unlike
the famous Drummond CJ;ersations. It seems impossible for the critiecs

=
to divorce themselves from the classics, for the supreme test of ex-

cellence is a comparison with Plato and Aristotle, and a failure to
fall in with their tenets and laws renders an author amenable to all
the censure in the category.

Langbaine is more to our purpose. One essay furnishes

‘John Dennis, The Impartial Critick, or Some Observations upon a late

Book Entituled A Short View of Tragedy Written by Mr. Rymer,1693, pub-

lished by R.Taylor, London. Dennis's works were never collected,

though two vols. of the Select Works of John Dennis were published in

London, 1718, including only his verse.
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ag8 many 8as twenty-three good reviews of Dryden's plays, not to mention
an extensive list of notices of otherféhat he woul?d fain take up also.
The essay!is in fact a reply to Dryden’s crifticism and is replete with
details. He undertakes to show Dryden that he himself is more than

guilty of the same lapses and faults of which he has so freely accused
his predecessors, and to this end he takes up these twenty-three plays
consecutively. Then for the sake of fairness, in order to give both

sides of the question, he ends with a quotation from Mac Flecknoe that

strikes the ultimate extreme of praise. As to the gquality of Lang-
baineS eriticism, that is another question. Eis most apparent trait
seemed to be a mania for searching after the sources of poems, and
having found it, for emblazoning to the world {gg;;iiigxhat this au-
thor owed such and such a debt to that source, and so on. However, one
cannot but recognize his learning and give him the credit for keeping
company with the works of the classic writers, with those of France

and England.

Before going into a study of Dryden it will prove prof-
itable to take a backward glance &and note some of the outstanding
characteristics and formative elements in the periods covered thus
far. Practically the first true critique in the English language was
that of Sir Philip Sidney, in his Defence of Poesie, which dwells for

a while on Gorbodoc. He is peculiarly reticent on all matters relating
ToT%4e e}ff:-z:- (2

" to style, venturing an observation only es—3he—faes that it ignores

the unities. He inaugurates a system of criticism which modern scholars

’Langbaine, An Account of the English Dramatic Poets; or Some Observations

on the Lives and Writings of all those that have published either Come-

dies, Tragedies, Tragi-comedies, Pastorals, Masques, Interludes, Farces,

or Operas in the English Tongue, Oxford, 1691.
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have dubbed the "roll-call"™, which is what its name implies, a running
down a list of contemppraries, giving a word here and there on a work
that has recently appeared wdthout any attempt whatever to enlarge upon
the judgment. This is somewhat akin to the modern book notice. This
roll-call is quite distinetive of this early period and was employed

by nearly all those whose names can be mentioned in the catalogue of
eritics. ©Puttenham follows the lead of the roll-call adherents. Out of
seventy-four chapters he devotes one alone to a general free-for-all
eriticism of the poets. Harington gives us quite an extensive defense

of Ariosto, while Jonson throws some light on Shakespeare in his famous
Nostrat utterance in his Timber. The outstanding characteristic is
elassicism. The influence of the ancients exercises a powerful dictator-
ship over these writers, and we are led to ponder whether Ben's dictum
that Shakespeare "knew little Latin and less Greek" was not the clue to
his success after all, for he flew high, unhampere%?y any great debdbt

to those classics with their tenacious enveloping theories.

Another type contributory to the review, as yet embyyoniec,
was the conversations of Jonson and Drummond. These worthies would
gather around the table in the "Mermaid" or some equally enticing hos-

telty, and would scatter broadcast ftheir dictg on current literature,
in precisely the manner that Dr. Johnson and HEE“Eg%EEEe did a century};(
and a half leter. Their influence was far-reaching and they exercised
an authority in criticism that was felt on all sides. The precedent
established bf Drummond and Jonson has been followed by such men as
Peacham, Bolton, Drayton; Alexander, Reynolds, and Suckling, all of
whom furnish material for consideration in a study of this kind. They
simply attach a "tag", a short comment, to an author and pass on, in-
different to the attitude of the one tagged or of those who peruse the
comment. This class of eriticism is-d;e$&ae$&¥e of the sixteenth cen-

tury and the first half of the seventeenth, but passes away with the
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Age of Dryden, while there beéins a period of real constructive and
intensive criticism that places the art in its rightful place as one of
the chief types of literature.

A third characteristic of the period is its tendency
toward faulpfinding. The earliest observations were commendatory, but
as the art grew and added more man power to its forceérhere was a general
penchant for severity, while the beauties of works were ignored in a
general headlong rush to find faults therein existing. This is illustret-
ed particularly in the case of Rymer and Langbaine. However, the end of
this period marked an epoch in this regard, and Beauties instead of
Faults began to be the cynosure of all eyes. We find Dryden, in 1685,
advocating a search for the beauty of the piece as against a search for
its flaws2 Dennis, in 1693, advises the samz: though he did not carry
out his own advice to the strictest letter; Addison tells us: "A true
eritic ought to dwell rather upon excellences than imperfections, to dis-
| cover the concealed beauties of a writer, and communicate to the world
such things as are worth their observation. The most exquisite words
and finest strokes of an author are those which very often appear the
' most doubtful and exceptionable to a man who wants a relish for polite
learning; and they are these which a sour undistinguishing critic general-

. 3
ly- attecks with the greatest violence."

Dryden, Ker's edition, vol i, p 264. Dennis, Impartial Critick, préface.

’deison, Spectator, no.291. Addison quotes Dryden:

BErrors, like straws, upon the surface flow;
He who would search for pearls must dive below.

Coleridge, continuing tje discussion of Beauties and Faults in his Biog-

raphia Literaria, ch iii, says: "He who tells me there are defects in a

new work tells me nothing that I should not have taken for granted with-
out his information. But he who points out and elucidates the beauties

of an original work does indeed give me interesting information, such as
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The earliest idea of literature was of a stable, immobdbile
type that was of necessity bound to remain in the same groove in which
it then wes. The end of the seventeenth century, however, saw & new
idea in criticism; a step forward from the 0ld stability to a new cul-
ture; a progress in the attitude of men toward literature; & change from

a study of literature for the sake of the art that was in it to a study

!of it in its influence upon the minds of men. And still the greatest
.step foeward was the progress from the abstraet to the concrete, from the
general study of theory to the specific and particular treatment of
specific and particular works.

John Dryden is distinctively the poet of the Restoration.
Though born in 1631 his first verse was not published.until 16568, two
years before the return of Charles II. 1In 1660 he was an ardent Royalist

in the full limelight because of his poem Astraea Redux, welcoming the

return of the Carolingian line. The period of the Restoration, beginning
| in 1660, 1is held by some writers to be the inception of modern English

history, for at that period English life began to assume its modern

form and to show the first sigmns of that political, cemmeresaty industrial,

artistic and social development that has been the formative element in
making the England of today. The age of Dryden, which may also be called
 the age of Charles the Second, is in sharp contrast to the age of Eliz-

Iabeth. The Elizabethans were still moving on the impetus of the Renaiiyi

=y

ance, and Shekespeare, their greatest representative, had tendencies
more or less romantic., that left him free and unfettered in his flights

of fancy. But soon after the beginning of the seventeenth century classi-

EXPERIENCE would not have authorized me in anticipating.”

Cf Seinte-Beuve, Causeries de Lundi, vol iii p 300.

Cf also M.Souriau, La Preface de Cromwell,pp 40-1, 319~ 23.
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cism began to get a "strangle hold" on the writers of the age and by tke
time of the Restoration they were held fast and tight by the tentacle-like
tenets of the ancients. Criticism seems never to have been free of the
shackles and now became even more tightly bound.

Certain English scholars’ are disposed to divide the history

of English literature intc four periods; first, a period of classicism

| from the earliest time to the beginning of the sixteenth century; second,

& period of so-called romanticism from the beginning of the sixteenth to
the middle of the seventeenth century; third, a period of true classicism
from the middle of the seventeenth to 18C0; and lastly, a period of ro-
manticism from 1800 to the present day. Whatever may be the rightful
divisions a contrast can be seen between the Elizabethan and Caroline eras
in imaginative and productive literature. The Elizabethans gave free

rein t¢ their imaginations, which, whether dealing with knoyledge, as in
Bacon, or with human power as in Marlowe, or with faith as-qszi‘Milton,
took wings to itself and flew. But in the period of the Restoration

men were weary of the excitement and turmoil superinduced by the civil
war and were content to accept any facts as they seemed to sxist, without
investigating the cause. Hence the classical age of Dryden and Pope. But
literary criticism took new life, receiving a fresh impetus from the in-
crease in literary productivity, and thus evolved into a formal type of
literature.

Dryden marks the transition from the seventeenth to the
eighteenth sentury. It is indeed rare that a man of létters of his cel-
ibre should end his career on the exact turning &¢f the century; it is
quite a coincidence that he died in 1700. His first writing appeared in

1658 and for forty years he was the literary dictator of England. Several

Cf Mr. Edmund Gosse, From Shakespeare to Pope.
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items enter into this effect, chief of which is his learning. Whatever
may have been Dryden’s limitations in regard to the earlier history of
his own language, he certainly acquired an extensive acquaintance

with the classical languages and the critical theories of the Greeks.
This, in a measure, was a great factor in forming the critical tenden-
¢y in him. Another item contributing to Dryden’s supremacy was his

store of commonsense. He was the man of reason, the rational thinker,

wov
i and was able to analyze without effort the various effg}ts that fell

into his hands. TJis analytic ability was one of his chief assets
as a critic. He owes a great deal to others; his very words show it.

However we are led to believe that his own creation is vaslly superior

. to anything he ever borrowed from the ancients. His chief debt is %o

Corneiills, whom he shamelessly copied without restraint and whose in-
fluence may be seen throughout all his writingsf Dr. Samuel Johnson
said of Dryden that he was the father of English Criticism, the

"writer who first taught us to determine upon principles the merit of
composition"?/ That learned diggogrsgr mentions only four previous
writers as crities, namely, Webb, Puttenham, Jonson, and Cowley, adding
that the "Essay on Dramatic Poesie” was the first regular treatise on
literature and writing. Dryden certainly marks a point in the develop-
ment of contemporary appraisal, though he did not increase the
exigsting amount by a considerable addition.

A glance at Dryden's tréatment of The Silent Woman'

will give something of an insight into Dryden's methods of criticism.
He takes up the unities first, that battleground of the critics of all

periods. The length of action of the Silent Woman is three hours and a

‘Dryden, W.P.EKer, introduction p 36.

»Johnson, Chief Lives of the Poets, ed Matthew Arnold, p 103, (Henry
Holt & Co. 1889) |

J Dryden, An Essay on Dramatic Poesie, ed Ker,W.P. (1900) vol i, p 83.




half, scarcely more than the time required for the performance on the
stage; this is of course a point in its favor. The place is confined
to two houses in London city. The action is continuous, having scarce-
ly any break, while the plot is even and smooth, yet high and noble

in conception. As for the characters they fill ﬁll the requirements of
the eidolon Probability, at the same time performing each his own pecu-
liar function toward perfecting the design. Later the devices of the
dramatist are taken up together with a discussion pro and con of meter
and rime.

According to Dr. Johnson the greater part of Dryden’s
prose is criticism, and, narrowing it still further, this essay is
his best prose composition, save his Preface to the Fables, the master-
piece of his later life. A great many of these criticisms were in the
form of dialogues, analagous to those of Plato, a favorite ?ehicle of
both the French and English of the period. Dennis used it, and Cor-
neille, a fact that might be entered as an additional item in Dryden’'s
liabilities.

Dryden's legacy to us in contemporary criticism is scant
indeed. He 4id not seem disposed to take up the works cf individual
authors and discourse upon their beauties and faults except in the case
of the ancients whose works he translated. A writer in the Nation
vouchsafes the opinion that Dryden never wrote a critieism without
having his own axe to gringi Whatever may be the truth of that his

critique of the Silent Woman is practically his only concrete contem-

porary criticism. Dryden's place among critics is unquestioned for all
authorities combine to give him due praise despite his many imperfections
and inaccuracies. "These imperfections and inaccuracies™, says Sir ‘
Walter Scott, "are marks of the haste with which Dryden was compelled to
give his productions to the world, and cannot deprive him of the praise

due to the earliest and most entertaining of English eritics. He left

! Nationﬁ’i-; ;231
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| to_English Literature a name second only to those of Milton and Shakes-
peare{" He is great as a critic, the greatest of all the crities pre-
vious to 1700, but he has left too little contemporary Jjudgment to
warrant further space in a work of this kind. With him the study of the

seventeenth century comes to a close.

"Scott, Miscellqgeous Works, Life of Drydem, vol i, pp 452-3. Edinburgh,

1870.
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CHAPTER THREE.

The Great Classicists.

The influence of the Restoration was still felt in the
literature of the beginning of the eighteenth century, which was almost
coincident with the accession of Anne to the throne of England. A new
element was beginning to show itsslf in the writings of the period, which
in fact had not been totally absent hitherto. This was the element of
politics, due to the want of newspapers and the need of writers to help
mould publiec opinion. Still further thers was a great need for reform
whieh furnished an outlet for written expressions hitherto denied, a
fact that gave emphasis to the production of a amount of literature
in the same style as that which existed before in the time &f Dryden.

The style that Dryden set became more thoroughly crystallized and =

' 1ittle more classicized, to the end that the Age of Queen Anne developed

a literature approximating that of the Elizabethan Age. Six great

names stand out as of the first magnitude in this period: Swift, Addison,

. Steele, Pope, Johnson, and Goldsmith. O0f the first mentioned we have

' but little that has any bearing on the present study; what criticism he

indulged in was mostly theoreticgl. That of the others of the sextet
require%an investigation more or less searching, with the advantage in
favor of the last two. As & matter of fact Dr. Johnson may be given the
credit of having written the first real formal review in English litera-
tare.

Previous to this time there had existed periodicals of
different natures, but none of them has lived as have the Tatler, the
Spectator, the Guardian, and the Rambler. The first English newspaper

was Butter's Weekly Newes from Italie and Germanie,first published as
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. far back as 1622. Subsequent periodicals were inaugurated for politi-
cal purposes, especially in the case of Swift's Examiner. Not until 1709
was there a paper whose purpose it was to "observe upon the manners of
the pleasurable, as well as the busy part of mankind, to expose the false
arts of life, to pull off the disguises of cunning, vanity, and affecta-
tion, and to recommend a general simplicity in our dress, our discourse,
and our behaviour“: This was the Tatler,founded by Steele, who was
goon joined by Addison. It was a triweekly paper dealing with foreign
and domestic affairs, poetry and the drama, gallantry, pleasure, and
entertainment, and social and personal topics. Those of the papers
that were dated from "Will's" are-thede—dirat fall under our notice here,
for they bear on literature and ecriticism. The Tatler was presumably
non-partizan, but Steele's Whig ideas insisted on creeping into the
columns until 1711, when?éggifgggfded to abolish it, and the Spectator
under the guidance of Addison superseded it.

These periodicals contain practically all of Addison's
and Steele's extant criticism. Addison seems to have coatributed
sixty-three articles to the Tatler, of which only four have to do with
eriticism. No. 20, published iay 26, 1702, is a slight review, or mere-

ly a notice, of The Recruiting Officer, a comedy by Farquhar. This re-

view is more a criticism of the acting as Addison saw it than of the play

itself. Bacon's Advancement of Learning is briefly discussed in a later

Tatler, an extract being used to bear the writer out in a dissertation
upon man's duty to himselff/ A thirdgis a general discussion of bad

critics without any particular mention of any work, a scornful ianvect-
ive against the critic who "without entering into the sense and soul of

an author has a few general rules, which, like mechanical instruments,

3
'Tatler, vol i, dedication ‘Yéatler, No. 168. Tatler No. 165.
*Datler No. 239, October 19, 1710.wus? [M44<-
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he applies to the works of every writer; and as they quadrate with them,
pronounces the: author perfect or defective". The: fourtﬁqis a treat-
ise on poor crivies, "it is ridicalous for any man o0 criticize on the
works of another, who has not distinguished himself by his own perfor-
mances". He mentions in passing Dr. Atterbury's volume of verses called
"Miscellanies”.

Addison’s prestige is chiefly derived from his contribu-
tions to the Spectator. EHis critical essays were divided by himself
into three groups:'the first group is composed of abstract utterances

on True and False Wit; the second dealt with criticism of Paradise Lost;

the third was a series of short dissertations on the Fleasures of the
Imagination. 0f these only the second group comes under our observa-

tion. Paradise Lost was written forty years before the time of these

papers, dbut the criticism demands our notice. These eighteen essays

- furnish an excellent example of classical criticism. Many excellencies
are fourd in Milton, "the greatest poet which our nation, or perhaps any
nation, has produced", by a systematic comparison of his methods with

f those of EHorace, Aristotle,Virgil, and Homer. Aside from the numbers on
Milton there are a few instances of direct critique, such as the mention
of some of George Herbert's poeméf'a brief discourse on Waller, Cowley,

3
and Dryden, and the bare mention of Pope's Essay on Criticismt Ferhsaps

Spectator, No. 409. June 19, 1712. “Ibid. 58, May 7, 1711.
3fpid, No. 62, May 11, 171l.

bid, No. 253, Dec. 20, 1711.
Addison owed a great debt to Dryden, though it is certain that he could
not have known him personally. The influence of Dryden can be felt

throughout all of Addison's papers.
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the nearest approach to the real review that occurs in Addison is the

critique on The Mar OF Modé,'which had just come out. This review occu-

pies three full<length columns of fine print, quoting freely from the
rlay in an effort toé&%ﬁfthat its reputation as a genteel show was

pot justifiable. He concludes: "To speak plain of this whole work, I
think nothing but being lost to a sense of innocence and virtue can make
anyone see this comedy without observing more frequent occasion to move
sorrow and indignation than mirth and laughter. At the same time I al-
low it to be nature, but it is napure in its utmost corruption and degen-

gracy." We have a comment on the Memoirs of the private life of Phara-

5 3
mond of Exgymkx France; a mention of Hobbes' Discourse of Human Naturse;

a scanty mention of "the late miscellany published by Mr. PoPe;t a review

&t some length of Spenser's Faerie Queeﬁg a lengthy review of Colley

Cibber's Ximena, "a moving entertainment, wrought out of a great and ex-
. emplary virtue"f These comprise practically all of the Spectator's con-
tributions to contemporary critiecism, an addition of small scope conmsider-
ing Addison's position in literature.

Addison contributed fifty-one papers to the Guardian with
the same success that marked his earliei lucubrations in the Tatler and
Spectator, but with still fewer instances of real appraisal of other

works.

' Spectator,No. 65. May 15, 1711% play by Sir George Etheridge.
"Tbid No. 76 S Ibid No. 47. TIbid No. 523.  ~Ibid No. 540.

"Ibid No. 546, review of Cibber's Ximens, or The Heroic Daughter, a trag-

edy taken from Corneille's Cid. Ibid Nos. 70 and 74, are fine

rtreatises of Chevy Chase.
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So inSefara yf
The names of Addison and Steele are, inesxsrioably linked

' in the history of literature-fmmswetr=memmes}that one cannot be studied
to advantage apart from the other. So much of their work was done to-
gether that et times it is difficult to distinguish the work of the
| one from that of the other. Steele was the originator of the periodi-
cal idea, though Addison's fame has in a measyre exceeded Steele's.
Steele has to his credit one hundred and eighty-sight Tatlers, two hun-
dred and thirty-six Spectators, and ninety Guardians.’ It is interest-
ing to note how general was the usunal discussion of Addison and Steele
in these periodicals; style of dress came in for its share of commendas$
tion or censure; social evils, morals, and manners were the chief topics
for discussion; fabricated letters from fictitious characters satirized
the prevailing ideas and customs. The editors avowedly refrained from
personalities, a fact which militated against a successful search after
| concrete appraisals. It remained for Steele to do his reviewing out-
side of the periodicals, and that was of small scoPe; He gives us a

review of Collins's Discourse of Free Thinking, not altogether compli-

mentary to the author of that work. He tells us that the author start-
ed out by defining free thought, and thenLfoxrtawith-ané immediztely
forfeited all elaims to being himself a freethinker by betraying a rank
prejudice against meﬁ in holy orders. Those who have devoted themselves
to the service of God are due a great respect, nay more, reverence, and
it is characteristic of an evil mind to spesk disrespectfully of them in

general. The author of this Discoursse approaches blasphemy, for he

In addition he was author of, or connected with, the following periodicals
that were published following the closing of the three above mentioned:
The Englishman, 56 numbers; Lover, 40 numbers; Reader, 9 numbers; Town

Talk, 9 nos; Tea Table, 3 nos; Chit-chat, 3 nos; Plebeian, 4 nos; and

The Theatre, 28 nos.
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"that should burn a house and justify the action by asserting he is a

free agent would be more excusaeble than this autbor in utfering what he

has from the right of freethinker". The author misrepresents the Bible
ard he misrepresents Cicero, with the ralpable design of undermining

the prestige and aunthority of the Scriptures, and "if ever man deserved
tc be denied the common benefits of air and water, it is the author of

A Discourse of Fres Thinking!

The teegedy of Cato is the basis of a fine review by
Steele —————— a review that finds beauties as well as faults. Cato is a
character well drawn and speaks as befits a noble Roman. The other
characters are depicted with skill and are as worthy as Catc; the lovers
are the epitome of discretion; the death of the yourg gallant from num-
berlese wounds in defense of right and nobility is conducive to rectitude
and virtue in young Britons; spasce alcne prevents his expatiating on
the excellencies of each character:. and supernumerary, but the epilogue
and the prologue serve as well. This review appeared before the play

was acted, and of course served as a practical announcement. Its merits

v
N

\

further notice from Steele, which appeared in the form of letteréefrom e

as & contemporary appraisal cannot be overestimated. Cato called for

"Wwilliam Lizard"and others lauding the tragedy and eulogizing the author/

pre

2

! Guardian, No. 3. It is a mooted question whether Steele or Berkeley wrote ‘i
this number.

YGuardian No. 33. Steele appends the Prologue to Cgto, by Pope, and the

Epilogue, by Dr. Garth; the former "to prepare the audience for a scene
of passion and transport on a more noble plane thaen they have been before
entertained with"; the latter rallying "the mercenary traffic between: \\%_g
men and women of this age".

JGuardian, No. 59.




(40)

AN« T@vion :
If these can be bBonsidered a e can be well as-

sured of Cato's popularity, from such comments as the following: "The
tragedy of Cato exceeds, in my opinion, any of the dramatic pieces of
the ancients™; and this, "Cato's soliloquy at the beginning of e

the fifth act is inimitable"; or this, "our British Cato improves our
language as well as our morals"; or, "It will be an honour to the times
we live in to have had such a work produced in them, and a pretty spec-
ulation for posterity to observe that the tragedy of Cato was acted with

general applause in 1713". It seems that here Steele has only words of

praise for Addison's play and is most extravagant in the use of them;
whether he was biassed by friendship can scarcely be determined at this
lete date.

It is interesting to note Addison's and Steele's attitude
towards the ecritiecs. In the first place, any wholesale censure of an
‘author aroused their ire to its height, while their indignation became
iwhite hot if the author censured is an ancient of long-standing popular
favor: In the second place a critic should not undertseke any criticism
of a production unless he has shown an ability superior to the author

!

whom he desires to take to task; the old argument'of the beam and the
‘mote. Ifhthe critic wishes to advance theories of cfiticism , let him
show by his practice his proficiency and mastery of the theorjf In the
third place, a critic is human, and is perfect only in proportion that
a man may be perfect. When a production is s2id to have faults its

human authorship is thereby admitted. When a critic attacks the work of

Guerdian, No. 119. “Tbid No. 115. Ibid No. 110.
Addison agrees with Dr..Johnson (Works, vol ix, pp 388 ff}London, 1824)
in saying that the "very faults of great writers have more beauty in

them than the most elaborste compositions of the more correct writers".
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a renowned poet or favorite author, at once the judgment of the eritiec
is questioned while the author in question goes away with complete
integrity.

Classicism reached its apex in Pope, the gre8t¥ exponent
of the Heroic Couplet in the first part of the eighteenth centurj. Pope
was one of the first writers of English literature whose income made
him independent of policy or party, and whose sole allegiance was to the
public. His place among English men of letters may be challengedi pat—
but his position in the literature of the early eighteenth century is
unquestioned and his supremacy acknowledged. In criticism he was su-
preme. One English scholar'has said that Pope was the first great
Shakespearean critic, Rymer and Dryden to the contrary notwithstending.
In contemporary criticism his work was extemnsive. He persisted in main-
taining a stern indifference to the attacks of crities, yet he himself
loat no opportunity to strike, using every possible retaliatory measure
his sharp wit and keen mind could furnish. Practiecally all of his per-

sonal enemies underwent the sting of his 1lashing lampoon in the Dunciad,

which appeared in 1728.
The earliest of his ventures may be found in his letters.

His Essay on Criticism was published at the age of nineteen, in the year

1711. A year previous tc this, on December 17, 1710, in one of his let-

terévéope undertekes a critique of an edition of poems that had Jjust

been published by Crashaw. A few general remarks on the author are fol-

Cf Steele, Memoirs of the Life and Writings of Addison, 1719.

. Warner, Famous Introductions to Shakespeare's Plays, p xix.

etter No. 29, Pope to Cromwell, Dec/17, 1710. The Works Of Alexander

ope, New edition, by Rt. Hon. Jobhn Wilson Croker, (London, 1872) vol i.
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lowed by observations on individusl poems and passageg that show remerk-
able acumen for a young critie of twenty-two yesrs. Crashaw's poems are
 "writ kike a gentlemern's, at leisure hours to keep out of idleness more
than to establish a reputation”. One may find in Crashaw nothing but
pretty conceptions, fine metaphors, glittering expressions, and "some-

' thing of a neat cast of verse, which are properly the dress, gems, or

loosefornaments of poetry". The author o#them patterned his work after

| Petrarch, or still more probebly, Marino. His chief fault is his over-
reaching the mark, with the idea of sustaining suspense. The Weeper, one
' among the collection, is cited as a dull poem, yet here and there is a

! real thought,, around which is heaped a jumble of other thoughtqko serve
las "£i1ler8Y or ballast. The reader has to dig deep to find. the beauty

7%€_r e was

in Crashaw, for Crashaw wrote rapidly and, in consequencgﬁgf necessity e

*eo»ped 2o great deal of what Pope termed "froth", which had to be pene-

trated before the real poetry was found. DPope found beauties as well as

faults, though, for bemeath the foam the pure beverage was there. Ano-
ther poem in the same selection under surveildamece was the HusidSDuel.
The heroic verse of this poem is carelessly made up-=«-- its great and

glaring fault, for with more care it would be a poem full of pleasant-

i ness and sweetness, with wonderful rhythm and well turned couplets.

é ‘ A letter,i::n-his friend, Caryll! written from Binfield,

| praises Tickell's verses on Peace, which came out at that time. Tickell
is praised fer having "produced several most poetical images and fine

pieces of painting". Tope cites a number of "strokes of mastery”, and

—— -
Letter No. zﬁ% Pope to Garyll, Feb. 1712 lz,ras%rks of Alexander Pope,

new edition, by Rt. Hon. John Wilson Croker, (London, 1872) vol i.
' Bd. cit. letter mo. 13, Nov. 29, 1712.
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after close scrutiny finds eight lines that so closely resemble eight of

his own irn Windsor Porest that he earnestly inquires of Caryll his advice

as to whether he should not omit his entirely from Windsor Korest as

being greatly inferior.

Ancther letter'to Caryll contzins some observations on
Cato, which first appeared in 1713. Pope seems to have bhad the privi-
lege of reading.OVer the first edition of the play before iﬂ(ézg;f;;gj)
acted, hence his remarks. In his opinion, Cato was so charmimg a play
that it filled all of FPlato's requisites for the perfect tragedy, in his
idea of the greatest pleasure ar . exalted soul could be cépable of, name-
1y, "a view of virtue itself, drest in person, colour, and gction". The
Cato of Englahd was vastly superior to the original Cato of the Romans;
a most moral play.

At z2bout this time Steele published the Crisis, which in-
stantly called down upon him a storm of prectlest from all sides. Pope

v
made some censorious remarks on this pamphlet. The first mention of

Gulliver's” Travels occurs in a letter from Tope to Swift, September 14th,
1725, noteworthy because of the subsequent fame of that satime. Another
letter¥informs us of Pope's ignorande of the French language. This apolo-
gy is brought out by a review of Voltaire's Herrisde, published at that
time. The reviewer praises Voltaire's allegorical use of virfues aﬁd vices
a practice egually good for ancieﬁt times and modern, arnd for a1l redigions
and creeds. They are not divinitées, but natural passions, and for this
reason excel the use of Juppiter, Juno, ard the rest of the Greek and

Roman theocracy. DPope finds that the poem has too little fable For an

'Ed. Cit. Letter No. 18 1":l'bzid, letter no. £8. Jibid. letter no. 12,vol ii

Swift took the manuscript of Gulliver's Trxvels to London in- 1726 for

cublication. Pope‘must have read the ms. in 1725. ibid, vol ii p 4001_,3
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epic though the whole is helped by the author’s mastery of natration.
Pope is a gbeet admirer of Voltairg§§& a fact revealed by a number of
his letters. “the parts of the poem in question that relate to the act-
jons or sentiments of men are wxcellent and form some of the chief
passages of the poem. Voltaire's character as a wrifer is analyzed at
length; namely, his judgment of mankind, and his observations of human
actions in a lofty philosophical vein.

Hidden away in some of the remote corners of Fope's let-
ters we come upon unexpected judgments of poems and other productions
such as the abdve. At all periods of his life he found time for a'
letter tc his friends, the collection of which is indeed voluminous.
These letters contain, perhaps, more real contemporary criticism than
any other phase of his writings, for many awthors submitted their ﬁorks
to him for approvel before publication. They requested him to discuss
it freely and fully, not hesitating tc look closely for the fzults.

Just such a criticism'%as that of a life of Sir’Isaae Kewton preparatory 
to its publication. Conduitt asked for a free and unreserved criticism
of his work so that he might remedy the faults. Erankness was certainly
Pope’s wgbtchword in this review, for he does not hesitate to tell him
just what his work lacks. In 1738 a play appeared,,written by Hill, and-
called Caesar, which was submitted to Bope for reading before dts appear-
ance. This play elieited high praiséyfrom T ope, who thought it one of

the noblest productions of his acquaintance. He seems to have forgotten

letter no. 2. Pope to Bolingbroke. A review of Voltaire's Henriade,

first published in 1723 under the title of La Ligue, or Henri le Grand.
"ibid, letter no. 1, Pope to Conduitt, Nov. 10, 1727, vol x, p 239.
’ibid, vol x, p 61, July 21, 1738, letter nos 39, Pope to Hill.
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thoée of Shakespeare when he said "no characters were ever more nobly
sustained than those of Brutus and Caesar". The play excels in greatness
of sentiment; and is replete with the most striking sentences and lively
passages. The author has given scenes of great dignity, yet he sogtens
this dighity in the scene between Laesar and Calpurnia’, and raises the
noble strife of Caesar and Brutus tc a high plane.

Tope contributed but few papers to the Guardian and none
_tovthe Spectator and fhe patler. It seems that Ambrose Phillips had
aroused his ire in regard to Pastorals, and Tope undertook tc defend him-

self by one of the most baffling satires’ on record---so baffling that &%

deceived . the gieat Addison himself. Apparently he bows before the
superior genius of Phillips, but a deeper glance shows the keen satire that
runs like an undercurrent throughout the whole.

We have not yet reached the stage of the formal review.
Hitherto we have found a quantity of contemporary criticism, judgments

i [N
passed moee or lesgrhaph%;ard fashion, whenever the occasion demanded. But
oF

not yet had any one.aa#béaee&ﬁ dovn with the delberate task of reviewiﬁg

a work for the benefit of literature. ¥ith the close of a study of Pope

——

70

we pass; » Pr. Samuel Johnson, the first

o’

exponent of the deliberate review. He, with Goldsmith and Smollett, are
the pioneers of the great system of newspaper reviewing thet made the

periodicals of the early nineteenth century so Jjustly famed.

/ ] L
Guardian, No. 40, Monday, April 27, 1718
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The déne great outstanding figure of the eigzhteenth century
is Samuel Johnson. Dr. Johnson possessed one quality that was absolutely
essentizl to 2 greaf eritic, namely, he "knew.more books than any man alive™.
288 to this the fact that his judgment was sound in spite.bf psrejudice and
.|his reason balanced in spite of 2 certain amount of bias, and we have the
characterization of the greatest of eighteenth century crities. Lll men
are ﬁore or less the producv of the times, and Dr. Johnson was no exception.
The influence of Queen Anne's age was gone, but the attitude of 211 at this
period was neo-classiec. Johnson's apparent animosity to Gray was thought
to ve due to his subconscious antipathy to the outeropping Romentic strains
in his poetry.

Johnson wrote masses of reviewsf which to take up one by one
is beyond the scope of this work. His chief contributions to criticism

consist in his Lives of the Poets, his contributions to the Rambler,and

those to Ihe Literary Magazine. Boswell tells us of some reviews that

Johnson wrote for the latder publication,among which are found his very

famous critique of the_Memoirs of the Court of Augustus and that of Hanway's

Zssay on Yea and Its Ternicious Counsequences. Nor can that of rthe Tnguir
y on

into the Origin of Evil pass unnoticed, for it is one of his best. Johnson

Following is a list of Johnson's reviews 2s given by Boswell; Life, ({Croker's

edition, London, 1853,) vol ii, p 63: Birch's History of the Royal Society;

E¥urphy's Gray's Inn Journzl; Warton's Essay on The Writings and cenius of

Pope, vol i; Hampton's Translatfion of Folybius; blackwell's_iiemoirs of the

dourt of Augustus; Russell’'s Natural History of Aleppo; Sir Isaac Newton's

| Arguments in Proof of a2 Deity; Browne's Christian Morals; Thilosoghical

Transactions, vol xlix; irs. Lenox's Iranslation of Sully}s lemoirs; Letter

on the Case of Admiral Byhg; Henway's Eight Days' Journey; Essay on Tea;and

Jenyns's A Free Tnguiry into the Nature and Origin of Evil.
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could not suffer Mr. Soame Jenyns to "venture so far beyond his depth”.
T7e mey note a review at this time §f a real novel---brief, to be sure,

tut true---The Iemoirs of Miss Sydnmey Biddulrh, by ¥rs. Sheridan.

But the greatest cf all his contemporary criticism is con-

tained in his Lives of the Tcets. rhe value of the Lives is enhanced in

that most of the poets discussed were contempcrary with Johnson, with the
exception of'¥ilton and Dryden, and he was of course intimate with them

as he was with gll the litterzfeurs of the time. And with Cowley, ¥iltcn,

Dryden, and what others he knew not personally, he had zn intimate ac-

iz.intance through their works. EHe confesses ignorance of the details
3

fle]

of Dryden's life, due to scant material, but that scarcity does not zffect
his eriticism of Dryden's works. Johnson praises highly passages in

N\ . . .
syrannic Love, ithe Conguest of Granada, Marriage a la }ode, rhe Assignation,

Troilus and Cressida, i1l for Love, and others of his plays. The reviewer

has something to say for each in turn: Don Sebastian is too long to de

acted; All for Love is recognized by many as attaining a near-perfection

in style and character; the State of Innocence was written much too hastily

to have many good qualities, and consequently was never acted; ihe Spanish

Friar is remarkable for ité plot interrelation, bearing out Dryden's idea
of the recurrence of tragic and comic scenes in drama; ard so on through
the list he characterizgs the good or bad points of the pleys in short
pithy parzgrephs that sum up the qualities he finds existingf The Drydern

essay &s a whole forms one of +the finest pieces of comnstructive criticism

in our language. More lengthy still is the critique of Pryden's Eséaz on

Dramatic Toetry, the "first regular and valuable treatise on the art of

writing". This essey was written wher Dryden was a mere youth, yet it will

‘Johnson, Lives of the Poets; Dryden, ed. Matthew Arnold, 1889, (Eenry

Eolt & Co. New York) ppé6l ff.
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be difficult to fird in 211 our language an essay "sc arffully variegated
with successive regresentations of opposite probabilities, so enlivened
with imegery, so brightened with illustrations™. Johnson considers Dryden

& good critic because Dryden is a good roet and can himself do zs well as

he recommends that others do. Eis FPope is on the same plane as his Dryden,

) ar
that is to say, he is dealing with tkose two producergkfirst hand, for

+

though Drydern died eight years before Johnsor was born, the latter had an
irticate acquaintance with hir through friends c¢f the two, =nd besides,
when Johrson discusses Tope and Dryder ke is at cne witk them for theyr
are all of the same school. Xe undertook a review of Tose's worke with an
aveved curpose: "The worzs of DPope are now to be distinetly examined,
not so much with gttention to slight faults or petty bezuties, as to the
generalAcharacter and éffect of each gerformznce."

Chronclcgical order is mainteined in the crificisms, the

)

Tastorels irst coming under consideration. Vindsor Fcrest owes much to

| . o L nretmimgled .
Taller, but Doge outstrips all patterns ir imagery and &xiezxirgi-nz.descrip-

nst the animadver-

[

tion and narration. Dr. Johnson even defends the

h3

oem &age
sions of Dennis, that hater of all poetry save his own, by showing that all
poetry from its inherent principles must needs lack the very things that

“indsor Forest lecks. He concurs with Steele that the remple cof Fame has a

trousarnd bezuties, ané rhe Zssay on Criticism! Tf that were Tope's ouly

sroducticn, yet were he assured a glace in the sun, for it is z mesterpdece.

[£8

2d he written nothing else he would still be placed "among the farst crit-

ics and the first poets.” UVhatever goes tc make good poetry and good com-

|position. that piece possesses;égL_ Three whole pages of deserved praise @s

Dr. Jokhnson's measure of esteem for this production. It contzins one passage

-

{Jjohnson, Lives; Pope, ed. Lrnold, p £91.
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that ir his opinion exeels perhaps any in our language, the compariscn of
the student's urogress irn the sciences to the journey of s traveller in the

Alpse.

s

There follows a veritable excursiorn in criticism, a discussion

in their places of Eloisz to Abelard, the Iliad, ihe Dunciad, and the Essay

-

or Xazn. The first a most happy production of human wit, and one that has
been well chosen. The Ildad is a poetical "wonder", "a perforwance which no
age nor natvion can pretend to équal". Then we at last come tc one that the
critic can find fault vith, thé Zssay on Han. Lhis poem cost Pope great
efforﬁénd he used a large amount of care and lebor in it%perfection, tut
ales! fe firally essayed that wherof he knew too little. Pope rot familiar
with his sutjeet? Vas that possible? Tet we have Dr. Johnson's word for &t.

f course he strove manfully to disguise his paucity of information and to
a certain extant succeeded. 3Butbt, "it contzins moré lines unsuccessfully
lzbored, more harshness of diction, more thoughts imperfectly exgressed,more
levity without elegance, and more heaviness without strength, thar will
easily be fcund in 21l nis other work".

As to his epaétaphs, praise flor some of them and & —ee=hcweseseis

gentle satire of others of them strike our eye. For instance, a remark

like this regarding the ecitaph written for Charles, Earl of Dcorset: "The 1

g

first distich of this epiteph contains a kind of informatior which few would
went, that the man for whom the tomb was erected died."” And another, to
Sir Tilliam rrumbull, has the following laconic criticism by Jornson: "The

.

name is omitted. The end of an eritaph is tc convey some account of the dead.

ihd to what purpose &s anything told of him whose name is concealed?”

The eighteentk century was a century of prose in direct con-

tredistinction to the seventeenth century of ooetry. Milton was the last ‘f

of the real poets----those mortals who scared on imaginative wings to heights 

never since equalled. Tope was a great poet, but restrained by eighteenth
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f:osa e
century corventions. An emirnently s=see age can .roduce no great poets

ir the sense tkat ¥ilton and Shazespeazre were poets. Dr. Jokunson con-
sidered Pope one of the greatest of eighteenfh century poets, but he saw
kim thrdéugh eighteen%zfg}es. Ze thought Pope wrote "some passages that
even Shakespeare could not equal”, but &t was the perspective of a master
of eighteentk century prose surveying poetry hbowsh a Drose viewpoint.’/
Johnsor himmelf looms large above zll other asvirants for feme as a writer
of this age, yet he is great in prose only. However, this one point soocn

becomes evident, that he is the first to deal extensively in a bona fide

deliberate réview, who aotually reviewed bcoks according to accepted mod-
ern standards. For this reason ke is of garamount importance in a study
of this nature. A glance at some of these reviews will be interesting.
One of these reviews is a model containing some of the
clearest criticism of his time, if not of all time. This is the review of

Warton's Essay on tke Writings and Genius ef Po.e.. He was extremely cap-

able of this work because of his real knowledge of the real Tope. The re-
" view 1s z criticism of a critvicism, and where the author's views agreed
with tkose of Johunson, he vraised him, and where he disagreed, he censured.

The crific was right in his judgment of lhe Messiah, wrong on Windsor For-

est; right in regard tc Tope's Ode of “aint Cecilia's Pay, for he said it

was second only to Dryden's. He agrees with the autkor in this statement,
that the Cdes of both Dryden and Pope conclude unsuitably with epigrams.

Warton maintdins that the Essay on Criticism is toemonotonous in its rime

scheme to attract the ear,; Johnson retorts that the ear has nothing to do
‘with it, but that the mind is the organ affected. Warton claims that the
famous Alps passage is a poof sirile; Johnson says it is the finest in:

any language. Warton says that Pope's reputatiorn rests upon Windsor For-

’Eublished in The Literary Magazine, 1756, and republished in Johnson's

. - - o >
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est, Rape of the Lecek, and Eloisa o abelard; Johnson asserts that the

Issay on Criticism is his chef d'oeuvre. But with the inevitable idea of

searching for beauties as well as faults Dr. Johnson magnamimously exclaims
that the work of Warton is a great contribution, "abounding in curious guo-
tations and pleasing disQuisitions".

Johnson was gractical and honest, hating with a pure hatred
the "shams and windy sentimentalities"of his own age. Kothing irked him
more than to see scmething of someone standing for what was not. Cne zauthor
oresumed to write an accoun{ of research azs though he himself had teen iz the
work, when as a matter of faet he had not beer near the excavations, and
this provoked Johnson's ire. the guthor, according tc Johnson, is trying
to deceive the reader intc believing that he has done all those things of
wkich he wrcte, when in reality he had never leen outside of England. He use
a boastful method in his preface and_indulg;SF;n the utzmost obsequiousness
in the zccom.anying letter. ‘hen comes z catalogue of faults; bBlackwell
was not content with using well-known words and phrases, but was addicted
tc the usé of ultra-moderr terms; he is an ardent yearner after liberty,
but'%;;égfiﬁt no helpful suggestions as tc its attainment; he takes tco
great a delight in exhibiting his learning and wisdom; his epithets are
gaudy. there follows this commendation: the author's learrning is un-
guestioned; the treatise is that of a man of letters; it is full of events
displayed witk vivacity; and is of enough interest to invite readers.

Johnson's knowledge was uniaversal, a fact that added greatly
to his eritical ability. Zis opinion of critics was rot of the highest,

yet he delved deeply into that art himself. One of his curtest diecta was to

' Thomas Blackvell, Memoirs of the Court of Augustus, review by Johnson,

Literary Magazine,1756, vol 1, p 89, republished in his Works, (Philadelrhia

1825) vol i, p 483.
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the effeet that criticism is a "study by which men grow important and
formidable at a very small expense"f He did not arrogate to himself the
.art of 2 critic, but he was one of the greateét, notwithstarnding. 8os-
well has helped Johnson to live, of course,_perkeps the only example of a
marn known chiefly through his biographer. However, whatever Johnson
turred his hand to,,that he did well, excelling more in prose than in
poetry. His criticisms are the more valuable on account of their nzstural-

: 4 " : -
ness. An extensive review of Soame Jenyns's ¥ree Inguiry into the FNature

and Crigin of Evil reveals Johnson the exponent of theology and etkiecs.

Cne of the longest of his reviews, it is zlso one of the deep®st in thought,
and one of the most learned. FHe reviews six letters, Discourses on Evil;
first, £vil in general; second, the evils of imperfection, which is no

more then a paraphrase of Pope's Epistles, or worse still, a transPOSigéiﬁn
of his Hpistles from poetry to prose; the third letter,the inquiry into
the cause of naturel evil, "a mixture of borrowed truth and native folly",
promulgated by a man who knows not whereof he speaks. ULr. Johnson ceannot
divorce himself from the doct;ine of the vanity of human wishes and the
instability of human life, interweaving it throughout this critique. The
man who wrote this article is certainly ignorant of facts, says Dr. John-
son, for which he caznnot be blamed, but he is indeed culpable when he at-

tempts to palm oir false knowkedge on a gullible and credulous public.

/Idler, XYo. 60. “Jenyns, A Free Inquiry into the Nature and

Origin of Evil, review,Vorks, ed. cit. vol iv, p 252. Macaulay says of
this review (ed. cit. p xxviii): "Few of these papers have much inferest,
but among them was the very best thing that he ever wrote, a masterpisce

both of reaSoning and of satirical pleasantry, the review of Jenyns's In-

lquiry into the Nature and Origin of Eyvil.
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The other letters contain a discussion of political and religious evils,
in which nothing unusual or new is proposed.
We note from these reviews that "slating" is already the

modus guaerendi of the eritic. It is interesting to note the methods em-

ployed by these predecessors of the modern reviewers, to discern the
difference, if any, between their approach and that of the present day.

The eriticism is naturally a prose essay and belongs to the period of prose.
It follows that the criticism as a type belongs especially to the eight-
eenth century as being a century of grose, but whether this is the correct
inference is open to argument. There have been great crities at all per-
iods of literatgre and it cannot be truthfully said that anyone in the
eighteenth century was greater than one in another. A4 great many gualities
zust first be considered before we decide that Macaulay is a greater critic
than Dryden. We would have <t Little hesitation in arguing that Macaulay
was a greater reviewer than Drjden, for Macaulay practically heads the

list of reviewers while Dryden did scarcely any reviewing. 4ll good review- .
ers are critics, but 2all good critics are not reviewers. There lies the
difficulty. Great as was the quality and gquantity of criticism previous

to the opening years of the eighteenth centur{)the art of reviewing was yet
in its infaney.

Dr. Johnson employed a method of reviewing that was not at
all original. ZHe criticized each work of each author iz his Lives as he
progressed with a short judgment in one or two paragraghs, or sometimes he
condemned the work to oblivion by ignoring it altogether. Instead of the
rolPkecall of authors that was in voéue in the sixteenth century he employed
a rodl-call of works, some with just & bare mention and others with con-

siderable discussion. In the Life of Gray possibly no piece that Gray

| wrote escaped mention, yet only The Progress of DToetry and lhe Berd elicit -

any lengthy discussion,,while the great Elegy goes uncried. I t is possi-
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ble +that Johnson is censured for condemning Gray and yet placing Pope,
a very artificial poet, so high in the scale of writers, but it must be
remembered that Johnson the prosemaster, who himself produced no better

poetry than The Vanity of Euman Vishés, was viewing them through eyes

narrowed by eighieenth century prose judgwent to which the least romantic
element wasfa red rag to an enraged bull.

It is interesting tc note the predilection for the "Club”
that prevailed =zt that time. Just as Ben Jonson and William Druymmond of
“ewthornden onrce sat across the table at the " Mermaid”™ and dolé§::t erit-
icism after criticis?&fter the faghiocn of the times; Jjustv as Dryden held
forth in his corner, perhaps in the selfsame "Mermaid”, and at Will's
Coffee House on the north side of Russell Street in Covent Garden; just as
Addison, Steele, and Pope gathered in the evendngs at Will's and the other
coffee houses of Tatler fame; in very much the seame manner Johnson's mag-
netic personality drew, as though a lodastonef—§153%érie of admirers and
clever taliers about him. These men, all ¢f them men who had made them-
selves famous by some means or other, in 1764 formed themselves into a
club that eventually bifame known as Dr. Johnson's Club.  RBecause of their
power in letters andAﬁiversity of interests they became a great force in
moulding thought znd sentiment in eighteenth century literature. Therein
lies perhaps Johnson's greatest contribution to the world, namely, the part
he played in shaping and fixing prose in the English language. Dr. John-
son himself says that "no genius was ever blasted by the breath of critics"z
but Macaulay tells us that hlte "verdicts pronounced by this conclavé(re-
ferring to the club)on new books were speedily knoen over all London, and
" |were sufficient to sell off a2 whole edition in a day, or to condemn the

b
sheets to the service of the trunk-meker and the pastry cook". O0f course

- . .
Idler, No. 6C. ”Macaulay, Life of Samuel Johnson, in Lives of the Doets,
ed ¥atthew Arnold, p xxzxiii (Eenry Holt & Co. 1889) first pub. Eney. Brit.
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there is nc need to say that Goldsmith the poet, Reynolds the painter,
Burke the pariiamentarian, Gibbon the histdrian, Garrick the stage manager,
all lent their knowkedge and taste to bring about this effect.

A thorough perusal of the Rambler and the Idler reveals no
material for our use. Though those periodicals were necessarily largely
critical they dealt only with abstract subjects. Some further remarks
regarding the Lives will suffice for that phase. Matthew irnold has
selected six of the Lives as being the greatest, for they are the lives
of the six most emiunent English poets. ——;ﬁe-Arnolé is careful to state,
however, that his choice does not by any means relegate the remaining
twenty or thirty to utter inferiority, as Hr. Sazintsbury would infer.
There is no doubt that the six chosen by arnold do comprise the greatest

lives, in point of subject matter as well a2z literature, but tke Life cf
Sa ?

o
FuY & !

Cowley is a close zwmssr—wp for first honors. The Life of Congreve is
consistent with the scheme of critical biography, or biograghtcal erivi- .
cism, as the case may be, which adheres to the principle of the "roll
call" for works. Longreve was a calm,placid‘personality, higkiy hohored
and -endowed, to whoﬁ Johnson paid cne of the greatest compliments that

it was in his power to give, that he was "zn original writer who borrowed
neither models of plots nor manner of dialogues™.  And still The roll
call for Gay and SAvage. The latter elizits from Johnson an equal measure
of censure and praise; censure for his wajwardness and licenticusness,
praise for his talent z2nd genius.

Tt may be a strange fact, but withal it is true, that the
first impression we have of the term review is that it is a judgment of
a novel. The novel is the first thing that comes into our mind when one
mentions the review. This idea is of course erroneous, because reviews
treat of all types of literature, whether prose or poetry. ihere cam be

no doubt that the introduction of the modern novel in the latter yeérs.of
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the eighteenth century gave zn added impetus to the growth of the rev
28 a vype, and this is one of the probable reasons that is responsible
for our belief that the review before the early years of the nineteernth
century was adolescent and oceasiomal. the real value of contemporary

Judgmerts to rosverity rests in the fact that they furnish a summary of

opinion of that time regarding a parficular work. We to a great degree

' Judge a writer by the "life" of his works, and we always ask, "Will it
live?"  Dickens is a great novelisq’as revealed by the fact that his nov-
els have lived. 7e often wonder what books that are greatly ir vogue
today will still be in vogue fifty or a hundred years hence, z2nd we are
willing to accord high rank to an author whose work improves with age. Yet
however these things may be, we cannot but admit the value of contemporary
eriticism. Contemporary judgment my not be a true barometer---it often
is not---but it is interesting.

It is seldom that a man is greater than his works. Shakzﬁt
IS reare would needs have been an exceedirngly great man to have smrpassed his
%Oorks. We know Addison and Steele, bryden and Pope, Srowning ard Keats
nov for any rerscrial acgusintence cr azttraction but for the work they left
behind them. But Dr. Johnsen stands alone as a man greater thar his

best production. Ko essay ir the Rambler or Idler is known today‘as are

the essays of the Spectator ard Tatler on Milton or on the Pleasures of
J

the Imagination. Rasselas, itself no better than Voltaire's Candide and

very like it, s8¢ The Vanity of Human Wishes, or London,are not pronounced

great by the general reading publiec today; Johuson's Dictionary is out of
date; many editions of Shakespeare are tc be found that are better than
any Johnson ever planned. Narrowing down, we are forced tc admit that.
his Lives are great masterpieces of Joint biography and criticism, and we

§ladly acclaim them as literature par excellence; he has left nothing

that woulé tend to msake him illustrious in the sense that Milton ig;iilus- ,£




~
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‘tricus. 3But when we call the roll of England's great men we rarely omit
the nzme of Samuel Jobnson. We ask the guestion, "What mekes him z great
man? What gives him his place among ZEnglish mern of letters?"” In the

irst place we are led to believe tkhat Boswell is to a great extent respon-

'.b

sible for this vogue. But for Roswell we would not have trke mass of con-
gu

3]

versational gems that he 'has transmitted so faitkfully to us; but for

Beswell we would net have Jokhnsen's dicta on the multiform subjects that
he discoursed on ir the daily routire of his life; Dbut for Boswell's
worshipful care we xoulé be without the criticecism, anecdotes, and pithy
sayings that after all have made Joarson the farous maxr he is. 20 go into

& vanegyric ¢f the characteristics that mzde Johzscn would be wdthout the

province of the rresent work, but the whole is summed up in the concluding

®

uts, acguire-

-

words of Boswell: "Such was Samuel Jchnson, a man whose tal
ments, and virtue%%ere sc extraordinary that the more his chzracter is
considered the more he will be regarded by the rresent age and by posterity

]
with adriration and reverence."

/_ - . . . - -
Boswell, Life of Samuel Johnson, (Eenry Folt % Co. Lew York, 1892) p 677.
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PES YURN OF vHR TIDE.

CEAPTER FCOUR.

Goldsmith is perheps best known for the Deserted village,

though the theatre-goer may with justice choose She 8foops To Conuer as

the measure of his guzlity.

s A -- 15-2 A mAa A e~ A ot e ahout 212 The bulk of his

- - R

eriticism is zn unknown quantit¥ excest to cre who has a2 decided purpcse

in looking for it. He was a valuable asset to the famous "Club" that
became such a power in letters of that perdod. Goldse Luh, the deborair,

was Dr. Johnson's especizl protegé, and it was through Jokhnson that many
of his productions saw the light cf day. Careless, lighthearted, gay,
he won the hearts of all with vhom he came in contact, and his writings
are more free of the shacxkling confines of classicism then those of per-
haps any other writer of {that period. He was classical in form, but he
vas not classieal in kis effervescent, exuaberant heart.

As 2 critic woldsmith has been classed as a minor ty
Saintsbury, but 2s 2 reviewer he ranks as a major and is among the very
first who did review wirk in the modern sense for truly pecuniary reasons.
Wwe reach the real review in Goldsmith. He 4id not do it for love of the
worXx, bﬁt for a living, and that is the reascn his reviews do.not exhibit

the genius revealed by his later work. ¥orced to do hack work for his
WAS eimglozgg 6‘1. .
daily bread he siswed == Griffiths, editor of the Monthly Review,to

S

contribute to that publication. Sixteen reviews are the result of this
contract with srigfiths, under the close surveillance of Mrs. Griffiths,
vho was a "better mar thar her hustard", according to Goldsmith kimself.

Later, because of the ledy's ceunsorious attitude he left the Monthly Review

and Jjoined forces with the Critiecal Review, a closgrival of the Monthly.
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In this he published nineteen reviews. These reviewns were epitomes of
works considered; sometimes a history, sometimes a2 collection of poems,
more cften a marrative essay or & translation. Two points of view ic
regard toe crities ard criticiém may be observed in Goldsmith's career.
When ke kimeself wzs 2 reviewer and hack writet for Griffiths he fcund that
cerities were lordly beinés with a mission tc perform, erdeavering tc shape
literature by testowirg preise and censure where each belcnged. But
when he became ar author and poet his attitude toward critics underwent

2 metamorphosis; crities were a merzce tc the public welfare and crit-
icism a danger tc the advancement of letters. 7as Golcésrith different
from otker literary mer in this resrpect?

a treztment of each of Goldsmith's reviews would entail a
greater zmount c¢f tirme and space than the sccpe of the rresent werk would
permit, but a consideration c¢f a few cf his best will =2id greatly in form-

ing an idea of his contribution to the art. Ze urdertook to criticize
evéry conceivable kind of werk, from Celtic mytholcgy toc epies, from

Fanwey's Eight Dagys’' J.urney to Burke's Cn the Sublime ard Beautiful.

Peliberate reviews that differ rot che whit from the rorm established 2

century later by Macaulay, they seem to be the dividing line teiween the

-

contributory contermporary criticism of evclutionary charzcser and the rezl

Y

book review as we have it in the nirneteenth century. 4 cursory zlance
2t some of them will be of value.
Goldsmith does not fear tc beard the very lion in his den

when he" tskes the great Burke to tzsk for not giwing anything new to the

world in his essay Cn The Sublime And Beautiful. The author has sagacit;,

learning and gzenius, but he has succeeded only in being pleasing without

4121

being instructive. Ye has a self-made system of philosophy which he
adapts to his own needs. He undertakes to give us a prescription whereby .

we may aveid cqnfounaing those things that are sublime with those things




(60) .

-~

aM ervoy C.Om-u‘-T R
that are bezutiful, e~Shixag~shedt we are prone to 4o, and actuzlly Jo o™,

every day. There fcllows an analysis of the author's plan: he first in-
vestigates the affections of the sublime and beautiful in their own ratures;
next, he attemuts to discover causes that vroduce thede affections; and
finelly, the process of the zetion that causes those effects. The
reviever gives an abstract of the essay by Surke, nbt hesitating to guote
copiously whenever he deemsbfit, concluding with 52&&25;;§¥i:~encouﬁumis-
tic generalities: the essay is an extensive subject extensively treated;
ané whatever may be the shortcomings of the author such a discourse
blazes the trzil for future philosophers; even his erroes may be bf use
tc one trezding the same path.l

Not sc eulogistic was his review of Smollett's History of
England Goldsmith shows the value of authenticity in a histery, without
whick all confiderce is destroyed. The historian should be meticulous-
1y careful to have his narrative as well authenticated as possible. It
is tke province of the eyewitness alone to trensmit the record of events
tc poster;ty; those who follow after are inhgreat risk of altering the
record by one means or another. The more distant irn point of time an
event is from the narrator by so much the greater is the liability to

distott the truth of it. "Truth should be the main object of the histo-

rian's pursuit, elegance is only the ornament".

fBurke,_é Thilosophical Inguiry inte The Origin Cf Cur Ideas _Cf The Sub-

lime and Beautiful; review by Goldsmith, Morthly Review, vol xvi,‘p 473

1/Srnolle‘o:.*t;, A Complete History Of Englend, deduced from the Descent of Jul-

ius Caesar to the Treaty of iix-la-Chapelle, 1748, containing the trans-

actions of one thousand eight hundred and three years, four vols. 8vo.

p 530, June, 1757.

-~

Review by Goldsmith, Monthly Review, vol xvi,
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- It is unfortunate fbr an author tc rossess &bhllity and fail
to use it oroperly; the age-cld story of the talents; but that is precise-
ly what Smollett has done, dr failéd to do, says Goldsmith. He derends
too closely on a factual narrative witkout taking advantage of his onror-
tunity to comment and explain. He agpears tc athor criticisms arnd emenda-
tions. Smollett's style is "clear, nervous, and flowing". His chief joy
apparently was not in stylé, or elegance, but in the character sketches
ke sets forth at the end of each reign. There folloy‘fverbatim)extracts
from these sketches embracing those of Charles the First, Cromwell,
and Charles the Second. Finally we have a ré%uﬁé'of the prime reguisites
of an ideal historian: learning, attachment to truth, elegant style with
a2 consciousness of his own superior gualities. The first of thgse are
conceded to Smcllett without any question, while "iﬁ the last he seems to
have fallen short of none of his predecessors”.

An interesting study would be a compariscn of the reviews of

Dr. Johnson and Goldsmitk on Ranway's Jourral of Eight Days' Jjourney. ‘the
2ays’ _Journey

most apparent difference between the methods of epproach of the two re-
viewers is found in their purposes. Dr. Johnsorn's ultirate purpose was a
defénse of tea zgainst the terrific onslaughts of one Hanway, who inveighed
against it as one of the. most pernicious of possible habits. Dr. Johnson
was a great tea drinker, so cloaking his work under the ostensible review,
he in reality wrote a reply to Eanway#efuting his statexments corncerning
tea. Cn the other hand Goldsmith, who had no pecpliar interest in the
work other than that of reviewing it from a e gssw’“ggandpoint, fof that
reason reviewed it from a literary point of view, unbiassed by prejudice
for or against the "divine bevergge". T he jocurney firzt is considered.
The reviewer has apparently read accounts by the same author of journeys

into distant countries, and his first ery in this case &$ one of joy that

at least this journey was taken near home. Then for the weaknesses; the
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author was devoid of two very important < v - for a treatise of this

nature, "novelty of thought and elegance of exprression". Goldsmith in-
sists on elegance. 4 ré;uze'of the work then follows: essay-letters to

two ladies who were of the party,enlarging upon every event of the voyage,

witk a pronounced terdency to digress on each and every philoscrhical

subject that presents an ppporturity for divergence. Not much space is
devoted t. the jourrney, but almost the whole second volume is devoted tc
tea. Thy so? ™hat grudge has the zuthor agsainst so‘harmless a beverage
that he launches out in s¢ vehement a philiypic against it? Why, after al%
tea is but a2  modeer luxury and is vastly better for the reople than

strorg beer arnd the stronger liguors of our forbears.’

Goldsmith cautions the public against the publications of
sgurious works under the name of some famous writer, illustrating witk the
story of the marquis of Hacan znd the two imposséas. Voltaire is a very
farous man, and sc many impositions have beern practiced in kis name that

one is dubious when the niverszal History ascribed to hir is considered.

3ut the work has tco many positive earmarks of real .erit for one to ques-

tion lcng its authorship. [rhis work purports to be the Universal Zistory,

or a Surve, of the Mamnners and Customs of all Hations from the time of

v o, . . . R
Charlemagrne. A4 gigantic work, in seven volumes, it is noteworthy because

it has few faults. ™“holesale eulogy, that, but Goldsmith says voltaire's

ability as a2 writer has long been before the public and needs no commendation.

Hanway, 4 Journal of an xight Peys' Jourrey from Portsmouth to Zinston-on-

themes----t0 which is added an Essay on Tea , Iwo vols. 8vo. Reviewed by
Goldsmith, Xonthly ﬂeyiew, vol xvii, p 50. Dr. Johnson reviewed the

same Jourral in the Literary Magazine,, 1757.

B .
Review of Voltaire's Universal EHistory, Monthly Review, vol xvii, p 154,

August, 1757.
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Hdis strong points are legion, his weaknesses fér,,ibﬁe‘ofttimes ecolors too
strongly, but an excess is preferaile to a lack.4E§:;@gi; maxims are based
orr too few incidents.  He resembles Tacitus, But does not egual him. A pum-
ber of long extracts from the narrative are transcribed for the purpose &f
exyosing some 0f their chief beauty. This réviewer is" given to the use of
long excerpts, well chosen so that ‘they serve more than to fill up space.

So much for his reviews. He seems to have lost the att after
he rezched the stage of an author, and a search through the See and all of.
his subsequent writings reveals’no review for our study. ,Fe seems to have
graduated from reviews when he ceased hack work. Ee Waa?ziat'much like §$khe
roderns---he wrote revievws for money, but his genius-iggﬁigééﬁééggégggteir.71
Neither Griffiths, of the konthly, nor the editor of the Critical knew the
genius that they had at tkeir command, and it remaifed for the great Cham

to find it out and put it before the world. Goldsmith's reviews are by uno
means his best work, for the average layman knows thgm not, but khbkey are
vestly superior to the best of z great many writers, and therein lies

their bvalue.

' Goldsmitk's individuality is striking; he was free, unfet-
tered, and%ifted with a faculty of lucid exposition that raised him high
among criéics. Ee was prolific, for few before higéan boést of thirty-five
|bona fide reviews, certainly not of the same qualiéy. He marks an epoch
in the development of the review as literature,for in him we find, together
with Johnson and Smollett, the only real formal reviewing previous to the
beginning of the nineteenth century.

Swift, great critic that he was, has furnisred very littie for
' |discussion here. His centribution to the canons of cribticidsm is indeed

large, in his Tale of a gép, Battle of the Books, and Proposal for Correct-

ing the English Tongue, but others' reputation were not much impaired by

his ceriticism. He adhered to the.abstract.
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The bulk of Defoe's writings----a stupendous dulk they zare---
consists chiefly in political pamphlets and replies to others of the same
Labei
kind. He approaches a review in his A Reply to a Traitorous Entituled
. . [ ]

English Advice to the Freeholders of England, (1715) but he did not intend

it as a review. He céntributed to nineteen journals or periodicals that

were published betwwen the years 1705- 1729, most of his contributions
4

t

being political. No reviews agéuch exist among his writings.

.For' a history of English journalism prior to and contemporary with Defowe,

cf. Nichols, J. Literary Anecdotes gﬁ the Eighteenth Century, vol i pp 6,312;

vol iv, pp 33-97; Fox Bourne, H. R. English Newspapers,(1887) vol i, pp 1-13

and Williams, J. B. A History of English Journalism to the Foundation of

the Gazette, 1908.

Remarks in some of Swift's letters, bearing on contemporary works, are
interesting: (Swift to TOpe, Letter Fo. 49, vol ii, p 134, July 16, 1728)

Ze recommends a full explanation of personal allusions in the Dunciad,

advising him to "fill out the asterisks". There follows his opinion of

the poem. He expresses his full opinion of the Durciad in a later letter
(KFo. 59, vol ii, p 163). Ee also gives an account(No. 107, vol ii, p 307)

of a spurious poem called the Life and Character of Dr. S. In the same

letter are remarks on Gay$s Posthumous Torks. Swift's flattering opinion
\-—\————

of the Essay on Man may be found in Letter Ho. 107, vol ii, p 226, Nov. 11,

1734. Swift says to Pope(Letter No. 3, vol ii, p 9, June 28, 1715): "I
borrowed your Homer from the Bishop----mine is not yet landed---and read it

out in tw¥o evenings. If it pleases others as well as it pleases me, you

have got gour end in profit and reputation. Yet I am angry at some bad

rhymes, and triplets, and pray in your next do not let me have so many un-

Justifiable rhymes to war and gods."

All of the above letters are found in the collected edition of Tope's

Letters, collected arnd edited by Croker, John Wilson, London, 1872.
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We come now to a critic whose most famous lucubration was
written before the turning of the seventeenth century. John Dennis wrote

The Impartial Critick in 1693, inspired by Rymer, whose ecriticisms of

Othello Dennis says were "in most of the particulars very sensidle and just".
He also stands by his statement alore, takizg Shhkespeare to task because |

the Herry Wives of Windsor was poorly constructed, "had zno less than three

actions,"” and deviated in many ways frowm the path that it shoukd follow.

To prove his point he rewrote the plzy, calling it © he Comical Gallant.

This was enough to damn him, but he did not stop there. He begén?by cen-~
suring Shakespeare, and ends by ceansuring Pope. TFe is the gadfly type of
eritic, darting in at every available openiné?or a sharp sting régardless
of his victim. 3ut most of his victims proved themselves sufficiently
thickxskinned to appear indifferent to his attacks. Fope bore the brunt
of his savagery. The Essay of Jriticism started the attack, for in this
poem the author alluded to Dennis in the following lines:

"But Appius reddens at each word you speak

And stares, tremendous, with a2 threatening eye,

Like some fierce tyrant in o0ld tapestry.”
But when Dennis‘reaehed the couplet:

"Some have at first for wits, then poets, passed,

Lurned critics, next, and proved plain fools at last,"
his anger got the better of him,he dashed down the copy in fury on the
pfinter's desk, and szid, "He means me, by God&"l and immediately set about

to reply with a savage attack called Reflections, Critical and Satirical,
y

on A Late Rhapsody called An BEssay Upon Criticism. Later, in 1713,

L;J

Tope surreptitiously prevailed upon Dennis to write some scurrilous Kemarks

wpon Cato, which Pope forthwith himself refuted in a spirited, dbut poor,

Told by Pope in his Narrative of the Frénzy of J. D.
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defense, hoping to win Addison's gratitude. Addisorn refused to fall into
the trap, was displeased by Tope's "defense™, and was &' better friend of
Dennis thereafter than ever before. Pope succeeded in eliciting from

Dennis arother eriticism in 1717, Zemarks Upon Ur. Zope's Translation of

Eomer, and two Letters Concerning Tirndsor Forest and rhe Temple of reme.

snother, Zemarks On A4 Play called ‘he Comscious Lovers, was published in

1723.
Dennis found another chance to even matters with Tope when

The Rape of the Lock appeared in 1714. This poem brought forth rRemarks

P

o

n ¥r. Pope’'s Rape of tae Lock, in Several Letlters to a Friend, written in

14. Xowever, he withheld these remarks until 1728, with the following

()

purpocse: "At hhe same time that T ordered three of them to be published, I
took care to keep back the ensuing treatise purposely in terrorem; which
had so gocd an effect that hefPope) endravored for a time to counterfeit
humility and = sincere repentance; and about that time I received a letter

frox him, which I have still by me, in which he acknowledges his offenses

n
<t

=

I

, and expressed an hyroeritical sorrow for them." Ee then descrides

g * g

Pope's pseudo-repventance, how it did not last, and how he entered into an
org; of abuse, "like a mad Indian that runs zmuck", attacking several per-
sons of far greater merit than himself. Dennis could not control his blind

rage zrainst Tope and concludes by stating that "the Zape of the Lock was

below criticism", as he held the rest of Pope's work. He objects that

the Rape of the Lock had no morzl (page 8), notwithstending the fact that

Pope himself expressly szid that he wrobe it to "laugh at the little un-
guarded follies of the female sex". Another objection of Dennis is that
the machinery of the poem is superfluous. He gives certain rules for the
machina of poems---théy must be |

1. Taken from the religion of the poet's country.

2. Allegoricel irn their application.
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3. Corresponding, .though opposed to each other.

4. Justly subordinated z2nd progortioneds
Dernis said that "by all the bustle of preternztural operations the main
event is neither hastened nor retarded". DIr. Samuel Johnson agreed with

this judgment, but would overlook the faults in comparison with so many

excellencies. Dennis was hesty, angry, and personal, yet he was right in

some cases. For instance, the exultation of Belinda a2t winning a game of
cards manifested by "shouts that fill the 8kXy"; the hyperbole is too far-
fetched when belinda's indignation on losing her curl was manifest by
"screams 0of horror" that "rent the effrighted skies"; ennis gives vent
to his utmost spleen, however, when he says, (pp v,vii) "I shall call

A P--e neither fool ror dunce, nor blockhead; but I shall prove that he

is all these in a most egregious manner.” These incidents are given to show

o)

ct

Deunis’s vindietive charzecver, whieh leads him udge productions on

[ h

personal bias rather than real merit. Tersonal prejudice should have no
place in eriticism. One can go into ecstasies on reéding the trashiest of
moaern novels, but when vhz?t person undertakes to review;it he. cannot say
"iv is good because I like 1it". Likes and dislikes e not enter into the
case 2t all. An analysis is necessary from the point of view of the author
not from that ¢f the reader. So, though John Dennis was no fool, and was
comparativelngZfsed in the lore of the ancients, because he could not
divorce his crifical‘mind from his vindictive heart his value as a critic

0T a reviewer is small.

Joseph Spence, in his Ainecdotes,gives a number of apcraisals. DRB. Johnson
said of him: "Eis learning was not very great. and his miné not very power-

ful; his criticism, however, was ccmmonly just; what he thought he thought

Jrightly, and his remarks were recommended by coolness and candor.”( D.N.B.

vol 1iii, p 337).
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The remark is mwade by Dr. Jchunson that LThe further authors
rezain apart from one another the better, for peace and concord are usually
zbsent wken writers get together. It carnot be.said of Swmolliett,zs it was
of Thomson and Goldsmith, that he died leaving behind him a host of friends
and not = single enemy, for Smollett's 1life was z stormy one, full of
squatbles andéd attacks, brought upon him by the many inadvertent criticisms

few men can crivicise and escape the havred of their victims,

fe-

ke made.
Ibut Smollett had no such forture. Zis was the faculty tc stir uwe trouble
znd he always seexed unable fto settle that which he stirred wp.

Smeilett's reviewing was thke result of his taking cherge cof

gsitdor to the

(@]

the Crivic:l Review ir 1726 for irchivald Ezmilton, ir opp

Lountkly Zeview of Griffiths, merntioned above. The former was Tory in feeling

while the ¥onthly was of Thig tendencies. “hen Smollett undertcok the con-

trol of the Crifical RPeview he ;rofessed a certain leriency toeweré all wri-

ters, but that resclution scon w

»

nt the way of a grest many good intentions,
for his temper ard irzscibidity could not long hold ouf ageirnst the numercus
grovocaticns that came to him. $o hé unstopped the vials of his wratk, or tc¢
be more exact, of his sapcasm, tc such an extent that he'soon brought upon
himself a storm of resentment. TFew mer of letters of the day were on friend-
1y teras with him, and he spent a great part of kis time trying to explzin
and make amends for what he had seid during the other part. Ze strove man-
fully to stem the‘tide of resentment that threazterned completely to inundate

aim, ané to appease the injured writing world. Ze ventured tc utter some

critiecal remarks on Clarissa Harlowe, with the result trat Richardson was

uoon him immediately tootk and nail, calling for an apology of the most
pbject sort in 2 letter to an intermediary. He wished ¥r. Richagdson $o be
bssured that the article was inserted without "his privity or concurrence”.

"I never once mentioned ¥r. Richardson's name with disrespect, nor ever re-
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flectsd upon hir nor hié writings by the most distant hint or zlliusion,”
éhd S¢ on. However, Smollett was hasty and indiscririnate in his actions
anéd was never free from the angry retorts of those who had been viectims of
his keen satire. Cne of these rb$aliated by "ordering 2 copy of the Review
to be sent toc him for the sole purpose of rezding all the publicztions
vhick it censured , as tThe best that could be found, arnd tc avcld those it
vraised, as the worst."‘ |

Smollett's reviews are full of seathing censure---reviews

o=

that he published in haste and repented of in leisure. Like Dernis and

h)

many others he believed that slating was the only true method of good re-

viewirg, a princigle trnat mwade his judgmerts narrow and his criticism in-

ke

valid. CSmollett, the author of novels, is secure, but Smolliett, the review-

er peles in comparison=%= his co-worxer, oldsmith, whe tried

g

nis nand with

equal success on the reviewing staff of both the ¥orthly and the Critical

Zeviews.

"hen we have to zo to & man's letters to find the only con-
tewbur»ry eriticism that he publiskhed we are vrone tc put rather a low es-
timate on that man's ability as a reviewer, and trat would bé a just esti-
rate. These letters would have been welcomed in the case of Ben Jonson
or others as far back as he, but in the latter years of the eighteenth

century reviews were tco rife for an author tc be classed as anything of

.

2 reviewer just because he made freguent allusions in his letters to worksof

orevailing authors , especially if these were the only contributions of

o]

tkat nature. Yet because Gray was a critic o€ more or less merit he needs
a passing corsideration as a reviewer. One letter>of his containms a great

’“'scellaneous 7crks, LTobias Smollett, =4 Roscoe, Thomes, London, 1652, vol i

p xxiii.

“Torks of Thomas Gray, ed Gosse, E. New York, 1885, vel i, p 30CE.
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quantity of review work on Talpole's Lives of the Fainters, 2 bographi-

cal-technical study which Gray tzkes tage by page, or garagraph by para-
graph, and suggests corrections, changes, emendations, and "loppings”,
thet orove tiresome to one who is not zarticularly intere:zteé in the

works cited cr the objects theréin discussed.

e find a few remarks by Gray on Joseph Arndrews in znother

! . .
letter---remarks -sc mild thet we are inclined tc ask, "Does he rot damn

[

t with faint praise?" ‘kis has its value because of the worth of Jos-

eph sndrews to the novel-type.

=

ne value of Grey as e critic consists ir his metTrum opin-
ions and his observations uron Aristorhanes and Tlato, and also upon

the Lydgate Notes. Ee was disappointingly meager in respect tc his

observations on contemporaries, for he was unusaally egquiiped for. just
that kind of work;;but he did not feel the call, and posterity is the
loser. That he did, however, as Mr. Saintsburﬁythinks, was to start
the trend of thought in the right direction, thereby making easier the

vath trcd later by the Romanticists of the succeeding century.

¢

, Letters have ever been a sors of%{\siée issue,a by-product,

of litterateurs, to the extent thet practically evsry complete blogr ohy

e s 3,

s & "Life and Letters". The eighteenth century is reglete with letter

fte

tz

wr ters ang may Just1 be called <the 5076eﬁ age of letter writing in Eng-
land. +©he ensemble of these letters glvesus memoiws, observi.tions, and
eritical allusions that throw a great amount of bight on current litera-
ture that otherwise wouXxd pass in darkness. - Fanny burney was a letter
writer,and her diary, seven volumes in 211, is full of the brightest wit
and acute pprtrayels of social customs and manners of the time. Not much
76 THe sTudy o THE [T

of value kers can be found ir her work. Lord Chesterfield's Letters are
brilliant, but they deal with social customs, social inadequacies, éiplom-

acy, requisites for elegance, things foreign to the idea immediately con-

rince of letter writers, a man of £
Tbid, vol ii, p 106, Letter xliv.

cerned here. Horace Walpole is the

Historz of Criticism, vol iii, p 6Z2.
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world, witkh great sagscity and as great crejudice. He did not fail to ex-
press his contempt for Boswell, Chesterfield, and Goldsmith, butl more out
of prejudice for tke men than Ior the man's productions. His value as a
critic is medioecre because his chief forte was gossivr. On the other hand
as a letter writer he escels all others for cleverress, volatile wit, and
2bility as & raconteur.

The 7artcns deserve consideration in the list of méncr ckritics
who contributed to contemporary eriticism. Josech Warton, the eldey# of tre

two brothers, was the author cf a massive piece of criticism called An £ssay

On the venius And “ritings Cf Zope,,a biographical and critical study of

considerable acumen of Tope and his writings. Iis chief contribution to
periodical review workx was in the Adventurer of Hawkesworth, to which he
contributed as a hack writer, somewhat after the manner of Goldsmith. His
verbosity proved e stumblingbloek to his fame ard today he is little regarded.

rfhomas Warton has a grester claim to regognition because of his

’5 :
Eistory of knglish IPoetry. His style wee not less offensive than his brother's

however, which militated against his naturally acute and original mind. The
corntribution of these twxo men to criticism consists in an evident striving for

a new era in perspective, ané a forward glimpse of glimmerings of approaching .

begins to turn with an inevitable current not to be resisted, and already

can be seen a reaction from the bluntness of Pfpe to the elegance and refine-
ment of the komancers. This is more clearliy seen in a comparison of the nov-

hanod ‘ '
els of Richardson, on the one-egée, and those of Sir Walter Scott, on the

other. Fanny 3urney, in Evelina, accomplished a great deal toward purlfy-
ing the noval a progress that is one of the most ouustandlng it:ﬁ::gaeshab%o';

features of Romantiecism. A notable application of this to eriticism is

STate Berei 7
evidenced by tne.seaaak of Colerldge, "I would remark that it is ali

ways un-
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wise to judge of anything by its defects; the first attempt ought to be to

discover its excellencies.” t would We a misteke to give the impression

taat this movement was abruot, for the reversé waslftrue. No sooner had
Tope Gdied and his dcmination of letters ceazased than a feeling of revolt
beczme evident in the hearts and voices of men. The cduplet had grown
weaiisome to the ears of a progressive here and there, who began to seex
the freer and less restrained meters 6f Spenser and Shakespeare. adventus
rous 8.irits tired of the coffes-house ard sought 2 deeper solace and free-
don in nature and the open field, in the blue sky, "far froz the m2dding ,L
croed's ignoble strife”.

The expression of this feeling wus threefold. The first

'Jt

trend was an awakening of new interest in the Middle Aiges, because the life
of the I'iddle Ages, with its unrest, its feudal color, was in so great a
contrzst to the sameness an? orderlines#of the cl:z:ssic period. The second

direction of the Rouantic movement was toward nature, a reaction against

<t

nhe cut-and-dried regulated grooves of classicism. The third tendency of
"this movement was toward a more humane view of life, a2 deeper regard for
humbler creatures, whether man or beast, especially toward such human lives
as by reason of this humbleness or uncouthness had been made objects of
contempt by aﬁ age 0f snobbishness and pseudo-aristocracy.

4S8 we have alrezdy stated Thomson and tray revresent the
transition period beiween the two great ideas, cla:sieism and romanticism.
Goldsmith was notv free from such leanings. The change from oune ré%ime to
another took place at approximatvely the tufning of the century,---as GPRTOX-
imately as a slow process can be dated. The romantic movement, though; af-
ter its initial impetus, took wings as it were to isself and flew, for it
was not ldang until tﬁe writers who are pronouncedkhe most romantic.of the

ﬁﬂﬂt'l’éel.%f

ronanticists were -iiwdiidleairndren
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Ccleridge and Southey.
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Coleridge, the poet of fragments, was far frou being frag-

-

P} »

mentary in his prose works. They are voluminous and complete. Though

but few soems that he started out to write were ever completed, he left us

[«

a vast amount of theory and criticism that 4s truly valuable. Wordswofth
seems To0 have borne the dbrunt of Colerigge's reviewingz, which for the most
vart was favorable. Wordsworth prcpounded most of his theories of poetry
in his prefaces and appendices, and the greater part of Coleridge's Biograph-
iz Literaria is a review of Wordsworth's theories, as found in those oref-
aces,; the latter's poems being used as illustrations. When Coleridge's
prose 1s sifted in order to fird that which is in the natﬁfe of contempo-
c,ygwumﬁL
rary jdzment the guantity 1§4reduue 52;4e=g£ﬁa==es=aa$. Prequent in-
stances cccur, however, of dizect personal criticism. In one glace he

-~ 4 -~p o V .
tells us that The Brothers and ichael meet 211 the requirements of model

-

s N > -
poems, while the Idiot B0y and Earry Gill are great pcems of feeling. ILater

-

e remarks that the 0% DOZ*ES an excellent poem having only two faults:

Y

Tirstv, the idea of a too morbid idioey is dlsgusulng; second, the folly of

the mother rather emphasizes the blindness of old age than maternal affection.

a7 . . )
The Thorn has too .-many depressing scenes which tend tc lower the plane on

waich the author professes to have set out and planned to maintzin. Eis
(Coleridge's) remerks on Tordsworkh's Excursion are more a critigue on
Tordsworth than on his poem---charging that Wordsworth &id not adhere to

his own theories? "In short™; says he, "were there execluded from Mr.

For a complete list of the prose works of RSamuel Tzylor Coleridge, cf

Complete Torks of S.T.COIeriqgg, ed Shedd, New York (1853) vol iii, p 673 ff.

e

Biographia Literaris, ed. cit. vol iii, p 40C,

5 Thid, p 401. #8d. cit. vol iii, p 401. Tbid, o 402.
fzbia, D 450-1. Ibd, ok mxii.
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“ordsworth's poetic compositioné all that a literary adherence to the theory
of his preface would exclude, two-thirds, at least, of the marked beauties
of his poetry must be erased.”
The reviewer sees 2 nugber of defects in Wordsworth, however,
exemplified by the Excursiont First, his inconstancy of st;le; second, his

too great matter-of-factness; third, a too dramatic form; and fourth,ke has

00 great thoughts and images for the subject. In the Intimations of Immor-

tzlity, he a:xs, How can a chilé be a philoscphygr? How could a child "read
the evernal deep"? 4 long list of sccalled absurdities follows, with a
full quota of beauties; he firnds six reasons for yraise, illus#tratea by

extracts frem Sixzon Lee, rfhe Fountain, Intimations of Tmmorcalit and Tucy,
— 9

----5ix excellencies, the last of which is Tordsworth's "gift of Imagination”
in which he is inferior only to Shaxespeare and ¥ilton..

Terhaps the fullest and most lengthy of Coleridge's reviews
is his s:athing critique of Bertraﬁf a drama that was produced at Drury Lane
'heatre about the yezr 18:2C. The review was far froiz a eulogy arnd caused
considerable criticism of Coleridge later. The revieﬁer picked the flaws
one by one in the play, which, according to Coleridge, are legion. rFor in-
stance)in the first act there is a prodigious storm, without any epparent tea-
son for its being so called; the lazdy sleepless without any sprarent reason
or insomniz;a lady married and happy, yet lovidng another; a charge of
vlagiarism is brought forward in the second act; the third and fourth acts

zre totally devoid of decency from the point of view of the English audience.

3. eit. vol iii, ch xxii.
Lertram, or The Castle of St. Aldobrznd,by Rev. Chas. R. Iaturin, curate of

£6. Peters, Dublin, reviewed by Coleridge, ed. cit. vol iii, pp 555 ff. This

eview was so violently slashing and to 2ll apgearances unwarrantable%hat the

uthor of the play proposed =z violent and vindietvive reply to Coleridge, which

ir Falter Scott counselled against. Maturin yieldesd

t0 Scott's influence.




the first four zcts he sums u> his views in the follcewing sentences:
"and did = British audience endure all this% They received it with plau-

dits, which, but for the rivalry of the carts 'and haczney cozches, might

?%t. Taul's Cethedrzsl.” The fifth act elicits this: "Ths orly thing notice-

zble (for rant and ronsense, though abundant as ever, have long be the

>

lzst 2c% become things of courselis the prcfane revresentation of the high

alter in =z chazel.-—=-=-- 4 hymn is actuelly sung on tvhe stage by the cho
ister boys.” 1hwe it continues to the end. Coleridge departs from his

ct

doctrine of the beauties in = zeneral slating of Bertram, having nct a sin-
gle rleasant recark for it. He dces not hesitate to maXe numerous accusa-
tizns of plagiarism. Eis apparent objection to the »lay was from the stand-
soint of morals, for he charged that its influence would be gernicious. How-
aver he did not tcuch upon the ability or skill of Mr. XMaturin, atfacking
Coleridge's letters have proved a fruivful source of eriti-
cism and philcsophy. There are alzays a certein rumber of limitations at-

tached to a man's letters, for though 2 number of men wrote letters expect-

ing that they be published, on the other hand the lette

-
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. Tris entsils z search,,as a rule, before any opinions

on contemporzry works cem be found, and whern they are focurnd they are usgually
- o

short anéd sketchy. TUnless & man deliberately sets out in a letter tc review

<

work he rarely devotes to any work sufficient space in that letter to warz

[$)]

ty

rznt the rame of review. racticelly the ornly example of a2 lengthy discus-
sion of a contemporary work that occurs ir Coleridge's letters 1is founé

in one written tc¢ “ordsworth concerring the Excursion. It really is long---
fcr 2 letter. Butv I amr inelined to thipk that it is somewhat more difficult
for a man t6 give a just appraiszl of a work in a letter tc the author of

that workx +than it would be to give that appraisal in 2 periodieal or jour-
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were for the greater part Shakespeare, I

without the sco.e of this work. ZRich fiel

(76)

s more cr less impersonal. A4s a mabtter of fact Ccleridge took

(=0

R . < et
reat unmbrage at Jeffrey oncee for having vermitted zn znonymous review

[d

f hic Christebel t¢ be rublished ir the Edinburgh Review. If 2 man is at-

tacked for publishirg 2 review, not entirely favorable, in a paper whose
exrxress design was the publication of reviews, what would be the recertiorn

0f a persconal letter that contaired egually potent crinions? Rut to

.

v . . . . .
gturn tc the letter revievinz the Excursion. Ccleridge undertook tc snow
g g

crdsrmortk how this poer had fz.lern short of his exrectations. Ee appar-

ntly was dicsgppointed not ir Tthe poem & it appeared, for he granks§ it =2

whicds

. = Y
marred supericrity, but in its not being a2 far differernt voem he thought
v 3 {d Py PR —

e 2

S~

“orasworth was planning. Jcleridze had looxed for - philcsophicezl peem in

. oprortunity afforded. Ze gives z number cof objections tc the poem as
t really was---and they zre wore suggestions than objections. The bulk
f Ccleridgzes ccnerete anmalysis is built up arcund T ordsworth's EZxeur-

g K £ T

icn, as furnishing the finest illustraticn for the theories he attempts to

romulgeate.
Przctically all of Coleridge's written eriticism is included

L~

€ Bicgraphie Literaria(18i5-17) except a short

n
ct

es
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o

contribvuted to the Bréstcl Journsl(l8i4). nztever else he has left has to

te gleaned from . the record of his lectures, a dozen or mure ccurses, de-

livered at Bristol and London in the years 1808-18192. The subject of these

iiton, and the dramz, which ic
d

s of gemeral criticism abound

throughout his work, which most authoprities agree place him among the great-

th B WD

resumably by Eazlitt. Cf ed. cit. vol iii, p B83.

etter CCVI, Coleridge to Wordsworth, May 2C, 1815, Collaécted Letters of

- T. Coleridge, ed E. E. Coleridge, (Houghtoh ﬁifflin,,ﬂ. Y. 1895)

ol ii, p 643.
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cas . N 4 .
est crities of the age, if rot of all timeé. As a reviewer, on the other

rand, except for his disguisitions on the Exzcursion, he is so secart that
N ]
cne must hesitate tc apcly that $erminelogsy to him at all. Aside from

review of Bertram his work was of the highest type, and it is regret-

ry
m

i
eble that he was not more swelific in his contemporer; judgments.
s survey of Coleridge woukd be incomplete without a study

of his Table Talk and Lectures. Iractically every subject under the sun

was tvaken up by Coleridge in his Table Palk----briffly, for very small
scace is given to each topice. Trhe reach is wide, but he does not dwell
long on one subject. Eis discussion is more or less ewpigremmatic, nothing
more than a collection of"Topies in srief". In the Table Talk there

are a2 number of interestiﬁg items: there is one paragrarh regarding

Southey's Zife of Bunyan with this remark: "The Life of Bunyan is beauti-

ful"; concerning the same author's History he szys: "The History is fine.
The conclusion of this great woek is the finest specimern of historic eulo-
g7 ever read in English---more than a campaign t¢ the Duke's fame." Ior

can Coleridge get away from the f£xcursion: "I have of$en wished that the

Cembridge History of English Literature, vel xi, p 133: "His criticisms

form a2 bedy of work such as makes an epoch in the history of English---
it would hardly be too much to say, of Europear---criticism.”

Trail, H. D. Life of Coleridge, English Men COf Letters Series, p 1E6:

"Coleridge, primus inter pares as a critic of any order of literature, is

in the domzin of Shakespearean commentary absolute king."

Saintsbury, George, History of Criticism,vol iii, p 230, has this to say:

"So then there abide these three, Aristotle, Longinus, and Coleridge. The
defeects of the modern, as contrasted with the ancient, men of letters are
prominent in Coleridge,when we compare him with these his fellows; and so

gﬁecann gcg$ite say that he is the greatest of the three.....Coleridge is

eri author to be turned over by day and by night."
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first two books of the KExcursion had been published serarately under the
name of%r‘he Deserted Cottageﬁ They would have formed, what indeed they

14 :
are, one of the most beautiful poems in the language."” Cf Tennyson's Bsx Yy

poems he has not much to say specifically. Fe commends their beauty,

arnd eriticises their meter, advising Terryson to adhere to cne or two or-
“lthodox meters, as for instance the heroic couplet or tkhe octave stanza,
until two or three years have elapsed, after whiéh tire meter will have
become more nztural to him. "is it is,” says Coleridge, "I can scarcely
scan his verses." Regarding Sterne he ha#ghis tc say: "I think highly of

Sterne; that is, of the first part of Iristram Shandy; for as to tke lat-

d and disgustinge® a2nd iLne
’ ————

|

ter part, about tke widow Wedman, it is stup

Sentimental Journey is goor sickly stuff."” He finds tkat Sterne is too

trone to affectation, though the two Shandies are "most individual and
delightful™. <rhough Sterrne has bed morals (somewhat paradoxical!] he can-
not hurt anyone therebdy, for those who could be affected by them would be
sffected by something else equally easily,---rather a poor argument, for
by the same zrgmEmerk token anytring we did would nct haxm the strong bro-
ther, while the weak brother would be injured by somecone else if we diad

nothing to hurt him by our influence. Pristram Shandy appears to be

¢oleridge's favorite, for he says in the same passage: "Tristran Shandy

is full of truth and reality, while The Serntimental Journey had little

less than clever affectation.”

For the Table 1alk, of Works, ed Shedd, (XNew York, 1858) vol vi;for tke
remarks on Soubhey's Bunyan see ibid, vol vi, p 332; tke Eistory,ibid, p 357

for the Excursion, ef ibid, p 402. fThough far from a contemporary product-

ion it is interesting tc note Coleridgels oyinion of Bunyan's Filgrim's Trog-
ress(1678): "If you were to polish it you would at once destroy the realiiy

of the vision; it has no false grammar, but is in the lowest style".(ibid,324é
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O0f Scott he had this to say: "When T am very ill indeed T
’

can read Scott’'s noveds, and they are almost the only books I can then read”.

. k'
He compares Robinson Crusoe with Peter Tilkins, and later launches out into

a eulogy of rielding, to the detriment of Hichardson: "What a master of

composition Fielding was! Upon my word, T think the Cedi.us iyrannus, The

. Alchemiét, and Tom Jones the three most perfect plots ever planned. How

charming, how wholesome, Kielding always is! To take hix up after Hichard-
son is like emerging from a sickroom heated by stoves intc an open lawn on
a breezy dzy in ¥ey." .

in interesting review of Iristram Shaady, \more lengthy and

comprehensive trzn the epigrammatic judgments quoted from the ¥able lalk,

occurs in one of Coleridge's lectures on Sterne?- It is interesting to note
kis cpinions of these earlier noveds. Fe goes at length into Tristram
Shendy, using it as illustrative of some of Sterre's excellencies. These
excellencies consist in, first, the author's ability to seize happily on
those points in which every man is more or less a humorist; second, in his
ability to depict traits of human nature; third, the ability Vo draw such
2 character as ¥r. Shandy's, "the essence of which is a craving for sympa-
thy in exzct proportion to the o0ddity and unsympathizability of what he
proposes"; and fourtk, a great physiognomic tact, a master of word photog-
raphy. -

o much for the earliest of tke grest Homantieists, or tc
be more exact in phraseclogy, the greatest of the early Romanticists. Ee
is a giant among critics nor is he a pigmy among revievers. #1he quality
is there, but where he fails,---if indeed he could be said to have failed---
is ftn the quantity of his review work. The only real review he undertcok

as such was far below his standard production, for the critique of Bertram

Table Talk, Torks, ed cit vol vi,p 495. 7’Ibid, p 521l. 3Ibid, p 5Zl.

Ed c¢it vol iv, 'pp 281 £f. ¢Cf vol iv, p 379 <for observations on PLom Jones,ét_
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is a malignent slashing, violating a number of the very principles that
Coleridge professed to stand for. there is always a considerable discrep-
Fncy.between theory and practice. The space allowed Coleridge, the ieview-
er, here is perhaps out of proportion tc his ﬁaserts. but hhe rank of
Coleridge, the philosopher, poet, and critic more than furnishes an excuse

: {
-[for suck- a study. And when the roll of the greatest litterateurs of

“nglish literature is called the name of Coleridge is among the first not
altogether for alphabetical sequence.

Robert Southey was just as prolific in review writing as
Coleridge was Barren. He was another man of letters who did review work for
a living. Like Goldsmith, Southey preferred other thingg,but was forced

by circumstances to devote a large amount of his time to poorly remunerative
hack work,---the circumstances in his case being a large family for which
provision had to be made. Thus he was prevented from doing what he wanted
most to do---great work in prose and poetry. Several things militated
against Séuthey's being & good reviewer. In the first place, he had too
littie logic. Reason is the esssnce of a good review, without which 2 man
would veer according to his inglinations, as a balloon without ballast.
Logic is the keystone of judgment, and 2 review without judgment is not
7orthy the name. In the second place, Southey was open to numerous charges
of inconsistency, a direct result of his lack of logie. A man may be crité
icized for never changing his mind, but he mey be even more severely crit-
icized for changing it too often. It is a mark of greatness for e man %o
change his mind on a subject when he has been convinced that he %as wrong

at first, but it is a mark of weakness for 2 man to make errors consistent-

|1y, thereby nscessitating a fregquent change of opinion when convinced of

those errors. Aigain, Southey was conscientious, but he was conscientious

without a good logical foundation for that trait,---another result of a lack

of logic.His conscientiousness was based on personal likes and dislikes, a
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tendency that naturally resulted in a bias that is antagonistic to the

virtues of a reviewer. ZXersonal 1ikesdg:g2;$ exter into a review. Sound
soesset\‘rﬁll
Judgnent 1%ﬁuhe ee=o basis of reviewing (Gsaeiew—oxtent.thal when person-
/ .»:“,,‘.,M'

alities creep in the value of the review as such|

Vi e AT

Gaweer L man may enjoy reading Zane Grey's latest thriller to the point of
rhapsody, but whan he undertakes to review it he is bound by conscience and

orineiples %o relegate it to its rightful place among best-selling "blood-

and-thunders”. The point of view 0f the author must be sought and an ex-

o
[ny

amingtion int 1 es

0
o
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zust be made before a2 just appraiszl can be ar-
rived at. The guestion is not."How does it apreal to me?” but "That is its
regl vzlue, and on what does that value depend?"

what, on the other hand, were the gqualities that should have

(2]
3 |
|.Ju

mde Southey a good reviewer? He wa dely read. He was master of the

classics and versed in the literszéur

()

of the ancients. re rei@site of .
a good rewiewer as given by Addison was that he should be well acquainted
with the literature of all ages. add to this the fact of his indefatigable

=% e QT.' ve_. -
in Southey's case is 1o say the least S&S59e—

vhough magisterial, was nctwithstanding admirable, .free,

ard rapid, 2 prime reguisite for good reviewing. finelly, he was a man
of letters, a goet, and historian, qualities that should be of inestimable
value to 2 man attempting Yo judge the works of others.

.Cf céurse Southey is known for his Thalaba, Curse of Fehama,

A man is seldom known because of his reviews.

wacaulay, the greatest of the Edinburgh Reviewers, is not celebrated because

he was a great reviewer. ¥We can think of no renowned man of letters made
so because of the reviews he wrote. Southey himself felt that the reason

he did not produce more ‘thalabas and Fehamas was the mifllstone of hack

w*riting that hung about his neck. He remarked to Talter Savage Landor that
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his bi tory as an author was "not very honorable to the age tn which we
live., By giving up my whole time to worthless work in reviews, ragazines,
and newspapers, I could thrive, as by giving ur h 1f my time to them I
contrive to live. 'In the time thus employed every year I could certainly
produce such a poem as Thalabe, and if T did I should svarve'.

But Fate Tuled otherwise to the end that Southey should

C-

contribute to the Zuartsrly Review for a living. it first he received ©

guineas for each contribution, which appeared one in each issue of the mag-
azine. Gradually, however, he received more, until finally each artiele

brought him one hundred pounds. He wrote ninety-four articles for the

-

Querierly betwreen the years 1808 and 1838; fifty-two to the AnnualxRegiskex

b

. v . .
Review, volumes one to four; and three articles to the Worelgn Quarterly

. 0'/'L l/e/-/i &z ’ou ol Iﬂ”
Deview. Because of the utter +dimmossibi 1107-a=e?—%srmv*t1ﬁr—all of these

in & work of this mature I shall endeavor to choose a few of the most rep-
resentative reviews for study at this time.

Ynen we read these reviews cof Qou*hey no doudt is left in
our mind that we have arrived at khe period of the normal review as a tyve
of literature. Dr. Johnson 2nd Goldsmath are his success’"7 predecessors.

e have seen how they have acguitted themselves; it now rmmximEs recains

for us to see how Scuthey verformed his task. One zmong his first contri-

For & complete list of Southey's contributions to the Teriodicals cf. Life

and Correspondence of Robert Southey, by his son, Cras. C. Southey (Few
York, Zarver % Bros.) ippendix p 577.

V'His reviews in the Annual Review include the following; & review of i[he

n

ct
o

g}
|

Toetry by The Author of Gebir, vol i (18C2); a review of Burney's Ei

of Discoveries in the South Seas, vol ii, (18C3); a review of Scoti's

Sir Pristram, vol iii (1804); and a review of Cayley's Llfe of Sir Talter

Raleigh, vol iv, (18C5].




v

ca.“!l K o~¢_-r[\ i . Y. .
butions to the Quarterly was aﬂdaéége by the publication of four bdographies

of the gréat Yelson, rnone of which were found by Southey to be worthy of
the man they orofessed vo discuss. Te began by a dissertation uzon biog-
raphies "in general, attemnting to show difficulties that exist for those
who contemglete the writing of a biography/ Ze says: "0f all literary
tas:srhau of biographer might appezar at first to be the easiest.” ‘Ee then
proceeds to show why &s 2 matter of fact it is not the easiest. First,
the biographer rarely knows personally the object of his study, ané there-
fore is forced to trust to information gleaned from various sources, . or if
he sho:1d happen to be acguainted with him, his bicgraphy must of necessiiy
be a pattisl oneg Second, 2all the important facts about =2 great man, whe-
ther favorable or otherwise, are necessary for =z good biogradhy, facts that
are cfien difficult to relate without beinz oblivions ==& the feelinzs of

el aline o STH :
the,living; while, if the biographer should choose to wait until the sub-
jeet of the biography has died, it is zlso probable that those from whon

the desired facts are only obtainable will have also passed beyond the grzave

"with their generation. He cites the case of Chatterton, who was known to

be insane; his biographers forbore mentioning the fachout of respeét for
his sister and niece, both ¢f whom were (affectedisimilarly./ Zence, the
reazon why a2 true biograrhy of Nelson cannot now be sritten; "his private

history cannot be 12id open without greater injury to individual feelinzs

. . - . N . -
Biographical ¥Memoirs of Lord Viscount Felson, by John Charnock; 8vo Tondon,

8C6; Life of Lord Felson, by Mr. Earrison, 2 vols. 1806, ditto, by 7. O.

Churchill, 1878; ditto, by Xev. S. Clarke, assisted by Dr. Mcirthur,; reviewed

ensemble by Southey, Quarterly xHeview, vol iii, pp 218-262. The first

review that Southey wrote for the 2uarterl was of an article on The Bap-

tist Missionary Society, Guar. Rev. vol i, pp 19Z-226. Ee contributed an

average of two reviews to each volume of the Quarterly between the years

1809-38.
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than the public has zny right tc inflict for the gratifization of its

ecuriosdty™. -There followe z survey of the four biographies in order named;

Snarnock had only 2 few letters, together with the gazettes and journzls,

28 his sources of infrrmation. The second, by Harrison, receives poor
credit at the hands of Southey. 1the third, by Churchill, is worse, no mere
than 2 "vehicle for prints". P e fonrth, by My .Stanier Clarke, would have

eer 2 fiasco but £or the saving grace of Dr. MacAtthur's collaboraticn..

-

o'

v

b

These are the judgments passed or the books; So-they spends the remainder

2% the forty-four pages ir = discussion of the chief facts in Nelson's life
s derived frc the biographies in guesvion. After six pagss of observa-

tions on the boois Scnuthey makes the follo—~ing remark: "Te have this prev-

iously staked all which it wes regiisite to observe upon the book, that

Iismissing 211 cother thoughts, we might enter upon its subject with the
feeling which if reguires. The bes®t eunlogium of Felson is the history of

J

2 P 4+ LI a+ - I s - 2 " P 2
nis zedicns; the best history, that which shall relate them most perspic-

1ously.” . Hence, we find that by the year 1°1C the idez had become firmly
“gp e
&shoddaed that o review was more than mere ivdgment on 2 book; it was,

Southey wrote forty-o0dd pages azbout the life c¢f Helson, and only six pages

=

1

zbout the Life of Helson. Tafter 211 only the ren*esentative reviews

of a prolific man such as Southey can be discusse *“ﬁfem indeed of tren.

Such a review as that of Landor's Ccunt Julisn could not well be passed cver.

The reviewer starts in adbruptly with 2 synopsis of the play. Act b7y act, and
scene by 8cene, he gives 2 resume of the whole tragedy, reserving ccmment
until the last, sazef\several such remarks as "to point out the partiecunlar
gaxtztizxsx beauties in a scene like this would be, a2t best, bdut an imper-
tinent office;” or, "2 scene of great dignity follows"™, and so forik.

He is forced to refrain from quoting more passages of egual beauty from
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writter on alﬁé@I:i:L%ﬁiis, ang cshould therefore be emended; the fourth is
simply 2 collection of chronological data frem the Diurnzls zrd other rub-
licaticns. Southey thus expresses his puriose: "7Tith these works before
us, and with the 2id of such other materials as the memoirs of that disss-
trous age affcrds,;/.;.ue skzll endeavor tc give = comgpendious and faitk-
ful zceount cf Cliver 8romwell's eventful life.” Tre Life e gives is
comrendiovs and zpparently faithful.

¥
The review of Hzllam's Ccnsbtitutionzl Fistory of Enzland is
< —— (=]

¢f view of the: auth th 5 Stes his ultimate purpcse. Soutiey
throughout this review duells on the work itself and does not try fo out-
Balilam Hazllam by writing a Ccnstw‘“tiona* ‘History of his own. e commends

Eallam for separating histocry intc its constituent parts, civil, military,
& J

oy

ecclesiastical, constitutioral, literary, moral, and commercial. The au-
thor thern explains whet he means ¥y constitutionsl history; he ovresents
the rhilosophy of history endeavering to teach safe doct;ines of church and
state; the reviewer announces that he is not safe ir this, for he draws

deductions but does not elaborate debtzils; hence, he may easily mislezd

ct
145

readers. He cites the case of a Frenchmen in the seventeenth century deny-
ing that Fran the First was taken prisorer by the & pariards, claiming
thet the lie in a hundred years would cause eovle to doubt bhe fzct, and
fimally they would believe the lie. The danger is that a man of political
affiliations will give prejudiced accourts of political or constitutionsl
events. Zorace Talpole said, "Pour e€tre bon historien il rne faudrait &tre
d¢'aucune religion, d'aucuxr pays, d'aucune profession, d'zucun parti;" =a

wrong idea, for a conscientious man will allow neither party, religion, nor

| IO e s s ce s - . . .
patriotism to vias him in his judgments. So Zallam's chief fault is his

'Qtarterly Review, vol 37, pp 194-26C.
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‘tendercy tc form deductions ratker than to give detzils of facts. Ther, of

'..h

course, he makes mistakes: in regard th the Lutherans o Germany; he forms

harsh and uncharitable conclusions ugon insufficient grcunds(page 209j;
Scuthey brings himself into the argument(page 218), replyirg to an zssertion

by Hallem regarding the pook of the Chiurch; Hallam is guilty of zrievous ex-

zggerztions(page 219); he says a man should not commit errows in deferse
of orpresseé humanity, yet he dces rot practise vwhat he treaches; he attzcks

one of tke Archbishoprs, and his bock is full of faveritism and partiality;
1

he concludes by sayinz:"Tc pursue tre Corstitutional F istory through al

ite misrepresentaticns and the vwhole sovhistry of its special Dleadinv
¥ S < RS L =)

-

would require & work of eg:al bulk." Scuthey censures the author s attisude

towards honor, for Hellam seemed tc msintzin the doctrine that the end justi-

bellion are to be treat-

H

ied the mears, and that consviracy, treason, ané r

(6]

2d as matters of expediency. ?allam according to Southey, is the azpotheo-

'.J

sic of thre acrimony, injustice, and ill-temper that mar%d the party

which he belongs. 4 better example of sla ting would be hard to find.

'.

cuthey to s*udy hir along with the

o
[€2]

It is perhays unfair ©

an
<t

real Coleridge, for the former suffers materially by the comparison. Yet

P

n tke matter of reviewing Southey has this to his ceredit, that he wrote
reviews deliberately, a thing Coleridge did rot attempt. The number of
reviews Southey wrote, among them some truly great essays, entitle him to
consideration here. Ee is not a good reviewer because he could not judge,

but -he is a reviewer of note, rotnlthstand*re, because of his style of

writing, and because of his great Thus we leave~him, placing
him in the anomalcus position above the average of poor reviewers and some-.
what below thet of what we term good reviewers. And after all, he makes

interesting reading. ‘f




CEAPTER SIX

Scott, Pazlitt, and Leigh Euzt.




CHAPTER STIX

Scott, Hazzlitt, and Leigh Hunt.

It would be surprising how many repiées of "I did nov know
Le was 2 critice” would be gottem Ircm people presumebly edéucated when Fir

Talter Scott should be uaben unger con316erat~on. But Scott is emamiiseon.

fax ¥ o
- extraordinan e dipped his nen in practically every
zind of ink, 21l with a modicum of success. nOVels <wmmmepewe=yould

fill g good-sized bcokshelf znd his poems are taught in every public school,
but ti,ireviewthunlgggte alcne woulé, if collected, fill five averszge
voludies. i man thinks he heos done well when he has read all of Scoti's

novels, rot o0 mention 21l of his poems.

bundant Votﬁ\ﬂ;i{uateu against

Y]

o A har g T
Gy ity 71 S $CO

— -—

. His essays on Fhe

Drame, Chivalry, and Xomance, his Biographical Sketches of Dr,den and

Swift, and his Tales of z Grandfstherz are rarely read nowadays excert by

ct

someorne with ar ulterior purgose, 2 Tact truly lamentable because of their
ezcellence.
Scott's rank as a novelist has long been the tennis ball of

arying opinions, batted hither and thither ss perhaps no other zuthkor’'s

<

ever has been. The fact remains that his novels are popular after a hundred
years and are reguired as parallel reading in all schools of good and reg-
ular standing. But to one reading his essays there car be no doubt of his
excellence)for in the field of appreciative analysis Scctt has few eguals.
“ere the question asked, That are the qualities that make him a good review-
er? we vould find the answer in these words, Judgment and much reading.

: de is peculiarly interesting to us as a reviewer because of
the fact that we have ar author of novels revieving cher nOVels,es—eée—aéﬁ-

He is the first:
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novelist-reviewer we have so far had the opjortunity of sbudying, nor will

the number of such thet we find in gll-literature be very extensive. The

poets seemeé to find tire to review, but the novelists were too engrossed

with ftheir novel writing to devote any time to criticism. George Eliot
and George Weredith did some reviewing, rheckeray tried his hand at some

' . mdasTr

satiriceal criticism, but as a rule it reguired a2 man of pradi;zous-&ﬁﬁgﬂg

to marage novel writing and otker phéses of literature at the same tirme.

' Scott is also notewocrthy because he weas one of the first

contributeors tc both the Edirburgh and Quarterly Reviews. He performed

the <weww unique achievement of once reviewing his own work, a thing easy

F

f sccomplishment because of the anonymous nature of all these early reviews.

.

‘hough the practice is condermed Tl e MRS A it has this ameliorat

ivrg circumstance, that the point of view of the author is accurately por-
trayed, & primary requisite of the good review.

Scott is the antithesis of 5 outhey in tkat while -outhey
zas usually a hersh critic and indulged in conéidefable slzting Scott, on

%’v’ 'c“nﬁ'

ere eulogistie, but withal sound. It seemed that heOnly reviewed)thcse

tke other hand, was more given to

works deserving of praise. He manifestly wrote contrary to TLe prevailing

Cecloce ¥
——mae 07 the times, for bitler attaciks were zyparently the order of the dzy.

’ .
e must be careful to avoid the impression that all of Scoti's reviews

‘ . . Oy A ‘. . . < ’ . . .
were in this é;&ggééfﬁée strain$} witness his review of Godwin's Life of

7
) R . . . firaverme— .
Chaucer. 1His essay is a contribution to ¥ee—wexid in its arraignment of

the praétice of writing to fill up space. The guiet irony of this review

is striking, for the criticism is so clever and the sarcasm so veiled that

1 .. . . . .
Cf reviews of ¥rankenstein and Jare Austen's Persussion, Blackwoods, 1i:613.

“=dinburgh Review, vol iii, pp 437 sq Jamuary, 1804.

Renrodiiced with narmiceinm ~f $he m o e Ly
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the “dangeroﬁs-weapon* has lost most of its sting. Hé'is fair, for he
bestows ppzise where praise is due and finds s$vera1 beauties to pffsef
the faults he discovered therein. ZThe chief, a%{?f‘ F is §pp§;a5undance,
or, to be moré exact, too many digressions-and tco great‘Verbiage. Tis
general summary is as follows: "But, upon the whole, the Life of Chaucer
if-an.uninteresting, is an innocent performance,; and were its prolixities
and superfluities unsparingly pruned(which would reduce tke work to abcut
one-fourth its present size)we wo0uld comnsider it as an accession of some
valué to English litefatuie."

the first charge brought against the author is that of piag-
iarism. The wwo quarto“vblumes do not contain a single facet about Chaucer
that cannot ve found in the eight pages of the bdographer from whom Godwin
obtained his informztion. This gives the reviewer an opportunity to preach
zgainst the bolstering up of a book with vast quentities of irrelevant
matter. We are given Godrin's method, which is indeed interesting. 1In the
first place, whenever the name of a town is mentioned, or that .of a person,
or of a science, "he stops short to give a history of the city ab urbe con-
dits; the life of the man from his cradlé upwards, with a brief account of
his ancestors; or a full essay upon the laws and principles of the science,
%ith a sketch of ihe lives of its most eminent professors.™ The redult
is that Godwin's history has in it "facts corncerning Chaucer that bear the
same proportion to the book that the alphabet does to the encyclogedia™. A
long list of incidents éupports his charge.

Then he has some praise. Some of the dissertations of Godwin
have merit; the author was possessed'of céneiderable industry, and still
more considerable reading; a2 few of the observaticns on Chaucer would make
excellent notes for Chzucer's poems; if they were picked out; were the whole

boiled dbwn, then it might have a gvhance of meeting with his approval.
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~ Ceott did not 1imit nimself to reviewing prose works. Two
Gwctrg Glhe s _ :
famous poems,fell a prey ©o h's eritical o

s

judgment fail him in either case.

{.
pbut. The review of southey's Curse of Kehama opens with a2 discussion of
the baittle waging betw een the poets and the crities: the poets insistiag

-lon their right - freedom, the eritics cbjecting to tt. The primsry object

of poetry &s pleasure, and if one zpp roach to it does not suCVeeéL“Oohe*

aust be tried. The critics' zrgument that a poet mnst abide Dby certain

rules because the o0ld Greeis did is as 4£oolisk an arguzent as that 2ll builéd-
ings shoul3 be built according to srecian architecture because the vreeks
used 1%. Cr the other hard the eritiecs say that because a vrecian Temple

b

nas lost the chern of novelty there is no reason wny its place should be

u.olied by the grotesgue similarities of 2 Chinese pagoda. Tae reviewer

zrants that perhaps both the poets and the critics are wrong----that the

ct

—
[0}

-~
1)

critic depends too strongly oxn usage and authority while the poets al
£% any rate fcuthey is commended for having introduced a
new form intc poetry, which he anticipates by a +threat that he "would sing

as he cleased". There is an illuminating synopsis of the poem, section by

-

secticn, which is hizhly apureciative and interpretative, followed by a Trexy
ment of its merits. The author has rich imagiraticzn, z2reat fancy, and an

abundant resource of description, but the greatest cebt we owe to Mr.
Southky is that of gratitude for the elevation of morzals he has sst forth

in ni

w

reroine, who alone, witk no divine or human assistance, is able to

=

ithstand all trials and persecutions, things which serve but to increase

her patience and pisty, making her proof againsfall 2alamity. The moral

quarterly Review, vol v, p {4C, February, 181l.
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pgency of this prineiple furnishes the "grandeur,.at once splendid and se-

-

Toe other poem referred to is Byron'S Childe Harold, Czanto IV..

This is somewhat of 2 valeddctory to Byron's poem, the yrevious cantos nav-
ing appeéred a% earlisr dates. -jzflikes Byron, because he coxes befofe the
public openly in his orn name, and practically admits that Jhilde FHarcld

is none other than himself, sseing thinss 2s he himself sees them and doing
things ac he himself would do them. Anofher appezal that"Herold" has to the.
public is kIs aloofness, his azpparent indiff-rence to the usuzl enjoyments
of 1ife, and & diddain for itsvusual rursuits, bearirg out the theory that
one is considered sugericr to the common run of men whe can stand a oft
znd loockx dovn uoor their "common habits, tastes, and pleasures". But the

which has
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climactic appeal to popularity i

been exhibited thr.ughoutv the poen.s - - wo. Genius is a
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e coul%kot take up fully Scott's eu
without gueting lavishly from his observations, but it will have to sufiice

-

o sa, thal the beautly, =ismsssay, thought, «se=bem®y .and imagimation of the

(]

N

ise. e can safely arrive at this
eonclusionwihat iiﬁgosterity i@ the true criterion, agﬂ%enerally acce ted,

<

poen &ll come in for their meed of pr

Scott's judgment of contemporary works was welrdly unerring.

Among Scott's numerous reviews we find several on works that today are stand-

ard: Te find a2 review of Frankenstein and next to it .one on Southey's

‘Amadis de Gaul(Blackw. i1:612 and Edinb. Rev. 1ii:1C9); Southey's Chronicle

D

of the Cid(fuart. Rev. 1:134) and Life of Bunyan(Quarterly Hev. x1iii:469)

are also worthy of rnotice. Scott contriduted thirteen reviews to the Edin-

burgh Review, two to Blackwood's, twenty-six to the Quarterly, and one to

the Foreign Zuartverly. #.r ..a complete list of Scott's reviews, cf Lock-

hart's Life, page 165.

DAanrmardicmnesad st sm oo e ey P o
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Tr recent years there has beexn somewhat of a revival of
interest in & writer who has.left but little to immortalize his néme. Ter-
haps if he had lived longer he would have produced a great work, but at
fifty Hzzlitt dled leaving a name as a critic and essayist, bat that was

211. Thers need be no prophesies of what might have been. He contributed

frequently to the Edinburgh Review, the Kew Monthly, the itlas, the Examiner,

the Yorning Chronicle, and the London Teekly Review. He did not contribute

13

to.the Nuarterly beczuse of the feud thet existed between himself and Gif-
f-rd. Eis income from his hack Writing, amounting to six hundred pounds

b e fibood .
2 year, was all the sxeeme he kad fhe esszys now putlished irn the Rcund

Table for the most part appeared in the Examiner, together with two savage

c t
Before investigating what Hazlitt thought of others it is

=ell to see what others thought of him. Ore historizn has sdid: "The

b7 Hazlitt are unsurpassed in the whole range of English literature

Jehn Wilson szid of him: "Then ¥Mr. Hazlitt's izaste and judgment are left

them upon his reazders.” But it is no

a2 page of Hzzlitt that 3dces nct betray the influence of strong prejndice,

a leve of paradoxical views,and z terndency to sacrifice the exact truth of
o

a guestion to an effecetive turn of expression.”

‘cf£ Hazlitt's Tetter to Gifford, ed W. C. Hazlitt

?ﬁirrell, 7illiam Hazlitt: English Men of Letters Series,'l902, p 2C8.

35ir Archibald allison, History of Europe. 7Wilson, Blackwoods, vol iii, p 75

Jséffrey, Edinburgh Review, xxviii p 472. %mckerman, william Razlitt.
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mow 3id not seem to halt hirm, for vhen kh

uninfocrmed he simply lef gzp and vent a2head. = third handic.p he had tc

cortend with (if e could be said to have conternded with it) was his choleric

£

dispesition. Though his judgments were sane and clear when his temper was

-

-

dorment. his ire wac easily provoked and his reason thereby easily dethroned.

among some ¢f his best reviews is one ¢n fhelley's Zccthum-

v .
one of Byroen's Sardanapalus, one of Horace "aliole's Tetters 3

znd one of Coleridges'Biographia Literari
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ing masterpiece befcre he is entitled to recognition as a lit-

W)
13
o
o
ct
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ct
Y
3
o

terateur. Certeinly Hazlitt's critical gbility and sxill as an ecscayist

%ill mcre then comrensate for the lack of 2 chef 3'oeuvrre.

/gdirburgh review, July 1824

WV . . >
Zdirburgh xeview, kFebruary, 1822.
*ndirburch Review, lecember, 1818.
Py o s . .
Zdinburzh Heview, August, 1817.

For a complete list of Hazlitt's reviews in the Edinburgh Heview see Notes

and Queries, 5th series, vol xi, p 165, ¥March 1, 1879,
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The review formed but 2z small part of the essay type. The
formzl essay, by this time, or Jjust z little later under Mzcaulay, was at
its zenith and there had grown up a group of men who were distinctively
essayists, chizf among them being Carlyle, Lamb, and Arnold. Hazlitt also
belongs to the class of writers who confined themselves t: the essay as
their peculiar vehicle of exprsssion. Still there were some yet who ap-

g

a thei hznds to every kind of work, r the mamner of

afte
scarcely; anyonre had the versatility and EE calness to try nearly all the

phases of literature with the success that he did. Zeigh Yunt was one of
these "Jacks-of-zll-trades” who tried everything from editing journals to
writing voetry. He was at nearly every geriod of his career editing some

Tere

"review™ or other, the most successful of which was the Examiner, which

W
=

enjoyed longer existence than the majority of fthose whose sponsership

he assumed. ZFunt was verhass better known as a "patrorn™ of other poets
thaen as a poet himself. Gifted with a biz heart a;ﬁ an honest spirit he
was the oune who brought first gublic recognition to5 both Skelley and Feats, .
2 fact that later proved ra her“ﬁisastrous v0 Xeats's reputatiorn at the |
nands cf sifford. Leigk Hunt was the leader of whatl was dudbbed by Black-
w0048s(1318) "The Cockney School of Toets"™, to which Zeats alsc was con-

-

demried. Zunt was a great friend cf Byroz, Sheilley, and Feats, and was

-

admired by Werdsworth.

3 L3 - . / -
Thile editor of the Indicator Hunt reviewed two volumes of

13

Yeets's poems, indulging in the extremést eulogy, while in the Examiner?®”

he reviewed the first volumes of the same poet, giving him theredby, it is

thought, his first impetus towards fame. In 1840 Zunt was induced by Jef-

frey to contribute reviews to the Edinburgh Review,,from whic#ﬁate he be-
i

came a regular contridutor to that periodical. Among his reviews in the

7
Indicator, Aug 2 and 9, 1817 yﬁxaminer, June 1, July 6 and 13, 1817.
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Zdinburzh Review is one of Richard Brinsley Teecke on the famouws Colman

rzh 2
g K] , <& b} [ LR 1 =t £ T »r 3 V 3
fzmily, one of John Smith's edition of Tepys l'emoirs, a review of ¥edame

3
de Sevizné and oue on George Selwyrn and his Contemporaries. The review of

arily is nothing more zor less than a life of George ard Fran-

§:
¢)
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5

)
I
Hh

¢is Coimarn with 2 study of treir coptemporaries. L review of 2 bilogrzprhy
in that day uwsuzlly consisted e page or two of coumments on the biograshy

and a scor2 of pzges on the life of the celebrity under discussion. Tkis
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tory. Je very much resembled HFazlitt ia his subject matter, writing on
tryel, places, events, anec’otes, »zrrots, and wh:t not, with this advan-
ittt that Le wrote poetry and plays also. 2Zut he lacks the
generel intellectual guelity of Hazlitt, for none of his productions are
worthy of being called great. Fe 3id but 2 small quantity of reviewing
after all, and that of 2 wmedicers calibre, except in the case of Yeats, and
we are led to believe that his rsviewing of that geniusfi%g'due more to his
versonal attachment than to any keen discernment of gquality..

It cannot be said of Teigh Hunt that he was a poor critiec.
Zig chief fault(if faulf it is) was a too eulogisti?%ttitude towards all
things, which is indeed a relief from the razdical slashing of most of his

contemroraries ut the susgicion rests deeply grounded that he was not

b
alwxays right in his agreeableness. He was right on Tordsworth(finally)

Y,

‘Zdinbursgh Review, lxxiii, p 20¢

> .
Bdinburgh Hevier, lxxxiv, 5263
b4

? “dinburzh Review,1842

f2dinburgh Review, 1844.




H
and Coleridze, and he was right on Shelley and Zeais, but he was not right

211 vho- he attempied to aporzise. Xe himself suffered a great deal

from critics during his lifetime and he has suffered even more since his

[o7]

Wwf\*du.ﬂg_, .
eath, % N ey that today he is eclipsed by a host of his contempo-
roftes. That, however, is not due altoget.er to hostile criticism, for he

he a far greater critic

)
[0

acks the greatest essential, quality. Yet i

than reviewer.
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CHADTER SIVEN

To Sydrey Smith belongs the horor, and great hoxer it is,

0 having ziven the Edinburgh Review its initial imgpevus. This fzet =2lone

~S

suffices to insure him 2 place in these pages, and thoughk he edited only
the first number ke was z regular contributor to that magazine for the

ensuing twent;-five years. The preacher-reviewer &id much to elevate the
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is this so in his review of the letters of ifadame D'Epinay

4]
o ol
pde
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ot

= Second guality that is peculiar to Smith wz
wit. He was no poet, but was plain, cutspoken, direct in his judsments,

. / s oAy e . - : ~
znd guick at repardee. L third guality to be noted is the faet that Syd-

ney Snith’ defended vigourously doctrines at that time unpooulzsr but which
in light of postverity have been wholly vindicated. Tanis foresighki was

backed by thorocughness znd sincerity of sharacter, attributes that could
not bus 2dd to his guality and 2bilivy as 2 reviever.

But Bydney Smith is by no means & great reviewer. Te would

=4} he has

c.

hesitate to- pronounce him a good reviewer(ﬁ

& A

left no single review thet stands out above =211 others of his as excellentl
In the first placi)he did not review any. . great work of any great =zu-
thor. It is strange how somsthing from the pen of Werdsworth or Byronm

or Zeats fziled to fall into his hands,; overhaps the most famous author he

reviewed was Hzznah ”ore. Tis reviees are mostly trifles, but they show

‘Hemoirs et Correspondance de Madame D'Epinay,3 vols, Edinb.zev. 1818.

Reanrndiicad twith marviiee o, o€ bl o e —
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to zreat 2dvantage his wit and style. He was varied in his choice of sub-

: . < 41 . s : Ty ’
tions in Treland, with 2 decided predilection for works on Trison reforms,
1 “V & -~2~1 T add 3
works on Ckarlec Fox, znd reports on America’. The lztter have considerable
more interest than value tc an Amerizan, who can gather some idea of pre-

V-

w

v2iling opinions of America at that perisd; the ignomingy of fLmerican sl

the inguisitiverness of the average Armerican, and so forth.

panegyric. But he made Tew mgistakes, and those miror ones. It is a pity
he did rnot review scmething noteworthy in order that we micht have a better
example of his brilliant and rather uwnusunal i
the generzl impression that pemains dee;ly grounded in the
gublic mind i8 that rrancis Jeffrey Was.a karsh, mélignant, and vindictive
eritie who found no pleasure irn soeking after besuties, but alvays looked

-

for the defeets. In Th

rde
47}
ct

he publiec is wrong, for Jeffrey, on

vas 2 men of singular tenderness, remarkadle amizbility, ard was beloved

. v S
by 2 host of friends. Tis biographer, cockburn, (concurred in by Thomas

S W
Carlyle,) vouchsafed the opinion‘that Jeffrey was "the greatestv oi =211

English Crities”. 18t requires no second theught tc brand instantly that

judgment as being egually poor as some of Jeffemy's own, but on the other

Y . . o
Bdinburgh Review, 1821, 1822, 1824, 1R7Z6.
v
| Fdinburch Heview, 13C2, 1809.

3 zdinbursh Heview,1818,188C, 193%4.

Wl

Tor a complete list of S¥dfiey Smith's reviews see Iady Holland's ¥emoirs,

Py -

e

vol i, appendix.
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hopeless z=2d "beyozd the power of eriticicsm”, andhe.1ls "mere obscure than

<

& Pindaric poet of the 17th century, and more verbose than even nirself

of jore". The Thite Tce of 2ylstone is "the very worstu poem we ever saw

inte philosorhy here, exkibiting a Zind of z wanicky pessimiem that geniu
v2S a thing of the past, aprarertly forgetting or ignoring the preserce of
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the ascrid attributes of the "carnkered carle™ of the ~“uarterly.
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the Juerterly Review is known to the

present generation chiefly as the greatest "slater"” of them all, yel in

}

to think he w2s unjustly accused. ZTrhuugh Gifford was

[»7]

this T ax inclire
bad enou;;,yet it is =vident from 2 compardtive reading that Croker ex-

ceeded him in that zenivle a
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ct
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of these articles renders it

extrenmely Gifficult to judge of the relative hershness of -these two men,

2
though treir lezstais sufficient. Giffcrd’'s zdito-ial incumbency necessar-
ily prevented his Deirg anything of 2 regular contributor to .he -eview
and amons those articles that he did contribute may be found & rumber

ighly eulogistic. Ue was unot always as severe as he was with Feats.

Gifford's first review is thut of M iss Edgeworth's Iales

the “xzeursion, and strange tc say, all of The j:dgments passed on it were

favorzble. Gifford's first artiecle, trhem, was in & manner favorable. Ze

f originzlity =nd genius. Zer marked peculiarity is that she dispenses
s hit at the other novelists. Ske
gives no incredible adventures, and conceives no impossible situations.

Ter books are amusing and instructive tc a high degree.

P

For = masterly refutation of the theory that ¢

(o}
V2
)

ford's review of Exéymion,

3

1
S

o

eat

©
o

Zeat

(Querterly Heview, vol xix, art. 7) caused

473

: see David lMasson,

ct
m

The Story of sifford ané Eeats, XIXth Century, vol zxxi, » 558, ipril, 1892,

]
Ze proves two things,---first, that ¢ifford wrote the articlqin question,

not Croker, as believed by marny, and second, that the Quarterly article
nad no effect upon Zeats whatsoever.

- :
Quarterly Review, vcl ii, p 146, August, 1809.
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Referring tc Chas. Lamb. Cf Letters of Charles Lawb, ch. ix.

I8
suarterly Review, vecl vii,p 229, June 18lz. Tbid, vol ii, p 354.

'_(1cé}

. .
The critique of the Borough of Crabbe, is mediocre. There is.
just enough praise and commendation £o cause the review 1o be classed as

favorable. That of “eber's edition of Ford's DPramatic

rezl slasking that Gifford is guilty of. He brings forth the charge that

and tke "poliution of his pages with the bdlasprhemies of a poor zmrniac who,

it seems, once uvublished some detached scenes from the Brokern Heart”.

- - not - . . .
"For Mr. Teber," he says, "we know,.w~here the warmest of his friends will

seek either palliaticn or excuse.

=

Miss Zdgeworth receives only praise from Giffeord in 2 second

. , . P .. , :
review 0f Tales of Fashionable Life, in whick he reiterates the encomiums

(=0

uttered formerly. BHe says, "We open these volumes with confident expecta-
tiozns of amusement and instruction---we have read them without disappeint-
ment."

There is a fine discussion of tke evolution of the modern
3 .
novel in the review of Taverley, a relief from an ctherwise znszemic article.

- . . . L. - - :
The exercitation on Guy Marnering is short and of a mild nature. He gives
nove }

the "unknown" aubkhor 2 high place, though thiswssk is fazr below his stan-
dard because of its hasty composition and undigested work.
Tt is interesting to note that Gifford was far milder than

e

3 ] > 7 >
Jeffrey in regard tc Tordswotth's Thite Doe of Rylstone. FHe wes pon-committs]

ir his judgments, neither - warm nor cool, as thoughk afraid of tkhe ground

whereon he trod. tThe first part of the asrticie is a discussion of Tords-

'Quarterly Review, vol iv, p 281, November 181C.

1N

.
Quarterly Review, vol vi, p 462.

-

“pid, vol xii, p 501. 7Tbid, vol xtv, p £01.
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worth's prefaces, wherein he differed cr agreed with “orésworth's theorjes

of poetry. The last part is specific----on tkhe Thite Doe. Tt does not

"possess much interest," and the story is "told in scraps™; but it "con-
tains maBy beauties;---exguisite terxderress of feeling, and ofter great
happiness combined with the utmost simplicity of ex.ression”. Tne poem
is simple yet hard tc understand; it "has our wazrmest praises”

Gifford deserves his place more for his editorial propensities
than for his critical. He considered tco much a man' s polities-~--his pro- .
ductions were good or bad according tc his perty and faitkh. Ye was unduly
severe with those that met with his disfavor, and they formed a numercus
train. -is an editor he was very fond of applying the shears to any work
that seemed to hi: out c¢f proportion, arnd especially, dld Tamb z2ad Southey
suffer ir this respeet. gSir Talter Scott said of him: "The same fzult
of ex%reme severity went threough his critical labors, and in gzenerzk he

flagellated with so little pit

that peczle lost their sense of the culurit’

v

-

guilt in ‘dislike of the savage pleasure which the executioner seemed %o

4
ta¥e in inflieting the punishment.”

Tre title "cankered carle” was epplied to him by rfhomas Moore,

v
A Y

vho, however, said of him that he was "the mildest man in the world until’
ke te2kes his ven in his hand."” This then is the conclusicn of the whole-

matter; he was friendly to his friends and hostile to his foes---and as

soon as the person of the author enters on the stage the chief acior, judg-

zent, mzkes an immediate exit au fond.

Blackrood's XMzgazine came into its own in the person of
5 . ™

w

Trof. John Tilson, the famous "Caristopaer North" of Koctes imbrosianae fame,

vol BC, p 307.

-

foore's Lemoirs, vol 1ii.
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Trhe above mentioned writings zre certainly‘:lz'n%s‘s widely known, if rot the
only kmown, writings of Tilson,---imzginary dizlogues beiween severzl char-
acters, pseudonymous in name only, but with real personal fourdations, fas
trhe "Znglish Cpiuw Zetver", for instance)'cn guestions =nd events of the day,

tings of men both

rere

on authors, on pericdicals and resviews, on workes and wr

P

graat and smll, somevhat after the mauner of Lardcrfs Imaginsry Conversa-

e . , -— P L4 - P
t. Cf the seventy-one pspers in the Foeves

Tilson wrote thirty-nine. They contain 2z vast juantity of critiecism,

ivg on contemporary woris, but one serious
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fault pervades ithe whole---the want of judgment, that sine jua non o

critieism. Grezt faith cannot'be vlzced in observations that cenvaizn:
such remerks =s these: "I coxnfess that the Excursicn is the worsy poen
T zny charzeter in the #nglish language. It cozntains gbous tro hundeed

sonorous lines, some of which appezr to be fine, even in the sense as well

2s the séund. Ize rszmaizning seven thousan
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“ilson contributed ore review to the Edinburgh Review before

. . e m - . 3.
becoming so closely affiliated with Blackwood's. That revier is a2 master-

e

1y critigue of Byron's Fourth Certo of Childe Zardld, and is the greatest

, . 4
Koctes Ambrosianae, published by "m. 2lackwood &% Sons, 18857 vol i, p 35

-
Ed eit wvol ii, p 388

JEainburgh Review, Vvol xxx, p 87, June 1318.
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vit of reviewing he ever produced, exceeding Sir Yzlter Scott's review of
that sare cantc to a great degrme. IZis judgment is true to him here. =e

coneludes that Byron 1is one of the greates
J )

,-’ .
ol

<
ing ooets. =Ze comuareErB;ron and Rocusseau, the two public

-

whorm seems in his ucetry to be more of an idez than = man. He eulogized
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beauty that seemed to be the soul of Byron,---il-

, if not the greztezt, of liv-

ols,~~-~gach of

Terzsina, Pone Drisoner of Crhillon, but above all by Manfred.

K1 . sk 2 P - - - fay £ e s o <+ 4
fering and deep skegticism. The suupremacy of Manfred over Fazusl rests in

T doudbt if zny revievwer has ever excelled the oassage des-

eriztive of Byren's genius as he conceived the idea of traversing The whole
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=cod raviewer he gquotes at lerngth, havinz sonsiderzbls to say for the bezau
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en? grandeur of each »passzge.

believe, tc 2dmit that this 24s 2 masterly review.

3ut Tilson was not ever thus. .fter ke became connecied

-~

with Blackwoods (in what capacity is a mooted guesticn)! he devoted himself

cages, not elways reflecting the greatest lustre on

magazine nor was it enhanced by his d:rogation of I acaulay. His temper-

ament wes inself = misfortun?)for it caused him to injeet a rancour into

his judgments +that rendered them invalid “e was exceedinsly prolifie,

Fe began to write for Blackwood's in 1317and continued to contribute until

/J

S on Yeats anéd Leigh “unt injured greatly tke vosue of the




Humber 443, September, 13FE2. TFew numbers there were that contained no

-

contributicn from his ven. OCre year a2lone(1822) he furnished no less than

u—nglbieusua /
Tifty-fourfrticles. His reviews rere-:aah—ﬁ-be re*orkabWe aberrations

of judgment, especizlly those regarding Wacaulzy, “unt, Yeats, and rexnyson.

the early nireteenth century have none of them been hizhly celebrated by

:coterity., Some of them are heard ¢f no mo-e while others have only =

sixty articles, a stupendous array, vers they colledted. B .t.is doubivful

o

if they would be worthy of collecting, & rartial explzration of Croker's

lazck of twentisth century rrestige. His 3cswell is far more f oous, @espits

The authorship of the slzshing review of Ye.ts's Indymion

o
ot
s
o

which has been erroneously thought to kave wrousht so great navee with

author of trat poem has been ascribed to varisus men. Gifford seems to

-

be the favorite, but there are those who assert authoritatively that it was

Croker's first review was that of fiss Edgewor:

Fashionable Life----more than one young reviewer started cut on that novel

nd 211 found it good. He promulzates the theory ‘that the reviewer is t:e

4/-/Mu« M 4, &..d.ww % W‘WWM
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board of censorship to 2ass sentence on the morzls of a work in crder to
“igg “dgeworth the 2bility or

"zgrked veculiarity” =zs 2 writer of tales and no?els of dispensing common

sarise to her rezders. Cfhe treass love by "zeither degrading it from its
true dignity nor lifting it to burlesgue elev:.tion". Trcbability 1s her
»
chief charm. -
Not sc agreeadble iz the review of Macaulay's TZisvory of

“» . -
Inglznd.  frue, he grants thet Macaulszsy pocsesces great talents and exivra-
e s vetat— ~ _
crdirary acquirements. Te is not 2 great orator or debater, but a brilliant

¢
L
. . PTIONC T o . .

rhetorician. Then sfter this disarming —Seeeetses he beginsg to tezr him

iveness. Phe history is "eas full of politiezl preudice znd rartizan
advocacy ag any of his parliamentary speeches". Fis "histori:al narrative
is poiconed with & rancour zors violent than even the yassions of the time,"

Wil

Maesulay dezls with history in imitetion of novelists. His most serious de-

L 4 . -~ s S a4 3 -+ 3>
foet i the irregulsrity and paucity of his da

tes; the second, his ocrator-

ical style; trird, and last great defect,bnt 2 very serious one, the wrong
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tione from ifacaulaey to sustzain his stetement, nore of vhich beor kin ous

droxer vwas too given to prejudice to be a z03d reviever.
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Ze had noc gualities that would ensble him to zpcreci-te such =

ley, Ryron, or Zeats. He was bitterly hostile to Leizh Zunt za2nd the "Cock-
cateUmsTawe &~ i . R .. .. -
ney School", z -£s6% thzt points Yo his suthorship of the arvicle on Erdgion.

A

Ye pursued the theory that because the critic disliked the work under

=

consideration it was bad and everythidg wzs condemred that ¢id not f21l1 in

’ > > = ”~
rwarverly Heview, vol ii, p 14¢&, Au

vauarterly Review, vol lxxxiv, p 549, larch, 184°.
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an extent that it was scarcely recognizzble

view, but 2 gem of arnalytical apgreciation.

would be zr interesting process to investigate the reviews cf the Excurcion

oy

lone in an effort tc discover

out by posterity.

3ut touching t

hew marny of the reviewers have been borne

he review of Lamb's ve cannot be positive as

ginal was, for the menuscript seems not toc have been pre-

-

served, but we do know that the review as printed was excellent. ihe zuto-

erat editor may have "lopyed”,

ut he did notv append.The brevity of the

Review of “crds

worth's Excurs

iosn, Quarterly Review, vol xii, p 10C, Ccv 1814
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- o tendebey to go more Cserly invo

[

Toebry and prose boTi are resresented by Talter -“avage Lzi-

tetter for nis rrose work than for hic

the writers trhan on what they wrote. A
Prummond of Hawihornden, dut laclwews his ©

Lznéor deserves mention as a crivice,

asrmcng reviewerse he lacked the cne quality that was ;

fice,---judzgrzent.

See

Fide the Sztirical Not 85, and for his

to
w

}ede

ce of Reviewers, ed cit, vol xi,

versonzl distaste for reviewing ef ed eit veol iii,

3

174. For a comrleve
list of hig contributions to periodicals, with their dates, vide Lowndes'
darval, under"fuinceyt Yote his mordant criticism of Coleridge’s Biog-

rephia Literaria(Blackwoods, vol x1vii, p 287).
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ee.. . W
of Wiw i The author's surpose, suffices to _lzce Carlile

among the foremost reviefrers of =1l time.

But he had other qualities, v Eymwteds 7T the first plzce,
» . . aa o 2ok La s - -
e was the firet reviewer tc broaldern hris e tC toke in continental

literature, the first toc bronch ont with an inecredible Dbreadth ¢Ff vision
to eubrﬁce a study of Frerch arnd German wcrke, thereby destrojying the mo-

~ af
otony of the eterralsinsulszr.  He shoveld tke ﬁt i verman influence

nad o

in his writing,---1t even affected his style ard diction ty suer an extent
that he hzs been accused ¢f beirg addicted to verran-like Epglish. i
rrencrderzting mase of his review matter is German,---esgeciaelly Goethe

end Richter, whose influence can be essily observed throughout his ':;ri‘cingﬁ

2

inother characteristic $o0 be noted is ~se-@fBRww® his

rztionalism, as opposed tc the -—neeﬁ "romenticism" of Macaulay. Fhe lat-

ter has been called the "Zdirvburgh Heviewer var excellence] but his laurels
Lo - * 8

are not the most secure &s long as Carlyle is in the llets.

,f-réc 7o w1en

are altogether differenfjemliacaulay adkering to theA

The-&é methods

1 . . . y ) . ‘
. Review of Goethe's SazZmtliche Yerke, Foreign Review, vol i, spril, 1828 .
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¢of the =dinburgk Review. Carlyls, to o,.h d to contend with this, zné
QHlS eTﬁ:QﬂJ

.came, theush not without a2 strugele. Hieg ratioralism =

ethias. He became the greztest of the moralisfts. Ee was up in arms

tionality, the criszder agzinst mztericlism and hycvcerisy---the morTe

that he perceived zrcurnd him. The aesthetic side of
ctherwise tharn poetic. He was the rosaic morzlist, the eremy cf conven-

rarzable beczuse he wic =2 seeptic in theclcgy. He stands out in beld

Triuse vese work, his religion, wOTZ. !
1Y) ~ 2 - oo ~ o~ L) P £ RIS ) S
e grect-st of 211 his revierns<wes that of Lockhert's
. !
will

over~

his

Te~

Carlyle to ""rua*l it ratier extensively, = thing the lstter refused

takes tco freguert occasion to try & random shot at Byror znd others

in paregyric,thereby destroying the zuthenticity of the narrstive to

NS B O I I B ~ea Y A~V e o D PR TR -f o o - = 2N '|§' 2 -I"-G_LLA T
e, —— o e I e T =< =] ~ = prs ]

—~taee— Jeffrey did not like ite rolixity and "GErmanisms” axd desired .

do for any "on31dcratﬁ 1« "he esgsay may with justice be zccused of beins
too zrelix,---there may possibl* be =z too ereat copda verbdrum *nr Cﬁr-dle
~h
he does not favor, and to digress into various and sundry mesnderings,---
but for a sympathetic treatment of Burns and an nalysis of his quality

we have found no grezter examgle in literature. He indulges too free

w4a0M

Zdinburgh “eview, vol xlviii, p 1, Tecember 17Z8.

Ranracdiircad sarith o vrs'eoe fomoom o bl e .



Following 2 statement that Burns's bicgraphers need never
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excellence; and the rezsons are five-fold. First, his sirncerity; seccnd,

rird, his vigor of intellectuel yperceytions;

ivs of the pclowmen. Leaving the charzcteristics of burns e undertules
tc show by 2 few examples how these gualities

"

best workzs. Pam 0' Sherter, “he Jolly Reggare, and the Sones are czlled

as witnesses. Carljyle pz=ys & high tribute tc these sones, by far the best.

4%1&*5 Beloxsalox cbituary in literature than Carljle's article oxn the dezth
/ PP .
of Goethe. ‘nis erticle 1s =z prose elegy, besutiful in  thought and ger-

fect in expressicn, a tribute to the crestcr of the higher litercture of

v

Gerxany. -Fo se than cever articles or Goethe znd his writings are to
C-rlyle's credit, 21l the grateful recogrnitior of the scholar to the master‘

[ . A -
Wew Yonthly Ngga“ﬂne, vel xxxiv, no. coxxxviii, 18ZZ.

<V -+ . - . P -
Goethe'S Yelena, roreign Review, No. ii,vol i, 1828.

Goethe's TWorks, Foreigr Review, No. iii, 1828.

Goethe's Fortrait, Frazer's Yagazine, vel v, No. xxvi, 1832Z.

Goethe's Works, Yoreisn fuarterly Review, No. xix, 183%.

Novelle, Frzcer's Magazine, vol vi, No. xxziv, 183Z.

The Tale, Frazer's Yagezire, vol vi, Fo. xxxiii, 1832.

Panradiianmdd cardlh s cveem e e . .. -
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™he first of these is the review of Helera, a charmirg article oz the

Tnteriude of #zust. The First review of Goethe's Works is an article or

50ethe more than oxn his work. iIwo pieces of advicg-;-zé&a—a; in reading

c&‘lt l‘ QLuv wza

poetry, Tirst, to obliterate the idezs that poetry can be read superficial-
‘& St'-(c 4

1y, and secopd ¢ha$.fo*e‘?r roesr

sileer, :
Met} od e e ysh rovs : £ sastha 4
2t of .npgles=i,---2 pvlea for the appreciation of voethe in

;nglana. The succeeding review of the Torks is a viography of Goethe,
oure and simple, omitting but few of the episcdes of his eventful lifs.

Zis birth, early education, and first love are given their measure of

J

space beside the 2nznals of his later public life. Carlyle, ths Hero
~orshipper, has but the one slogan, "Colite talem viruaml"

Readers 0of Carlyle's writings cannot but be appalled at
the formidable array of words that confronts them. 4 certain skilful

verbiaze, skilful beczuse in the hands of 2 master, is the first impression

ted 2 style that he meintained for the rest of his dazs, a style-that,
under the pretexnse of translating it from the German, was full of un-

-

rglish expressions, of peculiar inversions, unusual word order, a style

that he himself refers to as "rumfustianish roly-pocly growlery". The

The zuthor of the Life of 3Burns

zs it is familiarly known, can raznk with none but the hizhes?v, and ex-
cepting Macaulay uore, in our opinion, egual him in the possession of the

attributes of a great reviewer. Icr once we have a gr-at esszyist who

te list of Carlyle's convtributions to megazines see Dictionary'¢

f .atlonal Biograply, on Carlyle, thomes. CI. Garnett's Life of Carlyle,

appendix, also Kotes and Queries, éth-series, vol iv, pp 145, 2¢5 ff.




. —fé& e rwenst e
There is ore slight discrepancy in the argument thaj, pos-

lay's history and essays and bless his name, then is he great indsed. . It
Iz not zlvays safe to zccept either side of a controversy too hastily,
uhtil 2 thorough investigation of both sides has beern maae and even then

H 2 £ —_—3 - S [ ~ v < a
't i3 ofter wise to take something of z middle Fround 1beiween the exilremes,

Agide fre others' o.inicns it
&

SO

Tor & few imoressicns o cur own. aulay is a cosmopolitan writer,----

“isterian, essayist, %YPicgrazpgher, and poelv,---with an ever increasing vogue.
t

Zis books are counted today, not by numbers of volumes, but by numbers of
editions. Carlyle and iacaulay usually are considered together in the

class of essay writers, though two more differeat writers could scarcely

be found. They were different in style of life as well z2s in style of
writing; lacaulay was free from the shackles of poverty and could there-
fore devote mure time to the pursult of literzture without the ever recur-

.

ring thought of his 4zily bread; <Clarlyle was poor, and pessimism is the
usuzzl concomitant of poverty. zacaulay had =z meteoric career,---zc 2
tarian, minister of state, orator and public favorife;

Carlyle, on the other hand, was handicayved by his sensitiveness, his

hermit-like tendency to withdeaw and letv the world alone, except in so
| | litie
4

far that he saw its evils and preached against them. Ifacaulay cared -£#o%

L —

. for morals or manners; the world vo him was a good enough place to live

in, aré he was satisfied. . Eere we bhave a partial explenation of the peo-




ple's prefersnce for Mazcaulay and the eritie's choice of Carijle; the
eritic regards more highly the refiring morzli 21rg vessimist, while the
weople orefer the buoyznt, fervescent, easy-going.men of affairs who

[

d, scnorous,

" 3 ~ T A I - 2 es oy ~
Lacaulays —a-lS-lhsawsr Ze was pellue

and used smooth flowing language. e see this emphasized in no part of

his work 4ore than in his review of the Life of Tar ex Hazstings, one of

out;’ he pays stricf attention Yo sound, which we see exemplified in the
y_@&_?.e 2 a3 e s < Te1T . "y vlea raQ A — Af ~
asmiiee= S 2Seriztion 0f Testuninster Fall: The rlzce wzg worthy of such =2
trial'; phrases like "vkhe bezutiful mother of a beautiful race” strixe
the eye; or "there were seated around the Tueen the fairhaired young
daughters of the house of Bruuswick"; or "tkere The historian of the Ro-

L]
n
yoe
[2)

e
[}
s

man Empire: thought of the days when Ciceeo pleaded the cause 0
agzinst Veores, and when befrre a senate which still retlained some show

cf freedom, Tacitus thundered =zgsinst the .oppressors of Liriez"; while’

the closing paragraph hids his~h for supremacy in all prose for beauty of
digtion and sonorousness of languege: "with 211 his faunlts,---and they

were neither few nor small,---only one cen euery was worthy to contain his

silence and reconei tion where the enmities

Hh

n2iag. In that temple o
of twenty generatiéns lie burieﬁ, in the great Abbey whizh has d uriag many
ages afforded =2 quiet resting place to those whose minds and bodies have
been shatiered by  the contentions of % che Grezt Hall, the Jdust of the illus--

trious accused should have mingled with the Jdust of the illustrious ac-

cusers. This was not to beieceeaes.”
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Arnold,

CHAPTER LILE

George Eliot, Thackeray, Swinburne, and

i‘eredith.




CHAPTER NINE.

Arnold, George Eliot, Thackeray, Swinburne, and Meredith.

n"phe difference betwean genuine poetry and the poetry of
Dryden, Pope, and all their school, is briefly this: their poetry is
conceived and composed in their wits, genuine poetry is conceived and
composed in the soul."This quotation from Matthew srnmold is a testimonial
of the keen insight which rendered him one of the greatest crities of the
nineteenth century and even of the whole history of English literature.
Arnold hirself was a poet and knew poetry, but it is not his poetry
that makes him famous today. He was indeed vessatile: as mentioned, he
was a poet of considerable merit; he was a lecturer of recognized abil-

ity; he was a teacher of power; he was a gchool examiner; but above

1all was Matthew Arnold a critic.

Arnold's eriticism is contained in his essays, in prefaces
to his poems and collections.of poems, and in his letters. Great reviewer
he was not for the simplé reason that he did not do much reviewing. i few

X j . / .
formel reviews, such as those of Tolstoi's Anmna Karenina and Dowden's

Life of Shelley reveal to us his powers. He devoted most of his time

and energies to pure criticism to the great detriment of the review world,
and yet we may add his criticism perhaps would have suffered if he had
devoted more time to reviewing.

Several reasons.may be advanced for his seeming preference

for pure criticism. In the first place, he was not sure of
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Justice to Arrocld, however, dermands that we ackhnowledge his atiributing
ffist. place to Xeats in his shorter poems.

Arother 3dsfect apoears in Matthew Arrold's criticism, nalely

1=

the lzck of a2ppeal tc his nature of the beauties of literatwre. He was

the eritic of content, but xrot of form; the ethical reviewer, not the zes-

}oe

thetiz; the scent of tkhe rose attracted him, dbut not the patals. He did

/ - 2 2 . > P
Letters, publishked by *facmillan Co. vol ii, 3 Zl4.
> . - . ~ .
Essays on Criticism, 2nd Series, p 51. .
SZssays on Criticism, (Ifacmillar, 1858) 2nd Series, p 12C. ’
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as many depsre stain the effect desirsd. Ee

wo1ld have all of Tordsworth's taken out of the ensemble and
collected , forming theredy what he thinks would be the finest zarray of
poetry in any languaBe. However, so much of Womdsworth's poetry is good
that the rest is vindicated. There are, according %o irnoléd, two feasons
for Tordsworth's greatness, the goodness of his best ﬁork, and the volume

nd

4]

of his gocod work. ~Peter Bell, the Soanets, Xichael, and tke Eighl

td

Reaper come in for their meed of przise. Ze makes firm his position of a
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eritie by the dictum that Wordsworth "is one of the chief glories of
English Poetry". . ‘

.He says'of the Excursion: "The Excursion and Prelude,
his poems of greatest bulk, are by no means Wordsworth's best work. His
Ybest work is in his shoréer pieces, and many indeed are there of these
which are of firét-rate excellence. But in his seven volumes the pieces ¢
of high merit are mingled with a mass of pieces very inferior to them;
so inferior to them that it éeems wonderful how the same poet should have
préduced both. Shakespeare frequently has lines and passages in a strain
quite false, and which afe entirely unworthy of him. But one can imagine
his smiling if one could meet him in the Elysian Fields and tell him so;
smiling and replying that he kmew it perfectly well himself, and what
did it matter? But with Wordswotth the case is different. Work altogether
inferior, work quite uninspired, flat and dull, is produced by him with
evident unconsciousness of its defects, z2nd he presents it tc us with the
same faith and seriousness as his best work. Now é drama or an epic
"fill the mind, and one does not look beyond them; but in a collection of
shorf pieces the impression made by one piece r=zquires to be continued
and sustained by the piece following. In reading Wordsworth the impression
made by one of his fine pieces is too often dulled and spoiled by a very
inferior piece couing after it. |

"Wordsworth composed verses during a space of some sixty
years; and it is no exaggeration to say that within one decade of those
Jears, between 1798 and 1808, almost all his really first-rate work was
produced. A mass of inferior work remains, work done before and after
| this golden prime, imbedding the first-rate work and clogging it, obstruct-
ing our approach to it, chilling, not unfrequently, the high-wrought moéd

with which we leave it. To be recognized far and wike as a great poet,
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to be possible and receivable as a classic, Wordsworth needs to be relieved
of a great deal of the poetical baggage which now encumbers him. To ad-

minister this relief is indispensable, unless he is to continue to be a

poet for a few only,----a poet valued far below his real worth by the world.

In his essay on Byron Arnold praises lLara, The Giaour,

and Cain. He admits that in some cases Byron is excelled by others, but
on the whole he holds his own with all. "Wordsworth and Byron," says he,
"stand out by themselves. When the year 1900 is turned........ ...the
first names will be these.” 0f Byron's poems he said:

"Byron has not a great artist's profound and patient
skill in eombining an action or in devemoping a character,---a skill which
we must watch and follow if we are to do justice to it. But he has a2 won-
derful power of vividly conceiving a single incident; of throwing himself
upoﬁ if, grasping it as if it were real and he sawAand felt it, and of
making us see and feel it too. The Giaour is, as he truly called it,

'a string of passages', not a work moving by a great internal law of

-development to a necessary end§ and our total impression feom it cannot

but receive from this, its inherent defect, a certain dimness and indis-
tinctness. But the incidents of the journey and death of Hassan, in that
poem, are conceived and presented with a vividness not to be surpassed;
and our impression from them is correspondingly clear and powerful. In
Lara, again, there is no adegquate development either of the character qf
the chief personage or of the action of the poem; our total impression

y’
from the poem is a confused one.m

'Arnold, Essays in Criticism, Second Series,(London, 1893) p 135-6.
Arnold, ibid, pp 169-70. '
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/
The review of Dowden's Life of Shelley is nothing more than

a biographical sketch of Shelley accompanied by reflections upon Dowden's
minuteness of detail. The episédés of Shelley's private life, sordid as
they were, are again brought before the public gaze. No judgment of

his poetry% is given save that "he was a beautiful and ineffectual angel
beating in the void his luminous wings in vain." The article on Tol-

. /Y. . . .
stoi's Anna Xarenina is a real review, though reczoned as a minor piece

of criticism. He gives a ré%umé’of the plot, following it with an inter-
pretative analysis of +the author's doctrine of the "Five Commandments™.
High tribute is paid to Tolstoi, but scant praise toc this particular
novel.
Arnold, though not intensively systematic,possessed a

system of criticism certainly unigue. One phase of this system was

his practice of proving his points by examples taken frqm the works of
men past and present,---a practice often derogatory to the writer quoted
- or compared. He gives his prineiple in the closing words of his eriticism
of Gray: "Compared; not with the work of the great masters of the golden

ages of pbétry, but with the poetry of his own contemporaries in general,

Gray's may bé said to have rsached, in B¥¥le, the excellence at which he
aimedj; And in his treatment of Gray, for example, he has revemEse to
several comparisons. nyden suffers as a result; the others do not
profit much. Goethe and Pope are used to ®xplain Gray's sterility:

"What caused his sterility? Was it his ill-health, his
hereditary gouté Certainly we will pay all respect to the powers of hered-
itary gout for afflicting us poor mortals. But Goethe, after pointing out

that Schiller, who was so productive, was almost fconstantly ill? adds the

k'
‘Arnold, ed. eit. p 804 ff. Bd. cit. p 253 ff.

SBd cit p 99.
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true rémark that it is incredible how much the spirit ecan do, in these
cases, to keep up the body. Pope's animation and activity through all the
course of what he pathetically calls 'that long disease, my lifé{"is an
example presenting itself signally, ir Gray's own country and time, to con-
firm what Goethe here says. What gave the power to Gray's reclusion and
ill-health to induce his sterility?

"The reason, thé indubitable reason as I cannot but think
it, I héve alreédy given elsewhere. Gray, a born poet, fell upon an age
of prose. EHe fell upon an age whose task it waé to call forth iny general .
men's powers of understanding,wit, and cleverness, ratner than their deep-
e8% powers of mind and soul. Gray, with the qualities of mind and soul
of a poet, was isolated in his century. Born in the same year with Milton)
Gray would have been another man; born in the same year with Burns, he woul
have been another man. Gray's alert and brilliant young friend, Bonstetten,
who would explain the void in the life of Gray by his having never loved,
-Bonstetten himself khoved, married, and had children. Yet at the age of.
fifty he was bidding fair to grow old, dismal, and torpid like the rest of
us, when he was roused and made young again for some thirty years by the
events of 1789. If Gray, like Burns, had been just thirty years o0ld when
the French Revolution broke out, he would have shown, probably, productive-
ness and animation in plenty. The same thing is to be said of his great
contemporary, Buller, the author of the Analogy. In the sphere of religion,
which touuhesrhat of poetry, Butler was impelled by the endowment of his
nature to strive for a profound and adequate conception of religious things,
which was not pursued bx hiﬁéontemporaries; and which at that time, and
in that atmosphnere of mind, was not fully attainable. Heﬁce, in Butler,
too,.a dissatisfaction, a weariness, as in’Gray;; fgreat labor and weariness),

great disappointment, pain and even vexation of mind.Z A sort of spirit-
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ual east wind was at that time blowing; mneither Butler nor Gray could

flower. They never spoke out?

Goldsmith suffered disparagement at the hands ofArnold

in this comparison with Gray: "Goldsmith disparaged Gray who had praised

his Traveller, and indeed in thé poem on the aAlliance gﬁ Education and

Government had given him hints which he used for it. In retaliation let
us take from Goldsmith himself a ppecimen of the poetic language of the
eighteenth century.

'No cheerful murmurs fluetuate in the gale'----
there is exactly the poetic dietion of our prose century! rhetorieal,
ornate,---and, poetically, quite false. DPlace beside it a line of genuine
poetry, such as the ~

'In cradle of the rude, imperious surge’
of Shakespeare; ‘and all its falseness instaﬁtly becomes apparent.”

Arnold was the exponent of the doetrine of "Culture”™; his

- ideal was perfection, open-mindedness, readiness to consider new points

of view and new theories of life. Broadness was his keynote. He wrote
> _

in an easy, lighthearted vein, fitted admirably to the task he assumed
———— e e

of elevating the minds of his fellowmen to bigness and nobleness of

purpose, the aim of all true human endeavor. Katthew Arnold had every

right to be a great reviewer, for he was possessed of the requisite#

endowments. He had sound diséernment and clear judgment, a keen insight

into the inner meaning of literature, a capacity for subtle analysis

perhaps unsurpassed, and a style lofty an%ﬁoble, yet conversational, not

unlike that of Sainte-Beuve, whom he professedly followed.His position

Arnold, ed cit pp 51 ff. Ed c¢it pp 97-8.

X 8Es'ﬁm£$>4?““I;”L7Y{;“L> K
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as a critic is undisputed while perhaps the weakest point of his whole
talent was in the very sphere in which we are most interested, con-
temporary valuation. The field of pure ceriticism is rich with his

many a2nd varied contributions; the Preface to his Poems, 0On Translating

Homer, The Study Of Celtic Literature, the Essays in Criticism (some

of them, to be sure, reviews), and his Introduction to Ward's English

Poets bear witness of his fertility in that field. His doctrines are many,
including his Doctrine of the Poetiec Subjeet as against the Poetic Moment ;
his "Cfiticism of Life"; and his handling of "the Grand Style". 3But

he simplj did not devote himself extensively to reviewing, did not do
enough contemporary appraisihg , to warrant his being given a very high
place among reviewers. As for his quality, his works on Wordsworth,
Shelley, and Tolstoil are ample witness. And Arnold with his lapses is

greater than many at their best.




{132)

———
—p

Te have mentiorned elsevwhere the‘rarity of zuthor-raviewers.

Sir Welter Scott is the one great instance 0f g man who could himself

ovels and tell other novelists wherein lz2y their weakness. George

we [l

Tiiot began w=———=k, but 21l of her review work was previous To her nov-

¥
3

el writing. It ®ould be interesting mem=—me=h {0 investigatc her reviens

£c find a thecry and then to see how closely she adhersd to that theory

when she began writing noveds. Zcwever, she reviewed no novels, the conly
o
to it being the articls, 2illy Nomels. by Lady Lovelists, in which

minster - eview, under the sponsership cf Geurge Eerry Lewes. Ter first
review was in that magzzirne, 2 critigue of Uﬂﬁkay's Trogress of the Ta-

2= == ¢
- + - s aA . “m. Aaycaniag
tellect, & treatise on philosophy. Her paper vwas sgead®™ philosorhicaly,
c - 3 '
She revierad Carli;le's Life of Sterlizg in = later numbe vaying a trib-

ute to Carlyle as =2 stylist. Ier regard for thel I==t=%ewr was hizh,

25 indicated by her statement that whatever came from his ren was 2&551.. 5'
===y of the highest excellence. "The style of the work, too, is for the
most part pure a-d rich; there are passages of deep pathos that come up-

on the reader like 2%: strain of solemn musiec, and others which show thav

(]
#
=
e
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aptness of epithet, that masterly power of close delineation, 1

perhaps, no writer has excelled Carlyle." Vehse's Lemoirs of the Court
of-

of iustriz furn ishes George

Austrian relations with Germany. She apvroves the German governmenizl

, ,
“estminster Review, Cctober, 1856.

>, . s
Testminster Reviewx, vol 54-£5, p 177, January, 1851.

¥ —estminster Review, vol E7-58, p 122, January, 1852.

“#Zestninster Review, vol 62-64, April, 1855.
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Arother novelist who did sev
Trackeray. 7ithout douby to the greatest
¥nown only as & novelist, while to many

"zreatest novel in English literature”.

on Henry Esmwond and Vznity Fair. Yet he was ar essayist worthy of rote

and z reviewer of no mean ability. Like a great many of his fellow novel-
ists he was 2 hack writer from necessity,---2 literary drudge who becane
2 popular iddl. 4s "Charles Yellowplush" he did considerable reviewing

in the form of satirical letters th fanciful misspelling. The treat-
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essaey & contirmation of Fazlitt's workx. "Zorrne has not inherited zry

portion of the stained, travel-worn ¢1d mentle which Fazlitt left behind
pim.” Phackerzy insists that Horne hes no right to zssume the critical
office, granting even that cceasicnally

sor and Byron.

Thackeray's most notable review wars that of Carlyle! E

s ) L . . . s . . e
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wrcte eighty articles. He nas the credit of being one of T main instiga-

(140}

zine(1851), and later wrote esssys on %hnelley, Scott, and Byron, tesides

reviews of Carlyle, Tickens, Bulwer-Lytton, and Thackeraj. He possesses
the unusuzal distinetion of meking few, if any, raenk misjudgments zrd his
forts were directed for the most part in the right direction. e &ied

soung, & fzet that zlzces him 21so0 in the aiready long list of the "might-

Brougham deserves mention more on acccunt of zis guantity

than his guality, though the Fact thet he was so consplcuously connected

.itkh the infancy ard early years of tkhe Rdinburgh Review entitle®him t

o~

consideratiorn despite the poor guality of his work. Fe .as ore of the orig-
inal contributors to that reriodicszl, having written trrecz atticles ir the

irst number. His first review was of a work called r‘he Crisés in tae Suger

Cclonies. Tn the first twerty numbers of the Edinburgh Review 3Brougham

tors of Byron's attack on critics in Tox Juan, arn attack superinduced by

rougham's fierce onslaught -n Hours of Tdleness ir January, 1ECE.

Broughem was tc the Edinburgh what Gifford was to the QJuarter-
iy, the zpotheosis of savagery ir literature. He possessed serious fzults
in temper and character which completely submerged any critical tendency
end mzde him unrelisble. He was cddicted tc slashing reviews, superficizl,
sporadic, and unjustified. UTis claim to recognition rests more wpon his
ctatesmanship than upon his literary activitiesf

John Foster was nc inconsiderable reviewer. Fe contributed

nearly sixty articles to the London Eclectic Review, beginring in 18206 aid

continuing until i838. He discussed all manner of subjects, from treatises

Brougham's prolificalness is astonishing. Fis works have been collected
in eleven volumes eéited by Mr. Ralph Thomes. For a list of Brougham's

reviews in the Edinburgh Review see bibliograpliy at the end of vol xi,

ed cit, 2nd edition.
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~eview, among nis articles 2ppezring those orn Emigratior to lzrads zaré

certion of the social znovel by comnaring tre rovels f Miss Edgemo*uh with

: R g g P : : :
ment aif Fevmiwe 2n excellent study of hamun zneture.
Sir Jaxes liackintosh, philcosopher arnd diplomat, contributed
he ar

z number of articles to the. mdinburegh Keview, chief egmorg which are

. _ ) p o - _
ticles on Machiavel and Mazdame de Stael's L'Allewsgne. =e was well-resad,

learred, broad of scope, ané exceedingly zarzlytic He hzd ¢ et for
the philosophical, as ¢7iliznced by h;o treatment of Lord Bacon and Locke.

’ * . - N ,
Critical Essays of John FPoster, ed J. E. Rylangd, 2 vols {London, 1868) Bohn.
. - . 3

guarterly Xeview, vol xxiii, p Z7Z. . Qua*te?ly ?ev;er vel xzxiv, p Z52.
s

inaurgh Review, vol xxii, p 168.

*2dioburgh Review, vol xavii, p 207.'

For list,ofiﬂank in osh' r=v¢ews see Mlsceraneous ~orks ‘of Rt. Hon. James
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el ' ' '
and Arctic subjects.{D. L. 2. iii, 307, Ee wrote one articlezzzﬁzgrfor the

Edirburzh 2eview. sAmong his interssting essayes on {ravels his review of
e ‘A . ', S, - - S
e Voyzges o0f the Advecture and the Beagle zxd that on Zetters on Tarzgus;

with faint, sraice, gave Scott's 3Bridal of friermain & zlowing tribute, treate
roiter ¢0l3ly Bre-Lady o0Ff the Lakey while the review of Tre Gisour and

- 40
Tze Bride of 4 ydos © vas =r anostroph “sx the wirks and 2 panegyric for
their author. Te wvrzises hizhly Scott's imegination, his character dravw-

7hile Byron's nalities are sum:ed up in $0%o in the cne word genius. The

‘Quarterly Review, vol x, p 231, Jznuary, 1814.

ty

1lis's ar

| b

Lockhart, Life of Scott, vol ii, p 296, speaking of

-

The Zady of ths Lake cited above,szys: "I have always cited this article

-~
Y]

he best specimen of contemporsry criticism on Secott's poetr..”
- e J nb) L
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APPELDIX QNE

The following list of authors of contributions to the
Querterly Review makes no pretense of being complete. The reason
of its incompleteness lies in the scarcity of evidence as to the
authorship of certain 6f the essays, and it has been my purpose in
this list to give only those names of whose authenticity I am reason-
ably certain. Save in very evident cases I have endeavored to give
the authority for the assertion, and I trust that any errors that may
be fournd will be communicated to me for correction. In the foregoing pages
of this work, at the close of the study of eazch man, will be found 2
referemce to the place where a list of his contributions exists, and )

the. following 1ist is composed from those mentioned before. I acknowledge

my indebtedness to several issues of The Gentleman's lagazine for a

considerable amount of the information in this appendix.

W. H. R.




APFPENDIX NUMBER ONE

A list of authors c¢f various articles in The Quarter;z Review and the

sources of authority, as far as possible, and proofs of their authenticity.

Quarterly Review Vol I

Art. 2, p 19 Relijues of Burns---Sir Walter Scott.

Art. 13, p 13¢ Chronicle of the Cid--Sir Walter Scott.

Art. 16, p 178 Carr's Cazledonian Sketches--Sir Walter Scott and Sir

c. E. Gray. |

Art. 1, p 241 Gertrude of Tyoming--Sir Talter Scott.

Art. 7 p 387 John de Lancaster--Sir Walter Scott. (See Scott's KMiscellan-

eous Works8, and Life, by Lockhart, passim.)

Art 10, p 107 La Place--Dr. Thomas Young (See’s Catalogue of the works
and Essays of the Late Dr. Young, found in his own Handwriting,§
to 1827" in Brande's Quarterly Jourmal of Science, vol 28, page@
154). |

Art. 17 p 193 Baptist .issions--Robert Southey (See Correspondence of
Wilberforce, vol £ p 264.)

Art. 7, p 78 Sir Philip Sidney--by Dfsraeli.

Art. 12, p 387 Sydney Smith's Sermons-~ J. W. Croker (See S. Smith's
Sermons).

Art. 17, p 437 Austrian State Papers--¥r. Canning.

Vol II.

Art. 2, p 24 Transactions of the Missionary Society--Robt. Soﬁthey.

Art. 9, p 155 Insaﬁity--Dr. Young.(See above referenee. )

Art. 10, pv337 'La Place-- Dr. Youﬁg (See loec. cit.)

Art. 7 p 146 HKiss Edgeworth's Tales--Gifford.

Art 17, p 426 Battle of Talevera-- Sir Walter Scott.




Art.

Art.

Art.

Art.

Art.

irt.

Art.
Arst.
Art.
Art.

Art.

Art.

ha “and
5, p 288 EKerr Porter's Travels-- Bishop Eeber {See his Life,'by
his Widow, vol. 1, p 36%.)
14, p 375 Characters of Fox--J. H. Frere(See Quar. Rev. vol. iv,
p £07, and Heber's Life, vol. i, p 363.) |
15, p 401 Warburton's ietters--Dr. T. b. Whittaker. (See Gent. Mag)
p 354 Waverley-- Gifford.
Vol. III.
1, p 1 Eerculanensia- Dr. Young.
5, p 368 Eau Medicinele-- Dr. Young.
15, p 462 iemoires d'Arcueil--Dr. Young (See loc. cit.)
3, p 339 TFatal Revenge-- Sir Walter Scott.
16, p 481 Aikin on Song Writing-- Sir Walter Scott. (See Misec.
Prose Torks.)
15, p 185 Sydney Smith's Sermons-- Croker. (See S. Smith's Works.)
18, p 218 Lives 0f Nelson-- Southkey.
17, p 492 Lédy of the Lake-- Geo. Ellis ("I have always considered
this article as the best specimen of consemporary criticism
on Scott's poetry." Lockhart's Life of Scott, vol. ij, p 296.)
Vol. IV.
1, p 281 Crabbe's Borough--Gifford.(See Crabbe's Life, by his Son).
8, p 111 Clarke's Travéis--Southey. ‘
13, p 480 Evangelical Sects--Southey.
12, p 177 Replies to Calumnies against Oxgord--Rev. J. Davison,
late fellow of Oriel (See his Works, p 348.)
13, p 207 Life of Pitt--J. H. Frere(See Edinburgh Rev, vol. 1xviii,
p 227, and Heber's Life, vol. i, p 363.) ‘
9, p 403 ©Sadleir's State Papers--Ed. Lodge(See Gent. Mag. April 1839)
14, p 514 Miss Milford's Poems--Rev. John Milforé (See Quarterly

Review, vol. lvii, p 223. This article was erroneously as-

cribed to Sir Walter Scott in Lockhart's Life of Scott.)
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iArt. 15, p 518 Bullion Committee--Geo. Ellis and Canning.(See Life of
Scott, 2rnd Edition, vol. iii, p 366).
Vol. V.
Art. £, p 4C Curse of Xehama--Scott. (See Scott's ifis. Prose Torks,
vol. xvii, p 30l.)
Art. 9, p 427 Pindar--Bishop Heber (See Heber's Life, vol. 1, p 369.)
Art. &, p 120 Sinclzir's Remsrks, &c.--Geo. Ellis and Canning. (See
Scott's Life, vol. ii, p 379)
Art. 13, p 498 Letters of ¥me. du Deffand--J. W. Croker.
Art. 1, p €73 Strabo--Rev. Thos. Falkener, K. D. (See Kemoir of Dr.
Falkener, Gent. Mag.)
Vol. VI.
Art. 1, p 1 Dugald Stewart--Bowdler.(See Life of Wilberforce, vol.'iv, p73.
Art. 4, p 74 Cutkbert on Tides--Dr. Young.(See loc. Cit.)
Art. 9, p 124 Hardy's Life of Ld. Charlemont--Earl of Dudley. (SE&
Letters to Biskhop of Llandaff, and anrterly.Rev. No. 114, p 323.)
Art 4, p 405 Hontgomery's Poems--Southey.
" Art. 9, p 462 TFord's Dramﬁtic Torks--Gifford.
Art. 10, p 166 Edgeworth's Essays--Rev. J. Davison. (See his Works, p 4C9)
Art. 5, p 419 HNational Education-~Canning. (See Life Of Canning, in Fish-
er's Gallery of Portraits.)
Art. 11, p 518 ¢C. J. Fox--J. H. Frere.
Vol. VII.
Art. 9, p 159 Criminzl Law--Rev. J. Davison. (See Works, p 459)
Art. 10, p 180 Childe Harold--George Ellis.
Art. 12, p 382 Warburtoun--Ir. T. D. Fhittaker.
Art. 2, p 265 TRoscoe on Reférm--Earl of Dudley.
Art. 7, p 313, Horne ‘ooke--Earl of Dudley. (See Lord Dudley's Létters,
and Quarterly Rev. No. 133, p 97, ff.)
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Art. 8, p 2329 Tales of x FaBhionable Life--Gifford. (See Crabbe's Works,
vol. iv, p 79.)
Art. 16, p 441 Markland's Euripides--Teter Elmsley. (See Tenny Cyclop.
vol. ix, p 368.)
Art. 11, p 2800 Lay Baptism--Bishop EHeber.
Vol. VIII.
art. 1, p 1 National Education-- Canning. (See Fisher'S Gallery, above.)
Art. 4, p 65 Davy's Chemical Thiloso,hy--Tr/ Thos. Young.

Art. p 86 Count Julian--Southey.

[$3)

Art. p 3CZ Gustavus IVs-Bishoy Heber (See his Life, vol.i, p 223.)
Art. 4, p 319 Pdor Laws--Southey. (Republished in his =ssays.)
Art. 6, p 374 Lichtenstein's Travels--Sir John Barrow. {(See his article
"ifrica™, Encyciopedia Brité&nnica, 7th Edition.)
Vol. IX.
Art. 1l, p 2C7 Rogers's Poems--Earl of Dudley.
Art. 34 p 213 ‘akefield and Fox--Earl of Dudley. (See his Letters and
Guar. Rev. No. 13Z, p 96.)
Art. 6, p 89 Baron de Grimm--kerivale. (See ¥oore's Byron, vol. iii, p 9)
Art. 8, p 125 4Artificial iMemory--2. J. Tilmot. (See his Life, vol. 1, p391
Art. 10, p 162 Clarkeds Travels--Bishop Heber. (See Byronss Works,
vol. xvi,'p 48.)
Art. 1, p 265 British Fisheries--Sir John Barrow. (See Enc. Brit. 7th
edition, vol. iz, p 590 ff.)
Art. 13, p 466 Blackall on DPropgsies-- Dr. Young.
Art. 15, p 480 Bridal of Triermain--i‘r. George Ellis. (See Lockhart's
Life of Scott, 2nd edit., vol. iv, p 60.)
VOL.X.
Art. 4, p 57 Grimm's Correspondence-- Meriyale.(See Byron's Works, Loc)

Art. 5, p 409 Lives of Bossuet and Fenelon--Southey.
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Art. 5, p 9C History of Dissenters--Southey.
Art. 3, p 321 Byron's Giaour--kr. George Ellis. (See Byron's Works,
vol. ix, p 158.)
Art. 10, p 3523 De l1l'Allemagne--Bishop Eeber. (See Life, vol.i, p 48Z.)
Art. 12, p 280 Adelung's History of Languages--Dr. Ypung.
Art. 6,p 427 Goethe on Colors--Dr. Young.
Art. 1, p 2Cl, Patronage--Earl of Dudley.(See Guar. Rev. LKo. 133, p 90C)
Vol. XI.
Art. 3, p 42 On Light--Dr/ Young.
Art. 14, p 202 Bancroft on Colours--Dr. Young.
Art. 4, p 313 Davy's igricultura. Chemistry--DIr. Young.
Art. 16, p 3247 Aidams on the Eye--Dr. Young.
Art. 6, p 78 lontgomery's Foems--Southey.
Art. 11, p 428 The Corsair, &c.,--George Ellis. (See Byron's Works,
vol. ix, p 311, and vol. x, p 45.)
Art. 7, p 254 Waverley--Gifford. (See Scott's Life, vol.v, p 150.)
Art. 9, p 3¢9 Grimm's Correspondence-=-lerivzle. |
Vol. XII.
Art. 1, p 1 Flinder's Voyage--Sir John Barrow.
Art. 4, p SC Vells on Dew--Dr. Young.
Art.7x%% ,pE 146 The Poor--Southey.
Art. 10, p 5C9 Robert's Letters--Southey. (See Crabbe's Torks, vol.v,p39)
Art. 5, p 100 Vordsworth's Excursion--Lamb. ("But so mercilessly mangled
by .r. Gifford the editor; that I &x entreated-Wordsworth not to reszd it."
See Letters of Charles Lamb, page 323.)
Art. 11, p 239 Buonaparte--Croker.
Art. 3, p 269 Gibbon--Dr. Fhittaker. (See Life of Eihman by Milman, Intro-
ducfion, page 5.) |

Art. 9, p 501 Guy ¥annering--Gifford.
Vol. XIII.
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11, p 193 Wraxall's Memoirs--J. ¥. Croker.
3, p 240 Eérsh's Forae Pelasgicae-Ugo Foscolo.
12, p 215 Life of Tellington--Southey.
9, p 4«48 Life of Wellington--Southey.
Vol. XIV.
1, p 265 Culloden Fapers--Sir Walter Scott.
9, p 188 Emma--Sir Walter Scott.(See Life of Scott, vol. vii, p 4,
andlﬁisc. “rose Works, vol. xx, p 1.)
6, p 12¢ Fendicity--Southey. (Republished.)
4, p 96. Eermes Scythicus--Dr. Young.
s, p 53 Buonaparte--D; ¥. Croker.
10, p 513 The Elgin Marbles--Croker.
3, p 268 FEumboldt's Travels--Sir John Barrow. (See Byron's Torks,
vol. xvi, p 53.)

10, p 201 T‘ordsworth's Thite Doe--Giftord.

Vol. XV.
8, p 187 The Poor--Southey.
12, p 537 Vorks on England--Southey. (Both republished.)
9, p 236 :alcolm's Fersia--Bishop Heber. (Life, by Hrs. Hebef.)
5, ¥ 3C7 Insanity and Eédhouses--Dr. Uwins.
10, p 476 Baptismal Segenerstion--Rev. John Davison.(See Works, p 237
5, p 1256 The Antiquary--Gifford.

Vol. XVI.
8, p 129 Lorthwest Passage--Sir John Barrow. (See his "Polar géions")
9, p 172 Childe Harold--Sir %Walter Scott.
8, p 430 Tales of my Landlord--Sir Walter Scott. (See his Life,

,and Miscellaneous Prose Forks, vol. xix, p 1l; he there ex-

plains the reason why he reviewed his own work.)

. 11, p 225 TParliamentary Reform--Southey.

10, p 511 ©Popular Disaffection--Southey.
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10, p 208 Buonaparte--J.Ww.Croker.
9, p 480 Buonaperte--J.W.Croker.(From report.)
Vol. XVII.

7, p 160 Clarke's Travels--Southey.
11, p 26C France, by Lady Morgén—-Croker.
9, p 506 Answer to lir. Warden--Croker.
9, p 229 Peron. Voyages de Dé%ouvertes--Barrow.

Vol. ZVIII.
1 Iope de Vega--Southey. (See (Crabbe's Torks, vel. ii, p 5)
251 Poor Laws--Southey.

99 History of Brazil--Heber.(See his Life, vol. i, p 482).

N
oo g

423 Military Bridges--Scott.(See Scott's Life, vol. iv, p 1£1.)
13, p 5C2 Kirkton's History of the Church of Scotland--Scott. (See
Kisc. Prose ‘'orks, vol. xix, p 213.)
6, p 135 De Eumboldt's Iravels--Sir John Barrcw.
11, p 199 liorthern Passageg-Barrow. (See Blackwoods Mag{ vol. v, pl5g) -
8, p 421 3Burney: Behring Strait--Barrow.
4, p 335 Congo Expedition--(This article was compiied from documents
sent over by a man named Salt. See Life of Salt, vol.i,p49Z)
12, p 223 Tanorama d'Angleterre--Croker.
13, p 229 Life of Watson--Dr. T. D. Vhittaker (See Tate's l'agazine,
No. 1C, p 688.)
Vol. XIX.
l, pl ZEvelyn's Kemoirs--Southey. (See Home's Lives of Eminent
Christians.)
3, p 79 Means of Improving the People--Southey. (Republished.)
5, p 231 Russia—-Bishoé Heber. (See Life, vol. i, p 486.)
9, p 218 Childe Harold--Sir Walter Scott. (See Prose Torks, vol.xvii

. page 337.)
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Art. 14, p 492 Education Committee--Dr. Houk, Bishop of Gloucester.
Art. 4, p 188 Horace Walpole--Croker.
Art. 5, p 357 ©Small Pox and Vaceination--Dr. Uwins.

Art. 6, p 178 Light's Travels in Egypt; and

~ Art. 8, p 391 Antiguities of Egypt. (Iwo articles coumpiled from articles

sent over by Salt. See Life of Salt, vol. i, p 49Z2.)
Art. 12, p 250 Bellamy's Translation of the Bible; and
Art. 11, p 446 Bellamy's Reply--Kr. Goodhugh, author of Motives to the
' Study of Biblical Literature.
Vol. XX.
Index to vols. 1-19, of the Quarterly Review.
Vol. XXI.
Art. 10, p 196 Copyright--Southey.
Art. 2, p 221 Cemeteries of Paris--Southey. (See Byron's works, vol.
xv, p 59.) =

Art. 11, p 273 North Vest Passage--Sir John Barrow.

Art. 2, p 221 De Humboldt's Travels--Barrow.

Art. 9, p 486 Whistlecraft's King Arthur, and Romantic Poems of the

Italians--Ugo-Foscoio.(See Byron's Works, vol. xi, p 1C4. This
poern of "Whistlecraft" was written by J. Hookham Frere.)
Vol. XXII.
Art. 3, p 59 British Monachism--Southey. (See Heber's Life,-vol.i, P 303)
Art. 10, p 492 State of Public Affairs--Southey.
Art. 2, p 302 H. Stephen’'s Thesaurus--Dr. Bloomfield, Bishop of ILondon.
(See Hallam's Literature of Europe, Vol i, pg?éo.) |
Art. 9, p 163 State 6f Female Society‘;n Greece--$ir D. X. Sandford.
Art. 10, p 203 Cape of Good Hope--Sir John Barrow.
Art. 6, p 415 Passage of Himalaya Hountains--Sir J. Barrow.
Art. 2, p 34 Dupin--Barrow.
Art. 8, p 437 Burckhart's Travels--Barrow.
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Vol. XXIII.
1, p 1l Life of Karlvorough--Southey..
12, p 549 lNew Churches--Southey.
10, p 198 MWilman's Fall of Jerusalem--éishop Heber. (See his Life,
vol. ii, page 5.) .
1, p 207 Translation of the Bible--Goodhugh (See Quar. Rev. Vvol.xix,
page £50.)
5, p 400 Spence's Anecdotes--Croker.
8, p 166 Clare's Poems-~Southey.
11, p 225 Course of the Niger--Sir J. Barrow.
Vol. XXIV.
1, p 1 Southey's Life of Wesley--Bishop Heber.(Life, Vol.ii, p 5.)
6, p 139 Belzoni--Compiled from documents sent by Salt. (Seechis
Life, vol. i, p 492.)
7, p 169 Insanity--Dr. Uwins.
9, p 462 Huntingdon's Life and Torks--Southey. (See Crabbe's Works,
vol. iii, p 68.)
5, p 352 Lodern Novels--Dr. Whateley, Archbishop of Dublin. (See
Lockhart's Life of Scott, vol. vii, page 4.)
10, p 511 Anastasius--Gifford. (See Athenaeum,No. 318, p. 810.)
Vol. XXV.
l, p 1, Spanish Drama--Southey.
1, p €79 Cromwell--Southey.
Z, p 25 Lyon's Northern Africa--Sir J. Barrow.
9, p 175 Parry's Voyage--Barrow.
4, p 392 Lord Waldegrave--J. W. Croker.
12, p 534 Kiss Berry's England and France--Croker.

2, p 347 Apocryhhal New Testament--Rev. Hugh J. Rose. {See Brit.

Magazine, vol. xv, p 33%Z.)
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Vol. ZXVI.
6, p 109 Rob Roy, etec.--Senior.
12, p 454 The Pirate--Senior. (See Lockhart's Life of Scott, vol. v,
p 150.) |
5, p 374 Buckingham's Travels--Wm. J. Bankes. (See Buckingham's
letter on his America. Buckingham brought suit against
Murray, the editor, for this article.)
3, p 341 ZXotzbue's Voyage of Discovery--Sir J. Barrow.
13, p 474 Stewart's Dissertation--Dr. Sayers (See Taylor's Life
and Correspondence with Southey.).
Vol. XXVII.
l, p 1 Camoens--Southey (See Lardner's Cyclopedia, vol. xevi, p 333)
6, p 123 7alcot vs Walker-- Southey.
2, p 39 Aeolic Digamma--Ugo Foscolo (See Penny Cyclop. vol xiii, pg£48)
9, p 178 Valpole's Kemoirs--J. W. Croker.
11, p 239 Currency--Dr. Copleston, Bishop of Llandaff (See his cor-
respondence with the Earl of Dudley.)
11, p 524 Contagion--Dr/ Gooch (See Family Library, vol. x¥v, p 334)
10, p 476 Byron's Dramas--Bishop Heber. (See Life, vol. ii, p 64.)
1, p 273 Early History of Rome--Dr. Arnold.(See his Life, in Biog.
Dictionary of the Society of Useful Xnowlegge.)
Vol. XXVIII.
1, p 1 Religious Sects--Southey.
12, p 493 Trogress of Infidelity--Southey. (Republished.)
1, p 271 Lacretelle--J. W. Croker.
13, p 219 O'Meara--Croker.

9, p 449 Lkme. Campan--Croker.

10, p 464 IXemoirs of France--Croker.

3, p 59 Egypt--Sir John Barrow.

6, p 372 Franklin's Journey--Barrow. e
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Vol. XXIXZ.
1, p 1 Kississippi--Sir J. Barrow.

8, p 5C€ Bornou--Barrow.

9, p 241 Spain--Southey.

10, p 524 ZEecclesiatical Revenues--Southey.
4, p 378 J. Russell's Don Carlos--Croker.
Vol. X4X.

4, p 79 Belsham's Eistory--Goodhugh.

8, r 185 Cowper's Letters--Private Correspondence--Bishop Heber.
(See Correspondence with Bishop Jebb, vol.ii, p 511.)

12, p 542 Lady Suffolk's Correspondence--Sir Valter Scott (See his

kiscellaneous Prose Works, vol..xix, p 185.)

10, p 216 Dry Rot--Sir John Barrow.

11, p 231 Tarry's Voyage--Barrowf

| Vol. xxzI.

i4, p 229 DNew Churches--Southey.

1, p 262 Hayley's Life and 7ritings--Southey. (“My paper upon Hay-
ley was so offensive to Gifford that after it was printed he with-
held it from two successive numbers, and if he had not then
ceased to be editor and had persisted in withnolding it, I might
probably have withdrawn from the Review.™)(SeeSouthey's Letter in

Sir Egerton Brydges's Autobiogrzphy).

n

,» b 26 Lives of Lewton and Scott--Bishop Eeber.(See Correspondence
‘with Bishop Jebb, vol. ii, p 511.)
9, p 445 Interior of Africa-;Sir J. Barrow (See Blackwood's Hagazine,
vol. ivii, p 478.)
) Vol. XXXII.

1, p 1. Church of Englend Kissions--Southey.

7, p 160 Past and Present State of the Country--Southey.

7
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p 152 Dibdin's Library Companion--D'Israeli (See Dibdin's Literary
Reminiscences, vol. 2, p 739.) |

p 67 Rarly Roman History--Dr. Arnold {See Life of Dr. aArnold in -
Biog. Diet. of the Society for the Diffusion of Useful ¥nowlegge.)

Vol. XXXTII.

p 1 Reformation in England--Southey.

p 37 Hissiprn to the Burmens--Southey.

p 375 The Apocalypse of the Sister liativite--Southey.

p. €81~ Pepy's Kemoirs--Sir Walter Scott (See Iisc. Prose Forks,

vol. xx, p 94.)

p 218 The Plague--Dr. Goocch (See Family Library, vol. xiv, p335)

Art. 12, p £50 Vaccination--Dr. Gooch.

Art. 11, p 518 African Discoveries--Sir John Barrow.
Art. 13, p 561 Xoore's Memoirs of Sheridan--Croker.
Vol. XXXIV. _
Att. 10, p 197 Boaden's Life of Kemble--Scott (See Kisc. Works, Vol xx, 152
Aart. 11, p 248 Anglo-Saxon History--Sir Francis Palgrave. (See Penny
Cyclopedia, vol. xii, p 477.)

Art. 6, p 11C Allan Cunningham-Canova.
Art. 4, p 456 English Industry--Southey.
ATt. 1, p 305 Cathedral intiguities--Southey.
Art. 6, p 481 Madame de Genlis--Croker.
Art. 7, p 457 Prioxr's Life of Burke--Croker.
Art. 3, p 378 Parry's Voyages--Sir J. Barrow.

| Vol. XXXV.
Art. 8; p 175 Dr. Sayer's Works--Southey (See Taylor's Correspondehce with

Southey.)
|Art. 3, p 363 Travels in Southern Russia and Georgia--Southey.
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Art. 7, p 481 The Burmese War--Southey.
Vol. XXXVI.
Art 7, . 167 Eome's Works--Sir Walter Scott.(See ilisec. Works, vol. xiz,
p 283.)

Art. 8, p 558 TFlanting Waste Lands--Scott (Prose Works, vol. xxi, p 1l.)

Art. 1, p 1 3Brit. and Foreign Bible Sowviety--Southey.

Art. 1, p 305 Bibliotheque Chretienne-- Southey.

Art. 5, p 106 Russian Yissions--Croker.

Art. 10, p 255 Letters of George III-Croker.

Vol. XXXVII.

Artb7, p 194 Hallam's England--Southey. ("Southey a bitter critic, and
works Hallam with great acuteness and foree." Wilberforce, in
his Life, vol. v, p £91.)

iArt. 12, p 539 Emigration--Southey. (See his Essays.)

Art. 3, p 50 Reformation in Ipaly--Southey.

Art. 1, p 303 Landscape Gardening--Scott (Liisc Prose Forks,Vol. xxi,p 77)

Aft. 4, p 402 Lord Byron--Croker.
Art. 11, p 5256 liorth Pole--Barrow.
Vol. XXXVIII.
Art. 1, p 1 History of Astronomy--Sir David Brewster (See Blackwood's,

vol. xxiv, p 532.)

Art. £, p 16 DPsalmody--Rev. H. E.lilman (See his EHistory of Christianity,

vol. iii, p 519.)

8
Art. 4, p 437 Scrope's Geology--Lyell (See his Geology, vol. iii, p £71)
1

Ee

Arv. 1, p 305 Paley--Rev. J. J. Blunt, Kargaret Prof. of Divinity, Cambridge

art. 9, p 503 Sir H. Davy's Salmonia--Scott (liisc. Pr. Works, vol. xx, p£45.

Art. 10, p 535 Catholic Question--Southey. (See his Essays, vol, ii, p331)

Art. 2, p 335 Franklin's Polar Sea--Sir J. Barrow.

Vol. XXZXIX.
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p1l Dr. Granville's Russia--Croker.

p 143 Africa--Sir James Barrow.

p 73 Hajji Baba in England--Sir Walter Scott (See Misec. Prose

Torks, vol. 18, p 354.)

P 245 Dr. Parr--Rev. J. J. Blunt.
p 475 State of the Country--Southey.

Xxn.vol. n’

Index to vols. XxXi-xXxxXix.

O 3 @O
W o kK

Vol. Xil.
p 1 Southey's Colloquies--Rev. J. J. Blunt.
p 328 Tyler's History of Scotland--Sir Walter Scott (See Misc.
Prose Works,Avol. xxi, p 15&.)
p 12¢ Ancient History of Scotland--Scott (See ¥Misc. Prose Torks,
vol. XX, P 301.)7
P 240 English Peasantry--Southey.
P 289' Rema ins of L. Davidson--Southey.
¢ 522z Home Colonies--Southey.

Gooch on Imsanity--Dr. Ferguson.

(&
=
o
»

P 226 The Niger--S8ir J. Barrow.
Vol. XLII.
p 1 Anatomy-Dr. Gooch (See Family Library, vol. x, p 34C.)
P 281 English Peerage-Sir Egerton Brydges (See his Autobiography
"peassim). '

p 105 Tithe Laws--Southey.
p 228 1Internal Policy--Southey.

Vol. XLIII.
1l DPolynesian Researches--Southey (Sge Brit. Critie, Vol. xix,p348.
242 Paupérism--Southey.
553 Negro Testament--Southey.
182 Butler's Works--Rev, J, 3. Blunt,
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1, p.305 Decline of Science--Sir David Brewster.
7, p €15 Political conditiﬁn of France--Captain Basil Fall (See
Blackwoods ragaziney Vol. xxxii, p 388.)
4, p 411 Lyell's Geologj—-Sir Henry de la 3BSeche.
5, p 469 Bunyan®s Pilgrim’'s Progress--Scott (See Southey's Letters
to Sir E. Brydges in his iutobiography: "The paper upon Bunyan
is by Sir Waltef Scott. e has not observed, and I, when I
wrote the Life, had forgotten, that the complete design of &
Tilgrim's Progress is to be found in Lucian's Hermotimus. Lot
thet Bunyan saw it there, but that the obvious allegory had pre-
sented itself to Lucian's mind as well as to many others.™)
Vol. XLIV.
1, p 1 The Political Economists--Southey.
4, p 121 Origin of the Homeric Poems--Rev. H. H. Milman (See Ency-
lo_edia Britannica, vol. ii, p 544]).
2, p 52 Uneducated Foets--Croker.
4, p 415 Townson's Practical Discourses--Blunt.

5, 4328 Piteeirn's Criminal Triaks--Scott. (See Scott's Miscel-
D

laneous Works, vol. xxi, p 199: "This weas the las?t piece of criticism

Art.

Art.

Art.

that came from the pen.of Sir Walter Scott. r. Pitcairn has
since completed his work in four quarto volumes publisyed un-
der the auspices of the Ball%iyne Club, of which Sir Walter
Scott was the fouder and President.™)
8, p 261 DPolitical State of the Brit. Empire--Croker.
8, p 554 Parliamentary Reform--Lord Dudley.
Vol. XLV.

57 Behring's Strzits--Barrow.

o
e

7, p 252 Rarliaméntary Reform--Southey.
7

, © 504 Advice to the Lords--Southey.
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Capt. B. Hall--Lockhart. Report.
French Zevolution--Croker.
2t. Simon--Croker.
Vol. :(LVI.
State of the Goverument--Southey.
Progress of ilisgovernment--Southey.
Lord Edward Fitzgerald--Croker.
Monk's Life of Bentley--Bishop of Lordon.

Tuckder ‘uskau--Theodore Hook (See fZuarterly Review, vol.

lxxii, p 8%9.)

216

LT ]

103

-

Vol. XLVII.
el tom Mowbray--Avperley (See his reprint of it).

Lyell's Geology--Dr. Whewell.

1 Fesiod--Rev. H. H. kilman (See Eney. Brit. vol. ii, p 544);

p 39 Dom. Maﬁners of the Americans--Lockhart.

p 261
p £59

p 160

Revolutions of 164C and 1830--Southey.
Stages of the Revolution--Southey. '
Vol. ALVIII.

Robert Hall--Rev. J. J. Blunt.

Prince Folignac--Croker.

Memoires de Louis XVIII--Croker (SeeFraser's iiagazine,

vii, p 112).

The Roed--Apperley (Reprinted).
LaFayette--Croker.

Charleuagne--Rev. H. H. Milman.
Church =eform--Southey.

Salt--Hayward.
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Vol. XLIX.

152 Causes of the Freneh Revolution--Lord Mahon. (Reprinted).

; 881 The Turf--ipperley. (Reprinted).

g 175 Death and ladness--Dr. Ferguson.

[$\]

23 The Turkish Empire--Rev. H. H. ¥MIlman.
29 llemoires de ZRene Le Vasseur--Croker.

125 Dry Ro0t--8ir. J. Barrow.

198 The Church and the Laddlcrds--Southey.
&7

i"emoirs of Dr. Burney--Croker.

22Z Push's “esidence in London--Lockhart.
24¢ Greek Lyric Toetry--E. . Coleridgex

Vol. L.
272 Life of Crabbe--Lockhart (See Crabbe's Works, vocl. ii,p 184)
272 Gibbon-~Rev. ... E. iilman (See his Gibbon, prefzce, page 4). |
5C8 Liturgical Reform—-Hilman;_(See article on Ps;lmody and

History of Christianity, vel. iii, p 519).

l4z Great Britain in 18Z3--Croker.

10, p 218 RBeform ¥inistry--Croker.

3, P

1, p

4, p

347 roor Law (uestion--Sir Francis Head.
Vol. LI.
1l Souvenirs d4'un fexagenaire--Croker.

29% Souvenirs de la Marguise de Cregui--Croker.

11, p 492 Revolutions of 1688 and 1831--Croker.

2, p
7/ p

6, v
6, p

<

&, P

18 Translations of Pindar--E. Nelson Coleridge.

144% Greek and English'Lexicography--BishOP of London (See Eis
Lordship's former article on Stephen's Thesaurus.)

117 Adam Clarke--Sputhey.

299 Duke of VWellington--Southey.

304 Eouse of Swabia, etc.--Milman.
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Philipy van Artevelde--Lockhart.
Vol. LII.

14 Crabbe--Lockhart.

1l Colericge--Lockhart.

95 irs. Siddons--Croker.

11, p 262 Tresent State of France--Croker.

lz,

p £19 ZILouis Thilippe--Croker.

10, ¢ £33 INew Poor Laws4Sir Frencis Head.

6,

4,

b
Y

406 Cookery--Hayward.
267 Travels in Bokhara--Barrow.
Voll LIII.
79 Coleridge's Table Talk--Lockhart .

174 The Church and ke Voluntary System--Southey.

8, ¢ 472 ZEnglish Charity--Southey.

10, ¢ 61 Sir =obert Teel's Address--Croker.

1,

6,

b
D

448 The Gecrgian Era--Crocker.

406 Lyell's 'rineiples of Geology--Pr. Thewell.
1Y Corresponderce de Victor Jacguement--Barrow.
Vol. LIV.

1 Ross's Voyage--Sir John Barrow.

117 Gastronony-~-Hayward.

11, p 250 Life of lackintosh--Croker.

11, u 517 Robespierre--Croker.

8, p 455 Willis's Pencillings By the Vay--Lockhart.

2,

e}

tes

469 Quin's Steam Voyage--Southey (See his article on
Quar. Rev. vol. xxix, p)24l).
187 The War in Spain--Southey.

| Vol. LV.

1l Feine on Germany--#ilman.

Corn Laws--2ev. Zdwards (See limrod in Fraser's ¥ggazine].

Spain,
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887 The Popes of the léth and 17th Tenturies--Milmen.
323 The Tenth of August--Croker/

416 ¥r. Secretary Bonellier--Croker.

74 DPringle and Xoody on Scuth Africa--Lockhart.

44
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Art. 7, The QOriginal--Hayward.
Art. p 35 TForeign Poor Laws--Sir Francis Head.
Vol. LVI.

Art. 3, 65 TFrench Lovels--Croker.
Art. 10, p 530 Raumer's England in 1835--Croker.
Art. 4, p 131 Hapier's Teninsula Tar--Yir George lurrzy.
Art. 7, p 437 Ditto-By ditto.
Art. 2, p 232 EHistory of Rome--Milman.
Airt. 5, p 219 State of Ireland--Rev. W. Sewell.

p £78 Back's Journey to the arctic Sea.--Sir John Barrow.

Vol. LVII..

iArt. £, p 29 Downfall of Heatheism--Milman (See his Gibbon's Zome,

vol. v, p £39).

Art. 12, p 230 Last Session--éroker.

Art. 6, p 374 Lucien Buonaparte--Croker.

Art. 8, p 444 Traxall Tost--Croker.

4Lrt. 5, p 363 Church Rates--Southey.

Art. 9, p 492 DNapier's Perinsula VWar--Sir George Hurray.

Art. 7, p 296 The Factory S&stem--Lord Asheley. .

Vol. LVIII.
Art. £, p 29- Hallan's Introduction to the Literature of Suroye—-éouthey.
(See Southey's review of Hasllam's England, Zfuar. Rev. vol.xxxvii,
p. 194}).
Art. 4, p 82 Vellington's Despatches--Southey.
art. 7, p 196 The Cathedral Establishments--Rev. W. Sewell.

Art. 9, p 524 Cob Walls-—RichardiFord (See Archaeologia,vol.xxx,p.395).
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147 ZLady Mary Wortley Hontagu--Croker.
406 Cambaceres--Cf&ker.
47% Telet's Napoleon in Council--Croker.
381 ©Popes of the 16th and 17th Centuries~-2ev. H. E. Milmen-
497 Chevalier on America--Croker. |
Vol. LIX.
134 Semilasso in ifrica--Theodore Hook (See his review of

Puckler iuskau's tour in England, 9uar. Rev. vol. xlvi, p 518].

327 Cooper's Englznd--Croker.

484 Pickwick Papers--Croker.

439 The Universities--Rev. W. Sewell.
295 Codes of llanners--Heayward.

1l Coleridge--Locknart.

275 Home Tours--Southey.

Vol. LX.

Vol. LXI.
1 Versailles--Croker.
42 Secret FHistory of the Court of Engl :nd--Croker.
150 Diary of the Times of George IV--Croker.
220 Larquis of Tavislock--Croker.
51 DNapier-~-Sir George kiurray.
96 Bokhara, etc.--Sir John Barrow.
38 TWelcome and:Farewell--Lockhart.

202 uemorials of Oxford--Rev. ¥. Sewell.




Art.

Art.

Art.
Art.
Art.
AYV.
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Ars.
Art.

 AYT.

10, p 249 C(Canada--Sir Francis Hezd.
1, p 273 Animal Kagnetism--Sir Benjamin Brodise.

9, p 462 Ilato--Rev. H. H. ¥ilman.

Vol. LXII.
7, ¥ 214 Life of Wilﬂerforce--Croker.
8, p 5C5. Listef's Life of Clarehdoﬁ—-Croker.
B8, p 68 TWatertvon--Broderip.
3, p 360 Milman's Gibbon--Rev. J. J. Blunt.
7, p 475 Kew South Wales-~Sir John Barrow.
Vol. LXIII.
1, p 1 Railroads in Ireland--Sir Francis Eead.
£, p 61 How to observe--Eroker.
6, p 457 Head's Narfative--Croker.
7, p 166 Lord Lindsay's Travels--ﬁev. H. H. ¥ilman.
2, p 341 Beale's Whale Fishery--Sir John Barrow.
4, p 88 Papal Comspiracy--Rev. H. H. ililman.
7, ¢ 526 O0xford Theology--Rev. 7. Sewell.
9, p 223 Political Affairs--Croker.

Vol. LXIV.
1, 285 On Life Insurance--Sir John Barrow (See his Autobiography).

12C DPopish Persecution--iiilman.

(o]
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£ Household and IMinistry--Croker.
513 Postoffice Reform--Croker.

37C Aeschylus--Rev. R. Scott.

208 Travels in america--Lockhart.
Bishop Butler--Rev. J. J. Blunt.

411 French Crators--Zayward.

» ™
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462 British Policy-~-Sir Francis Head.



Vol. LIV.
Art. 1, p 1 >Printers Devil--Sir Francis Head.

Art. 10, p 283 Conduet of Ministers--Croker.

Arv. 7, p 587 Lord Wellesley's Poems--Croker.
Art. 8, p 234 Trgvellers in Austria--ifilman.
Art. 2, p 240 Hallam--Filman.
Art. 7, p 194 Voyages, etc--Sir John Barrow.
Art. 9p p 581 The Privilege Question--Croker.
Art. 8, p 537 Chinese Affairs--Sir John Barrow.
Vol. LXVI.
Art. 3, p 64 Alexandria--Rev. W. Sewell. (Reprinted).
Art; 7, p 19C Lord Chatham--Croker.
Art. 8, p 564 ¢Sir Samuel Romilly--Croker.
Art. 4, p,418 Trangell's Expedition--Sir John Barrow.

art. 3, p-374 ‘odern English Poetesses--Henry N. Coleridge.(Frazer's
Magazine, June 1846.)

Vol. LXVII.

Art. 1, p 1 imerican QOrators--Hayward.

Art. 2, p B3 Medical Reform--Sir B. C. Brodie.

Art. Z, p 7¢ Lord Dudley--Croker.

Art. 7, p 481 French Revolution--CroXer.

Art. 4, p 117 Romanism--Rev. V. Sewell.

Art. 9, p 541 Zomish Friests--Sewell.

Art. 5, p 171 Infant Labor--Lord Asheley:

Art. 7, p 203 Church of Scotland--Dr. James Browne.
Art. 8, p €53 Foreign Policy--Sir Francis Head.

Vol. LXVIII.

Art. 5, p 145 Swinburne--Croker.

irt. 7, p 238 The Budget--Croker.
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The Cld and Iew Xinistry--Croker.
iustralia.--Sir John Barrow.

Letters from the Baltic--i¥onckton Hilnes.
Kinstrelsy of the Bretons--Lockhart.

Yhewell's Inductive Sciences--Sir John Herschel (See

Dublin Univeisity kagazine, vol. xix).

Vol. LXIX.
1 Jordsworth--Lockhart.
111 Gothie Architecture--Rev. W. Seweli.
471 Church of England--Sewell.
150 Palestine--Lord Ashley.
329 Liebig-~-Dr. Gregory.
281 Joan of Arce--Lord ishon.
91 largaret Davidson--Southey.
440 Arundines Cami--Croker.
Z80 Russia--Monckton Milnes.
Vol. LXX.
1 Paris--Eaywerd.
158 Collieries--Lord Asheley.
243 Yadame D'Arblay--Croker.
2689 Ir. Pitt--Croker.
485 DPoliey of Sir Robért Peel--Croker.
315 Aeschylus--Rev. Robert Scots.
Vol. LiXI.
54 Books for Children--liss Rigby, author of Letters from the
Baltie.
82 Brandy and Salt--Sir Benjamin Brodie.

1ce

Lord Kahon--Croker.
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Art. 7, p 244 Anti-Corn Law Agitation--Croker.

Vol. LXII.

Art. 3, p 52 Thodore Hook--Lockhart.

Art. 8, p 232 Rubrics and Ritual--¥ilman.

Art. 6, p 473 Irish Fisheries--Sir John Barrow.

Art. 7, p 488 Blaze's Eistory of the Dog-~-Broderip.

Art. 8, p 516 Horace Walpole--Croker.

Art. 9, p 653 Tolicyiof ¥inisters--Croker.

_Vol. LY¥XIII.

| Art. 5, p 113 Simpson's Farrative--Sir John Barrow.
3 Art. é, p 129 Change for American Lotes--Lockhart.
irt. 9, p 255 The Guillotine--Croker.
| Art. 7, p 142 Biographies of CGermzn Ladies--Liiss Zigby.

Art. 3, p 375 Revolutioﬁary Tribunal--Croker.

Art. 2, p £34 larquis de Custine's Tour into Russia--konckton Milnes.

Art/ 7, p 536 Hume--Lake.
Vol. LXXIV.

Art. 1, p 1 Children's Books--Lis: Rigby.

Art. 2, p 26 Shuttleworth's Phonics--Croker.

Art. 4, p 395 Horace Walpoie--Croker.

art. 8, p 508 Earl of NMalmesbury--Croker.

Art. 4, p 71 Life of Lord Eldon--Eenior.

Art. 7, p 467 Stanley's Life of Arnold--Lake.

Art. 9, p 224- Rail%ay Legislations-Sir Francig Head.
Vol. LIXV.

Art. 1, p 1 ‘Sir J. Graham's Medical Bill--Sir B. Brodie.

Art. 2, p 32 Lords Eldon ahd Stowell--Serjeznt Talfourd (SeeCampbell's

Lives of the Chzncellors, vol. v, p 177).
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Art. 4, p 403 ZEarl of llalmesbury--Croker.
Art. 8, p 5319 Whig Tacties--Croker.
Art. 9, p 222 Repeal Agitatibn—-Croker.
Art. 2, p 325 GHrs. Butler's Poems--Lockhart.
Art. 5, p 94 lilnes on the Harem Rights of Women--Kinglake.
Art. 1, p 295 Greek and English Lexicogrsphy--Fishlzke.
Vol. LXXVI.
CArt. 1, p 1l ¥rs. Norton's Poems--Lockhart.
Lirt. 4, p 62 Lord Brougham's Lives--Croker.
Art. 5, p 420 Lady Hester Sﬁanhope--Croker.
Art. 8, p 521 Thier's Eistories--Croker.
Art. 5, p 98 Lady Travellers--}iss Rigby.
£r%. 7, p 164 Blanco White--Gladstone.
Art. 9, p 247 Irelend--Rev. W. Sewell.
Art. 3, p 387 Discipline of the Army--Rev. G. R. Gleig.
Art. 8, p 459 Lord Chesterfield's Letters--Lord Brougham.

Vol. LXXVII.

Art. 1, p 1 Lord Campbell's Lives of the Chancellors--Lockhart.

Art. 4, p 1C5 Arago and Broﬁgham--Croker.

Art. 10, p 253 Horace %zlpole--Croker.

irt. 11 p 298 ¥inisterial Resignations--Croker.

Art. 3, p 381 Reid on Ventilation--Crdker.

Art. 8, p 563 The Oregon Juestion--Croker.

Art. 5, p 139 lary Nueen of Scots--Lord Mahon.

Art. 1, p 323 Modern German Paintings--l‘iss Rigby.

Art. 4, p 405 Hewnan--Kilman. ‘

Art. 7, p 536 Education of tﬁe Soléier--Rev. G. R. Gleig.
Vol. LXXVIII.

Art. 6, p 75 Burton's Life of Hures-Lake.

Art. 10, p 216 Phillimore's Lord Lyttleton--Croker.




Art. 9, p 535

irt. 5, p 377

26

Close of the Session--Croker.

Rducation of ths People--Rev. H. H. ¥ ilmen.




A partial list of contributors to the Edinburgh Review

from i®s beginning in 1802 until the year 1810. This list is very
"incomplete and brief, but I trust it may be improved shortly. I adéd
it to fhe foregoing pages in the hope that short as it is it may

give a ray of information to someone perhaps who may find just what he
wants in its columns. My apology is that it is being worked on and
will ultimately be completed, as far as available sources of informa-

tion will permit. ' w. H. R.




Vol.

I, No. 1, October 180Z.

Edinburgh Review.

11,

Y, No. 2, January, 1803.

_PBblic Characters--Smith (See Works, vol. iy,r 326).

Spital Sermon--Rev. Sydney Smith (See his Works, vol. i, pl.)
Irvine's Emigration--F. Horner (See his Life, vol. i, p £03).
Thalaba--Jeffrey (See Ed. Rev. vol. xxviii, p 509, note.)
Rennell;s Sermons--Rev. S. Smith (See Torks, vol. i, p 11.)
Christison on Schools--Horner (Life, vol. i, p £C3).

Bowles on the Pezce--Horner({See Life, vol. i, p £2).

Utility of Country Banks--Hornmer ( See Life, vol. i, p 203}.

Serron--Zev., S. Smith (See Works, vol. i, p £8).

Nares's Sermon--Smith (See Works, vol. i, p 20).

Paper Credit--Eorner (See Life, vol. i, p 203).

Art.
Art.
Art.
Art.

Vol.

l, p 263 FPhilosophie de Kant--Dr. Thos. Browne (See FPenny Cyc.

6, p 314 Lewis Alfonso--ReV. Sydney Smith (See Works, vol. i, p 34).
9, p 345 DTPolitique--Lord Brougham (See Colonial Policy, vol.ii, pE44),.
10, p 382 Neckar's Last Views--Sydney Smith (Works, vol. iv, p 1).
16, p 431 Canard--Horner (See his Life, vol. i, p 215).

II, Ko. 3, April, 1803. |

vol. v, p 474}.

Art.

2, D
5, p 64 Hayley--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. i, p 295).
6, p 86 Lettres--S. Smith (Works, vol. i, y 58).

14, p 136 Ceylon--S. Smith (Works, vol. iv, p 286).

15,

p 147 Villers, ete--Dr. Thos. Browne (See Selections from Ed..

p 172 Delphine--S. Smith (Works, vol. iv, p 303).

P 202 Sturges--S. Smith (Works, vol. iv, p 57).

3C . Collins--S. Smith (Works, vol. i, p 39).

Rev. vol. iii, p 18}.




Art.
Art.

Vol.

<

-l
23, p 205 Sinclair--FEorner (See Life, vol. i, p £15].
p £16 Plutarch--P. Elmsley (See Penny Cyclopedia, vol. ix, p368].
II, No. 4, July 18C3.

Art.

Art.

Art.
art.
Art.
Art.
Art.

Vol.

1, p £69 Baillie's Plays--Jeffrey. (See Ed. Rev. vol. xxviii, pbll,)

g, 287 Catteau--S. Smith ( See Works, vol. iv, p 24).

93]

3C8 Heyne,%c.--F. Elmsley (See Gorton's Bdéog. Dict., "Elmsley").

?
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4, 320 Wittman's Travels--S. Smith (See Works, vel. iv, p 347).
10, p 3982 Edgeworth--S. Smith (See Works, vol. i, p 65).

11, p 402 Xing--Horner (See Life, vol. i, y Z282Z).

18, p 476 Peltier--Horner (See Life, vol. i, p 22z).

2l, p 507 Lady lYontagu--Jeffrey (See Essays, vol. iv, p 414).
IIT% No. 5, October, 18C3.

Art.

irt.
art.
Art.
Art.

~Vol.

10, p 109 Amadis--Sir Walter Scott (See Misec. Prose Torks, vol. xviii,
p. 1).
13, p 154 iillar--Jeffrey (See Tenny (yclopedia, vol. xv, p. 221).

14, p 181 Athenszeus--F. Elmsley (See Penny Cyc. vol. ix, p 368). '

16, p 198 Sibbald--Scott (See Life, (Lockhart) vol.i&pd2md.edit. p 135).
17, p 211 Louis XVI--Eorner (See Life, vol. i,p, 228).

III; No. 6, January, 1E04.

Art.

Art.

Vol.

1, p 269 Reid--Jeffrey (See Essays, vol. iii, p 2:z2).

16, p 437 Chaucer--Sir Walter Scott (See iis. Prose Works, Vvol. xvii,
p 55).

IV, No. 7, april, 1804.

Art.
Art.
art.

Vod.

1, p 1 B Bentham--Jeffrey (See Essays, vol. iii, p Z0l).
16, p 151 Ellis--Scdtt (See lise. Prose Works, vol. xvii, p 1).

17, p 214 Chatterton--Scott (See liisc. Prose Works, vol/ xvii, p £€18).

IV, No. 8, July, 18C4.

Art.

2, p £7% Hayley--Jeffrey. (See Essays, vol. i, p 418).




Artf

Z
8, p 343 Lauderdale--Lord Broughar (See ¥ilberforce's Correspondence,

vol. i, p. 311).

drt. 9, p 77 Chetham--Lord Broughar (See Wilberforce's Correspondence,
vol. i, p. 31l}.
Art. 14, p 4£7 Sir Tristram--G. Ellis {See Scott's Poetry, vol. v, p xi).
Vol. V, XNo. 9, Cctober, 1804.
Art. &€, p 23 Richardson--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. i, p 30Z2).
Art. 4, p 125 Bourgoing--illen (See Horner's Life, vol. i, p 428).
Art. 14, p 1680 Adams--FHorner (See Life,vvol. i, 4£8).
Art. 15, p 1:0 Bounties--Horner (See Life, vol. i, p 265]).
Art. 16, p 2C9 Slavery--Tilberforce (See his Life, vol. iii, p 19%4).
Vol. V, No. 10, January, 1805.
Art. 1, p 259 China--Jeffrey (See Life of Horher, vol. i, p £57).
Art. 6, p 329 Jones--Jeffrey (See Life of Eorner, vol. i, p £57).
Art. 7, p Z47 ZFroissart--Scott (See ¥#isce. Prose Torks, vol. xix, p 112]).
art. 9, p 372 Euége--Professor Playfeir (See Ienuny Cyclopedia, vol. xviii
p. £45).
- Art. 11, p 348 Thorrnton--Scott (See ¥Kisc. Prose Forks, vol. xix, p 87).
Vol. VI, No. 11, April, 1E05.
art. 1, p 1l Scott--Jeffrey (See his Essays, vol. ii, p 46C).
Art. 12, p 127 Bailliy--Jeffrey (fee Essays, vol. ii, p 28).
Art. 15, p 182 Godwin--Scott (See iiisec. Prose Torks, vol. xviii, p 128).
iYt. 17, p 209 Ranken--Fzllam (See Horner's Life, vol. i, p 278).
Vol. VI, Fo. 12, July, 1805.
Art; 9; p 2350 Cooksry--Scott (See lisc. Frose %orks, vol. Xix, phloo).
Art. 15, p 429 Ossian--Scott (See Life-by Lockhart-vol. ii, p 249, 2nd ed)

et




Vol.
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Art.
Art.
Art.
Art.
Art.

Vol.

VII, No. 12, October, 1805.
1, p 1 adoe--Lord Jeffrey (See Ed. Rev. vol. xxviii, p 509, note)
7, p 112 gZtewart--EHorner (See Ency. Brit. vol. v, p 602).

12, p 163 Drummond--Jeffrey (See Essays, vol. iii, p 357).
13, ¥ 185 Selkirk--Horner (See Life, vol. i, p 313).
14, p 202 Spenser--Scott (See Hisc. “rose Torks, vol. xvii, p 8Q).

VII, No. 14, Jaaunary, 18C6.

Art.

Vol.

6, p 287 Ritson--Scott (See #isc. Trose Vorks, wol. xvii, p 16).

VIII; No. 15, April, 1806.

art.
Art.

Vol.

8, p 107 Cuxberlend--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. iv, p 4CZ).
11, p 149 Lessing--Jeffrey (See Quar. Rev. vol. lxxiii, p 56).

VIII, Ho. 16, July, 18C6.

Art.
Art.

Vol.

1, p 237 Annals--George Ellis (SEE Life of Scott, vol. ii, p 21%Z).
7, p 3287 Franklin--Jeffrey (See his Essays, vol. i, p 136).

IX,%0. 17, October, 1806.

Art.
ATt.
art.

Art.

Art.
Vol.

5, p 83 lillar--Jeffrey (See TFenny (Cyc. voi. XV, » 221).

v, p 136 DPriestley--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. iii, p 328).

12, p 177 Lancaster--S. Smith (See his Torks, vol. i, p 72).

13, p 184 is far as page 195--by Sir Walter Scott(See iisc. Prose
Works, vbl. xix, p 139; the remainder by Jeffrey (See
Life of Scott, vol. iii, p. 2, Znd edition, by Lockhart.)

15, p £11 Herberv--Scott (See !‘isc. Prose vorks, vol. xvii, p 102).

IY, No. 18, January, 1807.

Art.
Art.

Art.

8, p 373 Mechain--Playfair (See Peany Cyc. vol. xviii, p 245.)
12, p 433 Mercurio--John Allen (See Life of Horner, vol. i, p 391).

14, p 462 Reform--iiurray (See Life of Horner, vol. i, p 291).
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Vol. X, No. 19, April, 1807.

art. 6, p 85 Clarkson--Jeffrej (See Essays, vol. iv, p £29).
Art. 12, p 171 Beattie--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. iii, p 365).

Vol. ¥, No. 20, July, 1807.

Art. 299 Parnell--S. Smith (See his Torks, vol. i, p 84).

Z
4, p
Art. 6, p 329 Johnes--S. Smith (See his Works, vol. iv,»p 62).
9, p 386 Cobbett--Jeffrey (See Blackwood's kagivol. xxxii, p 714).
1

8
Art. 12, p 445 Bentley--FroXfessor Hamilton (See Life of kackintosh, vol i
P 447);
Vol. XI, No. 21, Qctober, 1807.

Art. 19, p £14 Tordsworth--Jeffrey (See Ed. Rev. vol. xxviii, p 211, note)..

Vol. XI, lio. 22, January, 18508.

Art. 1, p 249 La Place--Tlayfuir (See Eney. Brit. vol. xiii, p 100).
irt. 5, p 341 Lethodism--Sidney Smith (See his Torks, vol. i, p 95). i

Vol. XII, Fo. 23, April, 1808.

Art. 1, p 1 rarvion--Jeffrey (Scott's Poetical Works, vol. vii, p 21).
Art. 8, p 131 (rabbe-~Jeffrey (See Essays, vol. iii, p 3).
Lrt. 9, p 151 Indian lMissions--Sidney Smith (See Forks, vol. i, p 13C).

Vol. XII, Lo. &4, July, 1508.

Art. 1, p 271 James II--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. ii, p 2).
Art. 4, p 236  Ireland--Nalthus (See Life of Eorner, vol. i, p 437).

Vol. XITI, Ko. £5, October, 18C8.

Art. 1, Col. Hutchison--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. i, p 428).
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Art. 2, Curates--Sidney Smith (See Works, vol. iv, p 69).
Art. 5, § 77 Parnell--Sidney Smith (See Works, vol. i, p 176).
- Art. 8, p 116 Dryden--Hallam (See Life of Scott, 2nd ed. vol. iii, p 70).'£
Art. 14, p 215 Spain--Lord Brougham (See Life of Scott; 2nd ed. vol. iii,

i
H

p. 126).




Vol.

X111, No. 26, January, 1809.

art.

Art.

Vol.

1, p £49 Zurns--Jeffrey (See Essays, vol. ii, p 289).

4, p 33 Suppression of Vice--Sidney Smith (See his Yorks, vol. iv,
p. 84).

5, p 243 Letters, ete--Jeffrey(See his Essays, vol. iv, p 337).

XIV, Ko. &7, April, 18083.

art.
Art.
Art.
Vol.

).

P
Z, p 40 Styles--Sidney Smith (See his Works, vol. i, p 185).

N
fAY]

1l Campbell--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. ii, p 4

11, p 145 Coelebs--Sidney Smith (See Works, vol. iy p 2CZ2).

IV, Yo. &8, July, 1809.

Art.
ATT.
Art.
Art.

Vol.

5, p 253 TFox--Sidney Smith (See Works, vol. iv, p 1Cl).

7, p 375 Tales--Jeffrey (Essays, vol. iii, p 299).

10, p 429 Strabo--Payne ¥Xnight (See Penny Cyc. vol. xiii, p £48).
13, p 490 Rose--Sidney Smith (Works,vol. iv, p 11l&).

AV, Ko. 29, Cctober, 1309.

art.
Art.
Art.
irt.
Art.
art.

irt.

1, 1 Institut--Playfair (See Penny Cyc. vol. xviii, p 245).

2, p 24 Columbia~-Jeffrey (See Horner's Life, Pol. ii, p 3).

3, p 40 Bdigeworth--Sidney Smith (See Works, vol. i, p gl1).

E, p 75 Hontagu--Jeffrey (See Hornmer's Life, vol. ii, p 3).

9, p 142 3Botany--Professor Leslie (See Enc. Brit. vol. xiij,p 248).
11, p 163 Hamilton--Jeffrey (See Horner's Life, vol. ii, p 3).

13, p 190 Fox--Horner--Fis last article--(See Horner's Life, vol. ii,

p- 3).

‘O @ O O PO 0O OS 00000 sLe sl sse e e




Afferican Literary Criticism, No. Amer. 114:23.

wodern Literary Criticism, International 4:264.
Book Reviewing,—Writer 4:80.

Book Reviews,{Carson) Writer 4:217.

Views om Criticism by Authors, Idler 6:159.
Some Well-¥nown Cricics; Tdler 5:500.

Book Reviewing (Mortqn), Critic 39:535.

Book Reviewing (Lang), Critic 39:561.

_ Book Reviews Past amd Present, Atlantic 84:311.

Difficulties in Contemporary Criticism, ionthly Rev. 5:92.

Literary Criticism(Bates), Book Buyer 19:288.
Lew Criticism, Liv. Age £24:432.. "
Iwo Yinds of Critiecism, Liv. Age £26:£59.

P

%0 Orders of Crities, Dial 2£6:3260.

Contradictions of Literary Criticism, Ko. Amer. 175:399.

Critics and Criticism, Book News £2:143.

4 Review 0f Reviews of Books, Independent 54:328.

Author's Attitude toward Book Zeviews, Bookman 18
Author's Views on Book Reviewing, Critic 40:537.

0lé Crder and Lew(Ealsey), Indep. 5£:£79Z2.

‘Century of Zeviewing, Iation 75:358.

Challenge to Crities, Liv. Age 238:169.

 Criticism and Book Reviewing, Cosmopolitan 23:89.

Overworked Crities, - Forld's Work 4:2147.
Reviewers' Responsibility, Nation 74:26.
Reviewing of Books, Critic 37:207.

Reviews (Dana}, Book Buyef 21:183.

Ssareity of Personal Views, Current Lit. £9:142.

1479,

5
§
i
5
Y

st

B4




- >

-2~
Up-to-date Book Reviewing, Indep. 52:509é.

Cemsor of Crities (Symons), Fortnightly 75:1C0Z2.

Literary Judgment, Current Lit. £9:275.

Hiscsion of Literzry Criticism, Atlan. lionthly 94:537.

New Battle of the Books, Lation 75:476.

Poe's Tlace as a Critie, Dial 324:111.

Considerzte Reviews, Nation 85:16l.

Eonest Literzry Criticism, Atlan. 102:179.

Bumor of Book Reviewing, ~orlé Today 11:931.

Novel at the Bar, Dial 40:141. |

On Book Zeviews, (lass. Journal 3:230. apr. 08.

Reviewing, Farpers W. 5C :14E7.

Review of Fiction, Liv. Age £248:673.

Brezking into Literature, World foday 14:55.

Criticism of Books (Eowells), Harpers 110:965.

Litergry Criticism in England (Br. iatthews), Forum 40:1zl.
Swirburne as Critie, Forum 4C:405.

Book Zeviewing (Howells}, Harper 125:148.

Book Reviews Reviewed, Bookman 36:5%.

Ore Tine Zeviewing, Harper's Teekly £6:6.

Present Day Reviewing, Ind. 69:11(04.

Reviewing z Book (Eowells), Harperslf4:358.

Syndicate Service and Tainted Book Reviewing, Dial 56:17&.
Tainted Book Reviewing, Dial 56:97.

Varieties of Book Reviewing, Nation 99:8.

irt. of Disparagement, Serib. 47:761.

Being a Critie, Dial 48:137.

Brownell és Critic, Atlan. 105:481.

Critic as Destroyer, Living Age 279:349.

Criticism as a Creative Art, Current Lit. 50:662.




(9]
|

04&.

.

Ayl

Criticism of Fiction, Liv. Age 28

i
-3

DPiscrowning of ~uthors, aAtlan. 105:713.

Dr. Johnson as Critic,7estminster 150:291.
Jeredith's Liter«ry Opinions, Bookmaﬁ 36 :286.
Principles of Literzry Criticism, Liv. Age £81:800.
Rise and Fall of Criticism, Forum 51:757.

Book Revéewing, Liv.Age Z£8E:423.

Concerning a reviewer, Cutlook 113:173.

Hazards of “eviewing, Fation 101:49.

Reviewing of Historical Books, Amer. Eict. Assn. Report, 1912:127.

arer. Crit. Cutlook, 1C9:064C.

author as Critie, Atlantic 121:282.

Cardid Literary Criticism, New Repub. 5:254,

Case of the Crities, Lation 10Z2;71.

Decay of Literary Savagery, Kation 1C4:6£5.

Keeping Step, liew Republie sup 1-2N 20, 'l1l5.
Literary Reactions, Nation 1C6:391.

Tritérs of the Day, Nation 16B:186.

Henry James .as {ritic, New Rep. 1:26.

Eistery of z Literary Radical, Yale Zeview, n. s. 8:468.
Lowell as Critie, No. Amer. £209:246.
Psychoanalysing, ete., Cur . Opin. 67:51.

Book Zeviewing, Bookm. 50:421.

Long Lane of Book ‘eviewing, Bookm. 51:337.

Alfred Loyes and the Reviewers, Sewanee Rev. £2:102.
American Reviewer,Yale Review n s 4:3.

Famous Feviews, Review Speé; 113:498.

Elizabethan Criticism, Cam. Hist. Eng. Lit.3:529.

liasters of ¥odrrn Crit. Yale Review n.s.2:774.




-
Twilight of the Arts, Poet Lore £4:3:22.

The Literary Editor, Independent 53:1386.

Editor as Critie, Harper, 1C5:968.
History of Critiecism (Saintsbury) reviewed,Nation 72:113; 76:56;80:155.
The Mission of the Critie, Atlantic 94:537. |

Two Kinds of Criticism, Living age ££6:259.

William ZFazlitt, Atlantic Konthly 94:402.

28 L ey .y b SRy . g o
R RN R T el A e B T A e e T e

Yinnieia






