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PREFACE

A most curious article might be written on the 
secret history of reviews, both existing and 
extinct: almost all the requisite knowledge is 
at this day perhaps in the possession of ten or 
twelve individuals, with whom however the greater 
part will probably perish.

So wrote in 1813 one D. Parker, barrister-at-law. Most 

of the knowledge has doubtless perished, but modern 

scholarship will hardly be satisfied with a mere article to 

deal even with what remains. The present study is a 

small contribution towards the writing of the secret 

history of one of the most fascinating and important of 

reviewing periods, when a new literature was compelling 

new critical attitudes, tools, and techniques.

The period chosen allows for a close consideration 

of literary r^viewing in four prominent established 

Reviews during the first three years of the century 

before the arrival of the Edinburgh Review in October 

1802, and for a comparison of their achievement with that 

of the Scottish Review until just before the advent of 

the Quarterly in 1809. The four established Reviews 

which 1 have chosen are the two acknowledged leaders in 

the eighteenth century, the Critical Review and the 

Monthly Review, and to balance these essentially liberal 

compilations the conservative Anti-Jacobin Review (to be

Pant6.16gia' A New Cyclopaedia ed. J.M. Good, 0. Gregory, 
and N. Bos worth, (12 vols, Lone, on, l8l3). Vol. iii: 
s»v. 'Criticism 1 .
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distinguished from the earlier and largely unconnected 

Anti- Jacobin) and the ecclesiastically controlled British 

Critic. The first x>art of the thesis sketches in the 

eighteenth-csntury background; the second arid third parts 

estimate the achievement of the four Reviews; the fourth 

introduces the Edinburgh and compares its work with that 

of its older rivals; and the fifth offers a brief concluding 

estimation.

; ; , There are alreti^y two detailed studies bearing 

upon this investigation, both unpublished. A sound 

general survey of K wider period throughout the whole 

range of periodicals exists in ¥.3. Ward's Duke University 

thesis The Criticism of Poetry in British Periodicals 1798- 

1820 (19^3) which is available on University of Kentucky 

microcards, and a more detailed study of selected reviews 

of major literature is to be found in Derek Raper's Oxford 

B. Litt. thesis The Reviewing of English Literature, c. 17§£- 

l802 (1959). My debt to both these works will be apparent. 

The justification for this study lies in its being at 

once more detailed than Ward and more complete than Roper 

in its coverage of the Reviews selected. In addition, it 

pays particular attention to the individual reviewers and 

to their relationship with their editors. Its main concern. 

is thus practical rather than theoretical, but literary 

theory is not neglected since Ward's failure to differentiate 

adequcttely between the various years of his wide period 

leaves room for a more detailed study such as that of the 

period l8OG-l8G2 offered in my third part.
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Abbreviations__and Conventions

AJR Anti-Jacobin Review

BC British Critic

CR Critical Review

£R Edinburgh Review

MMir Monthly Mirror

MR Konthly lie view

n«s, new series -...

(2) (3) second/ third series

D Drama

N Novel

P Prose

V Verse

The months are abbreviated thus: J, F, Mr, Ap, My, Je,

Jl, Ag, S, 0, N, D.

r eview signifies an article 

Review signifies a periodical

Titles of works reviewed are standardised where possible 

by reference to the printed catalogue of the British 

Museum   ......



1790;

The first uuuber of the h din b_ ur ̂ h j ie v i e w t for October 1&U2,

contained a review by Francis Jeffrey of oouthey's poem

Ttu«lo.ba* 4inotht-r review by Jeffrey of the se^e poem appeared

in tiife >ipt- thiy ueview lor the following month* The two 

reviews   writ ten by the s«*rae m&.n of tlio sain© ^oenst at 

fcpproaciwititely the same time   represent two very difierent 

styles oi" revievting* The i^outhly article is competent 

but & little dull* it consists largely of a suja»;::ary 

of tUe poetn with quotations t mostly of be.autiejg > and a 

few brief critical comaiients* Geiierai criticise is limited 

to t*ii initial |.>v,ra^r^ph (daveioi--i«& ^ ii ® opening ettaternente: 

f it is not e^sy either to cl-usa or to «p reciate thi,s 

siu^ui««r erf orjkii«jace« It has laatiy f^u-ts imd sii«»ii.y striking 

L eauti<ss» * ) tinu fO: r sum.;UArisiiig ^^ra^r^p^.s tit tlie erscl, 

The .-....: st im -edi&tel strikin differ ei«ce in the LcJi

: it runs to neuriy 21 p«;i&©s» 

titan double the length of the .,-io^thlj ^rticle« i'-^ost of 

the extra s^t*ce i» t««keii u with a lo,;g i^itroductory

a >-. tucking tiiis i$.e^- school oi poetry f ti*e 'Lake 

as Jeffrey ©veutual.y deno .in- ted it* At the 

of Jeffrey's ;.si.«jor reviewii.^ oouthey is thus 

not ijsi isol«-ti n but v-.s p«rt oi" a Oti.>eral critical
2

Pp. 63-83 ' ' ' '

Jeffrey did u^t, i.owt-ver, ut first r^g^-^d th< 
us likely to j-rove pOi>ul^-r or lon^-liveci*



indeed the author of Thaiaba is co, fessedly leas 

reprehensible than 'ni..st or hxs fraternity 1 (p. 68). Yet 

the poem is not forgotten. True, the summary is aggress­ 

ively mocking, whereas that in the Monthly had contained 

only a few sarcastic touches, but the beauties are given 

as much emphasis as in the Monthly article. Jeflrey's 

opinion of the work is unchanged, but uis liveliness of 

language in the Ldinburgh ana i> s mas ive introduction 

result in the reader's taking away a less favo rable 

impression of Thai aba. The revi.. w in the L din bur gh is ^ 

much more readable article: the construction is improved, 

mere summary being relegated to a single cavalier jjaragraph. 

Criticism is the richer for the rewriting, but Sot.they 

is undoubtedly the pooler.

The Monthly Review and its old-established rival 

the Critical lieview embody the most solid achievement 

of eighteenth-century reviewing. The i^dijuburgh on the 

other hand is the first of the gre t nineteenth-century 

Reviews. The two articles by Jeffrey illustrate an 

iim lediateiy striking difference between the types. They 

also Si ow that the basic elements of alo. reviewing -~ 

abstracting, quotation, close and general critical comment -  

appear in both with different emphases. It is the m^in 

purpose of th. present study to examine the nature of 

the eighteenth-century critical achievement in the Reviews, 

especial y as it survived at the beginning of the nineteenth 

century, and to coiu t «re it with the approach of the 

Edinburgh Review and assess l^e immediate impact of the



Ldinburah before the appearance of its Tory rival t^e 

Quarterly Review in l809. This introductoT-y chapter is 

intended to explore the nature of eighteenth-century 

reviewing anu its place in the critical scene. Firstly 

it attempts to define the distinctive nature of the review 

article as op oscd to other eighteenth-century critical 

genres; caen after introducing the two main reviews 

it will be possible to consider four main elements which 

go to make up the different forms of the review article 

 |t its best.

In the post-Restoration period and the eighteenth century 

criticism became for the first time a widely practised

activity in England. One cause of this Augustan temper1 '" ""'" " 
is suggested, rather unfairly, by Goldsmith:

...it is ten to one, tiu-t every man of le rning 
without genius becomes a critic, therefore critics 
must be proportionably more numerous when learning 
is diffus'd through .-ill the degrees of mankind. 

IF critics, therefore, or all such as judge 
by rule, and no t by f e eli n g s, must necessarily 
become more numerous in the maturity of learning, 
than in its beginning; and if they have been 
always found by experience to injure it; I raay be 
permitted to cull criticism, the natural v.ecay 
of politeness.

The most formidable medium for critical discourse 

was the dissertation, an< extension of the severiteenth- 

ceiitury preface or controversial pamphlet. The ide^s

An Lnquiry into the Present 6t te of i-olite .Learning; in 
Europe (1759) in Collected v.orks of Oliver Go Idsi^ith 
ed. .orthur Erie dm an, (p vois, Oxford, 19GG) , i. 28?-8.



debated in these often learned volumes were popu.1, rised 

in brief uiagazine articles on topics such as 'genius' 

or 'taste 1 , and supremely in the literary nu Lers of 

Tii e Sp e c t a tor . Wneri ^duisori turned to Oive an account of

Pope's Lssay o1 1 Griti cism in No, ki53 he produced an article
1 which constitutes in effect c. ^ood review. lie places

thework in its critical perspective, notes individual 

striking passages, ana defines its level of merit by 

comparison with similar works by Wentworth Dillon, Earl 

of Roscommon, and John Sheffield, Duke of Buckinghamshire.

There arc two main reasons for the development 

of the literarji periodical and its prominent reviewi,..& 

tradition during the eighteenth century. In the first 

place there was the rise of the literate midule class, 

with its demand for instant cu ture at the lowest estimation, 

and for thoughtful introductions to ap roved 1. terature 

at the highest; allied with t^is, there was the disappear­ 

ance of the noble patron and the need for some way to 

channel the r sources of the no uv e a ux ric h es into the 

pockets of needy authors. These demands were in part 

fulfilled by the literary Keview. Not all of the reviewers 

were desperately in need of ready cash, but ;ncaiy of them 

were, and few contributors regarded thu payments <^s beij.ig;

Thursday December 20th, 1711 in Th -  Spectator 
Douglas F. Bush, (5 vols, Oxford, 1965), ii.



of secondary irup.,r uance. The second main factor in the 

rise oi the periodical would appear to have been t,c.t 

general Augustan temper noted .,y Goldsmith which demanded 

that literature whould be put in order, reduced urador 

the domain of reason and science in the m^n^er most 

eloquently advocated by Johnson.

The review article takes its place amoiig the 

media for t^e popular propagation of critical theory. 

It is distinguished from the dissertation and from most 

articles and essays by its being concerned with one 

recent publication. Yet it partakes of some of the 

characteristics of the other critical genres. -^t its 

best it incorporates something of tne dissertation or 

critical article as it sets characteristic fe. tures of 

the work under discussion in their critical perspective,

its m^iii debt to the single-essay periodical is that
1 

suggested by waiter Graham:

It cannot be denied thc.t before the eighteenth 
century, periodical literature wc,s produced by 
inferior pens; nor is it less apparent that from 
the beginning of this century onward the periodical 
was the nursery of literary genius, Defoe, 
Add is on, Steele and Swift, on the one hand, 
elevated the hitherto crude essays in the public 
journals to a poi t where they were recognised 
as writ ng of permanent value and significance; 
on the oth r hand, these writers revealed to the

English Literary Periodicals, (New York, 193O), p. 13.



world of letters the i portance of the public 
journals as vehicles of liter^rXL enterprise. 
Since the rei^,n of vtueen .oine , ^nglish authors 
have found it advantage© s to associate themselves 
with periodicals.

The literary essay made possible the socially significant 

and acceptable status acquired by the miscellanies and the 

Reviews in the seco.id half of th _ century; it also contrib­ 

uted to the stress which later periodicals laid on pleasing 

the reader while presenting useful information.

Review articles were found both in miscellaneous 

magazines, such as the long-lived and popular Gentleman's 

Magazine founded in 173 li &nu j «u the Review proper devoted 

wholly to reviewing. On the whole, the magazines can be 

ignored in a survey such as this. The review articles 

there are generally few and tend to be very brief. The 

real centre of eighteenth-century reviewing is to be found 

in the Reviews proper arid primarily in tae only two to 

survive for more than a few years, the Monthly Review and 

the Critical Review.

These publications have been seriously neglected

by scholars. The view of them expressed in 1&99 by Lewis

Walter Graham finds the newspaper criticism of that 
time entirely derivative from serials of literature 
and entertainment: The beginnings of English Literary 
Periodicals, ^New York, 1926), P 7 59.



E. Gates in his otherwise excellent article on Francis 

Jeffrey in Three Studies in Literature (New York) has 

survived almost to the present day:

They were merely booksellers' organs, under the 
strict supervision of booksellers, and often edited 
by booksellers. ... They were written for the 
most part by drudges cincl penny-a-liners, who worked 
under the orders of the bookseller like slaves 
under the lush of the slave-driver. ...

As a result, review-writing became purely 
hack-work. The reviewer had no voice of his own 
in his criticism; what little individuality he 
might, in his feebleness, have put i to his work, 
hc~d he Luen left to himself, disappeared under 
the eye ^ his taskmaster. He became a mere 
machine, praising and blaming perfunctorily and 
conventionally, at the bidding of the editor- 
publisher. Hawkish aaulation or random abuse 
became the staple of critical articles; and in 
neither kij d of work did the critic rise above 
the aead level of hopele & mediocrity.

Only recantly have B.C. Nangle and Derek Roper disputed
2 

this view." This preliminary survey of the eighteerith-

Pp. 46-7, 50-1. Cf. John Wain ed. , Contemporary 
Reviews of Romantic Poetry, (London, 1953), pp« 13-

B.C. Nangle, The Monthly Keview: First series, 17^9- 
1789, (Oxford"^ 193 k ) , and The Konthl, Review; Second 
Series, 1790- l8l5, (Oxford, 1955). Derek Roper, 'The 
Reviewing of English Literature, c. 1789-1802', 
(January, 1959): Bodleian NS. B. Litt. d 720.
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century scene is therefore inevitably tentative and is 

based on selective reading of articles by major critics, 

reviews of important works, arid specimen numbers.

The Monthly Review began its long career with the number 

for Kay 17^9. The idea of the Review may have originated

with the club centred on Edward Cave, editor of the
2 

Gentleman's Magazine» but its founder and leading spirit

throughout the century was the pugnacious dissenter
3 Ralph Griffiths. his control over the Review was unique

in its strictness until the development of the Ddinbur&hj.

Review in the early years of the following century.

At first the monthly numbers contained 80 or 96

pages, but this was increased in September 1756 to 112,
5 

probably as a response to the advent of the rival Critical.

It was the custom for numbers to appear on the first 
weekday of the following month.

o
C.L. Carlson,'Edward Cave's Club, and its Project for
a Literary Review 1 P.(^. 17 (1938). 115-20. 

 5 
^ Lewis JH. knapp, 'Ralph Griffiths, Autaor and Publisher,

17^6-1750' Library (k) 20 (1939). 197-213.

Claude E. Jones, Smollett Studies, (Berkeley and Los 
Angeles, 1952), p. 80.

^ R.D. Spector, 'The Monthly and its Rival' BfrYPL 64 
. 159-61.



one of the innovations of the Monthly which was widely 

GO. ied was the monthly catalogue of books treated more 

briefly than those selected for major reviews: the c talogue 

was introduced in the July number with very brief ca^r^c- 

terisations such ^s this:

14. A familiar epistle to the celebrated Nrs. 
Con. Phillips, on her apology; by a gentleman of 
the Inner Temple, octavo, 22 pages; price 6cl. 
What view fche author of t. is pamphlet had in writing 
it, we cannot discover; the little that he has 
obliged the publick with in it, consisting only 
of a few \veak anu rambling remarks on what he 
takes to be Mrs. Phillip* s motives for publishing 
h r numbers, and. on the folly and wickedness of 
a life of licentious pleasures; with some low and 
loose puns and witticisms.

The quality of th criticism and the ratio of 

criticism to abstract depended entirely on the individual 

reviewer, apart from Griffiths' choice of staff arid a 

few small alterations and additions that he made to the 

scrip^s submitted. at first there were only four 

contributors including tne editor, but the staff grew 

rapidly in size nd fame. Griffiths was willing to pay

well for difficult work requirihg much thought and research
2 or special qualifications. Among the most accomplished

1 P. 240.

Q
Koger koiisdale, 'Dr. Luriiey arid the Monthly Review' 
K^S n.s. 14 (1963). 348.
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reviewers during the first series of the i-_i out lily , that is 
until 1790, were Goldsmith, Smollett, and Clel^nd.

The Critical Review first ap, eare , w:i th the number for 
JanuarKy 1756, it was a close copy of the Monthly with 
additional coverage of foreign items. Smollett saw it 
at first as p^rt of a scheme for cm academy of belles 
lettres. Impartiality v.as claimed, though the neview 
soon can>e to be regarded, as a Tory vehicle. The Preface 
to the first volume also stresses that the reviewers 
lay no claim to critical infallibility: 'They have delivered 
their sentiments as opini-ns only, and these they have 
supported with reasons on which every reader may exercise 
his own understanding.' Also:

As variety is the soul of such entertainment, 
and the confined nature of the plan would not 
admit .£ minute investigation; they have endeavoured 
to discover and disclose that criterion by which 
the character of a work may at once be distinguished, 
without dragging the reader through a tedious, 
cold, inanirnated disquisition, waich may be termed 
a languid paraphrase rqtner th^ri a spirited 
criticism.

These last two points suggest wh^t was to be one of the
main characteristics of the new Review. It saw itself
and was seen as a counterblast to the alleged dullness
of the 'Monthly. It was in intention such an enfant terrible

The Letters of Tobias Smolle^t^ Ei.D. ed. Ldward S. 
jNoyes , (Cambridge Kass., 1926), p. 39: 3 Ag 17p6, to 

John r->oore.
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as the Edinburgh Keviexv vf^.s in fact to be fifty years 

later. The Monthly was 'patched up by obscure Hackney 

Writers, accidentally enlisted in the service of an 

undistinguishi-ug Bookseller, 1 whereas the Critical was to 

be'executed by a Set of Gentlemen whose Characters and 

Capacities have been universally approved and acknowledged 

by the Public . . . ' . To those who were uncharged by 

the breezy style, such as Thomas Birch, the Ueview wus

full of 'Ignorance, absurdity, Impudence, partiality and
2 malignity 1 , and Pantologia comments: 'It was co ducted

by ^Smolletty- himself, with some e^bility, but with violent 

ill-temper, extreme insolence, and sometimes with glaring 

partiality, till he went abroad in 17&3* Matters were 

not helped by the reputation which the Critical had

acquired as a 'Scotch Tribunal* a decade after the4 ————————————
forty-five. In any event it was nothing if not provocative

the list of reactions in print given by Jones in his 

Smollett Studies extends to ?8 items in the peri d 1756-71.

Advertisement in the Public Advertiser for 30 tiecember 
1775, quoted in L.14. Knapp, Tobias Smollett Doctor of
Hen and Manners, (Princeton, 19^9) , p"» 171, 

2 L.H. Knapp, ( Comments on Smollett by the Rev. Dr.
Thomas Birch 1 N & Q 210 (1956). 220. 

•z
Vol. 3: s.v. 'Criticism 1 .

4 The Letters of Tobias Smollett, p. 51: 2 January 1758,
to 1'ioore.

5 Pp. 107-10.
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The Critical began its life with 'four gentlemen 

approved abiliti s ' besides tne editor. The quartet 

have been identified by Derek Roper from marked copies

of the first two volumes in the library of the University
2 of Oregon. They were: Thomas Francklin, Professor of Greek

at Cambridge; Smauel Derrick, an Irish hack and later 

'King* at Bath; John Armstrong, poet and physician; and 

Patrick Murdoch, clergyman and tutor, the biographer of 

James Thomson. Over these and later co tributors Smollett 

ex rcised a much looser control than did Griffiths over 

the staff of the Monthly. Thus durjng his editorshi, he 

writes to Richardson on 10 august 1756:

1 was extremely concerned to find myself 
suspected of a Silly, mean insinuation against 
Mr. Richardson 1 s Writings, which appeared some 
time ago in the Critical Review: and 1 dftsired 
ray friend Mr. Pillar to assure you in my name that 
it was inserted without my privity of* Concurrence.

This looseness in control, which continued after Smollett's 

resignation of the editorial chair, is held responsible

Letters, p. 39.
m

'Smollett's 'Four Gentlemen': The First Contributors to 
the Critical Review' RI.S n.s. 10 (1959). 3&

Letters, p. 40; cf. p. 51.
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.^ia for a wavering in standards which makes

the Critical less impressive th. n the Monthly with 'the 

grossest violati ^s of Consistency. '

Four main elements may be isolated as accounting for the

distinctive nature of the articles in these two reviews:

abstract, criticism, prose style, and individual reviewing

talent. These four features are essential for evaluating

literary reviewing throughout the whole period, and in

the case of the first two elements an understanding of

the evolution of the review article is especially important.

The review article began as an abstract, and the element 

of abstract remained of central iia, ort nee throughout 

the eighteenth century and into the nineteenth. Walter 

Graham dryly notes in a footnote on page k of his study 

The Beginnings of English Ljterary Periodicals:

Of course the idea of abstracting books was 
not original with Denis de Sallo. Photius of 

Greece, cir. 890 A.D., wrote in his Inyriobiblion 
summaries of the works he read.

Passons au delugei Graham cites the book notices of the 

mid seventeenth century as the most remote direct ancestors 

of the modern review article, but he accepts the traditional

-i
Loc. cit.



view that the most significant of the headwaters was the 

French abstract serial. In Pantologia the first of the 

Reviews is listed as the Journal cles S<;avans begug. in 

1665, arid the first English imitation as Weekly ivemorials 

for the Ingenious of 1683. These conclusions have since 

been generally accepted. The Preface to W e e k 1y Kemor i a1s 

indicates the earnest tone of the work:

I Cannot doubt but this Weekly Paper will find a 
candid ancl cheerful acceptance amongst all Ingenious 
persons; the design of it being to present them 
with a short view of the worthy Labours dai^ y set 
forth by the Learned. The bare Titles of books 
yearly Printed in our Common Catalogues, are somewhat 
dry things, scarce able to raise in men that 
gust and appetite to Learning, which we may ho^ e 
these brief accounts will give them. 1 shall not 
confine ray self in my Undertaking onely to Autaors 
of our own Nation, but shall likewise give accounts 
of most books transmitted to us from all other 
parts; and shall transcribe from the Paris Journal 
des Scavans all that 1 conceive will be lookt 
upon here as most valuable, as well in reference 
to Accounts of Books, as to other curious Novelties 
therein contained ...

In the event, the W e ek1y Memor i aIs provide pure accounts 

of the matter of their chosen publications, and there 

is no criticism. The preface to a similar publication, 

The Universal Historical Bibliotheque of l687> suggests 

why this should be so:

It were to be wished, there coulu have been 
added an impartial Censure of ev^ry Look, and 
that the Faults of them might have been as freely 
exposed as their Beauties and Excellencies; but 
this is thought too great & Province for any one 
man to be trusted with, and will certainly require 
more Time taan a Moi.th, and more Impartiality tbo 
than is to be expected in the divided State of 
Christendom at this day.
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As a result of tiiis caution the nearest tiiat tiie Li b 1 i o -

theque conies to criticism is in a remark such c^s this:

If this Col ectioia were not designed for the 
General use of English me..., the Works of Kapin 

might have been named, and so left without any 
other recommendati n of them, they having already 

had the general Applause of tuose tuat have read 

them ,..

The abstract became the basis of most later 

reviewing. Thus the full title of the Monthly Keview 

connects it with the earlier publications noted: The friouthly 

Review, A PERIODICAL vv'OHK, GIV1KG An Account, with proper 

abstracts of, and Extracts from, the kew iX;-'KS , P^KPHL^TS t 

&c. as they come out* The Advertisement expands:

When the abuse of title-pages is obviously 

come to such a pass, that few reauers care to 
take in a book, any more than a servant, without 
a recom ;endatio ; ; to acquaint the public that a 

sum ary review of the productions of the press, 
as they occur to notice, was perhaps never more 
necessary than now, would be superfluous and vain.

The cure then for this general complaint 
is evidently, and only, to be found in a periodical 

work, whose sule object should be to give a 
compendious account of those productions xof the 
press, c-as they come out, that are worth notice; 

; an account, in short, which should, in virtue of 
its candour, and justness of distinction, obtain 

....:.'.„:. .. .-.•',".• authority enough for its representations to be
serviceetble to such as would choose to have some 
idea of a book before tuey lay out their money or 

time on it.

In its e-rly stages the Monthly carried on directly where 

La uoche had left off, T,is is seen most clearly in a

P. 11.
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notice by the editor himself of Aaron Hill's epic poem 

Gideon in the first number:

But herein we shall not, in t,,e language of 
critics, pretend to describe, in terms of the art, 
the beauties or imp rfectio s ... of the production 
before us. No, but weishall tai^e, what we belxeve 
our readers will think a much more agrceabl,. and 
useful method; we shall extract from tae work 
itself a few of such passages as we shall judge 
proper to give a tolerably adequate idea of tue 
whole.

Usually the pure abstract would be enlivened by 

quotations of beauties deserving notice. One of the main 

ap -eals of the Reviews was that they could provide instant 

knowledge without the necessity of tedious reading jiri the

original works. This was acknowledged in 18-/7 by John
2 

Wing, with special reference to the Edinburgh Review:

They fondly hope to find in these periodical 
publications, a succinct account of their contents 
and merits; and a selection of the nK,st interesting 
passages which they contain; and thus to avoid the 
necessity of purchasing the works themselves.

Ring was, however, merely repeating a poi t made over a 

century earlier in the Preface to volume i (l699) of 

The History of the Works of the Learned; or, nn. Impartial 

Account of Bo-pks lately Printed in .vll Parts of Europe:

The Usefulness of a Work of this Mature, is 
so obvious, that it's needless to insist upon it,

Pp. 66-7.

John Kij g, The Beauties of t>>e Edinburgh Review, alias 
the Stini-pot of Literature" (London , Io07 ) , p.
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any furth> r tha^ to acquaint t-uose who are less 
conversant with Books, tl~K t hereby they may inform 
tnernselves of the stcite of Learning in the *«orld, 
coid be enabled to maintain Conversation with the 
Learned ui^on any subject, at a small Cxpence of 
Honey and Time.

It would be wrong to object to the abstracting element in 

eighteenth-century reviewing -- a r viewer should always 

give a clear account of the argument of a book -- but the 

abstract by itself, though rare, is unsatisfactory as a 

revi w article. both the Monthly aud the Critical merely 

abstract works of such merit as Gercard's assay on -i-aste and 

Young's Conjectures on Original Composition.

That abstracting was often regarded as the most 

important part of a reviewer's activity towards the end of 

the century is confirmed by the title of the analytical 

Review (1788-99). The rare Preface to tae first volume of 

1788 in which the motive behind the title (meaning
n

'abstracting') is made clear is quoted by Roper:*"

The true design of a Literary Journal is, in our 
opinion, to give such an account of new publications, 
as may enable the reader to judge oi them for 
himself. Whether the writers ougitt to add. to tnis 
their own judgement, is with us a doubtful point. 
If tueir account be sufficiently full and

1 MR 20 (Je 59). 533-45, 5O1-7; Cu 7 (^y 59). 4t4o-7, 

(Je 59). 483-5.
o —

The Reviewing of English Literature, p. 37.
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impartial, it seems to supersede the necessity 
of ciiiy aui ition of their own.

The abstract tradition, then, yields the first 

main review form -- the abstract, usually with quotations, 

and varying from brief notice to full analysis. For the 

review article to develop trie remaining three elements -- 

criticism, a good style, and individual talent -- were 

essential.

The abstract had been developed to deal with works of 

scholarship, aiiu it was only slowlj, that imaginative 

literature came to be deemed worthy of treatment in per­ 

iodicals. To some extent, this attituce persisted into 

the early nineteenth century, but occasional hints of a 

serious critical treatment of literature may be seen at 

the end of the seventeenth. The Gent 1 e^an' s Journal .: ran 

from 1692 to 169^ and was conducted by wotteux, one of the 

three hugenots (the others being La Crose and La Roche) 

Wiio brought periodicals to England and developed them there 

Criticism is not prominent in the magazine, but the 

reviews of Dryden's Cleotaeries in February and May 1692 

are remarkable for the rigour of their approach. The May 

number combines a dissertation ( ' -v Discourse of Dramatic 

Poetry 1 ) with ' Seine Observations on Hr. Dryden 1 s Cleomenes'

4
The Analytical however must be regarded as a minor 
episode in the history of literary reviewing. Its 
analytical and selective plan, its code signatures, 
and a few excellent reviews by Fuseli, Cowp r, and 
Mary •* oils tone craf t constitute its claim to interest
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to produce in effect an article resembling in construction 

Jeffrey's review of Thai aba in the Edinburgh. Two extracts 

will suggest the quality of the criticise:

Among tiiose of later time, none seems to have 
copied. Nature with a fi::er Pencil than Mr. 
Dryden, whose Judgment seeras to have been perfected 
by Age, which hath cut off that luxurieiicy of 
Style and Invention of unriper years, without 

; abatement of his 'wit arid Vigor.

1 thought to have gone further, but f ii d my 
self stinted for want of room; besides, to 
particularize the Beauties of this Flay would be 
vain, as it would be endless. its height and bold­ 
ness of thought, its spirit, force and pomp 
of Expression, its manly and masterly i-'ass ions, 
and those numberless Graces, which being diffus'd 
though6ufc it, make up one perfect beauty, are 
easily comprehended by Men of v^it, and no words of 
mine Ccii render them discernible to tho e who 
want it. A Man must be something inspir'd, who 
is capable of contemplating supreme and immaterial 
Beauties.

As a result of enthusiastic and competent criticism 

such as this the literary review became accepted as an 

occasional element in periodical publications. ,*t its 

inception the Monthly Review was partly an abstracting

journal, but critical articles appear from the first, t. ose
2 

by Cleland on omol->-ett * s The *iegicide and Jrer
3 Pickle being especially noteworthy. The main innovation

1 Pp. 19, 21.

2 MH 1 (My 49). 72-9.

5 MR k (Mr 51). 355-64.
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of the -Monthly Keviow was its consistency: reviews of 

literature ap, eared, regularly in every number arid usually 

contained some critical elements.

The second characteristic review form, then, is 

the critic. 1 account, usually with a long abstract attached 

The amount of criticism apjoears to have been dependent on 

the individual reviewer.

Between the dry style of La Crose and Aciaison's polished 

ease t.^ere is a great gulf: L^. Crose wrote solely to 

inform, Addison to attract and please so as to be able 

to instruct the greatest possible number of a new class 

of reader. The new elegance may be seen

with a characteristic quotation, in the February review 

°f Cleomeiies in The Gentleman* s Journal;

This Hero, and the last Scene of his Life, has our 
best Tragic Poet chuse for his fruitful Subject; 
fruitful indeed may that be called, whereof 
every sai gle action (without more than circumstantial 
graces) not only afiorcis matter for tue sublimest 
Poeiii, but bears almost force enough to create a 
Poet, as Mr. Vv&ller in his fine way tells us,

Illustrious acts high raptures do infuse, 
.;. ". .<ind every Conqeror createy a Muse.

It is north recalling thc-t i>unton wished this early 

popular iser of learning and precursor of AQ>.. ison and Steele

to 'lye for common chat and entertainment in every
2 cof lee-house board 1 .

1 F. 27.

2 Graham, Th e Beg inn in g. s t p. 21.
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The Monthly Review and. the Critical could be as 

dry as La Cro^e or attain something of the elegance of 

.i-uldison under their ov?n stylists. They could also draw 

on something of the tartness of the seventeenth-century 

polemical tract as strained through the politer periodicals 

at the turn of thctt century. a significant review of 

Langbain's An Account of the Dramatick i oets in the 

short-lived periodical Th e lu o d ur a t o r of 1692 had run in 

part thus:

There is nothing for example so Courtly writ; or 
which expresses so much the conversation of a 
Gentleman, as Sir John Suckl ing: nothing so even, 
sweet and flowing, as i>ir. waller: no tiling so 
majestick, so correct, as Sir John ̂ Denha^; nothing 
so elevated, so copious and full of spirit as Kr. 
Cowley, &c. They have each their proper graces; 
and which makes every one appear that individual 
Poet He is. but now how has this fore'd-critic 
in His homespun characters (which He seems to 
have wrote like blc,nk Tickets, and to have 
adapted the names of Authors to 'era, as they came 
first to hand) murthereu the memory of these 
great Men: Sir J ohn Suckl in g, , he tells us, was a 
Gentleman whose admirable parts made Him suffic- 

i ;•• r ieiitly famous in the reign of king Charles the
First: That he was born at l» ithara , in tne County 

! of Middlesex, ii< the year 1631, and which was
extraordinary (according to iixs mother's reckoning) 
in the beginning of the eleventh month. ,v most 
admirable account! ...:_.

When elegance and tartiiess combined in the following 

century the result was banter, a method especially useful

No. 1: 2j> June 1692.
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for brief notices and dismissals in the monthly Cc,talo^ue. 

Thus from the first number of the Monthly Review:

X« A poetical epistle to l-iisa Ch---y, /Mo, note: 
'By R. Sliiels. 1 / on her appearing in the character 
of Iphigenia at the Venetian ball, ,., This is one 
of th-^se productions of which it is impossible 
to say anything nu,re explicit than in the words 
of >ir. Pope t viac, that the author

Has wrote about it, Goduessi an^ about itj 
Or, j.n the words of the author himself:

'1 mean no satire and 1 mean no praisel

>vs the extracts were chosen to divert the reader, so the 

varied style of the two Kevi KS, a legacy of the previous 

hundred years, $ielps to account for their popularity, A 

third type of review article thus emerges -- the witty 

brief notice for the catalogue. Further, the lively or 

polished style and treatment are especially important in 

the development of the abstract-critical article, making it 

readable as well as critically interesting.

For major reviewing one thing more w«^s needed: a writer of 

major proportions, or at an^ rate one talented in the art 

of reviewing and with a broad critical outlook. By the 

middle of the eighteenth century the review article had 

developed i^to a vehicle wh i.ch major writers could 

profitably employ and t^e Ilonthly and Critical Reviews owe 

much of their early distinction to the articles which 

Smollett caid Goldsmith wrote for each of them in turn, 

A comparison of the two reviewers is instructive: omollett

P. 319-
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is an interesting occasional critic, but Goldsmith's 

constant attention to bcisic critical principles makes him 

far more impressive.

Smollett contributed only one literary review

during his brief career as a i'loiithly contributor, a succinct 

treatment of Clelaiid's novel Iiemoirs of a Coxcomb, The 

article is interesting chiefly for his remarks on style 

and for his own use of English. Thus he writes of tiie 

author :

••• certain French idioms have crept into the 
language; a trespass for wnich the author is the 
less excusable, because he se<>ms to be master of 
^ne &ftglish to-gue, whic-i is as well adapted 
as any other, for all the purposes of writing; 
nor is tlm performance free from stiff, compounded 
epithets, quaint terms of expression, that debase 
the stile, and . ew words affectedly coined.

Smollett's own distinctively lively use of language appears
2 at the beginning of the review:

He must eitner have depended upon that itch 
of curiosity, that thirst after novelty which can 
never be satisfied; or considered it as a matter 
of conscience to contribute his efforts towards the 
vindication of taste, howsoever fruitless tney 
they might be; else he would have desisted from 
such an uiiv.ertaki, g, in despair of beiug reaa, arid 
reposed in the shade of obscurity, rather than 
run the risque of beii^g seen and confounded with 
those whu are condemned by tiie lump, to the 
gulph of oblivion.

1 MR 5 (0 51). 3fi7.
o p. 385.



In his own Ueview tnis style makes the dryest 
dismissal readable and gitves a definitive air to his few 
general pronouncements. his most important article is the 
review of Joseph War ton's rui i!/ssay on the writings and 
Genius of lope in the first volume. Here his main concern 
is to praise the maintaining of true criticism against 
frenetic emotional ism, arid to associate his Review with 
the high critical standards found in carton, in what 
amounts almost to a second statement of policy:

Tiie man of taste must expend his labours in 
reforming the judgment and enlightening the 
understanding of these pretenders, and other 
novices of sensibility, before they are qualified 
to iuaintain the character they assume. This 
charitable task of improvement, the learned, who 
enjoy their ease, ougnt to undertake for the 
benefit of mankind. This is the professed aim of 
as, who publish our monthly lucubrations in the 
Critical Review; and we cannot help looking u on 
the author of the L'ssay now before us, as o, e of 
our coadjutors in the laudable scheme we have 
projected. ... It breathes the spirit of true 
criticism, unbiassed by sordid prejudice or 
partiality. -- It abounds in judicious remarks, 
delivered with an air of candon ana liberality.

Smollett's only adverse criticism is that carton has been 
too petty in sooie of his cavillings at lope. A similar 
vigour and robustness is evident in Smollett's assertion
later in the first volume that the notion of a literature

2 in decay since the death of Pope is nonsense:

1 CR 1 (AP 56). 227.

2 CR 1 (np 56). 2?6.
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frothi g is more unjust, than the common observation 
that genius no longer blooms in ti.is degenerate 
age; that science expired with I\ewton, and poetry 
perisiied with i ope. Nature is as vigorous as 
ever, ana will be always uniform in her productions; 
but, the fairest flower will blow unregarded 
among people who have no faculties of feeling, 
and no idet«s of beauty.

That this assertion leads to a eulogy of i»irs Brooke's 

tragedy Virginia is unfortunate and points to one of the 

man defects of much reviewing of the period, in which tue 

dead weight of miiiur works of little merit tended to dull 

the critical faculties. Smollelt's main failing is that, 

ap^rt from inspiring statements such as those quoted, there 

is little sense of unity or basic principles in his criticism. 

He makes some good isolated points, but one misses the 

coherence of Johnson's occasional criticism, or that found 

in the work of Jeffrey or even of John Ferriar later in 

the Month1y RevJew.

For an e^ rly example of such coherence we have to 

turn to Goldsmith who wrote literary reviews (with increasing 

reluctance) for Griffiths' 1757 volumes (l6 and 17) after 

his European toir when he was mure than usually penurious. 

After his quarrel with Griffiths he contributed to the 

1759 and 1760 volumes of the Critical.

Goldsmith's articles in the two Reviews vary in 

standard, but at th<.. ir best they are exceptionally

• • 
For identification of the articles in the Critical see

Friediaaii, 'Goldsmith's Contributions to the 
Critical Review* KL_ ^ (19^6). 23-52.
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interesting. He shows a concern for the establishment of 

critical standards which anticipated the work of r viewers 

such as Jeffrey and Ferriar in ti e following century: 

1 To direct our tc.ste, and conduct the loot up to perfection, 
has ever been the true Critic's province 1 . The resulting 
criticism of Home's Douglas in the Monthly su^^ests that 
it was totally unworthy of the exaggerated panegyrics 
which it had been receiving, and Go lu smith stresses the
need for breadth of vision in judging literary worivs of

2 the moment:

With respect to his present tragedy, we couj.d, 
indeed, enter on a particular examen of the beauties 
or f au • ts discoverable in the diction, sentiment, 
plot, or characters; but, in works of this nature, 
general observation often chapacterizes more 
strongly than a particular criticism could do; 
for it were an easy task to point out those 
passages in any indifferent j-oithor , where he has 
excelled himself, aria yet these comparative 
beauties, if we may be allowed the expression, may 
have no real merit at all.

In the Critical reviews of Langhorne's translation of——————— 3
Bion's The beath of /.donis and ward's A System of Or 
Goldsmith again secures a wide critical perspective,

time by drawing on articles in the French Ency elope die.

1 MR 16 (My 57). 427.

2 Pp. 427-8.

3 CR 7 (Mr 59). 260-3.

^ CH 7 Up 59). 367-9.

R.S. Crane and Arthur Friedman, 'Goldsmith and the 
Encyclopedie' TI.S 11 May 1933, p. 331.
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In the Langhorne article approximately hair the review is 
translated fairly closely from the French, though Gold­ 
smith's style is much livelier, and it is interspersed 
with quotation from and occasional reference to the work 
under review. The result is interesting, if not entirely 
satisfactory. The argument is lacking ii* smoothness, 
but tiie lack of direct connection between theory and 
quotation means that the reader has to do some thinking 
for himself.

The review of Douglas shows Goldsmith occupying
an intelligent position in t.ue liberal ran; s with regard

1to the observation of dramatic rules:
A mechanically exact adherence to all the rules 
of the iJrama, is more the business of industry 
than of genius. Theatrical lawgivers rather teach 
the ignorant where to censure, than the Poet how 
to write. If sublimity, sentiment, and passion, 
give warmth, and life, and expression to the whole, 
we can the more easily dispense %,vith the rules of 
the Stagyrite; but if languor, affectation, anci the 
false sublime, are substituted for these, anJ 
observance of all the precepts of the antients, 
will prove but a poor compensation.

Goldsmith is here putting into practice his demand in 
.an Lncuiry into the iresent 6tote of 1 olite Learning in 
Europe of two years later for a criticism whose 'rules 
should be taken from among the inhabitants, coicl adapted to 
the genius and temper of the country it attempts to

1 MR 16 (My 57). 427.



refine. 1 It is because he maintains t..at Gray's odes do 
not take account of English ignorance of the convcnti ns
governing the i indaric ode ti.at Goldsmith condemns them as

2 insufficiently original, too peuantic. In the Enquiry
he sees most critics as discouraging originality in

3 writers and he is determined not to appear among their
number.

The most notable of Goldsmith's reviews, and one
which displays his reviewing ability to full advantage, 
is that of barrett's translation of Cvid^s Epistles. 
Beginning with an analysis of the earlier translations, 
he finds then inadequate since the unscholourly Jryden, 
being either pedantic or debauched as schoolmasterly or 
feminine influence had prevailed. He thus c uts the 
Barrett translation in perspective in a manner which 
conforms with his own demand for wide critical horizons. 
His castigation of barrett's translation is often amusing 
as well as informative:

The reader may have already observed one or 
two instances of our translator's skill, in 
parenthetically clapping one sentence within 
another. This contributes not a little to obscurity; 
and obscurity, we all know, is nearly allied to 
admiration. Thus, when the reader begins a 
sentence which he fijuds pregnant \vith another,

» i. 295. 
2 17 (S 57). 239.

3 Pp. 317-8.

4 CR 7 (Ja 59). 31-9.

5 P.
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which still teems with a third, and so on, he feels 
the same surprize which a countryman does at 
Bartholomew-fair. Hocus shews a bc^g, in appearance 
empty; flap, and o t co e a dozen new-laid eggs; 
flap again, and the number is doubled: but whc-t 

: is his amazement, when it swells with tne hen 
that laid them!

This liveliness is Goldsmith's answer to his own change
,, .1 in the Lnquiry;

The most diminutive son of fame, or of famine, 
has his we and his us, his firstlys and his 
secondlys as methodical, as if bound in cow-hide, 
arid closed with clasps of brass. were these 
Monthly Reviews and Magazines frothy, pert, or 
absurd, they rni^ht find some pardon; but to be 
dull and dronish, is an encroachment on the 
prerogative of a folio.

The review continues with a parody of B^rrett's verse, 

and then stresses that the mediocre should curb their 

inclination to write: 'Let such as have riot got a passport 

from nature be content with happiness, and leave the

poet ifehe unrivalled possessio of his misery, his garret,
2 and his fame.' The relevance of this to Goldsmith's

own circumstances at tue time needs no stressing arid
3 lends passion to his bitterness. He continues thus:

Criticism at present is different from what it 
Wcjs upon the revival of taste in Europe; all its 
rules are n -w well known; the only art at present 
is, to exhibit them in such lights, as contribute 
to keep the attention alive and excite a 
favourable audience.

1 P. 319.

2 Pp. 37-8.

3 P. 38. .



This last point is at the root of Goldsmith 's scepticism 
about criticism which seems to aim to be incapable of 
further progress. Compare his wider pessimism in the 
Enquiry;

It is indeed a misfortune for a fine writer to 
be born in a period so enlightened as ours. The 
harvest of wit is gathered in, and little is left 
for him, except to glean, wiu t others have thought 
unworthy their bringing away.

It is ironic tiu..t one so sceptical about the value 
of criticism should have been so promising a periodical 
reviewer,i Uis concern for critical standards and wide 
critical horizons, his recognition of the need for flex­ 
ibility in the application of principles, his personal 
involvement, and his lively style make him the model 
reviewer. Furtaer, he is a rare technical innovator with 
his parody, his thought-provoking use of quotations in 
the Langhorne review, anu his relegation of his comments
to footnotes dux-ing a Buni^ary of Burke' s Philosophical

tl 
3

2 Enquiry. All this from the author of these t^rt comments
in the inquiry:

IF there be caiy j however, amo^g these writers, 
who being bred gentJfcifeiitHBn and scholars, are obliged 
to have recourse to such an employment for sub­ 
sistence, 1 wish them one more suited to their 
inclinations . . .

bookseller arid writer^ it is in the interest 
of the one to allow as little for writing, and of

1 P. 300.

2 MR 16 (Hy 57).

5 frork.s i. 289, 316, 317.
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the other to write as much as possible; accordi gly, 
tedious compilations, and periodical magazines, 
are the result of their joint endeavours.

Write wl at you think, regardless of tne critics. 
... I have assumed the critic only to dissuade from 
criticism.

THERE is scarce an error o± which our present 
writers are guilty, that does not arise from t^.is 
source. From t is proceeds the affected obscurity 
of our odes, the tuneless flow of our blank verse, 
the pompous epithet, laboured diction, and every 
other deviation from common sense, which produres 
the poet the applause of the connoisseur; he is 
praised by all, read by a few, and soon forgotten.

It might be thought that Goldsmith's anger was aroused 

chiefly by the dullness of his tcisk, but even the briefest 

of his reviews show some mark of unusual attention. One 

can o.uiy conclude that he was too intelligent to remain 

a repetitive reviewer and not sufficiently familiar with 

the criticism of such German critics as Lessing to make 

the sort of breakthrough which was effected by Wordsworth 

und Coleridge. his articles nevertheless set a standard 

by which most subsequent eighteenth-century reviewing 

must be judged. , ..

The main complaint whxch wus levelled against the 

Monthly w^s that it was dull. This is the verdict not only 

of those associated with the Critical such as Percival

See W. Vaughan Reynolds, 'Goldsmith's Critical Outlook' 
KiiS 14 (1938). 155-72.
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1 2 
Stockdale and Johnson, but also of the author of the

anonymous The Bat lie of the Reviews /1?60/ in which the 

chief weapoii of the Konthly in its epic encounter with its 

rival is dullness. It is true that many of the minor 

reviews are tedi us when the witty style is not forthcoming: 

the reviews by tue unidentified 'K 1 , for example, make 

penitential reading and it has been noted how inadequately 

the abstracting technique deals with Gerard and Young, 

while Tristram Shandy is treated with heavy and inappropriate 

moralising by one of its reviewers, Nevertheless one 

continually comes across reviews other than those already 

dealt with which are interesting and readable, and usually 

just: Smollett and Goldsmith were not the only reviewers 

of merit in this first flowering of a Keview which according

to Fantolo^ici was * at various oeriods in the course of its
4 

continuance, the ablest work of the ki, d in Europe. 1

Cleland's reviewing in the early monthly shows to 

best advantage in his articles on two works of Smollett, 

In the first number he has a very flattering review of 

the long-preserved tragedy The iie&icide, the criticism

1 •*•
The Memoirs of the Life, and ..ritings of Percival
Stock dale f (2 vols, London , iSO^), ii. 59.

2 Boswell , Life of Johnson ed. G.B. Hill, rev, Powell,
(6 vols, c . U . P . , 1934t-50) , iii.32, 

5 Ruff head in MR 24 (Ja 6l). 101-116. 

Loc. cit,
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being noteworthy for a concern for the preservation of 
standards in a wide critical setting which is akin to 
that of Goldsmith. The criticism, in tue fourth voluaie , 
of Peregrine Fickle is pleasantly written with an effective 
use of imagery, and finely defends the comparatively 
naturalistic work of Smollett against the popular flood 

of unreal romances:

Serious and useful works are scares read, and hardly 
any thi g of morality goes down, unless ticketed 
with the label of amusement • Thence that flood 
of novels, tales, romances, <^nci other monsters 
of the imagination, which have been either 
wretchedly translated, or even more unhappily 
imitated, from the French, whose literary levity 
we have not been ashamed to adopt, and encourage 
the propagation of so depraved a taste.

Ano her regular supplier of good material is the 
testy William Kenrick, later editor of the London Review, 
who writes thoughtful articles in a pleasantly embellished 
style: he is able to apply the rules of just criticism 
liberally and intelligently. Further, reviews by such 
eminences as Dr Burney and John /-ilk in are by no means
negligible. Samuel Badcock's claim in oi;e of; his numerous

2 letters to Kalph Griffiths is not an idle one:
We may each have our peculiarities:- but 1 think we 
are activated by one general Principle:- & tha^ 
Principle 1 always hope to see , the governing 
Spirit of the Ilonthly Keyiew • It is Liberality 
of Sentiment, united with good Sense, elegant 
Taste £ solid Learning.

1 MR 4 (Mr 51). 355.

2 Boaleian HS. Add. C 90, fol. 8lr ; 2 August 1?82.
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The sales of the iieview suggest a gradual but firm response

to merit as they swell from the 1,000 copies printed of
•i 

the first number to 3,500 in 17?6.

Not all of the reviewing in the Critical was up 

to the standard of ^mollett, let alone th^t of Goldsmith. 

Most of the literary articles in the first two volumes 

are by Derrick. liis work is n t contemptible. Its 

chief virtue, a caustic or bantering dismissive tone, is 

fully iii line with the prickl}^ image cultivated by the 

Review in its early volumes. Further, he he s no major

reviewing to do: Smollett described him.as f a Trash
2 reader 1 . But the signs are not hopeful, for his favourable

criticism is weakly general, lie fills his place well 

enough, but the dullness of generality takes over much 

of the Critical after the departure of Smollett and 

Goldsmith. flume's celebrated article on the second

edition of Wilkie's The E p i g on i ad and Johnson's review of
4 The Traveller consist almost entirely of general praise,

though Jo-nson's treatment of James Grainger's poem 

The Sugar- Can e rntikes it sound m st attractive: 'A new 

creation is offered, of which an European has scarce any 

conception'.

Lewis £1, Kn^pp, ' Griffiths ' s "l-tonthly Review" as Printed 
by otrahan 1 to & Q 203 (1958). 2l6-?.

2 , rLetters, p. 46: 12 Hay 1757 » to Moore.

3 CH 7 Up 59). 323-34.

4 CR 18 (D 64). 458-62.

5 CH 18 (0 64). 271.



It is the tendency to abstract rather than criticise, 

us much as really bad criticism, such as that meted out 

to Tristram Suandy, which accounts for the dullness of 

the Critical during the later years of the first series. 

The criticism is often promising enough, but its span 

is too restricted. There ar^ only one anu a half pages 

of criticism in the s. ven page review of II ump hr y C1 in er , 

for example, and the promise of the opening is unfulfilled:

From the wild excursions of fancy, invention is 
brought home to range through the ^robable occurrences 
of life; but, however, it may have impressed in 
point of credibility, it is certainly too often 
deficient with regard to variety of adventure. 
With many, an adherence to simplicity has produced 
the effects of ciulxiess; and, with most, toolclose 
an imitation of their predecessors has excluded 
the pleasure of novelty.

There is justification for Dadcock's repeated claims that
2 the Critical was sliirking its responsibilities:

I know the M: Rev: is looked up to for something 
more than an Ab s tracjt of Books. It professes 
Criticism; & when the Object is worthy of it, 
the public sh. not be disappointed. ... The Critical 
Review, as usual, only transcribes & timidly 
acquiesces, by a few general Remarks wiiich mean 
nothing. The Monthly Review must speak out. -- 
& it can speak boldly. Trust rue, ray Friend, it 
can speak very boldly.

badcock also accuses the Critical of copying the Monthly' s
3 accounts of books:

1 CR 32 Ug 71). 8l.

2 Bodleian MS. Add. C 90, fol. 1051*: 9 Hay

5 Pol. ?4r : 14 January 1?82.



1 will enquire about the Novels. The Critical 
Reviewers always adopt my Ideas of the l\ovels -- 
if they chance to review them a Month or two 
afterwards. I really believe that they form their 
general Opinion from the M: Review without 
reaain& the Books . . .

It is p stible th^t the general inferiority of Critical

reviewing was clue in part to the fact that the

Critical paid less than its rival and hence could hardly 

expect as liiuch pure criticism: in 1770-1 i ercival Stockdale 

received only two guineas a sheet f r -rn Hamilton, while

Griffiths was normally giving his review -rs four guineas
1for their 'dark, and inhuman assassinations'. To the

credit of the Critical reviewers it must bt pointed out 

that while the standard of their criticism is not high 

duri.. g most of the first series they were willing to 

accept new works and their attitude is generally as liberal 

as that of their colleagues in the Monthly* 2

The nature of the review article as it developed into 

the second hall of the eighteenth century has now been 

established -- firmly based on the abstract or analysis, 

capable of gre^-t variety both critical and stylistic, and 

displaying at its best important reviewing as in the work

Memoirs, ii. 58.

2 See E.N. Hooker, 'The Reviewers and the New Criticism^

175^-1770' PQ 13 (193^). 189-202, and 'The Reviewers and 
the New Trends in iroetry, 175 /±-1770 l i-iLN 51 (1936). 207-14
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of Goldsmith. The dangers of the genre have become 

equally obvious: a pure abstract is evasive; criticism 

may be encoura^eu to become fragmentary cuiil to abanuon 

consistency or take refuse in critical cant terms ; it nay 

be overwhelmed by the flood ol worthless publications .

By the 179^s the two main Reviews were favourably 

inclined towards most signif icai.t literature displaying 

innovation, but the high point of their careers had been 

reached and passed in their first years, tart of the 

falling off may be due to the lack of first-class literature 

during the years between 1770 and 179O, and it is true 

that literary reviewing after the early volumes was not 

generally undertaken by professional literary men. 

However, good articles appeared from time to time, especially 

in the Monthly t applying late neoclassical criteria 

liberally. During tae last uecade of the century, sorae 

important works were published: the next part of the study 

Avill note how the Reviews dealt with these seminal works 

of the nineties, while the third will examine i^ detail 

their state on the eve of the Edinburgh * s appearance, 

during the years 1800-02.

It should be clear at any rate that Gates 's 

wholesale condemnation cannot stand. ^t its best, 

eighteenth-century reviewing is both a fulfilment in itself 

and a base for futu e critical forays.



PART TWO; FOUR KLVIL..S 1790-1802: ThL lI-^-E^l^Tb BACKGROLNJ

Chapter 1: Facts and irolicies 

a) The Individual ixeviews

The Monthly Review; or. Literary Journal, Enlarged

So from the commencement of its second series in 179O 

ran the title of the eldest Review proper, still under 

the care, albeit increasingly nominal, of its original 

fo nder in 17^9, Ralph Griffiths. During the 1790s his 

less able son, Q.E. Griffiths, was coming more to the 

fore in editorial matters.

Each volume covered four months and consisted of 

544 pagt s made up of four monthly numbers of three and a 

half sheets each, totalling 112 pages, cma one foreign 

appendix of three sheets or 96 pages. The monthly 

numbers comprised about 10 to 15 main articles (numbered 

in Roman numerals) dealing < ith important publications 

and occupying about 90 pages, and a monthly Catalogue of 

less important bo ks reviewed in perhaps 4O shorter 

article's (nu bered in Arabic numerals). The foreign 

appendix contained from 10 to 20 articles (Koman numerals) 

on important foreign publications. The 179^ enlargement 

was necessitated by the steadily increasing volume of new 

publications whics; characterised the end of the century 

with its expanding economy. ivith each volume was supplied

The Review did not make ofi icial st. temeiits of policy 
during the second series.
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a 'Table of the titles, authors' naioes, &c, of the rublic- 

atioiiS reviewed in this Volume' and a very selective 

index. In iBui the price was i.acreased from 2/- to 2/6 

per number.

Along with the Cr i t i c a1 Heview and the jPtnaly tical 

Review, the Monthly Review was one of tue politically

liberal tri-j attacked by tiio ^aiti-Jacobi.- Review: nalph
2

Griffiths was 'An old vvhig , and consistent i-•rotes tan t . '

The contributors whoiij he chose can fortunate!^ be identified 

adimostly completely from the office copies now iri the 

Bodleian, and tliis task has been definitively executed 

by B.C. l\angle. This study is concerned only with those 

contributors who reviewed literary work: these included 

clergymen of the Church of England (Christopher Moody 

and William Tooke), dissenting clergymen (Jabez Hirons and 

probably James Bannister), a .Uoman Catholic priest of 

dubious credentials (.rJLexancier Qeddes), several lawyers 

(Francis Jeffrey, Samuel Uose, Thomas Wallace, and 

Ollyett iAOodhouse ) , Doctors of Music and Medicine (Charles 

burney and John Ferriar) 5 a classical sciiolar and a sea 

captain (Charles Burney the younger and captain Burney), 

an oriental scholar (^lexander Hamilton) , and a iiiatuemat- 

ician, fellow of Caius College, Cambridge (Hobert vvoodhouse). 

The liberality of the editorial policy could hardl> be 

better illustrated than by this list.

1 Slip dated 23 Hay l£01 in vol. 30 U\y-Ag Ul)

2 Bodleian MS. Add. c. 89, fol. 28?V .



The Critical Review; or. Annals of Literature, extended 

arid improved, Ly a society of gentlemen* A Si ew ^:.rr axemen t

So runs the title page of the second series of the Critical 

Ueview which was introduced (presumably in imitation of the 

Monthly) in 179 !• The identification of editors arid 

contributors is incomplete, but we know that after the 

death in 1793 of ^rchibald Ilamiltor*, who had owned and 

edited it for a long period, his interest passed to his 

grandson, also Archibald Hamilton, and after 1801 to his 

other grandson Samuel Hamilton who apparently became

editor. About 177^ the radical bookseller George
2 Robinson. acquired an interest, and he was presumably

3 succeeded in l8t)l by his son George and brother John,

since on 3 January 1805 William Taylor wrote to Southey
4 

that the Robinsons and Hamilton had failed. The original

Archibald Hamilton had apparently been succeeded by Dr 

George Gregory,^ and between 1797 &nd lc04 John reason

Good, a physician of liberal opinions who also contributed 

to the Analytical Review, was editor for a period.

Roper, The Reviewing of English Literature, p. 3»

2 Ib * • P« '*•

5 DNB; s.v. Georgu Robinson (1737-1301).

4 J.W. Robber ds, A Kemoir of the Life and Writings of trie
Late William Taylor of Norwich, (2 vols , London, 1843), ii. 68.——————— —————

* D. Roper, 'The Politics of the 'Critical Review 1 ,
1756-1817 1 Durham University Journal 53 (1960-1). 117-22

Olinthus Gregory, Memoirs of the Life, Writings, and 
Character ... of the Late John Mason Good, N.U., 
(London, 1828), p. 8l.



William Taylor reported that after the failure of the 

Robinsons and Hamilton the Review was expected to pass 

to Philips and turn anti-Pittite, but by l»*ar£h 1805 hunt, 

'an orthodox, coiceited, preferment-hunting Cambridge 

fellow 1 , had outbid him. Finally, in l8o8 Taylor was

informed by the Unitarian philanthro^ ist Kobert Fellowes,
2 who became editor in that year, that 'when liunt changed

the politics of the Review the sale declined, and that 

the Unitarians are helping it up again,' At any rate 

from well before the period under consideration until 

Hunt's arrival in 1805 the Critical was a liberal Review.

The Critical was more forthcoming than the Monthly 

in its answers to correspondents during the l?9Os, and 

from these we gather that it attempted to be impartial 

and kindly in so far as that was reconcileable with justice.

So, on the point of impartiality, in 1793 the Review
4 replies to J.C. of Birmingham:

Much as we respect the civil and religious 
constitution of this country, the publication 
which is PiiGFKoSiiULY P^RTl^L is not a REVliifo. — 
It may be a iJ .-vkTY JuURISL-X. , and may class well 
enough with many party newspapers, £c. which are 
avowedly sold to either the opposition or the

Robberds, loc. cit. The Life and Correspondeuce of the 
Late Robert bouthey, ed.C.C. Southey ,(6 vols , London , 

... 18^9-50), ii. 320. John iiiggs iiui>t ; (1?BO- 1859 ) was a 
fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge during this period 
(UK 13). ,

See Roper's article and also ^Josiah Conder/^ Reviewers 
Reviewed, (Oxford, l8ll), p.

3 .Robberds, ii. 223.

4 CR (2) 8 (Jl 93). 360.
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ministry; but such a publication Cc-n never be 
the proper vehicle for tr u th , and never can be 
permanently respectable. ... Ive shall, however, 
continue to treat every liberal and ingenious 
adversary with c^ndo^r and decency; an^ if we 
attempt to repel his objections, it will be by 
«rgument anu not by abuse, i^reaUi.in^ ignorance, 
obtrusive dulness , indecency, irreligi^n, and 
immorality, are the proper objects of Cc.stigation 
in a lit-rary Journal; and we will ac^ , th^t in 
such a publication, we think, politics arid cont­ 
roversy should never be suffered to occupy the 
foreground. ,

The desire to be kind is maintained in a rejoinder to the 

Review's misunderstood criticism of The mysteries of 

Udolpho:

Whatever men may til ink of the severity and sourness
of professed critics^ we beg leave to assure our
readers, that when we do er-r, we wish it always
to be on the side of iib-r^lity <-nd candour.
Far be from us tlie base and malignant gratification,;
of giving pain to any writer whatever]

2 
Yet justice must be done:

rt© are always sorry to hurt the feelings of 
" any author; but our duty to the public is paramount 

v to every obligation. if authors will not submit 
their i.orks, previously to their publication, 
to the inspection of judicious friends, and follow 

, their advice, they cannot expect th,.t the Critical
Tribunals will be ungust to the ipublic in order 

•.-.•• to be favourable to tuem. «e insert this in
reply to An Old Solaier, but the answer will apply 
to many similar complai^ts.

1 CR (2) 12 (N 94). 360.

2 CR (2) 13 (^^r 95). 360.



As with tiie Mon t h 1 y k e v i ̂ w t four monthly issues 

made up a. volume, each issue of 12O pages consisting of 

seven and a half sheets. There was also a foreign 

appendix of some ffixty or seventy i «ges and a short 

general retrospect of oreign literature. ^t the beginning 

of l8Ol the short Political uegister was omitted and a 

review of maps and charts substituted for four volumes. 

The monthly numbers exhibited approximately the same 

arrangement of nu in articles and monthly catalogue as did 

the Monthly, though in the Critical they were unnumbered 

before l801. In 1802 the price was increased from 2/** f 

presumably to 2/6.

Of the few literary contributors whose identity 

has so far been established, John Mas^n Go >d was a physician, 

and William Taylor and Southey were professional literary 

men, ....... . . , . • T

; . '- ••.••''.....' ...v ••;-• , ' ; . •• v. • - . .- ... -.. •

The British Critic
^ «•"•*•• -I- ri" -i JJ-^ ̂  mm^^-n MM» ^ j; ^ . .#'''"- " "

The genesis of the British Critic is closer to the period 

under consideration ana therefore dem^nus more detailed 

treatment* It was founded in 1793 by a £rou t of established

clergymen, William Beloe anci Kobert I\ares being joint
^ 

editors until l8l3* Itsspurpose was made clear in
2 

A IrOj osal for a _ jief ormat ion of l-rinciples and A S e q u e 1

to the Proposal inserted at the beginning of the first

V. alter Grabam, i^n g 11 s h L i t e r ar y *- e r i o d i c a 1 s , p. 221.

2 For an account of the Society for the information of
Principles see F.L. ..ineka, T'ne Dissicivnce of :>is; 
(Chapel Hill, 19W, pp. 51-2.



volume in the Bodleian. The Monthly Ueview was reg. rded 

as especially dangerous in its attacks on 'the doctrine 

and discipline of the Church of England 1 : the British 

Critic therefore would concentrate on the impartial 

reviewing on sound principles of works of Divinity, 

Literature, and Politifcs:

THE late institution of Sunday Schools having 
been so well supported by the rich and honourable 
of this kingdom, and so well received by the 
poor, we are encouraged to hope, th.t so e similar 
plan will be adopted, for preventing the corruption, 
which prevails among scholars, and persons of the 
higher orders of life, from evil principles » and 
what may be called a monopoly 01 the press. ••. 
If false accounts are given of authors and their 
works, to deceive the public, let a true account 

, be given, to undeceive them.

Several remarks in the Prospectus and Sequel and in the 

prefaces to the various volumes of the L>ritish Cri t i c give 

a good picture of its olTicial attitude to the reviewing 

of literature. In the first p^ace, the general standard 

of contemporary literature was conceived of as being 

pleasantly mediocre:

^- It is sufficient to support tiie credit of a
people in this point, if the general form of its 
ordinary po try be stamped, with good taste, if 
its young writers promise improvement, <-rid they,

" -'• " '' who cannot write sublimely, write at least
ingeniously. The tidies of general polish, when 
the artifices of versificati n are unknown to

I . few, are not, indeed, tnost favourable to tne

A Proposal, pp. 1, 2.

Preface to vol. 2 (S-D 93), p. xi; cf. Preface to vol. 
13 (Ja-Je 99), pp. xiii, xvi; Preface to vol. 16 
(Jl-D 00), p. xv.



highest fliguts of fancy; but the lower regions 
of Parnas. us will be, at the same period, must 
highly cultivated, and praise may justly be 

-.-.,: bestowed, where immortality cannot be promised.

The reviewers might indeed wish to select frmm works 

presented to them, 'but such is not the custom of the- 

country ' ,

Censure would sometimes be given, but with reluctance

and often with delicacy, and works of cons rvative prin-
2 ciples would for once be given a fair hearing; silence

rather than an Index Expurgatorins would be the heaviest 
censure. -'-•-•.

- • ' . • ' •_",.:- -• ~ r i- j * -

The reference to poetry in the last major quotation 

is significant: the British Critic paid little attention 

to plctys or novels • However in the Preface to volume 

3 (Ja-Je 9^fc) the novels were allotted a section of their 

own as their number increased: they were placed 'after 

books of a poetical kind, to which, as works of invention,
4they are nearly allied.' In volume 18 (Jl-D Ol) the class 

was dropped 'till we shall fiud something in it that 

riiay be truly worthy of report,'

Six monthly issues formed a volume and the usual 

length of a number was 120 pages (seven and a half sheets),

1 Preface to vol. 8 (Jl-D 96), p. i.

2 Preface to vol. 1 (My-Ag 93), p« ii

Preface to vol. 1? (Ja-Je 01), p. i 

4 P. vx.
_ . • *•;.•. '. h; » ..'••. .- ' !

P» xxii. t i- "•.'-.-
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though some were slightly shorter. The arrangement was 

similar to that of the Monthly Review except that the 

monthly catalogue contained a short section of reviews of 

foreign t ublications: there was no foreign appendix. 

An important feature of the British Critic was the Preface 

to each volume which contained a retrospective survey of 

the most important works in each field during the six 

months cuvered by the volume, of the literary reviewers 

little is known; they included, in the Review's phrase, 

1 Gentlemen of the first Character 1 : Sir James Mackintosh, 

the distinguished lawyer, John Stoddart, and Francis 

Urangham were among their number during the ^eriod under 

consideration.

The Anti-Jacobin Review and Magazine; or, Monthly Political 

and Literary Censor

If the British Critic sprang primarily from ecclesiastical 

conservatism, the ^nti-Jacobiii Review was a product of 

the political right. The name derives from the lively 

but short-lived ^aiti- Jacobin, as does its political 

complexion but very little else. The Review was edited 

by 'John Gi££ord', to be distinguished more carefully than 

'Peter Pindar 1 did from William Gifford of Baviad and 

Haeviad fame. Really called John Richards Green, he was 

a prominent pro-government writer during the French 

Revolution and autaor of many tory paoiphlets.

BC vol. 1: A bequel.

See R.B. Clark, »illiam Giftord Tory satirist, Critic, 
and Editor, ( i\ ew York, 1930), pp. 18-21.



The Anti-Jacobin Keview left its readers in no 

doubt as to its intentions anu policies. The Prospectus 

and Prefatory Adcir. ss were even more specific in defining 

the adversary than the British Critic had been. The 

Prefatory Adaress was written at the end of the first 

six months, July to December 1798:

Of the utility of our past labours, (ana, we 
must observe, that our ambition is not to shine, 
but to be useful,) a full conviction m^y be 
acquired by a careful comparison of the late 
numbers of the Monthly and Critical Reviews, with 
any of those that were published previous to the 
month of august lc;st, when our first number 
appeared. The other object of our im ediate 
attacks, the An a ly t i c a 1 Rev i e w , lias received its 
death-blow, and we have more reason to congratulate 
ourselves upon the share which we have had in 
producing its dissolution, than it would be 
expedient here to unfold. But neither the 
destruction of the one, nor the affected moderation 
of the other, shall occasion the smallest 
diminution of 6ur vigilance or exertion.

Many of its prefaces and much of its correspondence 

columns were devoted to this campaign against the liberal 

Reviews.

The Anti-Jacobin Review made at any r^. te the

motions of impartiality by declaring that its rivals had
2 allowed faction to interfere with their literary judgments:

...that the Reviewers, sinking the critic in the 
partisan, h«ve insidiously contributed to favour 
the designs of those writers wiio labour to

Pp. iv-v. 

Prospectus, p. 2



undermine our civil t^nci reli&icus establishments, 
and, by a shameful dereliction ox duty, to cast 
an odium on their opponents, is a fact which may 
easily be establisned by an at^entive perusal of 
their works since the ye^r 17&&«

The Anti-Jacobin Review would 'restore criticism to its 

original standard 1 . AH important p^rt of this task would

relate to the theatre on account of the wretched state of

dramatic criticism and the importance of the drama for
2 public morality. Children's books would be examined for

3 Jacobinical tendencies, and the new Foreign Appendix

added in 1799 was directed against the 'regular importation 

of exotic poison from the envenomed crucibles of the

liter ary and political alchyrnists of the new German
4 school.* Wieland and Goethe are later named as notable

offenders.

The Review had four monthly numbers to the

volume, of 12O pages each, seven and a half sheets, with 

cin added foreign ap endix. Tue main reviewing section 

'Original Criticism 1 followed the usual pattern, but then 

came a section headed 'Reviewers Reviewed ' in which 

origi al criticism w^s mingled with strictures o^ the 

approaches of the three, and later two, recognised rival 

publications. A short miscellaneous section consisting 

chiefly of letters concluded each number.

» ?• 3. 
o

Ib.» pp. 3-^.

^ Preface to vol. 2 (Ja-Ap 99), pp. ii-iii.

4 Preface to vol. ^t Uig-D 99), p. vii.

^ Ib., pp. xi, xiv.
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The contributors included William Heath and 

Richard Polwhele (both clergymen) , Francis Bldgdon and 

'John Gifford 1 (professional tory pamphleteers), and John 

Taylor who was most likely the editor of the iiorning Post 

and another prominent tory writer.

b) General Evidence of Circulation

The Keviews were an important element in early nineteenth- 

century English literary life. In 180O we may generously 

estimate th<~.t 150,000 people were literate in britain.

According to Timperley the Monthly Review sold 5*000
2 copies in 1797« If one reckons three readers to the

copy one may be certain that at least 10% of the reading 

population were acquainted with that Review. The figure 

might easily be as high as 25/'••• Furthermore, the Critical 

Review sold 3»500 copies, as did the British Critic, not to 

mention the Monthly Magazine' s 5»OOO, the Gen11 eman * s

Magazine* s 4,550, the European i-iagazine * s 3*250, and the
3Universal Magazine's 1,75O«

Some copies found their w^y into libraries: in 

1793 there was an attempt by Yarmou&b conservatives to

prevent the continuance of the Inonthly Keview in a
4 circulating library, and much later, in 1849$ the public

Cf, F.W. Bateson, A Guide to Cnglish Literature, (London, 
1965), pp. 148-9.

2 C.Il. Timperley, Encyclopaedia of Literary and
Typographical anecdote, (London, 1842) , p. 7^5 col. 2. 

^ Timperley, loc. cit.

Bodleian I>iS. Add. C. 89, fols 71V-72r . See also i-aul 
Kaufman, Lorrowinfes from the bristol Library 1^73-1784, 
(Charlottesville Va, I960), pp. 11^.9.————— ———— —————
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librarian at Chatham objected to requests by frivolous

people for the Edinburgh and Quarterly Reviev^s and the
1 

Gentleman's Magazine. book clubs also took in the

Reviews. In 1798 a correspondent (identified in manuscript

in the British Museum copy as the Revd Kennedy) wrote to
2

the Anti-Jacobin xieview;

We were ourselves present at a Book Club in tiie 
country, n^ t loiig since, which was attended by 
seven ministers of the established church, all, 
but one, men of sound principles, when a work was 
proposed to be purchased, ana a reference actually 
made to a Jacobin Review, in order to ascertain 
its merits.

Certainly the bishop of Salisbury took the Critical Review , 

for his set is now in the Bodleian. Roper's research 

has shown that the owners of sets of Reviews ranged from a 

small Lancashire landowner to the Bishops of Durham and 

Salisbury and has demonstrated thc*t copies were given to

or acquired by most of the universities and several learned
3 societies. One man's reason for buying the IVto 111h 1 y Review

is explained to the Anti-Jacobin Review by 'D.G.':

Of the analytical and Critical 1 know nothing; 
but I have been in t'iie habit of perusing t^e 
Monthly Review for some years, both on account

4

R.D. Altick, The En&lish Comaon Reader, (Chicago, 1957) » 

p. 215.
o

AJR 1 (179B). 475. See also Paul Kaufman, 'A Bookseller's
Record of Eighteenth-Century Bookclubs' The Library 
(5) 15 (I960). 278-87.

5 Pp. 10-12.

1 (1798). 380. Cf. for a similar view p. 697.
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of its superiority in literary criticism -- and 
also with the view (in common, with many otuers , 
I believe,) of gaining a general knowledge of 
what is passing in the world of letters, without 
incurring the great expence attached to the 
purchase of books.

The audience expected by the reviewers was miscell­ 

aneous: it ranged from readers of ncvels, ap^ c*rently 

mostly ladies, to tnose who were familiar with iiorace in 

the original and who had *. minute interest in the older

English poets, and the Anti-Jacobin Review claimed that 

it numbered among its subscribers 'some of the most

distinguished ornaments of the established Church, ^nd of
3 the first Legal Characters in the country 1 .

Review articles were cited then as now by booksellers

as evidence of the quality of their wares, Moore's
4 

Anacreon has bound in the back of the Bodleian copy an

advertisement by John Stockdale of Piccadilly dated June 

l800 and lauding Dr ^xiderson's British i oets which were 

being remaindered: 'For the high character of this v/ork, 

see the British Critic and Konthly Reviews.'

The importance of the Reviews for society in general 

and literature in particular is unquestionable: they were 

for much of tne literate public the main intellectual 

vehicles of their age.

DC 15 (fry 00). 57O : Horace tr. Lavroche, De L'Art Poetique, 
Tc". 1799), V.

2 MR ns 32 (Jl 00). 331-2: Phillips <ed. BrydgesX, 
Theatrum i^octarum Angl icanorum, (l&OO).

'fr fatory ^-.daress 1 to aJR 1 (1798), p. iv. 

CC 135 Art. oeld.
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Chapter 2; The Reviews Compared

a) Direct Cross-References

Most of the direct cross-references are to be found in 

the Anti-Jacobin Review. The impulse for its 'Reviewers 

Reviewed 1 section in which the comments on other Reviews 

appear is outlined jn the Prospectus:

The daily and weekly vehicles of J.iCCBlNlSJMi 
have, for some time past, been s bjected to an 
examination, the beneficial effects of which have 
been universally felt and acknowledged. Our 
object is to subject its monthly and annual 
publications to similar process; and to those who 
have attended to the principles and conduct of 
m&dern critics, during the course of the last 
ten years, few arguments will be requisite to 
demonstrate the utility, and even the necessity, 
of such an undertaking. ... For tuis purpose, we 
siiall frequently review the Monthly, cri j-icise the 
Critical, and analyse the .aialytical, Reviews, 
on the principle already adopted by the WEEKLY 
EXAMINER, in its comments on the daily prirjts.

A large cartoon facing page 115 of the first volu^me 

shows a mob worshipping Justice, Philanthropy, and 

Sensibility: they are displaying, inter alia, 'Joan of .arc 1 

and ' Coleridge *Bactylic ', 'Southeys Saphics 1 , '/joonomia, 

or Jacobin Plants', the Norning jost and the Morning 

Chronicle, while a * Cornucopia of Ignorance 1 containing 

the ^oialytical Review, the Monthly Review, and the Cr i.t ic a 1 

Review is being emptied.

In the event the 'Reviewers Reviewed 1 section is 

somewhat disappointing. i'iost of the criticisms of the

2, 3



two rival Reviews are political rather than literary, 
and often the only difference between this section and 
the original criticism is a few lines of general anci
unsupported abuse attached to the end of a critical

1 article. The r sulti ^ attack is often weak or unfair:
a typical combination of politics, aesthetics, caicl abuse

2 occurs in the notice of i jye f s Carmen Seculare:

The Reviewer begins his remarks upon Inr. Pye ' s 
Ode, with an observation that at once shews the 
cloven foot of malignant democracy. he observes 
that Ani ual Odes "are secured by their brevity and 
their insignificance from public criticism. " 
But why must they necessarily be brief or insig­ 
nificant; It is surely iu the power of genius to 
expand the subject, and to treat that subject 
in such a way as to render it interesting ana 
important. The truth would, we doubt not, be 
really acknowledged if an Annual Ode were dedicated 
to the Genius of Democracy. ... But to the ode. 
The Critical Keviewerar 1 first objection is to the 
image of "the Stream of Time," and no wonder, 
for his own labours are never likely to float 
along that stream, but to sail into the gulph of 
oblivion. ......

The review of tratt's Gleanings in England was originally 
intended for the Original Criticism section^ but 
was altered and transferred when 'the Arch-critics, 
like the ^.rch-fiend oi old, equal in malice, though 
infeiior in wisdom, poured forth their usual collection 
of ignorant abuse, the toad-like accumulation of 
monthly venom, which, with hereditary spite, they 
are accustomed to throtv- over the fairest works of 
g.nius and science. 1 ( AJti 5 (Ja OO). 75)

AJR 6 (My 00). 100-1.



Valid 1 terary criticism 01 the reviewi .^ practice 
in the two liberal Reviews does occur occasionally. in 
a long letter to the editor (which, on the analogy o£ those 
in volumes 1-6, was probably written by a lumber of the 
staff) the criticisms levelled by the IiOjitiily -.eview at 
Hurdis's poem The Favourite Village are well disposed of 
in a scholarly manner: the charge of plagiarism front 
Thomson is disposed of by a reference to Vir.il, and the 
transposed accent of sliperb is defended by citations of 
similar licence in Shakespeare. Similarly, 'Scipio' 
accuses the Monthly Review of promoting 'the philosophical 
system to which they have devoted themselves, in the 
department of taste as well as that f science.' he 
explains further:^

In general, they seem to have no notion of that 
elegant simplicity, either in language or imagery, 
Wiiich confers grace 011 good writing; but to have 
promoted, by means of their early and extensive 
circulation, the pompous turgidity and f<^lse 
glitter that have of late, so much infested both 
the prose and poetry of English writers.

he goes on to cite examples of the sort of prose and poetry
to which he is referring and wiiich the Montnly lie view

3 sanctions. The prose examp.es arc the r=iure interesting:

Unity of character or homogerieousness of parts 
can only be redeemed from the chances of 
conjecture by physiognomy.

1 AJR 8 (Ja 01) .

2 AJR 9 0--y 01). 88.

3 Ib. 89.
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In general the lionthly Review is accused of substituting
1 2 panegyric for criticism, of being impious, and of usi^g

•5 
violent language such as f by oue volcanic effort 1 .

b) Implicit Differences

while the value of statistics in literary studies is 

limited they can be an essential element in countering 

excessive impressionism. In the period l80O-l8O2 there 

were treated in the four Reviews und r consideration an

approximate total of 8l4 literary works, the vast majority
4 of them contemporary. No Kevi« w came anywhere near

dealing with all of them. The Critical reviewed 452, 

the Monthly 435, the British Critic 428, and the .aiti- 

Jacobin Review 234. The majority of the reviews dealt with 

poetry, up to two-thirds in the Lritish Critic. The 

Critical treated by far the largest number of novels, 139 » 

fol Lowed by the I-i^nthly with 82, the British Critic wich 

73, ~nd the Anti-Jacobin Review with 6l. Thus one-third 

of the works reviewed in the Critical were novels, only 

one-sixth in the British Critic. Of the nuvels published 

by Lane the Critical reviewed 32, the Anti-Jacobin. Review 7,

1 AJR 5 (Ja OO). 72: /S. Roger s X, An Epistle to a Friend, 
TT798), V; (Polwhele). ^

2 AJR 5 (Ap OO). 455: R.P. Knight, The ir ogress of Civil 
Society, (1796), V; (iolwhele).

5 (F 00). 151: Godwin, St. Leon, (1799); (iieath).

4 It is imi>o$sible to define 'Literary* works objectively ,
so these figures must be taken as ap^roxi/uate.
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the British Critic one, and the Monthly none at all. 

for plays, the Criti cal reviewed 71> the bri t ish Cr itic 65, 
the Monthly 62, and the Anti-Jacobin ueview 23 • Only one- 
tenth of the Anti-Jacobin Review's works were plays.

The following table gives the number of major 
reviews of each literary genre in each Review during the 

period l80O-l8O2:

KR CR J3C AJK

Verse 56 51 4tl 21
Novels 11 6 1 6
Plays 4863
Prose 11 11 4 8
Miscellaneous _1 _1 _2 _O

Total 83 77 5^ 38 
The most interesting figures here are: the totnl for the 
British Critic, which shows that the high total of reviews 

does not necessarily involve completeness of treatment; 
the extreme predominance of poetry in tne major reviews; 
and the British Critic's scorning of the novel as a genre.

The conclusions which can be drawn from the articles 

themselves ab ut the differences between the Reviews are 
not striking and do little more than bear out wht<t has 
already been learnt. The political line-up is maintained 
with complete consistency, liberal facing Anti-Jacobin 

across a wide gulf. The moral ranks are less stereotyped. 
The Critical and the Nonthly are both philosophically and 

morally liberal, anu yet they can be anxious arid cautious 
at times. The Critical tends to be lenient with romance 
and farce, whereas the .bonthly is more severe, especially 

when Jeffrey or ferriar is the reviewer. The friontnly and
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the Critical are the most learned and weighty o£ the four 

Reviews. When all the Reviews agree the work prised is 

liKely to be mildly correct: when the> all condemn ct work 

it is usually of smc.ll significance. when the study turns 

in the next chapter to co sidcr terms and concepts which 

the reviewers use, the agreement there evident will suggest 

the reason for the gen ral lack of fundamental disagreement 

except on political and moral issues.

c) Reviewing in the 179Qs

Part 1 of the study traced briefly the development of the 

Reviews proper from their origins in the Journal des 

Syavans to tne end of the first series of the ^oiithly and 

Critical Reviews in 17&9« Reviewing in the 179'^s is also 

important for this study, but it has already been extensively 

treated by Derek Roper in his thesis. In this section there­ 

fore 1 shall summarize some of Roper's main conclusions 

and add some comments on the individual Reviews and 

reviewers so a.s to give an idea of wh^t was happening in 

the reviewing world immediately prior to the period with 

which the thesis is mainly concerned. In effect this 

survey is restricted to three Reviews, the Monthly and Crit­ 

ical and the British Critic. The Analytical Review has 

already been notea as a backwater, and the -> -ri t i- J a c o b in 

Review did m t commence publication until 179$.

Roper is concerned to evaluate reviews of the 

most significant works during his period, and lie judges 

each review as eifective or ineffective, primarily on the 

basis of its conformity with modern views of the work



5 O

under consideration. This is a useful device to ensure 

some sort of evaluation, and its influence will be apparent 

in the fourth part especially of the present study. 

However, an 'effective 1 review may well be a dull one, 

and an 'ineffective 1 review may be of the greatest interest, 

In any event, Roper concludes that about half the reviews 

(often of new types of wor^s) were effective and thus 

stresses that the criticism of the perio.. was by arid 

large liberal and competent. Poets as diverse as Thomas 

vvarton, Smart, Burns, Rogers, Campbell, Koore, Wordsworth, 

and Coleridge were all favourably received, even if the 

Delia Cruscans found equal favour in the sigiit of most 

reviewers. Romances arid ncvelfs of purpose were liberally 

treated. Indeed, only Laiidor among tne more important 

poets was generally found obscure with Caleb i.illiams and 

Castle Hackrent largely unappreciated among the important 

novels, while most of the modest successes of the nineties 

were patiently and sympathetically chronicled. Close 

criticism suffered from a worn vocabulary, but as will 

be suggested hints of a terminological breakthrough can 

be seen in reviews by William Taylor of Norwich. There 

was little puffing and little moral distortion.

The Reviews, RopEr concludes, did not differ

greatly in effectiveness among themselves. tvhat is cleari^ 

however, is thot o^ie of the most interesting features 

of the reviewing ^f this key decade is to be found in the 

different techniques and responses of the individual 

reviewers and their publications. This secti n is concerned 

to discover where intelligent reviewing is to be found, 

who was responsible for ix, and how it looks forward to 

the early years of the next century.
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The i-tonthly Keview had four particularly interestin 

contributors during tiie nineties: John Aikin, Christopher 

l^oody, Chiles Lurney the elder, and william lay lor of 

Norwich, Unfortunately both /-tikiri and Taylor stopped 

writing for the Ueview in 1799, though Taylor resumed i?> 

1808.

Skin's work is seen at its best in his reviews 

of the two editions of Southey's Joan of <>JTC. A certain 

breadth of approach is evident in his recallin t of 

Chapelain's and Voltaire's treatments of the subject, 

and his remarks on the novel style of versification show

a brand of liberality which was to become increasingly
2 

rare in the Reviews:

As to the 'occasional harshness of versification ,' 
since it is the result of system, and not of 
negligence, v»e have nothing to remark. It 
certainly is not our system, any farther than as 
such harshness may occasio ally prove an echo to 
the sense: but we do not pretend to make our t aste 
a standard, in a matter wiiich can only be decided 
by the feelings of individuals.

faoody is not a erceptive reviewer: he comes out 

of Roper's study particularly badl> on account of his 

uiidiscriminating championship of the i^ella Cruscans. But 

he writes unusually well: his political praise of Fears 

in Solitude is especially impressive ii* its call for 

reason to be enthroned on the summit of Parnassus, His

1 MR n.s. 19 (AP 96). 3^1: Joan of .jrc, (1796).

2 MR n.s. 28 (Ja 99). 58: Joan of Arc 2 edn, (179^).
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suspicion of Coleridge's prosaic verse is ominous ii view 

of the attacks to come, but on this occasion Coleridge 

unfortunately agreed with him and revised the line:

Much as we admire the poetic spirit of thus 
bard, we are forced to censure some of his lines 
as very prosaic. In his choice of v.ords, also, 
he is not always sufficiently nice. The last line

'As thou would'st fly for very eagerness,* 
is extremely flat, and gives the idea of an 
exhausted muse* Small poems , like those before 
us, should be highly finished. Neither coarseness 
nor negligence should be seen in cabinet pictures.

Charles Burney's best-known review is that of the 

Lyrical ballads (179&)« Its notoreity is not altogether 

deserved. True, Burn^y is less than enthusiastic, but he 

does recognise the genix.is inherent in the work. His 

qualifications look forward to the attitude adopted by

Jeffrey in the Edinburgh Review. he objects on two
2 

grounds. Firstly, style and subject matter are too common:

Would it not be degrading poetry, as well as trie 
English language, to go back to the barbarous and 
uncouth numbers of Chaucer? ... The elevation of 
soxil, when it is lifted into the higher regions 
of imagination, affords us a delight of a different 
kind from the sensation which is produced by the 
detail of common incidents.

Secondly, Wordsworth is evidently unsociable. So of 

'Tintern Abbey* (p. 21O):

The reflections of no common mind; poetical, 
beautiful, and philosophical: but somewhat 
tinctured with gloomy, narrow, and unsociable ideas

1 MR n.s. 29 (My 99).

2 MR n.s. 29 Ue 99). 2O2-3.
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of seclusion from the commerce of tiie world: 
as if men were born to live in woous ana wilas, 
unconnected with each other!

Doth tjuese objections are to be ceiitrcil in Jeffrey's 

attack and should make us beware of regarding him as 

eccentric. Buriiey' s comments on the individual poems 

are, these reservations apart, appreciative. His concluding 

sentence is not tue absurdity which it might seem if taken 

in isolation (p. 21O):

So much genius and originality are discovered 
in this publication, that we wish to see another 
from the same hand, written on more elevated 
subjects and in a more cheerful disposition,

Burney is seen to still better advantage in his treatment 

of a subject with, whom he was almost eritirei> in sympathy, 

Thomas War ton* The quality of the reviewing asay be summed 

up in a passage which shows both Burney ' s admiration and

appreciation of carton's merits and his abilixy to place
1 

him adequately in the literary scene of the time:

On the whole, if we were obliged solemnly to 
give our opinion on oath concerning the degree 
of originality ii our four poets of the ^resent 
age, Gray, Mason, oinart, and War ton, — we should 
place Smart at the heQd of all for invention, 
and Warton the last. The works of Gray and Mason 
are highly finished and original, as far as 
perpetual classic imitations and allusions will 
allow. Poor Smart, careless, hasty, and needy, 
was never solicitous, nor at leisure, to polish. 
War ton's taske in poetry wc.s truly classical and 
elegant; his versification was nervous and correct; 
his reading was extensive; oiid nis knowledge of 

* rural nature was seeminglj acquired from an actual 
- survey of h> r works: -~ but there is an original

MR n.s. 10 (Mr 93). 2?8.
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and appropriate stamp impressed on tiu best 
productions of Smart, T-iaso . , anu Gray, which 
instantly informs a reader of tc-ste to whom they 
severally belong. There are, however, poeuis by 
the late Laureat, though of considerable length 
and excellence, thc.t might ii^ve been written by 
others; and wh ; ch would never, when seen or heard 
for the first time, excite the exclamation "this 
is

The most interesting of these four reviewers is 

William Taylor. when hits work fails to c^tch fire it can 

be dull. Thus, the review of HolcroftJs Love's Frailties 

consists merely of an anecdotal opeui-ug paragraph,

conventional criticism, ana ranch quotation. tie is 

capable of vapid comments sxich as th«t QJ one of hilliam 

Preston's odes: * Of the oaes, Nyrrha is the most 

conspicuous; it is certainly full of s und and fury, ana

is not destitute of sublimity ana pathos; the story and
2 

its catastrophe are truly terrible. 1 Tnis critical

weakness is apparent also in Taylor 's inability to discrim­ 

inate: he often overpraises absurdly. The following 

comment is at first sight impressive:

They partake much of the grave arid lofty spirit 
of Kilton, which always cherishes the great in 
moral sentiment and ^ction, arid v/h ch, ti.ou^h 
delighting perhaps to excess in habitual pomp of 
diction, knows how to t-row aside occasionally 
metaphor and riiyme itself, taid to intrust a sublime 
thought to plain and simple words.

1 Mi< n.s. 13 (AP 94). 446-9.

2 MR n.s. 16 (F 95J. 168.

3 WR n.s. 14 (Jl 94). 319-20.
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But the function of the passage is to place John 

Whitehouse's Odes Moral and Descriptive (179^1) on a 

Miltonic level.

Taylor's criticism displays three forward-looking 

virtues, all of which show him reacting in a lively end 

unprejudiced manner to the works under review.

In the first place, a lively style adeled to an 

ability to capture the essence of an author enables him to 

give brief sketches in a manner akin to that of liazliti. 

So in his outline of Herder, the work under review being 

the /lerstreute Blotter:

In these miscellanies, M. H£iRD&K displays a 
benevolent temper, considerable erudition, and much 
imagination. He thinks like a poet, vividly, and 
in metaphor; seldom like a philoso, her, calmly 
and abstractedly: he excels, therefore, in decoration 
rather than in inquiry; and even his eloquence 
borders on excess. It is studiously gorgeous, 
rarely neat, —- the style of an energumen, not 
of a sage. His trains of idea, like gliding 
fenfires, are seen to shineV but not to illuminate. 
His style is harsh, quaint, and in£>vative. lie is 
oftener affected than original; oftener obscure 
than deep; he wants arguments frequently, illustrations 
never, and his favourite illustrations are mythological 
allegories and allusions. Yet his poetry is as 
remarkable for simplicity as his prose is for 
ornament.

There is a similarly brilliant sketch of Wielanci &t the
2 

beginning of a series of reviews of the Sfliamtliche Werke ,

and one may compare the brief characterisation 01 -Schiller's 

dramatic style in Don Carlos; 'All his characters have a 

colossal dignity, proportioned to the grandeur of the

1 MR n.s. 20 (i-y-Ag 96). 523.

2 MR n.s. 19 (Ja-Ap 96).
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interests which they involve. It is truly an heroic 

crania, an assemblage of no com; on men. 1 This originality 

of language can at times degenerate into unictioma tic 

obscujcity as in a remark on Schiller's Fiesco: 'The varieties 

of etiiic peculiarity and of conflicting passion proportion

themselves to the complication of the business of the
2 scene 1 . But ii, general i.is individual style is creatively

revolutionary, looking forward to the memorable periods 

of Coleridge and llazlitt.

Allied with this flair for the sketch is Taylor's 

ability to place a work in its total 1 terary context. 

Someti es he effects this by throwing off a lively aper£u 

on a related topic. Thus in the review of whiteho;se f s 

Odes Moral and Descriptive he criticises the pedantry and

adds: 'The pedantry of Milton's style is its f ult, n t
3 its merit. f lie is continually pointing out the sources

of works under review: thus he traces the hero in Bage's
4 liermsproiig to Hol£roft and Voltaire. He peaces works in

their literary context by comparisons well thought through 

and definitively expressed. This is evident in his first 

article for the Monthly Review, a treatment of Sayers 1 

Dramatic Sketches of the Ancient Northern Mythofe&gy, in which

1 MR n.s. 29 (F 99).

2 MR n.s. 22 (Ja-Ap 97). 2O5.

3 MR n.s. 14 (Jl 94). 322.

MR n.s, 21 (b 96). 21.
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he compares Sayers* dramatic procedure witn neoclassical 

drama fr -.,m tiiltoii to Mason:

Ti»e pieces which we are n^w to notice, distinguish 
tiiemselves by a much greater simplicity of language; 
by a studied rejection of all supernu erary 
interlocutors; and by a loltic-r lyric tone in the 
odes of the chorus, . .. l^oina verges nearest to 
the chastity of the Greek theatre: its chorusses 
want the ornt.ment of rhyme, and even the anxious 
metrical precision of those in Glover. They 
possess, however, tiicit arrangement of syllables, 
witich irresistibly disposes to the use of the 
cantilena in reading; and it is difficult to 
ascertain what other charm is requisite to 
distinguish verse from prose,

This tendency towards the uissertation is of 

special importance for Taylor*s third innovation, the 

critical introduction of German literature to t-e English 

public. Taylor' s early speciality had been ancient 

British liter«tui e in the various collections of the
o 

early nineties. But from volume 15 (S-L» 9^) onwards

he began to deal extensively with German literature. 

During his first spell of reviewing for the l-Jonthly Review 

he dealt with works by Herder, Kotzebue, Schiller, and 

\vieland. His ability to summarise acutely a period of 

literary history was especially valuable in tuis pioneering

work. An example is the introductory survey for his
3 treatment of Schiller's Cabal and Love:

1 MR n.s. 3 (6 90).

2 See especially MR n.s. 11 (My--g 93). 72-7: i'jeces of 
Ancient Jropular iroetry; 172-6: Scotish i oems fed. 
Pinker ton (1792).

3 MR n.s. 17 (Jl 95). 310.
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Among the critics or Germany, bchiller passes for 
the AEschylus, Lessing for the bopnocles, and 
Goethe for the Euripides of their national theatre: 

^ the first being distinguished by his daring
energy; the second by his studious completeness; 
and the third by his heart-felt tenderness.

In the case of the Critical Review and the British 
Critic it is more difficult to be illuminating in a general 
survey. Reviews of major works are easily picked out, 

but there are few identified contributions, anci hence 
interesting reviews of minor works such as many of those 

just considered are difficult to find, short of a complete 
reading. It is true that the Critical tended to abstract 

more than did the MpnthJ.v.j. and hence that less pure 

criticism is available. it is also true t^at some of the 

reviews on which Roper bases his generally favourable 

judgment are uninspired even though they happen to arrive 
at ajjust estimate of the works treated. Nevertheless 

good reviews are n >t rare among those of important works 
and the coxitributions of Coleridge and Southey.

Among the reviews of major works by contributors
2 as yet unidentified, those of Wordsworth's An Evening walk

"Z

and Thomas Warton's Poems (l?9l) are particularly competent

E.g. Dyer's review of Coleridge's Poems on Various 
Subjects of 1796: CR (2) 17 Ue 96). 209-12, and the 

'•' treatment of Landor • s fro ems (1795): CR (2) 19 ( *p 97) 
403-5.

CR (2) 8 (Jl 93). 

3 CR (2) 10 (Ja 9^). 20-5.
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Roper finds the first ineffective, but the recognition of 
Langhorne's influence is particularly perceptive, and 

the summary of the total inpression is just and penetrating 
(p. 3^7) I 'Local descriptioix is seldo.n without a degree 

of obscurity, which is here increased by a harshness both 
in the construction and the versification; but we are 

compensated by that merit which a poetical taste most 

values, new and picturesque imagery. 1 The review of 

Warton is similar in its modest late neoclassical virtues 
to Burney§:s.

There is only one literary review by Coleridge
in the Critical whose authenticity is beyond any question,

2 that of Lewis's The Jhonk, but it is an excellent article.
Like Taylor, Coleridge sets the work in its literary 

context and suggests that a love of horror characterises 
both the rise anci the decline of literature. 'The same 

phaenomenon, therefore, which we hail as a favourable 
omen in the belles lettres of Germany, impresses a degree 

of gloom in the compositions of our countrymen. 1 (p. 19^) 

He does object to the work on moral grounds, but not 
primarily because it is prurient, rather because in an 
atmosphere of the totally marvellous no serious moral 
concern is possible: 'Let him work physical wonders only,

See Mar'y Moorman, will Jam Wordsworth A Biography The 
Early Years, ( 0. U . 1-T"J 1957, corr. 1965) , pp. 1U1- 2.

2 CR (2) 19 (F 97). 19^-200. For the latest contribution
to the debate see Roper's article 'Coleridge and the
Critical Review' KLH 55 (i960). 11-l6.



68

and we will be content to dream with him for a while; 
but the first moral miracle which he attempts, he disgusts 
and awakens us. 1 (p. 196) This reinterpretation of a 
hackneyed term and concept is further evident in the 

stimulating originality of the language which makes 

meaningful another potentially vague comment: 'Figures 

that shock the imagination, and narratives thcxt mangle the 

feelings, rarely discover genius, and always betray a low 
and vulgar taste.* (p. 195)

Southey*s reviewing can occasionally be disappointing 
his treatment of Landor's Gebir, for example, though 

liberal and just in its estimation is too much of a pure 
abstract to show any real penetration. His two best

reviews of the nineties are those of Anderson's compilation
2 ~$ The i>Vorks of the British Poets and the Lyrical Ballads.

The ^uadersori review was used by Southey as the basis of 
his Preface to Specimens of the Later English Poets (1&07). 

It consists of a brief history of English poetry with 
briefer comments on Anderson's choice of poets. The 
account is notable for its breadth and discrimination, 
seeing Chaucer anu the Elizabethans as high points, and 
the fifteenth coid late seventeenth cauturies as nadirs: 
the breadth finds expression in a fine image of the stream 
of poetry (pp. 4l-2):

. • Under Elizabeth our poetry w«-.s like a mountain 
brook, rough indeed and broken, but delighting

1 CR (2) 27 (S 99). 29-39.

2 CR (2) 25 (Ja 99>. 4O-5O.

3 Cii (2) 24 (O 98). 197-204.
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the traveller with whatever is great, niagnil icent, 
and sublime. ^fter tiie ites toration, it was tue 
stream tiu.t passes by a city arid receives its 
filth. with Pope it became like his own Thames, 
smooth, beautiful, and majestic.

Tne taste, however, which lope introduced, 
was calculated rather to make mediocrity tolerable 
than to produce excel ence. ne were sinking to 
the tame and tiresome regularity of French poetry; 
the stream began to stagnate like a L'utch canal. 
Young, Thomson, and Akenside, rose to excellence; 
but a sad rabble of vert ifiers appear in the 
collection at this period. The War tons led us 
back to a better school. The pupils of that 
school arc now the candidates for fame; and it is 
for the next age to decide upon the present.

Southey's famous review of the Lyrical ballads which so 
offended their authors is a fascine ting document. In it 
one sees him basing his criticism on the tried late 
neoclassical ^principle which was accepted by the most 
staid reviewers of the time and wh.^ch is best summed up 
in his article on Goodwin's Hising Castle where he criticises
the author for copying Wordsworth (though Wordsworth is

•i
not actually named): 'The Nuses should not be tricked out •* •?•»
in meretricious finery, nor should they be in the coarse 
dress of housemaids. 1 Southey'soobjection here and in the 
Lyrical Ballads article is not to the low style -- he 
thoroughly approves of that — but to the inanity of the 
ballad stories upon which so much attention has been 
lavished. His review of the Lyrical Lallads is a cle^r 
statement dividing the volume into 'serious pieces', such as 
'The Female Vagrant' and 'Tiritern Abbey 1 , and the ballads

1 CR (2) 25 (Mr 99). 317.
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which ue fi^ds trivial. lie makes this clear at the end of 
the review (p. 2O4):

The 'experiment,' we think, has failed, not 
because the language of conversation is little 
adapted to 'the purposes of poetic pleasure,' but 
because it has been tried upon uninteresting 
subjects. Yet every piece discovers genius; and, 
ill as the author has frequently employed his 
talents, they certainly rank him with the best 
of living poets,

when one recalls his contempt for the 'Dutch canal', and 
the exotic subjects of his own epics the force of his 
reluctant condemnation of 'The Idiut Boy' becomes the 
greater (p. 20O):

No tale less deserved the labour that appears 
to have been bestowed U[ on this. It resembles a 
Flemish picture in the worthlessness of its 
design and the excellence of its execution. From 
Flemish artists we are satisfied with such 
pieces: who would riot have lamented, if Corregio 
or Kafaelle had wasted their talents in painting 
Dutch boors or the humours of a Flemish wake?

Southey does not mention Rembrandt aiiu fails totally to 
grasp the importance of 'The Ancient Mariner', another 
'Dutch attempt', this time at 'German sublimity' (p. 201). 
lie is puzzled by the contrast between 'Tintern ^obey', 
unsurpassed in 'the whole range of English poetry', and 
the ballads proper. The incomprehension is ominous, though 
stylistic objections were to be tciken up in equal measure 

in the years ahead.

The main contribution made to reviewing by the 
British Critic during the nineties was ii^ its championship 
of the n-^vel as an imp. rtant genre, a championship
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surprising in so conservative a publication and destined

to be short-lived, though it is careful to criticise
o 1 Fielding's liber tin is 1*111 while praising nis technique.

The estimation of the genre in a review of Cumberland's
2 Henry is particu3.arly impressive:

T^tiuSii, severe critics who in a n.-vel can see 
nothing worthy of attention, or serious examination, 
are of too sublime a cast tor us to emulate. 
In our opinion it is a species of composition
the laws and appropriate merits of which it mi^ht 
b come an. Aristotle to investigate and pronounce.

The ideal which the British Critic sought in the novel is 

clearly defined in its character is&tion of The ri v s t er i c- s 

of Udolphp; 3

A tale, regularly told, neither oil ending probability 
by its extravagance, nor fatiguii g by want oi its 
vivacity or incident, has evtr been esteemed 
among those labours of the mind which the critic 
cannot disdain to commend, nor genius to 
introduce, and when it is fjitither embellished by 
the charms of good writing, is the vehicle of 
ingenuous sentiments , and inculcates the purest 
morality, it eminently takes the lead in that 
class of writings, w>iich is professedly designed 
for entertainment,

The general state of major reviewing at the close 

of the eighteenth century was, then, promising. The 

interesting works o±^ the nineties were generally 

sympathetically and intelligently received, and individual

1 BC 5 Ue 95). 479-oG.

2 BC 5 Ue 95). ^78.

3 BC k (Ag 9'*). HO.
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reviewers of note offer outstanding articles, with a hint 

of the dissertation to be develo^ eu in trie

iteview. The critical terminology c^n drag reviewer^ down, 

as can the abstracting tradition, but there are suggestions 

of fresh terminological .developments and a breadth of 

vision in the review article. Triere cure also premonitions 

of a hostility towards tiie new poetry in as yet ambiguous 

treatments by .boody and Burriey, in the Critical * s review 

of Southey's Joan of ^rc, in the distrust of Laiidor , 

and even in the incomprehension of Southey himself.

Chapter J>\ Lditors and Reviewers

a) Reviewers* Opinions

The reviewer's trade was not always felt t6 be a dignified 

employment for a gentleman: william j^rii ield wrote to

Ralph Griffiths in 1793: 'I know no Orientalist but Mr

Waitefield, and 1 suppose he would as soon go upon the
2 road, as turn reviewer, 1 On the other hand William b'eloe

states that during the eighteenth century the status of 

being a reviewer for the Monthly Heview 'conferred a sort

of local dignity and importance 1 on a gentleman living in
•5 

a country town. The ihonthly review at lec.st commanded

the services of many eminent scholars, and tiie complaints

1 CR (2) 17 (Je 96). 187.

2 Bodleian MS. Add. C. 89, fol. 73V .

^ ^Vvilliam Beloe/> The Sexagenarian, (2 vols, l8l7), 
i.142.
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of reviewers relate mainly to the tedium of their task.
The insipidity of most contemporary literature is a

^ frequent complaint in trie pagL,s of the Keviews, and
Southey in his letters constantly harps upon the tediujn

o of reviewing when his true vocation has to be suspended.
Novels were regarded1 by William LJiifield us being especially

3 liable to be tedious though he would do his snare:

. .. I shall be glad, now and then, when it may 
be V;orth while, to bestow some pains u^ou & ^.ood 
novel: nor will, I ask to decline lay snare of the 
trash: but, «>t my time of life, mp_d>rate novels 
are very tedious reading

The reviewer conceived of his function as that of 
a guardian of public taste. On occasion he cannot but
be at one with the opinion of the puLlic, as when iJurns

4 sweeps him along on a current of strong passion. Wore
5 often he is the guardian or director of public t^&te,

repelling barbarians from the 'fortress of Taste 1 .
7 With his cjrey he,irs he and his fellow-jurors censure

1 CR (2) 35 (My 02). 6?: R. Dloorafield, Rural Tales, 
7l8O2); (Southey).
BC 15 (iiy OO). 512: /Krs Montolieu,^> The Enchanted 
Plants, (1800), V.

2 Life and Correspondence ii. 200, 250, 260.

5 Bodleian MS. Add. C. 89, fol. 86V~r : 7 Ja 1795.

4 CR (2) 30 (K 00). 306.

5 BC 2O (D 02) . 691: Gessner, tvorks , (1802), V.

^ CR (2) 39 (S 03). 28: Juvenal tr. Rhodes, Satires , (l80l)

^ HR n.s. 31 (Ivor Ou). 321: G.i). Hurley, Ballad o Tories, 
TT799), V.



the insipid tastes of youn^ ladies. Examples must be 
made:

Should OUT observations on t^is production 
appear rigorous to some readers, we must request 
them to look round, and contemplate the nu bers 
of iiidiffere.it poets that are encouraged by the 
lenity of the public. Critical justice de .ands 
examples; and though we must be truly sorry if 
the weight of the blow should fall, in any 
instance, on individuals of private worth, and 
undoubted respectability, yet these considerations 

. are of no avctil in a court of literature.

The two images of court ana citedal tell rauch about the 

attitude of the reviewers.

b) Relationship between Editor and Reviewer: the Choice 

and Treatment of Boo&s

The method of choosing books to be reviewed and of 

deciding wlu ch were to go in the main sectiuA^ and which in 

the catalogue is to a l^rge extent obscure. The functions 

of the Review, otner than as a mentor for public taste 

a substitute for reading the original works, would ap- ear 

to have been thought of as the providing of a permanent 

history of contemporary literature: one of the Monthly 

Review* & motives for beginning a new series w^s

people were deterred from becoming purchasers of tue old 

series because of the difficulty of completing sets."*

1 CR (2) 33 (D 01). 461: Adainina, (c. l80l), N; cf. CK 
T2) 31 (Mr Ol). 355: The Cavern of Strozy.i, (lOOO),

2 MR n.s. 37 (Nr 02). 291: Burgos, itichard the First, 
(1801J, V; (Ferriar).

^ 'To the Literary world 1 : MU n.s. 1 (Ja-Ap 9O) , p. iv.
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In 1793 V.illiam Oilfield, one of Griflitus 1 closest atsoc- 

i«tes, claiiiied tiiat the i-tonthly Keview alone 'noticed all 

publications', but this is unlikely and certainly, as has 

been seen, far from true at the turn of the century, 

when not more than half the publications treated altogether 

in the r* -ur Ueviews were noticed by the Monthly. In 

March 179$ Bryan Edwaras, who had just joined the staff 

as an occasional member, wrote to Griffiths spying that 

he could make nothing of Dr Valpy's play, '"a thi g of 

shreds and patches" and therefore not the subject of 

criticism. I do not thi^k It should be noticed in the 

Review.'

If one takes those works which received extended 

treatment in the maun reviewii.^ section of most of the 

Reviews one finds that most of them can be dividea into 

clearly recognisable categories. Uorks afforded tiiree or 

four major reviews include iuajor editions of cio,soical 

i^ngiitth authors (the works of Dryden, Ramsay, Goldsmith, 

and kurns, the Ullis Spec_imens of the j-^rly ^n^lisii j.-oets, 

and the riinstrelsy of the Scottish Border) ; translations 

of the classics (l^oore's .^nacreon, Gifford's Juvenal, 

Sotheby's Georgics); wo ks of literary scholarship 

(Berdmore's Lit er ary Res etubl anc e s t Dunster on Milton's 

reading, and Me en on the Cassandra of Lycophron); epic 

poems (by Burgess, Cottle , i-,rs Lowley, Ggilvie, tye, and 

Southey); collections of verse (the .^ai^ .<.ua 1 ruitho 1 o^y 

and Metrical Miscellany); and smaller poems or collections

Bodleian MS. Add. C. 89, fol. 75 . 

2
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of poei.is by standard and established authors (boscawen, 

Delille, Huddes£ord, Maurice, Inoore , and 1 erm iuter alia). 

Two unusual works in this category are Joanna Daillie's 

ys and Godwin's St. Leoii.

These are works reckoned at the time to be of 

e importance, if not always of supreme merit: 

sometimes ti*e impulse behind the elevation of a work to 

the main review section must have been tnat of the 

Critical with Ggilvie's Britannia; 'A poem so respectable 

in its appearance must be analysed at length. ' Of 

Moore's K or daunt the only Keview not to place it in the 

major section, the British Critic, comments ruefully thw t 

it finds the work lacking in th spirit of Zeluco and hence 

'It is with some concern th^.t we do not feel ourselves 

authorised to place the account we are about to give, of

a publication from the pen of Dr. l^oore, among the
2 principal article^of our Review.'

Among: works receiving two in^jor reviews editions 

and translations again figure very prominently (Jonathan 

Scott's Bahar-Danush , Hindley's i ersiaii Lyrics, Leyden's 

Complaynt of ocotland, ^llis's »'/ay ' s F abl i au^c T editions 

of Euripides, Gessner's works, aria Todd&s hiltoii). l^ost 

of the remaining works are contemporary ^nglish poems 

reckoned to be im^ortv lit , but works by Goetne, Schiller,

and the inevitable uotzebue also uppear.

The relationship between editors and review«.!rs in 

the choice of books is obscure, due to lack of evidence,

1 CR (2) 32 (Ag 01). 392.

2 BC 15 (1-ir 00). 3l6-9.
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but it would seera from Ralph Grifiiths' correspondence 

the*t in the case of the Inonthly Review the editor \v\-s 

firmly in command, though the stt-.ff were free to make 

suggestions. William Enfield explains to Griffiths why 

he has adopted different lengths for i.is articles, but he

accepts Griffiths 1 power to abridge or r vise h.is 1 ' 
contributions and has confidence in his judgment, he

makes the suggestion that in order to avoid excessive

length contributors shouiU, be paid by the article rather than

by length, and that William Taylor 's style may be pruned.
4 On the same subject Sir Joiin .Leslie writes in 1795:

It was my, leading prii^c pie to proportion ray 
articles to what I deemed their novelty, their 
interest or ^heir importance; & to seize the 
suitable occasions for delivering original concep­ 
tions & views.

Furthermore, in 179^ Leslie had suggested, a list of bo..ks 

which he might review and Griffiths had accepted them. 

Reviewers sometimes suggested friends whom they felt to 

be suitable candidates for tne society. Infield suggested 

Taylor, Sayers , and Wakefii&d, \vho were accepted; .L-.slie

suggested Dr Iiaclaii e and Snowden, who do not appear among
7the contributors.

Bodleian MS. Add. C. 89, fols 87r (1 F 95), 66r (6 D 92), 
8or (5 F 9^).

2 Fol. 87V .

3 Fol. 86r (7 Ja 95).

FoSb. 20*T (8 Ag 95).

5 Fol. l^6r (4 D

6 Nangle, The J-ionthly review: Second Series, p. 20.
.*

KS. cit., fol. 205r (8 Ag 95).
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William Enfield did. not always read thro .^h t^e 

books which he was given to review, but he stresses thut 

he is willing to rea<, a deserving book twice through and 

abridge it. Bryan Ldwards had also taken a ^reat deal 

of care over the abridgement ii, his critique of 'a-jcs 

Robinson's Sicilian. Lover and requested that if his critique

were adopted (he was a new recruit) it should be printed
2 nearly in his own words.

That alteration which Enfield accepted willingly 

annoyed William Taylor greatly. In his case the revisions 

were of two sorts. Griffiths was anxious firstly that 

unanimity of opinion should be preserved in his Review 

and thus altered Taylor's articles. He had to justify 

these alterations to Taylor who had written on his 

joining the society: 'Ivh^n rny opinion hap ens no«, to

coincide with your wisnes 1 shall simply detline
4 transmitting it. To conform, is not in me. ' The other

type of revision was directed at removing tue peculiarities
5 of Taylor*s style.

The same nc ed for consistency was evidently felt

1 Fol. 56V (17 Ap 89).

2 Fol. 49V (8 fcr 96).

3 Robber ds, i. 135 (1795); 196 (1799); ii. 351 (l8llj. 
Inconsistencies could occur, however. ,<-v i^S . note in 
the Bodleian KR n.s. 37 (Ja 02). 99 on a review of 
J.N. Bouilly's pl«y The Deaf and Dumb reads: *3ee a 
contrary opinion of this play , in the original, Uev. 
Vol. 32. p. 537. '

^ Robberds, i. 124 (12 Jl 93).

5 lb., i. 199 (1799); ii. 321 (l8lO).
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in the Critical Keview. Fellowes explained to Southey 

that consistency could not suddenly be abandoned, but 

promised that the Review would gradually become milder 

towards him. After his quarrel with G..&. Griffiths 

and consequent absence from the monthly Review Taylor wrote 

for the Critical from 1803 onwards , but he f ouna the 

editorial demands for consistency constricting. his

apprehensions about his review of Thaloba were not justified
2 but the fear is sign.il ic ant :

1 do not know if hamilton has the impertinence to 
curtail; 1 shall be angry if he has omitted the 
sally against the Edinburgh Reviewers ...

In dealing with Tumor's W e 1 s h R em i a ins , however, he was 

influenced by editorial demands, apparently against his 

will: 5

Hamilton also sent them, with a prayer that 1 
would preserve so much consistency with the 
declarati us of a now absent reviewer <~s to call 
them forgeries. I have been trying to pick holes, 
and am become a convert to scepticism . . .

There is thus perhaps something to be set against .oma

Seward's view expressed in !<. 07 to Scott on the subject
4 of uordsworth's 180? volumes:

thus the public, imposed upon by the plural 
we, persist in being haunted by the phantom of a 
literary council-board, where, in reality, sits 
one solitary coxcomb, deciding upon claims he 
knows not how to appreciate.

Selections from the Letters of Robert Southey ed . J.W . 
Warter, (4 vols, London, 1<56), ii. 23: 26 0 07.

2 Robberds, i. 477: 5

3 Ib. t i. 492: 27 Mr 04.

Letters of /vnna beward, (6 vols, ^dinbur^h, l8ll), vi.389.
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The editors of both the Monthly He view and tiie Critical 
were firmly in command; although the reviewers had the 
freedom to make suggestions they might not be adopted, and 
the editor exercised i.is power in alterLu^ contributions 
as he thought fit. Of this last process there are no 
manuscript examples, but in the office coj/y oi the l-tO
editorial additions are indicated, and none is of any 
great importance, though how complete the recoru is it is 
impossible to say,
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PART THREE: REVIEWING PRACTICE IK THb FOUR R^Vl^S: l£QQ-2

Chapter 1: The General Critical Standpoint: the Via i-edia

a) The Critical Background

Few fields of research have b^en so thoroughly ploughed 

this century as thctt of eighteenth-century critical theory. 

The result, as far as the English and Scottish critics 

are concerned, is for the most part depressingly barren. 

Critical theory can become the antiquarian theology of 

literary stuay, involving its devotees in a life of a 

fourth dimension wholly divorced from mortal concerns. The 

present study hopes in some measure to avoid the excesses 

of the discipline by concentrating on the practical criticism 

of a small group of the leading reviewers over a limited 

period and by attempting to relate their criticism to their 

literary and social environment. Some understanding of 

the theoretical background is however essential, ana here 

a central almost all-governing concept is traceable. This 

is the middle way defined by U.S. Crane in uis important

essay 'English Neoclassical Criticism: An Outline Sketch1. 
The standard of good literature to which author and work

In Critics and Criticism .^icient and Modern ed. Crane, 
(Chicago, 195^) ,ii.372-88. The essay is reprinted 
from The dictionary of .»orlci Literature eel. J.i-. ohipley, 
(New York, 19^3). See also (ii. 157-75) Crane's 
important review of Atkins, English Literary Criticism: 
17th ana l8th Centuries reprinted from UTC 22 (1953> 
as iCn ^ritiiig the History of Criticism in ^ii 
1650-1800 1 .



should conform was cc ceiveci of as a via

Viewed in relation to the work, £trtistic excellence 
Wc.s invariably found to consist, like moral 
excellence, in a mean between two extremes or, what 
amounts to the same thing, in a just mixture, 
relative to the kina of work, or the nature of the 
audience addressed, of opposite qualities; and faults, 
conversely , were identified . with' excesses or 
defects in any of the traits determined as virtues 
or with an exclusive emphasis on one extreme of 
style or treatment (to the neglect of its 
corresponding opposite,

Here no Coleridgeaii synthesis is effected; op osite qualities 

are combined mechanically or averaged out: correctness and 

energy, affectations of simplicity and over-elaboiHat±on, 

judgment and fancy, to name only three of the opposite® 

popular in eighteenth-century critical theory.

To understand the background to t^jis emergence of 

the via media it will be accessary to summarise the main 

arguments employed in neoclassical criticism as it developed 

in ffipglaiid. It wilj. then be possible to set the reviewers' 

critical premises in their context.

In the seventeenth century French critics had
2 

become uneasy at the licence or baroque quality which

they saw in the world of art, and se.ekiug for a system of 

rules which could be applied logically and without right of

1 P. 380.
o --

See Ren£ wellek, 'The Concept of Laroque in Literary
Scholarship 1 in Concepts of Criticism, (New haven and 
London, 1963), pp. 69-12?.



appeal they found it in the Poetics of Aristotle, or rather 
in the version of ^ristotle ' s pronouncements which had 

been developed in Italy during the previous century. The 
result was arbitrary, mandatory, anu f^r from the pragmatic 
spirit of ^.ristotle himself. .-.ccordi g to th'.. theory thus 

developed, the ultimate aim of poetry was moral instruction, 
and while genius w^s undoubtedly nece- sary for success 
art by rule tended to push genius very much into second 
place. The rules of art were ^erived from a contemplation 
of the ancients, and especially of the Aristotelean 

codification of tragedy aiiu the epic, and from ' Mature 1 in 
accordance with Aristotle's precepts. The French critics 

demanded probability of incident, decorum (wl.-ich sometimes 
meant iwerely decency) in action, speech, and cliar-cter, 
and the expression of general rather than particular 
truth. They raised the epic to the pinnacle of literary 

aspiration, demanded strict observance of the three unities 
in tragedy, and scorned tragicomedy.

It is true tii t a rigid system of arbitrary rules 

was never accepted universally , even in France itself. 

There were always critics of the .acade'mie, from Corneille, 

whose Cid ht»d borne the brunt of the original onslaught, to 
Saiiit-bvremond, who insisted that art was not conf ornuible 
to reason and whose protests had a considerable effect in 

ii & the tipretud of tiio system ^mo^^ ^n^lish critics.

In England a reactioi similar to that in France 

had taken pl^ce at the Restoration against licence in art 

and the eclectic in criticism. Hobbes , who as a fugitive 
royalist had spent some time in France, insisted in his



Epistle to D * Avenant on uondibert of 165 1 on the need for 

rational judgment in all artistic creation. The newly- 

foundea Royal Society even considered the reform of the 

language on rational princi les a^d enlisted for the task 
Evelyn, waller, and ^r

As the century drew to its clase, it seemed thc<t 
French dogmatism might get the better of Lnglish pragmatism 

even in England, Thomas Hyiuer w^.s an obstreperous supporter 
of the neoclassical system, attacking Spenser and Shakes­ 
peare in the n^me of com. on sense. In the event, a milder 

form of the infection took, ^nd this w.,is largely due to 

the work of three major critical forces -- <J>ryden, ^ddison, 
tiiid Johnson, rOLl of these critics were too individual 
and too conscious of the nature of man and of art to 

subscribe fully to French dogma, though they recognised 

the necessity for some system in critical practice. 
f\. large part of tiieir decisive influence must also be 

attributed to tiie fact that they wrote an exceptionally 
attractive prose.

JJryden welcomed the refinement which he aaw as 

characteristic of the Restoration era, c*nu <us typified 

in the sweetness and smoothness of waller, but the French 
pursuit of a niggling decorum appeared fussy to him, >*s 
a result he conceived of imitations as being a matter of 

the spirit ratiic:r tn n of the letter, and rejected unnec­ 

essary rules such as the mandatory observation OJL the 

unities of time and space. Dyyden's respectful but far 

from subservient attitude to the French .-set the tone of 

English criticism for the eiisui .& century, and his free-



ranging, sympthetic criticism did ,uch to save Fn^lana frum 
the straitjacket of dogmatic neoclassical theory.

With the spectator essayists, we encounter a 
dominant characteristic of eighteenth-century criticism 

in England -- the accomodatioii of aristocratic French 

dogma to pragmatic middle-class susceptibilities. " in 
general Addison relies on 'go.d taste 1 rather than on 

preconceptions. This 'good taste* was wh. t the nouveaux 
rjLchejs were hopit.g to acquire from his work, and may be 

defined as informed go' d sense resulting in instinctively 
'right 1 reactions. Audison may iid»t be among the iitest 
profound of critics, but his moderation established good 

taste as the guiding principle of much subsequent English 
criticism,

f The last of the three supremely influential
figures, oamuel Johnson, distrusted, the elusive c.ncept of 
taste, his primary conceim being to establish criticism on 
a rational basis. This led, as with the French critics 
of the seventeenth century, to narrowness of sympathy at 

times, but, adaed to a cle^r visinn and an un a erst, a

Stee^e sums up the distrust of rigidity inttheory 
when he talks in Tatler 29 of the contemporary critic 
as 'a sort of i urxtan in the polite world 1 \vho quotes 
his authorities as the enthusiast quotes ocripture.

' (The Tatler ed. G.A. Aitken, (4 vols, London, 1898-9), 
i. 242) An age whose main objective w-s to avoid the 
excesses which had. torn x^rigland apart ii* the recent

i past would readily understand his implication.
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of humanity, it avoided the judgment by mere rule of taunb 

imposed by thb uick Minims. His rationalism was seldoin 

unqualified by a recognition of tiie natu e of his subject:

... Johnson, while not at all abandoning his 
eifort to introduce into criticism as much certai- 
as the subject \, ill peirait, or his conviction 
thcit hurnen nature and external nature possess 
certain common features which, wueri discovered or 
revealed by tne passage of time, will provide the 
basis for reasoned statement, nevertheless abandons 
the pretense to certainty iuacie by nj.s predecessors 
and costs aside the principles and distinctions 
they have formulated.

For blind adherence to rules Johnson sought to substitute 

principles derived from the general nature of i iankind, 

Most of uis shortcomings arise from his co:osideriiig too 
small a sample of mankind for its judgment to be 

representative of all peoples and ages, Johnson w^s 
nevertheless a conservative critic aria jais severe concern 
with rationality wc*s not reflected in much of the practice 
of Gray or of Sterne, or the theory of Burke, he is 

essentially the embodiment of late English neoclassicism, 
liber-1 only up to a point, but as opposed to narrow 

dogmatism as his great predecessors had been, a determined 

and consistent advocate of the middle way.

By Johnson's ti.'ue, however, various factors had contributed
to weaken even the moderate iiold th t rieoclassicism ii^d

on ^nglisb. literary theorists, «-nd t^e Doctor's conservatism

iv.R. Kectst, 'The Theoretical Foundations of Johnson's 
Criticism 1 in Crane ed,, Critics and Criticism, p. 39&.



was only a stout post in an ever- sv. el.L ing toirneiit of 
liberalisation. It will be helpful to note here five 
tributary streams, while remembering that this torrent 
was frequently restrained by the moderating influence of 
the via media: extreme enthusiasm for any 6f the five 
main areas of development is rare.

In the first place th^t i. terest in human psychology 
which had be tun with hobbes was extensively developed, 
particularly in Scotland by liume and Karnes. huine tried to 
show that taste could be more than a v^gue subjective 
impression, and stressed the necessity for repeated study 
of works to be evaluated, the ultimate test of a great 
work being its universal and permanent appeal, and also 
for comparison of ivorks , both points taken up b_ Johnson, 
Good taste was the product of reason and feeling employing 
historical and comparative methods, Kames, seeking a 
science of criticism grounded in the i ature of man's mind, 
as Coleridge was to do (though then not primarily in t^e 
rational mind), rejected the ri^id definition of kinds 
which he s--w as blurring iiito one another at the edgos 
and stressed the operation o±' the general through the 
particular, liume and Ko.mes show at its most distinguished 
a practical psychological interest which informs much of 
the talk about sensibility and sentiment in the latter 
part of the century. ttention is turned not on the 
author ob^yi-g a set or nixes, but rather on th, ei'i'ect 
of his work on the sensitive reader < nd generally on the 
reader's intelligent approach to the i, ork, ana finally 
back to the psychological process of creation.
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A second, closely linked, characteristic of t.ue 
liberalising process evident during tne eifeA.itee.iith century 
was the increased emphasis on Jeey words com o.. to all tiie 
arts, soch «~s taste , sublime , or igi i al i ty f and geiiiufe , which 

discussed in detail in the following chapter.

A third factor in the modification of neoclassical 
ideals was the continued ap ;_-reci<-.tio.u of Snakespeare in 
England. Evidently in coiitraventio^ of the rules, he w«,<s 
almost universally admired, particularl> effectively in 
the enthusiastic essays of Uryden aiicl Johnson. In .Lames ' s 
Elements of Criticism (17^2) and inorgann's x^ssay on the 
Character of Fal stuff (1777) psychological character study 
and perception of the methods by which chv.r-.cter is 
revealed take a striae forward.

When Shakespeare was condemned, it was often for 
grossness. Conventional mid^le-cl^ss morality came, after 
Collier's 1698 attack on the Kestoration st^ge, to be a 
fourth main factor in the domestication of foreign thought, 
and one which is to be of pcrticul^r importance in the 

succeeding chapters of this study: Johnson was only one 
of many to demand carefiu.1 moral as well as aestnetic

• ^j -!£; £.

selection 01 materials in art.

" Finally, historical investigation led to a perception 
of the relativity of standards. Te,;;ple had already 

recognised the need to allow for tne age i. w,<ich an author 

lived, but it was with the work of Joseph carton on Pope, 
and Thomas War ton on 3penser and the His tor y of ivn^l ish 
Poetry, together with Kurd's ess*ry on chivalry and romance,



that it became possible to assert tnat Dope's achievement, 

however admirable, was not the supreme height of 'viiglish 

poetry, and thc.it medieval ano renaissance works mi^ht need 

to be judged by standards altogether different, a conception 

far more extreme and radical than anything in Johnson's 

thought in this direction.

Thus towards tije ena g£ the eighteenth century 

an uneasy orthodoxy prevailed where refinement had absorbed 

a good deal of the sublime arid the terrible, where progress 

along the lines suggested was possible without tot.j.1 disrup­ 

tion of the loosely neoclassical fraineWfrrk. holding the 

precarious structure together wa.s an insistence on raiddle- 

clc^ss decency and morality and. on general intelligibility 

and good taste defending the middle way in all art. 

Johnson was slightly old-fashioned and Wordsworth h. : d not 

yet raised the whole of eighteenth-century speculation 

LO a ^igher level and realised its forward-looking potential. 

It was in this uneasy calm that the He*views which i orm 

the basis of this stuv.y had to work.

b) Terminology arid attitudes

i -- Introductory

In spite :of those differences in emphasis which have been 

noted becweeii sevoril of the Reviews there is general 

agreement on the terrainology ejuployed, c-iiid where no contra­ 

dictions are noted in thig section it >nay be assumed tn t 

none has been iound. Often this terminology is so colourless 

as to be impossible of analysis. ' words such as auiusing.



90

humorous, interesting, mediocre , plea^in,;., , and striki.ag 

take on specijfic meaning only i,. conjunction with more 

definite v/oriis and will therefore not be trotted separately 

here. Furthermore, even the words which are here dealt \vith 

are often used so generally as to become mere 'purr 1 or 

'growl 1 words, part of a critical cant or jargon wnich 

makes it possible for the reviewer to avoid any direct 

contact v,ith the text. Such r--views as tae following tire 

110 more illuniin.o ting than those noted in the dawn of 

reviewing:

This performance is by the same author, whose 
poetry is noticed in the preceding article. It 
dese. ves touch commendation, and exhibits considerable 
taste arid talent. Mr. Case, we doubt not, will 
write other and still better things. •

'This poem possesses considerable Merit. The 
versification is generally ectsy and harmonious, 
and the imagery is lively arid spirited. The following 
description df i- syche discovering Cupid is animated 
ana poetical: ....

The generally mediocre standard of works presented 
for review inevitably provoked a good deal of tiiis vague and 

unrewarding criticism. Nevertheless, there are few reviews 

which do not yield some hint of the reviewer's meaning in 

usi.ig his chosen terminology. The reviews quoted above 

do at least show that taste and talent, easy and harmonious

1 BC 20 (O O2>. 431: Vv. Case jun. , The Kins tr el ^outh, (1&02);

KR n.s. 31 (Ap Ou). ^32: Cupid and i syche, (1799) : (Cllyet 
Woodhouse: a quotation of over a page completes the 

" review).
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versification, lively axi.d spirited, imagery, and animated 
and poetidal descriptions were co sidered coiiLiiendablE.

Further evidence as to reviewers' meanings may be 
gleaned in three main, w^ys:

1. By careful examine.tion of the terms wi*Ach they 

use: words frequently linked with or opposed to 

one another are a help, and so are pnrases which 

help the reader to uii-i. rstand, words container, in 
them;

2. By examining the works to which the ter»ns are 
applied;

3. Still more usefully, by considering passages in. 
several of the reviews which afford a vantage point 

from which to survey the general critical plain in 
that they define terras and comment oil the contexts 
in WiU ch they way or may not be usefully employed 
or otherwise help to set the terms in tueir critical 
context.

ii —- Terms Relating to Style

Correct, easy, elegant, harmonious, smooth,

These five terms are most com onl^ used to describe v,rse 
which meets with the reviewers' approval. They are

The form of these words is altered freely (noun to adjective
and vice vers^) to incorporate them i-iost easily into t.i e 
text.



frequently linked, together, and, far raort significant for 

the purpose of differentiation, hardly ever contrasted. 

Nevertheless, the occasional contrasting of the terms makes 

it impossible to take them as ent>re y synonymous. in 

each case it will be noted that a 'mild 1 quality is 

recognised to be incom^It te without a 'severe* opposing 

or complementary quality: thus correctness needs animation, 

easiness vigour, and so on.

Correctness is most frequently also described as
1 2 smooth or e 1 e g an t • The loose but mannered heroic couplets

of Elizabeth 3cot will serve as an example of correct and 

smooth verse:

The kin<^ with equal love the youth survey 'd, 
By nature's hand in every grace array 'd. 
His form the towering cedar of the grove; 
His eyes the radiance of the star of love: 
His cheeks th ' unsullied ro^e of youth display; 
Hound his fair fro^t his ebon tresses play: 
lier finest polish culture's nand bestow'd, 
And tne full piece with perfect beauty glow'd.

4 The terra qorrect is applied specifically to rhymes and

1 CR (2) 31 (Ja 01). 112: M. Chamberlin, Equanimity, (l8OO), 
V » AJU 1O (^ 01). 78: E. Scot, Alonzo and Core., (iGOl), V,

2 CR (2) 35 d'iy 02). 115: Opie, The Father and Daughter, 
TT801), fcV.

<? ..,,....->•
v p. cit., p. 69.

4 KR n.s. 35 (Jl 01). 32O : J. Bidlctke, The 3 urn; n <. r * s IS v e t
TTGOO), V; (C. U oodhous e).
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diction. Qualities lacking at times in correct verse
o

are an animated or sublime tone. 6" So in Johnson a correct

and regular writer is regarded as inferior to Shakespeare,•5
though more reliable.

4 5 Kasy verse is also often familiar or spri^htiby :_—— ._....._._ - " i-

it can cilso be agreeable (a colo.rless word), e 1 e ̂  an t ,
8 9 harmonious , and natural and sentimental , easiness is

CR (2) 3 1 (Ja. Ol). 1.12: Chamber lin, Equanimity, V.

2 hR n.s. 37 (F O2). 171: U7 .T. Fitzgerald, K i s c e 1 1 ane o us
Poe.. s, (IcOl); (Ferriar). AJR 5 ( Ap 00). 432: T. 
Gisborne, loems, Sacred and i-ioral, (179^); (Polwhole).

•2

Preface to Shakespeare ( 17^5 ) in Johnson on Shakespeare 
ed. Raleigh, (G.U.P., 19O8), p. 3&.

4 MR n.s. 33 (N OO). 319: J. Bisset, A Poetic Survey Hound

Birmingham, (1800); (Moody).

CR (2) 29 (Je OO). 233: (rs Koiitolieu, The Enchanted
Plants, (iCOO), V. X X

CU (2) 29 (Je 00). 233.

7 HR n.s. 36 (D Ol). 350: Mary Uobinson, Memoirs, (i

o
BC 18 (D 01). 663: Scot, Alonso and Cora.

9 MR n.s. 38 (Je 02). 209: yrical Ballads , (l80O).
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1 2 found both in rhyme and in versification. Vigour may
3 be lacking in ea&y verse, and one review notes th.^t an

example oi easy verse is 'easy, and yet correct 1 which
4 suggests that this can be an op^oseu quality. Johnson's

definition sums up the ideal of easiness indicated by
5 these usages:

Easy poetry is that in which natural thoughts 
are expressed without violence to the language, 
. , . ivhere any artifice appears in the construction 
of the verse, that verse is no longer easy. ^.ny 
epithet which can be ejected without diminution of 
the sense, any curious iteration of the same word, 
and all unusual, tho' not ungraramatical structure 
of speech, destroy the grace of easy poetry.

The tnird terra in this group of 'mild 1 words is 

elegance. At the beginning of a review in the largely 

dramatic periodical the Monthly Mirror of William Holloway's 

poem The Peasant * s ff ate a statement by Vicesimus Kiiox is 

approvingly cited: , , • .. , , ;» ;

1 AJR 7 (0 00). 222: Two Metrical RotTiances, (1799).

2 MR n.s. 31 (F 00). 205: Tansillo, The burse, (l800), V.
CR (2) 3O (D OO). 426: The .->nnu<.»l <Jithology vol. 2, (iSOG)

* CR (2) 36 (S 01). 109: A. Thomson, Sonnets, Odes, and 
lle&iea. (1801).

BC 18 (0 01). 3^6: jJelille tr. iwunde, The Rural 
i'hilosopher, (1801;, V.

The Idler 77 (6 6 59): The Yale Edition of the ..orks of 
Samuel Johnson ii, ( New Haven and London, 1965) * 239 •

6 H rlir 13 (F 02). 97. Knox's iDle g^nt Extracts ii^OO) was 
widely used in girls 1 schools, oee R.J. ..Iticjiv, The 
Eng1ish Cora* • on Reader, p. 176.
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Well has it been observed, by our i-oral and 
ingenious Knox, that 'Poetry is not one of the 
necessaries of life: tne information it conveys 
might be conveyed in prose: it is sought only as 
an excellence, a refi e^ent, an elegance: ir , 
therefore, it is not excellent, refined, arid 
elegant, it may be dispensed with ...'

Here in iiiechoinicctl theory with a ven^ean; e is the basis
of tiie critical demand for elegance, a quality sometimes

1 2described as classical and most frequently as harm on ioujs
"T /j. q £ "?but also as easy , correct , simple , sweet, ' and tender* 

Knox's statement is supported by John Ferrictr writing in 
the fripiith 1 y Jkeyi ew : 'If poetry be deprived 6f its elevation, 
its elegance, and even its mechanical decorations, it must

1 IJC 17 (My 01). 515: W. Bosc^wen, I ocms, (l80l). AJR 7
(JN GO). 317: W. Collier, Poeras on Various Occasioiis, (l80O).

2 MR n
Plan

.s. 33 (K OO). 311:^Mrs Montolieu t)>^The ^iichanted> 
ts, (l8OO), V; (Turner). Cf. BC 15 (i-y 00). 51^:

Ibid . : '... the language, sentiment, and verse, are 
almost invariably elegant, chaste, and melodious. 1

B£ l6 (S OO). 319: J.^H. ! night, Poems on Keligious 
Subjects, (18OO).

4 CR (2) 36 (N 02). 3^9: Sotheby, A Po tical epistle to
Sir George Beaumont, (l8Ol), V.

5 BC 17 (P Ol). 187: i'«ary .uecn of ocpts, (l8OO), V.

bC 16 (Jl OO). 96: At. A{. Castel, Les llantes, (1799), V. 

7 CK (2) 31 (F 01). 196: Collier, Op. cit. .



sink beneath the level of toler ble prose.' The op osition 

of elegance and sublimity leaus to a major statement

which occurs in the review by the British Critic of
2 Currie's burns, apropos of f Bannockburn':

But those who regard the power of inspiring 
passion as the noblest excellence of an oae; who 
know that passion has no leisure for elegance; 
that it is hardly reconcile^ble with that refinement 
££' thought, or profusion of imagery, which are the 
principal causes of obscurity; that impassioned 
language is simple, negligent, abrupt, vehement, 
full of repetition, confined to its object, arid, 
though often disorderly, yet more than clear, 
because peculiarly significant; those who have 
formed such a taste, and adopted such a standard 
of excellence in lyric poetry, will perhaps not 
blame us for saying, that we think t is song 
scarcely inferior in spirit and energy to any 

..;'.. English Ode that has appeared siuce Alexander's 
r ea^t.

This contempt for the merely elegant has in it all the 

eighteenth century's moderated enthusiasm for the sublime 

ana is the critic's way of acknowledging a poet outstanding 
above the mediocre level of the writers with whom he 
usually has to deal. Here the review r's conception of 

the limitations o± elegance is similar to that summed up 

by Johnson in his Dictionary definition: 'Beauty of art; 

rather soothing than striking; beauty without grandeur.'

1VJK n.s. 3^ (r,p 01). 438: J. .. Chandler, oir Hubert,
Tl8oo), v.

2 bC 17 (AP 01).
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1 2 Harmony was expected .n rhythm and versii icaii( i .
3 4 Nost frequently it was linked with ease and strength,

but also with animated, forceful, or spirited qualities.
The usual qualification stressed that verse might be

pharmonious and yet lack finish or vigour.

BC 18 (IN Ol). >42: G. Walker, Poems, on Various Subjects, 
(1801).

2 AJR 12 (Jl 02). 299: The ixream. (l802), V. BC l8 (;,g OIK 
194: Persian Lyrics, (l8OO), V.

5 (Of versification) MR n.s. 31 (Ap 00). ^32: Cupid and 
Psyche, (1799), V; (G. tfoodhoi.se). NKn.s. 36 (ft 01) . 
3^3: The Geni.s of France, (l801), V; (jkoody). 
(And chaste) CK fT) 31 (Ja-^p Ol). 513: Delille, L 'homtne 
cles Champs, (Hfoo), V.

4
AJR 1O (D 01). 422: T. Dermody, Peace, (l8ul), V.
HK n.s. 33 (i) 00). 419: A. Murphy, ^u d i s on i Ep i s t o 1 a, 
TT799), V; (Bannister).

5 B_C 17 (ky Ol). 538: Chandler, Sir Hubert, (lOOO), V. 

AJR 9 (Je Ol). 185: R.S. Shc^rpe, Matilda, (lOoij, V.
*

7 KR 37 (f-ir O2). 326: Ovid, Leandar and Hero, (l8Oo), V; 
(G. Woodhouse).

o
MH n.s. 37 (Ap 02). 439: Recreations at Ramsgate, (c, l8G'l),

V. BC 20 (Ag 02). 122: G. Dyer, Poen-s, (loOlj, V.



1 For the last of these five main interlinked 

•mild* terras, smoothness, it is necessary to return to the 

Burns review. Towards the end of this enthusiastic and 

extensive essay the critic comments on f rlere's a Health to 

Ane I Lo'e Dear 1 :

The full merit of this excellent Song will be 
most felt by those who have had the misfortune 
to load theix' memory with tasteless unfeeling 
common places, which, by the help of smooth 
versification, have usurped the title of amorous 
poetry. Let any passage of the most tolerable of 
these cold triilers be compared with the third 
and fourtii lines of this Song, the comparison will 
assuredly leave no doubt of the great superiority 
of Burns. ,,<• /

Smoothness, like elegance, ctoes not by itself make great
2 poetry. Smoothness alone may make verse t.ame. Nevertheless,

it is desirable and is nearly always commended. Linked
34 5with flowing, agreeable qualities, it is opposed to yivacity.

The Burns review well illustrates what has been suggested, 

the,t for such a vague term to be really meaningful it 

must be set iunong more unusual critical terms.

Several less important terms of approbation for 

verse may be linked with these five. Chasj^e and classical 

verse is noted in a w^y which suggests that the writers

-< : . * S

1 BC 17 (AP 01). 422.

2 CR (2) 34 (AP 02). 474: The I*-ethodist, (l8O2), V.'

3 BC 18 (K 01). 541: Hunt, Juvenilia, (1801).
4

BC 18 (D 01). 664: J. Fisher, The Valley of Llanherne,
TTSOl), V.

5 DC 18 (Ag 01). 196: Parodies on Gay, (lti-00), V.
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are locking back to the classics arid tneir strictly 
neoclassical followers as bulwarks agai STL modern stylistic 
degeneracy. The suspicion is confirmed when one turns 
to a chaste and classical work, William Thomas Fitz Gerald's 
The Tears of ^ibernial Dispelled by the Uiiion (l802). On 
pages 6 and 7 iiibt.rnia addresses her Irelqiid thus:
.,.,. •• ,. - "Ill-fated IsleJ de^r object of my care,

"Whose sons are valiant, and whose daughters fairj 
"How often have 1 mourn' d the feuds that drove 
"Thy vocal harp from mountain, lake, arid grove; 
"Where oft the rustic dance <und iiarmless jest 
"Have cheer'd the cabin of the poor oppress'd; 
"Kade him forget the weight of laws severe, 
"And smile through eyes accustom 1 d to a tear; 
"Of laws which for two hundred years had stood 
"A frowning barrier to the public good! 
"Such laws of i/rin's son, by Mature brave, 
"Or made a rebel, or debas'd a slave I ..."

2 Cottle's polished p ,etry is also commended, arid inoody
3 • ......makes the com eiit:

Strokes of genius and profundity of thought may 
be displayed, without polish and elegance; and 
though the want of grace caiu-.ot deprive them of 
their value, their attractions inuist ever be 

IL, dimin:i shed by this deficiency.

1 BC 16 (Ag 00). 251: Ketastasio, Dramas, (l800). -

2 CU (2) 35 (Jl v>2). 353: Cottle, John the baptist, 
TT802), V.

MR n.s. 40 (Ap 03). 368: J. ienn, Foems , (l80l); (Moody).
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Adverse criticism of poetry involved pointin^ out
1 the absence of trie desirable qualities. It also necessitated

2 3 the use of 'growl 1 words such as rug^ednc ss and harshness.

Such verse might be allowed to genius on occasion, however,

and Boifeles's deliberate harshness is praised by the British4 ——————
Critic. A brief extract from the 'Song of tne Battle of 

the Wile 1 (pp. 8-9) will illustrate this permitted 

harshness, which woild not have been approved by all 

reviewers:

7 But now the rningl' d fight 
-,'•-. ,.,; Begins its awful strife again!

Through the dun shades of night 
: Along the darkly-heaving main 

,..:,-. r Is seen the frequent fl«sh:
And many a tow'ring mast with dreadful crash 
icings falling: Is the scene of slaughter o'erV

Is the death-cry heard no rnoie;
Loi where the East a glimm'rruig freckle streaks, 

! : Slow o'er the shadowy wave the grey dawn breaks.

In any event for the mediocre poets with whom the critics

Harmony; BC l8 (3 Ol). 310: J. boaden, A Rainy ^>ay. (l801), 
V. Smoothness.: li£ 19 (F 02). 189: The Lamentation, (1&01), 
V* *• °^isfo: ^C 17 (Mr Ol). 311: Trotter, Suspira Oceani, 
(1800), V. Finish: KHn.s. 39 (S 02). 70: &.M. Clifford, 
Egypt, ( l802)"IV; (Moody). Perspicuity and strength: 
MH 11.s. 32 (Ag 00). 377: H. Brand, ilays and Po^ms. (1798), 

•'• DV » ^elody: CR (2) 30 (S 02). 110: r. Courtier, The 
Pleasures of Solitude, (1800), V. i ; ,,,

2 ' "' '"*"" ' "".
>ffi n.s. 34 (Ja 01). 30: J. Barton tr. Warren, The Parish
Priest, (l800), V; (R. Woodhouse).

3 CR (2) 32 (Je 01). 228: <(G. Hough ton f̂  Eliza, (1800), V.

4
BC 18 (Ag 01), 147: bowles, Poems vol. 2, (l8oi), V.
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usually had to deal absolute correctness, ea&e, elegance,
& harmony, and smoothness allied with the appropriate

stronger qualities were the highest feasible aim.

The words in this 'mild 1 group were less frequently 
aplied to novels, but they were still the chief means of 
com.: enuin^ the st;le. Elegance was lim.ecl with pure diction
and correct l^ngua^e, the lan^uago of the f old school*

2 once more, while ea s e went hcind :tn hc*nd with natural anu
3 unaffected qualities. Bad style in novels was h^rsh ork ————— 

alfec ted.

Good drama mi^ht again be described as correct, 
elegant, arid easy, bad drain, tic writing as lacking in 
classical elegance. j-ig in the case of verse, a play nii^ht 
be correct and still lack tragic fire. Correctness was 
felt by Ferric r in reviewing Ireland *s Nut i us oca e v o 1 a to 
be a refinement of the modern age:

1 AJR 7 (S-V OO). 50^: Azalatts ct le jentil Aimar, (1798), N.

2 CK (2) 32 (Je O1J. 231: Humbert Castle, (luOO;, K.
•r

IttR n.s. 33 (O 00). 206: helena wells, Constantia Neville, 
TTSOO), N. AJu 12 (Jl 02). 3O1: Jealousy,( 1802) , N.

4 MR n.s. 34 (Kr Ol). 321: kni 0ge, The history of the
Aintsrath Gutman, (1799), fc. bC 20 (u 02>. 67^: li.o.ii. 
the i-/ <arquis/'of j^nsbach^, The ooldicr of Pier ens tein ,
(1&02), i\.

^ MR n.s. 35 (Jl 01). 325: Earl of Carlisle, The Step­ 
mother, (l8OO), D; (Ferriar).

frR n.s. 37 (HP 02;. 436.
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It has evidentlj been tae wi&h of i.r. Ireland, 
to assume the noble irregularity and overpowering 
enthusictsm of our ajutient dramatists: but i,A this 
attempt he has totally failed, and has snevvn that 
he is equally remote from the fervid genius of the 
older and the classical correctness of more recent 
writers.

Ferriar would probably have agreed with the b'ritisn Critic's 

reviewer who finds the true neoclassical ideal in the 
recent pa^t:

\The translations^ are written i s una and classical 
English, which, in a period of innovation and 
affectation, is no small claim to praise. This 
translator is of the old and regular school, ivhich 
considers our language as something formed and 
fixed, not an imperfect dialect, which every 
pretender is at liberty to change «^nd torture, 
according to his ide«^s of improvement.
.•'': '. ,'•-<.. ••-,.. .".: - • •••- •-..-. - ,. -,.-.>. ; •

Thus in all three genres the same ideal of correctness 
embracing all the terms dealt with so far is demanded, yet 
correctness is not by itself enough. It is ofton felt 

that the ^reat age of cltssical and pure English has passed 
away and is beivig replaced by an inferior method of 
composition, and so when Wordsworth's mind us s ,en in the 

Lyrical U&1Jads is de scribed as classic it is an indication

that one reviewer conceives of him as continuing the great
2 tradition." Cn the critical side, the reviewers were

maintaining their own branch of this tradition.

B£ 16 (Ag OO). 251: Metastasio, dramas, (l80J) , D.
Q

AJl* 5 (np 00). 434: Lyrical ballads; (heath).
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Simplicity f obscurity, prosaic

A stylistic tervii which is more specifically ex^lai-. ed and 

which calls for extended treatment apart from the terms 
just aiscussed is simplicity. The development of this 

eighteenth-century critical ter. h-s been traced by
R.D. iicvens in iiis article 'Simplicity, ^ Changing Concept*. 
Like most of the key words, its use was frequently vague,
a tern- of mere canting approval. Thus Hugh Bi&ir in Iiis

o 
Lectures on Rhetoric and Delles Le ttr es : ~ ' Simplicity ,

applied to xvriti g, is a term very frequently used; but, 
like many ot'Ii^r critical terms often used loosely, c,nu without 
precision. f Juring the century Simplicity was deemed 
essential for clarity, universality of appeal, and sublimity. 
Rustic and vulgar simplicity was, however, not admissible 
to serious literature. This w«s true both in ti^e time of
Pope and at the beginning of tne following century. Thus

3 Pope writes in the irefc.ee to his translation of the 11 i t> d :
There is a graceful and dignify 'a oimplicity, as 
well as a bald and sordid one, which differ as 
much from each otn.r as the ,~vir of a plain Nan 
from taat of a Sloven: ' Tis one tiding to be tricked 
up, and another not to be dress'd at all. 
Simplicity is the J>>ean between Ostentation and 
Kusticity.

(1953). 3-32. 

2 (2 vols, London, 17^3), i. 3o'7.

i'Ope, The 11 iad oi' J iomer^ ed. iuack: The Tv.ickenncim Edition 
vii.lB, (Lo



104

Richard hant in his poem Th e b imp 1 1 c i a d , published anony­ 

mously in l80i. , echoes the saine sentiments. simplicity is:

not with re^gs defil'd,
A stamm'ririg , stag 0 'r ing , puling, puny child: 
But the greet mother of a riuble race, 
Full— shap ' d , h«.irfiionioi s , fir*u ij>. v^ice and pace, 
Inform 'd by science, and ^rray'd by grace.

Similarly, tne r viewers see simplicity t^s being 

in dangor of degenerating i- to a falst prosaic pseudo- 

simplicity or of being swamped by af lee ted, inflated, ana 

obscure stylistic bravura. The I-ionthly liirror puts tne

position v;ith more ludidity and breadth of visi ,.u tnaii a.uy
2 of the four Reviews under consideration:

In reviewi, ^ the recent publics tio^is of Messrs. 
bloorafiela and Lolloway, we took occasion to warn 
our Heliconian vo}r agers against the t»cylla and 
Charybdis of modern po^sy , the shoals of ^ella 
Cruse an, ana the shelves of revolutionary verse -- 
toward which, whoev r is impelled by the gales of 
vanity, or the current of singularity, will, be 
liable to founder on the qus.cksancis of oblivion. 
Ivjr . Thompson is in no danger of literary shi wreck 
from pursuing such a perilous course. He is 
directed by the compass of critical discretion, and 
the chtr.rt of classical auth rity,

"To steer ha.s bark through L-earni^g- 1 s awple tide, 
touch, by turns, at every tuneful coast. "

By 'revoluti nary verse* here it is clear from tne context

that excessive simplicity is meant and is foei^g condemned.

Delia Cruscan obscurity and revolutionary simplicity are

1 LI. 24-8.

13 (i-ir 02). 177: ^-. Thomson, oon ets, udes, and 
, (18O1), V.
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equally to be eschewed. Ferri^r ir* attacking The
anthology is equal y insistent on the traditional vid media:

In whatever i'ortu this enemy of good L oetry may 
appear, whether in over-strainea refinement or in 
vulgar simplicity, we shall use our utmost endeavours 
to expose it.

2 3 obscurity and |)rosaic simplicity in verse are
indeed very widelj condemned in the Reviews as they seek 
the vi^ media. A looking back to the e«rlier and. middle 
years of the eighteenth century as a time of neoclassic 
purity has already been noted on several occasions.
Simplicity was also then at its most pure -- in the works

4 of Gay, 10 e, and especially Goldsmith. It is not entirely
lacking in modern verse: apart from several minor writers, 
,»ordsworth displays it according to the perceptive reviewer 
of the Lritish Critic in diction, style, feeliix^, «nd 
expression in the j^rlcal ballads, cmd this is in contrast

1 MR n.s. 31 (Ap 00). 363.

2 MR n.s. 31 (F 00). 2,u8: ^LaudorA Gebir, (1/98), V; 
TFerriar). BC 15 (F OO). 100: Ibaa.

* MR n.s. 31 (Mr OO). 262: Southey, r'oems vol. 2, (1799); 
(Ferriar): bouthey has been seduced by Cowper to 
produce prose for verse. BC 17 U'*r 01). 313: 1 oems 
Writ ten by S.S.J. , ( 17 9 Vs ) .

4 .
Goldsmith and Gay: i-^i n.s, 31 ( Ap Ou). 35o: The ..nnual

vol. i; (Ferriar). Goldsmith and iope:
CR (2) 32 (Ag 01). 464: rt. Dimonci jun. , letr.rchal 
Sonnets, (loOO).
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to his early inflated verse. Thomas Score's pseudonymous 

Poetical '..orks of l8G2 elicit an explanation of what 

Ferriar Conceives of as being genuine simplicity:

The general character of these verses is 
tenderness ana simplicity; -- genuine simplicity, 
wiiich gives force to expression, by divesting 
language of every superfluous uecoration.

3 Simple verse is also liively to be ele^v-nt, though ii uiay

not be vigorous.

•^n novels and prose works also simplicity is prized,

though not apparently to the same extent as in the heyday

ip; 
6

5 of classicism. The simplicity and sublimity of the Bible

is especially commended.
!-'-' • '• : '• '.'..• , ..•'*•? •.

.-** ) •'- 1 ' '•' • •"'. .* '

_ t force , strength

It has been seen that both correctness and simplicity 

can by themselves become insipid and prosaic. Somethi^.g, 

more is needed for a really satisfactory work, stylistically

1 BC 17 (F 01). 125-31.-: >-

2 MR n.s. 39 (O 02). 1?6.

5 KR n.s. 38 (Ag 02). 437: U>*flres," Poems vol. 2, (l80l), 
V; (^oody). . ;•:-•.,.„ .L—,:

k B£ 18 (Jl 01). 8l: C. liood, Remonstrance, (l&Ol), V. ::

5 BC 15 (Je 00). 675: C. Lloyd, Edmund and Oliver. (179^), 
N: here simplicity refers mainly to naturalness of 
character and action, but also to speech.

DC 17 (Je 01). 667: i*.h. iiall, The Creation, (l8oi;, i'.
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considered: this i^ay be generally characterised as energy, 

force, or strength, though once again various ter *s &roup 

themselves around the central 'severe 1 concept. The best

poetry is spirited and strong as well as being energetic ,
4 5 nervous, and sprightly. Ideally the vigour of Dryden

and the harmony of" l; o L,e will be united as in Ledcioes 1

Verses. It is noteworthy that force, as well as correctness
7 and polish, is to be laboured after.

The absence of spirit and energy is frequently 

noted: resulting compositions are dull and prosaic,

1 BC_ 16 (N 00). 54l: Earl of Carlisle, The Father's 
Revenge , (l800), V.

2 BC 20 (0 02). 4 10: Krs J. Hunter, I- ooms , (l8O2),.

erBC 16 (Ag 00). 193: vv. Gifford.S Epistle t* Pet 
F iiidar , (l8OO), V. /

4
CR (2) 30 (O O2). 226: 6oame, Epistle, in Rhyme, to. 
ft.G. Lewis, (1799), V.

MR ri. s. 32 (Je GO). 194: Mrs Hale, Poetical Attempts, 
TT800); (Koody).

CH (2) 28 (Ja Ou). &9: The .arnual ^iitholoay vol. 1, (1799).' ' ' '
- „ >•'. -•,,/- • . .. 

7 /.. , .
MH n.s. 34 (^p 01). 440: Clericus, Tin tern .^bbey, V.

A 41L!; '*"•••
BCf 2O (D O2). 675; V7. Cockburn, Saint retor's menial of
Christ, (1^02) , V.
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12 3 tedious and insipid , feeble , and languid. The failure
of modern epics is ascrioed by Ferriar to a lack rather

4 of 'poetical energy 1 than of machinery. It is noted,
however, that tne indiscriminate pursuit of force -without

5 the gentler qualities may lead to harshness.

The same demands are made of the drama, and the 
same terminology is useu. /-.s modern epics lakk energy, 
so I'erriar notes that modern urania, however correct, fails 
through lack of tragic fire.

Terms relatii). to diction, graumiar , and versification

The more general stylistic terms just considered lead to 
a consideration of the requirements and vocabulary of the 
reviewers related to three specific aspects of style -- 
diction, granv.iar, and versification. Pure poetic diction

1 CR (2) 31 (F 01). 195: w. Colliej?, i oems on Various 
Occasions , (l80O),

2 BC 20 ( .g 02). 198: J. Cottle, A New Version of the 
i s aim s of L civ id , ( 1 Co 1 ) , V .

3 KR n » s « 33 (ft OU). 312: Il.F.R. Soame, Epistle in Rhyme
to fo.G. Lewis , (1799); (jerrittr).

MR n.s. 37 (^p 02). 350: Ggilvie , Britannia, (l8-01J, V; 
TTerriar ) .

c
BC 18 (0 Ul). 415 : boirles, The Sorrows of owitzorlarid ,
Cl80 1 ) , V: the reviewer later withdrew this censure: 
supra p. 100.

n.s. 35 (Jl Ol). 325: ^arl of Carlisle, The 
K other, ( idOO ) , ij ; ( Ferr iar ) .
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was envisaged &s one neither cfco^ged with aff cttcl and 

pompous words and phrases n..r descending to excessive 

familiarity, such a dictioii as Johnson believed th«t 

Dryden hc;d introduced, a 'system of worus at once refined 

from the grossness of domestick use and tree from the 

harshness of terms appropriated to particular arts. 1

The first excess, of pomposity, led to the gauiiy and
2 alliterative styles current at the end of the century in

3 b the Darwinian school. The second involved vulgarisms

and low phraseology: thus I'erriar seizes on the word 

shards in 'To the ournie Bee 1 ii* the first volume of the

Annual Anthology and condemns it as unpoeticai: it is
5 in fact effective in its context, ^specially severely

condemned was the use of dialect words and expressions in 

serious paems, Scotticisms being among the chief

Lives of the Poets ed. G.b. Hill, (3 vols, Oxford, 19O5 ) ,
i. 420. ....1 ... .1 .

2 MR n.s. 31 ("P 00). 433: ti. i-'olwhele, Grecian Prospects,
V; (D. woodhouse)•

* DC 19 (J-ir 02 J. 3O3: F.,-,. Rowden, A I oetxcal Introduction 
to the Study of botany , (iBOl), vT AJH 10 (.^ 01) . 336:
Ibid.

4
MR n.s. 31 (Jc, 00). 92: R.F. Cheetham, j^oetas, (1798); 
THannister). The word whetstone in one of his earlier 
poems is found,too vulgar ior ppetry.

5 MR n.s. 31 (Ap 00). 359.
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culprits. Dialect could however be interesting: furthermore, 
the language of the coin on people had a beneficial influence
riot only on hordsworth but also on Btir^er who selected

2 frou: it words suitable for poetic use. JNeoldgisias were
often singled out for censure, creations such as storm-wind

3 4 from the German, God-abandoned , a verb affectionate and
the word tir eles_s f

In novel writi, g a mid'.lle way with diction was 
again recommended. Low woras to be avoided included 
vulgarises, those too plain for romance, tho e drawn from 
dialect speech, or words too poetic for the novel. Thus 
Ferriar notes as vulgarisms in the translation by wenuington 
of 1'jiltenberg's (La Foritaiue's) Tl i e } i an o f N a t ur e : 'his 
lordship was struck a little ou a heap 1 and 'the parson's

1 BC 17 ( Ap 01). 417: burns, Works, (l8OO): Scotticisms 
> are suitable only for comic verse. Crt (2) 3^ 0*** 02). 

293: H. haciieill, i-oetical works, ( iTR) 1). False 
dialect rhymes: CR (2) 32 (Je Ol). 23<J: T. Sanaerson, 
Original Poems, TT800). Provincialises: DC 19 ( Ap O2). 
394: science Revive^., (1802), V.

AJu 9 (^y-^g Ol), 50fc; : Gottfried August BUr&er's 
^>amm 11 i che S ch_r if t eii eaT ^ceinhard , ( 179&-8 ) .

^ Cxi (2) 28 (Ja 00). 85: The ^n^ual Anthology vol. 1.
A

t>£ 18 (D 01). 662: T. ^ermody, r eace, (1801), V.

Mil n.s. 33 (1J Ow). 319: W. Dimo^id jun. , Petr^rcha! 
oonnets f (l8Ou); (Ferriar).
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wig twittered with amazement at seeing such a troop of" 
folks galloping higgledy-pi^ledy; ' ana comments: 'They 
prove that >ir. W,'s eagerness to alter the English idiom 
proceeds from his ignorance of its real betiuties. * 
In reviewing G. Walker's novel The Three Spaniaro.s 
Harrall states: 'our author's language is not the language
of romance 1 , though here it is possible that language may

2 mean merely the general method of treatment, i^aria
Ldgeworth is censured for using 'the dialect of the ton *, 
that is of the fashionable world, which is insufficient 
for what she has to say. jihoody condemns as provincialisms 
and colloquialisms 'motioning his father froiii him, ' ana 
'spiritless and exhausted of an evening 1 • Jwrs Moody 
writes of •.;. H. Ireland's Rimualdo that the language 
violates 'those principles of harmonious coiigr uity which 
form the basis of a correct arid imcontamiiiated diction. ' 
Among other examples from Ireland when he'deals too 
profusely in poetic description' iurs Moody cites:

The sun never rises but 'as the imperial charioteer 
1 of day, hast'ning his car of blazing light towards 

green ocean's occidental flood-gtte.'

As in the case of poetry, neologisms are also condemned,

1 MR n.s. 32 (Je Ov,). 146.

2 AJK 6 (>jy OO). 5^-3: G. .alker, The Three S,./aniards, N.

5 CR (2) 34 (F 02). 236: l>dgeworth, Belinda, (iBoi), N.
A :-«?.. • -.

MR n.s. 38 (Jl 02). 331-2: Harriet Lee, Canterbury Tales 
vol. 4, (l8Ol), is; (Koody).

^ KK n.s. 3^ (F Ol). 203-4: t».h. Ireland, idimu&ldo , (i
JM.
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again by Fer-. iar in his La Fontaine review:
If we supposed that his efforts were capable of 
affecting the structure of the l^iigua&e, we 
should, enter ixito a full exposure of their 
impropriety:— but, when we consider how quickly 
the innovations of very popular writers, such as 
Johnson and uibbon, have be.n discredited, we shall 
content ourselves with remarking that the language 
of Fielding, Sterne, or Goldsmith, (though not 
writers of first-rate reputation in point of 
style,) might surelv have sufficed for a performance 
like the present.

• .1

Unsuitable low diction is the chief complaint in
2 this field with regard to drama. Obsolete words and

3 bcottish expressions are both condemned.

Errors in grammar and versilication were frequently 
noted, and often these are responsible for the only 
criticism in reviews which is closely related to tne text 
under consideration. The rise of the most unrelenting 
demand for regularity in prosody has been definitively
traced by Paul Fussell jr in ^is study Theory of Prosody4 ———— —————————
in Eighteenth-Century England, He shows how the regular 
metre of the decasyllabic heroic couplet came to be

p

AJR 12 (My 02), 21: '*. Kichardson, The haid of Lochlim,D.

. MR n.s. 31 (F OO). 211: Pizarro; ... By a North-Briton, 
D; (Ferriar): .Scotticisms here seem barely tolerated.

4 (New London, Connecticut ,
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regarded as part of the Augustan triumpu over barba ism, 

notably in i^dward ijysshe's influential study Th e Ar t of 

Englush Poetry (l?02), destined to be attacked by Scott 

when its turn had been served. Johnson admitted only one 

variation frosu strict iambic accents in e<;;ch line, and 

that onlj, because the monotony of endless iambics would 

have become intolerable, as it does in Richard Glover's 

epic I eon i da s . Lyttelton wanted Thomson. to replace the 

licentious line k2> in autumn:

Unbounded, tossing in a flood of corn 

with:

O'er waving golden fields of ripened corn. 

Fur th r , metrical and nu ral regularity were linked in a 

manner paralleled in the Reviews , as will be suggested 

when morcility comes und r discussion later iii this chapter. 

Johnson was conservative in his adherence to a standard 

definitely tarnished by the latter part of the century, 

ivheii accentual scansion was becoming widely accepted, but 

his scrupulosity is shared by many of the reviewer's during 

the period under discussion.

As tile reviewers deal with poetry, false rhymes 

are often criticised. Thus, the Critical notes n a tne •-•••• a. gain , 

moon — davv ii t and rari--clang> as bad rhymes in M or car arid 

a. Sometimes these riiymes may be clue to regional

variation arid here the censure parallels th^t of dialect 

words: Ol^yet Woodhouse notes of the 1799 Lucretius 

translation that it is full of axjparently Irish rhymes such

1 CR (2) 28 (Jo OO). 109;
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dissimilar, state--complete. The prosody of verse also 

came iju lor censure on the conservative lines established 

during the previous century, anu morels were sometimes 

found wr-vjugly accented or contracted lor the sake of the

metre. Thus Jann;s Hurdis 1 'The sight of .-inter's superb
<2 

ocean left. 1 is found unwDJPthy 01 a irofes^or of Poetry^ 4"

There are many instances of the criticism of ungram <atical 

phrases. The Monthly Review object 'as grammarians' to 

the phrase numbers nuiYtber 1 &_ss_ , while other phrases found 

faulty are:

In naraeiess grandeur, many a ^lori^us thing, 

('certainly a very meagre s^yle of expression in a perfor­ 

mance which aims at sublimity'),
k 

Who left a blissful for a world of pain,••'-..- 'i ——••——•—.
and:

Smile, if he laughs: and if he frowns, they treiuble.

1 MR n.s. 32 (Je Ou). 209.

2 MR n.s. 33 (K 00). 286: J. ilurdis, The Favourite 
TT80U) , V; (Ferr iar).

MR n.s, 31 (J& Ou). 92: R.F. Cheetham, I oems, (1? 
(Bannister).

L
AJH 12 (My O2). 82: Cottle, John the baptist, (1802), V.

5 CK (2) 33 (S 01). 58: Delille tr. Haunde , The Rural
i- h i .1 o s op ii er , (4601), V: This is not tiu only exanipie of 
'unclassical phraseoiiOgy' in this translation. The 
mixture of tiiy und your, the substitution of tii^t for 
who in the relative, ana the disyllabic power are three 
o t h er in s t an c e s .
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This detailed criticism of points of versification and 

gram .ar is in the tradition of Johnsonian criticism which 

had accustomed its ear to distinguish niceties of 

emphasis within a very limited range of versification.

Heferences to ungrammatical usage in novels and

the drama are less frequent. The most interesting statement

in tuis connect! n occurs ii the ^aiti~ Jacob •in Review ' s

treatment of Anne ker ' s novel Adeline St. Julian

We are not vain enough to suppose that this 
lady writes with an intention of pleasing tiie 
Reviewers , yet we cannot refrain from offering a 
piece of friendly advice. Let her peruse uilworth, 
Dyche , Penning, or some otiiv-r of our minor 
grammarians , with some little attention: it may 
prevent her from being perfectly unintelligible.

From a s ingle number of the > on t i - J a c o i i n K e v i e w with its

censorious tone come examples of one reviewer's attitude
2to grammatical infelicities:

. .. we wish the author to abstain from such 
faults as -- fai tened -- hoarsened -- an hern -- 
an he ̂ r 1 1 £c .

>••• The pages before us are disfigured by a 
variety of grammatical errors, such as f ollov, : 
"by degrees my luihd assumed its tone, from 
reflecting, that the same power wiiich h^d hitherto, 
might c- ntiijue to protect me" -- "each being 
willing in the confusion to take care of themselves"

1 AJR 7 (0 00). 202.
o

AJR 6 (wy 00). 55: J,N. Brewer, >i Winter's Tale, (l6u(j),
N; (iiarrall); 53: G. Walker, The Three Spaniards, iv<; 
(Harrall).
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The basic nature of these criticisms is pu.in.fal evidence 
of the quality of many of the novels which tiie reviewers 
had to endure.

On the dramatic side, the coiitinual running 
together of lines in Bidlake's Vir&inict aroused the wrath 
of most of the reviewers. iDxciinples given by the Critical 
include:

Without the sense of true desert 'twill give 
Thee no delight $..

and:

Why then he diesj Some way I'll find to rid
Me of his hated life, unless thou deign 'st to hear.

The British Critic, distressed by Godwin's irregular 
versification in his tragedy Antonio, offers him an 
ironical lesson in versifying, which will at least enable
him to put ten syllables in each line, thus maintaining

2 the strict syllabic tradition which has IK. en rioted.
This is the unquestioning superiority of reviewer to 
Quthor at its most autocratic, pointing out that in 
grammar and versification the author mi&ht at least be 
expected to obey tne rules. The review is however also 

extremely lively and very well written.

iii~- Arrangement t characterisation, images

Before the study passes to consider qualities which should 

be possessed by the «. .uthor, tneae three to ics call for

1 CR (2) 31 (fcr 01). 350. Cf. BC l6 (b GO). 319.

2 B£ 17 (-P 01)- 367-8: Godwin, Antonio, (iCOOJ, D.
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attention: their only com.ioii factor is that tuey are 

elements in a work considered as a whole and to some 

extent determine its individual quality.

As regards arrangement, most of the comments 

concern the n vei and the drama. Those on poetry are of

limited interest: a good j.oera should as Po^e maintained
1 

not be overloaded v, ith description, it should be regularly

and logically constructed with classical taste and correct
2 3 

judgment, and the parts should be carefully linked.
k 

The plots of novels ougiit to be artfu!3.y developed, and

the Critical once again reminds the reader tlut this

used to be the practice in the good old days when novelists

were careful:

It is true that it mi^ht have been rendered more 
perfect, in ninny parts, if the author had bestowed 
upon it a little after-consideration: but there is 
nevertheless a strong, smack of the old school in 
its form and construction, and the correctness of 
the language entitles it to much commendation.

Bad plots were likely to be bare of incident and insipid.

1 MR n.s. 35 (wy 01). 11U: T^e Vale of Trcu-t. (l8oi), V.

2 B£ 18 (Jl 01). 28: Pye, ^Ifred, (1601). 

5 CK (2) 35 (Hy 02). 52: Science Revived, (l8G2), V. 

CR (2) 33 (D 01;. 460: The Kicrocosm, (l8ol), Is.

5 CR (2) 32 (Je Ol). 231: Humbert Castle, (l800), K.

6 AJii 8 (Ja-/ip 01). 51°- 1'iae £. T---, Lettres de la Vendee, 
(1800) f I\ : incident is replaced by sentiments <.*nd 
tiresome repetitioit of ide^s.

•7
' CR (2) 28 (Ap OO). 4?7: i-rs iiobinson, The Natural

Daughter, (1799), N: 'plotless insipidity 1 .
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In this area of the via media the extremes of bareness and 
over-complexity were to be avoided. Uiie unusual statement 
calls for attention: the anonymous reviewer of Castle 
Rackreiit in the Monthly Review was able to recognise the 
merit of the work, and made an unusual comment on its 
organic structure:

The Memoirs of the Rackrents are not of a 
nature to admit of extracts, without injury to 
the whole; tne structure of which is of so 
peculiar and singular a cust, that the reader, 

•••„••• to be himself pleased, and to do justice to the
author, must be enabled to judge of the connection 
and dependencies of the several parts.

The demands made of dramatic plots were similar:
barrenness uf incident and excessive complexity were botli

2 3 to be eschewed, as were irregularity and abrupt transitions
4 These last were attributed to German influence. An

unusual point is made by the Anti-Jacobin Review -- that 
American dramas have little to boast of in the way of plot. 
This statement occurs in a survey of American literature

1 / vMR n.s. 32 (Ky 00). 91: /Maria j^dgeworth /> Castle
Rackrent, (iBOO). '

2 D£ 1? (Je 01). 6 15: The Conspiracy of Gowrie, (l80G), i). 
BC 19 (iiy 02). 537: F. Reynolds, FolJy as it Flies, 
TT802), D.

AJR 7 (S OO). 6l: J. Cobb, itaniah uroo&t (l8OO), J: the 
reviewer probably objects to the mixture of tragedy, 
comedy, and farce noted by CR (2) 30 (O OO ) . 229.

4 BC 16 (0 00). 438: Mariana Starke, The Tournament ,
TTo'OO), D.
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1

The requirements of characterisation were seen to
be virtually the same in the novel and the drama. Good

2 3 characterisation was well-sustained," discriminated,
4 5 diversified, well bound together, and with an element off\ "j novelty. Bad characterisation was inconsistent,

AJR 9 (Ag 01). 348: C.J. Ingersoll, i^dwy and 
fl800 ) , D .

2 J3C 1? (>ir Ol). 3l6: Adonia, (l80i;, N. KJ* n.s. 35 (Jl 01 325: Earl of Carlisle, The Step-Kother , TTSOOj, D.

5 CR (2> 32 (Ag 01). 4?0: Clara, (1801), N.
4

CR (2) 31 (F 01). 236: Krs Crof f ts , ^nkerwick Castle,(180O), K. KR n.s. 32 (Je OO ) . 152: J.iu. i.ason,
Comment s on the Plays of Beaumont and 1? 1 etcher,__.

CR (2) 29 (-g OO). 472: Kiss A. A. Hutchinson, exhibitions of the Heart, (1/99), N.

MR n.s. 33 (O OO). 21O: Ajarnes Sands/) Count di frovini, 
TT799), K; (Capt. Burney) .

' MR n.s. 36 (0 01). 187: Mne de Genl:s, The aival Kothers, (ItilOl), i\; OJTS Koody).
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12 3ill-contrasted, unoriginal, and ill-motivated. This

is unexciting enough. Several more interesting comments 

do however appear in the pages of the Reviews. The theme 

of probability is elaborated: Cllyet Uoodhouse uses an 

interesting phrase in his review of R.C. Dallas ! s novel 

^ercival which he accuses of 'a casual want of poetical 

truth in tiie conception of cn^racter* which I presume to 

mean a lack of inner consistency and probability. 

Caricature is frowned upon as aeriying tin., strict demands 
of probability, but the same article in the British 

Critic notes with approval that 'The good characters 

are given with admirable skill, arid forni a useful and a 

striising contrast to tne bc*d. ' Finally, Ferr i..r adopts 

the well-tried doctrii e of generality wnen. he notes 

the fashi nable portraits of Beaumont and Fletcher hfo 

aged more than the general characters of Shakespeare.

1 AJR 6 (My GO). 53: G. Walker, The Three Spaniards, N.

2 CR (2) 2k (Ap GO). 4??: Elizabeth bel.ne, Albert, (1799), N.
•z

MRn.s. 33 (i)GG). 427: Thomas Norton, Speea the Though,

....
MR n.s. 37 (Ap 02). 425.

BC 16 (O 00). 439: Elizabeth Hamilton, Memoirs of 
i-hiiosophers , (l6OG>, IS..

6
Loc. cit.

My n.s. 32 (Je GG) . 153-3: J.xv». i^ason, Comn.ciits on the 
jrlays of Beaumont and Fletcuer, (179&)» *-'•
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On imagery the reviewers have little of real interest 

to say. Their main demand, was for novelty, as Johnson's

had been, emd tn.-s novelty migut consist in the
2 

combination of images. Considerable praise was ^iven to
3 4 

lively and. spirited and sublime iina&es. Une aemand for

correctnes; of imagBry in a novel is strange: the Critical. 

says of The wise Men of Gosmanthprpe that the story itself 

does not possess much correctness of imagery. A hint of 

what is meant here may be gathered from Robert Woochiouse ' s 

com ent on tl.e poem The Caldron:

... we woiiucr that.the author should not have been
more attentive to tlie propriety of imagery in his
first four lines:

'isid bcotia's wilds, unknowing and unknown, 
On silent wing rny noon of life has flown, 
And evening bears uie with declining li&ht 
To the dr^ad Confines of sepulcnral night.'

Why do s the noon of life fly on silent wing/; If this

__ (5 O2). 113: ... L. bowles, The Sorrows of 
Switzerland, (l80l), V.

2 AJR 5'(rtp OO). 432: T. Gisborne, Foerns, Sacred and
fooral, ( 179<-) , V; dolwhelej.

3 Mk n.s. 31 (Ap OO). ^32: Cupid and Psyche, (1799), V; 
To", woodhouse).

4 AJR 7 (N 00). 31?: «• Collier, jc'oems on Various
occasions, (l800), V.

CH (2) 33 (S 01). 11^: The »ise Men of Gosiaantiiorpe , 
(1801), N.

MR n.s. 31 (^p OO). ^31-2: The Caldron, V; (R. Woodhouse).
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i.Tiage could be justified by classical or otli r 
authority, the next line \vould be objectionable, 

evening bears me, 1

Imagery was re^cjrded as a decoration which cu uld be aaded 

to a poem at will, and it was expected to be logically 

consistent rather than subliminal.

iv -- /ualities of the Author: Judgment and Ta^te, Genius 

and Imagination, Wit

Judgment stands in much the same situation with regard to

genius and imagination as correctness and its terminological
1 2 

satellites uo to force and its. Fancy ana imagination

lacking judgment must both bee - me undisciplined. On tae 

other hand, Jeffrey states firmly that Diligence, judgment,

and &ood sense are of small avail without the true poetic
3 fire, the in ens diviiaior. Judgment is the steadying faculty

which can coolly estimate the value of things. It may be
4 

applied to moral solioity or (.with taste) to typographical

layout. Sii.ce youth is to be taught sound

AJR 7 (0 00), l?3i '--'•• Geresteo 1 , Gas sariara x'
TTBbo), v.

2 MR n.s. 31 (Ja OO). 93: K.F. Cheetham, Poems, (179B); 
(Bannister ) .

5 MR n.s. 39 (D O2>. ^35: W. Boscawen, J-oems, (lbOl>;
(Jeffrey). 

4 n.s. 32 (Ag 02). 43&: Frederic Latimer, (1799)^ N; 
llace). AJU 5 (F OO). 2O1: R. PoJ-whele, The Influence 

of Local Attachment, (179-), V; (J. Gifford).

5 B£ 16 (IN 00). 5^0: lOarl of Carlisle, The Father's 
ue, (1^00), V.
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judgment one presumes th t, like understanding, it may be
2 cultivated. In their stress on judgment as the controlli ng

factor in literary matters the reviewers stand in the 
tradition extending from fiobbes ti.rough .uost of the 
followi. g century's theorists and disciplining tiie unruly

It is not, however, the most frequently
invoked faculty, and this places tht.- reviewers in the 
lighter critical atmosphere of ti^at fin de siecle.

Taste is very closely related to judgment and is 
used about four times as frequently in these reviews. 11 
unexciting eignteerith-century norm Llair defines taste as
'The power of receiving pleasure from the beauties of

4 nature and art.' The concept of taste had appeared already

The

n.s. 39 (^ 02). 3>4: Maria Ldgeworth, Moral Tales for 
Young People , N . .... :;„. ,. .:.- , .,,. : .::• .,, ....••...„.

2 MR n.s. 33 (B 00). 101: ^me de Qenlis, The Young bxiles. 
TT799), N; (Mrs Koody).

*
K.H. ,-,brams, The Mirror and the Lamp, (1953' 195& printing,

i'ork), pp. 164-6.

Cited in Gordon Mackenzie { Critical .uesponsiveness A Study 
of the Psycnolegical Current ±u Letter iitigi^teenth- 
Century Criticise], (Berkeley and Los /aigeles , 19^9 ) » p« 91« 
Other important studies of tc,ste are to be found in the 
following discussions:

A. .uronsoii, 'Th': .^natoray of Taste A Note of 
Eighteen th-Centikry l periodical Literature 1 MLK 6l (19^^). 
228-236.

.^tkins , Qp . Cit. , Ch. 1.
R.W. babc^ck, 'The Idea of Taste in the Eighteenth 

Century 1 PKLA 50 (1935). 922-6. /ctd
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4 ctd V, . J . Bate, From Classic to i\.onic.ntic; ^ remises - f
Taste in Eighteenth- Century ^ngl^ncl , (Cambridge, 
Hass. , 1946 ) , especially Ch. II.

A. Bosker, Literary Criticism in the ^e of 
Johnson, (Groningeri, Djakarta, 2 edn 1953) » rart

U.L. Brett, 'The ^esthetic Sense and Taste in 
the Literary Criticism of the ^ai iy ^ighteen'ch 

Century' Ri^o 20 (1944). 199-213.
S.G. Lrown, 'Observations on ilunie ' s Theory of 

Taste 1 English studies 20 (193&). 193-8.
wilson O. Clough, 'Heason and Genius -- an 

Bighteenth Century Dilemma (iiogartii, iiume , Burke, 
Reynolds) 1 rQ 23 (1944). 33-54.

r-iarjorie Chrene, 'Gerard's r>ssay on Ta^-te* 
MP 4i (1943-4). 45-58.

E.N. Hooker, 'The J is cuss ion oi T&ste, from 
1750 to 177O, and the l\ew Trends in Literary

49 (1934).
Martin Lallich, 'The I^eanin^ of 

Alison^s Essays on Toste 1 PQ 27 (1948). 314-24.
Jo^in ^tee&maii, The Rule of -^aste from George I 

to George IV, (London^ 1936) . ~
Hen4 Jellek, ^ History of Modern Criticism 

1750-1930 vol. i, (London, 1955), Ch. 6.

in the jt-recieuses but it h&d. become something of a 

rallying point fox those who objected to neoclassic rigour: 

in l68o La Bruyere had suggested that the je rie sais quoi 

was rationally justifiable in th^.t there W«AS only o^e 

exuctly correct way of expressing each thought. The 

reviewers' coiiception of taste reflects the many eighteenth- 

century attempts to rationc*lise a potentially disruptive 

faculty, attempts which Johnson rightly saw as futile, All 

such attempts, even, that of Hume , presuppose the couiiiion 

taste which they are trying to prove. Taste might bet 

referred to tne comw^n opinion with all the ambiguities
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which that involved, as ±n iiurae; it might t>e reg- ded as 

an internal sense akin to the moral, as in i^haftesbury 

and Gerard; it mj-ght in traditional faculty psychology be 

controlled by judgment, as in Burke; it might finally be 

grounded in tiie new assdciational psychology, as in ^lison. 

The only broadening force to be set against these restricting 

tendencies was the development of a degree of historical 

relativity, opening up quite different tastes to challenge 

tiie ^aigustcin norm. By and lar^e, taste w<~.s tne quality 

which the nouveaux riches sought, just ^s they so-. Olit 

standards of midule-class moral bei.aviour, as the limitations 

of tii<- new rationalism were felt. It was this traditional 

taste which the reviewers sought to preserve: the confligts 

between taste and judgment, taste at birth and -uitivation 

of taste, like the basic reason-emotion dichotomy could 

be resolved only by Coleridge's dynamic organicisau

The comments of the reviewers are detailed arid 

interesting, showing a unanimity of attitude possible o* 

in a conservative setting. The term taste ms used 

indiscriraii ateiv of author and reader. Tne principles of

taste are immutable, though fashions may change in

t. 
2

1cterature. Good taste may be generally lacking as in

contempor, ry drama:

AJR 5 (Kr OO). 252: Lucreti s ed. wakefiild, works, 
TT796-7); (iolwhele).

2 ^K n.s. 32 (Jl 02K 322: J.G. holman, The ,.ied- 
knights, (1799), D; (Ferriqr).
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*</e should imagine, indeed, thc*t our dramatists 
were deprived both of invention and judgment, by 
some intellectual palsy, if we were to judge of 
the power of production by tiie plays actually 
brought forwards: but we suppose that no writer of 
good taste will attempt to succeed on the stage, 
till the present barbarous exhibitions shall be 
discouraged. Vhile the public t^ste is childish 
and capricious, no one would trust a precious 
manuscript within its reach.

Also, th national taste has altered, in drama, the .jiti- 

Jacobin it cview agrees, for the worse. Modern German

assaults are amusingly repelled by Ferriar from the citedal
2 of taste. It as Ferriar too who welcomes u/as tern poetic

conventions as an antidote to 'the late prevailing Gothic 

taste*. Dramatic taste may have declined, but pa.;.t ages

had th»er defects in taste too: it was against prevalent
'i

bad taste that Cluudian had fought.

Good or just taste appears to have been thought of 

as the ability to perceive that middle way which poetry 

ought to adopt. This is most clearly illustrated by the

6 < My °°)« 57: F. Reynolds, Management, (1799), D; 
(Heir rail > .

2 Ml n.s. 32 (Jl 00). 323: Iff land tr . Lloyd, The Nephews, 
TT?9 9 ) , D ; ( F err iar ) .

•x •'•.-•'

MR n.s. 38 (Je O2). 206: Selim and ^aiua, V. Gothic
here signifies barbarous anu unclassical. Sec
E. Lorigueil, 'The ivord "Gothic" in eighteenth Century
Literary Criticism 1 MLK 38 (1923). ^53-60.

BC 16 (Jl OO). 97: Claudian, 0 euyr e s Comp 1 e 1 1 e s , (1798), V.



Critical's remark on Anne ^annerman's ioeriis:

12? 

1

Her effusions are the genuine of I spring, of a lively 
and excursive imagination, regulated by the 
principles of just ta&te, equally removed, from trie 
uninteresting dullness of common-piece on 6ne 
hand, and the fal.-,e glitter of extravagance and 
ambitious ornament on the ot-

It xs the via media between tl*e prosaic ana the Jarwinian

has already be n stressed, the educated man's
2

yardstick against the Delia Cruscaris and against prosaic

verse.

When good taste is not present we are likely to 

be faced wi.th ' f ar~»f etcned thoughts, and tawdry words and

phrases* instead of tne linguistic simplicity of Goldsmith
4 5 and Pope, or with extravagance and obscurity. Taste is

CR (2) 31 (^p 01). 4t$5: ,oine banner man, Poems, (l80j), V.
2

BC 18 (N Ol). 523: hanriah Cowley, The bie^e of ^cre,
( l8oi ) , V: 'ii'e are however compelled to so,y, t.iu.t the 
taste of the writer seems extremely vitiated; and, we 
greutly fear chat the acute author of the uaviaa would 
not be induced, on perusal or this Poem, to retract an 
item of i«is former severity. '

n.s. 39 (I> 02). 389-90: Goetiie tr. i.olcroft, her man 
and Dorothea, (iSGl), V; (Jeffrey).

CR (2) 32 (^g 01). 464t: W. Dimond jun. , ± etrarchal 
Sonnets , (l80uj, V.

^ BC 19 (Ja 02). 82: T. ^-.oble, The ^awn of Peace, (lb01),V.
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seldom perfect when innate, and Burns ' s correctness of
o 

taste surprised the Critical * s reviewer: *" most people have
3 to cultivate taste. As a result, good t^ste is discerned

most frequently by the reviewers in worthy but dull poeras
4 such as Anrie Banncrman ' s j. oems ('true poetic taste 1 }*

q Champion's l-i i s c ell ana, e s ('elegance of taste'), .to ems
Chiefly Sonizets ( ' classical taste) and the work of
(refined taste). Taste is usually opposed to the more

8 9fiery poetic qualities such as imagination and genius.

So toe in -'vddisori 1 s influential 5p e c t a t arr No . 409 (iii. 
527— 31) » wuere birth and cultivation are equally important.

2 CR (2) 30 (K 00). 30?: Burns, Works ed. Currie, (l8OU), V.
•* ' '

02). ^59: i"*me de uenlis, ^ Series of ^
TTF02), N. hR 11. s. 39 (0 02). 179: 'T. Little'

Poetical uorks, (l801); (Ferriar).

_BC l6 ( a{r GO). l4l: /vnne Bannerruari, Poems , (loOO), V.

MR n.s. 38 (Je 02). 136: A. Champion, Miscellanies, (l3oi), 
^'V J . (Ferriar } .

BC l8 (J 01). 66l: i-oems Chiefly >on.-

7 / \AJR 5 (Ja 00). 71: \ o. Rogers,/ ~^ii Epistle to a Friend,
TT798), V; (jrolwhele). f

MR n.s. 31 (Ja 00). 93: H.F. Cheetham, Poems, U79O, V;

£R (2) 32 (Ag 01). 464: B. Dimond jun. , r: etrurchol 
Sonrets, (1800).
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This leads to the fi^al aspect of taste to be
considered -- that inherent in the reader. The reviewers

1 criticise from th basis of cultivated taste: as the
reviewer recognised the faults oi *villiam uirtjond, so the 
reader 6£ good taste will recognise the obscurities of
Shakespeare's sonnets and dismiss his poems as generally

2 i; f erior to tue plays.

Taste thus appears as that quality in the author 
which produces, or in the reader which reco^nise^, tlie 
more formal concepts of correctness and its associated
terms and which perceives the via_jiuidjji. It is very

3 closely linked uith judgment, and is opposed to those
fiercer qualities of genius and imagination to which the 
discussion now turns.

The term genius was so widely applied th< t it 
often meant little more than mitural talents. This had
been common practice sinee the seventeenth century with the

4 abandonment of the earlier vatic connotations. Johnson's

1 AJll 7 (S 00). 27: Ann Uadcliffe, The Italian, (1797), N.
2 MR n.s. 31 (F 01). 189-9O: George Chalmers, A Supplemental 

Apology, (179'7>, P; (Ferriur).

A quotation from Lloyd's Edmund Oliv^er contrasting the 
laudable quality of jxid^inent with the false sophisticated 
taste instilled by he.-. ted education is condemned: bC 15 
(Je OO). 675: C. Lloyd, Edmund C liver, (I79o), lx-.

See Paul 1 aufman, 'Heralds of Original Genius 1 iu assays 
in 1-tJBinory of Barrett >vendell, iCambi id^e, tiass., 1926), 
pp. 191-217.
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Dictionary had included t^ie varying definitions: '2. /, tnan 

endowed with superior faculties. ... 3. li>ental power or 
faculties. ... 4. disposition of nature by which any one 
is qualified for some peculiar employment ...' and in the 

Life of Cowley he writes: 'The true Genius is a mind of
large general powers, accidentally determined to some

1 particular direction.* Johnson had seen nothing new in

Young's Conjectures on Original Composition of 1759 with 
its enthusiastic championing of original genius, but by the 
end of the century after the essays of Duff (1767) and 
Gerard (177^) on Original Genius and Genius respectively 

¥ili.iam Jackson of Exeter had, unlike ..ddison in the 
l66th 3pect«-.t or , no doubts tiic,t genius was innate rather 
than developed. The reviewers confine tuemselves almost 
entirely to the lower level, avoiding such dangerous 
kindlings.

Thus in the course of an adrniri. g and very lengthy 
abstract of Laharpe's Lyccfe, Charles burney writes:

The antients, who jjersonixi^d ev^ry tiling, assigned 
to all human beings an attendant spirit; a good or 
evil genius. In later times, genius w<,s confined 
to mental p^ wers of invention, combination, 
penetration, &c,: but, in the present day, it seems 

; to be vulgarly applied in saying th. t a man of
talents, of any odd or peculiar kiud, is a ^genius.

Ferriar notes an abuse of the term in English criticism 
by 'tho^e who consider the po^ver of writing passable

Lives of the Poets, i. 2. 

2 MR n.s. 33 (l800). 451: J.F. lahprpe, Lyc^e, (1799 etc.), P,
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comedies as a mark of extraordinary genius ...' but 
when he writes: 'Like several other writers of the present 
day, however, Kr, Fitzgerald appears to have mistaken the 
bent of his genius, in ̂ .tempting serious poetry 1 and then 
goes on to reproach him with an excessive rationality 
typical of modern versifying, he is clearly not intending
anything more th^n 'natural talents', he is not beiug

2ironical. Nevertheless, the term is not restricted to
this level. It often involves a certa n carelessness of 
the rules which only great writers can allow themselves. 
Ferriar writes again of Schiller:.

••• we are glad to see any thing void of absurdity
and extravagance froa? an author whose bold genius
has so completely defied all rules.

In lesser writers, too, genius may, to smrae extent at lea&t,
4 atone for the concomitant crudities.

MR n.s. 34 (Je 01). 78: Kotzebue tr. Flumptre, Sketch of 
Life, &800)t P; (Ferriar}.

o
liR n.s, 37 (F 02), 171: IV. T. Fitzgerald, Miscellaneous
A.oeniS, (l80l), V; (Ferriar).

MH n.s. 33 (O 00). 131: .Schiller tr. Coleridge, 
Walleiistein, ( l80o) ; (Fen iar ) .

4 CK (2) 37 (Ja O3). 49: T. ^erniody, i oems on Various
Subjects, (loO2),
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The use of fancy and imaginajtion is cc nfused. In

the majority of cases they seem to have the s-me rc.<nge of

meanings. It was common in the eighteenth century for

Studies of the eighteenth-century view of the imagination 
include :

W.J. Bate, From Classic to Romantic; Ch. III.
'The Sympathetic Imagination in 

Eighteenth-Century English Criticism 1 £LU 12 (1

uoriald F. bond, '"bis trust" of Imagination in 
English Neo-Classicism' PC, l4 (1935). 54-69.

'The KeopClassical Psychology of 
the Imagination' ELIi 4 (1937). 245-64.

,,. I>osk>r, Literary Criticism in the ^ge of 
Johnson, p. 30 et seq.

John bull it t and tf.J. Bate, 'Distinctions between 
Fancy and Iinagination in Eighteenth-Century English 
Criticism' l^Ll\ 60 (1945). 8r 15.

»vilma L. Kennedy, The ^nglish iieritage of Coleridge 
of Bristol 1798 The Lasis in ^ight'- enth-Ceiitury i^nglisii 
Thought for his L>istiriction between Imagi^iatio^j arid 
Fancy » (Kew Haven, 194?) •

Harold Taylor , 'iiume's Theory of Imagination' 
UTQ 12 (1943). 180-90.

Clarence De »*itt Thorpe, 'Adciisoii and Hutcheson 011 
the Imagination' ELH 2 (1935). 215-34.

Hoyt Trowbridge, 'Joseph Wctrton on the Imagination*
ii£ 35 (1937-8). 73-8?.

W.B.C. \v'atkins , 'Jr. Johnsoii on the Imagiiiation: 
* ISote' Ri^S 22 (1946). 131-4.

S.R. ivasseruian, ' ,-aiother ^ighteentii-Ceiitury 
Distinction between Fciiicy and imagination' IsLK 64 (1949). 
23-5.

George G. Watson, 'Contributions to a Dictionary of 
Critical Terms: Imagination arid Fancy' K^ 3 (1953). 201-i4.

Rene' Ivellek, A History of Modern Criticism 175O-195O 
vol. i: especially Ch. o.
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imagination and fancy to be treated as synonymous. 

Adciison uses the terms 'promiscuously 1 in Spectator 411, 

wuile Johnson defines 'imagin.tion* as 'fancy 1 and vice- 

versa in his Dictionary. Little of Coleridge's organic 

and ^yiiamic imagination is visible before Geraru: even then 

for most theorists as for Dryden the imagination merely 

Rearranged the material accumulated by the memory, while 

for Ado. is on and Joseph u art on its operation was primarily 

visual and Ad^ison's 'primary* and 'secondary* distinction 

has not been generally admired. It was frequently stressed 

that judgment should keep the imagination under control, 

and even Ilunie who placed imagination higher than the 

wilful fancy retreated to rationalism in the last resort. 

Distinctions setting the imagination above the fancy are 

often found late in the century as well as in Hume: for 

Reynolds Raphael had 'more taste and fancy' and Michelangelo 

'more genius and imagination*. Similarly Krs I iozzi in 

her British Synonymy (l?9£) distinguished between the 

boundless imagination of 1- aradi s e Los t and the exquisite 

fancy of The Rape of the Lock. The import nee of the 

imagination was further augmented by the dawning conception 

of 'the essential truth of its conception as contrasted 

with the fallibility of reason 1 . The whole eighteenth- 

century development is well summarised by Wilmu Kennedy:^

By uncovering an<a reassert!, L, for his century 
a self-airecting power in mind superior to the 
reasoning, George l>e-L keley offered a basis for

Bate, 'The Sympathetic Imagination 1 , p.

2 • -,.. r. ixt., pp. 91-^»2 i/p



recognition of an autonomous faculty of imagination 
associated ivith reason. i>y asserting tiie proneness 
of the understanding to error and noting tue 
laboriousness of its Ojjere«tions as compared with 
those of tue intuitive reason, D<.,vid iluiiie challenged 
the right of the understanding to dominate imagin­ 
ation. William Collins made the important 
association of imaginatio. with truth and revealed 
unmistakably that creativeness is more tuan 
combination of ikages. Though it is obvious 
that Joshua Reynolds did not meet the five 
conditions fully, to recognize as he did n a kind 
of intuition" by which the man of imagination is 
guideu, to understand the creotiveness of Michael 
roigelo, to know imagination as "residence of 
truth," and theref01e autonomous, was to recognize 
in a measure all five.

For the reviewers the least elevated of the 

synonymous meanings of fancy c<nd im a g in a t i o n is siaply 

•an ingenuity iii invention*. Tnus a tale of imagination

exhibits luxuriant f^.ncy, while an unbridled use of fancy
2 

in a novel le^ds to a sense of improbability. On a

higher level the imagination 'elevates the mind 1 and 

'agitates the feelings', wnile the higher regions of

fancy are attained by melodious verse and the ardour of
/* 

poetical enthusiasm. A hint of the distinction noted in

the later eighteenth century is perceptible in tiie Cri b ical ' s 

observation that the heart (possibly meaniug 'sympathetic

1 AJU 7 (D 00). 4 15: Humbert Castle, (iLOO), ft.

o
biR n.s. 32 (l-iy 00). 93: i-<rs iiobinsoii, The iM
Daughter, (1799), ft; (Capt. Burriey).

5 CH (2) 34 (np 02;. 369: iye, ^ifred, (Icol;.

4 CR (2) 30 (b O^;. 110: i. Courtier, The; -•. leisures of
Solitude, (18OO), V
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imagination 1 ) as well as fancy is essential if a work is 
to attain immortality. But for the most part the reviewers
are conservative for taeir period: bota fancy ana imagination

2 are to be restrained by juugrnent. Like genius they are
dangerous and. are to be kept strictly undtr control.

Three kinds of wit and humour are lucidly outlined 
llye 

1799

by Gllyet Woodhouse in discussing the iieattie miscellany of.3 ' ' -• • - •••••- -

Of Mr. B.'s ludicrous verses, we cannot much 
commend ifcitner the humour or the wit; the latter 
is not remarkable for brilliancy, delicacy, or 
point; ^nd the former is neither of tiie broad and 
palpable kind which, by its cauicatured features, 
forces sudden and instantaneous laughter, nor of 

- that refined and corrected species which, under
the disgui.se of simplicity, and by means of a 

' chaste sobriety of manner, insinuates itself
into tiie mind, and steals the smile of approbation.

Wit is the quality which Anstey had possessed but which is
lacking in a modern imitator of the celebrated bath

^ satirist. Once again the golden a&e is prominent in the
revsiewers' thoughts. Learning is too heavy for tne

5 delicacy necessary for wit in the Cassandra rsegdo*. antis t

1 CJR (2) 34 (Mr 02). 289: H. Macneill, Poetical Works, (l80l)

2 Supra p. 122.

3 MR n.s. 33 (300). 66. : , .;

M* n.s. 35 (Je 01). 210: G. Grchestikos, Convivialia et 
Saltatoria, V; (Moody). CR (2) 32 (Je 01). 22?: Ibid 7"" 
BC 1? (if 01). 190: Ibid.

5 AJR 7 (O 00). 173.
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1 and modern drama tends to lack wit, iiuniour is censured for
2 3 buffoonery while iaeal hLiinour is light without trifling.

v «•- i-'icturesQue , Sensibility, oublimiT:y

Three types of feoling for situation or character are
here treated in one section . Of the first, the picturesque,
there is little to say as it OCCUTB veryararely indeed in
these reviews. hamJ-ltori comments on. his fellow-countryman

4 >acneill ' s The Links, o_l

It abounds with picturesque delineations of the 
romantic scenery adjacent to the town and cat. tie 
of Stirling; where the remains of antique 
grandeur have sned a pensive cnariu over the 
author's uoric verse.

Burger excels in the picturesc,ue as well as in the terrible, 
the jovial, and the pathetic, while Chamber liii. 1 s Gee an 
has neither animated nor picturesque elements in its 
descriptions. Romantic undertones and a certain, gentleness
are tiie two elements of the picturesque most clearly 
expected in these comments. They show that the recently 
developed concept of a rot gh visual beauty midway between

1 B£ 17 (Ap 01). 433: J. Cobb, Ramah jJroog, (l800), D.

2 DC 16 (O OO). 437: A. Franklin, The Egyptian Festival, 
TT80u), D.

BC 17 (Ap Ol). 436: /Mrs luartin,) Th e ^n c h a n t r e s ̂  , (loOl)NT f

^ MR n.s. 31 (J-lr 00). 324.

^^ 9 (My-.-vg 01). 5^8: Burger ed. Keinhard, b& 
Schrif ten, (1796-8), V.

-' ' t."

OR (2) 3^ (^ir O2). 35^: Chamber 1 in, v ceaii, V.
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the beautiful proper and the sublime and ivith an especial 

affection for rugged ancient buildings soon fulfilled an 

important function in the language of popular aesthetics.

The cult of sensibility, bei.ug a peculiarity of 

the pre-romantic t eriod, inevitably fj.ads its reflection 

in the pages of these Reviews, In general they approve 

of the movement thuugn it can lead to excess and tiie 

dangers are xrequentiy pointer out.

Sensibility, tenderness, the feeling mind, and 

above al <. pathos, are the qualities most frequently rioted 

by the reviewers iu the truly sentimental author. 

Sensibility is often coupied with taste in & ̂ ./roving

reviews, presumably implying that it is to be held in
2check. xis sensibility requires taste, so the feeling

3 
mind is, at its best, also regulated by taste, while

4 
devoid of artifice and affectation. The term pathos is

more frequently used than <-ny other. It uuulci appear to 

signify 'sympathetic compassionate fe^li^g 1 iii the 

majority of cases. Thus, in iye's Yerses the patuos is 

a feeling of pity for the author's situation, driven by 

to lectve his native vale for the battlefield. ̂

See Christopher liussey, The Picturesque , (London, 1927).

2 BC l6 (Ag 00). Iftl: .ame bannerman, Poems , (ib'OO).

5 BC 18 (D 01). 662: T. ^errnody, Peace, (1801J, V. 

BC 20 (Ag O2 K 410: J. Hunter, Foerns, (l802>.

5 BC 20 (Jl 02). 69-70: lye, Verses ..ritxen in the 
Vicinity of Stoke £'oges. ( 1802) .
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P4thos is opposed to sublimity in scale, so th^t, according,
to the br i t i s Ii Critic , sublimity cannot exist in a sonnet

1whereas pathos and elegance can.

These qualities affect the sensitive reader: the
heart is softened and affected by truth, simplicity, and

3 zi pathos, and the bosom is spoken to. Sympathy is inspired
by the exposure of social wrongs such as the slave trade.

It was of course possible for sympathy to be 
elicited for the wrong cause. Ferriar complains that 
iSouthey's 'The Complaints of the I'OOB', besides being 
prosaic, is strange in an era of poor help. This is 
related to a wider and more general cause which the 
reviewers found for complaint, that false sensibility

1 BC 18 (Ag 01). 1^5: V/.L. Bowles, Poems vol. 2, (l&Ol).

2 CK (2) 31 (F 01). 234: 'John Beaufort 1 <i.e. John 
Thelwall,^) The Daughter of Adoption, (l8oi), N.

CR (2) 34 (ijr O2 ). 2^<J: L. ^acneill, 1 oetical ..orks,

4
CR (2) 32 (Ky 01). 39: Charlotte Smith, Letters of a
S o 1 i t ar y t . and er er » (iBOO), N.

5 MR n.s. 38 (ky O2 ) . 1OO: J.H. Colls^ Ode to Peace, V. 
Mft n.s. 33 (S OO). lldt-2: w. Butler tr. , Ziniao t the 
African, (l8OO), D.

MR n.s. 31 (Kr OO). 263: Southey, Poems vol. 2, (1799).
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could be injurious to the young who needed f or t.i L ic^tion 

to meet the demands of life. Keally bad sentimentality

or pathos was most often xounci in the works of

Again, the middle way is ap^rovi.d: sensibility can. be

excellent, but it can easily degenerate into the mawkish
3 in the 'feeling 1 stage of the sentimental movement.

The term sublime most frequently occurs with 

reference to poetry. S.H. Monk has traced in detail the 

progress of this term from boileau's rationalising 

translation of Longinus , through its popularisation by 

Addison and its development by the theoreticians of the 

century to tue celebrated treatise in which burke added 

vagueness and terror as a necessary part of the sublime 
arid thus completed its opposition to the beautiful and 

contributed to the increase in the subjective eleweiit in 
the perception of beauty. For the reviewers it is another 
of those graces -- such as force and .^en-ius -- w« ich are

in the last resort above elegance and opposed to the

BC 20 (Kg O2 ). 20u: The internal i-resent, (l8O2), JN . 
2 Krt n.s. 34t (Ja 01). BO: kotzebue tr . Plump tre, Sketch 

of Life . (1800), F; (Ferricr). AJR 9 (My 01). TIT; 
Kotzebue tr. Porter, Lov- rs ' Vows ,

5 • ;-. . •••• :. •• . . -
See E. EramatsM, A otudy of the \vord * .jentiateiitcil *
of Other Linguistic Chc*racto : istics of Eighteenth 
Century SaBtimentalism in England, (lielsinki, 1951).

4 S.H. Honk, The Sublime: A >Study of Critical Theories in
XV 111- Century ^nglandl (New York, 1935).

BC 16 (0 00). 377: Burns ed. Currie, >*orJks , (l80u>.



merely correct and. pleasing, though the frequently
2 

concomitant lack of polish is to be regretted. Sublimity

may be prevented by the over-minuteness of scientific
3 poetry, by the us e of insufficiently eleve-tecl terras to

4 describe nature, or by too .uuch local detail in natural

description: some measure of generalisation is essential 

to sublimity. The British Critic, it has been noted, 

maintains that since sonnets are a minor genre sublimity 

cannot be found in them, and in another place it states 

that blank verse and rhymed verse may both be sublime.

Dangers iauch graver than lack of polish attend

sublime attempts* Kock sublimity, like false simplicity,
7 is always lyin& in. wait for t^e i^adeqUcite, while

5 ( Ap GO). 432: T. Gisborne, Poems, Safer ed and
Moral, (1798); (Folwhele).

2 AJR 12 (My 02). 20: W. Kichardson, The Maid of Lochlin,
(l8o 1 ) , D .

J3C 1? (Ja 01). 13: .Jeliiiie, L'ii.omme des Champs, (iBOO),

V; (Mackintosh).
L

CK (2) 30 (S 00). 11O: Epistle from the Marquis de la
Fayette to General Washington, (ibO*./), V: 'It is surely 
high treason against the sublime to style meteocs, 
earthquakes, and comets, iw tuiye * s baubles* *
,..-, ,.*.•,., ..., ;,; ..,:. ..
B£ 20 (0 02). 410: J. iiunter, i-oeius, (l802).

5 . . ,, _,.,,.„.
J3C 20 (Ag 02). 124: G. Dyer, Poems, (l8oi).

' MR n.s. 35 (Jl 01). 319: T. Sanderson, Original Pooa.s,
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1 2 obscurity and turgidity are the more specific results of

fainting on the way.

vi --Probability, the Natural, and the supernatural

The terms probable ana natural are often interchangeable 
and designate a quality desirable in works of literature
for cin age which took the mimetic function 01 lite^ ature

3for granted. An illusion of reality is helpful (and the
intrusion of the author in proyria persona therefore

4 undesirable), while it is the 'genuine traits of nature 1
which interest the reader's heart. The characters in

snovels arid plays are expected to be probable and natural,
7 as are the incidents. Unnatural characters and caricatures

....,...,.,.. ;. ... ......

Cii (2) 30 (0 OO). 185*. Schiller tr. Coleridge, vallenstein, 
(loOO), Jj.

2 £*i ( 2 ) 5 1 ^^ °D» 3^ >̂: ^P Ode on the Victory of the 
Nile, (l&OO).

3 ^vbrams, The I'dirror and the Lamp, pp. 11-12.

AJR 13 (N 02). 247: <^3ir S.^. I»rydges,V Le Forester,TT"T7T^. —. \ •,*• ........' -. . -

5 CR (2) 34 (np 02). 44?: Selim and ^alda, V.

i robable: BC 15 (F 00 >. 192: <C James Grahame,V A Piece
of Family Diography, (1799 ) . N. ttC 19 (T 02). 192:
Mary Stewart, (iBOl), a play also by Gr^hame. Natural;
MR n.s. 34 (Ja-Ap 01). 531: J. F^i4v4e>, Fr^dferic, (1799)i
N; (Mrs Moody), MR n.s. 34 (Ap 01). 44l: J.G. Holjnan,
What a Blunder! , (l8OO)t;, D; (Ferriar).

£.J_g 8 ^ AP 01) « 399-400: ..donia, (l80l) N. BC l6 (0 00). 
437; Franklin, Th e i£ gyptic<n Fe stival, (iSoOj D. For 
eighteenth-century reviewing antecedants see iiobert D. 
Kayo, The £/n^lish Novel in the lHagazines I740-l6l5, 
( Evanston,19^2).
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1 2 are often condemned and evidence of modern extravagance,

and glocmy, horrid, unnatural German writing indignantly 
noted. When prob. bility is absent the result is often 

referred to as romance or romantic . On one occasion 

this ter.ii is used in the criticism of a poem resembling 

a novel. R.J. Thorn's Lodon and Tirana a is said, by 
Bannister to be 'a novel in verse, of that sort which

delights rather in romantic incidents tuan ii. just
4 representations of human life 1 . This reference, like

most of tnose involving romance, is unfavourable. The
objection is partly moral. Thus, Mr:-; Moody writes of

5 1*1 a dame de Genlis 1 The Rival JMothers;

The narrative of tae novel is pleasing and 
interesting. The characters, indeed, are delineated 
CL la fr anc aise; and exceptions consequently 
arise against a few occasional ti^ts of unnatural 
colouring; which, by overstepping the raodesty of 
nature, gives too u-uch the semblance of romance

BC 16 (ISi OO;. 556: M. A. Hanway, Andr e w S t u ar t , (l8OO), N; 
but see BC 19 (Je O2). 646: farther incursions of the 
i b s er v ̂ri t t e d e s xr i <-> n for caricature fulfilling a useful 
social function. 

2 .......
130 15 (Je OO ) . 6?5: C. l^loyd, Edmund c liver, (l?9o), Is.

-.-,•. ; - '-,<. '"-..-
KR n.s. 38 (Jl 02). 331: Harriet Lee, Canterbury 
Tales, vol. 4, (l8ol), N; (Moody).

A
MR n.s. 33 (^ 00). 1O5: H.J. Thorn, Louon and Tirana a, 
(I799>i V; (bannister).

n.s. 36 (O 01). l8?: >.me de Geniis, Tne Rival 
Kot^ers, (l8ui), N; (i^rs ^oody).
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to tiie work, and is n^t adapted to that species 
oT writing in which, the author tells us, the 
story is meant as a vehicle to convey the principles 
of sound ciiid pure morality.

It is also partly more general. The criticism of row^nce 

often involves co-uaemn^tior-i of supernatural elements, but 

the moral b«sis of the criticism is seldom far <Av»ay arid 

becomes clear at the end of th-is critical outburst in the 

British Critic;

<(The author/ never deviates from the path of 
sense, and the sphere of nature, iiito wild and 
extravoigotnt fictions, and the unnatural machinery 
of enchantment; the haunted castle, the midnight 
spectre, the self-tolled bell, and otaer mummeries, 
which astonish us in the page of modern romance, 
and violate the chustity of the modrn drama; as if 
the authors wished to plunge us ag»*in in barbarism, 
and revive the horrors of superstitious darkness, 
Bis plot is formed with judgment; his characters 
are founded in reason and probability. The incidents 
throughout the piece take piece in natural and 
progressive order; and where an excursion is 
occasionally made into the worla of fancy, or the 
field of science, ®ither increased gratification, 
or enlarged knowledge, is t.ue constant result. 
In those excursions the reader is neither insulted 
by improbabilities, nor disgusted b> pedantry, 
and never loses sight of tiie gre^t objects arid 
ends of the narration; the former intended to 
delineate real life, arid the latter to improve it.

Accuracy in the reproduction of manners is ulso

BC 15 (F OO). 192-3: A Piece of Family Biography, (1799),
N.



demanded, whether the subject be a modern fisherman or 
events iri the ast. Historical details are treated in 
different ways. The Critical points to an error of fact
in Burges's Richard the First; the attendance of i

2 queen in JNormandy is uriscmctioned by history. On
other hand the British Critic finds that Schiller's
Mary Stuax^t is sufficiently probable not to inspire

3disgust while the Critical declares that attempts to——————— ^
correct Shakespeare's history are useless, and the
Anti-Ja cobin *.ie vJew that poetry is written for the pleasure
of the general reader arid not for the information of the

5antiquary. In the same article on llichard the r irst it is
stressed that the period is a happy one for pofttry since it 
is such 'as to admit of those variations which the poet 
may judge necessary without insulting the testimony of 
our own senses or recollection. f The period of King Alfred

CR (2) 34 (Mr 02). 354: Ch.-mberlin, Cccan, V. Cf. OR
(2) 36 (D O2 >. 4 16: fars Opie, i'oe,us t (lbO2); (Southey>: 
the negro boy's thoughts «re too x^oetical for his 
language.

CR (2) 32 (Je 01). 128-9: oir J.B. Purges, Ui chard the 
F ir s t , (luul>, V.

^ _BC 18 (D 01). 665-6: Schiller tr. J.C. M^eliish), 
Mary otuart, (l801).

CR (2) 35 (Ag 02). 4?6: Shakespeare ̂ ad&p. Valp 
2 Henry IV, (ifiOl).

5 AJR 9 ^ J1 01 ^- 2 >2;-3: Pye, Alfred, (i801).

Cli (2) 32 (Je 01). 121.



was sin,ilarly useful. An insistence on correct repr

of the manners and moue of thinking of past a^es is much
2 

more frequent. The intrusion^of tiie manners and
3 k 

philosophy of past ages is•condemned. Jcanty or inaccurate

delineation of the retails oi medieval life is att..cii.ed, 

careful investigation commended. Ferriar notes 

anachronisms in Corneille's i^. ax i mi an with the comment tht~t

'our theatrical exhibitions are so much more correct than••»
formerly, th^t even mistakes lik. these demand notice. 1 ' 

Probability is demanded in the past as well as in the 

present as antiquarian endeavour makes t'ht, readers and 

reviewers more discriminating.

1 £u (2) 31 (F 02). 160: Cottle, ..Ifred, (ibOu), V. Too 
recent events, such as the French Devolution, might 
be unsuitable for dramatic fiction: MR n,s. 37 (Ja-Ap O2). 
499: La 1'iort de Kobespierre, (iCOl), I); (Jones). It was 
too recent for melancholy pleasure: r-R ii.s. 3^ (J'a Ol). 
97: Viscomte D-—, M ar i e /ui t o in e 11 e , (18OO), 13; (Dr Burney)

2 CH (2) 31 (i Oi). 235: rt. Kendall, Talts of the Abbey,
TT8oo) f N.

i

5 CR (2) 32 (Je 01>. 127-

_CR (2) 32 (hy Olj. 107: Kidsutnaier i^ve, (l800), N.

5 BC 15 (Ja 00). 47: Godwin, St. Leou, (1799), M. '

EC 20 ( /-vg O2). 188: Joanna L-aillie, A beries of i lays, 
vol. 2, (1800). .

n » s « 33 (O OO). 222: T. Corneille tr. x.ady burr ell , 
miaii, (iBOO), ^ ; (Ferriar^.
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The general attitude to tue reviewers towards tiie 
frequent use of supernatural machinery in novels and the 
drama is extremely unfavourable. Their objecti ns are 
not profoundly religious a» were Johnson's: thi y have 
little cause to castigate pago-Christiaii me 1 angers iu t^e 
ghostly realm. They simpl> protest that they ore ti^ed
of supernatural effects such as ghosts and an excess of

2 the marvellous iju general. A revival oi the dBEk ages
is evidently being planned ana must be combatted. 
Southey's 'monkish trash' should be abandoned for 'the
classic models' while his ghost stories are fit oni^ to

4t frighten little children. The full horror of the
situation is made clear by the Critical * s review of the 
Talcs of Wonder;

Instead of advancing in the glorious procession of 
truth and science, whose beams are daily gaining 
strength in our island, they tiarn with avidity to 
the errors of nations left far behind c*s in the 
gloom and darkness of barbarism, and are actually,

1 CR (2) 31 (Ja 01). 114: The Spirit of Tu^-retyille , (18OO),
JSi, *\ German origin is ascribed to absurd ghosts in
CR (2) 3^ (if 02). 232: r.-.G. Lewis, ^delmorn, (l801), D.

2 AJR 7 (ii^iJ OO). 5O4: rtzlals et le Gentil Aimar , (1798), M.

CK (2) 2^ ^ Ja °°>- ^9: The yinnual Antholofey, vol. i, (1799)
- 

MR n.s. 31 (**** OO). 267, 266: oouthey , Poe.'^s vol. 2,
(1799); (Ferriar).

£R (2) 34 (Ja O2). 111-2: ri.G. Lewis ed. , Tales of 
..onder , (l8Ol), V.
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1 " in the nineteenth century, traiislatii. ̂  works from 
».,..;..•' the northern languages, which, in tiie sixteenth, 

our better-informed ancestors woula have been 
ashamed to have seen written in English,

>* ' • •' - ''.-,.
Even Greek legend has become tiresome to some:

Wallace fij,ds tue poem Atys ' encumber eu with the stale
mythology of old Greece 1 and the Critical is tired 6'f

2 nymphs .

One of the objections to the excessive use of the 
supernatural is th^t it diverts the readers' attention 
from the proper function of literature, the study of
mankind, Jeffrey attacks Thai aba for its machinery and

3 consequent diminution of character interest, and the
Critical remarks t licit 'the more of supernatural agency
is employed in a novel, the farther is tue idea of its

4 truth removed from tne mind of i». s readers, '

Frequent objections are uiaue to inaccurate m 
A Roman Catholic ^ruid tiid Fatal Sisters in i-oland are

1 Mk n.s. 33 (" 00). 428: J.i^. , <vtys, (179^), V; Uallc.ce).
2 :' ' ' '""-,'

CH (2) 37 ( >P 02). 437: ousanriah ,,atts, Original Poems,

* MR ii. s, 39 (N O2). 250: Southey , Thalaba the Destroyer,TTftoi).
4 ••'"-•-•

CR (2) 32 (Ag O1J. 470: The Mysterious Jbenitent, (l801), i\ .

£R (2) 34 (Ja 02). Il6: V. £arle jun. , The v.els 
(1801), N.

MR n,e, 35 (Jl 01). 3-5: i.,arl of Carlisle, Tue otep-Kother, 
TTBOu), D; (Ferriar).



pointed out. I-agan rnacuinery in the Christian period is

strongly condemned, as is Jewish sentiment in a pa^an
2 society, while the mingling of pagan and Christian eleuients

*?

in one mythology aisplec,ses Ferriar.

In spite of these numerous and varied criticisms, 

the supernatural has still some defenders when it is 

properly used. In a tale of an age of prejudice, romance 

has tiie ri^iit to a modest use of the marvellous and it may 

be said that 'the author has n, t abused the privilege of 

romance in tne exnibition of supernatural horrors, but

has rendered them of great eifect in the prosecution of
^ his story 1 . Suitability to tne a&e in vjiiich tue story is

set can be a justification here and elsewhere. The u,be 

of Hindu mythology is certainly poetically reward.! g, 

although the lack of a.- sociations makes it less rich for 

the modern reader, and the contract between Scandinavian

12 (Jl 02). 29?: The '•'ream, (l£O2j, V. .UK 9 (Ag Ol). 
: j-ye, Alfred, ( l8Ol<).

2 CR (2) 32 (AS 01;. 4O3: O^ilvie, Britannia, (l80l), V.
Cf. MR n.s. 37 (^p 02). 359-60 for i'erriar's condemnation
of the use in this work of tiie now discredited Guardian
/oigels of Dry den.

^ MR n.s. 35 Uiy 01). 2: Cottle, ^Ifrcd, ilCOO).
4 ,-•-.- .... ............ -.

...JR 6 (~£iy OO). 54: J.b. Brewer, A Winter's Tale, (1300), W

5 CU (2) 32 (Je Ol). 125: J.U. Burges, Richard the First, 
(1801), V.

MR n.s. 32 (Je 00). 136: oir dm Jones, .>orks, (1799>, 
PV; (iiamiltonj.
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belief arid Ossianic superstition is a rev, ar ding field to 

explore in drama. It is in Southey *s criticism of i^e 

Escor quiz's K e x i c p Cou o£u i s t a ci a that the supernatural is 

by implication assigned the widest rol o in poetry. b»outhey 

objects that Le Lscorquiz, 'has caugnt .-only a few names from

a mythology which would have supplied him with abundant
2 images of beauty and of terror.*

vii -- Origiuai.ity and authority

Of originality there is little to say except th.vt it w^s 

welcomed by the critics in every sphere both of thought 

and of exjjressioi« , while t e com* .onpjbace was found po r, 

though Claris'g originality was too often branded as perverse. 

The tradition of the eighteenth century culmdtuia tiug in 

Johnson had visualised true originality in traditional 

terms. An article, possibly by Goldsmith, in the Cri tical 

Review for January 1/60 refers to this limited originality

CR (2) 34 (F 02). 164: iv. Richardson, The Kaid of 
TT801), D.

2 £R (2; 32 (hy-Ap 01). 520;
•z
^ See on the problem of originality:

Abrarns, The irsirror and the Juamp t Ch. 2.
R.b. Crane, 'A Neglected Kid-oignteentli- 

Plea for Originality and its ^uthor ' r -v 13 (193^). 21-9-
Elizabeth 1. l^ann, ' Ti e i-' :robleni of Originality in 

English Literary Criticism, 175O-160O' Pfr 18 (1939). 
97-11^3.
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1 
offered by the diversity of nature:

In short, we could wish to excite i* en to leave 
those p«uths which have b^eii already too nvuch -worn, 
and to strike out after nature, which is ever 
appearing in circumstances of variety.

It was Young's failure to balance ori^inalitj against

imitation that made his e^say unusual. Kis outburst

finds little reflection in the moderation of the reviewers.

To cite examples of tuej-r ex^ ect~ tion of limited originality«•)
would be tedious and uninstruc tive. *"" Cnl> in a matter 

such as reckless innovation in diction i& originality 

condemned, a hint of tne vic~ aiedia o:tce more, but even here 

it is more a question of the poet's f ol.lowii n& the barbarous
3fashions of the tiiie. It would be strange if Joniison had

been so f^r forgotten that familiar thoughts were never 

commended, but such comiitendations are r^re: tiie reflections 

in Memoirs of a x^atnily in Swiss cr land are well-appropriated

-w- ..... . '..,..
CU 9 (Ja 60). 19: ii. ledington, Critical l>issertat ions 
u on tne Iliad of

A few examples are, hoi/ever, cited here to avoid a 
general p a o s im . Novels : (character) MR n.s. 33 (O 00). 
21O: James Sands, C o un t d i 1% o v j. n i , (1799); (Capt. 
Durney ) . (moral sentiments) Kit n.s. 36 (•->! ^ ) • 313*. 
H. Veiituin, Justina; . (Kanning) . Poetry: (imagery) HK n.s. 
32 (Je 00). 131: Jones, Works , (1799) , iV; (iiamilton) . 
Drama: (character) CR (2) 30 (O OO ) . 228: T. Oibdin, 
The Jew and the 1)0 c tor, (1.8OO), 0. (ch-ract^r and plot) 
Mi n.s. 33 (S 00). 10?: Ibid.

MR n.s. 36 (S 01). 96: P. Courtier, Tiie 1 leisures of 
Solitude, (l&OO), V; (Ferriar).
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if not new, and a common tale modestly told can be 
approved.

Plagiarism w*. ,s occasionally noted -- too clo&e a
3 4resemblance to .Lewis or Fieluii^g for instance. boiia

fide irritation of authors w*. s of course permitted and 
uiany influences, both for better and for t-.orse, were traced, 
especially by Ferriar whose speciality this line of 
investigation was. Prose writers exerting a good influence
included Fielding, w^ile in poetry an excellent examole

6was given by Goldsmith. Other important influences to
combat the degeneracy wuich had succeeded the ^Vu gust an and 
post-Augustan golden age included Swift for humour, 
Churchill for an energy and strength lacking in Pope,

Q

though without his harmony, and, most interestingly, 
..ordswortii. This last addition to trie list comes from the

CR (2) 36 (0 02). 236: Kemoirs of a Familj ia Swiss erland, 
(1802), N.

2 CR ( 2 ) 35 ( Ky 02 ). 112: T. b . -urr , oplenJid Misery , ( 180 1 ) f
,fi^._., ........ .......

* BC 19 (Je O2). 64^: E. ^mitii, i'oet-tcal .vorks , (l802).
4 _uC 15 (>ir GO). 319: H. Bisset, Douglaa, (l^OO), N.

^ BC, 16 (Jl GO). 83: The K e i ghbour hood , (l800), K.

MR n.s. 3^ (^P Gl). 44O: }?.L. 6tol.berg, liymn to ti.e
.b arth, (l8Gu), V.

_BC 16 (Jl OG). ?8: Contentment, (l800), V.

BC 18 (0 01). 389: Jacobinism., (1&01), V.
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British Critic's review of t <e ^ollcway ;.. oern just referred 

to: iiolloway 'has cultivated the simple style so studiously 

exemplified by ivir. Wordsworth, and used with such propriety 

by Kobert uloomfield'.

. ith such high stc.ndc<rds to maintain it is not 

surprising thcit comparisons were often invidious. Those 

who were rash enough to recall gr^at writers without being 

able to mutch their splendours incurred critical rebuke.

Thus Anne Banrierman's 'Nun 1 suffers in comparison with
2 Cloisa to /^belard, while an Lvil Genius scene in uritairi

1 reserved is inappropriate and greatly inferior to the
3Niiltonic original; more generally, Goldsmith and j-»urns

4 can be dangerous models for a minor writer, wi.ile Cowper's

vigour and originality is not easily imitated.

Some of the authors ciiosen as models are condemned 

outright for tneir bad influence. The Ketaphysiculs 

produced an awkward style: > oore was accused by Ferriar of 

sometimes copying Donue 'the merit of whuse fine thoughts 

is obscured to most readers by the affected closeness of

1 B£ 19 (My 02). 533.

2 CR (2) 3 1 (*'-P Ol). 438: Anne bfaxmerman, Poems, (l8oo>.

•* RR n.s. 32 (Jl OO). 304: Britain Preserved, (l8oo), V;
(Capt. B

4 CR (2) 34 (Ja O2). 8l-4: iratt, bread; or The i-oor,
(IcOl), v.

BC 19 (AP 02). 4l4: ,v. Fox, La Uagatella, (loul>, V
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1 P 
his style 1 , axid Cowley was the cause of singular figures.'"

Swift and Sterne wox e both condemned for their alleged
3 4 

obscenity. Gssian was inferior and not to be copied,

and Ferriur carried or: a full-scale personal Cditipc^ign 

against Johnson as a model for verse anxi prose.

On more general questions of autu-jrity there is 

a certain amount of variation between the Reviews, the 

Critical bein<j the most liberal. Some rules were generally 

thought unnecessary, and the An ti-J acobin ^teview found 

Godwin's Stj i-^eon in its main scheme 'almost as invulnerable 

to criticism as the .orabian T tiles, or any other eastern 

romance -- that which professes in the outset not to be

bound by human regulations cam ot with propriety be
6 censured for exceeding them.* Uorks such as St. Leon

1 MR n.s. 39 (O O2). 1?8: 'T. Little 1 (Thomas MooreJ>, 
ioetical works, ( liiOl ) ; (Ferriar ) .

2 M< n.s, 33 (N OO). 28?: J. hurclis, The Favourite 
Village, (iBOu;, V; (Ferri^r).

BC 2O (O O2). 431: George Colman jun. , Broad Grins, 
TTB02), V. Cf. CR (2) 34 (<•& 02). 452: ^&. DuboisA 
Old Nick, ( 1801) , W.

BC l8 (O 01). 4 16: lii.L. Bowles, The borrows of 
Switzerland, (iBOl), V.

1'iii n.s. 36 (0 01). Il8: ..illiam Hay ley, ^01 i>ss< y on 
Sculpture , (l800), V; (Perriar): i oi e would have beeln 
preferable to the clumsy Johnson as a model. KR n.s. 31 
(F OO). 19O: George Chalmers , A supplemental Apology, 
(1799), P; (ierriar).

AJU 5 (F 00). 151: Godwin, St, Leon. (1799;; (iieath).



were regarded as a threat to tue stability of literature, 
a threat which was usually seen &.« continental in origin. 
The British Critic quotes with approval Wordsworth's 
statement in the l8OO Preface that 'the invaluable -works of 
our eld r writers are driven ii.to neglect by frantic novels, 
sickly and stupid German tragedies, and deluges of idii and 
extravagant stories in verse.' As with tne novel and
verse, so too with drama: Ferriar comments on J. Q. hoi-man's

p play The^ Red-Cross Knigats( 1799) :

we should have been extremely pleased, if i>ir. H. 
had been equally successful in reverting to the 
old energy arid correctness of the Drama, aa by 
critical lav established; the ,/ermaiience of which 
has been so seriously threatened by the modern 

: rage for German innovation ...

The hearkening back to the Augustan golden age and 
the great English classical writers has already been 
noted on several occasions. Classical and neoclassical 
authority was also very powerful. The eigateenth-century
dictum that modern writers should copy the ancients as they

3 had copied nature was still current. Horace's maxim
regarding tne intolerabil ty of 'middling ' poetry was 
becoming less observed with the increasing production of

1 DC 17 (F 01). 125-6: Lyrical Ballads.

2 MR n.s. 32 (Jl 00). 322. Cf. AJR 7 ( 00). 6l: James 
Cobb, Ramc;h Droog, (l800), D.

•* MR n.s. 32 (Je 00). 131-2: Jones, Works, (1799), PV; 
(liatuilton) .
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books. In spite of the demand for 'classical or otn^r
2 authority* doctrinaire authoritarianism was not encouraged.

Milton's example might be rejected in respect of metrical
r

4

3 or rhyming practice. Similarly, A Grecian simplicity
of plot might appear too artless in modern conditions: 
a warm but not superstitious ^dniiration of the ancients
was to be commended. In this liberal attitude the

6 reviewers are at one with their age. Although the

MR n.s. 31 (Ap OO). 352: The ..nnual Anthology vol. i, 
TT799); (Ferriar).

2 MW n.s. 31 (^P 00). 432: The Calriilon, V; (it. .voodhouse).
3 MR n.s. 35 (Ag Ol). 405: ^nacreon tr. Moore, Odes t

(loOO); (Jr Burney).
4

CR (2) 33 (N 01). 329: Sotheby, Julian and Agnes, (l8Ol),
D -

5 AJH 1J- <Ja-Ap O2). 4?7: Laharpe, Lycee, (1799 etc.), i.

See on imit<utiou:
Ashur baizer, 'The Theory of Imitation in Eiiglish 

Neo-Classical Criticism' DA 21 (1960-1). 194.
W.J. Date, 'The liriglish Poet and the Burden of the 

Past, 1660-1820' in aspects of the Eighteenth Century 
ed. iieorl R. uassertnan, (Baltimore, 196 5) * pp. 245-64.

J.>v. Draper, ' ^^ristotelean 'Kiinesis 1 in Eighteenth 
Century England 1 PMLA 36 (1921). 372-4OU.

Elizabeth Nitchie, 'Longiiius and the Theory of 
Poetic Imitation in Seventeenth and Eighteenth Century
England* Si 32 (1935). 560-97.
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identification of tne imitation of the ancients with 
of nature was a p^rti-1 solution of tiie eiguteeritu-century 
dilemma, it w^s wiuely felt tuat souietuing w^s lacking 
in mid-century literary practice anc increasi, -gly tne 
emphasis shifted from nature in the ancients to IK turfc o.s 
directly observed, accepting Young's version of j^onginus , 
'a sort of noble co-utagioi,.' , as the b.:i>t initation. 
Something of the earlier tiraiuity still hangs about t.: e 
Reviews in spice of their basic liberalism.

Karly eighteenth-century neoclassical literary 
theory had stressed the importance of the three unities, 
though tnere were always dissenters. It is Johnson wiio 
is usually creuited with aealing the death-blow to the 
unities of time and pic ce in his preface to ohakespeare 
and certai-'ily witli blair anci jueattie following his example
the orthodox late ei^^t entn-£entury view f the subject

o 
was literal. 1" Sometimes the reviewers felt th-t tiie
unities might reasonably be violated, for example in a
comic opera with usany varied short scenes ana a complex

3 sub-plot structure or in an historical

See L.6. i^riedland, 'The L>ram«~tic "unities in 
J£Gi- 10 (1911). 56-89, 280-99, 453-67.

2 T.M. Haysor, f The _ownfall of the Three Lnities 1 MLN
42 (1927). 1-9.

•z
Mk n.s. 33 (ft 00). 316: A. Franklin, The Egyptian 
Festival, (l8OO>, ^; (Dr
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play. in. ordinary plays, however, the observation OL the
2 unities wa& often important. one critic noted that it

was well to observe the unity ox action even iii the
3 novel, arid thus attempted to keep tue unities alive Tor

the most significant genre of the nineteenth century.

viii -- Moral Considerations

A consiaerable proportion of many reviews, especially 
those dec ling with novels, is devoted to moral approval or

condemnation, and sometimes tae moral is the only point
4 which can be commended.

In reviewin0 novels the moral tendency w..-s to be
examined first: so much Wc.s due to the ft,ir reauers. The
moral should be obvious and salutary, ana the author was

1 CR (2) 36 (0 vJ2). 451: ^ Janes Granule £> i^ary btewart, 
(iBOl), J: time and place. Cf. BC 2O (Ag O2 ) . 18?: 
Joanna Daillie, A oeries of riays, vol. 2, (luO2), D , 
where the action is rushed. .. alker in tae ^vJK however 
finds that ^chiller breaks the unity of place too 
violently in Mary otuart: AJH 6 (l^iy-.-!.g 00;. 49^: 
Schiller tr. J.C. ii<ilisii^>, l^ary otuart, (l8ul).

o
CK (2) 3O (3 OO). 112: ^oophia Lady Burr ell ,\ Theoaor a ,
TT8GU), u.

^ CR (2) 35 (f»y O2). 112: T.o. urr , Sp&endid ^ t is or y f
TTOoij, i\.

4 CR (2) 33 (I\ O2). 353: Brian iiill , Henry and Acasto,
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ected to arrange his plot so us to make it clear. Thus 

the AAti-Jacobin Review proposes a rewriting of the 

jSnti'-J^a-e-e4»JU4—*U;vi&*>—pr-fapo & e-s—a-^u^wr4^i-n* —of-—t-h-e ^conclusion

of J.JN. Brewer's A t •< inter's Tale;

The catastrophe would have been loss 
but perhaps tuc moral would have been more 
forcibly inculcated, had oelina fallen a sacrifice. 
She is not vicious herself, but bei<;g the primary 
cause of error, in taose who deviate from the path 
of virtue, her death would render the warning 
more awful.

The Critical, while making a similar suggestion in its 

review of r--rs jJurke's j,lliott, nevertheless commends it in

that 'Vicious characters are but sparing!^ introduced
2 into the book, and ar-. never suffered to remain triumphant,'

:.'{,- ' ."•'•"'." ' ^ . . '

In a morally com endable novel, the tendency
3 £should be generally pure and respectable, the moral

5 should be useful, and the attitude of the author to tne

events in his story should be clec.r and i*i accordance with 

accepted mprality: the defence of elopmeut is wrong

^J^ 6 (My 00). 55: J . Iv . Brewer, A Winter's Tale, (l80O), 
N; (Larrall).

CR (2) 31 (i-iT Ol). 35'*: *irs liurke, ^lltott, (iBOO), N.

3 Mrt n.s. 37 (Ap 02). 425: Dallas, Percival, (l8oi), N; 
(0 . ..'oodhouse ) .

4 Cii (2) 28 (--ip 00). 4??: ^lixabeth heliue, ^Lbcrt, (1799),

5 CR (2) 34 (F 02), 236: iuaria Edgeworth, Belinda, (l&Ol),

CR (2) 33 U^ Ol). 353: Gabrielli ^i.e. ary j, 
The r-.yster ious Husband , ( 1 50 1 ) , Iv< .
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and the duties ~wed to parents tuust be stressed Tor the 
benefit of" young readers. Great importance is attached 
to the sentiments expressed by the author in the course
of the novel: proper expressions of thoughtful consideration

2 3 elicit such adjectives as just and judicious.

The handling of bad characters demands vigilance 
on the author f s part. Dissolute manners described wita 
spirit but without that voluptuousness which mi&nt dndan&er
the innocence of yo^ng readers are approved by the liberal

4 Critical t while the more rigid Ant a. "Jacobin Review commends
the translator of a French novel for censoring its indelic­ 
acies. In al± things reason is to be the guide. The
novel should provide rational amusement, and love and

7esteem should be bestowed only with the approval of reason.

n - s - 3^ < Ja O1 )* 103: The history of Jack and his 
Eleven brotners, (1?99)| W; (iiirons>,

2 HR n.s. 38 Ul 02). 31^: Belmour , (l80l), K.
•2

MR n.s. 3t3 (Jl O2), 331: Harriet Lee, Canterbury Tales,
vol. iv, (18O1), N;

4 CK (2) 28 (Ja OO). 116: <^Mrs oarah Green,\ Court Intrigue,
TT799), K. ' '

^ AJi< & (Mr Ol). $Z2i Pigault-Lebrun, i-iy Uncle Thomas, (l80l),
N «

b_C 20 (iJ 02). 678: The Moral Legacy, (l801), i\i .

n.s. 35 (Ag Ol). 429: The Microcosm, ( loOl) , b> .
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Wallace SUMS up tne situation neatly in his treatment of
1 Lamb's Rosamund Gray;

In the perusal of this pathetic and interesting 
story, the reader, who has a mind capable of 
enjoying rational and moral sentiment, will find 
much gratification. j>^r. Lamb has here ^ roved 
himself skilful in touching tae nicest feelings 
of tiie heart, arid in aflording grec.t pleasure to 
the imagination, by exhibiting events and situations 
which, in tiie hands of a writer less conversant 

is- with the springs and energies of the moral sense, 
would have made a very '' sorry f igur e. "

, The reviewers felt that their moral verdicts were
a duty owed to the public, A work was judged as fit or

a
4

unfit for children or the working clas;. , and a good
moral could cover a multitude of artistic sins.

Apart from faults which are ti-e direct converse of 
the virtues already treated, three chief causes of 
condemnation stand out in the reviews of novels. The most
important is the blurring of tne ciis tinct 0-011 between virtue

5 and vice, especially is one character, /. dissipated or
vile character should riot be made to appear amiable

1 MR n.s. 32 Ug 00).

2 BC 20 (i; 02). 677-8: The Moral Legacy, (l£0l), N.

MR n.s. 23 (i> OO). 446: <^J.h. i estalozzi ,\ 
Gertrude, lloOO), I;; (Ferriar).

4
MR n.s. 37 (^p 02). 425: Dallas, Fercival, (l8oi), &.

5 CR (2) 34 (F 02). 235-6: .-.aria r-dgeworth, Belinda, (ib'Gl),

Leonard and.



or seductively glossed over. In The Italian the pictures

of virtue and innocence fail because ^f the romantic haze
2 in which the work is enveloped.

Whether or not the conduct of the ehartatters is 

commented upon, it may be censured if it fails to conform 

to the hi&h standards set by the reviewers: censure is

passed o works in which filial duties are outraged by
3 45 the hero, private Vengeance is taken, oaths are uttered,

a clergyman is «. ortrayed taking part i^ a duel (ctdmittedly 

a real-life situation), or, on a lighter level, a marital

relationship fails to co;n^ly with a Scriptural injunction
7 jocularly considered. The liberal Critical considers thctt

one author has, through excess of virtue, overcensured his
c

characters, but tuis is a unique statement. The author's

AJR 13 (S-D O2). 467-8: ijne de Genlis, A Series of Novels, 

2 AJK 7 (o 00). 28: Hadcliffe, The Italian.

AJR 7 (U 0 
(ItfOlj, N.
AJR 7 (U 00). 416: Sophia King, The Victim of Friendship,

4 AJR 6 (My 00). 55: H. Summersett, The Mad Man of the
Mountain, (1799), N.

5 CR (2) 33 (S 01). 112: H. Summersett, friartyn of Fenrose. W.

CR (2) 28 (Ja 00). 117: tfestbrook Village, (1799), N.

7 OR (2) 33 (S 01). 114: The wise ^en of Gosmanthorpe,
TT801), N.

Q

Ck (2) 33 U 01). 354: The I>*oral Legacy, (IcOl), TV.
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own moral outlook can bu offensive: one holds Gouwiniari 

principles and despises marriage; another lauas suicide

and is branded as a 'pragmatic enthusiast' anci a 'maa-headed
2 metaphysician* ; a third again has loose idea£ t>*± the subjeci

3 of marriage, and that at tne age of twenty.

The emphasis noted on rationality is confirmed by
4 a condemnation of characters who yield to impulse, and of

the exaltation of love at the expense of the re&ulations of
5 6 socxity, which has an enervating effect.

All these admoniti ns to autuors and readers alike 

apparently had little effect: the Aiiti- Jacob 3 n Keview 

wearily comments:

• •. we, grave Reviewers, very seldom; look iuto 
novels or romances for any other purpose, than to 
discover and point out their moral tendency, and 
offer to the sex our serious adraouitions; which, 
we fear, are, for the most part, unavailing.

MK n,s. 35 (A& 01). 356: J. beauf ort <* i. e. John Taelwall^ , 
The Daughter of adoption, (lLOl), £^; (G. Woodliouse).

2 : Ormond • (1800), N.

(Ja 00). 
TT801), IS.

5 CR (2) 34 (Ja 00). 117: W. Earle, jun. , The Welshman,

4
B£ 15 (Je 00;. 675: C. Lloyd, Ldmxind Oliver, (179o), N.

5 MR n.s. 31 (Ja OO). 82: Mary Hays, The Victim of 
Prejudice, (1/99), N; (Moody ) .

£

B£ 16 (Ag OO). 203: A Short Story, (1800), N. 

^ AJR 7 (3 00). 27: Radclifie, The Italian.
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Poetry should, like the novel, profit the reader 

while affording him pleasure: the clearest statement of

this demand comes in the ^r itish ^r it ic ' s comment on
2 Gessner's Works : •_

With the exception of the Death of ^bel , they 
inculcate no maxims of moral virtue, no precepts 
of political sagacity, no r^les for the conduct of 
life, which entitle them to particular recommendation
from the guardians or directors of public taste.

3 The manly and just poep should give no cause for moral
k offence: more specifically, it should escuev German

5 lewdness and impiety, and an obscenity indefensible by

reference to the example of owift and Sterne, The moral 

sentiments ii* which the poet indulges are sometimes 

extrc c£ed for the edification of the reader, and it is 

to be recalled that in the Dissenting academies beauties 

of different autUurs were often used tor moral reaaing. 

The British Critic censuses burns ' s moral character arid

1 B£ 19 (*p O2 ). 393: ocience Revived, (lcO2), V.

2 BC 20 (D 02). 691: Gessner, works, (i8O2), V.

5 BC 15 (F 00). 19O: J. black, 1 oems , (1799). ~

CR (2) 29 (Je OO). 169 : L. Booker , The Hop Garden, . 
TT799;, V.

^ BC 20 (J 02). 676: J. Lawrence, Love, (18O2), V.

BC 20 (0 02). 431: G. Colman jun. t Lroad Urins, (18O2J, V, 

11 (i-j** 02). 277: Ogilvie, britanriia, (loOl), V.
o

H.D. Altick , The English Conn .on Reader, pp.
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Vindicates nis patrons fron, the charges brought against

them. Any false humanity is rigorously condemned in the
2 poetic radicals, whether Peter Pindar is pitying animals

or the Annual Anthology is ascribing to the state of society
3 ills really due to personal indolence:

There are a set of writers in this country who 
have usurped the name of |?o ets , and who endeavour, 
by giving «n importance to tue most trifling and 
familiar obj-cts, and by an appeal to tne pity of 
the vulgar and uneril j-^htened, to bring odium 
upon every political, moral, toid religious 
establishment, and consequently to prepare the way 
for the new system introduced by republican France,

Several of the remarks on the drama made from a 

moral standpoint are of unusual interest. The basic 

demands are the same as in the case of novels and verse:

a moral tendency is approved, wliile uncensured immorality 

is condemned. Unusually, it is objected that i^ariana 

•btarke's drama The Tournament has had its action twisted 

for the sake of moral instruction. The violence of German

1 BC l6 (0 GO). 378: Burns ed. Currie, >.orks_, (l80O).
2 CR (2) 36 (O 02 ;. 233: *-. Firidar, The Island of Innocence,

TT6u2), V. BC 20 (5 02). 319:

AJR 8 (Ap 01). 4 11: The ,.nnual rtntholo^y vol. ii, (iSOO).
4 CK (2) 30 (O OG). l8l: Schiller tr . Coleridge,

w a 1 1 eii s t e ±m , (1&OO), i),

tiC 18 (Jl 01). 84: Julian and ..gnes, (l80l), D.

MR 11. s. 33 (IN 00). 31?: Mariana Starke, The Tourncu:r.ent , 
TTBOO), i>; (Hoody). Cf. CK (2) 28 (>ir 00). 3 5 4.:
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writing for the sta^e in Iffland is criticised by the 

Critical , and Kotzebue is accuseu by the same -".^view of

imagining extreme cases and thus placing feelings in
o

opposition to the received ideas o± right and wrong."

.-\& for the effect of plays on the audience, Ferriar makes

the strange comment ti;at a love for the theatre is bad

for tne youn& since it extinguishes the ..r desirable

.ni 
4

3natural diffidence, and the ixrixish Critic finds bidlake ' s

Virginia morally baa for a Christian audience.

In thejur ri&wuous and to us often crude moralising 

the i-ici views arc the hears of Johnson's vi^oro.s championship 

of la belle nature i:n the moral sphere and of poetic 

justice as the norm. It is true that from ..Udi^oii onwards 

more morally sensitive voices ha^ been heard, but the 

reviewers are not among these. Cnly in uordsworth, when 

aesthetic pleasure and moral edification are synonymous, 

is the split between moral precept and aesthetic eiiect 

healed and the concept of instruction as a sugared |>ill 

finally abandoned.

1 Cii (2) 30 (N 00). 351: Iff land tr. Ludger, The Lawyers, 
TT799), 0.

CR (2) 2u (F 00). 233: Kotzebue tr. Thomson, La FeVouse,i " ."•_ __ . . •""~*™

3 Mlt n.s. 39 (K 02). 329: Juvenile ^rieiLCiship, (Ju,u>2), u; 
(Fen iar).

BC 16 (S 00). 319: J. bicilake, Vir^jjvia, (loOO;, D.
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ix -- Philosophical, Ueli&iQus _, and _ j. c.tr iotic Con si aerations

This final section of the analysis of critical attitudes 

and terminology in the Reviews which immediately preceded 

the advent of the Edinburgh concenns three topicw frequently 

dealt with, though by no means so prevalent so* the expression 

of purely moral attitudes.

The new Jacobinical philosophy is constantly 

being criticised by the /oi t i- J a c ob in ^e v ± e w with its avowed

opposition to 'the contagion of Jacobin morals, and the
1 levelling cant of German philosophy. 1 Its absence was

2duly commended, and even children's books are scrutinised
3 for evidence of the democratic cancer. The British Critic4 ——————————— 

objects to Uerman illuminism in Kotzeb e.

The most frequently attacked aspect of the new 

philosophy is its melancholy. Thj-s term is olten used to 

n ap^ar entity simply a son»bre or gloomy quality. H

1 AJR 11 (Kr 02). 290: Pratt, Bread; or The r'ocr , (l801), V

2 AJR 7 (^ OO). 4 l6: I^*. KolforU, F ir s t l«tpr e s a i on s » (lt>0l),
N. AJR 12 (Jl O2). 3O 1: Jealousy, (1L02), N.

AJR ^ (My 00). 56: >iary Filkin^ton, New Tales of the 
Castle, (l80G), w.

4 BC 15 (Ja OO). 77' i'otzebue, The i/ast-lnaian. tr. Thomson,
(1799), IJ.

5 bC 18 (Ag 01). 197: Clare., (iSOl), K. bC l6 (^g OO j . 
Anne Barinerman, Foetus, (l8Ou).
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link with the new philosophy occurs, however, in the most 

frequent c«-.stigator of the quality, the i>ritish Critic, 

when it deals with Bloomf ield ' s The Farmer ' s .boy :

•'•" : The Second Look ... concludes with reflections 
> ,.{,; of a melancnoly c^st, an- not altogether just;

and which indicate, that the autnor received some 
* impressions, probably at the debating-society, of 

. i a questionable kind.

bomethi g of this fet-iing would appeal to underlie otiier

usages of the terra, such as that already cited on
2 Chciteaubriand ' s rit

; This is a pleasing but melancholy tale, which 
though encumbered with eccentric opinions and stri 
improbabilities, excited an interest which will 
riot permit the reader to throw asiue ti*e book till 
the story is finished. .

Melancholy is opposed to religious strength. Southey is 

among tho^e accused of t^e opinion: Jeffrey finds in

Thalaba a 'uniform gloominess and melancholy 1 which he—————— 4
cannot but aisapjjrove. In the Critical oouthey himself 

appropriately defends Jhrs ^pie's m e 1 an ch o ly s tr a in as
5being essential to the conveying of the poems' moral import.

i^C 15 (Je 00). 604: A. blooinf ielcl, The farmer's ^oy. (l80O)
o -.•,..

i3C 20 (D O2). 691: Chateaubriand tr . Biiigham, At^la , 
TT802), N. ........

•z
luetrical >tiscellany, (l(>02), V.

MK n.s. 39 (^ 02). 250; 

^ CU (2) 36 (jj 02 J. 4 13: i'^rs Opie, Poems, (loO2).
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It goes without saying that piety anci good doctrine
literature win th^ ap roval of the reviewe s, even if

2 there is nothing elie to conbuenci. William boscawen's
more religious version of Gray's bl e gy is welcomed by

3 the British Critic. Nevertheless, the use of ocriptural
allusions in inappropriate contexts is often condemned,

45 6 wnether in a novel, in a poeiri, or on the stage. There
are parts of the ^ible too sacred for fiction -- for 
example the latter part of tue life of Moses which is 
exceptionally fully documented. As Johnson had pointed 
out, religious verse is strictly limited b> the truth of 
its Scriptural basis.

Shots are fired b> the ;»nti-Jacobin .tifeview and the
o British Critic, on the one side against atheism and on

1 CR (2) 32 (Je Ol). 231: W. Linley, Forbidden Apartments, 
TT800), N. AJR 5 (? 00). 201: K. .-olwhele, The 
Influence of Local attachment, ( 179&) , V.

2 MR n.s. 36 (D 01). 437: -• . Chamberlin, Ocean, V.

jBC 1? (ily 01). 517: ^. Dosca\t n, roerns , (l8ul).
4

AJR 12 (My 02). 80: Popular Tales of the Germans , (l8Ol), N.

MR n.s. '54 ( .p Ol). 438-9: T. Roberts, Carmen ^ecu-iare,TT801), v.

JbC 17 (Je Ol>. 6l6: The Conspiracy of Cowrie, (l8uO; f ii.

7 ^C 2O (u 02). 678: The Life of F.oses, (l8O2), N. 
o

AJR 5 (.ap OO). 432: T. Gis borne, Poems, Sacred and r 
TT?98); (Polwhele).

5 ( AP 00). 454-6: H.I. knight, The iro tor-..ss of 
Civil society, (1796$, V; f£olwhele).
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1 2 the other against ehthusicism and K*ethodism. For true
A-

religion to be £rought into comparison with superstition
3 is dangerous; ghosts, however, are UHeful for tne

inculcation of the doctrine of the immortality of the 

soul.

Patriotic sentiments arc li-ewi.se strongly ap.roved
5 in a time of national crisis. Strong patriotic elements

iii a tvork may even preclude literary censure, and

certainly even a work with nothing, but patriotism to oiler
7 meets with a favourable reception. * specifically LnglisJ

dramatic art is sought by Fr deric Keyii~>lds, and though he

1 BC 17 (Je 01). 667: w.fl. Hall, The Creation, (l6ul), P.

2 B£ 20 &Ag 02). 199: C.A. ^llnatt, Poverty, ^iftoi), V.

MR n.s. 35 (Jl 01). 333: flidsum ^er :^ve t (iBOOJ, N; 
(0 . ^oodhouse).

n.s. 33 (3 OO). 1O5-6: E.A. i3ray, x -perns, (1799); 
( Wal lace ) .

AJK 13 (i\ 02). 253: ^Sir 3.L. Brydges ,^> Le Forester,
(l802) , l\. BC 19 (Mr 02). 307: 'i'-hiloiiauticus '
•^i.e, L.ii. HalloranX. The Female Volant eer t (loOl;, D.

6 MR n.s. 36 (u 01). 437: T. Dermody, Peace, (l801) , V: 
most of the other reviews find si^ns of haste 
carelessness in this celebration of

•?
Reviews of J. Stewart, britons united, (l&OO), V"

''• HR n.s. 35 (Je 01); (Koody); 13 C 17 U 01). 190; 
AJR 7 (D OO). 4l7.
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has not been succe bful the br i t i sh Cr 1 1 i c com r.er.'.us Ins
aspirations. The same ceview praises ti.o j, ;«. tr i^ tic

2 impulse wh ch lit^s led to the i5riti h ei ics by ^gilvie
and Pye. One final stroke: the Heading school adaptation 
of the secor d part of Henry IV is praised by the <-.riti- 
Jacoblr kevi w which considers that f the introduction of 
some well written, loyal, and patriotic speeches, is 
highly creditable to the political principles of the 
author. '

It may be concluded • that the theoretical basis of 
the reviewers' criticism here outlined is obscurant is t 
only in the moral realm: elsewhere they modify intelligently 
the developing concepts of l&te neoclassical criticisui to 
apply to the work with which they are confronted. Their 
vocabulary and range of aesthetic response are limited to 
the traditional middle way, but hints of terminological 
innov. tion are discernible and their attituue to new 
works is far from rigidly unsympathetic. It is to further 
considercition of their practical criticism thdt the study 
new turns,

bC 15 ( .ap 0 ). 4^2: F. Reynolds, Management »

e, Britannia, (liiol), V. 

£C 18 (Jl 01). 23: iye, .If red, (iBOl), V.

AJI\ 11 i^p O2>. 39G: bhakesoeare/ctdcip. V'alpV), 2 r-enry IV, , TTo"oi).
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Chaptor 2: Attitudes to Groups and Individuals

a) Genres and Schools

In the previous chapter those qualities wh:tch reviewers 

expected in the three main genres have emerged 

incidentally. The study now considers comments directed 

more specifically at genres and schools rather than at 
individual worka. The reviewers did not feel bound to 

comment ou poetry as a genre in itself, but different 

types of poems are often referred to,

The appreciation of traditional ballads had been 

increasing during the eighteenth century though their 

literary as opposed to antiquarian value was not generally 

rated very high. The modern, usually sentimental, ballad 
imitation had a vogue during the last decades of the 

century w :i.ch did not survive into tne nineteenth. A 

handful of perceptive and detailed reviews deal with the 

modern ballad: by Jane 1&03 Ferriur notes tiic.t tue taste 
for such productions is be corning superannuated b< t 

during the opening years of the century tiie fon^ would 

appear to have b en generally admired. The .raiti-Jacobin

Review notes th^t Btirger's poems are iA i the ^ngli&ii style
2 and therefore popular:

1 MR n.s. k\ (Je O3). l4l: The Ketrical itiscel any, (lo02)

2 AJR 9 (My-Ag 01). 5^7 • Burger ed. Roinhcird, oUmmtliche
Schriften, (1796-8), V.
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i-iUHGL.il is known to ^nglitu rea^er^r, Ly traio.slatif.-ns
of some of his romantic ballads, whici.i , b
quite in the style of t»*ose of o. r own ola
Saxon minstrels, exactly hit the popular taste of
those who delight in such things in this country.

The reviewer approves of the use of works borrowed, from 

rustic language ana of the ignoring of low ana coarse
HI

works in the process: this is preferable to a style 

founded on modern books. J . *<i • Chandler's Sir iiubor 1 1__ /^a 

Heroic Ballad calls forth two important and related 

comiiients. Ferriar attacks Uie production of ballads 

c^nsisti^s, merely of e i gh t find e i g h t or ei^Lt and s_ix and 

stresses the need for sweetness of ver sii icatioii and ease

in expression as well as the introduction of familiar
2 words .aid piirases. It is, as one would expect, iu the

reviews of Scott's Minstrelsy that the com erits are most 

interesting. Here there is some difference in eitphasis, 

Jiuirhead in the Kont-.ly -^eview (to trespass briefly upon 

Io03) fiiids the genuine ballads uninteresting except to 

antiquarians: some are truly simple and pathetic but rnany 

labk elegance ana depend for their charm on local 

association. The imitations by Leyden «: iiu Scott arc- by 

far the best for their correctness of language and
•z

sraoo-thiiess of numbers. The Critical is less enthusiastic 

about the modern imitations, maintaining only that 'if

. , p. 508.

MR n.s. 3^ ( -vp 01). ^38: J.W. Chandler, :Sir iiubert,
TT BOO } , V ; ( F err iar ) .

ME n.s. 42 (S 03). 26-32.
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they be less simple and natural, they are more stimulant 
and fanciful, th&n the poems they imitate. 1 The British 
Critic is nearer to the Mon t b 1 y ^ce vJew here, maintaining 
that Leyden's imitations are good, but that they would
have been better with less of the obscurity of transition

2 and aarshiiess of character of Border poetry,

At the opposite extreme from the ballad is the
epic: Southey is, a^ain predictably but no less interestingly 
for that, the author of the most profound comment. 
Reviewing De £s cor qua. z's Kexic o Conqui s t ada he affirms that 
the subject is excellent for t^e epic poet since 'the 
means are great and surprising, the end of adequate 
importance; the scene offers whatever is beautiful in 
painting; the costume is new and striking, the superstition 
strange and terrible. The character of tue hero requires 
no flattery, no exaggeration, to elevate him. 1 The 
relevance o"p this to oouthey's own epics needs no emphasising. 
Thaiaba presented some difficulties of classification to 
reviewers i:ntent on pigeonholing original v/orks. Jeffrey 
finds iii bis Mo n t lily t\ evi _e_w article that it blends lyric,
dramatic, and epic styles 'rather more copiously than the

^ strict rules of harmonious composition will admit. *
William Taylor ir, the Critical, on the other hand, later

CR <2) 39 (2* 03>. 250. 

2 BC 19 (Je 02). 576. 

5 CR (2) 32 (My-Ag 01). 513* 

n.s. 39 (^ 02). 240.



terms it a lyrical romance, essentially lyrical, tlu.t is, 

in its succession of pictures. The spate of epics by 

the pretentious tea-dri&kixig public poets who now survive 

only in byron's satirical web is noticed with varying 

emotions: the British Cr i ti c declares that epics are as
r)

coint;:on and regular a& agricultural reports,"" wnile the
*?*

Anti-Jacob in Re view notes (without humour).

irCSToiU 1Y will consider it a singular phaenoinenon, 
that at so late a period as the beginning of the 
19th century, the number of candidates for epic 
fame should exceed, as is the case at present, 
those of the early and midale a^es of the v*orld; 
when we may suppose nature to have been more 
prolific in her productions, arid more indulgent 
to her offspring, than in more modern tices,

The ^Ifreds of Joseph Bottle (l8Ou) and Pye(loOl), the 

Dritarmio of Ogilvie, the Richard the First of liurges , and 

Mrs Cowley ' s The Sie^e of »«.cre (all of ifiOl) were Southey's 

main rivals in the vapid loiig poem duri.ig these years,

Cottle is condeDiried by Ferriar for his attack on epic
4 * 5 machinery, though the br i t i s h Cr i t i c defends it here,

CR (2) 30 (I> 03;. 369. The Critical reviewer of Casti's
Gli ,-aiirnali Parlanti professed to find in it tue
genre of mock-heroic epic fable: CR (2) 35 (My-Ag 02). 544.

2 DC 18 (i) Ol). 64l: Ogilvie, Britannia, (ibOl).

AJR 11 (ijc 02). 272: Ibid.

4 MK n.s, 35 U*iy Ol). 1; (^erriar).

5 BC 16 (D 00). 610.
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and the Critical things th^t the poem would, be better without
machinery, while the surviving machinery is condemned as

2 3 p«go-Christian and I^.ckiii^ in dignity, With regard to
4 5 all five authors the dignity and vitality of the epic

is stressed, and it is here that the moderns are found
67 8 wanting, w ile patriotic and moral demands are strict.

These opinions make most of the reviewers a little stiff 
for their period when the strict demarcation. lines between 
the genres were being relaxed, machinery and the rules 
regarded askance. William Taylor appears the most advanced.

1 CR (2) 31 (F 01). l6l.

2 ItfRn.s. 35 (My 01). 2;

3 BC 16 (U 00). 6 Ik.

MR; loc. cit. in note 2.

MR n.s. 37 (F 02). 183: i'ye ; '(Ferriar). MR n.s. 37 
O2). 36O-1: Ogilvie; (Ferriar).

CU (2) 31 (F 01). 160: Cottle. _BC 18 (Jl Ol). 28
t 9 (01 01). 232: Pye. CR (2) 32 (Je Ol). 121: burges. 

BC 18 (N 01). 523: Mrs Co

7 MR'n.s. 37 (F 02). 179: iye; (Ferriar). AJk 11 (llr 02). 
277: Ogilvie.

o
Three useful discussions of the epic's fortunes are:

Donald I-j. Foerster, 'Critical ..poroval of up±c 
- Poetry in the Age of Wordsworth 1 PM.A 70 (1955). 602-705.

H.T. Swederiberg jr, 'Fable, ,,ction, Unity , and 
Supernatural Machinery in English ^pic Theory, l650-l80O f 
Englische ^tudioii 73 (193§). 39-^o-

Rules anu English Critics of 
the Epic^ 1650-1800* SP 35 (1938). 5^.6-87.
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Between the extremes of ballad and epic co e otii-r 
poetic genres on which there are comments from trie 
reviewers. The pastoral did not generally meet with approval 
the .an t i- J a c o b in R e v i ew finds the true pastoral toue in 
E.A. Dray's Idyls , but the Critical interestingly declares 
that 'In thjLS northern climate, and in the present st<i.ite 
of society, it r quires no small decree of imagination to 
embrace all the fabulous images of Sicilian scenery, or to
reiish all t ;e simplicity of the ideas and feelings of

2our own rustics. 1 Furthermore, the British Critic
concludes that modern standards of coimuori sen e make pastoral 
poetry seem ridiculous. In reviewing Gtessner's works of 
1802 the Critical finds that pastorals tend to include
impossible scenes and the British Critic thdt tue idylls are5 " 
fantastical, effeminate, and absurd. These are all
approaches which J.B. Congleton in his Theories of i astoral 
1'oetry in England 1684-179^ finds characteristic of the 
rationalistic reaction of the period 1717-175^ ratn^r than 
of the la^e eighteenth-century payehoIodising , though he 
finds both approaches i^i late eighteenth-century Reviews.

Satire also receives a. measure of attention:
7 particular satire is most effective, but the i^onthly Review

1 AJg. 9 (Je 01). 179.

2 £^i ( 2 ) 33 (N 01). 350.

3 BC 18 (D OIK 664.
4

BC 20 (D 02). 691.

Uainesville, Florida, 1952.
6

Pp. 120-1.
rp

BC 16 Ug 00). 193: Gifford, Epistle to i eter i-indar. (l800)
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criticises Grim. Con, for speaking too freely of
sri 
2

dignitaries. Furthermore, there is always a danger of a
lapse into bad taste.

Dealing with Jan.es Hurclis's The Fa v o uri t e Village
r.of IdOO the Criticc.il comes to the conclusion that while

lyric arid epic poetry tire for the hi^nly educated, descriptive
poetry is apprecicited by all: hence few read Gray's odes,

3 but many tacicle The reasons \vhich dignifies corn.sion objects.
This basically simple genre might however be made more 
dignified by the logical introduction of historical, 
mythological, moral, and religious topics: one sees here 
an attempt to rciise the form from its generally accepted 
inferior status among the genrts.

Polwhele has a long article on didactic poetry 
arising from his treatment of Wakefield's Lucretius. He 
accepts the validity of the genre and outlines its history 
in England, dividing the examples ii-to three grovips — - 
these dealing with busiue&s and tue pleasures of xife such 
as JNtascn's Garden , f philological? vv^orks aiitong wii^ch his own 
English Orator is given a h:;-gh pl<-ce, and philosophical 
poems, though the terras of philosophy have a tendency to

1 MR n.s. 36 (D 01). 438.

2 CR (2) 30 (j OO). k75- Gil ford, Op. cit.

3 CR (2) 31 (Ja 01). 83.

BC 18 (Ag 01). 147: Dowles, Poems vol. ii, (luOl).

See Bosk^r, Literary CriCicJGm iii tLc /.c^e o_f Johnson, p. 95
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be inappropriate for poetry. Darwin is here particularly 

condemned: the i^vasi^n of poetry by science is to be 

checked, lest every spark be quenched in the phlegm of 

philosophy. This unenthusiastic approval recalls 

Johnson, where the classic moral-aesthetic conflict is to 

be £aund.

The remarks on the novel tend to be more general, 

the development of different sub-genres having had less 

time to become established. However, the Lane press and 

its associates are generally condemned: QDLyitt Woodhouse 

refers to 'that negative class of insipid and senseless

productions, whxch we see frequently issuing from the press
2 merely to swell the catalogues of circulating libraries.'

The Critical often adopts a mocking tone for Lane productions 

while the Monthly RevJew treats none of its vorks, and the

charge of desultory insipidity is one of tiie most
3 frequent levelled against the genre. Further hints of

subgeneric division may be seen in Krs>; o dy's observation 

that the modern romance with its caves, passages and monks
4w, s a substitute for tiie Ci.ivalric romances of her childhood.

AJR 5 (Fir OO). 241-58: J^ucretiiis ed. wakefiaid, „ or ks , 
TT796-7); (Lolvvhele).

' , • t . ' - i '.- • • '' 
O ""*

iiii n « s « 35 (^S 01 )• 356: 'John tieaui'ort 1 <^i.e. John 
Thelwall") , The uau^liter of Adoption, (l80l), N;(0. 
Woodhouse ) .

MR n.s. 38 (Jl 02). 312: Ad am in a , N; (banning). 
OR (2) 31 (Ap Ol). 4?^: Adonia, (l6ui) t l\ .

4 MR n.s. 34 (F 01). 203: W.I!. Ireland, Kiinuc.ldo , (loOo), 
N; (l-irs Moody).
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The romance vr^s not generally li ^hl> thought of. JU 

in the /-a! t i - J aco_bin liev ie\v rebukes .-alker i or attempting 

the genre: romance is the wrong path Tor a man of genius. 

Furthermore his work is n t up to t^e level of The Cystic 

of Gtranto and ceiias to become puerile. The to attitudes 

to tue majority of novels are standard for tue period,

but in oti^er comments th•_ reviewers show a more sympathetic
2 

attitude. examples nay be found in those comments which

concern tiie function of the novel. Most frequently it is 

seen as a vehicle o± information ana instruction, partly 

moral, but cilso involving the dissemination of tue ^uthor ' s

knowledge of the world. The function may be the portrayal
3 4 

of imfwciili^r manners or of hi-st .rical events; or it

may be the communication of the author's worldly wisdom

and experience. There is some debate as to whether a

novel ought to be used for the dissemination of philosophical

Ajk 6 (l-'iy 00). 52: G. Walker, The Three ^janiards, N; 
(liar rail ) .

See Hobert D. Kayo, The ^n^lish Move! in tiie magazine 
1740~l8l5 , (Evans ton, 19o2), and J.7. Taylor, ^arly 
Opposition to tl.-e ^u^lish Nov. 1 The I'o LJ u±.^r Reaction 
frout 1?6Q tp 1C3Q, (New Yurk, l

AJR 5 ( Kr OO). 269: H. Bisset, Uou^las t (l80O>, N; 
( J . Gifford).

4
BC 15 (F 00). 19^: J.h. Campe tr. i-ielme, yortez (1799)
and I izarro (loOO), K.

MK n.s. 38 (Jl O2). 3l4: LelmoL--r , (lcOl>, Is; fanning).
Of. AJR 13 (b-u 02). 459: i;me de uenlis, ..; ri^s of
Novels, (lC-02).
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opinions. Noody thinks that aorothea is justified in so
doing, the Critical th. t the process has been carried to

2 an extreme. There is certainly danger in the process.
3The Anti-Jacobin Review notes:

AS novels are wxitxen arid rt*ad by all descriptions, 
the setr politician and the affected philosopher 
have seized the opportunity of interweaving dangerous 
tenets and wild speculat-oris with some iuteresti.* g 
story.

Politics are regarded by tae Critical as being out of 
place in the novel.

Godwin's influence is primarily moral and 
philosophical and is to be disapproved of. A similar 
moral criticism is made of >»rs Robinson's The Natural 
Daughter whose heroine is of tue nollstonecraf t school, 
and rieath i i the ; 011i-J acobin Review approves of tne
satirising of St. Leon and asks for the rest of t^e school

7 to be included:

For although we do not allow ridicule to b^ the
only test of tr.th, we still are of opinion it may
be applied with effect in the destruction of the

1 KR n.s. 37 (^p 02), 425: Dorothea , N; (Moody).

* CR (2) 34 (F 02). 238: Ibid.

^ AJR 7 < J °°)« /tl^ : Humbert Cattle, (l800), K.
4

CR (2) 31 (frr 01). 354: Mrs burke, Klliott, (1800), X.

MR n.s. 35 (Ag Ol). 356: 'John Beaufort' <^i.c. John 
Thelwall^ , The i>au^liter of ucloption, (16ul), 1\ ; 
(0. woodhouse ) .

B£ l6 (S OOJ. 320: i.rs Robi.ison, Th e i\ ^. t or a 1 t/ au g, i ). t er , 
(1799), N.

AJR 5 (;-*p OO). 42?: 'St. Leon 1 <x.e. Edward Dubois^>, 
St. Godwin, (l800), K.



false malignant and sophisticated reasoning of 
the disciples of the Godvrinian philoso< h> ; and we, 
therefore, beg leave to recommend to t^e notice 
of this author, soi-ie other spaun of Liie same 
monster, such as the life of i-.ary Wolstone£raf t , 
the novels of I*;ary hays, brs. 'lobiiison, i-irs. 
Inchbald, &c . &c .

Two comments remain to be noted oi-i tuv, novel as 

a genre. It is sometimes felt tnat the modern nuvel is

in decline, a strange fate for so young a form: the
1 old school was preferable in form and construction , and

whereas nature aiiu simplicity were once prized in novels 

'now matters are reversed; and it seems to be the ambition 

of many novel-writers, to present to their readers

whatever can be conceived tu«-it is unnatural, exaggerated,
2 and extravagant. 1 Secondly, soxaething of tae ambiguity

°f- ^ ame .-l.'a would ap. ear to be lingering on iu the comment
3on Lotzebue's The Escape :

If it be the narrative of a real escape from the 
Inquisition, ivotzebue, b> not announcing it as 
such, has deprived the reader of the chief source 
of interest. If, as ve suspect, it be a fictitious 
tale, there is little merit in copying from what is 
here called Tr e nk ' s rom a n c e .

.In spite of all the criticisms of the genre the 
novel was, then, by no means without advocates. Lsut the

strongest and most perceptive of all is not one of the

Ck (2) 32 (Je 01). 231: Humbert Castle.

2 B£ 15 (Je OO). 675: C. Lloyd, ^dmuiid Oliver, (179&), N.

3 CR (2) 28 (F OO). 240: Kotzebue tr. Thompson, ^e 
Escape, U799), N.
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.Reviews under consider cst ion: the rOi.taly I irror, v:hile 
acknowledging that the taste of t«..e tiL.es was ii,,t £ avourable 
to excellence, notes that a £>o .. d novel is ju._-. t *..,£ tneritor ious
as a good epic, and there could be no hi^ner prcii.se than 
that. 1

Modern arama was generally thought to be in a 
very ^oor way. Large theatres, x>rocl^iins oottiiey, lead to
an excess of rant -- farce, foolery, pantomime,

2 iizarro, and Ferri^r proposes the settling, u_.- of a sniali
theatre for pieces of a. serious or elevated nature. The
bill of fure in trie large thet tr^s is brou^i t to .Life 
by numerous hostile delineations: a cult of the ac.tor
predominates and much of whc.t is beiii.^ written will riot

k survive the actors for whom it is produced; spectacle,
buffoonery and slug-song are stressed at tne expense of

. * 102: TliC ^olli^g of Fashion, (loulj,

Ck (2) 37 ( i';1 03 j. 2u6: Joam a bailxie, " o erics of 
i lays , vol. ii, (l802); (Southey). Kayo suais up the 
Cc se for the Reviews well: Cp . cit . , p.

^^i n.s, 32 (Jl 00 j. 3^6: Kotzebue a dap. Cumberland., 
JohaiLi-.a of hontf aucon, (18OO), ij ; (ierriari).

130 I? (Ap 00). 433: Janies Gobi', Kaii^oh Droo£, (iCoo), D; 
bC 15 (J^y 00). 5^>7' A Critique on the Tragedy of 
i izarro, (1799), P.
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1 2 wit, and the mob is pleased by bustle; modern coiaic

taste is vitiated, leading to a false emphasis on

caricature and word-play wnica is necessarily of transient 

4"3 interest; five-act farces are particularly condemned

by Ferriar

Much of the degeneracy of English drama is ascribed 

to foreign influence. If Monk Lewis will study the

classics and chaste dramatic models instead of German.
5 absurdity lie will become a genuine English dramatist,

and this emphasis on the contract between regular, classical 

drama and modern practice is frequently pointed.

1 BC 17 (Ap Ol). 433: James Cobb, Qp. cit. AJK 7 (S OO ) . 
6l : Ibid. : AJii refuses to review in detail a work 
written without attention to the rules of dramatic 
composition, ~

2 CU (2) 28 (AP OO). 475: Kotzebue adap. Cumberland,
Joanna of Fiontf aucoii, (iGOO), D.

* CR (2) 32 ( ,g 01). 468: Lathom, The ijash of the Day, 
TTbOl), D. Cf. CH (2) 36 (S 02;. 115: F. Reynolds, 
Folly as it Flies , (l8O2), D. luii n.s. 31 Ua OO ) . 96: 
Reynolds, Kana^ement , (1799)| &i Clv'oody).

4 n.s. 35 (Jl 01). 3^3: Reynolds, Life, (lOOl), D.

5 CR (2) 34 (F 02). 232: i-i. G. Lewis, adelmorn, ilbOl), D.

BC 16 (Jl 00). 8l : Prince iloore, Indiscretion, (iCOOv), 
MR n.s. 39 (N O2). 322: Reynolds, Folly as it Flies, 
TTB02 ) , D ; ( F err iar ) .



Ferriar is the most energetic among the defenders of 

English dram* against Teutonic influence, and his work 

reaches its climax in his review of J.G. Holman's The 

R e d ̂ Cross 1 vn i &j;> t s , an adaptation of Schiller's Die R&uber. 

A year later, however, in July 1&G1, Ferriar could note 

with satisfaction that Teutonic influence seemed to be 

waning in any case. It may further be pointed out that 

the British Critic found Schiller's Maria Stuart the
5

least exceptionable of all the German dramas.

Tragicomedy had gradually been accepted by

Johnson, but it is condemned by his friend Charles Burriey 

in the course of his lengthy arid appreciative analysis

See on the whole subject:
V. Stockley, ^ertuaii loiter ature as known in 

England 175O- 1^30 > (London, 1929).

Thomas Rea, ^chiller's ^ratuas and Poems in England , 
(London, 1906 ) .

G. V, . Sellier, kotzebue in Lngl^iid, (i-eipzig, 19O1).

MK n.s. 32 Ul OOj. 322-3: J.G. aolman, The 
knights, (1799), i>; (Ferriar).

MKn.s. 35 (Jl Ol). 325: fcarl of Carlisle, The
Mother, (IcOU), D; (Ferriar). Cf. L>C 1? (Je Ol). 669: 
The German Museum, (loOO), D. For the rise and fall 
in popularity of German literature at t;.is period see 
B.H. Morgan and A. H. llohlfeld eds , German Literature 
in .Br i t. i s h Ma g a z in e s 1 7 5 Q ~ 1 <- & Q i (i-iadisoii, Wisconsin, 

p. 42 ff.

18 (D 01). 666: Schiller tr. J. C. ?i<ellish), 
Maria otuctrt, (loOl).
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of La Harpe's .Lycee. The liberal Critical t however, 

cites an instance of mingled tragedy, comedy, and i'torce,

if not with any high praise, at least without overt
2 condemnation. X^elodra»na is recognised by G.^. Griffiths

as being nev* to the ^nglisii stage, and iiolcroxt's essay
3in the genre is generally approved. The reviewers

differ in their attitudes to horror in the drama* Uhiie 

it is not generally condemned, -aouthey lias an interesting 

argument against the horror in one of Joanna Baillie's 

plays which may be linked with the concern for realism 

in the novel: he maintains that 'the mind instinctively 

makes an effort to escape from pain; and scenes^ like

these, force upon it the recollection that tiie whole is
4 fiction. * A related neoclassical point is made by luoody

when he praises Pye f s tragic Adelaide for not presenting 

death on the stage, this being an advance upon barbarism.

He more interestingly goes on to st^te that death is not
5 essential to trageuy:

Let us riot be so barbarous as to seek amusement 
from sanguinary scenes, nor henceforth regard 
blood as essential to the essence of tragedy, 

,>••,..„ ,,Ought not all serious and soul-moving dramas,

1 MR n.s. 33 (S-D ifcOO). 456;

2 PR (2) 30 (0 OO). 229: James Cobb, Kamah i/roog, u.
•2

MK n.s. LlO (Mr 03). 330: holcroft, ^ lale of Mystery,
(1^02), D; (Ci.ii. Griffiths).

• ..:• - <, .---i. , .-.- • , •
CR (2) 37 (F 03). 212: Joanna Baillie, ^ series of
Plays vol. 2, (l802J, D;

jyil< n.s. 33 (^ 00). 317: i-ye, ^delaide, ilbOOj, u.
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which strongly excite oaf r ity arid Terror t to be 
considered as tragedies, though ue^th itself 
stalks not over the sta.t,e?

Two types of literature cutting across generic 

division also call for attention: works designed for 

children, unti literature produced in tinses or places 

remote from the reviewers.

*.orks for children consisted almost entirely of 

stories, though tuere w . &> a little verse, and the most 

prominent writer was Jhrs l-'ilkington. There art two main 

demands -- for instructive morality and lor correctness 

and perspicuity of style. We have alreauy noticed the 

Anti-Jacobin Keview on the prowl after nursery jacobinism

arid the same ^eview condemns The ^dveiitures of ivamoula—. __ . ___ ^
as Illiterate, superstitious, £ind almost blasphemous.

Works produced in times or places remote from tne 

reviewers were not often reviewed, but the comments on 

them show an interest!:^ variety of res^on^e, reflectii.g 

the increasing historical awareness of the post-Augustan 

era. There was a vogue for Arabian works durin^ the 

period under discussion, and it seems to have been the 

most frequent opinion that they could not be expected to

AJR 10 (M 01). 3H-2: adventures of l-;usul, (1800), N. 
MR n.s. 38 (Jl 02). 313-4: Alciator, ihatime et Loroe, 
(1802), N; (Inarming;. BC 19 U*y O2) . 53G-9: Ibid.

2 AJH 10 (0 01). 2O<j-9: The adventures of h ampul a, (loOl),



18?

obey ti.e rules oi western writing. The great orientalist 
Sir Vvilliam Joxu s is the cause of a classic expression 
of the doctrine of variable taste in riami.I ton's review 
of his works: Arabian manners are different from those 
of Europe and expressions natural to them may appear 
turgid to us. -similarly J.^. Good ±n the Critical * s 
review of i ersian Lyrics finas a lack of connection
according to European laws, but the i ersiaris ought not to

2 be expected to c -'.a form with these. iiamilton does,
however, discriminate later in the same volume between
the simplicity of ^rabian «nd excess ve embellishment of

3 i ersian poetry. bornethi^g of the same atxitude occurs in
a more general way in the review of M.K.-H. Halek's Llegy

4 by the British Critic which finds it Orientally obscure.

Medieval poetry tends still to be valued for its 
antiquarian interest rather than for any literary merit. 

Ferriar finds extracts frota Gavin Douglas 'disgusting by 
their harshness, or repulsive by their obscurity' but 

agrees t;,at tney are useful to the antiquary. .oiother 
work dealing with Scottish medieval poetry, Alexander 

Campbell*s Introduction to the history of ioetry ia Scotland,

1 MR n.s. 32 Ue 00). 132.

2 CR (2) 30 (i\ 00;. 265.

^ MR n.s. 32 (Jl OO). 233: ^'Inayat Allah } tr. Jonathan 
Scott, iiahar-Danush, (1799)i P.

BC 17 (F 01). 191.

MU n.s. 31 (F OO). l8?: George Ch«lmers, A Suppleinental 
Apology, (1799), P.
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elicits from Hamilton the conaiuent th, t ,. ersonal abuse i.u 

James V was tae product o±' a crude age. In thw same

vein, the bowdler isiug of Shakespeare is generally approved, 

though it is felt that the luOQ King Joim is too drastic.^ 

Apart from biiakespear e , who is coiiu.iended by Charles 

jdurney in o^ osition to La liarpe for 'his strong humour 

and support of cnaracters in comedy, and for his original

and beautiful sentiments on every subject which is
4 

interesting to human nature i, L tragedy 1 , early modern

authors do not fare well in these reviews: the works of 

Beaumont and Fletchur are irregular and display false 

taste in spite of the strength of genius and variety of 

caaracter manifested in tueiii; w'yatt, bidney, anu Ralegh 

were not to be classed among major secondary pcets: 'There 

are no living iuiages , no burniug words, no elegance of* 

metaphor: the vis poetic a cc.n scarcely even be discovered 

in tneir prosaic pages. ' The genuine ballads fared no

Reviews of 2 henry IV^adap. K. Valpy), (itiui): M< n.s. 
39 (* 02). 322; B£ 19 (Ky 02). 53^.

Reviews of King John <fadap. K. Valpy)>, (l80O): MR n.s.
39 (N 02). 321; CKT2) 33 (0 01). 235-6; bC 18 (Ag 01).
196-7; AJR ? (^ 00;. 5H3. Cf. CJi (2) 36 Tu 02). ^77-8:
The Merchant of Venice <adap. Valpy^ (18O2).

MR n.s. 33 (3-D l&OO). 464: Laharpe, Lycee.

MR n.s. 32 (Je 00). 152: J.M. 1-iason, Comments on the 
Plays of Beaumont and Fletchcr, (179^11F^(Ferriar } .

CR (2) 3O (o OO). 70: Edward ihiliips (ed. Brydges), 
Theatruni J.-OL. taruiii .aiglicancrum, (1800), iV.
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better: the events were too remote to interest tne 

reviewers and the metre was distracting; their rqtiorial 

curiosity remained ungrutified.

"'. '' When one examines reviews of those products of the 

classical era which were being studied and edited during 

the period one finds the main terias of ap, roval noted in 

the last chapter. Thus Longiuus displays 'profound 

judgment, feeling, ana refined ta,ite'; Lucretius 

combines 'the correctness of uacine with the simplicity 

of Goldsmith', and Terence is praised by bannister for 

his 'delicacy of sentiment, elegant simplicity of language, 

and just delineations of human life arid manners'."* here 

we are at the very centre of the criticism in these 

Reviews, and no advise comment is heard.

b) Personal Consider a tj-ons , - ••••; :

One of the most fruitful sources of information on the 

relationship between reviewer and autuor is tue advice

1 AJK 9 (Ag 01). 412-3: Thomas Uodd, Ancient L-allads, (iSoi).

2 BC 2O (S 02). 317: Scotish l oenis of the sixteenth
Century ed. J.G. Dalyell ,(IbOl), V.

MR n.s. 33 (S^D 00). 4^8: Lanappe, i.ycee; (I3urney). 

4 CK (2) 2B (I'-ir Ou). 2^3: Lucretius, Look une , (1799-1.
e ' : "> •• '-

MR n.s. 32 (Ag OO). 430: A brief account of the Life 
and writings of Terence, (1799); (Bannister).
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offered to the author for future improve-hunts. often tue 

recipient of such advice is a young u»an. The young 

Diinond has imagination and sensibility but wants taste: 

he should a^simil^te tae simplicity of lan^ua^e in

Goldsmith and r ope arid then revise iiis work. Mrs Cowley
2 should read more and write less, arid the iiarl of Carlisle

will write better if he practises rnore.^

Allowances were frequently made which could 

mitigate a severe judgment or procure a favourable one. 

These allowances concerned the person and circumstances 

of the author, his intention ana character, a^id the 

respectability of the subscribers to his publication.

An author might be excused the full critical rigour on
4 gr^-iids of youth, or his work might be specially highly

praised. Admittedly, he mi^ht be severely censured:

the Critical fi^ds the loose views which William Earle

the younger displayed in his novel The ivelshman especially

•<
CR (2) 32 (^g 01). 464: ;jiraond, i etr^rchal Sonnets, (lb'00).

BC 18 (IS Ol). 523: i-irs Cowley, The Siege of Acre, (l80l),V.

AJR ? (° °°)« 2Q^ : Earl Q£ Carlisle, The .btep-Kother ,
TTTToo) , D.

CR (2) 32 (Ag Ol). 4?0: Alphonso di J^or^o, (loOOj, i\ .

Mi n.s. 39 (O 02). 208: *.d Llizabetharn Uegiii.am t V; 
.Moody) .
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reprehensible for one aged t^anty. The uncertainty may 

be exemplified by two reactions to Sophia king's n~vel

The Victim of **'r ienaship: the Critical judges that it is
2 unmanly in Q reviewer to criticise a young lady, whereas

the An t i— J a c o bin Review f in^s the work immoral and professes 

itself tired of children's vtfork. *v similar uncertainty 

is seen in tue allowances made ana not made for ladies 

\vlio write. The British Critic proclaims thut the- words

'by a lady' stop criticisja, but hardly mitigates its 

severity, judging that the ivoxk under consideration

displays 'nothing like manliness of thought, or energy
k of expression 1 . Gllyett .Joodhouse is even le^s complimentary

when he finds a novel praiseworthy in spite of its being 
by a female wuthor. The author's bereavement or death 

are further circumstances which m^y elicit sympathy from 
the reviewer for the \vork iu question. Finally, the 

poverty of the author may be taken into consideration. 
Ferri^r cites extracts froir. the work of a poor clergyman

CR 

2 CR (2) 32 (Je 01). 232.

5 AJR 7 (0 00). 4 16.

JDC 19 (Ap 02). 419: Adamina , N.

m n.s. 35 (Ag 01). 427: ^donia , (lOOl), N.

BC l6 (u 00). 679: i* • Hayley, An ^ssay on Sculpture, 
TTbOO), V.

j MR n.s. 3$ (S 01). 26: i^ary Kobinson, Lyrical Tales,
TlBoo), v.
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so as to let the reader judge for himself, and .H. 

Donoughue's penury is pitied by both Monthly Review and

British Critic, the subsequent criticism being mild in
2 tone. The Critical, however, refuses to admit poverty

3 
as a mitigating factor: the critic's job must be dona

and .Southey gives bloomfield's circumstances at tne end
4 

of his review of The Farmer's Boy so as to avoid prejudice.

A wide variety of attitudes is assumed with 

:e to the poet's intention. At one extr 

Woodhouse can write of uallas' s novel i'ercival:
reference to the poet's intention. At one extreme, ullyett

5

Occasional improprieties of style, a few deviations 
from the strict rules of composition, a casual 
Wtmt of poetical truth in tiie conception of 
character, or a deficiency of art in the 
management of the fable, appear light faults, 
when weighed against the importance of the end 

t designed.

At the other extreme, k. Cole's elegaic intentions are 

approved but it is made clear that he should not write 

verses. The intentions generally approved are the usual

1 MR n.s. 33 (N OO). 313-5: WT . Collier, Poems on Various 
Occasions , (18OOJ.

o
Mil n.s. 31 (Ja OO). 93: Donoughue, Essay on the Passions,
TT799), V; (Burney). DC 15 (Mr 00). 315: Ibid.

3 CR (2) 31 (Mr 01). 255: P. Little John, The Mistake, 
(1800), N. .

CR (2) 29 (hy 00).

5 MR n.s. 37 (Ap 02). 425.

6 BC 15 (F 00). 191: W. Cole, A '*e&r of uegret, (1799 J, V.
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ones of patriotism. piety. _ , . . .. . , 3 
^ ' ^ J ' and practical morality.

Vt/orks written Tor caaritoble purposes are usually
4 approved, even if the result is not commendable from a

5 
literary pciiit of view, though i-irs hale's l-'oetical

Attempts should have been circulated onl> among her 

frienus. The autocratic critic is flattered by a modest 

author* but tuis does not necessarily affect the criticise 

-the author's modest estimate of his own work may be
7 o

accepted, or it may be merely noted with approval.

1 MR n.s. 36 (O 01). 215: Lines on tue Seath of the L^ 
air Ualph /ibercrombie; (&oody), »•' - .

2 AJR (My-Ag OO). 513-^t La Foi Couronnee, (1799), V;
J. Gif ford;.

MR n.s. 32 (Ag OO). 43?: Contentment , (l800), V; (Koouy). 

AJR 13 (S 02). 84-5: The author and tiie Two Comeuians, N.

n.s. 32 (Jl OO). 325: i-i. ohepaerd, The Orphans , 
TToOO), D; (Ferriar).

CR (2) 29 ( Ag 00). 464, *vhen the BC cannot comiiieiid a 
good intentio^ , it says as little as p ssible: 
17 O-ir Ol). 3l4: 1. Corneille, ^aximian, (l8oO).

7 CR (2) 28 (Ja 00). 1O7-8: John black, Poeus, (1799). 
The turning of the tables hsre is perhaps due in part 
to blafek's attack on critics.

o
Mii n.s. 3^ (HP Ol). 340: J . w . Chandler, Sir Hubert,
TT8OO), V; (Ferriar^.



At the other extreme, the Critical notes that ^ 

Holstein's novel £rnestiixa has disarmed criticism by its 

modesty and proceeds to praise it whereas the i>riti s h 

Critic, uncharged, finds the same work insipid and absurd. 1
o

Respectable lists of subscribers are noted, but it 

can be suggested that they have been actuated by a regard 

for the author rather than the work and the Critical 

attributes the Juchess of York's attention to Tales of 

Truth to charity. 5

In all thtr.-se instances, t*.eri, allowances are made 

at times which mollify the reviewers' strictures, while 

at other times the extenuating circumstances are merely 

noted and the criticism proceeds regardless.

Accusations of puffing or of adverse reviews due to 

personal spite are frequently maue against the Reviews 

around this period. On 23 April 1809 Southey wrote to 

Landor:

when GiiTord published his Juvenal, one of the most 
base attacks that ever disgraced a literary 
journal was made upoi it in the Critical neview

1 CR (2) 33 (^ 01). 113. BC 1? (My 01). 

15 (F 00). 190: Black,

3 CH (2) 31 (Ap 01). 475; cf. BC 17 (toy 01). 
Esther Holstein, Er ii^e s t ina .

4 Life and Correspondence ed. C.C. Southey, iii. 230
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by soine one of tue heroes oi iiis jJavii d. difforc 
wrote an angry reply, in which ne bruu&ut forward 
all the Oj fences oi tne review for r.any y* ars 
back; one of those ofiences was its praise of 
Gebir. I lau&hed when 1 a ,cird this, &ue.~>fcin& 
pretty well at the nature of Clifford's feuiiu&s; 
for I had been -£ue reviewer of whose partiality 
he complained. uebir Cciine to me with a L.* arc el 
of other poems, which I was to kilJ off. 1 Wc<s 
young in the trade, and reviewed it injuaiviously, 
so tuat every bo^y sup ; o&ed it to be aone by so^.ie 
friend of tho ^utiior. : or 1 aiicilysed tue story; 
studded it vvith as many beautiful extracts aw taey 
would allow room I ̂ >r ; praised its merits almost 
up to tne height of ray feelings, arid never thought 
of telliiug the reader that it lie went to the 
book itself he woi.ld fi;»d any more difficulty 
in coi-.preiiendiiig, it tiic*ri no found in t^at abstract.

In this statement we ht^ve not only an ^ccotait of oouthey's 

kindliest review iii^ practice, but also examples of actual 

denigration for personal reasons ana of iiatui al though 

unjustified suspicion. iiouthey was ri^nt in his diagnosis 

here, for /aina oeward unde^'stO'jd froi i( Fellowes, one oi 

the lc ter editors, th^t * G a Lor * had been reviewed by its 

author .

Ther*:1 is some evidence of puf 1 in^. in a I.";, five 

Reviews , though tho evidence is more detailed for the 

Monthly ^eviow and the Critical and very slight ior the 

uriti^h Critic. It w^as difficult for a reviewer to obtain 

the Griffiths' permission to write a puff: Samuel iarr 

obtained permission only with difficulty to insert 'rather 

a favourable account* of £>isho L Bagot's Char&fc , and

Letters of xinna reward, v.296: 1 Jl 00.
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'Dr. Grifliths afterwards tol- uie ti;st sorae of his 

colleagues were displeased with him for &r anting i,;e tiiis 

permission. 1 In 1797 O-illy suggested to John tinker ton 

that Lr Gillies might be prevailed u] on to review 

iinkerton's History favourably in the Iv'oiithly

Samuel Hamilton hc*J been annoyed at an attempt by letter

to influence the Review against i- insert on and had told
3 him about it.

On the other h-.nd, the editor himself attempted 

to indicate to William Taylor that a puff was required, 

Ralph Grifritus asked him in 17 l,»3 to review /jrthur p.urphy ' s 

arm in ius kindly but fairly as he was on the staff ( ' one 

of us * ) . The stress on fairness here ana tue difficulty 

of larr suggest that puf ̂ .ing was rare in the KcK.thly 

Review, but it certainly was not impossible.

luffs were pos sibie too in the Cr i t i c a 1 » and
S^ MMMMMMMMBMMM^HIMM.

here there is less sense of difficulty and enibarrassiuent in 

the process. oouthey writes in l8oi to .-illiam Tayior:

• 1 have perhaps and probably enough i. terost 
iu the Critical Review to insert any puff of 
decent praise an*a brevity, but there 4 y ii..terest

Memoirs of ... the Rev, aamuel Parr, LL.D. by lv il 1 iam
Field, ( 2 vols, Loiidon, 1628), i. 333n.

2 The literary Correspondence of Juan Finkortoii, tvsq.,
(2 vols, London, 1&3U), i. 

Loc . cit.

4 J.»v. Kobberds, op. cit. , i.122; cf. i. 139 (179&),
also ii. 319 ( I&IO)for the continuation of the habit 
in father and son.

5 Ibid., i.
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ends, once 1 attempted to ir troauce a frieuu 
there, Wi.o would have bi-^en a very ^oliath or 
Samson, but n, notice was taken of :;.y application.

One mi^ht infer from the tone of the remark that bo u they 
is suggesting that his friend mi^nt have bee;, a friendly 
puffer too, but this is only a conjecture, iciylor reviewed
Thai aba enthusiastically , thou&ii oouthey stresses nis 

ability and by implication iiiy ei .>-. ential fairness 

Sou they was no victim of excessive moaesty -- and in

Ic05 when Hunt has driven Taylor froiii the Keview he
2anticipates th^t ^.adoc will far> less hc.p-ily. writing

to laylor h ..self bouthey contp^ret tne Critical account 
with the attack in the British Critic ana cries: 'oh,
vvilliam Taylor, how do taese things of criticism depend

3 upon private fteli/igj'^ Taylor in reply sno^s
understanding of tiie reviewing scene: '1 thought the

poem could be helped more by making certain allowances to
4 the slanderers than by mere puf 1 . ' Xiie implications of

this arid other remarks i^ this paragraph are nit exactly 
clear, but the general coi elusion is inescapable: the 

Critical ^cvievr was more open to puffing than its main

rival and Southey detected a 'puff super J.ative 1 of 
Jbrowne ' s meagre ^ravels.

Life and C or r e sj_> ond e n c e , ii, 2^9: 9 *Ja G^i to Bedford,
o

Ibid., ii. 32O; cf. Hobberus

Robberds , Cp. c±A., i. 502.
A

Ibid. , i, 5O6: 20 iiy

5 I^i<^» « *• 301: 22 O 99
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of the other tnree Reviews, much le^^ can be 

said: >ve have to rel> raaJnly on circumstantial evidence. 

t\B for the Britisu Critic, rurma bewi.trd thought that 

Miss Baniierraan had been puf j ed in it, though she was 

wrong with reference to Geb_ir. It must be rioted however 

the^t the same i<eviev paid less attention than tne Critical

to the second edition, of Courtier's The Pleasures of
2 

Solitude published by their own Kivingtoii's. Furthermore

Laridor' s Gebir, also published by itivingtori's, was

overlooked and a co y w^s lent lor the reviewer's use.
3The review is hostile. In the ^n t i- J a c o L iii •>••<. e v i ew we

have noticed the activities of iolwhele. other associates 

of the Kevi^w were also praised in its pages: bisset's

novel Douglas received hi&her comiendation than in any
4 

other ueview, and in a major article, while on a less

purely literary level another contributor, Jonathan 

Boucher, received t^e reviewer's sympathy becau-e of his 

lack of preferment. ' .
t ' • 

•i . • .

On the basis of this evidence it would seem

reasonable to conclude that puffing has been proved to be 

normal practice only iu two Reviews, the Critical and tae 

Anti-Jacobin Review. It rarely occurred in the Monthly. 

The British Critic must be conditionally

Letters, v. 3^1: 5 J^ 01.

c 20 (0 02). 432; ct. CR (2) 36 (O O2 ) . 2^3-^.

_B£ 15 (F 00). 190* .£:^^vr^'---*ri.*c*-wii^^

4 AJU 5 (>^r 00). 26S-77.
5 AJR 1O (b 01). 8l-2: T. Sanderson, Origjinal * o.ei-ts ,
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Chapter 3» Individual Contributors and their reviews

The study turns from surveying the general conditions oi 
reviewing to the characterisation of the individual 
reviewers, Se .=>r^te treatment will be given in this 
section only to the more importcait co tributors to each 
Review. i-iinor reviewers will be considered briafly 
together at t;ie enu of each review, and there will be 
an attempt to survey t*ie relationship between editorial 
policy and individual reviewing practice in the Keview as 
a whole, , ,

Anti-Jticobiri Keview

The first six volumes oi the review in tiie uritish nuseum 
have most ol the contributors tuakked in. The only 
volumes oT direct concern here are 5 and 6 (January-August 
1800) and the follow in^ notes are ba^ed on these voluiues,

1. BL..GDU*, Francis William (1779-1^19) (5 reviews: 0 major)

Blagdon taught modern languages and later edited Flowers 
of Literature with the Revd F. fSrcvost and wrote anti- 
liberal propaganda. liis five idsntified reviews in 
the period under consideration, are all of foreign works, 
he shows an interest in style, preferring simplicity to

DMB: first supplement,
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1 2 inflated language and stresses the moral anci common
3 sense criteria for novels, AS a watchdog against the

Continent he bar'ks to forru.

2. •G1FFGRD, John 1 i.e. GHSEN, John. itichards (!73&-l8l8)

(8:2)
'John Clifford 1 was a tory pamphleteer and historian. It 
is saiithat 100,000 copies of his Address to Members of 
L oy al ^ss o c i c tions were sold. liis reviews are miscellaneous
As editor of the rieview he puffed f olwhele arid Kobert

4 Bisset, both contributors. He supported sound religious
c £~*

and political principles and the defence of the Church
7 8 against youthful melancholy and Peter Pindarian obscenity.

5 (Ja-Ap OO). 562: J.F. Dognon, Ln ^ois d'liiver. N; 
564 : Le Chateau T\oir, IS.

o
Ibid, , 564: J.I . Kou&aret, Les Dangers de la Seuuction, N.

rt
3-bid. t 562-4: J. Goebel, ^orreaa ^er Franke, (1799) f N.

AJR 5 (F 00). 200-4: Folwhele, The liifluore of Local 
attachment, (1798), V; ( ^p Ou). 428-30: Polwhele, 
Grecian irospects, V; (i>;r OO ) . 269-77: bisset,

N.

5 AJH 5 (F 00). 201.

6 AJR 6 (Ag 00). 513-4: La Foi Couronn/e , (1799), V.
•7

AJR 6 (Ky OO), 79-tiO: W. Dimond jun. , I etrarchal 
Sonnets, (l^OO), V.

p AJR 6 (Jl OO). 307: P. Pindar, Lord Auckland ' a Triumph ,
( 1 oOO ) , V.
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His stylistic ideal w«us nerve s and correct expression. 

A certain concern with critical standards comes through

in his statement tht~t critics approve of i olwuole ' s
2 revisio s in The Influence of Local Attachment arid in i...s

remarks on iindar f s supporters Vi^^ch is his u,.,ly piece

oi stylistic bravura (normally his style is as undistinguished

as his criticism) : "*

When we say tnat these pages exhibit a 
misshapen mass of* m, st miserable doggerel , our 
decision will no doubt be imputed, to prejudice by 
those teq-table critics v-,iiom we have frequently 
heard declare that i-eter iindar 's poetry is 
va s 11 y c 1 ever , s o w i i. ty , and so f^mpy , without 
maki g a single objection to nis obscenity, his 
calumny, and iu s falshood,

3. HARiu\LL ( 12:

This contributor has not b. eri identified. His reviews are o£ 

novels anu. plays, arid thus, in spite oi their solidity and 

competence, are relegated to the catalo&jies. -is 

qttitude to novels is clear: they should be moral (he 

even on one occasion proposes an alteration in a n^vel for

the saKe of the moral), «und tiie sUj, ornatural should be 

kept undc.r very strict co .trol, romance being tolerable

AJR 6 (My OO). 80: <ii. Llwyd ,> Beaumaris uay, (1800), V; 
(Jl OO). 292: C. Kigshaw, Sans Culo tides", TloOO), V.

AJ» q i fp otj » . ao4.AJR 5 (F 00 >. 204. 

5

2 AR 5 F >. .

cit.

AJR 6 (My OO). 55: J.N. Brewer, A ..inter's Tale, (loOO), N.

5 Ibid. , p.
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only OD the C trail to level. Gramriiatical errors were frequently

pointed o^t in detail. In plays iicirrall's vhief dei:ic*nd
2 was for novelty ana permanent character interest.

Harrall's style is undistinguished except, again, 

when he is in full hue and cry after an unfortunate author.
3 rvj

Then it becomes more lively, and at least one aliasing

review is the result. The Larie novel ^ndr e w otujart by
4 Mary Ann Hanway with its absurd foreign phrases leads to

a mock heroic tour de force by Harrall, containing such 

paragraphs as this:

Vi et armis we strove to retain sensation in 
our optic nerves; but iiorpheus , that sombrous 
deity, weighed heavy on our eyelids, and we 
yielded to the soporific impulse.

The wrongs of the gentle-hearted Isabella, 
incarcerated in a castellated mansion, infcenerated 
not our rigid feelings; nor did the vulgarity of 
the emaciated Orpington's cher ami excite ou* 
souls to laughter.

One moral sentiment is grandly displayed, ana then the 

review suddenly loses confidence and tails off into 

Harrall's usual insi^ia style and matter:

We have nothi g, however, to object to t^is novel 
on the score of morality. The moral is good, arid

AJR 6 (My 00). 52: G. walker, The Three Spaniards, N.

AJR 6 (Ky OO). 57: ixotzebue tr. Inch bald, The Wise .hen.
of the Last, 11799), i->; F. Reynolds, Jhan&gemeiit, (1798), i>.

5 AJR 6 (Ag 00). 451: urinond, (iBOO), N.

4 AJR 6 (Ag OO). 449-51: &. -. Hanway, ..ndrew otu^rt, (1800), N
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the author labours to enforce the precepts of 
honour, and virtu . it is not to tue design but 
to the execution that our objections apply.

4. HE Alii, The ^evd >v ill jam (o;2)

Heath is another unidentified contributor. foThht should 
have been his most interesting, review is that of the 
Lyrical ballads, but the result is disappointing: he is 
enthusiastic, butt uses colourless terms in a way which 
gives no hinit of anything extraordinary: genius, ab&s te , 
elegance , and mit are discerned, the '.ancient Kariner 1 is 
a good imitation of the elder poets, and Wordsworth displays
a classic and accomplished mind. Of more interest is uis

2 review of Godwin's St. Leon. He reviewed t. is as soon
as possible, fearing that censure wuuld be necessary, 
but finds the domesticateu Godwin greatly improved: let 
ftim continue and become f a ^ood Christian, a goed stibject, 
and an honett man. 1 Traces of the old Godwin regain! 
the pacifism is absurd, feut at least infidelity and cant 
are restricted to moments of madness in che characters. 
Godwin's general reflections show profound thought, but 
(though a work without ru.es is difficult to judge) the 
style seems too diflut-,e and inflated.

Tlie same moral concern is everywhere evident in 
Heath's criticism; |pis style is undistinguished except 
when he is censuring a v, ork: it tiien assumes the

___ 5 (Ap 00). 434.

2 ^JR 5 (Ja Ou). 23-8; (F 00). 145-53.

3 P. 151.
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devastating tone characteristic of the Review in its most 

censorious pages. A quotation from Thorn's poem JLodoii and 

Miranda is thus introduce^:

... there is something so exquisitely tender, so 
beautifully simple, and so chastely natural in 
the followiu^ lines tlu-t we cannot resist tiie 
temptation of inserting them.

2 and it is thus commented upon:

l/hej jam satis esti — "*Tis pitiful, 'tis 
wondrous pitiful." We will make a proposal to 
this author. If he will inform «is who the honourable 
gentleman is who promised him a place, c^nd ne will 
engage riot to proceed wit. "the prosecution of his 
poem of areaiber magnitude, " we will at leastt 
endeavour to get him employed $pore pr'ofitablj to 
himself, and more advantageously to the public.

5. POLV/HELE, The Revd Richard (1760-1838) (10:5)

Polwhele was one of tlu most prominent miscellaneous 

writers in England at the beginning of the last century. 

He was a poet of some distinction and wrote ior other 

periodicals, including the Gentleman's I^agazine, the 

European Magazine, arid the British Critic. tie was the 

leading l^.ght of the Exeter literary circle as was william 

Taylor of that at Korwich. A conservative churchman, he 

attacked the Methodists in the nest Country with gusto.

Several of the reviews which he wrote in the

Anti-Jacobin Kevierw are among the best of the period. His 

chief distinctions are two. He was concerned .r* re than

1 AJR 5 (Ap 00). 433. 

Ibid., p.



205

most review ers with tiie maaiitenaiice of permanently 

valid standards of literary judgment. Thus in his review 
of Samuel Rogers' anonymously published poem ^-.n Epistle 

to a Friend (1796) Hfe writes: 1

TIIiiHE are several poets of the present day, who, 
pleasing the ear by the music of their verse, 
and touching the heart by tender sentiment, have 
so far insinuated themselves into the public 
esteem, as to be applauded in terms which posterity 
can never sanction, but will deem tue effusion 
of fleeting admiration. Sober criticism, 
uninfluenced by the panegyric of the moment, will 
endeavour to ap«.recit,te ^iterary talents or 
genii s, according to the unvarying principles of 
truth.

This empty easiness, together with a tendency to

amplification,and periphasis, he found the besetting
2 poetic sin of the age. He demanded originality in works

of literature, and found it without affectation in
4 Blo-urnf ield * s The Farmer * s Boy, but on one occasion his

moral concern biinued him to originality which he should

have noticed. He linked the first volume of the .aiiiual
5Anthology with Jacobinism, and, if he was the reviewer

of the second also, added to t.ais condemnation an

AJK 5 < Ja °°)« 71.
2 AJR 6 (Ag O ). 438: R. Bloomfielu, The Farmer's boy,

(lLoa), V; AJH 6 (Jl 00). 306: horace 1 and IV, (1799;.

AJR 5 (Ja OO). 72: An Epistle to a i'riend.

AJR 6 (Ag 00). 438.

5 AJR 6 (Je 00). 216.
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accusation of a pervert-d sympatny for the indolent poor: 

as a result the literary merits of tne collection are 
not touched upon.

Polwhele's second distinction is that he is one 

of the few reviewers wh>~< is able to take a bird's eye 
view of the literary scene. His reviews often tend. 

towards the thesis without losing sight of the work being 
treated. The most impressive example of this occurs in 
his review of Wakefielti's Lucretius where he indulges
in the survey of didactic poetry noted in the previous

2 chapter. R.P. Knight's The i-r ogress i,f Civil society is

added to the list of didactic poems and castigc.jsed later
3 in the same volume. Similarly when reviewing Fersius 1

Satires he makes general comments on translating the—————— ^
classics, and after declining to give a disquisition on

5 Horace proceeds to aiscuss other recent translations.
Polwhele's style is dignified, but not in any way 

remarkable,

Only two of the contributors identified in the British 

Museum copy of the Ant i- J aco 'u j n Review play a small enough 

part to be relegated to this paragraph. One, John Taylor, 
conceivably the Tory pamphlete r and editor of the

AJ^ 8 (Ap 01). 12,
2 5 ( ltr U0) «

3 AJH 5 (Ap 00). 454-7.

Ll AJH 6 (Jl 00). 274-81.

5 AJK 6 (Jl 00). 302-6.
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Post who appears in DJM.B, has four reviews, two major, of
no literary importance; tiie otner is an unidentified

: d 
2

'ualker who recognised ochiller's literary merit while
censuring his morals.

The moral line-up of these contributors is
unbroken, and the ideals of correctness and simplicity are 
rigorously maintained. The political and philosophical 
orthodoxy was responsible for diverting by far the most 
distinguished of the group, Polwhele, from his proper 
coi cern ou one occasion: he alone attempts a real criticism 
of his age and sets the works received in a wider context 
which suggests that he takes them really seriously,

British Critic

Evidence for tne British Critic is hard to coiue by. Sir
James Mackintosh contributed a competent and informed

3 account of Delille's poem L'ilomme des Champs and

The only eligible tvalker in DKB v^ould seem to be James 
Walker, later Episcopal Bishop of iLainburgh.

(My-Ag 00). 496-7: Schiller tr. J.C. K<ellish>, 
Stuart, ( 16' u 1) .

DC 17 (Ja 01). 9-21. See R»J. I-ackintosh ed. , Memoirs
of the Life of the Right Honourable oir James
Mackintosh,(2 vols,Lo^dou,1835),i.142.
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John Stoddart reviewed Lyrical Ballads very intelligently
•1 

in the February issue for IcOl.

Critical Review

Since .villiain Taylor's Thalaba review does nut appear 

until l003, only ^outhey' s own reviews can here be dealt

with. J.M. Good reviewed llindley's Persian Lyrics learnedly
2 and sympathetically, while one ij arsons wrote the famous

review of Gifford's Juvenal with its harsh personal
3attack on the translator, but bouthey is the only

contributor for whom any real list of attributed reviews 

can be drawn up.

!p. 125-31- See The Letters of William and Dorothy 
Wordsworth ed. De 3el in court, revd oh aver, i (Oxford , 
1967), 320n.

Clinthus Gregory, Memoirs of ... John Jxason Good, M.i). 
(1828), p. BO.

R.B. Clark, william Gifford, Tory Satirist^ Critic , 
anu Lditor, (New York, 193O), pp. Il4f f , 264. Clark 
conjectures thiit Parsoiis was the Kevd Jr'hillip Parsons, 
miscellaneous \yriter, of a college at Wye, or possibly 
the ^evd James Parsons, Coiigregational minister at 
Norwich. At any rate, in spite of his Examination, 
Gifford altered his translation in accordance with 
Parsons' strictures.
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Southey's identified reviews for the Critice. 1 
between 1797 «^d --vpril l8o4 ^re listed by uerek Koper.

Those in the period, under ens icier at ion ar« six in 

number:

Bloornfield, The ** armer » s Loy: (2) 29 (Ky OO;. 66-77 

De Escorquiz, Mexico Conquis tada: (2) 32 (My-Ag Ol)

513-20 

Ellis, Specia)ens of the Early £n.g.lish Poets: (2)

33 (s 01). 44-7.
Bloomfield, xoiral iales; (2) 35 (My 02). 67-75 

Mrs Opie, Poems: (2) 36 (D O2). 413-8 

fcoxsona, Poems: (2) 36 (Ny--g OO). 538-48. 

Clearly, these are only a fraction of Southey's whole 

output, but all of them ar . major reviews, and it is for 

these thcit one might expect evidence to be available. 

Roper finds them disappointing, but in their context they 

are outstanding and certainly among the best with which 

this study will have to deal. :

Southey exhibits, as does Polwhele, a tenueiicy 

towards the dissertation, towards tne setting of the work 

under review in its context without losing sigiit of the 

work itself. His Spanish interests account for t^e Ue 

Bscorquiz and Corona items: in the first he incorporates 

an interesting analysis of the requirements of an epic 

poem, drawing upon his own experience, and in the second 

he provides the ignorant reader with something approaching 

a condensed history of Spanish poetry. The tiliis review is

The Reviewing of English Literature, pp. 393-407.
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similar!} learned and oouthey stakes a point of advocating

the inclusion of Francis ^uarles for whom he has a S L . tcial
i

affection. He is also able tosu^gest tiiat several of the 

extracts are uncharacteristic of their authors.

Southey is consid rably impressed by the &loornfield 

poems, and approaches them as a poet, praising his eye and 

feeling for the everyday and i^is ability to make mundane 

circumstances appeal- interesting. He approves of ti^e 

unusual word rips (p. ?O) in The *'armer * s Jbpy applied to 

a scythe (where most reviewers would have found it unpoetic), 

points 01 t the influence of Cowper and ihonvson, arid 

postpones the poet's life till the end of his review so as 

not to prejudice the reader. All this is lively,, intelligent, 

and largely original. Tne second bloom!ield review is 

less distinguished but praises the work as standing out 

above the insipidity of the literature of the day and 

stresses its spirit and -- another unusual word -£ 

freedo^i. One interesting criticism links hxs article with 

the review of iirs Opie: a farmer's wife does not apostrophise 

winds or call on spirits; similarly i^rs O^ie makes a 

negro's thoughts too poetical for his language, .s owe thing 

of Jeffrey's objection to wordsworth is iiere adumbrated. 

The G^ie review leads to another dissertation, tiixs time 

on contemporary fensale novelists; and to the use of the 

word melancholy i.u a sense not at all pejorative.

This is not great reviewing, but it is competent, 

versatile, attentive, sympathetic, arid stimulating, and
^J

a fitting ornament for a liberal ^eview. oouthey's own 

estimation of his achievement seeiits valid:

4l

Life aiiu Correspondence, iii. 1^3: 9 N 08, to bedford.
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... I believe myself to be a good reviewer ±si my 
own way , which is th^-t of giving a succinct 
account o£ the contents of the book before me, 
extracting its essence, bringing my own knowledge 
to bear upon tjue subject, and, where occasion 
serves, seasoning it with tnose opinions whicii in 
some decree leaven all niy though ts ,• words , and 
actions.

Monthly Review

That our information about the reviewers iu the

is nearly complete is due to two documents: the Bodleian *s 

file of tne Review with abbreviations of the contributors 1 

names set against most of tne articles, and Professor B.C. 

Wangle's two excellent vo urnes listing the contributors 

in the two series and providing identifications and. 

information where possible. It would be pointless to 

reproduce the material so well set out in The Monthly 

Review: oecond Series 179^- lBl5 , so the following literary 

analysis and assessment should be read in conjunction with 

thit volume, ftine of th^ twenty-two literary contributors 

during the period under consideration are sufficiently 

important to justify separate treatment,
• ... -'•••-.'. i" , - i • *

1. BANKIST..K, The Revd James (6;3)

This clergyman raay well have been the dissenting clergyman 

of Nangle's hypothesis: the literary reviews are the 

gpitome of literary and. moral conservatism. uis review 

of a work on Terence points out the classical virtues 

w- ich bannister desires in literature -- good sentiments, 

simplicity of style and accurate delineation of human life



212

and manners. his other reviews are spent in censuring 

works which depart from this nurm whether by using
2

vulgarisms such as whetstone , " by exhibiting imagination
3 without judgment and taste, by lacking, strength and

4 
harmony, or by substituting romantic incidents for just

representations of human life. The style is plain 

except for the review of R.F. Cheetham's Poems when 

it shows a little bantering in a style typical of 

the Monthly Review as a whole at this period:

Though Mr. C. may pronounce that we are ill- 
qualified to judge of poetry, perhaps he will 
allow us to remark, as grammarians, that the 
expression numbers numberless is not far removed 
from nonsense; and, as he values himself on his 
classical education, he might have kn_wn that 
limits «,ion is of the essence of number, and in 
that respect only it differs froin multitude,

2. BURNEY. Charles Mug. D. (33:10)
7 Dr Burney is another conservative reviewer. Kangle in his

1 MR n.s. 32 (Ag 00). 430: A Drief Account of the Life
and writings of Terence, (1799).

2 MR n.s. 31 (Ja 00). 02: R.F. Cheetharn, Poems, (1798)

MR n.s. 31 (Ja OO). 93.

4 MR n.s. 33 (D OO). 4 19: A. Murphy, ^ddisoni Epistola, 
TT799), V: Knrphy improves on .acloison here. Cf. MR n.s.

. 257.

- MR n.s. 33 (S OO ) . 105: Thorn, Lodon and Miranda, (1799).

MR n.s. 31 (J* 00). 92.

7 Roger Lo^sdale stresses that Burney * s work becaoie less
central to the MR during these l^st years. 'Dr. Burney 
and the Monthly Review* Has l4 (1963). 346-5^.
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article * Charles i3urney , Critic* hus found his most 

important characteristic to be an insistence on originality 

and tiie need for some tiling more than mere versifying. 

This does not emerge very clearly in tiie reviews of this

period, but a similar co cept is expressed in the course
2 of Burney's approving summary of La> tuarpe's lectures:

Poetry has perhaps not only degenerated in 
modern times, but, from being more cofo-iiori, is 
less respected and more severely examined than. by 
the antients. With us it is judged by the mind, 
and by reason; with the (oreeks it was an afiair 
of feeling and imagination; o-.nd it is ea^y to 
conceive how inflexible a judge is intellect, and 
how favourable are the decisions ol tiie senses.

He feels further that the word genius lias become debased
3 by indiscriminate ap iication. Lut during the period

under consideration, at any nate, Durney is more of the

inflexible jud^e. He does insist on originality and
z* 

novelty in his review of James Cobo's piay Ramfch uroofe and

with regard to part of ^elille's technically excellent

L ' Homme d e s Ch amp s while Moore f s force may ni«^.ke u^ for
(_

his roughness and the spark of creativity is essential

In The ^e of Johnson, (New haven, Cona., 19^9 J, p^. 99-109.

2 MK n.s, 34 (Ja-^p 01). 515: Laliar^e,

5 MR n.s. 33 (S-D OO). 4^1: Ibid.

^ MR n.s. 33 (S 00). 107.

5 MR n.s. 33 (S-D Oo ; . 4?8-9.

MR n.s. 35 C^g 01). 405: Anacreon ±r . >iOore , odes, (loOO)
%*"•• i :" , m. . ' I- . '• •:•- -i
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in a good traiisl^ti n; yet such insistence is, as we
have seen, very aommon among bored ana disgruntled reviewers.

;•• In the rest of his criticism, too, with its
2 dismissal of the cult of sensibility, its condemnation

3of tragi-comedy, its acceptance of t o e aw the n_e plus
4 ' 5 ultra of versification, its dislike of unusual metres,

its praise of the true pastoral tradition in the taiudle
6 . 7 style, its liking for regularly conducted drama, its

seeing the main force of verse as lying in its substantives,
9 and its objection to the mingling of archaisms and elegance,

Burney is securely fixed in tne late eighteenth-century 
tradition and displays no real originality in his own work 
during this period.

He is, however, competent, thorough, atid detailed, 
and wisile his opening general coni.at.nts cannot compare in

1 MR n.s. 36 (N 01). 236: Jelilie tr. Yaunde, The Hural 
Philosopher, (l801), V.

2 ^ n.s. 33 (S-D GO). 455: Laharpe, l^ycee. 

3
, p.

4 ibid. , p. 47O: Delille, j^'uomuve des Champs, (l8OG), V.

MK n.s. 35 (>^g 01). 4O5 : .utiacreon.

KR n.s. 3^ (1? Olj. 197: btilaovii i ±r . iiUiiter , Cecco ' s 
Complaint , (lbOu>, V.

•7

MK n.s. 36 (S 01). 97: Gaetono folidori, Olympia, (loOO),
P

n.s. 36 (O 01). l47« oetits Chiefly,

MH n.s. 36 (^ 01). 276: iiilis, ..ay's Kubliaux, (iCOu), V.
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richness with those of Southey or even of foiwhele they 

are nevertheless well inte-g^ated into the structure of

the review: a vi ,w of ^jtiacreoii scholarship, a geiiercil
2 comiv.ent on translating, or remarks on the limitations

3of the sonnet as a genre. his style is generally urireniurIt- 

able, but has a pleasant mild humour on occasion, a

whimsicality related closely to the banter J.ng style typical
4 of the iteview as a wnole. This can emerge in an ijjage:

Perhaps good writers are less safe from tne 
monsters of envy, and from shallow critics, than 
the little Nautilus is from "the monsters of the 
deep."

It can take fine form of a kindly au revoir to a young 

writer:

Though this youthful bard has written his own 
e-tegy, and taken a solemn leavd of this nether 
world, we hope that it Wc.s occasi- ned by a false 
alarm, and that he will live to write better 
verses at a future period.

L-r it may be light-hearted bcoiter exchanged, with a light 

subject. Thus on j/audolfo ^ttoviitoi t of .Lord jvjLalio\vAy_* s

Poetical .Laiuentatioii on the- ^emoyal . _.of_, the .trtu-Chaxrs from
gtne t±t at the Opfcrct-house; he remarks:

1 MR n.s. 35 (^g 01). 40^: Anacreon.

2 KR n.s. 36 (N Ol). 236: The itural Philosopher.
•z

MR n.s. 36 (0 01). 1^5-6: i-oenis Chiefly bonnets.

4 MR n.s. 33 (D OO;. 426: T. horton, Sp^eed the i lough,
IT 800 ) , D .

MR ii. s. 3^ (Ja 01). 9?: j^e Chevalier T.I. d'urdre,
La >iort d'^myntas , ( 1 7 9 9 ) » Vr . 

MR n.s. 32 (Jl 00). 317.
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The preface, exceeding i.u length the poem 
itself, will probably excite in the successors of 
bancho Pan9a, the proverbial exclasaation: "great 
cry and little wool;" and, by jti.e readers of 
Hudibras, the many-mo u the a bard will probably be 
complimented for his learning, by allowing that 

"when he pleas'd to she\v*t, his speech 
In loftiness of suund was rica; 
A Da by1oni s h d i alec t, ...

Such mild whimsy is an essential part of the reviewing 
practice of the J-ionthly.

_3. BURN I, Y, James (20:1)

Most of J«i«es Burney's reviews deal with novels and are 
brief notices of perhaps a dozen lines apiece. his main 
concerns are: to ^ive soiae moral estimation of the worth 
of the works, though he is iiev r censorious; to ask for 
novelty and plain, easy, natural lari&ua&e; and to mock
gently #% tlu romantic tastes of novel readers, His

o 
bantering is ynfined to reviews of ghostly romances,
except for a more serious bantering objection to the poem 
Britain i reserved in iiis only Laajor review aurin^, this 
period: the objections here are liberal political as 

well as literary:

We do not consign his work "to line a trunk;" 
nor, on the other hand, can we of L er much encourage­ 
ment. The plan, the title, the poetry, and the 
prose, are confixsed, ana at variance v;ith each 
other; and there is no abundance of thuct quality 
whi.ch most of all is necessary to ^reserve a 
poem, ± «e. genuine ^o^tic fire.

1 J-flR n.s. 32 (Jl 00). 306.
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His concern for realism leaus him not oi^ly to mock romance
1 2 but to denund historical accuracy c»nd verisimilitude,

though when he finds more entertainment than probability in 
I>;rs Robinson's novel The Natural Dau^nter he notes that 
this predominance "will m^re reaclilv ± inci £av\. rr with the
&en rdity of re ciders, (and, critics as ve are, v*e cannot

3 in conscience much blame their taste,) f . This gentle
tone is especially charactt istic of his toi.e towartiS 
female writers,

, James burney is, like his fatier, a civilised, 
co servative reviewer and has n*s feet very lirruly on 
the ground of common sense.

4. FEK^I^R, John (96:29)

The most prolific and impressive reviewer on the staff 
of the >iQii thlv v-.uring, the peri, d under consideration was 
this lianchester physician. His literary and critical 
tenets provide an epitome of what we have seen as bexng 
typical of the h-igh eighteenth century; i^is originality 
and strength lie i.n the consistency of his attack on those 
elements ii» contemporary literature which he felt were 
breaking up the old order or olegr acting art, and in his

MR n.s. 33 (D GO). 424: J.Ii. Carupe tr. Helme , Cortez, 
(1799); I izarro, (l80Oj, N.

2 MR n.s. 33 (d 00). 103: A Northumbrian Tale, (179 4>), N.

3, MR n.s. 32 (My 00). 95.

4 Cf. HR n.s. 32 (>*y OO). 9^: hiss Gunning, The Gipsey
Countess, (I799>*i ^»
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variety, liveliness, and wit. His standpoint is made

clear in lines from his own elegy Knaster written in 179 1:
it 

Here B'UkGliJDR'S muse, \vith ghostly terrors pale,
Runs, "hurry-skurry t " tiiro 1 hi.r nursery-tale; 
Here HuCjS loves, while wizard- thunders roll, 
Here Gorgon-3 CHILL ivu petrifies the soul; ...

For Ferriar tite rules of literature were fixed:
2 the correctness of boi.Ii.eau, together with the maxims of

3 **
Horace and the ease tsnd elegance of his. poetry, had been

followed in the days of 'the good old poetical School' 

with its ease and polish. Ferriar was; as stern as any 

Anti-Jacobin Review writer in his insistence on excellence 

of morality and stout patriotism, though he concentrates 

on the literary aspect of works under review to a much 

greater extent. here the ideal was a smooth and flowing

Illustration's of -^terne: with other essays and verses, 
(Louden, 1798), p. 306.

n

MR n.s. 31 (J-Ap 00). ^57: i-^inoires de 1'lnstitut 
National, ( 17 9 > ) » I~' V .

•2

MR n.s. 31 (;-.p GO. 352: /aiimal Anthology vol. i, (1799).

* KR n.s. 38 (Jl O2). 322: J. JefffcKys, The Pleasures of 
Retirement, (1800), V.

5 MR n.s. 38 (Je 02). l88: A. Champion, Miscellanies, (l£01), 
PV.

MR n.s. 36 (B 01). 4 ;i2: f.ontaigne, .^elected ^s->ays,
TT800), p.

•••

MR n.s. 32 (Jl 00). 326: F. Cibson, j 
0) , D.
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1 23 style, and, if possible, tr ^ic Tire or e, xc spirit
4 

when these were called for: the genius of bchiller and
5 of Beaumont and Fletcher was hailed, even though Ferriar

disapproved of much of their work, Like iolwhele, k erriar 

had his eye on the judgment of posterity.

The objects of his attack were headed by the 

German dramatists, and in particular Kotzebue who was 

absurdly popular during this period: Ferriar objected to

the exaggerated sentiment, insipidity, and consequent
7 

immorality of the plays. it was a relief to be able to

turn to Francis Gibson's patriotic and virtuous ^treanshall 

Abb ey vd.*ich 'though not calculated to raa \ araou^, first- 

rate perf ornsances, hc*& afforded, us some relief from tiie
p

afflictions of our Kotzebue-reading. ' The manliness of 

true literature w<~s further tUre...tened by the exaggerated

MR n.s. 3 Z± (J^ Ol). 75: Virgil tr. botlieby, Geor^ics , 
(4800).

2 >iR n.s. 35 (Jl 01). 325: ;-arl of Carlisle, The Step- 
>. other , (iBOO), ^.

' MR n.s. 37 (F 02). 183: Pye , ^Ifred, (1^:01), V.

4 MR n.s. 33 (0 00). 131: Sciiiller tr . Coleridge,
W alienate in, (iBOO).

c
K n.s. 32 (Je Ou). 152: I-.ason, Soiuuents on the l'lc>ys of

r>aaumont ana j? '_1 etcher , ( 1 7 9 S ) , i .

MR n.s. 3^1 (Ap 01 ). *i4l: Lathom, The Dash of tjie Day, 
TT600), D.

7 KK. n » s « 33 (& 00) • 315! i otzebue adap. T. Oibclin,. 
The birth-Day, (1800), D.

o
n.s. 32 (Jl 00). 326.
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simplicity of the nursery. ^mo-u.^ childish writers Ferriar

3

1 2 classes Southey, and Atkiuson with his Kodolpho,
while affected simplicity was generally condemned. 
Although he distrusted over-reiinement, presumably of the
Darwinian variety, vulgar simplicity, (as opposed to the

4 5 true simplicity of James hurdis or Moore and ttie true
ballad simplicity of Gray and Goldsmith/ was inimical to

7 true poetry. It resulted in a poetry too close to
prose:

•we have opposed the recent attempts to despoil 
poetry of her proper language; and we regret that 
we are again called to assert the distinction 
between simplicity and meanness.

This false simplicity he saw as springing partly from 
the absurd hartting-back to the Elizabethan or middle ages

1 MR n.s. 31 (Mr 00). 266: Southey, Poems vol. ii, (1799).

2 MK n.s. 37 (Ja 02). 1O1.

5 MR n.s. 31 Uvir 00). 321: G.i). Barley, Ballad Stories, 
(1799), V, .;,"=;•. X; :• .,.- : ;

4 MR n.s. 33 (N OO). 282: James iiurdis, The Favourite
Village, (1800), V.

MR n.s. 39 (0 02). 176: *T. Little 1 <Thomas Moore), 
Poetical ivorks, (l8oi).

MR n.s. 31 (Ap 00). 358. ,
•7
' MR n.s. 31 (^p 00). 363: Annual Anthology vol. i, (1799)
Q '- ':.':'. f '

MR n.s. 35 (My Ol). 2: Cottle, Alfred, (iBoO), V.
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which for all the genius of Beaumont and Kletchcr cmU the

•fervid genius' of the old poets were essentially barbaric
2times. An age of settled linguistic practice made stern

Augustan demands upon the literary practitioner, but
4 indulging in * Gothic taste* was no way to bring back the

old energy. When the nursery and the midule ages combined • 

and they were never far apart in Ferriar's estimation -- 

the absurd farrago of ghostly tales and poems was the 

result. Ferriar further felt it necessary to defend the

fortress of pure English literary usage by condemning
6 7 

Scotticisms and unpoetical words. Cf 1-iltenbcr^ * s
o

novel The ^an of Kature he writes:

MR n.s. 37 (Ap O2). ^36: »v.H. Irel^ud, >iutius ocaevola,
TI801), V.

MR n.s. 31 (F 01). 18?: G. Chalmers, A Sup, lemental
Apology, (;

^ MR n.s. 37 (np 02). 364: Ogilvie, Britannia, (1LO1), V. 

MR n.s. 38 (Je O2). 2O6: oelim and /.aida, V.

n.s. 33 (^ OO). 313: H.F.K. 6oame, Epistle in Rhyme 
to fo.G. Lewis, (1799).

MR n.s. 35 (Jl 01). 322: The Conspiracy of Gowrie,
TT8OO), D.

' MR n.s. 31 (Ap OO). 359: The ..nriual ^.nthology vol i.
o

MR n.s. 32 (Je 00). 1^5: Miltenberg <(i.e. i.af ontaine^ 
tr. Wennirigton, The iMan of Mature, (179.)! ^. Ferriar 
often attacked Johnson's style: KH n.s. 31 (i'' 01). 190: 
Chalmers, Cp. cit.
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If we supposed that his efforts were capable of 
affecting the structure of the lari&ua&e, we 
should enter into a full exposure of their 
impropriety; -- but, when we consider h.<w 
quickly the innovations of very popular writers, 
such as Johnson and Gibbon, have been discredited, 
we shall content our selves witli remarking that the 
lan^ua^e of Yielding, Sterne, or Goldsmith, (though 
not writers of fi,st-rate reputation in point o£ 
style,) might surely have sufficed for a performance 
like the present.

The effectiveness of this crusade against the Germans, 

childish simplicity, medieval bajFba-risin , immorality, and 

romance, and in defence of tae Augustan orthodoxy was 

partly ensured by Ferriar's varied and lively style. He 

can be quite dead-pan in the normal anonymous reviewer's 

style -- as for example when ne is dealing with Sotheby's 

Geor^ics translation, When he is on the attack, however, 

arid he usually is, his s cyle can be richly varied.

Consider this extract from the opening of his attack on
2 Kotzebue's The Bast Indian;

This comedy appears $u a less exceptionable 
form, in the present publication, than in the 
"German Miscellany," w^icii g«-ve it to the world 
several years ago, under the title of 'Indians in 
England. 1 Still, however, it partakes toe much 
of the defects of the Teutonic Uraiua,

Mariseruiat, hodiecue maner.it vestigia ruris.
For some of its errors, however, our own stage 

may be accountable; since the character of Gurli t 
the child of nature in this piece, bears a resemblance 
too close to be accidental, to a similar personage

1 MU n.s. 3^ (Ja 01). 75-8.

2 MR n.s. 3 1 ( J a 00 ) . 97.



in a farce writ en by kelly: ti:at eharact-r was
taken from ^armoiitel's Coraly, and iiere, heaven
help usi has the imitative suadow risen again before
us. Where will th Is literary traffic terminate?
Should >jr. Kotzebue continue to engross the
public favour, by rewriting the works of our own
dramatists, he has stil.i an ample career before
him. Congreve, uryderi, Cibber, Farquhar, and
many others, remain to be ^ut to ti^e torture,
All the French writers, too, are still in reserve,
from

"The frippery of crucified jNoliere," 
to the lightest summer-fly of the Parisian theatres.

The scholarship displaced here is considerable and yet
P>' 

lightly presented. The scorn is un»ostakecible, but so

is the zest whiich issues in so syntactically varied a 

passage, : •.:• •.:'.; .. ••-. M ', - :: . • ^.. .•.- ; , ,

Such pas&ages are not uncommon in Ferriar's work, 

and often a review incorporates an extended image or 

metaphor. Sometimes this is playful, though functional. 

The beautifully shaped review from which we have quoted 

the opening continues with a long quotation from the play 

and ends with this witty and playful metaphor:

Et sic infinitum. Thus does the Thespian 
'• * waggon rumble forwards, tilx the fatigued

passenger arrives at the joyful conclusion. 
Courteous reader I if ever thou hast known the 

f agony ana pordolium of travelling five tedious 
stages, through sloughs and quagmires, with the 
dullest and ruost vulgar personages who ever were 
stuffed as a:?reeab 1 e compaiii ons into a stage-coach 
or post-chaise, then mayest thou form an adequate 
idea of our sufferings during the ^.erusal of this 
most sentimental performance.

Pp. 98-9.
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The image may however be the basis of the structure of the 

whole review. ^erriar's discussion of the second voluihe 

of the Annual Anthology is based entirely on the conceit 

of the two summits of iarnassus: Southey and his friends 

are cultivating the barren summit and the resultant 

weeds are before the public. 'If these poetical florists 

should continue their annual exhibition, we hope thcit 

they will exclude, in future, their sow-thistles and 

brambles.'

It has been shown that i*erriar enlivens hxs reviews 

with quotations from miscellaneous authors. He also 

indulges in parodies and burlesques based on works under

review. Cne such came during a doze induced by Kotzebue's
2

The happy Family; one is an imitation of a Pope couplet
3 applied to Kotzebue; one is a suggestion for a drama

4 from a kotzebue narrative; one is the adopting of the

tone of a burlesque itself for a page of niiarious

f acetiousness. lie can eoiplpy a biassed comic summary

to deflate a work, or amusingly but rather naughtily
7 print one of Southey's ^n^lish i^clofeues a^, prose.

1 MR n.s. 33 U< 00). 363-6.

2 MR n.s. 31 (F 00). 212.

MR n.s. 33 (ft 00). 3l6: i.otzebue adap. Dibdin, The 
Birthday. (l8OO), D.

4 MR n.s. 31 (F 00). 221-2: Kotzebue, The escape, (1799), P.

5 MR n.s. 3^ (Ap 01). 421-3: 'C.P. Pastry 1 <i,lizabeth 
CobboldJ>, The Kirice-i ye , vlcOOJ, V.

MR n.s. 31 (Mr OO ) . 331: <^John Britton,\ Sheriaan and 
Kotzebue. (1799), ^.

•7

MR n.s. 31 (>JT 00). 26?: bouthey, Poems vol ii, (1799).
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Many of these reviews are satisfyingly written 

not only because of the variety of the materials and 

expression and the stimulating conservatism of the thou0ht 

but also because of tne shapeliness of their structure. 

Considerations of space foi>bid more tuan one further 

instance: Ferriar's review of The iiajapjy Family begins with 

an attack on the translator's verso style with a quotation; 

then follows the dream with its parody of the quotation; 

and finally there is a prose specimen and brief concluding 

sally.

It is fitting that tnis survey of Ferriar's work
2 should conciXide with a characteristic self-portrait:

Harrassed as we are, we must even "cruslfr our old 
limbs in ungentle steel t " ana-repel the swarthy 
champions of the black-lett -r muie from the ^ 
citadel of taste. w/e might indeed content oursel ves 
with applying the words of Juvenal, addressed to "" 
his name-sake, to our enterprising countryman; 

"1 demens t ej; * * * curre per y\lpes f 
ut FUEiilS placets , et Dii/CLAi^.-.Tlu FI^."

3. JEFFKi^Y, Francis (7:2)

Jeffrey's reviewing in the Monthly is remarkably akin to 

that of Ferriar: he must have leurnt much from current 

reviewing practice, Jeffrey too conceived of the rules 

of versification as having long been fixed: bouthey was

1 MR n.s. 31 (F OO). 211-3.

2 Mil n.s. 32 (Jl OO). 323: Iff land tr. Lloyd, The Kephews, 
TT799), D.
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mistaken in attempting to introduce an new hybrid uu-jtre. 

The genres had also been determined arid Southey was wrong 

to mix lyric, dramatic and epic styles 'rather more

copiously than the strict rules of harmonious composition
2 will admit. ' In this important review of Thai aba lie

praised little: some tender and simple sentiment appealed
3 4 

to him, though he was opposed to sentimentalism. There

was a lack of manliness and correct taste which resulted

in melancholy, rein teness frofca real human life, improbability,
6 

and consequent moral ineffectiveness*

This strongly practical and rigidly conservative
•7

line (though Thaiaba was splendid too) is fundamental

to Jefirey's criticism. he insisted upon the time-honoured

virtues of elegance and strength, smoothness, arid judgment.

1 MR 11.s. 39 U* 02). 251: Southey, Thalcitia, (l80l).

2 P. 24O.

3 P. 243.

MR n.s. 39 (N O2). 326: Poems and Ballads.

5 P. 251.

6 P. 250.

7 P. 24O.
o

MR n.s. 39 (D O2). 436: Thompson, belect Translations 
from the Works oi liomer and Horace"! ( IbOl) , vl

^ MR n.s. 39 (N O2). 32?: F o em s and Ba 1 .. ads.

10 MR n.s. 39 (D 02). 435: w. Loscawen, loeuis, (IbOl).
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Fire was desirable, though lioscaweii ' s poetry w«s acceptable
1 2

even without it. Novelty of imagery was also looked for .

A low style was undignified and not really to be

considered as poetry: hence the dismissal of Goetne's
3 Herman and Dorothea.

This is so far orthodox conservative criticism, 

and Jeffrey is very severe in his reviews of most modern 

poetry. his style can be plain, but at its liveliest it 

banters in hojithly Review manner or is acerbic and ironic 

with more of the . 11 1 i- J a cob in Ke v i e\v in its tc-A.e. iiis 

scorn for the mediocre is evident and it wais later to 

result in the selective reviewing policy of the Edinburgh 

Review:

The sentiments of this little composition are 
in the true spirit of common-place, though the 

••' • ; diction rises occasionally to the dignity of the 
absurd. The author, however, is esfctremely fluent, 
and on the whole sufficiently harmonious in the 
in the versification. iie has copied with considerable 
success the -teerbose and lubricated style of 
Thomson in his Liberty , arid seems to be tolerably 
familiar with the phraseology of most of our 
modern poets.

Jeffrey's review of Catherine Uood's poem ^emons trance is 

entirely made up of mock praise. tie has also learnt from 

Ferriar the art of the loaded summary. There ax^e few

1 MR n.s. 39 (D 02). 435.

2 MR n.s. 39 (N 02). 327.

3 KH n.s. 39 (0 02). 384, 389-9O.

MR n.s. 39 (K 02). 32?: I'nion, (lo02), V.

MK n.s. 39 (& 02). 328: Catherine Hood, Kernons trance, (l8Ol)

6 MR n.s. 39 (D 02). 385-9.
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signs yet of th& Edinburgh dissertation, though the -Goethe 
Review does contain some comments on German literature 
in English eyes.

Je±~frey is a natural complement to Ferriar in 
the thirty-ninth volume of the Monthly, just at the time 
when his own Review wtis beginning to appear.

6. MOODY. The Revd C.L. (6?:8)

isiost of Moody's reviews are minor, and his thought is 
totally lacking ii* the rigour and sense of purpose of 
Ferriar, Jeffrey, or even Polwhele. he is a spineless 
conservative critic insistent on purity of morality, 
truth to nature and lack of exaggeration, and correctness 
involving ease, elegance, strength, harmony, judgment, and 
taste: citation of examples would be poiutless. he does, 
it is true, stress the need ±"or originality and imagination,
but his greatest praise is reserved for the combination

2 of truth and fancy ±r, the work of rratt and for the
linking of judgment and taste with grandeur of imagery
in Pye's C arm en 5 e c ul ar e. l*e is, like Burriey and Ferriar,
one of those from whose faces the veal was not lifted:

4 his complaint was thus of general dullness.

1 MR n.s. 39 (0 02). 383-4.

2 MR n.s. 37 (1 r 02). 310: iratt, Bread, or, The Poor, 
TT801), V.

5 MR fc.s. 31 (>ir 00). 304.
4 Mi n.s. 33 (0 00). 224: 'St. .Leoii 1 /i.e. i^dward Dubois>,

St. Godwin, (1800), N.
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when Moody is clul.*. he is very dulj , but it is nut 
often, and the reason for this is that his style is as 
varied as that of Ferriar. Tue l^ontuly f s stylistic 
distinction is here employed to the fnlJ in the expression 
of a whimsical personality, though the criticism is most 
undistinguished. Moody's banter is more superficial 
than Ferriar's, but ± is no less amusing. lie is at his 
liveliest when playing cct and mouse with some poetaster's 
efforts before dismissing it: are E.S.J.'s poems 
reminiscent of Chatterton, or of Sternhold and iiopkii-s': — 
after a quotation he proceeds:

Shades of ^temhold and liopkins! pardon usj 
v*e ought to have said that these verses were 
stolen from the Bellman's Christmas gift to his 
good masters and mistresses.

Like Ferriar he enjoys exchanging banter with a light-
2 hearted effusion. He can be delightfully querulous and

here his humour is not altogether without seriousness:
3thus of Peter i indar:

ive have also another crow to pull with thee, 
Master 1 eter. why is thy Kuse so frisky and 
cloacinean? The pun on Lord B.'s Motions made us 
turn away our noses; and as for t^e Baker's 
wife's little ovc-n, it is too not for us. In 
truth thou niay'st as well let these things alone. 
Thou, iiowever, wij-t probably reject our cold 
advice, and wilt telli us that we are a set

1 Mi< n.s. 31 Ua 00). 99.

2 MR n.s. 31 (F 00). 208-9: Andrew Merry, The Last Dying 
Uprds of the i^iguteenth Century, (1800), V.

' MR n.s. 39 (S Q2). 1O?: p. Pindar, Jritt and his Statue, V.
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of old stupiu codgers who have outlived o^r days 
of fun, while thy imagination still enjoys its 
pristine vigour; ...

A gentle irony is occasionally employed, in attacking the

generality of poems on opring, or in amused sunu^ries
2 without immediate comment, c*nd he provides an amusing

3 translation of the tautological line:

'Tenebrious gloom obscur'd the dismal ni&ht.' 

as:

Dark darkness darkeneci the dark.

His images are not as fundamental or as structurally

functional as tnose of Ferriar. In the most important,
4 he sees the critics as a bench of judges, or he can

compare Kotzebue's Writing Desk with a striking tapestry
5 full of figures;^

One of the most amusing moments is when Moody is 

being deferential and gallant to a female writer. The 

result is flowery in the extre. e, but iv is recognisably
Moody: •;•••- - ''.''" " ''" •"' '• • - : • *- " •••:...---• '-

1 MR n.s. 35 I My 01). 1O9 : The Vernal Ivalk, (loOl), V.

2 MR n.s. 33 (S 00). 26-7: Godwin, St. Leon.

J MK n.s. 31 (£ir 00). 320: A. i'eterkin, Britannia * s Tears ,
TTSoo), D.

MR n.s. 32 (Jl 00). 315: 'Sappho Search* <i.e. John Black\., 
A Poetical Review of kiss iiannah Inore's Strictures, (l8OO).

^ MR n.s. 31 (Ja 00). 99: Kotzebue, The Writing Desk,
TT799), D.

MK n.s. 32 (Je 00 ). 19^: i^rs Hale, Poetical ../h tempts ,TlBOO ) . ———————
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hot thdt our expectations of poetical excellence 
naturally subsiae at the j-eiitioii of female 
authorship; beciuse, in the walks of literature, 
the f«ir wqnderer has been known to follow close 
on the steps of man; and, iu the present d^y, the 
successful female candidates for poetic fame 
C'. institute a respectable phalanx,

Like Ferriar, Moody has the ability to siieipe a 
short review well. Three exampj.es must suffice to show 
this. his dismissal of william icott's hi&ns of the 
Times consists of three prose comments dividea by two 
quotations; he clinches a pleasant review of John blank's 
The Free School with the epi^rainmcitic paragraph: 2

If he would please the public, a poet should 
be very difficult in pleasing himself.

and the servants* poem C o j i t e n t m e ri t is thus treated in
3 three lines:

This kitchen-poetry is well calculated for
• the jaeridian for which it is designed. »«e shall

content ourselves with wishing t ,is ' half-starv ' d * 
but well uieciiiiug poet a good dinner.

Contributors such as t-is hardly strengthen the critical 
reputation of the l^ontiily , but they do make for 
enjoyable reacting and often suit the works reviewed 
extremely well.

1 MR n.s. 35 (Je Ol). 212.

2 MK n.s. 39 (S 02). 104.

3 MR n.s. 32 (Ag OO). 437.
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7. M(XDY, Elizabeth (1O:5)

Dr and Mrs Moody worked together on oi^ly one review in

the period under consideration and th«t is a dull
1 account. Yet sue appears to have caught much of his

style, and within the limits imposed by novel reviewin 

she would appear to have li^d a more ;jeiietratiri,g and 

original wind than h^-r husband.

She objects to unnatural characters ia 

improbable incidents in novels: this is common enough. 

-She does however surest that the unn^turalness leads to 

a romantic style of writing which is incompatible \vith 

th. t moral edification vdiich she regards as important

O]

3

2 
in a serious novel. She could appreciate romance on its

own terms however as a form of light entertainment,

A similar balance and discrimination is evident in her

attitude to sensibility: the calculated sensibility of
4 

Sterne is fit matter for imitation, but the enorgetj.c

sensibility of Madame de Genlis* description of the
5 French Revolution is highly praise*.. Finally, on her

MR n.s. 34 (Ja-Ap 01). 542-4: Karmontfcl, Nouveaux 
Contes Koraux, (1^01), N.

2 KRn.s. 36 (0 01). 18?: i'Jtte cie Genlis, The Hival 
Kothers, (lc-01), N.

MR n.s. 3 ;i (F 01). 203-4: *".!!. Ireland, Rimualuo,
TT8oo), N.

4 MK n.s. 37 (Ja-^p 02). 531: La i? ontai.ue, Tableaux de
Famille, (1&01), N.

MR n.s. 33 (S OO). 101: I,me de Genlis, The 
Exiles, (1799), N.
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only excursion xnto the poetic sphere, Krs J?ioody 

to conclude th<ut modern poetry is at a low ebb,

suggests that in the poem in question, The ^ain en t at ion
*« 

(l80l), prose is taking over from poetry.

Her style j.s less exuberant than Ferriar's, less 

playful than that of her husband, but it is often lively 

and always kindly in its banter. She manages to satirise 

romance whi-ie conveying a sense of her enjoyment of the 

game wli3.ch had replaced tne old romances of

We have a son in the Conde Rimualdo, as eminent 
for filial piety as AEneas himself. — : >\e have 
patient suffering innocence in the f^.r 
Constanza, equal ing, if not transcending any of 
our novel heroines. -- We have very good haunted 
towers, -- and a spectre that stands supremely 
eminent over tiie whole rc.ce f ghosts.

3
So too she can be witty about unnatural events, or about

4 
a mock-sentiruental narrative, and this wit has the backing

of an intelligently poiseu liberal conservative approach 

to literature. f •'},''--' ' *~ '

8. WALLACE, Thomas (12:1)

A certain originality likewise distinguishes the reviews 

of the clever youjjg Wallace. His wain concerns are for 

morality and the natural and these need not detain tne 

study. He does, however, , stress the effect of the work

1 MR n.s. 37 Ua 02). 9, 12;

2 MR n.s. 3^ (F 01). 203.

3 MR n.s. 33 ($ 00). 102.

4 MR n.s. 37 (Ja-.-,p 02). 532.
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on its readers. Indignation against the slave trade is 

roused by butler's /jimao , the African; this approach is 

responsible for the exceptionally interesting seven line 

review of Lamb's novel <--. Tale of Rosamund Gray and Old 

Blind Uargaret where Wallace's mural interest and his 

insistence on naturalness and rationality combine most

unusually with his concern for the effect of « work on
2 the imagination and feelings of its readers. It is no

sur£>rise to find him castigating a dull classical
3 mythological poeni, though he did recognise :that the age

was easily amused, for example by a frequent change of 

metre.

His style can be ironical and stern in dismissal

and he can cunningly accept an author's humble estimation
7 of his work: Wallace's small contribution is well up

to the best Monthly standards.

9. WOOBHO'ubS. Qllyett (31:5) • • " •• " • : '•• ' • - : • -

Kuch of Ollyett V.'oodhouse ' s criticism (half of it of 

novels| is conventionally conservative: ease, harmony,

1 .MR n.s. 33 (3 00). 111-2.

2 MR n.s. 32 (^g 00). 44?.

3 MR n.s. 33 (D OO). ^28: J—— M——, Atys, (1799), V.

4 MR n.s. 33 (O 00). 149: A. Thomson, Pictures of Poetry,
(1799), V.

MR n.s. 32 ( Ag OO). 437: G. .Nets on, Alphono and Ethina, 
TT799), V.

I-iR n.s. 33 (i> 00). 428. 

7 MR n.s. 32 (Ag OO). 436: John Blc-ek, looms, (1799).
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classical imagery, natural characterisation, anu morality 

are opposed to stiffness, obscurity, gloomy views, and 

caricature. *vith al- this we are fami.-ic-r. but ullyett 

rtoodhouoe's work is redeemed by several lively und acujfce 

observations and by tiie occasiouu.1 dryly ironic dismissal -- 

both of which features recall another lawyer, Francis 

Jeffrey,

He discriminates well between wit and coarseness

in K.G. i/evris * s drama The j^ast Indian c no. more importantly
2 between true and false wit and humour, he also reacts

interestingly to the historical poem, one example of which 

he finds too detailed in its historical references to be 

old, arid here he defends anachronisms in the remote past 

and expects the supernatural as part of the illusion of 

antiquity, tie is able too to see tli-t much of blooiuf ield' s

charm derives front his softening of normally harsh rural
^ details. He sets the individual work in its co text,

whether it be a piece dea.i.i.u& with the New '/Jorld, or a

n .s. 32 (Jl OO). 258.

2 MK n.s. 33 (b OO). 66: iJeattie, The Kiinstrel, (179^), VP.

^ MR n.s, 35 (My- -Kg 01). 509-12: J.C. ,outbron, Les 
Scandinaves , (IciQl), V.

L
MR n.s. 33 (S OO). 52.

•* MR n.s. 33 (S OO). 1O6: ootheby, The ^iege of Cuzco ,
TTBoo), D.
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pastoral, or a German novel.

Cllyett V/oodhouse ' s ironical dismissals of inferior 

works, usual y novels, may be typified by tne five li^es

ori Mrs Burke' s novel Elliott> Here there is none of
3Moody *s chivalry:

To tho£?e who can receive pleasure from the mere 
narration of successive events, without requiring 
any accordancy with nature and probability; ana 
who can read the tale of thwarted love and suffering 
virtue, without regarding poverty of diction or 
faults of style; the history of lilliott may prove 
an interesting production.

The thirteen other identified contributors are:

10. Charles Burney, P.P. (2): provides detailed 

scholarly notes on Eur ftp ides.

11. Alexander GessQd (3)- &• fevr unimportant 

continental reviews.

12. G,E. Griffiths (8): moral and conservative, 

adding the occasional analysis or tidying up a review.

j/5. Kalph Griff iths (l): one moral review.

l4. Alexander Hamilton (8:^): a co.iservcitivdi, but 

willing to admit tiiat Eastern standards iiay be different 

<-nd valid, doubtless on account of his Indian experience. 

A little banter may be found at n.s. 32 ( Ag 00). 428-9.

1 MR n.s. 37 0'ir 02). 324-5: ii.^. Bray, layls , (l80o>, V.

2 MR n.s. 34 (Mr 01). 321: Kni^ge , history of trie Aii.tsrath
Gutman, (1799), N.

3 Mi iw. 35 (Jl 01). 332.
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13* The Uevd Jabez llirons (4): mural reviews of 
books for the young.

l6. J.C. liUttner (1): a brief foreign account.
17« Stephen Jones (5): undistinguished, conservative 

comments.

18» Man(nin7g (13): conservative moral comments, 
usually very general.

19» Samuel Kose (12:4): summarises and generally 
comments on editions of modern classics.

20. William Tooke (3): tliree reviews stressing 
sound judgment.

21. u a wso 11 Turner (l): one conservative review
22. Robert v.oodhouse (9*3)- unique in his lack of 

morci3_ concern; attacks obscurity, indecorum, and incongruous 
images.

The number of these rain .-r reviews however, a mere 
seventy, does not equt--l that composed by Ferriar, and it 
is oil Ferriar that th;. burden of the liveliness and 
literary conservatism of the JMonthly rests with the less 
brilliant assistance of Koody and the brief cleverness of 
Jeffrey. The critical attitudes expressed do not conflict, 
and individual differences are matters more of intelligence 
and stylistic talent than of fundamental disagreement on 
aesthetic matters.
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PART FOljR: THE EDIKBliRGh AMD ITS RIVALS: 1803-8

CHAPTLK 1: THE EDINBURGH KLVIfctf

a) Facts

The story of the fioundiug of the fcdjnburgh Review has 

been frequently told. Rather than add to the debate 

about.the height of Jeffrey's house in Buccleugh Place, 

this introductory section will concentrate on a few points 
of peculiar interest for the present study.

' The Scottish background of the Review is of
limited importance. The wide liberal education characteristic 

of eighteenth-century Scotland exercised an influence on 
those brilliant young ir«en of the Speculative Society who 
planned and contributed to the new publication. But there 
is no evidence of any distinctive influence of the generally

unimportant earlier bcottisn magazines, and Jeffrey's
1apprenticeship was served witn the Monthly iceview t An

association between lawyers and periodicals however w^s

established practice in .Ldinburgh towards the close of
2 the century, and by the beginning of the new century ocott

His debt to the Konthly is suggested by his giving
one article, not liter t-ry, to Ferriar to revise for
the Edinburgh: The Life and Tinies of ilenry Lord tiro ugh am,
(3 vols, Edinburgh and London, lk?l) » i^ 265.

See Randolph Hudson, '^enry Ncickenzie, James Be^ttie, 
et.al. and the Ldinburgh kirror ' ti,i.N 1 ( 19&3-4 ;. 105n.
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remarked to Jamos ballantyne tiiat there was scope for 
new periodical publications in Edinburgh.

The group of young Whigs who took up Sydney 
Smith's suggestion of a lively anti- governmental Review 
had little intention of constructing a monument. It 
was felt, especially by Jeffrey, thot. the new publication 
might well close down after a few weeks as its 
eighteenth-century namesake had done.. After the first 
number, of wiiich Sydney Smith w<-s the nearest to being
the editor, the group took frigi.it at their own destructive-

2 ness and felt that the tone ought to be less violent.
Horner wrote to Ja<;>es Loch on 24 January 1&O3 of the 
secoiid number: 'There are scarcely any insignificant
books, -- no sermons -- few personalities -- the general

3 train of criticism less abusive. 1

Contemporary readers se«^m to have welcomed two 
aspects of tue Heview above ctll others: it was rigorously 
independent of the booksellers and it was extremely 
selective in its cnoice of books for treatment. Kightly 
or wrongly, it was felt that the older Reviews were likely 
to be manipulated by booksellers. Thus Sydney Smith 
writes in 1803 to Constable: 'It is notorious taat

1 Letters i. 96-?: 22 AP

2 Memoirs and Correspondence of Francis Horner,M.P. ed.
Leonard Horner, (2 vols,London, 1843) , IT 2O5: Journal 
20 N 02.

5 Ibid., i. 214.
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•f 1 the reviews are the organs eiguer or party or of booksellers. '

Jeffrey refused to allow Constable any influence upon
2 the revxewiii^ of his own pubiica t-ions. The advantages

of the t/d in burgh 1 s iiidepenaeiice are stressed by ocott in

his famous letter of advice to Gifford at the inception
•5

of the quarterly:, -.

The extensive re^ utatioi_> arid circulation of 
the Edinburgh ^evxew is ciiiefly owaeg to two 
circumstances. First the t it is entirely uninfluenced 
by tiie Booksellers who have contrived to make most 
of the other reviews mere vehicles for advertising 
£ puffxng (fcB^itheir own publications or running 
down those of their rivals. ^eco.udly the very 
handsome recompense which the Editor not only 
hoitds forth to his regu.-~r assistants but actually 
forces upon th; se wnose rank and fortune make it 
a matter of indifference to them.

Selectiveness wc*s the main theme of the inaugural

Advertisement of the Keview: , , , , .-.•••

:, ? It will be easily perceived, that it forms 
no part of the:ir object, to take notice of every 
production that issues from the r-ress: arid that 

. they wish their Journal; to be distinguished,
rather for the selectioi; , than for the number of 
its articles. ... The very lowest order of publications 
are rejected, accordingly, by most of tiie literary 
journals of waich the Public is already in 

i' possession.

Later Col.eridge rec.gnised tiie critical importance of this

, .
The Letters of Sydney Smith ed. INowell C. omith, 
(2 vols, Oxford, 1953), i. 79.

2 J.A. Greig, Franeie Jeffrey of the Edinburgh Review,
(Edinburgh, 1948), p. 22.

•»
* Letters, ii. 102-3: <25 0 08>.



selective policy with its .implicit judgment for his own 

attempt to raise the standard of serious appreciation o± 

literature. he praised too trie consequent rise of extended 

philosophical criticism to supply 'the vacant p&ace of 

the trash or mediocrity, widely left to sink into oblivion 

by their o\vii weight'.

The public showed its appreciation of the new 

criticism by buying the ^ioview enthusiastically. The 

growth i.i sales from 1,75O copies in 1803 to 13,OOO in 

l8l4 is traced by Olive who also cites Jeffrey's estimate 

of 80,000 literate in l8u4 and 2OO,OOO in Icl2. 2 The 

Review cume o t during the second, half of the months of 

October, January, April, ^nd July each year and cost 

5/- per number.

Jeffrey was appointed the first official editor 

for the fourth number and exercised a firm control over 

a si ; igulc<rly unreliable band of contributors: most of 

the original group lift Edinburgh to pursue their careers 

within a couple of years of the t-te view's inauguration.

his letter of 11 September Io06 to Scott illustrates both
3 his paternalism and his difficulties:

biographia Literaria ed. Shawcross, (2 vols , Oxford, 
1907) , ii. b6.

John Clive, Scotch Reviewers , (London, 1957) » pp. 133$

ri-- burgh University Library MS. 5^^*» fid.. 31 j cf.
NLS MS. 3875, fol. 98r .



2^2

My Dear ocott
I am come back in safety to my ioiiely 

house in this lonely ana deserted city -- and 1 
write to you immediately on uiy arrival partly to 
comfort my spirits and partly to supplicate your 
assistance in my never ending tc.sk of- reviewing -- 
Brougham has gone to Portugal -- 1 made Horntr 
idle by being with him -- Thomson is buried 
under records -- ana almost all my occasional 
allies and auxiliaries are scattered into watering 
places, deriding all sorts of affliction and 
laughing at all demonstrations of distress -- 
You must do me a ^oou spell of work this time or 
there is no salvation for me -- 1 depaad upon 
Sir wm f s Beattie —- and 1 teg you would take some 
pains with it -- and do not let your private 
affection colour your critical impartiality --

v Jeffrey goes 011 (fol. 31 ) to suggest thot he himself may

insert an account of the metaphysical side of the work, 

and there is no doubt that he not only suggested methods 

of treatment to nis contributors but altered their 

reviews frequently and extensively; although the extent of 

these alterations is now impossible to determine since 

Jeffrey destroyed all the original manuscripts it seems

An unpublished letter of l6 u 09 in the Boultou and 
Uatt Collection at Birmingham iublic Librarv reveals 
this. Jeffrey writes to James «att (fol. 1 ):

1 am sorry 1 have riot preserved the 1-iS.b. of 
your brothers articles in the r. view -- 1 very 
early adopted tne maxii'. of destroying the whole 
originals of every number as soon as it wes 
printed off -- ...
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certain thoit i<etlph Griffiths hau been temperate in 

comparison with Jeffrey, The -teview even acknowledged 

an editorial alteration publicly at the end of the third 

number:

In the editing the article of Charles and Marie, 
three pages of extract have been omitteu, 
a note added, and a few words altered. If 
these changes have in any degree destroyed 
the truth of the criticism, or the expression, 
the Editor requests that the blame may be 
entirely imputed to him.

Scott describes the process to Gifiord in his letter of

25 October l8o8: 2

One ve^y successful expedient of the Edinr. 
editor & on which his popularity has in some 
measure risen is the art of giving life & interest 
even to the duller articles of the Review. He

. .; receives for example a criticism u^ori a work of 
deep rt-search from a ,,-erson w|ao ho,s studied the 
book and undersx&nds the subject & if it happens 
to be written which may often be the case in a

' tone of stupifying mediocrity Lie renders it
palatable by a few lively paragraphs on entertaining 
illustrations of his own or perhaps by generalising 
& systematisiiig the knowledge which it contains.

I shall now deal with Jeffrey f s original criticism 

during the years up to l8u8 and then with the work of his 

contributors, alm< st all of whom have been identified.

1
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b) Jeffrey's Criticism

Of almost one hundred literary reviews in the first 
twenty-five numbers of the ^dinbur^h, approximately forty 
were the work of Francis Jeffrey. /-.s the next section will 
show, the other literary contributors, especially ;Scott, 
were far from n&gligible; but most of the critical dis­ 
tinction of the Kevievv is undeniably due to Jeffrey's 
contributions.

There are already some twenty noteworthy mod rn 
studies of Jeffrey, of varying degrees of thoroughness, 

and adopting often very different approaches to his work. 

Mo other regular reviewer of the period has been accorded 
anything approaching this steady trickle of interest in 
recent time. ^ chronological survey of this literature 
will outline the main issues under debate.

1, Leslie Stephen, tiours in a Library (Third Series), 
(London, 1879): •The First Edinburgh Reviewers' pp. 138-77

Stephen's article contains an intelligent depreciation of 

Jeffrey's work written in his usual attractive style. 

He finds the work dull after the great reputation which has 
accumulated around him and juages him to be totally 
insensitive to valid literary judgment: 'Jeffrey's 
blundering is amazingly systematic and comprehensive. 1 

(157-8) he hits at random, follows fashion blindly in 

his aduiatio-u of Rogers and Moore: (163-^)

The earlier thunders of the "Edinburgh Review" have 
lost their terrors, because they are in f^ct 
mere echoes of comaionplace opinion. They are 
of^en clever enough, ^nu have till the air of
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judicial authority, but we feel tiu.t t^ey are 
empty shams, concealing no solid core of str,ng 
personal, feeli g even of the perverse variety. 
The critic iiciS be^n asking himself, not "what do 
I feel. 11 but "nhat is the correct remark to make?"

It will be siiovrn that Jeffrey's personal feeling is strong 
and consistent and his shots far from random, but his 
conformity to general gashion IB an important and 
point.

2* George daLntsbury, Assays in English Literature 
i860 1 (London, 1890): 'Jeffrey' pp. 100-3^.

Saintsbury finds the Key to Jeffrey's mind in a certain 
'Gallicanism 1 issuing in ortnodoxy and dogmatism and a 
limited taste. He believes that Jeffrey w«*s sincere in 
the expression of views between the old and the new in 
the critical world. These judgments seem sound,

3« Lewis E. Gates, Three Studies in Literature, (New York, 
1899): 'Francis Jeffrey' pp. 1-57.

Gates emphasises Jeffrey's co r tinual stressing of general
-C-.'"""

principles, more justly than Coljsmi^e' s denial in the 
Biographia Literaria. (9) Jeffrey applied in part 'the 
historical metnod for the study of literature; he worked 
out with Alison an interpretation of beauty, which, th ugh 
false in its emphasis and distorted, recognized arid 

illustrated \vrith gre^.t acuteness one highly important and 

comparatively neglected soiree of aesthetic emotion'. (9) 
As a lawyer, Jeffrey is eitner for or against an author (12): 
here Gates oversimplifies. The critic's most damning
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failure is nis inability to interpret the age in which he 
lived. (3&) This is a balanced anu perceptive essay with 
many excellent points, though it does suggest that the 
Monthly Keview and Critical key Jew vrer^ merely booksellers ' 
organs, a fallacy repeated by Wain, (^6)

V. Richard £lsner, Francis Jeffrey, der hauptbegr Under 
der Edinburgh Review, undseitie kritischen Prinzipien 
(Berlin, 1908).

Llsner emphasises the significance of the 'i^ssay on 
Beauty 1 developed from Jeiirey's .^lisori review. Lis study 
is valuable ciiife'fly for its tracing of eightee t th-century 
aiialo^ues of Jeffrey's opiniOiis, an aspect neglected 
except for Kedpath's study.

5. D. Michol bmith ed, , Jeffrey's Literary Criticism, 
(London, 1910) .

Nichol Smith makes the important observation: 'There are 
no great passagos in Jeffrey, and there is not one single 
great essay. When he wins his way to ap.'recie'tion , he 
wins it step by atep. ' (v) His early flippancy gave way 
to greater seriousness. Smith evidently bases his view 
on the Wordsworth articles in particular: most of early 
Jeffrey is far from flippant. Smith sides with Gates 
against Coleridge in stressing that Jeffrey has a talent 
for seizing oil essentials. .
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6. C.T. Winchester, 'The iNew i^ssuy -- Jeffrey as Critic 1 

in A Group of junglish i^sayists of the .^arly Nineteenth 

Century , (hew i'ork, 1910) , pp. 1-25.

After repeating the unjustified condemnation of the

iveview, Winchester notes the characteristic structure

of the Jeffrey article proceeding from general introduction 

to detailed criticism. He notes discrepancies in the 

corpus and declares unfairly (l6-7): 'Jeffrey's general 

principles we suspect are mostly nic,de to order. He first 

makes up his decision upon the work under review, quite 

empirically, . nd then frames a aet of universal truths to 

justify his decision. 1

7. luerritt Y. Hughes, 'The Humanism of Francis Jeffrey' 

MLR 16 (1921). 243-51.

Hughes 1 brilliant article represents a breakthrough 

Jeffrey scholarship, bringing us closer to the man than 

anything before. Me boldly asserts: 'Jeffrey wss tae Flat- 

onist of nineteenth-century criticism, «nd chat is all 

his claim to a present hearing. 1 (243) This is too dogmatic 

arid limit fc-d, but it is bcisically true. Hughes draws on 

Jeffrey's letters to show how he had xn the mid-nineties 

been a fugitive from society. Thus on October 17th 179& 

he writes to George Bell:

.Nothing can be more ridiculous than the way 
that men live together in society, ana the 
patience with which they submit to the needless 
and perpetual restraint that they occasion one 
another; and the worst of it is that it sooils 
them for anything better and makes a gregarious 
animal of a rational being.



1796 he had attempted to return to society, with only 

partial success. lie writes oil 6 August to Robert 

Morehead: (250)

1 shall never arrive at any eminence in this 
new cnaracter; c^nci have ^liwpses <*na retrospective 
snatches of my former self, so frequent and so 
lively, that 1 snail never be wholly estranged 
from it, nor more than half the thin& 1 seem to 
be dri^iug at. Within these few days I have been 
more perfectly restored to my poesies and my 
sentimentalities iuan 1 had been for nic...ny months 
before. I walk out every day alone, and as 1 
wander by tiie sunny sea, or over the green and 
solitary rocks of Arthur's Seat, 1 fe_l as if I 
had escaped from scenes of impertinence, and 
recollect, with some degree of enthusiasm, tne wild 
walks and eager conversations we used to take 
together at i-ierbert shire abotit four years ago. 
I am still capable of going back to those fee3-ings, 
and would seek my happiness, I think, in their 
indulgence, if my circumstances would let me. 
AS it is, 1 shall go on sophis ticatng and perverting 
myself until 1 am absolutely good for notuing.

Only by a rigorous subordination of beauty to truth ana 

ehtiLCs co* Id Jeffrey stifle these yearnings for the 

solitary and unattainable. The result was a weakness for 

the conventional and tne sentimental. lie admitted to 

Homer in Io04 th<-t he laugned at what he admired (2^7) 

and summed up his conscio s self-limitation in It3ll> to 

Charles W'ilkes: (

having long set my standard of human felicity 
at a very .moderate pitch, c;iia persuaded ray self 
that men are considerably lover than the angels, 
I am not u:uch given to discontent, and am sufficiently 
sensible that many things thc>t appear to be and 
are irksome and vexatious are necessary to nelp 
life along.

Hughes has uncovered a vital source of rauch of 

Jeffrey's public hostility to the Lake poets.
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8. Joseph 1-. Leetty Jr, 'Lord Jeffrey and Wordsworth 1 

FMLA 38 (1923). 221-35-

Beatty's less startling but useful article defends Jeffrey's 
genuineness as a critic with references to Crabb-;.- 
Kobinson's diary and sees a classical idea of decorum as 
the basis of his common sense and consequent tendency to 
overpraise the commonplace. A tentative acceptance of 
some of Jeffrey's views on Wordsworth is proposed,

9. R.C. Bald, 'Francis Jeffrey as a Literary Critic 1 
Nineteenth Century arid -after 97 (1925). 201-5.

This is a less important and decidedly superficial treatment, 
Bald's thesis is summed up in the sentence (202): 'his 
is the 1797 attitude of ntijid — that of the Rorataitic 
movement immediately prior to the publication of the 
Lyrical Eallaus.'' Jeffrey always advocates the mean 
between extremes. He is a fair critic though blinded by 
some eighteenth-century views.

10. R.G. Cox, 'The Great reviews' Scrutiny 6 (1937). 

2-20, 155-75. .«,......

Cox provides an interpretation which gives hi^h praise to 
Jeffrey's assault on mediocrity without altogether 
recognising the limitations of that assault. Jeffrey's 
criticisms of wordsworth are found to anticipate those of 
Coleridge in tiie Daographia and they are 'at least an 
attempt to discriminate among Wordsworth's mixed output.' 
(5) He also anticipated .^mold's criticism of the 
Komantics. His chief fault is the tolerance of Re
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poetry. But Cox's attituue towarus the .£a>nbirv.h and its 

contemporaries is very favourable: (^0) 'All tueir best 

work shows a sense of responsibility, a consciousness of 

performing a necessary and valuable function, a concern 

for the iriairitenam e of the highest standards of thought 

and feeling, wiiich are completely lacking in modern. 

reviewing. 1 The article's conclusion is important, in 

spite of a crudity arising from trie division of literary 

works into sheep and gocts.

11. Russell Koyes, Wordsworth and Jeffrey in Controversy, 

(Blootnington , Indiana , 19^1 )•

Russell No>es inaugurated a more cohesive debate with 

this ctnti-Jeffrey tract. In the first part of the 

pamphlet he traces the history of Jeffrey's criticism 

of the .Lake poets. The secoud part cites charges against 

Jeffrey made chiefly by the Lakers themselves and concludes 

that he was determined to make an example of Wordsworth 

in tne interests of a narrow aecoruirt. The charge has 

validity for th:.s limited area of Jeffrey's work and is 

mild compared with ..hat was to come.

12. Robert Daniel, 'Jeffrey and Wordsworth: the Shape of 

Persecution 1 Sewaiiee Keview 50 (1942). 195-213.
'4 - ' i , : i ' ' . '

Daniel begins the most fundamental attack on Jeffrey with

a fair sum ary of the general toiie of the earlier criticism

on the subject (he had presu1u^bl> not re^.d £\oyos):



2'

beginning with oaiutsbury, a succession of writers 
have liia-i.iitciiried that in most of nis judgments tie 
was correct; that as to the others he w-s at all 
events sincere, even though political prejudice 
stayed him ana the legacy of good taste and. decorum 
from the previous century cloudea his decisions.

Daniel rightly rejects in his second section the argument 
that Jefirey was swayed chiefly by political considerations. 
(197) He points to Jeffrey's undoubted enthusiasm for 
the new poetry in general from Cowper to JLeats and to his 
admiration for .Wordsworth's genius expressed both in 
public statements in the Ldinburgh arid in such private 
remarks as that of 21 Inarch 1799: '1 Iiaye been enchanted- O

with a little volume of poems, lately , ublisned, called 
'Lyrical ballaas*...' (200) On the basis of such remarks 
he concludes: ' u/hen Jeffrey damned Wordsworth, and talked 
about authority, and radicalism, and co^ servatism, lie was 
going on the principle that any stick will do to be«t a 
dog.' ( 20O ) The must damaging statement quoted by ^aniel 
is that reported by Crabb Kobinson as ndLviiig been made 
by Jefirey to John nilson, that he attacked v.ord&worth 
'not because he himself thinks lowly of him, but because 
the public think lowly of him. 1 (201) This is quite 
different from any of the >, t^er evidence adduced and 
might hcifee been made in jest or misconstrued: as tiiird- 
hand evidence it is suspect and should not be given undue 
weight. Daniel also cites contemporary criticism of trie 
increasingly bitter exchange between poet and critic. (2O1-3)

In his third section, Daniel presents p~s.:>ag~s 
from Jeffrey's correspondence which sh,.w his li.kiug for
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vigorous attacks in ;,is itevi<..w, anu this is unquestionably 

an important element in hj.s editorial policy. Thus on 

5 August loO4 he writes to his contributor i'rancis Horn or: 

'When will words worth c.nd jjouthey come forth': 1 she. 11 

try to give yoxi a little jjointea criticism then. 1 (2O4) 

Daniel also instances the alteration of tne r;_ont;ily 

review of Thai aba lor che ^dxnburgh , but he exaggerates 

the change in attitude which is one primarily of approach 

ratlier than of fuiidtinieiitc.il criticise. The reprinted 

Con tr ibut ions are, Daniel sho^sj, more rather than les;> 

severe.

In the fovrth section, Daniel draws a depressing 

conclusion: ( 2O9 )

when the point is established th^t Jeffrey 
was not sincere in disparaging Wordsworth's poems, 
biit was damning tliem for various ulterior motives, 
it becomes pointless to examine these reviews as 
specimens of literary criticism.

Finally in a fifth section uaniel iso; cites six causes for 

Jeffrey's virulente in his V.prdsworthian criticism (and 

it should be noted that like Noyes he is dealing with 

this aspect only of the corpus). Jeffrey wanted to produce 

1 vely reading matter; he was stung by v.ordswor th ' s 

counter-attacks; lie recognised the occasional verboseness 

and mawkishness of .vordsworth; he w«us c^r-ried away by his 

own vivaci us style; he w^s depressed especially by 

Sou they; his iicste it: writivtg led to lack of consideration. 

These are mild and just conclusions after a fii. ely polemical 

but one-sided argument. only the fifth point see»us 

invalid: Jeffrey found bouthey the least objectionable of 

Lake poets.

1 EH 1 (0 02). 68.
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J» Kaym^nd Derby, 'The i aradox of Francis Jeffrey: 
Keason versus oensibility' MLQ. 7 (19^6). 489-500.

This is an elementary oppositi n of the two sides of 
Jeffrey already isolated by imghes , but some useful 
aduitional examples of both are given.

James a. Greig, Francis Jeffrey 01 the 
Review, (Edinburgh,

Grei,- occupies the ground direct .iy opposite to Koyes and 
Daniel and finds himself wholly iri sympathy with Jeffrey's 
uncomprehending opposition to .. ordswoi th ' s mysticism,

His first chapter contains many contemporary 
adulations of Jeffrey as a critic -- by Scott, Macaulay, 
Campbell, and Hogg ii.ter alia, Grei^ recognises thctt 
Jeffrey was over-severe at times (65) but praises his 
catholicity of taste (Ch, 6), his worldliiiess (Ch. 7)» 
his opposition to Byron*s sensationalsim (Ch. 9) «nd the 
exclusivisra of the Wordsworth cult (Ch. 12), and above 
all his championing of the ordinary inuii against mysticism 
and cabbaliism (Ch.

Greig's survey is thonough but unexciting as his 
thesis which will coi-vi-uce the worldly and remind tne 
vvordswortnians that tne seige has not yet been lifted.

15. R.G. Cox, 'iiomage to Common ^ense 1 Scrutiny l6 
169-72.

Tliis is a revi w of Greig, and Cox now rightly isolates 
the inadequacy of Jeffrey's critical method as a h.aiui.
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cause of his failure to reach the highest rank e*mong 

reviewers. He st-E esses that Jeffrey's dismissal of 
rtordsworth is essentially superficial.

16. Byron Guyer, 'Francis Jeffrey's Essay on Deauty* 

HLQ 13 (1949-50). 71-85.

This article is a useful analysis of the offspring of the
Alisori review, in its turn connected with an essay on
beauty written during, Jeffrey's 1791-2 stay at Oxfoz'd.
The basis of Jeffrey's objection to ^ordsworth is,
Guyer suggests, that he takes accidental personal associations,
valid for the individual, too far: 'Jeffrey is sinsply

saying in the language of his day that Wordsworth has
mistakenly read his own personality i> to external nature
or into his imaginary creatures.' (79) £>ut the real sin,
which Guyer do s nut emphasise, is th-ut wordsworth expects
the public to share his private emotions,

17• Byron Guyer, 'The Philosophy of Fraaicis Jeffrey* 
MLQ 11 (1950). 17-26.

The article begins with a summary of much of the previous 
work on Jeifrey. Guyer undertakes to relate all the 
ap roacnes hitherto explored to.Jeffrey's philosophy. 
Basically, Jeffrey tends towards, romanticism because of 
his associatioiiist principles but sets them in a positivist 

framework and therefore erias up preferring the ordinary 

and non-metaphysical.
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l8. Thomas Crawford, The Edinburgh ixeview and

Poetry (18Q2-29), (Auckland University College, 1955).

Crawford lin^ s the literary compromise between old and new 

with the .hig political compromise, attracting radicals 

and retailing aristocrats. On balance, the o din burgh 

helped the new writers more than it hindered them. The 

second chapter stresses again the importance of the Alisoii 

review ana the distinction between public end prii?c4.te 

associations. Jeffrey's opposition to rigid neoclassical 

rules is stressed, though he has his own localisms. (Ch. 3) 

Crawford supports Gr»eig in general terms , distrusting 

Wordsworth and sympathising with Jeffrey's criticism of 

him. He poii ts out that tne condemnation of aordsworth 

was not illogical for Jeffrey: 'Because the Edinburgh 

condemned environmentalisra , the myth of the nobi& savage, 

and German transcendentalism, it was almost inevitably 

suspicious of Uordsworth and his associates . ' (26) 

Jeffrey's tastes were akin to tiv.'se of i\eats , another 

striver towards realism. Crawford concludes tnat the 

Edinburgh is advocating 'romantic realism 1 : (33)

The Edinburgh , unlike the quarterly , rejects 
the poetry of escape. What Jeffrey wants is poetry 
capable of expressing the new and turbulent 
emotions of tiie age, yet able to treat of men and 
women as they really are.

This is the s- e-saw movement wiiich inclines more to the 

romantic as the Review progresses.

Crawford' s study is suggestive and raiu.s with the 

best on the subject.
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19. Rene ^ellek, A history of Modern Criticism; 1750-1950 

vol. ii, (1955), PP. 110-20.

Wellek's remarks on Jeffrey are derivative but just. lie 

stresses the anti—neoclassical asp* ct of his work, his 

distinction between public and private taste, caid his 

adherence to standards of common sense, morality, and 

propriety, making no distinction between life and art.

A-<

20. John Clive, Scotch .uevianrers The aJdiabur&h Kcview, 

1S02-1813, (1957).

The sixth chapter of Olive's study deals with Jeffrey's 

criticism. lie useiully concentrates on the double 

standard quoting appositely from Mb. 3519 of tne National 

Library of Scotland which contaii^s a letter to James 

Grahame concerning his drama on Kary ^ueen of ^>cots. The 

important passage runs thus in t*te full original:

...the places where you decline into truisms and 
a sort of infantine simplicity cannot bo so 
easily pardoned -- I would not have you trust the 
work to the public without correcting taem It 
is a style indeed that has much beauty ir> it and 
very frequently a great deal of teriderm,as -- 
but it is not fit for ILJ.G profane e^rs of tiie 
multitude -- it is liable to ridicule, and will 
often appear silly to those whose minds are 

"••••• farailiarisd with grosser interest & have been
little accustomed to tiie unambitious playfulness 

1 of affection -- Every man that pppec-rs before tne 
public appears before a company to whom he owes 
respect upon whose sympathies he ou^ht not to 
reckon too securely and with whom he should not 
be too familiar -- there should be a certain

1 rFol, 5 • Olive's vex'sion n..-s inaccuracies.
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dignity therefore as well as energy in a.J.1 his 
behc^vio^r — - Y«e never think of entertaining a 
drawing room full of strangers witn the pre'ttle 
of o r ciiildren nor think of giving way in their 
presence to any of those simple emotions which 
constitute tiie claim of our domestic society -- 
I have expressed t^,.is 1 s<,e injudiciously -~ 
& a controversial critic mi^iit reply 1.0 me with 
gre^t advantage -- but you all under stanu wh<xt 1 
mean 1 believe — - and that is perfectly sufficient .

A critic should judge by universal associations, but might 

indulge his own taste in private. Society must be 

preserved from childishness. The idea of a p et's 

creating nis own taste was anathema to Jeffrey. These 

are_ perceptive ~nd just comments.

21. Russell Noyes: Review of Olive MLN ?4 (1959). 71-4. 

While acknowledging the value of Olive's ivork, Noyes restates
\J

his case in very strong terms which set.m totally unjustified 

by the petty inconsistencies in Jeffrey's co duct:

A solid body of evidence h«us been presented by 
other scholars to show that in his editorial 
policies Jeffrey's love of popularity and gain 
led him to personal vindictive-ness, duplicity,

;;••.,,'• ., downright dishonesty, and partisanship.

22* Theodore Rfidpath in Komartt ic Per spec tives ed« Hodgart 

and Kcdpath (London, 19&4 ) , pp. 25-3^ •

Redpath's excellent essay contains an assessment of 

Jeffrey which stresses tne conservative eletaents in his 

criticism (27) , an approach expanded upon in the present 

study, ; "
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23« Peter K. Morgan, 'i'rinciples cuid Perspective in 

Jeffrey's Criticism 1 SSL 4 (1966-7). 179-93

The latest cwjtributor to the debate explicitly adopts a

middle ground between Noyes and Greig, beside ^ellek.

He provides a judicious and balanced survey of the elements

in Jeffrey's criticism. The most distinctive feature of

this is his emphasis on Jeflrey's belief that literature

was generally in decline with the rise in refinement. (188-90)

Since the main concern of this study is with reviewing 

practice it will be sufiicient to sun&i ic^ri&e and comment 

upon the debate so far, to add a few points which seem 

to have been insufficiently stressed, and to attempt a 

different approach to the critical corpus up to l8o8. 

Jeffrey will be observed more closely in action at the end 

of the sectiuii ana in Chapter 3« A full s <~udy of Jeffrey's^ 

criticism, based on the whole corpus, may be awaited with 

mild enthusiasm,

The mosttuseful contemporary comments on the issues 

raised by Jeffrey are those made by Scott in his litters. 

They are fuller and more balanced and perceptive than any 

contemporary utterances. Scott was able to admire the

'arch critic* whose Review gave 'the only valuable
2 literary criticism which can be met with, 1

1 Letters i. 222 19 Ky 04 . 

ii. 121: 2 N 08, to George i
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The double standard, outlined by Guyer, Crawford, 
ana Clive so ems to be the most satisfactory explanation
of Jeffrey's apparent inconsistency. It is confirmed

-i 
by Scott in a letter of 1O April Io06 to ^nna oeward:

I think were you to know my little friend Jeffery 
the Aristjarchus of the hdinr Review you would 
perhaps have some mercy on his criticisms -- not 
but he often makes his best friends lose patience 
by that love of a severity which drives justice 
into tyranny but in fact it have often wondered 
thc*t a man who loves & admires Poetry as much as 
he does can permit himself the severe or sometimes 
unjust strictures whjch he fulminates even against 
the authors wh >m he m->st approves of £ whose 
works actually afford him most delight.

This duality arose from hj-s own early experiences during 
a flirtation with the solitary, as Hughes has demonstrated.

The presence of this double standard disposes
of the- most serious and fundamental ch.-r^ges of insincerity, 
Beatty and Clive produce evidence of Jeffrey's sincerity 
to counter contemporary charges and rumours in an age of 
virulent personal bickering among literary men. That 
Jeffrey sought spice is unquestionable but his views are 
coherent, with very minor inconsistencies incidental to 
hastily produced work. There is no evidence to support 
the view that his principles were added to empirical 
judgments. Already in l801 his double standard of public 
and private taste was fully developed. Nor is there any 
evidence of malignity on Jeffrey's part, All the evidence 
suggests that he was a pleasant, just mail, and his letters

1 i. 288,
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are similar in tuexr comfortobly whimsical tone to those 
of Scott. While attacking Marmion he was on good teruis 
with bcott personally, sending him the manuscript of the 
review. bcott writes to Southey in November 1807, inviting 
him to join the Edinburgh staff, thot Jeffrey has the 
sincerest respect fon his person and talents:

The other day I designedly led the conversation 
on that subject, and had the sauie reason 1 have 
always had to consider his attack as arising from 
a radical difference in point of taste, or rather 
feeling of poetry, but by no means from any thing 
approaching eigii^** to enmity or a false conception 
of your talents.

.., . - ; -- =:•-.-, .- - •' ..." --• -'- g >~ A

He goes on to stress Jeffrey's limited taste:
Wordsworth is harethly treated in the Edinburgh 
Review, but Jeffrey gives the sonnets as much 

,L.;,. ;.!•;:>-. praise as he usually does to anybody. 1 made him
admire the song of Lord Clifford's miuisiu^l, which 

,- . v ... j like exceedingly myself. But many of Wordsworth's 
. f ? ; lesser poems are caviare, not unly to the multitude,

but to all who judge of poetry by the established 
- rules of criticism,

.-itohether one sides with Jeffrey's or ^ordsworth's 
basic beliefs is, as Scott recognised, a fundamental matter 
of taste, but Jeffrey's criticisms of «ordsworth's poetry 
are i.u any event too restricted by the fadea vocabulary 
of neoclassical criticism to allow any effective encounter 
uith the poeras. We need not fear, however, to take 
Jeffrey's criticism seriously. It is not merely splenetic 
or legalistic, but springs from a unified if limited

1 Setters 1. "389.

2 i. 390.
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intelligence: he stands apart from other reviewers of the 

period in having called forth not only contempor ^ry 

eulogies but also recent studies of the calibre of those 

by Hughes, Daniel, and Crawford,

The following consideration seeks to avoid patns 

already trodden and concentrates on Jeffrey's aebt to the 

reviewing tradition whieh has been examined in the previous 

parts of this study. By drawin.c on all of Jeflrey's early 

criticism it will be made clear both that his originality 

is based firmly on commonplace beliefs of the time and also 

that his principles are all-pervasive and that bus work 

forms a coherent and far from eccentric whole.

In line with the general policy of the Review, Jeffrey is 

severe on that mediocrity which had usually encountered 

a friendly reception. He may express his view politely, 

but its import is clear:

Mrs Hunter appears, from her book, to be a very 
amiable and accomplished woman: but -,-oetry really 
does not seem to be her vocation; and ratiier 
appears to have been studied as an accomplishment , 
than pursued from any natural propensity.

More specifically he comments on the then anonymous author 

of The Sabbath (James Grahame) in its e£oond edition of

1805: 2

The author has evidently some talents for poetical
composition, and is never absolutely absurd, 

, _: tedious or silly; but he has no delicacy of taste
or imagine*tion: he does not seem to feel the force 

....,„, Q£ ^. ne sanction against poetical BmdiLocrity, and
h&s ear appears to have no perce lion of tne liner 

> harmony of versification. if he be a youn^ man,

1 (Ja 03). 426: Mrs John Hunter, I-oe-us . (1^02).

2 5 (Ja 05).
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we think tnere are considerable hopes of him; 
b<-t if this be the production of maturer talents, 
we canu-ot in our conscience, exhort him to continue 
in the service of the muses.

Tiie mildness o£ such censure is nevertheless evidence of 

Jeffrey's tendency to ap rove of works with conservative 

moral tendencies and unadventurous technically, and the 

lukewarmness may be summed up in his opinion of The Works 

of Richard Owen Cambridge, Esq. of Io03:

This is one of the many luxuries and superfluities 
of modern literature; a book which we are glad to 
have, but could have done very well without; 
containing nothing very new, or striking, or 
"important; but innocent upon the whole, and 
respectable, and af. fording a very l&udsble recreation 
for those whose curiosity is rather the desire of 
amusement, than of knowledge,

By virtue of the plan of the Review Jeffrey can 

select the works which he wants tov deal with from the 

mediocre mass of 'literature, and it is to his credit that 

the works on which he bestows most attention, if not always 

m st approval, are those in which posterity is still 

interested, in the period under co sideration the works 

of tue i/ake poets, Cr^bbe , and Scott. ^iiici it is to the 

directing of the genius of these men along what Jeffrey 

conceives to be the right paths that he devotes most of 

his critical energies.

The path is clear: it is that established by the 

poets of the past which constituted an arrthodoxy capable

1 3 (0 03). 56-7.
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of ap reciation by all civilised men, and from wi.«. ich all 

wanderings aside are to fee regarded as dangerous cuiti 

corrupting heresy and to be sternly trampled und-rfoot. 

At the very outset of his first literary article, on 

Thai aba, Jeffrey makes the point with extreme firmness:

TiiY has this much, at least, in common with 
religion, that its standards were fixed long ago, 
by certain inspired writers, whose authority it 
is no longer lawful to call it) question; and 
that many profess to be entirely devoted to it, 
who have no &ood works to produce in support of 
their pretensions. The catholic poetical church, 
too, has worked but few miracles since the first 
ages of its establishment; and has been more 
prolific, for a lor.g time, of ^octors than of 
Saints: it has had its corruptions and reformation 
also, and hc*s given birth to an infinite variety 
of heresies and errors, the followers of which 
have hated and persecuted each other as cordially 
as other bigots.

The point is frequently made in Jeffrey's attacks on the 

'Lakeirs', ana occurs elsewhere too. So in his criticism 

of the mediocre William Hayley's The Triumph of ^u sic of

If Mr Hayley's patchwork plan were at all consistent 
with taste, it is too obvious to have lain 
concealed for ages, in order to be rtveaied to a 
minor poet of the nineteenth century.

This is not to say that modern literature must be a mere 

imitation of the work of the past. Extreme neoclassicisrn 

is not here advocated, and Jeffrey criticises Je Lille 

for excessive conventionality in nis poem Le foalheur et

1 1 (O 02). 63.

2 6 (AP 05). 6O.
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The first canto is almost entirely engaged 
in the most hopeless common-places of poetry. 
Uptjii the subject of cruelty to animals, the sage 
of Saraos is brought in, with his usual cortege 
of lowing oxen, and. bleating sheep; and the oration 
which Thomson imitated from Ovid, is here very 
elegantly translated from Thomson. The iniquity 
of horse-racing is exposed in a very lon^ homily, 
and the abominations of the slave-trade are detailed 
in the accustomed manner.

The bounds within which originality could be 

exercised were nevertheless closely drawn. When Jeffrey
meets with anything like originality of diction he tends

o 
to label it tawdry; thus, of Kocre's poems of 1806:

The tawdry, affected, cind finical style of 
this author, cannot be better illustrated than in 
those verses about something wiiich he calls the 
Snow-Spirit.

'The down from his wing is as white, as the pearl
Thy lips for their cabinet stole, 

And it falls on the green earth as melting, my
girl, 

As a murmur of thine on the soul]

Ohi fly to the clime, where he pillows the death, 
••-' As he cradles the birth of the year;

Bright arc your bowers ana balmy tiieir breath, 
but the Snow-Spirit can.aot come here] 1

Agati, in reviewing Montgomery's The Wanderer of Switzerland
•f • . - - ':

Jeffrey writes:

13 (0 03). 32-3-

2 8 (Jl 06).

3 9 (Ja 07). 352.
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. ,, the following ... is as tawdry ana V-^le as 
the tarnished finery of a strolling actress,

'O for evening's brownest shadej
Where the breezes play by stea^lth

In the forest-cinctur'd glade, ^ 
Kound the hermitage of Health:

While the noon-bright mountains blaze 
; In the sun's tormenting rays,

•O'er tne sick and sultry plains,
Through the dim delirious air,

Agonizing, silence reigns,
And the Wanness of despair:

Nature faii.ts with fervent heat,
Ahl her pulse h«th ceased to bec*ti ...

With so clear a conception of wh<_ t should be in 

literature, it is inevitable that Jexfrey should agree 

with those critics in the otiier Reviews who stressed that 
authors were to critics as suppliants before judges. 
So with reference to Thaiaba; -

As Mr oouthey is the first author, of this 
persuasion, that has yet been brought before us 
for judgment, we cannot discharge our inquisitorial 
office conscientiously f witnout premising a few 
words upon the nature and tendency of the tenets 
he hcus helped to promulgate,

As the stuuy looks more cleaely at what Jeffrey praises 

and condemns it will become possible to define this general 
concept of style and matter more exactly.

The true tradition as it appears stylistically 
speaking in Jeffrey's criticism is one of simplicity, 

but not extreme simplicity. it is one of elegance, but 

not of excessive ornamentation, It is closely akin to the

1 (0 02). 63.
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middle way which hfcs been noted in the critics of the 

Reviews already considered. De Lilie .comes closer thc,n 

most modern writers to the .ideal of elegance, but 'he 

wants simplicity and force for tue higher departments of 

poetry, and commonly falls i;ito a style of declamatory 

exaggeration and disorder, wheneve±v he abandons his old 

and appropriate subjects. 1 The ideal of elegant simplicity 

is found implieit}.y"in Virgil. Jeffrey reviewed 6otheby's 

translation of his Ueor^ics in the eighth number of the

Review wnich came out in July lt04, and iu the course of
2 

his review he makes these remarks: , ....,-.

No writer has rivalled Vir&il in the charms of 
his diction, or the elaborate beauty of hia 
phraseology: and the poem before us is Virgil's 
most absolute and complete performance.

Wliy should Virgil's 'Zephyr is primuia iuipellentibus
undis t * be translated,

'--when first youn& zephyr laves
His sportive pinions in the vernal waves, '

III. 49. beu quis Olympicae miratus praemia palmae. ' 
'Does fame for Pisa's palm the courser rear?'

In these, and in other passages, wh> should meta­
phorical agency be introduced where Virgil, 'the
great master of proprieties,' uses the language
of simple precept?

Jefirey believed that classical languages were especially
3 

adapted to truly simple writing because they were musical,

and the only superior to Virgil in his estimation is
4 

Lucretius, for reasons not preeminently stylistic:

1 3 (O 03). 42.

2 4. 296, 9.

3 7 (0 05). 135: Virgil tr. iJelille, L'^neide, (1804).
4 "" \

10 (Jl 07). 221-2: Lucretius tr. Good, The Nature of
Things, (1605).
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With less skill -- less uniform propriety -- and 
less sustained dignity than Virgil, it has always 
appeared to us, ti~ut he£ had more natural genius 
arid original spirit; that his diction iu his 
happier passages wc*s sweeter and more impressive ; 
and all the movements of his mind rm.re free, 
simple, and energetic.

The style which Jeffrey is advocating is essentially the 

middle style commended by the critics.of the previous 

century. Thus he commends William Smyth in his English 

Lyrics for finding a middle style between the prettiness 

of Shenstone and the bold abstract personifications of 

Colliijs, while Joanna Baillie equally avoids excesses in 

the draiuatic field where 'the plain vulgarity and prose

ecstasies of the German drama deserve still less indulgence,
2 

than the mellifluous majesty of o r native dramatic poetry.'

He is thus consistent ii; taking aistand against the excessive 

use of ^ eriphasis in those modern translations of the 

classics where the tawdriness of the device showed up

badly. 3 ' .; ( ; . . , _\. ' . _ ;_ _';''"'

This middle st;le would help to ensure fulfilment 

of another of Jeffrey's demands, that poetry should be 

intelligible not only th the aesthete, but also to the man 

of broad education. Jeffrey regards specialisation and 

isolation in literature as a threat to the cohesion of 

society.

1 8 jAp 06). 155.

2 2 (Jl 03). 282.

5 1O (Ap O7). 232: Lucretius tr. Gooa.

4 3 (0 03). 30: Delille, Le Kalheur.
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When one turns to Jeffrey's demanus as regards 

the subject matter and general nature of literature, one 

finds titat his main concern is closelj linked with this 

last point: literature should be true to general 

experience and not excessively subjective or quirky. Thus 

he writew of Mrs Opie's Simple Tales of 1806:

'"•rs Mrs Opie has no greet share of invention, 
either in incident or in character. we often see 
through the waole story from its first opening; 
and few of her personages can be said to be 
original, or even uncommon, when compared eicner 
with the inventions of dramatists, or the variety 
of common life. They have a merit, however, which 
in our eyes is incomparably superior: they are 
strictly true to general nature, and are rarely 
exhibited, except in interesting situations. 
\. e have always been of opinion, indeed, thwt no 
character ban be natural, unless it be pretty 
common; and that that originality, of which so 
many writers are ambitious, is of value chiefly in 
bringing out the effect of ludicrous and violently 
comical representations. For more serious sympathy 
we iiiust bo muoe to feel that the sentiments and 
actions of the characters are such, as must 
inevitably belong, to all persons in their situation; 
and it is 011 the dd-icate adaptation of their 
language and conduct to their circumstances, and 
not to any sup osed peculiarity in their 
character, that the success of the writer will 
gentirwlly depend. it will be found accordingly, 
we believe, th^t almost all the fi^ e traits of 
natural expression thcit are quoted and remembered, 
from the dramatists arid greater poets, both 
ancient and modern, derive their whole beauty ttom 
this perfect and beautiful conformity to general 
and universal nature; ana that tiiey reeich the heart 
of every reader, just because eve^y reader perceives 
at once that they express the concentrated and 
appropriate emotion, which it is natural for 
persens in such circumstances to feel.

8 (Jl 06). 465-6.
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At the end of the same article, Jeffrey implies a preference 

for works which are useful 'in training ordinary mortals 

to ordinary duties. 1 (471)

As a consequence, Jeffrey attack literature which 

he conceives to be eccentric or harmful to society at 

large* The 'sickly affectation of delicacy and fine

feelings 1 in Kontgouery's The Uanderer of Switzerland is

2
severely handled, while the theatre is accused of sometimes

inducing a contempt for ordinary life in the spectators. 

The censure of irrationality in poetry is carried at times 

to extreme lengths. Thus The sabbath is criticised since

'there is no physical truth or propriety in considering
3Sunday as calmer than any oth^r day in the

Improbability resulting from caricature is censured on
It 

the same principles, and the immorality countenanced

by the licentioxas Tom Moore is stros ^ly deprecated on 

account of its ' inf lam-uatory images and expressions'.

r Closely connected wi th . Jeffrey ' s demand i or normality 

ana healthiness in art is his distrust of systems which 

lead the writer's genius astray from wh^t seems to him 

manifestly the right path. He finds tne plan of De Lille's 

Le i-cilheur et la Pitie 'somewhat scholastic ana formal'

1 9 (Ja 07). 347.<-, • ., -. '- ^ >•-• .'-
2 (Jl 03). 275: Baillie, Hays vol. ii 

3 5 (Ja 05). 439.
L

8 (Ap 06). 207: lidgeworth, Leonora.

5 8 (Jl 06). 456.
/ , r ••.'•--•-,.

— &S \ .?VC'~ ' '' • ' . .". "^ ..- " .- : " ; . - '

3 (O 03). 32.



2?0

an-i if the French po<-,t errs on the siae of conservatism 

Joanna Bail- ie makes the same exaggerated concessions 

to a plan in her novel Series of Plays of 18U2.

The vocabulary which Jeffrey uses to describe

his preferences and dislikes in literature, both stylistically 

and more generally, is not materially different from that 

which has been isolated as the lingua com;nunis of the 

reviewers during the two years before the Edinburgh came 

on the scene.

Stylistically, he praises as reviewers had do^..e
2 

before him smoothness and perspicuity, simplicity
3 

combined with trutn and vigour, while attacking harshness

(owing to unnecessary inversions) with antiquated and
4 5 

vulgar phrases, prosaic writing, and heavy inelegant

work. It is only by setti g such familiar, almost 

rneaninglgss, critically appallingly inadequate terms 

against such a background as the preceding pages have 

attempted to establish tha'c they can acquire any meaning.

When one considers the words v Mulch Jeffrey uses 

in his more general literary tneory, one is at uuce in 

a region of more interest. Jeffrey's historical conception 

of the development of taste and genius distinguished his

1 2 (Jl 03). 269.

o
2 (Ap O3). 85: Hay ley, Life of C

3 5 (Ja O5). 420: baillie, Miscellaneous Plays, (1&04).

^ 4 (Jl 04 ) . 283: Hayley, Life of Cowper vol. iii.

2 (Ap O3). 84: iiayley, L j f e of C o wp e r .

5 (Ja 05). 44 1: The babbath.
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use of these worn words. Jefirey has already been observed 

asserting thc*t the canons of taste have been fully revealed; 

a writer may have genius and yet write in a 'very vicious 

taste', as Southey does in Tnalaba; his work is summed 

up thus: (8$)

Al.1 the productions of this author, it appears 
to us, bear very distinctly tne impression of an 
amiable miriu, a cultivated fancy, ana a perverted 
taste.

Similarly, of Joanna Baillie's Miscellaneous Plays of l8o4
2 he notes:

... though she will not easily meet with a superior 
in genius, it will not be difficult for her to 
fi/id an instructor in taste.

Genius is the necessary prime impulse to creation, but it

needs to be directed into proven channels by taste, or

by judgment, in which Miss Bail^ie's genius is also

lacking: she is tempted by that over-simplicity which is

becoming dangerouslj fashionable. But when in the

eighteenth century taste became too refined, the genius

of a poet such as Cowper w«-*s especially valuable; the passage

is. worth quoting at length to show Jeffrey's guarded view
4

of the Augustan achievement:

The gr^at merit of this writer appears to us ,. 
to coiisist in the boldness arid originality of his 
coaiposition, and in the fortunate audacity with

1 1 (0 02). 79. -: ,

2 5 (Jo. 05). 421.

5 2 (Jl 03). 286.

4 2 (Ap O3). 8l: Cowper i and ii.
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wuich he has carried the dominion of po_try into 
regions that had been considered as inaccessible 
to hur ambition. The gradual refinement of taste 
had, for nearly a century, been weakening the 
vigour of original genius. Ours poets had become 
timid <und %astidious , and cir cumscribed themselves 
both in the choice and the rnan^gement of their 
subjects, by the observcuice of a limited number of 
models, wno were thought to have exhausted all 
the legitimate resources of the art. Cowper w«~s 
one of the first wiio crossed tuia enchanted circle, 
wuo regained the natural liberty of invention, arid 
walked abroad in the ope^ field of observation as 
freely as those by whom it w« s originally trodden: 
he passed from the imitation of poets, to the 
imitation of nature, and ventured boldly upon the 
representation of objects th-t haa not been 
sanctified by the description of any of his 
predecessors. In the ordinary occupations and 
duties of domestic life, and the consequences of 
modern manners, in the common scenery of a rustic 
situation, and the obvious contemplation of our 
public institutions, he has found a multitude of 
subjects for Ridicule and reflection, for pathetic 
anu picturesque description, for moral declamation , 
and devotional rapture, th^t would have been looked 
upon with disdain, or with despair, by most of our 
poetical adventurers. lie took as wide a range 
in language, too, as in matter; and, saaking off 
the tawdry incumbrance of that poetical diction 
which had nearly reduced the art to the skilful 
collocation of a set of appropriated phrases, he 
made no scruple to set down in verse every expression 
that would have been admitted in proso, and to 
take advantage of all the varieties with which our 
language could supply him.

Cowper's genius broke t rough the restrictions of matter 
and style which in Jeffrey's view had been, an aberration 
from the tradition of true taste dLi. the Virgilian line. 
Hence he is able to praise Fowling, a poem in the Cowper 
tradition, in these terras:

13 (O 08). ?6.



We do not offer these passages to ou.r readers 
as specimens of very ejfquisite or powerful poetry; 
but they possess the ruejRit, wo think, of truth and 
simplicity. There is something modest and amiable 
and natural, we think, tiiroughout tae whole 
composition ...

An extract from the quotation pr<_ ceding this renurk will 

serve as an example of Jeffrey's taste in minor poetry of 

his own time: (75)

The snow has ceas'u to 1£L1: the gloomy clouds,
Retiring, like disbanded troops, disperse
In all direction^, and leave Heaven's wide plain.
Free, lor the glitt'ring stars th*•... ir num'rous bands
Irregular to muster. Frost his rage
Abates not, but, with pfirserv^rin^ spleen,
Stiffens the new-fall'n snow. The village pours
From ev'ry chimney volumes of thick smoke,
From the dry faggot or the close par£d turf
Arising, of more pure and wholesome scent
Than the rank coal sulphureous. ,

Apart from genius, then, the primary requirement for 
the best poetry in Jeffrey's estimation is a cultivated 

taste resulting in a simplicity and a truth to nature 

issuing in turn in elegant but vigorous art.

This is Jeffrey's general critical position, and 

it is very close to thcit adopted by his contemporaries. 

It is nov. time to consider his comments on the Lake poets 

and on Scott* These poets, together with Crabbe, were 
producing the most important work by f. r tnat appeared 

during the years unaer consideration, and Jeffrey recognised 

this and also appreciated th^t it was important tli^t he 

should take up a definite critical attitude to them if 

the udinbur^h Wc*s to be more than a series of discrete
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articles. The only parallel to his stcind on the important 

poetry of his time is to be found in Ferriar's work for 

the Kiontiily Review. Jeffrey's contention is, in its 

simplest form, th. t Wordsworth, Coleridge, Southey, and 

Scott have considerable genius but that they are exercising 

this genius in such a way as to give a bad example to their 

followers and ultimately to harm society and inhibit 

their own full powers.

The public expressions of Jeffrey's immense 

admiration for the Lake poets $ust not be overlooked. Of

Kadoc he writes, arid fiew will firm his estimation over-
1 ., - . - < . 

severe:

If this poem be justly chargeable with the 
faults which we have ventured to ascribe to it, 
it certainly cannot be ranked amon^. productions 

•••-.'•' ••••••'•• of the first rate excellence: at the same time,
its beauties are unquestionably great and 

-•---•• numerous ...
o '...:...,. ;. 

Of the Lyrical Ballads: —————. t

.«. in spite of their occasional vulgarity, 
affectation, and silliness, they were undoubtedly 
characterised by a strong spirit of originality, 
'of "pathos, and natural feeling ...

Wordsworth, Southey, and Coleridge have 'extraordinary

;o
4

talents' , and Jeffrey's disparaging review of Montgo»ery'

The Wanderer of Switzerland ends with this sentence:

1 7 (0 05). 20.

2 11 (0 07).

3 12 (Ap 08). 1J3
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When every day is bringing forth some new work 
from the pen of Scott, Campbell, Rogers, Baillie, 
Sotheby, Wordsworth, or Southey, it is natural 
to feel some disgust at the undistinguishing 
voracity which can swallow down three editions of 
songs to convivial societies, and verses to a 
pillow.

Jeffrey concentrated his criticism on the major poets of 

his time not primarily through spite or perversity of 

judgment, but because he esteemed them so highly and was 

distressed both at thair self-debasement as he saw it, end 

at the wrong that he believed they were doing to society 

which he felt it his business to protect essentially in 

the form in which he found it.

The criticism of the Lakers is to be found
, ,*t! . -"

principally in four articles in the period under 

consideration: the first literary review, devoted to 

Thai aba, of October 1802; the review of Ktadoc in October 

18O5; that of Wordsworth's Poems, in Two Volumes in , • 

October l807; and the treatment of Crabbe's l80? Poems 

in April 1&08. It will be useful to outline first the 

general line of attack whifch Jeffrey adopts: a detailed 

consideration of the individual reviews will be introduced 

in the third chapter. ;•••• :_•»

Poems:

The Lakers are a new school. Of the Wordsworth 
1

We have thus go, e through ti is publication, 
with a view to enable our readers to determine, 
whether the author of the verses wiiich have now 
been exhibited, is entitled to claim the honours 
of an improver or restorer of our poetry, and to 
found a new school to supersede or new-model all 
our maxims on the subject.

11 (0 07). 228.
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New schoo&s are in Jeffrey's view dangerous and 
unnecessary. The prosaic pottry of James Cririe had been 
damned with the assertion that 'the reverend author, 
carried away by the innovating spirit of the age, has had 
the ambition of establishing a new school of poetry, and 
expected to set the example of an original./manner of
poetical description.' The Lake poets are dissenters

2 from the established church of poetry, and traitors to•5 
their liege lords.

Jeffrey attacks both the style and the subject 
matter which disting ish the Lake school.

It would be wrong to represent Jeffrey as being 
wholly unsympathetic to the stylistic views of the Lake 
poets. Thusip in reviewing William Smyth's English Lyrics 
he writes:

In the delineation of such objects <^the blind^ 
we are perfectly satisfied, that the school of 
Southey and Coleridge is right, and that the 
whole effect of the representation must depend on 
the humble simplicity of the statement.

His quarrel with the Lake poets is that they are 
perversely addicted to low diction which he opposes to 
true simplicity. Thus he writes-of Wordsworth's Poems, 
assuming the common sense:

1 3 Ua 04). 329.

2 1 (0 02). 63.

3 7 (0 05). 1.

4 8 (Ap 06). 157.

5 11 (0 07). 217.
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Every one knows that there are low and mean 
expressions, as well as lotty and grave ones; 
and that some words bear the impression of 
coarseness and vulgarity, as clearly <AS others do 
of refinement and affection. ...wh^t we do 
maintain is, th<at much of the most popular poetry 
in the world owes its celebrity chiefly to the 
beauty of its diction; and that no poetry can be 
long or generally acceptable, the language of 
which is coarse, inelegant, or infantine.

From this great source of pleasure, we think, 
the readers of Mr .vordsworth are in a great 
measure cut off. His diction has no where any 
pretensions to elegance or di^gity; and he has 
scarcely ever condescended to give the grace of 
correctness or melody to his versification. 
.... Viiith Mr Wordsworth ana his friends, it is 
plain that their peculiarities of diction are 
things of choice, and not of accident. They write 
as they do, upon principle and system; and it 
evidently costs them much pains to keep down 
to the standard which they have proposed to 
themselves.

It is the perverseness, the affectation, the childishness 
to which Jeffrey objects in the name of the common sense: 
'Every one knows 1 . The language of the upper classes 
was clearly that for poetry, consecrated by long tradition 
to that use, and simplicity must never degenerate iuto 
vulgarity:

,.,j, We may excuse a certain homeliness of language in 
the productions of a ploughman or a milkwoman; 
but we c&imot bring ourselves to admire it in an 

. author, who has had occasion to indite odes to
his college bell, and ias&ribe hymns to the 

"" Penates.. ... The poor and vulgar may interest us, 
< in poetry, by their situation; but never, we

apprehend, by any sentiments that are peculiar 
- to their condition, and still less by any language 

th&t is characteristic of it.

1 (0 02). 66.
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Jeffrey's perception of licentiousness in Uie work of

the Lake poets also results in his seve,. e criticism of

the free verse of Thaiaba which he round difficult to read.

The affectation which Jeffrey perceived in the 

style of the Lakers also extended to their subject matter:

They do not think any thing worth trying, in which 
others have previously succeeded; they will have 
noneCof the merits which have been already allowed 
to their predecessors; and c^s most of the natural 
beauties of conception and expression have been 
defiled by previous exemplification, they nave been 
forced to betake themselves to a series of 
strange affectations, which, if not altogether 
unprecedented in themselves, were never seen at 
least before in compositions of so much genius. 
Of these resources, we endeavoured to give so;..e 
account in a former article. The most remarkable, 
we think, are, an affectation of ii fantiiie innocen^ce

*~s

and simplicity; an affectation of excessive 
refinement and preternatural enthusiasm; and an 
affectation of a certain perverse singularity 
in learning, taste, and opinions.

This affectation Jeffrey saw as springing from the 

solitariness of the L&ke poets which issued in a 

discontent with the institutions of normal society. 

'A splenetic and idift discontent with the existing 

institutions of society, seems to be at the bottom of all 

their serious and peculiar sentiments.' HS 'a result

they had pity for offenders against just lawfl>>established
2 by society for its protection. Jeffrey belaevecl that

the peculiarity of subject matter and o> inio^s exhibited 

by these poets was more important than taei-r style as a

1 1 (0 02). 72.

2 1 (0 02). 71.
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1distinguishing feature < f the school. Fresuinably he could

see the impulse behind the stylistic peculiarities and 

sympathise with it to some extent, whereas the distinguishing 

social gospel of the Lake poets seeiaed to him wholly 

reprehensible. It is interesting that the condemnation 

of solitary meditation occurs not only in the treatment

of the Wordsworth Poems as the product of 'a mind of
2 extraordinary sensibility, habituated to solitary meditation 1

but also is his finding Southey's anonymously published 

Letters from England of the same year * the productions 

of a mind accustomed either to indulge in solitary and

unchecked speculation, or to predominate in a society of
3 still humbler qualifications. f In all this Jeffrey ....

anticipates Peacock's deflation in The Four Ages of Poetry.

The results of such solitary taeditation and lack 

of mixing with healthy society were a contempt of the normal 

in art and a cult of the exaggerated. 'Instead of the 

men arid women of ordinary humanity, we have certain moody

and capricious personages, aiade after the poet's own
4 heart and fancy'. On the other hand it must be observed

that Jeffrey w^s not always in favour of an attempt to 

portray real peasants in art: in poetry peasants while 

not being capricious must be ideal and general: _

1 1 (0 02). 70.

2 11 (0 07). 2l8.

3 11 (0 07). 389.

* 12 (AP 08).

5 1 (0 02). 67.
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In serious poetry, a ruari of the middling or 
lower order must necessarily lay aside a great 
deal of his ordinary language; he must avoid 
errors in grammar and orthography; and steer 
clear of the cant of particular professions, and 
of every impropriety that is ludicnoxas or 
disgusting: nay, he must speak in good verse, 
and observe all the graces in prosody and 
collocation* After all this, it may uot be very 
easy to say how we are to find him out to be a 
low man, or wh-t marks can remain of the 
ordinary language of conversation in the inferior 
orders of society. ,.,

It has been argued, indeed, (for men will 
ar^ue in/support of what they do not venture to 
practise) , that as the iniddlin 0 and lov,er orders 
of society constitute by f«-r the greater part of 
mankind, so, tneir feelings and expressions should 
interest more extensively, c*nd may be taken, 
more fairly thun any other, for the standards of 
what is natural and true. To this, it seems 
obvious to answer, that the arts th^t aim at 
exciting admiration and delxgiit, do not take their 
models from wh^t is ordinary, but from what is 
excellent; and ttu t our interest in the representation 
of any event, does not depend up^ n our familiarity 
with the original, but on its intrinsic importance, 
and the celebrity of the parties it concerns.

The Lakers failed to perceive the necessity of following 

jgradition in portraying the idealised ordinary in their 

poetry and as a result wrongly stressed the individual 

and the eccentric in their work. Their meditation was 

likely to consist of * some strained and exaggerated

moralization of a Vctgue and tragical description 1 or
2 

'perpetual exaggeration of thought*.

V 12 Up 08). 133. 

2 1 (0 02). 69.
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' When one turns to Jeffrey's treatment of bcott, 

and in particular of the poems The Lay of the Last 

Minstrel and Marmaon, one observes a process similar to 

the consideration of the Lake j>oets. .Scott is admired 

for his energy ana vehemence. This derives from his 

imitation of the medieval romances: t ^

It w<--.s his duty, therefore, to reform the rambling, 
. . obscure, and interminable narratives of the 

^ricient romancers, -- to moderate their 
digressions, — to abridge or retrench their : , 
unmerciful or needless descriptions, c.nd to 
expunge altogether those feeble and prosaic 

- passages, the rude stiipidity of which is so apt 
to excite the derision of a modern reader: at 
the same time iie was to rival, if he could, the 
force and vivacity of their minute and varied 
representations -- the characteristic simplicity 
of their pictures of manners -- the energy and 
conciseness with wh^ch they frequently describe 
great events -- and the lively colouring and 
accurate drawing by which they give the eifect 
of reality to every scene they undertake to 
delineate.

2 Mar mi on is rau,re vehement if less sweet than the Lay,

It is true that Scott lacks great delicacy of tas^e or 

elegance of fancy, but he displays no aftectation or 

timidity and is therefo,e generally acceptable.

The main objection which Jeffrey raises to 

Scott's work is th-t his subject is n<,.-t sufficiently 

dignified for formal poetry. Scott fails implicitly to 

convert 'the public to his own opinion as to the interest

1 6 (Ap 05). 1.

2 12 Up 08). 2.

3 12 (Ap 08). 3.
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1 
or dignity of the subject 1 01 tiie Lay, and the long

descriptions of antiquarian interest in Mariaion are

'without dignity or interest in themselves 1 and hence
2 unsuited for the ordinary reader* It is significant

in view of Jeffrey's objection to the fantastical element 

in the Lakers that he similarly objects to the eccentric 

and useless nature of medieval revival poetry: 'To write 

a modern romance of chivalry, seems to be much such a 

fantasy, as to build a modern abbey, or an English pagoda, 1

Jeffrey suras up the grounds of his objections in 

terms which relate them very closely to his treatment of 

the Lakers:

We have dwelt longer on the beauties and 
defects of this poem, than we are afraid will be 
agreeable either to the partial or the indifferent; 
not only because we look upon it as a 
misapplication, in some degree, of very extra­ 
ordinary talents, but because we cannot help 
considering it as the foundation of a new school, 
which may hereafter occasion no little annoyance 
both to us and to the public.

Scott may establish f an indiscriminate taste for chivalrous 

legands and romances in irregular rhime ' ,

It is for this reason that we conceive it to be 
our duty to make one strong effort to bring back 
the &rec,t apostle of the heresy to the wholesome 
creed of his instructors, and to stop the 
insurrection before it becomes desperate and 
senseless, by persuading the leader to return to

1 6 Up 05). 2.

2 12 (Ap 08). 28.

3 12 Up 08). 3.



283

his duty and allegiance, we admire 3yir ocott's 
genius as much as any of those who may be misled 
by its perversion; and, like the curate and the 
barber in Don Quixote, lament the day when a 
gentleman of such endowments was corrupted by the 
>icked teles of knight-errantry and enchantment,

From this consideration it will appear that 

Jeffrey's originality consists not in the basic tenets 

which he puts forward nor in the terms i.hich he uses, 

but rather in the consistency with which he maintains his 

society-centred ^oint of view and attacks everything 

antagonistic to it. The constant reference from the 

individual poem to the general principles underlying the 

criticism gives a coherence to his work which is 

anticipated only in the anti-German writing of Ferriar. 

His associationism and Platonism are merely two aspects 

of something much broader involving has whole view of 

society and literature.

While Jeffrey's treatment of the Lake poets anci Scott 

is of special interest, his less obviously interesting 

criticism should not be neglected. An analysis in brief, 

in chronological ordv r , of his unquestioned reviews of 

literary importance together with a comparison of his 

treatment with those of the other ^eviews therefore

Southey, Thai aba: See Ch, 3.
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2* Mrs John Hunter, Poems t (11/02),

1 (Ja 03). 421-6 3 pages: 3 of them quotations 
BC 2O (O 02). 4O9-13
MR n.s. 4l (Ag O3). 420-5 (Muirhead) 4/ : 24

Both Jeffrey and Muirhead recognise Mrs Hunter's 
mediocrity and they characterise her inadequate virtues in 
similar faded terms. Jeffrey appears as very clearly in 
the established tradition here. The British Critic is 
undiscriminatingly favourable.

?* The Life and Posthumous n-ritin&s of Uilliam Cowper Esq.:' •; ^'J 4

ed. ilayley, (Io03). 

2 (Ap 03). 64-86:
CK (2) 3& (My 03). 1-15

«>- i MR n.s, 41 (Jl 03). 225-45 (Moody) 20 j: 1.2 
BC 22 (Jl 03). 55-63 7-i-:2-i:

The treatments of Ha} ley's hagiographic blagraphy reveal 
clearly one difference bet-ween the Edinburgh and the 
other Keviews. The three older reviews provide sum-varies 
of Cowper ' s life ana little criticism of either Hayley 
or the poet. The Critical is strongly opposed to Cowper 's 
harshness and the British Critic openly maintaining the 
midd-ie way fii*ds the minor poems often unpleasin^ly 
rou^h. Jeffrey ^ives an account after ironical comments 
directed at Ilayley and his sycophancy. He then embarks 
(8 1-2) on a eulogy of Cowper 's achievement in bringing 
new life to the matter and maimer of English poetry by 
introducing low subjects and language hitherto deemed
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unsuitable for poetry. There are echoes of tiie condeinnati ri 
of the Lakers, however: Cowper, like most originators, 
went to extremes and failed to realise thet 'The very 
essence of versification is uniformity*. (83) Seffrey 
is always aware of the possibilities which an important 
book offers hiir; for generalising about the nature of 
literature and literary history.

*U John Thelwall, }oems written chiefly in retirement, (1802). 

2 (Ap 03). 197-202 3:2

A unique and caustic review attacks Thelwall's political 
and poetic principles.

5. Joanna Baillie$i A Series of I lays vol. ii t (1&02).

2 (Jl 03). 269-86 l_fl:2
JBC 20 (AS 02). 184-94 .1013
CR (2) 37 (F 03). 200-12 (Southey) 12;8^
KH n.s. 43 (Ha 04). 31-9 (Ferric,r) &%:7i

The opportunity of making a comparison between Jeffrey, 
c?o«tht;y f urid Ferriar would be welcome, but Ferriar's is 
a cursoJCy isotice supplementary to the review of the first 
volume. Southey provides a series of observations with a 
tendency tow<^rds the general; he comments unfavourably 011 
the stote of the stage at the time (206) and on-,the

See for the perso. al basis of this review The Letters 
of William and Dorothy Wordsworth 2 edn, revd Shctver, 
(Oxford, 1967)i p.
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nature of dramatic illusion (212), The British Critic has 

specific discrete comments on the plays which reach 110 

firm conclusion, Jeffrey's article is less unified than 

his best. He always proceeds to generalise whenever 

possible as he covers the different topics suggested by 

the works under review. His in^in thesis is the 

characteristic argument th t Miss Baillie has been 

captivated by an invalid system of characterisation and 

diction, but he also comments on the amorality of drama 

(275-6) and the state of the modern stage with the 

'artificial stateliness ariu wearisome pomp 1 of tragedy &nd 

the 'plain vulgarity arid prose ecstasies of the German 

drama'. (282) His conclusion is (286) that 'there is no 

want of genius in this book, although there are iiiaiiy 

errors of judgement' and most of the article has led to 

this conclusion, if haltingly.

6. De Lille, Le Malheur et la litie'. ( 1803 ) . 

3 (0 03). 26-42

AJR 16 (Ja-AP 03). 500-11 1.1:^

MR n.s. 44 ( Ag 04). 495-50O 5:3i (Mrs Koody)

is unfortunate in Mrs Moody here: she takes

De Lille's excellence for granted and ^ives a mere account 

of the poem. The f vn t i- J a cob in 1< e v i ew and Jeffrey take 

the same basic line: De Lille is to be praised for breaking 

away from French provincialism in matters of taste, but 

he is inadequately equipped for gre<^t ^oetry, being too 

precious and sciiolastic. Jeffrey's presentation of the 

position is fuller, more subtle, and. better organiseu.
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He begins challen^ingly with the statement: 'A reputation 

that prevails so universally, and is retained so lo-i&, 

must neces arilj be merited', an<- proposes an investigation 

of the nature of the merits and any possible defects. His 

critical vocabulary is ai. usual severely limited, -*s h s 

conclusion woefully demonstrates:

His diction and versification, indeed, are almost 
uniformly harmonious and. elegant: but he wants 
simplicity and force for the higher departments 
of poetry, and commonly falls into a style of 
declanatory exaggeration and disorder, whenever 
he abanaons his old and appropriate subjects, , ,•

7. 7. R.G. Cambridge, Works, (1803).

3 (003). 56-60 JjJ. - 
CR (2) 39 (N 03). 270-4

The coittrast between these reviews is instructive, Jeffrey 

sees Cambridge's work as pleasant but inessential, one 

of the literary laxuri^s that are 'the best indication of 

a refined and enlightened state of society*. His weakness, 

in apite of himself, for neo-Augustan verse is evident 

and his censure of the medi ere thus checked. The Critical 

is much more severe oon degenerate i-opean verse: (2?4)

It cheats the ear with similar cadences, and the 
eye with similar phraseology : it is correct, easy, 

'' '" euphonious, but maukish, tautol^gous, and servile; 
seldosii picturesque, never brilliant,
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8. James Cririe, Scottish .scenery, (1803).

3 (Ja 04). 328-34 5-1; 2

BC 26 Ug 05). 195-7
CR (3) 1 (F 04). 150-60 9l:7
MR n.s. 46 (Ja 05). 14-20 (Muirheacl) 3J-.;.3.

The underlying themes of Jeffrey's criticism reappear here 
arid distinguish this article not only from the cursory 
condemnations of the Critical and the British Critic but 
also from Muxrheaci's witty and close analysis. All of the 
critics agree that the work is prosaic. Jeffrey is heavily 
sarcastic: Cririe evidently intends to establish a New 
school. ^specially perce tive is his remark to the effectO

thctt Cririe *s descriptions are dull because merely 
denotatave, (329-30) It is an effective review both by itself 
and in the corpus.

9. Life and Posthumous Writings of Cowper vol. iii f (l8o4).

4 (Jl 04). 273-84 11^; 7
MR as. 44 (Jl 04). 241-52 (Moody) 12.; 8^
CR (3) 4 (Ja 05). 45-59 14|: 11-
BC 25 (Ja 05). 8-16 8:4f

These reviews of the third volume of Hayley^s Cowper are 
predictably straight accounts. Jeffrey offers the significant 
observation thc<t Cowp.r's critical judgments are weak 
because not generally held: the general opinion is the 

only valid judgment.
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10. Virgil tr. Sotheby, aeorgics, (l80O).

4 (Ji o4). 296-303 ZiULi
CR (2) 30 (S 00). 10-24 14:5 

; BC 16 (D 00). 655-61 5:2

17 (F 01). 164-74 9illi
MR n.s. 34 (Ja 01). 75-8 (fierriar)

AJR 13 (S 02). 1-6 ki
The treatments of Sothfcfey's Virgil are approving and 

scholarly in the case of the Critical and the British 

Critic. Both these reviews contain general comments, the 

Critical * s on tbu. place of didactic poetry in classical 

literature, that of the British Critic on the difficulties 

of translating a work relying entirely on its style. 

Jeffrey also generalises, in his case praising Virgil for 

'the charms of his diction 1 and 'the elaborate beauty of 

his patiaseology ' . (296) He charges Sot-^eby with excessive 

complexity of the Darwinian variety and exhibits adequate 

scholarship to place his review beside th se of the 

Critical and the British Critic and above the cursory 

treatments of the other two ^eviews.

11. The Cpi respo-udence of Samuel Richardson ed. iiarbauld, 

(1804).

5 (0 04) . 23-44 22:84
CR (3) 3 (O 04). 155-65

. (N 04). 276-87 1Q2;5 
AJR 19 (O 04). 167-77 94 :j- 

' BC 24 (N 04). 506-14 7^
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The ^nil-Jacobin Review and the ^ritish Critic provide 
simple accounts of Barbauld's edition of Kichardson 1 s 
correspondence. The Critical manages to make comments 
about the novels in the course of its review: its 
principal complaint is that unalloyed virtue becomes 
tedious. (278) Jeffrey, after finding the letters disappoint­ 
ingly imnsoral, turns bodily to a discus&ion of the novels 
in-.the sort of retrospective review which is common today. 
It is bold, if a little crude. His main contention is 
that the novels succeed largely because of their minuteness, 
building up an associative background.

12. Joanna Baillie, Miscellaneous Plays« (1804).

5 (Ja 05). 405-21 16;9

CK (3) 4 (>ir 05). 238-54 16; 5l
EC 2? (Ja 06). 22-8 7:4£
MR n.s. 49 (Mr 06). 303-10 (Ferriar) 7; 4£

The reviews of Miss Baillie f s new volume of plays are of 
unusual interest, Jeffrey is sorry th^t he criticised 
her plan in the earlier volumes: these plays are worse, 
yet she has a salutary influence to exert on contemporary 
drama, f a degree of truth, simplicity and vigour, which 
are of the best example in the present state of the 
British drama 1 . Like Scott, Jeffrey tends to overestimate 
Joanna Baillie because of the bad state of drama at the 
time. The Critical t on the contrary, welcomes the relief 
wfeich Kiss Baillie*s abandonment or her scheme brings, 
though the plays are severely handled because of her 
'unskilfulness and absurdity of conduct, glaring
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improbability of incident, and dialogue in some parts 
despicably feeble, in others strangely ana unnaturally 
abrupt. ' (24l) The ^ritish Critic is very enthusiastic 
about the volume, again because of its relative excellence, 
while *'erriar typically demands that Miss Baillie should 
imitate the Elizabethans: (310)

It is perhaps impossible to effect more than our 
best dramatic v/riters have already accomplished: 
let this fair ai:th:r, then, be contented with 
trying to imitate instead of deviating from the 
most successful efforts of human genius,

Ferriar's estimation is correct, if not his remedy.

13. ^Jaries Grahame ,)> The Sabbath, (1805).

5 (Ja 05). 437-42 4j:2

BC 24 (0 04). 436-7 1 : 4

HR u.s. 4? (My 05). 1O1-2 (Kanning) lj ;1

g

g

The British Critic finds Grahame's pious versifyin 
animated cinu sublime, harmonious cind vigorous, and Mannin 
praises the matter. Only Jeffrey bluntly observes that 
'he does not seem toffeiil the force of the sanction 
against poetical mediocrity, <~nd his ear appears to have 
no perception of the finer harmony of versification. 1 (44l)

Scott, The Lay of the Last Minstrel: See Ch, 3. 

15. Southey, Hadoc; See Chapter 3.
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16. Virgil tr, ±>e Lille, L'Eneide, (l8o4)

a i>e Lille, ( 18O5 )

7 (005). 13^-^7

A sober critical evaluation of the translations involving 

close comparisons again shows Jeffrey in his academicals,

17. Lessirig, Nathan the Wise, (l805)

8 (Ap 06), 148-5^ 6 ; 2-1-

MR nrfs. ^9 (wr 06). 2^3-8 (Moody) k£ :

^ : BC 27 (fcy 06).

Lesain§ fares ill at Jeffrey's and Moo-ay's hands. Jeffrey 

sits in the scorner's chair and condemns the low manner 

and vile philosophy; Moody the dissenter approves of 

religious toleration but also fi.uds the work low. The 

reactions are expected. The British Critic merely 

commends the translation.

18. ivilliam Smyth, English Lyrics 3 edn, (1806).

8 (Ap 06). 15^-8 4; 3

BC 28 (Ag 06). 179

Smyth 1 s lyrics appeal to Jeffrey's love of a traditional

middle way, h^ere between iShenstone and Collins. (155)
v 

It is here also that he makes his noteworthy commendation

of the school of Southey and Coleridge, for 'the whole 

effect of the representation must depend on the humble 

simplicity of the statement. The British Critic has a 

pleasant commendatory notice in sio|ilor terms.
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19. i^aria iidgewortli, .Leonora; See Ch. 3.

20. Thomas Moore, ivpistles v Cd.es t and other Poems; See Ch. 3.

21. James Montgomery, The Wanderer of Switzerland, (l8o6).

9 (Ja 07). 3^7-5^ 7:3-£
BC 28 (Jl 06). 80-1 1: 7/8
MR n.s. 50 (Ag 06). 436-8 (Muirhead) ;2J-: lj

£R (3) 8 (Ag 06). 363-72 8^;5tr

The three older -"-evj-ews all supply general praise of 

Montgomery's small talent. Jeffrey, inceiised by his 

originality which he sees as tawdry finery, launches a 

violently sarcastic attack on this mediocrity and sickly 

sensibility:

There are few young men who have the slightest 
tincture of literary ambition, who have noic, at 
some tii-e in their lives, i; ditttd middling verses; 
and, ttccoriiigly, in the instructed classes of 
society, there is nothing more nauseated than 
middling poetry.

Montgomery is a small enough poet, but he deserves better 

than this. Jeffrey's censure of mediocrity is selective, 

not random, and he tenas to prefer the unadveiiturous.

22. Vvilliam Sotheby, Saul, (lo07)

10 (Ap 07). 206-17 11;8

BC 30 (0 O7). 381-9 8j:5

MR n.s. 55 (Ap 08). 4OO-5 (Koody) 3:3



Moody has the measure- of Sotheby'a dead epic: it is a 
heavy, nerveless expansion of Scripture. (401) The British 
Critic finds the style abrupt and apparently seduced by 
the Lake school. Jeffrey is more enthusiastic: it is 
respectable verse: (207)

There is delicacy and grace in many of the 
descriptions; a sustained tone of gentleness and 
piety in the sentiments; tmd an elaborate beauty 
in the diction, which frequently makes amends 
for the want of force and originality.

Unlike Montgomery, Sotheby is preuictable and acceptable 
in his dullness.

23. Wordsworth, Poems, in Two Volumes: See Ch. 3«

24. Espriella /Southey^, Letters from England, (1&07)

11 (Ja 08). 370-90 194:84
BC 31 (F 08). 168-78 l.l;2j
CR (3) 13 (Ivir 08). 282-3 1-1:0
MR n.s. 55 (Ap 08). 380-6 (inoody) 6j:3l

The elder Reviews all recognise the deceit, the Critical 
beii g the most indignant and the British Critic eschewing 
the radical principles of the work. Jeffrey finds the 
letters anti-social, and his review su^ests that he is 
aware of the true authorship.

25. Scott, Marmion: See Ch. 3.

26. Crabbe, i oems: See Ch. 3.
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27. Elizabeth Hamilton, The Cottager a of Glenburnie. (1808)

12 (Jl 0&). 401-10 9; 6

BC 32 (Ag 08). 112-8 6;1 
CR (3) 15 (D 08). 421-30

Jeffrey, like the other two reviewers, commends the 

instruction offered to the lower orders, but h^s little 
literary criticism to offer.

28. Fowling, A i'oem, (1808).

13 (0 08). 69-76 8:6j - , ^

Even if didactic verse is absurd, this is good minor verse 

in Jeffrey's view: true, simple, amiable, and natural (76)

d): Other Reviewers in the Edinburgh

A survey of the contributions of Jeffrey's staff sho;;s 

that they back him up in roost respects v« ry fully. They 
censure mediocre writing severely: Drummoiid f it ds the

poetrv of Bowles in The Spirit of Discovery pretentious
1 and is severe with him. The tendency to generalise is

reflected in much of the critical writing, as is Jeffrey's 
ironical and sarcastic streak. Herbert generalises on
the sonnet genre when criticising Robert walpole's

2 Isabel^ and the unidentified reviewer of Want's Poems of'5 
1806 has a useful survey of nature poetry,

1 6 (Jl 05). 321.

2 6 (Jl 05). 29<>-8,

3 11 (0 07). 168-9,
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Jeffrey's defence of the status quo in literature 

is supported by his critical subordinates. brougham 

finds Josiah Walker's poen. The jjefence of Order (l803) 

mediocre as literature, but ifcs doctrinal value is firmly 

asserted; iiallam states that the rules of taste are as 

universal as those of fethics, one of Jeffrey's comparisons; 

and for toright it is to the existence of the classics

that 'we owe almost every thing noble and beautiful in
3 the productions of modern '

The reviewers defend this citedal against the 

familiar array of attackers. There is Mocre with his 

immoral subversion with the aid of Ana cr eon, than whom in 

the words of Eyre 'it would be dif i icult to point out

any classical writer, whose pen has done smaller service
4 to the cause of virtue or good citizenship. ' Frere

supports the defence by finding Moore's licentiousness 

reflected in a member of his school, ^trari&f ord, and 'the

ex<i,rawigant creations of a prurient imagination, tricked
K 

out in aj.1 the tij.se! and frippery of the modern poet's

effeminate vocabulary' (46), and the same source of the

voluptuous imagery of Robert Ualpole's Isabel is recognised
o 

by Herbert.
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The Lake School are further attacked by the minor 
reviewers. Lamb is castigated by brown, both as an 
innovator in the dramatic field with John Vvoodvil and as 
a friend of Coleridge. The unidentified reviewer of 
Mant's Poenis is presumably referring to the Lakers in his 
commendation of Hant at the end of his history of nature 
poetry 'who, without the microscopic eye of some of our 
poetical Leuenhocks, is still an accurate observer of
nature, and who feils what he writes, without professing

2 to write from his feeling.* Another article by an
unidentified reviewer refers to the prevalent 'monotonous 
enumeration of rocks and rivers, birds and beasts, variegated 
only with the still more dreary embellishment of sickly

3 . ; . .. . . . - • - - 'and sombre sentiment.'

The unidentified reviewer of L:: chtenberg' &
Vermischte Schriften ni&kes its author a stick with whxch 
to beat most other Germans: kotzebue, Ifflfaiid, and Schiiier
who has great genius but is imitated by those who are

4 merely after cheap popularity. The whole irregular
shopkeepers' taste in Lnglish drama, ultimately attributable 
to the unfortunate irregularities of bnakespeare, is
castigated b> Hamilton as he praises the regularity of

5 - Haynouard'a tragedy Leg Templiers (1805).

1 2 (Ap 03). 90-6.

2 11 (0 l>7). 169.

3 11 (Ja 08). 411.

4 3 (Ja 04j. 345.

5 9 (o 07). 197-204.
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The citedal of taste remains unscathed by these 

attacks, and the reviewers stand firm on the middle ground

taken up by common sense in the face of subversive excess;
4

so Thomas Thomson on James Mercer's Lyric Poems of l

Justness and elevation of thought, equally remote 
from trivial vulgarity c=ncl fcir-f etched refinement, 
«-- terseness of expression, -- purity and polished 
elegance of diction, may be enumerated among the 
happiest characteristics of this species of postry,

For Campbell the immaculate simplicity, calmness, and

permanence of pleasure afforded by Thomson's Castle of2 " " 
Indolence is evidence of ide^l poetry,

The terras used in the defence, of this position 

are the same as thi.se used by Jeffrey and his critical 

predecessors: elegance, harmony^: simplicity, energy, and 

natural caaracters and incidents are approved of; 

heaviness, lowness, and vulgarity are criticised.

* In the following consideration of the reviewers, 

articles about which there is debate as to the authorship 

are omitted: possible contributors with onj-y one dubious 

ascription to tneir credit arc however included.

1. Henry BROUGHAM (1778-1868)

Brougham had been a brilliant Edinburgh undergraduate in 

the hirieties and was regarded as a potential troublemaker 

by his colleagues on the Review. Thomas Campbell suggests

7 (Ja 06).
n

12 (Ap 02). 8l: Stockdale, Lectures on the Truly 
Eminent English Poets, (1807;.
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that he was invited to contribute only 'from a dread of 
his enmity if he should be eatcluded 1 . He himself treated
his responsibilities lightly at the xiu.e, writing to

o 
James Loch on 20 ^.ugust 1802:

Of late I have been writing a few articles for the 
t new Heview here, which, of course, you have heard 

of. ,.. But fell this I look upon as little better 
than waste of time.

This wasting of time resulted in some virulent articles 
which had damaging effects on the reputatio s of those
authors attacked in them: Brougham in later life recognised

3that they had been over-severe: .....-..,
. »., •...-:.,-. T The severity of the criticism on books and their

-"-'•*•••• authors was much, and often justly, complained of; 
icr „> bu £ no one couict accuse it of personal malice, 

, :1 ,, : . or any .sinister motives*
Brougham himself was asked to 'put a. little salt' into a
review by JJr i-arry of Fuseli's lectures in the secoi;.d

4 voluiue.

£• i ^. _5 Literary reviewing was of very little consequence 
Aii Brougham's large output, and no literary reviews are

Arthur Aspinall, Lord broughani and the nhig. Party, 
(Manchester, 192?), pp. 2, 5.

Broijham and his i^arly Friends Letters to James Loch
1798- 1809 % ed. ^tkinson and Jackson, (London, 4 vols , 
190o), i.

*
The Ljfe and j.irnes of Henry Lord Brougham, (3 vols,
Edinburgh and London,l8?l), i. 259. 

^ Ibid., i. 258. ... t
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reprinted in his Contributions to the Bdinbmagh Review 

of 1856. Only two in the volumes under consideration are 

definitely known to be his, and both are very severe.

1. Josicsh walker, The ^efejgce of Or der , (1803).

2 (Jl 03). 421-8 7; 2-1

MR n.s. 43 (Mr 04). 262^6

His rtview of waller's poem is consistently ironical and 

admits in t< ue conservative fashion no suspension of 

the present rules of taste. talker's originality of 

language is far more generously treated by I-luxtohead iii 

the Monthly review. with brougham it is inerelj an excuse 

for irony: the tor turimg of words is evidence of &reat 

genius (4l6). Mediocrity finds no mercy with tuis reviewer.

2* Byron, hours of Idleness « (loG7): See Ch. 3«

2. Dr Thomas BROnfti (l7?8-l820)

Brown was a prominent member of the Edinburgh Academy of 

Physicians and a minor poet. In his three reviews he 

appears as a supporter of the cora on sense approach but 

lacks Jeffrey's flair for spotting the mediocre.

1« Mrs Opie, Poems , (l

1 (0 02). 113-21 8 ; lj
BC 20 (N 02). 553-4
MR ue.039 (i> 02). 434-5: 1- ; 1

CR (2) 36 (D 02). 4J3-8 (oouthey) 5 : 3 j"
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He grossly overpraises Mrs upie in a neat, polite style; 
the best of her work is hardly surpassed in the language. 
(Il6) There is however a certain amount of det^il&d criticism 
of the poems which makes the review superior to the 
general criticisms in the Monthly ^-.--view ana the Lritish 
Cr i t i c . lirowri's review is less measured tlian southey ' s in 
the Critical.

2* Lamb, John Woodvil; £>ee Ch. 3«

3» d'^dele de Senange, Charles et Marie, (1802), N.

The other two reviews show the sort of writing against 
which Mrs Cpie was a bulwark. John * oodyi1 is treated 
with persistent irony in probcbly the best of the very bad 
reviews of that work, and Ch<. rles et fr arie is seen as 
equally an example of the cult of exaggeration, though it 
is preferable to mode n insipidity.

3* Thomas CAMFBLJuL (1777-1^44)

Campbell *s two reviews arc amusii^g anci interesting but 
hardly add up to an identifiable character in the period 
under consideration.

1* Hoyle, Exodus, (1807), V.

11 (Ja 08). 362-70 8; 2-f
' CR (3) 13 Up 08). 428-3*1

BC 31 Oiy 08). 496-502 64: 1,
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ills dismissal of hoyle's &xodus is persistently ironical 
with a jocular use of AT istotelean criteria.: thirteen 
books are a pleasing baker's dozen. The whole tribe of 
epic poets of the period are damned with the 
observation &t the outset: (362)

A correspondent wrote us Ictteiy an account of 
a tea- drink ing in the fcfest of England, at which 
there assisted no fewer than six epic poets -- 
a host of Parnassian strength, ^erta.irily equal to 
six- and- thirty ordinary bards • . .

This is a more devastating method than the solemn rebukes 
of the Critical and the British Critic, though Sydney 
Smith believed that its levities would give 'very great 
offence '...,..

2« Percival iptockdale, Lectures on the Truly Eminent
.'."' English Poets, (iCO?).

12 (Ap 08). 62-82 20-£;2J-

OR 13 (F O8). 1^2-6 6;(t

The review of otockdale defends Johnson against the 
critic's notorious prejudice and expr esses a variety of 
views on English poetical history with a climax in high 
praise given to the calm permanence of pleasure afforded 
by Thomson. The Critical * s review is greatly inferior, 
being largely an account.

-'!•-••.-)>! .. • . ' - .;

1 Both reviews by Campbell exhibit the intelligent 
concern of the poet for the maintenance of standards and 
a lively arid original style.

The Letters of Sydney .smith, i. 13O: Ja 08, to Jeffrey.
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4. William DRUNI-ibKD (? 1770-1828)

(?) William Bowles, The Spirit of Discovery, (l8o4), V.

6 (Jl 05). 313-21 8; 3

CK (3) 5 (Ag 05). 3^8-60 ill -.3

MR n.s. 47 (Ag 05). 419-26 7 : H (Muirho«d)

BC 26 tN 05). 526-34 74:5

The diplomat and poetaster iJrummond f s single possible 

literary review finds that bowles has attempted too much 

on this occasion &nd that he is 'a very pretty poet in 

his own way 1 (321) r cither than the great poet he imagines 

himself to be. It is a gently mockii.g review, inferior 

to the extensive historical thesis in the discriminating 

Critical which sees Bowles 's psmtido- simplicity as the 

final st«xge of a development from the wildriess of Cssian, 

through the simplicity of ti;e ballads, the correct elegance 

of Goldsmith arid urc<y, and the excessive refi eraent and 

meritorious decoration oddly ascribed to Darwin, oouthey, 

Lloyd, Laaib, ' & Co. 1 (350). luuirhead's review in the 

Monthly and the treatment in the British Critic are both 

more cursory and inferior to the gdinbur^n * s treatment.

5> George EL^IS (1753-1815)

Scptt ed. , oir Tr is treat, (l8C>4).

4 (Jl 04). 427-43
CR (3) 3 (S 04). 45-52 7 : 3i Uiliiara Taylor ) 

BC 25 ( Ap 05 ) . 36 1- 8 7; ij

n.s. 48 (0 05). 196-203 U.'uirhead) 1\ 1-j
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Scott's antiquarian friend reviews Jir Triatrem solidly
and favourably, his only serious criticism, accepted by
Scott, relating to the price of the volume: (428)

Perhaps it may ad^ to our indignation, that our 
own labour is thus considerably increased, because

5 ''•' it becomes necessary that we should describe 
,-.,., more particularly the contents of a valuable

work which cannot be known to the whule number of'"'' ; - ! ' "' :v our readers. • -

It is the be^rt antiquarian notice, though without the 
prophetic vision of future 'epopoeSas 1 offered by Taylor 
in the Critical.

6. The Revd Peter ELM.SLEY (1773-1825)

1. Heyne, Homer i Carmina (Leipzig, l8()2 etc.)

2 (Jl 03). 5QB-29 214:0

The Oxford Whig classical scholar contributes one or 
two scholarly and unique reviews of classical editions, 
his treatment of the Homer is given a certain general 
interest by his contrasting of the trade of literature 
in pedantic Germany with the hobby of literature in 
Britain. : - ^;': ; _ ••. .'..:- - ••• .'•• .^..': ••-....

7. John SYiiS

The important review by this young Edinburgh doctor of 
hoore's Anacr on is treated in Chapter 3»

1 Letters, i. 23O-1: N Ok.
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8, Bartholomew FKERE

Strangford, i-oema frora the Portuguese, (1803)

6 (Ap 05). 43-50 ?: li

Frere, the younger brother of John Hookham i'rere, was an 

eminent diplomat. His attack on btrangf ord ' s translations 

may have been inspired by professional antagonism as 

Buckingham suggests: it is certainly convive 3,11.45 with its 

devastating literal translations (^5-6) and its implacable 

hostility to Jkoore and all his followers with their 

enervated licentiousness.

9. Henry K^.LL;ai (1777-1859)

1. R.F. Knight, An Analytical Inquiry into the Principles 
of Taste, (i8O5).

7 (Ja 06). 295-328 33 1:2.

CK (3) 6 (Iv 05). 225-37 Hil 
HR n.s. 50 (Je 06 ) . l^tl-57 (Moody) l6 -4 : 6j 
BC 29 (Ja 07). 1-21 19l:5l 

(F 07). 168-90 22-| ;3l

Henry Hallam, the father of ^rthu^r iialiam of In Mernoriam,
was a distinguished Uhig historian. His account of 
Knight's Inquiry has more discussion than its rivals. 

Its main interest liys in the maintaining of Jeffrey's 

line that taste is universal and not totally relative as 

Knight maintains (306) but generally Knight's work is 

approved.
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2. The Works or John Dryden ed. Scott, (1808). 

13 (0 08). 116-35

The review of Scott's Dryden contains little criticism. 
It attacks Scott's Tory prejudice and Tinas the task 
below him,

10. Alexander HAMILTON

(?) F.J.M. Raynouard, Les Templiers, (1805), D.

9 (0 06). 196-211 15: 1^

(3) 5 (Ky-Ag 05). 541-3

Both reviews of Raynouard find his work dull, but 
Hamilton stresses the excellence of French observation of 
the rui es in an exceptionally conservative article in 
which Johnson is attacked for his attitude to the unities.

11. William HERBERT (177&-1847)

1, Cpmponimenti Lirici ed. T.J. Kathias, (l<03)

5 (0 04). 45-63 19:7-1

, .BC 21 (Ja 03). 32-5 3: 1

£ii ( 2) 38 (My 03). 72-6 4: if

Herbert, a classical scholar, poetaster, and author of 
Select Icelandic Poetry, provides a competent but chin 
treatment of Nathias 1 volume consisting largely of 
selections from the collection. Some general interest is 
provided by a discussion of the early uiaturity of Italian 
language and literature. (45) The British Critic is
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slighter, but c,lso generalises, t^is time about Italian 

studies in England which are on the increase. The Critical 

has a negligible account.

2. Robert walpole, Isabel , (lliG5), V. 

6 (Jl 05). 290-300

The Italian element persists in the review of Isabej^ 

since Herbert judges Italian models to be bettor than the 

voluptuous imagery of Strangforu and Moore. There is a 

detailed comparison of the original and the translation,
• - - ; * • . • •-

3* Thomson tr. Poulin, Les Saisons, (18J3). 

7 (Ja 06). 328-36 7-1:41

This, the only treatment of Poulin, is notable chiefly

for its criticism of 'the general heaviness and encumbrance 1

of Thomson's style (329) which Poulin successfully avoids,

though the incoherence of the original transitions is

past remedy. (329-30) As an example of Thomson's 'laboured,

pedantic, ana injudicious phraseology f Herbert cites

•^ shoreless ocean tumbled round the globe. 1 (331) His

criticism suggests that he has little feeling for poetry.

4. The i lays of Philip Has singer ed. Gifford, (1805).

12 (Ap Oc). 99-119 20-|; 8

AJR 22 (O 05). 123-9 6j:2 
.....=, CR (3) 6 (S 05). 68-77

...,i .,.,-.- (005). 135-57
BC 27 (AP 06). 3^7-63 15i:

MR n.s. 52 (Ja 07). 1- l4 (ugle) 13: 10
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Herbert's treatment i& largely antiquar ian us are the 

others, with the exception. of the r.onthiy , where tiie idle 

Ogle r, sorts largely to quotation.

12. Geor-e L.^B (1784-1O34)

(?) Thomas Holcroft, Tales in Verse , (lCo6). 

9 (0 06). 101-11 10:2

Lamb, the playwright and later M.Je., lias possibly one 

littrary review in the period under consideration , a sad, 

undistinguished dismissal of the Ta 1 e s in Ver & e Tor 

imiti-iiing the wrong models instead of those *who are 

remarkable for purity of style, correctness uf ideas, and 

chastity of design 1 . (1O1) The best classical models 

only should be imitated by natural genius.

13. The Kevd Robert Ku

Dante, La Divina Commedia tr, boyd, 

1 (Ja 03;. 307-13 61-: 3-2-

&C 21 (I^r 03). 255-65 ,,lp:2

MR n.s. 46 (>JT 05). 272-82 (Kuirheacl) ll;6j

Morehead, Jeffrey's clerical cousin, appears from his 

Dcaite review to be competently orthodox. lie recognises 

Dante's unique combination of elegance and polish but 

finds the schoiiistic elements indigestible and unnatural 

pedantry. The lack of historical sense here manifested 

is confirmed when Morehead finds Dcmte, like Homer, to be
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an uiipr pared genxus. There is some competent detailed 

analysis of the translation.

Lockhart Kuirhead's specialist review in the 

Monthly is on approximately the same wavelength, though 

rather more illuminating ±., its detailed discussion of 

Boyd*s expansions of the original and showing more critical 

acumen and stylistic fluency. It is the best treatment of 

the four, that in the Critical being totally imp<_rceptive 

and that in the British Critic more detailed but very 

plain. Korehead's review is thus above average, but 

not by any means noteworthy,

1.4, Dr Alexander MURRAY (1775-1813)

Pratt, Bread, or The Poor, (l80l), V.

1 (0 O2). 108-112 4:1
JCR (2) 34 (Ja 02). 8O-7 6%: 6

MR n.s. 37 (Kr 02). 31O-4 (Moody) M: 2-jr

AJR 11 (Mr O2). 285-90 4j;4

BC 19 (Ap 02). 4l6-8 lj;1

Alexander Murray rose from humble origaas to become a 

professor of oriental languages at Edinburgh and editor 

for a period in 1802 of the Scots Magazine to which he 

contributed verses. His disapproving review of tratt is 

lively with an ironic wit and a flair for imagery: though 

it is chiefly concerned with the argument of the poem, 

an unfortunate variant this of 'philosophical criticism*, 

the perceptive remark occurs th<at the images are sometimes 

suggested by the rhymes.
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The Anti-Jacobin Review's treatment isentirely 
anti-jacobin, thctt in the British Critic negligible. 
The Critical is mostl> quotation with a disapproval of 

the imitation of Goldsmith, Murray's only rival is Mocdy 

in the Monthly who well shows how bad some of Pratt's 

lines are. (313)

15. Joseph PHILLIMGRE (1775-1855)

Milton tr. De Lille, Paradis Perdu, (1805)

8 (Ap 06). 167-90 22j;13 ,

The lawyer Phillimore provides the only review of Delille's 
version of Paradise Lost. It is very severe as is 

appropriate, condemning his omissions and expansions, 
and his frippery ornaments, <^nd concluding philosophically 
that French is unsuited to the highest poetic flights* 
The comparison, is detailed and illuminating.

16. Professor John PLAYFAIR (17^8-1819) 

1. De StatSl, Corinne: See Ch. 3.

* * • • 
17. Walter SCOTT (1771-1832)

With eleven reviews, Scott is the most prominent literary 
contributor apart from Jeffrey, His articles are often 

antiquarian but this discussion concentrates mainly on the 

critical elements which they contain.
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1. Southey tr., Amadis de Gaul , (1803), P.

W.S. Rose tr. , Amadis de Gaul t (1803), V.

3 (0 03), 109-36 27:51

Southey: CR (3) 1 (Ja 04 ) . 45-52 (urn Taylor) 7:5

BC 24 (N 04). 471-81 10-JU3-4

MR n.s. 47 (hy 05). 13-25 (Huirhead) ll

Rose: CR (3) 1 (Ja 04 ) . 40-5 (wm Taylor) 5J: i-

Ml n.s. 45 (D 04). 4 15- 7 Omirhead) 2-J-:
DC 26 (Jl 05). 47-51 4:2

Scott's cornbinatioik of sound antiquarian scholarship with 

critical perccptiveness appears at its best in his long 

ac ount of the Southey and Rose translations. Judged 

apart from the j£d inbur gh the oth r treatments of the 

separate versions are n t all negligible. The British 

Critic restricts itself to antiquarian and very general 

comment and Muirhead is general y disapproving of the 

medieval originals, but Taylor in the Critical has a 

very discriminating account of the tedious Rose translation 

(aid of t ie limitations of the origir^li.

Scott's treatment is on a different level 

altogether. His style is ponderously jocular, the 

comfortable basic narrative style familiar from the 

Waverley Novels. lie allies himself with one of Jeffrey's 

basic beliefs by maintaining that Southey f s excellence 

as an editor (he concentrates throughout on Southey rather 

than Hose) is due to his being attached :i:ore to truth tiian 

to system. (113) Scott proceeds to characterise the 

merits of the metrical as against the prose romances and
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his criticism here is on a high level , looking forward to

his own poems. Their prolixity is condemned, but their

natural descriptions praised: in prose romances the long

descriptions lack 'any general sensfcbility of the beauties

of n ture 1 (ll8). Scott welcomes So- they' s expurgations

(125) and stresses as others had done the importance of

the romances as evidence of the customs, morals, and

mode of thinking of the middle ages, (132) Titanixig

finally to Rose, Scott su&g sts the ideal style for

metrical romance, again looking forward to his own work: (135)

easy flow of verse, partaking more of the 
school of Dryden than of Pope, and chequered, 
occasionally, with ancient words and terms of 
chiveiry, seems well calculated for the narration 
of romance and legendary tale.

At its best, as here^ the Edinburgh is for beyond its 

rivals. ••-..•.••..-,.. • • .----.. ...-.,

2* James Sibbald, Chroiiicta of Scotish Jroetry, (lb02). 

3 (0 03). 198-21^:

CR (2) 38 (J/ 03). 326-30 4; 1 

BC 23 (F 04). 116-9 lilSi

n.s. ^3 (Hr 04). 235-4? (Muirhead)

3Che article on Sibbald is purely antiquarian, though 

Scott interestingly finds naked coarseness less corrupting 

than Thomas Little. The other reviews are less solidly 

antiquarian and >iuirhead as usu^l criticises all early 

poetry.
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3« Godwin, Life of Chaucer t (lo03)»

3 (Ja 04). 437-52 l4|- : 2

CR (3) 1 (Ja 04). 60-5 
(F 04). 144-50

(Mr 04). 324-42 l8:2 

BC 23 (Mr 04). 226-33 7l: l4 

AJR 18 (Jl 04). 221-41 191:51 

(Ag 04). 337-50

19 (S 04). 30-44 l4j:2l 

(0 04). 154-67 13^ : 2
(N 04). 249-63 13 2.. J5.

4 • 4

MR n.s. 46 (F 05). 113-30 17:9ir
(Mr 05). 287-302 15lL :9tr

Scott's one really severe article sets the tone for all 
except the Anti^Jacobin Review which sees Chaucer as the 
centre of a panorama. ^11 the other reviews are factual 
accounts, condemning the endless conjectures which Godwin 

indulges in. Scott's treatment contains more of interest 
than the factual accounts and general criticisms of the 

other reviews. Most interesting is his belief that 

Godwin reads himself into Chaucer: (448)

In this respect, the work reminds us of a
particular class of n vels, said to beJfounded
on Real history, ' in which the dramatis persoriae
are assumed from the ages of chivalry, but apparelled
in the sickly trim of sentiment peculiar to the
urevilles and Julias o±^ l»ir Lane's half-bound
duodecimos.
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4» George -vllis, Specimens of the i_arly English jc oets 
' 3 edn, (1803).

4 (Ap 04). 151-63 12-|;3J
; 1 edn: CR (2) 33 (S 01). 44-7 (Southey) 3;1

BC 19 (Mr 02). 217-24 7: § 
- (Je 02). 615-23 8:3-1

v MR ns.s 42 (o 03). 154-7 (Ferriar) 2J:2 
3 edn: CR (3) 2 (Je 04}. 229-3O 1:0

Scott does not measure up so well to the gen ral level of 
the Ellis reviews. Perhaps he is being over-conscientiously 
objective in this treatment of his friend's work. His 
article is largely a summary with some intelligent but 
amateurish comment on the poems selected. The Monthly 
articifc by Ferriar is very general and the second Critical 
article a mere antiquarian note, but Southey's l801 
Critical treatment and the articiti in the British Critic 
are more formidable. Southey*s knowledgeable article 
based on the conviction that Wllis's selections are unchar­ 
acteristic of their authors has already been referred to. 
The British Critic usefully sets tho project in its 
antiquarian context: (217)

,- - Within the last half century, the study of our
literary antiquities has com .encecU It has been 

% : cultivated, in general, with zeal and industry; 
sometinses with sense and taste.

Ellis is found to be lacking in the dullness, pedantry, 
and frivolity of many antiquarians. Both of these last 
reviews must be judged superior to that by ocott.
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5« The Works of Thomas Chatterton ed. So .they and Cottle, 

(1803)

4 (Ap O4). 214-30 16; 3

BC 21 (Ap 03). 367-73 i

MR n»s. 42 (S Q3) . 110 (S. Rose) 8 11. ; 11.

Scott maintains in his review of Chatterton that his 

article is not tae place for a critical discussion of 

the merits of the Rowley poeras. (226) The resulting 

article is thus largely antiquarian and rather disappointing 

for the modern reader, though thoroughly competent within 

its limits. Harmony and ease supply the place of 

arduous criticism of the juvenilia (2l6). Three iixteresting 

comments may be isolated. Scott welcomes Chatterton as 

an antic|a&fi-1.&D the pwVailing late eighteenth-century 

correct mediocrity; he noted th«ut some authors speak in 

disguise, the personal significance of which is plain; 

and he sees that the Ossian imitations fail because 

Chatterton lacked Macpherson's knowledge of Celtic puetry 

and thus caricatures the most bombastic passages.

Nothing of interest occurs in the other treatments 

of the edition except for the British Critic's partialxy 

valid observations that the Rowley poems succeed because 

of the greater care demanded by the forgeries.

6. Sir J. Froissart's Chronicles ^tr. Sir T. Johnes\ 
*''•'• (1803 etc. )

5 (Ja 05). 347-62 1512
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The unique review of Johnes's Froissart is of high quality. 

Scott is sceptical of the need for a new translation, 

greatly preferring the less accurate but more vital 

Berners (357-60). He stresses the almost dramatic quality 

of the historian who was to be among the most important 

influences on his own original work in verse and prose 

and characteristically remarks that the smallest encounter 

in Froissart may be interesting 'while we prefer a knowledge 

of mankind to a mere acquaintance with their actions'. (347)

7. Godwin, Fleetwood

Scott's perceptive and balanced review of Godwin's novel 

is fully dealt with in Chapter 3«

8. Report of the Committee of the Iiig.&land .society, (lC05).

The .Poems of Ussian ed» La ing, (l8u5).

6 (Jl 05). 429-62 53:9
Laing only: BC 28 (D 06). 641-52 10^:3

Scott's treatment of the still vexed Cssianic question ±st 

the masterly &nd imaginative arid unlikely to be bettered 

article in the Edinburgh begins with an acceptance of 

a genuine basis for the poems but shows how eighteenth- 

century epic machinery arid sentimentality came to dominate 
the Gaelic elements (446-7)• His conclusion is the 

sane one that if ocotland has produced 110 Ossianic epics: 

(462)

our national vanity may be equally flattered by 
the fact, that a remote, and almost a barb&r^us 
corner of Scotland, produced, in the l8th century, 
a bard, capable not only of ^-laivi^ c . an enthusiastic
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impression on every mind susceptible of poetical 
beauty, but of giving a new tone to poetry throughout 
all Europe.

The ^ritish Critic follows Scott weakly.

9» The v«orks of Edmund Spenser ed. Todci, (l£05)»

7 (0 05). 203-17 13:3
DC 27 (F 06). 139-^8 9z : 3t 
CR (3) 7 Up 06). 411-6 6;0 
AJR 25 (S 06). 1-12 1O| ; l£

This scholarly treatment attacks Tod'1 's unregu ated display 

of erudition. The remaining articles are also technical 

rather th^.n critical, that in the Critical being a 

particularly interesting sketch of the history of editing

Spenser.

1O. iilj -is ed, , Specimens of ^arly English ketrical 

Romances t (1805). 

Sitson, ed. , ancient Engleish Metrical Romancet*s t (l802)

7 (Ja 06). 387-413 a6?7
Ellis: BC 27 (Mr 06 ) . 277-87 10:54

CR (5) 10 (F 07). 113-30 17:811*
MR n.s. 51 (N O7). 28l-7 (>mirhead) 6:

Ritson; CR (2) 39 (0 03). 179-87 

^C 24 (S 0^). 231-43 12; 3

Scott's article is the most formidable of these under 

consideration. He be^i^is with an elaborate restatement 

of the value of romances for the reader seeking a full
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und erst ana ing of the middle ages as opposed to 'dull ano 

dreary monastic annals'. (388) He sketches the history 

of the genre, rebuking ixitson for the violence of his 

attack 011 Percy, who was excellent for his time. (388-93) 

Ellis's jocularity is sometimes distracti g, but he is 

certainly no mere collector.

'••''''•• The other treatments are less full, being mostly 

accounts. That of lillis in the Critical however well 

isolates for praise his shaping gift as an antiquary of 

outstanding ability as a populariser, while the Critical * s 

review of ^itson is witty, urbane, and intelligent with 

evidence of medieval learning.

. . . , .--_..'->..•• >i

11. William Herbert, Kis c e 11 aneous Po e try: (l8u6).

9 (O 06). 211-23 12^ ; 6 j ...... ,
BC 30 (Ag 06), 196-7 1:1 
CR (3) 10 (Ja 07). 37-52
MR n.s. 52 Gip 07). 355-66 (F inlay) 11 :

Scott's treatment of Herbert is again scholarly and balanced. 

He is fascinated b> the translations direct from the 

Icelandic (which look forward to his own unhappy liar old 

the Dauntless) while recognising the tawdriness of Herbert's 

versifying, Kis comfvients hsre are of the utmost importance 

f orjunderstciiiciing the ballad situation in Britain at the 

time: (223)

In some of the verses, the author has in fact 
slid into that style of tawdry and aifected 
simplicity, which we should have thought that he 
who has studied popular poetry ypon ti^e manliest
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models, would, of all persons, have been least 
liively to imitate. . ..

This is not genuine bailed poetry, wi.iich >ir 
Herbert can write when he pleases; but that 
spurious kiiid, which trickles through Sir i^ldreds 
of the Bower, arid other legendary ditties of the 
l8th century,

The British Critic gives a brief notice, and the Critical 

makes cheerful hay of the v&lume. Fmnlay has an article 

as fine as Scott's, scholarly and discriminating and with 

a similar concern for standards which becomes clear in 

the tart conclusion: (366)

The work wuich Mr. Herbert ha 6 in contemplation, 
and to which we have already alluded, will, we 
hope, increase our opinion of his talents, and 
ameliorate the impression which his own poetry has 
at present made on our minds. It will at all 
events prove a more noble exertion of his faculties 
than the composition of riudles, or than turning 
the choruses of Euripides into Italian sonnets.

Scott's work for the Edii bilrgh is not of uniform interest, 

but it is usually of a very high quality, the antiquarianism 

being interspersed with critical aper£us of interest both 

in themselves and for a fuller understanding of Scott's 

critical and artistic development.

18. Sydney SMITii ( 1771-1845)

1. M.G. Lewis, Alf onso: See Ch. 3.

2. Mrae de Stagl , Delphine, (1803), N.

2 (Ap 03). 172-7 Hi
BC 21 (Kr 03). 314 j;O

CK (2) 38 (i,y 03). 48-58 11:5

MR n.s. 43 (Ap 04 ) . 44 1 (hannin^j 7 11 •: 0
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Delphine was harshly treated by all fo^r reviewers. Smith 

recognises a certain skill in character portrayal (1?5)| 

but spends most oi his time violently castigating the 

morality of the piece with severe wit. The British Critic 

and the Monthly provide brief dismissals, while the 

Critical recognises i-jadaine do btatil's genius but is 

resolutely opposed to her moral system.

As a i literary critic bmith is no credit to the 

Keview: his shallow and inaccurate treatment of Lewis is 

noted below.

19* Sir John STOOD ART ( 1773s»lo'56) . . :

Scott ed., Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border: See Ch. 3.

20. Dr Thomas THOMSON (1768-1852)

Thomson, the legal antiquary and friend of ~>cott and 

Jeffrey, was an important standby in the early days of the 

Edinburgh. In juis Memoir Cosiuo Innes states that iiis 

style w^s too stately anu polished Tor a review, though 

t iat is not obtrusive in. the plain style of the literary 

articles under consideration. Further, 'un two different 

occasions he took charge of editing a number in Jeffrey's 

absence'•

^Cosmo Innes,^> Memoir of Thomas .Thomson, Advocate, 
(Edinburgh, 485*1), p. *****
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1. The i'Oetical works of Thomas 'War ton ed. l^ant , (1802).

2 (Ap 03). 250-61 11; 1

J3C 21 (>iy 03). 506-13 6-j;H

• MR n.s. 4l (Ag 03). 337-^3 (S. Rose) 64: 4 £ 

AJR 16 (0 03). 203-6 2J: 1

The treatment of Kant's war ton is unexciting but feery 

sound and much fuller and more radical than that provided 

by any of the other reviewers. Thomson spends most of 

his time pointing out Warton's limitations, the servile 

imitations, the lack of a unifying theme in the History 

of English Poetry, Thomson coucentr cites here on essentials. 

The purely descriptive articles in the British Critic and 

^ne Monthly, and the very conservative adulation of Warton 

in the Ant i- Jacobin Review arc- superficial and thin in 

comparison, -

2. Erasmus Darwin, The Temple of iyature; See Ch, 3*

3. Anna Seward, Memo rs of the L-jfe of Dr. Darwin, (l8o4).

4 (Ap 04). 230-41
AJR 17 (Mr 04). 285-9
CR (3) 2 (Je 04). 189-99 10^ :

MR na.^7 (Jl 05). 286-30O (Ferriar) l4;7

Thomson once again goes to the centre of the problem with 

his article on the Lichfield volume. He co demns Miss 

reward's abysmal style and her digressions, points out the 

true originality of The Botanic Garden and suggests an 

analogue of 1735 i"- Henry Brouke's Universal Beauty. The
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Anti-Jacobin Review and the ^ritical give superficial 

treatments concentrating on the style, but 1'erriar's 
treatment may be more fruitfully compared with the 

Edinburgh article. It consists of a series of interesting 
comments which never touch the centre as Thomson's work 
does. Most interesting ,:is his suggestion that Brooke's 
work also anticipates the neologises and inelegant expressions 
found in Darwin: he acknowledges Thomson's suggestion-.uikf 
this point.

4, James Isercer, Lyric Poems, (1804).

7 (Ja 06). 471-8 2li

BC 23 (Ja 04) . 81-2 1; j- <

The British Critic briefly characterises Mercer's volume as 

elegant and regret^ that it has no room to place it 
among the major articles. Thomson is more aetailed and 
the phrase 'terseness of expression' strikes an unusual 

note among the otherwise hackneyed praise of mode-ration 

which he offers, (473) Dunbar is effectively made to 

lament his deaih at the close, (47$)

"•': *•• '.?.•••. ••- - 
Cn the basis of these four reviews it may be

regretted that Thomson did not write more frequently 

for the Edinburgh.
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Chapter 2; The Four Reviews; 1803-8

There is very little overall change in the collective 

standpoint of the older Reviews during the first six 

years of the Edinburgh* s usurpation of the stage. The 

vie- media remains the universal ideal, the period of 

Augustan and mid-ei&htcenth-century writing the golden 

age, Vfhile the mode of thinking is summed up by the

frustrated British Critic in a sentence which epitomises
1 much of the reviewing of the period:

Some years ago complaint was made, and not 
without reason, of the great dearth of ioetry; 
now there is such a glut, not merely of works 
pretending to a poetical form, but really of 
elegant poetry, that one of our constant difficulties 

, is that of keeping pace with the futility of our
bards, and another that of fi^di.-g expressions 

J :. : of accurate discrimination to distinguish their 
various merits.

Any development must be sought not on this common grouiiii 

but in the individual periodicals.

The Critical Review

The Critical is by far the mo t noteworthy of the older 

Reviews during these six years. This is in spite of a 

scries of disruptions beginning with the fire of 2 

February 1803, which led to the inauguration of the third 

series and Hamilton's bankruptcy, ancaalso to a series of 

changes in owndrship which appears to have had little 

effect on the quality of the literary Reviewing except

1 BC 32 (0 08). 409: George Baker, Tenby. (1807).
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for William Taylor ' s disappearance from its pages.

The Critical is the only Aieview to exhibit any 

influence of the Edinburgh . Its own attitude to the new 

publication is equivocal. It recognises the new 

discrimination introduced by the northern Aeview even in 

its carping:

. ; wf e cannot but surmise that Mrs. Opie has
either been the reviewer of her own. work, or has 
at least got it criticised by some partial friend 
in a certain northern review, which had in this 
instance deviated from its professed plan of 
severity, and may therefore fairly be suspected 
of sometimes sufferi/ia th«t to be done, which it 
I as of late unbecomingly insinuated to the 
prejudice of other journals.

Its mixed view may be summed up bj, a remark at the 

beginning of a review of L.I). Campbell f s ^ Reply to the 

Strictures of the Edinbiiregh Review of l8u?:

THE publication which passes under the . 
of the Edinburgh Review, has in m^ny ox its 
disquisitions exhibited a considerable share of 
intellectual ability, enlivened occasionally by 
some sallies of wit, and what many may perhaps 
feel equally stimulant, considerable virulence of 
abuse*

Critical is determined to take up a less destructive 

stance, anu its relationship to the Edinburgh may be seen 

as akin to that between Essays in Criticism and Scrutiny 

in our own time:

For the facts concerning these vicissitudes see CR (3) 
1 (Ja 04): Preface, and J.W. Robberds, n f-ienioir of the 
Life and Writings of the Late Vs.- ill jam Taylor of Norwich, 
ii. 68, 223.

2 CR (3) 8 (;,g 06). 4^3_/t : MT S tpie, Simple Tales, (1806).

3 CR (5) 12 (D 08).
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Far from adhering to that new set which would 
limit the honorable functions of criticism to the 
detection of offenders, it appears to us old 
English reviewers, tiiat the m&st useful, as well 
as the most agreeable part of our office is to 
confer deserved praise, and render 'honour to 
whom honour is due. f

Nevertheless, it is a characteristic of the 

Critical that it becomes more severe after tne advent 

of the i^dinbur&h. Before 1803 approximately 43% of its 

reviews were unfavourable, 32% favourable, and 25% neutral; 

after 1803 the figures are 52%, 28%, and 2O% respectively. 

The real change occurs first in 1805 , and in 1&G7 60% 

of the reviews were unfavourable. The Critical bears out 

i:u part Scott f s observation of l8 November l80u to George

The com ;on i<eviews, before the appearance of the 
Edinburgh, had become extremely mawkish; and, 
unless when prompted by the malice of the 
bookseller or reviewer, gave a dawdling, maudlin 
sort of applause to everything that reached even 
mediocrity. The Edinburgh folks squeezed into 
their sauce plenty of acid, and were popular 
from novelty as well as from iiieEit. The minor 
Reviews and other periodical publications, have 
putrid the matter still farther, and given us all 
abuse, and no talent.

William Taylor sets the tone of the best Critical reviewing
2 in his severe treatment of Klopstock:

The foregoing remarks will perhaps be accused 
of needless severity, but surely aot of blindness 
to merit. Literary art ht*s declined in Greqt

^Letters, ii. 128.

2 CR (3) 2 (Ag 04). 492.
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Britain, partly for want of sharper criticism. 
By welcoming mediocrity with politeness, and. 
genius with unqualified worship, both are soothed, 
into contented repose too so^n, and rest satisfied 
with efforts below their strength, and, below their 
duty.

The Critical finds it necessary to stress that this is 

no unthinking severity: reasons will be t,iven for every

objection made to a work and criticism of their censures
2 by disappointed authors should be ignored. The insistence

on asking why a work is commendable is not fully developed

in the criticism of the Review, but the standard of articles

is generally gocdlf and the style is biiing and amusing.

The Edinburgh* s influence appears not only in 

direct references and the general attack on mediocrity, 

but also in a tendency to attack the Lakers as a school. 

Thus in a review of Charles ^rant's prize poem & Poem on""TjT
the Restoration of Learning in the ^ast of 1805:

While we are sickened at the noise of the 
misbegotten brood that cafe&le at the foot of 
Parnassus, we contemplate with genuine pleasure 
even the desultory flight of a muse of fire. While 
so many candidates for the laurel are seduced, 
by the silly vanity of founding a new school, to 
mistake singularity for eminence, we applaud the 
poet who is content to cultivate the grand style, 
of which our great masters have bequeathed to us 
such noble models, While an inordinate rage for

CR (3) 7 (F O6). l6?: Lucretius. 

2 CR (3) 1O (Mr 07). 283: Revd Richard Kant, ioems, (1806).

5 CR (3) 5 • (tey 05). 31: J.B. Linn, The lowers of Genius, 
TT804), V.

4 CR (3) 4 (Ap 05). 420; cf. (3) 15 (0 08). 124: (Surges 
and Cumberland), The Exodiad, (l807).
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writers of real ability, we listen with fondness 
;..... to the strain that revives in our minds the

cherished memory of the greatest of our poetic 
moralists.

The most glittering of the Critical's ornaments in 

1803-4 (and briefly in 1809) was V/illiam Taylor of Norwich. 

Taylor has some twenty literary reviews in the Critical 

of those years. Some are ordinary, some learnedly antiquarian, 

At his best, Taylor is concerned with literary standards, 
displays a certain discrimination, and forces new 

voc&fculary into his strangd Teutonic style. Thus of the
*1

1804 edition of Churchill's Poetical t/orks he writes:

Facility of versification, a vein of peculiar : 
humour, v/erc the merits admitted; an affected 
contempt for the ancients, and a certain 
autophilism, or self-complacency, were the failings 
exposed. The vague imprecision of the poet's 
language, the inconsistency of contiguous sentiments, 
the fondness for abstract imageless expressions, 
the streaming flet-milk exuberance of thought, 
were not enough reprehended.

Churchill is 'naked, sprawling, and listless'. (l8)

The Anti-Jacobin Review *••*•':

The mild interest of the pre-l803 Anti-Jacobin Review 
vanishes almost completely after that date. It becomes 
spinelessly favourable. Before 1803 approximately 32% 
of the reviews were unfavourable, 43/o favourable, and 25% 

neutral; afterwards the figures arc 35/>-> 55/-> f a*id 20%.

CR (3) 2 (My 04). 17.
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it opposes the ^dinbur&h o^ political grounds and while
2 3 recognising its talents i irids it severe and malignant.

ho influence from the i^dinburgh is traceable. The Anti-

Jacobiii Review continues to be severe cniefiy on political 

and religious grounds, though claiming political independence. 

touch of its ethos J.s summed up in a review of bigns of the 

Times (l8o6): 5

Critics next come in for their share of our 
censure, it would be a ridiculous affectation of 
humility in us, dne of the chief objects of whose 
work it was to expose the scandalous partiality, 
and. unprincipled conduct of the critics of the day, 
to disclaim all pretentious to the praise whxch he 
bestows on our humble, bit well-ii-tended, efforts. 
We feel that we deserve it; and therefore we 
shall not hesitate either to extract the passage 
which contains it, or to subscribe to the justice 
of his attacks on Keviews, some of wuich we have 
fortunately succeeded in suppressing, while we 
have the satisfaction of knowing that we have 
greatly restrained the formerly unbridled 
profligacy and licentiousness ox others.

The british Critic

The Britisn Critic continues as before 1803. The very 

occasional thoughtful article is swamped by many mild 

undeserved approvals, though tJv percentage of favourable

AJR lS (•'-«

2 AJR l8 ( J1 °^)« 225 : Godwin, Life of Chaucer, (l8O3>.

3 AJR 20 (Ja 05). 82.

4 Preface to vol. I?* p.l.

5 AJR 25 (S 06).
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articles is net significantly increased (from 44>i to 48'),,) 
'such is the refinement of the times that smooth and 
polished versification is as common, as the distinctions 
of real genius, originality of conception, force of 
sentiment, and brilliant imagery, are found but with the 
chosen few.* '

The Monthly Keview

The decline of the foouthly beneath an unchanged format is 
due to the loss of solid contributors such as ^'erriar
and their replacement by nonentities such as Thomas ugle.

2 It is the beginni g of the process noted in Pantologia;
At present it scarcely maintains its ancient 
character, partly because very formidable rivals 

•.; have arisen Ho contend for the public esteem, 
partly because the death of able contributors 
occasions a vacancy, which is sometimes but inad- 

, , .. equately supplied by successors.
A survey of the work produced by the different reviewers 
will tell the story adequately. The increase in severity 
is noticeable, but it does not indicate any improvement 
in the standard of reviewing. Unfavourable reviews, 
approximately 36% before 1803, rise to kk% thereafter.

1. Charles BLKJSkY the younger (1757-lGl?) 2:1 major 

Two classical reviews

1 JbC 2u (Ag 06). 179: William Smyth, Ln^iish Lyrics. (l6o6)..«
2 Vol. 3i s.v. 'Criticism 1 .
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2. James BLrtK^Y (1750-1821) 1 

One moral review.

3. Thomas O£N^^ (1779-1854) 35:8

Denman begins to review in. the November lG07 number of 

tne Monthly and continues till the end ' of the period. 

He reviews extensively, especially in the foreign appendix, 
but his work is totally undistinguished. his opposition 
to Loileau as a dictator results merely in a weak 

maintaining of the stylistic middle way and moral rigour. 
Kis treatment of Crabbe's 1807 volume is typical and if 

fully treated in Chapter 3: Crabbe's verses are 'manly 

and powerful, equally remote from vicious ornament and
o

the still more disgusting cant of idiot-simplicity 1 .

4. Johu FEUUIAK (1761-1815) 28:16

Ferriar's reviews are much less frequent after l8;)3 and 

cease in 1806. He devoted nis final major articles 
largely to emphasising his basic anti-revolutionary tenets: 

childJish substitutes for true simplicity were condemned 

and the German drama declared anathema. Boileau was 

introduced to condemn Lamb's tragedy John ^oodvil and with 
it all the new school of writers whom Jeffrey and Ferriar 
were by now both attacking. (it is worthy of note that

MR n.s. 57 (& 08). 51^: Grandniaisoii, L e s >iia o ur s L p i q u es ,—————————— ——

2 m n.s. 56 (Je 08). 179.

3 MR n.s. 40 Up 03).
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a review of a weak translation of boile^u^s eighth 
satire Ferriar employs the phrase taken up by Jeifrey in 
his review of The Lxcursiori; 'This will never do ' .
Ferriar returns to the attack in isolated articles 011

3 and Cot tie's Alfred* In this half-p«*ge review, one of
his best, he sums up his work with little attention to
the piece in hand except for a rebuttal of Cottle's argurne 'nts

s~x

against the Review:

We have said, and we repeat it, that some modern 
writers do not distinguish between simplicity and 
meanness; we have therefore endeavoured to 
expose that low style of writing, which we observe 
inculcated both in. prose and verse; and which we 
couceive to proceed from the antipodes of good 
taste and true genius, v/hen the perversion of 
poetry is openly patronised, it becomes the duty 
of critics to resist the impulse. We have opposed 
the absurd fondness for German plays, with success; 
and we shall continue to withstand the barbarous 
innovators, ivho are attempting to despoil poetry 
of her finest and richest ornaments, and to reduce 
her to the beggarly state of a balldd-siriger , 
or a oternholdian rhymer.

A similar concern is evident in his dismissal of Joanna
Eaillie's new-f angled dramatic theories where he apparently

4 takes his cue from Jeffrey's account of over a j/ear before ,
in his rejection of Darwin's gaudiness and Moore's

1 MR n.s. 40 (Ja 03). 101.

2 MR n.s. %8 (O 05). 113-22.

3 MR n.s. 48 (D 05). 437-8.

MR n.s. 49 (^r 06). 303-1O.

5 MR n.s. 43 (F 04 ). 113-2?.
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mawkishness, and. in his praise of true simplicity ir. the 
work of Bloomfield. 2

This evidence suggests that Jeffrey's criticism
in the Edinburgh could have stimulated Ferri^r to consistently 
assertive statements of his fundamental principles, so 
closely akin to Jeffrey's. Such a conclusion can b£ only 
a suggestion: Ferriar's influence on the more formidable 
critic is clearer to see.

5. John FliNLAY (1782-l8lO) 5 major reviews

Finlay's reviews during his brief life are scholturly and 
intelligent treatments of Scottish literary works and 
compilations. ..-.-'> • •• ••

6. G.E. GRIFFITHS (d. l829) 4l: 1

Griffiths continues to fill iu with the occasional brief 
notice, morally and predictably. He is disheartened at 
the lack of effect of his publication. Thus in this 
review of P.W. Dyer's poem The Shield of the United Kingdom 
(1803) he writes: 5
.;.;*_.„-__. When we r»eod such publications as this, and

some others th^t have lately come before us under 
; : ithe denomination of poems, we feel almost 
^ . disheartened at the little effect which the long 

exercise of our critical functions seems to have 
produced.

1 MR n.s. 51 (s 06). 59-70.

2 MR n.s. ^2 (0 03). 215-7-

3 MR n.s. 41 (Ag 03K
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fle unexpectedly takes cm wacit is tecimic&lly a major 

review of Byron's Hours of Idleness, treated below, waere

he spo£s tne real talent but objects to the Hudibrtastic
i 

foretaste of Don Juan. The decline in the Monthly ' s

reviewing standards during these years must be ascribed 

in part to its uninspiring eui&or.

7. The Hevd Jabex iilRGi S (1728-1812) 1 

One review of a children's book.

8 . Francis J DF*' KJJ Y 3

Jeffrey's three remaining Monthly reviews are of sn.all 

importance. They continue his noted severity: two briefly

castigate mediocre and slovenly verse in precise and
2 3 

sevex e language, and the third is only mildly approving.

9. Stephen JON^S (1763-1^27) 13:6

Jones's work is purely general and sumiu^risin^ and may be 

ignored.

10. MARKING 81 : 2

The unidentified iManning becomes very prominent jruring 

the years lo03-6, and not to the go d of the Review,

1 MR n.s. 5^ CN 07). 256-63.

2 MR n.s. ^0 (Ja 03). 97-8: William Iiolloway, The Peasant's 
Fate, (l8O2), V; 103-4: The Poetical works of l^a&lesf ield 
Smith. t,sq» , (1802).

Ibid., 98-9: Thoughts on Happiness. V
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His articles are the epitome of undistinguished moral and 
aesthetic dustiriess -- they are in effect what all 
eighteenth-century reviews were once imagined to be. 
The style is as anonymous as the author. Part of his 
review of The Strollin^ Player» an anonymous novel, will 
illustrate the pervading tone and standard:

In the first place, the language is incorrect; 
2dly, there are some gre^t improbabilities in the 
story, especially in Caroline f s venturing out to 
sea with strangers; and, lastly, the hero is a 
man of loose morals,-and introduces us to others 
of his acquaintance who are more unprincipled than 
himself.

11. James MANNING the younger (l?3l-l866) l6:3 

A totally undistinguished conservative reviewer.
i ,- - • , . • ' ' •• ' ' - '. 5 "

12. John Herman hERIV.ALE (1779-1844) 12:4

There is only a handful of reviews by Iterivale, in the
last two volumes of lP>08: he is a very seve^ e reviewer who
enjoys making sarcastic comments in the process of
demolishing minor works. His own ideal appears iii his
one favourable review, that of Matilda Betham's Poems (1803)
wh-ich he fi.. ds free from affectation 'whether of sensibility,
simplicity, or Delia Crusca glitter, bu which so many of
our modern b^rds endeavour to conceal or to excuse their

2 scantiness of ideas.* It is not surprising that his

1 MR n.s. ^0 (F 03). 208. 

n.s. 56 (Ag 08).
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one big review, his first, of harm ion is insensitively 
destructive: it is treated in Chapter 3«

13. The Kevd C.L. MOODY (1753-1&15) 190:3^

Moody's reviewing after 1802 follows tne same pattern as 
thitaerto with one major qualification, he seems to have 
been influenced by the Edinburgh in his new insistence on 
the intoler«bility of mediocrity. it is amusing to observe 
his assertion that this had always been a keystone of his 
Review's criticism: it had certainly not been a characteristic 
of his own work. In his account of T.-rt. *arren's poem 
be fa efmc ence he writes:

liow often must we repeat that it is not lines
consisting of a certain number of syllables, 
rhyming in couplets or in alternate stanzas, which 
constitutes a poem: but that it requires 
brilliancy of t ^ought, elegance of diction, and a 
beauty of finishing like that which an artist 
would give to a cabinet picture.

Lven more insistent is his comment on Charles Crawford's
2 Poems on Several Occasions (1803): r

In proportion to our approbation of the virtuous 
and amiable tendency of Ivir. Crawford's writings, 
must be our regret on being restrained by the laws 
of our Court from paying any high compliments to 
his Kuse: but, as we have remarked, till we are 
ourselves disgusted with the repetition, good 
meaning is not a sufficient atonement for bad 
po'try, when a man professedly undertakes to delight 
us with the charms of verse.

1 MR n.s. 42 (S 03). 99.

2 MR n.s. ^5 (S 04 ). 95.
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The only justification in Mooay's own work for these 

assertions is his occasion 1 'patriotic but unpoetic 1 

verdict on the well-intentioned works of minor poetasters, 

and even then he is as likely to maintain that exceptionally 

well-intentioned pieces stand beyond the jurisdiction of 

the critic.

There are two results of this increased severity. 

Firstly, Moody was forced for ouce to be severe with a 
lady: 1

WBien ladies appear in the court of criticism, 
they must submit to forego the privileges of their 

, sex, since politeness is often incompatible with 
the exercise of our judgment.

Moody's subsequent treatment of the sex Wets , however, no 

less courteous than thitherto, iiisfteverity is more marked 
in repeated condemnation of low diction which weems

c
likely to have been inipired in its most definitive statement

2 by Jeffrey's assault upon the Lakers. It occurs in the

review of Rdbttrt Fellowes 1 i-oems (lc06):

It is not sufiicient to constitute good poetry 
that the writer avoids the extremes of affectation 
and bombast; he must also shaSte with equal care 
those of tameness and negligence. Verse should 

......^............. .be elevated above prose both in thought and
j expression; while it ought not to be stiff and

inflated, it should be elegant and p61ished; and 
• ,. it is not a sufficient apology for a prosuic and 
/ ., drawling rhimer, that it has been his aan to be 

natural and easy.

MR n.s. 43 (Ap 04). 438: A. Flowerdew, Poems, on Moral 
and iieligious Subjects, (l£o3)«
•WMMVM^^HMMMMb^M^^M^hliMMMM^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^W^^^^fltaiM^^^^^M^^^a *

MR n.s. 51 (0 06). 214.
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As an example of the style which he found objectionable 

Moody cited the monosyllabic couplet:

E'en then as fresh and warm for thee 
As now it is, my love shall be.

Other features of interest in ivjoody's later
reviewing are: a sufiden attachment to the term nervous to 
describe style; an ap L reciatiori of oriental wildness

wh:; ch enables him to appreciate Landor' s anonymous Poems
•2

from the Arabic and Persian (l8OO);^ and a classic statement 
on the preferability of modern refinement with all its 
limitations to works of ra&n's unpolished infancy. This 
last passage is the nearest that Moody couies to philosophical
criticism and might be regarded ^s a minor result of the

4 climate produced by the Ldiuburgh;

In estimating the merits of the antients and of the 
moderns, writers are apt to deviate into opposite 
extremes. The advocate »vh takes his brief on the 
side of the former is sure to descant on the 
importance of unrestrained genius, and to represent 
them as in a situation peculiarly favourable to 
bold and original concept j on. The counsel for the 
moderns, on the other hand, enlarges on the 
progressive improvements which science and literature 
have introduced, on the value of method and 
arrangement, and on the utility of taste and 
criticism in correcting tiie aberrations of a wild

1 Cf. MR n.s. 4O (Ja 03). l6: Gifford's Juvenal, (1802), 
and MR n.s. 44 (Ag 04). 428-9: The i^evd C.W. Ethelstou, 
The Suicide, (1803), V.

o
E.&. MR n.s. 4? (Jl 05). 262: M.A. Shee, Rhymes on Krt,
(1805TT MR n.s. 48 (0 05). 218: Hugh Downmari, Infancy, 
6 edn, TT803).

* MR n.s. 44 (Jl O4). 331-3; cf. the review of Iloppner • s 
oriental Tales of 1&05: Mi n.s. 46 (AP 05) . 404-9.

MR n*s. 48 (D 05). 412: The Song of tae oun imitated by 
Beresford, (l8o5>, V.
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fancy, and in giving to the creations of the 
their clue proportion and beauty. An enlightened 
judgment may restrain the flights of the 
imagination, and the knowledge of rules may 
damp the ardour of genius: but we are not hence to 
conclude that tixose poets a. e most to be admired 
who write in the infancy of nations, ana that 
the mis-shapen conceptions of the untutored 
intellect are preferable to compositions of a 
more refined period.

Koody otherwise continues to favour shallow elegance, to 
advocate originality in tfieory and distrust it in practice: 
thus he objects to Francis wrangham's original phrase 
'Wresting a river from its course.' ;

14. Elizabeth MOCuY (d. l8l4) ?:4 -' v

Mrs Moody's gently effective approach continues,

15. Loc.khart Mb'lRHfc^a (1765-1829) 88:39

Muirheud's first literary reviews appear in the first 
volume for 1803 and he is one of the most frequent literary 
contributors thereafter. He cannot be regarded as a 
useful addition to the Monthly te^m. His approach is 
dominated by six characteristics only one of which is of 
great interest. This is his stress, akin to Jeffrey's, 
on the iiiadraissibility in serious literature of
accidental, local, or personal associations. Thus in his

2 review of The Lay of the .Last Kins trel lie writes:

MR n.s. 43 (Ja Ok ). 83.
'a ^ • ' '"

MR n.s. 49 (Mr 06). 295; cf. 42 (S 03). 29: minstrelsy 
of tne Scottish Border, and 50 (. ; g 06 ) . 434: 
Coxe, Miscellaneous Poetry, (1805 ) .
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Cn the choice of a subject which is presumed 
to sanction an irregular narrative ana irregular 
rhymes, we cannot bestow our most cordial gratui^tions ; 
nor on scenes and incidents merely local, and on 
manners and customs which nave been obliteratBd 

t iu the civilization of mankind, can we linger 
with the fondness of regret,

Muirheaa is not advocating extreme generality in descriptive 

writing. Drawing on Joimson's practical compromise, he 

points to the necessary middle way between trivial 

obscurity and meaningless vagueness in one of his best 

reviews, tuat of John Leyden's Scenes of Infancy (lS03):

; ; In painting our favour^ite haunts, 'we should, 
therefore, have recourse to varied if not to

5 .-

original colouring; we should lay hold of peculiar 
incidents or sentiments connected with the subject; 
and, above all, we should select the most prominent 
and characteristic features, and touch them at 
once with delicacy .- nd boldness, ICvery thing of 
a vague and genaral complexion should be studiously 
avoided, and the physical and moral aspect of tiie 
district alone brought into view, liinute and 
tedious descri, tion, also, though it may be 
tolerated, or even relished by a native of the 
country which i#5 delineated, will, in the judgment 
of the impartial, weaken the effect of a sketch 
that may be pronounced faultless in every oth r 
respect,

- Connected with the associatioiiist point, as has 

already become apparent, is Muirheau* s contempt for works

of the middle ages: only Dante manages to rise above his
2 

crude and benighted age. Since Kuxrhead is allotted

1 MR n.s. 45 (S 04). 62-3.

2 MR n.s. 46 (Mr 05). 2?2.
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several 'primitive 1 publications incluciiiig the Ninstrelsy,
1 2 The Complaynt of Scotland, the L>e earner on, Amadis de.

*v

Gc*ul t and LIIis's Specimens oi £arly English metrical
4 Romances, his aversion to eccrly literature is particularly

regrettable.

The Dante review touches upon two further points 
which characterise Kuirhead's criticism. His professional

interest in Italian literature is manifested in several
5 reviews such ts those of Lorenzo de' Medici, the Jecameron,

and the works of hetastasio. &o detailed knowledge is 

exhibited in these generally thin reviews. The review of 
Dante, by fair the most interesting of tlie Italian articles, 

exhibits another Muirhead trait. Dante copies Virgil: (273)
We may, moreowr, remark that, in various 
instances, the Florentine compresses his thoughts 
in language too concise and unadorned to bear 
comparison with the full, smooth, and alluring- 
strains of the Inantuan bard; nay, we hod almost 
said, in diction too homely and naked to merit 
the nane of poetry.

Harshness is stroi gly condemned by Muirhead, though in
com on with many reviewers he recognises that mere elegance

7 ,. 
is not enough.

1 MR n.s. 46 (Mr 05). 239-^7.

2 MR n.s. 46 (Ap 03). 409-15.

3 MR n.s. 47 (Ky 05). 13-25.

MR n.s. 51 (N 06). 28l-7.

5 MR n.s. 45 (N 04). 274-Bl.

6 HH n.s. 55 (F 08). 223.

7 MR n.s. 47 (Je 05). 188: George Richards, iroeir.s, (1804); 
50 (Jl 06). 318: Mrs J.T. Serres, St. Julian, (1805), N.



Two fi.ii.al characteristics of this generally 

undistinguished critic remain. He is Johnsonian in his 

abhorrence of the intrusion of artificiality into grief. 

hence his praise for V/.R. opencer's poem The Year of 

Sorrow (1804): 2

If his sentiments and images qre neither new nor 
particularly brilliant, they are such as nature 
disctcttes ysic) when we bewail the loss of those 
whom we loved.

Finally, i^hen Muxrhead disapproves of a work under review 

his style can be caustic rather than bantering, more in 

the Anti-Jacobin Review or ^ d in b ur gh K e v i e w style. Thus of
•z

tne historical poem The Battle of Largs (l8o4) he writes:

We frankly confess that his talent, such as it is, 
had gust as well have remained hiduen in his 
napkin; and we seriously exhort him to bear his 
faculties of t-ste and imagination with all 

c becoming meekness, ana never again to publish a 
Gothic poem without notes, merely to try * the 
merits of his performance by itseif} 1 for this is 

submit his effusions to a cruel test.

This scorn, the associationisiii and the repeated 

demands for sincerity give some character to a reviewer 

otherwise of small account.

Thomas OGLE 50:2 ; -., • . •. •• : . . -.. -

nondescript reviews of a few lines, generally on

novels.

MR n.s. 45 (N 04). 28l: Poesie del Ka&nifico Lorenzo 
de« Medici, (l8oi).

n.s. ^5 (N 04). 288. 

5 m n.s. 46 (F 05). 215.
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17. The Revel William J. RE^S (1772-1855) l8*.l 

Brief conventionally moral reviews.

18. Samuel ROSE (1767-1804) 3: 3

No change from his ear-lier reviewing.

19. The Uevd Dr Charles SYM1 ONS (1749-1826) 2:1

One classical review «.nd a joint effort with Griffiths.

20. William TAYLOR (1765-1836) 5:3

The very minor works reviewed by Taylor at the end of 
the perioa give no opportunity for his brilliance to 
appear. There is some wit in his treatment of .Robert 
Walpole's translation of de la Vegu's Isabel.

CHAPTER 3; REVIEWS OF SIXTEEN MAJuR W^UKS; l8Q3-8 

1. Byron, Hours of Idleness, (Newark, l8O7).

CR (3) 12 (3 07). 47-53 £i
BC 30 (0 07). 436-7 1-4? 1
MR n.s. 54 (N 07). 256-63 (G.E. Griffiths)
AJR 28 (O 07). 407-8 1;I
ER 11 (Ja 08). 285-9 (brougham) 4j-: 1-j

1 MR n.s. 55 (tar 08). 323-6.



Byroa's juvenile ^ubl-Lcatiunis valued tou^y only lor 
occasional hints of the dawning satirical impulse. The 
Critical ' s review seems too favourable to be just and one 
must assume that Byron's nobility is the cause of the 
fulsome praise: although the reviewer disclaims any flattering 
intent at tiie outset, he enas with a long utterance of 
friendly and respectful advice to the young aristocrat. 
The body of the review consists of a series of admiring 
comments and extr&cts showing byron's possession of 
f a correct taste, a warm imagination, and a feeling 
heart* (48) and it is the conventionality of Byron's work 
which ensures the reviewer's approve!, the Augustan
'Childish ice^lecti ns 1 being especially commendable.

The British Critic has a very brief revi^v to 
illustrate the remarks with w- ich it opens: 'This is 
very ingenious idleness, and has produced so-he elegant 
and interesting compositions. There is much taste, and 
more vigour than might reasonably be expcted from a minor* 
(436), which is rion- committal enough to suo-t Hours of 
Idleness as \vell as most reasonably accomplished 
versifying. -•• - - '- -•-•••>•-•• • •-

G.E. Griffiths himself undertook to review the 
volume for tue i^onthly : the result is undistinguished as 
one expects fro:i> his pen. i-iost of the review consists 
of extracts with conventional epithets 'ease «rici strength*, 
'pathos an^ fire 1 (257). Interestingly, Griffiths objects 
to the Hudibrastic elements which are joyfully ht-iled 
today as adumbrating the Byron of Don Juan; (262)
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•sihe blushed, curtsi s, frowns, -- ±n snort she 
Dreaas, le^t tne subject should transport me; 1

The beginning and end of the article approve ox such 
pastimes but hope that juyron will make his talents useful 
to mankind* This is the treatment which hours of Idleness 
should h<xve expected, though even within" the limits of the 
volume rnor - acute and detailed treatment ought to nave 
been possible: Griffiths was not the man to supply it.

The ^n t i- J ac o bin Keyicw is sycophantic and very 
general in its brief conar-endaticm of the volume iix the 
vaguest of critical terms; 'strong proofs of genius, 
accompanied by a lively but chastened imagination, a 
classical taste, and a benevolent heart,'

After these spineless commendations, Brougham's 
notorious advice to tue young nobleman to ^ive up poetry 
and his assertion that minority is no excuse for bad 
verse come as somethi..-&• of a relief. It is very severe, 
far ttsore severe than the occasion, deuian^s , but there is 
evfej: y reason for censuring as brougham does the weak and 
inappropriate anapestics which disfckgure the volume. 
Less justifiable is i.rougham's assertion 'that there is 
nothing better than these stanzas in the whole compass of 
the noble minor's volume.' (286) The remaining types of 
poem are censured, the translaticus, the Ossianics, the 
excessive egotism also, vvith sotoe justice, but kinder 
things miitht also be waid, and it appears thc; t brougham

Mor^
is once more/concerned with writing a strong article than 

doing justice to tue poems.



Somewhere between these extremes lies tae truth. 

The Edinburgh disagrees with all but two of the sixteen 

other reviews of the poems. it is the best review 

stylistically, but no better, and no worse, iii its ov,n 

exaggerated judgment.

2. CRABLE, ,f'9e^. (London, 1807)

AJR 28 (i> 07). 337-^7 10:7l
CR (3) 12 (D O7). ^39*^0 |:Q

KU 12 (Ap 06). 131-51 (Jeffrey) 20 ; 1 1

Ku n.s. 56 (Je 08). 170-9 (L»enman) 9: $1

BC 31 (Je 08). 590-5 5:3Z

The review in the Ant.; -Jacobin Review is typical of tne 

pious but totally uninf ormative articles which constitute 

the bulk of its literary reviewing. The reviewer has 

reaci 'The Library 1 and 'The Village 1 in his youth ana there­ 

fore welcomes the present volume which is excellent in

every way: (33^)

... his characters are ably drawn; his descriptions 
are highly poetical; and the moral reflections 
with wiiich they ^re interspersed are excellent. 
Few poems are better calculated to interest the 
feelings, to meliorate the heart, and to inform 
the mind. They do great credit to the author's 
talents, while they reflect honour 011 his 
principles.

This reference is primarily to 'The i-arish Register' and 

three extracts from the three parts of th~t poem follow,

See W.S. Ward, 'Lyron's hours ol Idleness and other 
than Scottish Reviewers' lHLi\ 59 (19^). 5^7-50.
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to show the natural and morally c-nd ecclesiastically excellent
-ter of the work. The review deals briefly with the 

ter j-oem^, finding 'The Village' a little too violently 
anti-Gold&mitii, and ends with a corn. ;endatiou of the 
references to tmrke in tho Preface. With the strong 
emphasis on moral and doctrinal qualities this review 
typifies the *vnti- Jacobin iieview ' s approach and shows 
how the matt sympathetic work c^n sink almost without 
tr- ce ;tnto its piety.

The, Sriiical has a mere brief approving notice 
citing the reliable opinions of Johnson, JLiurke, and Fox 
as an excuse for failing to review the po_ms properly 
itself. ...: . : . - t -, • . -• •. •••• • .• • - . - .; ; . • . , • --. ^

Jeffrey's review is a fascinating document. ^t 
last he finds a contemporary poet worthy to represent 
'the old poetical establishment 4 agdfaast 'the revolutionists' 
(151). i%icer discrimin^tiozis tend to be lost in the 
polemical process, but the gon.ral reaction to Cr^bbe is 
of great interest and importance. After a general e»tifii^te, 
Jeffrey coiiip^.ros ^rabbe and vvorasworth, and then deals with 
the different poems in the volume.

He begins by remarking that Crabbe has been 
overlooked because of ihe brevity of his output. Already 
the course of the review is hinted ot: (131)

There is a truth and a force in many of his 
delineations of rustic life, waich is calculated 
to sink deep into the memory; ano, being corif iiained 
by d.uily obserVc-rLioii, they are recalled upon 
in umerable occasions, when tho ideal pictures of 
more fanCi^ui .-.utlsors have lost all their interest.



The fourth paragraph of the introduction (132) contains

the most substantial criticism of the review. In spite of
*£ Coxfcbe. -Se&s ti^Jt Ae- 

his op 4 osition^to Goldsmith, Jeffrey^combines a similar

diction ana versification with a strength «nd originality 

akin to that of Cowper. <~r.>bbe h^s m ore vigour arid less 

delicacy, more surface gaiety than Goldsmith, though his 

temper is more gloomy and his diction is sometimes harsh 

and quaint:

With a ta&te less disciplined arid less fastidious 
than that of Goldsmitn, he hat,, ±11 our apprehension, 
a keener eye for observation, and a readier hand 
for the delineation of what he has observed. 
There is le»s poetical keeping in ais whole 
performance; but the groups of which it consists, 
are conceived, we think, with equal genius, and 
drawn with greater spirit as well as greater 
fidelity.

This is all discriminating anu fine comparison, interpreting 

Jeffrey's limited conception of harshness on late neoclassical 

principles.

Jeffrey turns now to a comparison with vbcrdsworth 

the mqin point of wiiich is to elaborate the sentence 

quoted from the first page of the review: (133)

Mr Crabbe exhibits the common people of
England pretty much as they arf, and as they must 
appear to every one who will take the trouble of 
examining into their condition; at the same time 
that he renders his sketches in a very high 
degree interesting an^ beautiful, — by selecting 
what is nu-st fit for description, -- by grouping 
them into such forms as must catch the attention 
or wcilte the memory, -- and by scattering over the 
whole, such traits of moral sensibility, of 

i"'scircasra, cinu of useful reflection, as every one 
must feel to be natural, and own to be powerful.
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The gentlemen of the new school, on the other 
hc-nd, scarcely ever condescends i to take tiieir 
subjects from any description of persons that 
are at all ^known to the common inhabitants of the 
world; but invent for themselves certain whimsical 
and unheard of beings, to whom they impute some 
fantastical combination of feelings, and labour 
to excite our sympathy for them, either by placing 
them in incredible situations, or by some straxned 
and exaggerated moralization of a vague and 
tragical description.

Crabbe shows us what everyone Ccai see; he is a poet of the 
common sense, of 'mere observation 1 , Jeffrey presents 
several of Wordsworth's characters and fails totally to 
grasp the significance of his spiritual penetration, 
though the subjective element in the overtly objective 
Lyrical Ballads cannot be ignored. In Jeffrey's eyes 
they are condemned because they are n.t visible to the 
average eye, not 'drawn from th^.t eternal and universal 
standard of truth and nature, which every one is kn -v;ing 
enough to recognize, and no one great enough* to depart 
from with impunity', ( 13& ) I** this reworking of the 
neoclassical theory of generality, Jeffrey mocks 
Wordsworth* s description of the narrqtor of 'The Thorn 1 , 
unfairly £or he fails to emphasise th. t Words-worth is 
maki. g a sug0estion only with his 'for example*. (137)

From this incomprehension Jeffrey turns 'with 
pleasure to the manly senso and correct picturing of 
Mr °rabbe'. Unfortunately, hiw critical faculties appear 
to be exhausted by ti^is point, and all the reader is 
i^iven is a set of extracts from 'The Village 1 and 'The 
Parish Register' with unhelpful general comments,
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The theory of generality co^ti^ues to dominate 

the discussion of the latter poem: the portraits are 

'finished with much more minuteness and detail, indeed, 

than the more general pictxires in 'The Village; 1 and, 

on this account, may appear occasionally deficient in 

comprehension, or in dignity. 1 (l4l) For the modern 

reader this greater detail, together with the greater 

freedom of the verse, is a main reason for the superiority 

of the 'Register' to the ear y poems. Jeffrey tends to 

see greater carelessness and quaintness, which is a different 

way of seeing the same development, and it is to his 

credit th~t he recognised a development £.t all.

In the course of his survey of the poem, Jeffrey 

is particularly moved by melancholy tales and the description 

of the deserted Hail which is ' ato the good old taste of 

Pope and Dryden', a* by now standard means of commendation. 

(146) The tales of 'Sir Eustace Grey' and 'The Hall of 

Justice' are almost too powerful, but make their effect 

on Jeffrey, and with the remarks with which tn.i.s account 

began the revie,, ends, most of the important criticism of 

Crabbe having occurred duriug the first two p

Deiiman's review in the Monthly is, like the treatment 

in the An t i - J a c o b in i< e v i ew , totally inadequate. His 

introduction mentions th.. early works, of which he strangely 

liked 'The Village' lea^t (he does not explain why), and 

confesses thai he is touched by the association of the 

dying Fox with the volume. A series of extracts follows, 

without significant critical comment and the review ends
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with a commendation of the manly middle stjle, 'equal y 

remote from vicious ornament and the still moi i disgusting 
cant of idiot-simplicity'. It is incidentally remarked 

that the recent poems are better than the earl} ones: 

again, no supporting argument is offered. The review is 

totally inadequate and unworthy of its subject, showing 

the Monthly in its decline after the disappe&rence of 
Ferrii.r •

The British Critic is agamn enthusiastically 
inadequate. It welcomes the reap^_. eurance of an old 
friend, makes extracts frou the 'iarish Register 1 , remarks 

thc^t allegory as in 'The Birth of £ lattery' is out of 

fashion, coiu urges all who oppose affectation to perauade 
Crabbe not to repe-t his long silence.

Only Jeffrey makes any serious contact with 

Crabbe's work and even he is forced to work by contrasts, 
and says remarkably little about the poetry. It is n^t 

easy poetry to talk about, but some discussion of the 
versification and its development might have been 

forthcoming, some discussion oi Cr<bbe's expanding 

vocabulary. AS it is we are left simply with the impression 
that &rabLe is good, not with an understanding as to why 

he is to be admired.

3» Eras BUS DARwTUN, The Temple of Nature; or t the C-rigin 

of Society, (London, 1803).

EH 2 (Jl 03). 491-506 (Thomson) 

CR (2) 38 (Ag 03). 361-70 10:4 

39 (0 03). 157-68 104:74
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AJR 16 (0 03). 170-3 2|;1
MR n.s. 43 (F 04). 113-2? (Ferric) l4;j; 8

BC 23 (F 04). 169-74 Itj

Thomson's treatment of one of the strangest poeras in the 

language shows him at his critical best. His treatment 
falls into four sections: an introduction, a summary, a 

discussion of Dcrwj-n f s system, and. a brilliant demolition 
of his claims to be a poet. Since he is clearly an 
amateur in the scientific field, most of this discussion 
will be concerned with his purely literary assessment of 
the work.

The introduction asserts firstly tiu<t The Temple 
of Mature is clearly inferior to The Botanic Garden with 
fewer beauties and defects 'more frequent ami obtrusive 1 . 
(492) Thomson then hints at what is to be the main 
argument of the third section of his article, that Jarwin 
*does not restrain himself within the iiarj ow bounds 01 

observation' but tries to penetrate the veil of Nature. (492)

A somewhat ironical summary follows (493-S) and 

then the discussion of Oarwin's system. (498-501) This 

consists largely of an attack on Darwin's use of his 
imagination, on a subject which required logical observation. 
This may appear severe nov that Darwin's ideas have in 
some measure been vindicated, but the general principle 

is sound.

The rest of the review is on a particularly high 
level. Thomson admits in st.rting (501) that The Temple 

of Nature suffers from being posterior in date to The



352

Botanic Garden, i'iis main criticism is that ^urw-i-j... is a 

mannerist, an unusual word of considerable importance. 

This maniier ism lie sees as taking several for ins.

In the first place, his is a poetry of visual, 

picturesque effect, and Thomson astutely quotes froiu a 

theoretical passage in The Botanic Garden to show how 

Darwin's theory is responsible for his surface glitter. 

As iii the case of 'Wordsworth in Jeffrey's analysis, 

Thomson sees that this theory is taken too far: (502)

Like most other theories, it contains a certain 
portion of truth without embracing the wnole; and 
the little it contains is rendered mischievous 
by the exclusion of the remainder.

Abstract and emotive terms are also needed in poetry to 

avoid coldness, and Thomson excellently compares lines in

Pope with their imitation by Darwin to show how much

more impressive poetry in the round can be,(503- /O Also

arising from this seminal defect is Darwin's inability

to subordinate elements in a group, since all are

portrayed with the utfrmost cl^o-ity: (5O4)

It seems impossible, merely by the language of 
vision, to give that due keeping; or subordination 
of parts which is essential to true picturesque 
efiectiyi and which on canvas is accomplished by 
those grdelations o£ size and of colouring which 
the rules of perspective prescribe.

The continual use of metaphor, personification, and allegory 

consequent on the system also leads $6 monotony.

One ad itional point from this discussion of the 

surface picturesque shows how Thomson can use new and 

lively language to convey nis understanding: (502)
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Bold metaphors, personifications and allegories, 
are his constant una sole resources; ^nd in 
poutraying the scenery of this fairy kingdom of 
his own creation, he adneres strictly to the 
principle of aduressnife himself directly ana. only 
to the eye. Nor does his propensity to meta­ 
morphosis stop here; but even in delineating, 
inanimated external nature, her own graceful 
and varied forms seem too tauie to Cc~tch his fancy, 
till they have been transformed into the living 
monsters of his own brain.

After dealing with the picturesaue, Thomson
proceeds to a related point, the glittering diction, (5^5) 
Again it aims at unifommity of grandeur and there is no 
variety; ornament is itself the centre of attention. 
Thomson is aware of the charges brought against the 
versification s being insufficiently varied, but he 
believes that the picturesque sameness in ima^e ond

X^X

diction is largely responsible for the generally acknowledged 
monotony of Darwin's work: (506)

It is in the structure of his sentences, ana in 
the selection of his thoughts, not in the 
measurement of syllables, that his characteristic 
blemished are to be trciced.

Thomson concludes by acknowledging Darwin's 
merit: as in the case of Jeffrey's Wordsworth, so here a 
nascent sect had seemed likely c.nd the fascination of the 
author could blind his audience to his ^^zjave faults. 
Apart from tiiis lenient conclusion, Thomson's treatment of 

Darwin stands today as unequalled.

The long review in the Critical consists largely 
of an attack, in the form of a summary, or, Darwin's 
materialistic evolutionary theory rather than on his poetry.



The introductory paragraphs (3&»36l-3) consider rightly 
that the poetry and philosophy are mutually -incompatible 

and harm one another. Poetry has 'a language of its own' 

and technical terms, like vulgar phraseology, are b£.rred 

from it. The review r admires Darwin's elegant virtuosity 

but finds his versification monotonous (3&» 3&7) with its 
seldom varied caesura after the fourth or fifth syllable, 
/.t the end of the article, the reviewer draws on Jeffrey 
to sum up his poetic objections: (39» 168)

It is a gallery of little gaudy pictures, iit which 
the artist is a continual mannerist, «nd for ever 
copying froio himself.

This is all fair ^oeticai criticism, though it is always 
subordinate to the theoretical attack and never profouiid, 
lacking Thomson's aesthetic urgency.

The Anti-Jacobin Review concerns itself almost 
entirely with an attack 011 Darwin's impiety.

Ferriar boldly divides his review into two parts 
dealing with the poetry (113-22) ^nd the philosophy 

(123-7) of the poem. Iiis introductory paragrapn makes the 
standard point that the two elements do not combine well. 
The poetical survey is just but piecemeal, without the 
cohesion of Thomson's argument. His main objections are 
to the alle^oryj which he finds clumsy, and to a certain 

roughness in the versification. In accordance with his 
liking for traditional elegance however Ferriar accepts 
the less clogged versification as highly praiseworthy. He 
objects to the close comparison of men and animals, but
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trtis arises primarily from the philosophy of the poern 
riot from its technique. The final verdict on the style, 
again usiu^, Thomson's terminology , (122) is rich but often 
.gaudy .

The British Critic provides an ingenious and 
amusing dismissal of the poern by spending most of its 
time in proving that it is really an imitation by Darwin 
of the Ant i- Jacobin's parody of his style in 'The Loves 
of the Triangles* ( 169-73 )• The review concludes with 
some serious remarks, mostly of horror at the impiety 
exhibited by Darwin, but containing a condemnation of the 
shadowy combat of his organic forms as opposed to the 
solidity of the best descriptive poetry such as that of 
Thomson, This is an effective ctncl entertain ing review on 
the political side.

4. Karia EDGLr/OiiTil, Leonora (2 vols, Loriuoa, Iou6j

CR (3) 7 (F 06). 213-6
ER 8 (Ap 06). 206-13 (Jeffrey; 6j : 3 j-
BC 28 (i) 06). 655-9

MR n.s. 53 (Ag O7). 435-6 (w. Rees) j|j_g

Maria £dgeworth*s moral epistolary novel Leonora is not 
well served by its critics. It is compel .; ing reading, 
generally well constructed if a little th-in and repetitive 
at times, «nd with a liveliness of language and imagination 
which help to make up for its over-abstract the rising.

Critical is totally inadequate. Three paragraphs 
praise its morality, tell the story, and end trith the only
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approach to criticism: (2l6)

Olivia's character is pourtrayed with a strong 
pencil, and the whole novel is written with gre^-t 
spirit. The sixth letter is an excellent specimen 
of moral reasoning.

Jeffrey's review is fuller, but still f&r from 

adequate to the technical and imaginative felicities of 

Miss Edgeworth's novel. He sums up its status in his usual 

opening paragraph, overstating a plausible C"ase: (2O6-7)

Miss Ldgeworth always writes with good sense, and 
with good intentions: but th-Ls is not among her 
best doings. The story is neither very probable, 
ncr very interesting; — most of the characters 
are rather sketches than finished portraits; and 
there is a wont both of persons and of incidents^ 
which produces a degree of languor not to have 
been expected ii so short a work of so animated 

: ' a writer.

Jeffrey's main incitement to deal with the work has been 

its moral importance.

These general points are expanded in the three 

paragraphs following. Firstly the moral aspect: t^j-s 

is well handled ±u the epistolary form, tb.o-.--gb. the vice 

of excessive sensibility is on the wane at any rate among 

the upper classes. Secondly the Lady G&ivia and i^adame 

de p---- are caricatures, though Jefirey admits a certain 

effectiveness in the outline sketches. Thirdly, returning 

to the moral aspect, Miss ^cig,ewortii is at. usual too hard 

on men.

Jeffrey continues with three lengthy extracts, tne 

moral aspect of which he fivds excel ent but not teery 

entertaining, ana enas with a further discussion of the
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moral. The dullness oi his review is due largely to his 
selection of the iTioral ai3 the seminal pn.i-.ci /le: a technical 
discussion would be much u.ore rewarding, but Jeffrey's 
concern for literature's seciaj. function dominates tins 
unimpressive review.

The British Critic offers a .summary, a quotation, 
and a moral commendation of no value: the characters are 
well supported. This is also the verdict of iiees in the 
Montii y Keview which follows the same pattern of moral 
and summary, though tiees thinks that Leonora may appear 
too cold to the sentimental reader, a harsh judgment,

The treatments of Lennora then are all inadequate, 
only that of Jeffrey having any vtme , and that limited. 
The technical felicities are entirely ignored in a way 
which the treatments of Flee twoori t a less happy novel, 
make Very disap, ointing,

5. GODWIN, ffleetwood; or, the New M&n of Feeling (3 vols, 
London, 1805 ) .

ER 6 (Ap 05). 182-93 (Scott) 11-|:2| 

CR (3) 4 (Ap 05). 383-91
AJfi 21 (Ag 05). 337-58 21: 6j

MR n.s. 49 (Ja 06 ) . 102 (Moody) | : 0

All four reviews of ^odwiii's novel are hostile in part at 
least, and one finds it difficult to say much in favour 
of Fleetwood. Its morality was generally welcomed as

-f 0evidence of Godwin's new conformity to acc^table standards. 
Those passages in the novel which rise above its p
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vague hysteria are -he scene on the lake and r lati^n of 
Hufi igny( vol. i Ch. IX to vol. ii Ch. IV), the 
of Mary (vol, iii Ch. V,>, anu the stri&ag if 
anniversary feast (vol. iii Ch. XV). Its mam faults 
are prolixity, vagueness, improbability, psychological 
crudity, and despicable egotism on Fie two.d's part for 
which his later authorial persona is insufficiently 
developed to compensate.

Scott's review in the Edinburgh is a mild but firm 
rejection of the novel on the ground* of common sense. 
His article is distinguished by Johnsonian simplicity and 
by a neatness of structure which make the later reviews 
look very untidy. The article falls into three sections: 
an introduction summing up Godwin 1 s work to date, a summary 
With comments, ana two concluding pa^es of general 
criticism.

The introduction (pp. 182-3) rejects the remote 
incidents of Caleb Ivi.ll3.ams and St. Leon iii terms which 
re-d strangfcfy from Scott's pehii; another novel is 
welcomed from Godwin: (1820

not, indeed, that we had any great pleasure in 
recollecting the conduct and nature of the story; 
for murders, and chains, and dungeons, and 
indictments, trial and execution, have no particular 
charrus for us, either in fiction or in reality.

This is at any rate in line with the.official 
Edinburgh dislike of incidents remote from everyday life, 
and the following point is clearly Scott's own. he 
rejects the legal questionings oi C^leb »illiar;»s in teems



which remind the reader 01 tiie later ie&cil uctoate in 

The "eart of Midlothian: (182)

There is nothing instructive or console. tory 
this proposition, wiien taken by itself; and if 
-intended as a reproach up-n the laws of this 
country, it is equally applicable to all human. 
judicatures, wiiose judges c-n only decide 
accordinf; to evidence, since trie bupreiac .being 
has reserved to hiniself the prerogative of 
searching the heart and of trying the reins.

This objection is unusual in ics specific application and 

provokes thought ra^ther than a blind reaction as is ao 

of tan tij.e cc. e in moral reviews.

Scott links his prefatory remarks to the novel 

under consideration by emoting Godwin's remarks in the 

Ireface which point out that fyleetvFood is domestic rather 

than roiuantic.

The sum ary of the work which occupies the body 

of the review (lo3-92) is often ironical in tone. This 

ijCDny is frequently justified by tnc overblov»n sentiments 

of th>.. novel, but it is at tir.ies offensive and su& t ests 

that Scott is not giving the vork a fo-ir chance: (185)

The host of i:> leetv;ood carries hira to a pleasure- 
party on the lake of Lri, and chuses that time and 
place to acquai. t him, that while he was living 
jollily at Par.-.s, his father had taken the 
opportunity of dyin^ quietly in Merionethshire.

The scene is as has bet-ii noted one of tne best x^ 

work, though marred b^ scutimentality : ocott's to^.e is 

iable,

The criticism which oco~ct a=o.ivcs of the work in 

the course of his sum ary seems perceptive ana just.
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sags before thejmarria^e of Fleetvoou ana l^ry and indeed 

the story up to the marriage is weak, 'consisting entirely 

of idle and inflated declamations upo,^ the must connvon 

occurrences of human life. 1 (187) The marriage section, 

potentially interest!-. g , is spoilt by its absurd over- 

dramatisation, ^iiile the end of the work where a re&ulcir 

story almost begins is spoilt by its confessed

improbability. Scott then finds the continuously meditative 
basis of the work unacceptable, and this largely because 
he perceives its essential unreality. The romantic 

generosity of i^ufiigny is of a sort usually confined to 

novels (l&"6); the passions of Fleetwood are totally 
selfisli (193) without fine discrimination of shades of 
feeling (192), cind disgusting in their excess (190). The 
high points of the narrative, luiffigny's stoyy f the sea 
delusion of Mary, and the Go thick we da ing anniversary, 
are mentioned and the last two quoted. Only the lake 

scene is unrecognised. The facetious tale of Withers in 
the iirst volume is severely found unconnected with the 

main

Most of tnese comments occur in tne course of the 
summary, a few in the final three pc-.ragrap.as of general 
crivicism f which stresses the disgusting, selfish, and 
crude psychological make-up of the hero and the 

unsatisfactory plotting. The review is thus solidly 
adequate though certainly not brilliant; it is satisfying 
structurally.



The importance of a sound structu e becomes cle^r 
when one turns to the article in the Cr i t i c a 1 A e v i e w , 
-This begins as a summary, but becomes bogged down in a 
four-page quotation of the lake scene and coflc^^des 
lamely with a pa&e of miscellaneous comments. The difference ii 
approach springs from a com ent on this quotation: (390)

... we have alreacy made an extract of ^re 
length from a work of so small importance as a 
novel, than we should have done, had it not proceeded 
from the pen of so well-known an author as rr» 
Godwin.

bcott may have been guilty of levity in his suii;*iary, but 
he was concerned to treat the novel seriously at bottom: 
the Critical * s article seems trivial in comparison. T&us , 
its raoral points are unimportant rather th^n i uncUtmental : 
purity is preserved in the description of debauchery, 
while anticlerical remarks are intolerable. (3^5) The 
Withers episode is praised for its unexpected humour and 
the merit of the lake scene is recognised, but the Kuffigny 
narration is mentioned onxy for its improbability . (39^) 
Like bcott, this critic would prefer a more conventional 
narrative nietuoa, and certainly j^leejwood is not a persuasive 
advocate for the personal meditation. ^gaia like Scovt, 
tne reviewer observes that Godwin seems to be able to 
draw only extraordinary individuals. (36^)

In spite of some fair points, the general effect of 
the review is thus scrappy and trivial: Fleetwood, the 
critic concludes, 'is a perfectly harmless book 1 .

The strangest t^ e<*tmeiit of the work occurs in the 
Arjti- Jacolin review. Lik<-; the Critical it finds the
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genre obviously trivial, an-u makes the point at tne outset: 

(337)
WE were sorry to find for. Godwin cu Hcenaing from 
the higher and more dignified walks of literature, 
to engage ag^in in the manufacture of novels, 
This line of composition, is, at present, so 
degraded by the duln.es s or stupidity of the 
scribblers who deal in it, th t men of talents 
and sense regard it as disreputable.

The reviewer is aware that there are many exceptions to 

the charge, but Fleetwood is regrettably not one of them. 

The introduction concludes with two paragraphs (338-9), 

the second presumably derived from JcotL, maintaining 

t Fleetwood is the work of a recluse and its hero an

egotist, r v ,

The review now turns into a moral treatise on 

marriage lasting for four and a half pages (339-^3) in 

answer chiefly to the final paragraph of Godwin's preface. 

The tone is abusively personal, especially regarding 

foary \vollstone£raf t.

After this unpleasant digression a summary with 

comments concludes the review, all the high points being 

duly n*-ted: the Euffigny narration is criticised for 

improbability and lack of poetic justice and the 

anniversary feast is denominated the work of a UK dman, 

Effectively the review concludes with a quotation of this 

last extraordinary episode. It is an unusual finding to 

a review reasonably effective except for the marriage 

digression.

>foody f s brief review in the Monthly is almost 

entirely favourable but of little import. nee. The Uufligny
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episode and the morality are praised without reservoti.n, 

though F3eetwood is found excessively naive. The ot,h r 

reviews will bo found more discriminating, their common 

sense approach rn^st solidly «^no sensitively exemplified 

in Scout's i£diisburgh article.

6. Charles LAhfi, John tfoodvil A Tragedy (London, 1002}

BC 19 (Je 02). 64-6-7 lt:ir

MR n.s. 4O (Ap 03). 4^2-3 (Ferriar) 1; j.-

ER 2 (Ap O3). 90-6 (Brown) 6-j: l|

Lamb's tragedy was received with unmixed scorn l§y the 

reviewers. The British Critic in a brief notice regrets 

tht.t it can bestow no praise and sets the fashion by 

condemning the unusual conclusion in which John repenting 
pri-ys in the parish church alone early, and the style 
*a mixture of very puerile prose, and very irregular 

blc.rik verse 1 . Its objection to the conclusion reflects 

its ecclesiastical standpoint, the sudden divii e forgiveness 
being 'not a little puritanical 1 , while the stylistic 

objections are a natural reaction to Lamb's unruly blank 
verse.

Ferriar*s treatment in the Monthly is more bantering 
and concentrates on. the mawkish endiiig, particularly on 

the i orticulcority of the bt Mary's Ottery reference: 

'Nothing can be wanting to complete tuis exhibition, but 
that John an^. M&r&aret shouid cheait n ^ll people th^t on 

e^rth do d;ell," before the dropping of the curtcii,.' He
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significantly quotes Boileau in coiideiiin.c-tiorj of the 

carelessness and meanness*

The i^dinburgh goes even further in sharp irony 

with an extended reiteration of similar points by Brown, 

He begins witn a pc«ge suggesting that the drama bears 

xhe signs of true pre-Aeschylean antiquity and in a briefi 

sum ary (91) points fairly to two improbabilities in the 

conduct of the Sherwood scene:

, .. lovel, with a siii&le companion, hastens to the 
forest, to seize Sir Ualtwr; but, awed b^ the 
undaunted appearance of the father and the son, 
'they both slink oif;*

The conclusion is again criticised for its particularity

and one of the phrases quoted suggests an underlying

unstated reason for the condemnation: 'all things felt

1-ke mystery. * (9*O The 'puritanical 1 and the mysterious

wer^- anathema to these logical men. The pervaaiiig drunkenness

is objected to and Drown reasonably finds the comic

scenes as a whole ^feeble and tenuous. (93) The blanMi;

verse is again censured and objection maue to s~rue licentious

iraagesr in the carping moral vein noted as the -ivorsfc

feature, of this reviewing. fi9^)

The reviewers make fair points in their criticism 

and two write entertainingly in the process; Joan Woodvil 

is not a go.d pli>y. But they miss merits. The r.rose is 

sometimes worthy of the best of Lamb: 'A good old couple, 

when the snows fell, to crowd about a sea-coal fire, arid 

taik over old matters.' (28) The v .rse hc*s moments of 

charm if n t of strength as in oimon's li^t of loved tilings
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(49-50). There are some psychological tensions 

stick like burrs to the bruin 1 (79) snci the ending is in 

its own odd terms effectively abrupt. The reviewers we< e 

too concerned with faults obvious to them to seek Tor 

merit and as a result their criticisms are sm eriiciol 

even when cleverly written.

7« K.G. LEwIS, Alfonso, 1-. ing of Castile, (London, 1801).

CR (2) 3^ (Mr 02). 355 4:0

BC 20 (N 02). 558-9 Jht.

£R 1 (Ja 03). 31^-7 (bydney Smith) 3/1: 1

'Monk 1 Lewis's five-act trc^edy of .-.If on so is a 1-vely, 

full-blown piece with some good imaginative writing in the 

first three acts, though degenerating into second-rate 

Gothick towards the close. The blank verse has a breadth 

and the imagery a horticultural consistency which are 

attractive, and the character of the noble wronged ursino 

is of some dramatic interest. A copy in thv. Lodleian 

(K. ado;s. 108.6.93) contains minute alterations which 

bear out Lewis's assertion in tlie Preface (iv/ tuc t he had 

spared no pains in writing it.

The Critical and the British Critic have adequate 

short reviews of half a page and three-quarters of a page 

respectively, tilt latter usi:og its space particularly 

strenuously, both perceive the originality ol the work, 

the Lr itish Critic making its relief apparent:
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We hc~ve been so long used to meet \vith plays 
void of Euaigiiiciiity, vigour, or any living spirit, 
that we hail such an exception as this, and 
purposely refuse to seek for minute exceptions, 
where there is so much thc-t manifestly demands 
c ommend a t ion.

The British Critic also quotes one of the most striking 
imaginative pas >ag^s, making good use of itts limited 
space* It takes up Lewis's remark in the preface about 
the faulty catastrophe, and both Reviews note that the 
sentiments and language are sometimes over aielouram,.itic. 
Thete are fair reviews, that in the briti&h Critic 
giving cin especially goou idea of the play's merits and 
defects ..•-.••: ..• . • . . . >. •••• __ - ,- :. ,

The review in the ^dii-bur&h by Sydney .smith is 
expectedly very differ nt. omith begins with a straight 
summary, straight that is until the end where he finds 
the straiii to great and begins a page of generally 
unfair mockery with the quip: (3l4k)

... trsino stabs juis own sou, «t the moment the 
king is in his son's power; falls down from the 

; • ?• •'•'-'• wouAds he has received in battle; dies in the
usual dr£an«-tic st>le, repeat^Dg twenty-two hexameter 
verses.

Actually tuere are eighteenr,lines, anc. they are 
pentameters. This sort of inaccuracy is characteristic of 
Siijitii's irresponsible approach to his subject. In the 
course of the following pc*ge, he embarks on an unfair 
woeking summary of port of the action once more and 
quite wro-ugly suggests that Caesario is unsurprised at 
the news of his fax, er' s survival. It is clear froir, the 
play that lie bursts out in surprised soliloquy within
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hair— a-miimte of tiie announcement, omith lias several 
moral quibbles witu Lev is. For the nodei'ja reader, tiie.se 
seem petty, though lie wouiu ^robably object to trie sadism 
of several of the scenes in reply to Lewis's challenge 
in the ireface. (pp. iii-iv)

Smith has in conclusion some better i -oiiits to make. 
His mockery seerns justified when directed against the 
divide thunder c&iip in the final scene and lie quotes with 
approYal a spirited speech of Caesar io. His final summary 
has some truth in it, but it has not been justified 
by whCLt has gone before:

The ill success which it has justly experienced, 
is owing, we have no doubt, to tLe want of nature 
in the characters, and of probability and .^ood 
arrangement in the incidents: objections of some 
force.

This is the coc.ksure Edinburgh at its worst, 
flashy, shallow, anu unconcerned. A reader seeking a 
just impression of Lewis's work had far better turn to 
the perceptive arid ^ or thy British Critic or even to the 
Critical.

8, Thomas MOuHi-v tr, , Odes of ./macreor> , translated iiito 
English Verse! with Notes, (London, l800).

CR (2) 30 (0 00). 202-8

n.s. 35 (Ag 01;. 404-9 (l>r Burney) 5^:. 3 1 
BC 20 (Jl 02). 27-32 5i : 2{ 
ER 2 (Jl 03). 462-76 (Eyre) 13-?; ij-
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Moire's flashy translations, or reworkings, of the 
Anacreontic odes provided the ^vj.inbur&h in. 1803 with a 
fine opportunity to show its p^owest in the scholarly 
field. The three reviews of the three previous years had 
been acutely unsatisfactory.

The Critical had led oil in the year oi
publication with an undiscrimiii^tin^ly laudatory article, 
ap roving of ^nacreon's morals but otherwise depressingly 
flabby. Koore's verse is 'polished and easy 1 (2O3)» his 
criticism 'judicious and elegant' (204), and, most 
remarkably wide of the t;uth, 'he has imitated, as far 
perhaps as it w-as pos-ible in a translation, that co cise 
simplicity of phrase which renders the odes of Ariacreon 
so attractive. 1 (203) The r <viewer notes editions and 
approves of them because of their high quality.

Dr Burney's artiest in the Monthly a year later is 
a thin, evcsive piece. He spends the first page praising 
Dayle so that he can cite him as an authority for the 
Anacreontic authorship. (304) Not only was Bayle wrong, 
but the procedure is usatisfactcry in the extreme. 'It is 
now time to pay our respects to Ir. I*>oore f . Burney 
while generally ap i roving of Koore's v%ork finds it 
unsatisfactory on occasion 'from the harslmess oi a few 
of the li.es, ^na tne use of unlyricai words. 1 , The 
hi-rshnee^ springs from tiie prohibited indiscriminate 
mingling of iambics and troahaics; the unlyrical vvor^s 
constitute the majority in the langu,. &e. This i.i neoclassical 
prosody at its most dogmatic, and its least specific
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since no examples of the faults are given. iiurnoy nsa^es 
up the bulk of ii.Ls review with beauties introduced without 
critical perc--.pt j.on. This is a review unworthy of Burncy's 
elsewhere very considerable criticism,

j-ifter another year, the ^r i t ish Cr i t i c brought out 
a revit.v ^re^-tij, superior to the first brace. It begins 
with an apoip&y Tor the delay caused by ' accidental 
circumstounces ' and the need to give such an important 
publication adequate consideration* The prefatory remark 
on the poems hits the truth as to their author ship. (27) 
^ judicious balance is struck between praise and blame 
of koore f s reworking, as occasion prompts. Us^i'ully, 
the reviewer presents & passage of Fawkes's 17^0 trj^sisla 
for comparison. He prefers Moore's without saying why:

A ~.the modern reader is likely to find Fawkes's more 
sinewy translation preferable. The review ends with the 
just suggestion that Moore has considerable talent as an 
original poet. This is a perceptive brief revicv; , 
hardly adequate to the occasion but within its modest 
limits thoroii^hly satisfactory.

The £/uinbur&h allotted ics review to John ^yre l-i.i>. 
who turns out in this solitary article to be an excellent 
knowledgeable anu perceptive reviewer. lie beg,ixis badly with 
^ severe moral attack on ^aiacreon, but this mor^l 
standpoint do^-s embrace a valid criticism <b£ Inoore's 
moral vacillation in the preface. (464) Further, his 
objection to veiled eroticism will generally UQ held to 
be equally valid. (465)
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Eyre pastes froa: the m ral debate to consider > t 
some length the problems facing a translator i-u general 
terms. (465-7) The difficulties faci. g the transit tor 
of ancient literature and especially ol poetry are 
daunting. The problems Tor lac original poet are 
especially acute. A literal translation is not to be 
contemplated for iiiis 'rude, awkward, e\nd barbarous': (466)

; . . yet the principle which first dictated literal 
translations remai.. s i.u force. It constitutes the 
translator's oblig tion to learn tae prevailing 
species of his author's style, and to seek for 
a currespoiiding one in his own language. It 
forbids him, on any account, to substitute ornament 
for simplicity, diffuseness for energy ana 
conciseness, or languor for animation.

By this section of the introduction to his review proper, 
Eyre prepares the ground for his attack upon hoore, an 
attack thus finely based upon the general principles 
established by philosophical criticism. One further 
preparation is nece sary, to examine the nature of the 
simplicity attributable fco ^jiacreoii. (467-70) This is 
not to be fo u.d in the matte^, which is witty ratner than 
simple, but rather in the linguage, epithets are rare iu 
this poetry: (469)

In the ve y few instances \,nich do not fall under 
this remark, we shall find thet the epithets are 
specifically necessary to the description, and 
constitute the most prominent feature of the 
picture. They are neitner expletive nor ornamental; 
neither paraded for show, nor introduced for the 
sake of the measure. They seem intended to <ake 
the author understood by his reauer, anu aspire 
at no higher object.

Anacreon seldofe dwells on amor^^s images but passes by them 
out fus.-i. This cnc-r^ cteri&ation of ' .-.nacreon "s
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-- is deft and perceptive.

thus established the nutur of the task 
which i'ioore ou^ht c to have set himself, i/yrc c^ii swing into 
his main consideration (47O-5) of the translation 
before him:

If tiierc be any truth in the preceding 
observations , we cannot be expected to aw rd to 
Mr Koore the praise of being a faithful interpreter. 
Anacreon, we have said, used scarcely any poetical 
diction; but Mr Moore employs one th<-t is both 
very copious, and extremely ornamented. Anacreon 
is sparing, even to Niggardliness, of epithets. 
Mr £iOore pours them forth with profusion on all 
occasions .

The emphasis is turned from thought to diction, from 
vivacity to elegance, coid here the term eie&ance takes on 
a specific meaning in the precise context. Lyre censures 
especially the use of the word rorsy on. every occasion. 
He goes on to compare Moore's expressions *ith ti^e origi-ual 
version and some lit oral translations to expose the full 
horror of what has been com itted. But he has already 
made it clear that his censure is not indiscriminate. 
The embellishing method, can occasionally iuiprove the 
original: (4fO-l)

It is used with advantage in a fev* odes th«t are 
descriptive; but we feel it cumbersome in many 
of the lighter jbieces, and quite intolerable in 
those which hinge on a conceit, or partake of the 
manner of an epigram.

Later in the consideration this statement is backed up
(475) fry a literal rendering of Ode X vl with l-io ore's version,
Here the modern reader will sug&e-t th-t ^y^ e lias b en niietled
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by his liking for elegance. The stark original ia finer, 
and indisputably very different,

iiyr.e rounds off his review excellently by bringing 
in a much wor^e transit. \-or , tue sprawling 'riev rend i-jr 
Ycun^e ' , and is able to ena aphoristically : 'lounge's 
translation is .ell fitted for a pot-house; Score's is 
much better calculated for a bci

Eyre's achievement is to have combined the widest 
and the closest considerations of his subject, to have 
largely avoided easy terminology, and to have penetrated 
to tue soft centre of Moore's specious verses. More 
reviews from his pen would be welcome.

9. Thomas MOOR-a, Epistles , Odes r and other Poejas., (London,

ER 8 (Jl 06). 456-65 (Jeffrey) 9:4.1 
AJH 24 (Jl 06). 263-71 8; 6-| 
MR 11. s. 51 (o Ob). 59-7O (Ferriar) 11 : $> 
CR (3) 9 (O 06). 113-28

faoore ' s volume of miscellcineous poems of lbO6 is a 
production of varied quality. *t its best it is a 
gentler reworking of metaphysical love poetry, playful, 
melodious, arid with a certain sinewy quality and. imaginative 
diversity wiiich bewitch the reader ^t times ., But hoore has 
written far too much anu polished far too little, c*nd much 
of the volume is repetitive, uninspired, and sickly .
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Jeffrey f ai J s totally to appreciate tue 
qualities oi tue work, though he makes it clear at the 
outset thfc u Moore h^s pleased nim in the past with 'A 
singular sweetnes.-s and melody of vcrsii icatici; , -- smo th, 
copious, anu f ~r .jilic,r aiction, -- with soaie brilliancy 
oi' fancy, ana sorru show of clas ical erudition, 1 qualities 
which are mostly present in the Epistles* L>ut Jefi'rey 
chooses to launch a violent moral attack on Moore's 
latest volmnc which occupies pac.es '156-60, ovor half his 
review, and one may .imagine tlu-t his later aesthetic 
condemnation is influenced by tiiis moral abhorrence. The 
more?! atteck maintains that poetry arid liTe must be judged 
by the same mor^l standards, and that tooore is a creeping 
debaucher as op A osed to the honestly evil Rochester and 
Dryden; he is especially bad for women who must be kept 
pure, ^nd lor the nobility. This is oi merely historical 
interest, cis is the full-scale uncompreiienaiiig mockery 
of so e line passages \vitich makes up the re^t of the 
review, Jeffrey's failure to syrapatnise with tae no.ti- 
lo^ical which is to appear again in his Wordsworth review 
leads to his ironic condemnation as 'magnificent' of the 
stanza: (462)

Soft as she smil'd, he smil' d age-ii>;
They seem'd so kindred i.u their charms 

The,t one might think, the babe had then
Just budded in her blooming arms! 

He louk'd li^e soiuethi-g form'd of air,
Which she had utter f d in a sigh; 

Like so;ne youn^ spirit, resting there,
That lute had wander'd from her eyej

The on J y poems w-ich Jeffrey does appreciate are, 
significantly, the epistles in heroic couplets a
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with political affairs: those 'approach the Aie«re t to 

corn. -on senst ' . Cnly here and i.r his cousideratioii of 

Wordsv.-crth dees the full limitation of Jeffrey's approach 

become cle^r. he speaks another i&

Oddly, the y-i-rrt i - J a c o b i it i : e v i e w turns out oto be 
much more favourable to Moore's volume, but th.is is 
largely due to the anti- jacobin se^t j-iaents of the epistles
wiiicii had attract-., d Jeffrey. almost the vhole of the,. ^ je*
revie. is devoted to quotation and praise of tiie political 

poe^ss. In the last two pages the amatory pieces receive 

some small attention. Morally they are found over-sensual 

but without specification the reviewer justly notes the 

variation in standard. Though more just ii. its final 

evaluation, the review is no more valuable than Jeffrey's.

' '•' • By far tne eiott discriminating of these reviews is 

thc^t by Ferriar in the ^.onthly , It is not notable for 

its cor. s true t ion -- a set of general remarks, specific 

criticisms, lengti.y quotations, and a brief coiiClusioii -- 

but it is critically perceptive tiii^oughout iu a way wiiich 

puts Jeffrey tc sha.oie.

Ferriar begins by r- calling the high hopes which 

J^oore had inspired in his early days. The terms of his 

praise are exceptional ...y interesting: (59

Limited, as his poetical powers generally seemed, 
to florid ana sometimes quaint description, a 
warmth of feeliii.^, and an intermixture of elegance 
of expression, were oc casioi..,lly discernible , 
which reminded us of the better times of xoetry; 
•and wiiich afforded, rea^^ii lor expectiii^., tii t a due
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application of the file might import superior 
merit to his succeeding productions. *'ar fr ,m 
realizing these agreeable prospects, we have now 
to complain th^t JXr. Koore has emptied the rough 
drafts oi his i-ortfolio before the public, to 
make up a sizeable volume in wuarto.

Ferriar rightly notes the carelessness which robs this 
volume of its rightful effect and accuses Moore of 
substituting sensuality for wit which is certainly true 
on occasion. Moore docs sometimes achieve the wit which 
Ferriar de«r»mands: (60)

Erotic poems, like those which constitute the 
principal bulk of this volume, Ctsn^ot, oujght not 
to please by exhibiting open depravity. If their 
authors can ever be forgiven, it is when they 
divert the fancy by the seaucti<->ns of wit and 
taste, from the contemplation of the real grossness 
of their subjects.

The faults which Ferriar enumerates in the foltowing 
paragraph (6l) are justly characterised and make more 
specific the earlier charge of carelessness:

The perpetual recurrence of a few ide^s, the 
cureless lines, tiie ill-moulded plinases, and xthe 
poor concepts, which beset us throughout the volume, 
render it far inferior to the author's former
productions. Most of the poems before us read 
like faint copies of rur. Little.

Specific examples follow, all well-chosen. Especially 
effective is the contrast drawn between tooore and Donne, 
bearing, out Ferriar *s earlier disappointment with the 
volume by presenting the lwarmth and delicacy' of bonne's 
'rough-spun 1 lines. He also quotes perhaps the fjuiest 
li.es in the volume, from the M, rvellian second bpistle:

^t once, the mighty wood receives 
The stranger in its world of leaves, 
Which soon their barren |jlory yield 
To the warm shed and cultur'd field ..,
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Two extensive quotations leqd to an under sty livable mockery 
of the irregular odes and a final call for polish.

Again, this is not a shapely review, and it has 
not the inne»- coherence of Jeffrey's bet-t articles, but 
it shows evidence of a very discriminating critical 
faculty,•even if the final effect is arguably over-severe.

The Critical * s review is long but imperceptive. 
It coiisitts chiefly of a mockery of Moore's conceits which 
have been shown to be uncongenial to t^e logical reviewing 
mind. The review begins with a brief moral con.dem.aat ion 
but wisely decides that since conversion on the moral 
front of the apprentices who like Moore's specious glitter 
is ur. likely the attack must be strictly on aesthetic 
principles. (ll4) The faults discerned in a lengthy 
catalogue with ample illustrations arise from the basic 
need for Moore to diversify the essential monotony of his 
language and sensual feeling. Almost all the conceits 
condemned spring from tnis observation so that even if the 
censure is iraperceptive it is coherent as Jeffrey's is 
coherent in his happier articles. The first example of 
far-fetched imagining cited is sig.uificu. t. tor two parted 
friends to look at the jnoon is simple and poetical, but 
lor it to be a transatlantic letter-carrier is crabbed, 
disk being furthermore an astronomical term. (115) In the 
wiiole publication 'is a rare mixture of ealloifuial 
vulgarism and smartness, with far-fetched, crabbed, and 
abstruse conceits and allusions. 1 (ll6)

This basic premise is carried through relentlessly, 
so as to destroy its partial truth in the general amused
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censure which also embraces the metaphysical poe.s. (117) 
Effective and strained coi ceits are treated with equal 
scorn, and the criticism of miscellaneous faults enus on 
page 122 with a conservative horror at vulgarisms. A 
more general ciiooracter isation of i-io^re as the sickly 
embellisher of Cowper's bald simplicity leads to a roluctant 
set of beauties deriving from Moore's lucid intervals, 
mostly resulting in pleasant descriptive passages.

This review is intelligent but insensitive, more 
unified and powerful than Ferri^r's, but less just and 
discriminating since hoore's style is anatiierna to tiue late 
neoclassical intelligence.

10. Walter SCOTT, Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border, 

(2 vols, Kelso, 1802).

DC 19 (Je 02). 570-6 64:3^ 
ER 1 (Ja 03). 395-406 (Stodaart) 11:41 
MK n.s. k2. (S 03). 21-33 (Muirheud) 12; 7 
CR (2) 39 (* 03). 250-9 9:7l

These four Ktviews all give substantial notices of Scott's 
ballad collection which w^s clearly a major antiquarian 
event: it is indeed closely linked by all except the 
foonthly with Percy's Re1iques« The account given by the 
British Criti£; is the only undistinguished article and 
even it has points of interest. The critic is particularly 
struck by 'The Fray of Suport 1 and f A Lyke-Wake Dirge' 
(the former actually a forgery by .Surtees) and comments

.£,with Durkean emphasis: 'ijoth are singularly UIICOUJWE and 
savoge; but their wildness has a terrific effect, wnich would



378

perhaps be diminished, if they were more easily intelligible.

(575) It is clear however that while the critic appreciates 

the antiquarian value of the 'truly elegant collection 1

(576) he is unconcerned with any literary value which the 

pieces may heave. Thus of Leyden's spirited ballad 

imitations he writes that they 'would be perhaps more 

generally pleasing, if they represented less exactly tne 

obscurity of transition, and harshness of character, 

observable in the early border-poetry.' (576) His article 

is thus laudatory but ultimately of very lim-ited interest, 

and is largely an account rather than a criticism.

Stod^art's easay in the Edinburgh is an outstanding 

piece. He too begins with a reference to Percy but expands 

on a mere mention by pointing out justly that the polishing 

of ballads was essential for Percy's readers but that now 

readers may be presumed to be capable of accepting the 

originals. (396) Incorporated in the Percy section is a 

short paragraph of philosophical criticism with its 

implied Aristotelean and explicit kidney references. This 

is one of the distinctive features of the Edit 'burgh ' s 

criticism arid demands quotation:

The legitimate eim of history and of poetry is 
the s^-me -- to improve mankind, delect^nao , 
pariterque monendo: but the object is attained by 
different means. History follows i^urnan events 
through the course of time; poetry seizes their 
prominent features, their permanent pr j-iiciples , 
the same yesterday, to-day, i^nd for ever. History 
is a subject^ of profound philosophical investigation; 
but poetry, as blr Philip Sidney observes, 'is 
indeed tne right popular philosophy. ' In a 
publication wnxch endeavours to unite their
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separate advantages, something must be conceded 
to both sides. It is no objecti n to these 
•Volumes to say, that the poetry is sometimes 
trivial, any more than it would be to remark, 
that the historical facts are not always correct.

The first part of the review is antiquarian and 

continues in this knowledgeable o.nu intelligent vein, 

making the excellent point that it w^s right of .Scott to 

be generous in his selection since the materials preserved 

wo^ld otherwise have perished with the decline of the 

oral tradition. This sectioii of the review concludes (399) 

with a criticism of Scott's orotund style, interestingly 

extended to include the title itself. Opinion on ocott's 

stylistic merits or demerits has always been sharply 

divided.

Unlike his colleagues, Stoduart devotes half of 

his review to the aesthetic merits o± the ballads, with 

the bold and refreshing opening: (399)

We come, now, to consider the poetical merit, 
which, though not the only, muot be the chief 
object of such a publieati n; and which, we may 
add, is here attained in a very eminent degree.

He rightly characterises the rugged force of this early 

literature, citing as his predecessor had done the 'Fray', 

and 'Dirge 1 ! but his critical vocabulary is too limited to 

make much further advance possible, and he is reduced to 

talki g of 'stamp of nature 1 , 'exquisite merit 1 (4tOO), 

'pathos and simplicity' (401;, and 'spirited description' 

(^02) with extensive quotation. One attempt to break out 

of the terminological circle is interesting, iart of the 

ballad of 'ivinmoxit Aillie* is introduced Vrith tiie sentence:
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'in »any of. the recitals is a mixture of rough humour, 
which, like the characterising touches of Hogarth's pencil, 
gives an animation often attempted in vain by more polished 
writers.' (403) On^ one occasion, however, Stoduart 
mistakes in a manner characteristic of his age the serious 
tone of a stanza:

The whole story of 'willie's Ladye ' turns on 
a difficult delivery. The fair '.Lady Janet' 
commits a f aux-i &s of the some kind; and so coKLnon 
does the indi sprat ion appear to have been, that the 
bold ' bar on, her father, is made &o inquire after it 
in this easy manner:

'Out tiien. spoke her father dear, 
^nd he spoke meek and mild;

And ever, alas, my sweet Janet, 
1 fear ye gae with child. '

The moral tone is at any r«,ite mercifully light in this 
section of the review, a virtue most rare.

This outstanding article ends with sensible 
remarks on the modern imitations. The attempt to blend 
spirit and elegance is commended , but the result is 
different from the ancient ballad, however excellent in 
its own right. This is only one of the different aspects 
of the publication covered succinctly and penetratingly 
by btodaart.

Muirhead's review in the Monthly is a very mixed 
affair. He is knowledgeable , but unsympathetic to the 
genre and dishonest in his methods. He begins by wishing 
thdt most of the volumes had been consigned to the 
Transactions of the Jtoyal society of Edinburgh; they can 
be of no interest to .the general reader. he fails totally
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to apj^reciate the power of the bal > t;d stunza, describing 
as savouring of Sternhold and ilopkins the excellent 
quatrain:

iidinburgh castle, town, and toure, 
God grtnt thou sink for sinnej 
And that even for the black dinoure, 

Douglas gat therein,
By neoclassical prosodic st<~>nu.ards this is certai..,ly 
unacceptable, Muirhead tates up a point touched on bj 
bto^dart in criticising ocott's limited polishing. (24) 
He characterises well the peculiar dram. tic qualities of 
the genre (25-8) but blindly demands 'smoothness or 
delicacy 1 anu forfeits sympathy by an unfair transliteration 
of pa±t of 'The oang of the Outlaw Murray' (28-9). This 
is the passage in Muirheaci:

Should it be alleged that none but a native 
of Scotland can f ec-1 and appreciate the beauties 
of his vernacuj ar poems, we admit the assertion 
to a certain extent; and that much of the spirit 
and effect of an original composition may vanish 
in a translation: -- but let us, for the sake of 
experiment, merely change the orthography and 
pronunciation of two stanzas taken at random, and 
see h.w much poetry will remain behind: 

"Bid him meet me at Penmariscore ,
And bring four in his company;
I' ive i^arls shall come -with myself;
Good reason I should honoured be,

"And, if he refuses to do that, 
Bid him look for no good of me I

: . There shall never a Murray, after him, 
have land in i^trick forest free,"

This is undistinguished, but the origi al turns out to 
occupy three very satisfactory stanzas:

1 Minstrelsy i, 18.
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"He bidcis ye mete him at Fenmanscore ,
And bri g four in your cumpanie; 

Five ^rles sail gang himsell befor^ 
raair in number will he be.

"And, gif you refuse to cio th-t,
(1 freely here up&ive wi ' thee) 

He'll cast yon bonly Castell down,
--aid mak a widowe o' that gaye Ladye.

"He'll loose yon bluidhound Borderers, 
wi' fire and sword to follow thee;

There will never a Murray, after tnysell, 
Have land in jotricko Foreste frie."

It appears from this that Muirhead's procedure is more 
false even than that of okeat in his notorious modernised 
edition of the Rowley poems.

In this strangely mixed review, Muirhead ^oes on 
to anticipate one of Jeffrey's key ideas, that accidental 
or local associations can have no place in poetry intended 
for a serious, widespread audience: 'That species of 
gratification, however, which originates in accidental 
associations, scarcely belongs to the cognizance of general 
criticism.' (29) It is no surprise that Kuirheaa greatly 
prefers the modern feallad imitations to their models. (32) 
Pie concludes by copying Stodciart's examples of icott's 
own orotundity. • ;

Kuirhead makes several good poiit. ts, but he is 
unreliable and imperceptive in what matters most of all, 
the ballads thems€;lves.

Critical f s article appeared in November l8G3 
and was thus able to include in its consideration the 
third volume of the minstrelsy. The reviewer be i Jus with
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'Edward 1 . Most of his article is quotation, but he rises 

to prophetic heights on p^ges 255-6, looking forward to 

The Lay of the Laot Minstrel arid its successors:

Under each of these six heads of dissertation, 
a number of curious out-of-the-way r lations are 
compiled from the forgotten repositor ies of 
fabulous marvels. Manj 6£ them will serve for 
the story of future ballads, and the decoration 
of yet unwritten metrical romances. They constitute 
the elements of British mythology; qnd , in the 
hands of a modern Ovid, ra^y be shapen into a wild 
catalogue of metamorphoses , into amusive anecdotes 
of sorcery, fabler ies of romance, or tales of 
wonder -- into a thousand and one nights of entertain­ 
ment, or golden legends of shuddering astonishment. 
Nations must have their mytholo^ists : when the 
priest gri-ws rational, the poet takes up the task 
of delusion.

This remarkable passages raises a dull analysis into the 

philosophical class at one stroke, but of the reviews 

that of Stoadart in the Edinburgh is the touchstone, sure 

and penetrating, rising fully to the occasion.

11. « alter oCOTT, The Lay of the Last Minstrel, (London, 

1^05).

EH 6 (Ap 05). 1-20 (Jeffrey) 19^; 8^

£R (3) 5 (Jl 05). 225-42 17:5!
BC 26 (Ag 05). 154-60

MR n.s. 49 (Mr 06 ) . 295-303 (huirhe^d) 8;5t

The fo»r Reviews all recognised the importance of Scott's 

first romance, but it w«.*s the Edinburgh which gave the lead: 

without Jeffrey's largely enthusiastic essay tht otu<-r
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Reviews might well have £,iven less attention to the
poem. Jeffrey's fine article falLs into f ur sections:
an introductory assessment, a sum ary and cornriiej.it on. the
arrangement of the fable, and lists of beauties and faults.

The first three paragraphs are a penetrating 
introduction. Jeffrey begins b> characterising the poem 
succinctly and. justly: (l)

This is a romance • . . composed by a minstrel of 
the present day; or s«-ch a romance as we may 
suppose would have been written in modern times, 
if that style of composition had continued to be 
cultivated, and r artaken consequently of the 
improvements which every branch of literature has 
received since the time of its desertion.

Jeffrey goes On to deduce from this what Scott's procedure 
ought to have been, nd with the reservation that he is 
excessively severe with the medieval models lu s reasoning 
is just: (d-2)

Upon this supposition, it was evidently i-ir 
bcott's business to retain, all that was good, 
and to reject all that w^s bad i.** tne models 
upon which he was to orrn hi iself; adding, at the 
same t-uut:, ai..L tue interest «ncl the beauty which 
could pos«.«bly be assiniil^tea to the manner and 
s irit of his original. It w^s His oui.y, therefore, 
to reform the rambling, obscure, e>,nd ijitorininable 
narratives of the aiii^ent romancers, -- to 
moderate tUeir uigreft^i^ns, ~~ to abrici^c: or retrench 
their unmerciful or needless c ofecriptioiife, -- 
to expunge altogether iciiose feeble c*nd ^rosaic 
passages, the rude stupidity ol im^i-ch is GO a^- 
to excite tiie derisioix of ^ m dern reva^r; at 
same tiine he w^s to riv*,; l, ii he couiu, tlie force 
and vivacity of tiic-ir minute arid varied represent- 
<ati - iis —- tiie c^c*r<-.c tens tic simplicity of tinjir 
pictui'es of iut*nnei's -- t.^e energy c.iid conciseness
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end the lively colouri-ag c.nci accuraxe- arawi g by 
wnich tney &ive the ef/ect of re<-<lit.> to every 
scene t sey undertake to

Jeffrey ^ives it as his preliminary opinion (2) the t tne 
resuJt is f o very beautiful and enter t mining poeu;-1 , uia-

9

only tvio reservations :' the subject is insult iciently 
dignified and ocott h«u& been too sparing of amending, 
medieval fttults. The introductory pc>jt i-i^rapi^ are in 
techni t ue akin to ^yre's in their setting, uo^n oi the 
case as it a^ e«i ^ to the reviewer, in their laying of 
this iounacitioii upon which tiie review Cc*n be

Jeffrey pc.s^cs, as part of his scheme to put the 
reveler in posses ion of the f^cts, to a summery, warning 
him first of all tht.t the plot is irregular. The summary 
is entirely plain and occupies 2>\ pages (3-6): th, two 
paragraphs on page 6 deal with the fable. Judged on 
regular principles it is defective, not all tue parts 
collar ibutl-i^g to the action, but Jeffrey is wil \ in^ to 
admit that causal sequence is of aecoiidary iiftpOi tance in 
accordance wi * h his associati^nist coij-ceptioii of the iiature 
of poetry:

cut though we feel it to be our auty to point 
out these obvi us defects i..^ the structure of the 
fwble, .. c have no hesitation in coi ceding to the 
ooathor , that the ft4ble is but & secoi^^ry co^^sideration 
in performances of this nature. /, poem is iiitenoed 
tu ple^we by the images it suggests and the 
feelings it iispiree; ana ix" it c^iitaiiu cieli^Ittf ul 
images and &fi acting sentiments, our plei sure will 
not be materially impaired b^ ^ ome sli^nt want of 
probability or coherence in the i.arx'ative by wnich 
tliey ere connected.
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Jeffrey is not dealing here with an inndr coherence of 

the work of art, i^port«iit for a full understanding of 

ocotx's ^enius , but rather with a series of beauties 

emotionally apprehendea. This becomes clearer as faculty 

psychology terms tiu-ke their familiar appearance:

The c a 11 i da j un c t ur a oi its members is a grace, 
110 doubt, whj.ch ought always to be aiflueu at; but 
the quc.lity of the members themselves is a consider­ 
ation of far higher importance, <ina that by which 
alone the character of the work must be ultimately 
decided. The adjustment of a fable may indicate 
the industry or the juagtufciit oi. the writer, but 
the genius of the poet can only be shewn in nis 
management of its successive incidents,

With this important distillation , essentially pre-Coler idgean 

though thoroughly up to date, Jeffrey disposes of the poem 

considered as a whole and goes ou to list and quote the 

beauties,

These beauties are not merely listed as tney might 

be by a lesser critic. They arise from Scott's civilising 

or softening of the rudeness of medieval minstrelsy. The 

introductions ana the poet's own moralisatioiis are particularly 

impressive (7-1G) and a general and acceptable softening 

is noted at tlie opening of the work. (10-13) Characterist­ 

ically, Jeffrey attributes the superiority of the Lay to 

medieval romances in the difficult field of description 

partly to the associations which the descriptions arouse, 

as in the moonlight view o±~ i>;elrose ^bbey (13)«

In the foilov, ing descriptiw^ of I.elrose, 
int oduces the second Cento, the reauer will 
observe how skilfully he calls in the aid of 
sentimental associations to heitaten the e iect of 
the picture which ne presents to the eye.
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Careful selection can make even descriptions without 

overt emotion acceptable. (l4-5) Jeffrey concludes his 

set of beauties with a quotation of tiio ivosabel^e ballad 

and turns to the faults.

The faults are of two sorts. The poem Cc<n be 

too locc;l anu minute, as has been pointed out & 

characteristic ccnplain.t of Jeffrey: on this grouri'ti he 

objects to uilpiii Korner , actually the ^ernel of the poem 
and clearly essential to its irna^iiiw tive coherence. he 

fiuds the diction too rough and quotes t*o examples 

which demand a disyllabic r_ to scan. he «lso reasonabiy 

censures the repetition of words: 'never, never,' 'in vain, 
in vain', and the like. (20)

Jeffrey 1 .- article is of the highest importance. 
It is limited in its faculty psychology bc.sis and in its 

distrust o,r the particular, but its linguistic criticism 
and its understanding of ocott's purpose and aciiieveuient 

are clearly visible i^i an article worthy of its subject.

The Critical has a useful article, not nearly as 

philosophical as Jeffrey's, but just in its balanced 

estimation of the Lay . It consists chieflj of a summary 

with quotations and occasional critical comments, but there 
is an introduction largely on the style and a concluding 
estimation.

The critic h<^s as his effective opening gambi^ a
CO

comparison of the Minstrel in beat-tie's po<..m with i/^ertt's 

more genuine figure. lie passes to consider bcott's 
professed reasoii for iiitrfciucing tne f.-jiabtrol ana finds it
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specious: the stylistic reginen,en ts are modern rataer tnan 

sev<-nteenth&ceiitury , and no less welcome for that. Scott's 

real motive would appear to the critic to b. a is liking Tor 

the discursive introductions to the cant s. (2L'6> The 

poet's own digressions are more varied and still more 

welcome than ethos e of the M-instrei, apart from the 

'metaphysical' introduction to Canto V. The actual merit 

of tiie verso is mixed i> its varied inetrc which hos both 

advantages tmd disadvantages for the reader.

The summary (227-^0) is plai*... The reviewer 

criticises tne tiialo^ye between the river and mount a i 

spirits amusingly but justly:

This may be 'very pretty and gent, 1 as far. Dayes 
Sc*ys, but to our mind, it sayjpurs too much of the 
small talk, which passes between two beiii&s of a 
similar description in a certain frantic production, 
entitled, if we recollect night, the ./ ancient 
Mariner.

Technical terms and Gilpiii iiorner are also, f&iiowit,g 

Jeffrey, censured, wi; le Scott's descriptions are generally 

admired.

The review ends with a just estimation t»f the work. 

It h&s too ::xich 61 the impr ovi s a t or e ; it is irregular 

(though that is of small importance); it is full of 

excellent description; and finally: ( 24 1 )

i-'Orn in the country once pregnant wa th events , 
similar to those Wii-i.cn a.-, s verse portrays, he 
appears to snatch much ol local enthusiasm from 
the ground he has trod. Cursed amid scenes,

Where every mountain 
Inspiration breathed around, 

he has caught what fragments of traditionary lore
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float down the- stream of time, he ha;-, v.oven ti.ese 
into his narrative, htt has from these given a 
colouring to win., t ii tne of; sprii-g of hiw own vivid 
imagination, and ho i.as wruugi.t tne v.acie i^-to a 
tissue , at i..nee btautiful and consistent.

Th.>s ending is at a higher temperature than tiie re^t of 

the review, Lut it is tiie din.ax cf a ju^t ana di, 

if unexciting and ^enorally ratiier superficial tree

Tiie tret traeiit in the jur it i s Ii Cr i t i c is a strawy 

drawing largely on Jei\i'ey f s article anc. largely 

a plain sum ary. The minstrel is praised and Jeffrey'3 

conclusion restated: (l60)

Amoi.g imitations of ancient poutry, tiie lay of 
the Ic«st rainstrel muot always be uistin^u-i-shecL, 
from the judgment with \vhi h every beauty of the 
model is preserved and improved, and every 
disgusting fc.uit avoideu.

The r, viewer u.oes aef ..nu Gtilpin iiorner, and tne opening 

of the fifth c-iito is denominated 'very elegant poetry* 

but otherwise this review deserves its oblivion.

Kuiriieaa's review in the Hoiithiy- is equalxy 

uniraprissive c.nd fclso dr«ws heavily u; on Jeffrey. he 

condemns the choice of subject , st-nun arises briefly &nd 

plainly, aria is more rigid then Jeffrey i hi& condemnation 

of tne construction: beauties nicy help oni^ to Uiake up 

for it. Some beauties are quated at length, including 

the liitroducti ns to ^aiito I. e na C^noo III t^nd the 

Kos^belle bcill«d. i'.isccligneous criticism of prosodic 

licence, the gi-wii^.g nomenclature and tecnnical terms, and 

the ^ i os Ir a e which* 'would maKe a capital figure in
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Drunken i5k,rnaby' s Journal.1 This last sums up much of the 

crude Kuirheeu in his parody of Jeffrey's subtle and

assured reasoning.

1'ci. colter i>CXT%\ harm ion , ( Ldiiibur^h , lo'Gb1 )

ER 12 (AP 08). 1-35 (Jeffrey) 35: 15

CR (3) 13 (Ap 08). 387-401 14-,; : 64
MR n.s. 56 (ivy 08). 1-19 U-erivale) l£: ?f
BC 31 (je Ob). 640-8

Jeffrey's review of the Lay hau been somewuot equivocal, 

balancing the faults against the virtues. In iias treatment 

°^ ?-^rmion , while adopti-u^ the same i^rocedure (general 

estimation plus summary plus faults and beauties) ne co.^es 

dowri against Scott, or at any rate against the Scott of 

the metrical romances*

Kis introductory 'assessment (1-3) notes intelligently 

that it is always difficult to repeat an initial success: 

the Lfcty iiad the do ble advantage of shock tuia lete-r 

idealisation in the readers' tninds* i>asicaliy i^ arm ion is 

not different from tiie Lay except that its beauties and its 

faults are more clearly visible since it is on a larger 

scale: (2)

It has more tedious and flat pcis .traces, ana mere 
ostentation of historical and antiquarian lore; 
bu w it has also greater richness and varxet> , 
both of character and incident; and if it. has less 
sweetness ar*:» pathos in the softer pasta^es, it 
has certainly more vehemence and force of colouring 
in the loftier and busier representations of action 
and emotion. ... 
The characteristics of both, however, arc evidently
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the same 5 -- a broken narrative -- a. redundancy of 
minute description -- bursts of unequal and 
energetic poetry -- and a general tone of spirit 
and animation, unchecked, by timidity or affectation, 
and undiestised by any great delicacy of taste, or 
elegance of fancy.

This is going to be Jeffrey's main line of attack -- aa in 

the Lay but always more strongly developed. He rr.ak^s 

clear in the filial paragraph of the introduction (aiid he 

is to rep.at it more forcefully towards the end of the 

review) that he believes the. t Scott is wasti. ^ his greqt 

talents on & basically uriviable genre anu that it is his 

duty as a critic to persuade hira of his error. The evangelical 

spirit of'.tiie anti-jbake campaign thus spreads to Jeffrey's 

treatment of Scott. -

A summary follows, detailed, slightly ironical 

at times, but generally straight (3-£)» and it is followed 

by censure of five main faults of construction arising 

from it (8-13)« much of which has validity. Firstly, the 

story is too tli^ht for so ioii^ a poem and the descriptions 

rarely ai_d to the understanding of the story. This is 

true, though the whole questi^* of the nature and validity 

of this schizophrenic genre demands subtler treatment than 

it receiv s here. Secondly, tue plot is intolerably 

obscure: Jeffrey's unanswerable charge is backed u^ with 

many v^lid examples of obscurity. lie incidentally objects 

to the Gothick trial scene: (9)

The public, \*Q believe, ii«s no^v supped full of 
t-.is sort of horrors; or, if any effect is still 
to be produced by taeir exhibition, it may certainly 
be produced at too cue.-p a rate, to be wortay the 
ambition of a poet of original inae iiic tion.
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The Uo thick is so well dono in t xs pas.T^v:e th-t Jeffrey's 

censure seems harsh. Thirdly, Jeffrey objects to tue many 

coincidences which Scott freely en/ploys in nis plot, 

consulting 'his own ease, rather than tiie delight of his 

readers. 1 V10) ^gain valid examples are liberally 

provided. his fourth objection is to tne uninteresting 

characters end to their general moral despicabili t,y . i im lly 

(and with less general validity) he censures ocott for his 

lack of Scottish patriotism.

Jeffrey proceeds to deal with the very considerable 

beauties hinted at in his introductory remarks largely 

by extensive quotation of descriptive passages (13-28) 

introduced Ly the elucidatory sentences:

If tiiere be any truth in what we nave now said, 
it is evident that the merit of t. is poem 
cannot consist in the story. ftnd yet it has very 
great merit, and various kinds of merit, • — both 
in the picturesque representation of visible 
objects, in the delineation of manners and characters, 
and in the description of great ana striking 
events .

The quoted passages are all descriptive and fine above 

anything previously seen in Scott and they reach a climax 

in the account of Floduen: (2?

From the moment the author gets in sight of 
Flodden Field, indeed, to the end of tlie poem, 
there is no tame writing, and no intervention of 
ordinary passages. He docs not once flag or 
grow €edioLs; and. neither stops to 'describe 
dresses and ceremonies , nor to commemorate the 
harsh}vaaaaes of feudal barons frojr. tne Border. 
There is a flight of five or six hundred lines, 
in short, in which he never stoops nis wing, nor 
wavers in his course; but carries the reader
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forward wiltlfe a more rapiu, sustained, arid, loi ty 
movement, than tiny i/pic barci the..t v*e can at 
present remember.

This is the hi^h point of Jeffrey's praise: he 
concludes with more faults, soiuewhqt clumsily appended to 
the announced plan of the article, sij.ce his distinction 
is not altogether viable: (28)

n
The faults of the fable we have isfereacly noticed at 
sufficient length. Those of the execution we shall 
now endeavours to enumerate with greater brevity.

lie devotes most of the remaining space to one fau.t, the 
antiquarian description, (28-3^) tie coniplair=s that this 
is unnatural in a modern author, a dubious poi t: antiquarian 
description does n t occur in the medieval metrical 
romances, wiiere it is tjue newness of the setting that is 
emphasised. ouch description, Jeffrey further argues, is 
obscure to the modern reader: again the objection mi&ht be 
raised that Scott helps the reader very adequately with his 
notes and glosses. Jefirey strangely ar 0ues that only 
description intimately connected with the ^eiuarally 
esteemed medieval chivalric system is successful. (31) kn 
the following page he illuminatingly rounds off his argument 
with £ comparison of Scott and i>ar\-rin: both arc eccentric 
to the main permanent inter-.-sts of mankind and therefore 
both must became obsolete. The argument is more valid for 
Darv»ii than for ^cott, though in his case too it is partly 

applicable:

Fii.e ladies and gentlemen noW talK, indeed, of 
donjons, keeps, tabards, scutcheons, tres&ures, 
caps of raaii.teriance, por tcullisses, wimples, and we 
know not what besides; just as tuey did, in the
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days of i>r iJoirw-M-i's popularity, of gnomes, sy|Lphs, 
oxygen, gossamer, polygynia, and polyandria. 
That fashion, however, passed rapidly away; 
and if it be now evident to all the world, that 
Dr Darwin obstructed the extension of his fame, 
and hastened the extinction of his brilliant 
reputation, by tiie pecicuitry and ostentatious 
learning of his poems, llr Scott should take care 
that a different sort of pedantry does not produce 
the same effects.

Some exanv les of ugly expressions follow which are ascribed 
to the haste in which tije poem was composed and in the 
penulti ate paragraph Jeffrey repeats his warning to -Scott 
not to waste his great talents, not to found a new school 
to annoy the critics, 'a new schism in the catholxc poetical 
church'. Imitations of the ^cott poems are certainly 
uniformly weak, lacking ocott's knowledge ana cohesive 
imaginative power.

Finally^: and lamely, Jeffrey deals with the 
epistles which he finds generally unsatisfactory, not 
exploring at all their effect on the poem or their 
connection with the different cantos. It is a weak ending 
to a review sound rather than brilliant, a little 
disordered, and not going deeply enough ..into controversial 
aspects of Scott's work. Nevertheless many useful and 
va&u criticisms are made,

The treatment afforded by the Critical is still 
more severe. It begins with a summary of the obscure 
plot with comment and quotation. The ballad stjle is 
criticised and it is maintained that the Gothick conclave 
derives its effect rather from the stock reactions of the
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reader than ire- a* emy originality iii the description, 
(339) a judgment wuich se ms untenable;: Scott's description 
is certainly more powerful tnan most Gothick work before 
him. jhore just is the assertion that ^cott's poetic 
style is unable to rise to passicii^te declamations as 
before the co_ clave or at t^e meeting of Clara and de 
Wilton, The only aspect of the poem which comes in for 
unstinted praise is the description.

-• = The reviewer passes to the introductions (393-6) 
with which he is not impressed. lie finds- them lacking in 
ideas and particularly objects «.o the pictures of gloomy 
weather. These > ictures are integral to the poem and the 
objections are trivial. The epistles demand more astute 
and penetrating treatment.

The review coi elides (396-4O1) with miscellaneous 
faults, beginning with a useful summary of objections 
in ter*ns very close jbo those of Jeffrey in the simultaneous 
review;

• •,* r the impression made on ourselves, and those 
whom we have consulted, is, that the story is 
faulty in connection, that the events are not 
sufficiently numerous for the length of detail, 
that an ambition to disjjlay all the knowledge 
with which the author's mind is imbued, of old 

• '• ; "times, has induced hi$ to dwell upon particulars 
on ancieiit manners, armour and building, more 
suitable to an antiquarian than a poet; «nd above 
all, that the thoughts want dignity, and tue 

v verses harmony.
The detailed faults are headed by gr mmatical infelicities 
as part of Scott's loose stylu. ^s in the JL din burgh , 
Scott's speed of writing is bl^n.ed for such ugly expressions
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i^s 'These executioners were chose* ami rej>e&tt d use of 
But ohj (397)• The variations in metre are found unple^sing 
arid excessive simplicity is predictably objected to. A 
more detailed analysis of the novel style of the poem 
would b<~ required to back up these allegations. The 
Critical joins Jeffrey in his desire to see Scott fulfil 
his potentialities. The terms of the statement are 
significant and lintv. up with the anti-barbaric trait 
frequently found in criticism of the period: (40J-1)

... we should rejoice to s<-e an author of a genius 
so transcenaent ado^t a to^e and manner consistent 
with the pavers of nis mii.d, and enlist hinself in 
the cohort of regular and polished ^n^lish poets. 
... he owes to ais country his endeavours to 
promote the cciuse of good sense, good poetry and 
good taste under tae sanction of his name, rather 
than his exanjp^e in aiding and abetting every 
offender who rises in arms against the few salutary 
restrictions on English literature, imich m«y yet 
withhold our poesy from utter barbarism.

This conventional ending is not surprising in a review of 
some small acutenu-ss but little sustained penetration and 
one which never realty comes to grips with its challenging 
s ub j e c t.

Equally severe is the Monthly review which begins 
by summ&risiug tne nature of the work and goes on to 
consider the .bpistles, to give a sum ary of the plot, and 
to conclude with grammatical faults and weaknesses in the 
versification.

The introduction speaks highly of Scott's power of 
transporting the reader to the time and place of the action,
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perhaps the highest m<:rit of poetry, but turns im eaittcly 

to mention the faults of the \ lot and versification and 

to point out th^t some of the blemishes result fr-o.: an 

exaggeration of elements tidmirable in themselves: (1-2)

•.. his descriptions of natural scenery are 
repeated to tediousness; ... his knowledge of the 
manners of former ages occasionally betrays hiqp 
into pedantry; and . . . even the proper naiues of 
places, wiu ch convey a peculiar ch^rm to ears thut 
have been versed in the antient Scottish minstrelsy, 
are sprinkled so thickly and often with so little 
meaning, as to »ake the reader, though delighted 
at first, begin at last to suspect a trick, and 
to take of1 nee at th^t which, if managed with a 
sparing hand, mi&ht have been uade a source of 
unmixed pleasure and approbation.

Strangely, Merivale considers that-'ithe plot and characterisation 

are superior! to those of the Lay while there are fewer 

pathetic and poetical moments: a more general judgment 

would involve a contrary assessment.

The Epistles are found to be misplaced, interrupting 

the fable: I erivale fails to appreciate their contribution 

to the scale of the poem. The first epistle is deemed 

commonplace and the second the most poetical. 1 erivale 

«iotes that five of the epistles begin with winter pieces 

but fai s to draw any conclusions frofti this about the 

tone of the poem,
/ /- **•' 

The summary (6-17) is stra»ght, but embodies

quotations and com rents. The most important of these 

relate to the trial, where Jherivale rightly finds Constance's 

recital dull and butcher-work Tor the imrnurement unforgiveable. 

The descriptions are generally appreciated.
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After attackj^g, with examples, the rhymes 

grammar, and also the want >f ear, Merivale confesses 
himself disappointed with the poem and admo ishes Scott 

in terms akin to those of Jeffrey or the Critical: (9)

We do not flatter ourselves tuc«t he will pay to 
our advice tii<~t attention wiiich he has refused to 
his acute friend, i'-jr. j-rskine: but it is possible 
that nis own good sense may in time perii&ade him 
not to abandon his loved Kairy ground, (a province 
ever which we wish him a long and prosperous 
government,) but to co abine the chinas of lawi'ul 
poetry with tho^e oi wild ario. rossuantic fiction.

Again with several good points, Merivale fails to penetrate 

to the imaginative heart of ais subject.

The British Critic sometimes shows a perceptive 
balance in its articles not fo rid in the rest of the 
Edinburgh's contemporaries. It is so on this occasion. 
The reviewer rejoices to concur in the public's high 
estimation of Karmion, though he lias reservations. In 
the course of his i,. troauctory remarks he praises bcott 
for his true originality as opposed to the perversity of 
indiscriminate rule-breaking, or what has been noted as 

mannerism. The nature of ^cott's poem is carefully defined; 
'It is a kind of Lyric narrative, partaking occasionally 
in some qualities of the E ic, but always more fcasy and 
familiar.' (64l) bcott's ruain virtue is his descriptive 
power, and the second section of the review gives a series 

of descriptive 'beauties'. Answering earlier reviewers, 
tais critic does not find the minuteness objectionable: 
it is a Homeric device: (642)
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These particulars, often inconsiderable in themselves ,
have the effect of giving truth and identity to
the picture; and assist tne mind in realizing
the scene, in a degree which no general description.
could suggest; nor could we so completely enter
the castle with Lord x*>l|arrnion, we.e any circumstances
of the description omitted.

In a judicious comparison the vault is fo nd less extra­ 

ordinary than the voyage of tae nuns, though both are 

striking.

The transition from these beauties to the examination

of Marrnionf,3 weak points is well made: (644-5)
&> 

The attractions we have here enumerated, added to
that of an easy and natural versification, which 
seems to be entirely unpremeditated, will 
sufficiently account for the great popularity of 
Marmiori, notwithstanding the faults, which are 
many, in the plan and conduct of the story. But 
the beauties prevail over the faults, because the 
former are seen and felt at a glance, whereas the 
latter are chiefly perceived upon reflection.

The main fault is the despicable nature of the 

characters, and here the reviewer draws extensively on :" 

Jeffrey's aneilysis of their failings. The plot (with which 

all readers are by this time presumed to be familiar) is 

improbable, but this may be allowed to genius, for there 

is a * charm 1 which cannot fail to please, however rough 

the story. (646) The epistles are found good in themselves 

but :K t of place as they interrupt tne narrative: again a 

reviewer has failed to penetrate to the essence of tne 

poem's imaginative cohesion.

This is a just and unusually but effectively 

constructed review which sho.ws evidence of thought within 

its too small compass.
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13. Robert SGUTHEY, Thal.ba the Destroyer, (2 vois, 

London, 1801).

BC 18 (S 01). 309-10 1;-1

ER 1 (0 02). 63-83 (Jeffrey) 20§:4j-

MR n.s. 39 (N 02). 2^0-51 (Jeffrey) 11^:6

CR (2) 39 U 03). 369-79 (Taylor) 10:4

The British Critic's review of Thaiaba has the merit of 

promptness, but no more can be said, i or it: '... the writer 

of this wretched stuff has the vanity to censure the 

approved verse of his country 1 . By approved verse here 

the neoclassical prosodic tradition, and especially the 

heroic couplet, is rnea^t. Like Jeifrey, this reviewer 

is baffled by bouthey's free verse, but unlike Jeffrey 

is stung into pure invective: ' ^ more complete monument 

of vile and deprived taste no man ever raised.'

It Was noted at the outsell" of this study that 

Jeffrey wrote two reviews of the epic, an ordinary article 

for the Monthly Review and a much mure ambitious one for 

the first literary utterance ox" the i: din bur gh ̂ Although 

the article in the Edinburgh appeared in October, and that 

in the Iioiithlv not till November, 18O2, it is clear that 

the Edinburgh article is the more mature. But the question

of temporal priority is of little moment. Jeffrey has
i 

arranged that the articles, while consistent, vhould

be complementary. His examples are not duplicated, nor 

ar • most of the incidents which he chooses for com ent.
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The article iii the rionthly is essentially an 

analysis with quotations of beauties in the traditional 

style. The openix;.g sets tae mixed attituue which Jeffrey 

adopts throughout:

It is not easy either to class or to appreciate 
this singular performance. It lias many faults and 
many stri ing beauties. it is irregular and 
splendid, improbable and interesting, and at once 
extravagant and elaborate.

At once the analysis begins. The sum nary of each book's 

action is followed or interspersed by beauties. The 

beauties inevitably j.ieave a predominantly favourable 

impression. The suntfiary is unbiassed till the ena of the 

second book (2^3) where mockery begins to appear very 

occasionally, as the sorcerer's blow is avoided as 'the 

whole pious family prostrate themselves in prayer 1 . The 

irony is never all-embracing, hoi^evar , and most of the 

account continues to be straigiitf oirsrard. Jeffrey's comments 

on the individual books discriminate well between their 

varying degrees of success, but these comments are scanty. 

There is no use of critical terminology, the beauties 

simply being presented to the reader without commJtet, 

The rev-tew en~s with four general paragraphs justly 

summarising the mixed success of the poem, improbable, 

loose metrically , but with considerable descriptive talent, 

even if it is over-employed to the detriment of cnaracter 

interest.

For the Edinburgh , Jeffrey has entirely rethought 

the reviewing process. Half of the long article is 

devoted to his first attack on the Lake oets of whom he



402

admits that ooi they is tht lea^t objectionable. (6€) 

This attack does not concern tiie immediate consideration 

excppt in so far as it bi&sses the reader against Thal^ ba 

before the review proper has be^tm. This bias is increased 

by two other factors. Thalaba is quoted as an ex-rap -le 

(admittedly not the worsfc) o± poetical slovenliness (68-9) 

with the comment:

Now, this style, we conceive, possesses 110 
one character of excellence; it is feeble, low, 
and disjointed; without elegance, ana without 
dignity; the offspring, we should imagine, of mere 
indolence and neglect, or the unhappy fruit of 
a system that »ou.ld teach us to undervalue that 
vigilance and lab ur which sustained the loftiness 
of Kilton, and gave energy and direction to the 
pointed and fine propriety of iope.

Further, when discussion of the poem finally conkajaiices (72) 

it is with no balanced statement about beauties and faults, 

but thus :

The first thing that strikes the reader of 
Thalaba, is the singular structure of the versification, 
which is a jumble of all the measures that are 
known in £iiglish poetry, (and a few more), without 
rhyme, and without any sort of regularity in their 
arrangement.

The review of Thalbba falls into three main 

sections. The sentence quoted leads into a discussion 

of the versification (72-^t); then follows a critique of 

the fable and its arrangement (7^-9) » and finally a scries 

of beauties and points of excellence selected from different 

parts of the poem. (79-93)

Jeffrey's maiii criticism of the versification is 

that i& is unreadable without preparation. Southey believed 

that exactly the reverse was the case:

Thalaba, i. viii-ix (Preface)



403

One advantage this metre assuredly possesses; 
the dullest reader cannot distort it into discord: 
he may read it with a prose mouth, but its Ilow and 
fall will stili- be perceptible.

The moaerii reader will with his experience <-f free verse 
agree with Southjsy, but Jeffrey's bewilderment is historically 
understandable. The treatment of the fable begins with a 
mocking summary of the very wortt sort £ull of 'The good man 1 , 
'The old lady 1 , and suchlike wit tic dans. (75) Jeffrey 
characteristically and not altogether unjustly reg^rus 
all tiie goings-on as mere childishness, and, also witii some 
justice, the outpourings of a copinion-place book. (77-8) 
Finally, but too late to save the poem, Jeffrey relents, 
leaves his arch style and quotes miscellaneous beauties. 
There are several points of interest here. >ji attempt 
at novel critical language is made, though only once, when 
the opening lines of the apic are said to have 'a certain 
solemn and composed beauty*. ( 8 0) Maimuna reminds Jeffrey 
of Calypso. (8l) Further, it is worthy of note that the 
ending of the seventh book, which had originally seemed 
abrupt, is now cited among the beauties: (80)

Who comes from the bridal chamber? 
It is ,>zrael, the Angel of Death.

Jeffrey's penultimate paragraph strikes the reader as 
ingenuous in the circumstances: (83)

There is some very fine poetry in the two 
concluding books, from whidh we would willingly 
make some extracts, if we had not already extended 
this article to <uii unusual length, and given such 
a specimen of the merits and defects of this 
performance, as will probably be sufficient to 
determine the judgment of our readers.



This b'd.L n burgh article is far more readable and 

interesting tiian that in the Monthly t but its filial effect 

is too severe while that of the Kontiily is too flattering 

to Southey's frequently tedious versifying. Loth make 

good points; both show characteristic limitations ; neither 

strikes the desired balance. The Edinburgh article is 

significant beyond question, but it is not significant 

primfljciily as a review of Thai aba.

An origi-ual approach to t,.iis provocative poem is 

also adopted by the last in time of the reviewers, William 

Taylor of Norwich in the Critical. Ls^entially, he 

combines the dissertation and the suin ary with a difference.

He begins with *£*# two startling paragraphs

characterising tne poem imaginatively and justly; the over- 

enthusiasm is tempered later:

P£RHAi'S no work of art so imperfect ever 
announced such power in the arti&t -- perhaps no 
artist so powerful ever rested his fame on so 
imperfect a production -- as Th^laba. The author 
calls it a metrical romance; he might have called 
it a lyrical one; for the story is told, as in an 
ode, by implication^ not directly, as in an 
epopoeia.

Taylor Ccitches succinctly a characteristic feature not 

only of Thai aba i^ut of the age ushered in by the Lyrical 

Ballads. The originality of TayJbr ' s expressions br.iiigs 

the poem before the reader in an impressionistic manner 

looking forward to his admirer hazlitt: (3&9)

No arguments are prefixed to the bo^ks of 
Thalaba; in many places it would be difficult to 
infer the argument, and to write down, in lucid
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order, the adventures of the perso ages. Lvery 
being bursts into luininousness , like figures in 
the phantasmagoria; and, before one can ask, 
Vheiice and whither dost thou fly; another springs 
before us more mysteri us and aweful, which, in 
its turn, beco es distincter as it recedes. The 
verse itself seems \o have the wildness -^nd the 
power of incantation; to call down at will the 
moon from heaven, or build a palace in the desert; 
to bid the gardens of iaradi.se blossom, or the 
destroying Satniel commence bis blast.

Taylor's third paragraph introduces the nevertheless 
systematic section of the dissertation and nu.st be quoted 
for its observations on critical method confirming the 
impressionistic effect created by h ,.s opening: (369-70)

So novel a romance it is difficult to praise 
,,•.. or to blame too much; and it is more natural, or

at least more in unison with the to e of t^e poem, 
to do both rhapsodically than methodically, as 

.-•:. r the alternative but not evanescent impressions
occur, than, according to tlie prescriptive rules 

' of criticism, by the successive analysis of iable, 
; r characters, machinery, and style, and the ordinary

discussion of its historic, ethic, fantastic, and 
; ' phraseologic pecularities.

The dissertation proper does in fact deal success­ 
ively with the fable, the hero, the place of the supernatural, 
and the st;,le, two paragraphs being allotted to the first, 
and ojie to each of the others. The plot is found tenuous, 
the adventures disconnected, as in Jeffrey's criticism, 
but Taylor prefers to concentrate on the many individual 
beauties. Thalaba*s unworldly emotions are rightly found 
inhuman and the agency of the immortals similarly cold. 
Taylor professes to be able to discern Hebrew, Italian, 
and German elements in the style. More convincing is



his analysis of the min^liii-r of the genres: (371-2)

In turn, the ballad lends its affectin 0 simplicity, 
the heroic poem its learned solemnity , tae drama 
its dialogue form, anu th& ode its versatility of 
metre.

The merely i^n^lish reqdv.r is overwhelmed, but it is 

exhilir ̂ ting to the literary cosrnoxjolitan. Taylor signifi­ 

cantly recognises 'n w principles' of metrical theory, 

(372) though such lines as iv, 2G2 'rjid his camel than the

monstrous elephant 1 defy even new prii~ci; ~<&i.s (presumably 

accentualism is in ais mind).

After this stimulating general analysis, Taylor 

embarks on a summary of the twelve books. But this is 

no mere sum ary of events: rather it is a characterisation 

of the atmosphere of each bo k with occasional comments 

on details. There are two points of special interest 

here. As the structure of the review is a compromise 

between the two Jefirey reviews, so the treatment of the 

ending of liook VII is a ref n. ernerit half-way between 

Jeffrey's treatments, presumably intended as a comment 

upon taem: (376)

The seventh book would, be very interesting, 
if a certain suspense overhung the t . repared 
nu. tials of Thal«ba 3nd Cneiza. T'Le unexpected 
catastrophe le sens the paiihos of the chilling 
words --

'Who comes from the bridal chamber?
It is /kzra&l, the angel of death. 1

The critical language of the comments is not generally 

disti guisiicd but the remarks on the atmosphere of the 

books are successful, and depend for their effect on 

riving the 'feel' of the bo k in a short space, when
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Taylor wants to praise a specific passage, such «o the- 

opening of Book IX he resorts to an infectious if naive 
enthusiasm: (376, 8)

Book IX« —- The charsii, which o^ens this book, 
is \vojidrou^l w, well painted: it is more than 
painted; it is created! it breathes I it lives! -- 
*»e muet trariscbihe.

J pages transcribed/

Greeks! Latins! come with your Pythonesses! 
Whertf is there a 'description like this? Edinburgh 
reviewers, tamers of gen-us , come and vaunt 
couplets and habitual metres , and show us an 
eifect like this! Ghost of hoileau, scowl! we 
will enjoy.

With this passage the gauntlet is thrown down to the old 
criticism, in which the Edinburgh ^oview is significantly 
included, and we are unmistakably i4 a new a^e.

Tayld»r ' s article is vastly superior to Jeffrey's 
Edinburgh review as a treatment of oouthey. He is o^en 
to the new poetry as Jeffrey is not and he is evolving 
a critical method to convey his enthusiasm. This is an 
article of the highest importance.

Robert SCUTHEY, Madoc, (London, 1805)

ER 7 (0 05). 1-28 (Jeffrey) 28: llj- 
MR. n.s. 48 (0 O5 ) . 113-22 (Ferriar) 9/i :6 
CR (3) 7 (Ja 06). 72-83 1U1-Z- 

BC 28 (0 06). 395-^10 13t:5i 
06). 486-94 8t:

Jeffrey's treatment of Ma doc is closer to the subject than 
that of Thai aba had been. Although his four-page introduction
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does mention the Lake school it is primarily concenned 

with Southijy' s work. The main fault according to Jeffrey 

is unregulated ambition, contempt for established practice 

and acknowledged masters: (2)

If we must renounce our- faith in the old oracles 
of poetical wisdom before we Ccai be initiated into 
the inspiration of her new apostles -- if we must 
abjure all our classical prejudices-^ and cease to 
admire Virgil, and i: ope, and uaci.ue, before we can 
relish the beauties of Mr Southey, it is easy to 
perceive that Kr Southey's beauties are in some 
hazard of being neglected, and that it would have 
been wiser in him to have allied himself to a 
party so respectably established, than to have 
set himself up in opposition to it.

Wliile all of this strides tne modern reader as being largely 

of historical interest, it should be recognised, that Jeffrey 

has been provoked by Southey's remark at the close of 

his Preface:

The manners of the Poem, in both its parts, will 
be found historically true. It assumes not the 
degraded title of Epic; and the question, therefore, 

iis not whether the story is formed upon the rules 
of Aristot e, but whether it be adapted to the 
purposes of poetry.

•fc 
Jeffrey continues by applying his association:; sh principles

to the local associations aroused by new poetry and

Loc» cit., p. ix. It is of interest to note th^t in the 
copy of tae first edition of Madoc now in the Bodleian. 
(13. O. 69) one George Taylor who possessed the work in 
l8l4 has indicated classical parallels alongside 
several passages. Reverence for the classics could 
take more than one form.
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suggesting thqit since only wh^ t is generally felt can 
please and therefore be true poetry nothing new in taste 
can be produced: (2)

In matters of taste, however, we conceive that 
there are no discoveries to be made, any more than 
in matters of morality. The end of ooetry is to 
please; and men cannot be mistaken as to what has 
actually given them pleasure. accidental assoc­ 
iations, indeed, may impose up n them for a seasoii f 
and lead them to ascribe to the genius of the poet 
an emotion \vhich was really excitea by the circum­ 
stances in. which they perused him: but this 
illusion con never b. of long duration; and the 
emotions which he co tinues vo excite und^r every 
variation of cmrcumstances, the feelings which he 
commands among every class of his readers, and 
continues to impress upo$ every successive generation, 
can only be referred to that intrinsic merit, 
of which they afford indeed the sole and ultimate 
criterion.

This is an intelligent adaptation of the eighteenth-century 
theory of gmierulity to the new psychology. accidental 
associatens are a major source of invalid ad lice 
judgments. But the dubious nature of Jeffrey's case is 
brought out by his elaboration on page three of the moral 
parallel where he numbers amo^ng the eccentric paral.i-els 
from the mor^l realm 'educating boys without the use of 
birch 1 . To Jeffrey all the newness of the new school is 
affectation, 'an affectation of infantine innocence and 
simplicity; an affectation of excessive refinement and 
preternatural enthusiasm; and an.af* ect&tion of a certain 
perverse singularity in learning, taste, aiici opinions. 1 (3)

When. Jeffrey turns in the final para^rapn of his 
iiitroduction on. page four to ^outhey's specific defects, he 
is unanswerable. The historical element fades arid his
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Southey is betrayed by his facility; this is the basic

contention of the paragraph and from it Jei'frey draws a

variety of conclusions. The style is redundant rather than

nervous or concise because of the ea- iness of the metre

which: /

leads him on insensibly from line to line, and 
frota page to page, without let or obstruction, and 
carries him smoothly through every sort of illustration 
or exposition that occurs to him, without once 
admonishing him of the necessity of excluding 
much, in order to give effect to what is permitted 
to remain.

The result is verbal looseness, the easy word rather than 

the right one, and precision by inflation rather than by 

pruning. The result too is a metrical and imaginative 

flabbiriess. Those who have drooped their way through 

this blank verse will recognise the truth of Jeffrey's 

statement. Its brilliant procession from the seminal 

concept of facil ty is no le.ss admirable,

Equally just is the concise sum ary of the merit 

of the poem with which Jeffrey turns from the general to 

the particular, a characteristic paragraph akin to that at 

the opening of the review of Scott's Lay; (4-5)

The poem now before us contains many beautiful 
passages, and bears decisive testimony, we think^ 
to the genius and amiable character of the author. 
But it is obviously too long, — and, independently 

. .,, of the faults resulting from the affectations we 
have already mentioned , its excessive length, 
togetner with a want of interest in the story, 
and a considerable failure in the delineation of 
character, will render it tediuus , we are afraid, 
to ordinary readers, and communicate an air of 
heaviness to the whole composition.
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Madoc will be full of interest, but poetry is no* written 

for the antiquary.

Jeffrey proceeds to his seco d mai, secti n, the 

summary. (5-9) This is largely Straight but occasionally 

slightly 'swung 1 ironically to point out improbabilities. 

The burden of the occasional comments is that the connection 

between the sections of i-art I and between Part I and 

i art II is weak. This ob jection has more force than 
the similar complaints about the Lay ausSoutheyJs work 

depends more on its narrative structure, the imaginative 

coherence being considerably weaker.

analysis of faults connected with the fable and 

characters follows and all b£ the points seem valid. (9-1^) 

The lack of coherence is stressed again; Madoc is too 

perfect to arouse any interest; the opening is obs-cure 

to t e general reader; the blending of i*jadoc and Columbus, 

thirteenth and fifteenth centuries, leaas to gross improbab­ 

ilities in the .Miner ic an section of the poem.

Filially Jeffrey deals as usual with faults and 

beauties of versification at the end of his gradual 

penetration to the smallest of details. Four main 

categories of faults are noted. Firstar affectedly simple 

passages arc mocked, and certainly the flatness of much of 

Southey ' s verse demands censure, though Jeffrey's crude 

irony can be applied with equal abandon to far better 

works. (14-7) Low, antiquated, and vulgar words are 

condemned in the approved fashion of the times. Nost of



412

the examples are happily chosen. Second of the detailed 
faults is a tendency to bombast ano obscurity by which 
Jeffrey means cniefly oouthey's unimpressive 'subliLie 1 
utterances and bis lists of unpronounceable vvelsh names. 
(17-9) Thirdly, Southey's 'diffuseness and prolixity 1 
are censured and an example with endless conjunctive 

clauses quoted, (19-20) Finally the negligent prosody 
predictably receives its share of the condemnation, (20) 
All these points are well made and wisely illustrated.

Against these fau.:..ts are to be set beauties of 
description, chiefly of the minutiae of nature, but also 
of such rites as -he cathedral service and the Aztec 
horrors. The Welsh lays are praised and extensively 
quoted. Jeffrey selects just those passages of Madoc which 
are still of real interest, though his critical comments 
are negligible and his vocabulary correspondingly 
unimppessive. The whole review is one of his most 
valuable and permanently vaiid as an estimation of the
poem: it is doubtful if a more detailed or sophisticated

i 
study would produce a more satisfactory result.

The comparison of Jeffrey's assured treatment with 
that of Ferriar in the Monthly is instructive, Ferriar 
makes similar points, but his article lacks unity and 
shape and is considerably less detailed than Jeffrey's, 

The torse, often ironical, is very similar, Ferriar *s 

review falls essentially into two parts (which is one of 
his main complaints against Madoc). The first is a 
collection of miscellaneous points, the second a set of 
long extracts from the poem.
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The miscellaneous points are five in number. 
Ferriar begins as Jeffrey had with the genre and its 
relation to classical models. Ke is at his most witty 
but equally unenlighteniiig, his correct conclusion being 

presented ironically: (113)

The tixli of epic, which he indignantly 
disclaims, we might have been inclined to refuse 
his production, had it been claimed; and we 
suppose that Mr. ^outhey would not suffer it to 
be classed under the mock-heroic. The poem of 
Madoc is not didactic, nor elegaic, nor classical, 
in any respect. Neither is it Kacphersonic, nor 
Klopstockian, nor flarwiniaii, -- we Ire^-^•grc.T'Tr-j—ve 
beg paruon, we mean Brookian, To con&lude, 
according to a phrase of the last century, which 
Ww<s applied to ladies of ambiguous character, 
it is what it is. -- As Mr. Soujjghey has set the 
rules of Aristotle at defiance in his preface, 
we hope that he will Ceel a due degree of gratitude 
for this appropriate definition of his work. 
It is an old saying, thoroughly descriptive of 
such an old song as this before us,

The prefatory verses attracfc just irony as 'modest 
ostentation 1 (11^) and Ferriar equally justly finds the 
structure unsatisfactory. Since the poem opens with 
Madoc's return to wales, we lose the sense of expectation 
which ought to pervade the first voyage to America, 
The criticism of the two-purt structure is too flippant 
to carry the weight of Jeffrey's condemnation of the lack 
of connection between the parts. Finally, Ferriar follows 
Jeffrey in mocking Yuhidthiton, Coanocotzin t and 'the 
yawning jaw-dislocating 1 Ayayaca (115) a*id in condemning 
the general dull mediocrity. These remarks, while just, 
are not unified by a central concept as those of Jeffrey
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The concluding extracts make the scrap iness more 

obvious* They are chosen avowedly to enable the reader 

to judge for himself, presumably presented as representative 

of the qualities of the work, both good and bad. Thus 

the first extract is selected from the opening pages of

the work, describing the ship in an impressive manner later
d adopted by Scott in The Lord of the Isles and then defining

into an allusive dialogue. Ferriar comments, with some 

reason: (117)

This long passage co * tains instances of ivir. 
Southey's peculiarity of manner, both in his 
success and failur » The description is sometimes 
striding, and even brilliant for a moment: but 
the action arid the manners are heavy, and we must 
add, mean* We will repeat, at the hazard of 
being called prejudiced and pedantic, that tiiis 
is not the simplicity of Homer and Milton; and that 
an historical poem requires elevation in the 
thought and language* If the author cannot support 
his ifcork with proper dignity, he should choose 
a different teisk.

More detail is needed, however, and one suspects thut 

Ferriar is darning his money to * easily with this 

superficially attractive procedure.

The review ends after further extracts accompanied 

by less and less comment with a bitter attack which gives 

an unduly harsh picture even of this severe review: (122)

To us, t-.ere appears a thorough perversion of taste, 
in the conception and execution of tue whole; 
and we are disgusted with the tameness of the 
verse, the vulgarity of the thoughts, and the 
barbarity of the manners.
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The unidentified reviewer in the Critical is a 
man of lively mind and a welcome sense of humour. He 
begins severely but in the course of extracting beauties 
for his final section warms to the better parts of £ adoc 
and is able to conclude with a balanced assessment. The 
first section of the review (7^-9) wh • ch precedes the 
beauties-faults conclusion (79- end) falls into four 
sections .

The reviewer is particularly annoyed, as Ferriar 
had been, by the amusingly egotistical prefatory verses:

CONE, LISTED TO A T^Lii OF TlMisiJb OF OLD.1 
COME, FOK YE KNOW MEJ I AH HE wHC SUKG 
THE K«1D OF ARC; & I *&i H£ *HC FRAMED 
OF THALAB« Till-, ivILD & WGNDfciiOUS SONG.

The reviewer seizes on tli i s and parodies it in the 
form of an advertisement for patent medicines by Dr 
Solomon: (73)

Come, listen to a list of cures performed! 
Come, for ye know me: I am he, who cured 
Maids of their achs , and 1 am he who framed 
Of Balm of Gilead the wondrous pcwer.

It is a fly ting rather than an illuminating parody, and is 
backed up by the anecdote of the wit who is alleged to have 
soliloquised: '

•Come, for ye know mei I am he who framed Of 
Thai aba the wild and wo drous song. Are you? 
Then I will not waste any raon.y by purchasing your 
Madoc •

The reviewer passes to consider revolutionary 
verse, of which he disapproves morally in that linking of 
style and politics which has been noted as characteristic
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of the age, and to expound the true meaning of the quotation 

from Luciaii on the title page of Thai aba. This introduces 

the whole subject of Southey's relationship to the ap rovc-d 

classical models which the reviewer vividly sums up thus: 

(75-6)

If the lines of Dryden and of Pope are to be 
compared to the twing-twang of Jthe Jiew' s ha:pp , 
Mr. Sou they must not accuse us£want of good 
manners, if we should compare some parts of his 
Thaiaba to the grinding of the hurdy-gurdy, some 
to the dissonant clang of marrow-bones and cleavers, 
and some to the rapid rapping harmony of the salt- 
box.

Lucian is quoted against Southey to round off the subject 

neatly,

Southey's anti-;\r istotelean statement in the 

Preface now attracts the reviewer's attention and he 

conservatively maintains the integrity of the genres, but 

in terms exceptionally interesting, again seeing literature 

as an essential part of the fabric of society: (77)

The purposes of poetry are of various degrees; 
they are sometimes answered by a sonnet, or by 
a ballad, in the same manner as a hovel or a shed 
will answer the purposes of a house, or as a 
fig-leaf will answer the purposes of an 
embroidered petticoat: but if in til those arts 
which adorn life, we are to study only this tame 
sufficiency, then all the various improvements, 
which have rendered man's social abode a t eatre 
of wonders, may be quietly given up, and all our 
pride and all our honors be lowered to the ground.

Before passing on to the beauties and defects, the reviewer 

mentions that So they has been unjust to Columbus in 

ascribing his adventures to the nonentity Madoc, an



interesting variant or the demand for li.i.storic^-1 accuracy 

with again a moral note introduced.

The beauties and faults are indiscriminately 

mingled in the final section of the review. The 

descriptive beauties receive their due, but the reviewer is 

more impressed by the characters than his contemporaries 

were or the present day reader is likely to be: (79)

There is scarcely a single page without some 
striking beauty, without some sublime description, 
some delightful picture, or some forcible appeal 
to the heart: but as a po^m it is defective in 
plan and in arrangement.

The main defect is pointed out in a striking restatement 

of Jeffrey's condemnation of the construction of the
-••• • • ' T. ,' '- •/.'•" „ ••,.-- • ' '

poem: (80)

... the banners are gay, the pomp is magnificent, 
the actors are of noble mien, and appropriately 
attired, the music is harmony itself, but the whole 
procession is badly arranged.

while oth-r defects such as the versification, the names, 

and the over-minuteness are par ticulc.tr is eel, the beauties 

are slenderly represented in spite of the reviewer's new 

fulsomene^s of praise, so that the final effect is again 

untidy. Nevertheless this article is generally 

discriminating and if lacking in Jeffrey's logi^c has in a 

large degree the equally important quality of readability.

:• i The British Critic has a long treatment of Kadoc, 

most of it consisting of a sum *ary with comments. 

Unfortunately, the summary of the fir-t part evidently 

took longer than the reviewer anticipated and he has to 

compress the second part with the lame excuse that it is
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there is a severe comment on Southey's anti-Aristotelean 

remark in the Preface which plays into the hands of most 

of his reviewers: (395)

This position, which will operate as a considerable 
abridgement of our labours, and m st have materially 
facilitated tuose of the author, who wrote, as he 
advises us to judge, without a standard.

This miss s the point of ^outhey's contention and 

therefore does indeed avoid the question of standards 

altogether.

The reviewer's comments on the individual cantos 

of each part are mostly hostile: he prints verse as prose 

(397) anci objects to the imitation of the story of 

Columbus; (400) like Jeffrey he finds the opening dialogue 

distressingly inferior to the description of the sea 

voyage (396) arid the main voyages improbable (402). His 

own complaints are chiefly against the antiquerianism, 

especially when the notes contradict the text, an unusual 

objection to this sort of poetic licence. (397, *fcO4, 4O9) 

The descriptions and welsh odes he finds excellent as does 

Jeffrey,

- In the second part of the review a slightly ironic 

summary is offered of the second part of Madoc, and a 

series of general remarks concludes. The work is irueverent 

in its flippant use of bcriptuue «ncl shows Jacobinical 

tendencies; the antiquarianism is cloggii g; the hero is 

dull c-nd facility leads to feebleness of language (both 

these points are Jeffrey's): the man of taste will choose



a just medium between the extremes of Delia Cruscan and 

naked verse. The article ends with a call for a national 

subject.

1 . This review is detailed but derivative and lacking 

in a central thesis. All fotr reviews of iviadoc are 

substantial, intelligent, and just, but Jeffrey's alone 

has the logical cohesion which makes for compulsive reading 

of his argument.

15. Madame de STAEL, Corinna, or Italy, (3 vols, London,

U807).

ER 11 (O 07). 183-95 (Playfair) 

MR n.s. 5^ (0 O?). 152-9 (Moody) 

CR (3) 12 (N 07). 281-4 4:0 

BC 31 (My 08), 517-23 7:5

Playfair's review of Madame de Stall's strange hybrid and 

overwrought fantasy is undiscrimiiiatingly favourable and 

critically slight. lie begins adequately with a paragraph 

characterising the work in normal ^dinbiirgjb. fashion and 

stressing the to him satisfactory combination of narrative 

and descriptive elements and the importance of the oppos­ 

ition of national sentiments. A lo ig summary follows with 

a few slight comments (l83-9) and this is succeeded by 

a series of short extracts including descriptive passages, 

an effusion of Coriniia, and a detailed account of the 

excellent Northumbrian passage at the beginning of 

Corinna's narrative (Book XIV). The review ends with a
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few general comments (19^-5) approving OJL the morality 
of the work.

Moody's treatment of Corinna in the Monthly is 
more just if no more substantial. lie too throws most of 

his critical comment into the opening paragraph and 
follows it with £* plain rushed summary and descriptive 
extracts. He rightly admires Madame de btadl's descriptive 
and philosophical excellences, but equally rightly insists 
that description and story do not fuse into a whole. 
It is however a genuine attempt 'to confer Novelty on the 
species of composition called Novelsj and it requires 
no small portion of genius to accomplish this object in 
any degree, so prodmgiously multiplied at the present day 
are the works which come under this description.' (152)

. The Critical's review is the most entertaining, 
over-severe yet understandable in its exasperation at the 
absurdly over-sensifcive fluctuations of the lovers. It 
consists almost entirely of a mocking summary interspersed 
with comments. The view of Britain as dull is condemned 
and the Ion^-coiiceal4d secret justly found unexciting; 
the Northumberland passage is acknowledged to be just and 
the iartial linking of buildings and moods indicated with 
some precision in & paragraph which sums up the tone and 
quality of the article: (282)

. . From the time that Corinna and lord Kelvil
become acquainted, all is tumult; despair for no

.. reason, hope with equal reason; and fcom this
first acquaintance the book becomes partly a guide 
to the public places, and ruins of the Capitol;
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partly a thermometer , marking all that passes iri 
the thoughts and praecordia of these two original 
lovers.

After the summary is concluded, the review ends with a 
parugr-. ph stressing Madaoie de Stall's genius, but deploring 
her melancholy sensibility and prolixity. This is an 
entertaining and generally just and perceptive brief 
characterisation of a very uneven work,

Justness of comment also characterises a wildly 
wayward article in the British Critic which is closest to 
a summary with quotations but chaotic in its plan. The 
points which can be extracted from the debris are that the 
story is preposterous but interesting, the descriptions 
are excellent, especially that of Northumberland! and 
Lord Neliril and Corinna are improbable, the last point 
being peculiar to this Review and especially welcome.

Apart from the adinbur gh He view the reviews are 
just; if they are hardly adequate to the demands of the 
work individually, taken together they give a f&ir, 
balanced assessment of one of the strangest of novels.

16 . Will iam WORDSTORTB , Poems, in Two Volumes , ( London , 

1807).
%

CR (3) 11 (Ag 07). 399-^03 Hj 
ER 11 (O 07). 214-31 (Jeffrey)

Wordsworth's Poems » in Two Volumes is the most important 
work of literature published in the period under 
examination. Its reception is a matter of some curiosity
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since neither the Anti- Jacouin Ueview nor, remarkably, 

the Monthly treated it. The Lriti&n Critic has a belated, 

hostile review in i-iarch Ib09» ihe first review to appear 

was that oT the Cr i t i c a 1 and here for the first t ̂ me the 

direct influence of the i>dinbur&h is indubitably felt. 

Jeffrey's attacks on wordsworth in his reviews of ^outhey 

bear fruit both in matter «nd in arrangement , for the 

reviewer in the Critical aevoles half his article to an 

essay on »/orcis worth as a whole, and the other half to a 

very cavalier but totally integrated mockery of the Poems.

A SILLY book is a serious evil; but iit^* it 
becomes absolutely insupportable when written by 
a man of sense.

The dissertation makes it clear that *ordsv,ortn stands 

high in tiic reviewer's estimation, tho>^h thi- poems listed 

are inevitably all readily acceptable to the conservative 

sensibility: (4OG-1)

We are not among the number of his injudicious 
friends and flatterers; yet our memory has often 
dwelt with delight on his 'Tintern Abbey, 1 his 
•Evening sail to Kichmond, 1 his 'Michael, 1 and a few 
more of the pieces contained in his first 
publication of Lyrical Ballads. Even in our 
magisterial chair we are riot ashamed to confess 
that he has hacl the power to draw 'iron tears' 
from o^r stony hearts.

It is all the more important, therefore, that vxordsworth 

should recognise tiie fatal effect of h-i-s vicious sensibility 

and, with his friends, cease to attempt to guxde the 

taste of mankind.

A mocking series of quotations from the lyrics 

of the two volumes follows (4O1-3) leading to the
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despairing comii/ent: (40$)
How can we sufficiently lament the infatuation 

of self-conceit and our own disappointed hopes I

Wordsworth should spend more time with books and less 

with his singular ego. Hints of reason end judgment are 

visible: the rev ewer does not specify which these are, 

but on the analogy of Jeffrey's reaction one might suggest 

the sonnets.

The article is well written and coherent, the 

clearest possible example of Jeffrey's influence, but 

the weightier parts of the volumes arv; totally n£gli£>cted: 

'Resolution and Independence 1 and the Immortality Ode are 

not mentioned. Incompatible sensibilities are at the root 

of the trouble here as in Jeffrey's case,

Jeffrey's review of the 1807 Poems is approached~
as a lo^g-awaited enco i^ter and /tenor of his argument isr-
made clear in the prefatory dissertation (3l4t-) before 

he goes on to the faults of the poems and the beauties of 

a few of them,

He begins by recalling that he has had cause to 

mention wordsworth i^ his earlier attacks on the new 

school in p etry (the references are given on page 2l6): 

•We are g^lad, however, to have found an opportunity of 

attending somewhat more particularly to his pretensions.' 

(21^) The Poems have on their title page the words 

'By William tvordsworth, author of The Lyrical ballads. ' 

and Jeffrey alludes to the Ballads ' mixed qualities: on 

the credit side 'a strung spirit of originality, of pathos, 

and natural feeling' and their moral excellence; cm the



debit side 'their occasional vulgarity, affectation, and 

silliness^. The very defects became laudable in some eyes 

and this is the basic reason i or the severity which 

Jeffrey thought it necessary to adopt in the public 

interest: (215)

it was precisely because the perverseness and bad 
taste of this new school was combined with a great 
deal of genius and of laudable feeling, that we 
were afraiu of their spreauing and gaining ground 
amoi>g us, and that we entered into the discussion 
with a degree of zeal anci anim sity which some 

. might think unreasonable towards authors, to whom 
so much merit had been conceded. There were times 
and moods indeed, in which we were led to suspect 
ourselves of unjustifiable severity, and to 
doubt, whether a sen^e of public duty had not 
carried us rather t>o far in reprobation of errors, 
tii t seemed to be atoned for, bi} excellences of 
no vulgar description.

The present volume brings the issue to a head, for the 

peculiarities of the poetry are more marked than ever. 

Jeffrey is therefore confident that the public will 

reject them and that Wordsworth's system will be finally 

discredited. Jeffrey's statement thai the I oeras are 

'written avowedly for the purpose oi exalting a system' 

(2l6) is unsubstantiated and certainly false.

Poetry can be divided into the emotional excitement 

derived from the Iniagi ation or the Reason, and the 

pleasure derived from the dictio. , It is this latter 

element which is lacking in Wordsworth. Diction demands 

exquisite propriety as in Virgil and lope, it is sanctioned 

by classical usage, t,nd it depends for its e.fect upon 

melody and correct associations. This is not to defend
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hackneyed commonplaces, but vulgar diction is equally 

reprehensible. The i>iew School err through deliberate 

perversity. But Wordsworth's diction is not alone 

responsible for the poor effect ofi his poems: his often 

fine conceptions are associated with trivial incidents 

which impart an 'air of parody, or luaicrous and affected 

singularity.' (2l8)

Jeffrey's introduction is lucid and well-written 

as usual, and he proceeds to give examples of vulgarity 

and feebleness in the individual poems. 1218-28) Wordsworth 

accepted many of Jeffrey's criticisms in later editions 

of his w^rks: it will be an intention of the following 

consideration to examine the validity of these alterations 

as well as of Jeffrey's other criticisms. Quotations from 

the ±-oems, with the exceptions noted, are corrected from 

the original volumes where necessary. Line,numbers and 

quotations from later editions are taken fro.i the Oxford 

Poetical Works in five volumes.

•To the Daisy' (2l8-9)

'... very fiafc£'feeble, and affected; and in a diction as 

artificial, arid as much encumbered with heavy expletives, 

as the theme of an unpractised schoolboy.' The flatness 

and fe bleness are found primarily in lines italicised 

by Jeffrey:

!• 12 Spring cannot shun thee;

1. 20 Thou art not daunted,

1. 24 when such arc wanted.
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Line 12 is weak and was emended by Wordsworth for tut 
1827 edition:

Spring parts the clouds with softest airs, 
That she may sun thee;

Line 20 seems unexceptionable and wc-s altered only 
syntactically in 1836 to *Tet npthiiig daunted 1 . Line 
is riglitly unchanged. Jeffrey refers also to the j>hrases 
wrong, or right in 1. ^7-

Some chime of fancy wrong or right; 
and more or less in 1. 63:

Without some feeling, more or less, 
of true devotion.

The first is unaltered and iu the second Wordsworth's
alteration in the next printing in l8l5 seems inferior
in its more conventional and less forceful expression and
in its excision of the wry humour typical of early Wordsworth.
The two versions run as follows:

1807 • ^t dusk, I've seluom raark'd thee press 
The gro nd, as if in thankfulness 
Without some feeling, moro or less, 

. '.;...- Of true devotion.
l8l5: And when, at dusk, by dews oppr* st

Thou sinlv'st, the image of thy rest
- , ; iiath often eased my pensive breast

Of careful sadness.
This bowdlerisatiot of his early work is familiar to the 
mod rn reader from the 1850 i relude. Jeffrey's part in 
the growth of Wordsworth's unfortunate self -emendation 
seems not to have been recognised.

Jeffrey also refers &o tnis lyric as 'affected' and 
this may refer either co the simplicity or to the artificial
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diction and heavy expletives, or, of course , to both, 
These latter terms refer presumably to the whimsical 
diction which exquisitely contrasts with the extreme 
simplicity of lines such as l6 'When rains are on thee 1 :

a morrice train 1 (17)

. .. , . violets in their secret rae.s (25) 
and .

humbler urn (51).
Jeffrey also objects to the conclusion of the poem as an 
'unmeaning prophecy 1 which is true only if tiie poem itself 
is unimpressive or a daisjt a thing of no moment as Jeffrey 
suggests.

The tone of Jeffrey's criticism is thus sett 
gccasionally just when Wordsworth is bathetic, but out of 
sympathy with the sentiments dignifying things and the 
mingled simplicity ana often hiamorous whimsicality of the 
style.

'Louisa' (219)

This exquisite lyric is totally lost 011 Jeffrey and again 
the older Wordsworth yields to his offended sense of 
propriety, though in the final version the v\rords italicised 
by the critic are unchanged. The Ic07 version as quoted 
by Jeffrey runs thus:

The next is called 'Louisa,' and ]k$egins in 
this dashing and affected manner,

'I met Louisa in the shade; 
, _.,. Arid, having seen tx.at lovely maid, 

>vhy should I fe&r to say
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That she is rud-y, fleet, and strong;
And down the rocks can leap along,
Like rivulets in 1-^ay? ' I.7»

Does Mr Wordsworth really imagine thai tuis is 
at all mere natural and enga^iijg than tiie ditties 
of our common song writers?

The first thre~ lines were vilely altered in 1836 but 

restored iri l845» It is interesting to note that an 

early reader of tht Bodleian copy of the loO? volume 

answered »\ordsworth's brilliantly judged question in terms 

perhaps caught from Jeffrey:

Why? because you'll be justly laughd at. 

The fo rth line is disastr.uslj altered in 1836 when 

ruddy becomes healthful, and in 18^5:

. j.. That, nym^h^like, she is fleet and strong, , 

which Jeffrey would doubtless have ^referred in spite of 

the retained strong. The fifth line is beyond any criticism, 

let alone that of Jeffrey. , •

'The Redbreast and the Butterfly 1 (219)

Jeffrey quotes the first fourteen lines italicising by some 

name or other (9) which remains unobjectioriably in later 

editions, and mocking lines 12-l4:

Could Father ^dam open his eyes,
' And see this sight beneath the skies,

He'd wish to close them again.

This is not Wordsworth's most happy whimsy, but the only 

concession to Jeffrey's ciiarge of 'downright raving 1 is 

a note in the 1815 edition, actually added c*t de .uincey's 

suggestion and giving the I-iiltonic reference. Jeffrey's

280 ri. 290-1: i. 7.
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objection to tlixs lyric may JL ind echoes in some modern 

bosoms, even if '^illy Sooth 1 is considered unnecess-rily 

severe.

'To the Small Celandine 1 and 'To the Same Flower* (22Q)

Jeffrey describes the^e two poems (taken as one) as 

•a piece of namby-pamby ... which we should almost have 

taken for one of Isr Philips's prettyisms.' and quotes 

lines 41-5^ of the first poeni, and lines 31-2 and the 

final stanza of the second. The last 'babjish absurdity' 

is again a piece of ..ordsworthian whimsy, here very 

acceptable but the only part of the quoted passages 

altered by vvordsworth, in 1&2? when l-iagellan disappears. 

Wordsworth informed Barron Field in October 1828 that he 

would be restored but he never was, remaining as 'the 

bold Adventurer' or 'Discoverer'.

'The Character of tie Happy Warrior' is found more manly, 

'The Horn of Lgr-mont ^aotle' 'very twlerc«ble, and free 

from most of the author's habitual defects.' Both are 

more traditional poems, with subjects more obviously 

important. 'The Kitten and the Falling weaves' is found 

too close to Ambrose Ihilips again but lively.

'Ode to Duty' (22O-1)

Jeffrey objects to the last two lines of ti*e penultimate 

stanza:

Thou dost preserve the Stars front wrong;
And the most ancient Heavens through Thee are

fresh and strong.

1 Letters: The Later Years, i. 311.
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This imaginative realisation of want's starry heaven above 
and moral law within carries metaphysical metaphor far 
beyond th* limits of common sense and elicits the remark:

The two last lines seem to be utterly 
without meaning; at least we have no sort of 
conception in what sense Duty can be said to keep 
the old skies fresh , and the stars from wrong.

Jeffrey's tre tment of the Immortality Ode la-ter shows 
this lack of understanding at its most extreme.

'Beggars' (221)

Jeffrey regards this poem a£ f a touchstone of l<*r .vordsworth' s 
merit 1 , judging it a favourites/of his 'though to us, we will 
confess, it appears to be a very paragon of silliness and 
af i ectat j.on. ' He quotes stanzas 1 and 3 and the last two, 
also the phxjase 'like that woman's fc.ce as jjold is like 
to gold,' (3O) All of these passages were extensively and 
disastrously altered by ivoras^orth in l82?» almost totally 
obscuring in staid poeticising the splendid vigour and 
plainness of the original most clearly visible in the 
third stanza:

Before me begging did she stand, 
Pouring out sorrows liKe a sea; 
Grief after grief ...

which becomes:

Advancing, florth she stretched her hand 
And begged an alms with doleful plea 
That ceased not ...

Wordsworth outlined his reasons for the alteration to 
Barron Field in 1828 'to give m<~re elegance and dignity 1 to 
the poem, the favourite eighteenth-century elegance being
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particularly telling here. His points co cerni^g clashes 

of sounds are well made, but the remedies are too drastic.

Besides his implied objection to the vulgarity of 
the language, Jeffrey refers to the mother as 'this 

interesting person 1 and the whole as 'this memorable adven­ 

ture ', having no perception of the wordsworthian mystery, 

a mystery largely destroyed in the r vision on principles 
of which Jeffrey would have approved.

•Alice Fell' (221-2)

This story is equally 'trash 1 and the scribbler in the 

Bodleian copy notes on page 84 of the first volume: 
'In comn.emorcation of W.W's giving away 10/-' • J^ost of it 

is quoted, but EK illuminating comment is made: it is an 
insult on the public taste. The poem was slightly 

formalised, on the whole with little damage in this case, 

chiefly in 1845.

'Resolution and Independence* (222-3)

The sight of a critic as competent as Jeffrey in stunned 
incomprehension before one of the great imaginative 

achievements in the Ian0ua^e is a saci one. He recognised 
the 'fiue distich' (unless he is being ironical):

We Poets in our yo th begin in gla ness;
But thereof coraes in the end desppiideiicy and madness

lie quotes lines 55-6, 75-84, 88-91, 99-105, and, after some
amusement at Wordsworth's slowness to understand the
n 
leech-gatherer's answer, 117-26 and the last two lines.
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There are alterations to some of these lines, again 

uniformly unfortunate. Jeffrey quotes 11. 88-91 thus:

"What kind of work is that which you pursue? 
This is a lonesome place for one 1-ike you." 
He answer'd me with pleasure ana surprise; 
And there was , while he spake, a fire about his eyes.

This becomes absurdly over-particular and inflated in 

1,820 and 1836:

"what occupation do you there pursue?
This is a lonesome place for one like you."
Ere he replied, a flash of milu. surprise
Broke from the sable orbs of his yet-vivid eyes.

The passage which aroused Jeffrey's mockery because of 

the poet's slowness is also altered, becoming over-specific 

and losing the superb simplicity of the haunted original. 

Lines 117-9 stood:
i •".

And now, not knowing what the Old Ken had said, 
•• My question eagerly did I renew,

"How is it that you live, and what is it you do?"

It is altered in l8lf> and becomes in l82G£

--Perplexed, and longing to be comforted,
My question eagerly did I renew,
"aow is it that you live, andjwhat is it you do?"

Whether Jeffrey had an influence on such alterations for 

the worse is not clear, but the later Wordsworth was 

certainly much closer to Jeffrey than the author of these 

poems had been. =• ^ '

In the second volume, •Rob Roy's Grave* is found dull -- 

which it certainly is not --, while the 'Address to the 

Sons of Burns' is miserable af tc.r the expectations aroused 

by the title — it certainly is.
f.4!
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'Yarrow Unvisited' (224)

Jeffrey finds t. is 'a very tedious, affected performance'. 
Again, the sentiment is found absurdly over-sensitive 
hiid the delicacy of the evocation and its humour altogether 
missed. whereas Jeffrey finds wordsworth's motive for 
leaving Yarrow unvisited 'fantastical the Bodleian
scribbler considers it 'too prudential a motive for a

o 
true poet.«

*0 Nightingale! 1 and 'My heart leaps up' are mocked, 
both as ' ineitable compositions', the latter for its 
brevity.

'The Sparrow's Nest* (223)

Loth the sets of £our lines quoted from this brief lyric 
were altered for the worse by Wordsworth, though line 11 
is improved, agc,in o.- principles which Jeffrey shared. 
Jeffrey quotes the arrestingly naive o ening:

Look, five blue eg^s are gleaming there I
Few visi ->n_s have I seen more fair,
Nor many prospects of delight
Nore pleasing than th^t simple sight.

This is sophisticated and destroyed in 1&15:
Behold, within the leafy shade, 
Those bright blue eggs together laid] 
On me the chance-discovered sight 
Gleamed like a vision of delight.

So delicate that Scott misquotes 'The Swan on still St. 
Mary's Lake* in his notes to Harmion as an ordinary 
*The swans on sweet 3t Mary's lake 1 : Wordsworth rightly 
rebuked him. I-iarmion t (Edinburgh, 1808), Notes, p. 
xxxviii; Letters: Middle Years, p. 240.

ii. 35.
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'To the Cuckoo 1 (224-3)

Jeffrey is out o£ sympathy with the perception of the 

spirituality inherent in nature:

tile have then a rapturous mystical ocie to the 
Cuckoo; in v/hich the auiSior , striving after 
force and originality, produces nothing but 
absurdity.

he traces with anau&ement the appearances of the spirit 
until itb materialisation as a Bird in the final stanza. 
Two of his verbal criticisms were unfortunately taken 
up in 1815. Lines 7-8:

i?rom hill to hill it seems to pass, 
About, and all about I

became the milder:

From hill to hill it seems to pass, 
At once far off and nearj

while lines 11-12 which originally stood:
Thou tellest, Cuckoo! in the vale 
Of visionary hours.

became logically but unimaginatively:

And unto me thou brin^'st a tale 
Of visionary hours.

'To a butterfly 1 is more briefly mocked in 
similar vein.

'The Blind Highland Boy* (225)

Jeffrey's mockery of this outstanding pcem centres in the 
household tub:

This, it will be admitted, is carrying the matter 
as far as it will well go; nor is there any 
thing, -- down to the wiping of shoes, or the 
evisceration of chickens, — which may not be 
introduced in poetry, if this is tolerated.



To the modern intel igence the wiping or shoes and 

evisceration of chickens seem excellent subjects for poetry, 

but Wordsworth was persuaded by Coleridge to iaake the 

unfortunate ch&nge to a turtle-shell which introduces a 

long exotic passage into a poem where extreme simplicity is 

of telling importance, Wordsworth points to the alteration 
in his l8l5 note, again using the key word elegant t the 

tub being a 'less elegant vessel 1 , but the whole story is 
told to Barren Field:

The 'shell 1 was substituted for tne 'washing-tub', 
on the suggestion of Coleridge; arid, greatly as 
1 respect your opinion arid Lamb's, I cannot now 
bring myself to undo my work; though if I had been 
aware beforehand that such judges would have 
objected, I should iot have troubled myself with 
mc»kijug trie alteration.

The whole of the passage leading up to the revelation of

the tub is also revised, covering all of 3effrey&s

implied stylistic objections. Both Jeffrey and Coleridge
were in their different wqys offended by extreme particularity,

'The Green Linnet' (225-6)

Jeffrey rightly objects to the lines concluding the fir&t 
stanza:

And then a Bird will be the toy 
That doth my fancy tether.

Wordsworth totally alters this in l8l5. It is the first 
instance of an indisputably correct judgment on Jeffrey's 

part in this detailed review. The unusual and effectived 
transitive use of teems in line 35, italicised by Jeffrey,

•\
Letters: Middle Years, p. 308.
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is also rejected in 182? with consequent rewriting to 
avoid the rhyme, Wordsworth found the usage provincial 
when writing to Field .una significantly quotes from 
Johnson's Dictionary to prove his point: 'A low word when 
used in this sense, ' arid says that lie altered the stanza 
to avoid the train of leavos on the tree, a valid point 
not noted by Jeffrey.

The unimpressive 'Star Gazers 1 is dismissed and 
'Foresight 1 termed 'this quintessence of unmeaningness', 
while the second stanza which Jeffrey finds absurd in 
'YesJ full surely 'twas the Echo, 1 was rightly omitted 
after Io07« Jeffrey confesses himself baffled by the 
Immortality Ode and thus ends his specific criticisms, 
hardly more than two or three of which are justified, 
but all of wiiich arise from his opposition to Wordsworth's 
style and sentiment.

Jeffrey has not yet finished, though he has dealt 
with 'undeniably the most peculiar and characteristic 
part 1 of the volumes: (228)

In our own opinion, however, the demerit of that 
system cannot be fairly appretiated, until it be 
shown, that the author of the bad verses which we 
have already extracted, can write good versew 
when he pleases; and that, in point of fact, he 
does always write good verses, when, by any 
accident, he is led to abandon his system, and to 
transgress the laws of that school which he would 
fain establish on the ruin of all existing authority.

1 Letters; hicidle Years, p. 310.
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The elevated minstrel style of the 'oong, at the Feqst 

of Brougham Castle 1 is especially commended as are the 

formal sonnets. ->JTter quoting from these examples of 

Wordsworth at his most traditional, Jeffrey laments: (231)

ivhen we look at these, «iid many still finer 
passages, in the writings of this author, it is 
impossible not to feel a mixture of indignation 
and compassion, at th<-:t strange infatuation which 
has bound him up from the fair exercise of his 
talents, and ivithheld from the public the many 
excellent productions that would otherwise have 
taken the place of the trash now before us.

Wordsworth 1 s emendations in accordance with

Jeffrey's criticism must be judged to be extensive and almost 

uniformly unfortunate. Jeffrey failed altogether to 

appreciate the peculiar subtleties of the Wordsworthian 

simplicity and therefore branded it as childish and 

insipid.
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PAKT FIVE: CONCLUDING EV^

It is arguable that, in a sense, a thesis should not mean 
but be, but in this case there rightly emerges in 
conclusion at least one central unifying theme. This is 
that the reviewers of the period surveydd in this study 
worked almost without exception within the eighteenth- 
century reviewing tradition outlined in Part I and the 
late neoclassical critical system explored in Part III. 
This dual inheritance imposed severe limitations upon 
them which only alert and powerful minds could overcome or 
use to striking advantage, '

The reviewing tradition involved the use of 
abstracts and lengthy quotations, extensive coverage of 
minor literature, and usually an amateurism of approach. 
The abstract could be turned to advantage in the form 
of a summary, often ironical, with critical comments 
interspersed, as for example in Jeffrey's review of 
Southey's Th& JL ab a• Quotations were seldom well integrated 
into the fabric of longer reviews, the 'beauties' tradition

It is with regret th«>t I omit consideration of 
contemporary reactions to the Reviews headed by the 
brilliant pamphlets of Edward Copleston and Josiah 
Conder. (<[Bdward Copies ton ,S Advice to a Young Reviewer, 
With a Specimen of the Art, (Oxford,180?), ana 
</Josiah Conder ,^Reviewers Reviewed, (Oxford, l8ll)) 
The material is so rich and varied that even a long 
chapter could hardly do justice to the numerous pamphlets, 
comments in letters, diaries, and memoirs, notes and 
alterations in second editions, and the like.
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still being important for the reader intent on instant 

digests of literature, but Jeffrey's treatment of 

Wordsworth's Poeins.,_ in Two Volumes breaks completely 

clear of the tradition in favour of detailed poem-by-poem 

analysis, however unfortumote the judgments in that 

particular case. The dead weight of very minor literature 

is eased somewhat by the important works of the nineties 

and the beginning of the new cantury and largely disposed 

of by the Edinburgh's revolutionary selective policy of 

thorough coverage of the works that mattered than, and 

often th«^t still raatter today. The amateurism, which led 

to a lack of intensity in most of the older reviewing 

after the committed work of Goldsmith, wavers in the 

period considered here. Jeffrey is deeply sensitive to 

literature and concerned about its effect, even if his 

concern is primarily moral and social rather than aesthetic 

Coleridge, Scott, and -Southey are profoundly involved in 

their subjects, and William Taylor's total cortLiitment is 

undeniable, if his critical faculties leave much to be 

desired.

The new thinking makes its impact too on the 

limitations of a decaying neoclassical system based upon 

a decent middle way between extremes. The restricted 

vocabulary shows some signs of breaking up. William 

Taylor is the most striking example with his Teutonic 

enthusiasm and infectious images, but evidence of original 

language has also been observed in Scott, Thomas Thomson, 

and (to a small extent) in Jeffrey. Johnson's sensitivity
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and stout pragmatic coherence h«-d enabled h m to work 

wonders with a very limited critical vocabulary, and 

though the breakthrough eifeeted by Coleridge is only 

hinted at in the Reviews considerable achievements are 

discernible within the bounds of the old terminologies.

The fragmented faculty psychology terms remind 

the reader that Coleridge's introduction of German critical 

organicism is still in the future: nevertheless, major 

critics approached it at a distance. Jeffrey failsvto 

penetrate to the imaginatively coherent depths of Scott, 

much less those of Wordsworth, but his unifying system 

gives a coherence to most of his work, while individual 

articles often capture the essence of the exterior at 

least of works such us The Lay of the Last Kins trel. 

Unity of purpose is observable too in several of his 

contributors (bcott, Thomson, and Eyre) as well as in the 

less deliberate William Taylor. Goldsmith's critical 

cohesion is thus recaptured in the best work of the 

period and is reflected even in the 1 sser criticism of 

Ferriar.
..-. -•' - '•>• ' '••''.•' i- ••- ' ' •' >' • ' • ' '

It would, then, be wrong to conclude either that 

the jJd.inJbur jjfo Review alone is of value or theit the whole 

state of reviewing WUJJWB largely failed to tuke serious

account of the ireface to the Lyrical ballads was rotten. 

Within a uniform and distinctly faded tradition original 

minds could produce stimulating work in which sensitive 

thought issued iri some unusual terminology. .Some new 

names can now be added to the roll of honour, notably 

Eyre, F inlay, and Thomas Thomson.
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• . , . •- Many less extensive but hardly less interesting 
conclusions can also be drawn from the study. 3Jhe Reviews 
have been differentiated, and detailed estimates of 
individual reviewers f work during the period have been 
made possible: thus the critical stcaidpoiiits of Scott, 
Southey, and Campbell are illuminated and tiieir relative 
excellence as reviewers made clear not only by comparisons 
with lesser contemporaries but by setting them against the 
reviewing tradition of the previous century. Some of the 
criticism is as good as any yet produced, for example that*..

of Jeffrey on Crabbe or Tay^.or OH Southey. It has been 
possible to plot the develo, roent of reviewing more 
accurately at this key period: the beginning of a new 
selective and at t juues impressionistic criticism haw been 
observed and the exact point at which the disintegration 
of the Iionthly Review^ sound tradition began indicated. 
The unique response of the Critical to the Edinburgh has 
been pointed out. The way in which criteria defining 
the via media of the eighteenth-century golden age were 
modified to deal with literature at the turn of the 
century lias been inves^iga^ed in some detail. It has been 
possible too to build up a picture of the critical 
audience and to some extent of the reu ing public which 
existed for literature. And it has become clear that 
mercifully often, in accordance with long^established 
tradition, this reviewing wus written to be enjoyed by 
its readers.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the thesis is, after tracing the roots of 

British literary reviewing in the seventeenth and eighteenth 

centuries, to examine closely the literary reviews in the 

Monthly Review, the critical rceview, the British Critic, 

the Anti-Jacobin Review, ana the Edinburgh Review during 

the yeart l80O-l8o8 with a view to determining their nature 

and merit and in particular the degree of originality 

exhibited by the Edinburgh Review, its debt to the older 

Reviews, end its influence upon them in turn up to iBoS.

Part I: Reviewing before 1790* The General background

The Monthly Review and the Critical Review are introduced 

as the major critical journals of the second half of 

the eighteenth century. The review article is distinguished 

from other critical forms current during the period. 

Four distinctive elements are isolated and traced from 

their origins to the early nineteenth century. These are: 

the abstract with which literary reviewing began in the 

mid-seventeenth century; a more specifically critical 

element :found at the end of that century; the stylistic 

element in which seventeenth-century acerbity and eighteenth- 

century elegance fuse to result in a characteristic 

bantering style found in many review articles; and, the 

appearance of major writers in the increasingly respectable 

reviewing world. Smollett and Goldsmith dominate the 

first flowering of the Review, both working Ihcthe Monthly 

and Critical. Smollett is lively but somewhat haphazard; 

Goldsmith is much more coherent, his reviews united by 

the liberal critical principles fiound in An Enquiry 

into tLe Ireseiit State of Learning in Europe and displaying



some technical innovations. Aft or ti^s important period 

in the late fifties and early sixties, the two iteviews 

declined into comparative dullness, the writical especially 

tending to shelter behind a series of abstracts and the 

works reviewed being <if less interest.

Jrart II; Four Reviews 1790-1802; The Immediate Background

The first chapter describes the factual background of the 

four older Reviews, outlines their policies, and presents 

evidence of their widespread circulation; the Monthly Review 

may well have been read by as many as 25/* of the literate 

population*

In the second chapter the Reviews are compared, firstly 

by considering the Anti-Jacobin Review's criticisms of its 

rivals, then by making a statistical comparison of the 

works reviewed by each periodical-. This reveals that 

poetry is predominant in all the Reviews, while the Monthly 

reviews no Lane novels, the ^itish Critic few novels at 

all, and the Anti-Jacobin Review comparatively few plays. 

No Review achieved much more than 50% coverage of the 

literature published. A survey of reviewing in the 

1790s concludes the chapter. It supplements the work 

of Derek Hoper by concentrating on individual Reviews and 

their contributors, paying particular attention to the 

important pioneering work of William Taylor of Norwich in 

the Monthly and articles by Coleridge and bo they in the 

Critical.

The third chapter, entitled 'editors and Reviewers 1 , 

surveys comments by reviewers on their work and isolates



the images of court and cited-1 of taste which they 

employ to describe the reviewing process. The method of 

choosing works for review is examined and the difference 

between major articles and catalogue entries considered. 

The editor was usually firmly i^. control and demanded 

consistency from his contributors,

Part III; Reviewing Practice in the Four Reviews 1800-2

The first chapter is entitled 'The General Critical 

Background!, the via media*« It begii s with a summary of 

the general critical background in Britain, made up largely 

of a neoclassicism modified by: the strong individuality 

of the three dominating English critics (Dryden, Addison, 

and Johnson); the new interest in human psychology; 

an increasing emphasis on key words common to all the arts 

(such as taste, sublime, originality, and genius); 

the appreciation of Shakespeare; a stressing of middle- 

class morality; arid historical relativity. Within this 

neoclassical framework loosely held together by 

middle-class decency, demand for intelligibility, and good 

taste adopting the middle way the reviewers had to work,

The bulk of the chapter consists of a survey of 

the terminology and attitudes occurring in the four older 

Reviews during the three years 1800-1802. There is close 

enough agreement among the different reviewers to iuake 

such a mass study possible.

Terms relating to style are first considered. 

Approval is generally given to correct, easy, elegant, 

ha~ rmoiiious, and smooth verse and prose, Roughness and



harshness are generally to be avoided. The derivations, 

significance, and application of these terms is examined. 

Simplicity is commended, especial -y when it avoids the 

extremes of bombastic obscurity and prosaic meanness and 

vulgarity. To offset possible insipidity and dullness, 

correct and simple verse needs energy, force, and strength, 

and the resulting middle way will resemble the path chosen 

by the goxden age of literature, the first half o£ the 

eighteenth century. The consideration of stylistic terms 

ends with remarks on diction, grammar, and versification. 

In diction a Johnsonian middle way between the gaudy and 

the low was demanded, while ungramtnatical usage was 

condemned and versification expected to be regular in the 

neoclassical prosodic tradition.

Qualities expected in works considered as wholes are 

next considered. In plots the extremes of bareness and 

over-complexity were to be avoided. Characters were to 

be well-smstained and novel; imagery w«s regetrded as 
decorative and expected to be apprehensible by logic.

Passing to qualities expected of the author, 

the study isolates for consideration judgment and taste, 

genius, fan^y, imagination, and wit. Judgment is the 

steadying, estimating faculty which controls excess, but 
the fact thc.t it is not invoked as frequently as in the 

previous century suggests a lightening and looseni g of 

tiie neoclassic structure. Taste was a potentially 

disruptive faculty and true taste was ardently sought b> 

the new middle classes. The reviewers conceive of 

its principles as immutable: good taste perceives the



middle way which poetry ougiit to adopt and is to be

cultivated. The term genius rarely meant more than

•natural talents', but often involved a carelessness of

the rules allowable to great authors. Fancy and imagination

arev used mostly in the same senses of 'an ingenuity

in invention 1 or a faculty elevating the mind but always

to be controlled by taste or judgment, Wit is the brilliant

quality possessed by Anstey but lacking in his imitators.

Three types of feeling for situation or character 

associated with the terms picturesque t sensibility t and 

sublimity occupy the next section of the chapter. The 

first, rarely found in the reviews, involves a rough but 

not rugged visual beauty. Sensibility in moderation is 

approved as sympathetic compassionate feeling likely to 

have a good effect on the reader. Some measure of general­ 

isation is regarded as essential to sublimity, and mock 

sublimity is to be carefully avoided,

Probability, naturalness, and the supernatural 

are next considered, Caricature and extravagance is 

widely condemned, as are romantic incidents tending to 

revive barbarism. Historical accuracy in manners, though 

not in facts, is demanded. The reviewers are mostly tired 

of ghosts and even of Greek legends, but the supernatural 

finds occasional defenders.

Originality is universally commended except when 

it leads to excess. Early- and mid-eighteenth-century 

models were to be imitated, though not too closely. The 

neoclassical rules are liberally interpreted, the ancients 

being far from infallible and the unities receiving 

varying degrees of stress.



Moral considerations occupied a large part of 

many reviews, especially those of novels. The mor^l 

should be obvio .s and salutary. The distinction between 

virtue and vice should nwer be blurred, and rationality 

always demanded,

The chapter ends with an examination of philosophical , 

religious, and patriotic considerations. Jacobinical 

philosophy was condemned, especially for its melancholy;
Q&

piety and good doctrine were highly prJteseci, as were 

patriotic sentiments in that time of national crisis.

In all these considerations, the concepts of the 

middle way; and the old school of the early eighteenth 

century are paramount and are adapted to deal . i th all 

new literature, except for moral strici*tres sympathetic ally 

enough.

The second chapter deals with the reviewers 1 attitudes to 

groups of writers and to individuals, and begins by 

discussing, genres and schools. Opinions varied on the 

value of the modern ballad and the multitudinous. -3 epics 

of th*.- period. The pastoral wc-s generally found alien to 

common sen e. After remarks on the reception of satire, 

descriptive and didactic poetry, novels are considered. 

Lane productions were universally mocked, the Gociwinian 

school execrated, arid romantic novels gen-rally considered 

childish. ivsti^ates as to the val e of the n vel as a 

genre varied widely. Nodern drama Wv. generally found 

very poor, with spectacle, nonsense, c*nd German and Go thick 

absurdity predominating. Opinions on works produced in 

times or places remote from the reviewers we- e diverse,



the former bei g often seen as of antiquarian raxher than 
than literary value: classical works were however generally 
approved.

Advice was frequently offered by reviewers to 
authors and often accepted. JLlowaiices were maoe by many 
reviewers for personal disabilities such as youth or 
bereavement and for good intentions. Puffing was frequent in 
the Critical and the Anti-Jacobin Review, and very rare 
in the Monthly. Little evidence has come to light to 
convict the British Critic.

The third chapter deals with individual reviewers. In the 
An ti- Jacob in Review iiichard Jr'olwhele is the most important 
contributor, concerned with permanently valid literary 
standards and a wider critical view than the other 
reviewers in a very orthodox publication which occasionally 
exhibits some of the stylistic versatility of the 
Anti-Jacobin. Suuthey's reviews for the Critical are 
considered: they exhibit a tendency towards the dissertation 
and show evidence of the poet's ear in competent and 
sensitive reviewing which can not, however, be considered 
major. Nine reviewers are selected from the Monthly 
Review for detailed treatment. Among the most significant 
of thes- is John Ferriar, the Manchester physician. He is 
often learned and writes well. Francis Jeffrey is seen 
as a severe but thoroughly comfortable pupil of Ferri«~r 
in the inonthly tradition, orthodox in his conservatism and 
with little sign of the limited originality of the 
Edinburgh. C.L. Hoody writes exceptionally well, though 
his criticism is of no permanent value.
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Part IV: The Ldinbur^h and its uivals 1803-8

The first chapter deals with the Edinburgh tie view itself. 

Its history is briefly sketched auu. some account of 

Jeffrey's editorial procedures is given. Jeffrey's criticism 

is then examined, beginning with a critical survey of 

studies froiu Leslie Stephen to the present day, stressing 

Jeffrey's double standard lor public and private reading 

of literature arising from his early rejection of individ­ 

ualism and affirming that his criticism is desorvii^ of 

serious study and is not merely c^prici ;us. Jeffrey is 

severe with mediocrity, though he has a weakness £or 

the competently conservative. The approach adopted to the 

critical corpus in this stuay is one which stresses 

Jeffrey's kinship with the late neoclassical tradition in 

which all of the reviewers to sor^e extent stand. The true 

path for literature is the middle w«y in style and that of 

common experience in mat rial and sentiin nt: the excessively 

subjective and quirky is excluded. Hence his criticism 

of the Lake poets: their great talents were being misapplied 

both in style and matter, in their cult of childish 

simplicity and their unreality encouraged by their solitary 

meditations. Scott is again admired for his enormous 

vigour but founu. eccentric in his ai*tiquarianism and
a£>

careless in his style. ^n ani*^ysis of Jeffrey's individual 

reviews follows: they art briefly compared with other 

treatments of the same works. In most cases Jeffrey's 

review is the rno^t satisfactory with a wide critical 

approach and adequate scholarship, but he can over-estimate 

conventional verse, or be too severe on originality.



The other literary reviewers in the Edinburgh are 

considered in the last section of the chapter and their 

work is coiajjarcd with that in the old r Iteviews. They 

back up Jeffrey's defence of the old tradition in literature 

The standard of their contributions varied greatly from 

the flashy imperception of Bro. ...gham and S^gney Smith and 

some very ordinary writing to Scott's fine series of 

eleven literary reviews, combining profound learning with 

acute penetration and sensitive perception. Thomas 

Campbell x^rovides two excellently written, subtle articles, 

and the legal antiquarian Thomas Thomson displays a power 

to penetrate to essentials. The Critical is again the 

Edinburgh 1 s closest rival, showing much discriiaination.

The second chapter deals with the four older Reviews after 

the ddvent of the i^dinburgh ana. finds onlj in the Critical 

any influence of the new Review. It is determined to be 

less severe than the i^dinbur&h, but becomes more discrim­ 

inating than before in the rejection of mediocrity. William 

TayJ.or is the main asset of the Critical during 1803-4 

with his penetration and original vocabulary. The Anti- 

Jacobin Review becomes spinelessly favourable, tue British 

Critic still produces the very occasional good article, 

and the Monthly Review sinks into a rapid decline with the 

departure of Ferriar and the arrival of Thomas Ugle. 

A survey of the individual reviewers * work is made to 

show the full effect of the changes in personnel.

The final chapter compares in detail the treatments afforded 

sixteen important works in the five Reviews. Jeffrey's 

eight reviews in the &dinburgh dominate the survey and his
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generally disastrous criticisms of Wordsworth's Poems, in 

Two Volumes , many of which were later accepted by the poet, 

are afforded special consideration. Ferriar's ^Mo

reviews are often perceptive, but less unified, William 

Taylor's review of Thalaba in the Critical , a direct 

challenge to Jeffrey, opens up new avenues of impressionistic 

criticism, while the British Critic continues to produce 

occasional good articles* The majority of the reviews 
outside the Edinburgh are inadequate and ev n in the 

Edinburgh seven of the sixteen articles are grossly marred 
by blustering inserisitivity on the part of Jeffrey, 

Brougham, Smith, and Playfair.

Part V; Concluding Evaluation

The role of individual talent is seen as the central factor 
emerging from the study in determining the standard of : 
reviewing which varies from the obscurantist to the 

original article which has sometimes n^t been surpassed,
•' " ••).•

The chapter ends with a survey of less central but . ., 
significant conclusions to be drawn from the study,




