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With the possible exception of Shakespeare, no
English literary figure has elicited the critical response
that Dickens has, The tide began in 1834 and has contin-
ved in a virtually uninterrupted stream ever since, Even
during those periods when highbrow critics looked askance
at his novels and consequently wrote few critiques upon
them, his fantastically loyal followers took up the slack
with the result that there was hardly any appreciable
diminution in the literature written about him. The pur-
pose of my thesis is to examine a representative selection
of this mass of material and to show that running through
it there are discernible patterns, '

The eariiest critical responses to Dickens' fiction
were coloured by the faect that in the early eighteen-hundreds
the novel had not yet been accepted as an art form. Further-
more, the Victorians' concern with the various shades of
propriety tended to make the early criticism very concerned
with morals. Beginning in 1850 Dickens began to show
in his novels a most overt hostility to both Church and
State. This, combined with the growth of realistic theor-
ies of fiction that were inimical to his own imaginative
style of writing, tended to lower his stature amongst
critics,

Criticism of the moral content of Dickens! novels




only began to disappear in the 1880's; the prebable

reason for its disappearance was that the novels of

Moore and Hardy being published at that time were con-
sildered to be much worse than Dickens', and hence they
attracted the displeasure that had hltherto been directed
at him. Also asccounting for the dearth of moral criti-
cism was the Aesthetic Movement. With thelr insistence
on the right of the novelist to depict whatsoever he
wished in his work, the Aesthetes did much to banish

the moral appreoach to Dickens' flction.

One important featurs of the Dickensian criticlsm
written between 1880 and 1940 was the scholars' continued
concern with realism in fiction. With few exceptions,
most critics of the period preferred the down-to-earth
characters of Thackeray to Dickens' more imaglnative
creations. Yet at the same time these readers were also
aware that somehow or other Dickens' characters werse just
as "real" as were Thackeray's. All of the crities of
this period tried to discover why his work had the unde-
niable power that it did. Prior to 1940, the only aspect
of his work that was unanimously and unequivocally praised
was his humour. This wes Dickens! passport to fame in
these years. |

Starting with John Forster, all biographers up to



1934 depicted only one facet of the novelist in their

studies, the cheery, good natured extrovert who was
primarily noted for his humanitarian concerns. The

first scholar to depart from this lionizing approach was
Thomas Wright, whose work appeared in 1934. The general
tendency of all biographies subsequent to Wright's has
been to correct the notoriously one-sided portrait painted
by the earlier scholars., Modern biographies such as that
by Edgar Johnson stress both aspects of the novelist's
character and life; his triumph and his tragedy.

The disclosure about Ellen Ternan is probably the
most important fact about Dickens that has come to light
in the ninety-five years since his death. His own mania
for privacy, coupled with the family's desire to see his
wishes carried out, prevented publication of the details
about Ellen until 1934. Readers who were not inclined to
accept the proof that Wright offered to link Dickens and
Ellen changed their minds when in 1939 appeared the post-
humous memoirs of Dickens® second daughter, Kate Perugini.
These corroborated Wright's earlier statéments and with
few exceptions most critics regard the Ellen Ternan affair
as a closed book.

During his lifetime and up to approximately 1940,



works of his decadence, Because critics continued to
think of him primarily as a humorist (a conception that
gained credence by the similar picture of him in the pre-
1934 biographies) and as a good natured social reformer,
they were unable to understand the bitterness, the satire
and the symbolic structure of his later novels. In 1940
Edmund Wilson, in what is probably the most important
essay on Dickens in the present century, showed that
Dickens had good reason to display the bitterness against
society that he did in his post-Copperfield novels., He

felt that society was responsible for his stunted child-
hood. Wilson further showed that Dickens was a first-
rate artist and that many‘of his works could be rated.
among the best in the English language.

With his emphasis on Dickens'! subjective develop-
ment, Wilson's criticism was predominantly Freudian, and
following his léad, scholars have written a considersble
body of criticism in this vein. Much modern emphasis,
however, has also been placed on a Jungian interpretation
of Dickens' works. These critics insist that the most
evocative passages in his novels and the general atmos-
phere that permeates his latter novéls cannot be accounted

for by Dickens' personal experiences, Instead, said these




critics, the experience that gave rise to his better

works was a collective one., The vision that he had was
really a glimpse into what Jung had called the collective
unconscious of man's mind. We respond to Dickens' works
because we directly participate in the same vision that

he saw.
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CHAPTER I

A survey of the critical approaches to Dickens!
fiction during the periocd ca. 1836-ca, 1880 may be divided
into two more or less well defined periods. The first of
these covers the interval between the publication of Dick-
ens! first novel, The Pickwick Papers (1836), and the

publication of the last of hls picaresque novels, David
Copperfield (1850). The second period begins with the

first of what gre now commonly called Dickens! "dark" novels,

Bleak House (1852), and extends beyond the author's life-

time to the 1880's.

A survey of the first of thesse two intervals in-
dicates that the Dickens' criticism written between 1836
and 1850 was characterized by a conspicuous absence of any
theories of fietlon. Instead, the eriticism emphasized
the "moral" aspects of the author's fiction, and it was
only during the second period (1850-ca. 1880) that crit-
ics began t0 busy themselves wlth the aetual form of the -
novel and technique of novel-writing. This second period
also witnessed an ever increasing concern with politico-
social questions in Dickens! later novels. The solutions
propounded by the author, and indeed thse very questioning
of the established laws and institutions of soeclety did

not find a wholly sympathetiec audience among his critics.



For this reason, the criticism written after the publica-

tion of David Copperfield (1850) was decidedly more caustiec

and virulent than was the crlticism that preceded that
novel.
This, in brief, was the thesls set forth by George

H, Ford in his book Dickens and His Readers: Aspects of

Novel-Criticlsm Sincé 1856.l Because of the relative ine-

accessiblility of primary source material even remotely
equivalent to that avallable to Dr. Ford, I have used his
argument as the basis for this first chapter of my own
thesis. Nevertheless, in order to observe some semblance
of independence, I have endeavoured wherever possible to
use examples drawn from the limlted source materisl at my
disposal. The reader can easily determine by glancing at
the format of the footnotes what material has been drawn
from my own researches, and what has been taken from Dr,
Ford's work.

The consplcuous absence of any theories of fiction
during the first phase of Dickens!' literary career can
partially be explained by the general nonchalance wlth
which early Victorian critics tended to treat fiction.

1George He. Ford, Dickens and Hlis Readers: Aspects
of Novel-Criticism Since 1836 (New York: W. W. Norton and
Company, Inc., 1965). Relerred to afterwards as Ford.




Not recognizing the parity of the novel with such time-

hallowed genres as poetry and the drama, they expended no
effort in formulating laws governing the art of fiction.
A eritigue such as Hugh Blair's Rhetorie abruptly dis-
missed the novel in a scant three pages. He considered
it as a formm of wrliting more conducive "to dissipation
and idleness, than to any good purpose." Blair even apol-
ogized for mentioning such an "insignificant class of
writings" in a serious discussion.® The opinion of De
Quincey in 1848 was also simlilar to that expressed by
many educated readers. He spoke disparagingly of the
"story teller . . . a function of literature nelther very
noble in itself, nor, secondly, tending to permanence."
His opinion was that:
« « o 811 novels . . . have faded with the genser-
ation that produced them. . . . How coarse are the
1deals of Filelding! -_his odious Squire Westerns,
his odious Tom Jones.®
John Stuart Mill, writing in 1833, was just as disdain-
ful about fiction as was De Quincey. According to Mill

one would never confuse the respective intelligences of

Hugh Blair, Rhetoric, (1833), pp. 417-420, cited
by Ford, P 24, .

3De Quincey, "Oliver Goldsmith," North Briltish
Review, IX (1848), 193-194, cited by Ford, p. 24.




readers of poetry snd novels. He claimed that

the minds and hearts of greatest depth and ele-
vation are commonly those which take greatest
delight in poetry; the shallowest and emptlest,
on the contrary, ars, at all eve&ts, not thoss
least addlcted to novel-reading.

With these opinions in mind, one can better understand

the rather frivolous tone with which John Wilson Croker

introduced a discuasion of Dickens!' Americen Notes. "Nr.
Dickens 1s, as everybody knows, the author of some poéu—
lar stories, published originally in periodical parts."5
The eritic Francls Jeffrey, writing in 1846 and reminisc-
ing on his youth, sald:

It may be worth while to inform the present gener-

ation that, in my youth, writings of this sort

/novels/ were rated very low with us . . . and

genersally deemed altogether unworthy of any grave

eritical notice + + &

The immediate result, then, of this casual attitude

towards fiction was apparent in the “critical anarchy" of

the reviewers of the thirties and the forties. Thils ﬁas

especially true with regard to the aesthetlc aspects

4John Stuart Mill, "Thoughts on Poetry and its Vari-
eties," English Critical Essays: Nineteenth Century (in The
World's Classics Series, ed. Edmund D. Jones, London: Oxford
Unliversity Press, 59555, p. 401,

5 ,
J. W. Croker, Quarterly Review, IXXI (1843), 504,
cited by Ford, Ppe. 24-25.

Francis Jeffrey, Contributions to the Edinburgh
Review, (1846) III, p. 2., clted by Ford, p. 27.



 of the novel. Reviewers of those decades spoke of "eriti-

cal laws" for plot and character, but they were feeling
their way with uncerteinty.’ The predominant mood of the
early Victorian novel critics was that expressed by the

Edinburgh Review in 1837. It was too much to hope for good

plotting, sald that magazine, "If the incidents be separ-
ately good, and tend to develop character, 1t seems sll that
we are . . . entitled to expect.“8

Although there might have been uncertainty about the
aesthetlic aspects of fiction, the early Vietorian reviewers
were unanimous about the moral content of the novel. Very
definite laws and conventions were established, all of them
emphasizing the necessity for "purity in the genre."g The
net result was that the novel came to be defined, not in
tefms of technical considerations, but in terms of mofal
considerations. To ascertain if any particular novel was
suitable;:. one merely had to ask the question--could it be

read aloud to all members of the family? A very represent-

7up11sraelists Novels," Edinburgh Review, LXVI (1837),
62, cited by Ford, p. 28.

8uRecent English Romances," Edinburgh Review, LXV
(April, 1837), 186, cited by Ford, p. £8.

9This conventlon was peculiar not only to the perioed
now under discussion (1836-1850), but extended through until
at least the end of the century.



ative definition of good fiction was that which appeared

in the Athenseum in 1850:

/The novel is/ a work of polite literature, to
be read aloud in the famlly circle while the
members are pursuing some graceful or fanciful
work after the Seversr duties and studies of
the day are closed.

With such a definition in mind, one can at least partially
account for the sentiments expressed in the following

excerpt from an essay in Blackwoods in 1867:

English novels have for a long time--from the
days of Sir Walter Scott at least--held a very
high reputation in the world, not so much per-
haps for what eritics would call: the highest
development of art, as for a certaln sanity,
wholesomeness, and cleanliness unkmown to other
literature of the same class . . . . The novel
. « « has been kept . . . pure from all noxious
topiecs . . . » Men did not snatch the gullty
volume out of sight when any innocent creature
drew nigh, or mature women lock up the book
with which they condescended to amuse themselves,
as they io in France. Our novels were family
reading. 1

The insistence of the Vietorian critics that the
novel be kept free from sexual allusions 1s too well known

to be examined here, but what is perhaps not as well known

loAthenaeum, VII (September, 1850}, cited by J. D.
Jump, "Weekly Reviewing in the Eighteen-fifties," Review
of English Studles, XXIV (January, 1948), 5l.

11Blackwoods Edinburgh Magazine, CII (1867), 257=~
258, cited by Ford, p. 29.




18 that the same reviewers also insisted that the charac-

ters of the novels be "elevating." In other words, char-
acters should never be drawn from the lower echelons of
soclety. In numerous feviews, ene finds that Dickens was
taken to task for the proliferation of low personages in
his fiction. For example, despite the almost unbelievably
tPiumphant reception of Pickwick, meny critics said dis-
dainfully of that novel: "His /Dickens!/ class of subjects
are such as to expose him at the outset to the fatal objec-

nl2

tions of vulgarity. The Examiner, of September 4th,

1856, similarly noted that:

Where this author places himself under the impu-
tation of coarseness, it is only by that amount

of sympathy with some portion of his subject,
without which he c¢ould not enter into, or describe,
as he does so thorggghly, the ludicrous eccen-
tricities of life.

In a rather avant garde manner, quite unlike most of the

criticism of the day, the reviewer concluded: "Humour

cannot always be refined."t?

Nicholas Nickleby (1838-39), a novel that (ex-

cept for Arthur Gride and Peg Sliderskew) the modern reader

123. W. Croker, "Pickwick Papers," Quarterly
Review, LIX (July, 1837), 484.

13Examiner, (September 4, 1836), cited by J. W.

T. Loy, "Some Early Reviews of Pickwick," The Dickensian,
XXXII (1936), p. 282.

14Ibid.
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would consider relatively free from "coarse" characters,

also received its share of criticism. Iiving Age, in 1845,

complained:

There 1s sometimes, however, a little prolixity,
and the mere dull vulgarity of the Kenwlgs fam-
ily, Miss Petowker, anESMr. Lillyvieck, « . « &re
blemishes on the work. "

Needless to say, Sairey Gamp (Martin Chuzzlewit, 1843-45),

was also greeted with sniffs of disdain from highbrow
readers.

Revolting as Jonas is, he is not so offensive

and intolerable a personage as Sarah Gamp, &

midwife . . . She seems such a favourite of the

author that we meet her at every turn, even in

the preface, till we are almos{ provoked to

leugh in spite of our disgust. 6

Sometimes the reluctance of the reviewer to whole-

heartedly accept Dickens' "low life" led.' to silly extremes.
Two such examples will suffice to show what ismeant. In
Living Age in 1848, a reviever, speaking of the marriage
of Mr. Toots and Susan Nipper {the reader will recall that
blood flowing in Mr. Toots'! veins was an aristocratlc blue)

pontificated that "his /Toots!/ union with 'Miss Susan

Nipper,' despite her comparatively low origin, [Italics

not in the original’, is highly satisfactory."'’ The next

15“Charles Dickens," Living Age, V (Juns, 1848, 602.
1

6Ib‘ld.

17 bumorists--Dickens and Thackeray," Living Age,
XXI (May, 1849), 231. :




example comes from a review of Oliver Twist that appeared

in the Dublin University Magazine in 1838. In recapitu-

lating e portion of the novel, the critlc noted how Mrs,
Maylie accepted into her house "the housebrsakers! boy, N
the confessed comrade of thieves and pickpockets" and even
induced the servants to call him "Master Oliver."! The
critic then breaks into the discussion and demands: "Is
not this rather an overstepping of the legitimate licence
of novel-writers, Mr. Di ckens 2 -8

When one reads the essays and reviews written by
those critics who unreservedly accepted those of Dickens'
characters that were drawn from the lower soclo-sconomic
class, one gets the impression that the acceptance of the
characters was, in many cases, conditioned by the fact that
the characters were new; that they were replacing a char-
acter-type that the reviewers found 1:nadi.ous.}'9 The North

American Review for 1849 noted:

The immediate and almost unprecedented popular-
ity he /Dickens/ attained was owing not more to
'his own genius than to the general contempt for
the school he supplanted. After ten years of

18"Oliver Twist," Dublin University Magazine,
XI1I (December, 1838), 708.

19
I.e., the aristocratic characters depicted in

the "Silver Fork" or "Society" novels.
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conventional frippery and foppery, it was a
relief to have once more a view of the earth
and firmament. . . . Here was a man, at last,
with none of the daintliness of genteel society
in his manner, belonging to no clique or sect,
wlth sympathles embracingzgidely varying con-
ditions of humanity . . .

On the other side of the Atlantic, the British Quarterly

Review for 1862 sald substantially the same thing. Thils
review claimed that Dickens appeared on the literary

acense

+ « o just at the time when even professed novel
readers were beginning to weary of the silly,
fashionable novels, when Mayfair had done duty
80 long that even Saffron Hill /italics not in
the original/ was welcomed as a change, and even
Fagin, with his rusty toasting-fgik and frying-
pan, was consldered as a relief.

Obviously, not all crities shared the opinlon
that the social status of the Gamps and Petowkers oxr
even the Fagins was a blemish on Dickens'! work. In many
instances those characters were accepted unreservedly.
Nevertheless, up to and past the novelist's death there

was a very vocal section of his critics who echoed the

20nyovels and Novelistsj Charles Dickens," North
American Review, LXIX (October, 1848), 392.

21
"Works of Dickens," British Quarterly Review,

XXXV (January, 1862), 137. See also "Modern Novelists:
Charles Dickens,! The Westminster Review, ILXXXI (Qctober,

1864), 195.
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following thoughts expressed by Blackwoods in 1871:

It is & curlous fact that this most influential
writer /Dickens/ has brought his readers into a
great deal of very indifferent company, and has
not left to us to neutralize it & ainglse Boten-
tial lmage of the elevated or the great.g
The critic then went on to wonder if Dickens himself
might not have been at least partlally responsible for
the apparent lowering of taste in soclety:
If, as people say, soclety in many of its cir-
cles has taken a lower and coarser tone, may

not the indifferent company we have all been
keeping in books have something to do with 1it?

23

A related aspect of the critics! receptibn of
Dickens! low but nevertheless genteel characters was
their reaction to those of his characters who bore the
stigma of being not merely low, but criminals to boot.
Critics who had claimed that even such a harmless novel
as Pickwick contained "“some jokes, incldents and allu-
gions which could hardly be read by a ﬁodest woman withe

24

out blushing, were horrified when they examined the

succeeding novel, Oliver Twist. The general objection

ralsed agalnst this novel was that it deplcted in print

character-types who the readers considsred had no business

?2Margarvet Oliphant, "Charles Dickens," Black-
wood's Edinburgh Magazine, CIX (June, 1871), 677.

23714,

Bdpolectic Review, (April, 1837), cited by Ford,
P 270.
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appearing in print. This type of reader assumed a haughty
indifference to criminal life. ILady Carlisle echoed many
spoken and unspoken opinions when she said:
I know thers are such unfortunate beings as
pick-pockets and street-walkers but I own I
do not much wish to hear what they say to
one another.?9
A broader statement of thls point was that which appeared

in Fraser's Magazine for 1850, Referring %o that passage

in David Copperfield where Rosa Dartle "lords" it over the

distraught and penitent Emily, the reviewer exclaimed:
"Whatever conveys to the reader's mind unmingled pain and
horror, should be dispatched as gulckly and as lightly as
possible, not dwelt upon."z6

Characteristically, however, the loudest objec-
tions to Oliver were ralised against the potential harm
inherent in such a novel. In this respect, Lord Mel-
bourne's comment was quite representative. "I don't like,"
sald Melbourne, "that low, debasing style. . . . I ”
shouldn't think it would tend to ralse morals. "’ Most

25 ‘
The Earl of Ilchester, Chronicles of Holland
House, (1937), p. 245, cited by Ford, p. 41,

26"David Copperfield," Fraser's Magazine, XLII
(December, 1850), 707,

Z?P. W. Wilson (ed.), The Greville Diary, (1927)
I, P 567’ clted by Ford, P 40,
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citizens felt that respectable women and children should
not be given even a literary acqualntance with thieves,

prostitutes and murderers.28 The Quarterly Review in 1839

was most emphatiec about thls matter.

But we object in toto to the staple of Oliver
Twist~--a series of representations which must
familiarize the rising generation with the
haunts, deeds, language and characters of the
very dregs of the community. . . . It is a
hazardous experiment to exhiblt to the young
these enormities, even on the Helot principle

of inspiring disgust. Thls perversion of edu-
cation deadens and extinguishes those pure
feeslings which form the best guldes through
1ife; this searly initiation inte an acquaintance
with the deepest detalils of crime reverses the
order of nature; it strips youth of its happy,
confiding credulity-=-the imButation of no wrong,
the heart pure as a pearl.2

The reviewer of the Quarterly was by no means
the only voice raised against the deplction of the crim-

insl in literature. In 1845 an essay in Living Age also

fulminated against such perversions of taste. The critic

28Gontemporary readers can accept the Victorlan
injunction that the literary dlet of children ought to be
supervised; nevertheless that century's survelllance of
the reading-matter of women does seem quaint. The reader
should be aware of the Victorians' almost pathologlcal
insistence on the purity of women. "A woman," sald Black-
wood's in 1850, "has one duty of invaluable importance to
her country and race . . . and that 1s the duty of being
pure." Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine, CII (1867), 275,
cited by Ford, p. 30.

29"011ver Twist," Quarterly Review, LXIV (Jan-
uary, 1839), 97. _
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mnly warned that the result of an acquaintance with

crime and crimlnals

The

pos

rovl

e« « « 18 that the perceptions of moral purlty
are blunted, exactly as when we mix in company
with profligate persons of wit and agreeable
manners, the delicate sense of right and wrong,
and the instinctive feeling of honor and pro-
priety are lost; the blush ceases to rise spon-
taneocus on the female cheek at a coarse jest or
depraved allusion; and vice can be made a sub-
ject of merriment in place of causing sorrow
and indignation. The volce of true wisdom will
tell us to be averse to all such objects of cgn-
templation as abound in these volumes. . . .

metaphor "voice in the wilderness" seems quite E;BPO'
in describing this critic. In some portions of his

ew he seems to envision Oliver Twist as the progenitor

of s vast swarm of penny-dreadfuls and Newgate Novels that

will transform London into a literary wasteland.

The main interest /of Oliver/ is made to depend

on the most debased and villainous agents; and

the weork has done much towards creating in the
public a morbid relish in such herces and theilr
mode of 1life. A relish for such wrlting speed-
ily becomes a craving, and the publlic learn to
demand an insight into the haunts of crime, and
to desire a familiarity with the hablts %Ed
adventures of the profligate and brutal.

Furthermore, said Living Age:

Our moral health is dependent on the moral atmos-
phere we breathe. The novels are just an arti-

607,

30

WCcharles Dickens," ILiving Age, V (June, 1845),

3l1pid., p. 602.
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fielal experlience, and the well-drawn character
becomes a kind of companion. With whom, then,

does Mr, Dickens bring us into close and familier
contact? Lackeys, stable boys, thleves, swindlers,
drunkards, gemblers, and murderers: and where 13
his scene most frequently laid, but in their haunts
of wvulgar revelry or dens of profligacy and crime?
Such scenes and characters he dwells ypon, untll
we are Intimate with all the detaills.

Dickens, no doubt after reading these or similar
comments, had tried to justify his scenes of "low life" by
stating in the preface to the third edition of Oliver Twist

that at the time of writing that novel he had tried to leave
all coarse language out of the work. In this preface, he
had stated:

No less consulting my own taste, than the manners

of the age, 1 endeavoured, while I palnted it

[vice/ in all its fallen and degraded aspect, to

banish from the lips of the lowest character I

introduced, any eggression that could by possibil-

ity offend. . . .
Those critics who unreservedly supported the representations
of c¢rime and eriminals in Dickens' second novel based much
of thelr acclaim upon thils fact; the novel dld indeed avold

crudity of expression.34 Such a defence did not find favour

2
5 Ibid.

33Charles Dickens, "Preface to the Third Edi-
tion 1841," 0Oliver Twist. ,

34A critic writing in the Athenasum in 1833 was,

unbelnownst to himself, gquite humorcus when he made the ob-

servation that "the present century is the most decorous, at
least in speech, of any of the nineteen." Athenaeum, (Nov.

16, 1833) p. 810, cited by Ford, p. 29.
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wilth at least one reviewer, and the unforitunate Dickens

was castigated for his very attempt to adhere to the wishes

of the reviewers. The critic in question said:

It has been attempted as an apology by his admir-
ers, that, besides the abllity with which he writes,
end the witty humour of his characters, he paints
very delicately, and withdraws what is offensive,
80 that the most sensitive cheek need not blush
over hils writings. We do not accept this apology.
Are not the gross language and revolting manners of
the vicious, one of the most useful safeguards to
virtue? . . . Is it not rather our dally experience
that we more easlly catch the tone and tolerste the
vices of those with whom we associate, if they are
refined and polite as well as witty and entertaine
ing? Shall we then applaud him who takes away our
safeguard, and leads us habitually to think of vice
withoug the repulsiveness that should ever belong
to 1t%

The third and final example of the general atti-

tude towards the lowest of Dickens! low charscters is the

following excerpt taken from an essay in Blackwoods in 1846:

e o« « 1t seems difficult to imagine what kind of
pleasure can be derived from the description of

a scene, which, if actually contemplated by the
reader would insplre him with loathing and dis-
gust, or from conversations in which the brutal
alternates with the positively obscene. The fetid
den of the Jew, the stinking cellar of the thilef,
the squalid attic of the prostitute, are not haunts
for honest men, and the less that we know of them,
the better. . . . the man who willingly and delib-
erately dwells upon such subjects, is, notwith-
standing all pretext, in heart and soul a night-
man. Don't tell me about close pailnting after
Nature. Nature is not always to be palnted as she
really is. Would you hang up such paintings in
your drawing-room? If not, why suffer them in

55“Charles Dickens," Living Age, V {June, 1845)

602,
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print to lie upon your drawlng-room tables?56
Thus far, as has been noted, the critical approach-
es to Dickens' fictlion were prompted not by predominantly
assthetic standards, but by moral standards. Reading the = .-
reviews of Dickens' early novels, one has the distinct ime
pression that Dickens would have been an unqualifled success
had the Petowkers and Lillyvicks and Kenwligs all been the
poor relations of Counts and Dukes and if even Fagin could
somehow have been an exiled member of the French aristocracy.
Beginning, however, in the 1880's, revlewers 'soon:

found:  that a second element was appearing more and more
frequently in Dickens‘.nbvels. This was didacticism, and
characteristic of the general uncertainty of novel-critliclsm
during most of Dickens' literary career was the fact that
the pros and cons of didacticism were frequently debated.
The Spectator, on July 4th, 1857, conteined an artlicle in
which the following definition of a novel was proposed:

A series of probable events presented in the form

of an interesting story, carried on by action

dramatically developed, and containing broad vigys

of life from which some lesson may be gathered.

In 1864 the Westminster Review had recognized the value of

the novel as s teacher:

363. Warren, "Advice to an Intending Serialist,"
Blackwood!s Edinburgh Magazine, LX (November, 1846), 594-595.

37Sgectator,(July 4, 1857), cited by Ford, p. 32.
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But authors must be perfectly well aware that
novels are now something more then the means of
passing away an idle hour. They supply thousands
of readers with a philosophy of life, and are at
this moment almost the only form of poetry which
is really popular. . . . The novelist hgg taken
rank as a recognlzed public instructor,

In his work on the history of the novel, J. C. Jeaffreson
noted that; "It would seem indeed that soclety was tired
of being amused, and thirsted for instruction even in its

139

moments of relaxation. Even as sarly as 1844, a con-

tributor to the New Spirit of the Age had noted that the

novel was

no longer a mere fantasy of the imagination, a
dreamy pagesnt of unintelligible sentiments
and impossible incidents; but a sensible book,
insinuating in an exceedingly agreeable forme=
just as cunning physlcians insinuate nauseous
drugs in sweet disgulses--a great deal of usey
ful knowledge, historical, social, and moral,

As previously mentioned, however, there was no
unanimous agreement as to the novel's right to teach., In-
deed, many critics denied the necessity of didacticlsm.

Jeaffreson quoted one such critic as having sald:

a
"Modern Novelists: Charles Dickens," The
Westminster Review, LXXXI (October, 1864), 194.

J. Cordy Jeaffreson, Novels and Novelists from
Elizabeth to Victoria (London: Hurst and Blackett, 1858),
1I, 320-321. :

40
R. H. Horne, A New Spirit of the Age, 1I, 215,

cited by Ford, pe. 32.
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These fictions /novels with a purpose/ afflict
us wilth their sickening cant and affectation of
religious zeal. The pert argumentativenesa of the
logic school and the drawl of the conventicle fla-
vour every chapter of them. Why don't their writers
exert themselves to amuse us with tales in the style
of the old masters, and leave preaching to The
clergy, and moralizing to the occupants of profes-
sional chailrs? Why, when we want a love story such
as Smollet delighted to paint, must we be condemned
to hear a sermon4 or a political pamphlet, or an
e83ay on morals? 1

Some reviewers, 1ike»the one writing in the North British
Roview of 1851, seemed to have accepted in principle the
fact that a novelist!s personal view must of necessity
appear in his novel; nevertheless, the critic seemed to
have felt that Dickens went too far in the presentation
of that view:

+ » o Tow men dominated so decidedly by the
artlstic temperament have shewn so obvious an
inclination as Mr. Dickens to step beyond the
province of the artist, and exerclse Ehe fune-
tions of the social and moral critic.%?

After praising Dickens' genius, the reviewer went on to
say:

We cannot, however, assent so easily to his habit

- of interspersing controversial remarks, and direct
passages of social criticism and remonstrancs,
through his fiction, Clearly as these works be-
long to the department of artistic wrlting, there
is not one of them that does not contailn matter

4lJeaffreson, op. cit., p. 319,

42“Dickens end Thackeray," North British Review,
Xiv (May, 1851)’ 34, -
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that is purely dogmatic in 1ts import . . . Now,
of course, a man must have his views on these
subjects, and these views must break out in his
works, however artistic thelr form; but it is a
dangerous thing thus openly and professedly to
blend the functions of the artist with those of
the declaimer,
Those critles who thought that the novel should be free
from any didactic material were ln the minority and it
became increasingly apparent that it was well wlithin the
province of the novelist to be didactic.

Although there eventually was general agreement
ag8 to the right of the novel to teach, there was general
disagreement as to what 1t should teach. This was the
issue that in conjunetion with the development of artis-
tic theories inimical to Dickens, precipitated the gradual
overclouding of his reputation. At the time, however, few
reviewers would have objected to the subject matter that
one critic proposed that Dickens should teach. At the end
of a long essay on Thackeray and Dickens that appeared in

Living Age in 1849, the critic proposed the followlng:

We do not call on "Dickens" and "Thackeray" to
plunge into the fray of politics; but we do
charge them as men and as Christians, to pro-
mote the spirit of reverence, both for church
end state, whillat they earnestly labour for the
correction of abuses . . =%

431bid.

“4ugyumori sts--Dickens and Thackeray," Living
AEG, XXI (May, 1849), 232.
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Most critics were sadly aware that the content of Dickens!
novels did very little 1f anything to promote reverence
for elther church or state, a fact that the same reviewer
noted with regret.
Unless correct principles, moral and intellectual,
religious and political, broaden and deepen within
his mind and soul, he zéll, in our opinion, retro-
grade in future works.
Since religlo-political conslderations played a most impor-
tant part in the critics! reception of Dickens' later novals,'
I will discuss in turn both aspects of this criticism.
Throughout Dickens! literary career, it was recoge
nized that his novels gave scant support to any relligious

denominatlon or to any but the broadest Christian tenets,
The Dublin Review of 1843, in a review of A Christmas Carol,

lamented the fact that the Splrits in the story thought too
much on material things, and not enough on the religlous
slgnificance of Christmas.46 Twenty~eight years later, this
periodical was just as hostile, again claiming that the Deity
had received no place in that author's novels,

He wvaunted the quack nostrums of goed fellowshlp

and sentlmental tenderness, of human institutions,

and the natural virtues as remedles for sin, sor-
row, and the weariness of life. There are not

451p14., p. 231,

46“A Christmas Carol," Dublin Review, XV (Decem-




22

many conversions among his personages more
gravely and reasonably set forth than that
of Ebenezer Scrooge,--whose conversion 1is
mischlevously false in principlse, because
it has no compunction in it; it is repez-
tance towards man, but not towards God. 7

Similar sentiments were expressed by Living Age in 1845,

"When our hearts are touched," said that magazine, refer-

fing to Dickens! deathbed scenes,

e ¢« o it i3 not right, and to a well constitu-
ted mind it is painful, to leave us with a few
vague sentiments scarcely even of natural reli-
glon, and a pilcturesque sketch perhaps of a
Bible in the background, but with no reference
to the revelation it contalns, and to those
truths which furnish the only true ground of

hope to t&g dying, and of consolation to the
bereaved.,.

Dickensa'! fallure to give hls characters religlous

motives or his settings religious significance aroused

considerable clerical and secular antagonism towards his

novels. As one critic noted:

He dlsplays the falr fruits of the tree, without
indicating the soll that nourishes the wide-
spreading roots . . . It 1s this failure to
connect effect with cause, to refer virtue to
its proper source, that constitutes a grave de-
fect, a positive disfiguration, &8 this writer's
otherwlise charming volumes . .

7nqyg English Novelists: Dickens and Thackeray,"

Dublin Review, LXVIII (April, 1871), 318.

608-609,

“Bncharies Dickens," Living Age, V (June, 1845),

490. Van Santvoord, Discourses on Speclal Occaslons

and Miscellaneous Papers {New York: M. W. Dodd, 1856), pe303.
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Another feature of the religilous criticism of the
era was the appearance of essays that solemnly queried
whether or not Dickens was an unqualified asset to public
morality. Wlth surprising frequency the answer was no,
and on these grounds one finds that Dickens was often cas-
tigated, not for what he included in his novels, but for
what he excluded,

Mr, Dickens, we fear, is elther blind even to the
poetry of the Gospel, or else so bitterly opposed
to its scheme of doctrine that he will rather ruin
a masterpiece/the reference is to the sufferings
of Florence in Dombey and Son7 than be indebted to
Christianity for an embellishment. Be this as it
may, the public taste is equally in danger. Nor
can we pass on without reminding his admirers that
poetry and sentiment are not gSligion, and nost
mliserable substitutes for it.

Living Age, in 1845, lamented the lack of "“a wholesome moral
51
n

tendency in Dickens! novels. This critic felt that the

author's characters were either good or bad from temperament
alone. Such characters, s ald this magazine:

.s o« gare uninstructive, because the absence of
high principle, as the spring of action, prevents
the reader, especially the young, from scanning
and analyzing motives, duties and passions, and
instead of being in that way stimulated to earnest
thought and self -sxamination he 1is 1lulled 1n§5 a
pleasing indifference and frivolity of mind.

5tharles Dickens," North British Review, VII (May,
1847), 62.

51“Gharles Dickens," Living Age, V (Junse, 1845), 608.

521bid.
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A brief essay that appeared in 0ld and New in 1871 likewise

discussed Dickens as a moralist. This review also con-
cluded that Dickens could not be classed as a great moral
teacher., Thé reason given in this instance was that in
his novels Dickens had condoned drunkenness.55 One might
note In passing that the gquestion of temperance loomed
very promlnently inreviews of Dickens' novels. The Dublin
Review of 1871 found the “pothouse flavour'®® of Pickwick
diétressing: |
Sam Weller's best sayings would be much better
if they were not always an accompaniment to
pipes and beer; his father could have been made
as smusing without belng perpetually representeg
ordering, consuming and dlspensing liquor . .
One of the curious phenomené of the reviewers!
reception of the religlous aspects of Dickens' novels was
the almost pathetiec insistence on the part of some critlies on

finding something laudable in that author's treatment of

religion. At times this becomes almost humorous, In

53"Diekens as a Moralist," 0ld and New, III
(April, 1871), 480-483,

5
4“Two English Novelists: Dickens and Thackeray,"
Dublin Review, LXVIII (April, 1871}, 349. ,

551bid. Another periodlcal that deplored the

lack of sobriety in Dickens' works was Living Age. "Humor-
ists--Dickens and Thackeray," Living Age, XXI ZMay, 1849),
229.
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Living Age 1n 1848, one reviewer was sure that better things

lay ahead, for he saw an improvement in Dickens' rellglous

sentiments:

There 1s an improvement, and we are happy to record
the fact, in this respect. Its first perceptible
merk was the sympathetic bodying forth of the coun-
t¥y clergyman who buries Little Nell . . . 4And in
this writer's latest work . . . /Dombey and Son/

we have remarked, with much pleasure, a reverential
tone a8 to the holy mystery of Baptism, and a gen-~
eral recognition of the practical value of religion,
which leads us to ggpe for yet clearer, and better,
and higher things.

Mercifully, time has drawn a vell obscuring the anguish
that this reviewer must have felt upon reading (assumlng
that he did) Dickens' harsh portrayal of religlion in Little
Dorrit.

Truly indlecative of the desperate attempts made by
some critics to give their favourite author a respectable
religious background was the attempt made in the magazine

Temple Bar in 1869. To reassure readers that Dickens was

quite conversant with the Bible and that he was not really
the enfant terrible of religion that some had reputed him

to be, the magazine enumerated all of Dickens! characters
who were either in the habit of reading the Bible regularly
or having someone else read 1t to them. Next were glven

four instances of DPlckens' use of something with a biblical

561 mumorists~-~Dickens and Thackeray,“ Living Age,
XXI (May, 1849), 228-229.
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connotation. As the pidoe de resistance, the critic men-

tloned eighteen uses of simlles in which the author had

made some sort of reference to the Bible. Among the examples
given were such gems as "as old as Adem," "as strong as
Sampson." Among the other many examples given to vindicate
Dickens' knowledge of religion was the fact that in Little
Dorrit, Arthur Clennam's mother owned a wall-plague upon
which was depicted the plagues of Egypt.2! This more than
anything else shows how eager critics were to garb the popu-
lar author in garments of respectability. They seemed to
have either missed, or delliberately overlooked, the fact
that the plaque in question was a magnificant symbol of the
grim theology that llke a plague 1tself permeated the Clen-
nam's home. In a similar manner, the glowing reference to

the previously mentioned baptism scene in Dombey and Son

overlooked the fact that the imagery used throughout that
episode was that of coldness and freezing--quite appropriate
for the deplction of a religious ceremony that seemed to aid
in fostering the growth of a cold and crass materialism., In
passing, one might mention that the very fact that Dickens!
use of symbolic technique in these two novels was so fan-

tastically misunderstood is in itself a measure of the extent

5V"Gharles Dickens' Use of the Bible," Temple Bar,
XXVII (November, 1868), 225-234,
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to which his novels were evaluated not in artistie, but in

moral terms.,

Before ending the discussion of the morsl or reli-
gious criticism of Dickens, one may briefly examine an
instance of the ridiculous extremes to which moral crit-
icism could lead. Among the many facets of Dickens' genius,
one that had been particularly praised was the very sharp
line that the author drew in his novels between good and

ev:ll.58 Putnaglg in 1855 likewise praised Dickens for his

wholesomeness; however, in doing so the magazine made some
rather strange comparisons, In an essay which revolved
éround a discussion of the relative merits of Dickens and
Shakespeare, the magazine noted that Dickens was really a
better writer than was Shakespeare. Among the reasons

given for this statement was that "the novelist never toys
with his victims, nor patches their unmixed depravity with

an incongruous goodness, to perplex our moral perceptions."59

Examples given of such characters were Quilp and Carker,

58mDickens! Tales," Edinburgh Review, LXVIII (Octo-
ber, 1838), 77-78. This magizine had been Kappy to note
that Dickens ™never endeavours to mislead our sympathieS--
to pervert plain notions of right and wrong . . ."; "Dick-
ens and his Works," Fraser's Magazine, XXI (April, 1840), 400.
This magazine said substantially the same thing, ", ', ., he
has not lent his pen to anything that can give countenance

to vice or degradation , ., ."

9a, F, Talbot, "The Genius of Charles Dickens,"

Putnam's Monthly Magazine, V (March, 1855), 265.
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both of whom were wholly evil, having no redeeming quali-
ties, Such characters, claimed Putnam's, were better
than either Macbeth or Richard, both of whom had redeem-
ing qualities and hence presumably perplex our moral
perceptions.

Although Dickens' obvious lack of proper religious
sentiments was painful to many of his c¢ritics, they nevér
made a really wholehearted attack on this aspect of his
novels.50 This was not the case, however, when the same
reviewers noted the increasingly astringent politico-social
tone adopted by the author's later novels. In this instance,
they vehemently objected, and the objections were so numer-
ous and had such far-reaching consequences that they deserve
consideration as another critical approach to Dickens! fic-
tion.

The social content of the pre-Copperfield novels

was primarily distinguished by its preoccupation with in-

cidental abuses. In Pickwick, there was the satire on the

Debtors*® Prisons; in Oliver Twist there was the attack on

604 probable reason for the milder tone (in compar-
ison with the vigorous objections raised against the polit-
ical and social content of the post-Copperfield novels) is
that in the former case the critics Were deploring a lack
of what they considered was edifying material, whereas in
the 1at§er case they objected to inclusion of objectionable
material, -
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the new Poor Law, and in Nlcholas Nickleby there was the

exposure of the Yorkshire schools. The impression left
upon reading these works 1s that all abuses would be
speedlly remedied 1f men would only love their brothers

as they loved themselves. As long as Dickens contented
himself with writing in this fashion, the vast majority

of his critigs la vished praise upon him. A typlcal review
of his early-social criticism was that which appeared in
the Edinburgh Review in 1838:

One of the qualities we the most admire in him is
his comprehensive spirit of humanity. The ten-
dency of his writings is to make us practically
benevelent-~to excite our sympathy in behalg of
the aggrieved and suffering 1in all classes. 1

However, beginning with Bleak House,®? (1852) ana

continulng through to his last completed novel Our Mutual

61
“Dickens' Tales," Edinburgh Review, LXVIII
(October, 1838), 77.

621¢ may plausibly be argued that in Martin Chuzzle-
wlt, Dickens was attacking society as a whole. In part,
the novel was intended as a satire on hypocrisy and sel-
fishness, and Dickens had intended to affix the followlng
motto to the tlitle page: "Your homes the scene, yourselves
the actors here." Although Forster vetoed the idea, some
reviewers were quick enough to note the broadness of the
satlre contained in the novel. The North Americen Review
noted that: W“If there be any character in which Dickens
has selzed on a natlional tralt, that character is Pecksniff,
and that national trait is English.' "Novels and Novelists:
Charles Dickens," North American Review, IXIX (October,1849,
©94. It may be that Dickens' acidic satire, coming as it
did in the mldst of the general cheerfulness of his early
works, was at least partly responsible for the low sales of
that novel,
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Friend (1864-65), Dickens began to assail not specific
abuses, but nothing less than the entire politico-social
structure. Fortunately for the author, his reputation for
cheery good spirits persisted throughout the latter part

of his career; this did much to mitigats or at least to
partially soften the increasingly bitter reviews occasioned
by the post-Copperfleld novels. The tone of a good many of
these reviews was that of a stern parent rebuking a child

who had somehow gone astray. In Blackwoods in 1857 appeared

an article entitled "Remonstrance with Dickens." The review
stated in part: |

As humourist we prefer Dickens to all living men

+ + o« But graduslly his o0ld characteristics have
slipped from him. . . . A booby . . . assures him
that his great strength lies in "going to the heart
of our deepest social problems"; and straightway
Dickens, the genial Dickens, overflowlng by nature
with the most rampant hearty fun, addresses him-

sslf to the melancholy task, setting to work to
illustrate some enlgma which Thomas Carlyle per-
haps, or some such congenial dreary splrit . . «

has left rather darker than before. Another lumin-
ary tells him that it 1is the duty of a great popu-
lar writer to be a great moral teacher, and straight-
way & plece of staring morality ls embroidered into
the motley pattern ., . . ZLastly comes the worst
tempter of all . . . at whose instigation are elabor-
ated some pleblan specimens of all the virtues . . ,
The result of some such guidence . . . appears in
Bleak House and Little Dorrit, as well as ln great
parts of both Dombey and Copperfield.63

63 :
"Remonstrance with Dickens," Blackwood's Edinburgh
Magazine, IXXXI (April, 1857), 495-496,
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A similar view was expressed by The Saturday BReview in

July, 1857:
We admit that Mr. Dickens has a mlission, but
1t 18 to make the world grin, not to recreate
and rehabilitate soclety. Sam Weller, Dick
Swive%&er, and Salrey Gamp are his successes

Ld

Although Dickens' name as a humorlst did help to
lighten the tone of the criticism, it was not altogether
proof against the reviews that became Increasingly astrin-
gent as the novellst's bitterness showed 1tself more and
more in hils novels. Some examples representative of the
growing animosity of the critics are the following. The
Edinburgh Revilew noted in 1857 that

eees in truth we cannot recall any single charac-

toer in his novels, intended to belong to the

higher ranks of English life, who 13 drawn with

the slightest approach to truth or probability.

His injustice to the institutlons of English

soclety 1s, however, even more flagrant than

his animosity to particular classes in that

soclety. The rich and the great are commonly

held up to ridicule for thelr folly, or to

hatred for thelr selfishness, But the institu-

tions of the country, the laws, the administra- PR
tion, in a word the government under which we Ll
live, are regarded and described by Mr. Dickens DR
as all thet 1s most odiggs and absurd in des-

potism or in oligarchy.

The reviewer then went on to indicate how unfounded

64§gturday Review, IV (July, 1857), 15, cited by
Ford, p. 101l.

65
The Licence of Modern Novelists," Edinburgh
Review, CVI (July, 1857), 127. ’
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and unfalr were Dickens' charges, and how the author had
dealt in half-truths and distortion.

A further example of the hostile reviews of this
perliod 1is the following exferpt taken from a rétrGSpec-

tive essay that appeared in the Dublin Reviaw in 187].

Only the cheerfulness of an uneducated mind could

insplre the complacent self-glorification of his

tone when he ridiecules and reprove$ the Instltu-

tions of his own country. . . . It does:not readily

occur to uneducated people, unless they have the L
grace of humility, that more exists in what they Lo
are looking at than they can see, and that things

which puzzle them may possibly be above their com-

prehension, instead of being beneath thelr notlece.

One of the typlcal objections raised against the
politico~-zsocial criticism of Dickens'! later novels was that
it was too faelle; 1t ignored the harsh realities and offered
only platitudes, Blackwood's noted this ag early as 1846,

There may be inequalities in this world, and there
may alsc be Injuatice; but it 1s a very great mis-
take fon Dickens! part/ to hold that one-half of
the population of these islands is living in proflé-
gate ease upon the compulsory labour of the othsr.

Living Age, in 1849, while agreeing that Dickens'! condemna-

tion of Malthusian and antl-Christian theories was not "a

66"Two English Novelists: Dickens and Thackeray n
Dublin Review, IXVIII (April, 1871), 336337«

67
S. Warren, "Advice to an Intending Serialist,"
Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine, LX (November, 1846), 596.
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whit too savage,“68 did question the general accuracy of
Dickenst'! social éritieism. According to this magazine,

The plcture there drawn /In the Chimes7 was one-

slded. . . . we heard much of the heroic virtues

of the labouring classes, and the vile selfishness

of the rich, but saw nothing of the reverse side

of the medal which nevertheless also exists, b9

As evldenced above, reviewers were quite emphatic

that Dickens' later fiction was quite inferior to such
earlier novels as Plckwick. Writing in 1873, the critic
Frederick A., Laing included in his article on Dickens a
brief précis of most of the author's novels. It is quite
amusing to note that the prébis of the novel in question

became shorter and shorter the further that the novel was

removed from Plckwlck. The post-Copperfield novels, Laing

dismissed in two sentences.

Bleak Houge describes the miseries of a law-suit;
Hard Times, the tale of a strike; Little Dorrit
gives plctures of l1ife in a debtor's prison; and
A Tale of Two Citles is a story of the French
Revolution., Dickens'! other and later works are

68
"Humorists~--Dickens and Thackeray,® Iiving Age,
XXI (May, 1849), 229. : .

Gglbid. For a discussion of the one-sided nature
of Dickens' presentation of the French nobility in 4 Tale
of Two Cities, see Living Age, 1860. "It is a shemeful
thing for & popular wrlter to exaggerate the faults of the
French aristocracy in a book which will naturally find its
way to readers who know very little of the subject except
what he chooses %o tell them . . ' "A Tale of Two Cities,"
Living Age, LXIV (February, 1860),. 3868. B,
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scarcel; so important as to demand speclal
notice.’0

Among the many hypotheses put forth to partially
explain the serious resistance with which the author's
laﬁer novels were met, are two that deserve separate men-
tion. The first of these postulated that Dicitens! far-
ranging criticism did not merely alienate one specific group
- or segment of soCietj, but many. The American critlec E. P.
Whipple, writing in the Atlantic Menthly in 1877, noted

that whereas such characters as Vholes and Sir Lelcester
Dedlock might warm the hearts of the liberals and anger
the conservatives, Mrs, Jellybj would have exactly the
opposite effect. As a small example of the amblvalence of

Dickens' criticism, one may note that in Bleak House Dickens

has given us an entirely sympathetic portrayal of Rouﬁee*
woll, an ironmaster. Nevertheless, in the immediately suc-

ceeding novel Hard Times, the benevolent Rouncewell has

voFrederick A, Laing, A History of English Liter-
ature (in the Collins' School Series, Londen: William
Collins, Sons and Company, 1813), pp. 195-196. A further
example of the general disdain with which Dickens' later
novels were met may be seen in James Rawley's A Smaller
History of English Litersture. James Rowley, A Smaller
History of English Literature,(Londen: John Murray, 1885),
p. 249, Rowley claimed that “"David Copperfield (1849) is.
usually regarded as marking the culmination of his /Dickens!'/
genius . . ' Henry J. Nicoll speaks of Bleak House, as a .
novel "which marks the beginning of the decadence of his
genius . . " Henry J. Nicoll, Landmarks of English Liter-
ature (London: John Hogg, 1883), p. 682,
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been superseded by the cold, self-made factory-owner
Bounderby. One can follow the effect of this ambivalent
sort of social criticism in the responses made to 1t by

Ruskin. In Unto This Last he had written:

He /Dickens/ is entirely right in his main draft
and purpose in every book he has written; and
all of them, but especially Hard Times, should

be studied with close and earnqg{ care by persons
interested in social questions,

However, when Ruskin recognized in Dickens' novels soclal
eriticism that was contrary to his own taste, he was not
at all hesitant in reproving that author.

Dickens was a pure modernist--a leader of the
steam whistle party par excellence . . . His
hero is essentially the ironmaster; in splte

of Hard Times, he has advanced by his influence
every prineiple that makes them harder--the
love of excitement . 3 the distrust both of
nobllity and clergy.

The second hypothesis put forth to explaln the
bitter reviews of this period was that especlially in the
realm of economic theory, Dickens was far behind the

times. E. P. Whipple noted, in the Atlantlic Monthly in

1877, that Dickens' readers were "yexed with an author
who deviate& from the course of amusing them, . . . only

to emphasize notions which were behind the knowledge of

71
The Works of Ruskin, XVII (1903-1912), 3ln.,
cited by Ford, p. 94.

72

Ibid., XXXVII, 7, cited by Ford, pp. 94-95.
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the time.M!°

Whipple went on to say that the laws of
politicalﬂeconomy were as inexorable as the laws of gravi-
tation. He indicated that:
The time will come when it will be a8 intellectu-
ally discrediteble for an educated person to
engage in a crusade against the political economy
%;einhasgzgiaggi:§§22?$4the established laws of
phy
Especlally in the general prosperity of the 1850's, the con-
temporary laws of politicel economy seemed so self-evident
that Dickens and Ruskin were in many quarters regarded as
madmen for championing contrary Opinions¢75'
As was indlcated earlier 1n this chapter, the
criticism of the first half of the ninesteenth century was
characterized by a conspicuous absence of sesthetic theories
of fiction. Such was not the case, however, with the latter
half, for it was during this period that the novel was flrst
beginning to be serlously considered as a work of art. In

a retrospective essay of 1864, Justin McCarthy noted this

VSE. P. Whipple," Dickens's Hard Times," Atlantic
Monthly, XXXIX (1877?, 387, clted by Ford, p. 102,

74
Ibido, Pe 555, cited by For‘d’ PDe. 102-103.

5
7 On two separate occaslons Ruskin tried to put

forth his politico-social oplnions In contemporary maga-
zines but on both occaesions public pressure forced the
editors to request him to dlscontinuae.
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essential difference between the two periods.

It 1s only of recent days that eritics have begun
seriously to occupy themselves in the conslideration
of prose ficection. It foreced itself on them by its
popularity and its influence. When 1t became
utterly impossible to ignore it any longer, . . .
1t was then . . . too late to set about laying

down laws, and forming schools, and prescriblng
this and proscribing that, and attempting all the
freaks of pedaentic power in which criticism de-
lighted to indulge from the days of Zollus to those
of Rymer . . + One result ls that the novelist's
art is by far the most fresh, vigorous, and flour-
ishing of all the literary professions of the day

+ o » Macaulay's Influence over the average E$§1ish
mind was narrow compared with that of Dickens.

Henry James, as evidenced in his essay The Art of Fietion

(1884), quite realized that in earlier days the novel had
frequently been treated as the poor relation of drama and
poetry. Previously, sald James,

there was a comfortable, good-humoured feeling
abroad that a novel is a novel, as a puddlng is

a pudding, and that our only buslness with it
could _be to swallow it., But within a year or

two /of 1884/, for some reason or other, there
have been signs of returning animation--the ersas
of discussion wouldveppear to have been to a cer-
taln extent opened.

I7
é[?ustin McCarthi? "Novels with a Purpose," West-

minster Review, XXVI (1864), 25-26, cited by Ford, pp.27-28.

77Henry James, "The Art of Fietion," American Poe-

try and Prose, Norman Foerster and Robert Falk, editors
new shorter edition; Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1960), p. 804, In this same essay, note James' other com~-
ments. "It /the novel/ had no air of having a theory, a
conviction, a conscicusness of itself behind it--of being
the expression of an artistlc falth, the result of choice
and comparison." p. 803.
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The era of discussion had indeed opened, and in 1891,
seven yoars after the appearance of James's work, W. D.

Howells published his Criticism and Fictién, an eSsay

devoted te the premise that "the stone age of fietlon and
criticism'’C was now over.

The natural result of this increased concern with
the form and technlique of the novel was the development of
specific theorles of fictlon; theories that all pointed
in the direction of realism. An Athenasum reviewer noted

this as early as 1841:

Is it not that a novel is, or aims at being, a
picture of dally life,-~a reflex of human nature
under the modification of an actual state of
soclety? .+ . . A romance, on the contrary, pre-
tends to no such fidelity of delineation. It
strives to paint man as a being of passion alone;
its view of life 1is taken by the flare of torches
« + o dézzling brilliancy and fathomless gloom

e« » ¢ +» If this definition be correct, a romance
is at variance with the splirit of the present age.
The nineteenth century is distinguished by a
ecraving for the positive and real--it is gesen-
tially an age of analysis and criticism.

78W. D. Howells, Criticism and Fiction, (1891), pp.
174-176, cited by Ford, p. 202. AlThough James and Howells
both claimed that critics began to accept the novel as an
art form only in the 1880's and 1890's, there did exist be-
fore that time & considerable smount of interest in the
gesthetlc aspects of the genre.

79Athenaeum, (September 25, 1841), p. 740, cited by
Ford, pp. 131-132. See also W. D. Howells' comment in Criti-
cism and Fiction, (1891). Hewells refers to the beginning
of the nineteenth century when "romance was making the same
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Even earller than the above excerpt from the Athenseum,

John Stuart M11l emphatically declared that “the truth of

fiction 1s to give a true picture of 1ife.tSC

One of the most popular of the Victorian novelists,
Thackeray, was similarly aware of the currents of the age.
He was echoing the opinions of a most vocal group of c#it-
ics when he sald: "The Art of Novels is to represent
Nature: to convey as strongly as possible the sentiment
of reality.“sl With these sentiments in mind, one may
readlily understand his objections to Dickens! fiction.82

I quarrel with his Art in many respects: wi [sic/
I don't think represents nature duly, for instance
Micawber appears to me an exaggeration of a man,
as his name is of a name. It 1s delightful and

makes me laugh, but %t is no mord a real man than
my friend Punch 15,8

During the latter half of the nineteenth century,

fight against effete classicism which realism is making
today ageinst effete romanticism . . ." William Dean
Howells, "Criticism and Fiction," American Poetry and
Prose, op.cit., pp.761-752.

8oJohn Stuart Mill, op.eit., p. 402,

BlGordon N. Ray (ed.) The Letters of Thackeray
(Cambridge, U.S.A., 1945), II, 772-778, cited by Ford,p.l18.

82Thaekeray’s popularity among "highbrow" readers
vis a vis Dickens was in no small way the result of his per-
ception of and adherence to the canons of this “realistic
movement" in mid-Viectorian fiction. ,

83
loc. c¢it,

Gordon N. Rey (ed.), The Letters of Thackersy,
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Thackeray'!s opinion was echoed and re-echoed by the review-

ers. Living Age, in 1858, noted the following:

He /Dickeng/ can only concelve of virtues and vices
in their very simplest forms. The goodness of his
good men is always running over thelr beards, 1like
Aaron's ointment--the wickedness of his villains

is always flaming and blazing like a house on fire.
The mixed characters, the confusion, the incom-
pleteness, which meet us at eve§z stage in real
1ife, never occur in his pages.

In a subsequent review in 1860, Living Age said substan-
tially the same thing:

The higher pleasures which novels are capable of
giving are those which are derived from the
development of a skilfully constructed plot, or
the careful and moderate delineation of charac-
ter; and neither of these are to be found in Mr.
Dickens! works . . . The two main sources of
his popularity are his power of working upon

the feelings by the coarsest stimulants, and
his power of setting common occggrences in a
grotesque and unexpected light.

Further evidence of the emphasls on reallsm among
the critics may be found in Dickens' letters. In a letter
dated 1859 the author defended his own imaginative style

of writing against the realistic style then in vogue.

84
“Mpr, Dickens," Living Age, LVIII (July, 1858),
265, . S

851y Tale of Two Cities," Living Age, LXIV (Feb-
rusry, 1860), 367. . . .
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It does not seem to me to be enough to say of
any deseription that 1t 1s the exact truth.

The exact truth must be there; but the merit

or art in the narrator, is the manner of stat-
ing the truth. As to which thing in literature,
it slways seems to me that there 1s a world teo
be done. And in these times, when the tendency
is to be frightfully literal and catalogue-like,
to make the thing, in short, a sort of wmum in
reduction that any miserable creature can do in
that way--I have an idea (really founded on the
love of what I profess), that the very holding
of popular literature through a kind of popular
dark age, may depend on such fanciful treatment ,B6

Despite DPickens' dislike of "catalogue-like" real-
ism, most critics of the post-lBSO's'thought it infinitely

superior to his own imaginative style. In Blackwood's

for 1857 one critic noted in a somewhat humorous veln the
deficlencies in Dickens! art of fiction. The eritic
imagined Dickens explalning the process whereby he created
one of his characters. Although written humorously, the
reviewer's objectlon was typical of the eriticism of the
day.

See here, ladies and gentlemen, I take this ab-
stract quality, which 13 one of the character-
istics of the present day, . . . I select this
individual trait from the heap you see lying by
me~--I add a bit of virtue, . . . I dress the
combination in these garments, which I got off
a man in the street. Observe now, when I pull
the strings (and I don't mind letting you see me
pulling the strings all through the exhibition--

John Forster, The Life of Charles Dickens, ed.
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no deception, ladies and gentlemen, none), how
natural the action' how effective the characn
ter!

As was noted, the objections raised against the
author's fiction were twofold. First, the characters were
not drawn from real life; they were types. Secdnd, there
was no interaction between incident and character; the
characters acted in certain situations only because Dickens
nudged them., In an earlier passage of the above review,
the reviewer elaborated on this last point., "In a great
novel the incidents and characters work together for good,
characters producing incident, incident calling forth
traits of character. . . ."88 Judged by this standard,

Dickens' novel under review (Little Dorrit) was a poor work,

The reviewer claimed that one of the glaring faults of the
novel was that the fortunes of the Clennam family were not
"so interwoven that the opposing or blending interests
should have elicited character ., . .n89

Respected crities such as Walter Bagehot and G, H.

87"Remonstrance with Dickens, " Blackwood Vg Edin-
burgh Magazine, LXXXI (April, 1857), 507,

881bid., p. 500.
891bid., p. 497.
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Lewes also complained about the same deficlency In Dickens.
The former lamented the fact that some contemporary critles
could possibly find pleasure in contemplating the author's
"disconnected world" and "exaggerated caricature." Bage-
hot's obvlous distaste was carrled to the extent that he
even refused to discuss any of the novels that succeeded

0

Copperfield.?® G. H. Lewes likewise based his principles

of criticism upon realism. According to this critic, real-
ism in literature meant probability in action and character,
Hence the sequence of events in the novel must unfold Iin
such & way that they appear to have been brought about by
the interaction of character and circumstance, something
that Lewes thought was strangely absent from Dickens' works.

Unreal_snd impossible as these types /Dickens!' char-

acters/ were, speaking a language never heard in

life, movin !like pleces of simple mechanism always

in one way (instead of moving with the infinite

fluctuations of organisms . . .) these unreal figures

affected the ﬁncritical reader with the force of
reallity. . .9

9%a1ter Bagehot, "Charles Pickens," The Works

and Life of Walter Bagehot, Mrs. Russell Barrington,
editor (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1915), III,
106-107.

91
George Henry Lewss, "Dickens in Relation to

Criticism," The Dickend Critics, George H. Ford and Laur-
3at Lane Jr., editors (Ithaca, N.Y,: Cornell University
Press, 1963), pp. 61-62.
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Lewes readily admitted that to the "uncritical reader
the Dickensian characters might appear real, but he felt
that to the discerning reader such as himself, the char-
acters were painfully inadequate. The main drift of his
criticism is shown in the following analogy:

Give a child a wooden horse, with hair for mane

and tail, and wafer-spots for colouring, he will

never be disturbed by the fact that this horse

does not move its legs, but runs on wheels--the

general suggestion suffices for his belief; and

this wooden horse , . . is believed in more than

a pictured horse by a Wouvermanns or an Ansdell.

It may be said of Dickens' human figures that they

too are wooden, and run on vheels; but these are

details wh%ch scarcely disturb the belief of

admirers,Y

It should be noted that none of the preceding
realistic critics were willing to grant to Dickens' world
any sort of probability. Adhering as they did to literary
canons that emphasized the necessity of a close connection
between the real world and the novelist's fictitious one,
the reader can see that they could hardly have been
expected to react to Dickens' work in any other way.
One of the few critics who did realize that Dickens' -

world might have its own laws of probability separate from

those of nature was David Masson., His essay originally

appeared in the North British Review in 1851 and it con-

o2 |
ibid., p. 62.

e—crecy
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sisted of a long discussion on the relative merits of the
styles of Dickens and Thackeray.9®
The essence of Masson's discussion is in hils dif-

ferentiation between the "real" and the "ideal" in art.
Masson extends the term "ideal" to include anyﬂtype of
imaginative distortion. “Hence, in the analogy that he mads,
Dickens' writings would be akin to the paintings of Reynolds
énd Raphael rather than Hogarth. Using & similar analogy,
Thackeray's fiction would be closer to Hogarth than to
Raphael. Masson sald:

It is Thackeray's aim to represent 1life as it is

sctually and historlcally--men and women, as they

are, in those situations in which they are usually

placed, with that mixture of good and evil and of

strength and foible which is to be found in their

characters, and liable only to thgze incidents

which are of ordinary occurrence.
According to Masson, Dickens' fiction did not pretend to
thlis kind of reality.

The Ideal or Romantic artist must be true to

nature, as well as the Real artist; but he may
be true in a different fashlon. He may take

5The assay is particularly noteworthy inasmich as
after the publication of Vanity Falr in 1847-48, the novels
of Thackeray were considered to be the touchstone of the
realists. Seen in this light, Masson's essay becomes &
debate not just about two novelists, but about two schools
of thought.

94
David Masson, "Dickens and Thackeray," The Dickens
Critiecs, George H. Ford and Lauriat Lane Jr., editors (lLthaca,
N.¥.: Cornell University Press, 1963), pp. 34=35.
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hints from Nature in her extremest moods, and
make these hints the gems of creations fitted for
a world projected imaginatively beyond the real
one, or inserted into the midst of the real Sge,
and yet imaginatively moated round from it.

The real merit of Masson's eassay lies In the fact
that unlike elither G. H. Lewes or Walter Bagehot, he recog-
nised that just because Dickens' world was an “imaginative"
one, 1t was not necessarily an inferior one. “Now, both 7
kinds of art are legitimate," said Masson, "and each writer
1s to be tried within his own kind by the success he has
attained in 1t.%98

Masson's comments cannot be taken, however, as being
at all represehtative of the criticlsm of his era, for until
the 1880's critics still figidly adhered to realistic stan-
dards‘of’novel eriticism. As wWill be indicated in the
immediately succeeding chapter, however;  the post-1880's
witnessed a gradual change from the realism advocated by

such critics as G. H. Lewes, to the more flexible approach

such as that propounded by Masson,

95
ibid., ppe 35-36.

961p14., p. 35.




CHAPTER II1

Two of the features of the Dickens' criticlsm
written between ca. 1880 and ca. 1940 were first of all a
conspicuous absence of moral criticism and secondly &
heightened interest in the technique of novel writing.
The peader will recall that in the precedlng period (1836«
1880) the critical approaches to Dickens' fiction were
exactly the opposite. During that interval, the author's
work tended to be criticized in predominantly moral terms,
and it was only at the close of the period that the eritics
really began to examine the form and technique of his novels.
In this chapter I will endeavour to indicate the reasons
why moral criticlsm dlsappeared as one of the critical
approaches to Dickens'! fiction, and secondly, try to
sccount for the reasons for the continued and heightened
interest in the form and technique of the author's novels.

Generally speaking, there were two reasons for the
kabsence of moral critlcism, The first of these was that
in the period under consideraﬁion, the novel was undergoing
a fundamental change. Starting with George Moors, the
English novelists were gradually wresting from their crit-
jics the right to extend the subject matter that might
legitimately be included in the novel. As might well be

expected, sex was the subject matter that authors deemed

47
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most worthy of inclusion. The aspirations of Moore and
Hardy in this respect attracted the fire that had hitherto
been directed at Dickens. As the century drew'to g ¢lose,
those of Dickens""indisqretions“ that had pained an earlier
generation of critics faded into'insignificance when conm-
pared to what modern critics consldered to be the far
grosser obscenitles of Moore and Hardy. Because this
modification of the novel was of major lmportance, I shall
briefly outline the steps whereby it came about, indicating
from time to time the differences between the novel of
Dickens! era and that of the late nineteenth century.

‘The best place to begln a brief survey of the changlng
attitude of the nineteenth century novelists is with the
disciple-of the hearth and home, Dickens himself, Although
this suthor never seriously deviated from the narrow path
marked out by respectable society, he was far more antagon-
istic to the conventions of the age than 1s usually sus-
pected. One can trace in his writings a graduval progression
from an early and avowed acceptance of moral eritieclsm,
through a middle period of doubt, to his final attitude of
all but open rejection of those standards,

In the preface to hls early novel Oliver Twist (1838)

Dickens had boaated that even the most dellcatle ear would
not find the slightest offence 1n the spesech employed by

any of the denizens of Saffron Hill, Nevertheless, by the



49

time of the publication of Dombey and Son (1848) the author

was evidently aware that ha#ing to take into consideration
the moral preferences of his critics was going to somewhat
cramp hls style. That Dickens was beginning to entertain
opinions contrary to thése of the then accepted maxims of

art may be deduced from the fact that in Dombey and Son his

original intention had been to let Edlith Dombey become
Carkers' mistress.l With the publication of his last com~
plete nével, OQur Mutual Friend (1865), he came right out

~ and indiecated that such standards were ridiculous. Using
Podsnap and his daughter as examples of middle-class
respectablility, Dickens was unmerciful in his satire. In
the following excerpt from that novel, the author saild in
his own'voice:

A certain institution in Mr. Podsnap's mind which
he called "the young person" may be considered to
have heen embodled in Miss Podsnap, his daughter,
It was an inconvenient and exacting institution,

as regquiring everything in the universe to be filed
down and fitted to it. The question about every-
thing was, would it bring a blush into the cheek

of the young person? And the inconvenience of the
young persoen was that, according to Mr., Podsnap,
she seemed always llable to burst into blushes when
there was no need at all. There appeared to be no
line of demarcation between the young person's

1Jeffrey, and presumaebly Forster, were adamant in
thelr Insisbence that Dickens abandon the i1dea, and Edith's
virtue consequently remalned intact,
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excessive innocence, and another person's gullt-

lest Imowledge. Take Mr. Podsnap'!s word for it,

and the soberest tints of drab, white, lillaec,

and grey, were all [laming rgd to this trouble-

some Bull of a young person,
Furthermors, keeping in mind the fact that Podsnap's gorge
had risen at the mere mention of London's starving poor,
it requires very little imagination to comprehend the horror
and disgust that a real Podsnap must have felt upon seeing
Boffin scrambling all over and digging in the vast mountains
of refuse (including human waste) euphemistically called
"qust heaps."

Dickens, however, was not the only author who de-
cried the moral criterlia used for judging novels, His great
rival and contemporary, Thackeray, was llkewlse very much
aware of the irksome limitations under which he had to write.
He continually chafed under these restralnts, and although
he submitted, 1t was with little grace, as his preface to
Pendennis indicated., He had said:

Even the gentlemen of our age-- . . . even these
we cannot show as they are, with the notorious
feolbles and selfishness of their lives and their
education. Since the author of Tom Jones was
buried, no writer of fictlion among us has been

permitted to deplet to his utmost power a MAN.
We must drape him, and give him a certain con-

2
Cherles Dickens, Our Mutual Friend (New York:
P. F. Collier and Son, /n.d./), p. 147.
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ventional simper. gociety will not tolerate the
Natural in our Art.

The grumbling of Dickens and Thackeray was also
echoed by'some of thelr contemporary critics. One of these
crities, writing in the Saturday Review, had openly ques-

tioned the wisdom of ensuring that all fiction should be
sultable for young ladies. The reviewsr had said:

e o+ o light literature is pure enough. That is,
1t is written upon the principle that it is never
to contain anything which a modest man might not,
with satisfaction te himself, read aloud to a
young lady. But surely it is very questionable
whether it ls desirable that no novels should be
written except those which are fit for young
ladles to read. Is it not so with any other
branch of literature. Theology, history, phil-
osophy, morallty, law, and physical science are
all studied at the reader's peril . . . Are works
of imagination, then, such mere toys that they
ought always to be cglculated for girlish ignor-
ance? . . . /Many of/ our most popular writers of
filetlon . . . seem to think that the highest func-
tlon of a poet 1s the amusement of children, but
we are by no means prepared to say that in liter-
ature, emasculation produces purity.

Although the early Victeorian novelists might have

adhered (however reluctantly) to the canons of moral crit-

3W. M. Thackeray, "Prsface to Pendennis,® 1850.

This author did, of course, transgress the critic's dic-
tums, for unless Lord Steyne (Vanltiy Fair) accepted "de-
ferred payment," (a most unlikely occurrence), Becky was
an adulteress,

4

Saturday Review, (July 11, 1857), cited by J. D.
Jump, "Weekly Reviewing in the Eighteen Fifties," Review
of English Studies, XXIV (January, 1948), p. 55..
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icism, later novelists were adament in their refusal to
pay even lip service. The novelist largely responsible
for inaugurating this revolt was George Moore, and because
Moore recelved his impetus from France, it is to that
country that we must now turn.

Across the channel, the French authors, chief among
them being Balzac (1799-1850), Flaubert (1821-1880) and
Zola (1840-1902), had won from their public the right to
include sexual immorality as an Integral part of the novel.
The adulteries of Eugene de Rastignsc and Madame de Nun-

eingen in Pdre Gorioct, and Emma Bovary and Leon in Mademe

Bovary were integral parts of each of the respective novels.
The advance that this represented over the English novel
may readily be seen if one contrasts thls freedom with that
enjoyed by Dickens. The reader will recall that Dickens
had, in deference to the mores of society, cancelled the

projected adultery between Edith Dombey and Carker in Dom-

bey and Son. Another case in point was the manner in which
Dickens depicted those few prostitutes that appeared in his
novels. They were (with the exception of Nancy) never
allowed to take a direct part in the action and instead
wandered around the periphery of the novel like a blzarre
Greek Chorus, lamenting (usually in low “"moans" and with

a "wila" look in the eye) the loss of that physical quality

suppose&ly deemed most precious by the nineteenth century



53

maiden,
Having seen and appreciated the fresedom enjoyed by
the French novelists, Moore returned te England in 1880

and with the publication of A Modern Lover (1883) he fired

the opening shot of his battle with the circulating libraries.
Desling as it dild with the adulterous conduct of the hero,
Lewis Seymour, the novel was promptly banned by Smith's,

one of the largest of the circulating libraries, The second

of Moore's novels, A Mummer's Wife (1885), did not have the

dublous honourof being banned; however, the majority of the
critics did condemn it as disgusting. Like its predecessor
it had also dealt with immorality, only this time adultery
was shown amongst slum dwellers rather than amongst the
fashionable middle classes that had been deplected in A Mod-
ern Lover.

Moore waged a long and bitter combat with the cire
sulating libraries and the contempt that he felt for thelr

standards may be seen in the following passage taken from

English fiction became pure, and the garlic and
assafoetida with which Byron, Fielding, and Ben
Jonson so0 liberally seasoned their works . . .
have disappeared from our literature. Engllsh
fletion became pure, dirty stortes were to be
heard no more, wers no longer procurable. But

at this point human nature intervened; poor humsan
nature! when you pinch it in in one place 1t
bulges out in another, after the fashion of a
lady's figure. Human nature has from the earliest
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time shown a liking for dirty storles; dirty
stories have formed a substantial part of every
literature (I employ the words “dirty stories"

in the circulating library sense)}; therefore a
tagste for dirty stories may be sald to be lnher-
ent in the human animal. Call it a disease if
you will-=-an incurable disease-~which, if it is
driven inwards, will break out in an unexpected
quarter in a new form and with redoubled viru-
lence. This is exactly what has happened. Actu-
ated by the most laudable motlves, Mudie cut off
our rations of dirty stories, and for forty years
we were apparenitly_the most moral people on the
face of the earth,®

As can be seen in the above quotation, Moore laid
the blame for the narrow-mindedness of English fiction
right at the door of the circulating libraries. This type
of argument leaves much to be deslred because it completely
lgnores the fact that bad fiction is just as much the fault
of the novelist as it is the fault of the critic. George
Gissing had recognized this and in a letter toc the Pall
Mall he had suggested that the English authors were far
more to blame than were Smith's or Mudie's., Glssing said:

English novels are mliserable stuff for a very
miserable reason, simply because English novel-

ists fear to do their best lest they should damagse
their popularity, and conssquently their income,

SGeorge Moore, Confessions of a Young Man (New York:
Carlton House, 1917), pp. 101-1562.

6George Gissing, "The New Censorship of Literature,"
Pall Mall Budget, XXXII, 12-13, cited by M. Donnelly, George

Gissing--Grave Comedian (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
954), p. 81.




55

In a later passage he amplified this statement by adding:
"Let novellsts be true to thelr artistle conscience, and
the public taste will come round. In that day there will
be no complaint of the circulating 1ibraries."’ Although
Gissing and Moore did differ on the question of where to
place the preponderance of blame for the puritanical stralt-
jacket that enveloped English fiction, both were iIn complete
agreement that the conventions surrounding the novel were
utterly ridiculous.

While it 1s generally recognized that the specific
influences of the French writers never dild extend much past
Moore (Zecla's naturalism prompted Moore to write A Mummer's

Wife but Moore in turn did not pass on this naturalistic

influence), his career was most important because he was
largely résponsiﬁb for the opening of the battie to include
~ in the novel matters other than domestic bliss., Thus it
was wlth a certaln amount of justification that Moore could
say in his later years: "I 1nveﬁted adultery, which didn't
exist in the English novei t1ill I began writing."s

Orice Moore had made the inltial breach in the wall,

7Ibid., p. 82.

BGeorge Moore, /no source given/, cited by Gran-
ville Hicks, Figures of Transition (New York: The Mac-
miilan Company, 1939)s; p. 200. ,
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other writers followed. It is beyond the limits of my
paper to discuss all or many of these authors; however,
an exception may be made with Thomas Hardy. Writing
in the New ReView in 1890, Hardy had been sadly aware

of the restrictions placed upon the novelist. In that
magazine he had lamented:

If the true artist ever weeps it probably is
then, when he first discovers the fearful price
that he has to pay for the privilege of writing
in the English language--no less a price than
the complete extinction in the mind of every
mature and penetrating resder, of sympathetic
-belief in his personages.

Nevertheless, in the following year he published Tess of
the D'Urbervilles (1891), a novel with the subtitle "A

Pure Woman Faithfully Presented."™ This novel had as its
heroine an innocent country girl who had been seduced by
a young dilettante. To comprehend the great change that
had taken place in the subject matter of the novel, one

may contrast Tess with an earlier nowel having a similar

theme. This novel was Mrs. Gaskell's EgEEJ(1853). Like
Hardy's Tess, Mrs. Gaskell considered her heroine, Ruth,
to be a pure girl, more sinned against than sinning,

Here, however, the similarity ends. The earlier author

was very much a product of her time, and bowing to the

Mhomas Hardy, New Review, (1890), 124-125, cited
by Granville Hicks, Figures™or Transition (New York: The
MacMillan Company, 1939), p. I27.
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conventlons of the day, she ensured that Ruth did die at
the end of the novel.lO In Mrs. Gaskell's day, the wages
of sin were death, and significantly enough, Ruth's death
was the penalty decreed by the Almighty and not bj man.

Examining Hardy's novel, one can now see the strides
that that novelist had taken. Teas, like Ruth, did dle at
the end of the novel. However, her death was the result
of the bigotry and stupidity of contemporary soclety and
not, as was the case with Ruth, the just retribution meted
out by a wrathful God.11

A8 has been noted, the extension of the subject
matter of the novel, as well as that of other genres, was
a matter of bitter controversy. The poet Tennyson is

probably the best representative of those who opposed the
work of writers such as Moore. In Locksley Hall Sixty

Years After (1886) Tennyson showed himself to be horrified

-at the licence taken by modern writers.

1ODespite the fact that Ruth does pay for her mis-
take, Mrs, Gaskell was considered by many of her contem-
porary critlics to be dangerously ahead of her time.

11The other of Hardy's most controversial rovels,
Jude the Obsecure, was llkewise condemned; the title being
commonly paraphrased as '"Jude the Obscene." The torrents
of abuse showered upon this author, who was by no means as
thick~skinned as George Moore, were responsible for his
abandoning novel-writing and returning to his first love,

poetry.
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Authors--athelst, essayist, novelist, realist,
rhymester, play your part,

Paint the mortal shame of nature with the living
hues of Art.

Rip your brothers! vices open, strip your own
foul passions bare;

Down with Reticence, down with Reverence--
forward--naked--let them stare.

Feed the budding rose of boyhood with the drainage
of your sewsr;

Send the drain into the fountain, lest the stream
should issue pure.

‘Set the malden fancies wallowing in the troughs
of Zolalsme--

Forward, forward, ay and backward, downward too
into the abysm,

Do your best to charm the worst, to lower the
rising race of men;
Have we risen from out the beast, then back into
the beast again?
(139-148)

Arthur Wsugh, wrlting in, of all places, The Yellow

12

Book, in 1894, alsc cried out for "Reticence in Literature."

In a rather calm and reasoned tone, qulte unlike Tennyson's-

hysterlia, Waugh sadly noted that modern literature had

permeated marriage with the ardours of promiscuous
Intercourse. In fiction 1t infects 1ts heroines
with acquired disesses of names unmentionable, and
has debased the beauty of maternity by analysis of
the process of gestation. Surely the inartistic

12’I‘he two perledicals The Yellow Book and the Savoy

were commonly considered to be The "bible" of the Aesthetes.
Waugh'!s opinion, albeit expressed in such.a periodical, was
quite contrary to the opinilon of the Aesthetes,
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temperament can scarcely abuse literature fu{ther.
I own I can conceive nothing less beautlful. S

On the other side of the Atlantic in 1891, W. D.
Howells was also busily fighting a rearguard action in
defence of "purity." This critic, recognized as the Dean
of American'Letters; rhetorically asked: |

In what fatal hour did the Young Girl arlse and

seal the lips of Fietion, with a touch of her

{i?ggfi tc some of the most vital iInterests of
Howells answered that the "Young Girl" had done no such
thing. According to this critic, (he specifically referred
to Dickens, Thackeray and George Eliot), English suthors
had indeed treated sex in its proper perspective. Howells
was qulte happy with the way in which Dickens had handled

%pglations of men and women*'l5 in David Copperfield.

It is quite false or quite mistaken to suppose that
our novels have left untouched these most important
realities of life. They have only not made them
their stock In trade; they have kept a true per-
spective in regard to them; they have relegated
them in their pictures of 1ife to the fgace and
place they occupy in life itself . . .

13
Arthur Waugh, "Reticence in Literature," The Yel-
low Book, I (April, 1894), 218, )

14y, p. Howells, "Criticism and Fiction," American
Poet and Prose, Norman Foerster and Robert Falk, editors
(new shorter edition; Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1960), p. 755.

51114,

Ibld.,
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Speaking of the great change that came over the
English novel, the critic Hugh Walpole very wlttlly and, in
my oplnion, quite correctly, said:

But 1t 1s the sense of Morality that has ylelded
the greatest changes. In the 'seventies the
Novellsts took it for granted that once you were
married you were happy for ever after. In the
'nineties the novellsts took 1t for granted that
once you were married you were done for. In the
modern novel, as none of the characters are mars
ried at all, the old question scarcely arlises.
The change in subject matter of the novel was by this time
so great that George Gissing, writing in 1897, was moved to
note that:
So great a chenge has come over the theory and
practice of fiction in the England of our times
that we must needs trigt ef Dickens as, in many
respects, antiquated.

The second reason for the absence of Moral Criticlsm
may be found in a consideration of the Aesthetic Movement.
It is beyond the bounds of this paper to embark upon an
extended discussion of this most turbulent of all periods
in English literary history; however, one may note a few

of those features of the movement that were in some way

lvHugh Walpole, "Novelists of the Bewmenties," The
Eighteen-Seventies: Essays by Fellows of the Royal Soclety
of Literature, Harley Granville-Barker, “editor (Cambridge:
University Press, 1929), p. 44.

18660rge Gissing, Charles Dickens: A Critical Study
(in The Victorian Era Series; London: Blackie and Son Limi-
ted, 1903}, Pe 65.
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connected with morality. Among the most prominent of these
was the insistence that the subject matter of the artist
wes unlimited.

A world of semsation. Forms, colours, feelings
were meant to provide the reflned pleasure and
en joyment of the man for whom it existed and he
must turn them lnto art without restraint,
scruple or concern as to whether this satisfied
the pollicemen, pleased the T&nister of religlion
or slevated the shopkeeper, ' :

A critic such as George Gissing, writing as he did
at the helght of the Movement, was being quite falr when
he indicated what aesthetic critics found distasteful in
Diekens:

Here is the contradiction so Irritating te Dick-
ens'! severer critics, the artistic generation of
today. Whatl--they exclaim-~-a great writer,
insplired with a thoroughly fine ldea, is to stay
his hand until he has made grave inquiry whethsr
Messrs, Mudie'!s subseribers will approve 1t or
not! The mere suggestion is infurlating. And
this--they vociferate-~~is what Dickens was always
doing. It may be true that he worked like a Iro-
jan; but what is the use of work, meant to be
artistic, carried on in the hourly fear of lirs.
Grundy? Fingers are polnted to this, that, and
the other Continental novelist; can you imagine
him in such serry plight? Why, nothing would
have pleased him better then to lknow he was out-
raging public sentiment! In fact, 1t is only
when one does so that one's work has a chance

of being Zood.=20

194 131am Gaunt, The Aesthetic Adventurs (London:
Je Cape, 1945), Pe 13.

20George Gissing, Charles Dickens- A Critical
Studi, EED cito’ ppo 66"679
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Another of the more salient characteristics of the
Aesthetlic Movement was the 1lnslstence that an artist's
work should be an end in itself. True art, be it poetry,
prose or painting, should never attempt to further a
moral purpose. Thus this school of criticism altogether
removed the question of morallty from a consideration of
the novel. As I have indicated, one convention of the
Aesthetic Movement had emphasized that the novellst was
at liberty to include whatsoever he wished in his work;
now , another convention stated that the novelist should
not "preach." The net result of these two conventions
was to push all considerations of morality into the back-
ground.,

Such a line of criticism would be inimical to Dick-
ens' art, and we have it on the authority of Gissing that
Dickens' novels were indeed adversely criticized because
of their didacticlsm.

Hard words are spoken of him /Dickens/ by young
writers whose zeal outruns their diacretion, and
far outstrips thelr knowledge; from the advanced
posts of modern critielsm any stone is good enough
to throw at a neve%ist who avews and glories in

his meral purpose.

Among the most eminent of those critics who were

21
ibid., p. 64.
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busily throwing stones was George Saintsbury. This eritic
“was indeed a disciple of the Aesthetic Movement,%% and
hence 1t should come as no surprise to note the rather
depreciating tone that he adopted when discussing this
aapect of Digkens. In his English Novel, after catalogu-

ing Dickens' exaggeration, meledrams and grotesquerie,

Saintsbury sald: "He was, moreover, a 'novelist of pur-

pose' in the highest degree . . .ﬁzﬁ A better indication

of Saintsbury's close ties with L'Art pour L'Art may be

found in the remarks that he made about William Blake.
Blake, sald Saintsbury, wes in his later years "overcome
by the detestable heresy of instruction," Such an affiic-

tion was disastrous because

when a men 1s once affected, whether the instruc-
tion he gives be morsl or immoral, orthodox or
unorthodox, it is slmost hopeless thenceforward
to expect perfect work to be produced by him. He
becomes careful of what he says, instead of being
careful how he says 1t; anxlous to say something
in any manner, rather than anxlous to say every-
thing (or_ 1t may be nothing) in the best manner
possible, '

22For the close relationship between Saintsbury and the

Aesthetlic Movement, see Dorothy Richardson, "Saintsbury and
Art for Art's Sake in England," Publications of the Modern
Language Assoelation, LIX (March, 1944), 245-260.

2
. 5George Saintsbury, The English Novel (in The Channels
of Engiish Literature Series, ed. Oliphant Smeaton. London:
J. M« Dent and Sons, 1913), p. 228.

24Dorothy Richardson, "Saintsbury and Art for Art's
Sake in England," op. cit., p. 248.




6k

Saintsbury's opinion was not shared, however, by all
or even by many of his fellow critics, and it never became
the fashion to ridicule Dickens'! "purpose™ to the same
extent, let us say, that it became the fashion to ridicule
his exaggerated characters.25 In their evaluation of didac-
ticism, critics seemed to be guided more by their own per-
sonal feelings than by their adherence to any particular
school of criticism. One eritic who took the exactly oppos-
ite view to Saintsbury was Oliver Elton. Writing in 1920,
he noted that "good and delightful art may quite well be the
result of an express moral aim._ To think otherwise is mere
late-Victorian art-cant , , ."26 Not all critics were as
decisive as were Saintsbury and Elton in their condemnation
or approbation of moral purpose in novels, Hugh Walker, for
instance, couldn't seem to make up his mind one way or the

other., Writing in 1921, he noted that:

25'1‘he reason for this probably lies in the fact that PRI
the aesthetes' ridicule of purpose was counteracted by the S
overt didacticism of the works of Shaw and Ibsen that began
to appear contemporaneously with the aesthetic criticism, See
W. Crotch, "Dickens Renaissance," Living Age, CCCII (August,
1919), 492-497.

2601iver Elton, A Survey of English Literatume (the fourth
edition; London: Edward X¥iold, I9207, s L90e
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It was when he Zﬁickené? took upon him to be a
reformer of schools, of legal systems, of govern-
ment offices and of morals and society in general,
fhat he committed hls worat mistakes. Prior to
this stage his humour was the guide. He used what
was humorously effective, and rejscted what was
not. Afterwards, hls canon of inclusion or exclus-
ion was serviceablenesa to the purpose, or the
reverse; and as 1t was noﬁva canon of art it natur-
ally led to error in art.

Nevertheless, despite the rejection of “purpose" implied
in the above quetation, Walker, thirteen pages later, in
his essay, said:s

The abstract gquestlon whether purpose is or is not

prejudiclal to art is not worth discussing., There

is no reason in the nature of things why 1t should

be prejudieclal, and the true question is whether

in a particular 1ns§gnce it has or has not led the

auntheor astray . .
Walker did feel that "purpose® had indeed led Dickens astray;
however, the general drift of his criticlasm does show a
strange sort of dualism as regards this aspect of Dickens!
work. |

A good example of the fact that crltics tended to

evaluate dldacticism in the novel by thelr personal prefer-
ences rather than their strict adherence to one particular

school of criticism was furnished by the writings of W. J.
Dawson. This eritlc had nothing but praise for the moral

27Hugh Walker, Literature of the Victorian Era (third
edition; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1913), p.6&72.

281b1d. s P. 685,
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purpose that animated Dickens' novels; nevertheless, he
wouldn't accept that same quality in George Eliot's novsels.
Referring to Dickens, Dawson rhapsodized: "1t stands to the
eternal honour of Dickens that he didmach to infuse a more
humane splrit into the general life of the people.“29 How-
ever, when discussing the work of Geofge Eliot, Dawson
found that "purpose" was in her case a liabllity. The
novel Romola, said bawson, firat marked the decadence of
Ellot,
The reason of this decadence is plain . . .
Tt is that George Eliot took herself too serlously
as a teacher to maintain for any long period the
true freshness and spontanelty of the artist .50
It should be apparent by this point that at least
two of the precepts of novealwriting advocated by the aes- s
thetes were diametiically opposed to the cnes professed by
Dickens. The concept of "purity" and "purpose' that had
pleased virtually all of Dickens'! contemporaries had become
by the end of the century an object of ridicule for aes-
thetic eritics. In an essay entitled "Dickens as Artilst,
or Genius and the Cry of 'Art for Art's Sake'" that appeared

in 1906, R. Brimley Johnson pointed out the dépths to which

29W. J. Dawson, Malkers of English Flction (New York:
Fleming H. Revell Company, 1905), pp. 117-118.

0
%01p14., p. 146.
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Dickens' reputation had fallen:

It can scarcely be questioned . . . that Charles
Dickens has suffered more than any other eminent
English writer from the arrogance of aesthetic
criticism, His work has not merely been com-
placently dismissed as "bad art™; it has been
cited again and again as a_conspicuous example
of degraded popular taste.3l

By this point, the reader has in all probability
wondered if the Aesthetic Movement itself was not respon-
sible for the extension of the subject matter of the novel.

Surely the School of L'Art pour LtArt must have had

something to do with it, because if we assign to the Aes-
thetic Movement the dates 1870-1900,32 we can See that
these dates parallel fairly closely the period during
which the novelists were demanding an expansion of subject

matter, i.,e,, trom the publication of George Moore's A

tion as to what extent the aesthetic critics'! de-emphasis

31R. Brimley Johnson, "Dickens as Artist, or Genius
and the Cry of ' 'Art for Art's Sake!," The Book Monthly
III (1908), 235, cited by Ford, p. 201. FoF an 8ssay
expressing somewhat simila¥ views, see W. Crotch, "The
E;gkzgg Renaissance," Living Agé GCCIT (August, 1919),

32566 Dorothy Richardson, "Saintsbury and Art for
Art's Sake in England," op. cit., p. 243.




68

of morality contributed to the decline of the novel of the
pre-1880's, As was indicated, there must have been at
least a correlation between the two events. Critics, how-
ever, seem reluctant to say much more than this, Hugh
Walpole, writing in 1929, was conveniently vague abouwt the
matter., He merely said:

The old novel [i.e., the novel ca. 1870) was

killed by three destructive forces--the sense

of Form that came with the aid of Mr. Vizetelly,

Mr. George Moore and others from France, the

sense of Reality given to us by Thomas Hardy

and George Gissing, the_New Morality introduced

to us by the New Woman,
The word "form" as used in the above quotation is
Synonymous with "technique." Hence it would appear, from
this one example at least, that there was a causal relation-
ship between the Aesthetic Movement and the decline of the
old novel. This, however, is not necessarily so, for
the mere fact that a critic emphasized "form" in his crit-
icism did not make him an aesthete, Henry James is a good

example of this, In his Art of Fiction, he had laid much

emphasis on the form of a novel, claiming that this was
the only facet of the novel that was open to criticism,

But despite this similarity with the Aesthetic Movement ,

s 33Hugh Walpole, "Novelists of the Seventies," op.
¢it., p. 43. -
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few persons would claim that James was an sesthete. Indesd,
the whole question of the relationship between the aesthetes!
glorification of form and the increased concern of novel
critics with form is one area of literature that has, fo

the best of my knowledge, received little, if any, atten-
tlon. As was the case with the Aesthetic Movement and the
decline of the old novel, there must have been some influence,
but to define the exact limits of that influence is another
matter, With this thought in mind, we can turn to the next
important critical approach to Dickens' fiction. This
approach takes into consideration the critics' reaction
to the novelist's deplction of reality.

As has been lndicated in the imltial chapter of my
thesls, the crlticism of the period extending from ca. 1850
to ca. 1880 was characterized by the growth of realistic
standards in novel criticism. Such criticism was of course
inimical to Dickens' theory of fiction, and the critical
essays and books representative of that period were liber-
ally sprinkled with such epithets as "earicature," "unreal,"
"improbable" and "strained." |
7 When'one examines the criticism written during the
years ca. 1880-ca, 1940, one notes that this same contro-
versy over "probability" was very much alive. There was,

however, a Qery importaﬁt difference between the two periods.
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Whereaes the first of them was characterized by a predomin-
ant acceptance of the realistic theorles of G. H. Lewes
and Walter Bagehot and a corresponding reluctance to admit
to the possibility of other theorles of fiction, the second
period witnessed the reversal of this situation. Frem
approximately 1880 onwards, one finds many critics, such
as George Gissing, G. K. Chesterton, George Saintshury,
Oliver Elton and Hugh Walker, all making at least a token
attempt to evaluate Dickens! world, not in reallstic, but
in some other terms. The critic who stands out and roundly
condemns that author's art as being wholly inferior is con-
spicuous in this period in much the same fashion that Masson
was conspicuous in the first period.34
A considerable smount of my material for the study
of this aspect of Dickens!' criticism has been taken from
the numercus histories of English literature that seem to
have been so prévalent at the turn of the century. The
advantage of using such works as these lies 1n the fact
that their suthors, because of the limitations of space,
must of necessity dispense with superfluous material and

deal only with what they consider to be the salient char-

56The reader will recall that in 18587 David Masson
did indeed make & very lucid defence of Dickens' prose
methods; however, Masson was at that time very much a lone
voice in & realistic wildernsess.
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acteristics of each literary figure. On examining these
histories, one is truly impressed with the frequency with
which references to Dickens! reality or unreallty appear.
Few readers would question the assertlion that George
Saintsbury was one of the most influential and important
of the critics writing in the late elghteen-nineties and
early nineteen-hundreds. Besides being the author of the ff}

article on Dickens in the Cambridge History of English

Litersture, he was also the sole author of at least four £
other histories.55 Although the aforementioned works were
not initially published in the same year, their subsequent
history of publication made each one almost contemporary
with the next. Because of this and because Saintsbury's
lifelong conception of Dickens seemed to have undergone
few if any modifications, the writings of this critic may
be considered in their entirety, rather than as units, each
to be discussed individually.
Saintsbury's considered opinion was that Dickens!

novels were a sort of mélange. In 1914, he noted:

But his usual form, apart from The Pickwick Papers

which stands alone, is a sort of cross between the

novel of ordinary life and the fantastic tale, the
humours and eccentricities of indlviduals being

These four latter histories will be referred to
individually in the following pages.
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enlarged sometimes, especlally in his later books,
to th% point of exaggeratlion and even of carica-
ture.

It was this admixture to which this critic violently ob-

jected. He consldered that the "novel of ordinary life,"
with its well-drawn characters, was lndeed superlor to the
"totally unreal style of character exemplified in the Bag-
stocks, the Carkers, and so forth."97 As might well be
expected, Thackeray was most representative of Seintsbury's
conception of a good novellst., After making a very favor-
able comparison between Thackeray and Shakespearse, the critic
went on to say of the former:

Every act, every scens, every person in these three
books /Pendennls, Esmond and The Newcames? is real
with a reality which has been 1dealized just up to
and not beyond the neceszsities of literature. 1t
does not matter what the acte, the scenes, the per-
sonages may be. Whether we are at the height of
romantic passion with Esmond's devotion to Beatrix
e o« » s whether the note is that of the simplest
human pathos, as in Colonel Newcome's death-bed;
whether we are indulged with soclety at Baymouth
and Oxbridge . . . We are in the House of Life, a
- mansion not too frequently opened to us by the

ssGeorge Saintsbury, 4 First Book of English Litera-
ture (third edition; London: MacMillan and Company, 1919,
p. 221. : .

37 ,
George Saintsbury, A History of Nineteenth Century
Iiterature (eighth edition; New York: The Maclillan Company,
1913), p. 149.
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wrlters of prose fietion.58

Seintsbury obviously wished that in Dickens! case the novel-

ist had opened the door of the mansion morerfrequently, for

with the exception of those avowedly comic characters such

as Pickwick, Dick Swiveller, Mentalini and a few of the

more realistic personages such as Pip and Joe Gargery, the

author's characters received scant praise from this critic.
The reason for Saintsbury's rather obvious dislike

of Dickens can best be seen in the previously quoted pas-

sage. Thackeray's novels, said Ssintsbury, were "real with

a reality which has been idealized Jjust up to and not beyond

"% In other words, Thackeray's

the necessities of literature.
imagination had kept pace with that author's observing fac-

ulties. However, such was not the case with Dickens. His

8
5 Ibid., p. 185. The reader may notice in this quo-~

- tation the implied contrast between Dickens and Thackeray
as to "pathos' and "soclety." A feature of the Dickens
eriticism during this period was the assertion, relterated
ad naugeum, that Dickens! pathos was msudlin and that he never
could depict a gentleman. Regarding Dieckens' characters of
aristocratic or upper class background, Saintsbury called
them: "Monsters not suited to any conceivable scheme." See
George Saintsbury, A Short History of English Literature
(seventh edition; London: MNacMillan and Company, 1913), PD.
743,

39George Saintsbury, A History of Nineteenth Century
Literature, loc. eit.
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imagination
so far outran the strictly critical knowledge of
mankind as mankind ., . . that it has invested
Dickens' books and charaz&ers with a peculiarity
found nowhere else ., . .
Such a fertile imagination, capable as it was of turning
an ordinary army officer into a Major Bagstock, was an
idealization of life far past the legitimate (as Saints-
bury conceived them) boundaries of art, Life as Dickens
depicted it was not, according to this cfitic, human life.
Yet it has been questioned whether the life with
which his scenes and characters are provided is
altogether human life-wwhether his world is not
rather a huge phantasmagoria of his own ereation, Xl
So far, it would appear as if there was little to
choose between Saintsbury's theory of fiction and the
realistic theories of the eighteen-fifties, In matters
of preference there was no difference. However, there was

a very important difference as regards the exclusiveness

of their respective hypotheses., Lewes had been so blinded
by realism that he refused to even consider the possibility
of the existence of theories of fiction equal or superior

to realism. Saintsbury did not have that attitude. He

KOivid., p. 147.

. Mlsaintsbury, A Short History of Bngiish Literative,
op. ¢it., p. 7h2. T —=
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pointed rather disdainfully to the unreallty of Dickens!
characters but at the same time he admitted that’they did
harmonize wlth their settings.

They are never quite real: we never experisence or

meet anything or anybody quite like them in the

actual world. And yet in their own world they hold

their position and play their parts quite perfectly

and completely: they obey their own lazg, they are

congistent with thelr own surroundings. :

Seintsbury never really elaberated upon this most

significant (to us) point, and one has the impression that
like meny of his contemporaries he was puzzled as to the
nature of Dickens' world. He therefore included this ob-
servatlon so as at least partially_to account for the
undenlable forcefulness and vividness of Dickens'! creations.
He had never denied this author's "“arresting pewer“43 but
he seemed unable to account for 1t; This perplexity of
Saintsbury (a trait that he held in common with many of

his contemporaries) is best seen in the comment he made

in The English Novel. Speaking asbout Dickens, he said:

His idiosyneraey « . + 18 so marked that every-
body acknowledges its presence: but 1ts exact
character and nature are matter not so much of
debate (though they are that also in the highest

2 G
4 George Salntsbury, A History of Nineteenth Century fat
LiteRrature, op. cit., p. 147.

4
5George Saintsbury, A Short History of English
Literature, loc. cit.
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degree) as matter of more or less questing, often
of & rather blindman's buff kind. here is prob-
ably no author of whom really critical estimates
are sSo rare.
One might also mention at this point (albeit at a slight
expense to the continuity of my paper), Elten's very lucid
remark about those critics who "wonder why Dickens should
be so hard to judge when he 1s so easy to enjoy.“45 Howe
ever, because Salntsbury had made at least a token attempt
to explain Dickens! world in terms other than realistic
ones, he deserves to be classed in the school of Masson
rather than Lewes,

Another critic who sided with Masson rather than
with Lewes was George Gissing. His crlticism of Dickens
was written in 1897 and was contemporary with much of
Saintsbury's work. The flrst thing that Gissing did was
what Henry James had done thirteen years before. Glssing
indlcated that each author had a certain way of looking at
life. Some authors had a "realistic" way and some, as

Saintsbury would say, a "fantastic" way: they all had their

individual conceptions of the world., A critie reading a

44George Saintsbury, The English Novel (in The
Chanmnelg of English Literature Series, ed. Oliphant Smea-
ton; London: J. M. Dent and sSons, 1913), p. 226.

4501’lver Elton, A Survey of English Litsrature,
op.cit., p. 194.
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novel must be willing to temporarily suspend his disbellef.
He must grant to the author a world of his own choosing.

Glssing said:

As soon a3 & writer sits down to construct & nar-
ratlve, to imegine human beings, or adapt those
he knows to changed circumstances, he enters a
world distinct from the actual, and, call him-
self what he may, he obeys certain laws, certain
conventions, without which the art of fiction
could not exist. Be he a true artist, he gives
us pilctures which represent hls own favourlte
way of looking at life; each is the world in
little, and the world as he prefers it. So that,
whereas execution may be rightly criticized from
the common point of view, a master's general con-
ception of the human tragedy or comedy must be
accepted ag that without which his work could not
take form.26

In the sbove quotation, one can see that the empha-
gls of the critlicism has been shifted from the manner in
which the author concelves of his world to how that world
has been transferred to paper. The emphasis was no longer
on the autﬂor's point of view, but on his technique, and
hence rather than asking if a character 1s true to life,
the critic must ask if he is consistent with the world in ???1
which he 1s deplcted., Saintsbury seemed to have been aware =
of this, for, as previously mentioned, he had spoken of
Dickens' characters obeying thelr own laws and being con-

sistent in their own way, Nevertheless he had not attempted

4GGeorga Gissing, Charles Dickens: A Critlcal Study,
Qop. clt.; p. 217,
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to expand the idea. The most ilmportant part of Gissing's
critlicism was the part which elaborated upon this idea.
Gissing =said that in the case of Dickens! best char-
acters, the author did make sure that they were consistent,
Mrs. Gamp furnishes a good example of Dickens' technique

at its best, and Alice Marlow (Dombey and Son) is an example

of this technique at its worst. In the former csase, sald

Gissing, Dickens took a thoroughly vulgar and disrsputable

0ld woman and expurgated her. In deference to the moral

conventlons of his age, he omitted from his portrait the

coarseness wlth which a real London nurse would be wont to

speak. This admittedly idealistle technique merely omits

a portion of the real Mrs., Gamp. The analogy that Gissing

used to explain it was that of Platonlc Ideas., Mrs, Gamp

as she appeared in ths pages of Martlin Chuzglewilt 1s the

Platonle l1dea of London's monthly nurse. Dickens! portrait

shows her to us as she appeared before the shades of the

prison house closed about her. With Alice Marlow, however,
Dickens struck a false note. Like Mrs. Gamp, he idealized -
her, but in the process of idealizatlion he introduced

something false, She "represents a total impossibility,

the combination of base origin and squalid life with

striking mental power, strikingly deve10ped."47 Here,

7bid., p. 7.
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then, one can sSee the inconsistency in the two figures.
Both of them have been bowdlerized, for it is inconceivable
that two women drawn as they were from the lowest rung of
society would speak a language so free from expletives and
epithets. But Mrs., Gamp 1s guite conslistent with her posi-
tion. Aside from the deletion of crudeness, she speaks
and acts as one would expect & monthly nurse to speak and
act. Allce Marlow, on the other hand, spsaks impeccable
English and despite her poveriy runs barefoot across Lon-
don to hurl money and defiance into the teeth of Carker's
sister. Such an action is not consistent with her charac~-
ter. Gissing said:

In Mrs, Gamp a portion of truth ls omitted, in

Alice Marlow there is substitution of falsity.

By the former process, true ideallsm may be

reached; by the 1atter4 one arrives at nothing

but attitude and sham.

Because he looked further into Dickens and saw more

than many of his contemporaries, Gissing has been numbered
among the most astute of the Dickens! erlitics, an assess-

ment with whiech few persons would dlisagree. Nevertheless,

many critics fail to comprehend how the author of such

4SIbid., p. 92. Gissing's discussion of Dickens'
technique of idealizing Mrs. Gamp also revolves around .
“humour"; a quality that Gissing conceives of as "a gol-
vent" that aids in washing away the "gross adherents" of
Mrs., Gamp. . ;
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realistic novels as New Grub Street and Workers in the Dawn

could have wrltten & criticism of Dickens that so ably de-
fends idealism in literature. Many critics, of course,
evade the problem by assuming that since Gissing was a
realist he must inevlitably have had a rather contemptuous
attlitude towards an ideallstic technlque such as that used
by Dickens. One critic who did think exactly this was Hugh
Walker. He claimed that Gissing wrote his Dickens' crit-

icism with almost "a touch of condescension in the contrast
with the sternness'and unswerving truth of modern realism.“49
This is indeed what one would expect to find in Gissing's
work; however, we don't find "condescension" in Gissing's
criticism. The reason we don't find it has already been
suggested. Gissing claimed that the business of the critic
was to examine the menner in which the novellst executed

his art. In an article entlitled "Realism in Fiction" that

appeared in the Humanitarian for July 1895, Gissing éaid:

Thus it comes about that every novelist beholds ,
a world of his own, and the supreme endeavour i
of his art must be to body forth that world as I
it exists for him. The novellst works, and must

work subjectively., A demand for objectivity in

fiction is worse than meaningleass, for apart from

the personallty of the workman no literary art

can exist . . . There is no science of fiction.

Process belongs to the workshop; the critic
of the completed work has only to decide as to

4gHugh Walker, The Literature of the Victorian Era,
op. cit., p. 673.
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its truth, that is to say, to judge the spirit in
which 1t was conceglived, and the technlcal merit
of its execution.

The reader can now see that those crities who have
attributed to Gissing a sneering attituds towards idealism
have completely misunderstood the whole point of his crit-
icism. Gissing's criticlsm did indeed represent a slight
advance over that of Salntsbury, for whereas the latter
had asserted that the House of Life could only %e entered
via the doorway of falthful description, Gissing had shown
that by omitting part of the truth, one could still arrive
at the same end.

So fer I have dwelt on those aspects of Dickens!
eriticism in which Gissing showed himself to be somewhat

ahead of his time. However, one should realize that in

many respects thls same critic was also a part of his era.

This is particularly evident when he came to discuss
Dickens and his plots. Unlike Chesterton, (the next of
the critics to be discussed), Glssing did not seem to
grasp the idea that "“fantastic" characters must be accom-

panied by equally “"fantastic" plotting. Hence he severely

5OGaerge Gissing, "Realism in Fiction," The Humani-
tarian (July, 1895), cited by M. Donnelly, George Gissing:
Grave Comedlan (Cambridge: Harvard Unliversity Press, 1954),
pp. 208-209, Donnelly also refers to another of Gissing's
essays in which he discussed hls concepts of fiction.
See: "Why I Don't Write Plays," Pall Mall Gazette (Ssptem-
10, 1892).
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criticized Dickens for the innumerable coincidences upon
which the novelist had relied. Here he is guilty of
judging Dickens' characters by one standard and his plots
by another. Ideally, both should be judged by the same
criterion., It was In his conception of the function of
the plot of a novel that Gissing showed that he was very
muceh influenced by the currents of his time. Contemporary
critics thought of the plot as being inseparable from the
characters in the novel. The reallty of the characters
depended to a very large extent upon the twists and turns
taken by the plot, and the 1deal to be striven for was &
close interplay between the two; the development of the
characters being dictated by the exigencies of the plot
and the unravelling of the plot being dependent upon the
characters themselves.,

Gissing was qulte astonlshed at the crudity exhib-
ited by Dickens in this respect. He felt that the author
did not rely on the materlal offered by life 1tself. A
typical comment of his was:

In his plots, unfortunately, he is seldom concerned
with the plain motives of human life . . . Too
often he prefers some far-fetched eccentricity,

some plece of knavishness, somg unlikely ocourrence,
about which to weave his tale. 1 -

®lgeorge Gissing, Charles Dickens: A Criticsl Study,
22031%:, Pe 45,
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As to the actual interplay of plot and character, Gissing
noted that: "“A great situation must be led up to by care-
ful and skilful foresight in character and event~«precisely
where his /Dickens'/ resources always falled him," 92

Dickens' plotting has always proved tc be a stumbling
block to even the most enthusiastic of his admirers. Many
cfities quickly admitted that in this one respect Dickens! \;;i
genius was not evident, and after having stated this un- o
pleasant fact went on to rhapsodize over his betiter qual-
ities., Such was not the case, however, with G. K. Chester-
ton. Unlike Glssing, who had abandoned Dickens' plots to
the maw of the critics in much the same fashion that modern
critics have abandoned Little Nell, Chesterton put up a
lucld defense. His defense looms even more important In
view of the direction taken by modern eriticism.%% The
core of Chesterton's critlcism concerns the traditional
conception of Dickens as a "novelist .M

What Chesterton did was to deny emphatically that
Dickens' work did indeed belong to the category of those
persons who wrote novels,

Dickens! work 1s not to bes reckoned in novels

52
Ibid., p. 47.

53Vi de Chap » vI. ﬁrchetypes »
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at all. Dickens' work is to be reckoned always
by characters, sometimes by grg&ps, oftener by
episodes, but never by novels.®
Chesterton further said that, strictly speaking, Dickens
never wrote such things as individual novels.
They ZEhe novel§7 are simply lengths cut from
the flowing and mixed substance called Dickens
--g substance of which any given length will be
certaln to contain a given proportion of bril-
liant and of bad stuff.

Now that he had suggested that Dickens' work belonged
to a genre other than the novel, Chesterton went on to in-
dicate the nature of that genre. Dickens' art, he claimed,
had & certain air of eternity around it. No one could
imagine any of his characters such as Mantalini or Pick-
wick ever dying. On the other hand, no one would doubt
the corporeality of such realistic characters as Becky
Sharp or Archdeacon Grantly. The reason for these dispar-
ate opinions was of course that Thackeray's and Trollope's
characters belonged to fiction. Fiotion, Chesterton sald,
., , imitates not only life, but the limitations of l1life;

it not only reproduces life, i1t reproduces death,"®® Char-

54s. k. Chesterton, Charles Dickens (eighth edition;
London: Methuen and Company Limited, 1913), p. 80.

56
Ibido, Pe 810

*°1p1d., p. 85.
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acters such as those of Dickens belonged to another genre,
a genre that dealt with men greater than they really were.
Such a genre was folklore.
So we find ourselves faced with a fundamental cone-
trast between what 1s called fiction and what is
called folklore. The one exhibits an abnormal
degree of dexterity operating within ordinery lime
itations; the other exhibits quite _normal desires
extended beyond those limitations,

According to Chesterton, folklore; originally very
popular and prominent in the early stages of literature,
had by the nineteenth century been superseded by fiction.
Nevertheless, there still remained traces of this genre
in contemporary literature. Among the most important
vestiges, and one that appeared most prominently in Dick-
ens' works, was

« o « & certain air of endlessness in the epi~-

sides, even in the shortest eplsodes--a sense

thagé although we leave them, they still geo

on.
Thus, he saild, one must examine Dickens not as a writer of
fiction, but as a creator of folklore. Consequently, his
characters cannot in any sense be thought of as realistic.

Dickens was a mythologist rather than a novel-
ist; he was the last of the mythologists, and

l?
5 b4, p. 84.

%8Ipid., p. 85.
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perhaps the greatest. He dld not always manage

to make his characters men, but he always managed,
at the least, to make them gods . . . They /his
characters/ live stag%cally in a perpetual summer
of being themselves.

Now that he had removed Dickens from the usual classi-
fication of "novelist," Chesterfon was then able to make
exceedingly ﬁlausible rebuttals to many of the time-honoured
charges that had been directed towards that author's work.
Among the hoariest of these was the claim that Dickens!'
characters never "grew." The critics who espoused such a
view claimed that the vast majority of his characters were
not reael because they exhibited exactly the same philosophy
and the same attitudes at the end of the novel as they did
on the opening page. Seen in the light of reallsm, such
a charge was quite legitimate, for with the exception of a
few characters such as Pip and Bella Wilfer, most of Dick-
ens! creations did indeed remain quite static throughout
the various novels. Chesterton's answer to thié charge
was:

It was not the alm of Dickens to show the effect
of time and circumstance upon a character; 1t

was not even his alm to show the efgsct of a
character on time and circumstance.

591p1d., p. 87.
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This critic then went on to further bolster his argument
by pointing out that such characters as Mrs. Gamp, Plck-
wick, Mantalini and Micawber neither exerted much influence
on the novel nor did the novel exert much influence on them.
It was only when Dickens tried to interweave plot and char-
acter that he failed miserably. Chief among these fallures
was the repentance of Dombey, who overnight was changed
from the coldest of businessmen to the most loving of fath-
ers.

Chesterton realized that his hypothesis did indeed
explain the great comic characters of Dickens' early novels,
but he was also aware that after the appearance of Dombey

and Son and Davild Copperfield, Dickens' novels were strangely

bare of characters like Mrs, Gamp or Pickwick. Instead,
there was a corresponding increase in the number of what we
would call reallstic characters, characters whose movement®
and growbth were dictated by the demands of the plot.

This eritic attributed the change in Dickens' tech-
nique to the literary climate of the novellst's era. Read-
ers of the 1850's, their appetites sharpened by the pube-
lication of Vanity Falr in 1847-48, were clamouring for

more realism. Dickens bowed to popular demand, and from

David Copperfield onward he Introduced more reallstic

dharacters into his novels. If one examined two characters,

one from his first novel and one from his last, one could
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see Dickens'! two approaches:

The glory of Mr. Crisparkle /Edwin Drood/ partly
consists in the fact that he might exist any-
where, in any country town into which we may
happen to stray. The glory of Mr. Stiggins

Dombey and Son/ wholly consists in the fact
that he could not possibly eéist anywhere except
in the head of Dickens . . .

Chesterton definitely felt that Dickens' abandonment of

his first genre was a mistake,

Had he lost or galned by the growth of technique

and probabllity in his later work? His later
charseters were more like men; but were not his
earlier characters more like immortals? . . .

Where is that young poet who created such majors 62
and architects as Nature wlll never dars to create?

The writings of Hugh Walker furnish a good example

of the gradual shift in criticism from an outright avewsal

of the unreality of Dickens' characters towards a willing-

ness (albeit a reluctant willingness) to try to account

for those figures in terms other than reallstie. In 1897,

while admitting the genius of Dickens as a humorist,

Walker had summarily dlsmissed that author's characters

as mere types:

The characters of Dickens, then, are persenified
humours, his methed 1s the method not of Shakes-

611bid., p. 180.

62
Ibid,, Do 238.
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peare, but of Ben Jonson. Pecksniff 1s just
another name for hypocrisy, Jon%s Chuzzlewlt
for avarice, Qullp for cruelty. S

By 1910, however, the year in which his Literature

of the Victorian Era was published, Walker was not quite

so adamant in his insistence on the unreality of Dickens.
In this latter work, he still claimed that Dickens' char-
acters were indeed personified humours. Exaggeration,
seid Walker, was the keystone of hls art.

The strongest colours are lald on with the largest
~brush. From beginning to end his characters rarely,
" if ever, impress the reader as all-round, normal

men and women . . . To the tribe of Ben /Jonson/,

not to the school of Shakespeare, Dickens belongs:
he is a delineator of humours rather than & painter
of men. There is usually some label attached to

his characters--a habitual phrase, a gesture, a
physical pecullarity--like a trade-mark to goods.64

Nevertheless, a3 I shall indicate, Walker dld qualify this
statement and hence 1t cannot be considered truly indlcative
of his final opinion of Dickens.

Like Saintsbury and the realist critics in general,

63Hugh Walker, The Age of Tennyson (in Handbooks of
English Literature Series, ed. Professor Hales. fourth
edition; London: George Bell and Sons, 1904}, p. 87. 3Such
an assertion does have a very limited amount of credibllity.
We are aware that Dickens was familiar with Jonson, having
acted the part of Bobadil in Jonson's comedy Every Man in
His Humour.

6
4Hugh Walker, Literature of the Victorian Era (third
edition; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1913), p.
682,
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Walker 4id feel that realism in ficfion was the goal to-
ward which a novelist should strive. On this basis he
would exclude Dickens from the ranks of the great novel-
ists, He noted that:

He /Dickens/ is not one of the small band of

great artists who have beegsable to represent

men exactly as they lived.
This aspect of Dickens' work Walker called "“the wealtest
part of his books.®! He also indicated that "in many cases
the cruditles and lmprobabilities are astonishing, and but
for the exuberant wealth of humour they would be offensive."56
Since he considered both the characters and the plotting
of Dickens' novels to be unreal, we are not surprised to
read that Dickens' novels were "a collection of oddities."67
It was this fact, sald Walker,

that gives them /The novels/ an air of unreality.

As we are aware that abnormal beings do exlst,

the presence of a few such in fiction seems nat-

ural enough and even glves zest; but a world

peopled by eccentrics and faddists is not the
world we know. Dickens, of course, has his ordin-

Ibid.

66Ibid., p. 665. The reader may also note in passing
that critics have always thought of Dickens' humour as aton-
ing for many of what they thought to be hls literary sins.
Vide Chap. I. .

67
Ibid., pe 684.
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ary men and women t00; but the misfortune is that

they are as a rule uninteresting, and the whole

flavour of his work 1s drawn from the abnormal, 58

A eritic such as Chesterton had been astute enough

to realize that Dickens' characters were, as Walker called
them, "a collection of oddities," only when viewed from
the sténdpoint of realism, In effect, what Chesterton
said was that when judged by realistic standards, Dickens!
characters were inadequate, and when judged by those same
standards his plots were even worse. However, taking the
plots and the characters together, and forgetting about
whether they were true to 1life or not, one could see that
the unreal plot complemented the unreal character. There
is no dissonance here because both plot and character are
delineated on the same level; a level of unreality rather
than reality. Where dissonance will occur 1s when Dickens
shows & real character moving according to the demands of
an unreal plot. Chesterton was too much a critic of his
own time to have accepted this technigue as a legitimate
one for novelists and for that reason had classed Dickens
a3 a mythologist rather than a novelist. However, Walker
apparently refuses to do even this. He can't or won't

see that a world peopled with "eccentrilcs and faddists'
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and moving according to the dictates of an "improbable
plot" can be just as meaningful as a world peopled by "real"
characters and moving according to the demands of a "prob-
able" plot.
What makes Walker's criticism so interesting (and

indeed the criticism of all of this period) is that one
‘can observe the struggle going on in his mind. As has been
indicated, he was much more attracted to Thackeray's world
than he was to Dickens', yet on the other hand he was also
aware that Dickens' world did possess something (he wasn't
sure what it was) that made it convincing. The reader will
recall that Saintsbury found himself in somewhat the same
quandary, and had extricated himself by noting in an off-
hand manner that Dickens'! characters were consistent in
their own way. Walker was obviously just as puzzled as
was Saintsbury and hence he carefully noted in the beginning
of his essay that although Dickens'! techniques owed more to
idealism than realism, the idealist could come just as close
to the truth as could the realist. Walker said:

But now when the solid atom itself seems to be

dissolving, some doubt is permissible as to the

degree of reality of the "real" and the M"ideal."

It is certain that Dickens "idealized"; but it

is not so certain that in doing so he wandered
father from the truth than the realist.59

691644, , p. 673.

——e
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As justification for thls statement, Walker went on to
indicate that the reallst merely describes, whereas the
ldealist 1s his characters.

The realist is usually a spectator of that which

he describes, whether 1t be animate or inanimate.

Hls characters are to him somethlng external; he

believes that he understands them, but he does not

identify himself with them . . . But Dickens,

according to those who knew him, absolutelg was

for the time the character he was shaping. 0

These last two quotations splendidly illustrate the

dilemma faced by Walker, and indeed by many of the critics
of this perlod. On the one hand, his personal preference
was towards realism, yet on the other, his training as a
scholar told him that there was a strange consistency in
Dickens. One notes this literary tug-of-war continually
in effect in his writings. At one moment he could say
that exaggeration, the mainstay of Dickensa'! work, was
"often successful, but it is never in the highest style
of art . . .'* The implication here surely is that truth

in fiction must be obtained through realism.72 However,

7OIbid.

"11pid., p. 683. Walker did say that Sam Weller was

an exception to this rule.

szn all faimmess to Walker, it should be noted that

he did feel that the realists were going a bit too far 1n
the pursult of realism. He felt this way in particular
about the slum-novel. "Of late years 'tales of mean streets!
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he clearly contradicted himself when he noted that the
idealist did not wander farther from the truth than did
the realist., This literary dilemma, already noted in
Saintsbury, and appearing here again in Walker, was an
integral part of the critlcal approaches to Dickens' fic-
tlon during this period.

Another critlic who loomed very large in thils realis-
tic-idealistic controversy was Oliver Elton. Writing in
1920, this critic realized that in his novels Dickens had
represented many worlds, some realistic and some fantastic.
Unlike Saintsbury or Walker, who because of personal pre-
ferences for realism were frankly puzzled by the fantasy,
Elton did try to get to the heart of the matter and to
find out just what the fantasy was., With this purpose in
mind he opened hls essay with the following question, and
having asked it, enswered it:

Yoet, in facing the world of his novels, we have
to ask first of all the questlion, what is it,

and where is 1t? 1Is it a world of observed real-
ity or one of droil unreason, or of marionettes

and revelations of the Ghetto have poured from the press,
and whiffs from all sorts of heaps /garbage/ . . . have
been blown to the nostrils." p. 670. This reference was
probably made to such novels as Gsorge Moore's Esther
Waters (1894), Arthur Morrison's Tales of Mean Streets
1894) and A Child of the Jago (1896); W. Somerset Maugham's
Liza of Lambeth ( 1897T'3'n'd"'%'ichard Whiteing's No. § John
Street (1899).
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and caricatures, or of creative fantasy rooted in 73
l1ife? It is all of these at once, or in turm . . .

In conjunction with this, Elton noted that the multiplicity
of worlds was paralleled by a multiplicity of character-
types., He did not go as far as to say that Dickens was
always careful to ensure that he placed those of his real
characters in a real world and those of hls fantastlc ones
in a fantastic world., Instead, he noted:

The same man /character/ is often vigerously

real, nobly fantastic, and chimerical, in a

single chapter convincing and repelling the
imagination.74

75 too closely, and

Elton, unfortunately, had read Taine
hence instead of emphasizing such points as the fact that
Quilp and his environment are both evoked on an ldentical
level, or that Pecksniff and Todgers are also both evoked
on the same level, he sald that not even Dickens knew when

he was moving from one level to the next: "The author does

not know it when he shifts from the one Jworld/ to the

"So1iver Elton, A survey of English Literature, op.
C to, Pe 194, o

T41p14., p. 207.

VSH. A. Taine, History of English Literature, trans.
H., Van Laun (new edition; New York: Frank F. Lovell and
Company, 1873). Taine's thesis was that Dickens' imagination
was essentlally hallucinatory.
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other, so that we must take the bearings ourselves.t’ ©

According to Elton, the reader fortunately did have
a landmerk that would gulde him through the maze of real-
istic and fantastic worlds. Such a landmark was the
nature of the prose with whlch the novel was written.
Elton observed that “"the confusion of worlds that Dickens
presents was only marked by the differing levels of the

LKA PR guite interesting to note that for

prose itself.
an explanation of the captivating quality of the prose

that accompanied descripticns of Dickens' highest world

(the world rooted in “creative fantasy"), Elton compared
that author to the Romantic writers, and in particular to

De Quincey. Such a comparison could have been most inform-
ative for if carried to lts loglcal conclusion 1t would

have involved Elton in a dlscussion of Dickens' imagination.
However, he dld little more than to indicate that this

"lyrical heightened prose" was a common denominator of

Diekens and the Romantles. He said:

76 |
Oliver Elton, A Survey of English Literature, op.
¢cit., p. 194, Elton did note in a footnote that those of
Dickens! crities which he found of most use were Talne and
Gissing,

77
Ibid., p. 206,
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But the habit of inventive fantasy, along with

the lyrical heightened prose begotten of it,

came down from the last age, belng one of the

achievements, as we lmow, of romance. De Quincey

and the eossayists had justified 1t by success,

and so had & few of the novelists. But it has

its risks when applied in the fiction that also

professes to give, and does gége, the comedy of

ascertalined life and manners.
The final sentence of the above quotation does seem to indl-
cate that Elton was not gquite wholehearted in his approval
of fantesy; nevertheless he was at least trying to account
for the undeniable effect occasioned by Dickens' “lyrical
heightened prose.! The reader will recall that Séintsbury

w79 put had been

had also praised Dickens' "arresting power,
somewhat at a loss to expléin it.

What differentiated Dickens from the realist authors
was, according to Elton, the prose that the novelist used.
He claimed that Dickens' characters were not intended to be
studies of "character." The business of that novellst's
plots was not to assist in the development and delineation
of character but to provide opportunities for his charac-

ters to exhibit their own peculiar gualities.

The best of his creastures . . . are triumphs of
style rather than of character-drawlng. They

vslbid., pp. 205-206.

7?9_;‘0 Do 75.
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are there in order to speak; they have no real

Interplay with the other characters, or, if they

have, it is in order to throw thelr own speech

into relief. Nor do they truly touch the actlon,

which is often insignificant or unreal; or again, 80

when they do touch 1t . , . there is a dissonance.
The similarity here between this critic and Chesterton is

obvious.81

Both were alike inasmuch as they insisted that
for a full epprecliation of Dickens' genius, critics must
not examine the novels (if indeed they were novels) for
something that the author had never intended tc place in
them. The realist novel might demend the interaction of
character and plot; Dickens! best novels dld not.

One of the most influential writers, E. M. Forster,
was also just as puzzled about Dickens' work as were his
contemporaries. Forster's discussion on flat and round
characters 1s probably too well known to merit discussion
in thls theslis. But it is informative to note that after
bullding up his long case on the implied superiority of
round characters to flat characters, Forster felt compelled

to make an exception in the case of Dickens.

Part of the genius of Dickens ls that he does use
types and caricatures, people whom we recognize

80Oliver Elton, A Survey of English Literaturs, op.
cito, P 2170

81Q§_. Pe 86.
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the instant they re-enter, and yet achleves
effects that are not mechanical and a vision of
humenity that is not shallow. Those who dis-
like Dickens have an excellent case. He ought
to be bad. He is actually one of our blg writ-
ers, and his immense success with types suggests
that there may be moreeén flatness than the
severer crities admit,

So far in the discussion of the "reality" of Dickens,
one may notice that all of the critics égreed that Dickens'
characters wers, in one way or another, "odd." Since the A
mejority of these critics were avowedly realists in their
literary tastes, but at the same time were admirers of
Dickens, their criticlism was centred about the need (as
ﬁhey concelved of 1t) somehow or other te justify Dickens!
use of exaggeration. As has been indicated, their explan¥
ations ran all the way from Gissing's concept of Platonic
Ideas to Chesterton's concept of Mythology. Note, how-
ever, that common to all of these arguments was the assump-
tion that Dickens took for a model a "real' person and then,
in the process of transcribing that person's tralts on
paper, he changed them. Such a change might have been the

conscious result of "expurgation," as was Gissing's idea,

or the unconscious result of Dickens' imagination that

82 | ‘
E. M. Forster, Aspects of the Novel (New York:
Harcourts Brace and World,Inc., 1954), pp. 71-72.
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"outran the strictly critical knowledge of mankind as man-
kind . . . " as was Salntsbury's idea. Nevertheless, they
all agreed that there had been a change. Elton suggested
that to a certain extent (he is very vague in indicating
just how far) Dickens was merely faithfﬁlly plcturing life
a8 he, or for that matter, anyone, saw it. Hls vision was
not hallucinatory as Saintsbury had implied. Elton sald:
The real difficulty is to see the oddity of life,
which can hardly be exaggerated. Look out, if
only for a day, for persons who might walkagut of
or into his books, and you will find them.
While such an apology was by no means exhaustive, it did
have the credibility of being similar to the oplnion ex-
pressed by Dickens himself. In hls Preface to Martin

Chuzzlewit he had replied to those critics who continually

taunted him as to the improbability of his characters by
saylng:

What is exaggeration to one class of minds . . .
is plain truth to another . . . I sometimes ask
myself whether there may occasionally be a dif-
ference of this kind between some wrlters and
some readers; whether it is always the writer

who colours highly, or whether it 1s now and then84
the reader whose eye for colour is a little dull?

83011ver Elton, A Survey of English Literature, op.

cit., p. 207.

4
Charles Dickens, "Preface," Martin Chuzzlewit.
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Thus far, as we have seen, the late nineteenth and
early twentieth century critics had had grave doulsts and
serious misglivings when 1t came to recognizing Dickens as
an artist. His plots had been ridiculed as "contrived,"
his characters frequently dismissed as "carlcatures," and
the pathos that had wrung tears from Jeffrey and admiration
from Thackeray was now deemed "maudlin." There yet re-
mained, however, one aspect oquickens' work that was re-
celved with unanimous praise. Regardless of the harshness
and ridicule with which his plots and characters might have
béen greeted, it was always aclmowledged that Dickens was
a great humorist. TFew were the critiecs, indeed, who did
not place Mr. Micawber and Mrs., Gamp on a par wiﬁh Falstaff
and Mistress Quickly, .

Since this approach to Dickens! fiction underwent
no significant change between 1836 (the date at which
Dickens was first halled as a great humorist) and 1940
(the date of the appearance of Edmund Wilson's essay Dick-

ensas:s The Two Screoges,85 an essay that wholly modlifiled

the traditional picture of Dickens as a humorist), it would
serve no purpose to examine in detall all or even many of

the essays that 1llustrated such an approach. Hence, I will

85For a discussion of Wilson's essay and the part 1t

played in Dickens' criticism, vide Chap. VI,
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postpone the discussion until Chapter VI. Before leaving
Dickens!? humour, there are two concomiténts'of this
épproach that deserve attention.
The first of these was that the universal acclamation
of Dickens as a comlc genius completely conditioned the critics!?

response to the author's later works. Thus one flnds critics

examining the post-Copperfield novels with & view towards find-

ing in those novels the same kind of character and cheery tone

that they had found in the pre-Copperfield novels. Rather

than endeavouring to undefstand and to criticize Dickens!
later works on thelr own merits, the critics were contin-
ually comparing them to Pickwick and finding them Wanting.as

A typical comment was that which appeared in Blackwood's

for 1857. In a comparison between Pickwick and Little Dor-

, 86The social and poelitical criticlsm inherent in
the post-Copperfield novels was in itself most distaste-
ful to contemporary critics, and because of thls, Dickens!
Jlater novels were deemed inferior to his earlier ones.
However, there 1s llttle doubt that even if there had
never been a Plckwick, and instead if Dombey and Son had
been Dickens! first novel, he would st ave been en-
shrined amongst hls contemporaries as one of the greatest
of authors, It was not solely didacticism that lowered
his reputation; rather it was the unfavourable contrast
between his early and late novels,
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rit, the reviewer was moved to say that "we slt down and
weep when we remember thee,. O Pickwick.“87 Because the
vast majority of Dickens!' critics insisted on seeolng only
Carlyle's version of "the good, the gentle, high-gifted,
ever friendly, noble Dickens, every inch of him an hones%t
men," an otherwise perceptive critic such as George Gisslng
could make the ghastly mistake of saying that the descrip-

tion of the fog in the openling portion of Bleak House was

®yather more cheery than otherwise."88 Writing in 1923,
John Buchan also saw nothing but Dickens the humorist,

According to this critic, Bleak House was a "humorous

chronicle of an interminable lawsuit /and/is an example of
his /Dickens!/ amusing but not always effective satire on
current abuses."8? A fourth and final example of the in-
sistence of the pre-1940 crities to see only the humour of
the novels may be found in Moody and Lovett's History,
published in 1835. The authors admitted that Dickens!

late novels were perhaps a bit gloomy; however, this was

87% Remonstrance with Dickens," Blackwood's Edinburgh
Magazine, LXXXI (April, 1857), 497.

88George Gissing, Charles Dickens: A Critical Study
(in The Victorian Era Series; London: Blackle and Son

Limited, 19037, pe. 190,

89 fobn Buchan (ed.), A History of English Literature
(/m. p$7: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1933), pe 494.
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not their final opinion. Instead, they concluded: "“We
have laughter, and horror and tears; but the prevéiling
atmosphere i3 one of cheerfulness, as befits a great
Christmas pantomime.“go
The second adjunct to a consideration of Dickens as
a humorist was that although virtually everybody lnsisted
that hls humour was inferior only to that of ShakGSpeare,gl
very few critics ever attempted to analyze Dickens' humour.
The vast majority of critics acknowledged his genlus in
thls respect and having done so, proceeded to glve us cop-
ious illustrations of it. The complete reason for the lack
of the appearance of anything even approaching a definitive
study of humour 1s open to conjecture. However, I belleve
that one possible explanation has already been hinted at.
It was the very unanimity of the critics' opinions as re-
gards Dickens the humorist. From the very beginning of
his literary career, he had been labelled a comic genlus,
and 1n time the label stuck. It became gradually accepted

that Dickens was to be ranked wlth Shakespeare and as tlme

90W1111am Vaughn Moody and Robert Morss Lovett, A
History of English Literature (New York: Charles Scrib-
nerts Sons, 1935), p. 408.

1
There were, of course, numerous critics who did
not make even thls reservation.
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wore on, later critics merely repeated the assertions of the
earlier ones without bothering to do much investigation of
their own.?? Dickens! humour will be further discussed in
Chapter VI wheh I examine some of the broader points eof dif-
ference between early_and present twentieth century criticism,

As I have already mentioned, Dickens' reputation as a
great humorist lasted until ca. 1940, at which date (insofar
as one can exactly date such an occurrence) this reputation
was dislodged. BSince the ecritical studies that emphasized
the "non-humorous" Dickens mostly originated in Dickensian
blographical studies, and since the "non-humorous" or gloomy
Dickens 1s the picture that has persisted to the ﬁresent
day, one should next examine those biographical studies

that wrought such a revelution,

%Lest the reader think this a far-fetched hypothesis,
one may cite the Ellen Ternan affalir as an example of a simi-
lar occurrence in modern times. The first revelations of
Ellen Ternan being Dickens'! mistress appearsd in Thomas
Wright's Life of Charles Dickens (1935)., This dvidence was
accepted without question by all. aubsequent biographers,
none of whom offered evidence of their own. See Hugh Kings-
mill's The Sentimental Journey: A Life of Charles Dickens
(1935) ; Una Pope~-Hennessy's Charles Vickens (1946); Hesketh
Pearson's Dickens: His Character, Comedy and Career (1949);
and Jack Lindsay's Charles Dickens (1950)., The evidence
was likewise accepted by most of the critics; chief among
them belng Edmund Wilson in his "Dickens: The Two Scrooges"
(1940) and Lionel Stevenson in his essay "Dickens' Dark .
Novels" (1943). Conclusive proof of the Ellen Ternan affair
was never offered untlil 1952 when Ada Nisbet published her
Dickens and Ellen Ternan. This whole episode is an excellent
example of how the. same old facts can be reiterated ad nausean
with few people bothering to question them., ‘




CHAPTER 111

In this chapter I will trace the development of blo-
graphical studies of Dickens from 1872 until the mid-1930's.
However, before examining the biographies written in this
period, I will first discuss the chronologlcal limits of this
chapter and the general content of the various biographies
that lie within these limits., Of the earlier date, 1872,
not mich more need be a3ald than that it marked the publica-
tion of the first volume of the first of Dickens'! biograph-
ers, John Forster. Aside from the fact that he was the
first in the field, Forster's work deserves close attentlon
because his Life set the tone taken by all blographical
studles made in the succeeding sixty years.

As one of the closest, if not the closest of Dickens!
many friends, Forster possibly lmew more about the author
than anyone else alive. Nevertheless, the picture of Dick-
ens that emerged from his pen was a curliously one-sided
portrait, As a matter of fact, 1t was a portrait that ex-
actly coinclided with what literary critlcs had been saying
about Dickens ever since 1836. Just as the criticlsm of
the day had depicted a genial author full of the highest of
high spirits, so too did Forster emphasize what Carlyle
called “"the good, the gentle, high-gifted, ever friendly,

106
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noble Dickens--every inch of him an Honest man."1

As the two executors and.chief'beneficiaries of

- Dickens' estate, Forster and Georgina Hogarth were the
recipients of and also guardians of Dickens'! correspon-
dence and private papers. The result of this was that
they were in the position of being able to release to
futurs blographers only those papers that would reinforce
the treditional idea of a smiling and benign author. As
an example of thelr suppression of evidence that would
suggest that Dickens was not what Forster had depicted
him to be, one may cite the case of the Marla Beadnell
letters. In his letters to Maris Winter (née Beadnell)
in 1855, Dickens had revealed hls attachment to her quite
unéshamedly. Indeed, the tone of the letters and the
secretive arrangements that he made with Maria for a
clandestine meeting strongly suggested that the dlsciple
of wedded bliss was on the verge of having an affair. In
1908 these letters were published for the first time in
America by the Boston Blbliophile Soclety. Georglna was

horrified, for the letters were not at all in accord with

1John Forster, The Life of Charles lUickens (Every=-
man's Library edition London: J. M. Dent and Sons, Ltd.,
1950), II, 396, Hereafter this work is referred to in
the footnotbes as Forsiter's Life.
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the image of the man that had been sc laborlously built up
by Forster and succeeding blographers. Therefore, exer-

2 she forbade entry of

cising her legal right as executrix,
the publication into England, with the result that these
letters were not published in that country until 1934,
seventeen years after her death.

As indicated, the result of this suppression was the
appearance of various biographies of Dlckens, each of which
sald almost exactly the same thing as 1ts predecessor.

With monotonous regularity, one sees Dickens being hailed

as the benefactor of mankind and as the greatest humorist

on the English scene. Scarcely any mention was ever made

of any of his less atbractive attributes. In 1934, how-
ever, the traditional picture was rudely shattered when
Thomas Wright revealed that the author whom everyone thought
to be too much of a god to do such a thing, had really been

quite human after all and had taken the obscure young ac-

tress Ellen Teman as his mistress., Wright and the blo-

zForster had died in 1876. This account of the Maria
Beadnell letters 1s taken from: Arthur Adrian, Georglina
Hogarth and the Dickens Circle (London: Oxford University
Press, 1957), DPp. 2068-259. Hereafter this work is referred
to in the footnotes as Adrian., For further examples of
Georgina's endeavours to keep before the publlic only the
one facet of Dickens, see Adrian, Chapter XIV entitled
“"Guardian of the Beloved Memory," pp. 228«240.
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graphers that followed him will be discussed in the follow-
ing chapter, and I have mentioned him here merely to indi-
cate my reasons for choosing the date 1934 as the terminal
date for the biegraphles considered in this chapter.

Upon the death of Dickens, John Forster must have
considered himself to be in an unenviable position. He
was faced with having to choose between two equally dis-
agreeable alternatives. On the one hand, he could lend
credence to the popular conception of Dickens as a congen-
1al soul, free from faults or frailties. On the other,
he could give a true picture of the novelist, albeit a pic-
ture that would sharply contradict the one already in the
minds of millions of readers on both sides of the Atlantic.
As a scholar of some repute,s Forster must have felt some
repugnance at the hoodwinking of the public that an accept-
ance of the first alternative would entail., Nevertheless,
if he adopted the second, he would be obliged to reveal to
the public some of the more private details of Dickens!

life, something that Dickens with his mania for privacy

5Forster was the suthor of the following studies:
Iife of Landom, Life of Goldsmlith and Lives of Eminent
Statesmen. Whlle there is no specific evidence to prove
that Forster did actually consider whether or not he should
tell Dickens' true history, I think that it can be inferred
that he did. Certainly, as a scholar, he must have thought
about it,




110

would have been loath to see him do. Fortunately, or un-
fortunately as the casse may be, Forster chose the first of
the alternatives, and in doing so he set the pattern that
Dickensisn blography would follow during the next sixty
years.

The general impression one gets from a reading of
Forster's Life is that which Forster himself claimed he
received from reading Dickens'! letters, "The sunny health
of nature in them 1s manifest; its largeness, spontaneity,
and menliness . . "% To depict Dickens in this light it
was necessary for Forster to give as few details as possible
about the author's private 1life, thus anyone reading this
biography to discover Dickens' personel business will be
sadly disappointed. "The story of his books . . ." said
Forster, "at all stagés of their progress, and of the
hopes or designs connected with them, was my first care."®

This intention, although expressed in the third and
last of Forster's volumes, was adhered to throughout the
biography. The story of Dickens' frustrated love for
Maria Beadnell was mentioﬁed only very briefly (Maria's

name was not mentioned at all), and in & serio-comic vein.

4
Forster's Life, II, p. 378.

slbidc s Do 377 «
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Readers were merely told that "he too /Dickens/ had his
Dora, at apparently the same hopeless elevation . . .“6
Since the Marla Beadnell episode set the stage for Dickens'
subsequent marriage to Catherine Hogarth, {Catherine caught
him on the rebound, as it were), without a complete know-
ledge of the Beadnell affair, contemporary readers were at

a loss to discover why Dickena had embarked upon such &
marriage.

Matters, of course, were not helped by the bliograph-
er's extreme reluctance to discuss Catherine Dickens at all.
Throughout the whole blography, references to her were so
few and couched in such brief and vague terms that the un-
initiated might well think Dickens a bachelor. No details
at all were glven about his in-laws, the Hogarths, other
than the fact that for a brief peried Dickens and Cather-
ine's father had worked together. Also receiving abbrevia-
ted notice was Dickens! courtship of and eventual marriage
to Catherine Hogarth. Readers were merely told that "“on
2 April Mr, Charles Dickens had married Catherine, the
eldest daughter of Mr. George Hogarth . . "7

When he came to deal with the separafion between

6Ibid., I, p. 47.

“Ibid., I, p. 57.
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Dickens and his wife, Forster was just as secretive, "I
give only what 1is strictly necessary . . ." he said, "and
even this with deep reluctance."® PFurthermore, before dis-
cussing the separation he warned that it would be “suffic-
iently explained; end with anything else the public /will/
have nothing to d0."? 1In all fairness to the blographer, one
might note that he was in a difficult position. Since Cath-
erine Dickens was alive, he could hardly have given the real
ressons for the estrangement. Thus he chose instead to
ignore it as far as possible. In this decislon, Georgilna
Hogarth concurred, noting that Forster had taken "the wisest
course . . » » and indeed the only course possible to him

nlO

while my sister lives. Indeed, Forster's entire treat-

8Ibid., IT, p. 198.

9Ibid., IT, p. 206. See also his statement on the

same page. "It was thus far an arrangement of a strictly
private nature, and no decent person could have had excusse
for regarding it in any other light if public attention
had not been unexpectedly invited to it by a printed state-
ment in Household Words."

o
1 Letter from Georglna Hogarth to Mrs. Flields, Feb-

ruary 20, 1874, cited by Adrian, p. 184. Forster's hand-
ling of the separation apparently offended some members of
the Dickens family. Ford claims that "there was talk of
Charles Dickens the younger /The only child to take up
residence with Catherine after the separatio§7 publishing

a rejoinder to vindicate his mother's role, which, it was
felt, Forster had dlstorted. The Forster collection /In
the Viectoria and Albert Museum/ includes several accounts
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ment of the last twelve years of Dickens' 1life was, in
Georgina's eyes at least, gquite wéll done. To her way of

thinking, Forster had told "just as much.and-gg little

/Ttalics in the original7 as must be said,"1l

There is no doubt that Georglna heartily approved
of Forster's suppression of Dickens' friendship with other
women and in particular with Mrs. de la Rue and Christiana
Weller. The former lady was mentioned only once and that
notice was innocuous enough as it merely indicated that
she was in attendance at a certain dinner party.12 Chris-

tians Weller was not mentioned at 8ll, either under her

for the newspapers describing the family's dissatisfaction."
George H. Ford, Dickens and his Readers: Aspects of Novel-
Criticism Since 1836 (New York: W. W. Norton and Gompany,
Inc., 1965), p. 161,

1
1Letter from Georgina Hogarth to Mrs., Filelds,
March 28, 1874, cited by Adrian, p. 184.

lgForster's Life, I, p. 351, For the benefit of
those not conversant with Dickensian blography, Mrs., de
la Rue, the wife of a prominent Swiss banker, had some
sort of nervous condition, (probably either faked or
psychosomatic in origin), that could only be "cured" by
Dickens hypnotizing her. Since these hypnotic sessions
sometimes occurred in the middle of the night with the
lady in her nightdress, Catherine Dickens was somewhat
uneasy, despite the fact that M. de la Rue was 2lso in
Dickens' company. ‘
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maiden name or her married name of ‘I'hom.pson.l3 Dickens!
long friendship with Mary Boyle was'also suppressed by the
biographer and her name was mentioned merely as a guest at
the wedding of Dlckens' daughter Katie to Charles Collins.14
Another example of the extent to which Forster played

down the novelist's affectionate nature with women is seen
in the way in which Georgina Hogérth was treated., Desplte
the fact that she devoted her life to the service of Dickens,
she was mentioned very briefly albeit very favourably.15
The reasons for the minuscule attention given to Georgina
are twofold. First and foremost, Forster would have been
most reluctant to take a chance on having a renewed flars-
up of the gossip that had surrounded Dickens' separation.
The reader will recall that on that occasion there had been
a conslderable amount of speculation as to the exact part

that Georglina had played in the separation. HRepeating one

of these rumours, The Court Circular, a weekly periodical,

lSDickens first met Christiana in 1844 in Manches~

ter. He was immediately captivated by her. He introduced
her to his friend T. J. Thompson, a rather bashful type
who fell in love with her. Since he had grown very fond
of Christiana, Dickens was astounded at the prospect of
losing her; however, he recovered and in a manner reminis-
cent of Cyranoc de Bergerac, he successfully wooed her for
Thompson.

léForster‘s Life, II, p. 236.

5
1 Forster's Life, I, p. 276.
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had noted:

The story in circulation is that his wife has
left his roof--according to the mildest form of
the narrative, "on account of incompatability
of temper'--according to the worst form, "on
account of that talented gentleman's preference
of his wife's sister to herself, a preference
which hig assumed a very definite and tangible
shape "

A second reason for Forster's very brief mention of Geor-

gina was that he and Dickens' slster-in-law frequently did
not see eye to eye. In a letter to Ouvry, Dickens' soli-

citor, she grumbled, "I think, between ourselves, that he

sometimes forgets that any one ought to have a voice in

any of the business /of Dickens' estate/, except himse1f "’

16‘I’he Court Circular, cited by K. J. Fiselding,

"Dickens and the Hogarth Scandal," Nineteenth Century
Fiction, X (1955), 71. See also K. J. Fielding, “Charles
Dickens and Colin Rae Brown," Nineteenth Century Fiction,
VII (September, 1952), 103-110. Brown was the Director
of the Bulletin Newspaper Co., and it was alleged that

he had said in public that Georgina had given birth to
three chlldren, of whom Dickens was the father. Dickens
Instituted legal proceedings against Brown. However, the
latter denied the allegation and the matter was dropped.
As late as 1908 similar gossip flared up again when in
India one Hector Charles Bulwer Lytton Vickens claimed to
be the illegltimate child of Dickens and Georgina.
According to him, his untimely appearance on the domestic
scene had been the reason for Dickens' separation from
Catherine.

17Letter from Georgina Hogarth to Frederic Ouvry,
August 24, 1870, cited by Adrian, p. 194,
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This tendency of Forstér to place himself in the
limelight to the exclusion of others was very apparent in
his Life, and indeed it was that aspect of the biography
that was most harshly criticized by his contemporaries.

The Leeds Mercury of November 15, 1872 gave the blography

an alternate title. It was: "The Autobliography of John
Forster with Recollections of Charles Dickens."'® Buch
criticism was richly deserved, for any reader soon wearies
of seeing reprinted over and over again Dickens'! tributes
to his bilographer's wisdom and sagacity,‘no matter how
deserving they may have been. A typical example of this is
the following excerpt from a letter of Dickens:

How can I thank you /Forster/? Can I do better

than by saying that the sense of poor Oliver's

reality, which I know you have had from the

first, has been the highest of 8ll praise to

me. None that has been lavished upon me have

I felt half so much ss that appreciation of my

intent and meaning.1

Bince Dickens was often in the habit of sending his

manuscripts to Forster to read prior to sending them to

the publishers, there was naturally considerable corres-

pondence between the two men. Many of these letters would

18Leeds Mercury, November 15, 1872, clited by George
Ford, Dickens and His Readers: Aspects of Novel-Criticism
since 1836, op. cit., p. 161,

lgForster's Life, I, pp. 70=71,
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have Included such matters as Dickens' opinion of Forster's
comments on the manuscripts. One would imagine that there
must have been at least some acrimonious discussion between
the two. However, judging by those of Dickens! letters on
the subject that Forster reprinted, the novelist was always
overjoyed at the comments offered by his future biographer.
"I have received your letter today," wrote Dickens, "with
the greatest delight and am overjoyed to find that you
think so well of the number."20

Forster's pompousness was also exhibited by the man-
ner in which he treated Dickens! relationship with other
literary figures and in particular Thackeray and Wilkie
Collins. Jealous of the influence that they exercised
over Dickens, he rather petulantly overlooked them in his
volumes.zl In all fairness to the biographer, one might
add that he did reprint in part Dickens! very generous

tribute to Thackeray that appeared in the Cornhill Magazine

®0rp1a., 11, p. 22,

QLThe friendship of Dickens and Thackeray never did
become a very close one, no doubt because their rivalry
was, as Chapman said, "FO(R)STER'D." Gordon S, Haight,
George Eliot and John Chapman (New Haven, 1940), pp. 178-
179, cited by George Ford, Dickens and His Readers: Aspects
of Novel Criticism Since 1836, op. cit., p. 119.
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(February 1864) upon the death of that novellst.=®

Although
- Wilkie Collins became, as the years rolled on, one of Dick-
ens3' closaest, If not the closest of his friends,23 Forsﬁer
virtually neglected him in his Life. The only times that
he was mentioned were to indlcate the part that he played

in such trivial affairs as the production of The Frozen

Deep. As was also the case with Thackeray, nis literary
influence (if any) on Dickens was not discussed at all.

By the time that he was writing the third volume of
the Life, Forster was aware that his undeniable and frequently
unnecessary presence in the biography was somewhat dampening
the enthusiasm of readers for that work. Typlcally, however,
he chose to deny the charge, somewhat lamely, in my opinion.d

Of the charge of obtruding myself to which their
publicatlion has exposed me, I can only say that
I studied nothing so hard as to suppress my own
personallty, and have to regret my 1ll success
where I zupposed I had even too perfectly suc-
ceeded.?

Although Forster was most reticent about revealing

22 porster's Life, 1T, pp. 247-248.

23
A fact recognized by the blographer himself, who
referred to Collins as: %“for all the rest of the life of
Dickens, one of his dearest and most valued friends." Ibid.,
p. 73.

24
Forster's Life, II, p. 377,
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anything at all about most aspects of Dickens' personal
life, he was most liberal in giving to'posterity accounts
of the novelist's infatuation with young Mary Hogarth.
Even Dickens! Heathcliffian wish to be buried beside Mary
(thoughts of Catherine were entirely absent) was given
full publicity. Mary was, lamented Dickens,

my dear young friend and companion; for whom

my love and attachment will never diminilsh,

and by whose side, if 1t please God to leave

me in possession of sense to signify my wishes,

my bones, whggever or wherever I die, will one

day be lald. _
Also given in full was Dickens' inordinate grief upon learn-
ing several years later that the only available space in
the grave (the space he had thought to reserve for himself)
was to be given to Mary's grandmother, who had recently |
died., Dickens, upon hearing this news, was almost pros-
trate with grief, and various thoughts, including that of
moving Mary's coffin to another site, flashed across hls
mind. Wrlting to Forster, the novellst unburdened himself:

It is a great trial for me to give up Mary's

grave; greater than I can possibly express.

I thought of moving her tec the catacombs, and

saying nothing about it . . . The desire to be

buried next her is as strong upon me now, as it

was five years ago; and I know (for I don't

think there ever was love like that I bear her)
that it will never diminish. I fear I can do .

25Ibido’ I, Pe 82,
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nothing. Do you think I can? They would move

her on Wednesday, if I resolved. to have 1t done.

I cannot bear the thought of belng exzecluded from

her dust . . 20
Dickens made a special visit to Kensal Green (the cemetery)
to see il space could be had on elther side of his deceased
glster-in-law; however, his visit was fruitlesa., He wrote
back to Forster, who had apparently suggested the ldea,
saying:

No, I tried that. No, there is no ground on

either side to be had. I must give it up. 1

shall drive over there, please God, on Thurs-

day morning, before they get there /to bury

the graggmotheg7; and look at her /Mary's/

coffin,
Forster algo told in detall about the strange dream that
Dickens had about Mary in which she appeared to him clothed
in "a blue drapery, as the Madonna mlght in a picture by
Raphael " e -"28

Posslbly the most important part of Forster's blo-

' grephy was the details about Dickens' youth and c¢hildhood
that the biographer revesled to an astonished literary

world. Since the blacking-warehouse eplsode had been known

by scarcely anyone else besides Forster, critics were, to

261114, , p. 174.

27Ibid.

281v1d., p. 336.
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say the least, surprised. "All is so different from what

we had anticipated," said Saint Paul's Magazine. That

review continued:

The tree which bore fruit as golden as that of

the Hesperides was rooted in a wretched soil,

and watered with the bitterest possible tears

of self-compassion.”
In conjunction with the biographer!s treatment of the
blacking-warehouse episode and also the menner in which he
dlscussed Mary Hogarth, the reader should note the complete
absence of "psychology." Dickens' almest pathological
grief over the death of his young and pretty sister-in-law
was detalled by Forster because the latter thought, as did
many of hls contemporariss, that it was good evidence of
Dickens' kind nature and the strong and firm friendships
that the novelist valued.50 In a simllar manner, the only
connotation that most Victorian (and later) critiecs attached

to the blacking-warehouse episode was that it revealed

Dickens' intestinal fortitude.

9
2 Robert Buchanan, "The Good Genie of Fiction,"
Saint Paul's Magazine, X (February, 1872), 134, For a
brief dlscussion of other reviews of Forster's Life, see
George Ford, Dickens and His Readers: Aspects of Novel
Critieism since 1836, op. c¢it., pp. 160-163.,

5OVide the discussion of Robert Langton's The Child-

hood and Youth of Dickens, on p. 135,
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The story of his childish misery has itself
sufficliently shown that he never throughout
it lost his precious gift of anlmal spirits,
or his natgie capacity for humorous enjoy-
ment . . .

In concluding the discussion of Forstert's Life, one
might note that as regards technical information, such as
Dickens' many arguments with his publishers, the history
of the making of each of his novels, hls reading tours and
visits to America, Forster will not be superseded simply
becsuse as Dickens'! personal friend he had access to infor-
mation that has now been lost. As source material for
these aspects of Dickens' life, Forster will always be
read, but as an accurate account of the life of the novel;
ist, the blography is sadly lacking.

The next important contribution to Dickens' bie-
graphy was the selection of his letters that was jointly
edited by Georgina Hogarth and Dickens' eldest dasughter
Mamie.o® Fipst published in November 1879, the Mamiee

Georgle edition as it is commonly called, was never inten-

51Forster'leife, I, p. 35. Could Forster have
foreseen the use that modern psychological criticlism has
made of the two above-mentioned events in Dickens' life,
there 1s no doubt that he would have rigorously suppressed
them.

32[§eorgina Hogarth amd Mesmie Dickens/ (eds.), The
Letters of Charles Dickens: 1833-1870 (London: MafMillan
and Company, 1893).  Hereafter this work is referred to
in the footnotes as Letters.
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ded to be a complete collection of Dickens' letters. Writ—
ing to her close friend, Annie Fields, Georgina outlined
the scope of the proposed edition.

It will be a sort of supplement to Mr. Forster's

t1ire" . ., . That was exhaustive as a Blography,

leaving nothing to be sald ever more, 1ln my opin-

ion. But I believe it was universally felt to be

incomplete as a Portralt, because the scheme of

the Book, as Mr. Forster wrote it, prevented his

making use of any 1etters--g5 scarcely any, besides

those addressed to himself.

As was the case with Forster's Life, Georgina and
Mamie draw a sharp line between those letters which they
considered to have a public interest and those which were
private. Letters containing material considered by the
editors to be of a private nature were elther entirely
omitted from the collection, or else the personal passages
were deleted, frequently, however, without ellipsis perlods
to indicate the deletion.
Again, as in Forster's Life, there was no mention

whatever of Ellen Terman in the letters, and Dickens!
separation was quite ignored. Unlike Forster, who had

made no reference by name to Maria Winter (née Beadnell),

Mamie and Georgina did print two of Dickens' less privafe

55Letter from Georgina Hogarth to Mrs, Fields,
March 22, 1878, clted by Adrian, p. 206, For a comprehen-
sive outline of the editorial practices followed in the
compllation of this serles of letters, see Adrian, pp.
206=227.
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letters to that lady. However, in the narrative section

of the Letters, Mrs, Winter was referred to in such an
oblique way that only the initiated (and at that date there
were few such persons) would have had any 1dea that she was
at one time Dickens' beloved. "“Mrs, Winter . . . ," said
the editors, "was aivery dear friend and companion of Char-

les Dickens in his youth.“54

Of the two letters written
to Maria, the first was the most revealing. Upon reading
it, the casual observer might well marvel at the stead-
fastness and purpose with which Dickens pursued his pro-
fession, and indeed it was probably for this very resson
that the letter was included in the collection. WWhoever
ls devoted to an art," wrote Dickens,

must be content to deliver himself wholly up to

it, and to find his recompense in it. I am

grieved if you suspect me of not wanting to see

you, bgg I can't help it; I must go my way whether

or no,
Read in the light of a knowledge of the Beadnell affair,
this letter assumes a new significance. When Dickens had
discovered that Maria Winter in the flesh was not the
Marla Beadnell of his fancy, he was bitterly disappointed

and did all that he could to evade the lady's attentions.

541 ettors, p. 350,

385 ,
Ibid., p. 365, October 6, 1855,
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Thus the letter in question, while it undoubtedly was a
true testimonial to Dickens and his art, was also the
record of a man who all too humanly was trying to evade
the attentions that he had previously and 1llicitly
encouraged.

The edltors handled the corrsspondence of Mary
Boyle differently than Forster had done. Whereas the lat-
ter had only mentioned her name once, Georglna and Mamie
printed eighteen of Dickens' letters to her, The letters
printed are for the most part quite stralghtforward; how-
ever, one can note in them evidence of the ripening friend-
ship between the two correspondents as the salutation pro-

w86 ¢, Myy Dear Mary" 97

gresses Trom "My Dear Miss Boyle
and later “"Dearest Meery.“58 The tone in the majority of
the letters was one of good-natured bantering and flirta-
tion between the two, and no doubt the reason for the
jnclusion of the letters was to indlcate just that. "It
is all very well to pretend to love me as you do," sighed

Dickens. "Ah, if you loved as I love, Maryi"®® In another

86 1bid., p. 219, September 16, 1850.

37
Ibid., p. 270, July 22, 1858,

%81114., p. 462, September 10, 1858.

391bido’ Pe 325, January 16, 18564.
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letter he wrote: "Enclesing a kiss, if you will have the
kindness to return it when done with"; and in the same
letter he said: "I should have lost ﬁy heart to the beauti-
ful young 1andlaéy of my hotel . . . if it had not been

n 40 These letters, if examined with

safe in your possession.
the idea in mind that Dickens was merely a cheery, good-
natured extrovert with none of the folbles of hils contem-
poraries such as Wilklie Collins, would merely tend to sup-
port that view. But, when viewed in the light of the Ellen
Ternan affair, Mary Boyle and Dickens' letters to her assume
a new interest.

As was the case with Forster, no reference, except
for a brief footnote, was made of Dickens and the de la
Rues. The editors merely mentioned them in very brlef
fashion.

M. de la Rue and his wife (an English lady),
gg§SD§2§egz%£i8t friends, in Genoa, of Char-
The closeness of Dickens and the de la Rues, although by
no means underlined in the Letters, could have been infer-

red from the comment made by Dickens (and printed in the
Latters) to his friend T. J. Thompson. Dickens referrsd

40
ibid., p. 354, January 3, 1855.

“l1p14., p. 476.



127

to the de la Rues as "“those who would die to serve me."%2
It seems strange that'Georgina could have dismissed in a
single footnote a coqple who were close enough to Dickens
to "die for him." Nevertheless, to the best of my knowledge,
this point was never queried by any of her contemporaries.
The editors also made sure to rigorously suppress any
reference to Christiamna Weller. The uninformed reader
would in all probability have found nothing of great inter-
o3t in the few of Dickens' letters to his friend Thompson
that sald in part: "Think of Italy! Don't give that
up!"4® or "What are you doing?%?? When are you coming
away?7?7? Why are you stopping thers?2777"%% The ordinary
reaction on reading this would have béeﬁ fo assume that
Dickens, for some reason or other, was endeavouring to
persuade Thompson to take a trip to Italy. Only if the
reader had been aware of Dickens' friendship with Chris-
tiana Weller would he have realized the slgnificance of
these letters. Realizing that he could not have Christiana

for himself, the novelist introduced her to Thompson who

421bid., p. 145, October 17, 1845,

4%1b14., p. 109, March 15, 1844.

44
Ibld., p. 110, March 24, 1844,
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soon fell in love with her. Since Thompson proved to be
somewhat a bashful lover, Dickens did the wooing for
him, writing him from time to time to bolster his flageging
spirits. The excerpts printed above were Dickens! impas-
sioned pleas to Thompson, urging the latter to propose to
Christiana, marry her and take her to Genoa, where the
climate would be more suitable for her delicate health.

Another feature of the Mamie-Georgie edition of
Dickens! letters was that although relatively few of the
novelist's letters to his wife were printed, those letters
that were used were not edited in such a way as to give
the reader a poor impression of Catherine, Indeed, as
Professor Adrian has indicated, the editors adopted Just
the opposite policy. Many parts of Dickens' letters to
Catherine that were suppressed were those very parts that
if printed would have shown Catherine to be something of a
shrew, 4

Although the large amount of suppressed material

lessens the value of the lLetters as a comprehensive refer-

ence work, the unindicated absence of material reduces

45Adrian3 p. 222, Catherine was most jealous of
Dickens' Work. She felt that he spent more time on it
than he did on her. This was particularly true of the
days of their courtship.
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even further the value of this edition. Since 1t would

be beyond the scope of my thesis to do much more than
indicate that the editors frequently omltted material
without indicating the omission, I will give in full one
example of this technique and refer to other examples only
in footnotes. The following letter i1s copled verbabtim
from the Letteré and as 1t stands it sppears %o be com-

plete.

Station Hotel, York,
Friday, Tenth September, 18568

Dearest Meery,

First let me tell you that all the maglclans
and spirits in your employ have fulfilled the
instructions of their wondrous mistress to admir-
ation. Flowers have fallen in my path wherever
I have trod; and when they rained upon me at
Cork I was more amazed than you ever Saw me.

Secondly, receive my hearty and loving thanks
for that same. (Excuse a little Irish in the
turn of that sentence, but I can't help it.)

I really cannot tell you how truly and ten-
derly I feel your letter, and how gratified I am
by its contents. Your truth and attachment are
always so precious to me that I cannot get my
heart out of my sleeve to show it to you. It 1s
1ike & child, and at the sound of some familiar
volces, "goes and hides."

You know what an affection I have for Mrs.
Watson, and how happy 1t made me to see her again
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--younger, much, than when I first knew her
in Switzerland.

God bless you always!

46
Ever affectlonately yours,

If one refers back to the manuscript of the lstter
as Professor Johnson did when compiling material for his
g;gg,évone notes that Georgina and Mamie had not revealed
the mors important portion of the letter., However, as the
letter appsared in the Mamie-Geérgie edition, no one could
have told that it was not a complete letiter. The suppressed
material would have shed further light on Dickens, inasmuch
as it showed that the novelist's friendship with Mary Boyle
was closer than Georgina and Mamie wanted the world to know,
Had the two not been close, why would Dickens have dlis-~
cussed the separation with Mary? The omitted portion
clearly indicates that they did indeed discuss it. The
text of this material is glven below. 1Its proper place in
the preceding letter 1s after the end of the flrst para-

graph,

46Letters, pe. 462, "Meery" was Dickens' pet name
for Mary Boyle. : :

47
Edgar Johnson, Charles Dickens: His Tragedy and
Triumph (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1952), 2 Vols.
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+ « » Touching that other matter on which you
wrote me tenderly and with a delicacy of regard
and interest that I deeply feel, I hope I may
report that I am calming down again. 1 have
been exquisitely distressed. It is no comfort
to me to know that any man who wants to sell
anything in print, has but to anatomize my fin-
o3t nerves, and he 1s sure to do 1t--It is no
comfort to me to know (as of course those dis-
sectors do), that when I spoke in my own person
it was not for myself but for the lnnocent and
good, on whom I had unwittingly brought the
foulest lies--Sometimes I cannot bear 1t. I
had one of these fits yesterday, and was utterly
desolate and lost. But 1t is gone, thank God,
and the sky has brightened before me once more .48

The chief criticism of the Mamie-Georgie Letters is
that they showed only one side of Pickens! character, Fur-
thermqre, the letters were frequently unreliable for they
abounded in composite matérial and unindicated omissions.

The next of the Dickens'! blographles to be examlned
is that by A. W. Ward.?® This biography was first pub-
lished in 1882 when the immediate members of Dickens' fam-
11y were still alive, and still reluctant for the public
to see the novelist as anything but a replica of the

481 tea by Edgar Johnson, Charles Dickens: His
Trlumph and Tragedy, op. cit., II, 939. Xor examples
that show how Mamle and Gsorgina printed letters that
were made up of paragraphs from several letters, sse Adrian,
PP. 2235-224.,

49A. W. Ward, Dickens (in English Men of Letters
Series, pocket editlon. London: MacMillan and Company, Ltd.,
10097, ,
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Cheeryhble brothers, Vard apparently received no new infor-
matlon from either the Ulickens family or his own investi-
gations, for his Lifle is essentlally a carbon copy of
Forster's earlier work, The only subatantial difference
between the two blographers is that Ward discussed Plek-
ens' indlvidual novels to a greater length than did Ferster,
who offered no literary criticism at all.

Looking at Ward!s biography in a little more detail,
we see that the Marla Headnell eplsode was dismissed in a
few paragraphs and that what dlscussion thers was differsd

50 In a similar manner,

1ittle from Forster's account.
Dickens' courtship and marriage of Catherine was dismissed
in one sentenca.51 Although Vard was most retlcent in
dlscussing the part played by Catherine in Dickens' life,
he was not averse, agaln like Forster, to giving a great
deal of prominence to Dickena! relationship with Mary
Hogarth. ©&he was, according to Ward, "the object ef the

one great imaglnative passion of his 1ife."%8

As an example of the tendency of the early biow

504hid., pp. 1011,

)
*pid., pe 17,

52
;biép, p. 40&
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graphers to keep before the public a "cheerful" Dickens,

one might point to the way in which Ward handled the sep-
aration. He outdid Forster himself when he naively obser-
ved that "after an amicable Atalics not in the originaly/
arrangemeﬁt, Mrs, Dickens left her husband . . ."9% WModern
scholars, conversant with the vicious gossip that surroun-
ded the separation and Dickensa' infuriation with his mother-

in-lsw whom he considered to have been responsible for the
54

gosslp, can well be excused a smile. Ward's whole atti-
tude to the affalr can best be summed up in the words with
which he described Dickens' "Address" and the "Violated
Letter." They were, said Ward, "Printed words which may
be left forgotten."55

Also indlcative of the late nineteenth century’s
opinion of Dickens as a cheery genius, was Ward's horror

at Dickens' precccupation with pounds, shillings and pence.

Forster had spent much time detalling Dickens! jubilation

*31b1d., pp. 144-145,

Stmccn—

54A brief but Informative account of the behinde
the-scenes arrangement of the separation 1s found in K. J.
Flelding, "Dickens and the Hogarth Scandal," Ninetesnth
Century Fiction, X (1955), 64-74, -

55
A. W. Ward, Dickens, op. eit., p. 145,
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when his coffers were full, and corresponding disappolntment
when they werse empty; nevertheless, Forster had done thls
without passing comment. Ward, on the other hand, seemed to
be hard pressed to reconcile this more mercenary aspect of
Dickens' character with the generosity of that same author
&ho stuffed the Cratchits with roast goose. "“To me, at
least," sald Ward, "it 1s painful to find Dickens jubilantly
recording how at Dublin taleven banknotes were thrust into
the pay-box . .1, no6

The next of Dickens biographers was Robert Langion,
whose blography was first published in 1885.57 As the title
implied, the book was not meant to be a full length study
of Dickens. Since the volume was dedicated to Georgina
Hogarth and Mamie Dickens and since the blographer was most
desirous of offending nobody,58 the reader is well fore-
warned not to expect any new ér startling revelations, All
that Langton really did was to chronlcle meticulously the
events of Dickens' early youth., A reader who is bent upon

knowing at what desk at a certain school Dickens was accus-

%61v1d,, pp. 149-150.

57Robert Langton, The Childhood and Youth of Charles
Dickens (London: Hutchinson and Company, 1912).

58, '
Langton hoped that "the narrative of these early
days may interest many and offend NOBODY." Ibid., p. 8.
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tomed to sit, will find this Life invaluable.

One should not condemn the work outright, for the
blographer did make at least one very accurate ocbservation.
This was concerned with the blacking-warehouse episode.
Referring to that eplsode, Langton said:

It 1s a curious fact, and one to reflect on,
that, knowing as the reading world does from Mr.
Forster's book, how strongly and enduringly
Dickens was affected by these sad times, we yet
find him, in nearly all his books, from the very
first to the last, continually recurring to the
subject of the blacking business.

This toplc seems constantly to have forced
itself upon him, and to have had & certain fgg-
¢lnation for him, which he could not resist.

This observation (which anticipates much of the modern
biegraphical approach) coming as it &id in an era during
which the blacklng-warehouse episgde was used solely to
underline Dickens' tenaclousness, is a welcome change.
Nevertheless, Langton never developed the idea and his
final picture of the novelist was still the same as that
painted by eariler blographers. _

Because of the already mentioned limits of his bio-
graphy; this author made no reference to the separation
or to any of the events surrounding it. As was the case

with the sarlier biegraphers; Langton was quite free in

his discussion of Mary Hogarth., Dickens' attachment to

%1bid., p. 79.
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his sister-in-law, concluded Langton, "might be instanced

as a proof of the deeply affectionate nature of the man."60
In 1902, twenty-nine years after the publication of

the last volume of Forster's Life, an article appeared in

the April edition of Harper's New Monthly Magazine entitled

"Dickens in His Books,"®1 Apparently, Dickens' infatuation
with his younger slster-in-law had at last caught someone's
eye, for the article dealt in part with the relations between
" the two. The author of the artieie, Percy Fitzgerald, openly
wondered why Mary's “charms--she was more attrective and had

always secratly loved him /[Italics in the original/--did

not appeal“62 to Dickens prior to the novelist's marriage
to Catherihe. Fitzgerald hypotheslized that perhaps Mary,
aware of Dickens! love for Catherine, had repressed her own
affections, Fitzgerald concluded that this hypothesis
would "rationally account /italics in the original/ for

Dickens not marrying the girl he loved,n%d

Golbido s Po 204,

slMy account of the actual content of the article is
based upon Adrian, p. 236. The conclusions I draw from
the article are my own,

62
Percy Fitzgerald, "Dickens in His Books," Harper's
New Monthly Magazine, April, 1902, cited by Adrian, p. 236.

Ibid.
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This article drew down a storm of protest from the
Dickens family. The novelist's son Henry Fielding Dickens
ﬁrote a letter te‘Harger?s in which he poiﬁted out several
careless errors in'Fitzgeréld's work. This did much to
discredit his case, The chief rebuttal to the argument,
however, seems to have been the fact that at the timerof
Dickens' marriage, Mary was a mere girl of fifteen and still
in school. The editors of the magazine readily accepted
the rebuttal and subsequently published the letter and their
apology. |

This article never did have any influence on any future-
blographical studies; nevertheless, it is lmportant, for it
shows that people were beginning to wonder whether there
may not have been & bit more than fraternal "affection" in
Dickens' preoccupation with Mary., It also shows how un-
willing were the majority of people to contemplate any
change in the novelist's character. Today, with the word
"nymphet" enshrined in the commen usage, and with our know-
iedge of Freudian psychology, the story of a man having a
desire for a young girl (even for his sister-in-law) is
passé, but to cultivated readers at the turn of the cen-
tury, such & thing would have been unthinkasble. Fitzger-
ald's article, grumbled Henry Fielding Dickens, was "obviously

calculated to give an entirely false impression“G4 of Dick-

Ibid.
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ens and Mary,
The next noteworthy blography was that by F. G,

65 It wos first published in 1902, and déspite its

Kitton,
impressive bulk and title, it tells us comparatively few
things about Dickens as a person that were not told by
Forster thirty years earlier. The predominant tone that
echoes throughout this work is that of hero-worship. One
gets a hint of this in the preface where Dickens 1s hailed
as "that mighty Magician who so effactiveiy wielded his
pen in the great cause of Humanity.“66

Desplte Kitton's inabilit567 to chip away the suce
cessive layers of unadulterated pralse heaped upon Dickens
by preceding biographers, his work did offer something new,
For one thing, Kitton seems to have been the first to
ferret out the identity of Dickens' Dora., In & footnote
he sald:

The identity of the living prototype of Dora has
never been divulged., It is,.however, fair to

’BSFrederic G. Kitton, Charies Dickens: His Life,
Writinﬁs,.and Personality (London: T. C. and E. C. Jdack,
n L ] » . N ~ -

L

sslbid., p. viii,

6
vPrefessor Adriean claims that Georgina "stood guard

like a dragon over the treasure of Dickensa! honour" when
Kitton was collecting material for an earlier biography,
Dickens by Pen and Pencil (Adrimn, p. 237). Therefore, I
think it is fair to conclude that she would have been
equally . careful when Kitton was preparing his second
work.
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surmise that she was one of the two sisters named
Beadnell, whom Dickens met at the house of a mutual
friend, a Mr, W. H. Kolle, then gggaged in a banke
ing-house in the city of London.

Nevertheless, there was no diéeussion at all about the fact

that Dickens had been at one time hopelessly in love with

her.69

Kitton's blography also gave Wilkie Collins at least

some of the récognition that he justiy deserved as one of

Dickens! c¢losest friends. Howéver, since Kitton was still ;_};,
blinded'by hero worship, he failed to see the significance
of the Dickens-Collins friendship, coming as it did after
Dickens' close association with Forster. The result was
that when Kitton printed excerpts from Dickens' letters to
Collins in which Dickens suggested that they indulge "in a
carser of amiable dissipation and unbounded licence . . .,"70

the blographer thought it all a joke; another example, lat>

us say, of Dickens' humour. On the other hand, the reader

68_ ' '
Frederick G. Kitton, Charles Dleckens: His Life, Pty
Writings, and Personality, op. ¢it., p. 191.. ‘

sgAgain, this omission is almost certainly owing to
the fact that Georgina Hogarth was opposed to it. Profes-
sor Adrian notes that Georglna had always opposed even the
mere mention of Maria's name in The Dickensian. (Adrian,
pe. 238,.,) Hence 1t seems quitse reasonable to conclude that
she would have opposed the inclusion of any detalls of the
relationship in Kitton's work.

79[50 source given/, cited by Frederick G. Kitton,
Char;;g Dickens: His Life, Writings and Personality, op.clt.,
P 231 »
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may briefly glance at how a modern blogrepher has hendled
the Dickens-Collins-Forster relationship. Hesketh Pear-
son Quoted a letter similar to the one usedrby Kitton,
Pearson's letter gaid: 7
if the mind can devise anything sufficlently in the
8tyle of sybarite Rome in the days of its culmine
ating voluptuousness, I am your man . . o If you
can think of ainy tremendous way of passing the
nlght . . . do. I don't care what it is. I give
(for that night enly) restraint to the Winds!
Although this letter may be similar in content to the one
used by Kitton, the conclusion that Pearson drew from a
reading of it was quite different.
Forster stood for restriction, respectabllity, and
pretentiousness; Collins for liberation, disreput-
ableness, and licentliousness; and Dickens had reached
a stage In his development when the world, the flesh
and the devil meant meore to him than the Ten gommand-
ments, of which he had had more than enough.’
Iike all of the other bilographers discussed to date,
Kitton was very cautious in discussing the separation. It
is & noteworthy point that in the interests of family pri-

vacy, all biographers were more then willing to skip lightly

71

/no source given/, cited by Hesketh Pearson, Dicke

ens; His Character, Comedy, and Career (London: Methbuen and
Company, Ltd., 1949), p. 221, :

72Hesketh Pearson, Dickens: His Character, Comedy,
and Career, op. cit., p. 220.
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over the entire affair. Kitton was no exception, although
when reading his account of it, one has the impression that
if 1t had not been for Georgina Hogarth hovering in the
background, he might have been willing to tell more than he
did. Indeed, he did go as far as to say:

No blographer of Dickens can entirely avold

referring to the cause of the unhappiness

which overshadowed the %gst few years of his
marvellous career . . .

Kitton d1d not attempt to exonerate Dickens to the extent, 'W
lef us say, that Forster did. Instead, he noted qulte
acutely that "the fact that some of Dickens' friends
remalined 1oyai to him, while others considered hls wife
the aggrieved party"'? was indicative that the blame for
the separation lay with both parties.
As a good example of Kitton's reluctance te investli-
gate the causes of the separation, tne may cite the way in

which he used evidence supplied by Edmund Yates. In his

blography, Kitton cited the following passage from Edmund

Yates: His Recollections and Experilences (1885):

The two leading personages in this little
drama /the separation/ are dead, and I fail

"Sprederick G. Kitton, Charles Dickenss His Life,
Writings and Personality, op. ¢it., p. 270.

74Ibid{, pe. 272, Forster did admit that there were
faulte on both sides; however, the general tone of his
Life is pro-Dickens.
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tc see the necess%ty or expediency of recalling
various details.

The above quotation adequately summarizes Kitton's attitude
ébout the separatlon, and he completely ignored the rather
broad hints that ¥Yates had given in his other boolk, Fifty

Years of London Life. In that work, Yates had suggeéted

that there was more to the separation than met the o0y6.
He had sald:
It 1s not for me to apportion blame or to mete
out criticism. My intimacy with Dickens, his
kindness to me, my devotion to him, were such
that my lips are sealed and my pen is paralyzed
as regards circumstances which, if I felt less
responsibillity and less delicacy, I might be at
liberty to state,’®
The final impression gained from Kitton's biography
is essentially the same as that received from Ferster's.
The picture of Dickens that emerged from Kitton's pen may
best be summarized in the words of Tom Trollope, whom Kitton

quoted as saying:

5

Edmund Yates, His Recollections and Experiences,
(1885), cited by Frederick G. Kitton, Chariesvygckens: Hls
Life, Writings and Personality, op. eit., p. 273.

"Gamund Yates, Fifty Years of London Life, (1888,

cited by Ada Nlsbett, Dickens and Ellen Teman (Berkely,
Cal.: University of Callfornia Press, 1952), p. 28. It is
inconceivable that Kitton would have been unfamiliar with
this other book of Yates',




143

His benevolence, his active, energising deslire
for good to all God's creatures, and restless
anxiety to be in some way active for the achlev-
ing of it, were necessary and busy in his heart
ever and always . ., . Dickens hated a mean
action or a mean sentiment as one hates some-
thing thatvas physically loathsome to the sight
and touch.

The next blography of Dickens to be examined appeared
in 1933. It was written by Bernard Darwin and entlitled
Dickens.78 In this blography one begins to see a more com-

posite plcture of Dickens appear. For the first time, the

™
T. A. Trollope, What I Remember (Bentley, 1887),
cited by Frederick G. KiTton, Charles Dickens: His Life,
Writings and Personality, op. cit., p. 46l.

8Bernard Darwin, Dickens {(in Great Lives Series,

London: Duckworth, 1933), Between the publication of the
blographies of Kitton (1902) and Darwin (1933) occurred
several important events. The first of these was the
publication in 1906 of the correspondence between Dickens
and Miss Weller I have not been able to examine thils
correspondence at first hand, According to Jack Lindsay,

Charles Dickens and Women,"® Twentleth Century, CLIV
November, 1953), 378/ the letters caused a scandal emongst
Dickenslans when first published because they suggested
that Dickens'! intentions towards her were not honourable.
Upon checking the files of The Dickensian, I could find
only very vague references to the letters. One of these
was on p. 53, Vol. I of The Dickensian for 1905. In a
1ist of books and articles was one article entitled
UDickens as a Matchmaker.! A brief abstract of this
article stated, "The Master as the friend of Wayward
lovers." So it seems that rather than causing a scandal,
as Lindsay says, the letters were used to indicate how
jolly and helpful Dickens was with “wayward lovers"l

Another important event occurre& in 1908 when fhe Maria
Besdnell letters were first published. Here agaln, I have
been unable to examine them at first hand, although one can
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Maria Beadnell story was told in full and the blographer
offersa a suggestlon as to why Dickens made the horrible
blunder that he did in marrying Catherine Hogarth. The
reagon glven was that Dickens was overwhelmed by the

fabstract femininity" >

of the Hogarth girls, coming
especially as it dld after the Beadnell affair.

This blographer also indicated that Dickens was in
many respects disenchanted with his children. Darwin quoted
# letter from the author. in which he lamented that hs
"brought up the largest family ever known, with the small-
est disposition to do anythihg for themselves."80 This
plece of information would have gone a long way to explaln
Dickens' continual worry about money. He was not overly
mercenary, as Ward had suggested, but he had to provide for
children that were not showling much incllnation to fend for
themselves.

Darwind blography was also the first one in which

8l

Ellen Ternan's name was mentloned. After quoting the

see their influence in the way in which Darwin treats the
episode in hls bilography.

In 1928 appeared Ralph Strauss's biography, but here
again I have been unable to read 1t at first hand.,

79
Bernard Darwin, Dickens, op. elt., p. 33.

0 V
80 b1d., p. 126.

81
Forster, of course, had printed Dickens' Will in
which Ellen's name was mentioned as a legatee.
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"Violated" letter, Darwin noted that the young lady refer-
red to therein was Ellen Ternan. The only comment this
biographer made was that "thers 18 no scrap of evidence

to show that Diekens‘swer&s about her were not absolutely
true.“82 These words would, of course, be challenged in
the next year (1934) when Thomas Wright published his
Life. Thomas Wright and the change in Dickensian bio-
graphy occasioned by hls Life are discussed in the follow-
ing chapter.

a8z
Bernard Darwin, Dickens, op. cit., p. 114.



CHAPTER IV

In this chapter I wlll examine those bloegraphical
studies of Dickens that have been publlished between 1934
and 1952. I have already indiceted, in the previous chap-
ter, why I chose 1934 as the year that separates my two
chapters on Dickensian biography. Brlefly, the principal
reason was that the pre-l1934 blographies were all charac-
terlzed by hero-worship. The authors of these works had
refused to judge Dickens' 1life by ordinary standards.
Their opinion of the novélist was similar to that of Geor-
gina Hogarth who, referring to Dickens, had claimed: "A
man of genius ought not to be judged with the common herd
of men."l In contrast, the general tendency of the post-
1934 biégraphies was to make us very much aware of the
novelist's failures and frustrations, This new approsch
had a mixed reception from the critics, many of whom were

reluctant to accept a change 1n the status quo of their

idol. The terminal date of this chapter, 1952, represents
the year in which the last biography on Dickens has been
published.

1This remark appeared in the Thompson-Stark letter.
The letter is reproduced in K. J. Fielding, "Charles
Dickens and His Wife: Fact or Forgery," %tudes Anglaises,
Julllet-Septembre, 1955, pp. 212-222,

146
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Thomsas Wright2 was the first of the blographers to

seriously challenge the hallowed Forsterlan picture of
Dickens. He pointed out that the Victorian Tower of
Respectability indeed had a somewhat shaky foundation.,
Dickens had kept as hils mistress the actress Ellen Ter-
nan, Since Wright's blography offered little else besldes
the revelation about Ellen Ternsn, I will discuss 1t at
length in the succeeding chapter, rather than in this one.
The reader should note, howsever, that in their
reviews of Wright's Life, most of the magazines felt that
the disclosures about Ellen Terman were not important
enough to warrant the publication of a new blography.

The Times Literary Supplement in 1935 complained:

We cannot . . . help feeling a doubt whether there
was reslly room for yet another substantial Life

of Dickens after Mr. J. W. T. Ley's elaborately
annotated reprint of Forster, ._. . and Mr. Bernard
Darwin's miniature masterplieces.

This was a rather nalve statement. Ley's work was, after

all, annotetion and not biography,4 and to call Bernard

R Thomeas Wright, Life of Charles Dickens (London:
Herbert Jenkins, Ltd., 1985). 1 have been unable to
oxamine this work at first hand.

5“Biegraphy,“ Times Literary Supplement, November
30, 1935, p. 816. Ley's reprint was first published in
1934.

41 have not been able to examline lLey's reprint; how-
ever, judging by the way that this critlc handled the Ellen
Ternan affair (vide. Chap. V), displeying as he did a singu-
lar lack of scholarly impartiality, one wonders 1if hils anno-
tations might not be similarly prejudiced.
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Darwin's work (which was little more than a chronological
outline) a "miniature masterpiece" was rather preposterous.
Another review claiming that the Ellen Ternan affair
was of little consequence, appeared in the Spectator for
1935. "This blography," said the Spectator, "will not
supersede Ley's annotated reprint . . . , and can indeed
hardly be preferred to any of the other competent lives

of Dickens that have been published."5 Modern Philology

neted substantially the same thing. That magazine called
Wright's Life "the results of a lifetime of labour, but
adding little to our kmowledge of Dickens. . . . will not
supersede Ley's annotated reprint of Forster's biography.“s

Critics' adoption of this casual attitude towards such |

important events in Dickens' life quite rightly prompted

the dean of Américan critics, Edmund Wilson, to complain

of the "ineptitude and the amilable superficlality which

have in general been characteristic of the race of Dick- DR
w7 s

ens' scholars, biographers and critics. This "amiable

5A Review of Life of Charles Dickens by Thomas
Wright, Spectator, December 6, 1935, p. 862.

6Charles Frederick Harrold, A Review of Charles
Dickens by Thomas Wright, Modern Phliology, XXXII1il {(May,
1036), 4R7.

7
Edmund Wilson, "The Nonesuch Dickens," The New
ReEublic, October 4’ 1939, Pe 247 .
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superficiality" will appear time and again ih the reviews
discussed in this chapter.
The first biographer to push his way through the
door opened by Wright was Hugh Kingsmill, Writing in the
tradition of the Stracheyan school of biography, Kings-
mill's work was emphatically deflationary and anti-Dickens
in its scope".8 Before examining the thesis of his bio-
graphy, one may first glance at the general "debunking"
approach that he advocated. This was particularly evident
in his consideration of Dickens and women.
The physical appeal of women to Dickens is obvious
in all his work. In his youth, travelling round
England, there were probably times when, like Mr.
Pickwick in the inn at Ipswich, he "softly turned
the handle of some bedroom door,"?

Such an assertion, coming as it did when the nerves of loyal

Dickensians were still raw from Thomas Wright's disclosures,

‘was greeted with anguished howls, and such is the power of

‘_,,.h3M. D. Zabel, "Dickens: The Reputation Revised," The
Nation, CLXIX (September 17, 1949), 279-281, Zabel idenT
TITies Kingsmill as writing in the tradition of the Strach-
eyan school. Two other of Dickens' biographers alsoc iden-
tified by Zabel as Stracheyans were Ralph Strauss with his
biography Charles Dickens (1928), and Bechofer Roberts with
his biograpRy ThHis side Idolatry (1928). I have been wnable
to obtain eith&r StraussTs or Bechofer Robertst! works and
hence must use Kingsmill as my only representative of the
school of biography popularized by Lytton Strachey.

 Hugh Kingsmill, The Sentimental Journey: A Life
of Charles Dickens ([ﬁ.ﬁ?f T Wishart and Company, I93%),
p. I6Z.
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the Dickena legend that as recently as 1961 one critic
disdainfully sniffed that Kingsmill had stooped to "snig-
gering innuendo " 10

Neodless to say, Kingsmill greeted the revelations
about Ellen Ternan with obvious rellsh. Dickens, sald
Kingsmlll, was

a Stesrforth honoured throughout England for the
conviction with which he had enforced the purity
of married love and the shame of passion indulged
outside the marriage tie. . . . Dickens must have
felt, if only for an instant, that to a third

" person he would appear as a monster of hypocrisy
and cruelty, who, while preaching all the virtues,
had thrown aslide the mother of his ten children,
and immediately followed this outrage up by seduc-
ing a virgii who had placed herself under his
protection, 1

Kingsmill!s Dickens had indeed come a long way from Car-
lyle's Dickens, "every inch of him an Honest Men 412

The thesis of Kingsmlll's Life was that Dickens was
engrossed in selfepity. According to this blographer,

Dickens' short story, George Silverman's Explanation,"is in

fact simply an allsgory of his own life, written in an

106, . DuCann, The Love Lives of Charles Dickens
(London: Frederick Muller Limited, 1961),; p. 12.

11Hugh Kingsmill, The Sentimental Journey: A Llfe
of Charles Dickens, op. ¢it., p. 194.

12150 source giveﬁ? cited by John Forster, The Life
of Charles Dickens (Everyman's Library edition; Londons
J. M. Dent and Sons, Ltd., 1950), II, 396.
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auto-intoxlcation of self-pity, his most constant and his
strongest emotion,"1d Kingsmill's Life was (as far as my

own researches have indicated) the first to adopt the
psychologlcal approach.14 He examined all of the signifi-
cant episodes in Dickens' life and novels, and then attempted
to interpfet these same incidents, showing how they revealed
thé novellist's psychologlical make-up, and in particular his
self-pity. Some examples of hls technique follow.

In the novel David Copperfield, there had besn an

estrangement between Davld and his mother. This, according
to Kingsmill, mirrored a comparable sltuation in Dickens!'
real 1life. Dickens, as his parents' oldest child, had
received from them thelr undivided attention. This changed,

\
however, when sibllings appeared.

Throughout hls life Dickens had to be the centre

of attention, and one may assume that the estrange-
ment between David and hils mother reflects the
jealousy Charles felt when he was compelled to 15
share Mrs. Dickens' love with the younger children.

13Hugh Kingsmill, The Sentimental Journey: A Life
of Charles Dickens, op. cit., p. 4.

14As an example of the dlfference between Kingsmill's
psychological approach and that of the earlier blographers,
note that Kingsmill took George Silverman's Explanation as
gn allegory of Dicksns' life, whersas Ward, writing in 1882,
referred to the same short story as “dreary.! A. W. Ward,
Dickens (in English Men of Letters Series, pocket edition,
Tondon: Maemillan and Company, Ltd.,l909), p. 159.
15Hugh Kingsmill, The Sentimentsl Journey: A Life
of Charles Dickens, op. cit., p. 21.
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As had been known ever slnce IForster's Life, Dickens
had resented hls mother's attempts to get him back to work
at the blacking warehouse. Subsequent biographers have all
relterated Forster's account of the incident and have also
implied that Mrs,. Dickens' actions were qulte wrong. That
precoclous little Charles should have had to work rather
than go to school was unthinkable. Kingsmill dispelled
this blt of hero-worship with good reasoning:

To her Mrs. Dickens/, submerged in problems she

could not solve, Charles .was. a boy with a living

to earn, not a gentleman's son entitled to a
university education, and when he was offered a

job by her cousin, she must have felt that he was

very lucky to be started on a business career, .

which would be made easy by family influence.,

Seen in this light, Dickens' later preoccupation with
the blacking warehouse did net show the fortitude and other
assorted virtues that the earlier biographers had claimed,
Instead, sald Kingsmill, it revealed a successful novelist
wallowing In self-pity.

What 1s astonishing 1s that in later years, at

the height of a renown founded on his experience
of poverty, he should stilll have been stuck fast
in his adolescent self-pity and lack of detach-

ment, shoulg still have nursed his old rage and
resentment. 7 _

lslbid., P. 22.

17
Ibid., p. 16.



153

Another aspect of Kingsmillt's biography worth noting
was that he iInterpreted rather than merely presented the
Marie Beadnell episode. Had it not been for Maria's rejec-
tion of Dickens, he clalimed that there was little possi-
bility that the novelist would ever have married Catherine
Hogarth,.

The Hogartha were his first audience, and the
difference between the way they received him,
and the way the Beadnells used to recelve him,
must have been one oflghe chief impulses behlnd
his propesal to Kate.

Since thls was one of the first blographies of Dick-
ens to depart from the traditional "lionizing" approach,
i1t is perhaps not too surprising to find that the critics
exhibited mixed emotions upon reading it. Arthur Waugh,

writing in The Fortnightly, showed little sympathy for the

ILife, referring to its "fanciful oxcesses "1? Waugh's
main objection, and one quite well taken, was that "it is
absurd to sum up a complicated nature like that of Dickens

in a single catehword . *?0 s, ¢. Chew, writing in the

i8
Ibid., p. 44.

19Arthur Waugh, "The Inimitable Boz," The Fortnightly,
CXXXVII (January, 1936), 120.

lbld.
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Saturday Review of Literature, was just as harah in his

review as was Waugh. Nevertheless, Chew's harshness was
in some respects unjustified. Kingsmlll had interpreted
the energetic efforts made by Dickens durling his early
literary years as being an attempt to make up for the
arrears of attention due to him., Chew, however, disagreed.
"It may be so: but I strongly suspect that such analysis

is rubbish."21

As the reader can see, critics were not
yot ready for a psychologlcal interpretation of Dickens!

life. N. Arvin, in The New Bepuﬁlic, took exactly the

opposite view. Kingsmill, he said "bullds up perhaps the
most coherent case yet sustained against Dickens as a man
and as an artist."®® This reviewer did admit that Kings-
mill's indictment was indeed “heavy," and he hoped that

it would modify the “"ideally reasonable estimate of Dick-

ens.“25 He at least saw that a new approach, free from

218. C. Chew, "Charles Dickens and Respectability,"
Saturday Review of ILiterature, February 23, 1935, p. 506,

22N. Arvin, "Dickens in the Dock," The New Republic,
April 10, 1935, p. 288,

231bid. Another critic having high praise for Kings-

mill's Life was George Orwell. In a review of Hesketh
Pearson's Life, Orwell referred to Kingsmill's biography

as "perhaps the most brilliant ever written on Dickens,

but it is so unremittingly fagainst! that 1t might give a
misleading impression to anyone not acqualnted with Dick-
ens!' work." George Orwell, "Mr., Dickens Sits for hls Por-
trait," New York Times Book Review, May 15, 1949, p. 17.
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the hero worship of the past, was needed.
Characteristically, the Dickensians were up in arms

about the book, and in thelr reviews of it such adjectives
as "rubbish" and "valueless" were liberally employed.-%
Kingsmill's‘approach, said the reviewer J. W. T. Ley, was
qulte wrong because he had started out having no sympathy
whatever for his subject.

No man can write a detached, dispassionate study

of any author by such methods, for the simple

reason that, however, honest he may wish to be,

he will see only that which he is predisposed to

see. The result must be utterly valueless, and

this book is a monumental 1llustration of that

truth <o
To a certain extent, Ley was qulte right in his criticism
because Kingsmill was only interested 1n presenting one
slde of Dickens' character. Ideally, the title of his
work should have been "An Important Aspect of Dickens!
Life" rather than "A Life of Charles Dickens." Neverthe-
less, at the slight expense of using the unscholarly tu
quogue, one might note that the biographical approach
that Ley condemned was essentially the same one that had

characterized half a cenbtury of Dickens' biography.

24J. W. T. Ley, "Biography: How Not to Do It,"
The Dickensian, XXI (Spring, 1935), 104,

Ibld.

—————
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'Despite the fact that he praised Ley's review as

"masterly,"26 Walter Dexter, the editor of Ehe Dickensian,
hoted,in aﬁ sdlitorial comment that |

there are certain points in Mr. Kingsmili's

enalysis that give food for serious thought,

and for that reason this book should not be

lightly pgt aside with a Podsnapian wave of

the hand <7

The next important milestone in the hlstory of Dick-

ens' blography was the publication of the Nonesuch edition
of Dickens! letters in 1938, To date, this edition is the
most complete, containing almost 9,000 of the novelist's
letters; nevertheless it 1s not a definitive one, and in a
preface to the thres volumes of 1étters, the editor, Walter
Dexter, noted that the Nonesuch edition probably represented
only about one-~third to one-half of the total number of

Dickens! 1etters.28 In 1941, Professor Franklin P. Rolfe

®Syalter Dexter, "When Found," The Dickensian, XXI
(Spring, 1935), 82. '

Ibid,

285ince the Nonesuch edition was limited to 877
copies, an actlion that represents an instance of editor-
ial imbecility, very few libraries possess this most impor-
tant collection. Regretfully our library is among the
"have-nots." The editors of the Nonesuch compounded their
folly in 1llmiting the edition, by giving away to each of
the subscribers one of the original wood-cuts used by
Dickens!' 1llustrators. My account of Dexter's preface 1is
taken from a review of the Nonesuch letters. Herbert Gor-
man, "The Huge and Vital Correspondence of Dickens," New
York Times Book Review, January 29, 1939, p. 3.
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indicated just how much of Dickens' correspondence this
edition had missed. Among the unpublished Dickens'. letters
in the Huntlington Library were seventy miscellaneous let-
ters; thirty-one to Mr. and Mrs. Watson; one hundred end
twenty-five to Wills; nearly all of Dickens' correspondence
with Frederic Ouvry; and ninety-six letters to Georgina
Hogarth. Nearly all of "“these additions to the Nonesuch

"29 5814 Professor Rolfe.

volumes are worthy of publicatioen,
One of the great drawbacks to the Nonesuch collection
was the lack of care taken by the editors in their compila-
tlon. Frequently they did not go back te the original
manuscripts of the letters. They would transcribe a letter

as it appeared in the Mamie-Georgie edition into the None-

Buch editlon, without first checking to see if the letter
had originally appeared in its correct form in the earlier
cellection., Hence, those letters with which Georgina
Hogarth had tampered (by omitting a portion of the letter
without the use of ellipsis periods)so appeared in their
tempersd form in the Nonesuch edition. Also, in maﬁy cases,
letters that had appeared in their correct form in the Mamle-

Georgle edition wers copied wrongly into the Nonesuch edi-

g
2 Franklin P, Rolfe, "Additions to the Nonesuch Edi-
tion of Dickens' Letters," Huntington Library Quarterly,
V (October, 1941), 140,

SOVide“ Pe 128,
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tion.%!

These letters undoubtedly added a great desal of infor-
mation to our knowledge of Dickens; however, one would not
be sble to tell this by glancing at the reviewsa that the
letters received. Stephen Leacock, writing in the Saturday

Review of Literature, was quite emphatic about 1it.

It cannot be sald that these letters shed much,
if any, new light on the career or character of
Charles Dickens. Such light, on & ground so
long illuminated and so carefully searched, is
scarcely to be expected.

The New Statesman and Nation, reviewing the first velume of

letters, said 1little more than that they were astounded by
the fantastic energy shown by Dickens in writing so many
letters in addition to his other duties as authof, editor,
etc. This article also quite rightly took the Nonesuch
editors to task for their acts of "vandalism" in giving

33

away the original wood-cuts.

Also indicative of the fact that the eritics seemed

3lAda Nisbet, . after givin% instances of errers in
the Nonesuch letters, refers to "innumerable other exam-
ples of garblings that could be cited /In that edition/
. . o' Ada Nisbetw#s; Dickens and Ellen Ternan (Berkeley,
Cal.: University of CGalifornia Press, 1952), p. 86.

32Stephen Leacock, "Dickens: A Self-Portralt,"
Saturday Review of Literature, XIX (Dgcember 24, 1938), 3.
33

David Garnett, %Books in General," The New States-
man and Nation, XV {June 4, 1938), 954.
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to find little of new iInterest in the Nonesuch volumes
were the following reviews, both of which were quite
ecstatic at finding a genial and jovial author deplicted

in the lettersa, The Times Literary Supplement gushed:

Even in the gloomlest clircumstances, when har-
assed and hard-driven. /sic/ Dickens cannot
refraig from delightful and spontaneous bub=
bling.%4

Noting also the absence of much of Dickens'! correspondsnce
with his wife, the reviewer gallantly conceded that the
collection would have been more complete with them; how-
ever, in the next breath he rather airily commented:

« » +» the topic of Dickens's domestlic relations

is so little attrsctive and has already been

the subject of such "frightful mess, muddle,

complication and botheration," that magy readers

may be rather relieved than otherwise,

The New York Times Book Review was also quite delighted

with the Dickens that it percelved in the Nonesuch edition.
The letters revealed "the man's amazing huménity and delight
in 1ife itself. He had what is called gusto . . .*°°

The most important review of the letters was written

54“Dickens Revealed in his Letters; By-Products of
Genius," Times Literary Supplement, August 27, 1938, p. 551.

351 p1d.

36
Herbert Gormen, “"The Huge and Vital Correspondence
of Dickens," loc. cit.
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by Edmund Wilson. The significance of this critique was
that 1t gave us an indication of Wilson's real source for
his justly famous essay.57 His evaluation was a falrly
long one, covering all aspects of the edition: the slze
of the books, their weight and their colour. However,
after dealing with these trivia in such detail, Wilson
spent a mere two paragraphs in considering the letters.
Although he did refer to these as "the most valuable fea-
ture of the set,"38 he obviously felt that there was not
too much to be géined therein. "Yet it is still in general
true," sald Wilson, “that we get the real story of Dickens
--and that perhaps incompletely-=-only in hils novels .59
The first blography to be published subseguent to
the appearance of the Nonesuch letters was that by Dame

Una Pope-Hennessy. It was published in 1946.40 Although

SvEdmund Wilson's essay, "Dickens: The Two Screoges"
{1941), was instrumental in prompting a re-svaluation of
Dickens' work. This essay, which is discussed in the fol-
bwing chapter, was based almost wholly on Dickens'! novels
rather than on his letters,

38
Edmund Wilson, "The Nonesuch Dickens," The New
Republic, October 4, 1939, p. 247. Besides containing
Dickens' lettdrs, the Nonesuch edition also included reprints

of all of his novels.

391p1d., p. 248,

4Oyna Pope-Hennessy, Charles Uickens (New York:
Howell, Soskin, Inc., 1946).
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Dame Una was the first to explore some portlons of the
hitherto unpublished correspondence, her book dld not
offer any startling details about Dickens. Indeed, in a
review of her work, Ralph Strauss complained that "there
is nothing of any great lmportance in the new book which
has not already been set down in print.“4l This comment,
while essentially quite true, was rather harsh, because
it ignored the corrective effect of this Life. Dame Una's
work, coming as it did after Kingsmlll's, gave the literary
world a more balanced plicture of Dickens.

The author spent a great deal of time in detailing

42 and through-

Dickené' early years as a politlcal reporter,
out the work she emphasized to a greater extent than did
other biographers, Dickens' social relationships. The most
interesting portion{of her work, however, and the portion
least explained by earlier blographers, was her account of

the years leading up to and past the separation. The vil-

lain of that household drama, according te Pope-Hennessy,

)

' 41Ralph Strauss, "The New Life of Dickens," The
Dickenaian, XLII (Ddeember, 1946}, 21. Strauss's review
was quite typical of the poor calibre of criticlism directed
at works ebout Dickens. Five-sixths of the review had
little to do with Dame Una's biography, for Strauss wan-
dered off on a tangent to discuss Ellen Ternan.

42
Una. Pope-Hennessy, Charles Dickens, op. c¢it., pp.
22-42,

=
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was Georgina Hogarth. Although Dame Una did not suggest
that there was any improprlety in»the conduct of either
Dickens or Georglna, she did feel that Georgina had a
strong influence on the separation.

Who but Georgina could have contrived the circum-

stances that levered the mother of her nephews

the permenont snd apparently satistied inmate?is

pe Pp y ed inmate
According to Dame Una's novel interpretatioﬁ of the

facts, Georgina and Dickens were both instrumental in
Dickens' boys leaving home at the early age that they did
and migrating to the various corners of the world. The
biographer referred to "plans . . . maturing in his
[ﬁickanql7 brain . . « for shipping Edward Bulwer Lytton
/Dickens' youngest child/ overseas to join Alfred Tenny-
son /another of his sons/ in Australia."%? prior bio-
graphers took the view that Dickens' partings from his
chlildren were (far from being welcomed by him) sources of
great paln and anxlety to the novelist. Dame Una, how-
ever, without giving any reasons for her particular inter-

pretation, called Dickens' separation from his youngest

son "cold-blooded."#® The actual part that Georgina played

43
Ibid-’ Do 392.

44
Ibid., p. 456,

5
**Ivid., p. 457,
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in moving the children out of the house as soon as they
came of age was rather undefined in the Life, the reader
merely being told of her “resolve to get the young nephews
out of the country. . . 46

A most interesting point brought out by Pope-Hennessy
was Dickens' opinion of male chastity. This opinion, to
the best of my knowledge, had never been published before.
On May 4, 1848, Carlyle, Forster, Emerson and Dickens were
discussing among other things "the shameful lewdness of
the London streets." Carlyle's opinlon was that such a
condition as male chastity was almost a thing of the past.
Emerson replied that in America, men of good breeding
shunned pre-marital intercourse., Dickens sided with Car-
1yle, saying that if his /Dickens!/ own son was particu-
larly chaste he would be quite alarmed and would worry
about his health. Such a plece of information, which would
never'have been allowed to see the light of day had Forster
or Georgina been alive, does make one wonder about the
creator of Steerforth.47

The indirect influence of the young Wilkle Collins on

Dickens' separation was also very well brought out In this

46
ibid.

*"1p14., pp. 267-268.
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Life. Dame Una painted a very pathetlic and convincing
plcture of the rapidly aging Ds ckens trying to put his
past behind him and regain his lost youth:
The close companionship of Wilkie Collins

and hls levity on sex-relationships combined

with his own passion for Ellen /Ternan/ made

Dickens feel as if he had renewed hls youth,

almost as if he belonged to another generation.

Kate might look her part of mater-famillas; it

was hard for him to bslieve himself the father

of ten children, when he felt more like thelr

elder brother than their parent.%8
He surrounded himself with a hoat of new friends, all of
them young men such as Wilkie Collins, Gecorge Sala, Percy
Fitzgerald and Edmund Yates. Now, he no longer cared for
illustrations by "Phiz;" he wanted "modern designs by very
young Marcus Stone or ILuke Fildes."%? To match the fash-
ions of these frlends, Dickens dyed his hair and beard,
and in 1860 he made the flnal break with his past by
burning a lifetime of accumulated correspondence.

Another important feature of this Life was that 1t
accepted without question the Thompson-Stark letter. This
very long plece of correspondence was purportedly written
on August 20, 1858 by Mrs. Helen Thompson (Mrs. Dickens!

aunt) te her friend Mrs. Stark, Its purpose was to inform

48
ibid., p. 384.

églbido, Pe 411.
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Mrs., Stark of the "behind the scenes® details of the sep-
aration. Since 1ts author was related to Catherine Dickens
the missive was most partisan, denouncing the novelist fom
his outrageous treatment of his wife.50
This letter first came to light in the nineteen-

twentles when Ralph Strauss was collecting material for

his blography of Dickens.®} This evidence was subsequently
accepted as genuline by Thomas Wright and Hugh Kingsmill,
both of whom used it in thelr blographies. The validity of

the letter was vigorously and apparently successfully chal-

lenged by J. W. T. Ley, in The Dickensian in 1937.92 1In

his artlcle Ley showed that the events oftvhich this plece
of correspondence spoke had not yet occurred at the date
at which 1t was supposed to have been written, By this
time 1t was impossible to go back to the original donor

of the letter because Strauss had forgotten his name. He

had also forgotten whether the manuscript he first saw

50‘I‘o the best of my knowledge, the only complete

reproduction of the letter is to be found in K. J. Fleld-
ing, "Charles DPickens and His Wife: Fact or Forgery?"
Etudes Anglaises, Juillet-Septembre, 1955, pp. 212-222,

1 ;
® We do not possess a copy of this blography.

52
Walter Dexter, "When Found," The Dickensian, XXXIII
(Winter, 1936), 1l-4, :
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was the original or just a copy.53 Thils wlld circle of
events was given a new twist when in 1955 K. J. Flelding
demonstrated that if the letter was a forgery, it was
forged by someone who was privy to the movement of the
Dickens household. Events were accurately d escribed that
wore not known until after the letter appeared.54

The maddening casualness and breezy tones with which
most critics tended to discuss Dickens was nowhere better
exemplified than in the reviews that I have read of Pope-
Hennessy's Life. In one review, for example, Frederic
Babcock first said a few brief words about the Life to the
effect that he would be evaluating it for its "human inter-
est," and then having done his duty by mentioning the book
that he was supposed to review, he went off on a long,
rambling discussion as to why Dickens avolded going to
Chicago on his second visit to the Unlted States.55 Anothaf

review was written by Rose Macaulay, and desplte her learned

53Ralph Strauss, "The New Life of DPickens," The Dick-
ensian, XLII (December, 1946), 21-33. _

54&. J. Flelding, “"Charles Pickens snd His Wife: Fact
or Forgery?" op. cit., pp. 218-222., Further evidence cor-
reborating the validity of thls letter appearsed in J. W.
Carlton, "Mr, and Mrs. Dickens: The Thompson-Stark Letter,"
Notes and Queries, VII (April, 1960), 145-147. ,

55Frederic Babcock, "Why Dickens Avoided Chicago,"
Saturday Review of Literature, XXIX (April 13, 1946), 18.
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plaudits of the book as a "scholarly, careful study,“56

Macaulay showed that she had really given 1t only the most

perfunctory attention when she referred to Dickens as belng

"Jominated by Georgy, his intrigulng sister-in-law . . 7

While one may be able to make a good case for Georglna's

"intriguing," it is hard to conceive of anyone, much less

Georgina, "dominating" Dickens. This was most certainly

neither the intention of Dame Una's Life, nor was it the i

impression that one received from reading the book. The

most scholarly of the reviews that I have read caume from

the pen of V. S. Pritchett. This critic mercifully left

undiscussed such topics as Dickens! visit to Chicago, and

instead dealt with the business at hend. He did not have

8 very high opinion of Dame Una's work and he complained

that her volume was both dull to read and devoid of organ-

ization. The Life, sald Pritchett, was a "drifting sea of

facts."98
Undoubtedly the most entertaining biography of Dick-

5¢

ens was that published by Hesketh Pearson in 1949. Poar-

56 Rose Macaulay, "Dickens," The Spectator, CLXXV
(September 7, 1945), 224. :

57Ibid.

58V S. Pritchett, "Books in General," The New States-
man and Nation, XXX (September 15, 1945), 179.

59Hesketh Pearson, Dickens: His Character, Comedy and
Career {London: Methuen and Company, Ltd., 1849).
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son was the author of popular rather than scholarly bio-
graphies, and prior to his work on Dickens he had written
about such notable literary flgures as Oscar Wilde, Ber-
nard Shaw, Shakespeare, William Hazlitt and several others.
The reader should not conclude, however, that because hils
biography of Dickens was a "popular" one, it was an infer-
ior one. ©Such was by no means the éase,for while one often
wishes that Pearson had availed himself of such scholarly
trappings as footnotes and an adequate bibllography, this
deficliency was more than made up by his extraordinarily
vivid and engrossing portralt of the novellst.

A élue to Pearson's ability to make his subject come
alive may be found in his conception of what a blography
should be, and what materiesl it should include. In the

preface to his last book, Extraordinary People, he gave

such a clue:

I have found that human nature at its least
amiable is far more interesting than human
glory at 1ts most spectaculsr and that bio-
graphy thrives, not on great feats, excep-
tional valor, epic endurance . . . but on
eccentrlcity, idlesynerasy, comicality, the
stuff of gossip and scandal., Singularity of
character l1ls the flesh and bones of enduring
blography, anything that differentiates a man
from those about Eém, that makes him pecullar,
not typieal . . &

60
Hesketh Pearson, Extraordinary People, 1965, cited by
Christopher Dafoe, "Master of Popular Biography," Winnipeg
Free Press, Magazine Section, May 8, 1965, p. 6..
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Generally spesking, in his Life, Pearson adhered to
these canons; conssquently his blography was written in a
rather racy style. For example, after relating such fac-
tual detalls as the relish with which Dickens had describsd
Carker's death under the wheels of a traln, Pearson's
inclination was to add some embellishment such as, "Carker

nél 1 keeping with

must have been a publisher in disgulse.
his concept of biography, he tended te bring to one's
attentlon such arresting examples as Jane Carlyle's exper-
iences at the dinner party which she claimed (no doubt
facetiously) was "rising into something not unlike fthe

rape of the Sabines /italics in the original/."%? Alse

given prominence was the eplsode at the seashore st Bread-
stairs. There, Pickens, in one of his "Quilpish" moods,
selzed the young‘girl Eleanor Christian, and desplte the
fact that the tlide was coming in and that she bejgged to

be released, held her untll both of them were scaked to
the waist.63 Later, on golng for a drive with Eleanor and

othsr persons, Bickens persisted in singlng vulgar songs

61Hesketh Pearson, DRickens: His Character, Comedy,
and Career, op. cit., p. 154,

62
Ibid., p. 135.

83 1p1d., p. 55.
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all the way.64 Such incidents, while interesting and enter-
taining in their own right, were given by Pearson imn order
to show the strange restlessness and meods to which the
novelist was frequently subject.

Pearson also quoted with glee, and solely for thelr
own sake, some of the more witty extracts from Dickens!
letters. One of these was written while the author was in
France. He was consldering, said Dickens, réturning to
England because of “"the immense extent to which the French
nation makes a water-closet of my wall."®® Also reproduced
by Pearson was Yickens' rather unflattefing description
of George: Sandé #Just the kind of woman in appearance
whom you might suppose to be the Queen's menthly nurse,"96

The book was not wholly cencerned with such wittidisms
as these and much serious consideration was given to Forster
and Wilkle Collins and thelr respectlive influences on Dick-
ens, To the best of my knowledge, Pearson was the only
biographer to have devoted 20 much space to John Forster.
Fortser's relations with Dickens were given a chapter %o

themselves.®’ Wilkie Collins was also discussed in detail,

64
Ibld.

5% pid., p. 156.

%61p14., p. 222.

%71v1d., pp. 59-67.



171

especlally the significance of the Collins friendshlp suc-
ceeding as 1t dld Dickens' close relationship with For-
ster,%8 Thackeray and Dickens and their estrangement were
alsc given prominent attention.eg
Pearson's Life obviously owed much to its predecessors,

and in particular te Kingsmill's, For example, Pearson
interpreted Dickens' low spirits over the fallure of his
marriage 1in ﬁuch the same way that Kingsmill had dones

There was a good deal of self-pity in Dickens,

and 1t came out especially in his complaints

that his marriage had been a fallure. It takes

two to make a success or a falilure of matrimony;

and when Dickens sald that, in low spirits, he

experienced a erushing sense of having been

denled one friend and companion, s forgot that

his wife could have said the same.
In a simllar manner, Pearson adopted Kingsmill's psycholo~
gical approach when discussing Dickens' relations with his
mother., Both blographers agreed that this relationship
affected the novellist'!s life in a particular way:

The chief need of DPickens' nature was to be

loved, and perhaps his tragedy was that he

-asked more than he could give. Having missed,
es he thought, the love of his mother, he was

68Ibid., pp. 214-232. 1 have previously discussed

Pearson's interpretation of the Dickens-Collins friend-
ship. Vide. p. 140,

69
ibld., pp. 263-280.

701p14., p. 249.
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always looking for it in other women, but 71
never found the supply equal to the demand.

All of the reviews of Pearson's Life that I have
read were extremely favourable, John T, Winterich jubil-
antly noted that "Dickens the person has never been more

n72 Another reviewer, Derek

graphicelly preseﬁted . o .
Hudson, praised the book as "balanced and sensible" ang
noted that Pearson had given us a fresh appraisal of
Dickens,’® In his evaluation, George Orwell was a little
more reserved, observing that Pearson had a tendency to
present Pickens in too rosy a light. Nevertheless, he
clalmed that on the whole the Life was creditable.’ *
Prior to 1951, nene of Dickens' blographers had
really considered Dickens'! life in view of the wealth of
material collected by psychologists. Happily or unhappily

as the case may be, this situation was rectified in 1951

7
lIbid. 2 Po 30.

szohn T, Winterich, "Once an Author, Always an
Actor," Saturday Review of Literature, XXXII (May 21,

1949), 14.

73Derek Hudsoh, "Dickens Once More," The Spectator,
CLXXXIII (August 19, 1949), 240, .

74George Orwell, "Mr. Dickens Sits for His Portrait,"
New York Times Book Review, May 15, 1949, Pe 17 .
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when Julian Symons! small book appeared.75 Symons enthus-=
iastically made up for the dearth of psycholegical informa-
tion about Dickens by devoting the major portion of his
Life to this approsch. According to this biographer, "the
picture of him Zﬁicken§7 which has importance for us must
relate his character to the discoveries of modem psychol-
ogy, and his work to the soclal atmosphere and development
of his own age.“76

Dickens! §ersonality, he said, bore a very marked
resemblance to that of a manic-depressive. Having made
the comparison, Symons then spent a few pages in detalling
it. He concluded that while an extreme case of manice-
depression would preclude the creation of art, the milder
forms of the illness were in some ways an asset. Such a
disorder, sald Symons,

permits the existence of the split-artist,

the man struggling to make a ratlonal world
from his own passionate, and apparently cause-

7% ;ulian Symons, Charles Dickens (in The English
Novelists' Series, ed. Herbert van Thal. New York: Roy
Publishers, 1951.5 I am making a distinction between
the psychologlical approach of blographers such as Symons
snd the Freudian critics. (These are discussed in Chap-
ter VI.) Those blographers who advocate "psychology"
oxtend the use of this tool to all aspects of Dickens'
1ife, whereas the Freudlan critics concentrate on thosge
portions of his l1ife that are revealed in his novels.

76
Ibido F ] ppo 8"9.
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less, exaltation and depression: of Charles
Dickens.?”?

Dickens, the rebel agalnst soclety, was alse given
a prominent position in Symons'! Life, and the blographer
interpreted such things as Dickens' mob scenes and the
characters associated with them (Dennis the hangman and
Mm. Defarge) as "pathological distortions of ﬁuman egolsam,
in which a thwarted radical enacts scenes of violence
through the mouths and bodies of characters labelled
wicked." S

The most entertaining, though not necessarily the
most credible part of Symons' portrayel of the rebellious
Dickens, was hls very brief discussion of the novelist's
revolt against the accepted sexual mores of his age. One
has the impression that this blographer thinks of Dickens
a3 sltting in his chalet up amongst the birds, and butter-
flies, and green branches, and desperately thinking of ways
in which he could describe sexual relations. For example,

Miss Wade In Little Dorrit was, according to Symons, a

Lesblan. His conclusion to this effect was based in part

77 |
Ibid., p. 29. VWhen Symons refers to the "split-

artist," the term has connotations of schizophrenia rather
than manic-depression. :

78
Ibid., p. 40.
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upon the following excerpt from that novel. Miss Wade is
speaking about a woman with whom she had been friendly
earlier in her 1life.

When we were left alone in our bedroom at

night, I would reproach her . . . and then

she would cry and c¢ry and say I was cruel,

and then I would hold her in my arms till

morning.
Symons claimed that the descriptions of such characters as
Rosa Dartle, Hortense the French maid, Mr. Creakle with
his insatiable appetite for caning boys, and Miss Wade,
"reveal the urgent need Dickens felt to deseribe sexual
relations in some other terms than those demanded by his
public,"80

This Life, belng as overtly psychological in 1ts

approach as 1t was, was elther extravagantly praised or

summarlly damned by the critics. The New Statesman and

Netion was quite ecstatic in its review of the book:

All in all, this 1ittle book must be considered
the best short introduction to the greatest of
English novelists that exists; indeed it is so
good that one hopes Mr.SEymons will one day give
us a full-length study.

71bid., p. 65.

Ibid.

81
A Review of Charles Dickens by Julian Symons, The

New Statesman and Natlion, October 27, 1951, p. 472.
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One review that devoutly hoped that Symons would not ever

attempt a full-length study appeared in Notes and Queries.

In that magazine, a critic complained that the Life was a
pathological study of the man, finding in him
what is false and weak and silly in the books.
The honest reader will rsjoice to realize how
1ittle Mr. Symons' criticism matters .52
Also sharing this critic's opinion was J. M. Cohen. 1In a
review having the very pungent title "Body Snatching", that

appeared in The Spectator, Cohen claimed that the evidence

Symons presented to substantlate hls claims was "highly .
selective" and that the book was scarcely “worth a critic's
indignant attention . . .“83 Farthermore, sald Cohen,
Yanyone turning to this book for serlous judgments on the
novels will do so in vain,"8%

The evaluations of this blography followed & pattern
similar to those of Kingsmill's work.. They were either
wholeheartedly for or against the respective biographles.
The reason for thls can preobably be found in the parallel

approach to Dickens that both blographers had advocated.

82A Review of Charles Dickens by Julian Symons; Notes

and Queriss, October 27, 1951, p. 484.

83
J. M. Cohen, "Body Snatching,“ The Spectator,

CLXXXVII {(Octobver 26, 1951), 550.

Bélbid.
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In each instance they had concentrated upon ons specific
characteristic of the novelist. In the case of Kingsamill,
it was Dickens' "self-pity", and in the case of Symons

it was his "psychology." Both of them had, as 1t were,

put all their eggs in oﬁe basket, and had ignored any other
aspects of the novelist. If the reviewer in question hap-
-pened to agree with the limited facts presented by either
.biographer, then the Life in question was favourably received.
4If on the other hand the critic was hostile to or disagreed
with the facts presented, there was nothing else in the Life
that could redeem it, hence it received & wholly unfavour-
able mention.

To date, the most recent biography to be written on
Dickens was that by Edgar Johnson in 1952,8% As well as
having recourse to the Nonesuch letters, Johnson supplemen-
ted this information by an examination of "thirty-five
hundred unpublished documents=wincluding contracts and mem-
oranda and letters written to Dickens, but mostly letters
written by him."86 With research carried out on a scale

such as this, it is not surprising to note that the salient

BsEdgar Johnson, Charles Bickens: His Tragedy and
Triumph (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1952), 2 VO1S.

86
Ibidn, Ig Pe ix.
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characteristic of this Life was its sheer bulk, both in
size and in content. The size of this work is indeed
impressive, for the biography ran to two volumes and cov~
ered over one thousand pages. But no less impressive was
the content. V. S. Pritchett, in a review of the work, felt
that the amount of material compressed between its four
covers warranted the work being called a "triumph of bio-
graphical technology."87 '

1t cannot be sald that Johnson's Life really brought
forth any new or earth-shaking details of Dickens' l1ife.
His biography, let us say, did not give any néw information
on a par with that offered by Thomas Wright in 19365,
Equally important though, Johnson's work tended to fill in
all the gaps and to sharpen up all of the fuzzy detalls
left by previous blographers. For example, Dickens' quar-
rels with the publisher Bentley were glven a detalled
treatment, and concurrently the reader was shown the part
that these altercations played in Dickens! future life.
His victory over Bentley so steeled Dickens to having his
own way that later in 1life he was able to ride rough shod

over persons who opposed him. One can see this facet of

87
V. S. Pritchett, "Books in General," The New

Statesman and Nation, XLVI (September 26, 19538), 549.
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his nature exhibited in the way that he treated his parents,
When he learned that his father was again getting into debt,
Dickens, without considering their opinion on the matter
and much against thelr will, bought them a cottage in the
country and summarily shipped them there. 1In a llke manner,
the Maria Beadnell episode was used to partially explain
Dickens' slingular lack of affection for Catherine even when
they were first married. Since Maria had earlier trampled
all over his proffered heart, he had no intention of ever
holding it out on a platter again - to anybody.

The most impressive and by far the best feature of
Johnson's Life was that he trled to synthesize all-of the
existing studles of the novelist; he attempted tb show us
the complete man. In this respect the title of hls work

{Charles Dickens: His Triumph and Tragedy) was informative.

There were two sides to the man, said Johnson; a triumphant
as well as a tragical aspect. His triumph lay in the fact
"that his inward misery stimulsted his powers to that cul-
minating achievement of his work."88 His tragedy grew "out
of the way in which the powers that enabled him te over-
come the obstacles before him contained alse the seeds of

his unhappiness."89

88Edgar Johnson, Charles Pickens: His Tragedy and
Triumph, op. ¢it., I, p. 5.

9
8 ibid.
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Studies such as Kingsmill's and Symons' had only
given us a half of the novelist. They had emphasized
soclely the less savoury aspects of his character. Accord-
ing to them he was a mentally 111 individual wallowing in
self-pity. The earlier biographers, starting with Forster,
had been just as much at fault, only they had erred in the
opposite direction. They assumed that Dickens was free
from foibles, and that his 1life had beeﬁ a3 happy and com-
plete as had been that of Mr. Pickwick. Now, for the first
time we were glven a Life that took both sides of his char-
acter into consideration.

This paean of praise, however, is not to say that
the work was without famnlt. As I hinted at the beginning
of the discussion, this Life was possibly too large in
that it contained an excessive amount of factual rather
than interpretive materisl. Furthermore, the long passages
of literary critieclism in the Life frequently destroy the
continuity of the narrative.

This blography was almost universally praised; the
only objectlon that was commonly raised was that the pas-
sages of criticism were superfluous. Peter Quennell was

enthusiastic about the work, exulting that "the character
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of Dickens himself is drawn with real insight."go

Delancey
Ferguson called it "the completest and most objecti#e life

of Dickens which has yet appeared.“g1 The Times Literary

Supplement was also of the Opinion'that 1t was the best
92

blography since Forster.
Thus far in my examination of the blographlical studies
of Dlckens I have ignored the most Important piece of evi-
dence sbout the novelist that has been yet unearthed. This
was of course the Ellen Ternan affair and it is discussed

in the following chapter.

Peter Quennell, "A Great Heart and Restless Soul,®
New York Times Book Review, January 11, 1953, pp. 1 and
23.

Delancey Ferguson, "Superman and the Blacking
Works," Saturday Review of Litersture, XXXVI (19563), 11.

o2
"Dickens Since Forster," Times Literary Supple-
ment, October 9, 1953, pp. 637-838,




CHAPTER V

Undoubtedly, one of the most startling developments
in Dickensian blography was the disclosure by Thomas Wright
in 1984% that the obscure young actress Ellen Ternan had
been Dickens' mistress for a period of approximately twslve
years (ca., 1858-1870). Since the results of Wright's
investigations have had such far-reaching effects (inasmuch
as they challenged and indeed changed the traditional pic-
ture of Dickens), the Ellen Ternen affair is important
enough to be considered separate from the other biocgraphi-
cél studies. In this chapter I will first of all suggest
reasons why this most important episode in Dickens'! life
remained hidden for the length of time that it did. I will
then go on to review the actual evidence as 1t was revealed,

The reasons why scholars have taken 8o many years to
establish the connection between Dickens and Ellen Ternan
may be found In & consideration of two interrelated facts.
The first of these was Dickens! mania for privacy. During

his lifetime he was distressed at the prospect of his pri-

vate 1life being exposed to prying eyes after his death. In

lThomas Wright, “"Charles Dickens Began His Honey-
moon," London Daily Express, April 3, 1934. I have been
unable to examine this article at first hand.
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this respect, his comments on Shakespeare were quite inform-
ative.

It is a great comfort, to my thinklng, that so

1little is known concerning the poet. It 1s a

fine mystery, and I tremble every day lest

something should come out. If he had had a

Boswell, society wouldn't have respected his

grave, but would calmly have hag his skull in

the phrenological shop windows.

Readers may also note Dickens' harsh comments about
Harriet Beecher Stows when in 1869 she published some
details of Byron's incestuous relationship with Augusta
Leigh.5 Upon learning of Mrs. Stowe's publication, Dick-
ens wrote to Macready, heatedly exclaiming: "May you be
as disgusted with Mrs, Stowe as I am.'?

To ensure that his own personal business would never
be divulged to the public, Dickens began, in September of
1860, toburn all of his private correspondence. Thls was

a practice in which he persisted until his death. Since

BZﬁeither date nor addressee given/, cited by Robert =
Langton, The Childhood and Youth of Charles Dickens (Lon- o
don: Hutchinson and Company, 1912 kp.7.

5'I'his would have been particularly repugnant to
Dickens because among the many rumours that surrounded the
novelist's separation from his wife, one of the most prom-
inent was that he was guilty of indiscretions with his
gister-in-law Georgina Hogarth.

%) 1etter from Charles Dickens to Macready, October

18, 1869, cited by Harry Stone, "Charles Dickens and
Harriet Beecher Stowe," Nineteenth Century Fietion, XII
(December, 1957), R02. ’
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he began to destroy his letters as early as 1860, his
reason for doing so could not have been uneasiness engen-
dered by Mrs. Stowe'!s publication. Nevertheless, both
incidents were indicative of first of all Dickens' fear
that his private 1life would become a subject for public
gossip, and secondly the extent to which he went to prevent
such an occurrence.’ Thus, 1t is extremely unlikely that
any of Ellen's letters to Dickens would have survived the
holocaust.,

However, assuming that by some miracle they did

escape the conflagration, they would undoubtedly have been

5Although proof 1s lacking, there would seem toc be
more than a mere colncidence in the fact that it was only
after he met Ellen Ternan (1858) that he began to burn
his letters. The story of Dickens' letters to Ellen makes
a blt more exclting reading. 1In his Life, Wright stated
that in 1893 these letters were privately offered for sale
in London. Wright obtained this information from a W. R.
Hughes to whom the letters were offered. Wright quotes
Hughes as having sald to the vendor (whose name was not
given): "Do you lknow you are doing a very dsngerous
thing? These letters cannot have been got honestly. If
you'll take my advice, you'll go home and burn them,"
[Eited by C. G. L. DuCann, The Love Lives of Charles
Dickens (London: Frederick Muller Limited, 1961), p.
243,/ No more has been heard of the letters, and Hughes!'
story could not be verified becasuse at the time of the
publication of Wright's Life, he had been dead for forty
years.
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destroyed by the surviving members of Dickens' family, all
of whom, and in partiecular Georgina, réspecteé his wishes
for privacy. She zealously hid from the public most of the
details of the novelist's personal life and hence the
actress's name was never onee mentioned until 1933.% In
this connection it 1s informative to note that when Geor-
gina learned that Thomas Wright was collecting material for
his forthcoming biography, she wrote to him asking him to
respect the wishes of Dickens! family for privacy.7 With
the aforementioned details in mind, it is perhaps not diffi-
cult to ses why the facts of the case lay buried under
innuendoes and rumours for almost elghty years.

In 1858, the year in whiech Dickens severed connec-
tions with his wife, literary London was buzzing with
rumours as to posslible reasons for it. The separation of

a noted literary personage from his wife of twenty-two years

61n the last volume of his Life, Forster had printed
the text of Dickens! will. The first item in the will was
8. bequest of 81,000 to Ellen, but there was no subsequent
mention of her name.

7The exact content of the correspondence between
Wright and Georgina is not known, however Professor Adrian
suggests that "she apparently asked him not to divulge a
story Canon Benhem had told him of Ellen's confessing to
intimacies with Dickens." Arthur Adrian, Georgina Hogarth
and the Dickens Circle (London: Oxford University Press,
19577, p. 269,
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standing would have ellicited comment enough, but when that
person was Dickens, the Victorian equivalent of the Roman
Lares and Pénates, the swell of rumour rose to a rosar,
especlally after Dlickens had unwisely given further pub-
liclty to his domestic troubles by printing his "Address"

in Household Words. Amid the rumours, the name that was

most frequently heard was that of Ellen Teman. Benjamin
Moran noted in his journal for June 12, 1858:

Bumour says this great novelist of the domestic
hearth ran away with an actresa; and hils separ-
ation from his wife, altho! it does not prove
this story, does show that he really was not
happy at homse, althg' he wrote so well about
that kind of thing.

The novelist Thackeray, in a letter to his mother, also
spoke of the gosslp that had reached hia ears:

Here is sad news in the literary world--no less
than a separation between Mr. and Mrs. Dickens--
with all sorts of horrible stories buzzing about.
The worst is that Im in a manner dragged in for
one--Last week golng into the Garrick I heard
that D 1ls separated from his wife on account of
an intrigue with his sister-in-law. No says I

no such thing--its with an actress--and the other
story has not got to Dickens' ears but this has--
and he fancies that I am going about abusing himl
We shall never be allowed to be friends that's
clear. I had mine from a man at Epsom the first
I ever heard of the matter, and should have said

8sarah A. Wallace and Francis E. Gillesple (eds.),
The Journal of Benjemin Moran, 1857-1865, cited by Ada
Nisbet, Dickens and Ellen Ternan (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1952}, p. £6.
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nothing sbout it but that I heard the other much
worse story whereupon I told mine to counteract
it. There is some row about an actress 1ln the
case & he denies with the utmogt infuriation any
charge against her or himself.

Several of the smaller, and less savory newspapers
eagerly and openly speculated upon the separation, glee-
fully pointing out at the same time the rather obvious
discrepancy between the author!'s personal 1life and the
harmony and bliss that he had depicted in his novels., One

of these magazines, Reynolds' Weekly Newspaper, printed

Dickens' "Address" and then commented upon it. The edltor,
G. Wo M. Reynolds; sald:

The rumours alluded to by Mr. Dickens have,
indead, been widely circulated, and generally
credited in literary and artistie circles. We
trust they are, as he alleges, nothing but
calumnies. The names of a female relative
/Georgine Hogarth/, and of a professional young
Tady /Ellen Ternan/, have both been, of late,
so intimately associated with that of Mr. Dick-
ens, as to exclte suspicion and surprise in the
minds of those who had hitherto looked upon the
popular novelist as a very Joseph in all_that
regards morality, chastity, and decorum.

W. M. Thackeray, "Letters," IV, 86-87, cited by Ada
Nisbet, Dickens and Ellen Ternan, op. cit., p. 18. For an
excellent account of the gossip and rumour about the Ellen
Ternan affair, see Nisbet, op. cit., Chapter III, "A Half
Century of Rumour," pp. 22-47.

10:, W. M. Reynolds (ed.), Reynolds' Weekly News-
paper, cited by K. J. Fielding, "Dickens and the Hogarth
Scandal,"! Nineteenth Century Fiction, X (1985), 72.
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In the immediately succeeding editlion of his newspaper,
in the column headed "Gossip of the Week," Reynolds had
more fun at the expense of the hapless Dickens. The editor
noted:
As one of the mildest and least mallcious plessan-
tries to which Mr, Dilckens's misfortune has given
birth, we publish the following very harmless, but
not altogether pointless impromptu, which we heard
repeated a few evenlings since:--
With tongue and pen, none can like Dickens fudge;
- But now, in vain, In virtue's cause he pleads:
Henceforth the public will his virtues Judge, 11
Not by his "Household Words" but household dseds.
These rumours were of course quickly and vehemently
denied by both the responsible press and by Dickens. The
reader should note, however, the grounds upon which most
people refused to believe the gossip. The paramount reason
was, of course, that no proof had ever been offered to
support the allegations, but equally important was the
fact that the public earnestly bslleved that Dickens of
all people could not possibly have been gullty of such
indiscretions. Critics refused to believe that an author
(as they conceived of him) who had so shunned vice that
he had thought 1t necessary to rehabilitate the prostitute

Marthe (David Copperfield) in faraway Australia (not just

anywhere in Australia but in the "out-back" "fower hundred
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mile away from any volces but . . . the singing birds“lz)
could posslibly have been guilty of adultery. The genéral

consensus of opinlion was that of the New York Times., Com-

menting upon the rumour about Ellen Ternan, the Times called

it a
1ying scandal which should be scotched or the
many whose falth in the wholesome lessons of
Pickwick, Master Humphrey's Clock, and the
Christmas Stories /sic/ might also be shaken
in the author's failure to achieve in his own
1ife the ideig of peace and harmony which he
has palnted.

The implicatlon contained in the above quotation was
surely that the novelist was inseparable from his work.
People appear to have believed that the creator of such
"pure" women as Agnes Wickfield and Esther Summerson must
of necessity be “pure" himself. Indeed this was one aspect
of Dickens that had always been praised. Blanchard Jer-

rold's comment in The Gentleman's Magazine in 1870 was quite

representative. In Dickens' writing, said Jerrold, “every

sentiment /was/ pure, every emotional opinion instinctively

wlé

right--1lke & woman's, Walter Bagehot, writing in 1858,

: lzcharles Dickens, David Copperfield (New York:P. F.
Collier and Sons, /n.d.7), 11, 983,

13
New York Times, June 8, 1888, cited by Ada Nisbet,
Dickens and Ellen Ternan, op. cit., p. 20.

14Blanchard Jerrold, "Charles Dickens: In Memoriam,"
The Gentleman's Magazine, V (1870), 228, cited by George Ford,
Dickens and His Readers: Aspects of Novel-Criticism Since
1836 (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1965), p.164.
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went as far as to say that the evidence presented by Dick-
ens! "delicacy of imagination and purity of spirit" proved
that the novelist had never even experienced worldiy temp=-
tations,n1®

This opinion of Dickens was also shared by the read-
ers in the first third of the twentieth century. For

example, Marle Corelli, in The Book Monthly for 1920,

noted that she enjoyed Dickens

because he 1s sane, pure and whbiesome. Because

he never solled his pen with degrading "“sex

problems," and because . . . in his health {

brain there were no deceptive subterfuges, 6
Judging from thias comment, one would strongly suspect that
she would have thought Dickens incapable of having an extra-
marital affair. Although the majority of early twentleth-
century readers did consider Dickens to be as pure as the
driven snow, they were not all as appreciative of this gqual-
ity as was Mrs. Corelli. Virginia Woolf, for example, dis=-

liked Dickens because he had "to perfection the virtues

1%rs. Russel Barrington (ed.), Works and Life of
Walter Bagehot (London: Longmans, Green and Company, 1915),
111, 94.

16Marie Corelll, "Why Dickens is Popular," The Book
Monthly, February, 1920, p. 87, cited by George Ford,
Dickens and His Readers: Aspects of Novel Criticlism Since
1836, op. cit., p. 164,




191

conventionally ascribed to the male; he is self-assertive,
self-reliant, selif-assured, energetic in the extreme."
Furthermore, said Mrs, Woolf, he lacked an “idiosyncrécy."17
Whether or not individusal readers personally cared
for Dickens' “wholesomeness," this was the single aspect
of both his looks and his character that was constantly
before the publiec. From time to time, there were veiled
hints as to Dickens' impropriety; hints in which Ellen Ter-
nan prominently figured, but since for years on end the

public had been conditioned to believe otherwise, the hints

and allusions were ignored.l8 It was not until 1934 that

17
Virginia Woolf, "David Copperfield," The Moment and
Other Essays (London: The Hogarth Press, 1947), p. 66.

18
As examples of the small pieces of evidence that

were being put forward, one may clte T. P. O'Connor's mag-
azine T. P.'s Weekly. On September 29, 1928, the journal-
ist, who was a close friend of the Dickens family, wrote
in part. "0f course, Dickens sinned . . . Unhappy at
home e sought relief abroad. The story of Ellen Termsn
/[sic may one day be told . . ." Cited by Ada Nisbet,
Dickens and Ellen Ternan, op. c¢it., p. 30. An Iinguiry as
to the identity of Elien Ternan, /'Miss Ellen Lawless Ter-
nan," Notes and Queries, CLXIV (July 1, 1933), 459/ drew
several replies. One reply directed the sseker to the
already mentloned column in T. P.'s Weekly. Zﬁllen Ter-
nan/," Notes and Querles, CLXV TJuly 15, 1933), 35. Another
reply referred the reader to an article in the Sunday Times
for June 8, 1930, that dealt with the stage histories of
Ellen, her sister Fanny, and Mrs. Ternan. Notes and Quer-
ies, CLXV (July 22, 1933}, 51. The third answer, written
by Andrew de Ternant,stated that Francesco Basrger (the
musical director of The Frozen Deep, the play in which
Dickens first met Ellen) had inTormed him that in the 1860's
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this state of equenimity was rudely sheaken,
In the London Daily Express for April 3 of that year

appeared an article by Thomas Wright entitled "Charles
Dickens Began His Honeymoon."! The article was followed
in the next year by Wright's biography of Dickens.lg
According to this biographer, Ellen Ternan had been Dlck-
ens' mlistress from shortly after the separation until hils
death. Unlike the previously mentioned rumours and allu-
sions, Wright offered proof to substantiate hls thesis,
Although there 1is no evidence to support such a conclusion,
one is strongly tempted to suspect that the vilification

to which Wright was subject was at least partly occasicned
by the fact that the proof he offered was too close to ths
truth for comfort.eo Be that as it may, his blography was
the opening shot in the long baittle that was to be waged

between those who accepted Wright's thesis and those (whose

Dickens, Ellen, Mrs. Ternan and himself were quite often
together at the Ternans' home on Sunday afterncons. After
dinner, Dickens and Fllen would sing duets to Berger's
accompaniment, "/Ellen Ternan/," Notes and Queries, CLXV
(August 5, 1933), 87.

lgThomas Wright, Life of Charles Dickens (Lendon:
Herbert Jenkins, Ltd., 1935).

OSee Mrs. Wright's comments in Notes and Queries,
CLXXXV (August 14, 1943),1156. "They /the Dickens family/
knew the facts éEbout Elleg?, as I am convinced some lead-
ing members of the Dickens Fellowship did also."
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leading members were drawn from the Dickens' Fellowship)
who rejected the evidence as a blot on thelr 1dol.

The case that Wright produced to support his alle-
gation was slim indeed, resting as it dld upon the word
of a long since deceased cleric. In 1876, six years after
Dickens'! death, Ellen had married George Robinson, an
Anglican priest and later on a schoolmaster. She subse-
quently became acquainted with a friend of her husband,
Canon Benham. At some peoint in her marrisd life, Ellen,
filled with remorse at the thought of her earlier intime-
eles with Dickens, told the whole story to Canon Benham,
who in turn told it to Wright., However, since Benham hsd
died many years before the publication of Wright's Lifse,
the validity of the cleric's evidence could not be ascer-
tained.

In the more responsible reviews of Wright!s gigg,zl
this was exéctly what the reviewers said. Since Wright's
revelsations about Ellen Ternan depended uporn Canen Benham,

said The Spectator, "not everyone will be inclined to accept

them blindly."22 The Times Literary Supplement sald sub-

elAs distinct from the special pleading and ad

hominem arguments that clutter the pages of The Dickensian.

22
A Review of Charles Dickens by Thomas Wright, The
Spectator, December 6, 1935, p. 962.
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stantially the same thing, observing that "opinions may differ
upon the so0lidity of such evidence."@® The only review that

I have been able to locate that unreservedly accepted Wright's
account was Hugh Kingsmill's., This reviewer claimed that
Wright "deals in an honest businesslike way with the break-
down of Dickens's marriage and his affair with Ellen Lawless
Ternan,"®4

Aithough most critics were loath to accept the evi-

dence upon which Wright based his case, they accepted the

revelation itself quite calmly. The Times Literary Supple-
ment noted rather casually that Dickéns' and Ellen's lisi-
son "as has been long known, played a part in the differences
between Dickens and his wife that culminated in thelir separ-
ation."®® The reviewer went on to note:
Mr. Wright is rather a carping critic of Dickens's
relations with women in general, and feels called

to comment on scts that seem to us as btrivlal as
they are innocuous.

23“Biegraphy,“ Times Literary Supplement, November
30, 1935, p. 816. :

24Hugh Kingsmill, "Charles Dickens," The New States-
man and Nation, X (October 12, 1935), 498, The reader may
note that Kingsmlll was the first of the succeeding blo-
graphers to lncorporate Wright's revelations in his own
blography in 19235,

25“Biography," Times Literary Supplement, loc. cit.

Ibid.
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The already quoted review in The Spectator scarcely bothered

to mention the Ellen Ternan affair.
Led by J. W. T. Ley, the Dickensisns indignantly
repudiated Wright's assertions. Although they quite rightly
guestioned the validity of the blographer's thesls, they
were really more interested in protecting Dickens' good name
than they were in finding out the tfuth. In a long review
having the very unscholarly title: "What the Soldier Said:
Scandal Articulate at Last: Mr. Thomas Wright's 'Life! of
Dickens," J. W. T. Ley leaped to the defence of the Dickens'
legend. In the very first sentence of his review, Ley pre-
ceeded to vilify the scholargq who had dared to question
Dickens' integrity.
If there be any satisfaction in blackening the
characters of dead people, without being able
to produce any evidence at all, then Mr. Thomas
Wright is entitled to its full enjoyment.2®

Ley's reviews bristled with such eplthets as “shocking,“29

and "dreadful."®® Although he discredited Wright's evidence,

27Wright was the author of fourteen biographies, edi-

tor of the letters of Cowper and other artists; compller of
early ballads; founder of the Cowper Soclety, the John Payne
Soclety and the Blake Soclety.

28
J. W. T. Ley, "What the Soldler Said,“ The Dicken-
sian, XXXII (Winter, 1956), 15. ‘

Ibid.

SOIbid-, Do 19,
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a good portion of the reviewer's objections rested on the
grounds that the blographer's ﬁhesis contradicted every-
thing that was known about both Dickens and Ellen. The

reader will note that Forster and Georgina had done their

work well., "I have befors me,"

saild Ley,

a8 letter from one who was a boy in the schoeol
kept by Ellen's husband, who writes of hils
memories of a sweet and gracious lady, happy
in her husband and chlldren; whose every mem-
ory of her tells him thgi this story of Mr.
Wrightt!'s 1s limpossible.

Further on in the article, the reviewer made a brief
attempt to be impartial, by saying that he really did not
care if Dickens was Iincontinent; however, in the next sen-
tence he indlicated how partisan he really was,

But when we are told with the utmost deliberstion
that he was the seducer of a girl of twenty, the
friend of his own dear daughters, then surely . . .
such a charge must be faced. For 1f it be true, the
world must revise its sstimate of the character of
"the good, the %gntle, high-gifted, ever friendly,
noble Dickens,"

Shortly after the appearance of the above review,

Wright addressed a letter to the offices of The Dickensisn

exXpressing disbellef that Ley, or for that métter, anyone,
would question either his (Wright's) or Canon Benham's

story.

31
Ibid., pe 19.
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It seems equally strange to me, that he Ziqi?
should suppose Canon Benham capable of lying

to me or that I could be capable myselfl of lylng
unblushingly. I remember the occasion to which
I refer ag if it were yesterday. I was careful
at the time, that is just after our conversation,
to note down Canon Benham's pggcise words, which
are before me at this moment.

Unfortunately, while he was in the process of gather-
ing additional proof, the biographer died. What new evi-
dence that he did manage to collect was posthumously pub-

lished in The Autoblography of Thomas Wright of Olney in

1937. The new material was even more suspect than had been
the earlier. In part, the proof offered was that about
1880 a Mrs., John Summerville employed as a domestic one
Maria Goldring who had worked for Dickens when the author
had established Ellen as his mistress at Linden Grove.

Mrs., Goldring told this to Mrs. Summerville, who repeated
1t to her daughter, who in turn reported it to Wright.

Mrs, Summerville's daughter also claimed that Dickens'
unofficial "wife"™ was related in some way to Anthony Trol-
lope. Since Ellen's sister Fanny was married to Tom Trol-

lope, brother of the famous novelist, Wright accepted the

35Walter Dexter, "Ellen Ternan," The Dickenslan,
XXXII (Spring, 1936), 98. To my way of thinking, this
is the portion of Wright's argument that I find hardest
to accept. As a scholar, surely Wright must have real-
ized that hls evidence would not be accepted without
question., How then can he say that "it seems . . .
strange" that readers would question him?
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story. The biographer alsb thought that he had additional
proof whén he examlned the rate books and found that in
July 1867 the house in which Dickens was supposed to have
kept Ellen was registered in the name of Frances Turnham,
In six-month Intervals the name of the occupant was changed
to Thomas Turnham then to Thomas Tringham and finally to
Charles Tringham until, shortly after Dickens' death, the
house was vacated.%*

As mlight be expected, Ley summarily rejected all
of this new evidence. The actual fact that he did reject
it was not surprising because it was questionable, to say
the least. However, as before, Ley indicated that his

prime concern was to protect Dickens! and Ellen's names.

Accerdingly, his review of Wright's Autobiography (in which

this new Information appeared) was replete with such phrases
asi

I have wondered all the time what was the motive
that induced a man llke Wright to go to such

54Writing in 1961, C. G. DuCann rejected this evidence.
"Unfortunately for Wright's delving into rate-books, it is
now established that there was in 1857 a real person named
Frances Charles Tringhem who was married to a servant Eliza-
beth Stanley. So that the name was not a pureinvention by
Dickens to disgulse his identity." C. G. L. DuCann, The Love
Lives of Charles Dickens (London: Frederick Muller, Limited,
1961), p. 254. DuCann, however, did not give the source of
his information. '
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lengths to blacken the characterg of a man and
a woman who are long since dead. 5

On the same page there was another indication of Ley's

special pleading. "“But the raison d'etre for that book

was a bit of scandai; let there be no mincing of words."
Also: |
| Does such "evidence" give to Thomas Wright of
Olney, or Thomas_Wrong of Anywhere, the right
to tell a lady /Ellen's daughter, who at this
date was alive/ that her mother of precious
memopy was unchaste? To me 1t is simply dread-
ful,”

The next significant event in the unravelling of the
Ternan affalr was the publication of the much-heralded
Nonesuch letters, the first volume of which appeared in
1938. Although this collection included many hitherto
unpublished letters of Dickens, nowhere in the correspon-
dence was there any specific evidence supporting Wright's
hypothesis., This fact drew a sigh of relief from the Dick-
ensians. Upon reading the first volume of the letters, the
indefatigable Ley exuberantly noted:

These volumes emphatically give the lie to the

detractors of Dickens. It 1s impossible for
an honest man to read these letters and doubt

857, w. T. Ley, "More of What the Soldier Sald: Fur-
ther 'Disclosures' of Mr. Thomas Wright," The Dickensilan,
XXXITII {(December, 1936), 50. 4 ,

36
Ibids



200

the essential warmbth and goodness of his heart.5’
In the following year, 1939, when the remalning volumes of
the letters were published, Ley reviewed the whole collec~

tion in The Dickensian. In this particular review, he

completely ignored any canons of good taste when referring
to those readers who had thought that the Nonesuch letters
would have proved that Ellen was Dickens' mistress.

At every turn the ghouls are thwarted, They
walted long, and when Dickens's last child died
they smacked their lips in anticipation of the
garbage that they were sco sure would soon be
thrown to them. And they hunger yet. Only
Thomas Wright offered them any sort of feod

and that wholly lacked nourishment. His child-
ish stogg, based on nothing, is already for-
gotten.

Unfortunately for the upholders of the Dickens's legend,
Wright's hypothesis was not soon forgotten. Indeed, in
1839 it received fresh support. This came in the form of

a book entitled Dickens and Daughter. The author of the

work, Gladys Storey, had written it at the specific request
of Kate Perugini, Dickens' second daughter. Mrs. Perugini,

filled with remorse at the way her mother had been treated

. w. 7. Ley, "Of First Class Importance: The
Nonesuch Edition of Dickens's Letters," The Dickensian,
XXX1IV (Summer, 1938), 208, .

38 _
J. W, Te Loy, "Dickens' Letters," The Dickensian,

XXXV (Winter, 1939), 30. :
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after the separation, told to Miss Storey the true detalls
surrounding that event. Ellen Ternan had indeed been the
precipitating cause and she had subsegquently become Dick-
ens'! mistress. 7
Mrs. Peruginl had arrived at her final decision to

make known the true facts only after a period of agonizing
doubt. She had previously written, in her own hand, a
biography of her father and had placed it in the British
Museum, intending it to be published at an opportune time.
ILater on, however, not satisfied with what she had wriltten,
she had withdrawn the manuscript from the Museum and burned
it, because, as she sald,

I told only half the truth about my father, and

a half=truth is worse than a lle, for this reason

I destroyed what 1 had written. But the truth 39

must be told when the time comes--after my death.
Thus, she arranged with Mrs, Storey to have the true detalls
about Dickens published posthumously. 7

Since thls new proof came from Dickens'! daughter it

should have silenced most critics., Indeed, the editor of

The Dickensian at that date, Walter Dexter, accepted the

evidence, and while Dexter was edltor, the magazine no

39
/An account given in a letter by Miss Storey to

Ada Nisbet/, cited by Ada Nisbet, Dickens and Ellen Ter-
nan, op. cit., p. 36.
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longer denied the truth of the Ellen Ternan affair,40
Dickens! lovers, however, were far from belng happy, even
1f the "truth" had been told., True Dickensians shook
their heads in sorrow, oObserving that Mrs. Perugini had
really not played cricket at all. "My immediate reaction
/[ipon reading the book/," said Ley, “"was that the book
showed Mrs. Perugini in a not very worthy light. Upon
reflection 1t still is my reaction."4l

Other reviews of Miass Storey's book were more schol-

arly. One of these, appearing in the Times ILiterary Sup-

plement, suggested that Mrs. Peruginl was in her dotage
when she dlctated the book, and hence it should be taken
with a grain of salt.

It seems that when Mrs. Peruginl was a very

0ld lady, with diminishing strength and

living much in the past, shs bgcame uneasy

in her mind about her mother.?

The fact that Kate Perugini's mental alertness should

be questlioned was qulte understandable, because at the time

40
Ada Nisbet, Dickens and Ellen Ternan, op. cit., p.34.

41J. W. T. Loy, "Father and Daughter," The Dickensian
XXXV (Autumn, 1939), 250. According to Miss Nisbet, Walter
Dexter, the editor of The Dickenslan, although he had
refused to accept Wright's evidence, was convinced of the
validity of the evidence presented in Miss Storey's book.
See p. 34 of Dickens and Ellen Ternan.,

42“D1ckens and His Pamily," Times Literary Supple-
ment, July 22, 1939, p. 440,
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of her death she was elighty-eight. Nevertheless, testi-
mony a8 to her clear-mindedness came from no less a figure
than George Bernard Shaw. Writing to the editor of the

Times Literary Supplement and in response to the previously

mentioned review, Shaw stated that Mrs. Perugini's mind was
not clouded at all. The letter ran as follows:

Sir, - Your reviewer of "Dickens and Daughter"
bases a strong disapproval of 1ts publication
to some extent on a conjecture that Mrs. Peru-
ginits mind, giving way at the end of her long
1ife, upset her judgment as to her mother's
wishes,.

I had a very serious conversation with Mrs.
Peruginl on the subject about forty years sago.
My last conversation with her took place shortly
before her death. Her mind was not 1n the least
enfeebled. It was in the same condition as at
the end of the last century.

I have no doubt that Miss Storey has carrled
out the wishes, early and late, of Mrs. Perugini
in publishing her book. And I have the best
reason for believing that Mras. Peruginl first
took up the matter at her mother's reguest.

The facts of the case may be in bad taste.
Facts often are. But elther way your reviewer
will be glad to have them put right.

Falthfully,

G+ Bernard Shaw?9
Therefore, anyone wishing to dismiss Mlss Storey's account
on the grounds that Kate Perugini was merely a garrulous

o0ld woman in her second childhood, would first have to

4'3Gec>rge B. Shaw, "Letter to the Editor,* Times
Literary Supplement, July 29, 1939, p. 4535.
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explain Shaw's letter.

Another important fact came to light in 1949 when
Professor Franklin R, Rolfe publlished for the first time
a letter from Dickens to his close friend and business
associate W. H, Wills, Dated October 1858, the letter
showed thaet Dickens had been on clese enough terms with
the Ternans to pay for the muslcal education of thelr eldest
daughter. "You are to understand," wrote Dickens to Wills,

between you and me, that I have sent the eldest
sister /Fanny Ternan/ to Italy, to complete a
musical education--That Mrs. Ternan is gone with
her, to see her comfortebly established at Flor-
ence; and that our two little friends are left
together /Ellen and Marla Ternan/, in the mean-
time, In the familly lodgings. bserve that they
don't live about 1n furnished lodgings, but have
their own furniture. They have not been many
weeks in their present address, and I strongly
advised Mrs. Ternan to move ££om thelr last onse,
which I thought unwholesome.

This seme letter also led Professor Rolfe to "hazard"
the remark that Mrs. Ternan "apparently was not averse to |
having him /Dickens/ support her daughters."4® While I do
not think that sufficient evidence had been put forth to

enable Professor Rolfe to question outright Mrs. Ternan's

4%) letter from Charles Dickens to W. H. Wills,
October, 1858, cited by Franklin R. Rolfe, "Dickens and
the Ternans," Nineteenth Century Fiction, IV (Decembsr,
1949), 243-244, - :

45
Ibid., p. 244.
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morals, I do feel that they deserve further clarification.
For example, C. G. L. DuCann, in 1961, took just the opposite
view of this lady. '“Although actresses, the Ternan women
were emphatically 'ladies' in the exclusive contemporary
sense of that word; that 1s to say gentlewomen."46 If
DuCann's assertion was correct and Mrs. Ternan was indeed
a "gentlewoman" then the previously mentioned evidence of
Fréncesco Bergér was suspect. Edward Wagenknecht brought
out this polnt.
If Thomas Wright!s report is to be trusted,

we have Mrs. Ternan and the young Francesco

Berger . . . spending thelr evenlngs in en

establishment where Mrs. Ternan's daughter was

a "kept" woman. Is it likely that all these

perszgs have been thus shameless about the mat-

ter?
If one knew Mrs. Ternan's real character, many hithertoc
unanswered questions could be at least partially answered.

The first scholar?® to dispute the Wright-Perugini

evidence was the above-mentioned Edward Wagenknecht. Quite

correctly, he questioned Wright's statements, clasimlng that

46
Ce Go L, DuCann, The Love Llves of Charles Dickens,

op. cit., p. 238,

7 . ”
4 Edward Wagenknecht, "Dickens and the Scandal-
mongers," College English, XI (April, 1950}, 380.

48
As distinct from the pseudo-scholarly writing that
characterizes much of The Dickenslan.




206

many of them were based on hearsay. He was especially
harsh in dismissing Mrs. Goldring's testimony as mere
"Gilbert and Sullivan."%® However, when he attempted to
fefute the proof offered by Mrs. Perugini he showed him-
self to be on shaky ground. It is inconcelvable to my way
of thinking that Mrs. Perugini could have been mistaken,
as Wagenknecht suggested, about her father's real relations
with Ellen. Furthermore, to say that "when she /Kate/
approached the end of her long life, she remembered only
the‘things that had never happened,“so indicated that Wagen-
kmecht had not read the previously quoted letter by Shaw,
This eritic further suggested that Mrs. Storey had been so
influenced by Wright's disclosures that she lnterpreted
Kabte's evidence in the light of Wright's 1ife.°l Again
this hypothesis is upset by Shaw's letter.

Wagenknecht received support for his essay from Rich~
ard B. Hudson, who in a brief review of Wagenknecht's essay
called it an "excellent analysis of the alleged.evidence

presented by Wright and Storey of the liaison between Char-

Brawara Wagenknecht, "Dickens and the Scendalmongers,"
Cp. cit., P 37T « - .

SOIbid v3 P 379,

Iblid.
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los Dickens and Ellen Ternan . . ."9¢ In the same note he
obsefved that Wagenknecht was not éltogether scholarly in
the way in which he rejected the allegations. In a sub-
sequent article appearing in 1951 he sald substantially
the same fhing.

This kind of ad hominem argument merely clouds
the issue. It is qulte clear that Professor
Wagenknecht prefers to belleve that there was
no such lialson., I do not question his right
to that bellef, but this broadside scattering
of "epithets~--even in his tltle--suggests that
. he 1s more interested 1lnr preserving the good
namé of Charles Dickens than in exam%ning the
evidence with a cold, scholarly eye.'3

Desplte Hudson's judicious comment, the dispute con-

tinued in a singularly unscholarly vein. The Dickenslan,

freed from the moratbrium imposed by the late Walter Dex-
ter, renewed its attack on Wright and Mrs. Storey. The
former was described by T. W. Hill as a man who “abandoned
common standards of decency and the canons of genuine blo-
graphy to pander to the desires of those who relish sensa-

tionalism,"®% Similarly, Hill completely ignored the letter

52R1 chard B. Hudson, A Review of "Dickens and the
Scandalmongers," by Edward Wagenknecht. Bibliographies of
Studies in Victorian Literature for the Ten Years 1l945-
1954, ed. Austin Wright (Orbens: University of Lllinois
Press, 1956), p. 141,

53
Richard Hudson, "The Dickens Affair Again," College

English, XIII (November, 1951), 112,

540, W. Hill, "Dickensian Biogrephy from Forster to
the Present Day," The Dickensian, XLVII (December, 1950), 73.
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from Shaw attesting to the soundness of Mrs. Perugini's
mind, and referred to Kate as "a very elderly lady sitting
in her chalr musing on the pasf and . . « uttering her
thoughts in a dreamy sort of way.“55 This ability te lgnore
unpalatable evidence has been one of the characteristics of
both the Dickensians and the anti-Dickenslans.
Complete and incontrovertiblé evidence linking Plck-
ens and Ellen Ternaen dld not appear until 1952. In Dickens S
and Ellen Ternan, the author Ada Nisbet proved that Dickens |

was completely infatusted with Ellen and was deeply in love
with her. The sccount that Miss Nisbet offered was not
hearsay but from Dickens'! own pen. I will briefly outline
some of the more interesting ltems.

Just prior to his second visit to the United States,
Dickens wrote the following memorandum to his friend and

partner of All the Year Round, W. H. Wills:

NELLY /Dickens! pet name for Ellen/

If she needs any help will come to you, or if
she changes her address, you will immediately let
me know 1f she changes.

L] - ¢« ® * L] . ¢ & = L] ¢ @ - * - L] . * LN L] L .

On the day after my arrival out I will send
you a short Telegram at the office., Please copy
its exact words, (as they will have a speclal mean-
ing for her), and post them to her . . . And also

551bido s Po 74,
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let Gad's Hill /Dickens' residence where Georgina

1itg§7—-and let Eorster,know~-what the telegram
True to his word, upon hls arrival in the United States,
Dickens dild send a telegram to Wills. It read: "Safe and
well expect good letter full of hope."‘r"7 Examinihg a small
diary of Dickens', Miss Nisbet found the "special meaning®
that the telegram had for Ellen. Amongst some blank pages
in the dlary, was the following entry:

Tel: all well means
ou come

Tel: safe and well, means
you don't come

Miss Nisbet quite naturally concluded that Dickens had
wanted to bring Ellen to America buit, probebly because of
public opinion, had decided against such a step at the last
moment.°? Other evidence published by Miss Nisbet was as
follows. In many of the letters that Dickens wrote to Wills

from America, there were heavily inked out passages. How-

%6 Leotter from Charles Dickens to W. H. Wills/, cited
by Ada Nisbeb{, Dickens and Ellen Ternan, op. ¢it., p. 53.

&7

Ibido, ppo 55’54c

581b1d., p. 54.

% Tne New York Times Book Revlew of December 21, 1952
suggested that Dickens' dislike of America stemmed from the
fact that the American public was responsible for Dickens not
being able to bring his Nelly with him on hls second visit.
Sueh an explanation, while admittedly ingenious, lgnores the
fact that it was only on Dickens'! first visit (18468) that he
expressed his dislike for the United States., On his second
vislt (1867) he had nothing but pralse for the Amerilcans.
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ever, with the ald of infrared photography, Professor Frank-

1in Rolfe was able to read them. The suppressed portions,

published for the first time by Mlss Nisbet, proved to have

been instructions to Wills to forward Dickens! letters to

Ellen.

(November 21, 1867) Will you specially observe

my dear fellow what I am going to add. After this
present mail, I shall address Nelly's letters to
your care, for I do not guite know where she will
be. But she will write to you, and instruct you
where to forward them. In any interval between
your receipt of one or more, and mg Dear Girl's so
writing to you, keep them by yeu.6

(December 10) Enclossed 1s another letter for my
dear girl . . . I am in capital health and volce
-=but my spirits flutter woefully towards a certain
place at which you dined one day not long before I
left, with the present wg}ter and a third (most
drearily missed) person.

(Xmas Eve) Enclosed, another letter as before . . .
I would give ¥3,000 down (and think it cheap) if you
could forward me, for fgur end twenty hours only,
instead of the letter.®

(December go) Another letter for my Darling,
enclosed.®

60
/Letter from Charles Dickens to W. H. Wills/, cited

by Ada Nisbet, Charles Dickens and Elien Ternan, op. cit.,

P

65,

61
Ibid.

62 1h1d.s p. 56.

651bid.




211

In my opinion, this evidence offered by Miss Nisbet
is all but conclusive. It indicates that thers was an
extenslive correspondence, and judging by the instructions
to Wills, an ardent one, between the two. From the fact
that Dickens wished to bring Ellen to America, I think
one can conclude that they must have been on intimate
terms. Thls, however, was not and indeed is not accepted
as proof by many persons .54 They feel that while DPickens
was undoubtedly in love with Ellen, there is still no proof
that she was hls mistress., It is difficult to see exactly
what sort of proof will satisfy such persons; presumably
only a letter from Dickens or Ellen specifically stating
that they were intlimate or else some record of a child
having been born. .

In 1959, the actor Felix Aylmer attempted to prove
that Dickens did indeed father a son by Ellen Ternan.5®
According to Aylmer, Dickens and Ellen lived together at
such places as Slough and Peckham, and in 1867 Ellen Ter-
nan gave birth to his son, The son was subsequently named

Francls Charles, and in order to give him a surname, Dickens

4¢. ¢. L. DuGann, The Love Lives of Charles Dickens,
op.cit. His book will be further discussed in this
chapter. Vide p. 212.

5

My aecount of Ay%@er's book Dickens Incognito is
taken from a brief résumé of it that appeared in the London
Sunday Times, November 22, 1959, pp. 5 and 23, :
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and Ellen made an agreement with a couple, Francls Tringham
and Elizabeth Stanley, to adopt the boy. After the boy had
been brought up by his adopted parents, he became a house
painter.

Aylmer received widespread acclaim for his work; the
Sunday Times hailed it as an "extraordinary feat of liter-
ary detection.®86 Unfortunately for the actor, his glory
lasted just a little over three weeks., On December 13, 19859,
again in the Sunday Times appeared an article entitled
"iDickens Incognito': New Evidence."%? 1In this article,
the author Graham Storey conclusively proved that Aylmer's
hypothesis was false. Francis Tringham and BElizabeth Stan-
ley did indeed have a child, thelr own, and not one adopted
frqm Dickens and Ellen, as Aylmer had Suggested. Storey said:

Mr. Aylmer's chief evidence for the elaborate plan
of deception supposedly practiced by Dlckens there-
fore collapses., There is in fact no connection

betwegg Dickens and the house-painter and his wife

- L

To date, the final word on the Ellen Ternan affalr
seems to have been that of the lawyer C. G. L. DuCann. In
his book The Love Lives of Charles Dickens, DuCann regarded

661b1d., p. 5.

67 panam Storey, "'Dickens Incognito': New Evidence,"
Sunday Times, December 13, 1959, p. 6.

8
6 Ibid., p.
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the whole eplsode as an unproven allegation. Many of his
objections have been inherited from J. W. T. Ley and T. W.

Hill of %fhe Dickenslan. The book was rife with special

pleading'and use of the ad hominem argument.

But it can be sald with truth that Dickens was
too conventional to keep a mistress and a doubls -
establishment, and that the idea would have been
allen to his outlook on life. Nor was he the
sort who would have seduced any of the Ternan
girls to whom he stood in loco parentis.

St111 mors emphatically can it be stated that
Ellen Ternan was "not that sort of person.® Her
strong personal pride, her status as “a lady,"
her intellectuality, would have caused her to 9
reject any such devaluation of herself with scorn.®
To illustrate the supposedly true character of Ellen
Ternan, DuCann published a letter that she had written to
her son Geoffrey after her marriage to Robinson, The letter
was couched in terms such as "My own darlingest Geoffrey"7o
and revealed such startling bits of information as "My
cough is really much better now. Almost well and I have

w71 The letter made no reference

had two very good nights.
te anything but small family and household detalls, and yet

DuCamm rhapsodized over it as "a delightful letter . . .

®9¢. 6. L. DuCann, The Love Lives of Charles Dickens,
_QEQ Cito, P 268. .

70514, p. 262.

r?'1:[’01@.



214

the importance of which lies in the fact that it is illus-

trative of her true character . . ."72

When DuCann came to examine what to my mind was the
conclusive evidence offered by Miss Nisbet, his book became
utterly ridiculous. Regarding the telegram in code that
Dickens had ssnt to Wills, DuCann said:

From thls Miss Nisbet not unreasonably deduces

that Dickens had hoped to bring Nelly to Amer-

lca. It may be so, But would he have contem-

plated bringing her if she were his mistress as

his mistress? Hardly, one thinks. 5
Neither did DuCann endear himself to the academic community
when he éndeavoured to shrug off unpalatable evidence by
suggesting, a3 he did in the succeeding quotations, that
Miss Nisbet had been unwittingly duped by forged documentsse

And all this rests on the assumptlon that these

documents are genuinely Dieckens' documents and

not forgeries. These academic writers never

face that question of authenticity. For them

1t is enough to say: W“There %s in the =----

Library a book or document."”

Despite the viclent objections of DuCann and the Dick-

72
Ibid., p. 261,

7
3Ibido 3 Do 271,

74
lbid., p. 272. This critic seemed somewhat fascin-

ated by the word "forgery." In his section on Ellen Ternan,
the word was used numerous.times, yet not once did he give
us an example of a forged document relating to the Ellen
Ternan affair,
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ensians in general, most scholars now regard the Ellen Ter-
nan affair as a closed book, and have interpreted Dickens'
later novels in terms of 1t. This was the importance of
Wright's disclosures; they pointed out to the literary
world what nobody had earlier believed. The bitterness

in Dickens' last novels could partially be accounted for by
an examination of his l1life. This is exactly what the modern
eritlics have done, and thelr work will be discussed in the

following chapter.,



CHAFTER VI

I have showed 1n Chapter II that the early critics
were loud 1n thelr acclamation of Dickens, not as a great
novellst, but as a great comic novelist. They almost
‘unanimously agreed that in the kingdom of comedy Dickens
reigned all but supreme and that here even Shakespears
§ometimes walted upon Boz.,.

This reputation, which was soundly establlished by
the mid-1840's, followed Dickens throughout his career and
persisted well into the nineteen-thirties. Significantly,
all biographical studies of the novelist made prior to the
1940's reinforced the critics' conception of Dickens as a
humorist, Such studies as those by Forster and Kitton
seemed to bear out the fact that the novelist was indeed
a mixture of, as one reviewer irreverently stated, "Santa
Claus and his own Mark Tapley."

Because the critics refused to see Dickens in any
other light, they were reluctant to pay much serious atten-~
tion to his later works. These contalned, comparatively
speaking, very little comedy and hence they were usually
dismissed as examples of the author's decadence. Such an
ettitude 1s quite understandable, for the critic who reads

either Bleak House or Our Mutual Friend with the ldea in

mind that the author was a great humorist, will be, to say

- 216 =
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the least, puzzled.

It was not until the late nineteen-thirties that
attention began toc be focused on these novels. In this
chapter 1 Iintend to dlscuss both the interest arcused in
them and the probeble reasons why they had been consigned
te'a literary limbo for such a length of time. Since the
shift iIn the critics' taste from an appreclation of the
early to the later novels was prompted primarily by & re-
evaluation of Dickéns' social theories, I will just out-
line the developments in this area of Pickens'! criticism.

Dickens! early social satire, centering as it did
about such 1lncldental abuses a&s Yorkshire Schools and the
New Poor Law, was received with acclaim by hls contempor-

aries., When, in Bleak House, he began to attack the

matrix of soclety itself, hls satlire was met with a good
deal of abuse. The reader should note, however, that none
of thls abuse originated in the crities! fear that the
novelist was a dangerous radical. This was not the case.
In general, reviewers considered that his handling of the
complex social questions of thse day showed Dickens to be
’a well-meaning but singularly inept reformer, having
nelther the education nor the ability to comprehend how
society should ideally be regulated. His ideal of reform,
the critics claimed, was that of the Brownlows and Cheery-

bles, Carlyle's comment in this respect is quite informa-
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tivse,

Dickens . . . 1s a good 1little fellow /; but/
his theory of life is entirely wrong. He
thinks men ought to be buttered up, and the
world made soft and accommodating for them,
and all sorts of fellows have turkey for their
Christmas dinner. Commanding and controlling
and punlshing them he would give up without
any misgivings,in order to coax and sootle and
delude them into doing right. italics in the
origlinal /©

After hls death, and continuing up to the late nine-
teen thirties, thils opinion of Dickens as & rather mild
soclal reformer (a conception quite in keeping with the
plecture of Dickens as a humorist), remained the predomlinant
one. While all critics might have been emphatic in obser-
ving that the novelist had indeed exhibited a good deal of
resentment at the soclal conditions that surrounded him,
they were equally emphetic in noting that the only tools
of reform that Dickens had advocated were benevolence,
persuasion and cajolery. Furthermore, critics of the per-
lod tended to emphasize that Dickens! middle class upbring-
ing and his 1life spent among that class precluded the
novelist from having toc much sympathy for the lower classes.
Those who examined Dickens' work would have been taken

aback at any proposal that the novelist would ever have

l[ﬁ comment by Thomas Carlyle to C. Gavin Duffy/,
clted by Mildred G. Christian, "Carlyle's Influence Upon
the Social Theory of Dickens: Their Personal Relation-
ship," The Trollopian, I (1947), 31.
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advocated or even considered violence as a means to attain
his soclal idseals. Ons of the reasons why they would have
rejected such a suggestion would have besn because it did
not fit in with the preconceived picture of Dickens as a
humorist.,

Albert 8. G. Canning, for example, was qulte emphatlic

(and naive) about Pickens and his benevolent social-crit-
icism,
He knew the calm justice of the English character
sufficlently to be convinced that the public mind
of the country only required enlightenment about
the wants and sufferings of its poorest inhabi-
tants, to grant the requlsite attention and con-
sequent relisf. His object was evidently never to
induce the most wronged and suffering to desige
revolution or even encourage dlscontent . . .

George Gissing also emphasized Dickens'! technique of
persuasion as a means of changing the soclal climate., In-
deed, this critic went to considerable pains to outline the
close tles between Diclkens and the public., According to
Gissing, Dickens' criticiam was of the kind that persuaded
persons to adopt a pattern of behaviour which, although they
might not be practising at the present moment, they at least
accepted 1n principle.

. Among the rarest of things is this thorough
understanding between author and public, permitting

2Hon. Albert S. G. Canning, Philosophy of Charles
Dickens (London: Smith, Elder and Company, 1880), p. 13.
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a man of genius to say aloud with impunity that

which all his hearers say within themselves

dumbly, inarticulately. Dickens never went teco

far; never strgck at a genulne conviction of

the multitude.
As shown above, the emphasis was decldedly not on Dickens
as a radical of any sort; indeed just the opposite was
implied. Gissing went on to indicate that since Dickens
was & member of the ruling middle class, we could have
hardly expected him to be In complete sympathy wlth the
lower classes,

Dickens, for all his sympathy, could not look with

entire approval on the poor grown articulate about

their wrongs. He would not have used the phrase,

but he thought the thought, that humble folk must

know “their station." He was & member of the '

middle class, and as far from preaching “equaliay"

in its social sense as any man that ever wrote,
In connection with this latter point, Glssing interpreted,
in a very convincing manner, the relationships in the

" novel Bleak House between Sir Leicester, his wife, Mr,

Rouncewell, and Mrs, Rouncewell, servant to the Dedlocks
end also mother of George Rouncewell.
0ld and new meet here quite amicably. BMrs.

Rouncewsll would never consent to quit Chesney
Wold, where she regards her duties as a high

5George Gissing, Charles Dickens: A Critical Study
(in The Victorlan Era Series. London: Blacklie and Son
Limited, 1903), p. 1ll2.

“Ibid., p. 214.
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privilege; she "kmows her place," and her son,
anything but an intentional revolutionist, is
quite content that this should be s0.°

Such an explanation quite banishes any thoughis one might
have about Dickens advocating violence as a means for the
betterment of the lower classes, Like Carlyle before him,
Gissing fell back on the old "Cheeryble theory" to explain
the means by which Dickens would bring about social changes., €T*7f

Dickens! remedy for the evils left behlnd by the

bad old tlmes was, for the most part, private

benevolence . . . His saviour of soclety was a

man of heavy purse and large heart, who did the

utmost gossible good in his own particular

sphere.,

Writing in 1913, Walter Crotch7 did not share Gissing's

opinions as regards Dickens' middle class attitudes. Accord-
ing to Crotch, Pickens was a democrat in the full sensse of

the word.

He /Dickens/ believed not as Gissing would have us
to think he did, that "the vast majority of men

are unfit to form sound views on what is best for
them," and that “though the voice of the people
must be heard, it cannot always be allowed to rule,"
but that theBPeopla should be represented by them-
SELlVeS o« o o

. 5
' “Ibid., pp. 203-204.
1bid., p. 209.

7 .
Walter Crotch, Charles Dickens, Social Reformer (Lon-
don: Chapman and Hall Limited, 19137 .

BIbido’ po 52.
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Nevertheless, Crotch was in complete agreement with Giss~-
ing insofar as he insisted that Dickens' opinion was that
Utopla would be brought about solsly as a result of>peace-

ful means.

The only ground the crities have for thelp
contempt of Dickens'! mlddle-class leanings is
that he was largely a mediator in our socilal
life. Whilst he was the unflinching champion
of the poor, whilst he exposed evils with an -
undaunted courage and suffered continually abuse SR
for his pains, he yet believed that progress e
would be won more by general concensus 05 faith
and desire than by class uprising. . . .

Another critlc to discuss Dickens and his soclal pre=
dilections was Stefan Zwelg. Writing in 1925,10 Zwelg
affirmed, in perhaps too emphatic a manner, that Dickens
was very much a product of his time and that he was in
complete accord with all of the demsands of mlddle class
soclety. During his life, said Zweig, "he never once over-
stepped the artistic, moral, or aesthetic limlitations of
his country. He was not a revolutionary."l1 Similarly,
in analysing the characters that appeared in Dickens'

novels, Zwelg claimed that they too mirrored Dickens!

°Ibid., p. 33.

1OStefan Zwelg, “Charles Dickens," Trans. Kenneth

Mipid,, p. 4.
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happy complacency.
All of his people are set against any change of
world-order, desiring neither riches nor poverty;

they want rather that comfortable average which

is so admirable a rule of conduct for shop-

keepers and dray-men . . . Behind the words /of

Dickens/ there stands as creator, as the binder

of chaos, not an angry God, glgantic and super=-

human, but simply a contented observer, a loyal
citizenlz This is the complexion of all Dickens'
novels. 4

Despite the fact that Zweig's interpretation is some-
what questionable, it is still valuable inasmuch as it
vividly shows the direction taeken by critlcs of this perlod
in assessing Dickens as a soclal reformer, Those who were
firmly convinced by both tradition and blographical evlidence
that Dickens was a great humorist, were reluctant to see
nim as "an angry God." Such a picture would not be com-
patible with the creator of Dick Swiveller, Mrs. Gamp and
Mantalini.

In 1937 appeared another essay concerned with Dickens!
social criticism, and in particular with his attitude
towards Clnr'fi.s_tma.:?,.}'5 This essay brought out the fact
that Dickens' social criticism, far from being directed

in one white hot stream at specific aspects of soclety,

B1pid., pe 9.

13
®Christmas Books: The Submerged Dickens," Times

Literary Supplement, December 25, 1937, pp. 969-970.
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really exhlbited a sort of dualism.l4 While on the one
hand Dickens was quite ready to stand up for Trotty Veck
in défence of his right to eat all the tripe that he wanted,
the novelist was by no means suggesting that a return to
the old and early traditions of Christmas and benevolence
was the answer for the 1lls of the nineteenth century.
This paradox led the crltlic to claim that Dickens was
"equally ready to denounce on the grounds of humanity all
who left things alone, and on the grounds of liberty all
who tried to make them better.'1®  According to this writer,
the only theory in which Dickens believed, and one that was
conspicuously present in the Christmas Stories was that a
person must accept life.

We are always brought back to it that whereas

Dickens is currently taunted with preaching,

eapecially in these Christmas Books, a phllo-

sophy of sugar-plums and draughts of punch,

with recommending the panacea of comfort and

the plaster of sentimentality, what he really

believed was that salvation could be found only

in realistic acceptance 8f life as a whole with
an unembittered spirit.l

14
Vide Ruskin's opinion of Pickens, p. 35.

15
"Christmas Books: The Submerged Dickens," op. cit.,
pe 969. : .

16
Ibid., p. 970.
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As was the case with the other essays written within
this period, the author of the preceding article had inter-
preted the novelist's soclal criticlsm in such a way as not
to conflict with his conception of Dickens as a great hum-
orist.

This accepted plcture of Dickens was first challenged
by T. A. Jackson. Writing in 1938, 7 Jackson claimed that
Dickens did not lean toward the middle class, as the major-
ity of the early critics had asserted; instead, he hypothe-
sized that Dickens was all but a Marxist revolutlionary
bent upon forcibly overthrowing the existing system of
government. Since such an interpretation would not have
been compatible with the traditional picture of the novel-
18t as a humorist, Jackson altogether jJettisoned Dickens'
humour. In doing so, appropriately enough, he started
someéthing of a revolution, for after the publication of
‘his critique, few indeed were the scholars who studled
Dickens as a humorist. The& instead shifted their emphasis
to the far more interesting consideration of Dickens as a
rebel.- Since Jackson was the first critic to examine the

novelist in this light, his work merits further attention.

17 -
~ -7’7, A, Jackson, Charles Dickens: The Progress of a
Radical (New York: International Publishers, 1938).
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This writer divided DPickens' works into three groups.
The first group contained those novels up to and including

Martin Chuzzlewit; the next group consisted of Dombey and

Son and David Copperfield; and the third included those

novels between and including Blesak House and Our Mutual

¥Friend. Such a progression as existed in these groups
showed that

¢+ » o & poeriod of youthful optimism leads to a
pericd of excitement and irritatlion from which
emerges in turg a periecd of steadily intensify-
ing pessimism, 8

He explained the social teachings of Dickens'! first
group of novels in much the same way that the earlier
reviewers had explained them, and in this period the
resultant picture of Dickens that emerged differed little
from that depicted by»Carlyle or Gissing.

All the preventable ills of the world would be
remedied 1f only men behaved to each other with
kindliness, Jjustice, and sympathetic understand-
ing. There were, of course, rich people and
poor; but these were casuael, accidental, and
transitory divisions whose 11l effects would
8isappesar 1f only the rich used their power and
wealth sympathetically to assist the poor te
escape from poverty, and the poor took example
from the manly and istelligent self-reliance of
the deserving rich.

181bid., pP. Be.

19
Ibid.; p. 109,
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Here, of course, Jackson was saying that men should emu-
late such individuals as Messrs. Cheeryble, Plckwick and
Garland.

Where this eritic differed from hls predecessors
was in his interpretation of the social teaching of Dick-
ens'! middle-period novels. Generatlions of sarlier writers
had explained these novels with the ides of Cheeryble in
mind. On the other hand, according to Jackson, the mliddle-
period novels reflected Dickens! growing realization that
private benevolence was not working as he expected that it
would,

Dickens saw, to his horror, that instead of
expanding trade and commerce leading, via a
growth of Cheerybleism, to a new, benevolent-
equalitarian harmony, it was leading to the
creation of "Great" commercial houses whose
heads wielded a Bower as great as that of
Homan emperers.2
One could trace the novelist's growing dissatisfac-

tion with the middle class manufacturers in the two novels

Bleek House and Hard Times. In the former novel, Dickens

showed himself to be entirely in sympathy wilth the capltal-
ists as represented by the character Rouncewell. In the
following novel, however, this sympathetic likeness had been
superseded by the portrait of Bounderby, also a capitallst,

but who was as greedy and grasping as Rouncewell was under-

207pid., p. 112.

S————c
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standing and kind. Jackson's explanation for the trans-
formation in characters was that the “Cheeryble i1llusion"
had turned sour; the wealthy middle class was not willing
to help 1ts less fortunate compatriots. Dickens had by
now realized that social justice could only be obtained by
a vast upheaval of soclety.

Another revolution is needed--as drastic and far-

reaching as the great French Reveolution-~and

Dickens' harshness /as shown in his later novels/

arises basically from his intense disappointment

and baffled rage af finding no such revolution

enywhere in slght. , '
Thus, as Jackson saw 1t, by the end of his life Dickens
had completely shed his "Cheeryble 11lusion® and had
almost reached the conclusion that the only hope for the
working classes was that they emancipate themselves.
Dickens' tragedy, according to Jackson, was that

although he went as near to its attainment

as a man can go without actually achieving

it-~he never quite acquired a falth inzghe

proletariat and its historical future.

While one might well wonder if Jackson was entirely

successful in his interpretation of Dickens specifically
as a Marxist, he nevertheless had pointed out to the liter-

ary world that Dickens was not the complacent soclal

reformer that earlier generétions of critics had reputed

2l1pid., pp. 146-147.

S ——

921bid., p. 273.
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him to be. He was antagonlistic to the currents of his

age, and if hils later novels were not brimming over with
the jolllty and good camaraderie that had characterized

Pickwick, it was not because "the higher fount of humour
. « o was dry."?® The novelist had realized that humour
and good spirits, as a means of cajoling the middle-class
into an acceptance of thelr responsibllities, had failed.
The realization that the evlls of society were not belng
redressed by those who had both the political influence

and the money to do so had turned the creator of Plckwlck

into the creator of Pocismzp.z4

23
"Charles Diekens," Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine,

CIX (June, 1871), 691-692.

24In 1940, two years after the publication of Jack-
son's work, George Orwell published a long essay on Dick-
ens. JGeorge Orwell, "Charles Dickens," Inside the Whale
and Other Essays (London: Victor Gollancz Limited, 1940}/,
This essay is generally considered as being wrltten in the
new tradition of Edmund Wilson, 4§ee Morton D, Zabel,
"Dickens: the Reputation Revised," The Nation, CIXIX (Sep=-
tember 17, 1949), 279/ a contention for which I can find
little justification. In_the first portion of his essay,
Orwell claimed that “he /Dickens/ was certainly a sub-
versive writer, a radical, one might truthfully say a
rebel.! Nevertheless the remainder of Orwell's essay 1s
a refutation of this very statement. He went to conslder-
able pains both to refute Jackson's hypothesis and at the
same time to show that Dickens had a great deal in common
with the ruling middle class. One is inclined to classify
Orwell's Dickens along with Glssing's, rather than wlth
Jackson's or Wilson's.
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The next important pilece of criticlsm to appear was
Ednund Wilson's fine essay "Dickens: The Two Scrooges."25
This work owed much to Jackson's investigations, and at
several places in his essay Wilson acknowledged the debt.,
The earlier writer had shown that Dickens, starting out
with a good deal of resentment at the conditions about him,
had become increasingly bitter until in the final analysis
he had become a rebel, overtly hostile to the governing
class of society. Wilson accepted this part of Jackson's
thesis; however, he carried it one step farther. Whereas
Jackson had only stressed Dickens' objective development
and had maintained that the changes in the novellst's attl-
tude were dictated solely by external causes, Wilson con-
tended that the changes owed just as much if not more to
Dickens! subjective or psychological development.

His criticism was primarily based on a Freudian
interpretation of certain important events in the novel-
ist's 1ife. Wilson asserted that Dickens! unhappy child-
hood, and specifically the months spent in the blacking
warehouse, had left an indelible imprint on his mind.

"These experiences," said the critic,"produced in Charles

25
Edmund Wilson, "Dickens: The Two Scrooges," The
Wound and the Bow: {Boston: Hougnton Mifflin Company, 1941).
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Dickens a trauma from which he suffered all his life."2%

The specific result of these childhood deprivations was
that they coloured Dickens' view of contemporary England.
For the man of spirit whose chlldhood has

been crushed by the cruelty of organized socl-

ety, one of two attitudes is natural: that
of the criminal or that of the rehel., Charles

Dickens, in imagination, was to play the rdles

of both, and to contrive up to his death to

put into them all that was most passionate in

his feeling.27
Also tending to place DPickens outside the pale of recog-
nized society was the'fa¢t that his position in that group
was a curiously anomalous one. He really didn't have a
niche; he

had grown up in an uncomfortable position

between the upper and the lower middle classes,

wlth a dip into the prolsterliat and a glimpse

of the aristocracy through their trusted upper

servants. But this position . . . was Eg leave

him rather isclated 1In English society.
On the one hand the traumatic experliences of childhood
prevented him from identifying himself with the lower
classes, and on the other, even when his sudden fame cata-
pulted him into the upper middle class, the realization
that this class had been responsible for his miserable

childhood prevented him from identifying himself with it.

zslbid-, Pe 6.

271b1d., pe 15.

©81p1d., p. 5l.
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According to Wilson, one could trace this conflict
throughout all of Dickens'! works. In the novel Barnaby
Rudge, for example, Dickens had identified himself with
the hangman Dennis. This character was a rebel against-
soclety inasmuch as he actively assisted in the burning of
the prison. (It was a prison that had so warped Dickens'
youth.) On the other hand, Dennls was also the represen-
tative of a harsh law that condemned people to death for
the most trivial crimes., "Either way he /Dennig/ repre-
sents on Dickens! part a blow at those institutions which

ne9

the writer 1s pretending to endorss. In a somewhat

gimilar manner the novel Little Dorrit reproduced Dickens'

anomalous pesition in Victorian England. Although the
Father of the Marshalsea may have mixed with the elite of
society, his subsequent relapse showed that hls “"rise can
be only a mockery: the Dorrits will always be what the
Marshalsea has made them."2C0 The Ellen Ternan affair,
representing as it did a most significant period in Dick-
ens! life, was also given a consplcuous place in Wilson's
essay.

For Dickens, the public he addressed in this
statement about his marriage /the "Address"

29
Ibid., De 21,

%01p14., p. 59.
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in Household Words/ was probably closer than
the wife by whom he had had ten children; and
now that he had fallen in love with Ellen,
instead of finding in her a real escape from
the eternal masquerade of his fiction, his
first impulse was to transport her to dwell
with him in that imaginary world itself, to
make her a character in a novel or play, and
to pay %furt to her in the presence of his
public.

Accordingly he wooed her in his later novels, where she
appeared under the names Estella, Bella and Helena in the

novels Great Expectations, Our Mutual Friend and The Mys-

tery of Edwin Drood.

Wilson's essay, coming especially as it dld after
Jackson's work, had an important and to date a iasting
effect on Dickensian criticism.5® If Jackson's essay
represented the death knell for humour as a critiecal
approach to Dickens' fiction, Wilson's critique repre-

"sented the coup de grBice. The cheery Forsterlan Dickens

l1pid., p. 71.

2In an excellent study of Dickens, Lionel Steven-
son Dickens' Dark Novels," Sewansee Review, LI (Summer
1943 598—4027 accepted Wilson's hypothesls that Dickens!
"emotional érisis' must be taken into account in order to
understand his novels. But Stevenson suggested that
besldes the personal element one might do well to examine
somé other probable causes for the sombreness of his later
novels, Among these causes were the influence of such
psychological novels as Jane Eyre and Wuthering Heights
and the influence of Mrs, Gaskell's and Kingsley's
"proletarian" novels.
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hallowed by generations of Dickensian critlics now seemed
quite inconsistent with the modern conception of an artist
who was morbidly peering into his own soul. In emphasizing
psychology as a tool to enable scholars to comprenend
Dickens' novels, Wilson widened the scope of Dickensian
criticism in as dramatic a fashion as Thomas Wright and
Gladys Storey had altered the direction of Dickensian bio-
graphical studles. This can be seen in thé attention that
many critics of the post-1940's have given to the *paycho-
logical' approach to Dickens' fiction, one of the critical
approaches currently in vogue.

Before dealing in detall with this kind of criticism
I will briefly outline the considerable divergence of opin-
1on that existed between the modern and the early (pre-
1940) critics as regards their respective interpretations
of the significance of Dickens!' unhappy childhood; and 1in
particular the blacking warshouse episode. I will indi- *f:ff
cate that although the majority of the early critics saw |
Dickens' unhappy childhood merely as a sort of testing
period through which his natural jollity emerged unscathed,
sthere were a few readers who, noting just the opposite,
were surprisingly modern in their approach.

Forster, the first to make the blacking warehouse

incident kmown to the world, maintained:
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The story of his childish misery has itself
sufficlently shown that he never throughout
it lost hls precious gift of animal splrits,
or his native capaclity for humorous enjoy-
ment.

Also sharing Forster's oplnion was George Gissing. Writing
in 1898, even Gissing, one of the most perceptive Dickensian
critics, observed that the'episode "did not last long enough
to corrupt the natural sweetness of his /Dickens!'/ mind,"%%
Other critics who quite understandably55 dld not grasp the
significance of the episode were W. J. Dawson and G. K.
Chesterton. Writing in 1905 the former noted:

it /Dickens' great humour as opposed to his

unhappy childhood/ is another illustration of

that curious paradox which may be observed so

frequently in human life, that the people most

acquainted with grief are the optimlsts, and

the people who know least about it are the
pessimists.

55John Forster, The Life of Charles Dickens (every-
man's library edition; London: J. M. Dent and Pons, Ltd.,
1950), I, 550 !

34George Gissing, Charles Dickens: A Critlical
Study, op. cit., p. 21,

' 51 say "quite understandably" because widespread
interest in psychoanalysis did not begin untll after 1909
when Freud published his Introductory Lectures on Psycho-

analysise.

Oy, g, Dawson, The Makers of English Fiction (New

York: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1905), p. 1l02.
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In 1906, Chesterton, while admitting that Dickens was
indesd wretched in his youth, emphatically denied that
thls ever coloured the novelist's adult life. "As a fact,
there is no shred of evidence to show that those who have
had sad experiences tend to have a sad philosoPhy.“57 Even
more emphatlcally he reiterated:

Charles Dickens, who was most miserable at the

receptive age when most people are most happy,

is afterwards happy . . . Circumstances break

men's bones; 1t has ngger been shown that they

bresk men's optimlsm.,

Walter Crotch, in 1913, said substantially the same

thing.

After all, such sadness and depression was but a

part of Dickens's great nature, which refused, not

only to be soured, but even permanently saddened

by the grey and dreadful morning of his days--a

morning that did not rob him of his splrits, his

gaiety, his qulck eye for contrast and h%s immense

appreciation of the colour side of life.

Nevertheless, amongst these pasans of praise to the

recuperative power of Dickens' nature, there were sounded
o few discordant and strangely modern notes. In a review

of Edwin Drood the magazine 0ld and New sagaclously com-

37
G. K. Chesterton, Charles Dickens {(eighth edltion;
London: Methuen and Compsny, Limited, 1913}, p. 40.

38 :
Ibid. r Po 41,

Fyalter Crotch, Charles Pickens, Social Reformer,
op.cit., p. 98.
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mented:

We cannot help entertaining a suspicion that
the great wrlter, like so many of his fellow=-
men, found it less natural to be gay and funny
as he grew older. Time and trouble leave
thelr marks; and the same growing gravity
which may be traced through the portralts

from Maclise's down, %ight, perhaps, be fol-
lowed in the novels.?

This is the kind of apercu that one finds all too infre-
quently 1n ninsteenth-century novel reviews,

Saint Paul's Magazine in 1872 was also quite per-

ceptive in 1ts interpretation of the blacking warsehouse
incident,

30 intense were the sensations of those days,
so vivid were the impressions, that the
remained with the author for ever /sic/ fas-
clnating him, as 1t were, into one child -like
way of looking at the world. Indeed, the sense
of oddlty deepened as he grew older in years--
till it became almost ghastly, brooding spec-
ially on %hastly things in his last unfinished
fragment., 1

Thomas Carlyle, after resding Forster's Life, also seemed
to have caught a glimpse of the tears that lurked behind
Dickens! smile. Writing in 1874 he contended:

and, deeper than all, if vne has the eye to see

deep snough, dark, fateful, silent elements,
tragical to look upon, and hiding, amid dazzling

40
0ld and New, II (Novembsr, 1870), 532.

1
Saint Paul's Magazine, X (February, 1872), 140.
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radiances as of the sun, the elements of death
itself.

In many respects the aforementioned critics had antici-
pated a good deal of what modern reviewers have been say-
ing about Dickens, nevertheless their opinions were far
from being representative of thelr times. 7

As I have intimated earlier, Wilson's hypofhesis 777777
has undoubtedly been the most important contribution to
' Dickensian criticism.during thé present century. He
suggested that if Dickens' novels were read with one eye
on his 1life, so to speak, much that might have been puzzling
in his later novels would become clearer., This is exactly
what the majority of post-1940 critics have done, and the
result has been a great deal of fresh and imaginative
criticism., Unfortunately, however, the temptation posed
by Dickens' fascinating life has proven irresistible to
some scholars. Such critics have read the novels and then
iﬁterpreted each and every significant incident in them in

terms of the novelist's psyche. The outcome of this has

been to turn DPickens' novels into a Freudian playground.

42F. G. Kitton, Dickenslana: A Bibliography of the
Literature Relating to Charles Dickens and His Writings
T71886), p. 408, cited by George H. Ford, Dickens and His
Readers: Aspects of Novel-Criticlsm Since 1836 (New
York: W. W. Norton and Vompany, inc.,; 1965),; p. 88.
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To be able to comprehend much of the modern criticism one
must have a more than passing acquaintance with Freudlan
psychology. Such terminology as "psychic-masochism,"
"oedipal conflict" and "Thamatos-impulse' are today met
fer more frequently then are the now passd references
"plot structure® or "probable characters.! This intense
investigation into Dickens' life has no doubt given him
the dublous distinction of being the most thoroughly psycho-
enalyzed novelist in the history of English literature, how-
ever it cannot be said to have added much to 1itefary
criticism, Nevertheless, the volume of material written in
this vein 1s so great that 1t does deserve to be classified
as a Separate approach to Dickens' fiction., For that
reason, 1 will give severai examples of this type of crit-
icism.,

The most avid of the Freudlan scholars has undoubt-
edly been Jack Lindsay. Besldes being the author of a '
long blography on D:Lckens,45 Lindsay was also the author of

at least two essays. One of them was devoted to an analysis

43Jack Lindsay, Charles Uickens;_g Blographical and
Critical Study (New York: Philosophical Library, 1950).
I have been unable to read this work at first hand. Howe
ever its content might be judged by the fact that one
reviewer called it "a non-stop flight through the inane,"
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of A Tale of Two Cities. Rather than gilve a running com-

mentary on this essay, I will quote an excerpt from 1%,
which I feel is representative of the whole. After noting
the very careful way in which Dickens had stressed the
similarity in sppearsnce between the two characters Sydney
Carton and Charles Darnay, Lindsay sald:
Thus, in the story, Dickens gets the satis-

fection of nobly giving up the girl /Tucie =

Ellen Ternan/ and yet mating with her. He splits

himself in the moment of choice, dies, and yet

lives to marry the beloved. . . . And at the same

time he 1s Manette, the pan breaking out of a

long prison-misery . . .

In his other essay, “Charles Dickens and Women,"

| Lindsay used a similar kind of analysis. For example, a

reading of The Haunted Men and The Child's Dream of a Star

convinced him of Dickens'! "desire to engross the affections
of Fanny /his sister/ in place of his more evasive mother
oo 30 Ty point to be made about this type of criticism
is that while Lindsay may have been quite correct in inter-
preting the novels in the way that he did, hils interpreta-

tion has told us very little about the novel in question.
Another critic writing this type of crliticism was

44Jack Lindsay, "A Tale of Two Cities," Life and

Letters and the London Mercury, LXII (September, 1949), 194.

5
4 Jack Iindsay, "Charles Dickens and Women," Iwentieth
Century, CLIV (November, 1953), 377.
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Robert Hamilton. In his essay entitled, appropriately
enough, "Dickens in his Characters," Hamilton discussed
those aspects of the novelist that were revealed in several
of the prominent Dickensian characters. Such an anaiysis
revealed that Pickwick represented Dickens' amiablility,
Dick Swiveller his sentimental kindness, Pecksniff his
hypocrisy, Quilp his impish humour and Rosa Dartle his
brooding and bitter Spirit.46 The same objections apply to
Hamilton's work that were applicable to Lindsay's.

As another indication of the new-found friendshlp
between Dickens and the Freudiasns, one may point to the
rash of articles on Dickens that have appeared in the
psychoanalytic journals, and in particular in the Ameri-
can Imago. Since they are psychoanalytic journals, one
would suspect that the articles on Dickens contained therein
would tend more to explain Dickens rather than his works,
This is indeed the case. One such essay, "The Personal
History of David Copperfield," was devoted to the premise
that in that novel Dickens was attempting an analysis of
himself:

And yet there can be no doubt that Dickens
in this novel was trying %o penetrate into

46Robert Hemilton, "Dickens in his Characters,"
Nineteenth Century and After, CLXII (July, 1947), 40-49.
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the mysteries of his leading character., The
trouble was that he could find nothing there
because he had placed nothing there, and he

had placed nothing there because he could not
do so without coming directly to grips with
those portions of Charles Uickezg that he would
not and could not bear to meet. '

Since Dickens'! unconscious apparently proved too recalcl-
trent for the author to put all of hls experiences into
any one character, he obviated this problem by scattering
bits and pleces of his psyche throughout the novel. He
was not then confronted with his 1d, so to speak, in one
terrifying mass. The result of this approach was, of
ycoufse, that everybody in the novel was, to some degree or
other, Dlckens.

Can it, oh, can it be that there is something

fascinating about Steerforth's fallure to

apotheosize the glories of virginity, some-

thing that David-Dickens longs for, but can

never hope to attain? Or is 1t conceivable

that David sees in Steerforth a means of

satisfying the cravings of Eros without the

necessity of soiling any /italics in the

original/ virgins?

In another essay, Manheim tried to account for

Dickens' hostillty to the law, as was shown in Blesk House

and Little Dorrit. The law, according to this critic,

47
Leonard F, Manheim, "The Personal History of Davild
Copperfield: A Study in Psychoanalytic Criticism,"
American Imago, IX (1952), 32. )

48
Ibld., pe 55.
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was Dickens' father image, and his attacks upon 1t were
in part "oedipal aggression and reprisal."49
In 1957 Edmund Bergler published an essay in which
he psychoanalyzed both Miss Wade and Amy Dorrit. Bergler
contended that both of them were psychlc masochists. In
Migss Wade, there was an unconscious wish to be unloved;
a wish from which she derived pleasure. Amy Dorrit,
according to Bergler, was an example of the "nice maso-
chist."
Amy Dorrit is, superficlally, the most

unbelievable character: so much goodness,

sacrifice, devotion, meekness, is usually not

encountered on earth. Stripping off the exagger-

ations, however, one discovers that Dickens is

describing a real type: the "nice masochist 190

The subject of Dickens and masochism has proved to

be an interesting one for Freudisn critics. DBeslides Ber-
gler's essay there are at least two others that deal
extensively with this subject. In 1947, Jared Wenger
examined Dickens' novels to search for "types /Jof char-
acters/ which exist not for a particular novel but for the

n ol

novelist's whole work. He came Lo the conclusion thatb

4gLeonar'd F. Manheim, "The Law as 'Father!'," American
Imago, XIL (19565), 1723,

50pdgmund Bergler, "Iittle Dorrit and Dickens! Intui-
tive Knowledge of Psychic Masochism," Americen Imago,
XIV (1957), 381.

5lJared Wenger, “"Character-Types of Scott, Balzac,
Dickens, Zola," Publications of the Modern Langmage Assoc-
iation, IXII (March, 1947), 220. o
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Dickens! typiecal male character was a sadlst, whereas the
typical female character was a sado-masochist. Among the
masochists Wenger included “the tearful Mrs. Micawber and
Mrs, Gummidge, Mrs. Wilfer, Mrs. Kenwigs, Miss Miggs, and
Mrs. Varden.'%?
Tionel Trilling, whom Bergler called "the mos?t
brilliant and psychologically the most astute literary

53 9150 discussed Dickens

critic in this country today,
and his masochistic characters; however this critic's anal-
y3ils was subordinated to the main purpose of his essay
which was to show the prison-image and 1ts relatlionship
to the characters in Little Dorrit.°*
As a final example of Freudian criticism, one may
cite two of Mark Spilka's essays. In one of them he
claimed that in Copperfield, David!s ideal was "sexless

love with Em'ly or his mother . . M9 Tnis was thwarted

52
Ibid., D. 224,

55Edmund Bergler, "Little Dorrit and Dickens' Intuis
tive Knowledge of Psychic Masochism," op. eit., p. 371,

54
Iionel Trilling, "Little Dorrit," The Dickens
Critics, George H. Ford and Lauriat Lane Jr., editors (Ithaca,
N. Y.: Cornell University Press, 1963}, pp. 279-293,

55Mark Spilka, "David Copperfield as Psychological
Fiction," Critical Quarterly, I (Winter, 1959), 294,
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by Murdstone, who was the incarnation of David's real
father, and who presumably competed with David for hils
mother?s love.
His name is Murdstone, which David's aunt com-
pares with Murderer, to fit his surface rGle;
but Murdstone also means murdered man beneath
his gravestons, who has risen now to asgert his
rights==and Dickens makes the tie with consclous
skill,
The next essay of Spllka's was devoted to an exposé
of Iittle Nell. This critic cdlaimed that she was merely a
means by which Dickens was able to rid himself of his
incestuous desirses for both nis sister Fanny and his sister-
in-law Mary Hogarth, According to Spilka, Nell's death
represented a "delicious atonement" for his own guilt-
ridden desires.57 ‘
As I have already hinted, the Ireudian critics have
tended to take Wilson's hypothesis a bit too literally.
They try to treat Dickens as a patient, and see hls novels

only as symptoms of various psychological disturbances.

This was not what Wilson meant when he sald: T is neces~-

561b1d., Pe 293. Not being a psychologist, I would
hesitate to contradlet the validity of this "evidence." It
nevertheless strongly resembles the evidence presented by
one wit who in a parody of the Baconlan theory attempted to
prove that Gladstone was the author of Dickens' novels. The
evidence produced to substantiate this charge was that in
Pickwick, Mr. Pickwick was glad that he found the stone. See
"Who Wrote Yickens's Novels?", Cornhill Magazine,Xl n.s.
(August, 1888), 113-121.,

57Robert A. Donovan, A Review of "Little Nell Re-
visited," by Mark Spilka, Victorian Studies, IV (June, 1961,
596,
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sary to see him as a man in order to appreciate him as an

artist . . ."5® He meant that an examination of Dickens'

life was necessary only to clarify parts of his work. He

had never suggested that such an examination was an end in
itself.

Freudian criticism has not, however, had a wholly
negative effect. Literary criticism 1s indebted to it in
some important instances. The Freudians have totally
demolished the o0ld shibboleth that Pickens could never get
"inside" his characters. For example, the young Henry

James, in a review of Our Mutusl Friend in 1865, was most

articulate in his denunciation of Dickens' lack of "psy-
chology." |

It were, in our oplnion, an offense agalnst

humanity to place Mr. Dickens among the great-

est novelists. For . . . he has created nothing

but figure. He has added nogging to our under-

standing of human charsacter.

George Glssing was simillarly quite certain that psy-

chology was a closed door to Dickens. "Of psychology-=a

word unknown to Dickens--we, of course, have nothing; to

58Edmund Wilson, "Dickens: The Two Scrooges,"
-QE’ Cit., po 9. -

59Henry James, "The Limitations of Dickens," The
Dickens Critics, George H. Ford and Lauriat Lane Jr.,
editors (itnaca, N. Y.: Cornell University Press, 1963),
52,
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160  Brnest Baker, & critic

ask for 1t is out of place.
most representative of his éra, also complained that
Dickens "vouchsafes not a glimpse of what goes on below
the surface. . «"oT

According to the Freudlan critiecs, however, Dickens
was "inside" his characters (not just in the sense that
he was his characters, but also in the sense that he con-
- sciously planned the way in which they would psychologically
behave) to a far greater extent than most of the pre-1940
critics were aware. As an indication of the emphasls that
Freudian criticism has placed upon the remarkable ability
of the novelist to pensetrate the minds of his characters,

one may mentlon the critlicism of the modern critlic Lionel

Trilling. An analysis of a portion of Little Dorrit con-

vinced Trilling that in that novel "Dickens anticlpates one
of Freud's ideas, and not one of the simplest but nothing
less bold and inclusive than the essential theory of the

62
neurosis."

60George Gissing, Charles Dickens: A Critical
Stud!, 22. cit., po 109'

61Ernest A, Baker, The History of the English Novel:
The Age of Yickens and Thackeray (Vol. VII of History of
EQ” English Noveli. 10 vols., London: H. F. and G. Witherby
Ltd .y 1236 s Po 249,

=

62
Lionel Trilling, "Little Dorrit," op. cit., p. 283,
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Another critic who pointed out that Dickens was
really'quite modern in hils approach to psyéhology, wes
Warrington Winters. He was not as loud in his pralse as
was Trilling and instead concluded that whereas ckens
might not have been able to present a psychological
analysls of a charascter, he was very adept at delineating
psychological conditions,

It is true that hls psychological writing contri-
butes to theatrical effectiveness rather than to
the development of character., Nevertheless, in

his description of psychological conditiens, the
tone of conviction which he achieves is incom-
parably superior to anything oelse which was written
in the same tradition . . ,©

Also as & result of the Freudians' emphasis, Dickens!
technigue as a novelist has been re-examined, particularly

with regard to his use of the "stream of consciousness,"
Harry Stone, the writer who has investigated this aspect
of Dickens, traced the development of this technique from
its first beginnings (the staccato speech of Jingles) to

Dickens!' ultimste achievements in some of the various short

storiss in Household Words and All the Year Round.§4

So far I have only dwelt upon the lmportance of Wil-

63 L '
Warrington Yinters, "Dickens and the Psychology

of Dreams,! Publications of the Modern Language Assoclation,
IXITI (September, 1948), 1006.

4Harry Stone, "Dickens and Interior Monologue,"
Philological Quarterly, XXXVIII (January, 1958), 52-65.
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son's essay insofar as 1t prompted a type of criticism
that evaluated Dickens' novels in terms of his own exper-
jences. Had this been the only feature of Wilson's
critique it would hardly have recelved the acclaim that
it did, because the psychologlcal approach had severe
limitations. His work was also important for another
reason; he was the first of the crities to examine Dickens'
novels as pleces of literature in_ﬁheir own right. He was
instrumental in starting the trend to examine Dickens'
novels in a more "intensive™ menner. Briefly, this means
that present-day critics tend to examine each novel a8 a
novel and separate from such other conslderations as the
place of that work in the history of literature. 1 will
discuss thls trend in Dickens' eritlicism by examining in
turn the differences between the early and later critlques
in this respect and the limitations of the former; the
parallel "intensive" movement in the criticism of poetry,
and finally the "intensive" criticism itself.

The readervwill recall that earlier, when discussing
the Dickens! criticism of the period ca. 1880-ca. 1940,

many of the'examples that I used were taken f rom such works

as Walker's Literature of the Victorian Era, Elton's Survey
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of English Literature and George Saintsbury's Histories.

The decislon to use these works was prompted by necessity.
In the pre-1940's this was the type of evaluation that was
most prevalent, for scholars then seemed to have been most
interested in "placing" Dickens in literature. This was
surely the one common denominator of those Hlstories.
Barly scholarship appeared to have been primarily
concerned with such topics as Dickens in relation to
reallsm or Dickens 1n relation to didacticism. They were
not concerned with the novels as individual works. The
general tendency of the critics of this period was %o
think of Plckwick as an example of the picaresque novel,

or of Bleak House as en example of the Gothic novel, or

of Our Mutual Friend as an exsmple of the novel of plot.

The most cursory glance at the mere titles of the pre-1940
Dickens' criticism listed in any bibliography will show the
reader what I mean, There he will find criticism that dis-
cusses.the theatrical element in Dickens' works, criticism
that discloses the social content of his novels, and a
great deal of criticism that deals with his work in com-
parison with that of other novelists. But only very rarely
does one come across an essay that discusses a particular

- book not as a social document or as a literéry milestone

but as a novel,.
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Such a "broad" type of analysis had severs limita-

tions, the most appafent of which was that it never did
tell one very much about the novel. If we accept the
premise that the business of criticism is to explain s
novel, then that type of "broad" criticism advocated by
such people as Saintsbury, Walker and E. M. Forster was
inadequate, and not only was it inadequate but these schol-
are also realized its limitations. For example, Saints-
bury, proceeding according to his concept of criticism, had
discussed Dickens' plots and characters in relation to
realism, and his dldscticlsm in relation to the Aesthetic
Movement. Then, on the basis of these and other similar
comparisons, he decided that Pickens was not a really first
rate novelist. This was the conclusion to which his kind
of analysis had led him. But this was not Saintsbury's
final opinion. He felt compelled to admit that there was
a quality about Dickens' works that his critigue had some-
how missed. Surely this is what one must-infer from his
following remarks:

They /Dickens' characters/ are never quite real;

we never experience or meet anything or anybody

gquite like them in the actual world. And yet in

their own world they hold their position and play

their parts quite perfectly and completely; they
obey their own laws, they are consistent wilth
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their own surroundings.65

This literary dilemma may be observed in much of

the scholarship of the early part of the century. B. M.
Forster, for example, resllzed even more acutely than
did Saintsbury the limitations of this "broad" evaluation.
By all the canons of criticlism that Forster professed,
Dickens' novels should have been scarcely worth reading.
Look at what he said about the technique of novel writing,
and note particularly the reservation that he made in his
last sentencs.

The “"whole intricate question of method resolves

itself not into formulae /The reference is to

Percy Lubbock's The Craft of Fiction/ but into

the power of the writer to bounce the reader

into accepting what he says--a power which Mr.

Lubbock admits and admires, but locates at the

edge of the problem instead of at the centre.

I should put it plumb in the centre. Look how

Dickens bounces us in Bleak House . . . Logic-

ally, Bleak House is all to pleces, but g%ckens
bounces us, so that we do not mind , .

Elsewhere in hls discussion Forster had to make yet
another reservation., "Those who dislike Dickens," he said,

"have an excellent case. He ought to be bad. He is actu-

65
George Saintsbury, A History of Nineteenth Century
Literature (eighth editlon; New York: The MacMillan Com-
pany, 1913), p. 147.

66
E. M. Forster, Aspects of the Novel (New York:

Harcourt, Brace and World, iInc., 1954), pp. 78-79.
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."67 This statement,

ually one of our biggest writers . .
in conjunction with those of Saintsbury already mentloned,
surely indicates not only the fact that the early twen-
tieth century novel analyses were inadeguate, but also
that the scholars who wrote them were aware of thelr limi-
tations. It would appear that looking at Pickens with a
wide-angle lens, as it were, was inadequaté; the "some-
thing" that made his novels good (and almost everyone
admitted that somehow or other they were good) was being
overlooked by this approach. Whét was needed was a more
Yintensive," or to keep the analogy, a microscopic examin-
ation of his novels,

The shift away from an extensive towards a more
"intensive" scrutiny of the material at hand was not con-
fined solely to the novel., There was also a similar move-
ment in poetry. I do not wish to embark on a discussion
of the criticism of poetry, and I have mentloned 1t here
merely to indicate that this dsvelopment towards a more
intensive reading of literature was widespread.

Writing in 1938 in their most influential text,

Understanding Poetry, Cleanth Brooks and Robert Warren

complained that all too frequently the study of a poen

67
Ibido H] ppo 71"72 .
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as an entity in itself was being displaced by other con-
siderations. The authors stated:

The temptation to make a substitute for the poem

as the object of study is usuaelly overpowering.

The substitutes are various, but the most common
ones &are:

l. Paraphrase of logical and narrative content;
2. Study of blographical and historical materials;
3. Inspirational and didactic interpretation.68

The plight of the novel in the early part of the
present century was definitely analogous to this, and in
order to show the marked extent to which it was true, 1
will discuss the pre-1940 novel-criticism in terms of
Brooks! and Warren's remarks.

With regard to the first of thelr comments, paraphrase
of logical and narrative content, this is true of Dickens!
criticism as a whole and particularly true of discussions
of his humour. Prior to 1940, Dickens was regarded primar-
11y as a humorist, This fact was repeated by virtually
eferyone who ever wrote a line about him, but to the best
of my knmowledge not one of those critics ever really looked
at Dickens' humour and said, as it were, "This 1s what
makes Dickens' humour effective." The most that one ever
recelved from the early writers was an elaborate précis

of hils most humorous passages. Of course there were some

6801eanth Brooks and Robert Warren, Understanding
Postry (New York: H. Holt and Company, 1938), p. iv.
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scholars who did not even bother to try to analyse his
humour. G. K. Chesterton, one of Dickens!' stoutest (both
figuratively and literally) defenders, claimed that it was
impossible to describe the wealth of humour in Dickens.

Dickens has greatly suffered with the critics

precisely through this stunning simplicity in

his best work /his humorous characters/. The

critic is called upon to describe his sensa-

tions while enjoying Mantalini and Micawber,

and he can no more describe them than he can

describe a blow in the face.6Y

A ecritic who devoted a considerable amount of time

to a discussion of Dickens! humour was J. B. Priestley.
His intention was to discuss four of Dickens' comic char-
acters; the two Wellers, Dick Swiveller and Mr, Micaw-
ber.’C If the reader ever had any hope of discovering
the mechanlics of the humour that anlmated any of these
four characters, such hopes would be immediately discarded
upon reading Priestley's criticism. He took elghty pages
to give us the same amount of iInformation that Chesterton R

had given us in two sentences. In other words, we learned

absolutely nothing of real importance. Priestley's work

69
G. K. Chesterton, Charles Pickens, op. cit., p. 117.

VOJ. B. Priestley, The English Comic Characters
(London: John Lane the Bodley Head, 1925), pp. 198-276.
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was little better than a glorified précis. The essay on
Dick Swiveller, for example, was slxteen pages long, and
most of the sixteen pages recounted those instances where
Dick Swiveller had been particularly humorous.

Although it 1is not concerned with humour, Helen Mac-

Murchey's book The Almosts: A Study of the Feebls-Minded

furnishes another excellent example of the tendency to use
paraphrasing as criticism. As the title implies, this work
was supposed to be a study of feeble-minded characters in
literature; nevertheless there was not one word of criticism
in the long (seventy pages) chapter that "discussed" mental
defectives in Dickens'! novels., The entire chapter was
either a paraphrase of sectlons of the indivlidual novels

or else long quotations from themjﬂ These last two mentloned
works admittedly represented extreme instances of novels or
parts of novels being criticized almost wholly by the use of
paraphrase. One does not usually meet with such flagrant
examples, nevertheless I have included thém here as an
example of this kind of criticism (which was the current
coin in the early part of this century) reduced to the
absurd. These attempts to explaln a work by use of para-
phrase were just as unsatisfactory as had been Saintsbury's
comparisons of U3 ckensian with realistic.literature. Neither
of these techniques told us much about the novel.

The 6ther outstanding feature of early Dickensian

71Helsn MacMurchey, The Almosts: A Study of the Feeble-
Minded (Boston: Houghton MIffiin Company, 1920},pp. 31-100.
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studies was the tendency to evaluate Dickens' novels in
terms of bilographical or hlstorical knowledge. This meant
that critlics were interested 1n the novels not as an end

in themselves but only insofar as they revealed biograph-
ical or historical detalls about either the novelist or
his characters, Historical evaluation seeks for the orig-
inals of the various Dickensian characters, buildings,
episodes, etc. Critics espousing such an approach travelled
(and still travel) the length and breadth of England trying
to identify the prototypes of the various inns and taverns
that Dickens had depicted in hls novels. This sort of
evaluation, most but by no means all of it coming from The

Dickensian, has had a great effect on Pickens' scholarship

far out of proportion to the worth of the criticism itself.
Since the following chapter is devoted to a study of thils
approach, I will not at this point discuss it any further.
The biographical approach to Dickens' fiction has of course
persisted right up to the present day and has just been dis-
cussed with particular reference to the Freudlan critics.72

The limitations of the historico-blographical approach

are substantlially the same as those noted in the previous

discussions on "placing Dickens" and on paraphrasing. To

be told, for exémple, that the financial crash of the lrish

7ZVide. pr.238 to 248,
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financlier Michael Sadlier was the model for the Merdle

debacle in Little Dorrit 1s not to tell us very much about

the novel Little Dorrit.

Despite the glaring inadequaciles revealed by the
above mentioned critical approaches, nowhere are the limi-
tations of the early scholarship shown to better advantage
than in the method in which those critics handled Dickens!
didacticism., Few indeed were the Dickensian critics who
have not in one way or another examined the "purpose" that
animated most of his novels. This was how Hugh Walker (1909)
discussed it.

Even in Pickwick we see in the scenes in the Fleet
prison the intrusion of purpose, and in most of
the labter novels 1t 1s very prominent. OQOliver
Twist deals with the administration of the poor
iaw and the making of criminals . . . The obvious
purpose of Nicholas Nickleby is the reform of
schools. Hard Times is an attack upon the ortho-
dox political sconomy . . . Other novels deal with
the Court of Chancery, or the government offices,
or with specific vices, such as se%gishness, or the
modern English worship of wealth.

Here then was a completely factual account of Dick-
ens' social criticism. It told us exactly what aspects

of Victorian 1ife Dickens satirized. But, and this is a

75Hugh Walker, The Literature of the Victorian Era

{(third editlion; Cambridge. Cambrldge University Press,
1913), p. 685, At this point I am not concerned whether
or not critics agreed with Ypurpose" in a novel; I am
interested only in how they explalned it.
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significant point, Walker has not attempted to make any
sort of connection between the total content of Dickens'
novels and the social criticism. This was precisely what
all of the early scholars failed to do with the other
facets of the novels. Saintsbury, for instance, was very
concerned with the realism of Dickens'! characters and
plots, but to the exclusion of any other aspect of the
novelist'!s work. Conversely, Walter Crotch was most con-
scious of the social content of the novels;to the extent
that he completely closed his eyes to elther the plots or
the characters.74 Both critics were so preoccuplied with
the individual parts of the novels that they seeﬁed to
have forgotten that characters and soclal criticlsm were
only two parts of a greater whole-~the novel.

Characters, plot, and social criticlsm were all
component parts of any novel, and to do a novel justice,
they all ought to be considered in relation to that

whole.75 Using Dickens' didacticism as an example, 1

4
Walter Crotch, Charles Dickens, Soclal Reformer
(London: Chapman end Hall Limited, 1913).

75Note Brooks' and Warren's comment regarding this
point. " . . . the structure of a plece of fiction, in-
sofar as that piece of fiction is successful, must Involve
a vital and functional relationship between the idea and
the other elements in that structure-~-plot, style, char-
acter, and the 1ike . Cleanth Brooks and Robert Warren,
Understanding Fiction (New York: F. S. Crofts and Company,
1943), ps XVe.
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will outline the gradual development in criticism as

' in

scholars slowly began to realize that the "purpose'
his novels was indeed an integral rather tﬁan an isolated
part of them.

In 1920, ten years after the publication of Walker's

criticism, Oliver Elton's A Survey of English Literature

appeared. Like Walker, Elton also discussed the socilal
criticism of Dickens' novels, but there was a difference
between these two writers in the way in which they anal-
yzed it. Whereas Walker had discussed didacticism almost
a8 if 1t were incidental to the novels, Elton seemed
vaguely aware that the "purpose" was somehow or other
closely associated with other parts of the novel. For
example, he referred to "the unity of tone, supplied by
the blighting Court of Chancery, which tells directly or
otherwise on every one in the book more or less."’® Never-
theless, although he saw the relationship between the con-
tent and form of the novel in that one instance, he didn't

see it existing (as indeed it does) in either Oliver Twist

or Little Dorrit. Referring to Dickens' descriptions of

Fagin's hovel and Mrs. Clenham's house, both of which were

portrayed in perfect keeping with the general tone of the

7601iver Elton, A Survey of Engllish Llterature
(fourth edition; London: Edward Arnold, 1920), II, 212-213.
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novels, Elton called them "theatre scenes, adrolt and
telling, that have strayed into a book where they ring
false." !

Ernest Baker's opinion (1936) was in many respects

similar to that of Walker and Elton. Baker was very much

aware of the imagery used in Bleak House, but like hils

predecessors he did not wholly connect the imagery with the
social eriticism. Instead, he associated it wlth the Gothic
novel. Nevertheless, his realization and appreciation of
this aspect of Vickens' work showed him to be somewhat ahead
of most critics of his day. This is what Baker sald about

the mood Dickens created in Bleak House:

In this novel perhaps better than in any other,
Dickens displays his power of evoking an emo-
tional and moral atmosphere out of physical
objects: ruined and degraded old houses,

seamed with memories of ancient crimes; obscene
courts and alleys, haunted by criminals and
records of sudden death. Thelir gruesome vidages
intensify the fear of horrors to come. Things
seem to grow sentient: doors, windows, chimneys,
carved figures, the very paving-stones, take on
a physiognomy. The boundary between the quick
and the dead, the human and non-human, fades
away; the background ceases to be mere scenery,
it comes alive to joln in the ghostly drama, or
to grin and sneer and tr%gmph over the victim of
evil passion or of fate.

7"1bid., pp. 200-201.

78Ernest A, Baker, The History of the English Novel:
The Age of Dickens and fheckeray, Op. Cib.s p. 296.
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Desplte this perceptive analysis, Baker's final opinion
was that this aspect of the novel merely represented a
Ymodernization, much abler than Harrison Ainsworth's of
the Redeliffian abbeys and castles, dungeons and medle-
val furniture . . .“792 Neither did this critic see that
Dickena! last complete novel also contained a very simi-
lar kind of imegery, for in this respect he had not one

word to say about Our Mutual Friend.

The first scholar to grasp fully the significant
relationship between Dickens'! social eritlcism and the
other particulars of his novels was Edmund Wilson. Wil-
son showed that the Ypurpose' was not as earlier reviewers
had seen it, an isolated portion of the novels, bub that
it was merely a part of a greater whole. What Wilson did
was to emphasize what Gestalt psychology had emphasized
for years. That school of psychology had postulated that
the whole of anything was greater than any of its compon-
ent parts. "The preclise meaning of a senbtence or para-
graph . . . cannot be found in their constituent parts as

such."80 In other words, even the minutest examinatlon

79
Ibid.

BOHarry Helson, "Gestalt," Collier's Encyclopedia
(New York: P. F. Colllier and Soun, 1969), IX, 78.
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of each of the various parts of speech that make up a sen-
tence will not reveal the meaning of that sentence, The
parts of speech first have to be seen together as a whole
before they become meaningful. By analogy, this 1s what
had happened to Dickens' criticlsm. Early scholars had
closely and separately examined Dickens! plots, characters,
imagery and social criticism., But because they had seen
each part as an end in itself and not as part of a greater
whole, they had been unable to percelve the relationship
between them.Bl They obviously had had some inkling that
there was more to Dickens! work than met the eye because
despite their frequently harsh criticism of his characters,
plots, etec., they were always forced to admlt that hls
novels were somehow or other good. Saintsbury's and E. M.

Forster's puzzlement 1s evidence enough on this point.

81 .
An example of the shift (from seeing each of the

parts of the novel as being almost autonomous to a reali-
zation that they were closely interwoven) in critlicism,

see David Cecil's comments. He originally wrote his Early
Victorian Novelists in 1935. The work was reprinted in
1958, 1In part the preface said: "That symbolic and imagin-
ative strein in his genius . . . permeates his work to a
degree I had not realized when I wrote this essay /1935/ on
him, appearing not just in an occasional episode or phrase
but often in the basic conception of his tale. The river in
Our Mutual Friend, the fog in Bleak House, the Marshalsesa ln
Iittle Dorrit--these interweave themselves into the whole
Fabric of the books as images of their basic themes, meta-
phors of their pervading sentiment." David Cecil, Victorian
Novelists: Essays in Revaluation (Chicago: Unlversity o
Chicago Press, 1958), p. vi.
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In his authorltative essay, Edmund Wilson very
adeptly analyzed each of the components of Dickens' nov-
els; he then showed how each of them filtted in perfectly
with the next to produce the undeniably effective whole.
In other words, Wilson perceived the overall pattern of

2 gald Wilson,

the novels. Especially in his later works,8
Dickens was "to organize his stories as wholes, to plan
all the characters as symbols, and to invest all the
detalls with significance."®® Seen in this light, his
plots were not the excrescences that earlier critics had
thought them to be. They were caréfully planned soc as to
add to the effect of the whole novel. "Henceforth," said
Wilson, "the solution of the mystery is to be also the
moral of the story and the last word of Dickens' social

*massage'."84

82Wilson did asttempt to show that this kind of
"dovetailing," as it were, was also an Integral part of
his early novels. However, by almost universal acclaim
this is thought to be the weakest part of his essay. For
example, he emphasized the interpolated short stories in
Pickwick almost to the execlusion of the rest of that
novel,

85 :
Edmund Wilson, "Dickens: The Two Scrooges,"
The Wound and the Bow, op. ¢it., p. 35. _

84
Ibid.s ps 36,
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In a 1like manner, the imagery used in such a novel

as Bleak House could not be dismissed merely as incidental

pathetic fallacy,85 for it also served to tie the whole
novel together, In their discussion of this facet of the
novel, earlisr reviewersa had made a éharp distinction
between the gloomy parts of the novels, in which the im-
agery was concentrated, and the humorous parts. As has
been previously mentioned, Ernest Baker discussed the
gloomy portion of that novel and the imagery associated
with 1t; then, under a marginal heading of "“Humorous Char-
acters," Baker went on %o examine those characters whom he
considered humorous. Among these were Miss Flite, Mr,
Turveydrop and Mr, Vholes. When dlscussing these, he made
no reference whatever to imagery. Because he saw these

n86

characters primarily as "comic relief, apart as it

85This is precisely what early critics did note, al-
though the term "pathetic fallacy" was not coined until 1856
by Ruskin., In 1846, Blackwood's noted: "What I admire most
e o« o 18 your fine feeling of humanity--the instinct, as it
were, and dumb life which you manage to extract from inani-
mate oebjects . . + Your very furniture has a kind of auto-
matonic life . . .M 8. Warren, "Advice to an Intending Ser-
ialist," Blackwood!s Edinburgh Magszine, ILX (November, 1846},
600. Putnam's, in 1855, said: His descriptions, like
paintings or music, help the expression of his subject, The
surroundings are all relevant and 1ln sympathy with the per-
sons, a portion of whose nature they borrow, while they help
to express a claas of feelings beyond the reach of words."
Putnam's Monthlﬁ Magazine, V (March, 1855), 267. See also
Kate Anderson, "Scenery and the Weather in Dickens," The
Dial, LII (February, 1912), 115-1186, :

80 rmest A. Baker, The History of the English Novel:
The Age of Dickens and Thackeray, loc. cit. ,
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were from the mainstream of the novel, he did not notice
that there was just as significant imagery connected with
them. This is what was most ingenious about Wilson's work.
He was able to see the various patterns emerging in Dick-
ens' later novels. Each of them, according to Wilson, was
s vast symbolic edifice in which plot, character and sym=-
bol all combined to reinforce the theme. The reader should
note, however, that he was not wholly discussing the novels
as aubtonomous works of art., As far as he was concerned,
Dickens'! work was t0 be understood in terms of the soclal
and political currents of his age. Later in this chapter

I will have reason to refer back to this point.

Just as Wilson's emphasis on Dieckens'! traumatic ex-
periences had prompted one group of critics to examine hils
novels in the light of those disclosures, {(a development
that ultimately led to the wholly Freudian approach that
I have already discussed), his work also encouraged another s
group of scholars who, while accepting the basic Freudlan
hypothesis (that the vision in his novels came into beling
because of Dickens! trauma), were primarily interested in
evaluating the highly unified structure of his later novels.
In my opinion, the essay that best exemplified this approach

was that:-written by Dorothy Van Ghent in 1950.87

87Dorothy Van Ghent, "The Dickens World: A View from
Todgers's," The Dickens Critics, George H. Ford and Lauriat
Lane Jr., editors (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1963), pp. 213-232,
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The basic theme of most, if not all, of Dickens!
works was his abhorrence of and dissatisfactlon with con-
temporary society. The novellst was enraged to see that
the ties of brotherhood and friendship that had bound
péople together in the good old days of Merry England were
fast disappearing. Peo?le in the higher strata of soclety
disowned any connection whatever with people in the lower.
Those with means frequently treated those less fortunate
individuals as animals or even as things., This, in brief,
was the society whose anatomy Dickens was to trace in the

post-Chuzzlewit novels. To accomplish this purpose he made

 each of the individual facets of the novel (plot, imagery,
symbol, characters) subservient to his total intentioh,
Throughout the novels Van Ghent noted that inanimate
objects were always being given a life of their own. Pre-
viously this had been dismissed as incidental patheticrr
fallacy;58 however, this critic pointed out that the
descriptions of things being given the attributes of
people were everywhere complemented by the descriptions
of people being given the attributes of things. In other

words, said Van Ghent, those who have consistently treated

88
Vide p. 229.
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their fellows as things, have themselves developed the
attributes of things. "It is as if the life absorbed by
things had been drained out of people who have become
incapable of their humanity."89 The characters, Grand-

father Smallweed (Bleak House) and Miss Havisham (Great

Expectations) were illustrative of this phenomenon. De-

cause the former was as rapaclous a money—lendef as could
possibly have existed, his humanity had completely left
him, leaving him an empty shell that must be continually
beaten and fluffed up much as one beats up a pillow to
prevent it from collapsing. The same was true of Miss
Havisham, She was guilty of aggression against humenity
for she treated both Pip and Estella as things. Hence she
herself became a thing, a fungus.

The 1life that had passed out of Grandfather Small-
weed and Miss Havisham had passed into the environment that
surrounded them. Dickens' environments were permeated with
this antagonistic life that had been dralned out of such

figures. In Bleak House the slum district of Tom-All-

Alone'!s had a malevolent 1life all of its own. In other

words, "the atoms of the physical world have been lmpreg-

89
Dorothy Van Ghent, "The Dickens World: A View
from Todgers's," op. cit., p. 214.
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.“90 Therefore, it was not

nated with moral aptitude . .
inconsistent and it was not merely coincidence that gal-
vanized the giant beam in Mrs., Clenham's house (Little

Dorrit) into action so that it crushed Rigaud beneath it.

Neither was it inconsistent that Krook {Bleak House) should

have died of spontansous combustion. His thing attributes
had totally displaced the humanity that he had previously
possessed., He was now llke a piece of the waste paper in
which he dealt, and the demonic atmosphere of Tom-All-Alone's
had reached out and devoured him. Steerforth's (David

Copperfield) drewning was not solely a fortultous circum=-

stance. The very ocean, as part of the physical world,
" had not remained neutral. Like other of Dickens'! environ-
ments "its mode of existence is altered by the human pur-

poses and deeds it circumscribes, and its animation is

antagonistic . o9t

Considered in this way, Dickens! use of physical
coincidence in his plots is consistent with his
imagination of a thoroughly nervous universe,
whose ganglia spread through things and people
alike, so that moral contagion, from 1lts breed-
ing center in the human, transforms also the
non~hug§n and gives 1t the aptitude of the dia-
bolic.

90Ibid., pp. 221222,

9lrpid., p. 218.

921pid., p. 222.
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The reader can now see how Van CGhent's criticism
differed from those earlier critics previously discussed.
She attempted neither to "place" Dickens in relation to
various schools of literature nor to examine one or two
aspects of his novels. Instead, following the lead of
Wilson, she examined the novels more as novels, seeing
how every facet of the work was bent to serve the needs
of the thems. Plot and Character were both directed
towards one goal with an artistic excellence that earlier
critics had not even suspected.
Even such a fine study as that of Dorothy Van Ghent's
was not really looking at the novels in their own right.
Her essay and the numerous ones written in a similer veln
revealed that eritics wers not wholly interested in the
study of novels as autonomous works of Art, but instead
considered the political and social atmosphere of the
novelist's age. Dickens' characters and the imagery 7
associated with them all had their roots in the appalling ge o
social condltions of nineteenth century England, o
The Freudlan approach to Dickens! criticism had still
had a2 healthy effect on scholarship inasmuch as it raised
Dickens' studies from exercises in comparison (Dickens with
realism, etc.) toward a more intimate look at the piece of
literature itself. But this kind of eriticism was not the

final answer because it also studied the novels with par-
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ticular emphasis on events outside of them.

For the many critics who wished to see the varlious
novels as autonomous works of art, to be discussed without
reference to any other considerations, Junglan psychology
of fered an opportunity. In the remainder of thils chapter
I will outline the Junglan approach to Dickens' fiction
with particular emphasis on the manner in which this school
of criticism differed from the Freudlians'.

Carl Gustave Jung had made a sharp differentiation
between what he called two modes of artistic creation.

In order to emphasize the distinction, I will
call the one mode of artistic creation psycho-
logical, and the other visionary. The psycho-
logical mode deals with materlals drawn from the
realm of human consciousness--for instance, with
the lessons of 1life, with emotional shocks, the
experience of passion and the crises of human
destiny in general=-all of which go to make up
the consclous %%fe of man, and his feeling life
in particular,
Jung further went on to indicate that the art produced by
psychologlical creation was wholly explicable and quite
rational. There was nothing puzzling sbout it, for it
nowhere transcends the bounds of psychological

intelligibility. Everything that it embraces--
the experience /that gives rise to the expression/

930ar1 Gustave Jung, "Psychology and Literature,"
Modern Man in Search of a Soul, W. S. Dell and Cary Baynes,
Transistors (fifth edition; London: Kegan Paul, Trench,
Trubner and Co. Ltd., 1936), p. 179.
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as well as the artlistic expression--belongs to

the realm of the understandable. Even the

basic experiences themselves, though non-ratlional,
have nothing strange about them; on the contrary,
they are that which hss been known from the be-
ginning of time--passion and its fated outcome,
man's subjection to the turns of dest%ny, eternal
nature with its beauty and its honor.?%

This is exactly what the Freudlisn critics had claimed
about Dickens. Critics like Leonard Manheim and Mark Spllka
had maintained that such characters as Little Nell and Quilp
were gulte rational and could be explained in terms of
Dickens!' psyche. Jung had no doubt had a situation like
this in mind when he complained that "Freudian psychology
encourages us to ... [Ehin§7 that some highly personsal ex-
perience underlies this grotesque darkness /of the artist's
worl_cl7.“95

This is, of course, the point that separates the two
schools of criticism. The Jungians maintain that the
experience that gives rise to the act of creation is not
personal. For example, many of the seemingly grotesque
chargcters in Dickens did not come into being because Dick-
ens had suffered the traumatlic experience in the blacking

warshouse. Jungian critics explained them by using Jung's

concept of the "visionary" mode of creation. Here,

94
Ibid., p. 180.

9°1b14., p. 183.



273

the experience that preceded the moment of creation was

neither personal nor wholly explicable.

The experience that fumishes the material for
artistic expression is no longer familiar. It
is a strange something that derives its exist-
ence from the hinterland of man's nmind--that
suggests the abyss of time separating us from
pre-human ages, or evokes a supel-human world
of contrasting light and darkness.%®

This experience represented a gllmpse into the col-

lective unconscious; that deepest of all layers of the

human mind where lle the collected primordial experiences'

of ths race of man.

However dark this nocturnal world may be, it is
not wholly unfamiliar, Man has known of it from
time immemorial--here, there, and everywhere; for
primitive man today it 1s an unquestionable part
of his picture of the cosmos, It is only we who
have repudiated it because of our fear of super-
stitution and metaphysics . . . Yet, even in our
mldst, the poet now and then catches sight of the
figures that people the night-world--the spirits,
demons and gods . . . In short, he sees something
of that psychlc world thag strikes terror into the
savage and the barbarisan. 7

Here then 1is literature wholly separated from politi-

cal, soclal or economic conditlons, and precisely because

it is removed from these common referents it is puzzling.

We are astonished, taken aback, confused, put
on our guard or even disgusted--and we demand

96
lbid., p. 180,

97
Ibid., p. 188.
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commentaries and explanations. We are reminded

in nothing of everyday, human life, but rather

of dreams, nlght-time fears and the dark recesses
of the mind that we sometimes sense with misgiving.

98
What the Junglan critics of Dickens have done has

been to Interpret the lowering atmosphere and nightmare

figures of Dickens' work in terms of his vision into the

collective unconscious. In a study such as Graham Greene's,

the vision that Dickens had depicted in Oliver Twist was

that of a Manlchean universe, where evil reigned supreme.
As for the truth, 1s 1t too fantastic to imagine
that in this novel, as in many of his later books,
creeps in, unrecognized by the author, the eter-
nal and alluring taint of the Manichee, with 1ts
-simple and terrible explanation of our plight,
how the world was made by Satan and not by God,
lulling us with the music of despair?99
Another fine stﬁdy that exemplified a Junglan reading was
that by Robert Morse in 1949. Morse saw Dickens' world as
"the imaginative projection of an inner world underlying
actuality.“loo Speaking of the monstrous and grotesque

characters that peopled Our Mutual Friend, Morse asserted

thet they held our attentlon because they were part and

%8 pid., p. 182.

99Gpaham Greens, "The Young Dickens," The Dickens
Critics, George H. Ford and Lauriat Lane Jr., edltors
[Itheca, N.Y.: Cornell Unilversity Press, 1963), p. 252

looﬁobert Morse, “Our Mutual Friend," The Dickens
Critics, op. cit., p. 203,
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parcel of ourselves. Our own unconsclous recognized and
responded to the shadowy figures.

Why do these monsters of purity and evil,
these ridiculous eccentrics and grotesques,
hold our attention? What field of experlence
does Dickens draw on to make us feel their
truth? Do they not live under our own skins,
waiting to be given the externalized form of
myth and art? Dickens has gone underground to
that region where the mists of unnameable anxie-
ties and the smoke of infantile terrors prevall,
There, at the edge of the sea of sleep, he has
built his London. On the opposite shore dwell
the Gorgons, Andromeds and Perseus, the Mino-
teur in the Cretan maze. The Harpies call
across the is&arating waters to Miss Flite's
birds . . o

Angus Wilson in 1960 wrote a short essay in which
he discussed the "haunting" quality of Dickens' work. He
clalmed that

there are certaln situations, images, and symbols
that recur throughout his work. These, it is,
that account to me for the haunting quallty of
his world; their obsessive power over him finds
an equally obsessive nesd in that large numbers

of serlous coggsmporary readers who are soO pos-~
essed by him.

In 1949 Clifton Fadiman used the Jungian approach to ex-

plain the Pickwlck Papers. We responded to that novel,

said Fadiman, because of the "primal symbols" in it,

101145 4., pp. 199-200.

1OzAngus Wilson, "Charles Dickens: A Haunting,"
The Dickens Crities, op. c¢it., p. 380, _
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The warm Cave and the open Road--to these
primal symbols the simplest and deepest parts
of us respond. And co-primal with the Cave and
the Road is Food--and--Drink. Take the Cave
« « « and the Road out of Pickwick and you
remove 1ts heart and arteries. Take out 8od—=
and=-Drink and you remove its very guts.l
3o far the examples that I have glven have been
"rsure" Jungian criticism. These critics have been primar-
ily interested in showing how Dickens had embodied the
glimpses of his vision into his novels and in telling us
why we responded to them in the way that we did. Most
Junglan criticism has not, however, appeared in such an
unadulterated form, for many critics, while they claimed
that Dickens! social criticism originated in the blacking
warehouse (the Freudian view) also claimed that the reason
that we enjoyed the novels was because they were written
in mythical terms and thus appealed to our unconscious.
These eritics were using Jung's concepts in a broader
sense than Jung intended. They were not concerned with the
source of the vision (which is the real point of difference
between the two schools). The following was the way in
which this group of critics had defined Archetypes:

An archetype 1s a literary element or construct
which may bring certaln especially powerful

‘ 10301ifton Fadiman, "Pickwick Lives Forever,"
&tlantic Monthly, CLXXXIV (December, 1949), 26.




277

meanings, implications, and overiones to the

literary work in which it is used and hence

to the reader's response to that work,1l04
With this sort of definition in mind, critics 1like Robert
Stange have analyzed Dickens' novels in much the same way
that Edmund Wilson or‘Dorothy Van Ghent had done, only Stange
(somewhat incongruously, in my opinion) dragged folklore into
the discussion. For example, he claimed that the basic plot

of Great Exgectations belonged to folklore. This kind of

novel was an example of the "development" novel.

The recurrent themes of the genre /the development
novel? are all there: c¢ity 1s posed against coun-
try, experience against innocence; there is a search
for the true father; there is the exposurelsg crime
and the acceptance of guilt and expiation.

This, however, is hardly evidence enough to equate the plot

of Great Expectatibns with myth. Many modern essays show

the same fault. They are imaginative and illuminating, but
sprinkled throughout these critiques are words such as myth,
fable, and folklore. One has the distinct impression that
they are there for "effect" more than for any really useful
purpose. Be that as it maj, the Dickens! cfiticism.written
from 1940 to the present has drawn almost exclusively upon
these two schools of psychology-~ths Freudlans and the

Jungians.

104

Lauriat Lane, "Dickens' Archetypal Jew," Publica-
tions of the Modern Language Association, IXXIII (March,1958), 96.

106
Robert Stange, "Expectations Well Lost: Dickens'

Fable for His Time," The Dickens Critics, George H., Ford and
Tauriat Lane Jr., editors (lthaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1963), p. 296.




CHAPTER VII

In this final chapter 1 will discuss those items of
Dickens' criticism that did not readily lend themselves
to the classificatlons in the previous chapter. The items
with which I will be concerned are those that appear in

The Dickensian.

There are few literary persons who have had the popu-
lar acclalm granted to Dickens and there is certainly no
novelist who for a period of sixty-four years has had a
magazine named after him that contalns articles devoted
solely to his own works. This very large following has
had its disadvantages, the most important of which was that
until 1940 no critlc really took Dickens seriously as an
artist. In the present chapter I will review some of the
typical "non-scholarly" criticism that has appeared in The

Dickensilan,

The true Dickens! lbver has always shown a passionate
and insatiable curlosity For the topography associated with
the noveliat. He wants to know anything and everything
about the offices, the lnns, the houses and the very coun-
tryside with which Dickens was associated. No bloodhound
hot on the trall of a convict ever followed hils quarry as
eagerly as did this segment of the novelist!s reading pub-

1lc. One article written in this spirlt rousingly exclaimed:

- 278 -
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Tn a gense I was on a tramp: that 1s to say,

I was following the track of David Copperfleld
and looking for the place where he slept on the
second night of his flight from London to Dover.

" If the reader wants some "inside" information as to the

exact 1ocat;on of Dingley Dell, such information is readily

available.2 The fantastic exuberance of the Dickensians
and the extent to which they are devoted to any and every
facet of Dickens may be seen in the minute attention they
give to what we would call the incidental detalls of his
novels. For example,

The Dickensian in 1927 boasted that "the well of
Dickens has not yet run dry, for at the Winnipeg
Branch during the winter such subjects as "Animals
and Birds in Dickens" and "The Picnic Menus of
Pickwick" formed the subject of interesting papers
PLE LB RS

» - L]

The Dickensians'! curiosity about their literary hero
has also extended to his characters, and a :avourite pastime
has been to bring them back (from wherever characters go
when a book ends) and to have them talk about thelir exper-

iences since the reader had last ﬁet them, This in itself

l"A Dream of Chalk and Mastless Ships in a Muddy
River," The Dickensian, XXXIV (1938), 203,

®4. 7. Rust, "The Real Dingley Dell," The Dickensian,
XXIV (Summer, 1928), 225-231.

SMHere There and Everywhere," The Dickensian, XXIII
{Summer, 1927), 212. ,
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speaks volumes for the vitallty and reallty of his char-
acters. Thus we see Lizzle Wrayburn making an appearance
in one of these essays, and observing ecstatically (with a
baby in her arms) how wonderful it had been to see how much
Eugene had needed her "as his poor broken body gradually
mended ., . .“4 In a 1like manner; Mark Tapley was resurrec-
ted from the literary 1imbo in which he had rested. °

For Dickens' admirers, the novelist has been the touch-
stone of literary and moral excellence.6 Writing in 1914,
Edwin Pugh was not altogether jesting when he claimed that
Uin English literature 'B. C.' stands for 'Before Charles,!
and 'A. D.' for TAfter Dickens'."!  Poems, very sincere

but also very bad ones, have been regularly written in

praise of this excellence.

4
"Tan Years Married," The Dickensian, XXXIV (1938),

165.

5
A. D. Peters, "Mark Tapley Joins- the Army," The
Dickensian, XI (April, 1915), 89-91

6
The Dickensians' vigorous denials of the Ellen Ter-
nan affair have already been considered. Vide Chap. 11.

7
Edwin Pugh, “"Dickens as a Social and Literary Force,"

The Dickensian, X (March, 1914), 63,
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Let Fezziwig, with "winking" calves,
And his good lady take the floor;
And let changed Scrooge the turkey send,
With lightened heart, to Cratchit's door,®

A different kind of panegyric appeared during the war in

1915. An article in The Dickensian proudly noted that more

Germen soldiers in the trenches read Dickens than any other
book. The article concluded that "perhaps their literary
taste is not so remarkable after all."?

One facet of Dickens! literature that has provoked
an enormous amount of attention has been the unfinished

Mystery of Edwin Drood. Generations of readers have

attempted to solve the mystery and the effort that has
gone into this pastime has been truly amazing. A collec-
tion of Droodiana was reported to have filled every shelf
on every side of the great exhibition hall used by the
Grolier Club in New York.1?

Fortunately, some of the material in The Dickenslsn

is of a higher calibre than that which I have just dis-

BEthel Kidson, "The Dickens Christmas," The Dicken-
sian, X (December, 1914), 328. See also Theodore Watis-
Dunton, "Dickens and Father Christmas," Nineteenth Century,
IXII (Deoember, 1907}, 1014-1029.

9"When Found," The Dickensian, XI (April, 1915), 87.

1OCalhoun and Heaney, "Dickensiana in the Rough,"
Papers of the Bibllographical Soclety of America, XLl
(1947), p. 293, cited by George H. Ford, Dickens and His
Readers: Aspects of Novel Criticism Slnce 1836 {(New York:
W. W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1965), p. 175,
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cugsssed. Especially as regards primary sources, the maga-
zine has run some most informative articles. A good example
of this was a reprint from contemporary sources of the
details surrounding the "Shaw Trials" that gave rise to

11

Nicholas Nickleby. The magazine has also reprinted

numerous contemporary reviews of Dickens' novels. One of

thess, an American review of Martin Chuzzlewit, appeared in
12

1214, Another article appearing in 1936 gave some of the
early reviews of Pickwick.l5 Also tending to increase the
appeal of the magazine was the series by T. W. Hill that
annotated the majority of Dickens' novels. Thus, while The

Dickensian 1s undoubtedly cluttered with much irrelevant

material, the academiclan may stlill find worthwhile articles

in the pages of that magazins.

11John Suddaby, "The Shaw Academy Trials," The
Dickensian, XI (October, 1915), 260-263.

12upartin Chuzzlewit: An Americen Contemporary
Review," The Dickensian, X (April, 1914), 79=09.

13
J. W. T. Ley, "Some Early Reviews of Pickwick,"
The Dickensian, XXXII (1936), 281-285. ,




CONCLUSION

The overall conclusion that one draws from a survey
such as mine is that the whole body of Dickenslan crit-
icism may be divided into two separate and distinct halves,
the essay of Edmund Wilson (1940) representing the point
of division. The early critics failed to see Dickens as a
first-rate novelist. Because they used the more prosaic
and factual novels of Thackeray as the touchstone of liter-
ary excellence, they often could not appreciate Dickens'
fantastic and hyperbolic structures. The only instances
in which they unreservedly welcomed his grotesque and
wildly exaggerated characters were when those characters
were obviously meant to be humorous. During this period
Dickens' humour was his only passport to fame.

Almost.wholly as a result of his splendid essay,
Edmund Wilson dramatically changed the complexion of affalrs
in 1940. He demonstrated that Dickens was not, at least in
his later novels, the bouncing optimist that generatlions of
eariier critics had claimed he was, He further showed that
runming throughout all of the novelist's work were parallel
themes 1n which a bitter and frustrated rebel gave vent %o
his anger against the soclety that had warpsed nis child-
hood.

| In a like manner all the biographical studies of

- 285 =~
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Dickens may be divided into two groups. In thls case,
Thomas Wright's sensational disclosures In 1934 mark the
dividing point. The early bicgraphies were all motivated
by hero~-worship. In some cases, as in that of Forster
(who certainly knew most if not all of the pertinent facts
about Dickens) biographers deliberately pulled the wool
over the readers' eyes. In other instances, though, the
lack of any reasl information was owing to the fact that
members of the Dickens family exercised a vigllant and
effective censorship over some details of the novelist's
iife. An interesting point to note is that the biography
and the criticism of this early period complemented one
another.

The blographies written after 1934 have attempted,
with few exceptions, to be quite fair in their discussion
of the novelist. They have tried to show both sides of
Dickens' character rather than just the "Christmas" Dickens
loudly extolled by earlier scholars. Unlike the earlier
period, however, the impartiality of modern blographers has
not been matched by their counterparts in the field of crit-
icism.,

_ Present day criticism has to its own detriment com-
pletely ignored the "Dickens, the genial Dickens, overflow=

.nl

ing by nature with the most rampant hearty fun . . and

l“Remonstrance with Dickens," Blackwood's Edinburgh
Magezine, LXXXI (April, 1857), 495.
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for twenty-five years has shown us only the brooding and
bitter side to his nature. But Dickens 1s too great a
figure to be summed up by a consideration of one facet of
his personality. If, as all critics since Wilson have been
saying, Dickens was a manic-depressive, then surely it is
not right to dwell exclusively on those of his novels that
were prompted by his depression, Shouldn't one also con=-

sider the works of his mania? Novels like Pickwick, Nickleby

and Chuzzlewit are sheer unadulterated fun to read, but

modern criticism has largely ignored them. The indlgnitles
suffered by Mr. Pickwick in the Fleet prison are as nothing
(figuratively speaking) to the indignities nowadays heaped
upon the book bearing his name. The only time: that modern
criticism condescends to notice this novel is when 1t 1is
desperately trying to find in that volume the foundation
upon which it can raise the modern and much heralded “gloomy
Dickens."?

In my opinion, criticism such as this has completely
ignored the fact that novels like Pickwick and Nickleby

are meant to be humorous novels and should be studied as

For an example of this, see H. N. MacLean, "Mr.
Pickwick and the Seven Deadly Sins," Nineteenth Century
Fiction, VIII (December, 1953), 198.
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such. However, as long as critics keep trying to "find
somethihg“_in them, I shall not be surprised to someday
read that‘Messrs. Winkle, Tupman and Snodgrass were really
Mr, Pickwick'!s illegitimate sons and that the real reason
that the old'gentleman went to the girls' boarding school
in the dead of night was that he was a yoyeur. Maybe
Blackwood's was not being so stuffy and mid-Victorilan

when it cried out: '"we sit down and weep when we remember

thee, O Pickwicki"®

3
YRemonstrance with Dickens," Blackwood!'s Edinburgh
Magazine, op. ¢lt., p. 496. . .
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