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BRNO STUDIES IN ENGLISH, Volume One (Praha 1959)

LIDMILA PANTUCKOVA

THE “NEWGATE SCHOOL” OF ROMANCE
AND ITS PLACE IN THE ENGLISH LITERATURE
OF THE EIGHTEEN-THIRTIES

The eighteen-thirties are a remarkable and stimulating period in the social,
political and literary development of England, to which, however, relatively small
attention has been so far paid. The social and political background of this decade
is characterized by the political victory of the English bourgeoisie in 1832, the in-
stalment of the supreme rule of capital with all the accompanying phenomena and
contrasts, culminating in the storm of the revolutionary events of Chartism at the
close of the decade. The specific character of the decade as the seed-time of the
events to come finds also a specific reflection in the literature of the immediate time —
in the development of the English literature of the 19th century, especially of fiction,
the eighteen-thirties represent a period of transition.

Sir Walter Scott, who for seventeen years had supremely ruled in the field of
fiction, died in 1832, and his two last novels, published before his death, bear evidence
of the decline of his creative genius. (1) A new development in the genre of the
novel, which would reflect and give artistic expression to the contemporary life and
struggles of the English people, did not begin to appear till the second half of the
decade (the first novel to break new ground was Dickens’ Oliver Twist, published in
1837—1838). A temporary lull in literary development, a large reading public nursed
on the novels of Walter Scott, and enterprising publishers who made use of this
tempting opportunity by publishing any new novels that were offered — such a
situation was extremely favourable for the appearance and wide popularity of
literary trash, such as the novels of crime, the fashionable novels of the Silver-Fork
School, historical novels imitating Scott, ete. (2).

One of the most popular types of this kind of fiction were the “Newgate novels”, so
called after their source of inspiration, the Newgate Calendar. For their ephemeral
value and imitative character they would not be worthy of critical interest but for
the fact that in the thirties they stood out above the level of the “penny dreadfuls”,
gained an enormous popularity and even eclipsed for a time in this respect the early
works of Charles Dickens. Owing to this specific situation the ‘“Newgate novels”
deserve our attention — so far as we see them in a proper perspective, in relation
to the arising great literature of critical realism and to its representatives writing
at that time, Dickens and Thackeray.
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The “Newgate novelists” of the ’thirties (Edward Bulwer, W. H. Ainsworth,
and Charles Whitehead) represent a literary school, which is generally called “the
Newgate School” or “Bulwer’s school”. Their acknowledged literary leader was
Edward Bulwer, who initiated the tradition with his criminal novel Paul Clifford
(1830), continued with Eugene Aram (1832) and was imitated by Ainsworth in
Rookwood (1834) and Jack Sheppard (1839). (Charles Whitehead wrote two works
of this kind in the ’thirties, but they were not so widely popular as the above-ment-
ioned novels.). The school also had its manifesto, its theoretical programme, which
Bulwer summed up in his essay “On Art in Fiction”(3), in the chapter dealing with
the creation of characters, and developed in his prefaces to the above criminal
novels. The prefaces are of a later date and are first and foremost defences against
the sharp critical attacks of the editorial staff of Fraser’s Magazine, especially of
W. M. Thackeray.

Bulwer’s conception of literature is romantic, though he criticizes some aspects
of the creative method of Walter Scott and of the Gothic novelists. Literature
should not, he insists, ‘‘imitate” nature, but “exalt’ it, should realize ‘“the Ideal”,
approach the Sublime. About Bulwer’s Ideal we do not learn much, but it ought to
embody, as he emphasizes, “what we can imagine”(4). In harmony with his romantic
conception of the aims and tasks of literature Bulwer pays great attention to the
delineation of evil and criminal characters. Here, in his opinion, lies the widest scope
for the novelist. His conception of the portraiture of criminal characters as a whole —
with the stress laid upon the necessity of evoking the reader’s sympathy for the
outcast, of showing the motives and influences under which the criminal character
has been formed and thus pointing out “the vicious influences of any peculiar error
in the social system”(5) — clearly shows that Bulwer attempted to follow in the
steps of the great repre:entatives of the English pre-romantic and romantic period,
especially of William Godwin and Lord Byron (W. H. Ainsworth, on the other
hand, tries to imitate chiefly Walter Scott and the Gothic novelists). Bulwer’s
‘theoretical views are, however, merely empty and pompous words, which lose much
of their loftiness when translated into his pictures.

One of the most characteristic features of the creative method of Bulwer and
Ainsworth is their small interest in contemporary reality (although Bulwer intends
to show some of its darker aspects). They draw their subject-matter from the past,
pore over the pages of the Newgate Calendar to discover materials worthy “of elevated
fiction”(6) and find them in the sen ational exploits of the notorious criminals of the
preceding century, Eugene Aram, Dick Turpin, Jack Sheppard, and Jonathan Wild
(Paul Clifford is a fictitious character, also, however, placed in the England of the
latter half of the eighteenth century). Thus they return to the historical events and
persons which attracted the attention of the realistic writers of that time. It is
familiar ground that Henry Fielding borrowed the name of the ‘“famous™ thief-
taker Jonathan Wild (who is a subsidiary character in Ainsworth’s Jack Sheppard)
for the central hero of his powerful satire The History of the Life of the Late Mr.
Jonathan Wild the Great, published in 1743. But his interest is not concentrated upon
the sensational fortunes and exploits of the historical Wild for their own sake (like
the interest of Ainsworth), indeed, his “hero’ has scarcely dany connection — except
his name, utter wickedness, and ‘“‘professicn’ — with the prototype. Fielding’s
intention was to reveal the essential similarity between Wild, the “great man” of
the underworld, and the “great men” of contemporary political and social life, especi-
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ally Walpole, and thus, by the method of relentless and sustained irony, he succeeded
in making an attack upon the very foundations of bourgeois society. A different
approach to the rendering of the life of that notorious criminal may be found in
Daniel Defoe’s pamphlet The True and Genuine Account of the Life and Actions of
the late Jonathan Wild. (Not made up of Fiction and Fable, but taken from his Ouwn
Mouth and collected from Papers of kis Own Writing), published in 1725, the year of
Wild’s execution. The subtitle clearly shows the aim of the pamphlet: to serve as
a counterbalance against ““the several absurd and ridiculous accounts”(7) of Wild’s life
published in his lifetime. The pamphlet is written, as Defoe emphasizes, “‘in a method
agreeable to the Fact”(8), in a matter-of-fact journalistic style, and is characterized,
as are all the works of the author, by the air of verisimilitude and closeness tolife (9).
The same holds good for Defoe’s two pamphlets giving the account of the life of
Jack Sheppard (the central figure of Ainsworth’s novel) (10), both published in 1724.

The story of Eugene Aram attracted the attention of William Godwin, who con-
fessed to Bulwer after the publication of the latter’s novel that he “had always
thought the story of Eugene Aram peculiarly adapted for fiction and... had more
than once entertained the notion of making it the foundation of a novel” (11).
Bulwer adds with false modesty (for in the preface to the ensuing edition of his
novel he culls it one of the best of his fictions) that he “can well conceive what depth
and power that gloomy record would have taken from the dark and inquiring genius
of the author of Caleb Williams™ (12).

The approach of Bulwer and Ainsworth to the rendering of the life of the above-
mentioned historical criminals is essentially different. They uproot them from the soil
of the historical and social conditions which gave birth to their criminality and
corrupted their moral character, “‘exalt’” them into positive ‘“heroes” by idealizing
them out of knowledge, and “adapt” accordingly the available historical data.
Thus in Ainsworth’s depiction Dick Turpin (the “hero” of Rookwood), a cattle-
lifter, horse-thief and murderer, becomes a gallant fellow, a choice companion, and
a superb rider. Ainsworth’s account of Turpin’s “famous” ride to York, on which
the enormous popularity of the romance in its time chiefly rested, is, as far as the
actual criminal is concerned, pure fiction. (The novel, or “‘romance’, as the author
calls it, wasintentionally written in the style of Mrs. Radcliffe, and Turpin, as the
author emphasizes in the preface, is a substitution for her Italian brigand.)

Even more cavalier is Ainsworth’s treatment of historical facts in Jack Sheppard,
which reaches the lowest level of this kind of literature, but was the most popular
of all these books, was even dramatized and played in four theatres at a time, as
Thackeray informs us (13). The handsome and brave “hero” of the novel, the son of
a notorious criminal ar.d a woman of mysterious origin, who is not responsible for
‘his criminal deeds because from his very birth he is predestined to a criminal career,
and who becomes & glorified saint when marching to the gallows, has nothing in
common with the historical person, a young apprentice, the son of an honest carpen-
ter, who became a thief after bei: g orphared. Jonathan Wild is in Ainsworth’s
depiction the evil incarnate, a devil with “blood-thirsty eyes” and “diabolical grins”,
and the actual role he played in the life of the historical Sheppard is overempha-
sized. It is not surprising that this work aroused the deepest indignation of Tha-
ckeray, who pronounced his judgment upon it in Catherine (14).

Bulwer’s Eugene Aram, the pale scholar of delicate health and ‘‘thoughtful stoop”
(15) makes, in the garb of the idealized “hero”, an especially absurd figure. His
story is indeed unique in the annals of crime, for the murder he committed for money
(in order to acquire the means for scientific research) was not discovered until after
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a period of fourteen years. Bulwer tries to show the motives of his crime and to
lay the guilt upon the social conditions which did not open this talented man another
road to science; but in fact he is more interested in the uniqueness of the case and
revels in the thoughts and pangs of conscience of his “hero” in the period between his
crime and his arrest. The original edition of the book must have abounded even more
in romantic excesses, for Bulwer, as Gordon N. Ray informs us, after Thackeray’s
relentless parody of his “hero” in Novels by Eminent Hands pruned his style of the
worst blemishes, left out of the book the scene glorifying the murder, and made
the murderer only an accomplice in crime (16).

These absurd and unreal “historical” figures are surrounded by many fictitious
subsidiary figures, mostly in some way mysterious, and all linked together by means
of improbable coincidences and other surprise effects. The central link of the plot is
always based on a mystery (a family mystery or an undiscovered murder). The
milieu in which Bulwer’s and Ainsworth’s atypical figures move, is of course myster-
ious or at least unusual — the lonely hermitage of Eugene Aram, the haunts of
thieves and criminals, prisons “hallowed” by Sheppard’s presence and, in Rookwood,
vaults, churchyards and old mansions. Even nature automatically adapts her moods
to the needs of the authors, especially of Ainsworth, who prefers night and
raving elements to day and sunshine. (In the exposition of Jack Sheppard he
uses for his purposes the historical storm of 1703, which was also described by Defoe
as an eye-witness) (17).

A special position among the “Newgate novels” is held by Bulwer’s Paul Clifford
which was praised by Charles Dickens, the author’s personal friend, as an
“admirable and powerful novel” having ‘“wider aims” like Gay's Beggar’s Opera
and therefore, in Dickens’ opinion, not so harmful as other works of this type, even if
the criminals are in it “represented as leading a life which is rather to be envied
than otherwise” (18). The novel was written at a time (1830), when the death penalty
for minor offences had not yet been abolished, and people were hanged for petty
thefts; Bulwer’s aim was to reveal the corrupting influence of this ‘‘sanguinary
Criminal Code” and ‘ vicious Prison-discipline” (19) upon the central figure. But,
again, these are only big words. Paul Clifford is an unreal, improbable and idealized
figure gradually developing into an admirable “hero”, who could not convince the
reader of his moral degradation and still less of the necessity to abolish the
laws which caused it.

Bulwer’s protest against some “‘errors”’, as he calls them, of bourgeois society,
which had its roots in his reforming zeal at that time, remained — owing to the
non-typical nature of his figures — romantic, abstract and inapplicable to real life.
The absurdity of his two criminal ‘“heroes” are considerably strengthened by
Bulwer’s language, full of pompous expressions, bombastic phrases, quotations
from Latin and Greek, vocative appeals (O Beautiful Evening! O thou divine spirit!
etc.) and the like.

It is, we hope, sufficiently clear from the above that the “Newgate novels” of
Bulwer’s school are literary works of the lowest order, treating in a barbaric way the
heritage of the preromantic and romantic novelists, degrading the hero of the Byronic
type to absurdity in the ridiculous figures of glorified common eriminals and trying
to revive artificially the “fluttering and feeble pulses” of ‘‘old Romance”, as Ains-
worth expressed it (20), in the essentially changed social conditions of the eighteen-
thirties. The social function which the school fulfilled in its time, is now also clear —
it is in its essence a literature of an escapist character (in spite of all Bulwer’s pre-
tensions), leading the attention of the readers away from contemporary reality
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into a non-existent romantic criminal underworld. In this way it effectively served
thé needs and aims of the English bourgeoisie and served as a precedent to the
escapist literature of the following decades, especially the literature of sensation
represented by Wilkie Collins.

IL

It was the antirealistic character of the ‘“Newgate novels” of Bulwer’s school
combined with their wide popularity which aroused the indignation of the two
critical realists who wrote in the‘thirties, Dickens and Thackeray, especially of the
latter. The aesthetic views and creative principles of the two great writers, rooted
in the realistic literature of the preceding century and slowly ripening in the gloomy
and unsettled ’thirties, necessarily clashed with those of Bulwer and his followers
in sharp polemic exchanges. ‘“The struggle against romantic illusions”, as J. A.
Gaziyev emphasizes, ‘“‘was one of the historical tasks of the realistic aesthetic theory
of the founders of the English realistic novel of the nineteenth century, Dickens and
Thackeray.” (21).

The protest of W. M. Thackeray is of an early date: since the very beginning of
his acquaintance with Bulwer’s works (i. e. since the beginning of the ’thirties) he
found himself “competing with him™’(22). His negative attitude to Bulwer’s creative
method took definite form about the time of his first regular contributions to
Frasers Magazine (in 1837). The history of Thackeray’s attack upon Bulwer, the
various forms which it assumed, the reaction of Bulwer, and the deeply contrasting
evaluations of the polemic exchange by bourgeois literary historians, which have
more or less continued till the present time, are familiar ground (23). Our aim here is
to give a general evaluation of Thackeray’s criticism of the “Newgate school” and
to show how far it helped in the formation of his aesthetic views.

By most of the English and American literary historians W. M. Thackeray is
usually characterized as a mere harmless moralist, a cynic or sentimentalist etc.,
and considerably underestimated as a critic of bourgeois society. This also holds
good for the now current evaluation of his criticism of the “Newgate school”, the
most important aspect of which is generally seen in its moralistic tendency. Thus
for example Professor Mario Praz, in his stimulating and richly documented study
The Hero in Eclipse in Victorian Fiction, calls Thackeray “an incarnation of the
bourge01s reaction against the portrayal of the honourable bandit” and his protest
a “moralistic satire” (24). But, surely, the moralistic tendency was only one of the
aspects of Thackeray’s protest. Thackeray indeed ‘‘remains always a gentleman”(25),
as Mario Praz insists, a writer closely connected with the English bourgeoisie by his
origin, education, and social position, a man unable to free himself from the rigid
rules of the Victorian conventional morality. It is also true that he protested against
the “juggling and thimblerigging with virtue and vice” (26), which bewildered the
reader in the criminal romances, he wished to see vice and virtue in literature called
by their names and the criminals not ‘“‘whiter” than they really were. But in this
protest he was influenced not only by contemporary moral conventions; he conti-
nued in the tradition of his great teachers, the realists of the eighteenth century,
who were also persuaded (as all great writers must be) that the task of literature is
not to tempt the reader to vice, but to educate him to virtue and goodness. It is also
familiar that Thackeray strongly felt the restraint put upon him by the rules of
conventional morality and rebelled, though he had to level his eriticism also at
himself (27).
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In our opinion, the most important features of Thackeray’s criticism of the
“Newgate novels” are not in his attacks upon the corrupting influence of these works,
whether he sees it in their corruption of moral character, or in their corruption of
the literary taste of the readers. Rather than in the influence of the “Newgate novels”
upon the readers Thackeray is interested in their relation to reality, in the relation
of the picture to the depicted. Viewed from the wider perspective including his
critici m of all antirealistic literary works of that time (the fashionable novels of the
Silver-Fork School, illustrated annuals ete.), his criticism of the ‘“Newgate novels”
is first and foremost an attack levelled at the untruthfulness of their picture of
criminal underworld, at the falsely idealized figures of criminals, He insists that
Bulwer and Ainsworth (and also Dickens in Oliver Twrst) cannot or dare not paint
their criminals as they are, dare not “tell the whole truth concerning them”(28) and
therefore they had better not paint them at all. In his striving for a truthful represent-
ing of the life of the criminals — when writing his “remedy” Catherine which ought
to have made the readers throw away all books of this kind — Thackeray consults
“nature and history, rather than the prevailing taste and the general manners of
authors” (29), follows closely the data provided by the Newgate Calendar and some-
times even prefers a newspaper report to an artistic picture. Owing to the immaturity
of Thackeray’s creative method, the incompleteness of his irony, and the relative
haziness of the general conception of the work, Catherine was not successful; in his
attempt to do away with romantic illusions about criminal world Thackeray was
more successful in his later works, Barry Lyndon and the relentless parody of the
absurdity and unreality of Eugene Aram and of Bulwer’s literary style in “George
de Barnwell”, in Novels by Eminent Hands.

Viewed from this angle, Thackeray’s criticism of the ‘“Newgate novels” can hardly
be called a bourgeois protest, since striving and fighting for literature true to life in
the social conditions of that time inevitably meant including in this “truth” the
darker sides of bourgeois society (as Thackeray amply proved in his later works,
especially in Vanity Fair). Thackeray’s call for “truth” and “nature” in literature,
as shown in his criticism of the antirealistic literature of the time, the confrontation
of such literary works with reality itself, considerably helped him in the maturing
of his aesthetic views and in finding his own true vein of artistic expression.

Charles Dickens, who was first and foremost a creative artist and paid relatively
small attention to the theoretical problems of literature and art, did not take
part in the open polemics with Bulwer and his followers (one of the reasons was
Dickens’ personal friendship with Bulwer which was responsible for some errors in
his evaluation of that author, as we hinted above). But he protested against the
falsely idealized figures of the criminals in the novels of Bulwer’s school (and thus
also against Bulwer’s Paul Clifford, even though he praised the latter) by his pictures
of the London underworld in Oliver Twist (1837—1838). The value of his protest in its
time, the social function it fulfilled, and its impact upon the contemporary reader,
nursed on the current literary fashion of the ‘Newgate novels”, deserve our
attention.

Dickens did not explain the chief “‘aim and object” (30) he had in view when
writing Oliver Twist until later, in his preface to the third edition of the novel in 1841;
the preface is also his defence against the adverse criticism of the book. His main
intention was, he explains, “to show, in little Oliver, the principle of Good
surviving through every adverse circumstance, and triumphing at last” (31). When
he sought in contemporary reality for the “vilest evil” (32), the darkest vice which
could serve as a contrast to the Good and Virtue embodied in his hero, he naturally
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found it in the most morally degraded members of the society — the criminals and
prostitutes. Only on more mature consideration he realized what a splendid opport-
unity such characters and milieu offered for a protest against the idealized pictures
of the same reality in the “Newgate novels”:

When I came to discuss the subject more maturely with myself, I saw many strong reasons
for pursuing the course to which I was inclined. I had read of thieves by scores — seductive
fellows (amiable for the most part), faultless in dress, plump in pocket, choice in horseflesh,
bold in bearing, fortunate in gallantry, great at a song, a bottle, pack of cards or dice-box, and
fit companions for the bravest. But I had never met (except in HOGARTH) with the miserable
reality. It appeared to me that to draw a knot of such associates in crime as really do exist;
to paint them in all their deformity, in all their wretchedness, in all the squalid poverty of
their lives; to show them as they really are, for ever skulking uneasily through the dirtiest
paths of life, with the great, black, ghastly gallows closing up their prospect, turn them where
they may; it appeared to me that to do this, would be to attempt a something which was
grefi,tly needed, and which would be a service to society. And therefore I did it as I best
could” (33).

Dickens’ approach to the depicted reality, as the above original conception of the
novel shows, 18 widely different from that of the novelists of Bulwer’s school. Besides
Hogarth, he claims as his teachers, “‘examples” and “precedents”, the realistic writers
of the eighteenth century, especially Fielding and Defoe, and concludes:

“It was my attempt, in my humble and far-distant sphere, to dim the false glitter surround-
ing something which really did exist, by showing it in its unattractive and repulsive truth” (34).

His picture of the London underworld, however, failed to convince all of his readers
of his intention to show up the faults of the “Newgate novels”, as we learn from
George H. Ford’s helpful book Dickens and His Readers (35). Whereas the response
of his readers to his description of the condition and sufferings of the London poor
was upon the whole positive (the most outstanding example of adverse criticism may
be found in the Tory magazine The Quarterly Review) (36) and the novel as a whole
was, as Ford emphasizes, “royally... greeted by the majority of readers” (37), the
response to Dickens’ description of the London underworld was not unanimous. It was
indeed so “mixed”’ that it is not easy to trace the basic lines it followed. One of the
various types of protest may be found in the response of fastidious bourgeois readers
who preferred the “noble” criminals of Bulwer’s school, dressed in “green velvet”
or in “short petticoats and a fancy dress”, as Dickens writes in the preface, to
Dickens’ truthful criminal characters. With this sort of reader Dickens did not
identify himself. He had, as he emphasizes, “no respect for their opinion, good or
bad; did not covet their approval; and did not write for their amusement’’(38). The
protest of these ‘“‘delicate’ readers is, of course, rooted in the relation of the English
bourgeoisie to the depicted social evil — criminality and prostitution — which they
ignored and tried to cover up with an outward crust of prosperity, respectability
and hypocritical morality. Grasping the difference between the unreal criminals of
the “Newgate novels”’, who were harmless, and Dickens’ live and true criminals
and prostitutes, who threatened to break through the crust, bourgeois readers
raised their voice in protest, veiled generally in moral indignation at “that low, de-
basing style” not tending “to raise morals” (Lord Melbourne) (39). Some of the pro-
tests were more open: “I know there 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”
(Lady Carlisle) (40).

The response of this sort of reader cannot be identified with that of Thackeray.
Thackeray highly appreciated Dickens as a novelist, admired his creative talent,
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and praised the workhouse scenes in Oliwer Twest as ““genuine and pure” (41). Dickens’
pictures of Fagin’s gang, however, did not find merey in his eyes, he condemned them
as not true to life, as idealized. In his opinion these characters descend in direct line
from the idealized criminal “heroes” of the ‘“Newgate Novels” because they, too,
excite the breathless interest, tender feelings, and sympathy of the reader. Though
the moralistic colouring of Thackeray’s criticism cannot be ignored, he again lays
stress on the relation of Dickens’ criminal characters to reality. In 1840, when Thacke-
ray found himself in the midst of the crowd assembled to see the execution of Cour-
voisier, he observed two poor girls, one of whom, ““a young thief’s mistress”, might
have been, he insists, a prototype for Boz’s Nancy:
“I was curious to look at them, having, in late fashionable novels, read many accounts of
such personages. Bah! What figments these novelists tell us! Boz, who knows life well, knows
that his Miss Nancy is the most unreal fantastical personage possible; no more like & thief’s

mistress than one of Gessner’s shepherdesses resembles a real country wench. He dare not tell
the truth concerning such young laedies.” (42).

Thus far Thackeray is right, Dickens’ Nancy is not a genuine prostitute of her time
(especially as her language and the actions, which would reveal her way of life, are
concerned). But we must bear in mind that Dickens was breaking new ground and
that —in his attempt torepresent the London underworld truthfully — he wasconsider-
ably limited by contemporary conventions, of which he was aware, as his preface
shows (43). In spite of the above limitation, Dickens’ criminal characters were,
however, so true to life and convincing that all readers recognized in them their very
contemporaries, whether they protested against them or praised them, and in their
criminality or prostitution a contemporary social evil. The social function which
these characters fulfilled at the time was even wider than this, for they told at least
some of Dickens’readers more than the author himself wanted to say. Dickens’ view
upon criminality as a social phenomenon was considerably limited owing to the
contrasts typical of his outlook upon contemporary reality: he saw in criminality
an inevitable social evil, which he placed, in his novel, into contrast with the Good
which was to triumph at last. But his criminal characters set in the wide canvas of
his novel, including the paupers in the workhouses and the poor in the slums, assumed
a wider meaning: they showed, to at least some of the contemporary readers, the
very social roots of their criminality. This objective meaning of Dickers’ pictures
of Fagin’s gang of thieves could not be grasped by Thackeray, who moved within
the same vicious circle as Dickens as regards his explanation of criminality as
a social phenomenon (44). But it was clearly understood as early as 1844 by the Rus-
sian critic Belinsky: ‘“As a true artist Dickens truthfully represents criminal
and evil characters as the victims of a bad social order; but as a true-born Eng-
lishman he never admits it even to himself.” (45). From what we suggested
above it follows, we hope, that Dickens’ criminal characters — Nancy, Bates, Dodger
and even the hardened criminals Fagin and Sikes, all realistic and convincing charac-
ters, cannot be in any way compared to the absurd figures of Bulwer and Ainsworth.

There are, however, some aspects of Dickens’ creative method in Olwer Twist,
which might confirm the opinion of Thackeray (and, most recently, also the opinion of
Mario Praz) that Dickens had succumbed to the current taste of the Newgate
school. One of the possible links between the “Newgate novels” and Oliver Twist
might be seen in the romantic character of Monks, I'’homme fatal in the fortunes of
Oliver. This character was not noticed by Thackeray; Mario Praz, however, criticizes
it sharply as a theatrical figure surrounded with stage effects. (46) An echo of the
current literary fashion might be seen also in some of the more drastic scenes, such
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as Nancy’s murder (Thackeray condemns the scene as “brutal and bloody” (47) and
Mario Praz calls it *“a ferocious episode”) (48) and the suicide of Sikes (from which
Mario Praz recoils in horror). In our opinion, however, the roots from which the
character of Monks grew up, must be sought for rather in the contrasts within
Dickens’ mind, and between it and reality, than in the literary fashion. Dickens
could not grasp the laws of development of the reality he realistically depicted
and offered his own, idealistic explanation of them. This contrast shows itself in the
basic line of the plot — the fight of Good against Evil. Wishing to prove the inevitable
final victory of Good over Evil (which could not be proved in the given social condi-
tions) he had to adapt the two characters representing the opposing sides of the
‘conflict accordingly by idealizing the hero and by making his enemy, Monks,
the incarnation of evil, The same holds good for the conclusion of the novel which
brings reward to all ‘‘good” characters, and punishment, mostly relentless, to all
“evil”.

In executing the basic idea of the novel Dickens uses the conventional devices of
plot, indeed very similar to those used by the authors of the Newgate novels (the
mysterious origin of the hero, coincidences bringing Oliver and his relatives together
etc.). Therelo.e, if we investigate the bare outline of the plot, as Professor
Mario Praz does, we may perhaps come to the conlu ion that it “contains all the
classic elements of the sensational novel” (49). But Dickens, like his great teachers
Fielding and Smollett, who had uscd similar devices, never used the conventional
mechanism of plot for its own sake. The comparison of the exposition of Bulwer’s
Paul Clifford to that of Oliver Twist, in which the authors depict the circumstances of
the hero’s birth and lay the foundation of the basic line of the plot (family mystery:
a nameless young mother of unknown origin dies and leaves a small child behind)
is tnter alia a sufficiently convincing proof. Whereas Bulwer’s description of the
tragic sccne abounds in melcdrama and stage effects, in the ravings of the dying
woman and the violent gusts of wind outside, which serve to heighten the atmosphere
of mystery, Dickens uses the mystery surrounding the nameless woman to express
what is most characteristic and essential in the early death of the forsaken young
mother:

“She was brought here last night,” replicd the old weman, “by the overseer's order. She
was found lying in the street. She had walked scme distance, for her shces were worn to pieces;
but where she came from, or where she was going to, nobcdy kncws.”

The surgeon leaned over the bcdy, and raised the left hand. “The old story,” he said,
shaking his head: “no wedding-ring, 1 see. Ah! Good night!” (50)

For Dickens’ treatment of the mysterious origin of Oliver and for what he con-
sidered most important in Oliver’s early childhood, the following passage is most
characteristic:

“What an excellent example of the power of dress, young Oliver Twist was! Wrapped in the
blanket which had hitherto formed his only covering, he might have been the child of a noble-
man or a beggar; it would have been hard for the haughtiest stranger to have assigned him
his proper station in society. But now that he was enveloped in the old calico robes which had
grown yellow in the same service, he was badged and ticketed, and fell into his place at once —
a parish child — the orphan of a workhouse — the humble, half-starved drudge — to be
cuffed and buffeted through the world — despised by all, and pitied by none.

Oliver cried lustily. If he could have known that he was an orphan, left to the tender mercies
of churchwardens and overseers, perhaps he would have cried the louder.” (51)

From what we have tried to suggest (some of the problems suggested would
deserve separate and fuller treatment) it appears that the so-chlled Newgate part
ot Oliver Twist (as Thackeray called it), with all the limitations discussed above,
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cannot be in any case put on the same level as the criminal novels of Bulwer’s school.
It is hardly fair to overemphasize “‘the sensational side” of the novel, as Mario
Praz does, without doing ample justice to Dickens’ true and convincing pictures of
the general social background, and to such live characters (even though often verging
on the grotesque) as are the members of Fagin’s gang, Mr. and Mrs. Bumble, Noah
Claypole and Charlotte, etc. Posterity corrected the attempts of the critics of the
nineteenth century to put Bulwer on the same level as Dickens and pronounced
a final judgment: Bulwer’s and Ainsworth’s works are nowadays only dusty volumes
upon dusty shelves, whereas Dickens’ Oliver Twist will amuse, excite, and move the
generations to come, will remain an ever living picture of the England of the’ thirties.

Viewing the place of Bulwer’s school of criminal novels in the literature of the
eighteen-thirties from the perspective suggested above, we come to the conclusion,
that though it was a literary fashio.l in its time widely popular, the only positive role
which it played in the development of the English novel in the nineteenth century
may be seen in its becoming a target for the sharp criticism of W. M. Thackeray and
serving as one of the stimuli to Charles Dickens in writing Oliver Twist. Thus it
actually helped — by way of contrast — in the formation of the aesthetic views
of the two great authors, as thuy ripened under the pressure of the social conditions
and contrasts of the ‘thirties.
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VYTAH

s Newgateska Skola‘ a feji misto v anglické literatufe tFieatych let 19. stoleti

V Gvodu &lénku autorka podévé celkovou charakteristiku tficitych let 19. stolet{ ve spole-
Zenském, politickém a literdrnim vyvoji Anglie. Zddraziiuje, %e zostfené spoletenské rozpory
zrajicef k revoludnimu vybuchu chartistického hnuti nenalezly v rcménové literatufe tohoto
desitileti okamzity odraz; prvni polovinu tficitych let lze povazovat za cbdcbi dcéasnéhbo klidu.
Autorka poukazuje na specifické okolnosti, jez byly piiznivé pro zrcd pcdiadné roménové litera-
tury v tomto mezidobf & jako typicky jev t¥ichtych let oznaduje kriminalni romény tzv. ,New-
gateské Skoly*, jez dosdhly znadné popularity a doéasné zastinily i rané dila Charlese Dickense.
Pro toto specifické postaveni v uvedeném desitileti a kriticky ohlas, jejz vyvolaly u pfedstavitelt
rodicf se literatury kritického realismu, zaslouZi romény ,,Newgateské skoly'* kritické pozornosti

Autorka podrobngji zkoumé zékladni pfibuzné rysy tvurdf metcdy eutorti ,Newgateské
Ekoly‘’, Edwarda Bulwera a W. H. Ainsworthe, & osvétluje zdkladni rozdil mezi pF¥stupem téchto
autord a realisti 18. stoleti, Fieldinga a Defcea, k identickému Zivotnimu materidlu na rozbora
stavby charakteri, komposice a jazyka &tyf nejpopularnéjsich krimindlnich roméni t¥ichtych
let. Dochézi k zAvéru, %e jsou to dila nizké umélecké trovné, 12ivé idealisujici danon realitu;
literdrni dfla inikového charakteru, které prokézala ve své dobé dobrou sluzbu potfebdm a z4-
jmum anglické burZoasie a poslouZila i jako precedent uinikové literatufe nésledujicfch desftileti

V hlavni d4ati 8lanku autorka rozebird kriticky ohlas, jejZ tato literatura nalezla u dvou p¥ed-
staviteld kritického realismu, pféicich v t¥icdtych letech, W. M. Thackerayho & Charlese Dickense.
Podava celkové hodnocenf Thackerayovy kLritiky ,,Newgateské skoly* a ukazuje, Ze jeji nejdale-
#it8j8{ aspekt je tFeba viddt mikoli v Thackerayové Gtoku ne zhoubny vliv této literatury na
mordlku 2 literarn{ vkus dtendfd, nybrz v jeho zkoumén{ vztahu uvedenych dél k realité. Thaoke-
rayuv protest proti nepravdivosti a 12ivé idealisaci zlodineckého prostfedi v roménech ,,New-
gateské Skoly* a konfrontace zkresleného obrazu se samou skute&nostf sehraly nikoli nevyznamnon
tlohu ve zrani jeho estetickych nézor.

Protesterm Charlese Dickense proti rcmédnim ,,Newgateeké Skoly* byly jeho obrazy londyn-
ského podsviti v roménd Oliver Twist. Rozborem nékterych aspektd Dickensovy tviirdf metody
pki zobrazovan{ zlodineckého prostfedi autorka osvétluje zdsadni rozdil mezi pHfstupem velkého
kritického realisty a romanopisct ,,Newgateské ¥koly* k zobrazované realité. Hodnot{ ohblas
Dickensovych obrazi u soudasnych &tendfti a W. M. Thackerayho a vyznamnoun spoledenskou
funkei, kterou pfes viechna omezenf Dickensovy tviréf metody splnily ve své dobé. Uzavirs, Ze
Dickensiiv realisticky obraz londynského podsvétf, pfes viechny jeho nedostatky vyplyvajicf
z omezenych hranic Dickensova pohledu na skutetnost, nelze klést na stejnoun troved s romény
»»Newgateské Bkoly’, jak soudil Thackeray v Dickensov® dobd a jak tvrdf niktel burZoasni
literdrnf védei i dnes.

Prozkouménfm postavenf roménii ,,Newgateské koly* v anglické literatnfe tficitych let
z naznadené persyettivy autorka dochdz{ k zivéru, %e jediny pifnos této literatury k vyvoil
anglického roménu 19. stolet{ 1ze vidét v té skutetnosti, ¥e se stala terlem ostré kritiky W. M,
Thackerayho a jecn{m z podnétd k vytvofeni Dickensova Olivera Twista. Tim ptispéla k procesu
utvifeni estetickych ndzori & tvurdich principi téchto velkych pfedstavitelu kritického realismu,
které vyrustaly z kofenu realistické literatury 18. stoleti a dozrivaly pod tlakem spaledetiskych
podminek & protilkladi tficatych let.
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PE3IOME

Poabp wkonnt Heo-refir B anraniickoii aareparype 30-x rogos 19 Bema

B BBOxHOI 9acTH cTaThbM aBTOp Jaer o6myio xapakrepactEry Amramm 30-x rr. 19 pexa
B 00NlecTBEHAOM, IOJHTHYECKOM H JHATepATYDHOM oTHomesmaxX. OHa TMONYEepPKABAST, UTO
oBocTpernble CONHAanhHLE NPOTEBOPEUMA, HA3peBaiOlde [JIA PeBOJIONMOHHOIO MONbeMA
A pTHECTCKOro IBHMKERHS, He HilIJTH CPA3y CBOLTO OTPAYKGHHEA B POMAaHE TOI'O BPEMOHH, H YTO,
CJIe/0BaTeNbAD, lepBY0 HosnoERAHY 30-X IT. B JHTepaTypo MOMHO PacCMaTPHBATh Kak Ie-
pHOJ{ BPEMEHHOTO CUOKOHCTBHA. ABTOP YHa3hiBaeT Ha clieqUmueckHe OGCTOATONILCTBA,
cuoroCCTROBABIMAE BO3HHKHOBEHMIO MaJIOXYAO'KECTBEHHOr0 poMaHa B YKa3aHHOM IpoMe-
skyTHe BpeMenH., Tunn9yniM ApnenneM 30-X '00B ABJIAAACH KPEMAHAACTAYECKAe POMAHLI
T. Ba3. mKonkl Hulo-refit, poctarin@e Gonbmoil NONy APHOCTH, H, Ha BPeMil, 3aCJIOHHBMIAGC
naske pamHme npoussemenma Yapna dumrkenca. Pomannl mkosan Helo-reiit, BBy cBoero
cneumgnqecxom NoJIo’KeLAs B YKA3AHHOM l1epHOJiC W BBUIY BLI3BAHHOTNO UMA KPHTAYECKOIO
OT3LIBA €O CTOPOLbL MOJIOARIX JIATePaTOPOB-PEaJIACTOB, 3aCAYKNBAIOT KPATHYECKOr0 BHHEMA-
HWA,

Aprop Gonee moapo6HO paccMaTpmBaeT IJIaBREe, GJIM3KHe ApPYT APYTY, HNpHeMsl XyJo-
MeCcTBEWHOI'O TBOPYECTBA ABYX 4BTOPOB WKoAW Hslo-reiit, a mMenno dayapiaa Bynmepa
u B. T. diincBopTa, H, CONOCTaBJIAA HX C OHcaTennMu-peasmcTamMn 18 peka — OuignHrom
u Jledo —, OHa pacKpbIBaeT CYNIECTBEHHYIO PaaHHLY B HX MOJXO/e K H300piHeHHIO TOXK/IecT-
BEHHEIX ABJIEBHN MaTepHaJabHOR [eficTBATEJIbHOCTE HA OCHOBAHUHM AHAJH3d KOMIO3HOHM,
XapaKTePOB W A3uIKA YeThIPeX CaMhlX [OUY/THDHKX KPAMEHAJIHACTEYECKAX poMaHoBs 30-x CT.
ABTOp NPHEXOAWT K BLIBOAY, YTO paccMaTpUBaeMLie POMaRbI KON Hblo-rellT ABIAOTCA Ma-
JIOXY)\OMeCTBEHHL MY, HCKAMKAIOIAMA JeHCTRETEILROCTL, YXOAAIIMME OT ;KW3HH IPOA3BEIe-
HASAME , KOTOpLE B CBOe BPeMH NOCJAYKHJIH EHTeDecaM H HCJAM aHrIZAcKOR Gypyasnn
H CTaJj¥ OJHOBPEMCHHO NpefllecTBeHHUKAMA YXOjlAllell OT JieACTBATE/ILHOCTA JATEPATYDH
CJIe/yIOMUX /\eCATHICTAH,

B rnamuoil vacTd HacTOAMER CTATHA ABTOP AHANH3APYET KPATAYCCKAN OT3HB, BEARABHLIK
9TOil AATEPaTYPOil, CO CTOPOHL ABYX tPedcTaBHETEed ,, KPATHIOCHKOrO peunuma“ 30-x rr. —
Y. ‘M. Terrepeit @ Yapaa [mikcHca. [laeTca obmasn oneHKa KPUTHYECKOTO BRICTYIUICHHM
Texrepedl npoTwB ImKoJE Hbio-redfT, @ yKasnBaeTcs, YTO LNeHHedIed ge uepToi nmianercH
He OCYleHHe BPeAHOTO BIHAIKA NETePATYPhl TAKOIO poja HA MOpajb B JIATEpPATYpHLe
BKycn ymTavenedl, a HccienoBanFe ee OTHOWenmdl Kk AedicrBuTensHoctd, Tlporect npoTEs
HEeBCpHOIi H JIOKHBO | Hjjeanu3anuy 3104efcKoll cpean B poManax mxodsl Helo-redr 1 como-
CTaB;IeHHe HCKAMKOHHOH KaPTHHAI ¢ JelfCTBATE/ILHOCTHIO ChICPAJIA HO MaJIyi0 POJb B IPOOECcce
C/IOMKCHAA cTeTHYeCKUX B3rIAnoB Tekkepeii.

B kauecTBe NpoTecTa MPOTHB POMaHOB KoMK Helo-refiT noasmnach o6pas3u ‘{apna Nak-
HeHCA JIOHJOHCKEX o0mecTReHBLIX AN30B B pomane Onmsep TBECT. AHaIM3NpYHA OT/ENIbHME
HepThL XYLOMECTBCRHOIO MeTofla JIWKKeHCa NpW M306DayKCHEE HPECTYIMOro MUpA, aBTOP
ocbemaeT NPHHANMNUANILHYI PAsHHIY Medly BeJIMKAM peajIACTOM C OJIHOH CTOPOHL H po-
MaHTACTaME WKOJK HE0-refiT ¢ pyrofl cToponn B NMOAXOle K M306parmaeMoil JedcTBATe b-
HocH. B panbveiilleM oneHMBaeTCsl OTKIIMK NpowaBeReHmil JJmKKeHca y coBpeMeHHOH YmTa-
wnicl my6aukn 7 y Tekkepeii, 7 nogiepKABaeTCA KpyNHaA obmecTBeHHAA QYHKIHEA, KOTOPYIO
— HECMOTPA HA OrPAHMYEHHOCTb TBOPUECKOro MeToia JIMKKeHCa — OHWH BLITIOJHANA B CBOO
Bpema. PeaJlACTHYeCKYI0 KapTHHY JIOHAOHCKOTO NPeCTYIHOr'O MHpa B Npomapejendn Jlmk-
KeHca, XOTA B Hell MEOr0 HeJJOCTaTKOB, BHITEKAKIIAX A3 OrPAKHYOHHOr0 B3IVIAAA HA AedcTBA-
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TeJILHOCTh, OTHIOODb HEJh3fl CTaBUTh HA YPOBEHL poMaHOB MKOJH HEIo-reiir, Kak aTo memadn
Texkepeil B KAK ee 110 CAX IIOP ONEHABAIOT HEKOTOPhie Gy DP:HYa3HLIe JIHTEPATY DOBE/TIHL.

OnpepesAA ¢ yka3aHHON NePCIEKTHBB MeCTO POMaHOB mMKoJL Hefo-reliT B aHrmmickoik
Jmrepatype 30-X Fr., aBTOp DPAXORHT K 3aKJIOTEHAIO, YT0 €JHHCTBEHHLIM BRJIAXOM, BHECeH~
HLEIM 3TOM JIMTEpaTypoil B pPA3BATHE AHRTJIMICKOrO poMaRna, fBIfleTcA TOT aKT, 4TO OHA
Bui3Bajla Pe3Kyo KpuTHKY Y. M. Tekkxepeil v nasa mMoyanc K cospaumo Osmeepa Tsmcra
Jdnkkenca. TeM caMunM oHa cofelicTBoBajia 06pa30BanMIO ACTETAYECKAX B3IVINOB H XYlO-
JKeCTBeHHRX NDHHIMOOB ABYX BeJMKAX NpeAcTaBpTeliell DeajH3Ma, BO33PEHHA KOTOPHIX,
BhITEKasl M3 peaNAcTHYECKAX TeH/\eHIAHd nATepaTYpu 18 seKa, cknajbiBaNACh HOjl NaBJe-
HEeM NpercrojHeHHoH mpoTHBOpeumid conuanbAod obcramoBkE 30-x T0;10B.

Ilepeson: B. BpammuoBa
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