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LIDMILA PANTUCKOVA

W. M. THACKERAY'S LITERARY CRITICISM
INTHE MORNING CHRONICLE (1844 — 1848)

It is thanks to Gordon N. Ray, the established American authority on
Thackeray, that students of the life and work of this outstanding English
critical realist have now available a series of his hitherto unknown news-
paper contributions, which appeared in the Morning Chronicle between
1844 and 1848. Gordon N. Ray identified these noteworthy papers for the
first time in his edition of Thackeray’s correspondence! and has now
reprinted them in one volume entitled William Makepeace Thackeray:
Contributions to the Morning Chronicle,2 in which all writing for this
magazine so far identifiable as Thackeray’s is collected (besides thirty-one
contributions unearthed by Ray it contains four papers previously
attributed to Thackeray and partly reprinted by other Thackerayan
resecarch workers).3 The result of Ray’s untiring research work is very
revealing to all lovers of Thackeray, for the carefully edited and annotated
volume most convincingly shows that Thackeray’s association with the
Morning Chronicle was much more fruitful in many respects than it has
hitherto been supposed. It is indeed rather surprising to Thackerayan
research workers living outside England that the papers identified by Ray
had been overlooked by other gleaners of Thackeray’s journalism and had
lain for such a long time in oblivion, even if the difficulties connected with
their identification, so convincingly displayed by Ray in his introduction,
cannot be ignored. As we see it, at least, Thackeray’s contributions to this
magazine add considerably to our general knowledge of Thackeray the
reviewer and critic and enable us to come to a better understanding of his
views of literature and art during the crucial period of his development,
when his outlook on life was beginning to assume its definite shape under
the strong impact of the stormy events of Chartism, the period during
which he found his true vein in literature and in which his art was rapidly
developing to culminate in the triumph of Vanity Fair.

L

The range of Thackeray’s Morning Chronicle contributions is wide and
their interest manifold. They fall into three groups: political reports, art
criticisms and book reviews, which may be again sub-divided into reviews
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of non-fictional works and reviews of fiction. All reveal Thackeray’s
perfect acquaintance with contemporary English life, literature and the
fine arts, with the history of his country and its cultural tradition, and bear
witness to his deep interest in political and social problems of his time.

Even if Thackeray’s political reports do not directly concern the
purpose. of this article, they are worth noticing here at least summarily,
for they show us Thackeray in a new light — as a reporter of Chartist
meetings. It has been of course familiar since the edition of his complete
correspondence that he reported at least two meetings of the Chartists in
1848% but these reports were not accessible to the students of Thackeray’s
life and work living outside England, since they lay buried in the old files
of the magazine. Now that we have them in hand at last it is obvious that
they are valuable as evidences of Thackeray’s response to his direct contact
with the great social movement of his time. If they do not reveal any
surprising and novel facts, they at least add to our knowledge of his frame
of mind shortly before the noticeable change which took place in him
in 1848, after the defeat of Chartism in England and revolution on the
Continent, a change which is of momentous importance in the ensuing
development of his art and also of his criticism (there is material for a
full-length study concerning this change, which cannot be treated here).

A fact familiar from Thackeray’s letters, also mentioned by Ray in his
introduction, is that at the beginning of his Morning Chronicle association
Thackeray had political aspirations and aimed at distinguishing himself
on the staff as a political writer and reporter. Since for some years past
he had been becoming more and more dissatisfied with the conservative
political programme of the magazines to which he contributed, as Ray
revealed in the first volume of his recent biography,> Thackeray welcomed
the new opportunity afforded him by the liberal politics of the Morning
Chronicle for venting his political opinions, in the early 1840s developing
towards left-wing bourgeois radicalism. The new periodical connection
happened to strengthen the influences which then operated upon
Thackeray — that of Chartism, of the agitation for the Repeal of the Corn
Laws, of the general revolutionary mood of the working masses — by
enabling him to become more closely acquainted with the distress of the
English people and their struggle from his own personal experience
(another connection which gave him this direct contact was that with
Punch). The Morning Chronicle in the middle and towards the end of the
1840s paid much attention to the living conditions of the working people
of England; Kathleen Tillotson, for instance, points out that the articles
published in this magazine in 1848—1849 “were noted as confirming the
disclosures of Kingsley”® in his novels Yeast and Alton Locke. Also
Thackeray mentions in a passing comment in Punch that the writers for
the Morning Chronicle were being given commissions to report “upon the
state of our poor in London” and from this terre incognita brought back
“a picture of human life so wonderful, so awful, so piteous and pathetic,
so exciting and terrible, that readers of romances own they never read
anything like to it; and that the griefs, struggles, strange adventures here
depicted exceed anything that any of us could imagine”.” It is also well
known that Thackeray was much interested in the revolutionary events
of 1848 on the Continent and the response to them in England: in 1848 and
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the years immediately following he read books dealing with contemporary
political, economic and social problems, such as Louis Blanc’s De
I'Organisation du traveil and Kingsley’s novels, while he corresponded
regularly with his mother about the revolutionary happenings in France.8
His interest was to a great extent motivated by his fear of similar
happenings in England, for if his political views developed to the left at
the beginning of the 1840s, as the decade approached its close they were
more and more coloured by his fear of revolution and reluctance to accept
it as the solution of contemporary abuses. Led both by his interest in
Chartism and by his fear of it, he anxiously observed the last desperate
upheaval of this movement in 1848 and welcomed the opportunity of
reporting the Chartist meetings, hoping to learn more about the movement
from direct contact.

The result of this are his two reports of two important meetings of
the Chartists, the meeting on Kennington Common of 13th March 1848,
the purpose of which was to adopt a congratulatory address to the French
Republicans, and the meeting held on the following day in the Literary
Institution in John Street, Tottenham Court Road, for the purpose of
receiving the deputation entrusted with the congratulatory address and
hearing their report. These are the only political papers which the editor
oould safely attribute to Thackeray by the help of the above quoted direct
references in his letters, from among the numerous contributions dealing
with politics published in the Morning Chronicle during the period when
Thackeray. was its regular contributor. As his correspondence shows,
Thackeray wrote for the magazine other contributions dealing with political
events and affairs and probably also further reports of Chartist meetings
but none can be as yet identified as his, as Ray points out, for want of
such specific evidence and owing to lack of personal touch. Indeed, want
of the distinct stamp of Thackeray’s personality can be also observed in
his two Chartist reports and this fact detracts somewhat from the value
these papers possess for the biographers of Thackeray. He appears in these
papers as a competent reporter, but his account of the proceedings is
uncommitted and detached. Nevertheless one aspect of his outlook, very
typical for his development in 1848, may be traced even here: his fear of
any disturbances of order motivated by his fear of revolution. He expresses
his satisfaction that the proceedings of both the meetings he reports were
orderly and the assemblages well-conducted and obviously prefers these
relatively tame meetings to such disturbances of order as those which took
place in Trafalgar Square on 6th March during the well-known dispelled
demonstration, which he also mentions. The reports also witness to his
rather disdainful attitude to Chartism, for he speaks with slight contempt
about “the ‘thrice told tale’ of the Chartists” which is, as he is convinced,
generally “dull, tame, and uninteresting” (Contributions, [cited hereafter
as C.], p. 193). But even if Thackeray stands out in his Chartist reports
as a cool observer and a non-combatant, the influence of the meetings he
attended upon his mind was profound. This is not revealed so much by
his reports, as by his diary of March 1848, in which he wrote:

“Wrote an article on the Kennington meeting for M. C..... I tried in vain to
convince the fine folks at Mrs. Fox’s that revolution was upon us: that we were
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wicked in our scorn of the people. They all thought there was poverty & discomfort
to be sure, but that they were pretty good in themselves; that powder & liveries were
very decent & proper though certainly absurd — the footmen themselves would not
give them up C. V. said — Why, the gladiators at Rome were proud of their pro-
fession, & their masters saw nothing wicked in it.””®

As the Soviet literary historian A. A. Elistratova shows, this record
is interesting in many aspects and is of great importance for a correct
evaluation of Thackeray’s attitude to the crucial problems raised in England
by Chartism:

“The compérison of the “free” post-reform bourgeois England of the 1840s to
slave-driving Rome is in itself an elogquent tribute to Thackeray’s penetration in
distrusting the bourgeois social order, celebrated by Liberals as the norm and ideal
of social-historical development. Very significant is also the allusion to be read
between the lines that the fate of ancient Rome may also be waiting for England.
The whole record however is pervaded by bitterness to a greater extent than by hope.
These few lines of the diary call up before us as in a mirror the drama of the life
of the writer, who understood the criminality and immorality of property-owning
society and still in spite of this recognized himself as part of this society. Towering
like a titan above the pygmies of the “highest world” he still tries to appeal to their
sleeping conscience, although he himself grasps the vanity of these attempts.”1?

Even if Thackeray’s diary and letters are more revealing than his
Chartist reports as far as his political development is concerned, the
importance of the latter among his contributions of 1848 must not be
overlooked. If we view them from the angle suggested above we cannot
help regretting that the editor did not succeed in unearthing more of them,
although he is himself convinced that political reports even from
Thackeray’s hand “would today be of little interest” (C., Introduction,
p. xii). It is true that Thackeray’s political articles never belonged to his
best contributions and that the loss is not so great as it would be if some
of his works of fiction, or book reviews and art criticisms had not come
down to us. But there can be no doubt that any further light thrown upon
the development of Thackeray’s world outlook and political views, indeed
upon any other aspect of his personality, would certainly be appreciated
and welcomed by all serious students of his life and mind.

Thackeray himself, whose attitude to his own work had always been
critical, was not contented with his political reports, scon admitted that
politics were not his true vein!t and turned his attention to art criticism
and book reviews. In his art criticism he continued along the lines
previously and simultaneously followed in Fraser’s Magazine. His reports
of exhibitions and his appreciation of individual pictures'? are not without
their own intrinsic interest and help us —as his art criticisms always do —
to come to a deeper understanding of his conception of literature. Indeed.
in Thackeray’s case the help his art criticisms offer us is very considerable,
for his approach to the picture evaluated had always been, as George
Saintsbury pointed out, from the so-called “literary” point of view: he
always wished to find what was to him the poetry of the picture he was
describing. This characteristic approach of his may be also traced in his
Morning Chronicle art criticism. As in his Fraserian walks through galleries
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and exhibitions here too he likes to illustrate his description of a picture
by apt and clever analogies from literature, and his brilliant word painting,
which bears witness to his great descriptive power, is nearly always
successful in recreating for the reader the poetry and general atmosphere
of the picture and its aesthetic effect upon the onlooker. There is another
common trait which his criticisms of pictures and books possess, and which
reveals how closely related to each other literature and the fine arts were
in his eyes. Both in his appreciation of literary works and works of art, he
is guided by the principles of realistic aesthetics: as far as painting is
concerned, the basic article of his faith and his main critical standard is
a principle from which he never swerves, namely that the painter should
copy “directly from nature” (C., p. 138). This does not mean however that
he was ready to accept a copy of nature which. would be an exact, photo-
graphic reproduction. He complains that

“the painters do not generally attempt what is called the highest species of art, and
content themselves with depicting nature as they find her, and trusting to the poetry
and charms of the scenes which they copy, rather than to their own powers of
invention, and representing ideal beauty” (C., p. 27).

Viewing the evaluated pictures from this perspective he assesses
highly those of them which possess dramatic and poetical power, feeling,
pathos or humour and the themes of which are “stirring and novel” (C.,
p. 30) and prefers them to those representing still life and depicting
conventional themes. Besides the subject of the picture, which Thackeray
always examines in detail, he also takes notice of the painter’s technique
and, himself by no means an amateur in painting, is even able to give
the painters some useful hints as to the technical means by which their
faults could be avoided.13 ._

In our opinion Thackeray’s Morning Chronicle art criticisms are
approximately upon the same level as those published in Fraser’s Magazine
(although, as the Times Literary Supplement reviewer of Ray’s edition
points out, “Titmarsh used to be more carefree and comical on these
occasions’ )14 and their best passages deserve to be praised no less warmly
than were the Fraserian by George Saintsbury.5

The book reviews which Thackeray wrote for the Morning Chronicle
display very convincingly the wide range of his criticism, even if it had
not considerably expanded since the beginning of his critical practice. He
pays attention especially to fiction, and that to a larger extent than before,
and to works of his personal interest, such as travel-books, biographical
and autobiographical works, books on history, gastronomy, and architecture.
These critical papers possess a considerable general interest for the student
of Thackeray’s life, mind, and work. If in his works of fiction Thackeray
kept silent for the most part, or at least did not expressly speak about the
political, social, scientific, religious and other problems which were much
under discussion at his time, in his book reviews, as Gordon N. Ray points
out, he “has his word, and it is usually an epigram, on most of the leading
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issues of the day” (C., Intr., p. xix.). We recognize his familiar idiosyncrasies,
such as his deep interest in the 18th century England, his love for
pantomimes and fairy-tales, his interest in gastronomy, his negative
attitude to the English system of education etc., and his opinions about
problems which occupied his mind in the more important field of his
activity, in writing fiction. Thus it is not surprising that between 1844 and
1846, when his Irish tour of 1842 was still fresh in his memory and his
mind full of the thoughts connected with the writing of Barry Lyndon, the
Irish question stood in the centre of his interest. During those two years
he wrote four reviews of books dealing with the contemporary situation
in Ireland, or with the history of that oppressed country (Venedey’s Irland,
16 March 1844, Madden’s Ireland and its Rulers since 1829, 20 March 1844,
D’Arlincourt’s Three Kingdoms, 14 April 1844, and Moore’s History of
Ireland; from the Earliest Kings of that Realm down to its last Chief,
20 August 1846). The reviews display his wide knowledge of the Irish
national problem, bear witness to his acquaintance with literature dealing
with it and to his serious and responsible attitude towards it. The Irish
question should be, as he emphasizes, “a matter of historical research” and
should never be treated ‘“as a romance™ (C., p. 2) as for example in
Venedey’s travel-book. Of the four books on Irish themes Thackeray most
highly appreciates Moore’s history, which is in his opinion

“a frightful document as against ourselves — one of the most melancholy stories in
the whole world of insolence, rapine, brutal, endless persecution on the part of the
English master; of manly resistance, or savage revenge and cunning, or plaintive
submission, all equally hopeless and unavailing to the miserable victim.” (C., p. 164).

The cruel and selfish colonial policy of “the hoble English lords”
towards Ireland, which is so remarkably well revealed in Moore’s history,
is — in Thackeray’s opinion — typical especially of the Middle Ages, but
marks “almost up to the last twenty years, the whole period of our domi-
nation” (C., p. 165). It is very interesting that Thackeray excludes from his
charge his own time and is convinced about the general improvement of
the situation in Ireland due to the efforts of the reformed Parliament, to
“justice, peace, and the peaceful genjus and labours of great men” (C.,
p. 166). These words were written in 1846, a year after half the population
of Ireland had died or migrated to America in consequence of the terrible
blight on potatoes, the staple food of the Irish peasants. It is hardly possible
that Thackeray, who was perfectly acquainted with the grand misére of
Ireland from his own personal experience three years before and who
followed with interest all political happenings in this country, was not
informed about these events. But he was so firmly convinced that the only
remedy for the troubles of the Irish people was a peaceful change by means
of reforms, as he showed inter alia chiefly by his Irish Sketch Book, that
he saw improvement even where there was none.

There were numerous other problems of contemporary political and
social life in England that came under Thackeray’s notice during the years
he worked as a book reviewer for the Morning Chronicle. Thus in three
of his reviews (of Disraeli’s Coningsby and Sybil, and Smythe’s Historic
Fancies) he makes full use of the opportunity the books offer him for ex-
pressing his own opinions about the doctrine of Disraeli’s “Young England”
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party and the remedy it offered for the improvement of the established
social order. Some of the books Thackeray reviewed for the Morning
Chronicle enabled him to vent his views of the church and religion. His
review of Stanley’s Life of Dr Arnold bears witness to his hatred of
religious cant, humbug and fanaticism in general and of the doctrines and
proclamations of Newman and his disciples in particular. In his review of
Steinmetz’s autobiographical work The Novitiate; or, a Year among the
English Jesuits his objection to Catholicism and asceticism is manifested
even more clearly. Thackeray sharply condemns here the “miserable moral
and bodily discipline” (C., p. 123) prevailing in Jesuit seminaries and his
account of the degrading practices at such institutions is pervaded by
bitter irony. '

Among his best reviews, as also Ray points out, are those of biographi-
cal or autobiographical works dealing with the lives of some outstanding or
interesting personages of the past (The Life of George Brummell, Esq., by
Captain Jesse, 8 May 1844, Diary and Letters of Madame d Arblay,
25 September 1846, and Burton’s Life and Correspondence of David Hume,
23 March 1846). When he reviews books of this kind, and the subject is
congenial to him, his lively historical imagination awakes, historical persons
long dead appear as living people before his inner eye and he makes them
“walk the world again” (C., p. 31). Thus he depicts with subtle humour and
affectionate irony the vanished society round the royal court of George III,
as it stood out in his imagination when he was reading Madame d’Arblay’s
correspondence. He is even more successful in his description of the
fashionable society of the late 18th century, which he presents in his review
of Jesse’s biography of Brummell. He brings ‘“‘the disreputable ghosts” of
that time, the aristocratic dandies and their imitators, “up from ‘limbo’”
and makes them appear as real and convincing personages before the reader.
His review of Jesse’s book has yet an additional interest. Brummell’s course
of life makes Thackeray consider the social position of this hero of fashion,
who was only the grandson of a footman, but surpassed even his king,
George IV, by his simplicity, elegance and impudence. Thackeray empha-
sizes that the life of this great discoverer of starched neckcloths was
perfectly empty and useless, but that he, for this very reason, flourished
“in a society of which it may be said that it was worthy of him” (C., p. 32).
Thackeray’s sketch of Brummell’s character, as he sums it up from the
book reviewed and illustrates by his own opinion, is pervaded by his
profound contempt for the fashionable society of Brummell’s time, which
elevated this great dandy to honour, even if he was ‘“heartless, and a
swindler, a fcol, a glutton, and a liar” (C., p. 36). This disgust at the social
and moral codes upheld by the highest social classes of 18th century
England is typically Thackerayan. It is motivated by his opposition to the
social and moral standards valid among the fashionable society of his
own time, an opposition which informs all his writings dealing with con-
temporary society and is the unifying theme of his masterpiece Vanity Fair.

* * »

Thackeray’s Morning Chronicle book reviews possess, too, 'great in-
terest as criticism, and to this aspect we shall pay particular attention. They
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represent, in our opinion, the most successful practical application so far
of Thackeray’s theoretical views of criticism and of the duties and rights
of the critic and reviewer. Even if Thackeray did not work out any con-
sistent body of critical doctrine, a fairly accurate idea of his conception
of criticism may be obtained from his appreciation of individual writers
and their work to be found in his earlier book reviews, and also from
his casual remarks upon criticism in general, dispersed through his earlier
writings. If we attempt to sum up his critical ideals we come to the
following conclusions: Thackeray was a staunch admirer of the protagonists
of the struggle for establishing English criticism upon new foundations
(especially of Carlyle and Hazlitt) and himself contributed to this campaign,
il not very significantly. Like Carlyle’s, Thackeray’s relation to the old
canons of criticism was also one of active opposition: he refused the
dictatorial rules prevailing in the periodical criticism of his time and
protested both against the current ‘“system of too much abusing” and
“system of too much praising”. He was conscious of the essentially wrong
attitude of the critics of the old neo-classic school towards authors and
proposed a new relationship, largely indebted to the critical doctrine of
Carlyle: a critic has a great responsibility both towards the writer and the
public, between whom he ‘“has to arbitrate”, and he should be an honest
judge “sifting in judgment and delivering solemn opinions”’, who must
“tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth” about the book
criticized. His praise should be well directed, he should have an honest
admiration for genius, but has no right to indulge in uncritical panegyrics
if there is no ground which would justify them. As Thackeray saw it, the
critic must be sometimes severe, but has no right to use the critical rule
as a schoolmaster’s rod and flog “every morsel of skin” off the author’s
back. The proper method of exposing faults is, as Thackeray half-seriously
explains, the following:

“If the subject to be operated upon be a poor weak creature, switch him gently,
and then take him down. If he be a pert pretender, as well as an ignoramus, cut
smartly, and make him cry out; his antics will not only be amusing to the lookers on,
but instructive likewise: a warning to other impostors, who will hold their vain
tongues, and not be quite so ready for the future to thrust themselves in the way
of the public. But, as a general rule, never flog a man, unless there are hopes of
him; if he be a real malefaclor, sinning not against taste merely, but truth, give him
a grave trial and punishment: don’t flog him, but brand him solemnly, and then cast
him loose. The best cure for humbug is satire — here above typified as the rod; for
crime, you must use the hot iron: but this, thank Heaven! is seldom needful, not
more than once or twice in the seven-and-thirty years that we ourselves have sat on
the bench."16

We learn who was the ideal critic for Thackeray from his panegyrics
on Hazlitt in his Morning Chronicle review of Horne’s New Spirit of the
Age (2 April 1844). Hazlitt, in Thackeray’s eyes, possessed all the necessary
parts of a good critic’s equipment:

“With partialities and prejudices innumerable, he had a wit so keen, a sensibility
§0 exquisite, an appreciation of humour, or pathos, or even of the greatest art, so
lively, quick, and cultivated, that it was always good to know what were the impress-
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jons made by books, or men, or pictures on such a mind; and that, as there were not
probably a dozen men in England with powers so varied, all the rest of the world
might be rejoiced to listen to the opinions of this accomplished critic.”t”

It deserves mention that Thackeray warmly praises Hazlitt’s “popular”
habits and sympathies and prefers this independent “ragged philosopher”,
who obtained an irregular education and lived in poverty, to the established.
critical authorities of his time, who scorned him and hooted him down.

If we investigate Thackeray's Morning Chronicle book criticisms as
a poncrete embodiment of his critical ideals, we come to the conclusion that
the critic stands out in them as a judge dispensing justice. He gives un-
grudging tribute to anything good he finds in the bodks reviewed (accuracy
of information, original observations, earnestness and honesty of purpose
in non-fictional works; successfully delineated character or milieu, lively
humour etc. in fiction) whatever reservations he might make about the
work as a whole. This aspect of his critical power is most clearly manifested
in his reviews of Dickens’s Cricket on the Hearth, and Disraeli’s Coningsby
and Sybil, which we shall discuss below. In some of his reviews, but com-
paratively rarely, he appears as a dispenser of praise: he finds nothing to
blame for instance in Jerrold’s Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain Lectures and in
Horace Smith’s poetry. Although he is a generous critic, he never indulges
in excessive laudation, not even in these two reviews where he finds
nothing to censure. On the other hand, if the book he criticizes deviates
markedly from the standard of real excellence, he is swift to pronounce
his sentence of blame and levels the sharp shafts of his irony and satire
at the offender. So, too, he is irritated, whenever he meets dishonesty, in-
sincerity, vacuity of intelligence and self-complacency on the part of the
writer, insufficient knowledge of the subject, lack of reliable information
or any misrepresentation of reality in his work. For egotism, which had
always been odious to him, he severely castigates for instance Mohan Lal,
the author of Travels in the Punjub (6 April 1846) and Benjamin Robert
Haydon, the author of Lectures on Painting and Design (19 June 1846),
and points out that these writers are more intensely occupied with their
own persons than with the subjects of their books. Another serious offence,
which is unpardonable in his eyes, is tediousness in a book, whether it is
a travel-book, such as Carus’s Travels in England (16 March 1846), or
a poem, such as Bulwer-Lytton’s New Timon (21 April 1846), or an
essayistic work, as Horne’s New Spirit of the Age. What a great master
of irony Thackeray was can be most fully seen in his reviews of these
tedious books, for he succeeds, as Ray also points out, in making even
them amusing and interesting. His greatest achievement in this respect is
his review of Carus’s book, in which he treats the stupid work as if it were
a work of “one of the greatest humorists that ever lived”!® who provokes
laughter not by wit and ingenuity like other humorous writers, but by
his dullness and imbecility. For all his unmerciful attacks upon the author,
however, Thackeray cannot help being grateful to him that he provided
him with much amusement. He is not so grateful to Bulwer-Lyt‘oon and
points out that the general impression of his epic New Timon is “one of
intolerable tedium” (C. p. 129) and that it lacks most of the essentlal
characteristics of a good poem.,
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The above mentioned authors are not the only victims of Thackeray’s
irony, he levels, his satirical attacks also against several others, whose
works deviated in some way from the standard by which he measured and
provoked him by their naiveté, shallowness or pretentiousness (Alexis
Soyer’s Gastronomic Regenerator, 4 July 1846. James Fenimore Cooper’s
Ravensnest; or, the Red Skins, 27 August 1846, E. J. Lane’s Life at the
Water Cure, 1 September 1846, and F. W. Trench’s Royal Palaces, 5 Octo-
ber 1846). In none of these cases, however, does Thackeray’s criticism turn
into ‘“too much abusing”, malice or slander, the faults he exposes fully
deserve the censure he gives them.

One of the main merits of Thackeray as the book reviewer of the
Morning Chronicle is his ability to grasp the importance a particular book
has for the contemporary reading public, for the society in which it has
its roots. From his casual comments upon literature we learn that he had
always been acutely conscious of the great social responsibility of the writer,
especially of a popular writer of the Dickensian type, whose “words go forth
to vast congregations of mankind”;19 it is also well-known how deeply
he felt his own responsibility to society when he attained popularity and
fame. No less strongly did he feel the social responsibility inherent in his
critical office, as a critic of contemporary literature. If a book he is
reviewing has achieved popularity and is read and talked about by every-
bodx, like Dickens’s Cricket on the Hearth, he considers it to be his duty
as a critic to ask, whether it is really “a good book which so excites you
and all the public with emotion” (C., p. 88) and to answer the question
after a thorough, objective and responsible examination of the strong and
weak points of the author’s creative method. If the critics’ voice is loud
in praise of a new book and he comes to the conclusion that their eulogy
is misplaced, as in the case of Bulwer-Lytton’s New Timon, he feels bound
to guard the purity of the literary taste of the reading public and to
correct the critics’ unfounded enthusiasm. How successful he was in
evaluating the effect and influence which a book he had in hand would
have on his contemporaries is also obvious from his introduction to his
review of Dickens’s Christmas book, where he evokes the atmosphere of
English Christmas of his own time and deals with the contemporary appeal
of the story, or in his review of Jerrold’s Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain Lectures,
in which he discusses at some length the impression Jerrold’s characters
made upon contemporary readers.

The most important aspect of his Morning Chronicle book reviews,
which is the root of all their merits, is Thackeray’s unswerving truth to
“nature”, The objective foundation for his evaluation of books is always
reality itself, that sphere of life described and depicted in them. This is
clearly manifested not only in his reviews of non-fictional works, but first
and foremost in his reviews of fiction, to which we shall devote a detailed
discussion in the following chapter. There are however several other
positive aspects of Thackeray’s criticism which we cannot treat as fully .
as they deserve here. His Morning Chronicle book reviews display the
variety of his gifts as a critic and the originality, vigour and freshness
of his criticism even more clearly than his earlier critical contributions.
They bear witness to Thackeray’s sound literary taste, his ability of dis-
cerning the grain from the chaff and his strong propensity to laugh at
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dullness and pretension. His wit and irony especially are irresistible and
never miss their targets. The critic convincingly reveals his ability of
grasping the “moral” of the book he reviews, of penetrating to the core
of its subject and presenting it to the reader in a few happily worded
sentences. If the subject is congenial to him, he never misses this oppor-
tunity for throwing new light upon it by original observations of his own.
The quotations chosen from the books reviewed are always apt and
interesting; they may seem rather long to some present-day readers, but
this was the necessary concession of the critic to the fashion of his time in
reviewing practice.

In spite of all these merits, Thackeray’s Morning Chronicle book
reviews are criticism not devoid of blemishes and faults. As in his earlier
criticisms of books here too Thackeray allows himself from time to time
to be carried away by his personal preferences and dislikes, manifested in
occasional outbursts of sentiment on his part. This peculiar impulsiveness,
however, no longer tempts him to one-sided and prejudiced judgment:
his praise and censure-are not misplaced, and he is always able to give
satisfactory reasons for his dislikes. This absence of his earlier critical
errors may be partly accounted for by the fact that he did not review
for the Morning Chronicle any works of foreign writers of fiction, to whom
he had often before failed to do justice. The main reason, however, must
be sought in his matured vision of life and literature, the noticeable
development of his critical power and the clear-cut critical standard which
he worked out and used by the time his long apprenticeship to literature
was drawing to its close.

II.

The strong points of Thackeray’s criticism find their most successful
embodiment in his reviews of contemporary fiction, which he wrote for
the magazine between 1844 and 1846. The works of fiction that came into
his hands are not many, nor are they generally outstanding as far as their
literary value is concerned (Disraeli’s Coningsby, 13 May 1844 and Sybil,
13 May 1845, Lever’s St. Patrick’s Eve, 3 April 1845, and a series of
Christmas books, Dickens’s Cricket on the Hearth, 24 December 1845,
Jerrold’s Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain Lectures, 26 December 1845 and Mrs
Gore’s Snow Storm, 31 December 1845). But his reviews of these books
possess a manysided interest and value for all Thackerayan research
workers, not only because they reveal Thackeray as a competent critic
of fiction, but because they show, as Ray also points out, Thackeray’s
reading and his reflection upon it in the three important years before his
masterpiece began to appear. Thus they help us to understand more fully
his growth as a novelist at that crucial period of his life and the develop-
ment of his views of literature in general and of fiction in particular.

It is a fact familiar from Thackeray’s casual statements on literature
and art, dispersed throughout his other writings, that he was deeply
conscious of the ideological significance of literature and firmly convinced
that literary works enable the reader to come to a better and deeper under-
standing of life and human society. In 1840 he wrote these significant words
in his Paris Sketch Book: .
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“There is, however, a cheap and delightful way of travelling, that a man may
perform in his easy chair, without expense of passports or postboys. On the wings of
a novel, from the next circulating library, he sends his imagination a-gadding, and
gains acquaintance with people and manners, whom he could not hope otherwise
to know. Twopence a volume bears us whithersoever we will; back to Ivanhoe and
Coeur de Lion, or to Waverley and the Young Pretender, along with Walter Scott;
up to the heights of fashion with the charming enchanter of the silver-fork School;
or, better still, to the snug inn parlour, or the jovial taproom, with Mr. Pickwick and
his faithful Sancho Weller. I am sure that a man who, a hundred years hence, should
sit down to write the history of our time, would do wrong to put that great contem-
porary history of Pickwick aside, as a frivolous work. It contains true character
under false names; and, like Roderick Random, an inferior work, and Tom Jones
(one that is immeasurably superior), gives.us a better idea of the state and ways
of the people, than one could gather from any more pompous or authentic histories.”?

Viewing the novels and stories he reviewed for the Morning Chronicle
from this angle, he assesses their contribution to the reader’s knowledge
of the contemporary world and pays special attention to the problem of
what should be the province of the novel and the business of the novelist.
He does not present any consistent theory of the novelist’s art, but his
commentary is remarkable and deserves our full attention.

Having carefully read and examined the works of some contemporary
writers of fiction (Disraeli, Lever, Mrs. Trollope, Jerrold, Dickens, English
“religious” novelists, and Eugéne Sue in France), Thackeray feels bound
to sound the alarm against their treatment of the novel. He is disturbed
by a conspicuous tendency to be observed among these writers, which is
“prodigiously on the increase, and can tend, as we fancy, to little good”
(C., p. 72). Contemporary humorists and writers of fiction, as he sees it,
go too far in their endeavour to make their works informative, use them
first and foremost for didactic ends and thus make. out of them political,
religious or economic pamphlets and manifestos. Thackeray is especially
irritated when humorous writers like Jerrold, Lever and Dickens succumb
to this tendency, suddenly turn into “comic moralists” and “social regener-
ators”, adopt a didactic tone and instruct the reader by preaching to him
their “comic philosophy” or “comic politics”. Comic writers should occupy
themselves, as he writes in his review of A’Beckett’s Christmas book, The
Comic Blackstone, only with their joking “and with nothing else”, they
should not “pretend to regenerate the world” (C., pp. 102, 101). It they try
to officiate as deep philosophers, moralists and politicians, they overload
their books with an obtrusive and unnecessary “moral ballast”, writes
Thackeray, and proceeds:

“If we want instruction, we prefer to take it from fact rather than from fiction.
We like to hear sermons from his reverence at church; to get our notions of trade,
crime, politics, and other national statistics, from the proper papers and figures;
but when suddenly, out of the gilt pages of a pretty picture book, a comic moralist
rushes forward, and takes occasion to tell us that society is diseased, the laws unjust,
the rich ruthless, the poor martyrs, the world lop-sided, and vice versa, persons who
wish to lead an easy life are inclined to remonstrate against this literary ambuscadoe.
You may be very right, the remonstrant would say, -and I am sure are very hearty
and honest, but as these questions you propound here comprehend the whole scheme
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of politics and morals, with a very great deal of religion, I am, I confess, not prepared
at the present moment to enler into them. Without wishing to be uncomplimentary,
1 have very shrewd doubts as to your competency to instruct upon all these points; at
all events, I would much rather hear you on your own ground — amusing by means of
amiable fiction, and instructing by kindly satire, being careful to avoid the dis-
cussion of abstract principles, beyond those of the common ethical science which
forms a branch of all poets and novelists’ business — but, above all, eschewing
questions of politics and political economy, as too deep, I will not say for your
comprehension, but for your readers’; and never, from their nature, properly to be
discussed in any, the most gilded, story-book” (C., p. 71).

Elsewhere in the Morning Chronicle Thackeray specifies what abstract
principles to be avoided by the novelist he has in mind and mentions
principles of chemistry, astronomy, algebra, religion, political economy and
“other abstract science”. Throughout his argument there runs the
conviction that the instructive character of literature is equal to that of
science (elsewhere he said expressly that novels “are as instructive as the
biggest quartos in the world”?1), but simultaneously there runs, too, the
distinction between these two ideological approaches and their specific
ways of handling identical material and spheres of life. As Thackeray
correctly showed, the scientist and the novelist have their different specific
spheres and neither has a right to usurp the place of the other. He illustrates
his meaning by the following comparison:

“If Professor Faraday were to produce a comic novel to his audience at the
Royal Institution, or Paul de Kock publish lectures on chemistry, it is certain that
the admirers of either would be disappoinied, and would have a right to cry out
against the imposition.”??

According to Thackeray’s view, which may be summed up from his
whole argument, even if it is not expressly declared to such an extent
as we develop it here, it is facts, concrete data, statistics, experiments etc.
that make the study of scientists, and it is human beings and their actions
that make the study of novelists. The novelist’s business is to paint human
life, to show us pictures of people as individuals and social animals, with
all the wealth of their psychology, way of life, actions and behaviour,
emotions, thoughts and moral character. Human society is the novelist’s
broadest theme:

“Morals and manners we believe to be the novelist’s best themes; and thence
prefer romances which do not treat of algebra, religion, political economy, or other
abstract science” (C., pp. 77—18).

As far as Thackeray mentions political economy as one of the forbidden
themes of the novelist, nobody would indeed doubt the correctness of his
statement. But among the problems which he most emphatically excludes
from the sphere of the novelist we find also contemporary political
problems and even the most topical of them, the “Condition of England
question”, which he expressly mentions in one of his several reflections
upon this matter. At first sight this would seem a very heretical statement,
if we take into account the time at which it was pronounced (1845), when
the “Condition of England question”, i. e. the relationship between the
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exploiters and the exploited, was becoming the centre of interest not only
of those whom it concerned most, the English working masses, but also
of some of the more open-minded politicians, historians, philosophers, law-
yers, economists, and writers of fiction. A lack of interest in this vital
problem appeared as a grave deficiency in Thackeray’s time and appears
as such also from our historical- perspective, and therefore Thackeray’s.
argument deserves at this point a more thorough examination.

To maintain that Thackeray himself was not interested in the “Condi-
tion of England question” and other political and social problems of his
time would mean to do injustice to his active and inquiring mind and to
ignore his frequent allusions and reflections concerning these matters in
his writings and correspondence. If he makes it a law that novelists should
not treat contemporary political problems in their works, he has several
grave reasons for doing so. One of them is the writers’ insufficient famil-
iarity with their subject and want of personal experience of what they
intend to describe. According to his view, contemporary “political” novelists
“meddle with subjects of which their small studies have given them
but a faint notion” and thence “treat complicated and delicate questions
with apologues instead of argument”. This is, as he concludes, “not only
dishonest, but it is a bore” (C., p. 101). The stress upon the necessity of the
writer’s perfect acquaintance with his material, his thorough and intimate
knowledge of what he is going to depict, is not a ngvel thing with Thackeray
and implies his realistic aesthetics. The emphasis he laid upon the writer’s
personal experience was not a mere theoretical proclamation on his part:
in his own novels he never drew fanciful pictures of people or social classes.
with whom he was not familiar, and his creative writing was for him
“that inevitable repertory of all one’s thoughts and experiences”.?3

Another objection Thackeray lodges against contemporary writers of
“political” fiction is their inconsistent and infirm political creed: they
change their political views either several times during their literary
career (like Disraeli) or even within one work (like Mrs. Trollope in her
Jessie Phillips: A Tale of the New Poor Law). Having no firm political
persuasion, they lese their way, as Thackeray points out, in “the crabbed
labyrinths of political controversy” (C., p. 72) and make themselves ridicu-
lous. Thackeray's most serious complaint, however, is directed against
the utter inadequacy of the novelists who have chosen the “Condition of
England question” as their theme, to present in their works any real and
realizable solution of the great social struggle they describe, to offer any
effective remedy for the social evils they depict. In his review of Lever’s
St. Patrick’s Eve Thackeray presents a burlesque plot of a novel depicting
the class struggle in the English countryside, ridicules the schematic
treatment of the theme which was the fashion in novels of this kind and
condemns the compromise happy ends such novels offer instead of -a
solution:

“Has any sentimental writer organised any feasible scheme for bettering the
poor? Has any one of them, after weeping over poor Jack, and turning my lord to
ridicule, devised anything for the substantial benefit of the former? At the conclusion
of these tales, when the poor hero or heroine has been bullied enough — when poor
Jack has been put off the murder he was meditating, or poor Polly has been rescued
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from the town on which she was about to go — there somehow arrives a misty
reconciliation between the poor and the rich; a prophecy is uttered of better times
for the one, and better manners in the other; presages are made of happy life, happy
marriage and children, happy beef and pudding for all time to come; and the
characters make their bow, grinning, in a group, as they do at the end of a drama
when the curtain falls, and the blue fire blazes behind the scenes” (C., pp. 73—74).

The upshot of his argument is that

“This is not the way in which men seriously engaged and interested in the awful
question between rich and poor meet and grapple with it. When Cobden thunders
against the landlords, he flings figures and facts into their faces, as missiles with
which he assails them; he offers, as he believes, a better law than their’s as a sub-
stitute for that which they uphold. When Sir Robert Peel resists or denies or takes
up the standard which he has planted, and runs away, it is because he has cogent
prudential reasons for his conduct of the day. But on one side and the other it is
a serious contest which is taking place in the press and Parliament over the “Con-
dition of England question”. The novelist as it appears to us, ought to be a non-com-
batant. But if he persists in taking a side, don’t let him go into the contest unarmed;
let him do something more effectual than call the enemy names. The cause of either
party in this great quarrel requires a stronger championship than this, and merits
a more earnest warfare.”

It is obvious, then, that Thackeray protests not so much against the
choice of such a theme itself, but against the authors’ incapable way of
handling it. If he is convinced that fiction is not the place for useless and
incompetent discussions of the “Condition of England question”, he is
at the same time perfectly aware that the condition and life of the people,
especially of the most oppressed section of it, the working class, should
find its reflection in literature as the inseparable part of contemporary
reality. He appreciated, as we can learn from his other writings, those
novelists and poets who were the first to venture into the “awful, awful
poor man country”, of which the English ruling classes (himself included)
have been quite ignorant and uninformed, “until some poet like Hood
wakes and sings that dreadful “Song of the Shirt”; some prophet like
Carlyle rises up and denounces woe; some clear-sighted, energetic man like
the writer of the Chronicle (i. e. the Morning Chronicle — L. P.) travels
into the poor man’s country for us, and comes back with his tale of terror
and wonder”.?* He gave unstinted praise to Dickens, as the only modern
novelist who truthfully depicts the life of the London poor, that “tremen-
dous society moving around us, and unknown to us”,?5 and even if he
preserved some doubts about certain aspects of his creative method, he
highly valued Dickens’s depiction as a tender hand given to the poor and
a kind word uttered to the unhappy. Also in his Morning Chronicle reviews
of fiction he pays attention to this sphere of life hitherto almost entirely
neglected by the English literature of his day and suggests what should
be the equipment of the writer who would venture upon this untrodden
path. The most important part of his equipment is again intimate know-
ledge of the subject:

“A man who was really familiar with the mill and the mine might now, we
should think, awaken great public attention as a novelist. It is a magnificent and

93



untrodden field (for Mrs. Trollope’s Factory story was wretched caricaturing, and
Mr. Disraeli appears on the ground rather as an amateur): to describe it well, a man
should be born to it. We want a Boz from among the miners or the manufactories to
detail their ways of work and pleasure — to describe their feelings, interests, and
lives, public and private” (C., p. 80).

* * *

The above theoretical reflections of Thackeray upon the tasks, aims
and methods of fiction are more clearly displayed when applied to
the concrete appreciation of individual authors and their works. The best
opportunity for venting his own opinions about the place of political
problems in fiction was offered by Disraeli’s novels Coningsby and Sybil
and Lever’s St. Patrick’s Eve, from the reviews of which most of the above
quotations are chosen. The subject which these works of fiction aimed to
illustrate was the condition of the people, their purpose was to open
people’s eyes to certain social evils of the time. It is not surprising, then,
that in reviewing these books Thackeray is above all else interested in
their subject-matter and purpose, to the evaluation of which he devotes
more space than to other aspects of their authors’ creative method.

In his reviews of Disraeli’s novels, the acknowledged literary mani-
festos of the “Young England” party, Thackeray pays great attention to
the political programme propagated by the‘author. He appreciates: the
positive aspects of Disraeli’s doctrine embodied in his novels: his truthful
expgsure of the dirty political game of the Whigs and Tories, and his severe
hits at both parties. It is good, Thackeray is convinced, “to find gentlemen
sitting with the present government acknowledging the cant of its pro-
fessions, the entire uncertainty of its aims, the hollowness of its views,
and for the imminent convulsions of the country its utter inadequacy tc
provide”. Thackeray then proceeds to point out that even if Disraeli shows
the evils of political and social life in England well enough, when he
“comes to legislate for them ... his reasoning becomes altogether unsatis-
factory” (C., p. 42). The reviewer professes himself unable to decipher
Disraeli’s parable of ‘“Young England” and to understand what are the
aims of this new political programme. In spite of this, however, in his
summary of the doctrine, which he presents in his review of Smythe’s
Historic Fancies, he succeeds in grasping its main drawbacks and explaining
the progress it has made since its first appearance:

“The Tractarians led the way to give a religious sanctity to the enterprise; and
in order at once to engage the sympathies of the masses..., the spirit of Christian
charity was made to go rather ostentatiously hand in hand with Christian doctrine
for the sufferings of the poor, who always have suffered since the world began,
were now bewailed as they never had been, by the rich and lordly — the selfish
vices of the wealthy confessed and rebuked by men from amongst its own very ranks.
Above all, a vague alarm for the consequences of these things was sedulously ex-
pressed; gloomy prospects painted of the future; whilst, by way of contrast, bright
and tantalizing visions were conjured up of the state of society in some indefinitely
“by-gone days”, when the rich cared for the poor, and fed them with all good things
of this earth, the poor doing light and cheerful service in return, and all men lived
in the fear of God, and in charity and love with one another. To heighten the effect
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of this comfortable picture, something yet was added by the skilful hand of this
moral magician — the sports and pastimes of the good ancient days were invoked
upon the tapis after the roast beef and ale of Old England had been disposed of,
and so the best wish that could be offered to man was in imagination realized —
plenty waited on appetite, health and contentment on both!” (C., p. 56).

Thackeray then proceeds to demonstrate that such a political pro-
gramme is very unsatisfactory, for it is in its substance vague prophecy
and dangerous demagogy, which disturbs men’s minds by offering them
“something as yet undefined” as a remedy for their present troubles. From
Thackeray’s whole argument it is obvious that he particularly resented the
fundamental principle of the Young Englanders’ doctrine — the proposal
for the revival of some undefined “good old times”, in fact feudalism and
the feudal mode of exploitation. His attitude to the Middle Ages had
always been very critical, and is most strikingly revealed in his truthful
depiction of feudal barbarity in Miss Tickletoby’s Lectures on the English
History and Rebecca and Rowena. In one of his Morning Chronicle con-
tributions, his review of Moore’s history of Ireland, he expresses his
opinion about the real character of these “good old times” most clearly,
even if he takes notice only of some of its aspects:

“Persecution was a condition of faith in the past period, axe and f{ire the
weapons of argument all the world over, in those wicked middle ages of which
romancers like to make chivalrous pageants, and we madmen in Young England
and Young Ireland prate about” (C., p. 165).

The clear-sightedness of Thackeray’s evaluation of Disraeli’s Young
England doctrine will be more apparent if we confront his judgments with
those pronounced by Marx and Engels. In their Manifesto of the Communist
Party .the classic writers of Marxism call Disraeli’s doctrine by the apt
name “feudal socialism”, explain its origin (more satisfactorily than
Thackeray, for they reveal the very social roets of the doctrine) and
characterize it as “half lamentation, half lampoon; half echo of the past,
half menace of the future; at times, by its bitter, witty and incisive
criticism, striking the bourgeoisie to the very heart’s core; but always
ludicrous in its effect, through total incapacity to comprehend the march
of modern history”.26

Thackeray is not only dissatisfied with Disraeli’s political programme
itself, he is also extremely irritated by the way in which the author works
it out in characters, plot and authorial commentary. As he saw it, one of
the grave demerits of Disraeli’s novels is the great quantity of digressions,
disquisitions and commentaries, by means of which the author inflicts
upon his readers his own political doctrine, various political fallacies and
also his “Caucasian theory”, i. e. his views of the position and future of
the Jewish race. Sybil is, as Thackeray points out, even more overloaded
with such discussions of pretentious subjects and abstracts principles than
is Coningsby, “there is more Venetian theory, more high flown Young
England mystery, much apologizing for the exiled Stuart family; miuch
satire against the “great English families of the Reformation”, and some
cruel hitting at the “Stadhouder of Holland” and the Dutch system of
finance” (C., p. 79). Thackeray ironically suggests a list of reference books,

95



which should be sent by book-sellers to their country correspondents “as
a key to ‘Sibyl’” and mentions books on history, economy, agriculture,
manufacture, banking, and credit, for all these problems, as he emphasizes,
are discussed in the novel. After the reading of this necessary h'terature
“the reader would be competent to judge this wonderful author; and .

form theories for himself, after masfering such a political encyclopaedla

(C., p. 79).

As far as Coningsby is concerned, besides criticizing the author’s use
of commentary and dialogue, Thackeray pronounces his utter dissatisfaction
with the one-sided picture of contemporary society presented in the novel.
Disraeli’s endeavour to introduce the reader “to none but the very best
company” (C., p. 40), English fashionable aristocratic society, makes
Thackeray classify the novel among the productions of the Silver-fork
school of fiction, so often and so sharply criticized and parodied by him
before. As Thackeray sees it, Coningsby is a fashionable novel pushed to
extremest verge of 'this kind of literature, the very glorification of
dandyism, and Disraeli stands out in this work as the leading preacher
and teacher of dandies. The reviewer makes use of this opportunity to
address a few ironic remarks to the whole school of contemporary fashion-
able novelists:

“Not an unremarkable characteristic of our society-novelists is that ardour of
imagination which sets them so often to work in describing grand company for us.
They like to disport themselves in inventing fine people, as we to sit in this imaginary
society. There is something naif in this credulity on both sides: in these cheap
Barmecide entertainments, to which author and reader are content to sit down.
Mr. Disraeli is the most splendid of all feast-givers in this way — there is no end
to the sumptuous hospitality of his imagination.”?? '

From Thackeray’s whole argument and the confrontation of his
criticism of Coningsby with that of another work produced by the Silver-
fork school of novelists, Mrs Gore’s Sketches of English Character, it follows
that Disraeli is in his eyes a graver culprit in this respect than such writers
as Mrs Gore, who present in their works a simple, naive description of
fashionable society without any pretensions or edifying purposes. Disraeli,
however, endeavours to represent in his dandies regenerators of the
diseased bourgeois society, and this is in Thackerays eyes absurd and
unpardonable:

“Dandies are here made to regenerate the world — to heal the wounds of the
wretched body politic — to infuse new blood into torpid old institutions — to reconcile
the ancient world to the modern — to solve the doubts and perplexities which at
present confound us — and to introduce the supreme truth to the people, as theatre
managers do the sovereign to the play, smiling, and in silk stockings, and with a pair
of wax candles” (C,, p. 39).

Besides rejecting the ridiculous notion that indolent and socially useless
dandies could be the saviours of the English people, Thackeray also points
out that these protagonists of Disraeli’s political programme are not
represented in his novel truthfully, do not appear before the reader as
convincing and life-like personages:
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“The dandyism, moreover, is intense, but not real; not English, that is. It is
vastly too ornamental, energetic, and tawdry for our quiet habits. The author’s
coxcombry is splendid, gold-land, refulgent, like that of Murat rather than that of
Brummell” (C., pp. 40—41).

We know that these foibles of Disraeli’s creative method, his preten-
tiousness, his delight in false Oriental splendour and fashionable themes
and characters, and his ornamental and bombastic style, had always
repelled and irritated Thackeray: he criticized them inter alia also in his
later review of the novel in Pictoral Times and ridiculed them most
successfully in his masterly parody of Disraeli’s style, in Novels by Eminent
Hands.

Even if Thackeray makes so many and so grave reservations about
Disraeli’s creative approach to reality, he is able to appreciate its positive
aspects. He gives unstinted praise to Disraeli’s faithful depiction of the
political tricks and practices of the English ruling political parties and lays
stress upon the author’s gift of humour and satire, which is often directed
against things, persons, and practices deserving to be ridiculed. As Disraeli’s
best achievement in Coningsby Thackeray regards his satirical portraits
of contemporary politicians, his “amusing bitter sketches of Tadpole, Rigby,
Monmouth, and the rest, of which the likenesses were irresistible, and the
malice tickled everybody. There is no master in this style of delineation,
since Swift’s day, more dexterous and faithful than Mr. Disraeli”.28 Sybil,
on the other hand, as Thackeray points out, lacks the evidence of Disraeli’s
gift of satirical portraiture and malicious caricature, which was the strong
point of Coningsby, even if the rogueries of the “cabals of parliamentary
parties” are satirized in it successfully. To the reviewer’s regret, however,
even the best pages of Disraeli’s novels are not without blemishes, for in
his satire too his supreme coxcombry intervenes, and the reader is
inevitably led to laugh not only at the characters whom the author holds
up to ridicule, but at the author himself.

Whereas Disraeli’s depiction of English contemporary society in
Coningsby contains only some grains of truth-and is upon the whole rather
false than faithful, the picture presented by him in Sybil is, as Thackeray
correctly emphasizes, much more successful. The reviewer praises Disraeli’s
aim of including in the framework of his picture not only the life of the
highest social classes in England, but “the whole cycle of labour”, the
working class both in the country and the town, and gives ungrudging
tribute to his depiction of the horrible colony of agricultural labourers, in
which he sees the best part of the novel. Particularly praiseworthy in his
eyes is the novelist’s endeavour to introduce the reader into the mysterious
world of factory workers and miners. But in this case, as Thackeray clearly
understands, Disraeli’s descriptions are not satisfactory, not because he has
no sympathy with his subject, but because he lacks the necessary
experience and familiarity with it. Thackeray shows that the author’s
insufficient knowledge of the English working class is most strikingly
revealed in his delineation of the characters of factory workers and miners,
“with whose features the writer is not sufficiently familiar to be able to
sketch them off with the ease that is requisite in the novelist” (C.,
pp. 82—83).
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For ali his critical words directed against Disraeli's depiction of the
English working class in Sybil, the reviewer is able to grasp its social
significance: he is convinced that it “can do good” by turning the readers’
attention to this novel subject and by sending travellers from among the
English ruling classes to manufacturing and mining districts. He highly
apprec1ates (and quotes) Disraeli’s well-known revelation about the “two
nations” existing side by side within English society and praises his attempt
to rend asunder the veil parting them:

“If this book can have made any members of the one nation think of the other,
it is something to have done; to our idea Mr. Disraeli never said truer words than
that the one nation does not know what the other does, and that it is time they
should be acquainted” (C., p. 81).

We may see, then, that even if Thackeray was convinced that a novelist
ought to be a non-combatant occupying “a happy neutral ground, apart
from the quarrels and hatred of the world”,29 he is able to appreciate the
help a writer of fiction can give to the cause of the oppressed by truthfully
depicting their miserable condition and thus pointing it out to the public,
even if he cannot offer any effectual remedy for its improvement. Neither
Disraeli, nor his reviewer were able to see, however, what Engels grasped
in his oonception of the two nations, at which he arrived at about the same
time as Disraeli, namely that the other nation, the poor, “are for the future
of England much more important”¥ than the classes ruling it. For all their
clear-sightedness in some respects both Disraeli and Thackeray, owing to
their origin, education and social position, were too closely bound up with
the higher social classes in England, to be able to see in the downtrodden
masses of the working people the rightful heirs of the future of the country.

From Thackeray’s evaluation of Disraeli’s novels, as well as from his
other reviews dealing with contemporary ‘“political” fiction (his review
of Lever’s St. Patrick’s Eve and Cooper’s Ravensnest) his own position is
more obvious than it is from the theoretical argument of his with which
we opened this chapter. There can be no doubt that he acutely felt the
necessity that contemporary social and political life should be reflected
in literature: at that time he was attaining the heights of the novelist’s
art himself and in his Vanity Fair presented a remarkable embodiment
of his own outlook upon the place of political and social morals in fiction.
He could not help protesting, however, whenever he met this broad theme
handled in the way that Disraeli and Lever handled it, he could not help
rebelling whenever he saw the novel as a literary genre maltreated at the
hands of some contemporary writers. He sometimes errs, especially in his
theoretical argument; he is unjust to Dickens for example, when he puts
him artistically on the same level as Disraeli, Lever and Jerrold, when he
calls his heart-felt sympathy with the oppressed “comic politics”, and
when he protests against Dickens’s attacks upon “fundholders and manu-
facturers”. A fundamental mistake is his assertion that the novelist should
be a non-combatant, an uncommitted and neutral observer of social
struggles. In this respect he commits an injustice towards his own works
in which, especially in the most artistically successful, he does very clearly
express through the medium of his pictures his own very definite moral
and even political standpoint. His argument as a whole, however, and
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especially his concrete appreciation of “political” novelists, contain much
truth which remains valid up to the present day. Their main merit is that
they so remarkably display Thackeray’s firm and unchanging insistance
upon réalism in literature, which in this case penetrates far more deeply
below the superficial aspects of the novelist’s art than it ever did before..

* o X

In the remaining reviews of fiction written for the Morning Chronicle
Thackeray once more unflinchingly follows the principles of realistie
aesthetics, while paying greater attention to what we could perhaps call
legitimate novel-interest, i. e. characters, plot and situations, than in his
appreciation of “political”’ fiction. Especially worthy of notice are his
reviews of two Christmas books, Dickens’s Cricket on the Hearth3' and
Jerrold’s Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain Lectures, in which he most strikingly
reveals his own conception of the formation of literary characters.
Thackeray had always most highly appreciated all those novelists (and
in his earlier years especially Henry Fielding) who created in their novels
life-like characters whom the reader is disposed to accept as actual people,
whom he can “live into”. In his opinion Douglas Jerrold possesses the
power of bestowing upon his characters this sort of actuality and therefore
his book has a great advantage over Dickens’s in respect of truth and reality.
The great charm of Jerrold’s Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain Lectures is the “credi-
bility of Mr. and Mrs. Caudle”, writes Thackeray, and proceeds:

“The couple have become real living personages in history, like Queen Elizabeth,
or Sancho Panza, or Parson Adams, or any other past character, who, false or real
once, is only imaginary now, and for whose existence we have only the word of
a book. And surely to create these realities is the greatest triumph of a fictitious
writer — a serious or humorous poet” (C., p. 95).

As Thackeray emphasizes, the consequence of this vitality of Jerrold’s
characters was that they became objects of incessant sympathy on the
part of the contemporary reading public and that Mrs. Caudle’s death was
universally lamented. According to Thackeray the social significance of
the book is even wider than its contemporary appeal, for Jerrold depicted
the life of an English bourgeois family so truthfully that future generations
may get out of it “as accurate pictures of London life as we can out of the
pictures of Hogarth” (C., pp. 93—94).

Thackeray then confronts Jerrold’s characters with those of Dickens
and points out that the latter has created a whole gallery of such life-like
personages: one of them is Mrs Nickleby, who is, like Mrs Caudle, an
excellently drawn type of an English matron, so that “it is hard to say
which of the two should have the pas” (C., p. 94). To the reviewer’s regret,
however, the characters Dickens created in his Christmas book cannot be
classed among his best creations — they do not seem actual persons, “we
don’t believe in them” (C., p. 95). Thackeray sums up the reservations he
makes about them in these remarkable words:

“To our fancy, the dialogue and characters of the “Cricket on the Hearth” are
no more like nature than the talk of Tityrus and Meliboeus is like the real talk of
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Bumpkin and Hodge over a stile, or than Florian's pastoral petits maitres, in red
heels and powder, are like French peasants, with wooden shoes and a pitchfork, or
than Pierrot and Carlotta in a ballet, smiling charmingly, jumping and dancing
astonishingly, amidst wreaths of calico roses and fragrant pasteboard bouquets, are
like a real spotless nymph, fresh from Ida, and a young demigod lately descended
from Olympus. This story is no more a real story than Peerybingle is a real name.
It is like one — made, as the calico-roses before-mentioned, much redder and bigger
than the common plant” (C., p. 88).

Even if Thackeray is not inclined to retreat from the principles of
realistic aesthetics in matters of essential artistic importance, he is ready
to make some concessions in this particular case. He calls Dickens the
““chief literary master of the ceremonies for Christmas” who best under-
stands the spirit of the season and who wrote his Cricket on the Hearth
with the sole aim in mind of cheering and amusing his readers. Thus he
created a work with a special-purpose, pervaded by the festive and hilarious
atmosphere of the season, and the critic reconciles himself to looking at
it from this Christmas point of view, as at a “good Christmas book,
illuminated with extra gas, crammed with extra bonbons, French plums
and sweetnesses”. If the book is viewed from this angle, writes Thackeray,
we may then accept, as we do in fairy tales and Christmas pantomimes,
all the impossibilities and surprise effects of the plot, and may regard the
pretty and pleasant, but unnatural characters as ‘“a sort of half-recognized
realities” (C., pp. 78, 88, 91), closely akin to the charming inhabitants of
fairy land. In spite of this concession Thackeray cannot help regretting
that such a delicate painter of “nature” as Dickens, who on occasions not
so festive as Christmas depicts reality with such an acute perception, paints,
in his Cricket on the Hearth, with such a coarse brush. As Thackeray saw
it, Dickens’s improbable, fantastic creations turn literature away from its
true role of faithfully reflecting and depicting reality:

“If we think that nature and quiet are still better, it is because Mr. Dickens,
with other great English humorists have used us to them, O, for the artist’s early
and simple manner!” (C., p. 91).

On the other hand Thackeray gladly gives ungrudging {ribute to such
instances of Dickens’s genius as the story contains, to ‘“those touches of
nature for which Mr. Dickens’s hand is unrivalled”. These he finds
especially in the characters of Mrs Fielding and Miss Slowboy, “who having
been once introduced to the reader can never be forgotten by him, and
remain to be admired and laughed at for ever” (C., pp. 91—92).

From the above it follows then, that Thackeray’s review of Dickens’s
Cricket on the Hearth is another example of his dual attitude, both critical
and admiring, to his great brother novelist. We could quote here many
other examples of this kind, in most of which — contrary to his criticism
of The Cricket on the Hearth — his admiration definitely preponderates
over his criticism. Perhaps the completest expression of his outlook upon
Dickens’s art may be found in his letter to David Masson, written in 1851:

“I quarrel with his Art in many respects; which I don't think represents Nature
duly; for instance Micawber appears to me an exaggeration of a man, as his name
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is of a name. It is delightful and makes me laugh: but it is no more a real man than
my friend Punch is: and in so far I protest against him — ...... — holding that the
Art of Novels is to represent Nature; to convey as strongly as possible the sentiment
of reality — in a tragedy or a poem or a lofty drama you aim at producing different
emotions; the figures moving, and their words sounding, heroically: but in a drawing-
room drama a coat is a coat and a poker a poker; and must be nothing else according
to my ethics, not an embroidered tunic, nor a great red-hot instrument like the
Pantomine weapon. But let what defects you (or rather I), will, be in Dickens’s
theory — there is no doubt according to my notion that his writing has one admirable
quality — it is charming — that answers everything. Another may write the most
perfect English have the greatest fund of wit learning & so forth — but I doubt if
any novel-writer has that quality, that wonderful sweetness & freshness which
belongs to Dickens.”3?

The general truth of Thackeray’s evaluation of Dickens’s and Jerrold’s
Christmas books may pass unchallenged, though in some points it has been
corrected by posterity. In auguring for Jerrold’s Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain
Lectures an everlasting popularity Thackeray was not a reliable prophet,
for the book, once so widely popular, is scarcely read nowadays, especially
outside England, where it is practically unknown. As far as Dickens’s
Cricket on the Hearth is concerned, Thackeray grasped remarkably well
the main weaknesses of the story, but was not able to understand the roots
from which they sprung. As I. M. Katarsky points out, The Cricket on the
Hearth, The Battle of Life and The Haunted Man are artistically consider-
ably weaker than Christmas Carol and especially The Chimes (which he
regards as one of the best of Dickens’s works), owing to their noticeable
retreat from social problematics He also quotes the evaluation of The
Cricket on the Hearth in the Chartist paper The Northern Star, where it
is described as a story wholly devoted to the depiction of hearth and home,
the narrowed theme of which places it below the level of Dickens’s first
two Christmas books, although it also contains valuable passages and pages
depicting faithfully and acutely the world of common people. After quoting
N. A. Nekrasov’s reservations about the story, Katarsky concludes his
evaluation .of Dickens’s Christmas books by mentioning the familiar fact
that the bourgeois sentimentality of The Cricket on the Hearth irritated
Lenin so much that he had to leave the dramatic version of the story in
the midst of the act.?3 To blame Thackeray for the fact that he was not so
clear-sighted in his criticism as were the Chartist reviewers, his con-
temporaries, would be quite uncritical and would mean to demand
something from him which he, limited by his essentially bourgeois outlook
upon the world, could not provide. But he achieved a piece of sound critical
work when he displayed so convincingly the weak points of Dickens’s
creative method and, for this reason, his analysis of the story retains its
value up to the present day.

%* * *

Among Thackeray’s Morning Chronicle book criticisms which deserve
to be noticed here we find finally two reviews of Mrs Gore’s works,
Sketches of English Character and the Christmas story The Snow Storm,
which also remarkably illustrate Thackeray’s developing conception of
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literature in the years preceding the publication of Vanity Fair. As the
Times Literary Supplement reviewer of Ray’s edition points out, “so far
as Thackeray’s own emerging as a master novelist was concerned, the most
important of his review copies was Mrs Gore’s Sketches of English
Character, 1846”, This is not surprising, since the particular social area
from which this indefatigable fashionable authoress drew her materials,
the life of the highest social classes, had also been Thackeray’s source of
inspiration ever since the beginning of his literary career and was so
especially in 1846, when Vanity Fair was assuming a definite shape in his
imagination and its first chapters were written down. Thackeray’s interest
in this narrow social sphere was obviously much strengthened by the
reading of Mrs Gore’s book, for the authoress’s way of handling her
materials happened to underline those characteristics of the inhabitants
of her microcosm, which fascinated and attracted him meost of all. Her
«coarse, naive and worldly descriptions written without any higher purpose,
aim or moral, confirmed Thackeray’s own conclusions about the social and
moral codes valid in the great fair of vanities, troubled him more than
he had anticipated, while they offered him a new opportunity of venting
his profound disgust:

“And so, through the two volumes, she dashes and rattles on, careless, out-
speaking, coarse, sarcastic, with thought the least elevating, and views quite curiously
narrow. Supposing that Pall-mall were the world, and human life finished with the
season, and Heaven were truffled turkies and the Opera, and duty and ambition
were bounded in dressing well and getting tickets to Lady Londonderry’s dancing
teas, Mrs. Gore’s “Sketches of Character” might be a good guide book. And we are
wrong in saying it has no moral: the moral is that which very likely the author
intended ~ that entire weariness, contempt, and dislike which the reader must
undergo after this introduction to what is called the world. If it be as here
represented, the world is the most hollow, heartless, vulgar, brazen world, and those
are luckiest who are out of it” (C., p. 142).

- Whereas in reviewing Mrs Gore’s Sketches of English Character
Thackeray admits that the authoress at least possesses intimate knowledge
of her sphere and that her resulting picture of the world of. fashion is
“tolerably faithful” (C., p. 141), he is not so generous to her Christmas
story The Snow Storm. He criticizes the narrowness of the social sphere
depicted by the authoress, the gravity and naive respect with which she
regards and presents her characters chosen from among the people of high
fashion and he makes, too, grave reservations about the plot of the story.
Thackeray, who disdained “the tricks and surprises of the novelists’ art”3*
had always raised objections against the plots built upon the conventional
pattern of fashionable romances, made to hang upon the usual devices —
surprise effects, operations of chance, luck and fate etc. As Geoffrey
Tillotson points out, in Thackeray’s opinion the prime requisite for a novel
are characters seemingly actual, and if they possess the air of veracity,
“a little ‘push’ here and there by the narrator and the story is made”.35 For
giving their characters too obvious “pushes”, discordant with real
happenings and actions in actual life, Thackeray criticizes in his Morning
Chronicle book reviews Disraeli, Dickens and Bulwer-Lytton — but his
gravest objections in this matter are raised against Mrs Gore¥ He
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denounces, too, the essential untruthfulness of her delineation of the
English country people who are, as she presents them, fondly attached to
their aristocratic masters and live very happily:

“They are happy on the stage, where they grin in tableaux before the footlights,
and scatter calico garlands before their lord, who pledges them in a bumper of
sparkling pasteboard, and, happy in the Christmas-books that are constructed upon
the theatrical model: let this pass as one of the jokes of Christmas — to live at the
very least until Twelfth-day” (C., p. 108).

* * %

The above outline of the main merits and demerits of Thackeray’s
Morning Chronicle reviews of fiction cannot exhaust all their interest.
Besides the great number of various problems discussed above they contain
many others no less worthy of our notice. One of these is for example the
jealous regard which Thackeray the critic has for the purity of the literary
language of the authors reviewed, the instances of which may be found
in his review of Lever’s St. Patrick’s Eve, in which he protests against the
author’s careless treatment of English grammar, in his evaluation. of
Bulwer-Lytton’s New Timon where he severely criticizes the author’s
stilted and unnatural writing, and elsewhere. )

If we attempt to present a general evaluation of Thackeray’s reviews
of contemporary fiction in the Morning Chronicle, we come to.the
conclusion that his achievement in this field, which is always a touchstone
of the real talents of a literary critic, is remarkable and worth studying.
The analysis presented in this chapter enables us, too, to {ry to correct
some statements pronounced upon Thackeray the critic by some Thack-
erayan scholars whose work was finished before they had the opportunity
to become acquainted with his newly discovered reviews. George Saints-
bury, for instance, a classic authority on Thackeray, was led by the essential
impulsiveness and incalculability of Thackeray’s hitherto known criticism
to the conclusion that he did not follow any “fixed codes and creeds”3
in criticizing literature. It is true that Thackeray’s Morning Chronicle
critical papers bear the stamp of his impulsiveness and his conception of
criticism can hardly be called a fixed code or creed, but we must never
lose sight of the undeniable fact that they were founded upon solid, firm
and in their essence unchanging principles (at‘least during the period we
are dealing with, up to 1848), which were Thackeray’s faithful guides. The
basic critical standard which Thackeray consistently upheld is his insistance
upon realism in art and literature: how far a book or a picture faithfully
mirrors or imitates nature — that is the standard of judgment which he
invariably ‘applied to the interpretation of individual writers or painters
and their work. His Morning Chronicle reviews of fiction and art criticisms
are a new and remarkable document as an instance of this basic tendency
of his criticism. His book reviews have a further value to the student of
Thackeray the critic and of his life and work, for nowhere else has he
previously thrown out more or better suggestions as to the craft of fiction,
the equipment a good novelist should possess to achieve a standard of
real excellence.
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Even if Thackeray’s Morning Chronicle papers demonstrate his
weaknesses as a critic, they also clearly reveal his critical power and fully
deserve the praise awarded them by Gordon N. Ray as “critical journalism
of a high order, which has substantial permanent value”. Together with
Thackeray’s newly discovered political reports, which challenge us to a
deeper study of his frame of mind in 1848, and his art criticisms, which
add to our knowledge of his conception of the fine arts, Thackeray’s book
reviews, especially the reviews of contemporary fiction, are undoubtedly
of considerable value to any Thackerayan critic and a welcome addition
to all lovers of Thackeray’s art.
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VYTAH

LITERARNE KRITICKA CINNOST
W. M. THACKERAYHO .
V CASOPISE ,MORNING CHRONICLE“ (1844—1848)

V uvodu ¢lanku autorka kladn& hodnoti zasluZnou vydavatelskou praci americ-
kého badatele Gordona N. Raye, jejimZ poslednim vysledkem je prvni souhrnné vydani
vSech doposud identifikovanych piispévkit W. M. Thackerayho do &asopisu Morning
Chronicle. Zvefejnén{ téchto doposud neznamych pfisp&vkl podstatné pfispéje k hlub-
§fmu hodnoceni kritické a recensentské ¢innosti velkého realisty a vyvoje jeho nézori
na literaturu a umén{ béhem vyznamného obdobi jeho Zivota, kdy dozraval jeho
svétovy nézor pod vlivem bouflivych spoleGenskych udalosti &tyficatych let a kdy
jeho umélecky vyvoj dospé&l ke svému vyvrcholeni.

V prvni &4sti studie autorka podava celkové zhodnoceni Thackerayovych pFi-
spé&vku do éasopisu Morning Chronicle a rozebira jejich $ir§f vyznam pro thacke-
rayovské badatele. Zduraziiuje, Ze vSechny tyto prispévky, politické reportaZe, vy-
tvarné kritiky i kni¥ni recense, sv&dé{ o Thackerayové intimni znalosti politického
a spole¢enského Zivota, literatury a vytvarného uméni Anglie jeho doby, historického
vyvoje anglické spolednosti a jejich kulturnich tradic. S hlediska Thackerayova ideo-
vého a umeéleckého vyvoje v letech 1844—1848 zaslouZi zminky i jeho reportaZe chartis-
tickych schuzi, i kdyZ nespadajf .pfimo do ramce studie. Autorka ukazuje, jak Thacke-
rayova reportérska &innost pro Morning Chronicle pfispéla k vyvoji jeho nédzort na
anglickou spole¢nost tim, Ze mu umozZnila poznat t&Zké Zivotni podminky anglického
lidu a jeho boj za zlep$eni téchto podminek — chartistické hnuti — z vlastni zku$e-
nosti. I kdyZ Thackerayovy reportaZe nepatii mezi jeho nejlepsi pfisp&vky, neodhaluji
Zidna nova fakta a nejsou vyrazné poznamenany jeho uméleckou individualitou,
jejich vyznam nelze prehliZet. Piispivaji k roz§ifeni naSich znalosti o Thackerayové
politickém vyvoji tésné pfed zavaZnou zménou jeho pohledu na Zivot a spole¢nost,
kterdA u ného nastala po poraZce chartismu v Anglii a revoluce v Evropé a ktera
sehrila rozhodujici dlohu ve vyvoji jeho uméni a kritiky po roce 1848.

Autorka se dale struéné zabyva hodnocenim Thackerayovych vytvarnych kritik,
upozornuje na n&které kritikovy vyroky o vytvarném uméni, pokud osvétluji jeho
pojeti literatury v tomto obdobi a shrnuje nékteré zikladni principy a charakteris-
tické rysy, které ma Thackerayova vytvarna kritika spoleéné s jeho kritikou literarni.

V hlavni &4sti prvni kapitoly autorka podava nejprve celkové hodnoceni Thac-
kerayovych kniZnich recensi a zdtrazfiuje, Ze obsahuji mnoho zajimavého a podnét-
ného pro thackerayovské badatele, protoZe z nich jasn&ji nez ze Thackerayovych
romant vyplyva jeho postoj k zdvaZnym politickym a spolefenskym problémum doby.
Zv1astn{ pozornost vénuje autorka kritické hodnoté téchto recensi, které povaZuje za
nejispéinéjsi konkretisaci Thackerayovy koncepce literarni kritiky v obdobi do roku
1848. Konfrontaci Thackerayovy kritické teorie s jeho kritickou praxi v Morning
Chronicle dochdzi k zavéru, Ze Thackeray v tomto ¢asopise vystupuje jako kritik
usilujici o objektivni posouzeni literdrniho dila. Dovede n4leZité ocenit kladné stranky
tviréi metody autora, aviak neupada do nekritické chvéily, nevdaha také pouZit ostrych
zbrani své satiry a ironie, av8ak nikdy jich nezneuziva. Jako hlavni kladné rysy
Thackerayovy recensentské priace pro ¢asopis Morning Chronicle autorka vyzvedava
zejména jeho schopnost rozpoznat a vyjadrit vyznam recensované knihy pro ¢étenar-
skou obec a spoleénost, a jeho neochvéjnou lasku k pravdé. Zdlraziuje, Ze Thackeray
hledal objektivni zdklad pro své hodnoceni literarniho dila vidy v samé skuteénosti,
v té oblasti redlného Zivota, kterd je v dile popisovana a zobrazovana.

V zavéru prvé &asti élanku autorka v&nuje pozornost nékterym slabym strankam
Thackerayovy recensentské prace pro uvedeny ¢asopis. Ukazuje, Ze nékteré slabiny
znamé z kritikovy predeslé éinnosti pfetrvavaji i zde, zejména jeho sklon k spon-
tannim vylevim osobnich sympatii a antipatii. Kritikova impulsivnost ho viak tento-
kg:’itvnevede k jednostrannému a zaujatému posuzovani, jak tomu bylo &asto v jeho
nymi a vé&rohodnymi davody. Odivodnéni zvySené drovné& Thackerayovy kritiky
v Casopise Morning Chronicle je tfeba pfedeviim hledat v jeho vyzrilém pohledu na
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%ivot a literaturu a ve vyhrandném Kritickém standardu, ktery Thackeray vypracoval
a pouzival v obdobf vyvrcholenf svého vyvoje umeéleckého.

Druh4 &ast ¢lanku je vénovana podrobnému rozboru konkretni aplikace Thacke-
rayovych kritickych zdsad v jeho hodnoceni nékolika rominti a povidek nékterych
sou¢asnych spisovateltl. Autorka Uvodem k této ¢&sti podrobné&ji rozebirda Thacke-
rayovy teoretické Givahy o tom, co mi ¢i nemé byt materidlem .romanopisce, ktery
hodl4a zobrazit souéasnou skuteénost, a jakym zplusobem ma byt vybrany material
v rominé zpracovavan. Thackeray, ktery si vidy hluboce uvédomoval velky poznéa-
vaéf vyznam literatury, vyjadfuje v t&chto svych uvahich znepokojen{ nad tim, Ze
néktef{ soudasni romanopisci v Anglii zachézeji prili& daleko ve snaze pfispét k pro-
hloubeni é&tenarfova poznani skutednosti, zatéZuji sva dfla zbyteénym ,morilnim
balastem* a misto romént a povidek pfif védecké, politické ¢i niaboZenské pamflety
a manifesty. Autorka si podrobnéji viim& zejména Thackerayova tvrzeni, na prvni
pohled velmi kacifského, %e materidlem romanopisce nemaji{ byt soutasné politické
a spoletenské problémy, jako na piiklad postaveni pracujicich mas a vztah mezi
vykorisfovanymi a vykorisfovateli. Osvétluje diivody, které Thackerayho k tomuto
tvrzen{ vedly a na zékladé nich dochézi k zavéru, Ze protestoval spife proti nesprav-
nému zpusobu, jakym nékteii soudasni romanopisci tuto tématiku zpracovavali, neZ
proti jejich vybéru jako takovému. V dalsim autorka rozebfri konkretisaci téchto
teoretickych tvah v Thackerayov@ hodnoceni nékterych tzv. politickych roménu,
zejména romand Benjamina Disraeliho Coningsby a Sybil, z néhoZ jeho nazor na
misto souéasnych politickych a spoleéenskych problému v literatuie vyplyvd mnohem
jasnéji nez z uvedenych teoretickych vyvodu. Autorka zduraziiuje, Ze Thackeray
hodnoti politickou doktrinu propagovanou Disraelim v té&chto roménech v zisadé
spravné a Ze spravné je i jeho hodnoceni kladl a slabin autorovy tvaréi metody. Ve
svych teoretickych Gvahach se Thackeray dopousti nékterych omyla (z nich autorka
uvadi zejména jeho nékteré nepodloZené vypady proti Dickensovi a jeho nazor, Ze
spisovatel ma stat stranou soucéasnych spoleéenskych zapasi), jeho konkretni hodno-
ceni tzv. politickych romana vSak obsahuje fadu zavaznych kritickych soudt, které
v mnohém zlstavaji pravdivé a platné aZ do dneSni doby. Za hlavni pfinos Thacke-
rayovy kritiky tzv. politickych romana autorka ¢lanku povazuje dal§{ propracovani
kritikovy realistické koncepce literatury jako pravdivého zpodobeni skute¢nosti.

Na principech realistického pojeti literatury jsou zaloZeny i zbyvajicf Thacke-
rayovy recense sout¢asnych literarnich dél, z nichZz autorka vybira jako nejpozoru-
hodnéjsi recense Dickensovy vanoéni povidky The Cricket on the Hearth, Jerroldovy
humorné knizky Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain Lectures, vanoéni povidky pani Gorové The
Snow Storm a jeji knihy Sketches of English Character. Recense povidky Dickensovy
a Jerroldovy umozZnily Thackeraymu, jak autorka podrobné dokumentuje, hloubé&ji
propracovat vlastni koncepci tvorby charaktertt v literArnim dfle. Thackeray vidy
vysoce hodnotil ty romanopisce, ktefi ve svych dilech dokazali vytvotit Zivotni cha-
raktery, které étenaf prijima jako skuteéné lidské bytosti, do jejichZ osudu se dokaze
vzit a v jejichZ existenci véri. Schopnost obdatit literarni postavy takovou Zivotnosti
ptipisuje Thackeray Jerroldovi; postavy Dickensovy véanoéni povidky nejsou podle
jeho nazoru zivotné pravdivé, nybrZ nepravdépodobné a zveli¢ené. Thackerayova
recense Dickensovy vanoéni povidky je novym dokladem o jeho soucdasné kritickém
i obdivném postoji k velkému souéasnikovi. PrestoZe Thackeray nedok#izal odhalit
kofeny slabin Dickensovy tviréi metody v tomto dile, na néZ poukazali jiZ recensenti
povidky v chartistickém ¢asopise ,,Severni Hvézda“ v jeho dobé, odvedl poctivou kri-
tickou praci a jeho rozbor povidky obsahuje mnoho cennych postrehu, které neztra-
ceji na své hodnoté ani dnes.

Ve svém rozboru Thackerayovych recensi dél pani Gorové autorka ¢élanku pod-
trhava velky vyznam, ktery méla ¢etba téchto knih pro Thackerayav umélecky ruast
v dobé, kdy vytvafel své mistrovské dilo Trh marnosti. Pani Gorova v nich zobrazila
tu oblast spoleéenského Zivota soudasné Anglie, kterd byla stfedem Thackerayova
tvaréiho zajmu, a jejf naivni a neuhlazené popisy zplsobu Zivota vy$§Sich spolecen-
skych tfid potvrdily Thackerayovy vlastni zavéry o tomto velkém trhu marnosti.

Autorka ¢lanku dochazi k zavéru, Ze Thackeraovy recense uvedenych dél -sou-
¢asné anglické literatury jsou novym presvédéivym dokumentem o progresivnim vy-
voji jeho kritickych schopnosti a dalSim rozvoji jeho realistického pojeti literatury.
Zakladnim kritickym meéfitkem, které Thackeray pri hodnoceni uvedenych dél po-
uZiva, je konfrontace literirniho obrazu s tou oblast{ Zivota, ktera je v ném zpodo-
bena a stupen pravdivosti tohoto zpodobenf. Dalsi prinos Thackerayovy literarni
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kritiky v ¢asopise Morning Chronicle vidi autorka ¢lanku v kritikové podrobném roz-
boru jednotlivych aspektu tviréi metody romanopisce, jimiz se zabyva v nehyvalé
&fi a hloubce. I kdyZz Thackerayovy literdrné kritické p#isp&vky nejsou prosty ne-
dostatkd, tyto jsou nesporné& vyvazeny jejich klady a prednostmi. Autorka élanku
se ztotoZhiuje s nazorem Gordona N. Raye, ktery Thackerayovy prispé&vky do éasopisu
Morning Chronicle hodnoti jako novinafskou kritiku vysoké drovné, kterdA ma znaé-
nou trvalou hodnotu. Spolu s nové objevenymi politickymi reportazemi, které nas
podnécuji k dal$imu, hlubdfmu studiu Thackerayova politického vyvoje v roce 1848
a jeho vytvarnymi kritikami, které doplhuji naSe dosavadni znalosti o jeho pojeti
vytvarného uméni, Thackerayovy kniZni recense, zejména recense beletristickych dél,
se nepochybné stanou nepostradatelnou souéasti studia kaZdého thackerayovského
badatele i milovnfka Thackerayova uméni.
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PE3IOME

JUTEPATYPHO-KPUTHUYECKAA
AEATEJNBHOCTDB B. M. TEKKEPEJA B XKXYPHAIJIE
ZJMOPHUHT KPOHHMUKJI" (1844 —1848).

Bo scTynneHnmH craThM aBTOp HOJOXHUTENIBHO OLEHMBAET 3ac/ay)KUBAONy0 NpPUIHaHHA
M3SHATEABCKYK AEATENLHOCTh aMEepMKaHCKoro wmccaenoBarens lopmoma H. Peiie, mocnenHuMm pe-
3yJMbTaTOM KOTOPOH ABAAETCA INEPBOE NOJHOE M3JaHUE BCEX A0 CHX 0P MACHTHPHUIMPOBAHHBIX
crateit B. M. Texkepes B sxkypHane ,Mopuunr Kpouuka'. Omy6imkopanme sTUX 10 Cux mHOp
HEMBBECTHBIX CTaTeli BHOCHT CYUIECTBEHHBLIX BKJAaL B Jel0 IAy60KOH OOEHKM KpDUTHUECKOH
¥ PEEH3EHTCKOH REeATEABLHOCTM BEJAMKOrO pEajJHMCTa M Pa3BUTHE €ro BAIJAJIOB Ha JUTEPaTypy
M JMCKYCCTBO B Te€YeHHe 3IHAYMTENLHOTO MEPHOAA €ro KU3IHM, KOrjla JO3pesasyo ero MHpPOBO33pe-
HHe Mof BaAMAHHEM OypHEIx obmecTBeHHBIX cofeiTmit 40-x IT. ¥ KOrjfla €ro XymOXeCTBEHHOC
TBOPYECTBO HOCTHUIJIO CBOEH BEPIIUHBEI.

B nepsoit wactu paboTel aBTOp Aaer obmyio oueHky ctared Tekkepes nnsa >xypHazna ,Mop-
Hukr Kporuxn' u pasfupaer umx mipoxoe sHaueHMe ANA uMcciaefopateineit Topuecra Texkepea.
ApTOop TON4EPKMDAET, YTO BCE STH CTaThM, MOJMUTHYECKHME pENOPTaXKH, XyXOXKECTBEeHHO-KPMT:i-
HecKHe M KHIDKHLIE PENeH3NH CBUAETENBCTBYIOT O 6iamakoM 3sHakoMcrBe Tekkepea ¢ NOJHUTH-
uyecKoil u OOLIECTBEHHOR MKHIHBIO, JUTEPATYPOA K MCKYCCTBOM AHIJHM TOTO IEPUONA, MCTOPH-
YEeCKMM pPa3BMTHEM aHTAMHCKOro oflnecTBa M ero KyabTypHoOW Tpamunuu. C TOYKM 3peHUA
HIEHHOTO M XyROMECTBEHHOTO pa3BUTUA Texxepes B 1844—1848 rr. sacnyXuBaoT BHAMaHHA
M er'o penopraxka YapTUCTCKHX COOBITUI, XOTA OHM M BHIXOAAT M3 NpeNeNsl JaHHOU cTaThu. ABTOP
yKasblBaeT, KaK penoprépckas AeaTeAbHOCcTh Tekkepes mna ,Mopuuir Kponuka' BHOCUT BKIan
B JeJ0 PasBUTHA €ro BITJNANA Ha aHTIHiCKOoe OOIMECTBO TeM, 4TO QaJja €My BO3MOKHOCTb
y3HaTh TAKENblE XM3HEHHBIE YCJIOBUA AHIJIMHCKOTO HapoZa M ero Gopnfy 3a yaydmeHume 3TIX
ycAOBHIt — dapTMcTCKOe ABMIKEHME — Ha cofCcTBEHHOM omnbite, XoTa penoprasku Tekkepes He
OTHOCATCH K YHMCJIY HaMJy4YUIMX CTareif, He JaOT HOBhiX $aKTOB M He ABJAIOTCA BHIPA3UTENBHBIM
OTpakeHUeM €ro MHAUBIAYIbHOCTM, MX 3HaYeHUE HeNb3sd HeRooueHMBaTb. OHM BHOCAT BKJan
B[N0 DPACIIMPEHNS HAWMX 3HAHWA O NONATHYECKOM PadBUTHX TexKepes HEIOCPCICTBEHHO
mepel CEPpe3HHIM M3IMEHEHWEM €ro BATJANA Ha JKM3Hb m OOIecTBO, KOTOPOe HAacTalT y Hero
mocJie NOpaXKEHMM YapTHaMa B AHCLJAMH ¥ peBOMOLXE B EBpome ¥ KOTOpPOE CHIrpajzo pelnaiomjyio
POAb B Pa3BMTHUM €ro MCKYCCTBA M KPHTHUKM mocie 1848 r.

ABTOp Najlee KPaTKO 3aHHMAaeTcs OLEHKOH XylokecTBeHHON Kputuku Texkepes, obpamjaer
BHUMMaHME Ha HEKOTOPHle KDMTHHECKME 3aMeYaHUA 06 MCKycCTBE, KOrfla OCBEIaeT €ro IIOHM-
MaHMe JHTepaTypbl B STOT INEPHOJ, M BKJIOYAET HEKOTOPLIE OCHOBHBlE NMPUHLENBI K XapaKTepHLIE
4YepTH, KOTOPEIE MMCET XyHXOKECTE€HHas KpHTMKA TeKKeped COBMECTHO C €ro JUTepaTypHOM
KPHMTUKOI, .

B rnaeHoii yacta nepBoit TAaBLI aBTOP JaeT NpeXIe BCEro OOyl OUEHKY KHMIKHEIX pe-
ueHanit Texkeped ¥ MoONYEpKWBAET, YTO OHU CONSPXKAT MHOTO HMHTEDECHOTO M TBOPYECKOTO IJIA
TEKKEPEeBCKUX MCCIeNOoBaTeNel, MOTOMY YTO B HMX ACHee, 4eM B poMaHaxX TeKKepes, BLINJILIBAET
€r0 OTHOIIEHME K BaXHBIM IONHUTHYECKMM ¥ ofmecTBeRHHM npobaemaM. Ocofioe BHMMaHUe aBTOP
yAEeNAET KPUTHYECKOH OlleHKe 3TMX pelleH3NH, KOTOphie CIMTAeT CAMBIMH YCMEIOHHIMM B TEKKEpe-
€BCKOM KOHUeNUMH JUTEPaTypHOH KpuUTHMKm B nepuon mnepex 1848 r. Comocraenenve KpnrTn-
uecKoit Teopru u npakTuku Texkkepes B ,Mopruur Kponuka' npusommt K BEIBOAY, 9TO B 3TOM
xypHane Texkepell BHICTyMaeT KaK KPUTEK, CTPEMAINUHCA K OGBEKTHBHON OLEHKE JIMTEPATYPHOTO
TeopuecTBa. OH yMeeT CNpaBEeNlJHBO OLEHHUTb TIOJOKMTENbHEE CTOPOHMEI TROPYECKOIO MeTona
aBTOpa, HO He HMCXONHT 0 HEKDHTUYECKONX IIOXBajk, He Konebaercs B MCNONEL3IOBAEHU
OCTPOTO OPY’XHMA CBOtil CaTUPH M HMPOHMM, HO 3THM OPyXHMeM HAKOTAA He 3jsoymnorpebaser. Inas-
HO# [OJOXUTENILHOH 9eproii TeKKEpPeeBCKOH peleH3eHTCKOi paboret mna »kypuana ,,MopsaMHATr
KpoHuka' aBTOp BHLIBMraeT OCOBEHHO €TI0 CIOCOGHOCTH pAacOSHATH M BHIPA3UTh SHaueHme pe-
LEH3NPyeMOit KHNIK OJIA YMTATENEH M obllecTsa M ero Hemokoie6MMylo ai060BE K mpasle ABTOp
nonuepKmBaeT, 4To TeKkKepeit MCKajn OOBEKTHBHHE OCHOBBLI MJIA CBOEH OLEHKH JHUTEPaTypHOTO
NpON3BENEHHA BCerfa B CaMOi MEMCTBMTENBHOCTX B Tex OGAacTAX peaNbHOM JXU3HM, KOTOpaA
ONIUCcaHa # OTPAKEHa B TPOHM3IBENCHMMH.

B 3axiioueHMe NepBOif YACTH CTaThM aBTOP YIENAET BHUMaHHEe HEKOTOPHIM caabuiM cropo-
HaM PpeleH3eHTCKOM HesaTeNbHOCTH TeKKepes IAA YIOMAHYTOTO >ypHana. ABTOD yKaSkIBaerT,
YT0 HEKOTOpHEIE CNa6GOoCTH, M3BECTHHIE M3 NPEeAAymed KPATHYECKOH ACATENBHHOCTH MPOAOJIKAITCA
B 37eCh, 0COBEHHO €ro CKJAOHHOCTh K CMIOHTAHHHIM BJIHAHUAM JMYHEIX CUMNATHMA M aHTHNATH.
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KpuTtHueckas MMOynLCABHOCTL €r0 Ha STOT Pa3 He BeAéT K ONHOCIOPDOHHEMY M TIPeAB3ATOMY
CYXOCHZI0, KaK 3TO YacTO BMJUM B PaHHMX paforax — CBOM CHMNgTUM M aHTEnaTuu lexkepeit
Bcerja [OATBEP)KLAET PEANibHRIMM M NOCTOBEPHEIMU HoBolaMu. O60CHOBaHUE BEICOKOrO YPOBHA
kpatuky Texkkepes B kypHane ,Mopuuur KpoHukna'' Heo6xoDHMO npexkRe BCETO paccMaTpHBaTh
B €ro CO3peBllEM BI3rJALEe Ha KU3HbP M JHUTEpaTypy M oONpeleaUBLIEMCA KPHUTUYECKOM CTaH-
aapre, xoropee Te«xepeil BhIpa6oTan W HCNOJAL30BAJ Ha BepIINHE CBOEO XyAOKECTBEHHOTO
Pa3BUTHA.

Hpyras uacre craTbE TOCBAIIEHa nNOAPoGHOMY pa3Gopy KOHKpeTHOH peanusaluy KpUTH-
QeCKUX NPIHUUNOB TeKKepea B €ro OUEHKE HECKONLKMX POMAaHOB M TOBECTEH HEKOTOPEIX COBpe-
MEHHBIX Nucareseil. ABTOD BO BBEJEHMU K 3TON YacTH MOAPOGHO pa3fupaer TeOpeTUYECKHE pac-
CY)XXLEHMA O TOM, 4TO JOJKHO M 4YTO He JOJDKHO BHITh MaTepHasioM POMaHMCTOB, KOTODHE HaMe-
PepanTCR u306pasUTh COBPEMEHHYIO IEHCTBHTENbHOCTh, M XaKMM CIOCOOOM JOJDKeH O6BITh
paapaboran B poMaHe nonobpaHHbNi Marepuasn. Tekkepeif, KOTOpHIA Bceraa MOAYEPKMEAJN OTDPOM-
HOe IO3HABAaTEJAhLHOE 3HAYEHHEe JHTEPAaTypPhl, BRICKA3LHIBAET B BTHX CBOMX paccyXieHusax Gecmo-
KOMCTBO TeM, YTO HEKOTOPHE COBPEMEHHBIE DOMAHUCTHL B AHIJINY 3aXOAAT CIHIIKOM Jalexo
B HafieXIe OKa3aTb NOMOMb B Jene yrnyGaeHUs UATATENbCKOLO MO3HAHMA NEHCTBUTENbLHOCTH,
3arpy’KaloT CBOM NPOMABENEHWA MIJTULIHHKM ,,MOPANbHEIM GajNacToM” M BMECTO DOMAaHOB ¥ MOBEC-
Tei DHIIYT Hay4HEE, MOJMTHYECKME UJH pPeJATHO3HBle NMaMdueTst 4 MaHudectsl. ABTOp yrenser
noapofHoe BHUMaHMe TJIaBHLIM 0GpPa3oM yTRepXAeHMIO, TeKKeped, Ha MepBBId BIrJAL AOBOJBLHO-
TAK.I €PETHYECKOMY. YTO MaTepuasloM POMaHKCTa He AOJKHEL OBITH NOTWUTHYECKMe M O6IIecTBEH-
Hhle NMPOGJIeMEI, XaK, HaIpHUMep, TONOMEHNE TPYARAIUMXCA MacC H OTHOICHHA MeXAy SKCIJIOAaTa-
10paMM ¥ 3KCIOJIOAaTHPYEeMBIMM. ABTOD OCBem]aeT NOBOMEI, KOTODHIE Np:BENU TeKkepes K 3TOMY
YTBEP)KICHHMIO, M Ha OCHOBE MX IPUXOAMT K 3aKJIOYEHMIO, 9T0 OH IIPOTECTYET CKOpee TpOTHB
HeBepHOro crmocoba, KakMM padpaGaThHiBanm STY TEMATHMKY HEKOTODHE COBPEMEHHEIE POMaHMCTHI,
HEXeJ! TPOTEB KX BHGOpPa KakK TakoBoro. B nanrpHeiimeM aBTOp paabupaer KOHKPETHIATIMIO
THX TEOPETHMYECKMX TIOJOKEHMII B TEKKEpeeBCKOil OLeHKe HEKOTOPHIX TAK Ha3BBaeMHX MNOJMTH-
4ecKHx poMaHOB, ocobeHHO poMaHa Benmxamuta Juspasan , Konmurc6u u Cubun'', ua xoropoit
HAMHOrO fCHEE BEITEKAET €ro BITJAJ Ha MECTO COBPEMEHHELIX NOJMTHYECKUX M OOIIECTBEHHRIX
npoSiemM B JauTepaType, 9eM M3 NPIBEAEHHEHIX TEOPETUYECKUX BHIBOZOB. ABTOpP NORYEPKMBaET,
yro Tekkepeii oueHUBaeT NONUTUYECKYI0O NOKTPHEHY, nponaraHaupyemyio duszpasau B sTHX
poMaHax, NpPaBHJAbHO M 9TO NPaBHJALHOM ABJAAETCA €ro OUeHKAa NMOJOCKHMTENLHHIX CTOPOH M Cla-
GocTeit aBTOpCKOro TBOpUEcTRA Merolda. B cBoax TeopeTnueckux paccykmeHusax Texxepei momyc-
KaeT HEeKOoTopoe OrospopkKH (M3 HHX aBTOP IPHBOLMT OCOGEHHO €ro HEKOTOphle HeoGOCHOBaHHHIC
BEIMans npotme JIMKKeHCa ® ero BIrAANa, HEMpUEMJEMble C CerOAHAMHEH TOYKM 3PEHHMA, UTO
nucatens DOAKEH BCTATL Ha NO3MIMM COBpeMeHHON ofmecTBeHHOl 6opn6nt), HO ero KOHKper-
HaA OLUEHKa TaK Ha3KBAaeMBIX NOJATHYECKMX DPOMaHOB COUEP’KMT PAN BaXKHBIX KPHTHIECKAX
CY)XIEHHH, KOTOPHE BO MHOTOM OCTalOTCA IPABHMJIBLHLIMM M NEHCTBEHHHIMH M JO CETOXHAIIHEro
nepuona. ['narHBIM RKJNaloM KPHUTHKHM Texkepes TaK Ha3HBAeMbIX TNOJHUTHYECKMX DOMaHOB aBTOD
CTaThbH CYMUTAET JAaJbHEWylo pa3paboTKy KP:TAKOM peasHCTHYecKOoMH xouuemmn JNTEPATYPHI,
KaK NpaBIuBOro M3obpakeHUA AEHACTBUTENHHOCTH.

Ha npmeEnunax peaaMCTHYeCKOTO TOHUMAHMA JIHTEPATYPHl OCHOBAHBl M OCTaJbHHE PpemeH-
snm TeKkKepen Ha COBPEMEHHEE JMTEPaTypHBIE IIPOMAIBEIEHMA, U3 KOTOPHX aBTOp BHIGMpaer,
KaK caMule 3aMedateJbHbE JUIA PENEH3WM, POXKNECTBEHCKMe pacckasm [lukxenca .,Czepuox
Ha meuke', joMopHcTHuecKMe KHMKKHM I[Keponasia ,,Cynpyx(ecxue naraumu rocmoxn Koma",
poxnecTBeHCKMe pacckasu rocmoxu Lop ,CHexnas 6ypa’ u eé xmurm ,Cxerdm aHriumickoro
xapaxrepa’. Peuemsaun pacckasos [lmxkenca m Jxepossia Hanu BOIMOXKHOCTL TeKKepeo, Kak
NOIpoGHO HNOKa3EIBaeT aBTOpP, TAybxe pa3paboraTh COGCTBEHHHE KOBUECHIMH CO3JaHKUA Xapak-
Tepa B JUTEPAaTypHOM NpomsBefeHuu. Tekxepedl Bcerla BEICOKO OLIEHEBAET TEX POMAaHMCTOB, KOTO-
Phle B CBOMX NPOM3RENEHMAX CyMENH CO3[aTh JKMIHEHHBIE Xa8PaKTEDH, KOTOpHE 9HTATeAb BOC-
TPAHMMaeT KaK Rei{CTBUTENbHEIE YENOBEYECKAE AULZ, B CYARGY KOTODHIX BIKMBAETCH M BEPUT
B 4x cymecrsosanme. Crioco6HOCTs HazeanTs QUIYpE! TaKoil KU3HeHHocThlo Texxepeidl npunu-
cripaer [xeponsiy; GETYpH POKIECTBEHCKHMX pacckasopB JIMkkeHca He ABNAWTCA, C €0 TOYKH
3peHUd, >KU3HEHHO NPaBAMBEIMM, €CTECTBEHHBIMM, NPaBAOTIONOGHLIMM, a mnpeyBeNHYCHHKIMA.
Peuenanpobanue TekkepeeM PpOXIECTBEHCKHMX pacckasob JIMKKeHca ABAsMETCH HOBEIM JOKa3a-
TEeNBCTBOM €ro ONHOBPEMEHHO KPHTHYECKOTO M BOCTOP)KEHHOI'O OTHOIIEHHA K BEJHMKOMY COBpe-
MeHHHUKy. ABTOp cTarbM nonuépkusaer, yto TexKepeil yAMBUTENBHO XOPOIIO NOHAN OCHOBHbLIE
cnabocTH TBOpueckoro Merona JIAKKeHca B 9TOM NPOU3BENEHHMH H TOCBATHN €My KPUTHYECKYIO
pabory. Taxk Kak OH He CyMeX BCKDHITH KODHM STHX HeENOCTAaTKOB, Ha YTO YKa3HBaJM¥ PpeueH-
3EHTHl PACCKA30B B 4YapTHCTCKOM XypHaie ,CebepHas 3Besga' B ero BpeMA, €ro KPITHIECKHI
pa3bop cOmePXKUT MHOTO LEHHEIX Ha6aoNeHUN, KOTOPHEe He IIOTEPAJNM CBOErO 3HAYEHHMA H JO
CeroAHAMHEro NHA.

B cBoéM paabope pememsmii Texkepes Ha NpHEeNZHHEIE TPORIBENEHUA aBTOP CTATbHE TOB.
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TopoBa monuépkuBaer GonbmIoe 3HAUeHME, KOTOPOE MMENO YTEHME STHX KHUT JJIA TBOPYECKOTO
pocra Texxepen B mepuon, Korma OH cO3Ja] CBOE MacTepcKoe npouaeeneHue , SIpmapka Tmecna-
Bus'. Tos. opoBa maoBpaxaer Ty o6aacTh OGLIECTBEHHOM KUIHYU COBpPEMEHHON AHTJAMU, KOTOpan
6BiIa mpenMeTOoM TBOp4ecKoro MHTepeca Tekkeped, ¥ HaMBHHE M HeoTIIAA(OBAHHHE ONUCAHUA
cmocoba KUM3HM BHICIUAX OOMIECTBEHHBIX KJaccOB NOATBEPAAJIM JAMIHbiE BHBOALI Tekkepea of
9T0i GONLILOM sApPMapKe TIeCaAaBHUA. '

ApTOp cTaTbM NPHUXOZMT K BHIBOLY, 4TO peneHauu TexKepes Ha NpPHBENEHHEE IPOK3Be-
IEeHUR COBPEMEHHOU eMy aHTIMACKO JATEpPaTypPhl ABAAITCA HOBHIM yOELUTENbHBIM HOXKyMEHTOM
NpOrpeccCMBHOrO pajBMTAA €ro KDUTHYECKMX CHOCOBHOCTel U HanbpHeimero yrayGileHHR ero
peasncTUYecKOr0 NoHWMaHusa aurteparypst. OCHOBHON KPHTH4YECKOH MEDKOH, KOTOpOi# mOJB30-
saiaca Tekkepeil Npu OUEHKe NHpilBeleHHHIX JHETEPATYPHHX IPOU3BENEHUIl, ABIAETCA CONMOCTAB-
JNeHie JuTeparypHoro ofpasa ¢ TOil 0baacTbl0 XM3HH, KOTOPaa B HéM maobpakeHa, U CTeneHb
npaBamBocTH 3TOro uaobpakeHuna. HaiabHeimwuii BkAaxm auTeparypHoil kKpuTuku Texkepes
B xypHaine ,Mopuunr Kponukn' aBrop cratsy BumMT B ImoxpoGHOM pa3tope TexxepeeM orneab-
HBIX aclMeKTOB TBOPYECKOrO Meroja pPOM3HHCTa, KOTOPBIMM KPHUTHK 3aHUMaeTca HeofpuaiiHo
nIHpoKo U Tay6oko. M XOTA JmTEpaTypHO-KPUTHYECKHE CTaThH TeKKepes He JHMMEHE HeNOCTaT-
KOB, 3TO CIOJAHA ypPaBHOBEIUMBAETCA NpHBEeNEHHBHIMM NOCTOMHCTBAMI M NpPedMymecTBaMu. ABTOD
craThy cxomuTcs co Baraagamum Topnoma H. Pejia, Koropui# ouexusaer crare¥ Texkepes
® xypHane ,Mopunur KpoHuka' KaK »XypHaIMCTCKYI0 KPHTHKY BEICOKOTO YPOBHs, KOTOpas MMEET
HenpexonAlliee aHadeHKe. BMecTe cO BHOBB OTKPHITHIMK NOJMTHYECKAMH PENOPTaXaMM, KOTOpbie
Hac nofyXAaloT K JaibHeiilmeMy, 6osee rayGoKOMYy HM3yYEHUI NONUTHUECKOTO paasuTus Texkepea
B 1848 r. m ero xyIOecTBeHHOH KPHTIKM, KOTOPHEe NONONHAIT HAmMM 3HAHUA O €ro NOHHU-
MaHMU (ICKYCCTBA, KHIDKHBIE peueHauu Texkepes, ocoGeHHO peueHauy GeaJeTPHCTUYECKHX MPO-
H3BEeNeHUH, HECOMHEHHO CTaHYT He3aMEHMMON COCTABHON YacThi0 PaboThl KaXKNOro UCCIeR0BaTe]a s
TpopuecTBa TekKepes A JI06uTENA €ro HCKyCCTBA.

ITepesena JI. Ounpxeiiopa.

111






