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Introduction

Nie Zhenzhao & Wang Songlin

This special issue of the journal of Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature (ISL)
is devoted to honoring Professor Claude Rawson, the world-famous expert on
eighteenth-century literature on the happy occasion of his 90" birthday.

Terry Eagleton once called Claude Rawson “one of the finest eighteenth-
century specialists, who [...] is also a critic of striking flair and delicacy” (London
Review of Books, 23 Aug. 2001). Marjorie Perloff, one of the foremost critics of
avant-garde poetry and poetics who had a long and sincere friendship with Claude
Rawson, regarded him as a scholar with a “very wide-ranging mind,”" “perhaps the
best living scholar in eighteenth century satire” (“Claude Rawson in conversation
with Marjorie Perloff” 603). Zhenzhao Nie, current President of International
Association for Ethical Literary Criticism (IAELC) holds Claude Rawson in high
esteem and thinks Claude Rawson’s principles and methodologies have “reshaped
the field of ethical literary criticism™ in China by his advocacy of returning to the
primary texts in literary studies and their ethical and moral considerations.

Before his retirement in 2014, Claude Rawson was the first Maynard Mack
Professor of English at Yale, where he had taught since 1986. Before that, he was
for many years (1971-1986) professor at the University of Warwick, served as
chairman of the Department of English and Comparative Literary Studies and
was the co-editor of Modern Language Review and Yearbook of English Studies
from 1974 to 1988. He was the Clifford Lecturer for 1992 (American Society for
Eighteenth-Century Studies), and Bateson Lecturer for 1999 (University of Oxford).
Claude Rawson is a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, and
served for many years on the Educational Advisory Board of the John Simon
Guggenheim Memorial Foundation. He is a former President of the British Society
for Eighteenth-Century Studies and a former President of IAELC. Claude Rawson
has held many distinguished visiting professorships around the world, most recently
in China, where he was born and grew up. He has lectured widely in Europe, the
Americas, Australasia and the Far East.

Claude Rawson is the author of numerous books and articles. His major

publications include Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress (1972),

1 See Marjorie Perloff’s article in this issue.
2 See Zhenzhao Nie’s article in this issue.
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Gulliver and the Gentle Reader (1973), Order from Confusion Sprung (1985),
Satire and Sentiment 1660-1830 (1994), God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism
and the European Imagination, 1492-1945 (2001), Swift’s Angers (2014) and Swift
and Others (2015). Among the volumes he has recently edited are The Cambridge
Companion to Henry Fielding (2007); Henry Fielding, Novelist, Playwright,
Journalist, Magistrate: A Double Anniversary Tribute (1707-1754) (2008); Essential
Writings of Jonathan Swift: A Norton Critical Edition, with lan Higgins (2009);
Literature and Politics in the Age of Swift: English and Irish Perspectives (2010);
and The Cambridge Companion to English Poets (2011). In addition, he is a General
Editor of the Cambridge History of Literary Criticism and the Cambridge Edition of
the Works of Jonathan Swift as well as the General Editor of the Blackwell Critical
Biographies and the Unwin Critical Library. Since the 1980s he has been a regular
contributor to the Times Literary Supplement, New York Times Book Review and
London Review of Books, writing on a great variety of literary and cultural topics.
Since retirement, Claude Rawson lives in Cambridge UK.

The special issue contains sixteen articles and recollections in honour of
Claude Rawson’s anniversary. lan Higgins’ article “Claude Rawson: An Overview
and Appreciation, and Other Observations” offers an account of the range of Claude
Rawson’s work as a literary scholar, critic, editor and reviewer, focusing upon
Claude Rawson’s insights into the character of Swift’s satire, and particularly of
its proleptic quality. Linda Bree’s “Claude Rawson in Print” is a comprehensive
account of Claude Rawson’s printed writings over a period of sixty years and their
influence in the field of eighteenth-century literature and literary studies. Now a
General Editor of the Cambridge Edition of the Works of Jonathan Swift, Linda
Bree could perhaps be the best one to understand Claude Rawson’s principles
of literature, his methodology, and his skills as a literary critic. Joseph Roach’s
essay “Chinese Orphans and the Social Contract from Swift to Brecht” is a very
original essay inspired by Claude Rawson’s critical practice in God, Gulliver,
and Genocide. Roach extends Claude Rawson’s Swiftian genealogy of “unsocial
socialism” in George Bernard Shaw, Oscar Wilde, and Bertolt Brecht and applies
it to Anglo-Irishman Arthur Murphy’s The Orphan of China (1753), showing
how Murphy’s transcultural adaptation shares a source in the great zaju dramas
of Yuan Dynasty China with Brecht’s The Caucasian Chalk Circle (1944). James
McLaverty’s article “Books as Self-Representation: A Comparison of Pope and
Swift” renders an insightful comparison of Pope’s and Swift’s self-representation
by drawing on Claude Rawson’s investigation and evaluation of Swift’s epitaph

with Swift’s other self-representations and those of Yeats and Pope. The article
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“Reading Defoe with Rawson” by Tom Keymer and Dana Lew examines the
implications for eighteenth-century studies of Claude Rawson’s God, Gulliver, and
Genocide as the book approaches the twenty-fifth anniversary of its publication, and
inspired by Claude Rawson’s approach to irony analyzes the vexed case of Defoe’s
controversial pamphlet The Shortest Way with the Dissenters (1702) and Defoe’s
troubled revisiting of themes from Robinson Crusoe (1719). Nicholas Hudson’s
essay “Gulliver in the History of Race” revisits the issue of race and racism in
Gulliver's Travels, as analyzed brilliantly in Claude Rawson’s God, Gulliver, and
Genocide and concludes by pointing out that the difficulties in placing Swift in
the history of race reflects emerging problems of definition and taxonomy that he
deliberately exploited in order to perplex the reader. Pat Rogers’ article “Scriblerian
Satire: Myth or Reality” studies the validity of the term “Scriblerian satire” as
a concept in literary history and questions some fundamental aspects of Ashley
Marshall’s definition of satire by identifying a more distinct mode of satire that
can be meaningfully called Scriblerian. The essay “Johnson and Swift: Footnotes
to Rawson” by Robert DeMaria, Jr. explores within Claude Rawson’s critical
framework some Johnsonian responses to Swift in addition to those canvassed
by Claude Rawson and takes up anew the question of Swiftianism in Johnson’s
writings and conversation, suggesting that later in life Johnson could be more
Swiftian in conversation and in ex tempore writing than in his more considered and
more public utterances. Jenny Davidson’s “Swift and the Moderns: A Tribute to
Claude Rawson” is a tribute to Claude Rawson whose brilliant work on Rochester,
Swift, Pope, Austen, Céline and many others has proved a great treasure for her to
conceive and construct a new lecture course called Swift and the Moderns. Marjorie
Perloff had intended to contribute a substantive essay to this volume, but became
too ill to do so. Her short but affectionate memoir “A Yeats Excursion with Claude
Rawson, Summer 1974” is a warm recalling of the moments of memorable events
in her fifty-year friendship with Claude Rawson.

Six articles by Chinese scholars are dedicated to Claude Rawson for his
tremendous contribution to IAELC and ethical literary criticism in Chinese academia.
Zhenzhao Nie’s “A Beautiful Memory and Eternal Friendship: Claude Rawson
and China” presents a genuine tribute to Claude Rawson, with whom Nie has been
keeping a sincere and everlasting friendship since 2010, when Claude Rawson was
invited to visit China as part of the “Oversea Well-known Professor Project” of the
Ministry of Education of P. R. China. As the current President of IAELC, Nie speaks
highly of Claude Rawson’s enormous contribution to ethical literary criticism, hailing
him as helping “build a bridge between Western and Chinese literary studies.” Biwu
Shang’s “Claude Rawson’s China Complex and Ethical Literary Criticism” starts with
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a warm recollection of Rawson’s charming personality based on Shang’s personal
contact and communication with Rawson, followed by an introduction of what
Shang terms as Rawson’s “China Complex,” i.e., his love for Shanghai where he
was born and his active engagement in the academic activities in China as well as his
remarkable addresses for the opening ceremonies of the annual IAELC conferences.
“The Ethical Dimension of Irony: Claude Rawson’s Swift Study and Its Implications”
by Hui Su and Wenjun Bian is an in-depth discussion of Claude Rawson’s subversive
interpretation of Swift’s use of irony, which creates a style featuring uncertainties
that leads to a tendency toward ethical ambiguities. The article approves the social
responsibility of Rawson as a literary critic who incorporates an ethical perspective
into the interpretation of Swiftian irony. Songlin Wang’s essay “In the Company
of Claude Rawson: Revisiting the Writings of Barbarism in Chinese and Foreign
Literature” is inspired by his close reading Claude Rawson’s God, Gulliver, and
Genocide, which he translated into Chinese with his colleagues. He applies Rawson’s
critical methodology to re-examining the writings of barbarism and cannibalism in
both ancient and modern Chinese novels and unveils the complexities and paradoxes
of moral sentiments in the writings of cannibalism in Daniel Defoe’s Robinson
Crusoe, Lu Xun’s The Diary of a Madman, Chen Zhongshi’s White Deer Plains
and Mo Yan’s The Republic of Wine. Juan Du’s “The Interweaving of Cultural and
Literary Criticism: Claude Rawson’s Study of Eighteenth-century English Literature”
is a general review of Claude Rawson’s wide-ranging studies of eighteenth-century
literature, specifically his early study on Henry Fielding’s satire which Du takes as one
of the cultural signs of the eighteenth-century. Du points out that Rawson’s diverse
interests explain his academic concerns on both the aesthetic qualities of literature
and its moral engagement in social criticism. Gexin Yang’s article “Beyond Achilles’
Heel: Claude Rawson and Ethical Literary Criticism” is a warm recalling of his own
academic contact and communication with Claude Rawson as well as a tribute to
Rawson’s contribution to IAELC.

Works Cited
Eagleton, Terry. “A Spot of Firm Government.” London Review of Books, 23 August 2001. Available at:

https://www.Irb.co.uk/the-paper/v23/n16/terry-eagleton/a-spot-of-firm-government. Accessed 29
Sept. 2024.
Rawson, Claude and Marjorie Perloff. “Claude Rawson in conversation with Marjorie Perloff.” Textual

Practice 4 (2017): 603-629.



Claude Rawson: An Overview and Appreciation,

and Other Observations

Ian Higgins

Abstract: This essay offers an account of the range of Claude Rawson’s work
as a literary scholar, critic, editor and reviewer. It considers Rawson’s particular
importance for the study of Jonathan Swift, for our understanding of Swift’s irony
and satire, and the recognition of Swift’s achievement and influence as a poet.
Drawing upon Rawson’s insights into the character of Swift’s satire, and particularly
of its proleptic quality, the essay observes Swift’s satiric anticipation of Artificial
Intelligence and of the “Death of the Author.” The essay reports Swift’s significance
for the American confessional poet Delmore Schwartz, indicates a polemical
ancestry for Swift’s favourite trope of the satirist with a whip, and suggests an
unnoticed contemporary model for the “Language Machine” in Part Il of Gullivers
Travels.

Keywords: criticism; irony; satire; Jonathan Swift

Author: Ian Higgins is Honorary Reader in English at the Australian National
University. He is the author of Swift’s Politics: A Study in Disaffection (1994) and
Jonathan Swift (2004). He has co-edited Gulliver s Travels (2005) and The Essential
Writings of Jonathan Swift (2010) with Claude Rawson and is a general editor
of The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Jonathan Swift (2008- ) (Email: Ian.
Higgins@anu.edu.au).

Scholar, Critic, Editor, Reviewer

For the past six decades Claude Rawson has been one of the best literary critics
in English. The erudition and range of his published work as literary scholar,
critic, editor, and reviewer have been extraordinary. He has written eight books
(monographs and collections of studies), all of which are landmarks in the field of
literary studies, scholarly essays for books and learned journals, and review essays
and reviews for learned journals and the literary press (such as the Times Literary
Supplement and London Review of Books). Such has been his pre-eminence as a
critic of the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries that in scholarly journals and

in the literary periodical press this period has sometimes been labelled the “Age of
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Rawson” (see for examples, Steintrager and Donoghue). The authors who have been
the subjects of his critical studies and substantive review essays include Dryden,
Rochester, Oldham, Defoe, Prior, Swift, Congreve, Mandeville, Steele, Addison,
Parnell, Gay, Pope, Richardson, Hervey, Fielding, Johnson, Sterne, Hawkesworth,
Smollett, Smart, Burke, Cowper, Gibbon, Boswell, Chatterton, Byron, Austen,
Moore, and Shelley. This list is by no means exhaustive. He has since the early
1970s been the foremost scholar critic of Henry Fielding and of Jonathan Swift
and is frequently acknowledged as such by his peers. He has been described in the
top two “of the best scholars ever to have written on Fielding” (Hume 237) and
Terry Eagleton describes Rawson as “a critic of striking flair and delicacy” and
“probably the most accomplished Swift specialist in the business” (“A Spot of Firm
Government”).

Rawson’s specialist scholarly interests are not limited to eighteenth century
literary studies. He writes essays and reviews on twentieth century and contemporary
English and American poetry. He writes on Anglo-Irish authors after Swift, including
Wilde, Yeats and Shaw, and on the literary history of the mock-heroic. He has been
long interested in cannibalism and fiction and in exploring the cultural reticence on
cannibalism. His book God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European
Imagination, 1492-1945 (2001) is a searching examination of extermination rhetoric
across literary genres and European and colonial history, from the Book of Genesis
to the present day, exploring the range of aggressions which inhabit the space
between extreme figures of speech, such as threatening to wipe offenders “from
the face of the earth,” and the literal implementation of mass slaughters, war, and
genocide. Swift is central for this book since his disturbing irony and satiric rage and
menace inhabit this space between “meaning it, not meaning it, and nof not meaning
it,” to use Rawson’s formulation. In his auto-obituary “Verses on the Death of Dr
Swift, D.S.P.D.” Swift claims (ironically, readers are to suppose, since the lines
are part of a jokey coterie compliment, but Swift also means it) that “irony” was
what “I was born to introduce, / Refined it first, and showed its use” (1. 57-58 The
Complete Poems 487). In Rawson, Swift found his responsive literary critic. Works
such as Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels and A Modest Proposal, and Joseph Conrad’s
Heart of Darkness, figure prominently in Rawson’s critical oeuvre as exemplary
texts for several of the issues and themes he treats in his literary and cultural studies.
Rawson has a capacious critical range which extends beyond the Anglophone literary
tradition drawing upon classical authors (the satirists Juvenal, Horace, and Lucian
are of course particularly important and often adduced in detail in Rawson’s work on

satire), the Latin masterpieces In Praise of Folly and Utopia of the great Renaissance
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humanists Erasmus and Thomas More, and French literature, especially Montaigne,
but also Rabelais, Voltaire, Sade, Baudelaire, Flaubert, Proust, Céline, Genet and
Wittig among others.

As a critic, Rawson’s work has been consistently and primarily focused on
major literary works and with literary tradition, as the principal business of someone
professing English literary studies as their academic discipline. He has a particular
view of the relation between the individual literary talent and tradition. In the
“Preface” to his book Order from Confusion Sprung: Studies in Eighteenth-Century
Literature from Swift to Cowper (1985) he declares his modus operandi: “1 have
worked on the assumption that eighteenth-century authors are not only rooted in their
own time and culture, but exist in an older and continuously evolving tradition. Their
attitudes, themes and styles derive from the past and look forward to the future. The
continuities and interactions (as well as the discontinuities) of eighteenth-century
writers both with their predecessors (notably classical predecessors in satire and epic)
and with writers of our own century are frequently under scrutiny in these pages”
(ix). His is a humanist literary-historical enquiry with a distinctive approach and
consonance in literary-critical method. He writes literary history through an intensive
attention to exemplary works (or passages in works), probing tone, nuance, and
register, reporting continuities and changes, and comparing themes, images, tropes,
and literary forms over several periods. What the reader gets from Rawsonian literary
criticism is a performance of an erudite, historically informed, in-depth close analysis
that persuades on the alertness and sensitivity of the reading, adduces often surprising
yet illuminating juxtapositions and collocations of literary texts, and arrests attention
with the wit and verve of the writing. It is a literary criticism that is challenging and
indeed often provocative and controversial, but which makes you want to read or re-
read the work under discussion.

In the various roles usually understood by “editor,” Rawson’s contribution to
English literary studies has also been distinguished. He is on record as saying that
editions “are the single most useful activity in literary scholarship.” The provision
of a “reliable text of an important writer, with historical and contextual annotation”
is foundational for literary scholarship, criticism and teaching (Rawson, “Recent
Studies in the Restoration and Eighteenth Century” 697 and see also “Claude
Rawson in conversation with Marjorie Perloff” 623-624). As a scholarly editor,
his major contribution has been the Collected Poems of Thomas Parnell (1989)
which he edited with Fred Lock, providing authoritative texts, richly and helpfully
annotated. It presented the first complete edition of the poet including 70 poems

from newly discovered Parnell manuscripts and more than doubled the known
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canon. Parnell had been the only member of the so-called “Scriblerus” group
(that included Swift, John Arbuthnot, Alexander Pope and John Gay) for whom a
modern scholarly edition did not exist. Rawson has also edited or co-edited editions
of works by Swift, Fielding and Austen, and Boswell’s Life of Johnson in Norton
Critical Editions, Oxford University Press’s World’s Classics, Random House’s
Modern Library and Dent’s Everyman’s Library, editions aimed at a wider public
domain of university teachers and students and interested general readers as well
as specialists of these authors. As a General Editor his major scholarly contribution
is the ongoing Cambridge Edition of the Works of Jonathan Swift project, which
he initiated and directs as a foundational general editor and in which, among much
else, the now standard scholarly editions of Swift’s great prose satires 4 Tale of a
Tub and Gulliver’s Travels and the (in)famous pamphlet 4 Modest Proposal have
appeared. He is also a general editor of important scholarly series such as the
Cambridge History of Literary Criticism, the Blackwell Critical Biographies, and
Unwin Critical Library (of major texts), and for several years was a general editor
of the Yale edition of Boswell’s private papers. He has edited landmark collections
of scholarly essays on Dryden, Swift, and Fielding. For many years he was editor of
the Modern Language Review and Yearbook of English Studies.

Rawson is also an incredibly prolific reviewer of literary works and critical
studies. In addition to the many substantive review essays, he has written over 500
notes and reviews. His review essays on influential critics, such as Lionel Trilling,
and the literary editor and critic Karl Miller, are also commentaries on the state of
English and American letters in public life and reflect on the state of the discipline
of English literary studies within the Academy. He observes about “the moderate
and subtle liberal thinker” Trilling, that he “set great store by modulation, nuance
and complication” (Rawson, “The last intellectual” 3). Rawson also sets great
store by them. Miller is described as “an extraordinary stylist, in the precise sense
that his style is unlike anyone else’s” and his critical work “combines the virtues
of journalism and scholarship in the best senses of both” (“On Karl Miller”),
assessments that may also be applied to Rawson’s own reviewing. Rawson observed
that Trilling in 1972 was reporting a “developing insensitivity” to literature in the
universities (“The last intellectual” 3). This complaint has long been a threnody
in Rawson’s commentary, with the profession of literary criticism witnessed as
having become remote from the public, obscurantist in its theoretical discourse,
and becoming less concerned with reading books. Political, economic and cultural
changes are also at the root of the perma-crisis that English and the Humanities

seem always to have been in during recent decades. Rawson recollects that in “those
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palmy days of welfare state education, grants were conferred automatically by the
national system on candidates admitted by a university. Tempora mutantur, indeed”
(“Rawson in Conversation” 621). The dismantling of the welfare state largely begun
under Thatcher’s government in Britain has come to pass and university students
are now the paying customers of the technocratic corporate universities and the
former departments of English, History and Philosophy have increasingly been
assimilated within larger entities such as Schools of Humanities and Social Sciences
where underfunded they have often atrophied beyond recognition if not disappeared
entirely.

Rawson’s reviewing likes to keep the continuing presence of his favourite
Augustan writers in view even in the most unlikely of modern poets, as a measure
of comparison, if not of demonstrable influence. His reviews of writers and critics
whose work he doesn’t much like combine erudition and élan with a Swiftian
animus and acerbic humour. Dylan Thomas is a writer Rawson doesn’t much
like. In an iconoclastic early critical essay and a review article on the poetry and
letters of this author, Thomas emerges as a poet of what Dryden in Mac Flecknoe
derided as “the suburbian Muse.” Elements of Thomas’s satirical humour,
especially in his letters, and some themes and images in his poems, seem to recall
or have precedents, analogues or parallels, however fortuitous, with passages
in Pope and Swift. The surprising presence of Pope and Swift in Thomas was
unacknowledged and probably unconscious. Rawson writes that “Thomas liked to
align himself, or to see others aligning him, with poetry’s counter-cultural heroes:
Villon, Whitman, Rimbaud” but “simultaneously liked to deny or undercut such
alignments” (“Swansea’s Rimbaud” 475). Thomas called himself “the Rimbaud
of Cwmdonkin Drive,” his family’s middle-class suburban Swansea address. But
deep down he saw himself as the offender against and antagonist of bourgeois and
suburban values, which, Rawson observes, is an “archetypal suburban idea of the
poet” (“Swansea’s Rimbaud” 475). Thomas is conventionally seen in terms of neo-
romantic expressionism, in the later poems especially, as a celebrant of idyllic
countryside and childhood innocence, but Rawson in an iconoclastic early essay on
Thomas concludes that Thomas “was almost certainly unaware” of “a conception
of his poetic nature” which sees him as “not ‘the Rimbaud of Cwmdonkin Drive’
but a suburban Larkinized Pope” (“Randy Dandy in the Cave of Spleen” 103).
Philip Larkin, the self-styled “Laforgue of Pearson Park,” was another poet of the
suburban muse and another rather remote from charismatic French symbolists, but
a poet who happily escaped from the influence of Dylan Thomas, and whose poetic

cadences sometimes have their downbeat precedents in Swift’s verse (Rawson,
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“Larkin’s Life and Letters” 154-155; “Larkin’s Desolate Attics” 40, 42).

Thomas’s poetry is of course unlike that of Pope or Swift. Rawson drily finds
two other poets that Thomas better resembled: Christopher Smart (though the
resemblance to this great poet is only in physical appearance, both were little men
with booze-distended bellies) and Thomas Moore (who used “Thomas Little” as an
early pseudonym and was known as “Anacreon Moore” being a celebrant of drinking,
in life as in translated Anacreontic Ode). Rawson writes that Dylan Thomas “perhaps
most resembled Moore, as a genially self-displaying poet with a high public profile,
a talent for melodious fluency in his otherwise bad but highly popular poems, and
a genuine gift for lively observant prose in his letters and journals. The comparison

does Thomas too much honour [...]” (“Swansea’s Rimbaud” 476).

Claude Rawson and Jonathan Swift

A festschrift for Rawson entitled Swift’s Travels: Eighteenth-Century British Satire
and its Legacy, edited by Nicholas Hudson and Aaron Santesso, was published by
Cambridge University Press in 2008. The collection’s focus on Swift and the editors’
arrangement of the scholarly essays into three parts: “Swift and his Antecedents,”
“Swift in His Time,” and “Beyond Swift” was completely appropriate. Rawson’s
critical work has brought a capacious knowledge of major authors and texts in the
European literary tradition to bear on the greatest satirist in the English language
and it characteristically keeps in critical focus Swift’s literary predecessors, his
contemporaries, and influence upon (and proleptic satiric parody of) later writers
and modern modes. Rawson represents, in my view, the apogee of what literary
criticism can perform on Swift’s writings.

Among Rawson’s many contributions to our understanding of Swift has been
a concern to emphasise Swift’s stature and influence as a poet, and identification of
his signature satiric style. In literary history, Swift’s reputation as a poet undoubtedly
has been occluded by his reputation as the greatest of prose satirists and by the poetic
achievement of his contemporary, his friend and collaborator Alexander Pope who
perfected the heroic couplet which was the dominant serious poetic style of the time.
But, as Rawson has shown in detail, Swift “has always been admired (and sometimes
preferred to Pope) by poets. His reputation as a poet has indeed been higher among
poets than among critics. His admirers and imitators include Byron, Yeats, Eliot,
Auden, Ted Hughes, Geoffrey Hill and Derek Mahon” (Swift’s Angers 170). The
list can be added to, of course, and perhaps with an unexpected modern poet. As
Rawson has shown, Swift was a parodic satirist of the “compulsively confessional”

in the satirised modern “author” of 4 Tale of a Tub. For Swift, private feeling and
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the confessional mode of written expression were not for publication in the public
domain (Rawson, “Character of Swift’s Satire” 25; Swift s Angers 221). Swift himself
was the most guarded of writers, most of his works were published anonymously or
pseudonymously, he preferred the protective carapace of irony to plain statement.
Yet Swift has had a perhaps surprising admirer in that poéte maudit of American
poetry in the middle decades of the twentieth century, Delmore Schwartz, a poet who
has been regarded as the inaugurator of a self-consciously modern autobiographical
confessional poetry. Swift is probably at his most unguarded and uncensored about
his private feelings in “the vulnerable intimacy” of his correspondence with Esther
Johnson and Rebecca Dingley, known as the Journal to Stella (Rawson, “Swift” 328).
Schwartz’s poem “Swift,” included in his Summer Knowledge New and Selected
Poems 1938-1958 (1959), takes extracts from the Journal to Stella correspondence
of 1710-1713 and puts them into poetic lines. Schwartz presents Swift at his most
vulnerably intimate, writing in a playful little language, using slang and affectionate
raillery, being prosaically quotidian. It is a Swift in confessional mode, expressing
his hopes and fears. He is anxious about his prospects of preferment. He is vain about
his current publishing hit in London, a lampoon, and the special regard he is held in
by the great: he has the love and esteem of the great Irish Tory hero the second Duke
of Ormond, the favour and friendship of the leader of the Tory government Robert
Harley and the entire ministry. He reports the coldness and his resentments as he falls
out with his eminent former Whig friend, Joseph Addison. Schwartz’s poem alludes
to the great work still to come, Gullivers Travels, the pride and allure of place and
power for Swift, and Swift’s huge angers. “Swift” expresses its subject’s sentimental
longing to be back with his female friends and at Laracor. The poem notices Swift
when he is the sympathetic but also enraged witness of undeserved private tragedy
and suffering, expressing a hatred of life. The poem closes with Swift fantasising
about his return voyage to Ireland and the guns firing in welcome for Stella and
himself. The poem’s final line is Swift in private pain, his last recorded words “I am
a Fool.” Schwartz’s “Swift” is an affective and confessional Swift, the private man
without the self-protective ironies of the public figure.

Swift was a prolific and versatile poet, a surpassing genius at rhyming, and
a master of the comic tetrameter couplet, a poet who refused the “heroic strain”
as being “against my natural vein” since the Swiftian satiric vein “Still to lash,
and lashing smile, / Ill befits a lofty style.” He is a comic and moral satirist, but
politically disaffected, an enemy of the “nation’s representers,” of the arbitrary
Walpolean Whig regime in power. Readers are told in the lowered voice of a

parenthetical aside, that what the satirist says in jest is meant in earnest: “In a jest I

11



12 | Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol. 9, No. 1, March 2025

spend my rage. / (Though it must be understood, / I would hang them if I could)” (“To
a Lady” 143-144, 147-148, 166, 169-180, Complete Poems 518-519; Rawson, “The
Character of Swift’s Satire” 75-76, 78).

One of Swift’s favourite tropes was the lash of satire. In an early Ode “To Mr
Congreve,” Swift was already announcing his divine mission with “satire” as his
muse: “My hate, whose lash just heaven has long decreed / Shall on a day make sin
and folly bleed” (ll. 133-134, 176 The Complete Poems 71, 72). His reputation for
applying the satiric lash is memorialized in his “Verses on the Death of Dr Swift.”
The range of his lash escalates from individual knaves and vices to the entire world.
In a famous letter to Alexander Pope in 1725 upon his completion of Gulliver's
Travels, Swift tells Pope that “when you think of the World give it one lash the
more at my Request” (Swift, Correspondence 606). The author of A Tale of a Tub,
however, had also reflected that “Satyrists” who use the “Lash” “might very well
spare their Reproof and Correction: For there is not through all Nature, another so
callous and insensible a Member as the World’s Posteriors” (Swift, A Tale of Tub
and Other Works, “Preface” 29). In Swift we see the paradox of the radical satirist
attempting to correct a world that cannot be mended and which he believes is too
depraved to be saved.

Rawson in several studies discusses lines in Swift’s poetic epistle “To a Lady”
as exemplary of the Swiftian satiric signature:

If I can but fill my niche,

I attempt no higher pitch.

Leave to D’ Anvers and his mate,

Maxims wise to rule the state.

Pulteney deep, accomplished St Johns,

Scourge the villains with a vengeance:

Let me, though the smell be noisome,

Strip their bums; let Caleb hoise ’em;

Then apply Alecto’s whip,

Till they wriggle, howl, and skip. (1l. 181-190 The Complete Poems 519)

Swift’s satire operates with menaces at close quarters, it has an aggressive and
scatological intimacy, he performs the punitive dirty work, up close and personal
with the victims, the voice is colloquial and unfriendly, and relations with the reader
are uneasy and unpleasant. The self-image as satirist with the whip or scourge

is preferred to the more lofty, classical and heroic trope of the satirist wielding
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his quill using satire as a sword, deployed for example, by Pope (Rawson, “The
Character of Swift’s Satire” 79; Swift’s Angers 197, 256; “Mock-heroic and English
Poetry” 176). Swift’s signature trope of the satirist with the whip has the lowered
atmosphere of political journalism and pamphleteering. It has, I think, an ancestry
in Royalist newsbooks. For example, a royalist polemicist against the Puritan
parliament in 1647 wrote: “in my Satyrick rage (arm’d with a whip of Scorpions)
I’de scratch their brawnie hides, till their proud infected blood appear’d to attone
my rage” (Mercurius Pragmaticus, No. 9). The royalist polemicist conflates a
biblical reference to chastising with whips and scorpions in 1 Kings 12:11 and an
allusion to the classical Fury Alecto (“behold Alecto stand, / A whip of scorpions in
her hand” as she is described in Swift’s poem “Cassinus and Peter” (Lines 81-82,
Complete Poems 465). In Swift’s time High Church Tory journals had titles such
as The Whipping-Post (by William Pittis) and The Scourge (by Thomas Lewis). In
the quoted lines from “To a Lady” Swift lets the leading Opposition politicians and
journalists do the heavy lifting (“Caleb D’ Anvers” was the pseudonymous author of
the Opposition paper The Craftsman), while Swift will perform the punitive satiric
entertainment on the hoised victim, acting in the collaborative supporting role of the
Fury Alecto as dominatrix.

Rawson demonstrates that Swift “is not a reassuring or companionable writer.
His vision of humanity is often uncompromisingly bleak and his views of society
seldom agreeable to the social and political principles which are taken for granted
in later times [...] Swift was, as a persistent matter of style, ostentatiously insulting
to his reader. There is every indication that, at least in a stylistic or rhetorical sense,
he did not want to be liked” (Swift and Others 147). Rawson is a trenchant critic of
that modern academic scholarship on Swift which has sought to sanitise Swift of his
satiric extremism, which presents him as a comfortable moderate conforming to the
academic’s notions of progressive political virtue, and whose irony is assumed to be
eirenic when its actual effect is disquieting, hostile and intolerant. Whereas the irony
of other eighteenth-century satirists such as Pope and Fielding establishes solidarity
with the reader, Swift remains reader unfriendly.

Rawson has also described Swift’s continued relevance as a proleptic satirist,
an advance parodist of modern modes and writers. I’ll conclude with one still
topical instance of Swift as proleptic satirist. In 1967-1968 the “Death of the
Author” was announced. The news came not from the Muses on Parnassus but
from Paris, in an essay published by Roland Barthes. The stark announcement
had perhaps been foreshadowed: in that twentieth century critical formalism that

regarded the text in isolation from its author and historical contexts; in structuralism
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and in theories that viewed the text as a tissue of signs and quotations produced by a
cultural nexus of texts or linguistic systems with the text’s meaning produced by the
reader and not by the biographical author; and in the random “cut up” techniques of
Tristan Tzara’s Dadaist aesthetics in the 1920s and in the literary experiments of the
later Beat writer William Burroughs. But the demise of the author had, as Rawson
suggests, “a ghoulish prefiguration” in “The Epistle Dedicatory” of 4 Tale of a
Tub in “the suspected non-existence of Dryden (as of other moderns, Tate, Durfey,
Rymer, Dennis, Bentley and Wotton)” (Swift and Others 21; A Tale of a Tub 23). In
Swift’s satire the contemporary Age is viewed by Posterity as “devoid of Writers,”
the “Titles” of the vast number of works produced are almost instantly replaced
with others, the volumes remaindered and destroyed without even a shelf life: “the
Memorial of them was lost among Men, their Place was no more to be found.” The
putative author of the 7ale of a Tub is the eulogist of allegedly still-living authors
presumed dead and gone and regarded as non-existent by posterity (4 Tale of a Tub
20-24).

Barthes’s announcement of “the death of the author” in the late nineteen-
sixties, however, was premature, since it predated the arrival of computers, the
internet and the digital era. Nor was it then the case that Artificial Intelligence
was available for adoption by writers and turning “authors” into “generators,” the
prompters and editors of texts Al generated from vast data sets and algorithms.
Swift was also the proleptic satirist of Artificial Intelligence. In the Academy of
Lagado in Part III of Gulliver's Travels (1726), Gulliver meets a Professor who
together with an operational team of pupils is experimenting with the scientist’s
invention of a mechanical language “Frame” which will be lucrative for the inventor
who has plans on expanding the number of Frames. Gulliver is told that “the World
would soon be sensible of its Usefulness.” The “sole Inventer of this wonderful
Machine” had “emptyed the whole Vocabulary” into his computation machine.
By the inventor’s “Contrivance, the most ignorant Person at a reasonable Charge,
and with a little bodily Labour, may write Books in Philosophy, Poetry, Politicks,
Law, Mathematicks and Theology, with the least Assistance from Genius or Study”
(266-270). I believe Swift was probably parodying the popular contemporary work
Artificial Versifying or, The School-Boys Recreation. A New Way to make Latin
Verses (1677) which provided a mechanical means of writing Latin verses without
understanding one word of Latin. The plate in Gulliver's Travels showing “The
Language Machine” resembles and may have been modelled on the “Versifying
Tables” for making Latin verses in Artificial Versifying (Gulliver's Travels 267; John
Peter, Artificial Versifying 10-11). Swift’s satire on this anti-humanistic invention
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in Gulliver s Travels reprises his earlier satire A Tale of a Tub where “the Moderns”
have discovered shorter ways of becoming “Scholars and Wits, without the Fatigue
of Reading or of Thinking” (A Tale of a Tub 96).

Barthes concluded his iconoclastic essay by stating that the birth of the reader
must come at the cost of the death of the author. In the “Age of Rawson” texts were
often authorless, published anonymously and pseudonymously. But knowledge of
the author’s biography and the work’s immediate circumstances might radically
alter the import of a work and indeed enhance a text’s pleasure for the reader.
When the notorious Shortest Way with the Dissenters was published, anonymously,
in 1702, it was taken straight by contemporary readers, read as the work of an
extremist High Churchman opposed to the Act of Toleration, extravagantly calling
for the extirpation of Protestant Dissent by sending Dissenters to the gallows or the
galleys. The author of the anonymous pamphlet was discovered. It was the work
of Daniel Defoe, a Protestant Dissenter and a current advocate of religious and
political “Moderation,” a former Protestant rebel who had fought at Sedgemoor
against King James II and had himself narrowly escaped capture and the subsequent
mass hangings of rebels by an Anglican royalist government. The identification of
the author of The Shortest Way as Daniel Defoe has liberated readers ever since,
enabling new readings and ambiguity. The text, on the literal level apparently
an extremist High Church polemic, was now construable as an irony, a hoax, a
reader entrapment, a satire, a fiction, an imitation, a parody, an impersonation of a
non-existent homicidal High Churchman. The pamphlet becomes an artful cento
of rhetorically violent passages in High Church sermons and pamphlets which
Defoe is seeking to expose as so many euphemisms for exterminatory enactments.
The Shortest Way was still regarded as seditious by the government, the work
burned, and its identified author stood in the pillory for it. But it was now not an
inflammatory work literally against the toleration of Dissent, but an offensive and
alarming work claiming that the toleration of Dissent was indeed in danger under
the current government and members of the established Church.

Jorge Luis Borges was an author influenced by Swiftian themes, as Rawson
observes (Gulliver and the Gentle Reader 77-78), and had something of Swift’s
“ironically grave” stylistic vein (“Verses on the Death of Dr Swift,” Line 315,
Complete Poems 493; Borges, “Preface” 13). The importance of knowledge of
authors for the reader of texts is a theme in Borges’s amusing absurdist short story
‘Pierre Menard, Author of the Quixote’ (1939). Borges’s fictional late nineteenth-
century, early twentieth-century French symbolist poet Pierre Menard, with

astounding application, has independently written sections of Don Quixote that
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are verbally identical to those produced by Cervantes in the seventeenth century.
Though the texts are verbally identical, Menard’s text is judged infinitely richer
and ambiguous. It is conceived and achieved in the twentieth century through the
experience of being Menard writing in an archaic style, influenced by Nietzsche
and so on. Menard has enriched the art of reading, his new technique of deliberate
anachronism and erroneous attribution has infinite applications. It seems better for
the meaning of a work and the excitement of the reader if the author is changed
rather than dead. Borges’s short story concludes: “This technique fills the most
placid works with adventure. To attribute the Imitatio Christi to Louis Ferdinand
Céline or to James Joyce, is this not a sufficient renovation of its tenuous spiritual
indications?” (Borges 71)

Rawson insists on the importance of knowledge of authors and their historical
situation for an informed understanding of their works and he practices a criticism
responsive to the complexity of literary works. His General Editor’s preface to
each volume in the acclaimed Blackwell’s Critical Biographies series states: “An
underlying objective is to re-establish the notion that books are written by people
who live in particular times and places.” The humanist literary-historical response
to “the death of the author.”
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Literary scholars circulate their ideas, and establish their wider reputations, chiefly
by means of the printed word. Claude Rawson’s list of published work, like his
reputation, is formidable. Over a period of more than sixty years, through five major
monographs, more than twenty other books including edited volumes and scholarly
editions, nearly 250 journal articles and book chapters, and more than 500 reviews,
Rawson has established a leading presence, and exerted immense influence, in his
chosen academic fields: “Augustan” writing in general and the work of Jonathan
Swift in particular; eighteenth-century studies more broadly; the history of satiric,
heroic and mock-heroic writing; and “taboo” subjects including killing and
cannibalism.

Rawson’s first venture into print—under the name C. J. Rawson, which he used
in his early academic years—was an article, “Some Unpublished Letters of Pope
and Gay: And Some Manuscript Sources of Goldsmith’s Life of Thomas Parnell,”
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published in The Review of English Studies in 1959, when Rawson had not long
left his student years at Oxford and was teaching at the University of Newcastle.
His topic was prompted by working alongside John Butt, the eminent editor of the
poems of Alexander Pope, who impressed on Rawson a belief in the importance
of accurate and informative scholarly presentation of primary texts which he has
retained throughout his career. Essays on Henry Fielding, Samuel Johnson, and
“eighteenth-century delicacy” (this topic a legacy of his postgraduate research into
then-neglected fictions of sentimentalism) soon followed; also, less predictably,
appraisals of Horace and Rabelais, on the one hand, and Dylan Thomas, Ted Hughes
and Wallace Stevens on the other, an early indicator of Rawson’s growing range of
reading and of scholarship.

The academic monograph—the book-length scholarly study—is the basic
currency of the circulation of scholarly ideas in the humanities. Monographs are
generally constructed in one of two ways: either the author explores a pre-chosen
topic, offering a coherent thesis about it driven by a through-narrative and with a
pre-determined end in view, perhaps testing out some individual arguments through
journal articles en route; or the author builds up a topic from working through a
series of separate but related arguments at article length, with the whole gaining
enhanced effect through the reworking of the articles in light of their relationship
with each other. Rawson falls into the latter category: indeed he believes some of
his best work has been published in the form of the long article of fifty pages or so,
a length he is in some respects most comfortable with in representing his scholarly
ideas.” He had published more than a dozen scholarly articles before his first book
appeared, and went on to publish many more afterwards. But inevitably the body
of work by which he is most prominently identified appears in his five major
monographs—~Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress: “Nature’s
Dance of Death” and Other Studies (1972), Gulliver and the Gentle Reader:
Studies in Swift and Our Time (1973), Order from Confusion Sprung: Studies in
Eighteenth-Century Literature from Swift to Cowper (1985), Satire and Sentiment
1660-1830 (1994), and God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European
Imagination, 1492-1945 (2001)—together with two more recent volumes collecting
sometimes more disparate material together, Swifts Angers (2014) and Swift and
Others (2015).

Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress (1972) aims to show that

1 See C.J. Rawson, “Some Unpublished Letters of Pope and Gay: And Some Manuscript Sources of
Goldsmith’s Life of Thomas Parnell,” The Review of English Studies 40 (1959): 371-387.

2 Personal communication.
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the moral, social and aesthetic ideals of harmony associated with early eighteenth-
century thought and expression, often described as “Augustan,” were in fact
increasingly under strain even at the height of their popularity, “and that disruptive
pressures and radical insecurities became evident in some of the seemingly most
confident, and some of the most conservative, writing of the period” (‘“Preface”). In
this Preface Rawson goes on to assert his general methodology, stating principles
which to a large extent he has adhered to in his writings ever since:

The various chapters of this book are, in some ways, separate studies, each
exploring certain aspects of my theme in their own way, whilst being linked
with the others by the common larger theme. There is some overlapping and
repetition, because similar points, and the same Fielding passages, seemed
to me to belong naturally to more than one exploration. There may even be
some contradictions, because what might in one sense appear to be opposite
views both seemed valid in the respective contexts of exploration. I believe
that certain kinds of inconsistency or self-contradiction are truer to the many-
sidedness of a literary text or topic than critical acts of reductive coherence. I
prefer to think of this book as having certain faults of open-endedness and of
doubt, than the virtues of a systematically articulated certainty. (Henry Fielding
and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress “Preface”)

This is an unusual and uncompromising method, and one not universally admired:
some critics are made uncomfortable by the way Rawson circles round in his
arguments, referring back to particular texts he sees as particularly significant, and
being willing, as he states here, to repeat and even contradict himself on occasion.
But it’s a method entirely characteristic of a scholar already at this early stage in his
career confident in his mastery of a vast range of material, dedicated in pressing and
intensifying his arguments, and more than willing to probe, provoke or challenge
received critical opinions. And it is also consistent with the fact that throughout
his career Rawson has ever been on the side of the writer rather than the critic, the
primary rather than the secondary text.

Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal under Stress also displays for the first
time at book length Rawson’s predilection for juxtaposing the writings of different
literary figures, not only in conventional comparisons of contemporaries, but also
in the drawing of often startlingly unexpected relationships between the thinking
and writing of individuals widely distant in time and space. Rawson’s chapter on

Fielding’s last novel Amelia (1751) for example, draws links not only with the
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work of Daniel Defoe and Tobias Smollett, as might be expected, but also with that
of George Orwell; multiple discussions of Fielding’s Jonathan Wild (1743) assert
comparisons with, among others, Thomas Mann’s insinuating con-man Felix Krull
and Alfred Jarry’s anarchical Ubu.

Major critics of eighteenth-century literature recognized that the book heralded
the presence of a new, distinctive and formidable voice in literary studies. Paul
Hunter wrote, “Claude Rawson’s essays are as important as most people’s books,
and hence his first book is a major event.” Pat Rogers called the study “a fully adult
reading of Fielding by a deep and original mind” (187).

Jonathan Swift is mentioned in Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under
Stress, but from the early 1970s Swift became Rawson’s central topic, often the
focus for larger arguments concerning the ideas and ideals of other authors before
and after him. When asked the reason for this shift of emphasis, Rawson responds
that since Swift was incomparably the better writer, he repays, much more than did
Fielding, all the time and energy that could be devoted to the study of his thinking
and his work.' It seems likely, also, that Rawson felt more of a temperamental
affinity with a thinker and writer who chose to court controversy, and challenge and
provoke his readers through satire on serious subjects, rather than amuse, entertain
and tease them.

Gulliver and the Gentle Reader: Studies in Swift and Our Time (1973), published
shortly after, and to some extent designed as a companion-piece to, the study of
Fielding, demonstrates clearly Rawson’s comfort in this shift of emphasis; he has said
that he believes his first chapter, which gave its title to the book as a whole, is one of
his best pieces of writing.” Gulliver and the Gentle Reader explores the relationship
between Swift, his narrators and his readers, in subtle and serious ways. “There is
something in Swift’s relations with his reader that can be described approximately in
terms of the edgy intimacy of a personal quarrel that does not quite come out into the
open, with gratuitous-seeming sarcasms on one side and a defensive embarrassment
on the other,” Rawson writes in that chapter, and goes on to point to the “peculiar
aggressiveness” which characterizes Swift’s approach to his readers.

As the book proceeds, with explorations of order and cruelty and chapters
on circles, catalogues, conversations, corpses and cannibals in Swift’s writings,
Rawson invokes—in a way now becoming familiar—Samuel Johnson, W. B.
Yeats, Wallace Stevens, Gustave Flaubert, Eugéne Ionesco, Walt Whitman, Joseph
Conrad, Norman Mailer, R. D. Laing, and many other writers and thinkers before

1 Personal communication.

2 Personal communication.
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and after Swift’s time. Colin J. Horne described the book as “a powerful exposition
of an intriguing exploration into Swift’s psyche and his concern for moral order,
both within his own being and everywhere within an age that ‘wanted it so much’”
(157). “There has been a good deal of profitable discussion lately about how to read
eighteenth-century texts,” wrote Martin Price in the Sewanee Review, “Some of the
very best of it has come from Claude Rawson.”

He followed this up with Order from Confusion Sprung (1985), the range
of which is only partly indicated by its sub-title, Studies in Eighteenth-Century
Literature from Swift to Cowper. The word “studies” is significant of course. Once
again Rawson is exploring his general subject from a series of different access
points, testing his central concern, with “the ironic energies contained in assertions
of order [as much] as with the assertion itself” (“Preface”), rather than building up
any kind of chronological argument about literary developments. Swift and Fielding
again feature prominently: and Rawson’s choice of title for the book, from the
closing couplet of Swift’s Lady s Dressing Room,

Such order from confusion sprung,

Such gaudy tulips raised from dung.

signals what had by now become other regular preoccupations in his work: the
high quality of Swift’s poetry (often dismissed by critics as trivial, in comparison
with his friend Pope’s poetry and his own prose, but—as Rawson reminds us—
much admired by later practising poets), and, by extension, the exuberant power of
the demotic, which Rawson argues deserves as serious notice as does high literary
endeavour. Swift and Fielding again figure prominently, and there are chapters
on James Boswell, William Cowper and Christopher Smart. Again intelligent and
vigorous close readings of individual eighteenth-century works (notably a widely-
admired chapter on Swift’s controversial tract A Modest Proposal) are illuminated
by unusual juxtapositions. Chapter and section titles—“Gulliver and Crusoe in
Malamudland,” “Nymphs of the City in Swift, Baudelaire, Eliot,” and “Pope’s
Waste Land”—suggest the intellectual and chronological agility involved.

By the mid-1980s Rawson was widely recognized as one of the foremost
critics not only of Swift, but of literature more generally, and as greatly instrumental
in drawing new attention to the literature of the eighteenth century, in those years
regarded as something of a literary and critical backwater. At the time of his
studies of Fielding and Swift in the 1970s the University of Toronto Quarterly had
described him as “perhaps the most exciting commentator on Augustan literature
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currently writing” (Briickmann 85). He was now regularly referred to as “one of our
leading commentators on eighteenth-century literature” (Nokes 1261); Maximillian
E. Novak commented that “he may well be the most impressive critic now working
in this period [that is, the eighteenth century]” (112); Penelope Wilson wrote of
“the revival in 18"-century studies to which [Rawson’s] earlier books have largely
contributed.”

Rawson’s reputation was consolidated with Satire and Sentiment 1660-1830:
Stress Points in the English Augustan Tradition (1994). By now his methodology
was well established, but here he both extends the chronological range of his main
enquiries and limits to some extent, for once, the wider analogies to later literature
which characterized his earlier work; instead, he refers more frequently to the past
and to the classical models which were so influential to Augustan literary ideals.
Once again concentrating on “stress points” rather than a progressive narrative, he
turns his attention specifically to a series of literary genres in his chosen period. He
gives an account of poetry, juxtaposing the Earl of Rochester and John Oldham in
the late seventeenth century with Lord Byron and Percy Bysshe Shelley more than
a century later. He turns to fiction: “Richardson, alas” (as the relevant chapter title
has it, clearly indicating Rawson’s opinion both of the popular mid-eighteenth-
century novelist, and of the strain of sentimental fiction which he fuelled) and Jane
Austen. He explores the popular early eighteenth-century journals the 7atler and the
Spectator, the political polemics of Edmund Burke, and the more personal journal-
writing of James Boswell and Thomas Moore. Throughout, Rawson’s interest is in
“the energies of a patrician culture in decline” (Satire and Sentiment 1660-1830:
Stress Points in the English Augustan Tradition ix): the ways in which the widely
recognized “embourgeoisement” of culture in the long eighteenth century was in
fact fraught with tensions and ironies, as much in Addison and Steele, in their early-
century commitment to popularizing “polite letters,” as in Richardson, who while
radically anti-Augustan was yet caught up in many of the Augustan mannerisms and
attitudes he rejects, or as in Jane Austen, who domesticated the ironies she learned
from Fielding (a writer to whom Rawson sees Austen much more indebted than do
many other critics)."

Once again reviews were positive. Particular praise was given to two long central

chapters, one on mock-heroic and war, and the other on the literary and rhetorical

1 Many critics have perhaps been over-influenced by Austen’s (clergyman) brother Henry, who in his
posthumous “Biographical Notice of the Author,” attached to Northanger Abbey and Persuasion (1817),
stated that as far as his sister’s view of Fielding was concerned ‘“Neither nature, wit, nor humour could

make her amends for so very low a scale of morals.”
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uses of clothing as metaphors both for the practice of government in the eighteenth
century and for human nature more generally. “At his best, Rawson is among the
most sensitive and illuminating of critics [...] his critical discrimination is first rate,”
wrote David Nokes in the Times Literary Supplement. “Nowadays, it would be little
exaggeration to say that, for most British students at least, the literature of eighteenth-
century England has become a place not of rest and refreshment but of Rawson and
[Pat] Rogers” (22).

By now readers knew what to expect from Rawson’s monograph-length works:
and as monograph followed monograph it became increasingly evident that his
methodology of addressing aspects of his main subject from a number of different
perspectives extended to conversations between, as well as within, his individual
books, as he returns, in new contexts, to those texts he sees as key “stress points”
in an eighteenth century he is ever more convinced is much more conflicted and
contradictory than critical orthodoxy has suggested.

In a later review Terry Eagleton described Rawson as “one of the finest 18"-
century specialists, who unusually in such a traditionally stodgy area is also a critic
of striking flair and delicacy” (“A Spot of Firm Government”). Eagleton was not
alone in referring with admiration to the “flair and delicacy” of Rawson’s approach,
something reflected in his distinctive writing style, which combines a vigorous and
discriminating precision with an instinctive sense of rhythm and a strain of (often
satiric) humour. In a not unrelated attempt to analyse the different strengths displayed
in Rawson’s work Dustin Griffin wrote that Rawson’s “career has combined elements
not commonly found in the same writer—a lively and opinionated critical mind,
and a methodical and learned scholar” (159). But while it has always been difficult
to catch Rawson out in a factual error of method or learning not everyone was
convinced by his opinions, or by the value of his characteristic method of drawing
relationships, however bravura, between writers of very different times and cultural
contexts. That this method is controversial in challenging some of the accepted
norms of literary critical method has been recognized in many reviews of his work
over the years. Not untypically, Roy Porter called Satire and Sentiment “an ideal
book to browse, savour and quarrel with.”

Denis Donoghue, in an otherwise generally favourable review of Order from
Confusion Sprung, had challenged Rawson’s methodology in a more detailed way.

If you say that A is like B in some respect and like C in another respect,
what have you said? [...] I’'m left wondering what it’s supposed to prove [...]
[Rawson] knows the consequences of Baudelaire’s coming after Swift and
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before Eliot, but he suspends this knowledge or holds it in abeyance so that
he can establish the continuity of sentiment and attitude as the ground of his
discourse, and local differences of mood as his nuance. But it is not clear to me
that, in particular cases, this amounts to more than the ping-pong of likeness
and difference. Truths of greater universality don’t seem to get themselves
established. (“Denis Donoghue writes about the Age of Rawson, and Rogers”)

It could be said to be questionable whether many even outstanding works of literary
criticism offer “truths of greater universality,” but in fact Rawson—albeit very
probably unconsciously—addressed this criticism directly and triumphantly in his
next, and most important, monograph, God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism
and the European Imagination, 1492-1945 (2001). Here he returns to many themes
and observations familiar from his earlier work, including the strain between satiric
and sentimental thought in the eighteenth century, the crisis in the development of
the epic tradition, the reasons for the responding rise of mock-heroic writing, and
the towering influence of Swift in the thought of his own time and its resonance
in others; but here he wraps them into an argument of genuine, indeed existential,
universality. The book is, among other things, an examination of the inherent
contradiction between the “heroism” of epic writing and the reality of brutal
barbarism, and of the ways in which that contradiction became acute, and eventually
overwhelming, as ways of killing developed from individual combat to the multiple
destruction wrought by gunpowder, and as confrontations between the “civilized”
and the “savage” tore open destructive ambiguities of language, thought and action.

Rawson opens the preface of God, Gulliver, and Genocide with a statement,
the formulation of which is perhaps his most memorable contribution to intellectual
discourse, with resonances that are relevant to the ambiguous power of language in
its most general sense and in many contexts:

When we say certain people “ought to be shot,” or exterminated “from the
face of the earth,” we usually do so in the knowledge that we will not be
thought to “mean” it literally. It is a figure of speech, partially sanitized by the
conventions of social usage. In this sense, it creates a protective fiction around

itself [...] We mean it, don’t mean it, and don’t not mean it [...]

God, Gulliver, and Genocide, he continues,

is about how the European imagination has dealt with groups which it
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habitually talks about killing, and never quite kills off, because the task is too
difficult or unpleasant, or the victims are needed for their labour, or competing
feelings get in the way. It is concerned with the imaginative resonances of the
idea of the savage, the “other,” not as simply noble or ignoble, but as a figure
through whom we confront our own selves in an anguished self-implication
too complex and “conflicted” to be amenable to the customary reductive
categorizations. We are obsessed with “barbarians.” They are the “not us,” who
do not speak our language, or “any language,” whom we despise, fear, and
kill [...] and whose suspected resemblance to us haunts our introspections and

imaginings.

And so, as Terry Eagleton describes it in his review of “this erudite, passionate
book,” Rawson goes on to dissect “those unstable mixtures of racism and anti-
racism, collusion and rebellion, aversion and attraction [...] the half-joking yet half-
serious idea to exterminate others, as well as [...] the way that authors like Swift and
Montaigne are outraged by colonial brutality while being deep-dyed authoritarians
themselves” (“A Spot of Firm Government”).

Rawson’s subject matter here is universal, controversial and uncompromising:
he addresses prejudice, violence and atrocity, beginning with the Bible and
classical epic and culminating in the horrors of Nazism, confronting the reader with
uncomfortable, sometimes shocking, claims about human perceptions and human
behaviour. Throughout he sees Swift—here particularly following on from the
example of another key intellectual figure, the sixteenth-century French essayist
Michel de Montaigne—as the most powerful proponent of the moral ambiguity
at the heart of the satiric imagination, and as a writer central to “some of the most
troubling moral nightmares of European intellectual history in the last five hundred
years: war, imperial conquest, the impulse to exterminate [...]” (Rawson, God,
Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination, 1492-1945 1).

All the many reviews of the work engaged with its argument on a very direct

level. Tom Keymer summarized the book’s effect for literary readers:

Claude Rawson has written a book of major importance for genres ranging
from Renaissance encounter literature to modern Holocaust fiction. But his
greatest gift has always been for torpedoing the prevailing assumptions of
eighteenth-century studies, and in this bold new account of Swift, and the
implications arising for other writers, he has done it, explosively, again. (“On

not not meaning it” 13)
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The book was also reviewed in a much wider range of journals than most literary
productions are, and the genuinely shocking implications of Rawson’s wider
argument were addressed by reviewers in diverse non-literary fields. In the Journal of
Genocidal Research, John Docker, finding the book as a whole “a major contribution
to the literature which sees ‘1492’ as a key event in world history,” asked “Are
we Westerners all, then indeed is the human psyche itself, complicit in a received
millenia-long rhetoric of extermination?” (161, 163) Richard A. Rosengarten, in The
Journal of Religion, described it as “one of the more sobering portraits available of
the dynamic of religion in culture in the modern period” (159). In a long and detailed
review in The New Republic Robert Alter identified Rawson’s argument as “a study in
the workings of the literary imagination of rage, with all the moral irresponsibilities
that it entails,” and concluded that “It behooves us [...] to acknowledge that works of
literature can conceivably contribute to creating a context of imaginative enablement
for the perpetration of terrible acts in the real world” (“Immodest Proposals™).

The book has had success outside the UK and North America. It was favourably
reviewed in both France and Russia, and has been successfully published in China in
an admired translation by Professor Songlin Wang.

More recently Rawson has spent time collecting and re-presenting some of his
most significant articles which had not previously appeared in book form. His two
most recent full-length books, Swifts Angers (2014) and Swift and Others (2015),
have a looser structure than his earlier book-length studies and are particularly
valuable in making some of his more prominent articles widely available for the first
time. Some of his best journal articles, however, have not so far been assimilated
into his full-length books: book projects exploring themes of cannibalism and
of mock-heroic remain works in progress, and it will be interesting to see how
they proceed. Others of his articles are on topics which do not lend themselves
to assimilation into a larger whole and are therefore unlikely to become available
in book form, but many of which demonstrate Rawson’s critical analysis at its
best. One example is an essay published in The New Criterion on “C. S. Lewis,
Schoolboy among the Moderns,” in which Rawson, prompted by a recent biography
of Lewis by A. N. Wilson, offers a fascinating assessment of a scholar who had been
his undergraduate tutor at Oxford and whose work he learned to value highly. In one
notable passage Rawson analyses Lewis’s methodology, drawing comparisons with
another author-critic whom he very much admires, Samuel Johnson. Rawson sees

Lewis as

the kind of critic who, again like Johnson, derived his power less from the
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rightness of his judgments than from the passion and insight that went into
their making, from the centrality of the issues he raised and the boldness
and baldness with which he raised them. His hostility to the humanists of
the Renaissance, or to Donne or Dryden, or to virtually the whole modern
movement is not shared by all admirers of his criticism, but even his most
perverse judgments are vitalizing provocations to re-examine first principles
and question received ideas. Like Johnson, Lewis had the courage of his
passions and his wrongnesses, and a wise readiness to be inconsistent. (“C. S.
Lewis, schoolboy among the moderns™)

This is both a finely-tuned analysis of the two writers, and a very evident demonstra-
tion of the influence of both on Rawson’s own thinking about literature.

Even if he had never written any books or articles, Rawson would still be
well known and respected in academic circles as an acute and prolific reviewer of
other scholars’ work. Rawson has written more than 500 reviews over a sixty-year
publishing career, in a wide variety of specialist and non-specialist journals in the
UK and North America: indeed for a period in the 1980s and 1990s it seemed that
very few editions of the London Review of Books or the Times Literary Supplement
did not carry a Rawson review. These pieces include his views on topics which
might startle even those familiar with his wide range of literary knowledge and
interests. He has written, for example, on children’s literature (albeit including the
“little people” created by Mary Norton in The Borrowers series, which inevitably
recall for him the inhabitants of Swift’s Lilliput), and on twentieth-century figures
far removed from his own specialist interests, such as Katherine Mansfield or Lionel
Trilling; and for some years he regularly assessed new volumes of contemporary
poetry for the London Review of Books.

Men and women setting out on an academic career are often warned by
seasoned academic advisers to steer well clear of reviewing. Those with experience
point out that the input required is often substantial, making for a massive
distraction from the main research work of the scholar, while rewards (intellectual
as well as material) may be small or non-existent. Rawson accepts that there is
some truth in these observations, but adds that “over a lifetime of practising both
the specialist form of reviewing and the broader kind I believe my own work has
profited from the enlarged perspective and the breadth of knowledge and insight
provided by thinking of other people’s writings.”' The other main reason scholars
are advised to avoid reviewing the work of others is that they risk offending or

1 Personal communication.
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alienating those scholars whose work is being reviewed, for whom often even
quite mild criticism can be received and resented as a personal attack (a situation
exacerbated by the fact that the general slow pace of review journals means there is
rarely the opportunity for a timely right of reply or follow-up debate). This concern
Rawson rejects—a view which will surprise no-one who has read his own vigorous
and forthright reviewing. He acknowledges the scruples that lead some scholars, in
principle, to refuse to review books that they cannot praise, but he does not agree
with them. “I think it’s a cop-out. If a book is inaccurate, tendentious or simply bad
scholarship it’s important to say so. Reviews are intended to inform readers and
it is part of their role to offer a responsible, informed judgement. It is no service
to intellectual or academic standards to omit mention of inaccurate or otherwise
defective arguments.”"

Both in his own work and in his role as reviewer Rawson is particularly impatient
with a certain kind of heavily theoretical writing which was gaining popularity in
the later decades of the twentieth century and is still in vogue today, regarding it as
reflecting some of the worst aspects of what he frequently calls, dismissively, “the
Ph.D. era.” “The best theories are reflections of practising writers about their craft,” he
says. “I think of Coleridge, Proust, and T. S. Eliot. I'm hostile to academics who prefer
their own lucubrations to the knowledge of and engagement with literary works, and
sometimes give the impression that they would rather do anything with a book than

292

actually read it.”” Back in 1981 Rawson took particular issue, in the London Review of

Books, with a theoretically-based study of Henry James by Susanne Kappeler:

It is not surprising [...] that a high creative standing should be claimed for
critics, with both James and his narrators adopted into the fold. Given a certain
dearth of common-or-garden first-level correspondence between Ms Kappeler’s
bombinations and what most normal humans will recognise as taking place in
the novels, nothing less than a declaration of the critic’s unfettered rights over
the polysemic work, and of his parity of standing with the author, can give her
enterprise any semblance of intellectual pertinence. (“Purloined Author”)

This review prompted an outraged letter in a subsequent issue of the journal from
Frank Kermode, complaining in part about what he saw as Rawson’s “sneering” about
the value of theoretical studies, and making specific reference to Roland Barthes’s

then highly influential theoretical text S/Z. In responding in turn to Kermode’s

1 Personal communication.

2 Personal communication.
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criticisms, Rawson first addressed the relationship between S/Z and its own source
text, a short story by Balzac, in vigorous terms: “Let it be clear that Barthes’s text
contains Balzac’s and that one could go through the latter within it, much as one might
go through a built-up area by jumping over or by knocking down all the houses on the
way.” He then amplified his own deeply-held critical principles more seriously: he had
condemned the book under review, he wrote, because the author

writes at a level of abstraction where particularities disappear inside reductive
and often arbitrary systems of formalist and socio-linguistic taxonomy; where
one text can easily be made to look much like another; and where [...] very
little that is said pays sensitive attention to the full individual immediacy of
what the author actually wrote. (Rawson, “Purloined Author™)

It is another revealing statement of Rawson’s consistent and determined plea
for a return to the primary literary text over critical or (increasingly) theoretical
interpretations.

As can be seen from the comment on Barthes and Balzac above, reviewing also
gives Rawson the opportunity for some virtuoso, often very funny, flights of writing.
Assessing a book on the early sources and responses to the work of the “marvellous
boy,” the mid-eighteenth-century Bristol poet Thomas Chatterton, Rawson offered
a serious extended analysis of the differences between parody and impersonation as
exemplified in some of Chatterton’s work, but he also found time to make play with
the mock-Medieval language which Chatterton invented for some of his “Rowley”

poems, which, Rawson pointed out:

seems to boil down to a few crude principles. Make as many words end in e
or [...] begin with a as possible, change i to y at will, duplicate or otherwise
add consonants freely: “Whatteverre schalle be Englysch wee wylle slea [...]
Eftsoones we will retourne, and wanquished bee no moere,” says Hurra the
Dane in Aella, where both foreigner and Bristolian sometimes sound like
demented “medieval” prefigurations of Guys and Dolls (‘“unmanned, uneyned,
exclooded aie the lyghte”™) [...] as though old Dan Runyounne himself had been
inclooded in the Rowleian roll-call.'

1 Review of Thomas Tyrwhitt, Edmund Malone, Thomas Warton, Horace Walpole et al, Thomas
Chatterton. Early Sources and Responses, in Times Literary Supplement 6 May 1994. The review is re-
produced, in adapted and expanded form, in Swift and Others (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2015), 252-267.
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This is, incidentally, one of Rawson’s very few printed allusions to Medieval literature;
and it is wholly characteristic that it should be in the context of parodic/satiric imitation.

In this review of Claude Rawson’s relationship with the world of print attention
should be given to his substantial achievement in encouraging the publication of other
scholars. As editor of the distinguished journal Modern Language Review (MLR)
and the related Yearbook of English Studies (1974-1988) he oversaw the preparation
and publication of a very long list of articles and reviews of the highest quality. His
editorship of book series also makes an impressive list: notably the Unwin Critical
Library, the multi-volume Cambridge History of Literary Criticism (with his friend
the late Barry Nisbet) 1985-2013, and Blackwell Critical Biographies (ongoing
since 1987, with more than 20 volumes published to date). He has edited, and often
contributed to, a range of distinguished essay collections, including English Satire and
the Satiric Tradition (1984), John Dryden (1631-1700): His Politics, his Plays and
his Poets (2004, with Aaron Santesso), The Cambridge Companion to Henry Fielding
(2007), Great Shakespeareans, Volume 1: Dryden, Pope, Johnson, Malone (2009),
Politics and Literature in the Age of Swift: English and Irish Perspectives (2010) and
The Cambridge Companion to English Poets (2011).

And finally, there are scholarly editions. For many years Rawson was reluctant
to review critical works, but was always interested in assessing scholarly editions,
which he—rather unfashionably, then as now—felt represented some of the most
important work any literary scholar could undertake. (He has praised Harold Love’s
edition of the works of Lord Rochester as one of the most impressive volumes he
has ever reviewed.") His own earliest research was directed towards a volume of the
collected poems of Thomas Parnell, though the edition itself was not published until
1989 (co-edited with F. P. Lock). Since then he has edited or co-edited a number
of texts, for scholars and for students, including Jane Austen’s Persuasion (1990);
Henry Fielding’s Tom Jones (1991), Joseph Andrews and Shamela (1998) and
Jonathan Wild (with Linda Bree, 2003); Boswell’s Life of Johnson (1992); and a
number of Swift’s works including The Basic Writings of Jonathan Swift (with lan
Higgins, 2002, itself superseded by the Essential Writings of Jonathan Swift, 2009),
and Gulliver s Travels (also with Ian Higgins, 2005).

In 1990 he took charge of the Yale Editions of the Private Papers of James
Boswell, as General Editor 1990-1997 and Chairman 1991-2001. Since 2001 he
has been General Editor of The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Jonathan Swift,
an enterprise which Cambridge University Press commissioned at his instigation,

and to which he has devoted an enormous amount of time and energy over more

1 Personal communication.
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than twenty years. Scholarly editions are indeed time-consuming and long-term
projects: six volumes of a projected seventeen have been published so far, and the
much-anticipated four-volume edition of Swift’s Poems, edited by Stephen Karian
and James Woolley—a body of work particularly close to Rawson’s heart, the
culmination of his career-long championing of Swift’s achievements as a poet—is
scheduled to appear in 2025. As Claude Rawson approaches 90, there is still much
to do.
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Terrible is the temptation to do good!
—Bertolt Brecht, The Caucasian Chalk Circle (1948)

The calm of the Modest Proposer, as he advocates cannibalism, on the other
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hand, implies no hope that right will prevail, and presupposes instead a
universal solidarity of the wicked.
—Claude Rawson, Swift’s Angers (2014)

Jonathan Swift, George Bernard Shaw, and Oscar Wilde join together as a trio of
fierce compatriots in Chapter 3 of Claude Rawson’s magisterial God, Gulliver, and
Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination (2001). Even though the title
of the book warns of genocide and barbarism, the chapter heading still shocks:
“Killing the Poor.” Its interrogative subtitle, however, provokes: “An Anglo-Irish
Theme?” (Rawson 183-255) In their astringent versions of an unsocial socialism,
the chapter goes on to reveal, Shaw and Wilde emulate the soul-chilling calm of
Swift’s “Modest Proposer,” who would feed his countrymen with the misbegotten
offspring of the poor. Killing the poor? Eating their children? Even if the two Anglo-
Irish satirical successors to Swift do not adopt his cannibalistic suggestion, they at
least harbor vestiges of his murderous plan for reducing excrescent populations.
Shaw would have the poor killed because they are unproductive; Wilde, because
they are ugly. “Killing the Poor” makes authors we thought we knew well appear
very strange again even as it makes unthinkable ideas seem appallingly familiar.'
This is revelatory literary criticism illuminated by moral imagination.

In tribute to Professor Claude Rawson, therefore, whose extraordinary
scholarship stands as an inspirational model for eighteenth-century studies and literary
history writ large, I will revisit the question he poses about Swift’s 4 Modest Proposal
(1729) as the grim keynote to an “Anglo-Irish Theme,” which has ethical implications
that resonate far beyond Ireland. At the same time, I also wish to acknowledge and
honor another theme, Professor Rawson’s own, one that often recurs in his critical
thinking. It likewise derives from an only apparently celebratory phrase of Swift’s:
“Order from Confusion sprung.” In those four words, even though the poet makes
the couplet that contains them rhyme with “Dung,” some might too readily find an
assertion of Enlightenment “optimism,” but our greatest Swiftian cautions: “my
concern is as much with the ironic energies contained in assertions of order as with
the assertion itself.””” Understanding, elucidating, and communicating the constantly

1 Another Anglo-Irishman puts a similarly eliminationist sentiment in mouth of a character in his
most famous work: “The truth is you can’t drive such creatures away,” says the lordly Pozzo of the
wretched Lucky: “The best thing would be to kill them.” See Samuel Beckett, Waiting for Godot, New
York: Grove Press, 1954, 21.

2 See Claude Rawson, Order from Confusion Sprung: Studies in Eighteenth-Century Literature from
Swift to Cowper, London: George Allen & Unwin, 1985, ix, quoting a couplet from Swift’s Ladys

Dressing Room: “Such Order from Confusion sprung/Such gaudy Tulips rais’d from dung.”
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regenerative power of those “ironic energies” have been Professor Rawson’s life’s
work.

If a more humble Hibernian author might be nominated to make the trio of
Swift, Shaw, and Wilde into a more charitable quartet, I would modestly propose
Roscommon-born Arthur Murphy (1727-1805). A late and reluctant convert to
Anglicanism, the Jesuit-educated playwright, biographer of Fielding, Johnson,
and Garrick, and apologist for Lord Bute brings a different but complementary
perspective to the ethnological question about the Irish response to the ethical
dilemma of surplus populations. He does so by changing the locale to China and
foregrounding the figure of the orphaned child. In The Orphan of China (written
1753, premiered 1759), Murphy offers his tragic version of Ji Junxiang’s thirteenth-
century zaju drama The Orphan of Zhao. He does so by dramatizing the moral
pressure exerted by the claims of dispossessed children on the consciences of those
who are not their kin. Although theatre historians typically characterize his efforts
as a translation of Voltaire’s L’Orphelin de la Chine (1753), Murphy minimized the
dependence of his adaptation on that of the philosophe.' But the questions raised
by both Voltaire’s and Murphy’s versions do not confine themselves to the literary
relations of the mid-eighteenth century. In “Killing the Poor,” Professor Rawson
contrasts Shaw’s Swiftian critique with Bertolt Brecht’s (Rawson 194-195, 242).
By putting forward The Orphan of China, 1 want to explore that suggestion further
by showing the ways in which Murphy’s tragedy anticipates the “ironic energies”
of Brecht’s epic-theatre Caucasian Chalk Circle (Der kaukische Kriedekris 1944),
itself an adaptation of The Chalk Circle, a zaju drama by Li Qianfu.

Both the crypto-Catholic Anglo-Irishman and the German Marxist turned
to the theatre of the Yuan Dynasty to remake classical Chinese masterpieces
into contemporary social dramas. For the Jesuit-educated, French-speaking Irish
expatriate with a global world view, the Chinese original had philosophical as well
as theatrical value. “Enough of Greece and Rome,” William Whitehead’s Prologue
to The Orphan of China exclaims, commending Murphy for bringing “Confucius’
morals to Britannia’s shores.” Such a departure represented a radical break from
the Christianized norms of neoclassical drama. It also offered another contribution
to the development of social-contract theory from Hobbes to Locke to Rousseau to
Kant. Western philosophy is not the only font of the idea that prosocial cohesion

requires sacrifice. In addition to Whitehead’s allusion, four different characters

1 See Arthur Murphy, The Orphan of China, a Tragedy as it is performed at the Theatre Royal, Drury
Lane, London: Printed for P. Valiant, 1759, appended “Letter to M. Voltaire.” Subsequent references to
The Orphan of China are given parenthetically.
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in Murphy’s play cite Confucius by name and paraphrase what they understand
to be his teachings. They associate him with “laws founded on the base of public
weal” (Murphy 6), invoke his name to plead for mercy in the face of barbarity
(Murphy 48), and assert his authority to insist that “the spirit of the laws can never
die” (Murphy 66). The echo of Montesquieu’s De [’esprit des lois (1748) suggests
that Murphy, following Voltaire, freely adapts and even reinvents Confucianism
to harmonize with the questioning attitudes of the contemporary European
Enlightenment.

One of those questions concerned the fundamental organizing principle of
human societies, dominant biological kinship, which yielded ground during the
eighteenth century to the elective affinities that Goethe called “kinship of choice”
(Die Wahlverwandtschaften). As tribes and dynasties became communities and then
nations, representatives by right of election challenged the primacy of kings by
right of birth. As patriarchy waned along with bride price and dower, companionate
marriages, which principally united couples rather than families, increased at the
expense of arranged ones. As traditional extended family ties weakened and urban
factory labor supplanted rural cottage industry for large portions of the working
classes, the number of imperiled children—neglected, exploited, or discarded—
multiplied. The rational brutality of the Modest Proposer’s solution reverberates
ominously in Thomas Malthus’s analysis of the scope of the problem in his Essay
on the Principle of Population (1798). With Greece and Rome out of the picture,
however, where to look for guiding precedents that might point toward more
tolerable outcomes?

The Caucasian Chalk Circle also begins with an allusion to the ancient wisdom
of China, but with more energic ironies than those of the eighteenth-century tragedy.
When asked what play the Georgian farming collective’s resident theatre troupe
will put on, the Singer in Brecht’s framing prologue answers, “A very old one. It is
called The Chalk Circle and comes from the Chinese.” He then touts the currency of
the twentieth-century update: “We hope that you will find that the old poet’s voice
still rings true, even in the shadow of the Soviet tractors. It may be wrong to mix
different wines, but old and new wisdom make an excellent mixture.”' Both Murphy
and Brecht thus seek to extract from their source plays more than just engaging
stories, although they help themselves to those as well. Each adaptation probes its

original to elucidate an increasingly urgent ethical dilemma: the necessity and yet

1 Bertolt Brecht, The Caucasian Chalk Circle. Collected Plays Vol. 7, edited by Ralph Mannheim
and John Willett, New York: Random House, 1974, 144. Subsequent references to The Caucasian Chalk

Circle are from this edition and given parenthetically unless otherwise noted.
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scarcity of intentional acts of sacrificial altruism on behalf of social unification.

Neither the royal title character of The Orphan of China nor the “Noble Child”
of The Caucasian Chalk Circle is born poor. But both find themselves dispossessed
and vulnerable in a perilous world. Both ultimately owe their lives to figures of
great rarity in human affairs: truly self-sacrificing benefactors who act not on the
basis of blood kinship but rather on that of an implicit social contract. Confronting
the Hobbesian war of all with all at its ultimate ethical vanishing point, 4 Modest
Proposal devastates the idea of the social contract even as it makes a final appeal
to those who still might hold out hope for the possibility of one. The plight of both
Murphy’s and Brecht’s Chinese orphans reanimate the disturbing issues surfaced by
Swift’s most mordant satire, except that the murderous proposition in the two plays
threatens only one symbolic character. In both plays a noble child is orphaned by
a coup d’etat. To escape death at the hands of a merciless new regime, he must be
hidden and protected. But an insidious question quickly arises in the hardened hearts
of the adults who comprise the society around him: What good is he to anyone now?

In Murphy’s The Orphan of China, two self-sacrificing parents, the “mandarin”
Zamti (played at the opening by David Garrick) and his wife Mandane (Mary Ann
Yates), secretly adopt the orphaned royal infant, whose true name is Zaphimri, in
order to conceal him from the invading Tartars, whose ferocious leader, Timarkan,
brooks no sovereign rivals. Zamti and Mandane solemnly vow to pass Zaphimri
off as their own child under the name of Etan. Completing the deception, they send
their own infant son off to Korea to be raised in secret under the name of Hamet.
Twenty years pass, and both boys grow into exemplary young men unaware of their
real identities. When Hamet returns in the midst of the all-out Tartar reign of terror,
he is mistaken for the royal Zaphimri. This misidentification puts at risk either his
life or that of his clandestinely adopted brother if the truth comes out. For one son
to live, the redundant one must die. But which one is which? The public-spirited
Zamti persuades Mandane to renew their vow to protect Zaphimri’s secret at any
cost, even if it means their natural child’s death. In a ritually formalized duet, they
kneel piously to pledge their fidelity to the sacrificial pact (Murphy 7-8). But as the
violent tyranny closes in around them, neither father nor mother can easily keep
such a terrible vow. After several protracted scenes of tormented indecision, Zamti
concludes that he must sacrifice his own child to preserve the life of the royal heir,
and so he urges his wife:

Then make with me one glorious effort,

And rank with those, who, from the first of time,
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In fame’s eternal archives stand rever’d,
For conqu’ring all the dearest ties of nature,
To serve the gen’ral weal. (Murphy 33)

The father thereby abjures blood kinship and affirms the social contract that
obligates the parties to sacrifice individual interests to the common good. As
both birth mother and adoptive mother, however, Murphy’s Mandane cannot be
reconciled, and despite her vow she finds herself in the center of her own chalk
circle, metaphorically speaking, pulled from both directions, unable to let go left
or right, tearing her heart asunder. Rather than sacrifice either child, she takes her
own life. Subjected to torture, Zamti dies slowly of his wounds without disclosing
the secret. Then Timarkan, his latent humanity touched by the nobility the parents’
sacrifice, lets both Chinese orphans live, enforcing by fiat a revolutionary version
of the social contract as the final curtain falls. Reducing plausibility and risking
unintended irony, Murphy stops short of full poetic justice in the wake of these
sacrifices, but he offers instead a certain measure of poetic hope.

The dilemma in Brecht’s Caucasian Chalk Circle is similarly excruciating.
The Noble Child has been abandoned in the panic during a palace coup. The self-
sacrificing Grusha, a kitchen maid, ill-advisedly takes pity on him, and at great risk
to herself, she saves his life by passing him off as her own baby. After Grusha has
given up every chance of her own happiness to raise the infant in safety, however,

the birth mother returns to claim him. Such a fable has roots as deep as story-

Figure 1 The Chalk Cycle, an adaptation of Li Qianfu’s The Chalk Circle, Bertolt Brecht’s The
Caucasian Chalk Circle, and the protracted Sino-American custody battle over Anna May He (1999-
2015), presented by the Music and Theater Arts Department, MIT, devised and directed by Claire

Conceison (2018) Photo: Claire Conceison
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telling itself: two women quarrel over their maternal rights to a child; deadlocked,
they put their dispute before a wise judge; the judge devises a clever test—put the
child under some threat of harm, as Solomon did with his raised sword, and the
true mother, presumably the birth mother, will reveal herself (1 Kings 3: 16-18)—
or so the story goes. Li Qianfu stages the Chinese version of the tale as The Chalk
Circle. Told that the one who pulls the child out from inside a chalk circle will win
possession, the birth mother proves herself to be the true one by letting go of the
child—love’s wishbone—while her spurious rival keeps yanking on the boy’s arm.
Brecht’s version, however, makes a profound change to the plot of both the Biblical
and Chinese originals: the adoptive mother lets go first.

Underlying both Mandane’s and Grusha’s dilemma is the push and pull of natural
versus adoptive parenthood, highlighted by a growing sense that there is a self-evident
obligation mandating collective solutions for the problem of the unprovided young.
While no actual contract dared stipulate the impossible terms offered by Swift’s
Modest Proposer, others ranged from bleakly utilitarian to benignly philanthropic. The
highly visible project of London’s Foundling Hospital, for instance, founded in 1739
by Thomas Coram and dedicated to raising and educating deserted children, embraced
both utility and philanthropy. The foundling girls it saved prepared for domestic
service while the boys trained for the navy or merchant marine. In “Coram’s Fields,”
the figure of orphan, redeemed and made useful to society, thus emerged as a moral
touchstone. Order, it was sincerely hoped and charitably expressed, might spring
from intolerable confusion. But there were always more foundlings than places, and
admission discreetely favored the babies of unwed mothers from good families who
could donate generously in recompense for the service.

At the same time and not coincidently, a growing number of authors made
ambitiously productive use of orphans in literary representations of social life:
Defoe’s Moll Flanders is a fostered infant; Fielding’s Tom Jones, “a Foundling;”
Haywood’s Betsy Thoughtless, orphaned; Burney’s Evelina, unacknowledged;
Austen’s Jane Fairfax, bereft of both mother and father; ditto the whole chorus
of orphans protected by Walpole’s Countess of Narbonne, the mysterious mother
whose intentional incest with her son adds an extra frisson to the utmost extremity
of dramatized kinship relations unrivaled even by Sophocles (Nixon 23-26). “To
have lost one parent may be considered a misfortune,” Wilde’s Lady Bracknell
scolds the foundling hero of The Importance of Being Earnest (1895), which
reprises the Oedipus plot of self-discovery while making a joke of the kind of
artfully articulated insensibility epitomized by the Modest Proposer, “to have lost
both looks like carelessness” (Wilde 70). Despite her Ladyship’s disapprobation,
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however, more generous sentiments historically prevailed in eighteenth-century
drama if not in life. In the paradigmatic “she-tragedy,” The Orphan (1680),
for instance, Otway’s Monimia, despite her undeniable carelessness, extracted
sympathetic tears from audiences for more than century.

In popular culture, those tears became a river. Another eminent Anglo-
Irishman, Oliver Goldsmith, is credited as the likely author of the enduringly
popular History of Little Goody Two Shoes (1765). This masterpiece of children’s
literature adumbrated a story type worthy of Vladimir Propp’s Morphology of
the Folktale (1928): facing the cruel world apparently alone, the parentless child
struggles bravely and eventually finds happiness. But the orphan child is not
entirely alone. Success often depends on timely interventions by benign agents
such as Fairy Godmothers acting in loco parentis. Let the Fairy Godparent,
therefore, stand in hypothetically for the wished-for efficacy of the social contract.
And in the spirit of Propp, let the gates of literary judgment swing wide to admit
more of the kind of stories that most people want to read or hear told repeatedly.
Heathcliff and Jane Eyre are both orphans, as are Quasimodo, Cosette, and Topsy,
along with an apparently unending parade of waifs in Dickens, led off by David
Copperfield, Oliver Twist, Pip, and Estella. While not for a moment forgetting
George Eliot’s Dorothea Brooke, let it be recalled that Tom Sawyer, Huck Finn,
Anne of Green Gables, Mowgli, Peter Pan, and Heidi are orphans, but no more
so than Harry Potter, Frodo Baggins, and Dorothy in The Wizard of Oz. Among

Figure 2 The History of Little Goody Two-Shoes
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folkloric protagonists, the parentally bereft include Snow White, Rapunzel, and
(for all practical purposes) Cinderella. Among comic-book characters and action
heroes, Superman, Captain America, Spiderman, Batman and Robin remain as out
of touch with their birth parents as Little Orphan Annie. And let the poignant truth
be disclosed to everyone as adulthood approaches, Santa Claus is just another name
for the orphaned St. Nicholas. Almost all these imaginary orphans in one way or the
other make good. Such wish-fulfilling outcomes, which in each case follows many
trials and tribulations, salve a modern anxiety of conscience that makes the sharp
edge of Swift’s A Modest Proposal cut to the bone and into the marrow.

Western antiquity has no comparable assembly of parentless children in myth
or literature. Even in the sanguinary /liad, for instance, Homer features bereaved
parents while ignoring what must have been a multitude of orphans, except perhaps,
in a highly technical sense, Athena. The zaju orphans of Yuan China, however,
spring up not fully armed but desperately imperiled. Whitehead rightly foregrounds
Murphy’s priority in bringing them to Britain along with the outline of a practical
philosophy for preserving their lives. The playwright dramatizes that philosophy
by repeatedly staging voluntary offers of vicarious sacrifice. Zamti and Mandane
promise to surrender their own child if necessary to “humanize the world” (Murphy
15). Quoting Confucius, Hamet, believing at that point that he is Zamphiri,
volunteers to die for his people (Murphy 27-29). Later, Zamphiri (formerly Etan)
gives himself up to Timarkan to save Hamet (Murphy 70). The vicarious sacrifice
of Zamti and Mandane gives The Orphan of China its tragic ending, and it also
gave Garrick the opportunity to indulge in one of his specialties, a tear-jerking
dying scene surpassed in protracted detail only by the one he wrote to insert into his
performance as Macbeth, which choreographer Jean-Georges Noverre needed two
printed pages to notate in Lettres sur la danse, et les ballets (1760) (Noverre 84-85).

Such effusions of eighteenth-century sentimentalism might seem worlds apart
from the hard-bitten skepticism of Bertolt Brecht, whose Swiftian art of excoriation
spat out envenomed parables of systemic corruption. Modernist priorities of style
and topical reference certainly do differ after two-hundred years: “Petroleum,”
Brecht famously said, “resists the five-act form” (Brecht, “On Form and Subject
Matter” 30). The cost-benefit dramatization of the social contract in The Orphan
of China, however different generically and tonally, is not a world apart ethically.
On the contrary, like the Enlightenment itself, Brecht’s Marxist theatre pierced the
darkness of his satirical misanthropy with an occasional beam of light from his
meliorist hopes for progress as the historically inevitable outcome of class struggle.

Brecht’s Enlightenment descended from the original eighteenth-century one in
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an even more explicit way. The plays of Diderot, Lessing, Gay, and Farquhar,
which he admired as examples of “bourgeois revolutionary aesthetics,” proved to
his satisfaction that there was no necessary conflict between “entertainment and
instruction” (Brecht, “On Experimental Theatre” 131). They confirmed that the
popular theatre could serve class interests in the cause of revolutionary change.
Translated in collaboration with Brecht by Elisabeth Hauptmann and supplied with
a new score by Kurt Weill, John Gay’s The Beggar'’s Opera of 1728 became The
Threepenny Opera (Die Dreigroschenoper) of 1928 and then the Threepenny Novel
(Dreigroschenroman) in 1934, which repurposes the character of highwayman-
gangster Macheath into a real-estate tycoon and investment banker. Moreover,
Brecht adapted George Farquhar’s The Recruiting Officer of 1706 as Drums
and Trumpets (Pauken und Trompeten) for the Berliner Ensemble in 1955. He
specifically names Diderot and Lessing as his progenitors in “On Experimental
Theatre,” his generative lecture on the Epic Theatre delivered in Stockholm in 1939,
and elsewhere he proposed the founding of an international “Diderot Society,”
dedicated to the experimental advancement of knowledge about the theatre and
modeled on scientific bodies such as those that share research in physics and
chemistry (Parker 353). Lessing’s enlightened Nathan the Wise (1779), with its
parable of the disputed magic ring and the true paternity of the righteous, may have
been Brecht’s supplementary source for The Caucasian Chalk Circle (White 149).
The prime connection between Murphy and Brecht, however, resides in
their similar dramatizations of the social contract and its cost to the altruists who
suffer in its performance. As with Murphy’s self-sacrificing Zamti and Mandane,
Brecht’s agent of uplift in The Caucasian Chalk Circle is the fairy-godparent-like
Grusha, whose only magical power is selflessness. When she happens on the son
and heir of the Governor of the province of Gruzinia by chance, he has just been
effectively orphaned by the assassination of his father and desertion by his mother,
his nurse, his physicians, and all the other servants and guards amidst the chaos of
a palace coup. Now he lies unprotected and uncared for on the ground. The cynical
Cook, before she flees in the general panic, gives Grusha some practical if hard-
hearted advice (as Brecht’s cooks tend to do): “They’ll be hunting him more than
his mother. He’s the governor’s heir. Grusha, you’re a good soul, but you are not
very bright. Take it from me, if he had leprosy it couldn’t be worse. Just save your
skin.” But Grusha can’t quite bring herself to abandon the sleeping infant to its fate
and flee along with everyone else. “He hasn’t got leprosy,” she says with guileless
obstinacy. “He’s looking at me. He’s somebody” (Brecht 158). Understandably
fearful and conflicted, Grusha starts to go, but then, unable to resist the terrible
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temptation, she returns with a piece of cloth to wrap the child against the cold. She
tries again to leave, but imagining the child crying for hunger when he wakes, she
goes back in the still-smoldering palace and returns in the gathering twilight with
a lamp and some milk. As she settles in for the night to watch over the child until
morning, the Singer, the onstage narrator of The Caucasian Chalk Circle, exclaims
“in a loud voice” the line that gives Brecht the thesis for his play, “Schrecklich ist
die Verfiirung zur Giite,” or “Terrible is the temptation to do good!” (160 / Der
kaukasiche Kreiderreis 116)

Following the aphoristic German sentence word for word, literal translators
offer “Terrible is the temptation to goodness.” Others turn a happier prepositional
phrase with “Terrible is the temptation of goodness.” Fredric Jameson changes
one word for emphasis: “Hideous is the temptation of goodness” (Jameson 173).
Ralph Mannheim, in the standard English edition, which is also followed by most
acting versions, renders it, “Terrible is the temptation to do good” (Brecht 160).
The adjective Schrecklich, whether translated as “terrible” or “hideous,” reminds
alert historians of the noun Schrecklichkeit, “terribleness.” On the lighter side,
falling somewhere, phonologically speaking, between “shriek” and “dreck,” the
word gives to popular culture the name “Shrek,” the cranky green ogre from the
animated film by DreamWorks and the Broadway musical. But dropping the name
of DreamWorks in the middle of a nightmare is no joke. Schrecklichkeit explicitly
refers to the announced policy of the German high command at the outset of World
War I to terrorize the civilian population as the invading army advanced through
Belgium. Executioners shot thousands of hostages, including adolescent children,
to discourage resistance before it could get started, and officially sanctioned vandals
burned libraries for no apparent reason whatsoever except to say to all the world: “We
will stop at nothing, and we are capable of anything.”

What kind of world was that? In a tangible way it is the estranged world of
scenes 2 through 6 of Brecht’s The Caucasian Chalk Circle, in which those tempted
by goodness, like the Han Chinese protagonists of The Orphan of China, face terrible
consequences. Just imagine, long ago and faraway—"“in feudal Georgia before the
invention of firearms” (55), as John Willett describes it—there is an awful place
in which those who will stop at nothing seem to be capable of anything. Greedy
oligarchs who have almost all the wealth already gain public office to get the rest.
Military police in body armor terrorize refugees seeking sanctuary and separate them
from their children. Youngsters march to their death following incompetent orders
from generals who got their commands by paying the largest bribes, while corrupt

judges convict rape victims of assaulting their rapists. What a strange world that was.
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The experimental drama of the Enlightenment, for which Voltaire and Murphy
pioneered intercultural translation of Asian plays, like Brecht’s Epic theatre in more
recent times, discovered large tectonic plates of social value, moving ubiquitously
yet invisibly under the feet of contemporary Westerners. Both then and now, these
playwrights brought such movements to the surface more effectively (because
more surprisingly) by deploying the distancing effects of “the Oriental tale” and
its episodic intensification. Estrangement (or “de-familiarization”) is the enemy
of habit or of habitual ways of seeing the world; it interrupts routines by insisting
on the strangeness of familiar things and then demanding an explanation of
their newly discovered unfamiliarity. Brecht’s overarching theoretical tenet, the
Verfremdungseffekt, most frequently translated as “Alienation effect,” is better
rendered as “estrangement,” “defamiliarization,” or “dis-illusion.” In any case, the

Verfremdungseffekt, according to Brecht,

consists of turning the object of which one is to be made aware, to which one’s
attention is drawn, from something ordinary, familiar, immediately accessible,
into something striking, and unexpected. What is obvious is in a certain sense
made incomprehensible, but this is only in order that it may then be made
all the easier to comprehend. Before familiarity can turn into awareness, the
familiar must be stripped of its inconspicuousness; we must give up assuming
that the object in question needs no explanation. (“Short Description of the
New Technique in Acting which Produces an Alienation Effect” 143-144)

That Brecht’s formulation owes a heavy debt to Enlightenment dramaturgy is the
argument of Joel Schechter’s Fighteenth-Century Brechtians: Theatrical Satire in the
Age of Walpole (2016). Schechter points to the raucous, formally innovative political
theatre of Henry Fielding and the satires of Swift as especially proto-Brechtian,
speaking truth to power by ridiculing its corruptions and daring it to confront its
contradictions (Schechter 75-113). Professor Rawson’s Henry Fielding and the
Augustan Ideal under Stress (1972) preempted Eighteenth-Century Brechtians by
tracing the criminal antiheroes of the Threepenny Novel and The Resistible Rise of
Arturo Ui (Der Aufhaltsame Aufsteig des Arturo Ui 1941) back to Fielding’s The
Life and Death of the Late Jonathan Wild, the Great (1743). Fielding’s satire lives
in Brecht’s thesis that a great man is a national calamity." What Schechter does not

1 See Claude Rawson, Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress, London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1972, 171-227. See also Rawson’s preface to Fielding’s Jonathan Wild, edited by Hugh
Amory et al., Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003, xxiv-Xxvi.
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develop is the way in which the eighteenth-century European repertoire favored the
distancing effects of geographically novel locales, especially Asian ones, to point the

moral of its productions by estranging the settings.

Figure 3 Tilly Kettle, Mary Ann Yates as Mandane in Arthur Murphy’s The Orphan of China (1765),

Tate Gallery

Mrs. Yates began the Epilogue to The Orphan of China with a compliment-
inviting faux apology: “Ladies, excuse my dress—tis true Chinese.” She played
Mandane fabulously enrobed and bejeweled in svelte black silk, doffing the panniers
and towering headdress of conventional tragic costume, re-drawing the shape of the
fashionable female silhouette of the period. As captured by portraitist Tilly Kettle,
she makes her character strange by evoking the faraway as well as the long ago. In
his frequently cited essay “Alienation Effects in Chinese Acting,” Brecht begins with
a note on the effectiveness of heavily stylized costuming and masks in service of
estrangement (“Alienation Effects in Chinese Acing” 91). In the unfamiliarity of her
garb, Mrs. Yates as Mandane acts a role that is—on critical reflection—very familiar
indeed: a self-sacrificing woman on whom society imposes an impossible choice.
Tempted by goodness, she will have to choose which child, her natural son or her
adoptive one, to let go of in order to save it—a chalk circle inside a chalk circle.

For Brecht, emotion leading to more emotion doesn’t get an author or an

audience anywhere. Emotion leading to an idea, however, might point the way
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forward by predicating action on critical understanding. When Grusha has no more
money to buy milk, she offers the starving child her dry breast, the only thing
that she has to give, which is not nothing. Her sacrifice has already meant giving
up Simon, her betrothed, to marry an elderly man who pretends to be near death
but who in the event deceives and then enslaves her. In Scene 4, “In the Northern
Mountains,” Simon returns from the wars to find Grusha minding the adoptive child
and married to the old man. The two lovers stand on opposite sides of a brook.
There is sparse dialogue, but the Singer supplies their unspoken thoughts. “So
many words are left unsaid,” the Singer explains (Brecht 193). After a long silence
accompanied by music in which Grusha’s thoughts are sung but not spoken by her,
Simon turns to leave. Grusha blurts out that the child is not hers. He turns back. At
that moment, however, the military police suddenly show up in search of the Noble
Child. The only way Grusha can save him now is to claim him, falsely, as hers.
The soldiers demand, “Is this your child?” True to the unwritten social contract that
binds her to her obligations in spite of her desires, Grusha replies, conscientiously,
“Yes.” Simon leaves immediately. Unconvinced, the soldiers seize the child anyway.
Terrible is the temptation to do good.

In the end, however, another fairy-godparent arrives in the nick of time as
deus ex machina. He is none other than the corrupt but entertainingly unpredictable
judge Azdak, whose magical power consists of unembarrassed malfeasance. Azdak
ultimately sets all to right when he sees through the crocodile tears of the mercenary
birth mother, who has returned only when the coast is clear to reclaim her child for
his inheritance. After putting the claimants to the trial of the chalk circle, he awards
the toddler to Grusha, who has lovingly cared for it for so long under terrible
duress. He then divorces her from her egregious husband so that she can marry
Simon after all, proving Brecht’s point that the advantage of a corrupt judiciary is
that the innocent can get off at least sometime. Illusory solutions to real problems
have the additional virtue, known to both Brecht and Murphy, that they can excite
aspirations toward justice that might prove more than poetic, if only more people
would be willing to sacrifice a little something so that a few don’t have to risk
everything. Brecht, like Swift, knows how unlikely that is as long as people behave
as they usually do, presupposing what the extraordinary Professor Rawson, in his
elucidation of Swift’s angers, calls “the universal solidarity of the wicked” (79).
But even in the face of all that, the Epic dramatist, who restaged the parable of the
adoptive mother who lets go first, was immodest enough to propose the potential
benefits of at least one good example. On such slender threads of hope as that, the

life of the social contract, like those of the endangered Chinese orphans dramatized
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by Murphy and Brecht, depends.
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Abstract: This bibliographically informed comparison of Pope’s and Swift’s
representation of themselves through their books draws on Claude Rawson’s
investigation of Swift’s epitaph. Rawson compares the epitaph with Swift’s other
self-representations and those of Yeats and Pope, valuing Swift’s rejection of the
lofty style. The analysis of the books in this essay draws on Rawson’s evaluations.
Pope designs his books directly. His first volume of Works (1717) in large formats,
quarto and folio, declares him a classic at the age of twenty-nine. The engravings
make him both a young gentleman and a son of Apollo. His second volume (1735)
presents him as the friend of virtuous aristocrats. He reprints his works in octavo,
as though they are Latin classics, but only after they have appeared as imposing
volumes. Swift was also a consummate professional in his understanding of print,
but always maintained his distance from production. His publications had to be
seen to be done to him, rather than for him. He disowned his Miscellanies (1711),
although he had been prepared to direct its contents, but this collection, an octavo, is
an impressive book, generous in its use of space and honouring its author. The same
is true of Gulliver's Travels. In the 1730s Swift collaborated with George Faulkner
on four volumes of Works, always expressing his reluctance and disapproval. Their
engravings display their author much more heroically than do any of Pope’s, even
though Faulkner’s octavo format falls short of the pomp of Pope’s Works.
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In his wide-ranging and penetrative essay “Savage indignation revisited: Swift,
Yeats, and the ‘cry’ of liberty,” Claude Rawson’s starting point is Swift’s will and
his directions for the tablet that was to be placed in his memory in St Patrick’s
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Cathedral, Dublin.

Hic depositum est Corpus
IONATHAN SWIFT S.T.D.
Hujus Ecclesia Cathedralis
Decani.

Ubi seva Indignatio
Ulterius

Cor lacerare nequit.

Abi Viator

Et imitare, si poteris,
Strenuum pro virili
Libertatis Vindicatorem.
Obiit 19° Die Mensis Octobris
A.D. 1745. Anno Atatis 78°.

“Here is laid the body of Jonathan Swift, S.T.D., Dean of this cathedral, where
savage indignation can no longer lacerate his heart. Go, traveller, and imitate, if
you can, this strong defender, to the utmost of his powers, of liberty. He died on
the 19" day of October, at the age of 78” (Rawson 185). Rawson’s essay reflects on
the words of the tablet, assesses Yeats’s version of it (“Swift’s Epitaph”), compares
Yeats’s own epitaph at Drumcliff, and contrasts the anonymous speaker’s account
of Swift in his “Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift” with the verdict of the tablet.
Rawson is concerned throughout with the quality of these self-judgements and self-
presentations, emphasising Swift’s consistent rejection of the lofty style (favoured
by both Yeats and Pope) and his general avoidance of any stain of self-inflation or
self-exaltation. My focus in this essay is with an off-shoot of these concerns: the
nature of Swift’s books, compared with Pope’s, as a form of self-representation or
monument.

In a telling section of his essay that takes us to books, Rawson contrasts
Swift’s instruction that a black marble tablet be fixed to the wall of the cathedral, “the
following Inscription in large Letters, deeply cut, and strongly gilded,” with Yeats’s
lines in “Under Ben Bulben™:

No marble, no conventional phrase;
On limestone quarried near the spot
By his command these words are cut:
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Cast a cold eye
On life, on death.
Horseman, pass by! (Poems 451-452)

Rawson notes that Yeats’s lines, though aimed at local limestone, here appear in
a published poem; they find additional life and longevity in a book. In doing so,
Rawson points out, they insert “considerable pomp onto the process of renouncing
pomp” (188). The words recording a poet’s verdict on him- or herself may appear
on a wall-tablet, or a gravestone, or a tomb, but they may also appear, without
necessarily being an epitaph, in or as a poem: Swift’s “The Author upon Himself,”
Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift, and Pope’s Epistle to Dr. Arbuthnot are examples,
though they may also engage strongly with contemporary issues. As an extension of
that, a whole book may sometimes serve as an act of self-definition. Any collection
or selection of works, especially if it is chronologically ordered, is likely to have that
function, but so might the author’s masterpiece or autobiographical reflection. The
material nature of the book, its layout, type, paper, illustration, and binding, might
enhance or diminish the claims being made for the author. In Pope and Swift’s case,
the publisher and printer will have a significant role in designing the book, but the
contribution of the authors may still be remarkable. In Pope’s case, it is immediate;
in Swift’s, nearly always at a skilful remove. In comparing the books of these close
contemporaries and friends, I have drawn on two recent rich and rewarding studies:
Dustin Griffin’s Swift and Pope: Satirists in Dialogue and Valerie Rumbold’s Swift
in Print: Published Texts in Dublin and London, 1691-1765. As Rawson notes,
Pope in his writing often embraces the grandiloquence and heroic self-presentation
that Swift eschews, and, at least in outline, that is true of their books. Pope loved to
design his books, conscious of representing himself through them, whereas Swift
was inclined to set off the process of publication and leave it to take its course. But I
am drawn to Rawson’s important observation on Swift and masks: “Gulliver and the
Tale-Teller and Proposer are variously not Swift [...] But it is even more important
to understand that they also not not Swift” (195-196). Less profoundly, Swift’s
books are not not Swift either; his influence is powerful, even though physically he
may be absent, while Pope’s books, for all his fussing, may sometimes slip away
from him and become to some degree not Pope.

For Pope, to inscribe a poem, once it was finished, was to honour it and, by
implication, its author. The first full autograph manuscript we have, the booklet of

the Pastorals (1704), is a good example: a fine italic hand, with roman for contrast;
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neat rules and elegant dropheads; running heads and catchwords; and footnotes.'
This manuscript lacks the permanence of Swift’s black marble tablet, but it similarly
creates a particular object that honours the artist; in this case it was to be passed
round a group of distinguished admirers. In 1716 in a parallel case, Pope made an
elaborate manuscript booklet of Lady Mary Wortley Montagu’s Court Eclogs.” In
a letter to her he declares its purpose, comparing his activity with the Countess of
Tripoly’s obsequies for the Provencal poet Jeffrey Rudel: “She made him a Splendid
funeral, built him a Tomb of Porphyry, put his Epitaph upon it in Arabic verse, had
his Sonnets curiously copied out and illumind with letters of gold, was taken with
Melancholy, and turned Nun.” Some of the terms pre-echo Swift’s instructions for

his monument, and Pope claims he has taken similar steps already:

The letters of Gold, and the curious Illumining of the Sonnets, was not a
greater token of respect than what I have paid to your Eclogues: They lie
inclosd in a Monument of Red Turkey, written in my fairest hand; the gilded
Leaves are opend with no less veneration than the Pages of the Sybils; like
them, lockd up & conceald from prophane eyes: None but my own have beheld
these sacred Remains of yourself, and I should think it as great a wickedness to
divulge them, as to Scatter abroad the Ashes of my Ancestors. (Correspondence
1: 441)

The comic hyperbole of this account should not disguise Pope’s motive, which was
to honour Montagu and in doing so create a symbol of his admiration for her.
Creating a poem in print was not so very different for Pope from creating a
beautiful manuscript, though it involved collaboration with members of the book
trade. In his early years he worked with the booksellers Jacob Tonson and Bernard
Lintot, and with the printers John Watts and William Bowyer (Foxon 38-46), using
the designs they had established. Because paper was expensive, octavos (sheets of
paper folded three times to give eight leaves) were cheaper to produce than quartos
(sheets folded twice to give four leaves) and folios (sheets folded once to give two
leaves), and offered less dignity to the works they contained. In London in Pope’s
early period, single poems by distinguished authors were often marketed as folios,
although the quarto format was thought more appropriate for poetical essays like An

1 See Alexander Pope, The Last and Greatest Art: Some Unpublished Poetical Manuscripts of Alex-
ander Pope, transcribed and edited by Maynard Mack, Newark: University of Delaware Press, 1984,
24-60.

2 Itis now in the New York Public Library.
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Essay on Criticism (1711) or An Essay on Man (1733-1734). Pope’s Windsor-Forest
(1713), for example, although it is only 434 lines long, took up 20 pages and came
as a very tall folio pamphlet, 350%222 (all measurements in approx. mm.) at the
price of one shilling (Post Boy, March 7, 1713). If a purchaser collected and bound
together these folio poems, as Pope’s friend the Earl of Oxford did, they made an
impressive large book.

Pope’s role in the typography of these poems is clear from his manuscripts.
He planned the space on the printed page; he designed the dropheads in imitation
type; he indicated where new sections began; and he was meticulous in indicating
capitals and italics, a pioneer in abandoning uniform capitals for nouns (Foxon 162-
174). But in the autumn of 1713—he was only twenty-five—he started to plan an
even more impressive book, a collection in print. He already sensed that there were
two aspects to becoming an author of classic status. The first was to achieve dignity
with your contemporaries. The second was to ensure you went on being reprinted.
A volume of works, if it was well done, would help satisfy both requirements. On
October 5, 1713, Jacob Tonson, Jr., who had just paid for some of Pope’s poems to
be included in his Poetical Miscellanies, signed an agreement with Pope saying that
Pope could include these poems in a collection, provided that he allowed Tonson
a proportion of the books.' The agreement makes Pope, rather than the bookseller,
the prime mover in any such collection, and when the Works appeared in 1717 (with
Tonson getting a quarter of the books), it is clear from a message to the printer John
Watts that Pope had taken charge, even of the details:

I desire, for fear of mistakes, that you will cause the space for the initial letter
to the Dedication to the Rape of the Lock to be made of the size of those in
Trapp’s Praelectiones. Only a small ornament at the top of that leaf, not so large
as four lines breadth. The rest as I told you before. (Correspondence 1: 394)

Watts was evidently working to a design laid down by Pope.

The detailed instructions over typography supported a general plan for the
Works to symbolize Pope’s achievement of classic status. From at least as early as
autumn 1713, he had been translating Homer’s /liad, which had been published
highly successfully in large formats. The decision was made for the Works to
parallel the /liad translation. It was published on the same day, June 3, 1717, as
volume 3 of the /liad, and it was styled as though it was part of the same series.

1 See Jonathan Swift, The Correspondence of Jonathan Swift, D.D 5 vols, edited by David Woolley
et al, Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1999-2014, 1: 191-192.
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These were large books, with quartos to match the //iad subscribers’ copies, large
folios for rich trade customers, and small folios for ordinary sale. Even the small
folios were not really small: my copy measures 290x180 mms. The large volumes
cost a guinea each, unbound; the small folios 12 shillings." Lintot provided Pope
with 120 copies of the quartos on fine paper, which were doubtless given to friends
and influential figures.

Perhaps the most important element of self-presentation in this luxury book,
after its size, was its frontispiece: a very large (370%265 mms), portrait of Alexander
Pope as a young gentleman, bewigged but with an open shirt, modelled on portraits
of Boileau in his Works.” The engraving by George Vertue, based on the portrait by
Charles Jervas now in the Bodleian Library, had originally been sold as a poster for
the translator of Homer (Daily Courant, August 20, 1715) and now had to be folded
twice in order to fit into the book. The same arrangement had to be made with the
engraving of the portrait of Boileau by Hyacinthe Rigaud in the Geneva Works of
1716, of which Pope’s copy is now at Mapledurham House.’ The portrait came with
the small folios as well as with the larger books. The frontispiece of Boileau in the
1716 Geneva edition has an added verse to which Pope’s volume offered a reply:

Boileau sut remplacer Horace,
Seul il sut remplacer et Perse et Juvenal;
Mais de cet auteur sans égal

Qui remplira jamais la place?

Pope, the frontispiece implied, was not only the successor of Horace, Persius, and
Boileau, but also of Homer, whose head had occupied a similar place in the first
volume of the //iad translation. Apollo, the god of poetry, his face in glory, his lyre,
and the trumpets of fame, symbolically pervade the decorative engravings of the
volume. Most strikingly Apollo and the Muses are represented in the headpiece used
for both the Ode for Musick and Pope’s Preface. The British Museum has a print
(1895, 1031.186) with a similar grouping of Apollo and the Muses and a portrait of
Boileau being presented to them. That particular print is too late to have influenced
Pope or his engraver, Simon Gribelin, but the idea is the same: Pope, a son of

1 See David Foxon, Pope and the Early Eighteenth-Century Book Trade, Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1991, 56.

2 See William Kurtz Wimsatt, The Portraits of Alexander Pope, New Haven: Yale University Press,
1965, 7-26.

3 See Maynard Mack, Collected in Himself: Essays Critical, Biographical, and Bibliographical on
Pope and Some of His Contemporaries, Newark: University of Delaware Press, 1982, 399.
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Apollo, belongs in the company of Apollo and the Muses.

The Works proclaim Pope’s fame. Even the Contents seems organized to make
the point, with the major poems leading to the Temple of Fame, while, after the
Preface, a group of introductory poems by admirers praise Pope and celebrate his
success. But the Preface, rather charmingly, strikes a different note. Pope’s stance
there is of an author nervously submitting his work to the public: “I publish’d
because I was told I might please such as it was a credit to please. To what degree 1
have done this, | am really ignorant” (Twickenham 1: 6). He worries that he might be
condemned for aspiring to fame: “a good Poet no sooner communicates his works
with the same desire of information, but it is imagin’d he is a vain young creature
given up to the ambition of fame; when perhaps the poor man is all the while
trembling with the fear of being ridiculous” (1: 5). He sums up his perplexity in a
paragraph that might turn the reader’s thoughts back to Swift’s Will: “In this office
of collecting my pieces, I am altogether uncertain, whether to look upon myself as
a man building a monument, or burying the dead?”” (1: 9) The stakes, then, are high.
Although Pope begins the Preface almost dismissively—"“I am inclined to think
that both the writers of books, and the readers of them, are generally not a little
unreasonable in their expectations”—we are concerned with whether the author
has “a Genius,” whether his poems, imitating the ancients, will have the “highest
character for sense and learning,” and whether he has the good sense necessary for
the good writer and the good man (1: 3, 4, 7, 9). However, in his conclusion, Pope
suggests the verdict is really not in doubt. If the volume fails, he boasts, it will
show “it avails nothing to have been encourag’d by the great, commended by the
eminent, and favour’d by the publick in general” (1: 10). The physical volume, as
imperishable as they could make it, is an expression of the favour the author enjoyed
and of resistance to potential detractors. Maynard Mack calls it “a monument to
vanity” (Life 333), a little harshly perhaps, because, although its monumentality is
undeniable, it is also through its decorations cheerful and playful. The engravings
are celebratory rather than pompous, with luxuriant foliage, natural scenes, and
satyrs ready to burst out of its borders. This is a poet who boasts his achievement
but not without hesitation and humour.

Pope’s Works of 1717 represent a high point of self-admiration. When he came
to design the second volume of his Works in 1735, the youthful aim of glamorous
representation had faded. The same formats were used—these were still important
books—but the emphasis was now on a social circle rather than on the individual.
The point is clear from the pictorial representation of the author. The frontispiece

portrait, though Pope would have had many portraits to choose from (Wimsatt 27-
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107) is gone; its equivalent is a vignette on the title page. Two putti, representing
poetry and painting, embrace above a medallion of Pope’s head. One putto holds a
lyre, and a sheet of text and a palette lie below the medallion. The paper is marked
“W. Kent inv.” (Wimsatt 125-126) and William Kent had designed this vignette for
the conclusion of Pope’s Odyssey, to celebrate the collaboration between artist and
poet. Pope had used it in the printing of two of his poems, in both cases explaining
its significance by adding around the edge of the medallion words from Horace’s
First Satire: “UNI £QUUS VIRTUTI ATQUA EJUS AMICIS” (line 70), imitated
by Pope as “To virtue only and her friends, a friend” (Twickenham 4: 17, line 121).
The presence of the engraving of Pope’s medallion on the tile page of
Pope’s Works in 1735, showed that, although the volume still centred on Pope,
as any works must, its focus was on Pope with his friends. Pope decided that he
would decorate the volume with tailpieces from the Odyssey, often representing
mythological figures, and combine them with headpieces displaying the coats of
arms of his friends. Bolingbroke, Cobham, Burlington, and Oxford were represented
by their arms, and so was Pope, or at least by his father’s. The Dunciad at the end of
the volume had substitutes for the coats of arms in designs featuring asses and owls
in what would otherwise have been positions of dignity. The arms of Burlington
(in the large folio only) and Oxford were presented in oblong designs that would
best have fitted as headpieces, but they appear at the end of their poems. That was
probably because Pope wanted his father’s arms, in a similar oblong design, to
appear at the end of Epistle to Arbuthnot, providing a conclusion to a poem that
was unquestionably to serve as something of an apology for the poet’s life and a

memorial. In his note on the lines,

Let the Two Curls of Town and Court, abuse
His Father, Mother, Body, Soul, and Muse (Twickenham 4: 125; lines 380-381)

he had claimed, mistakenly, that his father came from the family of the Earl of
Downe, and, correctly, that his mother was of the Turnor family of York. In the
Works, he added:

The following Inscription was placed by their Son on their Monument, in the
Parish of Twickenham, in Middlesex,

D.O0. M.

ALEXANDRO POPE, VIRO INNOCUO,

PROBO, PIO, QUI VIXIT ANNO LXXV, OB, MDCCXVII,
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ET EDITHZA CUNJUGI INCULPABILI, PIENTISSIMZ,
QUZ VIXIT ANNOS XCIII, OB. MDCCXXXITILI.
PARENTIBUS BENEMERENTIBUS FILIUS FECIT, ET SIBIL

Pope’s initial design for the monument was published in the Gentleman s Magazine,
vol. 53, no. 1, February 1783, p. 99. The addition of the simple “ET SIBI” is a
gesture of humility, subordinating himself to his family, but its publication in
his Works, like Yeats’s lines in “Under Ben Bulben,” somewhat undermines that
effect. The attempt to blend pomp and humility is enhanced by the engraving of
his father’s arms and their motto, “HEU PIETAS HEU PRISCA FIDES” (Alas for
faithfulness to natural ties and duty! Alas for old faith!). The motto is a quotation
from Aeneid, bk. VI, 878 (Loeb 63: 594-595) where Anchises laments the early
death of Marcellus, “a youth of wondrous beauty and brilliant in his arms.” The
engraving unquestionably represents Pope’s commitment to his family, its values,
and its religion, but it also celebrates Pope as the heir to the family and its culture.
Unfortunately, this engraving, and some of the others, arrived too late for some
copies of the edition, one of Pope’s slips. He played with other possible epitaphs',
but this one is serious, and it is notable that Warburton retains it in his edition of
Pope in 1751, even though he tinkers with much of this poem.

Having established his reputation as a classic through these illustrated large-
format Works, Pope turned in 1735 to the question of being reprinted as a classic. In
an advertisement for the new Works 11 in the Grubstreet Journal of April 24, 1735,
he and his new collaborators, Lawton Gilliver and Robert Dodsley, launched a series
of octavo works with an attack on Bernard Lintot and the miscellanies in which he

had reprinted Pope’s poems:

And whereas Bernard Lintot having the property of the former Volume of
Poems, would never be induced to publish them compleat, but only a part of
them, to which he tack’d and impos’d on the Buyer a whole additional Volume
of other Men’s Poems. This present Volume will with all convenient Speed be
published in Twelves at 5s. that the Buyer may have it at whatever price he
prefers, and be enabled to render compleat any Sett he already has, even that
imperfect one printed by Lintot. (Griffith 2: 288)

This volume and the subsequent series (nine volumes by the time of Warburton’s
edition) was actually in octavo, and Pope chose the octavo format for reissues of

1 See Maynard Mack, Alexander Pope: A Life, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985, 733.
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his Works from 1735 to 1741. But he never lost the sense that fresh work should
be represented by a monumental edition. The Prose was issued in quarto in 1737
and 1741; the New Dunciad came out in quarto in 1742; and the Works that he was
planning on his deathbed was to be in quarto, with some volumes published in
1744. Even the octavos were issued like editions of classical texts: in print Pope was
usually on his dignity, whereas Swift was not.

In Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift (1739), Swift imagines a customer trying to
buy some Swift after his death:

Some Country Squire to Lintot goes,

Enquires for Swift in Verse and Prose:

Says Lintot, “I have heard the Name:

“He dy’d a Year ago.” The same.

He searcheth all his Shop in vain;

“Sir you may find them in Duck-lane:

“I sent them with a Load of Books,

“Last Monday to the Pastry-cooks.

“To fancy they could live a Year!

“I find you’re but a Stranger here. (Poems 2: 562-563; lines 253-262)

Swift chooses the name of Pope’s early-career bookseller, Bernard Lintot, responsible
for the 1717 Works, whose son was running the business in 1739. The aim is to
represent the respectable London trade, and how better to do so than by naming Pope’s
bookseller? But the picture he paints is quite false, because by 1739 Swift had already
acquired classic status. He had been published in his own collections, and reprinting in
small formats was well underway in both Dublin and London. It is true that Swift, by
contrast with Pope, avoided the grandeur of large-format books throughout his career.
He was, for example, scornful of the whole business of publishing poems in expensive
folio, writing to Pope in March 1733: “This day I received the two Poems [...] we
are not obliged to you; for all your things come over quickly, and are immediately
printed, in tolerable wealdable volumes, not your monstrous twelvepenny folio” (Swift,
Correspondence 3.615). Here, as elsewhere, Swift’s practical knowledge of the book
trade is striking. He prefers small-format books because they are easier to handle and
because they are cheaper; he understands how the London pricing of poems works.
Although he lacked Pope’s interest in inserting himself into book-trade operations, he
thoroughly understood them. The Journal to Stella shows him dictating the final page
of 4 New Journey to Paris to its printer, John Barber, and judging “it makes a two-
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penny pamphlet” (277), arranging for another “two-penny pamphlet” to be written
in support of the Conduct of the Allies, while copies of the Conduct itself were “sent
to the great men this night” (331), and having the Windsor Prophecy printed in black
letter before writing to the printer to try to stop printing before it was seen by the
Queen (351-353). Swift knew how to mark up his own poem for publication, as the
copy of “The Bubble” he sent to Charles Ford shows (Correspondence 2: 354 n. 2),
and he gave ironic advice on mark-up to a novice in “On Poetry: A Rapsody,” (Poems
2: 643; lines 91-100). His professionalism, though he would not have called it that, is
evident in his condemnation of Richard Steele as “a Writer, who cannot furnish out
so much as a Title-Page with Propriety or common Sense” (English Political Writings
247). In his time in London, Swift worked closely with his collaborators, John Barber
for his government work, and Benjamin Tooke for his own (Bullard and McLaverty
8-10), but when he started to publish in Ireland, he opened up a distance from the
book trade. In a letter to Benjamin Motte, who had become his London bookseller for
Gullliver s Travels, he explained:

I believe I have told you, that no Printer or Bookseller hath any sort of property
here. I have writ some things that would make people angry[.] I always sent
them by unknown hands, the Printer might guess, but he could not accuse
me[,] he ran the whole risk, and well deserved the property, if he could carry
it to London and print it there, but I am sure I could have no property at all.
(Correspondence 3: 556)

In these cases, Swift initiated, and usually designed, publication, but took no respon-
sibility for the outcome. He balances responsibility against property. Practically he
may have been right, but legally he would have held the property in any of his work
until he sold it.

That Swift’s collaborations with the book trade, either directly or remotely,
resulted in unusual and complex print is evident from Valerie Rumbold’s innovative
and perceptive study. An example from the London period is the Elegy on Mr.
Patridge (1708), a broadside in two columns with a mourning compartment
depicting death in various forms', and an example from the Dublin period is the
first of the Drapier’s Letters (1724), with its packed pages and “noisily emphatic”
capitals (Rumbold 162-164). These are cases very like impersonation, though the
Letters are a case where Swift himself wanted to be noisy and emphatic. They are

1 See Valerie Rumbold, Swift in Print: Published Texts in Dublin and London, 1691-1765, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020, 74-78.
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both Swift and not Swift, but in this essay [ want to focus on the books that might in
some ways be taken to stand for Swift himself. The first of these is the Miscellanies
in Prose and Verse of 1711, a book that helped to shape the design of later Swift
publications." The Miscellanies is not such a grand book as Pope’s Works of six
years later, but it is nevertheless impressive. The Bodleian Library has a large-
paper copy (8°Y 24 Jur), which is the one I shall discuss. It is not, Swift must have
been relieved to find, unwieldy, but it is approximately 224 mm. high and 135 mm.
wide (something like a modern royal octavo). In comparison, the octavos Pope used
for publishing his works from 1735 onwards, which are not small books, measure
approximately 170x105 mm; Swift’s Miscellanies is not far from twice their size in
area. It was printed by William Bowyer, the best London printer of the period. The
type is pica, with only 28 or 29 lines of prose to the page (Pope’s characteristically
have 30), and the margins are extraordinarily generous, with 42 mm. for the outer
margin, 23 mm. at the head, and 49 mm. at the foot. Most strikingly, in width the
text (71 mm.) does not extend as far as the headline (83 mm.), as though the printer
is leaving room for the reader to construct an individual commentary in the outer
margin. Texts with marginal notes generally allow the note to bite into the text; they
do not leave a wider margin. The paper is good, holding its colour after 300 years.
For contemporaries, the importance of the book would not have been diminished
by its title. Miscellanies in Prose and Verse was appropriate for the collection of
an author who was only forty-three at the time and far from the close of his career;
the title Works was generally reserved for posthumous collections, Pope being an
exception.” The title page is well designed and modern in appearance, shaped by
white space rather than by rules. This is a book of the highest quality, representing
an author of significant achievement, even though he remains anonymous.

Swift’s correspondence with Benjamin Tooke, his bookseller, suggests a strong
interest in this book, which he is trying to conceal: “If you are in such haste, how
came you to forget the Miscellanies? I would not have you think of Steele for a
publisher [i.e. editor]; he is too busy. I will, one of these days, send you some hints,
which I would have in a preface, and you may get some friend to dress them up”
(June 29, 1710, Correspondence 1: 282). This letter shows Swift characteristically
directing operations but, where possible, working through other agents. At one time
Steele did intend to write the preface to the Miscellanies, because he wrote to Swift

1 See Valerie Rumbold, Swift in Print: Published Texts in Dublin and London, 1691-1765, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020, 126-131.

2 See James McLaverty, ““For Who So Fond as Youthful Bards of Fame?’: Pope’s Works of 1717,” The
Culture of Collected Editions, edited by Andrew Nash, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, 49-50
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on October 8, 1709, “I have not seen Ben Tooke in a Great While but long to Usher
You and Yours into the World not that there can be any thing added by me to Y*
Fame, but to walk bareheaded before you” (Correspondence 1: 266). The passage
shows how far the purpose of the Miscellanies was to honour Swift. The Journal to
Stella shows Swift himself working to develop the Miscellanies volume and then
repudiating it. On October 17, 1710, he is positive:

Tooke is going on with my Miscellany. I’d give a penny the letter to the bishop
of Killaloe was in it: *twould do him honour. Could not you contrive to say you
hear they are printing my Things together; and that you wish the bookseller
had that letter among the rest: but don’t say any thing of it as from me. (Journal
42)

Note “’twould do him honour,” which reveals a genuine feeling about the collection.
But by February 28, Swift had forgotten his earlier commitment or was playing up
to a conspiracy of ignorance with his addressees:

Some bookseller has raked up every thing I writ, and published it t’other day in
one volume; but I know nothing of it, ’twas without my knowledge or consent:
it makes a four shilling book, and is called Miscellanies in Prose and Verse.
Tooke pretends he knows nothing of it, but I doubt he is at the bottom [...] I’ll
bring a couple of them over with me for MD, perhaps you may desire to see
them. I hear they sell mightily. (Journal 152)

The “hints” Swift promised Tooke probably matured into the Preface as we
have it. Its chief aim seems to be to suggest that the author had no responsibility
for publication, and that is achieved by setting up an argument that, although
publication without the author’s consent is generally unacceptable, in this case
it is well meaning and innocuous. The absence of authorial consent is strongly
implied, if not directly claimed “this Publication, tho’ without the Author’s Consent
or Knowledge” (Prose 4: 269). The Preface permits itself some recommendation
of these collected materials. The publisher has respect for “the supposed Author’s
Reputation, to whom no Man pays a juster Esteem, or bears a greater Respect than
my self” (4: 268), and has delayed publication, even though he knew the world
would receive “so agreeable an Entertainment [...] from the following Papers”
(4: 268). Even defective versions have met with “so much Applause, and so

universal a good Reception from all Men of Wit and Taste” (4: 268) as to prompt
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the booksellers to look for others in manuscript. Worthy persons have passed on
materials to this publisher and the materials are recognizable as the supposed

author’s by their quality:

there are in every one of these Pieces some particular Beauties that discover
this Author’s Vein, who excels too much not to be distinguished, since in all
his Writings such a surprizing Mixture of Wit and Learning, true Humour
and good Sense, does every-where appear, as sets him almost as far out of the
Reach of Imitation, as it does beyond the Power of Censure. (4: 270)

This author, then, is to be celebrated for excelling in modest virtues, though his
name is not to be mentioned in the book. Irvin Ehrenpreis has written well about
this aspect of Swift and “the strange barriers he set for himself: that his authorship
should be ostensibly a secret but covertly told to the world” (3: 317).

The Miscellanies were being planned at the same time as the revised 7Tale of
a Tub. 1 cannot claim this book as a form of self-representation, because it was
not identified as Swift’s until after his death, but it is worth pausing to note what a
dignified and accomplished piece of printing it is.' To the modern eye, it is a slightly
old-fashioned book, with its use of framing rules, sidenotes, and unusual italic
capitals. That is to its advantage, the primness of the printing contrasting with the
writer’s lack of restraint, but that is unlikely to have been at Swift’s request. 4 Tale
of a Tub was itself something of a miscellany, including “The Battel of the Books”
and “A Discourse concerning the Mechanical Operation of the Spirit.” The second
of these, the “Battel” is valuable for showing Swift’s sensitivity to the make-up of
books, without allowing them generally to symbolize their authors. At the end of the
“Bookseller to the Reader”, we are told to

beware of applying to Persons what is here meant, only of Books in the most
literal Sense. So, when Virgil is mentioned, we are not to understand the Person
of a famous Poet, call’d by that Name, but only certain Sheets of Paper, bound
in Leather, containing in Print, the Works of the said Poet, and so of the rest.”

The battle is supposed to be between the books of St. James’s Library, but books are

1 See Valerie Rumbold, Swift in Print: Published Texts in Dublin and London, 1691-1765, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020, 54-65.

2 See Jonathan Swift, 4 Tale of a Tub and Other Works, edited by Marcus Walsh, Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2010, 141.
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not equipped to fight and consequently the descriptions are of man-like figures, with
the names of authors, fighting an //iad-like battle. Sometimes the action reflects
what the authors say in their books, but reflections of their material embodiment are
rare. The biggest book in the Battel is a heavenly one, the Book of Fate, “three large
Volumes in Folio”: “The Clasps were of Silver, double Gilt; the Covers, of Celestial
Turky-leather, and the Paper such as here on Earth might almost pass for Vellum”
(153). No author is granted such a luxurious appearance. Aesop has been defaced by
the keeper of the Library, Richard Bentley, “who had tore off his Title-page, sorely
defaced one half of his Leaves, and chained him fast among a Shelf of Moderns”
(151). The goddess Criticism, wanting to visit “W-tt-n,” Bentley’s ally, transforms
herself into a thoroughly unpleasant book and thus becomes indistinguishable from
Bentley (155-156). Swift recognizes in this instance the capacity of a material book
to symbolize a man and his critical stance, and, though it is rare for him to develop
the idea explicitly, it will have informed his attitude to his own books.

If there was any doubt that Swift was at this point valued by the London
book trade, it is dispelled by the evidence of the Stationers’ Register. On the first
day of operation of the first copyright act, April 10, 1710, Benjamin Tooke was
the very first bookseller off the mark, entering separately the Tale of a Tub and the
Miscellanies, with the contents specified.'

Swift’s early years in Ireland, 1714-1725 were a period of remote and disguised
publication. It is unlikely he had direct contact with his printers, John Harding and
his wife Sarah: “My Custom, therefore, is to dictate to a Prentice who can write
in a feigned Hand; and what is written, we send to your House by a Black-guard
Boy” (Prose 10: 79, italics reversed). But the collection of the Letters by George
Faulkner in Fraud Detected: Or, the Hibernian Patriot (1725) was another matter.
Irvin Ehrenpreis suggests Swift may have cooperated with Faulkner, who later made
the Letters the substance of one of his volumes of Swift’s Works, and that Faulkner
may have benefited from Swift’s hints for the Preface (3: 317-318). It begins with
praise for the author’s disinterestedness. “the Love for his Country, and not a Desire
of Fame, or Applause from the Vulgar, induced him to publish them to the World,”
and continues to admire the Letters’ reception: “when Three Hundred Pounds Ster.
were offered by Proclamation of the Government, to any faithful Subject that would
discover the Author, not one single Person was induced by it to inform against
him” (i-ii). The sentiment is close to that in Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift, which
includes the reward offered for Publick Spirit of the Whigs, as well as for Drapiers

1 See Jonathan Swift, The Correspondence of Jonathan Swift, D.D 5 vols, edited by David Woolley
et al, Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1999-2014, 1: 285, n. 5.
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Letters:

“Two Kingdoms, just as Faction led,

“Had set a Price upon his Head;

“But, not a Traytor cou’d be found,

“To sell him for Six Hundred Pound. (Poems 2: 566-267; lines 351-354)

The thought is likely to have originated with Swift rather than with Faulkner. Swift’s
pride in the Drapier’s Letters is also revealed by a gift. The Bodleian Library’s
copy of Fraud Detected (8° E 150 Linc.) was presented to the Library by Swift
himself, with the inscription “Humbly presented to the Bodleyan Library in Oxford
by M. B. Drapier (Correspondence 2: Plate 16) on the fly-leaf. A small book, it is
nevertheless honoured with red morocco binding, extensive gilt tooling on the covers
and the spine, and marbled endpapers. Alderman Barber presented the Bodleian
with a portrait of Swift to be placed in the gallery of “renowned and distinguished
personages” (Correspondence 4: 567), but Swift gave them a special copy of his
book.

Soon after Fraud Detected, Swift came to London, bringing with him the
manuscript of Gulliver's Travels. Swift could easily have arranged printing in
Dublin—a good edition was later prepared by John Hyde—but a major work
required the dignity of London publication. The printing and publication was
dealt with by the successor of Benjamin Tooke, the son of Benjamin Motte, Sr.
(the printer of Tale of a Tub). But whereas Swift had dealt openly with Tooke,
he dealt indirectly with Motte, arranging publication by letter. Motte, who was
sent one of the voyages to examine, agreed to pay Swift’s (really Pope’s) terms,
though, under-capitalized, he asked for more time. Pope, reporting to Swift when
he had returned to Ireland, told him he had worried unnecessarily about the work’s
reception by the powerful, but reassured him anyway that “Motte receiv’d the copy
(he tells me) he knew not from whence, nor from whom, dropp’d at his house in
the dark, from a Hackney-coach: by computing the time, I found it was after you
left England” (Correspondence 3: 52). I suspect that Pope had other unattributable
briefings with Motte, which explains why Motte was willing to pay £200 for an
anonymous work. The bookseller treated Gulliver’s Travels as an important book.
He published it as two volumes, when, as modern editions show, it could easily
have been accommodated in one, and he employed four printers (one for each
voyage), to speed up printing and to avoid the risk of piracy. The large-paper copies
(again, the Bodleian Library holds one, 8’ Y 24 Jur) are much the same size as the
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Miscellanies in Prose and Verse of 1711 (227%135 mm.), probably intentionally, the
work of the same firm. Gulliver’s Travels is in some ways more old-fashioned in
design. It has a frame of double rules round the title page, and, extravagantly, each
voyage has a similar title. It has a frontispiece portrait of Gulliver and maps of the
various countries visited, as well an illustration of the language machine (I suspect
we owe all these to Swift). It does not have the extra space in the outer margin that
characterizes the Miscellanies but it is otherwise generous with white space. The
text is leaded, with the result that, though the dimensions of the type page are the
same as in the Miscellanies, there are only 25 lines to the page, rather than 28 or 29.
The type is again pica and the paper good. It is difficult to see how a prose fiction
for popular sale could be presented in a much more luxurious way, though the Ham
House copy described by Teerink (252%150 mm.) shows a much larger sheet could
be used (194). The ordinary books sold at 8s. 6d.: a high price, but the production
acknowledged a masterpiece. As David Womersley’s edition shows, there were to
be many corrections and reprints (627-652.)

For a time, Pope tried to maintain the connection with Motte by publishing,
with Swift, a series of miscellanies. The first three volumes were published 1727-
1728, the fourth in 1732. They were modelled on the 1711 Miscellanies in Prose
and Verse; indeed the first volume was essentially a reprint of that book. They
maintained the large outer margins that had characterized the 1711 book, but I am
unaware of large-paper copies. Pope had a view of the symbolic qualities of these
books, which he expressed in a letter to Swift:

Our Miscellany is now quite printed. I am prodigiously pleas’d with this joint-
volume, in which methinks we look like friends, side by side, serious and
merry by turns, conversing interchangeably, and walking down hand in hand
to posterity; not in the stiff forms of learned Authors, flattering each other, and
setting the rest of mankind at nought: but in a free, un-important, natural, easy
manner; diverting others just as we diverted ourselves. ([February 17] 1727,

Correspondence, 3: 76)
The pieces are hardly conversational (they show very little engagement with one
another), but Pope did his best to represent his vision in print by having his Preface

signed in a large fount:

JONATH. SWIFT
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ALEX. POPE

Swift may have expected to be recognized as the author of his publications, but he
hardly ever signed them, an exception being 4 Proposal for Correcting, Improving
and Ascertaining the English Tongue (1712), which, by its inclusion in the first
volume of this series, declared his authorship (Parodies, Hoaxes, Mock Treatises
156). The move that wrecked the joint publication plan and justified Swift’s feeling
he was carrying the weight of it on his own, was the decision not to print the
Dunciad in the third volume but independently.

Swift allowed himself to be represented with Pope in this Miscellanies
collection, but his thoughts were clearly turning to the possibility of the publication
of something like a works. A significant letter to Motte of July 15, 1732 shows he
had been contemplating his legacy:

As to my posthumous things I shall intrust them to M" Pope, but with a strong
recommendation that you alone may be employd [...] I am likewise desirous
that some time or other, all that I acknoledge to be mine in prose and verse,
which I shall approve of with any little things that shall be thought deserving
should be published by themselves by you, during my life (if it contains
any reasonable time) provided you are sure it will turn to your advantage.
(Correspondence 3: 503)

This is an invitation to print a Swift works, and a bookseller with more energy
and more capital would have leapt at it. Swift himself understood that a little
negotiation would have been needed to capture all the copyrights, but, as there was
no copyright in Ireland, that would not have been an exhausting process, mainly
involving the material Faulkner had printed and sent to London through Bowyer.
Swift was doubtless reflecting on this hint he had given to Motte when he later (after
Faulkner’s Dublin edition) wrote: “It was the Fault of you and other Booksellers,
who printed any Thing supposed to be mine, that you did not agree with each
other to print them together, if you thought they would sell to any Advantage”
(Correspondence 4: 304). Swift repeatedly regrets that his Works were not published
in England (Correspondence 3: 638, 661, 4: 67). But Motte’s passivity made that
impossible.

Swift always maintained that the Works Faulkner published in Dublin at the
end of 1734 and the beginning of 1735 were at the bookseller’s initiative. The
clearest account is in the letter to Pope of May 1, 1733:
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A Printer came to me to desire he might print my works (as he calld them)
in 4 volumes by Subscription. I said I would give him no leave, & should be
sorry to see them printed here. He said they could not be printed in London.
I answerd, they could if the partners agreed. He said he would be glad of my
permission, but as he could print them without it, and was advised that it could
do me no harm, & having been assured of numerous subscriptions, he hoped I
would not be angry at his persuing his own Interest, &c. without giving me any
just offence. (Correspondence 3: 638)

The misleading way Swift wrote in the Journal to Stella of Tooke’s publication of
the Miscellanies (1711) is a reason for doubting whether this is the whole truth.
It is clear from Fraud Detected and also from the printing of queries about the
Sacramental Test in Faulkner’s Dublin Journal that Swift and Faulkner were already
collaborators (Bullard and McLaverty 157-158); Faulkner was not just “A Printer.”
The reported conversation repeats precisely the concerns that Swift voices to Motte;
Swift was the more likely to have introduced the topic. Although it is difficult to
accept the literal truth of Faulkner’s claim that Swift “corrected every Sheet of the
first seven Volumes that were published in his Life Time” (Prose 13: 203), I believe
that in spirit it is right. This was a joint enterprise: Faulkner worked with Swift and
his friends; Swift did not obstruct the subscription (that would have caused problems
for Faulkner) even though he could not openly support it; he unquestionably read
proof because he told the Earl of Oxford he had ordered “certain Things to be struck
out after they were printed” (Correspondence 3: 753). But in public, the Works, like
the Miscellanies of 1711, had to be something done to him, not for him.

The Works were to be published by subscription in four volumes, at 4s. 4d.
each. The edition was not as grand as that of Pope’s second volume of Works, which
was in press at the same time, as Pope implies in his letter of September 15, 1734:

I shall collect all the past in one fair quarto this winter, and send it you, where
you will find frequent mention of your self. I was glad you suffer’d your
writings to be collected more compleatly than hitherto, in the volumes I daily
expect from Ireland; I wish’d it had been in more pomp, but that will be done
by others: yours are beauties, that can never be too finely drest, for they will

ever be young. (Correspondence 3: 758)

Pope clearly felt that the edition was with Swift’s permission, and in his regret that
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it did not have more “pomp” he probably caught Swift’s own feeling that it should
have been done in London. There are, however, several elements in this edition
that would have pleased Swift, even if he was not prepared to say so in public.
As Valerie Rumbold, Dustin Griffin, and Robert Mahony have shown, the Works
celebrated Swift as an artist and patriot. Rumbold perceptively observes, “The four
1735 volumes for which subscribers were now invited to put down their money
did much by their bulk, quality and contents to suggest monumentality” (222).
Four was itself an impressive number: Pope at this point had only two volumes of
Works; Tickell’s posthumous collection of Addison’s Works of 1721 had been in
four volumes, though those were quartos. That there was a subscription was itself
impressive and its success striking. There were 888 subscribers for 1,152 sets (54
subscribers for multiple sets), with nine dukes, six duchesses, nineteen earls, six
countesses, eight viscounts, and three viscountesses. The Speaker of the House of
Commons and Chancellor of the Exchequer, Henry Boyle, subscribed for six sets,
and though the Lord Lieutenant in the Drapiers Letters period did not subscribe,
his wife, Lady Carteret, subscribed for six sets.' Swift must have been delighted.

The volumes themselves might have been slightly disappointing in relation to
the 1711 Miscellanies, but like them they constituted an impressive octavo, with
large-paper copies. The sheet was the same size as in 1711, but the whole of the
measure (again 83 mm) was used for the text. There are 34 lines of type to the page,
as opposed to 28 or 29, but the page is not crowded, because Faulkner has used long
primer rather than pica. The type was not new, though new to Faulkner; secondhand
from Bowyer. The paper is good (Faulkner says it is Genoa, Bowyer’s favoured
paper), and Faulkner sold the books “neatly bound in Calves Leather, and lettered
on the Back” (Bullard and McLaverty 169, 155). The pricing was shrewd. Non-
subscribers in London paid a guinea, the same as for the single volume of Pope’s
quarto Works; subscribers paid 17s. 4d, a price a little above halfway between
Pope’s small folio and the quarto.

What proclaimed the edition as a monument to Swift, however, was its title, The
Works of J.S, D.D, D.S.P.D., and its illustrations. The title is daring: it not only gives
his initials; it singles him out by giving his role in Dublin. The initials represent not
just the man, but the man with his ecclesiastical authority. For the reader perplexed
by the initials, there is a clue in the frontispiece portrait to volume 1, which is labeled
“The Reverend D'. J: SWIFT D. S'. P. D.” The saying-but-not-saying stance could
not be taken much further. Rumbold writes well about the illustrations in relation

1 See Bullard, Paddy and James McLaverty, eds, Jonathan Swift and the Eighteenth-Century Book,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013, 160.
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to a change in the order of the volumes. When they were listed in the Proposals',
the volume on Ireland came first and the prose material from Miscellanies 1711
(with adjustments) second, but when the edition was published, the Miscellanies
material came first and the Irish volume last. Perhaps, as Rumbold implies, Swift
insisted that his early career, with his early political and satirical interventions (the
pro-ministry material left out) should begin the Works and take precedence over his
role as Irish patriot. Two of the volumes have engravings that explicitly honour the
author in a way even Pope’s 1717 Works does not. Volume 2, which contains the
poetry, shows a winged figure holding a portrait of Swift in glory, attended by two
other goddesses, one of whom presents him with a laurel crown. The motto at the
foot of the page is “Quivis speret idem. Hor.” (“Anyone might hope for the same”).
The extraordinary modesty of the claim is only slightly modified by the context of
Horace’s Ars Poetica, lines 240-241, where Horace says, “My aim shall be poetry,
so moulded from the familiar that anybody may hope for the same success” (Loeb
194: 470-471). Swift, for surely he must have been responsible for the motto, could
not have supported more firmly Rawson‘s identification of his rhetorical stance. The
frontispiece to volume 4, however, perhaps originally planned to begin the edition,
is much more elaborate and shows Swift’s encouragement of acknowledgement of
his public role. He is depicted as an enthroned figure with St Patrick’s Cathedral
in the background. The maker of false coins lies at his feet, a mother and her baby
pose gratefully to the side, while Swift presents books and papers to the kneeling
Hibernia. Putti fly above, about to crown him with a wreath (see Rumbold 226,
and Griffin 189, for more detailed discussion). This is an image of Swift as Irish
patriot; it is reminiscent of his speech to the Lord Mayor and Aldermen when he
was presented with the freedom of Dublin, regretting there was no inscription, and
giving the history of his service to Ireland.” At the foot of the engraving is the motto
“Exegi Monumentum Aere perennius” (“I have finished a monument more lasting
than bronze”), also from Horace, Odes 3. 30. 1 (Loeb 33: 216-217). Although in
his Proposals, Faulkner says the engravings of Swift will be by George Vertue, that
to volume 2 is by P. Simms, and the designers are unidentified. If this were a Pope
book, we would suspect Pope’s own hand at work, but I am not proposing that these
plates are from Swift’s own sketches. It seems impossible, however, that they could
have been published without Swift’s approval. I suspect they were the result of

1 See Bullard, Paddy and James McLaverty, eds, Jonathan Swift and the Eighteenth-Century Book,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013, 155.

2 See Jonathan Swift, [rish Political Writings after 1725, edited by D. W. Hayton and Adam Rounce,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018, 184-190.
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Faulkner’s consultations with Swift. This edition is Swift’s monument—one erected
by him and George Faulkner in collaboration.

In the 1730s there is a curious correspondence between Swift and Pope on
the theme “orna me.” On February 16, 1733, Pope wrote to Swift, “I am pleas’d
and flatter’d by your expression of Orna me. The chief pleasure this work can
give me is, that I can in it, with propriety, decency, and justice, insert the name
and character of every friend I have, and every man that deserves to be lov’d or
adorn’d” (Correspondence 3: 595). Oddly, that expression “orna me” is left out of
Pope’s printing of the letter that he refers to, while the “work™ he discusses (his “opus
magnum’) was never completed, and, as Ashley Marshall has explained, although
the Dunciad Variorum (1729) had lines dedicating it to Swift (“O thou! Whatever
title please thine ear”), the dedication was somewhat hidden, and no subsequent
epistle was addressed to Swift. Swift repeats “orna me” in his letters to Pope
(Correspondence 4: 104, 174, 432). The reference is to Cicero’s correspondence
with Lucius Lucceius, who was writing a contemporary history, though Cicero
does not say “orna me.” In Letter 22 (V.12), he says, “I have a burning desire, of a
strength you will hardly credit but ought not, I think, to blame, that my name should
gain lustre and celebrity through your works.” He apologizes first for the burden of
work this will involve, and then “deinde etiam ut ornes me postulem. Quid si illa
tibi non tanto opera videntur ornanda?” “secondly in asking you to write about me
eulogistically. What if the record does not appear to you so eminently deserving of
eulogy? (Loeb 205: 156-159) This fits Swift’s case: he wants Pope’s eulogy (Pope
is in a position to add lustre to his name) and he does not feel it blameworthy to
ask for it. This is a key difference between the two writers. Swift looks to others to
praise him; his sense of justice requires it. “Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift” stands
representative, because it operates by creating an external judge who is needed to
speak the eulogy, however complex in character. His books similarly have to be
made by others, even though he may have provoked them. Pope was latterly content
to speak for himself. His anxiety in the final years of correspondence with Swift was
not over “orna me” but over the publication of the correspondence itself. Of course,
he published it as a quarto book. There is, however, a final irony in the eighteenth-
century afterlife of these collected editions. Warburton’s Pope was published in
octavo (and not a royal octavo), whereas Hawkesworth’s Swift was published in
octavo—and quarto.
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Abstract: This essay considers the implications for eighteenth-century studies
of Claude Rawson’s God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European
Imagination, 1492-1945, as the book approaches the twenty-fifth anniversary of its
publication. In this wide-ranging monograph, several of Rawson’s key arguments
turn on readings of Gulliver's Travels (1726), A Modest Proposal (1729), and other
works by Jonathan Swift, but they also have important consequences for Swift’s
great contemporary and antagonist Daniel Defoe. Emphasizing Rawson’s approach
to irony as unstable and double-edged and his confrontation with questions of
genocide, we analyze the vexed case of Defoe’s controversial pamphlet The
Shortest Way with the Dissenters (1702) and Defoe’s troubled revisiting of themes
from Robinson Crusoe (1719) in the two continuations of 1719 and 1720, The
Farther Adventures of Robinson Crusoe and Serious Reflections During the Life and
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Ever since his groundbreaking books about Henry Fielding and Jonathan Swift
in the 1970s, which revolutionized understanding of both writers by creatively
juxtaposing their work with experimental texts of the modernist era, the scholarship
of Claude Rawson has always been distinguished by its intellectually capacious
scope. No less characteristic of his work are its virtuoso effects of sustained
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close reading. Terry Eagleton’s description of Rawson as “a critic of striking flair
and delicacy” catches the unusual blend of boldness and nuance with which a
Rawson monograph grounds large patterns of argument in the most telling, often
quite startling, details of language and form (“Firm Government”). Eagleton was
reviewing God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination,
1492-1945, a magisterial study now approaching its twenty-fifth anniversary, and as
prescient today as on first publication in 2001. In the following essay, we first revisit
the arguments of this landmark book, and then pursue an application that Rawson
occasionally gestures towards but leaves for others to develop. What happens, we
ask, if we carry forward the implications of God, Gulliver, and Genocide, especially
in its account of Swift, into the work of Swift’s great antagonist Daniel Defoe?
The question might lead in many directions, but we focus below on two prominent
cases: The Shortest Way with the Dissenters (1702), a tract advocating punitive
suppression of the religious minority to which Defoe himself belonged, and The Life
and Strange Surprizing Adventures of Robinson Crusoe, of York, Mariner (1719),
which with its sequels, The Farther Adventures of Robinson Crusoe (1719) and
Serious Reflections During the Life and Surprising Adventures of Robinson Crusoe
(1720), explores the psychological conflict of a colonial hero torn between paranoid
distress and violent revenge.

Not not meaning it

Perhaps the most surprising rabbit pulled from the hat in God, Gulliver, and
Genocide (if a less endearing one than the image suggests) is a 24-page pamphlet
that was previously little known except to a handful of specialist scholars: 4
Proposal for Giving Badges to the Beggars in All the Parishes of Dublin (1737).
Writing a decade after Gulliver'’s Travels, Swift here addresses his fellow citizens
with a lurid call to arms—or, to be precise, a call to whips—in a tract he terms “a
very plain Proposal” (Irish Political Writings 309). The streets of Dublin are now
infested by “perpetual Swarms of Foreign Beggars,” with each vagrant bringing in
tow “his Trull, and Litter of Brats” (311-312). Flirting with a biblical idiom of mass
slaughter, the pamphlet echoes God’s antediluvian curse on mankind by casting the
migrant hordes as “a profligate Clan of Thieves, Drunkards, Heathens, and Whore-
mongers, fitter to be rooted out of the Face of the Earth, than suffered to levy a

vast annual Tax upon the City” (317)." Elsewhere, his voice unsteadily attempts

1 Cf. Genesis 6:7 (“And the LORD said, I will destroy man whom I have created from the face of
the earth”), Genesis 7:4 (“every living substance that I have made will I destroy from off the face of the

earth”), and later Old Testament passages reworking this formulation.
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a technocratic dispassion, modestly proposing milder means by which these
“Caterpillars” might yet “be banished in a Month without Expence, and with very
little Trouble” (318, 312). A few apprentices with horse-whips would do the job
quicker, to be sure. But failing that, a badge system confining the indigent to their
native parish would soon enough, if rigorously enforced, purge the city of “strolling
Beggars, or Bastards from the Country,” along with all other “vagabond Wretches”
(317-318).

Connoisseurs of irony will be tempted to cut through here to a subtext that
sounds less disquieting, and more happily in tune with the urge, still pervasive in
eighteenth-century studies, to retrofit authors of the past with sensibilities of the
present. The splenetic rhetorical overkill, the rancorous analogies with vermin or at
best livestock, the abrupt lurches between po-faced moderation and misanthropic
ferocity, surely point just one way. This must be an ironic piece, written in a spirit
of derisive mimicry, which targets not the ravenous alms-seekers swamping the city
but the fears, resentments, and jealousies of its tradesmen and gentry. Swift’s real
concern is not the inundation of resource-hungry aliens (“foreign” meaning foreign
to Dublin, whether drawn to the city from provincial Ireland or transported there
from England); his satirical animus turns instead on the gut prejudices and gutter
rhetoric of the city’s authorities and opinion-formers.

Yet this pamphlet is no teasing re-run of Swift’s celebrated Modest Proposal
(1729), a mock-recommendation of cannibalism that is often read as figuratively
deploring—its sympathies always with the underdog—a devouring of the native
poor by the settler elite, or of Ireland by Walpole’s England. Eight years later, 4
Proposal for Giving Badges to the Beggars of Dublin—a work excluded from
most teaching editions of Swift, but given equal billing with A Modest Proposal
in God, Gulliver, and Genocide—is defiantly sincere.' On the title-page of this
rebarbative tract, Swift not only reveals but highlights his authorship (“By the Dean
of St. Patrick’s” above a woodcut of his famous “Drapier” eidolon): an unusual
gesture in a writer so given to evasive ventriloquism, and one he reinforces further
with an autobiographical reflection in his closing paragraph over the signature “J.
SWIFT.” As for the argument of the pamphlet, it rehearses recommendations that
over many years, Swift says, he had personally urged on several Lord Mayors as
well as the late William King, the long-serving, politically influential Archbishop of

1 Rawson also includes it, with other inconvenient items, in The Basic Writings of Jonathan Swift.
Elsewhere, omission of the pamphlet is especially striking in Swift’s Irish Writings: Selected Prose and
Poetry, whose editors cheerfully celebrate “Swift’s felt kinship with the lower classes” and his daily

walks “getting to know [...] the beggars entreating passersby in the vicinity of the cathedral” (xxii; xvi).
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Dublin. The personal investment is unmistakable, whatever the instability of tone.
As Rawson puts it in his brilliant, uncompromising reading of this aggressive text,
“the nagging accents of the Modest Proposer [...] are detectable, but we should not
on that account infer any significant attenuation of Swiftian commitment in this
case, only perhaps an incidental impish jokerie” (226). We should also, he adds,
reconsider A Modest Proposal itself, and ask whether its disconcertingly similar
gestures really can be explained away, in tune with liberal or postcolonial desires,
as unimpeachably progressive. Rawson’s constant emphasis is that irony is, among
other things, a sanitizing rhetoric or legitimizing device: a protective way of giving
vent to, while appearing to disavow, meanings that may well remain meant—
perhaps quite intensely so.

It is in this alarming space between proposal and disavowal that Rawson’s
account of European visions of barbarism from the conquest of the Americas to the
ending of the Holocaust ambitiously, and eloquently, dwells. “A volatile combination
of ‘meaning it,” not meaning it, and not not meaning it” typifies the compendious
range of texts that Rawson assembles, throughout which the category of “barbarian”
is foisted, with varying complexities of implication and menace, on a range of
subaltern groups (12). A defining presence here is the scripturally inflected idiom
of extermination employed by Swift, reaching back to the unblinking exposure
of conquistadorial genocide (“estirpar y raer de la haz de la tierra”) published by
the Spanish reformer Bartolomé de Las Casas in 1552, and looking forward to the
robotic determination of Heinrich Himmler, architect of the Holocaust (“dieses
Volk von der Erde verschwinden zu lassen”), in 1943 (Las Casas 74; Himmler 169;
qtd. in Rawson 311, 287). Behind this extended catalogue of slaughter, the locus
classicus is the retributive fury of Genesis 6:7 before the Flood (see above, p. 75,
n. 1): a text giving rise, Rawson later notes, to more tribally or racially specific
maledictions elsewhere in the Old Testament (299-304). A conspicuous example is 1
Samuel 15:3 (“Now go and smite Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they have, and
spare them not; but slay both man and woman, infant and suckling, ox and sheep,
camel and ass”), a verse that perplexed several Enlightenment commentators but
was embraced with relish (see below) by religious provocateurs during the reign of
Queen Anne.'

In analysing the “spectrum of aggressions which inhabit the space between
such figures of speech and their implementation”—a space the Nazis in the end
made nonexistent—God, Gulliver, and Genocide is incidentally an important

1 See Joseph Waligore, The Spirituality of the English and American Deists: How God Became Good,
Lanham: Lexington Books, 2023, 81-82, 89.
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book about literary and political rhetoric (vii). In its searching attentiveness to the
slippages and grey areas of ironic discourse, it overturns traditional accounts of
irony as a figure that annuls surface content in favour of an implied alternative, and
emphasizes instead the troubling residues of meaning that persist in its wake. The
main business of Rawson’s book, however, is with the deep structures of colonial
and social thinking over five centuries, as manifested in a broad range of European
writing about overlapping categories of “ethnic others and home-grown pariahs,”
who include Amerindigenous peoples, Jews, the Irish, the domestic poor, and special
anathematized categories such as “witches” (viii). Throughout, Rawson focuses his
formidable interpretive energies on what he calls the “velleities and shrinkings” of
his literary sources: their qualities of seeming to will (without actually working to
enact) the extermination of the barbarous “other,” while simultaneously recoiling
from their own most sanguinary fantasies (15). Often the recoil comes in the form
of destabilizations of the polarity between barbarism and civilization, and Rawson
pays special attention to those literary manoeuvres through which the “other”
becomes kin to ourselves—typically, in the examples he highlights, with an effect of
mutual discredit, not sentimental uplift.

Central to this account are Montaigne and Swift, writers in whom Rawson finds
a radical pessimism about the species, which studiously assimilates civilized readers
to the groups they despise, while never refuting, and in some ways advancing, the
primary demonization of these groups. Here Rawson is scathing about the tendency
of criticism to cast Swift in particular, and early writers on colonialism in general,
in crude opposing moulds, either by wishfully recuperating Swift as a proto-liberal
or radical defender of good causes, or by superciliously outing him as a peddler
of oppressive norms. Still less is Swift the holder, Rawson adds, of “some wise
balanced position between” these options (16)—a phrase he takes from William
Empson’s classic account of “double irony,” a technique (in Fielding) of outlining
alternative responses to narrative cruxes but then undercutting both without any
accompanying offer of a middle way (218-219). In this spirit, Rawson’s tough-
minded analysis acknowledges and confronts features of his sources that are, as
he drily puts it, “not always attractive to a modern sensibility,” and refuses to
manufacture comfortable interpretive escape routes (1). He relentlessly documents
the ways in which anti-colonial fury and contempt for the injustice of conquerors
could coexist with, or even derive from, conservative-authoritarian foundations.

Montaigne, in this account, is no straightforward purveyor of liberating
oppositions between noble savage and barbaric colonialist, though he moves in that

direction with his allegation (in “Des cannibales”) that Frenchmen who roast their
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enemies alive are more barbaric than Amerindigenous peoples (the Tupinamba of
Brazil are specified) who reportedly eat them dead. Having challenged the pretensions
to civilization of his own kind, Montaigne shies away from acknowledging the
very thing that might have clinched his case: widely reported evidence that the
wars of religion had generated not only sectarian burnings (and of course the St
Bartholomew’s Day Massacre of Huguenots) but also literal anthropophagy in modern
France, including notorious episodes of famine cannibalism in the besieged Protestant
city of Sancerre, or again revenge cannibalism by victorious Catholics at Auxerre.
Montaigne later expanded his earlier essay “De la modération” with reference to
live burnings perpetrated by Mexican natives, thereby compromising in advance
the antitheses of “Des cannibales,” in which the barbarity of torture is exclusive to
Europe.

Rawson is always keen to stress differences between Montaigne and Swift,
“the one thrusting and aggressive as the other was fastidiously tentative” (7). But he
finds in both the same strategies of blurring and contradiction, and the same radical
inculpation of all mankind. In this perspective, A Modest Proposal is nothing more
liberating than a grim satirical tu quoque, attacking the settler elite and neighbouring
England only in so far as it assimilates them, in their metaphorical voracity, to the
literal cannibalism traditionally alleged against the “savage” Irish—a category for
whom, throughout Swift’s oeuvre, pity fights a losing battle with scorn and disgust.
The same angry comprehensiveness of incrimination is concentrated in the Yahoos
of Gulliver's Travels, whom the virtuous Houyhnhnms (with little sign of Swift’s
imaginative detachment from the scheme) consider “exterminat(ing) from the Face
of the Earth” (408). A noisome compound of Hottentot and Irish stereotypes, the
Yahoos are also, in Swift’s first edition, the probable descendants of a primeval
English couple, so confirming the satire’s insistence, as Rawson puts it, “that the
European conqueror or English settler is just as Yahoo as the Yahoos of the bush or
the bog” (5).

God, Gulliver, and Genocide achieves a vast chronological sweep, and combines
massive erudition with deft alertness to paradox, slippage and nuance. Just as
compelling as Rawson’s account of Montaigne is his reading of the Huguenot writer
Jean de Léry, each of whose books of the 1570s about Sancerre and Brazil is haunted
by the subject of its counterpart—and haunted, too, in the matter of cannibalism,
by the Eucharistic controversies to which so much real flesh was sacrificed in both
places. An iconoclastic chapter on “Killing the Poor: An Anglo-Irish theme?”” looks
forward to coy restagings of Modest Proposal themes by Oscar Wilde, George
Bernard Shaw and others, and the book culminates with the ghoulish relationship
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between the Nazi rhetoric of genocide and its original prototype (via Luther’s
translation “Ich will die Menschen [...] vertilgen von der Erde”) in Hebrew scripture
(287, 372). It might be added that more recent history only confirms the prescience
of this analysis: in a speech following the Hamas attack of 7" October 2023, Isracli
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu invoked Amalek, the unforgettable enemy of
the Israelites and a staple, incidentally, of Purim Torah readings.' The speech quotes
from Deuteronomy 25:17-19, which opens with the command to “remember what
Amalek did unto thee” and closes, paradoxically, with the exhortation to “blot out
the remembrance of Amalek from under heaven; thou shalt not forget it.” Forgetting
to forget Amalek has transformed the biblical Amalekites (descendants of Esau)
into an all-purpose demonizing archetype: the Romans, medieval Christians, Nazis,
Jews who have strayed from the faith, and more recently ISIS, Hamas, Iranians, and
Palestinians have all been associated with Amalek, Netanyahu’s chilling invocation
being only the latest instance.’

Contagions and extirpations

God, Gulliver, and Genocide is first and foremost a book about Swift, a landmark
study of his satirical rage in its largest ramifications. Looking back, Rawson
definitively establishes the pervasive subtextual presence of Montaigne: a presence,
above all in the culminating voyage to Houyhnhnmland, now documented in
detail by David Womersley in his definitive 2012 edition of Gulliver’s Travels.
Looking forward, Rawson makes the most comprehensive exploration to date of a
standard theme of criticism since Orwell broached the subject in his classic essay
“Politics vs. Literature” (1946) at the end of the Second World War: the status of
Gulliver's Travels, and specifically the Houyhnhnmland voyage, as a proleptic
satire, disturbingly noncommittal in tone, about modern totalitarianism—though
where Orwell had Stalin in view, Rawson’s focus is on Nazi atrocity. Swift’s works,
Rawson contends, “are a meeting-house for some of the most troubling moral
nightmares of European intellectual history in the last five hundred years: war,
imperial conquest, the impulse to exterminate” (1).

Nowhere is his point more harrowingly substantiated than in the exactness with
which the punitive imaginings of A Modest Proposal and Gulliver s Travels, though
rooted in existing myths about Scythian, Irish and Amerindigenous “savagery,” also
prefigure the Holocaust’s most odious perversions (an outcome that would have

1 See, in particular, Exodus 17:8-16; Deuteronomy 25:17-19; Judges 6:1-6; 1 Samuel 15:1-9; 1 Sam-
uel 27:8-9. For the biblical history of Amalek and its genocidal implications, see Kugler 1-16.

2 On Netanyahu, see Gearty, “War Crimes;” on the longue durée, see Horowitz 1-12.
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struck Swift as proving his point about the depravity of the species as a whole):
Gulliver’s use of Yahoo skin for shoes and sails, and the Modest Proposer’s idea of
similarly manufacturing “Summer Boots for fine Gentlemen”—the specification of
season owing, presumably, to the delicacy of infant hide (/rish Political Writings
151).

One question left open by Rawson’s unflinching accumulation of transhistorical
connections is how pervasive the discourses and visions he identifies might be in
Swift’s own day. Perhaps, in an age when moderation was increasingly professed
(if not always practised), pseudo-biblical malediction is simply a marker of
derangement: there are mid-century instances in Richardson (Clarissa letter 497, p.
1345) and Fielding (Voyage to Lisbon 637). During Queen Anne’s reign, however, the
grim idiom of genocide is a conspicuous feature of religious and political discourse.
Defoe is a key subtextual presence throughout Rawson’s book, credited with much
of the predictive power belonging to Swift, most obviously in The Shortest Way
with the Dissenters, where, mimicking the paranoid though camouflaged rhetoric of
High Church incendiaries, “actual or potential murderous intentions are insinuated
in non-murderous language” (Rawson 184). For Rawson, by fluctuating between
fairly blatant sanguinary menace and a mollifying language of milder solutions
and selective exemplary punishment, Defoe’s pamphlet exemplifies the “classic
equivocation found in much extermination rhetoric” (184). The same “sinister sweet-
reasonableness, with its veiled and deniable intimations of unspeakable purposes,
may be detected in Hitler’s Mein Kampf, no mean evidence of Defoe’s understanding
of the mentality” (185).

Since the time of lan Watt’s crisp, categorical formulation of 1957 (“a masterpiece
not of irony but of impersonation”), debate about The Shortest Way has been dominated
by the question of ironic control or its absence (126). Scholars focused on the historical
background and immediate reception of Defoe’s tract, which for a time was widely
accepted as genuine, have read it as an elaborate hoax in which ironic subversion
or implication played no part. From this point of view, The Shortest Way was a
clever exercise in malicious ventriloquism, designed to trap unwary opponents into
embracing the murderous recommendations of the text and so discredit themselves as
extremists; no one was being asked to excavate subtextual layers of meaning. Writing
in agent provocateur mode, Defoe perfectly counterfeits the high-toned rhetoric and
metaphorical overkill of a High Church sermon or tract, but tips its deadly hints and
innuendos into the realm of explicit suggestion, so stripping the veil of respectability
from the arguments of his opponents. In the alternative interpretive camp, close reading

has been used to argue for the presence of clear irony markers throughout Defoe’s text.



82 | Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol. 9, No. 1, March 2025

The pamphlet opens by handling an Aesopian fable (by the strident Jacobite Roger
L’Estrange) as though it were a passage from Scripture, and closes with a dizzying,
nonsensical lurch from the language of victimhood (“Alas! the Church of England!
[...] how has she been Crucify’d between two Thieves”) to the language of persecution
(“Now let us Crucifie the Thieves”)—an injunction then capped by a grotesque
perversion of Matthew 16:18 on the rock of faith: “Let her Foundations be establish’d
upon the Destruction of her Enemies” (Dissent 109).

Conveniently, and with characteristic elusiveness, Defoe himself offers support
for both these interpretations. In the first of his wildly inconsistent later reflections
on The Shortest Way, he writes that “[i]f any man take the pains to reflect upon the
Contents, the Nature of the Thing and the Manner of the Stile, it seems Impossible to
imagine it should pass for any thing but an Irony” (113).' Elsewhere, and more often,
Defoe emphasizes the “hoax” explanation: “When the Book, call’d, The Shortest
Way with the Dissenters, first appear’d in the World, and before these High-flown
Gentlemen knew its Author; while the Piece, in its Outward Figure, look’d so Natural,
and was as like a Brat of their own begetting, that like two Apples, they could not
know them asunder, the Author’s True Design in the Writing of it, had its Wonderful
and Immediate Effect” (Review, 11 August 1705, p. 492). He even claimed to have
seen fan mail sent to his bookseller by an ardent Tory who esteemed The Shortest
Way, after Scripture, “the most Valuable Piece I have,; and I pray God put it into the
Heart of the Queen, to put all that is there prescribed into Execution™ (492).

Recent scholarship has shown how much mileage there is in both approaches.
Joseph Hone and Howard D. Weinbrot have extended our sense of the pamphlet’s
assumed authenticity at first: even such well-informed readers as the Jacobite
newsletter writer John Dyer took The Shortest Way for the real thing (BL Add.
MSS 70074 fol. 144r; qtd. in Hone 163), while Charles Leslie, another leading Tory
controversialist, reported that “all over the Town, among all sorts of People,” the
tract was read at face value as the work of a High Church author (New Association
6; qtd. in Weinbrot 72). The immediate effect, Leslie goes on, was “to Blacken the
Church Party, as Men of a Persecuting Spirit” (6). Most recently of all, Andrew
Benjamin Bricker points to Leslie, as well as to the radical Whig Observator, for
the assumption that The Shortest Way was a clever counterfeit and nothing more,
while cautioning that modern arguments for ironic subversion “have relied on a
surprisingly recent and tidily theoretical view of irony” (99). Usage by Defoe and
his contemporaries must be handled with care, since “in 1702, irony was a poorly

1 See also editor W.R. Owens’s textual note on p. 386; “an Irony” is the first-edition reading, but Ow-

ens follows later editions reading “a Banter upon the High-flying Church-Men.”
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understood and even obscure term,” and did not swim into focus in its modern sense
(i.e. as verbal irony) until the later 1720s (100).

That said, we may be confident enough of Defoe’s own usage: witness his
account of the ironic messaging achieved in his 1713 pamphlets about the Hanover
succession, which were calculated, as he pleads in his Petition to Queen Anne
that autumn, “by An Ironicall Discourse of Recomending The Pretender; In The
strongest and Most Forcible Manner to Expose his designs” (Correspondence 777).
Here, Defoe clearly understands irony as a mode of implication in which subtextual
meaning discredits the textual surface, even if, in practice, some readers fail, or
choose to fail, to read between the lines. Renewed attention to the most conspicuous
rhetorical missteps in The Shortest Way has strengthened the case that the same
dynamic operates in the earlier tract, with Defoe working behind the scenes to
undermine the High Church voice he assumes. Exhibit A is the tract’s glowing praise
for the biblical Moses, who “was a merciful meek Man, and yet with what Fury
did he run thro’ the Camp, and cut the Throats of Three and thirty thousand of his
dear Israelites, that were fallen into Idolatry” (105). Unruffled by the contradiction
between meekness and fury (the insouciant “and yet” transition is a masterly touch),
Defoe’s controversialist zanily exaggerates Exodus 32:28, in which Moses orders
(as opposed to personally performing) the slaughter of idolaters, and the body count
extends no further than 3,000. Which is still, to be sure, an impressive number,
but well short of The Shortest Way’s sanguinary fantasy, which, as Weinbrot notes,
would have required swift running by Moses, extreme inattention by his victims,
inexplicable blindness to the 33,000:1 odds in their favour and, even so, a Mosaic
kill rate of ten idolaters per minute for the massacre to be fully achieved, without
so much as a bathroom break, within six hours. As Weinbrot adds, Defoe knew the
Pentateuch far too well to commit such errors himself, as opposed to attributing
them to his incendiary persona, and other sermonists citing the “golden calf”
episode (churchmen like Thomas Bennet and Francis Atterbury, very much within
Defoe’s target audience) always get the number right (74-75). It is hard to resist
Weinbrot’s conclusion that Defoe is marking his speaker as conspicuously deranged.

Other Shortest Way passages might be adduced in which contradiction and
muddle not only discredit Defoe’s assumed voice but implicitly refute his core
arguments. Such passages cluster most intensively in the closing pages, where,
among other gaffes, Defoe’s controversialist loses control of another scriptural
reference (“the ignorant Mob think we are all Idolaters, and Worshippers of Baal”)
to the point of aligning Dissent with the rigour and purity of the early Church, and
Anglicanism with its opponents or corrupters: “The primitive Christians were not
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more shie of a Heathen-Temple or of Meat offer’d to Idols [...] than some of our
Dissenters are of the Church, and the Divine Service solemnized therein” (108). It is
not simply that Defoe’s speaker is rhetorically incompetent here; his incompetence
reinforces the nonconformist position he seeks to discredit, in which Dissent
equals true religion and the crypto-Catholicism of High Church ritualists is indeed
borderline idolatry. With such moves, Defoe insinuates dissenting arguments into
his counterfeit High Church pamphlet. Barely a page later, Dissenters are held to
“endanger the Extirpation of Religion in the Nation” (109): a charge frequently
levelled against them by Tory zealots, but in this case subverted by the deft
double negative that Defoe introduces over the head, as it were, of his frenzied
controversialist. Literally understood—and that, surely, is Defoe’s invitation—
Dissenters here do the very opposite of endangering religion; they endanger the
High Church project of rooting it up.

Hoax or irony, then? Historically, and textually, the evidence is complex, and
points in two directions. But not irreconcilably so, and that is the genius of the
pamphlet. For the bluntest modern exponents of either view—"close reading of The
Shortest-Way carried out without the presumption of ironic intent does not turn up
plausible ‘signals’ of irony” (Marshall 242-243); “readers who arrived at the last
page without knowing what Defoe was up to [i.e. irony] would have to be more
than dense” (Weinbrot 79)—there is only one scene of reading. But of course there
were originally two: first, the moment of publication (c. 1 December 1702), when
few readers would approach a topical pamphlet hot off the press with the leisurely
scrutiny demanded by verbal irony; second, the excruciating period between
Defoe’s outing in January 1703 and his pillorying in July, when readers like Leslie
demonstrably returned to the text with greater vigilance, turning on it now, we might
say, a hermeneutics of suspicion. The Shortest Way could thus function first as a
hoax discrediting and ensnaring High Church hotheads; it could then function as
irony when more attentively read, or in Defoe’s words more seriously reflected on,
as the truth about authorship emerged.' None of this could be enough, of course,
to get Defoe out of trouble, and Swift, for one, gloated loftily about the ritual of
humiliation he finally faced. Defoe was, Swift writes in 1709, “the Fellow that was
Pillor’d, 1 have forgot his Name” (Sacramental Test 6)—a name, Rawson observes,
“we know Swift did not forget, because in 1735, when reprinting his works, he

added Defoe’s name in a footnote without deleting the remark about having forgotten

1 For this view, see Thomas Keymer, Poetics of the Pillory: English Literature and Seditions Libel,
1660-1820, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019, 130; see also Joseph Hone, Literature and Party
Politics at the Accession of Queen Anne, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017, 157.
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it” (Satire and Sentiment 251). There could be few defter insults de haut en bas.
But as Rawson suggests elsewhere, Swift in the Modest Proposal may also have
drawn lessons from the unstable irony of The Shortest Way by inserting into “his
own mock-extermination pamphlet [...] such outlandish particulars as to neutralize
the likelihood of a literal misprision, though even here, as in the case of Gullivers
Travels, a minority of readers are sometimes taken in” (“Swift, Satire” 538).

Rawson’s most sustained account of the episode comes in his Times Literary
Supplement review of Maximillian E. Novak’s heavyweight biography Daniel
Defoe: Master of Fictions. Questioning the standard “impersonator/ironist
opposition” inherited from Watt and others such as Wayne C. Booth (in his
influential 4 Rhetoric of Irony), Rawson emphasizes two complicating factors. First,
that since Defoe’s adversaries (notably the rabble-rousing cleric Henry Sacheverell)
never crossed the line into extermination rhetoric as such, Defoe’s supposed
impersonation in The Shortest Way is in its most salient feature “an impersonation
without an original” (“A Hack’s Freedom” 4). Second, that on inspection this salient
feature is repeatedly and heavily qualified in the text itself, with its suggestion that
a few exemplary atrocities will be enough to pre-empt broader massacre a la St
Bartholomew’s Day, since prudent rank-and-file Dissenters will simply return to—
and, the speaker silkily adds, be welcomed by—the Church. Then there is the tract’s
equivocating tendency to represent the “Contagion” to be killed off in abstract
terms: Dissent as a religious stance, as opposed to actual Dissenters in the flesh. It
follows that The Shortest Way is best thought of as a kind of prolepsis, generated to
be sure by the sermon wars of the day, but in its most important insights, and most
vivid imaginings, looking forward in time. While misrepresenting Sacheverell and
the rest, Defoe “captured a sense of how exterminators really do go on,” which is
indeed in veiled terms, with distracting metaphors, ambiguous syntax, and plausible
decoy targets:

His parody does not so much unearth or exaggerate a potential in his authors as
invent another person, who knew his business as the Hitler of Mein Kampf was
to know his business. In that event, it is not the reality of what Defoe imitated,
but the additive of a semi-extraneous intuition, that caused his tract to be taken
for real. (4)

It might be added, by analogy with Swift in Rawson’s account, that something in
Defoe’s ambivalent feelings about his fellow Dissenters allowed him (in “not not

meaning it” style) to imagine and voice this position with special vigour, or with
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relish in marked excess of the satirical need. A literary loner par excellence, his
imagination forever drawn to states of isolation or abandonment, Defoe likened
Dissenters who joined the outcry against him to Casca stabbing Caesar: “Nay
Even y° Dissenters Like Casha To Ceesar Lift up the first Dagger at me: I Confess
it makes me Reflect on y* wholl body of y* Dissenters w" Something of Contempt
More Than Usuall, and gives me y° More Regrett That I Suffer for Such a People”
(Correspondence 11, letter to William Paterson, 11 April 1703).

Rawson relies at this point on Novak’s account of the polemical background
to The Shortest Way, which in playing down the violence of High Church polemic
(“Henry Sacheverell never wrote anything so outrageous as Defoe’s piece”), may be
open to question (Master of Fictions 173). For all its inconsistences and fluctuations,
the genocidal language of The Shortest Way is its most emphatic characteristic,
most of all when reworking the Old Testament formulations identified by Rawson.
The tract deplores the lenity of James I, who could “have rooted the Puritans from
the Face of the Land;” insists that ministers must now (in something of a mixed
metaphor) “find effectual Methods for the rooting the Contagion from the Face of
this Land;” declares that “Heaven has made way for [the Dissenters’] Destruction,”
so enabling good Anglicans to serve the Church “by extirpating her implacable
Enemies” (100-103). Then there is the prediction “How many Millions of future
Souls we save from Infection and Delusion, if the present Race of poison’d Spirits
were purg’d from the Face of the Land” (105). No modern editor or commentator
seems to have noted the chilling appearance of Amalek in The Shortest Way’s
repertoire of biblical allusions. If we fail to act now, Defoe’s controversialist
insists, suffering posterity will hold us responsible: “You had an Opportunity to
root out this cursed Race from the World, under the Favour and Protection of a true
English Queen; and out of your foolish Pity you spared them [...] your sparing this
Amalakite Race is our Destruction” (105).

This is strong stuff. Yet on inspection, there is little here that Sacheverell and
his allies do not come close to saying themselves. Weinbrot has anatomized the
apocalyptic tropes recurrent in High Church discourse, notably “the repeated terms of
destructive uprooting [...] consistent with its cousin extirpation,” adding that Defoe’s
adversaries “lacked the word but not the concept of genocide” (60, 62). Sacheverell
is of course prominent among Weinbrot’s examples, insistent in his desire to follow
God’s command “to Cry aloud, and Spare not;” Dissenters are “a Generation of
Vipers” who deserve “Condign Vengeance” and on whom the authorities must “Execute
Wrath.” Leslie is no less to the fore with his insistence that such “Incendiaries of

England” must be hanged, or worse, for their efforts to “set a whole Kingdom on
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Fire” (Sacheverell, Perils A2v; Sacheverell, Nature and Mischief 54, 26, 57; Leslie,
Principles 17; qtd. in Weinbrot 61-62). The palm goes, however, to the ferocious
rector of St Ethelburga’s Bishopsgate, in Ian Higgins’s words “the high-flying pulpit
celebrity Luke Milbourne, proponent of an unreconstructed political theology of
divine right monarchism,” known especially for his bloodcurdling 30" January
sermons on the regicide of 1649 (13). One such sermon, The Utter Extirpation of
Dyrants and Their Families (1708), begins from Isaiah 14:20-21, a text declaring the
need to “prepare slaughter for his children for the iniquity of their fathers; that they do
not rise, nor possess the land.” Citing with enthusiasm God’s command to “Israel in
their Wars against the Canaanites, and Saul in his war against Amelek [...] to destroy
Infant and Suckling for the Sins of their Predecessors,” Milbourne concedes that in
the case of Dissenters “utter Extirpation” might possibly go a bit far. That said, they
must not be allowed to “Rise and Possess the Land again,” as they did in the 1640s
and might again—and “if we can be so stupid as to permit it, who can Pity us? Where
God sets us a Pattern of innocent Policy, we may safely follow it; if we pretend to be
wiser than God, we may and must smart for it” (14, 17)." It is worth adding that words
of this kind were not mere policy recommendations; they were calls to mob action.”
Defoe coolly alleges the rationale in one of his later commentaries on The Shortest
Way: “Nothing can justifie it that I know, but their being a People fit to be extirpated
from the Face of the Earth” (Dissent 213).

In light of Rawson’s comment about the proleptic character of Defoe’s pamphlet—
the fact that it anticipates more than it reflects extermination rhetoric—it is notable that
the most openly menacing of the sermons cited by Weinbrot—culminating, of course,
in The Perils of False Brethren (1709), for which Sacheverell was impeached—
postdate Defoe’s parody. If The Shortest Way looks forward to the horrors of modernity,
then, it looks forward first to an intensification of High Church extremism in its
immediate wake, as though Defoe had emboldened more than chastened the sermonists
whose tropes and figures he targeted so closely. It is worth dwelling, from this point
of view, on one of three provocative pages (11, 18, and 26 in the original pagination)
marked for special scrutiny when The Shortest Way was brought before Parliament
in February 1703. As Hone astutely observes of these pages, two (11 and 26) deal not
with High Church/Dissenter relations but with the proposed union with Scotland and
succession of the Crown, so indicating that Defoe was targeted, beyond his immediate

1 On Amalekites more generally in anti-Dissenter sermons, see Howard D Weinbrot, Literature, Reli-
gion, and the Evolution of Culture, 1660-1780, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013, 93.
2 On sermons and the provocation of riots, see Geoffrey Holmes, “The Sacheverell Riots: The Crowd
and the Church in Early Eighteenth-Century London,” Past and Present vol. 72, August 1976, 55-85.
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subject, for rocking the political boat on the largest constitutional issues. It may go too
far to conclude, however, that “parliament did not care what Defoe said about dissent”
(162). The original page 18 features the most egregiously genocidal passage in the
whole tract, and thus the one most likely to incite sectarian violence, whether initiated
by wound-up loyalists or by panicked Dissenters. This page also marks Defoe’s
most intensive use of favourite tricks from the Sacheverell playbook: metaphors of
parasitism and contamination that by association demonize, without needing to specity,
real human targets. “If ever you will free the Nation from the viperous Brood that have
so long suck’d the Blood of their Mother,” Defoe’s controversialist asks: “If you will
leave your Posterity free from Faction and Rebellion, this is the time. This is the time
to pull up this heretical Weed of Sedition, that has so long disturb’d the Peace of our
Church, and poisoned the good Corn.” Would that not be cruel or barbarous, it might
be asked? Not really—because “TIS Cruelty to kill a Snake or a Toad in cold Blood,
but the Poyson of their Nature makes it a Charity to our Neighbours, to destroy those
Creatures, not for any personal Injury receiv’d, but for prevention; not for the Evil they
have done, but the Evil they may do” (Dissent 104).

The amped-up rhetorical figures—the anaphora, the anadiplosis—are easy
enough to spot in this tirade; where might we locate the irony, however? Perhaps
in a sinister echo of Julius Caesar, a play frequently performed in the period at
moments of political crisis. Struggling to justify pre-emptive assassination in plain
Roman speech, Brutus falls back on figurative language, likening the ascendant
Caesar to an adder, contemplating not his record (“I know no personal cause to
spurn at him”) but his potential, and doing so in a way he acknowledges to be

rhetorical deception or self-deception:

So Caesar may.
Then, lest he may, prevent. And since the quarrel
Will bear no colour for the thing he is,
Fashion it thus: that what he is, augmented,
Would run to these and these extremities.
And therefore think him as a serpent’s egg,
Which, hatched, would, as his kind, grow mischievous,
And kill him in the shell. (I1.i.11, I1.i.28-36)

Defoe clearly suggests the parallel, and with it the ironic indication that only through
linguistic wiles and duplicitous figures—antidoting poisons, uprooting weeds,

neutralizing predators or parasites—can the slaughter proposed in The Shortest Way
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be articulated and advanced. Genocide begins with rhetorical dexterity. The only
question is where Defoe himself stands amidst his alarming acts of ventriloquism:
meaning it, not meaning it, or not not meaning it, with the conscience of Brutus and

the dagger of Casca on his mind.

Unspeakable Crusoe

A comparable blend of masochistic relish and suppressed horror haunts Defoe’s
fiction, in ways that may well be related to Defoe’s likely trauma (Tom Paulin has
argued in Crusoe’s Secret) as a survivor of Sedgemoor and the subsequent mass
hangings of Protestant rebels. In 4 Journal of the Plague Year (1722), it seems as
though the narrator’s own city might be “designed by Heaven for an Akeldama,
doom’d to be destroy’d from the Face of the Earth” (18)."' On Crusoe’s island, the
tables are turned as the colonizing hero, sensing he has cannibal company, considers
exterminating the brutes, while worrying that in doing so he would re-enact the
“Barbarities” of the conquistadors, who “destroy’d Millions of these People, who
however they were Idolaters and Barbarians [...] were yet, as to the Spaniards,
very innocent People” (145). Here is Defoe’s version of the classic turn found in
Montaigne, which throws back on the “civilized” European the very allegation—
the allegation of barbarity—that sanctions his depredations: an allegation lurking
beneath the surface at key moments in Robinson Crusoe.

To kill, or not to kill: that is the question occupying Crusoe’s thoughts as
he passes two years in a state of “Dread and Terror” following his discovery of a
single naked footprint in the sand (138). An ambiguous mark of both presence and
absence—complete with “Toes, Heel, and every Part of a Foot,” except for the other
foot—the footprint is one of many traces of human activity that Crusoe encounters
(130). In the aftermath of his shipwreck, Crusoe’s search for survivors yields only
“three of their Hats, one Cap, and two Shoes that were not Fellows;” years later, he
stumbles upon what appears to be the remnant of a cannibal barbecue, a shore “spread
with Skulls, Hands, Feet, and other Bones of humane Bodies” (41, 139).> Whether
encountering clothes, body parts, or the enigmatic footprint, Crusoe is always a step
too late and never sees the full picture.

1 Defoe’s allusion is to the “field of blood” near Jerusalem, forbidden as a place of habitation from its
association with Judas (Acts 1:18-20).

2 “Barbecue” originates from the Arawak word “barbacoa,” which means wooden frame on posts.
Peter Hulme points out that “to wean Friday off human flesh,” Crusoe teaches him the European meth-
od of string-turned roasting. See Peter Hulme, Colonial Encounters: Europe and the Native Caribbean,
1492-1797, London: Methuen, 1986, 210-211. On Caribbean barbecuing, see Jean de Léry, History of a
Voyage to the Land of Brazil, edited and translated by Janet Whatley, Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1990, 79.
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The fragmented phenomena Crusoe sees and, perhaps more crucially, does not
see cause him to second-guess his instincts, especially when it comes to the looming
threat of the “Savage” cannibals.' Although he claims to be “ill enough qualified for
a Casuist,” Crusoe invokes casuistical reasoning to resolve his case of conscience
(184). G.A. Starr’s classic 1971 study examines the significance of casuistry
in Defoe’s fiction, when the general rules of religion and morality are seen as
inadequate for cases of particular complexity in which there seem to be conflicting
imperatives. However, Starr says little about Robinson Crusoe, whose vivid dreams
of “killing the Savages, and [...] the Reasons why I might justify the doing of it” are
disrupted and ultimately thwarted by moral qualms (156).

Crusoe initially considers drastic measures to sort out his cannibal problem.
By planting gun-powder explosives underneath their firepit, Crusoe can reduce
the cannibals to the state of their victims—a heap of body parts strewn across the
shore. But this plan seems too risky and wasteful, so Crusoe prepares for a more
definitive solution. Armed to the teeth with two muskets, a fowling-piece, and
several pistols, Crusoe suddenly checks the impending killing spree when “cooler
and calmer Thoughts” manifest (144). “What Authority, or Call I had, to pretend
to be Judge and Executioner upon these Men as Criminals,” Crusoe asks himself
in a remarkable meditation on national crime and punishment, “what Right I had
to engage in the Quarrel of that Blood, which they shed promiscuously one upon
another [...] How do I know what God himself judges in this particular Case?” (144)
Reversing his prior language of arbitrary injustice, Crusoe now frets about playing
judge, jury, and executioner for a people he knows little about. Thinking again of
Paulin’s suggestive reading of Robinson Crusoe alongside Sedgemoor, no longer
do we hear in Crusoe’s voice the “cruel bloody Entertainment” of Judge Jeffreys,
James II’s hanging judge at the Bloody Assizes (142). Instead, as Crusoe concludes
that the cannibals “think it no more a Crime to kill a Captive taken in War, than we
do to kill an Ox; nor to eat humane Flesh, than we do to eat Mutton,” Defoe’s novel
turns the discourse of cultural relativism that we find in Léry and Montaigne into a
casuistical debate that Crusoe never resolves (145).

In the first novel Crusoe finally chooses to kill when he rescues imprisoned
Spaniards from the possibility of revenge cannibalism; even then he is curiously
hesitant and delegates most of the killing to Friday and a liberated Spaniard (197-199).

1 Defoe’s portrayal of Caribs amalgamates various proto-ethnographic stereotypes. For more on cat-
egories of difference in Robinson Crusoe, see Roxann Wheeler, The Complexion of Race: Categories of
Difference in Eighteenth-Century British Culture, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000,
49-89.
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The killing increases to a global scale in Defoe’s sequels, Farther Adventures and
Serious Reflections, which confound scholars who are committed to reading Crusoe’s
adventures as an island experience. On his return trip in Farther Adventures, Crusoe
visits the island for a mere twenty-five days before making a clean break: “I have
now done with my Island, and all Manner of Discourse about it” (125). He leaves the
island without a name and without a leader, “belonging to no Body; and the People
under no Discipline or Government but my own,” and admits that he “never so much
as pretended to plant in the Name of any Government or Nation; or to acknowledge
any Prince, or to call my People Subjects to any one Nation more than another” (125-
126). Wolfram Schmidgen proposes that Crusoe’s fear of the cannibals is intertwined
with anxieties surrounding property, land claims, and the doctrine that would later
become formalized as terra nullius. His hostility towards national affiliation is not a
critique of colonial practice per se but instead reflects how English colonialism of the
mid-seventeenth century “was not yet shaped by government policy” (41). What are
we then to make of the colony’s abject failure? After Crusoe leaves the island behind,
skirmishes soon erupt between the remaining English and Spanish colonists and the
Caribs. Crusoe gets wind of the colony’s collapse years later, having lost interest and
moved onto his next “Wild Goose Chase,” raising a fortune from goods acquired in
China and Siberia (126). Crusoe’s self-interest is costly as he fails in his promise to
the colonists “to fetch them away, that they might see their own Country again before
they dy’d” (126). His haphazard hunger for profit—inspired implicitly by the early
modern predecessors of terra nullius—ironically leads Crusoe to abandon his colonial
project. As Montaigne concedes in his elusive essay “Des cannibales,” which bursts
the imperial balloon with prophetic insight, “I fear that our eyes are bigger than our
bellies, our curiosity more than we can stomach. We grasp at everything but clasp
nothing but wind” (231).

By the time of Serious Reflections, Crusoe’s wanderlust is confined to armchair
adventures. Defoe’s final instalment in the Crusoe “trilogy” is a collection of
digressive essays that takes the past adventures as a point of departure for both
philosophical and satirical designs. Much attention has been given to “Robinson
Crusoe’s Preface,” where Crusoe responds to allegations that the adventures are
fictional by declaring that “the Story, though Allegorical, is also Historical” (51).
The preface slips between Crusoe’s voice and a voice that seems closer to the
historical author. Is Defoe playing mind games as in The Shortest Way? Or is this an
ironizing tactic? In his more recent study of the sequels, Starr concludes that “The
Crusoe of this third volume is not a fully realized persona [...] at certain moments

it is so much Defoe’s that it cannot be Crusoe’s” (75). Rawson would object to
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a distinct authorial persona since it shields the author from being rhetorically
complicit in speaking—or, in Montaigne’s case, “unspeaking”—the unspeakable (24;
see also 31). Even as Gulliver descends into misanthropic madness, he is always
Gulliver, but never not quite Swift. Still, Serious Reflections presents such a shift in
tone that irony comes to seem the most convincing explanation.

Or does it? Nicholas Seager takes an unusual approach in applying God, Gulliver,
and Genocide to the Crusoe sequels. Seager focuses on “the most perplexing and
alarming section of the Serious Reflections” (197). Alone in his London apartment,
Crusoe worries about “how small a Part of the World it is, where the Christian
Religion has really prevail’d” (201-202). He dreams up a unified holy war against
all pagan and Muslim nations, punctuated by a British and Dutch naval invasion of
Japan.' “This is my Cruisado,” he callously puns, “a War that would bring Eternal
Honour to the Conquerors, and an Eternal Blessing to the People conquer’d” (218).
For Seager, this is Defoe’s version of not not meaning it. We cannot dismiss Crusoe’s
“Cruisado” given the genocidal rhetoric he espouses in Farther Adventures, just as
we cannot dismiss the genocidal rhetoric Defoe alludes to elsewhere in his writings
on trade and empire.” Yet Seager overlooks the way in which a Rawsonian reading
helps us bridge the gap between the first novel and the sequels. Farther Adventures
and Serious Reflections stage troubled returns to problems raised but not resolved in
the first adventure. Consider, for instance, how Crusoe envisions his holy war as “a
bloodless Conquest,” only to admit moments later that “the Business of Power”—
which he clarifies to mean “military Power”—will be necessary in order to “reduce
the Pagan World, and banish the Devil and Mahomet from the Face of the Earth”
(208-209). Seager rightly observes that Crusoe is “fully prepared to countenance
violence, even genocide, where indigenous peoples prove recalcitrant” (200). But
as we have seen, Crusoe’s inconsistent application of the language of mass killing is
nothing new. While the scale changes from banishing the “Savages” from the island to
banishing the “Savages” from “the Face of the Earth,” the question of whether to kill,
or not to kill, persists.

Crusoe no longer considers casuistry in Farther Adventures as his voice
becomes less coherent and rife with contradictions. In Madagascar, he vehemently
condemns his English shipmates for the burning and sacking of two villages in a
calamitous revenge he labels “the Massacre of Madagascar” (140). The boatswain

1 Crusoe previously casts the Japanese as “a false, cruel, and treacherous People” (Farther Adven-
tures 170-171).

2 See Nicholas Seager, “Crusoe’s Crusade: Defoe, Genocide, and Imperialism,” Etudes Anglaises,
vol. 72, no. 2, 2019, 208-209; he singles out The Commentator for 17 June 1720, A General History of
Discoveries and Improvements (1725-1726), and A Plan of the English Commerce (1728).
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invites him to join in the killing to “root out the very Nation of them from the Earth”
(136). As in The Shortest Way, “root out” and “Face of the Earth” are synonymous
with the scriptural language of genocide. Their etymology is closely tied to the act
of extirpation, meaning to remove or destroy land, trees, stock, and livestock. With
this terminology a colonial metaphor also emerges, as Christopher Loar reveals in
his analysis of the crew’s destruction of Malagasy spaces: clearing out Indigenous
land to create one’s own plantation (Political Magic 121-125). Although Crusoe
denounces this act of bloody vengeance, in Serious Reflections he uses similar
expressions to justify Spanish conquistador genocide, cutting through the debate
he had staged in the original novel (see below). This semantic instability is also
apparent when Crusoe wavers after seeing the dead body of the crew member
who inspires the Madagascar massacre, the perhaps ironically named Thomas
Jeffreys, who is killed after raping a Malagasy young woman. Crusoe confesses “I
was urg’d then myself, and at another Time should have been foreward enough”
(137). However, he holds firm by citing Genesis 49:7, where Jacob rebukes the
brothers Simeon and Levi who take disproportionate revenge for the rape of their
sister Dinah by slaughtering the Sechemites.' Crusoe resists his crew’s thirst for
blood, or so it appears. For Crusoe’s verdict that the perpetrators “ought to be every
one of them put to the worst of Deaths” enacts his own version of Old Testament
reciprocal justice (135). According to Montaigne’s subversive logic, Crusoe’s taste
for torture makes him just as barbarous as his shipmates, if not worse. Moreover, the
massacring of two villages for the killing of one man echoes Crusoe’s call for divine
retribution after Friday is killed by “old Friends, the same Sort of Savages” from
the first adventure, off the coast of Brazil.” There Crusoe feels “justify’d before God
and Man, [and] would have been very glad, if I could, to have overset every Canoe
there, and drown’d every one of them” (121). Crusoe’s relationship with the divine
deteriorates in the sequels into a mission to “root out” all of God’s enemies. He even
verges on apocalyptic fanaticism when he warns his shipmates, as they set sail from
Madagascar, that “God would blast the Voyage” (139).

Crusoe’s contrarianism is most troubling when he journeys westward on a
caravan through the Russian-occupied regions of Tartary. There he reverses course
and encourages unjustifiable violence against Tartar villagers who worship the
Chinese idol, Cham-Chi-Thaungu. Crusoe concedes “I was more mov’d at their

1 Cf. Genesis 49:7 (“Cursed be their anger, for it was fierce; and their wrath, for it was cruel”).
2 Crusoe tries to clarify that “the Savages who came to my Island, were not properly those which we
call Caribbees, but Islanders, and other Barbarians of the same kind,” but his distinction is unclear and

seems to reverse the usual gentle Arawak/ “savage” Carib dichotomy (Farther Adventures 26).
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Stupidity and brutish Worship of a Hobgoblin, than ever I was at any Thing in my
Life” (FA, 192). His past fantasies of killing Caribs are displaced onto what Eun
Kyung Min describes as “faceless Tartar hordes,” but this time there is no case of
conscience to deter his bloodlust (78). To incite his fellow caravan voyagers to
violence, Crusoe relates “the Story of our Men at Madagascar” and reasons that “we
ought to do [the same] to this Village” (194). The plan is heinous; nothing about
Crusoe’s invocation of Madagascar for what should be done to the Tartar villagers—
the killing of “Man, Woman and Child, for their murdering one of our Men”— is
consistent or justifiable (194). His allies are not convinced, so they settle instead for
blowing up the idol. The twisted revenge Crusoe contemplates in the first adventure
takes shape as he and his men mix “combustible Matter with Aqua-vitae [and]
Gunpowder” (195). They capture three priests standing guard and, in a twisted form
of dramatic irony, force them to watch a different kind of iconoclasm. Protestantism
not only triumphs over pagan idolatry but also implicitly over Russian Orthodoxy.
The destruction of Cham-Chi-Thaungu encapsulates the dizzying changes to
Crusoe’s violent energies. It is difficult, if not impossible, to reconcile Crusoe’s
earlier admission that he is “sick of killing such poor Savage wretches” and “would
even now suffer a great deal, rather than [...] take away the life, even of that Person
injuring me,” with his plot to extirpate idolaters without a hint of remorse (158).
The allusions to Crusoe’s imagined violence from the first novel make his crimes
in the second even more unsettling. The subtle parallels between parts one and two
do not form a clear coherence; yet we cannot dismiss the possibility that Crusoe
internalizes his island encounters as a war against “savagery,” either.

Serious Reflections turns Crusoe’s contradictions into a series of paradoxes.
The volume’s final essay, “Of the Proportion between the Christian and Pagan
World,” where Crusoe presents his blueprint to rid the world of pagan idolatry,
embellishes enough of Crusoe’s past reflections to raise questions as to whether
this is Crusoe gone mad, a disjointed spoof, or Defoe projecting macabre fantasies
of colonial violence through the voice of his colonial hero. Nevertheless, as Starr
points out, “The opinions expressed, and the voice uttering them, seldom violate
jarringly those we associate with Crusoe” (75). It all depends on how we identify the
voice, yet Defoe withholds sufficient certainty to settle the matter. Crusoe’s shifting
stance on Spanish atrocities helps spell out this Rawsonian problem. During his
casuistical debate in the first adventure, Crusoe invokes the Spanish Black Legend
promoted by rival colonial powers to justify his trepidation. As he denounces the
Spaniards for their “bloody and unnatural piece of Cruelty, unjustifiable either
to God or Man,” Crusoe reasons that although their Amerindigenous victims
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“were Idolaters and Barbarians, and had several bloody and barbarous Rites in
their Customs, such as sacrificing human Bodies to their Idols, were yet, as to
the Spaniards, very innocent people” (145). Defoe seems to draw on Las Casas’
Brevisima Relacion as Crusoe articulates his decision to leave the cannibals alone
for the time being. And while Defoe’s library is known to contain extraneous
items, Kathryn Rummell argues that the 1642 Lyon edition of Las Casas’ Histoires
des Indes Occidentales was originally his own (17, n. 9). Farther Adventures, by
contrast, throws barbarity back on the English. Unlike the roguish mutineers, the
Spanish colonists, “who [are] so universally Modest, Temperate, Virtuous, so very
good Humour’d, and so Courteous,” show dignity and restraint in refusing to take
Carib women as “temporary” wives (58, 55). Dennis Todd makes the inversion
clear, arguing that “it is the English who act out the role of cruel barbarians [that]
English colonial ideology had assigned to the Spanish” (59). Add to this the
English massacre in Madagascar, and the contradiction between parts one and two
suggests that since barbarity is not exclusive to the Spanish, then “savagery” is
not exclusive to racialized and/or Indigenous foes. Remarkably, Crusoe comes to
a similar conclusion in Serious Reflections. His Montaigne-like meditation, which
reminds us of Crusoe’s defence of the Spanish, blurs distinctions between “civility”
and “savagery”: “as to the Difference between Eating and Killing those that offer to
yield, it matters not much. And this I observed at the same Time, that in their other
Conduct, those Savages were as human, as mild, and gentle, as most I have met
with in the World, and as easily civiliz’d” (137).

How does Crusoe’s ambivalence square with his later thoughts on conquistador
genocide in Serious Reflections that seem mad by comparison? He begins by
condemning the Spanish because they “rooted out the Idolatry by destroying the
Idolaters, not by converting them” (206). Here Crusoe is being explicit about a
distinction that The Shortest Way blurs. Defoe looks forward to Rawson’s point that
extermination rhetoric is often aimed at an abstraction: is the author attacking the
faith or killing the people (see Rawson’s comparison between Houyhnhnms and
Nazis, God, Gulliver, and Genocide 256-258) who are practising it? But instead
of suggesting a less bloody alternative, Crusoe does the opposite. He is convinced
that “Heaven had determined such an Act of Vengeance should be executed, and of
which the Spaniards were Instruments, to destroy those People, who were come up
(by the Influence of the Devil, no Doubt) to such a dreadful height, in that abhorr’d
Custom of human Sacrifices” (206). The debate descends into a maniacal fanaticism
that is incongruous with Crusoe’s past reflections. Suddenly it is the Christian

God’s divine prerogative to punish Amerindigenous peoples such as the Aztecs for
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the devilish crime of human sacrifice. Violence that Crusoe previously considers
“unjustifiable either to God or Man” he now endorses with the flippant remark “it
seemed to be a Time to put a Stop to that Crime” (Robinson Crusoe 145; Serious
Reflections 206). Better to put the “Savages” out of their misery than for them to
“at last be extinct by their own Butcheries” (206). Is Defoe playing God? Or is he
playing us? For Crusoe’s flawed logic implies that the Spanish are much worse than
their Amerindigenous victims. They are doing God’s work “by destroying those
Nations from the Face of the Earth,” even though massacring innocent people is
clearly more reprehensible than committing human sacrifice (206)." Crusoe pursues
this paradox further with the help of Scripture. He claims that the conquest of
Canaan from Joshua 1-12, where the Israelites spare nothing, “killing Man, Woman,
and Child; nay, even destroying the very Cattle, and Trees, and Fruits of the Earth,”
is as cruel and inhumane “as ever the Spaniards were charg’d with in the Conquest
of Mexico” (206-207). But because the Israelites were following orders from above,
“therein Joshua was justify’d;” likewise, the Spanish conquest of the Americas,
“however abhorr’d by us, was doubtless an Appointment of God” (207). Crusoe
defends his proposed “lawful and just War” with a chilling equivocation that paints
the conquistadors as divinely ordained hitmen executing God’s mission (210).
Crusoe’s paradoxical conclusion—that the ends justify the means no matter the
bloodshed—Ieaves the text uncomfortable and uncertain.

The onus is on the reader to determine whether we should take Crusoe’s
raving reflections seriously or whether the essay triggers the rhetorical equivalent
of a kamikaze, which Rawson terms the comprehensiveness of incrimination,
inculpating everyone in self-destructive fashion so that no respectable or humane
position survives in the text. The tone abruptly swings to the opposite extreme when
Crusoe puns on the fate of the Amerindigenous peoples who are supposedly under
the sway of the devil and therefore must be eliminated:

the poor Wretches the Indians in America [...] when they were talked to of the
Future State, the Resurrection of the Dead, Eternal Felicity in Heaven, and the
like, enquir’d where the Spaniards went after Death, and if any of them went
to Heaven? and being answered in the Affirmative, shook their Heads, and
desired they might go to Hell then, for that they were afraid to think of being in

1 For Las Casas’ thoughts on human sacrifice, see José Cardénas Bunsen, “Opinion, Idolatry, and In-
digenous Consciousness: Bartolomé de las Casas’ Approach to Human Sacrifice,” Casuistry and Early
Modern Spanish Literature, edited by Marlen Bidwell-Steiner and Michael Scham, Leiden: Brill, 2022,
156-175.
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Heaven, if the Spaniards were there. (217)

Defoe’s sardonic twist would make even his rival Swift proud. The joke is aimed
not only at the Spanish, but also at the hypocrisy of missionaries whose efforts at
conversion, doctrine of providence, “and the like,” fall flat. The essay overturns the
Christian cosmos with paradoxical inversion. For the Amerindigenous victims of
conquistador genocide, Heaven is anywhere where the Spanish are not, even if that
means spending the rest of eternity in Hell.' While the timing may seem odd and
out of place, Defoe’s sardonic sense of humour brings us back to Rawson’s question
of meaning it, not meaning it, and not not meaning it. As soon as we give up on
Serious Reflections and convince ourselves that Crusoe’s voice is a set of extreme
projections, Defoe pulls the rug. No less perplexing than Gulliver’s adventures, the
relationship between the three Crusoe texts is tense, disorderly, and vexed. Defoe’s
series explores troubling questions and offers both violent ironies and violent
realities in return, forever restaging its moral nightmares, never quite waking from

them.
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Gulliver's Travels, as analyzed brilliantly in Claude Rawson’s God, Gulliver,
and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination,1492-1945. Whereas
Rawson both resisted charges that Swift’s presentation of the Yahoos is racist and
cast doubt on defenses of Swift as anti-racist, I argue instead that the tale of the
Houyhnhnms and the Yahoos marks the crossroads between the older, early modern
vision of the human species with the modern ideology of racial science coalescing
just at that moment in history. Swift draws on the one hand from older myths such
as the “Wild Man” or bestial savage but also reflects contemporary debates on
the definition of “man” provoked particularly by John Locke’s Essay concerning
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Reformation to the Enlightenment.

There are good reasons to consider Claude Rawson’s God, Gulliver, and Genocide
(2001) as his finest book. In a sweeping survey that spans from the Old Testament
to the late twentieth century, combining rich historical knowledge with his
characteristically incisive close readings, Rawson shows how Jonathan Swift’s
satire foreshadows with prescient insight the violence and genocide that has since
characterized the history of race, colonialism and imperialism. This study broaches
themes that continue to preoccupy modern scholarship and our current culture wars.
Nonetheless, Rawson refuses to align himself with any critical faction or ideological
tendency. As he states in the introduction, “My hope is to open up this topic in a

way that will uncouple Swift from the indignant diatribes of self-righteous post-
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colonial censors, as well as from the well-intentioned ministrations of ‘liberal’
sensibilities in the late Ph.D. era.” The Swift who emerges from this book is “neither
a benevolent defender of good causes, nor the demonic xenophobe or misogynist of
some post-colonial opinion” (16).

At the heart of God, Gulliver, and Genocide is the question of race, for here is
where Swift’s work, and particularly part four of Gulliver's Travels, has provided
considerable fuel for ideologically-tinged controversy. If, on the one hand, some
scholars have condemned Swift’s presentation of the Yahoos as racist, an equally
large group has lauded Swift for exposing the evils of racism, slavery and political
tyranny, as supposedly exemplified by the Houyhnhnms.' Rawson’s argument is that
neither of these approaches does justice to the subtlety and complexity of Swift’s
satire. In constructing the Yahoos, Swift certainly drew from contemporary and
historical perceptions of the debased “savage,” including degrading representations
of the Catholic Irish. Nonetheless, he essentially turned this disgust back on the
Anglophone reader, troubling the effort of supposedly “civilized” people to distance
themselves from this despised type. As Gulliver comes to believe, we are all “Yahoos”
by dint of all being human beings. Yahoo-like corruption and irrationality lie at the
heart of many “civilized” human activities. The identification of the whole human
species with a despised subgroup differs from “racism,” which typically seeks to
separate and diminish a despised group. Indeed, Rawson doubts whether the terms
“race” and “racism” have any validity in speaking of Gulliver s Travels: “there is no
critique of racism except one which insults ‘civilized” humans by imputing savagery
to them” (177).

As Rawson is well aware, moreover, it is arguably anachronistic to apply the
term “race” to the era when Swift published Gullivers Travels (1726). Some writers,
like Frangois Bernier, had already begun to divide the human species into several
subgroups or “races” by the later seventeenth century, though in a brief and tentative

1 For various positions on the issue of race and racism, see Laura Brown, “Reading Race and Gen-
der: Jonathan Swift,” Critical Essays on Jonathan Swift, edited by Frank Palmeri, Boston: G. K. Hall,
1993 and Ends of Empire: Women and Ildeology in Early Eighteenth-Century English Literature, Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1993, 183-186, 195-198; Clement Hawes, “Three Times Round the Globe:
Gulliver and Colonial Discourse,” Cultural Critique 18 (1991): 187-214; Cristina Malcolmson, Studies
of Skin Colour in the Early Eighteenth Century, London and New York: Routledge, 2013, 169-187; Al-
len Michie, “Gulliver the Houyhoo [sic]: Swift, Locke, and the Ethics of Excessive and Individualism,”
Humans and other Animals in Eighteenth-Century Culture, edited by Frank Palmeri, London and New
York: Routledge, 2006, 67-81; Michael Stewart, “Yahoos and the Discourse of Racialism in Gulliver’s
Travels,” Lumen 12 (1993): 35-41; Michael Wilding, “The Politics of Gulliver’s Travels,” Studies in the
Eighteenth Century: Il. Papers presented at the Second David Nichol Smith Memorial Seminar, edited
by R. F. Brissenden, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1973, 302-322.
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way. The first naturalist to utilize “race” systematically as a name for human groups,
the Comte de Buffon, did not publish his work on human varieties until 1748. He
was followed by many authors who imitated his methodology and language in
reducing the human species to a hierarchy of five or six “races” with the white race
on top.' These authors did not, of course, invent hatred for the non-European Other.
They nonetheless gave systematic order and scientific authority to attitudes that
had previous existed only as dispersed expressions of bigotry. Although Iago, for
example, despises Othello because he is black and from a Muslim background, his
insults constitute, as Michael Neill observes, “a gallimaufry of quite unsystematic
prejudices and superstitions” (395). To a remarkable extent, Buffon and other
prominent authors like Hume, Voltaire, and Kant, built their own “scientific” racial
theories on long-standing tales and legends. They tailored travelers’ reports to their
needs, often ignoring details or nuances that would muddle their neat hierarchy.
Race science was nonetheless systematic and categorical, postulating that the traits
of large racial groups were fixed, consistent and innate rather than the variable
accidents of climate and lifestyle.

Here is where Swift’s depiction of the Yahoos bears similarities with the race
science that emerged not long after Gulliver’s Travels. Swift was drawing in part
on earlier models of human difference like the wild man, the ancient myth of the
hairy and mute savage. To this old model, as Rawson shows, Swift added traits of
“savagery” from travelers’ accounts of peoples like the Khoi, known popularly as
“Hottentots.” Gulliver nonetheless foreshadows racial ideology when he indicates
that the Yahoos represent a “degeneration” from a lighter skinned and less hirsute
original (perhaps even English people). The debased characteristics of Yahoos are
fixed and innate, offering no opportunity for palliation, nuance or improving. It is
little wonder, actually, that modern readers have mistaken them for a racial group,
or that Gulliver sounds like a racist when he describes them as “the most filthy,
noisome, and deformed Animal which Nature ever produced [...] the most restive
and indocible, mischievous and malicious” (Swift 253). As Rawson notes, “This is
a description of group-character, not a list of actual transgressions” (263). “Yahoo”
is a category of inherent being, not a temporary or accidental malformation linked
to a savage lifestyle or the lack of Christianity. This is why even a well behaved
“Yahoo” like Pedro de Mendez is still a “Yahoo,” very much as a “good Negro” or

1 See Nicholas Hudson, “From ‘Nation’ to ‘Race’: The Origin of Racial Classification in Eigh-
teenth-Century Thought,” Eighteenth-Century Studies 3 (1996): 247-264; Suman Seth, “Race and Sci-
ence,” A Cultural History of Race in the Reformation and Enlightenment, edited by Nicholas Hudson,
London: Bloomsbury, 2021, 71-86.
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“good Jew” still belongs to a hated group in racist ideology. This essential Yahoo
nature can be covered up or controlled but it cannot be removed or denied. As
Gulliver says in his letter to his Cousin Sympson, added to the 1735 edition of the
Travels, there could be no more absurd project than “reforming the Yahoo Race of
this Kingdom” (Swift 10).

In this passage and others, “race” is presumably used in a traditional sense as
equivalent to the “human race.” Nonetheless, there is a tension here and elsewhere
in the Travels with that other repeated term “Species.” Even in older usage, “race”
usually referred to a subgroup or line of generation within a species, such as a “noble
race” or a “race” of horses. What Swift reflects is an instability of terminology
generated by recent philosophy and ethnographical reports. I will particularly draw
attention to John Locke’s challenge to the definition of “man” as “animal rationale”
in An Essay concerning Human Understanding (1690), a work that profoundly
influenced the epistemology and methodology of later science. Locke’s discussion
of the “Boundaries of the Species” (257) deployed a similar set of beings—horses,
apes, mute humanoids—that populate part four of Gulliver’s Travels. Swift seems
to be stirring doubts about the real division between humans and beasts for satirical
effect in order to upset human pride. Nonetheless, Swift was pointing towards the
future rather than just drawing from the past. Gulliver’s Travels marks a turning
point, as I will argue, from an early modern understanding of humanity to a later re-
categorization that would enfold humans in the order of animals and plants, giving
rise to the category of “races” as large sub-groups within the human species.

My point here is not that Swift is a racist. The point is rather that Swift is
exploiting changing language and ideas about humans and their place in nature that
would, very soon, open the way for the beginnings of race science. Changes were
beginning to stir within the intellectual and cultural climate, and Gulliver s Travels

represents an early expression of those stirrings in satirical form.

I. Before “Race”

Although race science did not create prejudice against despised groups, this hatred
remained disorganized and associated with factors such as religion and level of
“civility,” the latter category implying the superiority of urban to rural people.
Othello’s conversion to Christianity cannot dispel his predominant identity as a
“Moor” or Muslim infidel, an association that seems uppermost in his own mind
when he finally stabs himself, recalling as he does his killing of a Turk: “I took by
th’ throat the circumcised dog / And smote him thus” (Shakespeare 5.2, lines 358-
359). Dennis Britton rightly observes that religious difference was associated in
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the early modern era with corporeal difference, particularly darker skin color (24-
27). Nonetheless, skin color was conventionally linked to climactic conditions,
especially the darkening effect of the sun. Sir Thomas Browne knew that he was
challenging an orthodoxy in Pseudodoxia Epidemica (1646) when he denied that
the skin color of Black people was caused by the sun or heat, insisting instead that
it “was evidently maintained by generation” (3: 241). The term “race” was normally
used for any line of generation, such as a family or breed. “Race” was also close
to “nation,” meaning any small national group rather than all the inhabitants of a
continent with similar features. Hence, Leo Africanus, writing in the middle of the
sixteenth century, described a wide variety of African “nations,” some “most base
and rustical” and others “exceedingly rich and civil” (3: 827, 837). For Africanus,
the important factor was not the color of nations, which he regarded as variable,
but rather whether a nation had achieved civility or remained “rustical.” Similarly,
historians of the Americas such José de Acosta or the Baron de Lahontan identified
many different “Indian nations” of many different levels of civilization and even
skin color.

These dominant features of ethnographical thinking in the early modern
period implied that human difference was circumstantial and widely variable, not
innate, fixed or uniform over continental regions. There were certainly some groups
that were regarded as particularly debased and close to “beasts,” the bottom line
approached by groups furthest from civility. Like other scholars, Rawson stressed
the similarity between the Yahoos and “Hottentots,” the name given by the Dutch
to the Khoi people living in the southern-most region of Africa. It is true indeed
that these people were the subject of special hatred, becoming even a by-word
for dirtiness and savagery. Johan Neuhoff was typical of Europeans, especially in
the early years of contact, who described the Khoi as “the most savage folk of the
whole earth” (Raven-Hart 1: 20), being even “less intelligent than the unreasoning
beasts” (Raven-Hart 1: 20) and eating raw guts “greedily like dogs” (Raven-Hart 1:
17). Writing in 1691, John Ovington portrayed the Khoi as representing the “Medium
“between a Rational Animal and a Beast,” and “having lost all kind of Religion
Devotion” (Raven-Hart 2: 394). It was this supposed absence of religion that
Eustace Budgell particularly recalled in an essay on atheism that Swift surely saw,
Spectator No. 389. There Budgell described the Khoi as “Atheists” who were “Scarce
one degree above Brutes, having no Language among them but a confused Gabble”
(408). The significance of religion in descriptions of the Khoi is significant, as we
will see, for Swift leaves out all religious questions from part four of Gulliver'’s

Travels.
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It is significant, however, that Ovington and others regarded the supposed
lack of religion among the Khoi not as an innate “racial” characteristic but as the
result of their idleness and resistance to conversion by the Dutch. Increased contact
with the Khoi convinced most Europeans who met them that they were in fact not
unintelligent, however dirty and illiterate. Guy Tachard, writing in 1685, described
them as “gay, lively, of few words, and [...] intelligent” (Raven-Hart 2: 289). The
Khoi had many virtues. In particular, “they have more charity and faithfulness
one to another than are usually found among Christians” (Raven-Hart 2: 286).
Increasingly, Europeans were able to perceive the Khoi as having a sophisticated
culture, even a kind of alternative to European ways. Many of the myths proved
untrue: they did not eat raw guts and they spread grease on their bodies not because
they loved dirt but as protection against the sun. Curiously, though their children
were born pale, they preferred darker skin. Their women were chaste and they
followed well-defined religious practices. The Khoi certainly had a language
(“Hottentot” is a transliteration of what it sounded like), though it was characterized
by clicks that Europeans had a hard time learning. These various corrections to
previous myths were collected by the German traveler Peter Kolb in The Present
State of the Cape of Good Hope, first translated into English shortly after Gullivers
Travels in 1731."

Significantly, later racial scientists had no interest in these nuances or
palliations. Buffon described the “Hottentots” as a different “race” from other
Africans, distinguished by their lighter skin color and their uniquely “nasty”
lifestyle. The French naturalist also perpetuated the myth that the Khoi deliberately
flattened the noses of their children, an old story that Gulliver alludes to in his
description of the Yahoos (Buffon 3: 154, 158). Clearly, the image of the filthy,
beastly “Hottentot” served some kind of function within European culture. John
Wesley even expressed anger against Kolb for defending them, for “Hottentots”
served as a good example of the degraded fate of atheists (345-347). Similarly,
Swift had little interest in these nuances or corrections, at least for his purposes as
a satirist. Gulliver repeats the stories circulated in popular culture, including not
only the supposed habits of “all savage Nations” (Swift 215) but the belief that large
people are cruel and that red-haired people are lascivious (Swift 78, 248). Gulliver’s
vulgarity facilitates Swift’s satiric technique of reductiveness, the tendency to place

1 For further discussion of the reputation of the Khoi during the seventeenth and eighteenth centu-
ries, see Nicholas Hudson, “‘Hottentots’ and the Evolution of European Racism,” Journal of European
Studies 34 (2004): 308-332 and “‘Hottentots,” Venus and the Changing Aesthetics of Race,” Mosaic 41
(2008): 19-41.
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his subjects in well-defined categories and to dismiss all qualifications or palliations
as irrelevant. This stark delineation of groups is indeed an even deliberately
infuriating feature of part four of Gulliver’s Travels. Following his point-by-point
enumeration of apparent similarities between Yahoos and humans—their wars,
pandering, drunkenness, avarice and so forth—the Houyhnhnm Master concludes
that “As to learning, government, arts, manufactures, and the like [...] he could
find little or no resemblance between the Yahoos of that country and those in ours.”
Such dissimilarities were, however, of no importance, “for he only meant to observe
what parity there was in our natures” (Swift 244). To those readers who might
object that the Master has omitted exactly what are the most important distinctions
between humans and Yahoos, Swift provides no answer. The tendency of part four
is to justify the definition of humans as “Yahoos” even with the effect of stirring
objections and qualifications in the reader’s mind.

Swift’s portrait of the beastly Yahoos also draws from folkloric ideas of
humanoids that were disappearing in the face of expanding knowledge and recent
exploration. These included, prominently, the “Wild man,” or the mute, hairy being
who had populated the European imagination since ancient times. This remarkably
consistent figure of the savage man of the forest—covered in hair, mute, rude—
served even as a defining opposite to the idea of the civilized man of the town. As
Roger Bartra writes in El mito del salvaje, “la identidad del civilizado ha estado
siempre flanqueada por la imagen del Otro” (the identity of the civilized has always
been flanked by the image of the Other) (17). In many ways, European depictions
of foreign indigenous peoples merely extended what Europeans had long imagined
in their own forests. Sir John Mandeville’s fourteenth century Travels includes
versions of the wild man (181). More recently, Louis le Comte’s Nouveau mémoire
sur [’état présent de la Chine (1696), quickly translated into English, contained a
version of the “wild, or Savage-man” which resembles the Yahoo in some respects.
Described to Le Comte by a traveler to Borneo, this wild man is “a sort of beast [...]
whose shape, stature, countenance, arms, legs, and other members of the body are
so like ours, that, excepting the voice only, one should have much ado not to reckon
them equally men with certain Barbarians in Africa, who do not much differ from
beasts” (Louis le Comte). This mute creature is “all hairy, his eyes sunk in his head,
his countenance stern and tanned” (Louis le Comte 508-509). The hairiness of the
wild man, it is worth noting, distinguished this figure from American indigenous
people who were almost always depicted as lacking most bodily hair. Swift’s
Yahoos are indeed not very like conventional representations of “Indians” who

were imagined not only as hairless but also as sexually passive. The hirsute Yahoos
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more closely resemble the wild man or “Pygmie” described in Ourang-Outang, sive
Homo Sylvestris (1699) by Edward Tyson, who repeats Le Comte’s story. Tyson
described yet another kind of hairy, mute creature resembling humans in some
physical features. Nonetheless, Tyson denied that his “Pygmies” were “really a
Race of little Men” (32) mainly because they lacked speech, which he regarded as
an essential feature of human kind.

What actually distinguishes human kind from beasts, indeed, became the major
issue generated by expanded exploration and increased contact with non-European
people. With so many variations of humanity, how should we define the “human”?
Combining traits drawn from long-standing myths with more recent observations, the
Yahoos are perhaps best understood as an abstract construction that tests the problem
what qualifies as “human.” In this respect, Swift was intervening in a very recent

philosophical debate that would lead eventually to the creation of racial science.

I1. Defining the “Human”

At the fountainhead of Enlightenment thought was John Locke, who raised the
issues and outlined the methodology that would dominate philosophy and the human
sciences throughout the century. Locke challenged ideas that had previously seemed
uncontroversial, such as how to define “Man,” opening a new field of debate. The
long-standing assumption was that rationality defined what was “essential” to the
identity of a human being. Yet Locke asked the reader of An Essay concerning

Human Understanding (1690) to consider the case of a rational equine:

For however some Men seem to prize their Definition of Animal Rationale, yet
should there a Creature be found, that had Language and Reason, but partaked
not of the usual shape of a Man, I believe it would hardly pass for a Man, how
much soever it were Animal Rationale. And if Balaam’s ass had all his Life
discoursed as rationally as he did once with his Master, I doubt yet, whether
any one would have thought him worthy the name Man, or allow’d him to be
of the same Species with himself. (456)

Similarly, priests had wondered if they should baptize a “Changling” or mute
and irrational child in human shape. If we agree that such a child does count as a
“human,” then why should we exclude an ape or drill that also resembles a human
in shape despite lacking reason? As Locke remarks, “Shall the difference of Hair
only on the Skin, be a mark of a different internal specifick Constitution between

a Changeling and a Drill, when they agree in Shape, and want of Reason and
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Speech?” (451) For Locke, the fundamental issue here concerned how we name
and define different “species.” Regardless of what was believed by Aristotle or
scholastic philosophers, we name species according to agreements that have nothing
to do with some “real essence” of different beings, which indeed we cannot know.
For this reason, “these Boundaries of Species, are as Men, and not as Nature makes
them” (Locke 457). Our naming of “Man” is based a number of visible traits that
may or may not include rationality depending on our normal use. In normal use,
indeed, reason seems less essential to what counts as a “human” than does physical
shape. It is for this reason that we are likely to call a mute and irrational changling “a
man” while refusing the same title to a talking horse.

For Locke’s critics, his challenge to assumptions about what counted as
“human” undermined religious orthodoxy and the agreed postulates of philosophical
tradition. According to Edward Stillingfleet, the Bishop of Worcester, common
sense dictated that reason was the defining attribute of human beings: “My Man
Peter and 1 can sit and chop Logick together, about our Country Affair, and he
can Write and Read, and is a very sharp Fellow at a Bargain; but my Horse Peter
can do none of these things, and I never could find anything like Reason in him”
(162). As there were no talking or rational horses, we should agree that reason
was the exclusive and defining attribute of humans. To deny this defining attribute
was indeed, according to Stillingfleet, to undermine belief in the existence of the
soul, letting atheistical materialism in at the door. A more skilled philosopher, W.
G. Leibniz, maintained that reason certainly defined human beings far more than
shape or lack of hair: “what disqualified a baboon is not its fur.” Certainly, “if there
were rational animals whose outward shape differed slightly from ours, we would
be perplexed” (Leibniz, New Essays on the Human Understanding, 313). But these
perplexing situations rarely occurred and could be explained by other means. Locke
had created a problem where none existed, for the natural order was consistent in
identifying human-shaped creatures as rational.

Hence, part four of Gulliver’s Travels emerged during an era when the
definition of “man” was being widely debated using the examples of horses, drills
and baboons. Stillingfleet’s pamphlets against Locke were, in particular, well-
known in Anglican circles. As I have discussed in detail elsewhere, Gulliver’s
Travels is filled with problems of words and definition which Swift used as devices
to provoke or bewilder the reader.' By calling Gulliver’s hands “fore Feet,” for
example, the Houyhnhnm Master uses a possibly inappropriate analogy to suggest

1 See Nicholas Hudson, “Gulliver s Travels and Locke’s Radical Nominalism,” 1650-1850: Ideas, Aesthet-
ics, and Inquiries into the Early Modern Era Vol. 1, Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 1994, 247-267.
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that humans are even more physically deficient than Yahoos (Swift 225). Similarly,
Houyhnhnms do not understand the concept of an “Opinion” but somehow have
differing views on whether Yahoos should be exterminated (Swift 249). What
generally characterizes both Gulliver and the Master is that they rely implicitly on
outward appearances to define “species.” In discovering “a perfect human Figure” in
the visage of a Yahoo, differing only in the ways “common to all savage Nations,”
Gulliver is immediately convinced that he foo is a Yahoo (Swift 214-215). Similarly,
the Master reacts with “noble Resentment” to Gulliver’s description of how humans
enslave and castrate “Houyhnhnms” (Swift 224), ignoring the fact our horse-shaped
creatures are speechless and irrational. The question of whether human beings are
truly “rational” is indeed up for debate, for Gulliver’s descriptions convince the
Master that we are all as violent, lustful, avaricious and depraved as the Yahoos.
As mentioned before, however, the Master dismisses a great deal of human activity
as irrelevant, such as that we speak and make things. Everything turns on the
question of whether humans are beasts like Yahoos or a species above beasts. The
extermination or castration of the Yahoos should not be a serious moral issue if they
are merely beasts. The English were, for example, in the process of exterminating
wolves. But the insistence by both Gulliver and the Houyhnhnms that Yahoos are
humans and humans are Yahoos is contagious. The reader is likely to feel threatened
rather than just amused because Gulliver and the Master keep affirming that we are
Yahoos, which is essentially, as Locke said, a problem of definition.

As we have considered, moreover, Swift further perplexes this issue by alluding
to ethnographic or quasi-ethnographic accounts of peoples around the world.
Although Yahoos most resemble the “wild man” of ancient myth, this figure was
disappearing from the European imagination with the discovery of various kinds
of “savage” people. As these encounters accumulated, it became increasingly clear
that all humans have language, including the Khoi, and that all cultures process arts,
manufactures and ways of governing, though in varying degrees. The unity of the
human species was affirmed rather than undermined, a point stressed by Leibniz in
his rebuttal to Locke’s challenge to the definition of “animal rationale.” Referring
possibly to the seventeenth century polygenist Isaac La Peyrere, Leibniz observed
that,

there was an explorer who believed that Negroes, Chinese, and American
Indians had no ancestry in common with one another or with peoples
resembling ourselves. But as we know the inner essence of man, namely

reason, which resides in the individual man and is present in all men, and we
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find among us that there is no fixed inner feature which generates subdivision,
we have no grounds for thinking that the truth about their inner natures
implies that there is any essential specific difference among men. Whereas
such differences do obtain among man and beast. (New Essays on the Human
Understanding, 326)

Significantly, Leibniz had in mind continental groups like “Negroes, Chinese, and
American Indians” rather than the “nations” which preoccupied early modern
accounts. This may reflect the advent of “racial” categories in the work of Bernier
and a few others in the late seventeenth century. Bernier distinguished between “cing
Especes ou Races” (five Species or Races) corresponding to continental divisions—
Europeans, Africans, Chinese, Americans and “Laps” (148). Indeed, he thought that
Laps were so degraded that they counted as a kind of “villains animaux” (“wicked
animals”™) rather than humans (Bernier 151). “Espéces” and “races” were thus
sliding categories for Bernier, for extreme departures from civility justified the
exclusion of some groups from the human species. Leibniz, on the contrary, insisted
on the unity of the whole human species, denying any “fixed essential difference
between among men.”

In this respect Leibniz espoused a pre-racial understanding of humanity as
opposed to an emergent ideology that made “race” into a word for a “fixed essential
difference” within the human “species.” Later in the century, there continued
to be writers such as Voltaire and Lord Kames who perpetuated La Peyrére’s
polygenetic hypotheses. Moreover, the relationship between “race” and “species”
continued to be variable. For example, although Buffon used “race” in a modern
sense to denote a subdivision within human kind, he too considered some “races”
like the Laps to be so degraded they “constitute a different species” (3: 58). The
Laps or Sami were another group whom travelers had defended as rational and
organized but who nonetheless retained their degraded status in popular culture.
Nonetheless, the more common doctrine maintained that all “varieties” of humans
belonged to the same species, “man,” but were distinguished by “race,” In its
new meaning, “race” denoted five to six large groups characterized by fixed and
essential differences within the human species. Johann Friedrich Blumenbach,
for example, recounted that he had first set out on his anthropological studies in
order to disprove the idea that orangutans belonged to the human species, a theory
maintained even in the late century by Lord Monboddo (94-95). According to
Blumenbach on the contrary the human species was unified and clearly demarcated

from brutes by the faculty of reason. Nonetheless, Blumenbach’s study of skull
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shapes proved to him that the human species was also subdivided into five different
races—Caucasian, Mongolian, Ethiopian, American, and Malay. Non-white races,
moreover, all represented a “degeneration” from the Caucasian race. Blumenbach
adopted the term “degeneration” from Buffon, retaining the old notion that harsh
climates exerted a damaging influence on human appearance, including dark skin
(Blumenbach 188-189; Buffon 3: 206-207). In the later version of this doctrine,
however, climate generated fixed and heritable characteristics rather than temporary
and variable “national” traits. Moreover, “degeneration” affected intelligence and
character rather than just physical appearance. Outward appearance was thus a
trustworthy indication of a fixed inner nature.

In some respects, part four of Gulliver’s Travels seems to point ahead towards
these doctrines of racial science. These similarities, including the belief in fixed and
inherent characteristics resulting from “degeneration,” have caused some recent
scholars to believe that Swift espoused a “racist” outlook. We need to consider,
however, whether this impression has arisen from Swift’s provocative satirical
technique rather than his actual embrace of racial doctrines that still lay slightly in the
future.

III. Swift and Race Science

Swift’s anticipation of race science is plausible in so far as authors of particular
insight were already beginning to prefigure this ideological template in the early
eighteenth century. By undermining the time-honoured division between “man”
and other species in nature, Locke had opened the way for reclassifications that
led to the system of racial categorization. Though disapproving, Leibniz glimpsed
these future racial divisions of humanity in Otium Hanoveranum sive Miscellenea
(1718), noting that some recent authors had “partagé les hommes en certains
tribus, races, ou classes” (divided men into certain tribes, races, or classes) (37).
Blumenbach believed that Carl Linnaeus had inaugurated the new science of
humanity in Systema Naturae, first published in 1735, by including human beings
in his grand reclassification of the entire natural order (150). Regarding humans as
having varieties like any other species of animals or plants, Linnaeus distinguished
between “Homo sapiens,” “Homo monstrosus” and “Homo troglodytea,” the later
category including the “Homo sylvestris” or “Orang Ourang” (14). Hence, Linnaeus
still took the forest man or wild man seriously, for he imagined a sliding scale from
homo sapiens to the animal kingdom. Moreover, his definition of “Homo sapiens”
conspicuously lacked the attribute of “rationale,” for our species was only “animal

flens, ridens, melodum, loquens, docile, judicans, admirans, sapientissimum” (a
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crying, laughing, musical, speaking, teachable, judging, wondering, and most wise
animal) (Linnaeus 21).

Even according to the Houyhnhnm Master, Gulliver differs from the Yahoos
by virtue of his “Teachableness, Civility, and Cleanliness” (Swift 218). He allows
the possibility that Gulliver possesses a “Tincture of Reason” (Swift 224), which
ironically makes humans even more inventively cruel than Yahoos. Nonetheless, it is
clear that humans are divided from the bestial Yahoos by degree rather than any clear
demarcation. Swift’s omission of all religious notions such as the soul is significant.
Although he may have considered theological issues as simply inappropriate to
his satire, his presentation of human nature resembles that of Linnaeus and later
Enlightenment authors in being strictly secular and materialist. Claude Rawson
rightly objects to modern perceptions of the Yahoos as a “race” because they are
really a “different species,” not a “race” in the updated sense (152). As we have
considered, however, “race” and “species” had sliding definitions in the language
of race science, often overlapping. For a polygenist like Voltaire or Lord Kames,
“race” really became a “species” with a different origin, as it did in much racist
ideology of the nineteenth century. Even the monogenist Buffon thought that the race
of Laplanders were a different “species” because they were particularly degraded.
In Gulliver's Travels, “race” is used 25 times while “species” is used 31 times. It
strikes me that there is a pounding insistence about these terms (not common in
contemporary travel literature), which are used sometimes with the same meaning
and sometimes in slightly different senses. When the King of Brobdingnag says that
“the Bulk of your Natives” are a “pernicious Race of little odious Vermin™ he is
evidently using “race” in an old, loose sense to mean any group. But when Gulliver
refers to “that Cursed Race of Yahoos” (Swift 220) he means a natural kind, even a
sub-group of the human species. As we have seen, “race” was already beginning to
take on its modern meaning in the works of writers like Bernier and Leibniz.

The Yahoos represent, furthermore, a “degeneration” of the human species.
Here is that key term in the race science of Buffon, Blumenbach and other theorists
of race such as Goldsmith (2: 239). The Master tells the Houyhnhnm council that
the Yahoos are not aboriginal to the island but had arrived from somewhere else,
“degenerating by Degrees” (Swift 254) into the present savage race. In a passage
deleted from the 1735 edition, Gulliver speculates that these foreign visitors
were “English, which indeed I was apt to suspect from the Lineaments of their
Posterity’s Countenances” (361, n. 276). Notably, the Yahoos became less “white”
(Swift 254) than Gulliver, which foreshadows the later doctrine that all non-white
races degenerated from the Caucasian original. This fact is not itself particularly
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interesting: it had long been considered that climate caused a darkened complexion
even in white people who lived in the tropics for any time. Cristina Malcolmson
correctly notes that Swift casts doubt on the true whiteness of skin, which actually
looks discolored and patchy when magnified, as in Brobdingnag (173). Nonetheless,
it is significant that the degeneration of Yahoos is permanent and fixed; there is
no suggestion that they could improve or change. It seems appropriate to say that
Yahoos are a degenerated sub-class or “odious Race” of the Species to which
Gulliver belongs. Swift’s formulation differs from that of later racial scientists
principally in the fact that he omits the flattering idea of some originally beautiful
and supremely intelligent Caucasian from which all other races are the degraded
descendants.

Hence, drawing from the same intellectual and cultural background as other
writers at this historical moment, Swift fashioned a dystopian vision that resembles
in important ways the vision of racial science at a stage not too far in the future. This
racial ideology includes the belief that degeneration has resulted in the fixed and
innate traits of inferior groups that cannot be removed or changed, characteristics
revealed by outward appearance such as darker skin and other phenotypes. Swift’s
vision, like that of racial science, blurs the distinction between the human species
and animals, enfolding human beings into a general natural order. Swift’s satire
also depends on rigid categorization and naming that aggressively repels nuance,
complexity or qualification. The notion that even a “good Yahoo” like Pedro de
Mendez is, after all, still a Yahoo looks ahead in interesting ways to the depiction of
a “worthy negro” in Mungo Park’s Travels in the Interior of Africa (1799), a work

strongly influenced by racial science (as Park was himself a scientist):

[...] observing the improved state of our manufactures and our manifest
superiority in the arts of civilized life, he would sometimes appear pensive,
and exclaim, with an involuntary sigh, Fato fing inta feng, “black men are
nothing!” At other times, he would ask me, with great seriousness, what
could possibly have induced me, who was no trader, to think of exploring so
miserable a country as Africa. He meant by this to signify that, after what I
must have witnessed in my own country, nothing in Africa could in his opinion
deserve a moment’s attention. [ have preserved these little traits of character
in this worthy Negro, not only from regard to the man, but also because they
appear to me to demonstrate that he possessed a mind above his condition: and
to such of my readers as love to contemplate human nature in all its varieties,

and to trace its progress from rudeness to refinement, I hope the account I have
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given of this poor African will not be unacceptable. (359-360)

A crucial difference between Park’s “worthy Negro” and Pedro de Mendez is that
Swift does not allow for any kind of hierarchy in the human species—or at least
a natural hierarchy inscribed in nature. Gulliver is only ridiculous in thinking of
himself as different from or better than Pedro. Swift may even be mocking bigoted
impulses such as those of white Europeans who regarded themselves as better than
the Khoi or Jewish people. Nor does Swift evidently regard the arts so admired
by Park’s worthy African as signs of European superiority. This is a factor that
makes Swift different from David Hume, who famously stated in his essay “Of
National Characters” (1748) that “the negroes” must be “naturally inferior to the
whites” because they had, he assumed, always lacked arts and learning (208, n.10).
Notwithstanding, Swift is comparable to later writers like Hume or Park because
he is interested in the same problem of how we define groups such as the Yahoos
who, though degraded, are very similar to civilized Europeans in appearance and
some behavior. Swift leaves this as a problem rather than providing a solution, for
he was a satirist not a naturalist. Nonetheless, the intellectual framework of part
four of Gullivers Travels is taxonomic. This taxonomic impulse also characterized
Linnaeus and authors who followed him but had not preoccupied early modern
writers, for all their frequent hatred of foreign groups.

In God, Gulliver, and Genocide, Rawson describes Swift’s “extraordinarily
sensitive insight into what the ‘modern’ world might throw up” (290). With great
insight and eloquence, Rawson has shown how Swift remains profoundly relevant to
our times, a writer of piercing insight into the abiding realities of human psychology,
especially the darker regions of that psychology. In this essay, | have attempted to
explain Swift’s remarkable prescience in a somewhat different way by situating
him at a crossroads when a premodern vision of humanity was transforming into a
modern vision. Though drawing from past models in literary and intellectual history,
Swift evidently saw where recent developments in epistemology and the human
sciences were going. The language and ideas of part four of Gulliver’s Travels are
resonant and unsettling (not to mention easily misconstrued) because they belong
to a modern system of thought that was just then coming into existence. In thus
agreeing that Swift continues to shine a bright and unsettling light on humanity in
our present world, I remain the student and admirer of Claude Rawson.
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Introduction

Distinguished as it is in many ways, the work of Claude Rawson may be most
notable for the contribution he has made to our understanding of the literary sub-
genre commonly known as Scriblerian satire. The most prominent share in this work
has been taken by some hugely influential studies of Jonathan Swift, beginning with
his book Gulliver and the Gentle Reader in 1973. However, he has ranged more
widely across the activities of members of the so-called Scriblerus Club, including
an edition with F.P. Lock of the poems of Thomas Parnell (1989), important essays
on Alexander Pope, and scattered articles involving John Gay and John Arbuthnot.
All these have helped to define the group’s aims and methods more clearly. No one
has done more in recent years to illuminate the satiric procedures of “Swift, Pope
and their Circle,” the title of one of the collections of essays he has edited. Few if
any scholars have made such profound connections between the output of these
writers and that of their predecessors or heirs, such as Dryden, Rochester, Fielding,
Johnson, and Byron.

In what seems almost a paradox, an outstanding scholar of a later generation,
Ashley Marshall, has been largely responsible for a fundamental challenge to our
views on the work of Swift and his colleagues. Indeed, she has called into question
the very notion of Scriblerian satire—not just its origins, procedures and raison
d’étre, but its whole existence as a valid descriptor. Her argument was first set
out in an article on “The Myth of Scriblerus” in 2008, and then appeared slightly
condensed in an important book on The Practice of Satire in England (Marshall,
2008; 2013). Its conclusions have gained some traction in the academic world, and
have never been subjected to detailed scrutiny. Although Marshall makes many
shrewd observations in support of her case, it seems to me flawed in several basic
respects. The aim of the present article is to offer an alternative view of the subject,
by restoring the validity of the central term at issue, and seeking to demonstrate that
the entity it describes is real and valid.

The method adopted here is firstly, to summarize Marshall’s case, as divided in
her book between the first and second quarters of the eighteenth century. Secondly,
to indicate what seem to me weaknesses and gaps in its coverage of the issues,
with an attempt to meet particular claims. In the process, I shall try to indicate
evidence of various kinds which suggests a radically different conclusion. Overall,

this analysis will discover convergence where Marshall identified divergence; close
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parallelism where she make claims for dissimilarity; and a coherent purpose where
she sees mainly casual connections. The argument will draw on biographic and
historic circumstances as well as textual and bibliographical features of the writings
composed by original members of the (genuine, though admittedly shortlived)
Scriblerus Club.

The Case for Myth: Phase One

For the sake of convenience, the summary of Marshall’s argument which follows
is based on its later incarnation within The Practice of Satire. The revised case
presents some matters in a rather more succinct form, and gains added cogency
from its place in the author’s considered estimate of the development of English
satire, as regards theory as well as practice. Her sweeping discussion covers a wide
temporal range, from the work of writers such as Marvell, Butler and Rochester to
that of Fielding, Smollett and Sterne among others—an arc that Rawson has helped
to reinscribe in literary history. It follows that an alternative version of the facts
will offer a slightly different context in which to assess the output of the Scriblerian
group.

Marshall divides her analysis between two chapters, one covering the years
1700 to 1725, the second those from 1726 to 1745. The section on the earlier
period contrasts the satirists under review with Defoe and other writers of hard-
edged “religiopolitical satirists” including Mandeville, and didactic authors such
as Addison and Steele. Here, the aim is to separate the Scriblerians from their
contemporaries and show “how little the work of those writers (excepting Swift)
fits the satiric milieu” of the other groups described in the chapter (151). This is the
gravamen of Marshall’s whole argument, restated in different terms as part of the
following chapter devoted to the succeeding decades. In paraphrasing her case, [
omit numerous small cases of repetition or duplication of ideas.

In setting up this account of the period, Marshall asserts, “I will begin with
Pope, not because he is the star satirist in the quarter century before The Dunciad,
but because, unlike the others, he is barely a satirist at all” (174, repeating a claim
on p. 153). In The Rape of the Lock, “his criticism is gentle and sympathetic,” as
compared with Mac Flecknoe (174). “What negative satire Pope writes in his early
career is small scale and mostly unpleasant.” This comment applies to a prose
pamphlet on Edmund Curll and the ballad-style poem “The Worms,” both from
1716: the latter item is “mean spirited but essentially frivolous.” These works “have
little to do with our image of [Pope] as a high-toned moralizer and a denunciatory

cultural warrior” (175).
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The next author considered is Gay, whom Marshall treats as “a master of
burlesque,” in travesties of epic, pastoral and georgic productions, and who “makes
a hobby of lampooning John Dennis.” In his poetry and drama, “Gay mocks people
and ideas and genres to wonderful effect, but the satiric thrust of his early pieces is
by no means always obvious” (175). As for The Fan and Trivia. they “both reflect
Gay’s discontentment with existing social structures, but they are also jolly” (176).
After this comes a discussion of Arbuthnot’s writings, noting that his “reputation
as a satirist depends largely on The History of John Bull” (177). In this work, the
author mocks individuals, political factions, religious sects, and institutions, “but he
does so without much animus.” Closer to the practice of other satirists considered in
this chapter is The Art of Political Lying, even though Arbuthnot’s motives “are hard
to discern” throughout a work styled “a frustratingly indirect satire” (179).

There follows a key statement of Marshall’s theme:

Clichés about the “Scriblerians” and longstanding assumptions about their
interconnections have made scholars assume more commonality than actually
exists. Pope, Gay and Arbuthnot (with Swift) spent some time together in
1714; they were friends and sometimes allies; at different times and to varying
degrees, they were in touch with each other and occasionally made suggestions
about each other’s works. (179)

What is the reality, “If we look for incongruities as well as correspondences,
without trying to make these men into a ‘Scriblerian’ cohort”? The same answers
appear: What little satire Pope writes in this period is “either pure fluff or personal
lampoon.” The complaints against society that Gay makes are “usually obscured
by or neutralized by tone and contexts.” Meanwhile, “Arbuthnot’s preoccupations
are largely political” (179). This section of the chapter concludes with a restatement
of the general proposition adumbrated in its title, “The Alleged ‘Scriblerians’ and
refers back to the categories Marshall has set up in her preliminary discussion of the

genre.

The notion that Pope, Arbuthnot, and Gay are three of the four chief
practitioners of a “Scriblerian mode” of satire is a critical delusion. Another
much-cherished fantasy is that this “mode” is somehow central to and
illustrative of the world of early eighteenth-century satire. Except in very
loose terms, the satires of these writers does not really “belong” to the

categories discussed [earlier in the book]: attack, defense, warning, ideological
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argumentation, and didacticism are not what we find in Pope and Gay.

Arbuthnot stands “closer to his contemporaries,” but in the crucial case “Pope is
particularly out of sync with what is going on around him.” As a result, there is no
single mode “practised by the ‘Club’ members.” Pope, Gay, and Arbuthnot produce
“utterly different types of satire—and Swift is another beast altogether” (180).

The discussion now turns to Swift’s work, with the observation that he “writes
a lot of satire in this quarter century, and his practice is far from uniform” (180).
This section considers a variety of works that represent “Swift before Gulliver.”
There is much intelligent commentary on poems and political pamphlets, with
dispersed insights into 4 Tale of a Tub. Despite its merits, this portion of Marshall’s
book does not bear directly on the issues debated in the present article, until a
summarizing paragraph near its conclusion:

A Tale is usually regarded as a “pre-Scriblerian” enterprise; it gets twinned
with Gulliver's Travels as pinnacles of achievement; its author is viewed as a
great literary satirist and a devoted confrere of Pope, Gay, and Arbuthnot [...]
His friendship with Pope and company notwithstanding, what they are doing
in the early eighteenth century is ultimately irrelevant to what he is doing.
Forcing Swift into a “Scriblerian” pigeonhole badly misrepresents his early
career as a satirist. (190)

This process by which Swift is “miscontextualized” as “an ‘Augustan’ and ‘Scriblerian’
writer” (190) falsifies his place in literary history.

So we come towards the end of Chapter 5 in The Practice of Satire. What
follows in Chapter 6, “Harsh and Sympathetic Satire” can be seen as a logical
extension of the case mounted in its predecessor.

The Case for Myth: Phase Two

At the outset of the new chapter, Marshall repeats some of her contentions. She
identifies four numbered cases that she intends to maintain. No. 1 is that “In fact
there is little continuity from the first quarter of the eighteenth century to the
1726-1745 period, and we need to take these years on their own terms.” No. 2
reiterates the view that Pope, Swift and Gay had no “life-changing commitment to
the ‘Scriblerian’ mission,” and that, granted “some shared values and occasional
collaboration,” to lump them together is to “mischaracterize the subperiod at issue
here” (195), No. 3 concerns Gulliver’ Travels, where Marshall’s conclusion is that
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“Swift’s satire is a one-off, [...] largely unconnected to the culture of satire in this
period.” No.4 can be left aside here: it claims that Henry Fielding is wrongly seen
as a would-be “Scriblerian,” since “his concepts of satire are remote from those of
any of the Scriblerians” (195). This last case is interesting and often convincing,
but it can be left aside here as it does not have an immediate bearing on the reality
or otherwise of the key concept, and does not depend on the accuracy of Marshall’s
account of the work of the earlier group of writers.

A short section on “Pope and Swift among their Contemporaries,” argues that
a sharp break occurred in 1725, after which “the culture of satire alters in major
and not wholly explicable ways” (196). This discontinuity affects the key figures in
the period, and serves to produce “an awkward problem: Pope, Swift, and Gay are
substantially different both from what goes on around them and from each other.”
In discussing thee authors, Marshall declines to give special weight to Pope’s Moral
Essays or Horatian Imitations, texts which have been “pretty well understood” (197).
To show how they “belong in their contemporary context,” she sets out a map of the
forms of satire in the period, identifying their salient aspects in politic commentary
and debate, culture wars of the era, and social satire. Here she considers The
Dunciad as exemplar of one Kulturkampf, in which both the 1728 and 1743 versions
are seen as “primarily” punitive (203).

This section is a prelude to a second analysis of Pope, Swift and Gay, once
more emphasizing the disparity of their aims. The principal aim is wittily defined
as an attempt “to dispute the enduring notion that Pope and Swift are Siamese
satirists” (217). The contrast derives from a “glaringly obvious” feature of their
works: “Pope is first and foremost an artist, Swift a sociopolitical warrior” (218).
Once more, Marshall fixes on the appearance of The Dunciad as the moment when
its author becomes “the mature Pope,” who finally emerges as a regular satirist, with
a more aggressive approach to the world he describes. Three paragraphs are devoted
to the works that appeared in the 1730s, during the phase that Pope has links with
the opposition to Robert Walpole. On Swift, what needs to be said is that “Gulliver
is not representative of his output, and neither does it share much, except a few
particular targets, with the practice of Swift’s fellow ‘Scriblerians’ or his less well-
known contemporaries” (211). Accordingly, the present chapter defers consideration
of Gulliver to a later section, with immediate attention turned towards some of the
most familiar poems such as Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift. There is only brief
mention of A Modest Proposal. Marshall downplays The Memoirs of Scriblerus,
on the grounds that the lengthy commentary by their modern editor, linking the
travel chapters there later evolved into portions of Gulliver “rests wholly upon
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supposition” (Kerby-Miller 315-320).

Similarly, she discounts the Miscellanies of 1727-1732, as they “do not, on the
whole, reflect a shared satiric agenda.” Rather, they consist of “a range of not very
related works produced by quite dissimilar men” (216). Under Gay, we are given a
single page on The Beggar's Opera and the Fables. Arbuthnot does not figure in this
chapter.

The separate discussion of “The Problem of Meaning in Gullivers Travels” has
already been mentioned. It offers much food for thought, but like other observations
scattered through the book regarding Swift and his friends it does not deal centrally

with the extent or kind of commonality in their satiric output.

A General Assessment of the Case

For all the considerable merits of Marshall’s book, her argument with respect to
Scriblerian satire and its makers appears profoundly misleading. The approach is
heavily dependent on a stipulative definition of satire. Its historical contextualization
of the group rests in part on an over-schematic “break” around 1725 that seems
the product of an idiosyncratic map of the genre rather a clearcut sequence of
events. It confuses the firsthand dealings of its members (which are themselves
underestimated) with their decades-long association on a literary level. It has an
eccentric range of coverage, omitting some important aspects of the group’s works
and almost wilfully ignoring evidence of collaboration. It plays down inconvenient
features of their careers, such as the recurrent political animus in much of the
work of Pope, especially, and Gay prior to 1725. It understates the presence and
the significance of shared targets. It overlooks features of their practice, such as
the pervasive influence of A Tale of a Tub on what they wrote. In maintaining that
members of the fraternity lacked any “life-changing commitment to the ‘Scriblerian’
mission,” it neglects the inconvenient fact that Gay, Arbuthnot and especially Pope
began to write in a more scabrous and biting fashion, often in a manner Swift had
introduced, soon after the Club was dissolved.

Some brief examples may be given of what seem to me evidence of these
flaws. The narrowness of the definition when applied to the Scriblerians comes
out in numerous places. There is something very odd about an analysis of satiric
practice that lets through Ned Ward and Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees, for
instance, but can easily jettison The Rape of the Lock because it is too friendly
towards the world of its heroine and lacks the dose of savage indignation called for
by the critic’s recipe. This tendency is particularly clear in Marshall’s willingness

to see that “not all satiric moralists are punitive,” and to allow in the “soft” version
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of reformative satire exemplified by The Tatler and The Spectator (169-170), while
debarring some of the most incisive uses of mock epic ever written. A/ma, a poem
by the Scriblerians’ ally and Arbuthnot’s intimate friend, Matthew Prior, is awarded
mention as a burlesque with a philosophical point (173), with no recognition of
its intertextual links with the Rape and with the still unpublished Memoirs of
Scriblerus. More generally, an almost Pickwickian definition of satire is required to
disqualify Gay’s Trivia because it is “jolly” (not that this describes the only mood
of the work), or the farce The What d’ye Call It because “its potentially trenchant
social satire [is] diffused by its appearance in a nonsensical plot” (176). The
Marriage of Figaro might be in danger if we were to apply such stringent criteria.

The arbitrary nature of the date 1725 under this aspect is plain if we consider
the obvious continuities in the work of all the Scriblerus group, for example between
Swift’s poem The Bubble or Upon the Horrid Plot, composed well before the line,
and one such as 7o Mr. Gay, comfortably on the other side. They are “palpably from
the same hand,” as Constant Lambert said of Duke Ellington’s pieces in faster and
slower tempos (214). Likewise Pope wrote Horatian imitations, familiar epistles and
mock heroics before the break, besides incorporating earlier lines into the Epistle
to Arbuthnot. The doctor himself composed short satiric pamphlets throughout his
career, all in very much the same idiom.

With regard to the contacts between the group, Marshall appears to believe that
the collapse of the Club as a social institution signalled a decline in intimacy and
a loss of literary cohesion. The facts hardly support this assumption. It is certainly
true that the Club as a human entity met only for a short spell in the later years of
Queen Anne, with a few slight efforts at resuscitation of their meetings afterwards.
As well as the departure of two members from London, other external factors may
have played a part in the break-up of the group. After the Hanoverian accession,
their patron and honorary affiliate Lord Oxford was impeached and confined in
the Tower of London for two years. Arbuthnot was deprived of his lodgings at St
James’s Palace, where the Club normally met. Gay no longer had favour at court,
while Pope was subject to severe anti-Catholic legislation, which meant the loss of
his family home and ultimately his move to Twickenham. The social nexus that had
existed under Queen Anne (as in the Tory group known as the Brothers’ Club, to
which Swift and Arbuthnot belonged) would soon collapse.

As noted, one of the team, Swift, soon left for permanent exile in Ireland, and
he was followed by the poet Thomas Parnell, who died not very long afterwards.
This left Pope, Arbuthnot and Gay as the only founding members still around.
Their major collective production did not come out until there was just one left—
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Pope, who published The Memoirs of Martinus Scriblerus in 1741. It is also true
that the individual writers had some specialisms of their own, and that some of their
works have little relation to the overall satiric project (Gay’s Fables, to take a single
example). But even The Beggar’s Opera (1728), which belongs to an alternative
tradition of mock musicals, had its roots in a suggestion from Swift concerning the
opportunity for a “Newgate pastoral.”

Yet the principals went on corresponding with one another, boosting each
other’s work, and often plotting a satiric course in tandem. We might not guess
from what Marshall says that the three English-based members of the group were
in regular contact for more than two decades, and all spent a lot of time with Swift
on his all too brief return visits to London in 1726 and 1727 (Marshall’s phrasing in
the passage quoted above from p. 179 might suggest that Pope, Gay and Arbuthnot
were only regularly together in 1714.) Their joint projects went on beyond the
grave, because it is certain from physical evidence, as well as a mountain of other
clues, that Arbuthnot took a share in the Memoirs of Scriblerus, although Pope did
not bring the book out until several years after the death of the doctor.'

The central goal in the Scriblerus movement had been to produce items of
learned wit, in which attacks were launched on pomposity, pretentiousness, bogus
scholarship, fatuous intellectual schemes, and preposterous innovations. Some
of these targets are most evident in the third book of Gulliver’s Travels, but the
ridicule of figures at the court of Lilliput who institute impeachment (I. ii) and
the Houyhnhnm senators sitting in judgment on Gulliver (IV. x) partakes of the
same quality. Beyond this, the plot of the book enacts a movement common in
satires by members of the group, whereby an apparently rational narrator turns
out to be thoroughly demented, like Gulliver skulking in a stable at the end of his
story. Among Swift’s other works, this process of gradual revelation is found most
obviously in A Modest Proposal, where it take a little time before we realise just
how crazed the proposer is. The parallel effect of a shifting narrative voice occurs
in the writings of the highly unreliable narrator “Isaac Bickerstaff” in the Partridge
Papers, as well as the tricksy persona to be found in the Drapiers Letters (1724-
1725) and the Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift. But we must keep in mind that the
reader has to negotiate similar hermeneutic twists in Pope’s Key to the Lock (1715),
with its absurd Jacobite interpretation of The Rape of the Lock, and in Arbuthnot’s
pamphlets casting scorn on quacks and pedants. Thus, techniques as well as topics

and targets are shared.

1 See Charles Kerby-Miller, The Memoirs of the Extraordinary Life, Works, and Discoveries of Mar-
tinus Scriblerus, New York: Oxford University Press, 1988, 58-61, 364-369.
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While such elements do appear in the work of other writers, their use is more
pervasive and rhetorically much more skilful in writings by the Club group. An able
parodist of the Royal Society was someone Marshall does not mention, William
King (d. 1712), but he seldom achieves the full ludic absurdity of the Scriblerian
narratives. Swift and his friends hardly ever fail to be funny.

Collaboration

The matter of collaboration is one of the places where the case for a mythical
entity is at its weakest. A considerable weight of evidence serves to augment the
cohesiveness of the satirists” output. For one thing, they did not need to be in one
another’s company to get their Scriblerian act together. Pope, Gay and Arbuthnot all
corresponded extensively with Swift during his absence in Ireland, and as soon as
he was able to visit England in 1726 and 1727 immediately resumed their intimate
relations. The letters contain plans for forthcoming works. Long after Swift left for
Dublin, his colleagues kept exhorting him to carry on with his Scriblerian activity. It
is here, along with messages to a close associate, Charles Ford, that we can trace the
origins of the Travels and the progress Swift made on them in the early 1720s. In
the immediate aftermath of publication, it would be Arbuthnot who gave the author
his first account of the ways in which the book had been received.

This is not exactly the impression we are given by Marshall’s comment on
the group, cited above, that “at different times and to varying degrees, they were
in touch with each other.” In all, Swift and Pope exchanged almost 300 surviving
letters between 1713 and 1740, including letters some written jointly to or from
Gay and Arbuthnot. By comparison, the tally with Arbuthnot is smaller: only 31
are known between Swift and the doctor, mostly from the latter, while there are
about twenty with Pope (but of course the two men were living at close distance
for much of this period, and none of the surviving items addressed to Arbuthnot
“were recovered by Pope and published by him” (Arbuthnot 457). Gay left only an
exiguous correspondence that has come down to us, but it includes a good deal of
relevant items: the members of the group are represented in more than half of the 81
letters that survive, with Swift by far the highest scorer at 33.

There is a second consideration here. The friends went on collaborating for
many years after the breakup of their meetings. Pope and Arbuthnot seem to have
shared responsibility for a number of pamphlets from around 1716 (see the section
on “Coverage” below), while it has never been doubted that they are the joint
authors of the Memoirs, the key text in assessing how the project evolved over time.

The three London Scriblerians were identified by hostile critics as a “triumvirate”
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who put together the farce Three Hours after Marriage (1717). It is often impossible
to tell where one writer breaks off and the other takes over. Pope wrote a parody of
his friend in the form of a Horatian epistle “Imitated in the Manner of Dr. Swift,”
which never strays far at all from the Dean’s language and versification. A poem
called Bounce to Fop (1736), is full of innuendo concerning political figures. Swift
may have started this item, and Pope completed it. But if so, at what point did he
seize the pen, and did he revise Swift’s supposed portion extensively? We do not
know. Despite periodic differences, the two men remained extraordinarily close to
one another in outlook and in literary mannerisms. It is possible that Marshall was
influenced by Dustin Griffin’s book on Swift and Pope as “satirists in dialogue,” an
excellent study that does everything it can to accentuate discrepancies in the outlook
and practice of the duo and to minimize their congruences.'

In respect of the Memoirs, Marshall acknowledges that “the authorship is
far from clear” (215), noting that Pope may have been the most committed to its
composition, but that scholars now believe Arbuthnot wrote much of it (on very
strong grounds, it might be added). As we have already seen, she challenges the
links to Gulliver proposed by Charles Kerby-Miller, stating “Whether Swift in
particular had anything to do with the composition of this key ‘Scriblerian’ text is
anybody’s guess” (216). What this leaves out is the parallel with many other items
found in the Miscellanies and elsewhere, that remain impossible to attribute with
any certainty to individual members of the group—or indeed to identify as lone or
collaborative exercises. A parody of Gilbert Burnet’s historical manner, Memoirs of
P. P, written about 1715 and published in the Miscellanies, might be the handiwork
of any one (or two, or three, or four) of the group. This does not suggest profound
idiosyncrasies in their separate manners of writing, or easily detectable signs of
their presence.

A clinching issue lies in the fact that, as already noted, the group maintained
their identity by producing a series of jointly written Miscellanies from 1727. The
Dunciad was originally scheduled to appear in this setting. Items that did make
their debut include Peri Bathous, another Pope-Arbuthnot collaboration. A host of
smaller items were included in the set, originally running to four volumes. Pope
included numerous well known works by Swift, who had a very good idea of what
was going on and did not raise any objections until much later. By the time that
he brought the Travels before the public, the author had an inkling of his friend’s

intentions. Thus, the masterpiece emerged from a larger matrix of satiric practice in

1 See Dustin Griffin, Swift and Pope: Satirists in Dialogue, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2010.
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which all four survivors among the group took part.

An observation by Marshall that the series comprises “a range of not very
related works produced by quite dissimilar men” (216) is also misleading. The items
found in the Miscellanies embody a wide assortment of materials by each of the
individuals concerned. Thus, Swift’s contributions begin with his weighty prose in
the shape of Contests and Dissentions at the opening of Volume I, and then cover
his writing in almost every vein from grave to gay, with trifles and solemn treatises
side by side. Volume II has Arbuthnot’s most extended satire, John Bull, and shorter
examples of his work, in addition to Pope’s brilliant Key to the Lock. The so called
“Last Volume” contains Peri Bathous, preceding some of Swift’s best known
poems, such as Cadenus and Vanessa. The so called “third” volume that came out
in 1732 has the most recognisably “Scriblerian” colouring of all. Its contents are
split between serious essays on political and moral themes by Swift, the immortal
Modest Proposal, and some biting verses from the same hand, together with short
satirical pamphlets by Pope and/or Arbuthnot, including The Narrative of Robert
Norris, three items on Edmund Curll, and Annus Mirabilis. All four living members
of the original Club are present, in various capacities.

Once more, there is a difficulty that might have troubled Marshall more than
it seems to do. We have little idea of the authorship of numerous pieces in the
Miscellanies, with Pope’s subsequent identifications providing no clear light on the
subject. If the four survivors were such an ill assorted bunch, wouldn’t we expect
to distinguish with ease their separate hand? A large quotient of the materials (but
by no means all) are cast in the form of satire. This is precisely what a reader of the
day would expect to find in a set of Miscellanies, as it displays characteristics of the
genre seen in Curll’s Miscellanea (1726), a publication which may have spurred his
foes into retaliatory action.

References by Marshall to the Miscellanies fail to observe one striking parallel
found in many of the items: the various writers often choose identical targets. A
frenzied ideologue or system-maker commonly appears at the centre of the story, as
with the critic John Dennis in Pope’s Narrative of Dr. Robert Norris (1713), told by
a quack. It is only a single step to the once competent medical man Lemuel Gulliver,
now become a deluded misanthrope as a result of his voyages. We recall that three
pamphlets concern the descent into madness of the publisher Edmund Curll, who
also figures in Swift’s Verses: two of these are by Pope, the third may have been
written partly or wholly by Arbuthnot. Other short pieces by the group attack the
self-important geologist John Woodward, along with astrologers and astronomers

like William Whiston, in terms similar to those used in the third voyage. “Jeremy
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Thacker,” a mathematician created by Arbuthnot to make fun of wild proposals to
find the longitude, would have little difficulty fitting into Laputan society. A few of
such productions are found scattered through the Miscellanies, and several others
appeared in continuations to the series emanating from London and Dublin in the
following decade, as also in the collections of Arbuthnot’s works. Diverse as they
are in their occasion and in their bibliographical history, they serve collectively to
cast doubt on the claim that the volumes “do not reflect a shared agenda” and are
simply the productions of a disparate group, “our Scriblerians’ [who] wrote very
different kinds of work™ (216).

Coverage

While Ashley Marshall deals with a number of important areas of the subject,
there are some surprising omissions. The list of works covered seems arbitrary
and selective in places, while the narrow definition of satire means that several
compositions by the group are given short shrift.

The most obvious lacuna relates to Thomas Parnell, a founder of the club
and an active participant in the activities of its members until his death. He is
never mentioned in the text of The Practice of Satire, and none of his writings is
included in the bibliography of primary sources that extends to thirty-six pages. It
is a strange decision on the author’s part for several reasons. Parnell was a friend
and correspondent of all the other Scriblerians, and there is no clear justification
to relegate him to the role of a fifth Beatle offstage. His oeuvre contains much
that relates to the practice of his colleagues, in satire as well as in epic. His first
important work was An Essay upon the Different Styles of Poetry, published in
March 1713. It was dedicated to the political ally of the group, Lord Bolingbroke,
who along with Swift saw the poem in manuscript and suggested revisions. As
Parnell’s editors note, the poem “is in the tradition of Horace’s Ars Poetica, a
tradition that had most recently been embodied in Pope’s An Essay on Criticism
(1711). Although TP’s poem was published after Pope’s [...] it may have been
conceived before Pope’s appeared” (Parnell 432). Indeed an earlier version is found
in a surviving notebook that contains seventy-eight mainly humorous items, many
first published by Rawson and Lock in 1989. Collectively, they belong to the mode
that contemporaries recognized as the satiric genre: the shortest is an epigram based
on Martial, an author whom his near-namesake Marshall would probably concede
underlies much Augustan practice. The Essay by Parnell also has some links with
Pope’s Temple of Fame, which have not been fully explored.

In fact, the dealings between the two men in the immediate post-Club years



Scriblerian Satire: Myth or Reality / Pat Rogers

were extensive. Parnell has claims to rank as Pope’s closest literary associate
for a time. Some signs of this relationship may be briefly stated: (1) The second
major poem in Parnell’s career was his translation of Homers Battle of the Frogs
and Mice (1717), the supposedly Homeric mock epic of uncertain date entitled
Batrachomyomachia. The verse here is prefaced by a life of the ancient critic
Zoilus, used as a means to ridicule John Dennis, Richard Blackmore and Richard
Bentley as pedantic and uncomprehending readers of literature—the first two had
already tangled with Pope. (2) It has generally been agreed that Parnell was drawn
to this task by the work he did to assist Pope in his translation of the //iad, which
was not confined to the “Essay on Homer” he provided for the first volume (1715).
(3) Parnell contributed a complimentary poem at the head of Pope’s Works (1717).
(4) Although he left for Ireland in 1714 and became Vicar of Finglas, he returned to
England in 1718 and joined with his friends in planning a resumption of Scriblerian
activities. This never came to pass, and he died on his way back to Ireland. (5) It
was Pope who assembled the edition of Parnell’s poems in 1721, after his colleague
had bequeathed his papers to Pope “almost with his dying breath.” In a dedicatory
epistle to the honorary Scriblerian Lord Oxford, the editor pays a warm tribute to
the departed poet, as “Blest in each Science, blest in ev’ry Strain!” (Pope 1954, 238)
Rather slighter connections include a number of short items entitled by Parnell’s
editors “Scriblerian Epigrams,” some involving Pope by name. There is also a
translation into Latin of an excerpt from the first canto of The Rape of the Lock, that
Pope himself published in 1717. All this evidence serves to reinforce the conclusion
that Parnell must figure centrally in any account of the evolution of “Scriblerian”
activity (whether the precise term is accepted or not), as members of the group went
about their careers in the years following the demise of the Club.

Generally, Marshall treats the work of all the coadjutors in a selective manner.
Even in the case of Swift, the most thoroughly explored among them, there is no
room for some of his distinctively Scriblerian exercises, notably his Examination
of Certain Abuses, Corruptions, and Enormities in the City of Dublin (1732).
Although this sometimes excremental performance lacks a named persona, the
author belongs to the line of unreliable narrators that extends back to the 7ale-teller,
Isaac Bickerstaff, Gulliver, and the modest proposer, as well as numerous disguises
adopted by Pope and Arbuthnot. The current “examiner” is a rabid Whig and
vehement critic of the Harley administration, who confidently decodes the seditious
messages hidden by Jacobites behind the street cries of vendors marketing their
goods—in London, as well as now Dublin. This piece has numerous tentacular roots

in the work of the group since the time of the Club meetings, a period to which the
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text obsessively returns.

However, it is Pope and Arbuthnot who suffer most from the skewed picture
of their careers that the strict criteria impose. On Pope’s later career, the treatment
is sketchy on the Imitations of Horace and Moral Essays, and apart from brief
remarks on Peri Bathous and the Memoirs the prose works such as the Letter to a
Noble Lord go unexamined. The gaps stand out even more sharply in the earlier
period. There is no room for An Essay on Criticism (acknowledged only at second
hand as “at least quasi-satirical” (174), or for the satiric element in The Temple of
Fame. A persistent shortfall concerns some of the briefer items. Among the many
attributes of Pope’s Epistle to Miss Blount after the Coronation (written 1714), often
regarded as his most perfect creation on a miniature scale, are delicate vignettes
contrasting urban and rural society. One of the author’s pet genres in the period was
the mock ballad, exemplified by A Farewell to London (1715), Sandys's Ghost and
The Court Ballad (both 1717), Duke upon Duke (1720), and The Discovery , which
just edges over Marshall’s border line in 1726. The only example mentioned is The
Worms (1716), which has been described as “probably the most popular poem (at
least in his own day) that Pope is supposed to have written” (Pope 163). Marshall’s
dismissive comment, cited above, misses much of the intent: the pseudo-ballad is
frivolous on the surface, but it has its roots in the battle with the Addisonian wits at
Button’s coffee-house over the /liad. In The Practice of Satire, we are never made
aware of this heated debate which temporarily dominated the political and literary
discourse of the capital. Pope’s work at this juncture is as heavily inflected by party
issues as anything he wrote in 1730s. Even his slightest versicles around 1715 and
1716 display an urgent sense of the topical situation, in particular the Jacobite rising
and the government’s measures against the Catholic community. Again and again,
the ballads take up divisions between Tory and Whig, Papist and Protestant, Jacobite
and Hanoverian, in a manner that embodies the warring approach that Marshall sees
as characteristic of satire, but that she denies to the younger Pope.

As regards prose, the book touches only on the first of the three pamphlets
ridiculing Curll, one of them possibly written in whole or part by Arbuthnot.
Moreover, it pays no attention to works from this phase such as The Narrative of
Dr. Norris (1713); and A Key to the Lock (1715). Marshall might argue for their
exclusion on the grounds that they are short and highly personalized. But in other
contexts she is willing to admit lampoons against individuals like those of Marvell,
Dryden, Defoe, and Swift, which are found in works of comparable length. Norris
and the Curll pamphlets, in particular, act out the familiar Scriblerian plot in which

a deluded figure rages as he is subjected to increasing humiliation.
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It is often hard to determine the authorship of items in this category. However,
we can be certain that several were written by members of the group: for example,
The Dignity and Use of Glass Bottles (1715); the prefatory material to Homer in
a Nut-Shell (1715); God’s Revenge against Punning (1716); and Mr. Joanidion
Fielding His True and Faithful Account of the Strange and Miraculous Comet (1716,
directed against the astronomer John Flamsteed). There is also An Essay Concerning
the Origine of Sciences, which was published in the Miscellanies in 1732, but
probably written in the initial Club phase: Pope and Parnell have some claims,
but the main author was doubtless Arbuthnot, whose anthropological interests led
him to write of an ancient pygmy race with surprising links to the Yahoos. The
favourite Scriblerian target of arrogant scientists appears in A4 True and Faithful
Narrative, now thought to be by Gay and also included in the Miscellanies, which
ridicules the predictions of William Whiston. While some questions of date and
attribution remain open, the pamphlets listed above are clearly united in exploiting “a
common satiric agenda.” They consistently employ learned wit, a familiar concept
that Marshall largely denies herself. Several of them present a vision of an almost
dystopian London, reduced to a chaotic state either by some kind of natural disaster
or by the folly of the principal figure.

The narrow selection of Arbuthnot’s works that Marshall discusses is easier to
explain. Like most commentators, she evidently accepts the deattribution of most of
the doctor’s works that were found in the collection of 1750-1751. This shrinkage
was caused by the efforts of George Arbuthnot to clear his father’s name from the
charge of writing such disreputable tosh. His attempt was well answered at the time,
but its contentions have lingered on until recently, thanks mainly to the influential
discussion of Lester M. Beattie in 1935. Later students of the period including
Joseph M. Levine and Richard Nash have been more willing to examine the
evidence carefully, and to reinstate Arbuthnot’s authorship of particular pamphlets.'
It is enough here to state that there are very strong grounds to reclaim at least half a
dozen works printed in his Miscellaneous Works. This in addition to works already
firmly established in the canon, such as Mr. John Ginglicutt’s Treatise and Virgilius
Restauratus (an appendix to The Dunciad), both dismissed by Marshall in an
endnote as “scrappy satires on learning” (340). Another example is Annus Mirabilis
(1722), the fantastic account of a supposed universal sex change that throws

1 See Lester M.Beattie, John Arbuthnot: Mathematician and Satirist, Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1935; Joseph M. Levine, Dr: Woodward's Shield: History, Science, and Satire in
Augustan England, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977; Richard Nash, Wild Enlight-
enment: The Borders of Human Identity in the Eighteenth Century, Charlottesville: University of
Virginia Press, 2003.
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London into turmoil. Unless we take account of such apparently “scrappy” satires
by Arbuthnot and his friends, we shall overlook a large part of the characteristic
offerings that made up the Scriblerian enterprise, and that took their inspiration from

the original goals of the Club.

Conclusion

In 1986, the editor of Pope’s later prose works, Rosemary Cowler, wrote a pertinent
sentence: “Because the productions of the Scriblerians were as collective as their
closely shared attitudes and antagonisms, matters of attribution are sometimes [...]
difficult, and problems of dating are often insoluble” (Pope 1986, 104). This is of
course precisely the approach that Marshall set out to challenge, in its emphasis on
the “closely shared attitudes and antagonisms” of the group. The Practice of Satire
is a remarkable achievement, which has taught many students of the period, myself
included, a great deal about the subject. The view set out here is that the book
falsely mythologizes Scriblerian satire in denying its reality as an identifiable mode.
As a result, Marshall is in danger of misaligning literary history and misdirecting
criticism of the course of letters in this era. It remains the task of others to adjudicate

on the issue.
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Abstract: Of the many critics who have tried to understand Johnson’s complex
attitude to Swift, Rawson is surely the most insightful. This essay explores some
Johnsonian responses to Swift in addition to those canvassed by Rawson and
takes up anew the question of Swiftianism in Johnson’s writings and conversation.
Operating within the framework established by Rawson, this essay finds, in sum,
that the harshest sort of irony is slightly less exceptional than Rawson judged and
slightly less confined to his early years as a writer. Later in life Johnson could be
more Swiftian in conversation and in ex tempore writing than in his more considered
and more public utterances. This suggests that he controlled his harshest tendencies
when he was speaking on the record or, more importantly, making pronouncements
that might reach a broader audience of impressionable readers. But the tendencies
ran deep, just as Rawson says.
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In “The Character of Swift’s Satire,” “Intimacies of Antipathy: Johnson and Swift,”
and occasionally in several other essays, Claude Rawson has made the most insightful
comments on the literary relationship between Johnson and Swift of all time, though it
has long been a subject of interest to literary scholars and critics. A general summary
cannot do justice to Rawson’s views because they are both complex and inseparable
from the style in which he wrote them. It is fair to say, however, that “Intimacies of
Antipathy” clarifies through several examples the long-observed but still puzzling
compound of attraction and repulsion evident in Johnson’s relationship with Swift.
Johnson’s Life of Swift in his Lives of the Poets (1779-1781) naturally provides
the richest field for the exploration of this relationship, and Rawson canvasses it

thoroughly:
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Johnson’s antipathy to Swift was intense. It is not merely that the Life of Swift
expresses some severe criticisms and a degree of personal dislike. The same
is true of the lives of Milton and Pope. What is exceptional in the Life of Swift
is, first, the sheer persistence, sometimes subtextual, of the antipathy [...]
Secondly, some of his severest strictures on Swift’s real or presumed states
of mind have a peculiar inwardness, a censorious probing of dark corners
of motivation or outlook, which have the stamp of psychological fellow-
travelling. Finally [...] there are some surprising parallels in the private and
religious meditations of both men, as well as in their moral and political
opinions, and their underlying mode of thought. (“Intimacies” 120-121)

To dwell for a moment on the writing in this passage, the metaphors implicit in
“inwardness” and “dark corners” are characteristic of a predilection for visual and
spatial ways of putting things that is a strength of Rawson’s style, surprisingly
evident in his often-brilliant descriptions of tone: the “uppishness” or “hauteur”
and even, at a stretch, “avuncular” (“confident derision mingling with sympathetic
reassurance”) suggest bodily positions and spatial relationships between people.

In addition to probing Johnson’s strictures in the Life of Swift, Rawson
examines several other places in Johnson’s writings, and in his biography, that show
“his curious self-involvement with an author he persistently disliked” (“Intimacies”
127). It is curious, Rawson points out, that Johnson’s relationship with Hester
Thrale was tinged with his awareness of Swift, not least because she was in fact an
admirer of Swift. In one of his many letters to Thrale, Johnson was willing to style
himself “Presto” (Redford 1:302). This is the name that appears as Swift’s signature
in the first edition of his Journal to Stella (1755), the edition that Johnson and
Thrale knew. As Rawson points out, Thrale’s son Harry had a dog named Presto,
and Johnson referred to himself in a letter to Hester at about this time as “This little
Dog” (Letters 1.296). There is a suggestion here that Johnson was willing to play
Swift to Thrale’s Stella and hit the same notes of a poor creature seeking maternal
comfort that Swift sometimes hit when styling himself a “poor dear fellow”—
the true reading of the manuscript letters, which the indignant cousin/editor, Dean
Swift, changed to “Presto.”"

In amplifying Johnson’s note of self-abasement Rawson wisely stops short
of invoking the famous letter in French that Johnson wrote to Thrale, addressing

1 The MS reading, restored in the Cambridge edition is “pdfr” or “podefar,” short for “poor dear fel-
low” (Journal to Stella 577). The original shows that the name was one of mild self-abasement, which

is lightened though not erased in “Presto.”
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her as his “Mistress,” from inside the Streatham house, which has been taken as
an indication that he regarded her as his dominatrix and granted her the right to
manacle him in his room. The letter (and the manacles that were auctioned with
the rest of the Thrale-Piozzi property in Streatham) has perhaps been taken too
literally. Read merely as a courtly gesture of abasement, like throwing one’s cloak
on the ground to protect the beloved’s feet from mud, the letter is of a piece with the
gesture of declaring oneself the beloved’s dog or other pet. (The gesture was still
alive for Trollope when he had the interloping beau in Is He Popenjoy? [1877-1878]
use it as a come-on to the recently married heroine of the novel.)

The most famous of the pets that literary lovers claim they wish to be is the
dove in the Anacreontic poem that Johnson imitated and recited to Hester Thrale'
as he had earlier recited it to his intended second wife, Hill Boothby (Wright 109).
In the original Greek poem, the dove is a go-between for Anacreon and his beloved
boy Bathyllus, but the creature contentedly lies down in the arms of his master
at bedtime. Johnson changed the gender of the beloved in his version because,
presumably, he wished to identify her with the woman for whom he performed.
As the dove is the speaker in the poem, delivering both the poem and Anacreon’s
letters to his beloved, he must be identified with Johnson as poet, even if, as lover,
Johnson is identified with the dove’s master. In any case, the prostration of the dove
before “Anacreon” is a posture that Johnson struck before Thrale or Boothby as he
delivered the poem, in which he asks, “Can a prudent Dove decline/Blissful bondage
such as mine?” (1l: 24-25) Johnson’s couplet, moreover, is a notable expansion of
the simpler line in the original- AoVvAn pevd map’ avtd (A slave, I will stay with
him). Johnson’s interrogative couplet recalls lines from the proem of The Rape of the
Lock—“Oh say what stranger cause, yet unexplored/Could cause a gentle belle to
reject a lord?”—but the meter is wrong, as I’ll suggest soon.

In “Intimacies” Rawson discusses another poem that Johnson composed and
recited, probably impromptu, to Thrale. She had complained in 1777 when she was
thirty-five that Swift wrote birthday poems to Stella until she was forty-six, but she
had nothing from Johnson. He told her, as she prepared to transcribe the verses, that
she should now “see what it is to come for poetry to a Dictionary-maker; you may
observe that the rhymes run in alphabetical order exactly” (Johnsonian Miscellanies
1:260). The mention of the Dictionary validates Rawson’s characterization of the
lines as “displaying a half-derisive virtuosity of inwardness” (“Intimacies” 128)
because Johnson was so identified with his Dictionary, as is shown, for example, in

I'vdb ceavtov (Know thyself), the self-examining poem he wrote as an address to

1 See G. B. Hill, ed, Johnsonian Miscellanies vol. 1, New York: Harper&Brothers, 1897, 176.
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his intellectual master, Joseph Scaliger, when he finished revising his great work in
1773. The poem recalls Swift’s famous birthday poems for Stella, but the verse is
in the manner of Waller’s “To Zelinda” which begins, “Fairest piece of well-form’d
earth, /Urge not thy haughty birth.” This is the same measure that Johnson used in
his imitation of “Anacreon’s Dove” and in earlier amorous poems, such as “On a
Lady’s Presenting a Sprig of Myrtle to a Gentleman.”' Interestingly, Waller’s poem
appears in the Prosody preliminary to Johnson’s Dictionary as an exemplification
of the trochaic verse form of seven syllables per line. The double reference to the
Dictionary in Johnson’s birthday poem for Thrale makes the lines even more an
expression of “inwardness,” but Johnson’s own history in using the form for love
poetry does that as well.

Johnson’s Dictionary is itself filled with references to Swift. I suggested, as
Rawson recalls, that Johnson may have gone out of his way to associate Swift
with scatological or proctological words in the illustrative quotations. He quotes
Swift as saying, for example, “I got the hemorrhoids!” (DeMaria 210) This is not
a very illustrative quotation; it does not illuminate the meaning of the word; it is
fun at Swift’s expense, but, given Johnson’s medical history and his difficulty with
constipation—hinted at by Boswell in his coy questions about Johnson’s retention
of dried orange peels—it may also be a cri de coeur. Overall, Brian Grimes has
counted 3,460 citations of Swift by name or the name of one of his works in the
first edition of the Dictionary (1755). The largest number of quotations come from
Gulliver's Travels, but “Directions to Servants” supplies the highest number per
page. Johnson's Dictionary Online counts 94 for the former and 75 for the much
shorter latter work in 1755. The advice transmitted from Swift in “Directions” is
mainly ironic, such as that provided in the quotation under the first sense of the
noun “lap”: “If a joint of meat falls on the ground, take it up gently, wipe it with the
lap of your coat, and then put it into the dish.” “Armpit” evokes another quotation
of “Directions,” addressed by Swift to the Footman: “Others hold their plate under
the left arm-pit, the best situation for keeping it warm.” And again (one more), from
“Directions to the Butler” under the noun “plug”: “In bottling wine, fill your mouth
full of corks, together with a large plug of tobacco.” Many of the quotations of Swift
in the Dictionary refer to violations of the strict sanitary code to which both Swift
and Johnson somewhat compulsively subscribed.

Swift’s poems are also well-represented in Johnson’s Dictionary, although in
his Life of Swift Johnson was dismissive of them, dispatching them with the bare

1 This and many other observations about Johnson’s poetry in this essay derive from The Complete
Poems of Samuel Johnson (Routledge, 2024), edited by Robert D. Brown and Robert DeMaria, Jr.
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remark, “There is not much upon which the critic can exercise his powers” (Lonsdale
3:214), although, as Rawson reminded us, the Lives were originally called “Prefaces
Biographical and Critical” and intended as introductions to the poetry in The Works
of the English Poets. Nor does Johnson shrink from quoting in the Dictionary
poems that he says in the Life of Swift he would have classed as “gross” or “trifling,”
if he had bothered to treat the poetry at all, including two ironic quotations of “A
Beautiful Young Nymph Going to Bed” under “cleanliness.” As Rawson notes,

1333

Thrale said Johnson “‘used to quote [Swift] perpetually,” but often reverted to
[“Verses on the Death of Dr. Swift”] in particular” (“Intimacies” 136). In the first
edition of the Dictionary, Johnson quoted this poem at least sixteen times. The first-
person grammar of this poem, and many of Swift’s other works, allows Johnson to
ventriloquize Swift—in itself a very Swiftian move—to have him speak, often to his
own derogation, but also, though more rarely, to utter his own thoughts in the voice
of his nemesis. A harmless example occurs under “spick and span” meaning “Quite
new”: “I keep no antiquated stuff;/But spick and span I have enough.” Another
pops up under “sniveller” (“A weeper; a weak lamenter”: “He’d more lament when
I was dead,/Than all the snivellers round my bed.”) Johnson always said he hated
a “Feeler,” at least insofar as the feeling was affected (Thraliana 1:541 and n. 2).
Johnson is also united with Swift in approving of charitable giving. In addition
to promoting several charitable schemes—such as the Hereford hospital and the
benefit night for Milton’s grand-daughter—Johnson made a point of discussing his
subjects’ charity in many of his biographies. Swift, of course, left money for the
establishment of a sanitorium for the mentally ill in Dublin. Johnson gives Swift
credit for his charity, despite complaining that “His beneficence was not graced with
tenderness or civility” (Lonsdale 2:211).

In the Preface to the Dictionary Johnson refers, as Rawson notes, to Swift’s
Proposal for Correcting, Improving and Ascertaining the English Tongue (1712) as
a “petty treatise” and goes further in the Life of Swift to say it was “written without
much knowledge of the general nature of language, and without any accurate
enquiry into the history of other tongues” (Lonsdale 3:195). Nevertheless, Johnson
drew on it for illustrative quotations in the Dictionary (see, e.g. “heart,” sense
9). Interestingly, the reason for Johnson’s criticism—Swift’s naive belief that an
academy can legislate correctness—is prefigured in Swift’s own satire of academies
in A Tale of a Tub, which can be seen as a source for Johnson’s derision of them.
Swift imagines a parodic “large Academy [...] capable of containing nine thousand
seven hundred forty and three Persons, which by modest Computation is reckoned
to be pretty near the current Number of Wits in this Island” (26). The Hack who
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speaks for Swift in the Tub also imagines that the “worthy Members of the several
Academies abroad, especially those of France and Italy, will favourably accept these
humble Offers, for the Advancement of Universal Knowledge” (68). Without irony,
but perhaps in a voice equally theatrical, Johnson is similarly derisive in the Preface
to the Dictionary: “If an academy should be established for the cultivation of our
stile, which I, who can never wish to see dependence multiplied, hope the spirit of
English liberty will hinder or destroy, let them, instead of compiling grammars and
dictionaries, endeavour, with all their influence, to stop the licence of translatours,
whose idleness and ignorance, if suffered to proceed, will reduce us to babble a
dialect of France” (108-109). Despite this injunction, Johnson quoted numerous
translations in his Dictionary and made them important in his representation of
English. Part of the tone of the Preface, as a performance for the English market,
was an obligatory Francophobia, and an almost Swiftian disdain for academies was
consistent with that tone.

Johnson may be performing, but he is not ironic in issuing an opinion on
academies that resembles Swift’s; he repeats some other Swiftian opinions in a
similarly unironic way. The ending of the Idler, for example, is a version of the
ending of 4 Tale of Tub, without irony. Johnson wrote in /dler 103: “This secret
horrour of the last is inseparable from a thinking being whose life is limited, and
to whom death is dreadful [...] the termination of any period of life reminds us
that life itself has likewise its termination” (315). In concluding A Tale of a Tub,
Swift wrote, “The Conclusion of a Treatise, resembles the Conclusion of Human
Life” (135). The idea may be a commonplace, but its attraction for both Swift and
Johnson is a measure of the curious compatibility of their views. Other examples of
shared commonplaces may be found. For example, in Part 2, Chapter 1 of Gulliver's
Travels Swift writes: “Undoubtedly Philosophers are in the Right when they tell us,
that nothing is great or little otherwise than by Comparison” (124). Johnson expands
the commonplace in his preface to Shakespeare: “As among the works of nature no
man can properly call a river deep or a mountain high, without the knowledge of
many mountains and many rivers; so in the productions of genius, nothing can be
stiled excellent till it has been compared with other works of the same kind” (1:60).

Johnson followed Swift in lamenting the exuberant growth of publication and
the proliferation of writers. Both also, in a satirical vein, ascribe this proliferation to
the weather. Swift’s hack presents his 7ale of a Tub to Prince Posterity as “The poor
Production of that Refuse of Time, which has lain heavy upon my Hands, during a
long Prorogation of Parliament, a great Dearth of Forein News, and a tedious Fit of

rainy Weather” (20). In the Conclusion he invokes a bookseller who “knows to a
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Tittle, what Subjects will best go off in a dry Year, and which it is proper to expose
foremost, when the Weather-glass is fallen to much Rain” (134). In Adventurer
115 Johnson laments the “epidemical conspiracy for the destruction of paper” and
speculates that it might be caused by “the intemperature of the seasons [...] the long
continuance of the wind at any single point, or intoxicating vapours exhaled from
the earth” (458-459).

Both Johnson and Swift also made fun of a kind of mechanical operation of the
literary spirit. Swift begins his Tale of a Tub with a disquisition on the mechanical
forms of rising (Longinian ®wyovg or the sublime). He finds the three methods
of rising, thus enabling one’s words to land with more force, are the ladder, the
pulpit, and the stage itinerant. in Rambler 117. Johnson uses the logic of the Hack’s
description of the importance of altitude to the delivery of words when he writes
his “theory of a garret” as a fictional letter from “Hypertatus” (4: 258-264). Johnson
focuses the effects of altitude on the writer rather than his words, but his reduction of
an intangible literary element to something mechanical resembles Swift’s operation
in his 7ub. Wind is another of Swift’s frequently employed materializations of
spirit: “For, whether you please to call the Forma informans of Man, by the name of
Spiritus, Animus, Afflatus, or Anima; what are all these, but several Appellations for
Wind?” (99) Johnson also invokes wind, and he does so by alluding to Pythagoras,
a classical source for the conflation of wind and spirt also present in Swift’s work.
Johnson’s Hypertatus finds Pythagoras an important authority for his effort “to
inculcate to posterity the importance of a garret” (260). He cites the “celebrated
symbol [i.e. maxim] of Pythagoras, dvepdv mvedvtov v Nyo® mpookHvel;, ‘when

999

the wind blows, worship its echo’” (260). Most of the “symbols” are quite as silly
as this one: “Write not in the snow,” for example, “Threaten not the stars,” and
“Eat not in the chariot” (a good inscription for a twenty-first-century automobile air
freshener). Pythagoras was a commonplace for exemplifying the folly of pedantry,
and Johnson translated early in his career the Jests of Hierocles, a commentary
on Pythagoras’s Aurea Carmina, a work full of jokes about pedants (Johnson
on Demand, 56). There is a kind of commutative principle by which Pythagoras
connects Johnson and Swift, especially through their younger selves.

The elevation of the garret in Johnson’s Rambler 117 enables not only access
to the wind but also an increased speed of rotation as the earth spins, and this

increase in velocity makes one smarter:

Another cause of the gaiety and sprightliness of the dwellers in garrets is

probably the increase of that vertiginous motion, with which we are carried
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round by the diurnal revolution of the earth. The power of agitation upon the
spirits is well known; every man has felt his heart lightened in a rapid vehicle,
or on a galloping horse; and nothing is plainer, than that he who towers to the
fifth story, is whirled through more space by every circumrotation, than another
that grovels upon the ground-floor. (263)

Although Johnson focuses on the mind of the writer rather than, like Swift, his
emissions in the form of words that fall with more force from a great height, his
conceit surely qualifies as “Swiftian.” Johnson enlists Tibullus and Lucretius in
his army of apologists for the garret. As the archetypal materialist, Lucretius is a
favorite of Swift’s ironic spokesmen; these spokesmen are parts of the pantheon of
wits supporting the views of Hypertatus.

In “The Character of Swift’s Satire” Rawson points out:

[...] just as Swift, in some of his lesser works, and less often than had been
claimed, sometimes wrote in a plain style devoid of ironic indirection, so
Johnson occasionally did the opposite. Two of his early works were conscious
exercises in “Swiftian” irony: Marmor Norfolciense and the Complete
Vindication of the Licensers of the Stage. This early fixation on Swift was
also playfully sustained by the parliamentary reports that he concocted for
the Gentleman’s Magazine under the title “Debates in the Senate of Magna
Lilliputia,” and there were examples of “sarcasm and ‘sophistry’” among the
political writings of his later years. But these works are exceptional, and the
few overt Swiftian imitations may be taken as among the more superficial
instances of that deep similarity with Swift that Johnson seems uneasily to
have sensed in himself. (“Character” 23)

This is all very true and the perception that these are “superficial instances of [a]
deep similarity” is particularly acute. Combing Johnson’s writings, however, one
can find more numerous “superficial instances.” Those that Rawson notes are
the most important, but he plays down their extent, since Johnson’s work on the
Parliamentary Debates constitutes his longest performance in prose, occupying
three volumes in the Yale Edition, the same number as The Lives of the Poets, from
which should be subtracted a larger volume of footnotes and a certain amount of
non-Johnsonian prose, such as the Life of Young, which was contributed by Herbert
Croft. There is also irony in many of the Ramblers, such as 117 cited above—

another three-volume collection of Johnson’s prose.
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Reverting first to one of Johnson’s works well-known to be “Swiftian,” perhaps
it is worth remembering how closely Johnson follows Swift in his creation of the
prophetic Latin poem at the center of Marmor Norfolciense. The poem is entitled
“Post-Genitis” (To Posterity) and hence is dedicated to the same entity named in
the dedication to A Tale of a Tub. There is a classical precedent for the counterfeit
archaeological discovery in Marmor (Baldwin cites Ephemeris Belli Troiani [Diary
of the Trojan War] by “Dictys Cretensis,” alleged to have been discovered in the 4"
century), but Swift used a similar satirical vehicle, albeit in an abbreviated way, in
“The Windsor Prophecy” (1711).

A less frequently cited Swiftian work is Johnson’s “Observations on Common
Sense,” published in the Gentleman'’s Magazine for December 1738 (vol. 8:640-
641). Like most of Johnson’s work for the Gentleman'’s Magazine in his first year
of involvement, “Observations” is part of the periodical war that the proprietor,
Edward Cave, waged with the journals from which he drew his articles before he
began replacing them with original content—mainly after 1740. In January of 1738
the editors of Common Sense complained that the GM not only pilfered its material
but abridged it barbarously, canceling “everything that looks like spirit in writing.”
In retaliation, the GM abridged a piece written for Common Sense, 2 December
1738, but kept in brackets phrases that were stylistically unnecessary. Johnson added
“Observations on the forgoing” in the voice of a penitent editor: “An ingenuous
and artless confession of a fault is generally admitted as an extenuation of it, and,
if accompanied with amendment, entitles the offender to pardon and compassion”
(Johnson on Demand 24). His apology includes a precative address to prolixity
worthy of Swift’s dedication to Prince Posterity or even Pope’s address to Dullness:

Oh thou great directress of political pens! known amongst the moderns by
the names of FLUENCY and COPIOUSNESS, and amongst the men of
former ages by the title of PROLIXITY! Thou, that weariest attention with
invincible tautology, and bewilderest reason in inextricable mazes! Forgive,
great goddess! the injuries rashly offered to the most zealous of thy votaries,
the AUTHORS OF Common Sense, and accept of the small atonement which
I now offer thee by publishing, in the Gentleman'’s Magazine, four columns
SACRED TO PROLIXITY. (Johnson on Demand 25)

Then, after many more protestations that he was reformed, Johnson’s speaker
provides a long footnote listing expressions he would have expunged in his

“unenlightened” state. The list is interesting for those who study Johnson’s style for
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it includes mixed metaphors, pleonasms, and solecisms having to do with imprecise

29 ¢

usage, or with tense or number: for example, “was owing;” “the people who ruled

LT3 EEINT3

the roost;” “now and then;” “two most opposites;” “Once more before I died;” “she
retired into France, where, when strangers became acquainted with her, all the
world was in love with her” (ibid., 26n2). It is fair to say, by the way, that Johnson’s
strictness about metaphor is a trait of his literary outlook that he shares with Swift—
one that is a constant throughout his life, not just in youth.

Although “Swiftian” irony is more common in Johnson’s earliest writings,
he also used unreliable if not thoroughly ironic speakers in his later periodical
essays. There are many examples in the Rambler (1750-1752) and some from later
productions, such as the Idler (1758-1760). One from an intermediary time is worth
mentioning because it contains the kind of mock proposal that is closely associated
with Swift’s most famous writing. Johnson, as is generally true, does not make
proposals as violent or as disgusting as Swift’s, but in its analogy between dogs and
writers, this one comes close. The piece appeared in the Universal Visiter, volume
4 (April 1756), 159-166 and was there entitled “Reflections on the Present State
of Literature.” Thomas Davies changed the title to “A Dissertation on Authors”
when he included it in Miscellaneous and Fugitive Pieces (2:21-29), and it entered
Johnson’s Works in 1788 as “A project for the Employment of Authors” (199-209).
The speaker, like Swift’s projector in 4 Modest Proposal, is a “computist.” He says,
“I have computed, at some hours of leisure, the loss and gain of literature, and set
the pain which it produces against the pleasure” (Johnson on Demand, 254). True
to his identity as a kind of computational economist, Johnson’s speaker goes on to
discuss the great proliferation of authors, which amounts to a kind of plague. He
finds that every sixth man passing Temple Bar between the hours of eleven and four
is an author. Authors lead miserable lives because, as this computist knows, “the
price of commodities must always fall as the quantity is increased, and [...] no trade
can allow its professors to be multiplied beyond a certain number” (257).

Johnson’s economist also makes some comparisons of authors in their suffering
to animals: “Many universal comparisons there are by which misery is expressed.
We talk of a man teased like a bear at a stake, tormented like a toad under a harrow;
or hunted like a dog with a stick at his tail; all these are indeed states of uneasiness,
but what are they to the life of an author!” (258) The speaker goes on to describe
authors as cannibalistic animals: “like wolves in long winters, they are forced to
prey on one another” (259). The animal imagery returns in the modest proposal
itself:
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The result of all these considerations amounts only to this, that the number of
writers must at last be lessened, but by what method this great design can be
accomplished, is not easily discovered. It was lately proposed, that every man
who kept a dog should pay a certain tax, which, as the contriver of ways and
means [i.e. Internal Revenue] very judiciously observed, would either destroy
the dogs, or bring in money. Perhaps it might be proper to lay some such tax
upon authors, only the payment must be lessened in proportion as the animal,
upon which it is raised, is less necessary; for many a man that would pay for
his dog, will dismiss his dedicator. Perhaps, if every one, who employed or
harboured an author, was assessed a groat a year, it would sufficiently lessen

the nuisance without destroying the species. (Johnson on Demand 260)

This is obviously not as bad as the proposal to eat Irish babies or the proposal to
eliminate the Yahoos from the face of the earth, but it has some resemblance to
them, and shows that Johnson carried some of his “Swiftian” irony into middle age.
Moreover, Johnson echoed the imagery of this passage in 1773 when, as Boswell
reports in his Journal of a Tour to the Hebrides, “Lady MacLeod asked if no man
was naturally good. Johnson. ‘No, madam, no more than a wolf.” Boswell. ‘Nor
woman, sir?’ Johnson: ‘No, sir.” Lady MacLeod started, saying low, ‘This is worse
than Swift’” (170; Rawson, “Character” 4).

Also in 1773, Johnson composed a “Meditation on a Pudding,” which surely
recalls Swift’s “Meditation on a Broomstick” (1710). Both of Johnson’s most
important early biographers—Hawkins and Boswell—believed that Johnson’s
immediate object was James Hervey’s popular Meditations and Contemplations
(1746-1748). The immediate object of Swift’s Meditation is Robert Boyle’s
Meditations (1665), but both Swift’s and Johnson’s works are sendups of the
metaphysical mode in general. Johnson evidently never committed this work to
paper but performed it, with differences, for Hawkins and Boswell on separate
occasions. It begins, in one version, “Let us seriously reflect of what a pudding is
composed. It is composed of flour that once waved in the golden grain, and drank
the dews of the morning; of milk pressed from the swelling udder by the gentle hand
of the beauteous milk-maid. [...] who, while she stroked the udder, indulged in no
ambitious thoughts of wandering in palaces [...] (Johnson on Demand 529). Swift’s
“Meditation” begins, “This single Stick, which you now behold ingloriously lying
in that neglected Corner, I once knew in a flourishing State in a Forest: It was full of
Sap, and full of Leaves, and full of Boughs” (Parodies 13). He goes on to make the
metaphysical statement that “SURELY MORTAL MAN IS A BROOMSTICK?” (14).
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This more resembles the kind of extravagant metaphysical metaphor that Johnson
criticized in his Life of Cowley than the kind he ridicules in his “Meditation on a
Pudding,” but the resemblance to Swift is still pertinent.

It is notable that this late “Swiftianum” was an impromptu production. There
is evidence in Johnson’s poetry that he was more inclined to Swiftian irony when he
composed such verse in performance than when he wrote for publication. There are
several late poems, composed impromptu, that exhibit such irony. One of these is
“A Short Song of Congratulation,” which Johnson composed on or about 8 August
1780, when he sent the poem to Hester Thrale with the following note: “You have
heard in the papers how Sir John Lade is come to age, I have enclosed a short song
of congratulation, which you must not show to any body. It is odd that it should
come into any bodies head. I hope you will read it with candour [i.e., genially], it
is, I believe one of the authours first essays in that way of writing, and a beginner is
always to be treated with tenderness’ (Letters 3.296). Thrale said in her journal that
Johnson sent this in a “fit of frolicksome Gaiety” (Thraliana 1.451). Johnson was
joking about this being his first attempt “in that way of writing;” whether he meant
irony in general or unironic congratulations in particular, he had long been adept at
creating an authorial persona. The poem celebrates ironically the coming of age of
a notorious spendthrift whom Johnson occasionally encountered at Streatham, as
he was the ward of his uncle Henry Thrale. Lade evidently took Johnson’s advice
literally, soon marrying a horsewoman of light repute and squandering the family

fortune.

A Short Song of Congratulation

Long-expected one and twenty
Ling’ring year, at last is flown,
Pomp and Pleasure, Pride and Plenty

Great Sir John, are all your own.

Loosen’d from the Minor’s tether, 5
Free to mortgage or to sell,

Wild as wind, and light as feather

Bid the slaves of thrift farewel.

Call the Bettys, Kates, and Jennys
Ev’ry name that laughs at Care, 10
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Lavish of your Grandsire’s guineas,
Show the Spirit of an heir.

All that prey on vice and folly
Joy to see their quarry fly,

Here the Gamester light and jolly,
There the Lender grave and sly.

Wealth, Sir John, was made to wander,
Let it wander as it will;

See the Jocky, see the Pander,

Bid them come, and take their fill.

When the bonny Blade carouses,
Pockets full, and Spirits high,
What are acres? What are houses?
Only dirt, or wet or dry.

If the Guardian or the Mother
Tell the woes of wilful waste,
Scorn their counsel and their pother,

You can hang or drown at last.

1

Here’s a Woman of the Town,
Lies as Dead as any Nail!

She was once of high renown,—
And so here begins my Tale.

2

She was once as Cherry plump,

15

20

25

John Hoole heard Johnson repeat the poem “with great spirit” on 30 November
(Swift’s birthday, coincidentally), 1784 (Johnsonian Miscellany 2:152).

A less funny and crueler spontaneous performance is Johnson’s “An
Extempore Elegy,” which he composed at Streatham where Fanny Burney heard it
and eventually copied it out. “The occasion,” she wrote in her journal, “was to make

fun of an Elegy in a Trumpery Book we had just been reading” (Burney 4:448-449).
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Red her Cheek as Cath’rine Pear,

Toss’d her Nose, & shook her Rump,

Till she made her Neighbours stare.

3

But there came a country’squire

He was a seducing Pug! 10
Took her from her friends & sire,

To his own House her did lug.

4

There she soon became a Jilt,

Rambling often to & fro’,

All her life was nought but guilt, 15
Till Purse & Carcase both were low.

5

Black her Eye with many a Blow,

Hot her Breath with many a Dram,

Now she lies exceeding low,

And as quiet as a Lamb. 20

This is surely Johnson’s meanest poem unless one counts “To Lyce,” which may not
be his. “To Lyce” appeared in the GM for May 1747 (17.240) and was accepted into
both Poetical Works (1785) and Works (1787). The poem follows Horace, Odes, 4.13
and similarly mocks an aging woman. It sounds more like Swift in his so-called

misogynist verse than Johnson:

Her silver locks display the moon,
Her brows a cloudy show, 10
Strip’d rainbows round her eyes are seen,

And show’rs from either flow.

Her teeth the night with darkness dyes,

She’s starr’d with pimples o’er,

Her tongue like nimble lightning plies, 15
And can with thunder roar.

Robert Brown and [—coeditors of the Longman’s edition of Johnson’s poems—are

inclined, like other Johnsonians, to doubt Johnson’s authorship of “To Lyce” partly
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because it is so cruel (though we acknowledge that Johnson may have contributed to
it). Boswell also doubted it on those grounds: “I have also some difficulty to believe
that he could produce such a group of conceits as appear in the verses to Lyce [...];”
but he concedes that “[Johnson] may have, in his earlier years, composed such a
piece as this” (Life 1:179). Sherbo concludes his article on “Certain Poems in the
May 1747 Gentleman's Magazine” with this judgment on “To Lyce”: “The one
poem that remains has so much evidence against its ascription to Johnson that it is
rather anticlimactic to point out that even Smith and McAdam, sharing Boswell’s
extreme suspicion, have little to say for it’ (389). Still, rejecting the poem because
one thinks the sentiment beneath Johnson is not entirely valid.

One poem that was formerly ascribed to Johnson, despite its cruelty, Brown
and DeMaria have shown not to be Johnson’s. Lars Troide, the editor of Burney’s

early journals thought this was Johnson’s Swiftian improvisation.

With Patches, Paint, & Jewels on,

Sure Phillis is not Twenty one!—

—But if at Night you Phillis see—

—The Dame, at least, is Forty Three (3:126)

My co-editor Rob Brown discovered that these lines paraphrase Matthew Prior’s
“Phillis’s Age™:

How old may Phyllis be, you ask,
Whose beauty thus all hearts engages?
To answer is no easy task,

For she has really two ages.

Stiff in brocard, and pinch’d in stays,
With patches, paint, and jewels on,
All day let envy view her face;

And Phyllis is but twenty-one.

Paint, patches, jewels laid aside,

As night astronomers agree,

The evening has the day belied;

And Phyllis is some forty-three.

The unmasking of this false ascription is a warning that one should not go too

far in imagining the extent of Johnson’s “Swiftian” behavior as a writer, and that
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is a salutary note on which to conclude. What I have added here are footnotes to
Rawson’s sane and considered view that Johnson’s Swiftian works are “exceptional”
(“Character” 23). This is, however, to allow more Swiftianism in Johnson’s works
than Boswell allowed. Johnson’s greatest biographer, reflecting on the “Short
Song of Congratulation” describes it as satire “conveyed in a strain of pointed
vivacity and humour, and in a manner of which no other instance is to be found in
Johnson’s writings” (Life 4:412). This is incorrect. I would certainly go further than
Boswell and a bit further than Rawson, with the caveat that the additional works
of Swiftian irony in his mature years are mainly in Johnson’s ex tempore poems.
As his sometimes violent behavior in debate (which he often sorely regretted) or
his remark to Lady MacLeod (above) suggest, he could be more virulent viva voce
than in print, and, likewise, he could be fiercer in ex tempore verse than in the
cooler medium of prose or verse intended for publication. This is consistent with
my view of Johnson as conscious throughout his published writings of his effect on
his audience. He is often performing with attention to his reception, particularly his
moral reception. Hence, I see the ending of the Vanity of Human Wishes, with its
Christianizing and softening of the harsher Juvenalian message, as a concession to
the audience and what would benefit them as Christians, rather than an expression
of Johnson’s personal feelings about life. The rest of the poem is more ironic and
includes, as well as the cruel reference to Swift “expir[ing] a driv’ler and a show,”
a direct borrowing from Swift in line 73 where suitors “croud preferment’s gate.”"
Not that I think Johnson quite as harsh as Swift in his view of humanity, but I think
him harsher and more Swiftian than he wished to let on in his public performances.
That he could express that harsher view more easily in private performances is a
sign, however, of how deeply it ran, just as Rawson says.
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Swift and the Moderns: A Tribute to Claude Rawson

Jenny Davidson (Columbia University)

This past spring I taught a new lecture course called Swift and the Moderns that
could have been neither conceived nor constructed without Claude’s influence:
without what I learned from him personally, during my time as a graduate student at
Yale in the 1990s; without his work on Rochester, Swift, Pope, Austen, Céline and
many others; and without the ways of reading and the literary worlds Claude opened
up for me.

I think often of a conversational exchange I had with Claude at a small cocktail
party for our graduate student cohort at the townhouse of another professor, the late
professor Sara Suleri Goodyear (it was 1996 or thereabouts).

I said to Claude, tipsily, “You are obsessed with cannibalism!”

Claude thought for a moment, then corrected me.

“No,” he said, “I am interested in what happens to language in extreme
situations.”

When I made the decision to go to Yale to pursue my Ph.D. in eighteenth-
century British literature, I knew of Claude’s research profile without actually
having read his work. As an undergraduate, I’d been thinking mostly about fiction
and narratology, not satire. But Claude’s seminar on Augustan satire was pure
magic. I fell in love with the primary texts—Rochester, Swift, Fielding and so
many others—but the real eye-opener was Claude’s way of reading. His keen ear
and eye, his extraordinarily close attention to shifts of diction and tone within a
sentence and the traction it gave on the psychological and ethical orientations of
the work as a whole, his deep knowledge of a huge swathe of classical as well as
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century European literary culture, the equally wide-
ranging cosmopolitan readerly curiosity that enabled many of his most unexpected
and profound juxtapositions and insights—now this was something worth aspiring
to!

In those graduate school years, I read and enormously appreciated Claude’s
earlier work on Swift (Gulliver and the Gentle Reader [1973]) and Fielding (Henry
Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress [1972]), but my bibles were the
two major essay collections—Order From Confusion Sprung (1985) and Satire
and Sentiment (1993). They represent the very best of what literary criticism can
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do when it is attuned as closely to style as to broader literary and cultural patterns
and throughlines. I especially enjoy, in these essays, the ways in which arguments
worked out at length by Claude in his earlier writing—often by way of brilliant and
sensitive extended close readings—reappear, distilled into just a few sentences and
perfectly integrated by way of a larger interpretive insight or judgment into a great
literary tapestra with no temporal or geographical delimiters. It means that even the
short occasional essays (the cleverly titled “n-ious Boswell”!) are rich with a full
life’s worth of reading and thinking and writing.

Despite his expertise in mock-heroics, Claude’s generosity as a teacher
and mentor has been full-on heroic, epic in an older-fashioned sense. He spent a
semester supervising an independent course of reading with me that took us through
the major French and English prose satires of the later seventeenth-century. He
took me to lunch at least once a term at Berkeley College. He introduced me to the
writing of Patrick Chamoiseau, among many others. His hospitality at New Haven’s
best restaurants (sic?) gave me an impression of what grown-up gastronomic-cum-
intellectual life might look like: not least by way of introducing me to what is still
one of my favorite cocktails, the caipirinha, based on a sugar-cane liquor called
cachaca whose first acquaintance Claude had made by way of a daughter who
imported spirits from Brazil. I learned the deep satisfaction of writing dissertation
chapters that met with Claude’s approval (“accurate and readable™!).

Claude continued to look out for me after I finished my degree. He helped me
publish my dissertation as a book, edited by the brilliant Linda Bree at Cambridge;
he introduced me in real life as well as intellectually to James McLaverty and
Marcus Walsh, both of whose work on annotation would become incredibly
important to me; he hooked me up with Robert Mahony and the fabulous Swift
Symposium in Dublin. When Claude retired, he asked me to look out for his final
Yale doctoral student Nicole Wright, who was then just finishing her dissertation
and is now a tenured professor at the University of Colorado at Boulder. I feel
this speaks to the real care he practiced on behalf of his students as well as to the
ways in which to be a student of Claude’s was to join a very special and precious
community.

Over the last few years, I’ve become aware of a need to define for myself
what really matters most in terms of how I allocate my research and teaching time.
What is my eighteenth-century, and what parts of it most urgently need to be shared
with students and readers as the writings of the period recede ever further into the
distance? I’'m writing currently about Edward Gibbon’s History of the Decline
and Fall of the Roman Empire, a very long book, little read these days and with its
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values thoroughly undermined by twenty-first-century critique. But Gibbon maftters,
and so do Burke and Swift and Johnson and so many others. In particular I think of
that throughline—it motivated my Swift and the Moderns course in spring 2024—
from the intellectual controversies of the Protestant Reformation through to the
application of secular humanist textual-critical practices to Biblical texts in the later
seventeenth-century. Feed into that stream the writings of Descartes and the new
Lucretianism and you have the necessary preconditions for Swift’s Tale of a Tub,
and, after several further decades of intense and disorienting social change, his most
brilliant and accessible exploration of what it means to be this animal called man in
Gulliver's Travels. Swift did not share the underlying assumptions of the twentieth-
century writers with whom my course concluded (Céline’s Journey to the End of the
Night, Primo Levi’s Survival in Auschwitz, Vonnegut and Sebald and Kluge on the
Allied bombing of German cities in WWII), but he anticipated some of their most
unwelcome insights about the limits of what it is possible to say in language. The
story of modernity is, among other things, the story of what happens to language in
extreme situations.

I thank Claude for all he has given me over the years and I never feel more
connected to him than when I read and converse with students who are as thrilled by
Swift’s writing as I was all those years ago in Linsly-Chittenden Hall.
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Bio/Abstract: Marjorie Perloff, Sadie Dernham Patek Professor of Humanities
Emerita at Stanford University and the Florence R. Scott Professor of English
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of literary criticism, a highly-regarded translation of the private notebooks of
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memorable events in her fifty-year friendship with Claude Rawson.
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I first met Claude Rawson in 1973. I was giving a lecture at the University of
Pennsylvania (Penn) and he was a visiting professor there that year. I must confess
I had never heard of him, but my friend Shirley Kenny, whose field was eighteenth-
century English literature, had told me he was very important. My talk was on Frank
O’Hara, whose gay pop aura can hardly have interested Claude. But at the cocktail
party afterwards a big portly man with black curls and beard came up to me and
started giving me good hints about Rimbaud and other possible background details
for my paper. That was Claude and we became great friends. I remember a few days
after my lecture he called and took my husband and me to a performance of Brecht’s
Threepenny Opera, performed on campus.

My husband had just become the Chair of Cardiology at Penn, and so we had
moved from Washington DC which had been home for a long time. I was teaching
at the University of Maryland. Since I was a commuting Professor, I couldn’t do
much in the department, but I took on the role of running the guest lecture program.
So, I invited Claude to Maryland and drove him down from Philadelphia, and I
recall that he gave an excellent lecture on Ford Madox Ford’s style in Parade’s
End, in relation to eighteenth-century fictional style. Claude’s mind was very wide-
ranging and he could talk on many different subjects, which made him very popular.
After the lecture I drove back home but he stayed on in Washington and had a good
dinner with his old friends.
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Shortly after that, as I recall, Claude went back to England. He had five
children so I could never understand how he could stay away so long. The following
year, 1974, Joseph my husband and I were travelling and spent a week in London.
During that week Claude invited us to visit the University of Warwick and gave us a
beautiful little duplex room to stay in in the college and took us out for a wonderful
dinner with the Bernard Bergonzis. Bernard was a distingushed Modernist scholar
whom I was happy to meet. And I also met Claude’s wonderful wife Judy, an Italian
Professor at Warwick.

One morning later that week Claude called at the hotel and asked if I would
like to go somewhere in South London to do a joint recording on the poetry of W.
B. Yeats. I had just finished my dissertation on rhyme and meaning in the poetry of
Yeats and so was eager to go. We met at the subway station and set forth. The trip
was much longer than we had anticipated and then we got totally lost walking from
the station to the little house where the recording was to take place. Audio Learning,
as it was called, was a fairly new outfit, and remember that poetry recordings
were then in their infancy. The equipment often didn’t work and there was a lot of
background noise. Anyway, we finally got everything going and Claude would ask
questions which I would try to answer. It was not easy because we had very different
views of Yeats’s work. Claude was interested in large questions about country
houses or Yeats’s politics whereas I was much more of a formalist, then and now. I
was busy analyzing this or that rhyme or rhythmic group whereas Claude was busy
talking about Yeats and Ireland or Yeats’s relationship to various eighteenth-century
figures.

But it worked out fairly well, and at the end of the afternoon we had made an
audio-cassette that I still have. It sounds a bit screamy in places but is really quite
fine! We laughed on the way home because our hosts had what we considered such
bad accents, and we didn’t quite like the way they commented on Yeats. But, in any
case, it was remarkable how much Claude knew about Yeats, a poet not at all in his
area of study. And to this day I am struck by Claude’s enormous knowledge base.
And when he had read a given book, he seemed to remember every word of it.

Not that there were no lacunae in his training, the great one being American
literature. In those days at Oxford, one didn’t really study American literature in any
kind of meaningful way. Students may have read Melville and Hawthorne and Mark
Twain, but Claude had never read Henry James in any kind of serious way, and he
knew no Faulkner at all. For years he didn’t so much as try either one, but he is
now very well read in James if not in Faulkner or related modern fiction writers like

Flannery O’Connor or Carson McCullers.
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Certainly, Claude’s knowledge of the poetry of Yeats and T. S. Eliot and
Wallace Stevens must have helped him to get so many writing assignments from the
Times Literary Supplement and later the London Review of Books. These journals
knew they could count on him, just as the Chinese literary world learned to count on
him after 2010. Claude was a natural ally for Professor Nie!

And so I am so happy we are celebrating him today in the name of ethical
criticism. Many many happy returns of the day and many more fine birthdays, dear
Claude!

With love from Margie (Marjorie Perlof).
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particularly through his influential studies of Jonathan Swift and Henry Fielding.
Over the course of his distinguished career, he has held prestigious positions,
including Professor of English at Yale University, Head of the English Department
at the University of Warwick, and President of the International Association for
Ethical Literary Criticism. His scholarly work is marked not only by its depth
and rigor but also by the significant international connections he has fostered,
particularly with the Chinese academic community. Through his many visits to
China, where he has delivered lectures and engaged in promoting international
academic exchanges, Professor Rawson has become a vital bridge between Western
and Chinese literary studies. Professor Rawson’s contributions extend beyond his
own scholarship; he has profoundly influenced and inspired generations of younger
scholars, playing a key role in the development of international literary criticism.
His insistence on returning to the primary texts in literary studies, combined with his
advocacy for the integration of ethical and moral considerations in literary criticism,
has reshaped the field of ethical criticism. His seminal work, God, Gulliver, and
Genocide, has been translated into Chinese and has significantly impacted the study
of 18"-century British literature in China. Additionally, The Cambridge History of
Literary Criticism, which he co-edited with H. B. Nisbet, is set to be published in
Chinese, further expanding his influence in the region. Professor Rawson’s research
not only provides invaluable academic resources for future scholars but also opens
up new methodological approaches that continue to inspire and broaden the horizons
of literary studies. As a leader in the field of Ethical Literary Criticism, he views
the upholding of moral and ethical standards as a fundamental mission of literary
scholars, encouraging his peers and students to actively contribute to the moral and
ethical fabric of society through their work. His scholarly rigor and commitment
have set a high standard for future research, and his contributions will undoubtedly
be remembered as pivotal in the history of literary studies. On the occasion of
Professor Claude Rawson’s 90" birthday, this special issue is dedicated to honoring
the achievements of one of the great literary critics of our time. We extend our
heartfelt wishes to Professor Rawson for continued good health and happiness, with
our deepest gratitude for his lasting impact on the field of literary criticism.
Keywords: Claude Rawson; Wuhan friendship; Shanghai complex; Shanghai; Nie
Zhenzhao; ethical literary criticism

Author: Nie Zhenzhao is Chair Professor at Guangdong University of Foreign
Studies and Emeritus Professor at Zhejiang University. He is an elected International
Fellow of the British Academy and an elected Foreign Member of the Academia
Europaea. Designated by Elsevier as a Most Cited Chinese Researcher, Nie additionally
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appears on both the career-long and single-year sections of Stanford University’s
World’s Top 2% Scientists Dual-List. Internationally renowned academic journals
such as TLS, Arcadia, Comparative Literature Studies, Style, CLCWeb and Kritika
Kultura have published special issues or reviews on the theory of ethical literary
criticism founded by Nie Zhenzhao. Currently, Nie serves as president of the
International Association for Ethical Literary Criticism (Email: niezhenzhao@163.

com).
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BRZERF 2], HEAAARE, ZARPFAZE MR, AMULHRIEREX
MR SFFEBE “FH « FER TN RIGIZT, 1 HAAE R
A%, WAECAIRILE 18 D it S MUSRARA L BEx 1. fEHRE K
KPR LR, HIRIERY 7P E AR E WA, ko - DREER
B2 TR T ESERS, FE 7oA AR R R

2010 4, LA EMMBIREETHB (EZRSR2B b 307 e
St gty AL “+ 007 1 (2011-2015 ) 8 S B A5 R 0
H, mHICHRAE K HREE TR . XEZAREENS B EREE 20 #4480
ALK N IL S [ ZIR 582 B SO I vP s e 1 24, % 7 AAE Y
T8« DRRBAZAE NI 9 A7 f L0 fevr ufE, A E RS Frig iy
R TR AR AN UHEVE . RIS L PR, et 1 24 SE B St
PP AN Ot . P RA, IR TR M SO T DA Sk 3K R X S A A 5 [
FEM TR 2 H BT R RS AR BN, JATESE Vw55 1E « &
AP FR S 18 A 3 AR ZAE CEAg. 55 Mk K 44)
(God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination, 1492-
1945) o XEEAEJER M ERMBIZ AR, WA TR N T EIREIX
HEAE, 2010 SETT4R, JRIA) 58 57 18 « D AR BR — BRI R E K . A2
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2012 £F 4 1, IHEUGBIE 718 « P RBECRRDUIETITERE I, ]
EEILRRATRECE 55K, B iRtz T REEE, RE S
H 9 BB, ARJE AL 2 i@ ) 63 1) B iR ALURIXI 22 AR
Bl el Ay, A A 2 557 68 « BAREER BT A AR IE A DA TR 2012
F5HOH, MATHE -XNR T AT KGR ITE « TR
o RN F R EZ WA, ZAEAE . AV A EERRAN, 2
T, EEAfR. MR SARERM RS, — XU H RN N RS B AL
e FICHWFEFMLLEWMIFE . g, k. MeE. XD, $5%
FNDETIE « DHRBAR, G RMATE R T REEL, ARNAE B
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B2, R 2 TR A AR S, R il X 8 A s
fib FE TR 2 I R I A SRR e S AT ) e b QR B A T SR SRR (A
Dream within a Dream) . it f)5 A 723 B B AC LG 247 AL 80 B AR S 1 ek
757 RS . T RSN S B EAR R BAR 23  H S SC A 1 E SRS
BRI <Ak “HET R P URE R EER R (Fulbourn
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R, AR BRALIT A BET R 1 S R DA K e f) pe RS A, 32 T i
W J R Rk 52 B WM A ST Rp A RO, s SO AN s e S i N o 3565, ik
PLCERERIGFRY M GRIEY Al 456 BARBR aREF R T s 3 SO An
SR A R e AU B SEAE SRR S AL B X R R IR D L
Booytr, #EANHESRL - SO (EIRIRR) e, (EIIRIIRR)
KL S HFE AR HE T2 NEREMALE, NN TE R
HETEAMITZ B IR RN P, TRE PRI, R A KL (H 1R
MM, T NS T A H A DR I LR R R, ooyl - P
AREFERGI T (BMIRINFER) RIS —AFF1 (stanza) 1 8 471

Complacencies of the peignoir, and late
Coffee and oranges in a sunny chair,

And the green freedom of a cockatoo
Upon a rug mingle to dissipate

The holy hush of ancient sacrifice.

She dreams a little, and she feels the dark
Encroachment of that old catastrophe,

As a calm darkens among water-lights. (Stevens 66-67)

T TE « BB G RR R AT AR L, R A
FRIEEAR” WG R ¥ IR B AR 1 A “HiEE B —H
M aR BERG” SRR, VMR NRES B LN BB, 5 IR AN BN,
VRIS #R O T f5 ZE Z IE 5, IR AR SR FOR B AR 3 S SCH R S R S R A
BRARER, UL KA KR AE T e SE S S T b AT BRI . fh gk 5]
T (EMRER) = W, \PMFEHiFT, MEPR#HEIER
BEATARE AT, 4R R ORI AR AT R, EREADNANHIRIE, RIkEA
KB H . 55718 « ZRAAINN, R NG RSCI R AE, fE3RA15]
1) R N AR ZEBATER BT, R4 W A i AN P It 2 (0 AN R AE S R R 4t
R EREEIPE RN, MR RSEE .

HTE BB T (BHRNFR) RER— DR, A
SRR — R R (ERTRO SRR Bt AN GREY Bl Emm . (&
AT R 15 (T W 28 BR 1 St 5, A0 BE B 1 M 7 o WL ] AT L
RKEZE. fleSsss, B (2PRMER) Gii) MEnER4aH
W2 AL, PR E R R R GRIED) #EAT i — A . X Of
JE) o, fhaia GRED SCRME g, KRB OB EL. £
RS, et GRED) FEETR Ceigh) ML (RS
H RIS REAT LA, W SO Ry R AR WO p e e i EAT QAR (. A5l
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Z. BHE - THREBEN GBS

FE RGBT 1) BT, I AR AT SR &2 AR (P GE K #3252 ARIR NS FAR, XT
REA R URT BRAR 25 0 25 18 « B AR B P IRZIEN AR, 19 20t ity = P % o i
PUEYFE SRR, Mgl WAL 5 H 11 H AR B IMTE K20 . RN A
BRI R BRI 2 A MR AL B e 5 T e S o7 48 « B R BURAE LI FIHAEA]
HHAT T GRS, e T A 6 2 AR AE 7T 0 32 DL R AE 8 A R B
HR I EE B A o o R B A O U ) g i, BRR B R AR
HAEHD, flR7E RGN TG EAE, B 14 B A R R E

20 4 20 4FAX, TETTEE o W RRFIR M ALSE Bernard Rozenbaum Mg 5K
Bl E, K445, MhHEEE Helena W22 K b B I Al X B 4545 . 1935
2 H8H, wWHiHE e BRI LiFHAE. F 1949 4F (K4 5-7 A B
W MAE S T 14550, BRI Bl th i 2 o EAb G S A IO B, 4K
SRR B 5 At () B 55 20 1 5 Ath 11D A 7 22 ST B R T BB ) B R R D A ) 1
5 MKAMCAR BRI S0 I KRB R A 28 B R 5, I b ALk
FesE b i H A NZRSE LI RIbA . AheE AR Sm Ia], 28 D0 ad B i R M, I
2T G A AR A, AR A AR O ORI BT I R B2 B R 2
H, JFRE T KESCHES, b R ARRFEE N, I
— e 5 R [ XU 1 E R S AR B LEAE R R R B R (the comtesse
de Ségur) FIXFIE /N UL H IR 51 36 A, LA 2 AT o AR St T LA, R
PR AERE DT KRBT B CROR AR A AR R EAR . AT ST AR B[R] S
PRSI, XA B A AR BR 8 L — L B BR IR Z B RN AR
Atk 2o Ja RAREE BN — R R SCFEREE R, v DA R B A AR TR 4
TAATERE TR, AF T OCF AT

TLYT AR « B AREAR 1949 F T B, FE 63 FJE, Al E IR B AR AR VR
Het, ANWEE, sE4 T DAER AR AL YO BET . ERAEERGE R, flok
F) 1T A T 1 B S SR AR A2, A RS AR L, (Bt
WM 1CAF IH BRI B, IEREER BN LI 1 il 7. Mg b rE L2 &k
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) _EEEAIE, L AR S R AL B ETEIERT. AR T A D
WAL BT, D IRECEN A, FR T EemBrER, BB
Erpn B B BRSNS R T A, RIS IZ T i — DT 4
L2248 TAEHRE, (EAL PR BENE AN Fh B B EOR IS T, MM [ AEGES ) CfE Bl
ZPIRE N o A 07 B 5 T I A RS, IR IR 2 T L
B A, IRATA R 2R A T #IRBE K AL, (EAMR XL 2 L
RIS ER AR A0 . AP R AR, AT 2 MU, BT AT BT B AR
Fifg 2 FHANLI PR S . b TS — e AL RS, AR R
TRES, BERNHEY AT ESHEEL.

XTRHE « PHRAIRM ST, ZRMAZECHERGE K. #shz
& ST T HCHALEEZ, BT SRS F. S TR L HAC
FIRESCAH WAE ST, G IR B LA I 8 -

NARRATIVE OF DISCOVERY OF OLD SHANGHAI HOME, SCHOOL,
CATHAY CINEMA'
(Notes of Claude Rawson)

Here’s how I found the old dwelling. The old address, 700 Avenue Petain,
meant nothing to locals now, but I found the current street name on Google,
Heng Shan Lu (=Road). We occupied the whole top floor (5"). The nearest
landmark was a vast 15-floor apartment building called Picardie, which
occupied a big intersection. We had lived there too, when I was very small,
for a short time. I assumed there was a chance that Picardie would still be
there, though again the name meant nothing to the people I asked. Our end of
the street was sparsely built up, and near what was then an old Chinese area
known to Europeans as Zikawei, which is now a big suburb. When I identified
those names, it turned out that the local person in my entourage of four people
lived in a distant part of that suburb. So I suggested that we tell the driver to
approach Heng Shan Lu from Zikawei, and as soon as we entered it, | began
to recognise the contours, though the street was now rather built up and very
tree-lined, and posher than it had been. Suddenly, there was Picardie in front of
us, now supersmart Heng Ahan Picardie Hotel. Then I knew exactly where the
house would be if it still stood, and asked the driver to turn round. Within 200
yards, going back, I started to see street numbers in the low 700s: the numbers
had not changed in seventy plus years!

700 was there, exactly as it was except coloured green instead of yellow,

1 5] @ Claude Rawson Z(#% T 2012 45 5 H 30 H 20: 43 (B =) KEZZEIN BT .
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and very dilapidated, with repairs going on. The double entrance drive with
a small semicircular lawn in front was full of builders’ equipment, but very
much there, and I was photographed on the spot where I still remember falling
off my bike and breaking my arm. The garages at the back were also still there,
and the lobby, and the tiny lift exactly where it was, very old and not working
that morning.

Very upmarket area now (then only moderately affluent), treelined,
handsomely built up. Saw other landmarks (a once American church etc)
and after lunch went to site of my old school, now a building site for a hotel;
Cathay Cinema, 1930s building where I used to go for films, French Club
nearby (now a hotel), Park Hotel (once tallest building), Bund (surface much

as it was, but very high buildings just next to it).

=. BERRXFELEAMTHARSHTMA

2012 4F [B bR o 2 A0 BE AR L VPR 7T 23 IO, o I A 2 B o B SR A o ) 22
D ANE SO ST R TR ROTIE A AT 0L i K B, il - Bk
IS NEI K. 2013 4R 2022 4F, il o B HRAREERISK
MK MIRBKIL 9 FZ A, XWREANFARBEA R ER B AAAERR
% PRIAR T, NN A SR EMERME TERWS ), BEREEOLR
R EEANRASEE T TR S MBI T X 302240 B HEVP I 52
M, LLET E FR AR A AL AR R o Ath 13X 0 B, B 2 Al 5o F 5
MBS, W% E OB SR B R AR ) R

T e B RAER I IR BOA B, AR E R B S, B
B 2%, WREANK, iR, A, MR SME, hE TR
SR U AR AE I B, FHURR AR AR D9 FRATTHR s tH S0 S AR BE A VT I R FR
ATREMEAIR B S, 2013 4210 H 25 HE 27 H,  “28 = iSO e B AT
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B PEEEA . mAE. B ERE. HA. SR, PEGE. P EE S
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Wt £ iRl R HIE, REERE. wE., EmE. e mE 5, &
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W fERW B WE /R EIREEE AT . (R8N “ 0% T Bl W B Wiy 2 e 1 2 T
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167



168 | Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol. 9, No. 1, March 2025

WOCA, HRIRANBI, kel b %, \aBl LRt sn) 2 4
FEMERI S 8 1 o ABFRH T — RAHRGI AR 2 W A, PREAL St SRR S0
o AU AATERAL 7 AR O AR R . AN, AT b s A T B
SCEERIBE TR, AN R RN B4R S AT B SCAART S I A B 0T, i B M
SRR G EREAE R RE S o U AT TR 2R TR VR IR I B, BN T
—N TR N RN T B A

20184E7 H27H #30H, I HARIUM AR FFp0) “ 58 )\ i H Fr S AR # 5
HEPEE B AR 27 HAJLUNE PR .OBEEAT, REFE. H
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Is Ethical’: Claude Rawson’s IAELC Presidential Addresses” 5) . {84155~
BB FE IR B, (AN s R SO S R B RS R T .
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LT 2N AV T 2 PR AN AR I R B ES S B AR S
PR SR A R THRA BT XA T AN R B SR AR, 4
WS 1B S ASCRSE, ERECE SN A A, s SRt R
B RS HAM SRR R RMANSNRIBRIOFTE, R Z GRS
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2, REZHRBBFRBHMASBAGRYE, RER S, 2025F, FH%
BAFARE T 90 3, AXERINS, NEFWERET 5RNEZH
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Title: Claude Rawson’s China Complex and Ethical Literary Criticism

Abstract: Claude Rawson, born in Shanghai China in 1935, has taught at the
University of Warwick and Yale University successively. He is one of world’s most
authoritative scholars living today in the field of 18"-century literature studies. I
have the privilege of meeting and knowing Rawson with the help of Nie Zhenzhao’s
introduction. Working as the Deputy Secretary of the International Association for
Ethical Literary Criticism, I have had more opportunities to communicate with
Rawson, and have been deeply impressed by his academic spirit and personal
charm. The year 2025 is to witness Rawson’s 90" birthday. Upon this occasion,
I would like to pay tribute to Rawson and to recount his China complex and his
contributions to the field of ethical literary criticism by drawing on my own personal
experiences and communications with him.
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FHRIPEIRE

B IR 5 1« WA (Claude Rawson) 44 7% A4 B 2 K4 =2 7E 20
AT UE, RAE EHEASE K EANERE B — AL . S R IT
URIRAE R AR PE 7 SO AN SO VR B, S Ja 32 1R« PR R (A1t
LT CFEIR)  h® - FURER CHROCF IR R CURITFEIL:
AR B EIIAEDY « B - FE ) GRS fevr s ) BLRE N2 K E
By (a7 A scie ) o R CHARTE T CZEIR) FE MR
#F, MALIRIC AR AT IR I 12 2 R B I CSIMF SO R s) (The
Cambridge History of Literary Criticism) . ZMNIHEILE, BHFEHE—E (&
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WIS A TE) SRS (CH) LR SOAMTE) BT (IRIEE O
VY AN PR E) « BEs (BURE SCIHEE) | 28
NG CWEREXREEEMED) BAEILE (P, fe50
HAERE) o PRBEEANATTHN LG 7B UE /L it
TEY o A NBIBE TGS AP T7 SO B, T 1 R I A
NG AWERTE XRG4 E L), (HEHRRG CEIRIREZ] T i .

SR LB BRI N %A 2012 SEYIE TAER IR K. 4n, AR
2RIER RS M S0, T2 AR W AR A A4 D ) B 4 i
Sk [ P o B AR BRI N BR AME I 250, FEERL, S AR, SRS TR, 4R
AR, MARITHM S D ARER T, IR 8 I A= &
R, WAEMR T RS, N T REE K2 PRI, i
RN, ALEPFA BRI, SCADHILSE, WAL, FRHEE, 3
HLEA), AR AN AT B AR 3R ), A R XGE . A2 s CDUEE T
, WA ZRWT T D HRBERARER ARG, T HAE L2 5 BU% 108
N, SRS, R, TR PR T L, £ 14 B0, —
EAAE B ARG At b SR B A, ERERRRE b, AT RE S Abx b E Y
B RABVIREER, B AT A [ BRI o

2017 4, EERAURIAT] CCARSZER)  (Textual Practice) 7E1ZTIE 4 Wik
R IR ERG © WIS RN B RAEZ VTR . ViRKIk 27 5T, Hrpig Rt
VR T AEVTR Y, B AREER B IR B HAAA AN E « B AR B4 (Bernard
Rozenbaum) &ML, 7E 20 4l 20 FACMUE KB g, Uif—FELE L
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and Perloff 608)

DHRBAIR ULy H CA S TSR BB, EIR KL ENAZ R R
ETAEHEER 7 H O e, WA %2 MRS £
wrh, PRSI ACY - ERERAN S ET T E:
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ST R ARAT AN OSSR IR B A B AT O R, 2 ANEPRIEZ]”  (Rawson and
Perloff 626) . & R %X UL IR TP 1E 247, AU 2 T H 2 RBEE R il /5
EF—EHOMELSRNE —M 2 RS, 1 HIWE 7 SCEE TSl e E
R, g5 TIRZ h E A, TCHR SR AR . FAREER . TRIEHER . A
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AT E R M, fR IR HAAlBA, EhA EA
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HRFT, EEZHTH A RE A,

EPERFARTRT ARG HER, REGESENES R, 12
A A PR T 3 4Rt ARSI HITIX — A & o) Hak, Xt
K ARGAE I ARty (eee ) ik, BTEE AR, 2R E
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X OER FKE SRR KB ME A%, (Rawson and Perloff 628-
629)

177



178 | Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol. 9, No. 1, March 2025

ES & KRB ER S5 R, B RBERA MR K2 B B L H 0
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126) .

DRI RSO AR ZHE S SOt VB R B SOR ik S
SCEAAC B ARV RS A0 Al X R AR AN DL 2 B O AR
SCEAAR PR VPR T S R 2 5 M [ B A AR B AL PR L 20X — EL R
ARILFEARI 3 2R o %35 A0 S R A ] 3th S o AR e A 8] 1 B 5 3R 2



Claude Rawson’s China Complex and Ethical Literary Criticism / Shang Biwu

BRI &R, FIR T 5302 AR R AT, YOS R 2 i
BN, fmEl B AR BRI, EAT A EA AR b B SCAS ) B
R ot SRR, T REEMER B A A SesE i
AR SRAE, & B SR . XSO, SCAER AR T,
MR VRIS T SR T, B BRIESOER T, AT AR E
PE E B SO B AR BEE M E IS R R B R R ARE R A W GEEEI4) .

2017 5, P HRBRZ[ENE RO A 2 R E LS
Ko D RABEAE KN, SCAHACE AP R E bRREIT . 2017 FE 5, “3
T SCAAC BA RV E PRE AR & 7 RS R O I L E B AT, %
REZNE AN T2 2 KRR, IR M R R . fEhE/E L
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BT 9, T HWRXMPFR PR E L. SO AR BTS2 RIS AIE, 2
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F AR BRI AT S A B BLR SR T BATAIHRAT A [ 1 57 ) 5252 7 (Rawson
8) .

FERR AR B AP B B AR, ZR BB E AR TN A
Jit e 1 SCHESCRN BRI T, 2. SR SIS R AT 3. 30
AR EARFIEG I 4 AEXSOUERTE: 5. & SEMRMKRIT. 1R
AWFFESCEAAE RN, SO AR B 2 VY 7 T R AL ) SR 5 [ B s e 5 25
HEEK, W EROCEMEREERR, UWAEE 5OME. S5t
WTRIEER R GEE2H 99) o APt F il BT SO AR il i
FIAACEANE 5 DL F R EAEATE &, FF AR ZAR A BLE
BB NSRS N S, (H—DAE B S S SRR s
ERL S FATT H 8 A3 b B 0E B 2 [l A AE — B ZE R S 0 . Pk
HEIRWB A I I — ki, IFAE R BRSO AR B AP 7T 2 IR T 5 3Bl
SR i -

SF A S 0 IME IS R ATESE EE o BT 18 48 6 M AE L JR) 6 5 %
—ANE LA R, X — A AR B A F RS RGP AR RAE R, e E
AL, f2dpidor FFERMOME, FRAIARRGEHAFFTHEA BIF
PR FE XA —RA, EREAASTFFAAREN EZZRA
Z—, —BFALELRX XL E R, 2XEid g e E R
Y Rm A @i sdelk, EPaskIMAR, FEAME, TR, R
R, HA (ReBFETHE) ( RRE. BRT. AESL. L& #
. TR ERF, AREIRZIMKKETH TS, Lokdkes (LR )
Fo iz (%) . (Rawson3)

RS RAAZI B, SCAE S A E LS BATTIE 48 8 2 a4 1
(E WL 1R K 73 I 190 et PR I3 i A7 g SRt S0 KA 5. B, s R i oA
FIR SO AR —, A7 S R e R S 3 3 N, AN JE AR AT 4 5 22
NI DL R “CZEH G (military glory) HIXE LU [R], LA 3 T AR A
N SRR G R AR R R 2 — . R, SR SR — 30, IR B AR
FAR AR 2 2 g AR E SR, ER I BIMER TR R T 305
RHZMIFRZ ON B L —. ER2HERER, BSERE LEAHE, 3
APV R AT IT A S B S A8 4 N7 3 DL L & A S 37 s
ms PPAERRRE . AT R BRI RIHER BN S SR TR
BLH R BB R MR O R IRIHER 5 U 5¢ R UL 5 RAE 5K LS
SO RS ELE LSS LRI R RE T, iR AEAR il Aok T BEE
TEOLR MR, AR ZO0 HoAth 5 1 & Foid 2 S0 R 583G i N IR TE TEVE

1 W BB2E: CUCARHEERMIESR) , dbat: RS R, 2014 45, 5§ 99-100 7T,
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7 (FEBE]100)

RE R HRPIE H AT A EE E PR B AP TR 21K, (EARE R
TRESRKAMIR ORISR AR B AP R R, HURE S K S E 7R
HMEANE R FEBE TP “ S i S A VP [ PR R 457 FIAE S A i
WREEZS I B+ m AR AR E R AR 27 R B ROk
RAMEE: . A FE PR SCAAS B AT 702 B2 AT AS B 21V PI 78 1
SEERE BT BRI I D AR AT AN 2 B R 45 1 B SCEE AR B A HE PR T 2 A
e, REEMSCEE PP AR ROZ B A B R WIEAabt:, BE s, s
BRe ZRBEZUL “ LU A P i BFBAE, TAELC fx i 5t FASE i a2 Pk 2 LT
SRR BA PR, K50 NSCHBME G, A T2k, &
SETHOCHR, BED AR, WS 2, D H BB i B 7 R T
SCUERFSE” (Rawson 6) o FRAH, B FRAGZHY LR G EA NS0 Br S Ee 3H
SERCVER 70 2 A P 2 FO0A MBS, RIS A2 X6 SCEAAR B A D R AE 5 ik 7
[PAER 2R o

THRER

2014 4F, A FIE _LIGAZ I KA LE I 5 DY i S A B AR VE [ b
ARV =7, WMEAS IS E A #2058 300 RN, Hod [ brae ik
40 N, BFEEEZARE N CRIERBE Rt SEEBIEAE KI5 « ISR, 3£
EZARESANCRERE T £ EEE A LR RSB /R W « 7 B0, BRonE
27 B e A2 [ 7 9 R A W R « 417, 8 [ g R K A RS K ARy« A 77, U
FHXE) REFR FEEE T IREARR ERE B—F, RRAA35Z, W
NINER b g i@ R a4 ENE 2B, TR TAELRIE & &k, #BCAA
JBo HEMYL, REFMESWELTREY, KAEBE T RSB 2 H0E
i 7t 2 DA A8 iR 22 A0 BE 2 Be USRI R J1 3 R 8 SR, (HSE
br b B OX T RS IMF IR IR E PR BOE AT O A 2 -

W ELE 20144 12 H 19 H 22 HAEH, WL ANH, £
2014 4F 4 1 19 Hilind s DR EUR R £ T 2806, A BT DL IR
MR — 2 b, Mlh BB RES AR . bR B, PR
R AR HIBE R E — NS . PRBIURIGIRKKR T HME, &
ARV, —ER KRS MU, W HAEEE S T RRZ 85, A
Nz AT LA Yy o % T B R EAAT S AE ) SR, IRAERE S —
AN H B R 2 R R T R E BRAZ AL, Al HE TR S5 AR R AR 1 2
M, R IX—E RS T b, ihRIRZ MBI E, PRBGERE S
TR TIRK ST, RIB AR PR O, RN RN H SR SRR, B
BEANERUENLE, T—Ine B DS ARGAEE, 7] e 2245 T oA 2 22140
Ko XML IE T T HHRZIMEIR, 7870 )Rk 1A AE H 5 A 3G h e
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WA NN SR AL A% BlJE, K B5PRAE RIS, &
Al ORI RE RS 25, T LT B

20144, 10 3 1 H, HEAEXRMBHIN BT U FUE N I %, 2
ARSI S VR N B EAE, B2 AT ARARGE 1, A hRE T
SORHIEIE, A FENRR B O POV R S — 0 R i B, Xt
e B R — I CAAS T A SC A8 B A 0P [ B 2 R 207 4 3
B, 2014 £ 12 13 H, ERWHITH S, PHREEZGTIOK TS 51
TP, BARTIE, (EeR . 2SO

SN LS
Eif, 2014412 A

HAEBEFRFUMEGHAZINZAFTH Y F LMK, HIEF
INAWIFEZIAF 20 B A7, EFRERREEMSFERE AN LE
RAFHLI, [BR AP RSB TR, ZAEE LT R AT AP R
WA E R E A e,

BRI IE, RER—FF BT HRAFFEF “HERE" —a8
S, (FEEiEAR) PREMGE L ek RN R,
MABEAG; SRR, AiEIEE; LIMASIRLAEE” | X BE RAAT
HAFRAEZ WS WA, 42 B A ) 48 5% 8 A 389598 S 3R 9 69 AR —
B, CRIEASBALME” | LFHRWF LR BEFA L PG, K
ABAZ BATV L IR A 0 — A AR R h A AR A BRI . A% AT
E BB E, R AN AENGE 8, Rt L, &
AT P ek A, RARAER/TG, X5 @LTRXGER, LER
BEmAARE, LERMEMEAT R LR, Ki, SHEEH T
Fab, RALETRAEPSEG LR EF A EL, M bRk R 18 A
b ERT , RAEE RS AR RN, R, RAH REEA, L
FOHT, IRXKETPY, IRXBMNAGRLEZRE, REVGLHFE®
BE_HE, F@aEEdss, R AN AR KA LA, BANTAL
ZFFe A2 G w R L,

B BT F 2T RAI, RAMEZ RS NAMSEF LT IHAAT
8 AR R A — AL

REXF, vtk Fh

2013 SEIF4G, FITAHHEAL [ bR 2 LA E it L R B . BN
PR TAENSGN, WA THEZ MY R, VIR B 2R 0
WEINE, SHARREJUL, XA RRIER I, 2021 429 H 25 H, 3%
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BEIFUZAL T, WL KZEAIT 7RI H « T K EER 90 54 H I E
PR 2l B ARBAZANARE R EEZ I 1973 EFFEEAH I, RN —E B K. £
KR b, REDRBIATHAUIECE T AE, HiESE8E 7
fr, ZHECRZEFMIE L ROV, SOt PRBGE SN TR
RATHIEARBR, FHEZ T B CH5MERBERKIEE LR 4. Bk
AP OFR R “L EJ5E”  (Queen’s English) FGRKEAD HRAIFRE
[RSCF, T2 AR WAk — 5%, IRTEEEBIS, RS S EZmE. WiHRE
=i, WA B AR, IRATES AR IR VRS2 B 2 AR 2007 5 W& KRB L 8] o A
AR, S ZEMEORME. BFELNEN. W49, TREEEH
BBk 3 O 90 BAEH . fEREEFAMKRAME—N 2 RiEMEFEE, £
B, N

L) A Ak,
AR K,
OAF LA,
AR BENLE K,

I, PP RAEREHRR!
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The Ethical Dimension of Irony: Claude Rawson’s

Swift Study and Its Implications

77 HE (SuHui) 143FE (Bian Wenjun)
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XBIA: wrE - B HEAM; (—MNEAIMEDD) ; R HRE
EERN: 78, £ HEAFXFRAR. BERXFREEHTHATFQ
M, TENEMEXFE, XFEREERIF, REAXEHR,; HXE, £+
A X FR L4, TENEXFREFWRIT, KEXFFE, AXH
ERHAELEATE “XEREENIFHEBRIE G A MEEFE” (R
BHH#5 . 21&ZD264) B W Bt R R

Title: The Ethical Dimension of Irony: Claude Rawson’s Swift Study and Its
Implications

Abstract: In sustained and in-depth studies of Swift spanning more than 40 years,
Claude Rawson offers a subversive interpretation of his famous political essay,
A Modest Proposal. He argues that Swift has at times drawn on the protective
insulation provided by irony to create a style featuring uncertainties, constantly
expanding the scope of satire and leading to a tendency toward ambiguities
of the essay’s ethical significance, and he also finds striking parallels between

Swift’s imagination of immoral acts in disconcerting detail and Nazi’s tyrannies.
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Although the uncertainties are confined by an ultimate moral framework and
thus certainties remain, Rawson still reminds us to attach great importance to the
relationship between irony and ethics. By incorporating an ethical perspective into
the interpretation of this literary classic, Rawson takes the social responsibility of a
literary critic. Irony that breaks the ethical boundaries poses a great threat to human
life, but irony itself has ethical value. Therefore, in order to take advantage of irony,
literary criticism needs to play a full part in the process of interpreting it, which also
brings a whole new level of insight to the construction of literary ethical criticism.
Keywords: Claude Rawson; Jonathan Swift; A Modest Proposal; irony; ethics
Authors: Su Hui is Professor at the School of Chinese Language and Literature,
Central China Normal University (Wuhan 430079, China) and the director of the
International Center for Ethical Literary Criticism, specializing in European and
American literature, Ethical Literary Criticism, and the aesthetics of drama (Email:
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SR H AR TE B OC T R M A 5 S hRE SRR B e, L R
HAERPAR LIR30, RIRBERE S MRS, iRk
EAENDY G M 5 IE 1A R SO B R B IR L A 2
K T7 ke W KRR E L 2 2 BLUR 3C) (— DMRM A (“A Modest
Proposal”, 1729) wghiz 1 S SON Tk 230N “ Bk % /R 2305
TR OSBRI E Z R AE, IR T A A 2t i — MR W (“A
Modest Proposal for Preventing the Children of Poor People in Ireland from Being
a Burthen to their Parents, or Country; and for Making them Beneficial to the
Publick”) , PAZEE GG T % /R 2 RAMAE RN 5 A —ArBk s 1 “ i
7wy, 2T —ANBE A IERAT S R R U BB LR TR
BN, SEEIRESANEM, AR L R BEEMEE. ZoCE
R o S A 52 R 22 B GTVE KR, BARZ R 92 7K 22 2 1 s = S 2R
HERHE TCREMIIN, 53 b — MR B U O T R AR E T 10 2 I 2R B R &
TR,

S5« 'A% (Claude Rawson) X i g K HF O BF T K1k 40 £ 4, KT

NIRRT KIS T A R B B AR A, AR (11 S
EHEMIE Y (Gulliver and the Gentle Reader, 1972) { MIRELH B I 1Rk
&)  (Order from Confusion Sprung, 1985) . { %5 AV SR K4, B
WS RPN G 1492-1945)  (God, Gulliver and the Genocide: Barbarism and
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the European Imagination, 1492-1945, 2001) . (Mg REF I IR)  (Swifts
Angers, 2014) %5, H52ER—KWAEEAR, PRI MNRMFTEE) 1
Z R EE R NI X R NI, WR TR ZREANEG R
NIRRT I o At S B KRR A HH A 25 AR 20 B R A 1 S R 2 T, DR T A
TEFR I AR 5 108 1 20k 2 [R) AN Wi % I BRs 5 XUb, R 45 & IR grE () 2
ITINX — A MRS 3] 7428 BA B KMEREI0. K075 0ieR % &
KT (—MNERAPEDD F I E BHAERZAE RO E SRS, HisE— 0
AT SR A6 BRI OC 5 S XS S AR FR AL VT AL S IR 521 5 S 7

—. ZHREHBRFERPRNCEEDNARBESE

o % - 3E3E (Northrop Frye) 78X LU iRURI AN S RIS 8 L« IRURIZ
BB SR, T8 bR oA N T S A2 B (e ) MIEFEHEADS TIEH
A BE NI, BRI B A BERCZ Wl B, 5t KR RS 23 2D 1 IR
7777 o W, SIRGIAL, RORPMEEE SCEIAHE .
B, DL T = AERE &, EY RIS, (NIRRT
W FRRXFE—E RN AR, BRI B P iz NRAENER” X —iE
TEHESL, T BE MG 5 B SZ BE S JE B AR A8 S L PR R
MBI A RE. 2RI, 3 B SRRR IR o 7 A ) 4 N AN 3 1 1 Ik
(embarrassment) |73k, &% IS AR — Pl RS IR A SO, 103X
b XU BB R A T S i A e v, R E B B IREMRMH E M (Rawson,
Gulliver and the Gentle Reader 40) o MUK &, H “Affett” FE
PAIIAE LU P A

B, AT, WA E RN R BIFUAFH IR b, %
MRS AR HE SR, 7R IRRIIZ NAT AR RO 28T, S0 SR O R JF 3%
1. RIMERCWILL, B ECRRA N 2 X — 8k, w8, R
SRR AE (1) 32 35 BEAR BEAT BB € I R IE AR FR . Lo, R U, HOm—
LA SRt LA 09 2 b e i kb 78 51 IRBY I P B B R I B =, PRORIX s 2
ZRK AN E R EE, Hfhds . “IRATEIEA AR, B —
MNMEWEA, TR MRS, 76 IFEE SR I N AETTAK
B, AERIBEANAZ bRz Fridkidt s B MATR RN H — T 1 (a3
IRSLATH , SHTERKMASEH 28K (53) o Mg RFEX B AT
X5 e B ER I Lotk ARG N A AT o A A R ) R RO TEAE I 55 9 2K 22
&t SR, IXAPR U R H — EIE AR D2 BB 1 REIRZ AT NI
Ll EE, B RS RIER AR ERREIERZ T, X7 R
HOO e VEREAR I R B B PE AR 2 FR R KR () 1 v B VRN B

1 JECHHR e “BRAWT , (EEGBBOOE) [, ERE, bR AMEHEES
WEFTH R AL, 2020 4, 25 40-63 TL. Jm b s RbriE iihg .
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DR B DSOS B B v, R AN 2 B OB TG v P B AR (1) 1 SR A
I, I AiEE IR ”  (Rawson, Gulliver and the Gentle Reader 36)

B, R E BARTE WM DA A B DR, BIEEGR CE, fE
ERAEESA O B2 —F AT E . EEEELT, BRAERIEAN
EEAFASHHEE. HBENIEANEES, MESEFRDAT. HRMIE
AROHATHEM o AR, Bk ED AN 75 15 15 (7] e % — Lol v 2 71 (7R o b, 3
TG, 7RI AR R I H IR KRS BT (R R, R UL R« — S WII T
HJ22 )17  (a child just dropt from its dam) , {EHH HABRIEKZ FZ1E S )
i 71, AR THER] “dam” fesbh “BRE; LRSS MERE, —
b B U 000 2 AL T 1)l AR K1 B 7 IR K. Britb ok, e 24t
HAHRAAE Z /R 2 N BB RS, Qi breeders (RN “M7R3E 7 ) R4 RE
FEMIACBE, H carcass (EON “ENW) A JUIRMEE M E AT ) AL TR
R LE T AREE . IR SRS B UE VRS AN B e AN RF, AT
F b AR B AR H 15 52 Bs G 2 (8T il — MR AR e Bk D ROr J& . (EP %G
oK, XA T A2 TR BT %1 2 ) USRS E 1 Dy i A SRR AR ) SO ARG, X
R 2 2 18 TR 7 — N ER . BRI TTRAT R A S, T A XU RE
X — A, WEA TSN (Rawson, Gulliver and the Gentle Reader
40-41)

MR SCAR RS BRI E P, BRI, AR B ZREAN
TR By, B e RAMLEFE SN, I HIE¥ a8 2 % /R 2 & A0 2
BRFHEH T WL, XU R Z/REZASERTWANNER, A2
N5 SCHREFE R g an “BEE 7 “@RFRF 7“7 S5 AR Re
I AN A ZIRZ AR EE, AEu sy, MATRAT A E E IR H)
TIRIERE AR . [, SCE COHARBUE 2 — BOUN B RHh SR I %
IR ZEFANIX R G AL 245 DL R L DR, 095 3= A M B NI S5 8% 1
AT E ER 2 NRIAZE . XS/ E RS SRS, XIEFESH T
BAE R FEE, 255855 AR ) B, 1 2 X SR A ) 35 1) A 2
— o HITSCHR B (P S YRR RO () FAR B ST A TR IR T R, dEad
BE BBV CRRAMAT CERZEND WY SR ERE, LA
AT TAE 7 b AN 2 B Ao S [N JE AN (Rawson, Swift’s Angers 16) o L3
BRI E AN BA STz NP, RE CAZE AT DL E NI B
BATEEANRIE” (61> , XNt — Dy KAl 7RI R, AMUA A
HE 75 NS N, R 7w ERU 55 R E k.

VEEEILSE 3 L F A « A 7R (André Breton) 7F 1939 fE4m %) (2
g BRIE SR b, ERPR B A BRSOk B IR O B kg BR 1)
BIEE N, (AR RO Yok TERERN S R, BEENSE ZAEZRN
SR B AR [R) AT ) AR 6T i BORARE () B, D\ At A e B IR R T A A
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(gt Iy, S B I AR O Rt 4 ) AT S R AR TE P ], IR T
R TR T A P PR T B 2 P UK AR 5% 7 [R5 B T gk N X — e, A E R
WG I TEEEX, S A AN AT A H 2 At (0 A8 RN 5 T AR Ak
IEFRZ R0 (B'F% 9 o £E (—MNMRAPED) J, Bl 2 adEit
H AR SR 5% AT [E i A 2, e 2 — i A TR A A B g S 4G (1 AL B
AR B LAY B2 R 1 s B 2 L B i, RS i R gl A8
H, RS 17 X B — SRS SN YT R B AT, DE12, EE%
B BTSSR B CRI T B ) A, AU NSRRI, W 32
N R R — DN ARVEFE P T IR WL B () & N R, A At BF R 20 s TR v
TG FON BB B S M B AR 5 38 B A b 7 35 FH oM vl NI B A fl e
i, BT TR S AR i Rl ARG Y R A Sy o 2 AR M A 4 B 13X — A AL, A
PER): W ECRRRE A G R AAERS O SE s AN Z i N B, H AR T RE
gl R S B ARAT 7 R, RPN LUk, A R
T Hr R (Rawson, Gulliver and the Gentle Reader 158-159) . £ B #%x &k, #r
J R R R A AR AR R ) R 22 o, (HATE DR R N Aok R
PRAE B 1 4 2 AR SO AN RO B 3R ECK AT NIE B A3 1 IR PR, IF
LA 27K = BUR 2B N SR, e # Mg ey 785 5% MELE, JKIERE
AT RN BB ER 1) X, ASZETE T

BN, TR AR 215 4 N B BT 5 W sl S R A A
BEMHMAEE WAL . AFREZA /NS T « S EERE TR 2R
TRBNEA 14 S0 S MGV & B A WSS . fEIFE, AhE 2 H A K
PRELFEREE . R AT R ) SR T AR, DL AR T E U N ) R
T 450 B A 0 R 5 9RO AE T, RTPAIAE R A2 k3% 7 H A48
R, FFEA TG HATE TLSATS, TR ED IR ST 1 S0 AR o BT A 1R
PREAT, URTUBRIERVIERAEE, MI—BIEMERX R EL] . XT
B AT NG 5BAT RS A SR UL NAE W 2 (A48 8 — i U0 i R SR %
R o GPFE AT AR TUSE A2 2 B DA R R R, 3 2 NS0 B A 8 2k A e 1, D)
& EHAR KO XL RE . BRI, SRR F U C s
TR IE RO EREE R IR 2%, RO IR e 0 B 45 M) — T THAP JEAE TR 2R A AT A1
PR R, S — 7 AT 51 R AT sh A ) R N FRAT 7 (Rawson, Swift s
Angers 128) .

TRRAEH, WEURR B I B B BRI R, (EEE R T B
BCUR AT o DRI JE T %) A6 e 2 B R O AT AT R 2R AT 9, BARALE X R 52 K
2[R R, FRATK IR T — A ATE R BER” (B R
165) o B R4 B DL R 77 2CIE Ik e R A . 75 B A 25 SR 1k 21 KR 2%
RAEAAER, DIASURZ /R 250, SR AR IR 5 FEA R 4R 218
A S AR BB DR EIREEE T HEAMEER. Bt
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R, ST RIS (R TS SO R 8 SRS AL 2 77 AR T SRR 5 ik, 1T
RPN 5 &R, BHERIARIREZHEE TR EALRNT
BN B A R

—. FHRIEHBXRFERPRNCEER “AHE” R “HEE”

JE R R R T S S A AR ) BOR EFRIE AR R LA, H
TG () AR = A HBAE A A SO TE SR HE SR e o) . SRR R, 1EFIEZEAE
FHER 2 ORI I 5 2B

C—NRANP DY BRI A P S 78 M AR 24 37T 0 R R 0 R
KERWUWE RRHEREZ L. EFHREKR, CERE THARRAK, B
B — AN 1 SCHY KR SRS ()t FE IR 1, 182 — ARz AT )%
NAEIE SCPIFRHE AR SR . (EIX P ZAE EPAT T RE PR A, 3565
B JE SR, T A T R IR TR I A e — T, KR
HIE SR 25 R A THE 52 10 A% () RO o 1E i e 3L v « B JE /R (Patrick
O'NeilD) Hif: “RA IS AR A B2 FE B R om i, e
BRI 46 B 3 SR B H A S R AR AT A, R AdER A 25
HIEL” (48) , Wl IS e 5 U A € W R PR [ 1 7 2 3 T IR S ) R
Ho WBOCHERE R (R AND Fri, “ ZELSRBEAREEAD
A LR, AR, HRZRCE, RO KEAR” (61, fii
ZHTHTHE GBS TR S BRI e A X AN O A AL, BE
TmZ N, TIP3 7 O I it g e At ¥ 28 B S R “ 38 7 it
S, M TSR Rz NI AR AL S RIER . ST, EIRER
W HEME, DHIZANZE, FHRATIAE & BRI R AN R, XL
ARG U I o TASREE G WAL R J1 8, LR I SO AR IR IR IR BE, (EAE
I JEWRKORAE — AN U [ AE S A2 AR R A X I B e A 2 g R & &
B E—ANAXMAEL G, BHShEEs 7 E - N xRtk
L, DL T — AR E T NESizZ N, X Nk 36 B 1
FEF TR 7 ANmEtE, B “HURIELETA TR MEE, e AR TR
AHTELF]”  (Rawson, Gulliver and the Gentle Reader 144) . TEIEHFRUETR, 12
MNT AL ERCS . BAER,  “rz N7 i3 B bt v] AR b .
it Al

BRI NG W R S B e — e ARAE K 2 4B + FITZR$E (Antonin
Artaud) Ak« #4 Py (Jean Genet) S5 3E47 1 HUER . AN Ay, 75 )5 & (IAE S, F
AR AT AR R B X AT AR B R I, AN ES — A
CEARAAR )17, BAME. PR BEUE B S RO e AR R FE U AR
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Abstract: Claude Rawson is a world-renowned expert in eighteenth-century
literature, and his research, immensely broad, judicious and erudite, is an exemplar
of interdisciplinary research. However, Rawson’s interdisciplinary research is not
for the sake of interdisciplinarity. It is instead a study based on a full understanding
of literary texts and their historical contexts, backed with his profound knowledge
of related disciplines. Rawson opposes the excesses of theory-driven abstraction
in literary criticism and endorses the centrality of the particular literary text in

criticism. In his elaborate analysis of the textual nuances and historical materials, he



198 | Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol. 9, No. 1, March 2025

unveils in many ways the complexities and paradoxes of moral sentiments that are
not readily apparent. Rawson’s critical idea that “good literary criticism is ethical”
is best demonstrated in his many Presidential Addresses for the opening ceremonies
of various annual symposiums of IAELC as well as in his innovative analysis of
the writings of barbarism and European imagination in literature. Rawson’s view of
literary criticism sheds lights on rereading the writings of barbarism and cannibalism
and their cultural metaphors in Chinese and foreign literature. Borrowing Rawson’s
critical approaches in his God, Gulliver, and Genocide, this paper attempts a cultural
re-interpretation of the writings of cannibalism in Daniel Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe,
Lu Xun’s The Diary of a Madman, Chen Zhongshi’s White Deer Plains and Mo
Yan’s The Republic of Wine.
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RN, FEARM, H 1492 FaHMEATI) “RBL” iR BB A 1945 4
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775 THITHT (R, 20 AR RN TR 5 2 R AN RE 1T 52 0 AU MLAE <

B, FRESZIINETCAL L TAFMISCE SR, 1522 BHO WA 3
RREIHR 35 T SCA T o UM E B, XS il K i 2 AR R N IR I, 3
FoAl 2R} SCHR R TE SR A B AR NDUIR . B AR I B AR 12, A7 2850
FEWIUE N T IBRE AR TTMGT T H SRS i s, HEEAR
IE . HSRMERAE 25 E N SR R R AT, RE R AR, TR
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2019 4E 11 H,  “BBJUm AR PR VR [ BRAf RIS 27 FEWTL K 528
17, BEOLAEHT, P ARBARAETT 4 S b AR O 20 T2 80 SR AR AR P U5 3¢
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AARE G N 5097, B 2004 F 0k, AR R E @Rk E LF T
AP s kA — A Y X — PR A TR eI, b
RE FTAEA S F I, BB 5B AR 50 38 ) 4L B A A2
E, REFELH; FNHRAERTIA, HamENBs, 25, &
RAMFFH, MXFHRAEB T RRTRER L XL FZHALGE s

2

R

TP, B RBARAEAF I & L2 0T “BIg” WE SRR, &
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FIAREHERMIR R . AR A B, AHERIREI D R, 3%

1 £, Claude Rawson, “Presidential Address for the 8" International Symposium of IAILC,” July
2018, Fukuoka. 26 1%, Claude Rawson ¥ 5| ) REEFII%.

2 %W, Claude Rawson, “Presidential Address for the 9" International Symposium of IAILC,” No-
vember 2019, Hangzhou.
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B 7B DL S EURE S 8 e N AR /DA B 18] (58] 1352 Rl A DR R0 AR ] 5% 7 28,
ANBEUIKEIMGE L E 77 (4) o RE G LAV RIS TR A « THIS RAE—
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(R MM S TR KAL) &—Hka WHREE, —HMN—a)1EH
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FIEMZ N, (B2, P /MAFZEGUEIEIRE] X AES E A& FEE S
. fh LR RI H Y, 18T ERNESCEERSC AR, R E
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My BRI 4 SRV ARAE N ) SRR AL . FE S AR BT
Fok, XA SRAEE KA AT BB, (HEDF =AZH A X mTLlz

M e ot I oot

1 2 I, William M. Chace, “The Decline of English Department,” The American Scholar, 1 Sep-
tember 2009. Available at: https://theamericanscholar.org/the-decline-of-the-english-department/.
Accessed 10 Sept. 2024
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1 200 BRsR:  CRPEEARE AN A AATHRERD , dbat: PEESRE R, 1994 4,
9 129-143 i,
2 B0 (UH)  “PEIHISE” 4%, https:/www.zdic.net/hans/ J5 I, 2024-07-10.



In the Company of Claude Rawson / Wang Songlin | 205

— R E SOt “HZ N, BRI U IR R AEAR MR IER) “HZ N7
i, AERIENIR ) — DI AR E o F R B2 “ng” fl, B
2L “uz” A, B EIB AN TR E g M, H RO H O
REHBE “ng” Ml ERETH “HZ N7 X E LTI L “iZAN7 K
FRE)) iz MR Z Rt b s, AAUERBR B H (AR %S 1)
GEEDY Rz NSRRI IS B 7 52 BV SR AR BEBLSE K S, B
TR A2 WO N EE T . CEREIR) i) —Bofe i A 55k, (Hib
FAETORMK:

BN R RIFRIET, AAEABEAEZT, EAFRETMNF
FRTENAR, MIEEATRRNRLSERBLRFE, TATH— ot
GERROAG LS, AAELEY AT A RN REFH A, —A
R R AR R, BLREAM, BRI FORLLAY
2%, MRER L R Ao T NPT 22 5 st dufivl, s8R T SRR 08 5 T 2L 09 H AR
T IEARIL, PILIT AT i fe L K ER 2 AR RAR, A3 R
Ao, E L, S FLRE—E, BRI, Rtada, &
BKARM T )7 BT AR, ERAEIRRE T, WA FRA
BEF, SUOABPIRER, R FE M EELEHNE: “HHEUEAREZT, R
B RETrE! 7 X AATTAAM ESET R#bRT . (261-262)

SERNE GEED) SRR NEMKEEE, EEmK 2N /K
HBAER L. “HE” FCBHEZ T IR W7 SEg “ RSB 1) “%F
Ve IR B ILE” o BILKERINAR BT R CMiE” “A
Broocanper A&, XV EE O R AUE I VE S ORI (AN AT
O AR EIIELSC o /N AR I [ T 2R A PR e MR A Bl A et )
KBRS A T LN T “B)LE” .

AR R ETIEEIME. “XAEFZOEME, TRAAZTHZHE
BUMRA, b SA AR, AR LR R, X2 B RGO, F
T % —Fr sk e KR M. FF 309 G408, A — R IUR o mh B4 7
Jm Lok, ARG FREATIEA kR, & — RGN, Mgk AR R T I
R R, BRFmL, ERRIe X iE L e AR R A m . A
RO TEEFIRARTRY, TRABETHEA, RELRT BN, &
W ZFRBAT S BIFT o 2R TR T3 B35 Xl R Ak, ZA
ey, BEZRETF M, mMARRTR, 7 2R E, AETE
RBFH—RF, kKokowriikk, (88)



206 | Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol. 9, No. 1, March 2025

EEENRREIEH R TANRAER SRR “EAZREEG, A5
W, SXHFDBEES NEEFER LR, SERAMBIXZEATTRER. 45
they, MO, WHZWR T 5, WE2HIGRETMELHEZ
o HEERAREZ, AR IR A A A, T2 GRED) E4 7K
FIBGAE B R, fEAINNRITER 7 HSkR” (365)

FRHERTHHEAWRE CPEGEAMEN: ARZATHEMR) —HHIk
N, SRR, MU KRR 22 SRR E A T R, ik B
N R U] 22 2 87 a1 AR AR PR ) . e e Widel,  FE/NUEAR T 58 2 A &2 /DA o
PAH B R, IR R NAT RN, R HAR T (143) o X
— W R A R, BAEPRBEEER, LEHHRARE “AHZ
Yi” —— “MZ N7 BRI LER, 2iE5. HRMPLL
PKEE . BAEER, LM HENEHBERN, RE IR 5, A
FARBRS “AERAM” , JCHEBAREM, £5REAZ MG eE
TG R NAT N, A—FuEstik,. BBt g i. RAd, &
TR HERE AL “SCER” ERE, AT D& 2R s .

WHTHTIAR, SRR RT “BN” BidiR sl 2 B g 5 LG s, ©»
R H, RN AU R — PR T I AT AR R R
PR P SRR, “iz N7 I AR A TR S SR A C R o it 2 i B
AT N BAVLAGEIEI R INE], Pty cFw s, Bt ggEg, &
IfEI s =R BE LA S, WEACD, HIOERE . PHREEELE DR
FEFRATE R 2 IR 2X — R “PZ N7 BIBCE — B DORBLIE AR AE N SR 1) iR
WAL, FTiEBARH “ XN AL H W “HEN” miizb.

B ERTEL, B RBEZAE SO R0 3% TIPSR T M . A5 R Nk
I ) T A SR A R (N PR, At ™ PSS TR Z6 & 1 R iR 1S 1
W), 2016 4 10 F, FEZ VD JEIIE/REIRZEA TP “ B8 /N i SC AR A%
PP E bR AR 227 b, AR T — iRk 2 KEEE, BON “Thoughts
on Achilles’ Heel: A Fable for Ethical Criticism” ( “ 3¢ % 5 B 2 #5175+
B AR —NES” ) o B8, A T, BrLlE “Rig
DUTHIER ” Sk B, (2, SEEMIGE—H, MHEMEE S LR N
1 By N JCAE N 2095 bW B0 AR AN SR 2R, AT 7 Ll ROR A 21 2% B
TR =R, FE AR AN O ) S SRR RN K SR A R Ae B
e B — 7 FRATIX AR S0 R AV B BN 32, A 55— 77 1 SO A () )
HHMAEM . DRI 18 L E PR RLAFER « ZidA (Joseph
Addison) f)—FJ1l R PEAT RS BT IX — AVITE R0 1. “EfE FORE, ME
HiE EEM”  ( “Morally Vicious, and only Poetically Good” ) . iXA)iE78
WiFw, MEEMZARZ M AR B Rt 7 7T EEFE R 43R4
PE B B Aar By S CHRREARR) I, IR A0 ST IR R HE A7 2 AR AAT LA



In the Company of Claude Rawson / Wang Songlin | 207

AR EAL RS ? XL S RRKAME AR RATA A

R FOCER B AR SRR ARSI ER . fE
2019 £ “HIUECAR B AP E PR AW &7 MR, st “It
F5 DA PP RAC B 7 X — il JFXF “EOBI TR USRI
BRET T HVF:

XA EARAZAXLFAREBRGAR, BREFHENIIEAR
R, BT LA, HEIIFRA R LORXGHE, SHRIE
T HRAVT LR BEAR GG AT BB, AL PP, CRMAT
FEAT A H A, R T AR T MR B R AR, A
B AL E KB Lo 3 T AT e AR BRI, BB X — SR 3
MRy, EXLRE A 2 BRFARAAT R LI, AR BIEL
FLAWRE,

DRBIZ WX B IE R B — S Hg 5, (B2, XMl it iEsrly, —
PMHEERE S IFRHAM A SR A E ALY .

EEEVERT KFE L RHIZ . ISHL CENRE KL « HUH
(John Rhichetti) 7E (HLVE) e BEESC, B D BRBGZ MWW FL AR A1 A
BB, i AR SRk A ERE T, R AN S fhE T
RISCAR I Z R, BARERRBMEEE G TROE, PHRARE
IRZ J7 #ERRAEAL, M FErr S tes . SR EXR. FHEIME A AR
(eeees ) AR Z A TE T, AR AR L 5K, 1 B2 — 4 1)
L. 7 sk, BRI ANGE A H IS AR R, HE
BUR, Mg —0 “RIGMZINT o PRI AIN, ST KRB AL, HiL
HANSCEE R BT S, FESCAR AT SRSV FIS g, BRsTE S 5 IR
3 52 A S — — R BLEFRA TR AT -

Works Cited
Chace, William M. “The Decline of English Department.” The American Scholar, 1 September 2009.

Available at: https://theamericanscholar.org/the-decline-of-the-english-department/. Accessed 10
September 2024

Pribsz: (AR o dbut: fERdAE, 2012 4.

[Chen Zhongshi. White Deer Plain. Beijing: Writers’ Publishing House, 2012.]

1 M, Claude Rawson, “Presidential Address for the 9" International Symposium of IAILC,” 9 No-
vember 2019, Hangzhou.

2 &I Claude Rawson, God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination, 1492-
1945, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001, )i



208 | Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol. 9, No. 1, March 2025

TRk « R (R  RsdiE. Bl SRRIMTE RS L, 2019 4.

[Culler, Jonathan. The Literary in Theory, translated by Xu Liang et al. Shanghai: East China Normal
UP, 2019. ]

Defoe, Daniel. Robinson Crusoe. New York: New American Library, 1961.

Eagleton, Terry. “A Spot of Firm Government.” London Review of Books, 23 August 2001. Available at:
https://pugpig.lrb.co.uk/the-paper/v23/nl6/terry-eagleton/a-spot-of-firm-government. Accessed
10 September 2024.

RE: CGHED) o B WHLSCE AR, 2019 4

[Mo Yan. The Republic of Wine. Hangzhou: Zhejiang Literature and Art Publishing House, 2019.]

Rawson, Claude. God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination, 1492-1945.
Oxford: Oxford UP, 2001.

S e DAk (L. PP SR, BT SROMAR R 1492-1945) , EMMRERE. L
FHRANERCE AL, 2013 4

[Rawson, Claude. God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination, 1492-1945,
translated by Wang Songlin, et al. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press, 2013.]

B o CEIRIY WIRJREEDCESAMEE” . (SCEHTT) 6 (2002) : 6-15,

[Sheng Ning. “Reflections on the Study of American Literature after the Recession of Theoretical
Upsurge.” Literature and Art Studies 6 (2002): 6-15.]

ERbk: (FRBBOB R SCE——FE T CEROE: Ak, HECS AN o dbnt: Bl HhAL,
2016%F,

[Wang Songlin. In Search of Literature Exiled—Essays on Western Literature: Close Reading,
Comparison and Judgment. Beijing: Science Press, 2016.]

Wk (PEEARREAN: NZATREND) o Jbat: PR SRR, 1994 4,

[Zheng Qilai. Cannibalism in Ancient China: A Perspective on Man-Eating Behavior. Beijing: China

Social Science Press, 1994.]



AL S SR sl ot - AR 18 ik
20 Y[ SCEAFSE

The Interweaving of Cultural and Literary Criticism:
Claude Rawson’s Study of Eighteenth-century English

Literature

f 45 (Du Juan)

NEWE: wHE  THRAFTW IS HLXFTRHE) 2, BELEZNER
Tﬁ%%%%ciAﬁﬁmﬁﬁ,%ﬁm7<7ﬂ ERT 5 ZH Hhik e 1
HHHIEAY) , EERTHEIERE 18 42 F B A IR FE B, XA
XFENXUHARNA—ERFET RHTNBEFY, BT E L5 RN E
%F%%%%%@oEﬂiX%%%%ﬁ%X%%QKM,Ew%&%%%
EXARRG A NS, NERTHIFHF, ETEHEHFHXNEL, B “R
| (satire)” V3 18 4 2 09 X (WAEE 2 —, I 7 90 SF R 4% 18 T WA X 5, 4F
Bl RFBRAFERFEEFRARNZARAF R, ZRAFTNX —CENEH
Rk, hE—ERBE LW MEFEXFAZNTFEER, LEMX
%ﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁ%ikwﬁo

KEBIFE: wofE - BA; BMARE XY, CHHR; WA

EHEE T ﬁ%,+¢ﬁmk%1%%%&,I%X%%ﬂiﬁﬁﬁ%*
N, A XFEAGRIFARFEZHRI, TEANFRENRAR. KA
ERAMEL—MAE “XEAFERNEDAGCERNEARL” [REHE.
20BWWO57] # [ B M 58 i R o

Title: The Interweaving of Cultural and Literary Criticism: Claude Rawson’s Study
of Eighteenth-century English Literature

Abstract: Claude Rawson’s wide-ranging studies of eighteenth-century literature
began with his studies on Henry Fielding. In the 1970s, he published Henry Field-
ing and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress, which placed Fielding’s works in the
context of the entire cultural milieu of the early eighteenth-century. Since then, this
cultural perspective on literature has been woven throughout Rawson’s academic
research, forming a brilliant and rigorous brocade of criticism. However, unlike

other cultural criticism based on the external study of literature, Rawson’s criticism
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always places literary texts as its centrality. Starting with the study on Fielding’s
quick-witted style and rhetoric, he categorized “satire” as one of the cultural signs
of the eighteenth-century. In the 1990s, Rawson turned to the study of satirical liter-
ature, specifically Jonathan Swift and the style of English poetry. Rawson’s diverse
interests explain his academic concerns on both the aesthetic qualities of literature
and its cultural function of engagement in moral dialogue.

Keywords: Claude Rawson; eighteenth-century English literature; cultural studies;
satire
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HIHER THEPFE L.

FEBOLEA, B RIS AE ZWT T BB K, S0 T3 18 20 # ST
feh Btz . CIRELHRIRRF : M EIRRR 2025 0 -+ )\ 22 300 50)
(Order from Confusion Sprung: Studies in Eighteenth-Century Literature from
Swift to Cowper, 1985) Fl IR 5% : 1660-18304F 5 [E B 1 By #fi £ 4 [ B
) (Satire and Sentiment 1660-1830: Stress Points in the English Augustan Tra-
dition, 1988) ZMAESOENF N EEIIM I . J5H LT 1994F 1L I
WAt F R . BRIt Z 4, PRBIZAEZFENRLE R BB BW)  (London Review
of Books) WIZMIBEMIN, BLE R SCEM AT U S SR, JFfrsih (&
AR SO AE ) (TLS) M AR TR . D HRIERE R, WRK LY
A H S NI BRAIER, RICIENERAE AR VIR . 2
AR Z RIS, SOERE T 2 H AR RAZ R IR S SO . 2
Ui, SCEBPFURERREIR N, FET30M “4UR7 AN . Wik R
FHEBERIRSE, WU — MR . bR b, MERISCORSE
By 3O3R XU 200 1 ol 1R A R B, 3R T AR 5 B B U
A%, TS O BIAE KUA%

90 AR, PHRERZE T —RISINREA BRI, 2 (I
HEPESE) BB Ym%iE 2 — (The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism, 1995 4F
RO o EXENEARPAH, fils HB. 557 HREAF 5 5T R 28 DG
“I8 AL Hhor. (SIMFCFARR) Az — (- /\HZHEFE /M) (John
Richetti %%, 1996 110 A 12 Fig3C, Hr (FH « FERT) X—FF

1 B A ERE K 15 « i 5o (Peter Brooks, 1925-2022) FISIMF K 224K «
IR« ZMrEE4: (Hugh Barr Nisbet, 1940-2021)
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e T RBIZMER . X IRSCERIR BE WL 2% A ZE DR . At JF A 2
—HU A AR, T 2 TBUE 7 Bl I SO TS 55 DA R OST NS I ) ST 4
RN BAZE %2, 22 R IEAE KRR R PR AIE o i 36K T “AE AR /NI, At
FEME——/NH B TR, AR ME— AN RS R SO R ST JRAT T I R o B
Hr#AEGe N ” (Rawson, “Henry Fielding” 120) . T 3E/R T B FEE /N, 114
TR e EEHT)  (Joseph Andrews, 1742) . (imt « Bi#)  (Tom Jones,
1749) « (FKFEY  (dmelia, 1751) ZEG0fET 18 AP, HA4FEAR, Kk
Al B FRATTRE D B A AR AN L)k () RIS ACN o (H S AR AE R, FERTAE
G FH 8 F ok —AN“FH 17 25 — (Scriblerus Secundus) " [{1%E4 , Tiiv{A <
R B AR 18 AW T — N “IRAS4E (Scriblerus Club) 7 )
EE SRR R, HE R WINR B, DR X A 4 AR B AR AT T R R
WA “IRAS” S 4] (Scriblerian coterie) o FE/R T HSEZIN T LA
1) B BRI A (1700- 29 1750 4F) A£45,  [7))& T3i A10 R0 i s % 4 () kUl X
1TH)e FER T AEBEREER) A& FIUEIL Y (Gulliver's Travels, 1726) Hi iR
W E AR 7 eE, T H LS ae) CGEBANLRE)  (The Dunciad, 1728-
1743) FUEE N CZ5HEJEY (The Beggar’s Opera, 1728) AT AS F L 5 F
ARG I FIE, It as 7K R BIPE . EARER DRI o vk i s b, 3EK
T H K ELE B A ER R TN SR, (AR A S AR R A, fE
LERATH WAL G I — kA . B FER T AR KIS, A 2H
“BWOCAAE R 8% 7 (The Comic Epic in Prose) fiv44 H CLHIHCC RERIVE fho Al
5 R s B M i —— (IPMFRL)  (Shamela, 1741) Fl (Z)F R « %
e —ROHENNER T B AR (Eghi)  (Pamela; or, Virtue Re-
warded, 1740) WP . D AR RIARE MRS 1 18 A0/ I i1k
W SUIRELAT 7 1 SO R S e, R 3E/R T 5 R AR KR R AT
A ERAFTE R Ao Xk, SRR UL B ARy 1996 IR (S 18
/N TR ) PR E AR T —=, XFER T /N SRR Sk T TR
BRI (376) .

2007 2 HE/R T HE SR 300 JA4FE, T2 AR FURAL UL )T H K BT,
WAL R A A S AR BUR B ARS TPIATS, a2 CFH - SER 7T Slis
) (The Cambridge Companion to Henry Fielding, 2007) 1 { = F| « FE /R
T (1707-1754) « ANULFKE. RIER. dE. H7EE: WELE)  (Henry
Fielding (1707-1754): Novelist, Playwright, Journalist, Magistrate: A Double
Anniversary Tribute, 2008) . ArE AR T A e Se 22 B B R, P 14w
AR T AR, T AR . ERE MLV AR, Wik IE s
BT 7 FER T AERR ] /DUl I ATEOA 77 T TAE . i BAA R T FE R

1 20 H5%. “9TisE—ANBREL. SRt A —— CBEB LR SHTBL A o [ B4 QAL 2 it
7, (HNESCEFELY 3 (2011) 91,
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TAECPREL, RV 7 HER T NBAE N B ESCE R . VAR
LR 18 tH 20 5 [ BOA ACEE SO R otk . X PUASHIE P & S AR AT — M
TR T B2 H G ATT MIBUBRREZ AR, EATH B TE 72 30E T 2 R #
FRAE 18 20 A 7T ) EE A .

TE 2 Tl 18 40 S0 - SCIb RS iR AR, DREIZ LT st 7 P
18 e FEEAAEFKPME L. JEHIE 1986 A& AT # )5, wok 17 EIE
I, ik A2 AMMER, Widd. BrECRR . HAERSE. H
52 b, AXAE 80 AFEARIX AR IH], Atk Fh 2k gmiE HhR T (SETE R ABIMFELA) (The
Cambridge Companion to English Poets, 1988) . (fE3El. . L5 5
W HRE “PW L EE” Y  (Dryden, Pope, Johnson, Malone: Great Shake-
speareans, 1988) . (E[HIRFE ANFE ST « AN /REFIE)  (Collected Poems of
Thomas Parnell, 1989) &,

TE B R UERT, 2 RAIZ UG 4 ST FF T A Fedr B il =0, %™
&, AZIAN. AUFER T 7 AE], REFER T Uk A AU E
LR B B AL i A e, (B A FFERER], FER T BUA E
gk AMPERFEZAEAR R ) TA R TR . AE CFAR] » FERT 532 2P B
THTAERAR . CEARMIIETI R K A) — i, PREEESEEIER
THES Y ¢ Bt R 7 (Anti-Augustan tendency) (Rawson, Henry
Fielding and the Augustan Ideal under Stress 102) . Mg, FE/RT P ETHE
AR CCRRRFNEY M CRIETARZIRY ) C&KRE T (LABEXR « ZiEE
) A e - B R B B Sk XEE,  H AR BRI A E S A
A% “ B IR AR I AR R (9) IR o TR AN T T ) PR 85
MNERIEER, IHE) “SCHERZRR R By “— P U 878 (the relic
of astyle) ” (62) . Ih4h, ZHRAEFZIE NN CRHENLEAE « BLURE
{&)  (The Life of Mr. Jonathan Wild the Great) s&{f (ZLIBEKR o 2 fEE)
ZHTBIAER), ARPPAR AR MR T “ B R BRI R AR EE R 7, B “3E
TR AR Je FAE AR SR R A AR (95) o fhde i, XERFEIAME A A S
IRT BAE AR B I 5, due S Y 1 3l 2 6T B 7R B X AN S % N 40 1 5 J 1 R
th, MM “HBEHSAR” 7 IRRIE SR, “OREESCOME. BRI R il
B (109) 5 EN g N AR A AR R A e e R S, AR A “AESR
BiAA @ MKkt BRE” (165) o HARBINE, PHREREL, FER
T h I WS 7R 1 O S B AR A By () — U PREE, XA R A4 E 2 B SRI0AE SE
IR T HIZE T AU = R “#fb (softened) 7, iy ELALSEE F SR Y 4l A5
BT T W) H IR SEEL (proud self-realization) ” (217) . P #AHRH
FAEWT TN UG 4 F Zh A K R IAR A 25 B e) i, 22 8, 7873 WL 5238 5 Ik
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XPSLETTTH, MG — T ORI, Sk DL 3132 48 s T A8 Uk 3
e, ik AME R
DRV BIRMNTER T RS, (Bt 2 )5 a7 O & B %
BT ok X P SO AR AL g 4R (OB R N ST IEA) I A I3
oo %P T 29 Ak N, THITBRFFHRESS 11 A4S B AR AL T TR IE:
CHT R RS B LA — R 2 (RN EE S A B 0 D SRR
WD) o WTBIRAFAE R N B 7 2 LU AEHE VR SO B vy At S I 52 R 2 AR
FAEHES . M ZAESE:”  (Rawson, The Cambridge Companion to English
Poets 213) o £ 20-21 42257, FRFE IR T (WrERNs: HLVFSCE)
(Jonathan Swift: A Collection of Critical Essays, 1994) , JGRX'5 7T (L. ¥
B3k 5P KAL) (God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European
Imagination, 1492-1945,2001) . & v SR « 48 sa I 27 7E 2003 SN H
T (RS AR ) (The Cambridge Companion to Jonathan Swift) , %
A IERT T (@ KE)  (Jonathan Swift, 2004) , FHHAE T (I 4
A o WiECREHE MUEWIRRY  (Norton Critical Editions: The Essential Writings of
Jonathan Swift, 2009) (¥ 4u%E . 2010 4= tH T (B RERAR I BUE 5 502D
(Politics and Literature in the Age of Swift: English and Irish Perspectives) 7&—
AR BARIHVE L 2 o XA TR 52 /K BRI 1 BT R RE 0 51
NERIAFE, M5 EMIRRBERIKRR, AR E R 52 /R 22 BUE A K
Guit B A XL E AR IR TR 1 IR AR LA ST AT
VERE, A BT RATE AR B ORRRAE 18 S BUA A S Ak A g ot A
XA F A, EEHER, 5P RBEMENBA UM, BT
ToCEAR G W H RHURIHEATAI G . TRGNFR « BBCORRR A2 24 I S == Fl 52 7K 22
A W I BUATEFR R . AR R RO 52 18 et i s K &
BORLRIE . EEANET, DREBIZEHAR Ty VR 18 KIS, hiF
ST E R S AR R R R AF e o MR R S FER T AL, IS
A ORISR AN R o 2011 4EFFZ, B H G 355 WL B AR BERIT IR
PETTER: ARHRFE ) (Satire) ) FIRFFAERFE CHTECRERE A ADAT]
[¥) 30 % Bl (Swift, Pope and Their Circle) ) , JJL AT LA, H 3042 (OB 58 e o 75
KRB, DR B R AT SR TR RSN 5 2], 2 R AIERL , ik
2R — R R R s A N G e RIR . —s ERFFUAERNEL, %
FHEEHE T [ XA N EBE XRS5 3, PRI g X e A fE 18 4l
RSO BUR EIAST. B REEANUREE,  TRECHENT E A B AR EIR
B IR M 3. A AIE 0 Z #2 “what’s the different of ... and ...?”7 fE A<
SEGFAEVA, LA KR B = € o HH RS ), fb o ¢ get
the point” = X%Hh T LAV . A REEME, PR BIRNE LN Z A 22 bR
ik, AT m TS BEIEICAT R AR5 1S 35 8T B30 R
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i =L e B AR SO BO sy, AR IEA IR E VY, 36 1) S5 A Dy A 1 2 A
AREF— il BUERDR, JLSEED BRI A, SO AR — i GO B 1
M. IERIRRIRIRI 2 Z A T BEIERR, LR AR R
T .

2014 RARZ 5, DRIERVIVEM AR . X B ) IR A B RS
W KRR A Ko e CHTEORERE TRt iR Rs . R AR AR 18)
(Swifts Angers: Swift, Ireland and the Paradoxes of Ethnicity, 2014) 1 (MK
FrS5HA)  (Swift and Others, 2015) o FERTAFH, D RREEZ K 10125 17k
KAEF U7 BARBURE.  CHTBORR: 5 HAR Y W8 1 7 gk « BisiRRs
RIS, AR A R RELAR L SR A o 8 ] B oy S 4% 42 1) 2 BEAE K Y
BIE, BEMAINA. SFEEMEESFA] BT X 5, %
ARBEZ MR My “ W7 B R R Bk AR . s oD 22 i AR

)

waK"~ o

WIEAR TR0 5 SO LR R 59T, B AR BRI He i 52 KR . 7E
EHEK, DARBAINNRI S A0 FeAT e M FE R T HUE IR, 38 TE RS
RIT AR R JER T FLAE DLBUA PRI RIDT 46 B N SCI2, {540 F. R, A4k
REEFMIFRRZ NIRRT AR TEA, A v ER
Ho MYE R TR T /DR “ NRBIERE S IHELERE (i « B
NTEE N “AB KL s ” 2 #ZUERH (Paulson, “Introduction™) . 5
LT B H AN, 2 AREAARAEALTE R T IRARIE R B ST s Rl . CF A1 « 5E
IRT 5B PR B A AR X AP R AR PR AT IR PRI R
A T L T S R SR A A At o) 15 B OIS I, IR SERT
5 VR I SO 20 R A0 Bk e 9 N 25 B IS S ) %5 /) (as the effort
to impose harmonious order on brute fact) ” (Rawson, Henry Fielding and the
Augustan Ideal under Stress 234) .

JEAR « e DAbRE T SGHEPE, AR VER R 7 IER T IR TS R RUR LI Y
SRtk #e b, “FERT R SIBRONEKE " (Empson 132) o A
HRUTIEMEE AN m M - BTN, LR BIEE; A E
FWT S W D SR AERR 7 A IR A [ AR R A . B
AR R« GER T B WA _E 2B R AL G B2 5 B (Rawson,
Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal under Stress 9) . AAEIE/R T HIFE M FIE
W TR BB A AT (ooeeee) F3 7 HORIRIER—2205 “HHF. H
HEBVER) (eeees ) AR, BIER. BRI G R OSE S BOR, Ha
K30 R AR F VLI b, A IR E . BRI SR

SR R R e 5 T AMA R A BB R T, e AN
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TR N ENLERI B iiE 278, &R 7 SO MG BB R I B R ik . B Ak
BARAEFFFEEE 4G “satire” PN SCHMFEA S, X2 I T 075 5 Uik
THEE GRS 8475 1660-18304F 4 [5 By i AL G i & i) — b, O
MR T — P SCAAEAR o FE RS ARBHR S b, Aok ORI B S A e B 2 %
LBk (Horace) S4<C4N (Juvenal) APHL, Ji%u 7 Ml &4 ) H1E K
FMEM, JFRIMERE 2B, . 298 « BURRERE « 58 REUIHRHMA
&% (John Wilmot, 2™ earl of Rochester) . B/Rf#4E (John Oldham) . HjjhJ
FE A, @ FERT . A, e, F3%. TSURRSRE. tH
H R RIE1660-18304F, X2 P AR CNRI 5D — Bz on
o AEIX—BH, URUR) T AN O Ik (sensibility) 7 BY “1E 24
(sentiment) ” [ERFEM AN, M—DATH K £ FHALFEFE ) — SR
FEIHIAL o IX — 348 5B T 2 A SO R B 06, FFRAFE T EE R
Eo

R i iE 2 A, BE —Fh SRR, o —FhRILF VL. ERXTTRM
WA, PREEGE—EH T AN RE G K EREE, ANl AN
IE——1Rf —FhfRsF . FRIKEIHRERSCE, b — M PR, o k¥
BRI IISCR? e AR AT R AR TR . R IICLd, I REH S
A IS ? S H K BRIV TR R IR ?
TE ) F2 A I 72 408 57 h RIS TE 47?2 & (Y B AR R AR R —Fh g AL
W SEAE R — PR 2 R B 2 A PR 2 T — 3 R R Il T LA
DL H B AR BRI TE B R ) NI 2 g diig . 3 AU RO 3 0 i1
BUER=Y), ERBRFAET ZnlEEY, S HARRKR. B, KHRE
WTER - CARZ A KSR Ceulural impact) , W& A - 523 2 a4t 4>
ERERIEI . PRAGAE (g R RREE) R ool I—3. XA
PoroN CRIRZET N TR AN . 10 mHE 8 TR AT EEL
WO E S IRA, CH %K MG I — F A9 FLGE I A e 1 — & 2 2T
MNZ. NAEE LEEL, EP RGO B8 BIGEALE g8 7
24, Wi T BT B . AR ST IR A% G S [ AR 2 B EB0A
VERIRZm . 1 H, PRRBOZ X —UGE e AR AT 1 B IR “R 5
CRIUR” o BRBCREFEAE S 1R E B CRECR, [RIR R gl LR B
U7, 2, MR 48 “ Ho 48 (railing) 7T AN FE 46« 157 %% (rage) ” (Rawson,
Swift’s Angers 155) o XTI IRF KL, 8]7% (raillery) “PRIE 7 HUASHIZRIL”, A
M “ARMERURATLURER " (156) o BrgicRFr “ BBttt B a1 2" “Ah gt
ST E M EYAEE L7 (2) . ERRIET, XU ERERE
a5 BRI LR R I WG L 7 S0 I SRR, SCARTE LS ST &
NI, AR T OEE G SR B, A4S 13 1 B S s 70 75 DA

1 2L HRERFT0E R 2011 (FHEFEARHERE English 351B [ ERFEE A -
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fiffo FESC% - Ak GIE - 2 E 2 HALEMEE D, PREIZIFE 70 TR
IR I B A o

FETL 7 H « B ARBAIZIR T, HERA EIRR] (satire) FiEAZICT G R
AT T o FEZUR « 20 10 2 0 SO —H g iR EUE BN (a
poem in which wickedness or folly is censured) . 'BUERERIGIE, ©AHE R
% (irony) . 427 (sarcasm) . J§FE& (burlesque) . W5% (ridicule) . *kHU
(parody) . &H %7K (caricature) 52 FhFik, JUHAE SAREGA A1 HAth #
IR RS 50, R\ EAROTE AN B EECE ], HBAEWREK. 5t
SCE AT, NI B BB, e BERE SRS . IRIEERR A, RRIE A
WUE. WS, EF SRS R S ER, A — 28R S E AR
Ot BRI T IF EAETIEE: KESINZBMFEMME, TR
SRS HESE R ST, A K TR R A . PRk
ALK — CEHE T TG, A —EfRE F . MR E A S
B SRR, N EM S ES HIEEE S TIRE . X RN 7 AR A —
BLRNT B B BRSO A R . BN R A LA R B E D
EVE R S AR A, AR I SEIRBUA IR AE, T A B REE ) S5 A
X, [FIBZE S Emm, 1MAER, miAtkTy. MusEm” (ER
35) o WIS G 2A — MEEYIIES. ErREAES IR H & 4E
TS 7T, PR BUA IR D, EE R EANE B SRS . 78
WHEX A Z BRI T, a0 5 NRAER 7 TR E AR, M
AT 1) R B8 iy B — PR SRS

ZREFTAR, Teo5iE « BRI E RIL, 464 DS SUR AR LT TN
%, NHREREUEE, BEHES T, Ay 18 a0 I% [F S 2E i 7 A 2 T IER
T WRRRE AL E R EIE, ERH R RS A IR B A, T
HNCTE ER, B - TR E IR R FF o ds 5 20 SC 22T
T, ImiERT B Sk DME S BARAEIBARE, HEE K20 A FHH 7 L
K« WIHM R R)IE LS T B HRBUZ, E XS R E: k™ iE, H
2R /X PARNIE T . 2 X IEAWME (ML) (4n Essay
on Criticism, 1711) 7 [#38 B0 75 1PF 18 X HIRER .
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L7« D% (Claude Rawson) A& ARSI SR ELEE, DLHIRE )
SRR TR AR S AT SRR SO ot e 44 T ARy — A fE E B B
EHBENNLFE, DHRAMAE 18 a0 55 E SC2ER 77 T 1748 H DTk,
W5 EGEAMEL S, It AR ESR A TR, JCHOA AR
PR PR AR AR T 5L TR

PHRT 193542 8 Al AE N E Bifg, JEEMNREE 1 i) 2 4
Ifot. 1949 4, /RN Bl ERS, IESBRRFIE T HEAREE, W
PO [ S BRI SO B AR TR R, B T AN A
S Al 2R TR B ST W] AE Atk B — A v A R A R SR . FE AR EER
SESERAELE S, B ARG GRS AN FEWT A TAE, MR R K (Keele
University) 3R 582 02 12447 A 1986 4 %2 2014 FIBAK, fih—E AT
R K2a g fE « 2250 (Maynard Mack) JSC#$2. fELLZ /T, MIEHEECK
FEEZFE (1971-1986) , BRI AREME. (BURIEFWHR) (Modern
Language Review) W& T4, TR IS5 « ¥ KX (Marjorie Perloff) 7
—hR VTR IR o7 « BIRBE Y “18 AR S O TE E R
IS WU AN IS 227, B A A VO “ R R 7T i S PRk i
A i AR AR R .

THEMNAARSEFZRAA
T RRIBIE FLAIR 2, AR 9 AR R A Athos 18 HH 20 9 (6] S22 B VR A
oo MM ARAEES FH « FER T IR « Bl RIFELHIERMIT R
WA, AN SO X SO ™= A T IR I R . B AR SR T AT
46T 20 2 70 AX, Atk 7 CFR] « FERTT 5 A2 3Pk R B AT AR D)
(Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal Under Stress, 1972) —4, XA 4K
DT T, PR IER T RBIEE T 18 Al FHI R A S IR S 3t AT %
22, FRHIERTH “ B #in 7 (Anti-Augustan tendency)  (Rawson,
Henry Fielding and the Augustan Ideal under Stress 102) . %' #xiN N, FERT
(A it s B 77 Ok B9t B B AR B PR AR S e Ak, A (BTSKFED)  (Amelia,
1751) F1 C B A 2 k) (Journal of a Voyage to Lisbon, 1754) B4 %2 T 1E (#)
TR &Y  (Joseph Andrews, 1742) F1 (il « W)  (Tom Jones,
1749) W EE RIS LB, B ARFR T I e ik fr gh %t “ B B R so A e X
IARREE”  (9) , [HIRTAST] FU PR B AR BB YR, I “SCHE” #ifa
N PR A (62)
D RN TRGNFR « WrBCERRF W L AR, M2 (R A1 S5 IR AT 1)
. AR AR SRATEAL)  (Gulliver and the Gentle Reader: Studies

1 2 I Marjorie Perloff, “Claude Rawson in Conversation with Marjorie Perloff,” Textual Practice 4
(2017): 603-629.
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in Swift and Our Time, 1972) VL J¢  L75. #6505 Pk K 4a: B9 28 5 R
G 1492-1945)  (God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European
Imagination, 1492-1945, 2001) Z54/E &, XA 5 SCBHBEAT TR NIR T, XA
JOR R A6 55 1) A 7R DA, e 1 R A e KR S R T
Ko MG D AR T (WEREEY  (Jonathan Swift, 2004) F1 {3 jgk %
R AR R 53C2%)  (Politics and Literature in the Age of Swift: English and
Irish Perspectives, 2010) , MIEHE 22157 IR 22 BB IEHRTT T s A 1E 982
) S B E OGRS O /R 2RIk 2 2 B R RINETE, LK
foes B B 3 SCHIEPE . B AR 9 1 0 R (1) SO BUE 5 Y N B A
ZIRIHEEECR, R T ECRERE 18 A BUA A S S g O H A
RARZ G, ZRRSCHRC T T ECR R L35 (BRSO Hf
BN IR ZAPRAE ) (Swift’s Angers: Swift, Ireland and the Paradoxes
of Ethnicity, 2014) Fl (Mg KA 5HARY  (Swift and Others, 2015) . R4 (M
BRRFITERD) A AT RO RRABENEITH, HixHmE I
AN B D RS T IR ORI U RCR B E R Ath AE O% T 30 R AR M
R BB R, EARBAMNERD WO R A AN ]
I RRT T DR, B BR T T At B A T R FH B T S, AT Lh 1 o J
ZRMBAI PR BT DOREGEL . B ARREN S B RS 5 4 i 22 )
MO ARZ A, WrgR R EAS 5 2%, H 20 R 1A 1) 2 b A 42 i B 5 ek
HOMMAR, BIEAAREERERE 4. D RN B IR 1078 & B At
PRSI BT B RAR AR R IR, TR IR ZI S &R L,
B T Ak NS BR B FR SR 2L AN o B AR 9 T BT AR 1 5 AR R At S N RAFAE
[ IR BB NPE N —Fh 7 2. 1 2 AR IR A R R SUAAE SO T R
oA . 7E 2018 4 “ 55 )\ Ji SC 2240 B S VP [ bR 2 R A 27 I %5 S 8se
o AR Y, SCEERETE 2R 00 B A ST G SR il A SR,
U 5 8 SC ST HI N 2% IR 52 (S0 SCARTE N R 807 2 IR B S0
TP L1237 AR T X6 S5 SCAR (A AR AR S RN 20 B, 88 I X SR 4 T AR 42 4 R
B, R TEMRE BB AL E. £ (R 5He) b, PHREE
X BT R AR A 7 Ll oK« A DA R A A S AT TP b ik AR, 18
A FAE R IR G T SO AR B Al AR RO, A I EHT I S RO
A 2 —, (EUB R ORI RN, BB R R R AR K O AR
Ko FEXHTBIRFRH (—ADARIHIESE) (4 Tale of a Tub, 1704) K)3#r, %
FRNA CADRMRHEE) Bios 772 BA AR IR &, BBk R

1 2 U Andrew Carpenter, “Swift’s Angers by Claude Rawson (Review),” The Scriblerian and the
Kit-Cats 48.2 /49.1 (2016): 110-112.

2 W Ui - BAR 2018 AEAE B\ m SO AR E AT E R AR 227 CABJuL - HAD
T L EEE, ERARIE,
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()3 JIAEAAS BRI E R B AR K & B BRRa] L, At () 508 i 1
AR RGN 25 S5 I3 TE T AT 30 SUR T B0 1 LT B s 1B AR AE ik
FAEFNEMIRE N EAE, A BE ftoof 5 AR 7 T IR, Wl AT
ey T4, ABATan SR R E e, BV AN 2 IR ) Bt -

DR 5 B AT B B S RRRE, A SCEF AR S D s gE . AR,
JEERAMFEZ ARG &, TR T MR AR RS . ) (2. B
W SRR R L) B SR R A G 2 AR, PRI COR4arhE) T 2
NEAMER) —H 5y, I BAEDT S B SR B A W 2 4 — g, b
B AT B R OAE S, G (MR ATE ) (4 Modest Proposal,
1729) F (BFIBBHHC)  (Gulliver’s Travels, 1726) W& T KA 18, R
TIX =R R PERNE S iR, P Ris HE R, K2Rl
MG, QFEERE R BN BT MRZRZEANMIRLRER, DLk 18
TH 2L RN Lot B AR AE B 5 ok o0y 55, @I 8 WOCAR. TR A4 B R
ok, R 7R BAEIASCA T BB AR, G H A2 G o] 38k 6 A 3 (1) i 22
KM 55 TR Ath 25 B9 KA

AR BT LI B0 RAE A, 8 I 1B T R R A e B e 1
R, HWHHETHRENZ/REZSEMEZAERZN, EHBERENES S5HE
e CRIRZENE” B SRR R K. DA TR i § 2
(138 5 W BB 5 e B K 4 B AR 1 SE PR AT 55— RAIMR AT N, FF
TE 37 R AR 1 £ A8 5 % [ 5 B IS U0 52 7K 22 28 BE 1) [ S 8 st 2 [R) g 7. —
AT R F o XFP IO T B A R AR B4 s )CELR, BN E R 7R 1 A XT
R GRS (2 OFAT G 2 Ak 2 BERIAA, R IR ILA T 1E R
HNEEAT N, HMFEN S5 3 TRA L ERE AR 2, X
AR FAME RiE#, BN AL, s iR ENE S E T
KT ZRZWM PRI RIES 2T, FRRE 7 WEERRHE S AAZ 1)
AT E I, FERT S L 2B X L P i B BUA MR T PR . X RO BT R R
FE R LRI R 32 3 /T T EAT W85 R R, TR A T AT H S22 Tk b
e FCARRIAE it (R T A S B

DR W IR K 4 2) 8 5 20 48 RO K 31T LhEL, FRATTER /R
i B IRE B S A AVER BRI TR E S I ECRRR ) (1651
eliEic) R E (Houyhnhms) 5494 1 2R E ST 2 J5 & I
AU H K8 AF HEDE N (Yahoos) [l () fif iR 77 58, Ja 3 [RIFE R R A R 2K,
EHA . X BN T N AR BB A AR N BT e, ZR B R

1 2, Claude Rawson, “ Introduction,” Swift and Others, Cambridge: Cambridge Unviersity Press,
2015, 4-6.

2 2, Jonathan Beecher, “Review: God, Gulliver, and Genocide. Barbarism and the European Imagi-
nation, 1492-1945 by Claude Rawson,” Utopian Studies 2 (2002): 202-203.
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R AR b AN XAt A B IR, (RIS R Atk O SR ] f ek e S B
JRRRFIIE F BT AR R T R AR FIEENONE XL S N5
FHP DD ARG R 5N, B RReRIE 1 RO R B A B 2R A A
Ny, BARETBRRHIVE AR A AR BT A, B S S T AR ETE 5
BR80T X AR S B2 JE OB . 3 g B4 1 15 3 H0T B
B ORI i 5 3G PR EAMEIE A T v, i Bk sk 7 A
PR AT BE BRI RUK L G T . % AR A0 Pk 1 e B T A BT B R R
KR BUA R, JF5RIE 1 540 B 1F BT E s (10 A 22 AR EORE S 410
EEME, IEWP AR « BURREITE, “0ifE - DRNPIAAS NIRE, b
PATIE IR T N SCHIT FEAR SRS 1) HL A 812 2 SEAE WU B VE B 5L 7 (Perloff
603) o VFILRBIAY fr— HYREFF SCRMEAME FRHILA, (Efhi 2 %2
IR QAL AR B A PP B 2 5, SLZ A TIRIE IR, IR IR TH%
SEHET

THREXFREFHAT

PR AR ALV TR, SRR RIS S VIO, R BN
ERE S T 14 FREER O, RE— K IWLBND RIS, X5 #1500 AH
W, WK, HIRREbRRL. 2012 42 832 35 280 20 g ks pdk 7, 4
AR R B R4t 25 DO MR T, 75 RVIMEM A b, AP RIS 743K
+ o S, Wi T “The Snow Man” , FRATHI%:%E “Nothing that is
not there and the nothing that is” , MHEIE2E, PRS2, BREORBIINR 22, (F4E
T, ARG AR B RERE . RWLEER] AR AR 5. 2 AR AR (1) 27 DR R0 41 25 1)
SCASRGERE T Lk FRAT RS T AR5 H

2012 47, Toiext RIS 0 B SRR, EEAE RSN —F. 1
X, PHRYARLE (BN ISR KL B S5RNER: 1492-
1945) b SOl EAAMREIEE, B RIBAMERE HARH AR, X —4F, fE
SR B HES) T B bR SO B AL VP 5T 22 (The International Association
for Ethical Literary Criticism) &7, {KEDHELEANRISK, HT 2017 4F
MIENE AT K RIS KMSKIRE R 9 FH, PHRASRI T
SCEAR AT R SIE, OB A B ORI R S i
., LR E BR 22 AR A FA S A

BRI SO L, SO B R SCAR B0, 500 AR BT
WA [E5HIRE « g RN —XVRT, mNE ST
RIS HIE TN SR BN F] s SR R I g P A R A s
TSI, R HES) 7 SO RTE, flita C E BRSO B
PP i 2 BIBIEE N . SCERBRSALT ORI, BB B T A
S5 SR B S 1T B AR AT S BEAR AT T IR AR T A AR RN (S R
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22) o BARKRESRIP DI ECA, VISEAE SRR IR K BRI ), A
X AP TU B 5 S 2 B R (B 3 B SCA AR B2 P AR L B A AR I P N
DRI, SCAAER B O E S BATTTEE 825 b i A W 2 (B 2 H =
FRAR SR, X R R R A A T SR A ORAE S, BRIk, AR S A
i R AG B (B0 5 B S SR A (B AR 46 7 AN REAE) 2R v A B i 41 43t
NRSC PR NS . IX— R 5 S A8 B AV R BB AR AR AR A
FEAE 2016 4F “ 55 7 e SCFEAG B2 VP E bR 2 AR B 27 HF Rl ' i 1 78
oy BT B -

ALK, MERANE—HBE—ALZBMNLFEHFT PH—A
SRR, M FE L&, EHABERG S, 2R R SHORE
A, WEFABERM, (PR A ) AR F b oy BN ZEEL, W
FARERIEL ZAF £ XN R WA ERALF
B FREEBIN, AL, XGOSR TR G T AL S P25
7.7

X Bk — 3R U F AR S AT AR ILAG B AL 55 AR 2 X BL R A6 28 B A8 89
A Z o) 09 A KRG 21 5L, X — 2L ML A A eg 46 R R,
ReAVIE TS, (2R AR K S, IAA—BEEZT R BB,
AR,

EERE R, XAFFRCENEZ 000G} 22 F 5048t 2R
PO RS B, RATT A AT X ke kR AR FAT T AR I R AR R SR HE 84
A P aG T AR R RIEAR, ARAT P 8 K S BAER R A AR XA — A
Beyihik, LR A FMATABL S E/E AR,

A EATESEALEEE, RTES L LW EN, B ?/iﬁ—?kﬂ]
S i X Sk PR R T AT A ’JK“} A8 45 2 b X sk 9] AR
A X FHREFRIFG T, € AL T G Fo il Tt R M WE%
BHMEN L AR, BHEGZIERSH (Flde, “**fﬁéﬁ IR
RABZ I R, sTEBEMRT — BRI, T, LJEE%J/?’?]
BEHARZA WIS ME T X — M Z L P £, (Rawson, “Good
Criticism Is Ethical” 2-4)

A, B SCERER AT, SCA I IE R AL T RE R KB A AR

1 Z L 59578 « B 4% 2016 SEAE “ SN i SCA S I T BR 2 R  227 (/R « B0 JE D
TN BRSOy RTINS BRI T8 CHMIP— AN E S BRI,
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(8. IEAARAE 5 LR SCEAR B AR PR B PR AR T 7 s e
g, “ABERLVPA R — M s R A B ok, e RS REAE T 3T SR
BRI TG . BT SCFHOE R A, BB T T It e B %,
FEZ R T AR ] DK YRR ok ) B AR B R, D EER I K2 T b
THEMT I N AR E”  (“Good Criticism Is Ethical” 6) . fhi#%3], MG
AR EROPI AL IRATRENS T8 B S AE o P 2 A N T 1 B s
tetn, WEEAME CRWER) FRRG M E R £, — FED L TR AR 4 e
WARBAT SRR, WTAMSER AR K, SR —F “ SRR
B SR, ) TEREHA R RV EUR S, Wi TR s
MEENEIT & . FTLASL, FRATHHT SCEAR B =P AR 2 MR, 4R ik Es,
MG EGRMANERE —EMHESER. " PHRIAN, RS
—FSCEF T, A — R MACERAL A R AT AR R S 1 B R
W7 AN, FERRE SCAR BT A I N AR 22 B En IR R R A, IR A
Eb A8 S AIT 56 R X Ath ] 5C 2 B L AH DG P R RS B4R —FF, REdE— D4R R LT
FESCA B R AR S S E S R, il SRR R fEES 2R
EL A SO 7T AR A7 CE AR R RS, BRI, oAt 2Rl a2 HORE R A
SR AR B S B R, BT AT RETE A Tk AR CRUFESE R E ATD
B RS, M CRTRE) B8 IEERF 7S A58, o o — Rl % 32 . 2
TS, OISO H 2 VP R ZEHCH X AT . AR, SO R
HEVTAE —Fb 5 R RO B ATV, T on 1 N SR Ay
BIACHEICY). 1E 2022 4 “H—Jm CERHE E MO E PR AR 27 5
R, AR R E T N TR RERIR R, S NAZ R R

KE¥hE B LFREHN, BHFFERELF T H45 SR ZHH
B ko B, ATF P, § — EARMAAULR A 47 DL P eI E, de
ASIOLZRA B FILEG—Ry, XEGFRTEQNH, 5T, £
HAEMFRIERIA, BRTEEGNE, 57T LFRIFETH,
PR IF e B R BIEEA L, R E S, W AR, X
R —FARBE A F L, CAREE RN LF IR RZ L, LF
LRI, %2, BATXAER L ¢ A E4522 %47, (Rawson, “Good
Criticism Is Ethical” 6)

1 20 RS SO AR A VP IR A BRA A MR 1 —— 38 DU Jisi S 240 B 2 4 VP 1 B 2 R )
SUER Y, 2014-12-22, <https:/sfl.sjtu.edu.cn/Data/View/919>,

2 B WU < BRAE 2018 4F )\ Jm U AR B AL PR ARBT Y 27 CABJUN « HAD
VAR 15 W (U G o 7/ NE S

30 B0 TESE « BURAE 2022 4 T E SR AR R ARTHT 27 TH e TRED
TR EEEE, ERAMRE.
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DR b E BSOS B AV AR IR Z) H 2 4, Al A AL S B
AEEHAC T RE, 098 I S AE N SEBEA AN IS SCAL A A AR . Al
R w3 r [ S B e 1Y) A BRER AN SCoA AR B 2 P i R SR T SR AL A
FERIEER A 2AEPIE, D RUA CRERFAREGE, MO et
PR FUAUSIR AR R, R 3 B 5 HAR K E R . )2 ARE R 5 A 2R,
AL [ BRSCAAR B A PP TE S R SR AR 75 1R, RIS oA SR 5
WAL T BiRE . RN BUER K, 2 AR 90 TR RIS Bk 2 br, BARER
o BRI AT 5 510 s S S RIS AR SR TR A R, thAA T S 1 - %
AP AR, $AREE.
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