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This thesis investigatebe lasttext published by Robert Southeélhe Doctor,
&c (18341847),and argues that while Southey may have moved to political
conservatism as he grew older, his writing became even more radically

experimental. Sout heybs texlsarangeoh kal ei ¢
topics that consists of the plot of Doctor Daniel Dove, autobiographical
el ement s, Sout heyobs religious and pol it

musical compositions, which have all been embedded within a postmodern
narrative. The reasdor this research is that, while other influences on Southey
focus predominately on his early works, life or politics, the conceptThat
Doctor, &c demonstrates early postmodern characteristics andeflelttive
portraits has been neglected.

Five topcs are identified within this thesisidentity, autobiography,
postmodernism, religious politicand fairy tales, which combined establish the
centr al argument t hat Sout heyo6s t ext c



combinedtogether to create his mostperimental composition. By examining

the ontextual backgroundrhe Doctor, &cis| i kened to Chri stoph
The Midwife, Or  Ol(1d51-Ws3)reandh récognidta thad the n e
original tale of Doctor Daniel Dovist appeareavi t hi n Sodieat. t 6 s per

Close readings of Southeyb6s Il etters and
which indicate Samuel Taylor Coleridge urged Southey to Witite Doctor,

&c. | arguethat Coleridgewas the primary link that connect&buthey and

Smart and, essenliyy The Doctor, &cwasformed on the basis of collapsed
projectsbetween Coleridge and Southey. Subsequgtitiy thesis demonstrates

that the idea for the text occurreds early as 180&nd written throughout

Sout heyods | i f e unnallylpublishedin1884 st v ol ume wa

Key words: Robert Southey,The Doctor, &¢ Experimental literature,
Postmodern, Romantic autobiography, Fairy talPslitics, Islam, Samuel
Taylor ColeridgeT he Mi dwi fe; Or Ol d Womanbs Maga:z
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Introduction: Locating Southey

Imagine a kalieloscope. Inside there #&svariety of colourful objects like beads,
pebbles or small pieces of glakat freely move about and, as you look through
the eyepiece and rotate the outside of the kaleidoscope, it creates fascinating
visual images that change with each movement. It is not difficult to become
mesmerised and amazed as you peer through to seehanging patterns of
beautiful colours and shifting reflections. However, as you become absorbed by
the colours that merge into an unrestrained opsiaéll of distorted imagethat
become nothing more than fragmented illusions, the mind is left #athra
within a chaotic spellbound of emotions which leaves it questioning the
existence of such an ocular objeatd its purpose. This is what my mind felt

like after readingThe Doctor, &c(18341847). RobertSout hey6s fr agmer
narrative and entanglemewitwords are so beautiful that the readdmiresthe
sentiment in which it was written, but left to wonder what exactly was mkant.

is my intentionin this study & demonstrate precisely what Southey meant and

why.

This thesisexamine the origins of the plot of Doctor Daniel Doveand

acknowledges that the original tale was fwsitten by Christopher Smatrt in his

satirical periodical he Mi dwi f e: Oor , Th €1750@1768) Wo man 6 s
i afact that has beenverlooked It was first pointed out durng Sout heyds
l i f et FRAT b §vhodvrotetothdGent | e man 6is 18Maagda z i n e

has since only been investi ghstteng by Dav



Winded as Possible: Southey, Coleridge, Aree Doctor &©& i n Whdéh0 9 .

the source offhe Doctor, &c was discusseth the first volume ofNotes and
Queries(1849),less than a decade aft&.R.A T n dvrote totheGent | e man 6 s
Magazinetherevas no acknowl edg.dikeswise, Manrfce HEmar t 6 s
Fitzgeral dés ¢€hadiDocod &Y 408100 n &1 Bie Ni ebl e
Doctor, &c (1941) andKk e n n et h Sdliney(d9y3 asodo not mention

S mag taledin overlooking the original sourcémitations are placed on how

The Doctor, &ccan be viewedHowever, bye x p | o r i nstpry, Eanaget 6 s

how bothSmart and Southdyave used th&aleto conceal their identity so that

they canwrite freely on issues that they consider significant.

During his life, Southey made neferencetk nowi ng Smartdés tal e
protagoni st Gas sevemmlementafoom the tHldst appearing in

The Midwife. By ex pandi ng abservatibntimt Safmuleldraykr

Col eri dge had withnhe satrical prose writing of €leristopher

S ma,t Itwdl argue thatit is through Coleridgehat Southey became familiar

with the tale and eventually wroléhe Doctor, &c It is my contentiorthat the

text consists of two elementste plot of Doctor Daniel Dove and the digressive

thoughts of Southey, both of which have been interlinked at tinmes a
demonstrate postmodern characteristiigrthermore,l arguethat the text, in

addition to highlighting early postmodern traits, also displaysreéi#ctive
autobiographical el ements which are rev
and plot narrativeMy argument in this thesigltimately determineshat The

Doctor,&ci s Sout hey 6s mals df liteeakumichiincielestaa |



kaleidoscopic range ofopics such aspoetry, music, history, biography,

autobiographytheology, religion and politics

How did Southey come to hear of the storyDaictor Daniel Dove ando what
extent did Coleridge play a role in thi€2an the text be seen to have
autobiographical elements within it? Is it a postmodern narrati@® are
Sout heyb6s r e lcdl gaws manifegdnvithin fhetéxt? How has
Goldilocks and the Three Beagsolved over time from when it first appeared
in The Doctor, &? These are all research questithgt inform and drive this

thesisandhavebeen carefully and pragmatically sttuieedto aid my argument.

Describedoy David Simpson aéone of the most productive and charismatic of

all the romantics in his tin@® there has been a renewed interest in the man who

was oncdabelled by Leigh Huntin 1822 s bei ng a o&écesusdtoo mbd wh
deatShhaut heyods paradoxi cal sheavhasamanthatnvi t es
was either liked or loathetark Storey in his 1997 biograptBobert Southey:

A Lifewr ot e that for Southey O6Gobwtrine was
Ohad ttroi d ook at Southey whole [€é] the fI
j u.$1nh récen years, there has been more critical awareness of Southey as well

as anupdated biographiy William Arthur Speckhat argues that he stood out
6amongst hirsesoft#té mmper an entire man of |
occupies a central place in the literary and political worlds of the early
nineteentkc e n t >Howeder, this view is not a new one. Byron, who was no

admirer of Sout hey, @nly exéspng entire 1inam aoft he we



| et P énragidition to his scholarly writingsas Speck acknowledges,

S o ut helyndneus private letters must be considered along with his other

wr i t {They weie, according t/illiam Makepeacd hac ker ay, oOwor t h

of e%Writing létters was an importantipa o f  Sife antl, theoygh s
the researchof Lynda Pratt and Tim Fulford, the majority bis letters from
1791 to 1821 have been reedited and expanded. fdaybeen digitalised and
are available on thwebsiteRomantic Circleghis letters from18221839 are
currently an orgoing project and will be forthcoming). A five volume edition
of his early works (1793810) waspublishedin 2004 under the editorship of
Lynda Pratt and, for the first time, presed carefully edited and annotated texts
t hat i ncl uded w&ks suchad hafalsa thk Bestooyedadoc
andThe Curse of Kehamd@hiswas followed in 2013 by a fotwolume ediion

of his later works (1811838). However, he most innovative fon of research
has come in the release of a series of edited critical essays in th&kbbek
Southey and the Contexts of English Romanti¢006) which examined his

laureateship, poems, politics and life.

Even with an i ncr e a $fée and works within thes last i n
decade, the obstacles are still formidablmlike his fellow Lake School
contemporarieslike William Wordsworth and Samuel Taylor Coleridge, his
thematically dispersed writings have not been studied by critics to the same
extent. The reason for this that many of his widely read books are not
conventionally literary: he wrote biographies of John Wesley and Horatio

Nelson, a history of Brazil and various volumes on political, religious and

Sou



ecclesiastical subjects. Conseqiyy Southey is a man whdas many
attributions including editor, essayist, playwright, historian, moralist, critic,
orientalist, biographer and polemicist. Yéis work has attracted very little
popularity and minimum critical attentiorcompared to hiscontemporaries.
Car ol B\oiting tbenEdnpire: Robert Southey and Romantic Colonialism
(2007)and Davi d Ma Rabert Southey aGd Romantic sSApostasy:
Political Argument in Britain, 1780840 (2007) were the first individually
authored studeefor thirty years to be devoted wholly to critical thought (rather
than biographical content) sindernestBernhardtK a b i sRoleid Southey
was published in 197MNevertheless,ni all the research and studies thavd
been carried out on Southby critics over time there is still one texthat has

receivedittle critical analysisThe Doctor, &c

Mark Storey put forward an argument for the textto be seen an dne X er ci S €
di gr ewith the magmentech ar r ati ve demonsmavest i ng t h
from one topic to another with blithe abandon, as happy in a digression as in

anything more direct; in fact it could be argued that the whole work is a
digressio@® | n contr ast tEimest BarnbardeKgbissh, thougbk w ,

reflecting and remarkingpon the fragmentary nature of the testnsideredt

to have no clear plot or direction ardbelled it asbeingéan emi nentl vy
Victorian ook [that] comprises &argantuamrmass of anecdotes, ruminations,

homilies, curious learning, topography, genre diketcextravagant fancies,

chit-chat, [and]p | ai n n'dDismiesing iead a novel, BanardtKabisch

concludedhatéSout hey mi ght have made a good no\



psychol ogi cal acumen and the méral sym
Souhey did not think of himdeas a novelist when writinghe Doctor, &cand

the text should not be seenlely asa novel BernhardiK a b i sapphoéck to

the text limits the boundaries of research that can be exploreih witfhis is

evident by the facthat anything written on the textconsists of a passing

comment, a single critical essay, inS p e cblography, a chapteHowever,

Speckds c¢ ha pheehromldgyaf thes yeass Southey publishétie

Doctor, &crather thara criticalanalysisof the text.

It is not my objective to revisit Southey in the manner which most critics do;
instead my approach is differeith so little critical attention given tdhe

Doctor, &c, it is the aim of thishesis to fill this existing gapto refute tle
assertions made BernhardtKabischthatThe Doctor, &G Pplaidn on's €n s e 6
and tosubstantiat&/irgil Nemoianw argument thait is G o u t Peeludes
Biographiad*® with postmodern featuresAs suggestedThe Doctor, &cis

unlike a conventioal text and should instead be considered an experimental
composition that demonstrates Southeyods
the text is thought of in this manner, it begins to manifest itself through the
critical components that become apparent wedmany political, religious and
social insinuations that are employed within. Where Southey confuses is also
where he most satisfies, for he is an author who is not confined to literary
convention. From the conflicted variety of his work emergeslifferent
romantic writer in comparison to thiee ones who have been made familiar by

the received canorin recent yearsSouthey as a romantic writbas been re



discovered but this text seems to continuously be neglected. Why is this?

Accordingto Lynda Rrt t Southey is the Omost negl
School &6 but this has begun to 6change r a
started to become a writer worth reading. Moreover, it is once more becoming
possi bl e Llikewise Spdckihbiamda.r e t hat Southeyods 1
suffered by contrast with his fellow 0l
ne gl et ageeehdt.he has been neglected but why has this happened? Pratt
states that O6one of the c baerstheglacleaices of
availability of modern editions of his work. Unlike many of his contemporaries,

there has been no editorial work on hi s
Consequently,cholars have attempted to revive Southey and tried to bring his

work into the canon, so that he may be given the same recognised status as his
contemporariesPr at t i s right in relating Sout!l
avail able modern editions oThe Dacter, wor k.
&cb das sufferecheglectdue to its printing historySouthey published he

Doctor, &c, in seven volumesyver the course of thirteen years, with the last

two volumes released posthumously. Today, it is read in one uséesh

volume bound copy which was first publishadl848.ReadingThe Doctor, &c

in its united bound copy is comparatively different than if the text was read in

the original single bound volumeBor instance, the plot narrative can become

lost within the united volume whereas it is far less likely in the separatge

bound volumes publishedt the time.There are several reasons for this.

Sourcing all seven original single bound volumes from the Senate House



Library, University of London, | foundhat there were several differences
between the original publidahs and the combined bound volunvéithin the

single volumesthe story advances a step with each volume that was published.

The first volume was published in 1834 and is centred on who the Doctor was.

The second volume was also published at the saneeds the first volume but

is focused on who Mrs Dove was. The dhivolume followed in 1835 and
predominatelyquestioned whawrote The Doctor, & Two years later, the

fourth volume was released and detail et
wedding day andte f i ft h volume in 1838 describe
and seve appeared posthumously in 184dne year before the united bound

volume was publisheddy John Wood Warter, his son in lawhile there wasa

clear advancement of the starythe single ditions as demonstrated within

volumes one to five, in comparisdinere appears to be virtually no advance in

the story of Doctor Daniel Dove in volumes six and seven.

According to Warter, within the OPreface
Soutrey continued the work, itvas his intention, in this volume, to have
advanced a s tleThe reason forhtleis issdue to yhé fact that

volumes six and seven were published by Warter, and not Southey himself, so

0 t bng liberty taken with the aginal MS. is omission of, now and #n a

name, or evenwaiphramggaph hpé g¥fven pai
This Preface was written on 25 November 1848 and was included imited

bound copy. Warter proceedsto state6 Th e pr e sTehnet Dpoocrttoiro, n &ocf



is drawn up from the MS. materials alluded to, as nearly as possible in the order

t he Aut hor ¥Hawevei, in toetrast, thid was not the same Preface

that was included in the single bound seventh volume the previous year on 14
September 1847In that Preface, Warter statdtsT he pr esent Vol ume ¢
that it is thought advisable to publish of the Papers and Fragments for THE
DOCTOR, &C. Some of these Papers, as in the former Volume, were written

out fair and ready for Publitan i but the order, and the arrangement intended

i s al t oget A €hereforen then questiod remains, even though the

order of the chapters is still the same in both the 1847 single bound copy and the

united bound copy of 1848 that is used todayy wid the preface of the single

bound copy change from the arrangement
Wartero6s insistence that it was Oas near

i ntendedo?

In addition to this, Warterevealsthat Edith, his wifeandout heyds daught
i nherited al |l  antlud8gpwhat remamédsof tineaimpebtisheal |

text. It was her desire to publish it and Warter did sontédes itclear that,

although the antent was written by Southeiy,is the editor who is respsible

for the headings of thehapters (with the exception af few) as well as the

footnotes, not Southey himself. In discovering thii® most fascinating aspect

that arises ishiow differently the two separate volumes can be read in terms of

plot.

While there is no denying that a reader can become lost within the narrative of
the text in reading both volumes (this having been deliberately done so in terms

of fragmentation), the plotline, contrary o ¢ r i tsitlatode ddese ot e f
9



exist is far more conspicuous within the original five separate volumes
regarding Doctor Dani el Dove published o
for this, | believe, lies within the printing of the united bound volume. For

example, Southey signposted the end of eatdmwe by stating on the last page

OEnd of Vol 6 foll owed by the volume nun
Warter, there was no clear distinction when one volume ends and another begins

which is vitalin understanding the contefithas been published as thgh it is

one complete text from beginning to end, without even a little asterisk after a

volume to indicate the end, and it is this printed copy that remains today. This

has, in my opinion, done the text a disservice as it disrupts the narrative but not

in the way Southey had purposely intended in terms of fragmentation.

It is relatively simple to notice Sout h
What is far more challenging is to extract the plotline from the text as it nears

the end of the united bad copy (primarily viumes six and seven).céording

tothe O Pref ace t oin thehpesthiBneuslp unided Boand vofume,

this was always Southeyds intention: ot
been enl arged, 2hasthewldésmprggressed. Interchdpters)o

asit will be discussed in far more detail in my second chapter, are chiefly
Southeyds digressions. Therefore, gi ven
assumed that Southey had meant for the plot of Doctor Daniel Dove to
eventually succumb to his digressions and fragmented thougltugh the

text has two separate identitiebgtfragmentary selfeflection andthe plot of

Doctor Daniel Dove), it doest times, merge into one.

10



When reading the original single bound @wiit is easier to recognise the

context of each volumd-or instance, volume one is focused on who the Doctor

is and, alongside the plot, there are So
centred on telling the reader who Mrs Dove is in amongst 8Sowyth s
digressions. This could be as simple as each volume being shorter in length,

easier for the mind to fathom before starting the next volume but above all else

it has been printed in book form. This is no¢ ttease with the united volume

becausehe irside of the text resembles a newspaper, set out in two straight

columns per page, and printedasmall font. It is plain to see why some people

mightfind this difficult to readpe put off the texbr simply question what kind

of text it is In the orignal separate volumes, at the beginning of each book,
Southey includes a 0Pr edfqudtes thatfindicste,t t o e s 0
or arein line with, the context of that particular volume. Therefore, it is
straightforwardto understandvhat each volumeés about. Yet, in the united

bound vol ume, Warter has amal gamated al |
Mottoesd at t he b dng domgn son the text bedorhes book.
complicated as it takes away Sout heyods
anticipate what is to comeHe wanted to challenge his

united bound copy simply confuses them.

Southey had a structure in mind foine Doctor, &c He had arranged them in a
certain order and released each volume separately in a specific wayiby end
them at a certain point in the narrative. If this was not the case, Southey could
have released the text in one complete volume during his lifegspecially

since, as my chapters will prove, it was certain that he had conceived the idea as

11



early as1807 even though my edition states July 1888dhad written the

majority of the text during his lifetime, before the first volume was puldishe
1834.Thefirst volume of the text whiclthe University of London holds has a

note on the back page stgfin t hat parti cul ar cbhsy was b
copy had been retained from Blackwells atdmped November 1833. It was

regular practice for publishers to give a publication date the following year for

books published late in the year before. It waewase that spared the book the

fate of being published o6l ast year d when
of two. Whetherscholars and readers have been discouraged from reHuakng

Doctor, &c for the way it has been published remains undecideldisapbint.

Printed as a periodical, could the sheer seven volume magnitude of the text

simply have deterred readerS@uld the unitedound editiorhave contributed

towards the way the text is perceived todaii@sequestiors will be considered

alongside i research questions.

The Doctor, && s | ack of availability is not t
Sout heyds menduangthet t antee odf t mien dsakey 6s publ
element. Reviewinghe Doctor, &cin 1834,John Gibson Lockhart suspecied

was written by Southey bethenautboeofthis en t h o
6apish and fantasticd6 nondwshedsoffist t o be
performancelook as if they might have been pe&wchin the vestibule of

Bedl % ind.an argumet that has often lem revisited over time with
BernhardtKabisch suggestinthat the reason why the text rmonsensas for

this precise caus&et,wr i t i ng i n 1836, Edgar All en P
and humour of the 6Docée dfdAGhoughatieetexts el d o m

12



received positive feedback, it was dismissed even during its own time with
Lockhart 6s r edvii setwi rsg @witaldneggsicloola vesy high

order and bydefects, indicating such occasional contempt of sound juelgiem

and sense, and taste, as we can hardly suppose in a strong and richly cultivated
mind, unless that mind should be in a certain measure under the influence of
di s e*alsckh@rt may be dismissive of the text and question whether it was
writtenhéunderuence of diseased but both
ability to produceexcellent work.As my thesis will shay, Southey started
writing The Doctor, &clong beforeits publication dateTherefore,his mental

state of mindshould not be an issuespecially sincethe first five volumes,
althoughpublishedwhen he was considered depressed and beginning to show
signs of dementiawerewritten when he could still express coherent thoughts

on paper>®

As mentioned earlier, it is not the aim of thiesis to consider Southey in the
mannemost critics do. Instead, | argue tlsdutheywasan experimental writer

despite his political conservatism later life. The Doctor, &c is, as stated, an
unconventional text. For this reason, this thesis has @esigned thematically

rather than chronologically. The five themes: identityautobiography,
postmoderism, religious politicsand fairy tdes wereselected to embrace the
varietyand diversity of Sout hesrl@psbetveebni | it vy,

themall signifiesan embracinginity.

13



The first chapter, OHi s Ol d Curiosity SI
will focus onThe Doctor, & s ori gins in relation to tfF
identity. This plays a fundamentalole in how the text isviewed. Although

Southey published several anonymous works throughout his life, why did he

decide to publish this text, which he considered to be his opus, without his name

affixed to it? This chapter will also examine the origins of the talBaftor

Daniel Dove. What is often overlookes thatthis tale was not the creation of

Southey, instead it was first seen in the perioddal d wi f e ; or , ol d We
Magazinein the mid-eighteenthcentury- a fact that has only been documented

by David Chandler in @92° Southey does not acknowledge the original source

of the tale in any of his writings throughout his life and, by charting the origins

and comparing it td he Midwife the question that will be considered is whether

Southey had genuinely not heard losttale before he decided to write about it

or if he did O0steal 6 the tale without a
examining Southeyb6s use dlieDpctom &daneé xt and
introduce parallels between these literacy praceoagloyed withirnthe textand

how they can be seenliris other works.

The second chapter, 6Sout hey, &c: an exp
to what extent Coleridge played a role in the conceptiorhef Doctor, &cand

argue that it has autobigphical elements which are primarily expressed

through the fragmentary diggsions of the text. Bgnalysing the letters Southey

sent duringhie years 1803 to 1815ekaminewhen the idea of he Doctor, &c

was firstconceivedand how Coleridge impacted aip this. By identifying this,

it can then be seen how SouPralgatds t ext i

14



Co | e r Biohghid kiteraria Fromexamining the literary seffortrayals of
all three writers, | categorise what form an autobiography wasgakiring the

romantic period and how it was perceived.

Following on from what shape autobiography manifests itself in the romantic
period, chapter three, O06The Perception o
explore the text 6sandshowkhat ittisca mpltdusid achoder ni
several genres that have been fused within a multivolume text. This will be
illustrated through the theme of time as well as an exploration of how
romanticism can be seen as an extension of modernism. Furthermore, | will
establishthat the text is characteristic of early postmodern thought, not just

through literary devices but also through the music compositions that appear

within the text.

The penul ti mat e chapter, O0Paradoxi cal
strpgl e of Robert Sout hey6, wi || observe
and politics during hisife and how this relates to and manifests witthia text.

| have intentionally dedicated a chapter to both his religious and political
beliefs. The reasofor this is, asStephen Prickett has notdtatreligion was at

the crux of early nineteendtentury romantic writefé and he revival of

religion shaped many aspects of nineteasthtury life?® What is now
celebrated as romantic was once a vast diseotltat was charged with the
Catholic question, agitated by the anticlericalism of the French Revolution and
occupied with the religions of the East. However, | have limited my research in

the text to the following: Catholic Emancipation, the British Em@ind Islam.

Although Southey engages with several religious debates during the time, he is
15



mostly occupied with the three mentioned. To discuss argtbther than the
three statedn relation toThe Doctor, &cwould be outside the scope of my
argument th t Sout heybés <cont r oligierad @oliticalat t i t ud

beliefs relate to higparadoxicalidentity which appearsommonly within the

text.
The final chapter, 6The Story of t he Th
the evolution of the tafe, wi || examine and chart t he

recognised today as bei@pldilocks and the Three Beabsit first appeared in

The Doctor, &c By studying the tale in its original manner, the chapter will

argue that the tale was written as ancaloée with political, religious and

scientific references embedded within the narrative. By first establishing that

60The Story of the Three Bearso6 is not i
literary devices commonly found within fairy tales, the ialgtudied in greater

detail with several closeeadings of it. By offering three unconventional

alternative explanations of the tale (in a political, religious and scientific

manner), | exhibit what Southegiiially intended for his tale: to béadaptedo

the meanest capacity; o0 that the | amb may

swim"'2°

The chapter will then explore how the tale has evolved over timebiggest
changein the tale thatoccurredwas the transformation of the characters. In
Sout he ynd gersionr thegavere three malebearsand an old woman he

caledabdvagr ant 6 wh o, sits im the chdirhamd sfeeps in thedbgds.

16



The old woman changed intolittle girl and the three malbears became a
family of bears (that included ather, mother and baby) in 1849. The little girl
was not knowras Goldilocksuntil 1904. Why is this? Why was it necessary to
modify the characters? These questions will be answered by looking at the
historical context of the time and why it wassentiato change the characters

during the Victoriarera to better suit the society.

My research willestablisithe reasons why the text has been neglected in terms
of sclolarly interest and demonstrateat The Doctor, &c is merging political,
religious and phosophcal ideologies, whichcan be seen in both the plot
narrative as well as the se#flective autobiographical digressions that appear
within the text. Subsequentlit,is viewed to contain early postmodern traits in

the frgmentation, plot and museompositionghroughout the texUltimately,

this was Southeyds most ex perhimged nt al

considered to represent his oO0disciple

playful, nor less pensive, nor more wise, nor momelfoi s h t3an he i

17
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Chapter 1 : O0Hi s awdentty, diytessioroasd pargtextS h o p

When the first two volumes dthe Doctor, &cwere published anonymously in
1834,The Monthly Reviewa bel | ed it a O0species of ecc
know h o w!Nealy tivorhendreddyears later, not much has changed. It is

still considered difficulttobe abl e to detect the moti ve
beccent FTAlct hwourgkhd .i t i s ge ageatananythingggr eed
are ridiculedpol i ti cal , mor al , and social dé threc
unity of pur pose, no ul %Yetmdespite thisbitj e c t w h
attracted attention worldwide. THgouthern Literary Messengewith Edgar

Allen Poe as editor, publishedanai cl e i n July DOo&d 6, stat
has excited great att ent*beforeddclaringdate r i ca a
0 t Daetor is the offspring of such intellect, is proved sufficiently by many

passages of the book, where the writer appealsate been led off from his

main designo.

It was still the topic of discussion in 1878 when M&w York Timesdefined it

as being a series of Omiscel |l smetpws arti
There is no doubt that the text can be read asries of eccentric miscellanies

o f chapters that are comprised of 6gar
homilies, curious learning, topography, genre sketches, extravagant fancies,

chitc hat |, pl ain nonsense, ' Soutdey hinmélumer abl
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acknowledged the digressive nature in which he widte Doctor, &cin his

preface:

What could more happily typify the combination of parts, each
perfect in itself when separately considered, yet all connected
into one harmonious whole; the story rurmihrough like the
stem or bactbone, which the episodes and digressions fringe
like so many featherlets, leading up to that catastrophe, the
gem or eyestar, for which the whole was formed, and in

which all terminaté

Even though there appears to be@s®narrative regarding Doctor Daniel Dove

and his horse Nobs within the text, over the course of the seven volumes that

were published between the years 1834 to 1847 the plot had still not
materialised. The reader, by the end of each volume, is leftdstign what

exactly it is they are reading. However, one thing is certain: whatever the

readers think they have read, they have done so as passengers travelling through

the mind of Robert Southey. Although we know the author to be Southey today,
whentheif r st two volumes appeared in Januar )
were made to keep his authorship a secre
and anonymity of the work pr JWetlk as pro
time of his death in 1843, witlive volumes already published, Southey had left

behind a large amount of manuscript material that he had writtef Her

Doctor, &c. Two more volumes were published posthumously in 1847 by his

son in law, John Wood Warter, which confirmed, although marlydh@ady

guessed, that Southey was the author of the text. With the story of Doctor
21



Daniel Dove having been left with no ending, not even his son, Cuthbednhad

inkling of what it could beb Wh a t the original story of
Horse was lamm ot abl e t o '°Jhug asaDawduChandles hag 6 .
observed, it has become a O6col ossal fra
perplexing, endl essly ditgvhilststmaymeverf r om a
be known what Southey had planned for thte fof Doctor Daniel Dove and his

horse Nobs, rest assured that the story of Doctor Daniel Dove does have a

beginning. The only matter is: it does not belong to Southey.

The earlier reviews ofhe Doctor, &csuggested nothing of the fact that the tale

of Doctor Daniel Dove and his horse Nobs was an old story. It was not until

1840 when a manioél Wi o ¢Gehithsedntafen 668A Mag a z
stating that he had come to realise that this tale appediseimNonpareil; or,

The Quintessence of Wit arlimour(1757), adding that he assumes (correctly

so) this was originally taken from thdi d wi f e, or Ol d. Womanos

When the source dfhe Doctor, &cwas discussed iNotes and Queriefl849

50) , there was no meninonimaldlessthamadi scov
decade earlier. Even today, with the ex
Long-Winded as Possible: Southey, Coleridge, Aing Doctor &c@ ( 2009) , It
i's stildl | argely overlooked by schol ars

findings and raise the question of (despite the story of Doctor Daniel Dove and
his horse Nobs first appearing as early as January 1752) why Southey made no

reference to the @inal tale during his lifetime.

My aim for this chapter is to focus primarily on tbenception ofThe Doctor,

&c - in regards to its anonymous publicatibrand the way this relates to the
22



role of authorship and identity. This will be achieved by considering the extent

to which this experimental piece of prose can be compared to thieasatiit

that can be found in the periodiddli d wi f e : or , Ol di78s®%o mands N
1753). In doing so, | wish to illustrate th@he Doctor, &¢ like the Midwife,

can be viewed as a network of intellectual, social and political ideas that are
emerginghr ough the textds contents, structt
periodical that the tale of Doctor Daniel Dove first appeared within, it not only

provides an appropriate context for understanding the tale, but is essential in
creditingi as well as docunmting the history of the original source in order to

hel p gain a better unasawmwle.anding of Sout

This chapter will end by setting out to establish the significancehef Doctor,

&c in explaining, what can only be described as, Squthes near compul si
of paratext and, by extension, his meticuldaadnessfor a narrative style

which is digressive and fragmentary. [ n
this particular writing style, | will introduce aesthetic and styligignallels

between higaratext and5 o u t Cenymibrplace Bookas well as exploring

the |l inks between ilaacpngdéti deswidfl ddaen
conjectural connotations ofhe Doctor, && s pr of usi on i n parat
signifying, as LyndaPat t has suggested, the textos

bability to be Jpamlcendbwoelk,ardefymmomg an

1.1 The Identity Within

What is identity? Mark Currie offers two types of argument regarding this

question. On the one ha&n Oidentity is relational,|, m

23



found inside a person but that it inheres in the relations between a person and

ot h&EAs@ording to this argument, he bel.
personds identityr enmucsd letswageammttehdthep @rn
so that o&épersonal identity is not really
by, or constit d*CGnd tbhye, odtihfefrerleacep. Cur
argument considers t he itious becanseltexisty Ot hat
onl y as PrEaptainirgthis veasoning, he states that we must tell our

story in order to explain who we are. By selecting significant events which

define us, and by organising them in a manner to the formal principles of
narrative, we are expressing ourselves |
about s o m&Moreever,ethisstexliniqgue can be used for purposes of

selffr epresent ati on. I would I|Iike to apply

narrative ofThe Doctor, &c

Currie suggests that personal identity is +earstent within the human body as

it acts only as a narrative to explain each individual stdiys being the case,
wouldt hi' s unravel t he myst er iFersinstantea t surr
readerdind themselvesstruggling to find a structured plot withithe Doctor,

&c, and this leavesas questioning the text as a whole: what exactly is this text

about? Who is the protagonist? Is there even a protagonist? Is it justified to
analyse a text that appedrson the surface at leastto make no sense in

relation to plot or characters? To be surbe Doctor, &chas no definitive

traditional structure, is full with idiosyncrasies and is as long winded as can be

before a point is made or there is a developnrerthe story. This has led to
critics | abell i ng? Naverthéless rhe Ipiotnigelf sonsens.
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interwoven with Southeyds opinions and
engage with deeper matters such as religion, politics and philosophy alédlst
reading about Doctor Dani el Doveds |ife
the text there may be of it). In my opinion, Southey is the narrator of his own

story. Daniel Dove may well be considered the protagonist, yet it is the narrator

of thetext who dictates the story with his own views and constantly feeds the

reader historical, political, social, religious and philosophical titbits, facts and

anecdotes.

Southey is both the author ®he Doctor, &cand the fictional narrator of his

own book It is through the digressions of the narrator that the reader has an

insight into the opinions that are voiced within the text, and the outspoken

opinions regarding religion and politics leave the reader with a sense of
ambiguity as to who this unnamedtlaor may be. Therefore, when the first

volume of The Doctor, &cwas publishecanonymously in 1834, the identity of

the author intrigued readers and gained an interest in theViént was his

reasoning behind concealing the authorship of his book? Id t@uargued that

there are, in fact, sever al reasons. Acc
six-volume Life and Correspondence of the Late Robert Sou{h8%0), his
fathefulyweas shaedd he 6oddness and anonym

6pweod as provo¥ative as hopedd.

This notion certainly seems to coincide with a letter written to Caroline Bowles,
i n which Southey outlines that he had 6I
a way that mi g h'% whema rfinstsveitingt Thee Docter, &ce 0

Therefore, the satisfaction that Southey expressed upon hearing the response he
25



had received for his 6édoddness and anony!
Southeyods key goal was merel yahdao 6 pl ay t
provoke areaction from his audience so that the text garnered attention.

However, in the same letter to Bowles, Soutbeytinues to write that he soon

perceived that there was no way in which | could so
conveniently dispose of my multifarious collections, nor so
well could send into the world some wholesome but
unpalatable truths, nor advance speculations upon dark
subjects, without giving offense[sic] or exciting

animadversioft

To read Southeybds intent for his text, i
The Doctor, &h ad 6éno ul ti mat e € énd esadndlywtheat ev er
fact he had chosen to publish his text anonymously was nothing more than a

ploy to generate sales and provoke a reaction. In saying this, however, there is

no denying that the legr does play a role as to why Southey may have chosen

to publish the text anonymousl y. I am i1
for the anonymous publication of his text has more depth than can be imagined.

For this reason, an intellectual undersiiagi as well as an abstract (existing in

thought or as an idea) approdcimust be applied towards the mind of a writer

whose own intellect was highly regarded.

It was common practice for many writers dgrithe eighteenth and nineteenth
century to chose to publish their work anonymously or under a pseudonym.

John Mullan, in his boolAnonymity: A Secret History of English Literature
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(2007) , argues that anonymity in Engl i sh
provokes the sé&amchaifms tame adie¢ hab @dr,at ene
taken to preserve an incognito tells us nothing of any true desire to remain

u n k n dWuhite it may be said of some that they simply sought attention for

their unnamed texts, for others it was necessary to concéeaddiigorship.

When Charlotte Bronté enclosed her poems to Southey in the hope that he
would give her advice and feedback, his discouraging reply instead reflected the

opinions of what rany thought about woman writers

Literature cannot be the businesseof womandés | i f e, and i
ought not to be. The more she is engaged in her proper duties,
the less leisure she will have for it, even as an accomplishment
and a recreation. To those duties you have not yet been called,

and when you are you will be less eafgercelebrity®

Not disheartened by Southeyds remarks, B
Anne) did indeed make literature her business. However, she did so under the
assumed identity of oO6Currer Bell d. Her ¢
des c r i b ebeingwliatated by a sort of conscientious scruple at assuming
Christian names positively masculined6 b
that authoresses are | i a®T heeonsmentiols | ook ed
scrupl ed i ode bdflunambegdoudymascutine pseudonyms. Names

I i ke 6Currerd wer e chosen because, al th

masculine, they werThatis, ahe sisters refusedrmiamesoy s 6 r
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that would definitively identify them as masculinethaugh Charlotte grants

that most readers will assume them to be masculine.

In the case oAlexander Pope, when publishing his poeam, Essay on Man

(17321 73 4) , he did so anonymously as he O0h
and often scurrilous literaryopl i t i ¢ s 28 Thushin edertfor hisgpéem

to receive an unprejudiced reception, its first publication was printed
anonymously. Anonymity is used for several reasons. Therefore, for Mullan to

suggest that speculating about authorship was includ#ekiprocess of reading

a text is a generalisation on his behalf as not all anonymity invites speculation.

I n Southeyds <case, both arguments apply
father to be satisfied by the curiosity surrounding the anonymouggidm.

Yet, as Southeyds |l etter to Caroline Bow
worl d oOowhol esome but unpal atabl e truths
exciting afformauld he? B dhapsing fo wrilEhe Doctor, &c

from the viewpant of an unnamed narrator, whose gender andsageknown,

as wel | as the textds anonymous publicat

worl d O6whol esome Put unpalatable truthso

When each volume oThe Doctor, & was published, Southey included a
OPlrede of Mottoesd at the beginning, and
other writers that he considered would capture the essence of what was to

foll ow. The first guot at itomesibnecdfudthe i f
volume readsd Now t hleiyk et hiatt may: t 3hThe third s t ma y
quotation stateé | f you ar e s o boub,dookicloselyteiit ur e a

For the pl ot 3landamthet decladdslyf dtereg@ !'vWwgr I d 1 i ke
28



much t he wo¥ Ehe chdice of thtthirceguaiation are words made
plain from Southeyds own mind that he s
like or understand’he Doctor, &¢ for it will hurt no one but themselves. By
i ncluding Dr Eachardds quot at iodook, Sout he
closely into it (6itd being the text) é

reason, it is necessary for a clasading of the text.

Whilst most texts include a preface as a means to introduce its subject, scope or
aims, Southey precedespis ef ace wPtbhfanedAanhd a chapt
ONo Book Can Be Compl et attehaptér,cSoutheyA Pr ef &

explains

[tlo send a book like this into the world without a Preface
would be as impossible as it is to appear in Courtowitha

bag at the head and a sword at the tail; for as the perfection of
dress must be shown at Chuso in this history shoulthe
perfection of histories bexhibited. The book must bemni
genere absoluturtevery kind of absolute); it must prove and
exanplify the perfectibility of books; yea, with all imaginable

respect for the 'Delicate Investigatién

His purpose here is simple: without including a preface to a text, or explaining
oneds intentions as an author, hd he Court
authority to carry out an administration of justice as it sees fit. Moreover, he
mocks freedom of speech by stating a boc

perfecti bi? beforg mentioning the Pealicate Investigation'. This
29



refers to the scandabf Caroline of Brunswick when, in 1806, a secret
commission was set up to examine claims of her infidelity. However, despite it

being a secret investigation, the news had proved impossible to conceal from the

public. A book into the inquiry was later pigiled under the name ofhe

Genuine Book ; An Inquiry, or Delicate Investigation into The Conduct of Her

Royal Highness The Princess of Wales Before Lords Erskine, Spencer, Grenville,

and Ellenborough, The Four Special Commissioners of Inquiry, Appoloyted

His Majesty intheyear 1806 al t hough it i s often si mpl

The title of this book is significant for what Southey subsequently writes next:

and wi t h al |l Il magi nabl e respect f o
I nvestigation, 6 whipasdessibnolamave in undi
appellation so exquisitely appropriate, | conceive that the title

of THE Book, as a popular designation [...] should be

transferred from the edifying report of the Inquiry, to the

present unique, unrivalled, and unrivalafge] producton; -

a production the like whereof hath not been, is not, and will

not be®

Southey states that he upholds all 'imaginable respect' for the investigation, yet

he regards the ownership (‘possession’) of naming and giving a title
(‘appellation’) to be 'exgsitely appropriate’ because it should be transferred

from the O6report of the Inquiry to the p
[ si c] p3fiotdhuec t G pornadd u c t i oThedDodioe &oiThe fulf  cour s
title of the book The Genuine Book ; Aimquiry, or Delicate Investigation into

The Conduct of Her Royal Highness The Princess of Wales Before Lords
30



Erskine, Spencer, Grenville, and Ellenborough, The Four Special
Commissioners of Inquiry, Appointed by His Majesty in the year 186pe

essentlly equated to the following meaning: a genuine book depicting the

inquiry into the conduct of a Royal; the book being commissioned by
parliament (Lord Erskine, Spencer, Grenville and Ellenborough) and appointed

by His Majesty. Therefore, when Southey Irep this title be his own, only one

thing can be deduced from this: Southey is able to write a book inquiring into

the conduct of the higher powers (this could either mean government or
religion) as it has been commissioned by parliament (he became &oeate

under Lord Liverpool, who selected him after Walter Scott refused) and
appointed by His Majesty (King George Il appointed him Poet Laureate).
Arguably, Southey is stating that there are similarities between the two books.

As mentioned before, th®elicate Investigation' was intended to be a 'secret’
commission, yet it proved impossible to conceal from the public. Likewise,
Southey is writing a book that is secret in its true meaning but is clear for all to

Vi ew. I n this r e snitgwas unknaven, thetalovealase hor 6 s
reading would have seemed preposterous.
is known that it becomes easier to see the connection between the individual and

the underlying connotations that appear within the textvgen t he aut hol
background. However, while some had started to guess the authorship of the

text (largely due to the opinionated digressions that appeanyyitihers were

convinced thab t he wi t a n dDoctorhave seldomabEen eghadied.

Wecmnot think Southey wrof’e it, but have
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Taking the digressions aside for the moment, | would like to concentrate on the
narrative that appears within the text. It was mentioned that the story of Doctor
Daniel Dove and his horse Nobs fieppeared in a monthly periodical that ran

from 17501753. Interestingly, this periodical was also published anonymously

and, it can be argued, for similar reas
was calledMi dwi f e: or , Ol d. EtMednly rMissMarMa ga zi ne
Mi dnight, it was consi de r¥addsttucturddas an 0 e X
a series of essay miscellanies rather th

singl e es s*thatisprasidéran doibe rmoredsudlhe contents were
of a heterodox nature and rjastifiably literary, andincluded: literary criticism,

satire concerning the social injustices and cultural idiocies of the day as well as

6parodic derision of Gwonrttlheymandddd eMai gtaozris

Inevitably, ths would have caused offence to certain readers. The following is a
letter written by Eglish poet Christopher Smart thegppearedn the periodical

in March 1751:

Madam

Mr. Carnan [the printer] has this Day communicated to me,
your Intentions of insertig my occasional Prologue and
Epilogue in the next Number of your Magazine; and as to my
Threats of Prosecution (he says) you are by no means
intimidated by them, but depend absolutely on my Politeness,
which you may imagine, will restrain me from any ofam

Act against a Person of your Age and Sex, however justiable

soever [ é] But i f | cannot coax you
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not attempt to frighten you. | shall be proud at any other

Conjuncture to see any Thing of mine in your Wérk

Mrs Midnight respaded to Smart (printed within in the same issue) by telling

him:
SIR

| received yours, which pleases me so well, | shall not only
print your Prologue and Epilogue, kbiatalso.i | am glad to
see by the Date of your Letter, that what was said of a very

great Man is likewise applicable to y8u

This exchange between Smart and the editor of a popular periodical
demonstrates the escalation of social and cultural pressures which began to
intensify andcomplicatethe lives ofthosewho wishedto live by theirwriting in

the eighteenth centuryThe reason for this, Min Wild writes, is Smart must
protect his reputation from accusations
| ow magazines, mi s ¢ éHowewverithe mosikimedestiogo mp i | a't
aspectm all of this is that Christopher Smart and Mrs Mary Midnight were one

and the same person: Smart wrote both letters. The first as himself and the
second under his assumed identity of an imaginary old woman who edited the
monthly periodical. By taking orhé persona of Mary Midnight, Smart was able

to hide his identity, enabling him to discuss matters freely under the guise of her

character.

Chris Mounsey has suggested that Smart ¢

as a man battl i ngi nwsittehado tohderre smemndd hamsd [
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feminine stereotypes [presenting] himself as a female in order to evade

c e n s o ¥ Hdbliep\Welham agrees with Mounse§,Smar t 6 s approac.|
Midwife was a recognisable tactic for masking Tory, Anglican,-datover

pdlitical commentary as or among gossip, and that Smart, via Mrs. Midnight,

was thereby adopting familiar characteristics of contemporary women writers to
evade censor shi*WhierCHarlogeBnorités dandnleen disters,

had to assume male idéres in order to be taken seriously as a writer, Smart

has done the reverse. He has taken on the character of a woman to express his
opinions but within a manner that cannot be taken seriously for the simple fact

that it is a female who is expressingsthiew.

Wild expresses a similar view to Mounsey when she states thaflitvafe

reveals O6how attention to theentwyse of t
periodical has a particular value, in that it can broaden our understanding of

print culture in tle eighteentitentury, and most especially conflicts over the
concept of*lautdhooirnsghi d, she questions wl
eighteenth and mid eighteentbntury periodical writer or editor in England

[chose] to write behind a mask, impersamgtanotheri imaginaryi human

being? Why did they find it necessary to live on a page, in borrowed garments,

the |ife of sofMfeone they were not?6

In some cases, creating a fictional identity was necessary for outspoken political
comment and this certdynseems to be the case for Smart who, as a woman,

was able to Owr i tdeuble éneendresbeut goverontenta ge ou s
pol i cy &%rTde factlthati shedwas a woman dismissed any notion that

what was being written could be taken as fact, opiniorammy matter of
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significance. In many way§,he Doctor, &cechoes this sentiment. Whilst the
premise of the text does not rest on the persona of a woman and her opinions
(although it must be noted that the narrator is without personal pronoun and
could vey well be considered female), the identity of the narrator is still very
much questioned. However, as the hidden identity of the author isi also
arguablyi the narrator of the text, this does complicate the matter slightly. For
this reason, | shall refdio both narrator and author as Southey within this
context. The first point | would like to raise is political. By comparing and
contrasting the politics that are evident within bothNhdwife andThe Doctor

&c, | will demonstrate why publishing his teahonymously provided Southey

the opportunity to write about political issues freely.

Like The Doctor, & ¢theMidwifehas been viewed Opartly i
learned humour exemplified by Rabelais, Fielding Stelred® and described

as b ei naic hotahpotche of nonsensical titbits, scholastic, topical,

medical, philosophical, the whole flavour with a very pungent, earthly
seasoning and stirred wi®Smartineetledithe i ng f |
persona of Mary Midnifglhim eskeéepthios Hhaé&ih
to be careful that his political satire did not draw the attention of the Whig
government and result in fines,>impriso
Facing a situation such as t heifestive t he t a-c
as [ a] pol it i €aslitcoaldlod asddtaid solunder éhe guises 6

of Mary Midnight. Subsequently, this ruse gave Smart an opportunity to create a
character that was immediately recognisable. As ChristoplerdirD has
expressedwithin thesenonsensi c al titbits of flippar
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exclusively Yboraxampletlaete wasgp eeguian féatuire the
periodical entitled O0The Midwifeds Pol i
Af fairs of Eustal pfea@gncealdd but dutting oommentary on
Britainds foreign policy. The <critical
seemed to be lost within, what can be perceived to be, harmless chatter.
However, the deeper political commentary that lays thereikesithe editorial

stance oMidwife clear to see.

Although published anonymously, given the strong stance the narrator holds
concerning his outlook on politics and religion, it would not have been difficult

upon its release to guess who the authorTbé Doctor, &c was. Many

speculated that Southey had written the text, but it was not until after his death

that Southeyasnamed a the author by his son in law. By reading his letters, it

is now known that during his life Southey discussed his progressiamting

The Doctor, &cwith one person: Grosvenor Charles Bedford. Southey even

sent a few chapters to Bedfor®hmn 1815
Whi |l st the overall tone of the text i S
opinions have not softed. With the central plot of Doctor Daniel Dove and his

horse Nobs vanishing into nothing more thad mer e tr i ckl e of nar
often disappears for whol e chZpheers and

digressive nature of the book gives an opputyufor Southey to express his

senti ments and, when the occasion ari se:
Economi st s, our Mal t husites, B%Het hami t e
considers them O6counsellors [&] a9 the C

magi ci ans we°fas wdl as déhfomsirates Hisccontempt for Whigs
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and denounces Catholic Emancipation. Furthermore, he attacks the Reform Bill
by <calling it Fivsmakss of herGabitnesofor
because thehad r ai sed the mob to back themd &

have the Bill, the who?®e Bill, and nothi

Yet, interestingly, in Chapter Sixteen, Southey condemns the heartlessness of
Peers who defeated a o0Bi ltbthevihhnuman shoul ¢
practise of employing ®cHeislcarefutto ledv® sweep
sentences Oi mperfect rather than that a
language might excite should lessen the salutary effects e selh d e mnat i ono
ashebar s dmdliltlowards Lord Lauderdal e, ei't
becausehs O6conduct toah[ wehe] Qmaerelnydsa&nd honol
Southey has named this chapter the O6Use
With a Word in Behalf of Chimneysweepers and in Reproof of the Earl
Lauderdal ed and, as the title indicates

chimney sweepers. Southey, like his romantic counterparts, opposed the use of

children as chimney sweeps. Leigh Hunt labelled the childréhras t ai nés 61 i t
bl ack®@®rodsWilliam Blakebés 6The T@hi mney ¢
Songs of Innocenqe1 789) , Oexamines the workings ¢

slavery produces in the soul [and] exploration of the psychology of one who

strugglest o | i berate himself fr &mmconvastpl i ci ty
the revised 6Chi mn eThe Smgs ef prpariénfe798)u bl i s hec
Oattacks a soci al and psychologi cal SY ¢

repression in the name of charitydan p #t y 0 .
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Tim Ful ford, in his article OA Romantic
Boysdé (2002), has pointed out that oOcli
p h e n o nf®who, natihough powerless with no voickad support from

doctors reformers philanthropists andpoets This conveyedthe innermost

fearful sentiments of a nation that were taking advantage of climbing boys.
Extraordinarily, climbing boys were bought from the age of five by master

sweeps from institutions such as the workhouse$ @phanages. In many

cases, they were even bought from poor widows who could no longer afford to

keep them. Once taken, the c¢climbing boy:
bl eeding sores h%Yetdteiswasitheileast af their wdsleu s e s 6 .
|t was reported that the boys Ol egs anit
i ngrained soot | ed t o Ednmsonercasesfmartyhe scr
boys fell to their deat h, suffocated or
flesh of infants §ften] kept the homé& i r e s % luwonld appeér that in

order to ensure that the wealthiest were at ease and comfortable, they depended

on poor young childrends | abour.

Coleridge championed the work of Count Rumford who, as a scientist, had been
corducting experiments to test the nature of heat and, in doing so, had invented

60The Rumford Fireplaced in 1796. This d
i ncrease O0the ef f i%soteahitowpulddéat atrdom rathgn e n  h e a
than the chimney. Byhts means, the soot left would be eliminated and this, in

turn, would obviate the need farhildren chimney sweepS&outhey considered

the work undertaken by &landnubed segerab oy s t «
platforms to express this view. In his satirican- Letters from England: by
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Don Manuel Alvarez Espriella(1807) i (which was also published
anonymously) the protagonist describes 0
adaptedio wild African Negros than to sefined a peoplas t he /'Engl i s h¢
Explai ni ng t hat 06 {cdalewhishytbaugh éofmerly tised bg @anly t h

the | ower classes, i s now?hedomdenfnsiteel of t h
fact 6éno objects can be more®Uddemp| or abl e
Sout hey 6s IiQuaftdriuRevienwee n dohresed t he exclusi o
as ¢ hi mn &gnd,snfihe Barterp&; Southey calls out the government

I in particular the Earl of Lauderdale for their failures to stop the use of

children as chimney sweeps.

0 The Bi hduld wakeipat An ead to the inhumane practice of employing
children to sweep chimneys, 06 Southey wr
reading in the House of Lords (having passed the Commons without a

di ssentient voice) by a’” WheSoothey i§r om Lo
referring to here is set within a timeframe between the years 1817 to 1819, when
Shrewsbury MP Henry Grey Bennet tried to
boy s y’sHawnm&Guccessfully and powerfully argued his cause by

reporting tha t 60t here had been five fatal acci
pr evi o @ she Bilevas @assed by the Commons in 1818. However, the

Lords found the evidence presented by the Comnmamclusive causing the

bill to be delayed on the grounds thatytheere awaiting a report from the
SurveyorGeneral. The following year, Bennet tried again. This time, the Lords
considered the idea of abolishing climbing boys to be impracticable with many

MPs thinking the oO0case of abuasteddddy mast
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Even with these thoughts in mind, the Commons passed the Bill but, once again,

when it reached the Lords there were problems.

T h e Bnodt butspokempponent was the Earl of Lauderdale, who told the

House that &éhe woud dhirse sli&%his Heddigeanadehgoi .s | at
even supplied the Lords with an anecdote regarding a goose and two ducks as

chi mney sweepers that would highlight o6n
humanity, which prevented ftothesubfectom gi vi
matters In parts of Ireland, instead of employing climbing boys, it had been the

practice to tie a rope round the neck of a goose and drag the bird up the chimney

so the cluttering of its wings would clean it. This practice invoked feelimgs i

many people and, for the sake of protecting the goose, they seemed ready to

give up all humanity to other animals.auder dal ed6s anecdot e
particular incident whenan Irishmanwas persuaded out of humanitarian

concern for the goose to sweep bhimney using two ducks instead.

Sout hey, appall ed by the Earl 6s flippant
by stating that the anecdote 6édwas no ot
chimneysweeping; but it was a joke, and that sufficed. Thedlkdaughed; his

Lordship had the satisfaction of throwing out the Bill, and the home Negro trade

has continued from that time, now seven years till this day, and still

cont i® Boatsdy 0 s c o mme n exbibit hio distasten &t ythe

govVver nme rsdivé sttitude tewds climbing boys, but alsgive an

insight into the time atvhich this chapter was writtein seven years after the

Bill was rejected. Therefore, it can be said with certainty that Southey wrote this

chapter in 1826.
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Although Southey w& outspoken in his views, and no stranger to voicing his

opinions, nine years prior to writing this chapter, he had already endured
embarrassment over the unauthorised publication of his revolutionary\aém

Tylerin 1817. Written while at Oxford Univatg in 1794, the poem portrayed

Sout hey 06 swits hengeasant Wat Tylem his attemptto have the

Kingdbs wunpopul ar pol I tax r ev amkaxd. I n a
gathec o mment ed wupon the fact thatclhe was ¢
Wat Tyler wio knocksa t a x lgansthheernd sr o s e ®2iWiliamr ebel | i o
Art hur Speck has stated that the use of
Southey claimed that the rebel, Wat Tyler, who shared the same surname as

Sout heywass aau notr,e Ffofthis. The poem alludesdodthe treason
trials of 1794, which involved Thomas Ha
friend, JohnThdwall. As Speck points out, Wat Tylerhad been published that

year , Southey oOowswlld hhave hfeowmnda 1 al ongs
However, it was not published until twerttyree years later when Southey was

Poet Laureate and had become increasingly conservative in his political views.

In the weeks that the surprise publication came tdligh Sout hey had wri
especially trenchant article in tf@uarterly Review®® which led Southeyand

his supporters to claim that the publ i ca
enemies designed t%However, Bouthdy seemastasee ne gad e €
been less anxious to repudiate his younger Bela letter to Coleridgepn 21

March 1817, he proclaimé | have no r eappaditon of my r egr et
Uncle Wat,sincethe recollectiorof old times, it has brought back some of their

f eel i nY shremdagsdater, in a letter to Joseph Cottle, he repeats this

41



same sentiment) | am glad to see, and you wi |l |
business had called forth Coleridge, anmih the recollectionof old times,
brought back something like ol fe | i%hwjhsadt. t hese 6feel i ngsé

t i nYease6Southey does not expand upon or clarify.

It has been established that Southey was addifignéoDoctor, &cthroughout

his life, and a particular interchapter within the téxt6 | nt er c h-apt er V|
@bsoleteAnticipations; Being a Leaf out of aid Almanac¢ Which, like Other

Ol d Al manacs, Though Ouappeafktobladetthe s Not
Wat Tyler incident in his life. It is, by far, one of the most provoking
interchapters written andoff this reason, it is what | would consider to be his

defining moment within the text. It was only when this interchapter was

published in 1834 that many people were convinced it was Southey who had

written it. The interchapter discusses the reaciiba Doctor, &c will provoke

in its audience and begins by stating

When St Thomas Aquinas was asked in what manner a man

mi ght best become | earned, he answer
booko [ €é] A neworbiobatlasanacormn,thse r eput at i

full growth of which can be known only by posterity. The

Doctor will not make so great a sensation upon its first

appearance as Mr . Sout heybés Wat Tyl e
Cantos of Don Juan; still less will it be talked of so universally

as the murder of Mr. Weif&
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When compang the text, in terms of public attention, to thveotexamples

Southey gives, it is interesting to note the references in respect of when the

events occurred. The first two examples are literary and tie the digressive
narrative within a short timeframetwih t he f i r st apWaar ance
Tylerin 1817 and the first two Cantos of Don Juan in 1819. The third example,
accor di ngMdgazineHar acsve Coangnhas been misspeitwe mu st

here remark, that the respectable name last mentioned ggveat correctly. It

was Weare not Weiréd®* The mur der that Southey refe
Murder d of 1823 when, 6on Y raenurdew eni ng
unequalled for cokblooded and deliberate atrocity, was committed in a lone

and unfrequeted lane about three miles and a quarter from the village of

E | s t®3Tkeevistim, William Weare, was killed by John Thurtell because the

latter was in debt due to his gambling addiction for the sum of £I3G&efore,

in a few short paragraphs, the amotogical timeline of events are positioned

within seven years dating frowat Tylebs publ i cation in 1817

with theElstree Murder in 1823

To compareThe Doctor, & s f i r st appearance to three
such close proximity okach other suggests that, at the time of writing this
interchapter, these events had occurred fairly recently. However, there is no

doubt that Southey was writing retrospectively, whether this was closer to the
publication date of the text or reflectingevthese eventsore immediately

both points raise key issuesncerninghe6 f u n of imenwry and the way in

which it is reconstructed in narrative and implicated in notions of- self

i d e n% int daify. social discourse, and conventional autobiographie
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narrative tends proces§*evihied & bme mdirey 6adhea co
presented as if it were uniformly and objectively available to the remembering
subj®whticc,h concedes the narrating 016 anc
identical. Thee appears to be a complicated and shifting relationship between

t he Opast and p persore ficionalsamd autolsiograpmcal f i r st

nar r aShatwean bedviewed withifihe Doctor, &c

1.2 A Work in Digression

There is no do uwhhatThe Poct&ro&avihlely 6tse ffitnal k e d
Ohowever, it owi || be widely, | argel vy, I«
vituperated, vilified and extolled, heartily abused, and no less heartily

a d mi ¥ Hedgdes on to state that several questioisbe asked regarding

the text:AHave you seen it? Do you understand it? Are you not disgusted

with it? 7 Are you not provoked by it Are you not delighted with it? Whose

isit?T Whose cahAlilt tbheé?s6 tal k will dreate s
bustle [é] at ted” Haibtoevmced thaé $ihre Walutne m y
Scott wildl deny that he [had] any hand i
smile if he isWYWpTkhed Ltalue eqiedt it imugh 06
careless silence;M. Wor dsworth a di gnHaterivvhte oned b
he peruses it, will doubt whether there is a book in his hand, or whether he be

not in a dream &% intellectual delighto.

Although the extent to which the text can be considered to include early
postmodernist characteristics will be looked at in greater detail in the third

chapter of this thesis, | would like to note that the following passage is from
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Interchapter VII in the unified seven bound text. However, in the single bound
volumes, it is in &ct the opening chapter of volume three in 183#e year

after the previous two volumes were published. It can be read as a stream of
consciousness in which Southey not only goes further in questioning who the
author could be, but begins to openly motk ¢contemporaries. In doing so, he

is gently amusing himself by adhering to his own perceived stereotype

alongside his friendand enemies like Hazlitt

Il s it Wali Thene is SocSootch id the?book; and that

hand is never to be mistaken in its mealy strokes. Is it Lord

Byr ohbsr?d Byronds! Why the Author fear
the King, and loves his country and his kind. Is it by Little

Moore?1 If it were, we should havesentimentallewdness

Irish patriotism, which is something very like Bsh treason,

and a plentiful spicing of personal insults to the Prince Regent.

Is it the Laureate? He liesburied underhis own historical

quartos! There is neither his mannerisms, nor his moralism,

nor his Methodism. Is it Wordswortlhi?What, - an Eleplant

cutting capers on the slack wire! Is it Coleridge? The method

indeed of the book might lead to such a suspicibat then it

is intelligible throughout. Mr. A?1 there is Latin in itMr.

B? 1 there is Greek in it. Mr. € T it is written in good

English. Mr Hazlitt? It contains no panegyric upon Bonaparte;

no imitations of Charles Lamb; no plagiarisms from Mr.

Col eridgedbs conversation; no abuse of
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Southey and Mr. Wordsworth,and no repetitions of himself.

Certainly, thereforat is notMr . Hazl ittds. l s it Charl

Baa! Baa! good Sheep, have you any wool?

Yes, marry, that | have, three bags full.

Good Sheep | write here, in emendation of the nursery song;

because nobody ought to call this Lamiiack one©3

As mentioned,it can be read in one of two ways. Firstly, as a sequence
considered to be similar to stream of consciousness. It is almost as if Southey is

writing down every thought and opinion as it passes through his mind, without

lifting his pen off the page. Yet, ¢huse of hyphens implies that there could be

several voices in the passage, interjecting with their opinions. Edgar Allen Poe,

editor of the Virginia based periodic8buthern Literary Messengdabelled it

to be 6t he wétok ofo sosttded,dourtditeas dar even

as nine or ten. These writers are somet
Doctor 6 &onhjeoigtdwrmds f orcanPeoseénsintieuggest i
above passage wherein the disjointed narrative reads as if two authors are
engaged in dialogue with one naming an individual and the other replying by

justifying 17 or discreditingi why it can or cannot be this persadn. fact,

Southey himself in this passage suggests the possibility of multiple authorship.

Fraser 6 s oMaowm and €euntryin the December 1837 edition,
reviewed The Doctor, &cwithin an articleent i tl ed &éChapter t h
Di sclosing Who The Doctotol bé. 0RAht hoayghe

to mystify us Figuring to himself that the Doctor withakeagr eat *noi s e 6
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the article put the text on trighfter calling inthe witnesses and swearing them

6by all means6 to tell o6the t¥4eh, the
magazine then proceeded to print excepts from the text to whichgtney

headings and labelled, in chronological order, from the first withess all the way

unt il O wi t +f e@ud% Upénethe trasuilt rot their findings, they
concluded it must be a person who dislik
in many a g a r t*%andoByron as he is often hit directly or treated like an
enemy. Yet , the same author does not wr
Crabbe, or Bowl es, or Wilson,™anr Roger:
addition to the fact that Wordsworth isrdly mentioned. If Wordsworth is

menti oned he is 6sparingly quoted, and
Sout WHéMpdeover, who else O6would quote t he
Thalabg KehamaRoderick Wat Tyler Histories Omniana &c of Southey, Hs

private correspondence, and his domestic conversatiorho but Southey

hi msel f | in su¥h a book like this?5o

Written in a similar fashiorto Midwife, the text reads asmiscellanyof essays

that showcaséhe contentoSout heyds mi ndsed Shetackef | i f e p
consistency in his views is a prominent feature within the text, and the shift

between attitudes is almost as if Southey is playing a game with his readers.

Whilst strongly alluding to the possibility that he is the man befiimel Doctor,

&c, he is careful in not fully stating this fact. To some extent, it could be argued

that he is almost teasing the audience and the reaction his text is likely to

receive In fact, heprophesies he text 6s own fate by oper
newspapers, itics and reviewers. In the opening sentence of Chapter Six, he
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begins by stating [ h] appi ly for Daniel, he | ived

Reviews,Cy c|l opi di as, El egant Extracts and

gathered the fruit of knowledge for himsetfstead of receiving it from the dirty
fingers of &3 Theeassartion heweeis dearr rdedia influence
impacts society because they have forgotten to think for themselves. However,
ironically, S o-proclimed tnagnumeopus whiclsbeaas the e | f
hi story of knowl edge an §*fah sociefyrtaread.o b e
As an anonymous publication, this yet again demonstrates the mystery that
Southey is creating surrounding the text by attacking the media. Thus, enabling

Southe to take aim at his enemies under an unknown identity.

Similarly, as an anonymous publication, thiedwife was able to attack or
retaliate against any individual(s) that Smart had an agenda with. For example,
when William Kenrick, on 14 November 1758ublished a pamphlet exposing
the authorship of the magazine by drawing attention to the fadlitheife was
published at the same &ke Studenfanother periodical that featured the work
of Smart), Smart used the December 1750, issubedflidwife to promise to

write an Old Woman's Dunciadgainst Kenrick. This feud lasted for a few

i ssues but eventually stopped (although

a prearranged publicity stunt). In this regard, there appears to be a similar
structural style that develops imhe Doctor, &where Southey attacks one
individual on a regular basis, igniting and fueling a feud that is years old. This

individual is Francis Jeffrey, whose name appears more frequently than any

other throughout the textleffreywas O0one of the Romantic

i nfl uent i and ediovofThenEeinbargh Revievsouthey despised
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him because he déagain, and agai n, mad e
was wrong about a n et was predormianttyithenary Os
review of S thalaba ¢thy Destroyeip 1 80 1) t hat Omar K¢
opening salvo in a campaign between the editorha Edinburgh Revieand

what he came in 1807 iTois 6csalclt tdffe pholed ke
consisted of SoutheywWordswoth and Coleridge whaoifrom a spleneticand

i dl e discontent with t Hhadsetiledwithimtge i nst it
English countryside. The critical reception Dialabawas not what Southey

had hoped for. While thdritish Critic was dismissie of the epic poem,
subsequent o6reviews had not been quite

|l ukewar m i n'inradettar to pis @ancles Edmas Southey, on 7
December 1805, Southey recollects how 0

review exceptheCritical 612

Yet, it was the anonymous review of Francis JeffreyTioe Edinburgh Review

that would lead to a far more catastrophic attacklTbalaba Dismissing the

plot entirely, Jeffrey also criticised the way Southey had written the romance,

expl aining that 0Whe n-pldtebodkahdbefan tfolvrded hi s c
and his poem is little else than his comaph ace boo%Svet 8efydedod.
6f aul t so, Jeffrey writes, 6are al ways
partiality for the peculiamanners of that new school of poetry of which he is a

faithful disciple, and to the glory of which he had sacrificed greater talents and
acquisitions, than can be'2Boadthed 6cf | by}
to this oO0new s c hi®mdl sinoirf thepeges Dfrthe dcottish s 0
revi &Wweefof.rey went further in citing Wo
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champi ons ¥add heldtleesattHors sfdhis school responsible for
constituting the O6dmost f oresagdiasbsbuad conspi

judgement in %¥atters poetical 6.

Of all the reviews, it was this one that made Southey livid and outraged. In a

letter to Grosvenor Charles Bedford on 21 December 1802, he asks him whether

he had O0seen thal 8baOwibietfiewiechdvhawd T h

good is not about Thalaba and what is about Thalaba is not good. The Critic

says there is no invention in Thalaba. Now Grosvenor | will tell you what |

think of the Critici to speak mildly of him, as one always should in thesses,

he is a damned | yi n% FuBheonbre [Southeyrmmlsoof a b
objected to Jeffreybds idea of a O6new sc
Januaryl 803, Sout hey cithmegaid toithat padt oftthe Reviewd [ w ]

which related to Walsworth, it is obviously no relation whatever to Thalaba,

nor can there be a stronger proof of want of discernment or want of candour

than in grouping together three men so different in style as Wordsworth,
Coleridge and my%Thled yedrsrter,olaffeey ditacked 0 .

Southey once more for his poevadoc( 1 8 05) , writing that [
affectation of infantine innocence and simplicity [and] of a certain perverse
singularity in | earning, t Smgheyandofo pi ni on

his as¥ociateso.

l nventing the noti on review of Bamueld Tagdk e Scho
Col eri dgeds 1 8BibgraptpauLkelariacieetfifane ydfs hostil e
focused ori what he consideredtolid he o6groupébés vul garity;

newsubject matter, of their poetry, their prosaic language, the elevated role they
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gave to the imagination, their views of the role and task of the poet, their
revolutionary ideas on poetic style, such as their emphasis on simplicity, and the
discrepancy betwen f orm and c¢ o n¥ &¢natparticiarlyt hei r W
damning review ofThe Excursion( 1 8 1 4 ) , Jeffrey begins by
wi | | n'bedore ridicolidg Wordsworiths pasadmat ur aff dr awl
Lak &¥whithisaresultohi s 61 o n sgeclusientandtan excessive
ambition of originality [é] Y¥auppmg hi s
hearing Jeffreybs criticism, Sout hey urc
retort to™Sbhbetheydeswdehement hatred an

Jeffrey can be sedn a letter taJames Hogg on 24 December 1814

But you little know me if you imagine that any thoughts of

fear or favour would make me abstain from speaking publicity

of Jeffrey as | think and as he deserves. | despise his

condemnation and Idefy his malice. He crush The
Excursion!!! [é] For myself popularit.y
at; if it were | should not write such poems as Roderick; and

Jeffrey can no more stand in my way to fame, than Tom

Thumb could stand i n lwlyserveay in the st
him up to the pubd like a Turkeys gizzardsliced scored,

pepperd, salted kiannodod, grilled & bei
to justice; he shall be executed in prose, & gibetted in verse, &

the Lord have mercy on his Sotif

Southeybstattdvbmpng him to justiced can b

of Jeffrey inThe Doctor, &c Attacking Jeffrey in the Preface of the book, his
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comparison between Jeffrey and goose quills, whilst seemingly peculiar at first,
emerges to be a beautiful amgojuxtaposed amongst a condemnation of

insults.

He <c¢claims that o6all consumerr8dghouldvho wr it
consider their choice of feather carefully as this is a representation of

themselves as well as their work. Southey confesses thattibve his ambition

to catch 6éa quill from a Serfbpwitdn, t hougt
hi s reach. Therefore, he would I1ike it
| anguages that with a Peacocikitérallyiqgui Il th

truly, andbonafidelys p e a R3% Likenidg himself to a peacock (an admired
creature which symbolises nobility, integrity and beauty), it is by no means a
surprise that Southey would think himself, or his writing, to be just agietd.

Demonstréng his point, Southey goes on

the | ight may fal/l upon this excell ent
[ é] Every feather of its fringe 1is no
hues of green and gold and amethyst are all brought forth; and

that predominant lustre which can orbbg likened to some

rich metallic oxyd; and that spot of deepest purple, the pupil of

an eye for whose glorious hue neither metals nor flowers nor

precious stones afford a resembldfte

He goes on to ask wh a 't can be more emblematic of
begi nning than the splendid ins®Fhement wh

O0splendid instrumentd that Sout hey is r
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Southey considers his writing to symbolise a peacock, what does he make of his
contemporaries? Toebg i n , Southey wuses an exampl e
6borrow a feat her ¥fpefarenoutinimge an taway tol e d o Vv ¢
i ndividuals |li ke oO60the | awyeré who o6woul d
buzzard and vultured andeohisesrchbuéehbts alp\
the 6challengerd who 6émust indi¥*¥%e with
He argues that some critics should wuse
Birddé and 6éhe who takes advanta@ge of a
and shrink from the atonement will find a white feather. Your dealers in public

and private scandal, whether Jacobins or -8atiobins, the pimps and the
panders of a profligate pr é&®¥istermsoioul d us
poets, Southey bekies they should write with a quill according to their

varieties and, although he lists several poets, he blanks out their surnames. For

i nst an e-e- thé® Mm Tit. Mr.------- , the Skylark and Mr.------ , the

E a g 1**&é, .within this listofpoe's one name -—i-sthedBlacgkar : o6 Lo

S w a ¥°@ho is clearly Lord Byron.

However it is inhis partingparagraph that Southey delivers his final blow, and
concludes by urging 6the editor of the E
morals or intaste, or displays his peculiar in talent in political prophecy, he

must continue to use goose quills. Stick to the goose, Mr. Jeffrey; while you

l i ve, sti cKkO®AfteocomparmghGoeeefd to a peacock?q:
beginning of the preface, Stuey concl udes by equating
gooseds. Since goose quill s anditrwas 6 cheap:
evenpossi ble to 6get th&¥nsofurdeybsomeshag:
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clear: Jef fr ey 0aseloguanttor as egl toshisl Furtherneoxee r b e

as agoose is considered a silly fellp@outhey is equating Jeffrey to one.

Whilst this may be the first attack on Jeffrey within the book, it is by no means

t he | ast. Sout hey remar ks that i effre
6 p e ¢ 4" Theafeud between the pair, as William Arthur Speck has noted, is

not solely polemical but political té¥f and dates back tihe beginning of the

nineteenttcentury.

The Edinburgh Reviewvas first reestablished in 1802 by Jeffrey and his

coll eagues 6as a Whig organ opposed to w
the OLake Poetsd eventually wétThe to be i
following year, Southey agreed to contribute to a new journal thaab@stto

launch the Annual Review The proposed prospectus for this periodical

announced that it was to be conservativen though its editor, Arthur Aikin,

was a o6Unitarian and a prominent chemi st
Priesteyd>2 Before the end of 1802, Southey hableady written his first

review for the journal, which he had entitl&kriodical Accounts relative to the

Baptist Missionary Society for propagating the gospel among the heathen
Extraordinarily, in November 1807, Southey was approachéchbyEdinburd
Reviewbecause he had been foun@tottte be a
publication withwa |l t er Scott writing O6to him that
with Jeffrey, who, despite his dismissive reviewd blabaandMadog raised

no obj e cYHowaver,tSoutheytdid object. Just one month prior to this

i n October 1807, Jef fr &gemshimTvo Yolumese we d W

(1807) forThe Edinburgh Reviewa nd had chall enged O0the b
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Wordsworth to produce anything parallel to thisnfrany collection of English

poetry, or even the spe ¢®Imadtontothis, hi s fri
Jeffrey also observed that Wor dsworth v
brotherhood of poets who have haunted for some years about the Lakes of
Cumterland; and is generally looked upon, we believe, as the purest model of

the excellences and peculiarities of the school, which they have been labouring

t o e s t%Writing ktar do. Charles Watkin Williams Wynn on 14 January

1808, Southey explainedtha Jef freyés Oi mpertinence wi
my residence at the Lakes after having been my guest there, fully entitles him to

any discipline which ¥ may be disposed t

Even though Southey turned down the offer, it did have its appda.

Edinburgh Reviewo pai d ten gui neas ™avhichwasdar t o c ol
more than the £7 he was beipgid by the Annual Revievat a time when he

was Odesper at e¥PHowsverpin the endf Somtey resistéd the

temptation of a greater inca@nin a polite response to Scott on 8 December

1807, Sout hey as s uringdvidws were dfdittlehameny 6 s di s p
tohimbut he was a ma deffreyfas gn mdivideal | ghaleesey 6 [ t ]
be ready to show every kind of individual cosstebut of Judge Jeffrey of the

Edinburgh Review | must ever think and speak as a bad politician, a worse
moralist, and a critic, in mat'®Ees of 1t a

reason for this was Jeffrey had supported Catholic Emancipation and

encouraged peace with France. I n Mi chae
Catholic Emancipation as the next stop ¢
t owar ds ¥ IBiyb ecrotnytor.ast , Sout hey advocated
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passionate in hisupport ofwar against France. In his letter to William Taylor,

datedJuly 1807, Southey laments that

the measure of Lord Grenville was a foolish one, which would
have satisfied the Catholicks [sicg would have introduced

a Popish Chaplain with every regiment and e\ in the
service. | would rather have had the ministry turned out, than
they should have succeeded but that is not the question now at
issue between the King & the Constitution, in which of course

| go with the Constitution. But when ever such a meassir

likely to be carried then | shall cry no popery as loud as |

can2

Southeybs next attack on Jeffrey comes i
a Catholic Degied&. bJouwttlhmdy ng t hat 0A f a
squeamish appetite; theehas its origin in some disease of mind, as the other
has in some ailment of the stomach. Your true lover of literature is never

f as t it%dbeforaiastatking Jeffrey further:

Young Dani el was free [ é] been bred
denomination ending irst or inian, or erian or arian, but as a
duti ful and contented soMrr of the Chur
Wor dswort h, I n that poem which Mr. Je
doi (Mr. Jeffrey is always lucky in his predictions whether as

a politician or a critic,- bear witnss, Wellington! bear
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witness, Wordsworth and Southey! bear witness, Elia and

Lord Byron!)T Mr Wordsworth, in that poemwhich
The high and tender Muses shall accept
With gracious smile deliberately pleased,
And listening Time reward with scared praise :
Mr. Wordsworth, in that noble poem, observes,
Oh many are the Poets that are sown

By naturé5

Southey seems to be commending a catholic taste and denying such a taste to
Jeffrey. Hishatred for Jeffrey is apparent throughout, so much so that his
prefaceisi n a way, dedi cated to him. This te
thoughts and he has written them down, attacking those who have done him

wrong in his life. Whilst he stands strong with Wordsworth and Coleridge in

this text and defends them, as the neha@pter will detail, this has not always

been the case. In a way, as his final reflective swansong, Southey, arguably, is

making amends or simply reflecting at particular moments in his life.
1.3Common-placing

In 1812, Southey confesséd| h a v eousalovel dd detaib and a desire of
accuracy, which is more expensive (both in material and time) than | ought to
af f ®¥Sdodu.t heyds reading was vast and he h

thirst for knowledge was ever expanding, not only transcendingdbpe of
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familiar European boundaries but also embracing exotic Asian and native

American cultures. His library, so precious to him, comprised of 14,000

volumes. Thomas de Quincey, in his assortment of esBagsllections of the
Lakes and Lake Poets: @oidge, Wordsworth and South€}863), compared

S o u t sHilergryéo that of Wordsworth

A circumstance which as much as anything, expounded to the
very eye the characteristaistinctiors between Wordsworth
and Southeyandwould not suffer a stranger ttorget it for a
moment, was thasignificant placeand consideration allowed

to the small book collection of the former, contrasted with the
splendid library of the latter. Théwo or three hundred
volumes of Wordsworth occupied a little, homely bookcase,
fixed into one of two shallow recesses formed on each side of

the fireplace by the projection of the chimney in the little

sittingr oom upstairs [ é] On t he ot her h

collection occupied a separate room, the largest, and every
way the most ageable, in the house; and in this room styled,

and not ostentatiously (for it really merited that name), the

Library!®
He also recounted that, although O6Words:\
lived 6éin his library, wh%SdutCodyeds dgel f
confessed 6édangerous | evel of-pladimgt ai | 6 a

his works over the course of his lifetime. Whieiterary Panoramareviewed

Curse of Kehama(1810), it consideredt h e p attachéds notes to
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0demonstrdatreg ,t hdei peuseverance and the
to be o6a |%®8heQuarkerlyRaviemopported this view:
contain a profusion of eastern learning, and the massive blocks which Mr.

Southey has selected as specimens of Bramlapaetry and mythology, gives

us at once an idea of the immense quarries in which the author must have

| abo &t awt.heyds notes were an important
enriched his text to become a wealth of details and curiosities on a range of

subjects (all varying from civil, religious, literary, history, topography, socio

political and miscellaneous anecdotes).

Sout hey 6lac€ Bookwes published posthumously between the years

18491851. Like the last two volumes @he Doctor, &¢ it was edited by his

son in law John Wood Warter. However, like the first five volumes of the text,

the profligate notes that a® o u t Cenymmplace Bookare the result of

War t ewn dekectionof Sout heyods notplase bdoks@amd hi s ¢
notes. Theefore, this cannot claim the same textual authority that can be

attributed toSout heydés prose or poetry publ i she
Saglia observes that the amalgamated natu@fu t h e y 0 flac€Bookmo n

i's due to Wart e onsandacknowlenlges thd difficuitiéesenr v e nt i

dealing with it from asholarly or editorial viewpoint

When dealing wit@GommeplaegerBook Sout heyds
one should bear in mind that this was [...] edited by John

Warter Wood, a clergyman and gentleman sahold Warter

intervened intherer der i ng of Robert Southeyods

materials and notes for his literary projects, but there is no
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way of ascertaining the extent and repercussions of such an

interventiod’®

The representational practice of transaoiptis crucial to the ideal concept and

the use of the commegplace book. The earliest practices of commtace

books we flagilegigb he méani ng fl oweflorescol | ect
phi |l os owhitl wesenadcollection of quotations from classical authors

entitled flowers. Ann Moss has observed that towards the end of the
seventeenttentury, this definition of the commgulace book had become

redundant for several reasons: the growing print book industry, the structures set

by the introduction of copyrighlaw, the consequential hostility against

plagiarism and, finally, the changing notion of authorship.l nst ead 06t r ue
aut horso6 demanded 6deepl aeadbogkswhbhtcbpt e
readers declineti? In the earlyRomantic period, commeplace books were
typically reference r esour cententiaeby at i ncl
sacred and secular authors, apophthegmata, similitudes, adagsspla

embl ems, hi er od?® \phe KRomanticnperiod, eommanEade.

books, especiallyhbse by male authors, were considered to be more scholarly
andSout hey 0-place moksmank a transition from the principles of the
Renaissance towards a shift in creative and personalising Rofparitd

miscellanies. These are not consideffatilegiad t o be used as | ear

memory aids but rather seeds that are supposed to generate thought.

Southey was a vigorous and dynamic transcriber and very often appropriated his
sources and responded to them. For example, in the fourth seflesuof h ey 6 s

Commorplace Book entitl ed OMiscell aneous Anecc
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transcribes amextract froml saac Wattsd observations ab
Oriental Fragmentg1834) intothe third person6 Wat t s t hought t hei

might perpetuallytransmigrate/ Sometimes he thought it hard to ascribe

sensation to them: sometimes col4 d hardl
Mor eover, Southeybés commentary someti me:
following example is evident when he statesunceraintya bout J. Hunt er

comments regarding the size of animal€Pimlosophical Transaction§l686

92) : O0Query? To the numbiardoesfthattmeanse on
that <creatures of prey are™Hewevei,n propoc
despie t hi s, Southeyds voice is always sub
sources. Unlike Byron, whose voice dictates his notes, promoting their

i nnovation and authenticity, i n Sout heyd¢
through a wide scholarly circlef tistorians, philosophers, orientalist scholars

which span from the classical period until his current age.

Southeybds paratextual aut hori al and edi't
able to control his r epoldicalr and religiols c ept i 0
ideologies. In his notes tdhe Curse of Kehamél810), Southey employs

several citations and editorial techniques in order to be either associated with, or

di ssoci ated from, both evangelicals and
alsence of quotation marks in numerous passages which gives the impression of
Southey appropriating and sanctioning bc
we l | be easily misconstrued as Southeyd
discussed earlier in regartts narration. His commeplace books and paratext

are proof that he transformed a large amount of their content into scholarly
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apparatus which surrounded his works, which was primarily done in the form of
footnotes, endnotes amappendice. Southey must dve spent a considerable
amount of time copying, feopying and commenting on selected quotations.
This process gives critics a clear idea of the patience and determination, in
addition to the tedious scholarly labour involved, that Southey had to stength
the authority of his publications through miscellaneous scholarship that would

equal the encyclopaedic periodicals of the day.

1.4 Digressions and Paratexts

The fragmentary nature &o u t h e y 6 $lac€ Bookmoboth a structural

and thematic sense,eveal s Sout heyods strong incline
and discursive style which is similar, if not identical, The Doctor, &c

Writing for the Quarterly Reviewn 1834, John Gibson Lockhart immediately

suspected 6t he Po e tngThe Docta,&tbecauseioftlsee | f 6 o f

vast amount of scholarghand ideology in the text

Be this author who he may, the names which conjecture has
banded about in connexion with his work imply, all and each
of them, a strong impression of the ability and dromd which

it evinces. At first, suspicion lighted almost universally, we
believe, on the Poet Laureate himself; and certainly the moral,
political, and literary doctrines of the book are such, in the

main, as might have countenanced such a ngfion

The sane review also ridiculedhe Doctor, && s vague generic cor

eccentric structure and subject matter
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characterisation from his plaggvery Man Out of His Humou(1599). It
describes it as becronognandésiapi pth _and. ]f a
[ whi ch] l ook as i f they might have been
whose O6authoroés thin partition that divi
a moveablTeheonedk.t 6s extr aor deongraity gf het er o
material was underlined in a review by tNew York Timesn 1879, which

defnedi t as an 6ol d curiosity shopo

He has collected many oddities which are valuable only
because quaint and antiquated. Still it does one no harm to dip
into his page and read, for example a list of the names of
devils collected by some forgotten witblnter of the
seventeentitentury; or to verify the singular calculation [...]
that, on an average, the man of 80 has committed 2,510,
288,000 sins followed though itebby an irreverent assault
upon Calvinism; [...] If these miscellaneous articles in his old
curiosityshop pall upon us at times, we are soon
recompensed, for Southey is not long in producing wares of
more intrinsic valueHe loved old English literatureith the

rather indiscriminating ardor [sic] common at the tiffie

Al t hough the overall tone Iishespbcastiac,
befitting and appropriate summary of what can be found within the text.
However, this is not the first time th#his term has been associated with

Southey. In hislmaginary Conversationg1824), Walter Savage Landor

envisions a conversation between Southey and Richard Porson in which they are
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discussing English poets such as Milton, Shakespeare and Dryden. When the
imaginary Porson is reflecty on Chaucer, he tells SoutheyA mong t he Engl i
poets, both on this side and the other side of Milton, | place him next to
Shakespeare; but the wonext must have nothing to do with the wandard

179 Southey replies

Theseauthors deal in strong distillations for foggy minds that
want excitement. In few places is thasea great depth of
sentiment but everywhere vast exaggeration and insane
display. | find the ovecrammed curiosityghop, with its
incommodious appendagessome grotesquely rich, all
disorderly and disconnected. Rather would | find, as you
would, the weHlproportioned hall, with its pillars of right

dimensions at right distancé$

Arguably, the New York Timesis referencingto L a n d dmagisary
Conversationin their review ofThe Doctor, &c The same curiosity shop that
Landor seemed fit for Southey to disregard is the same curiosity shop that is

filled with disorder andlisconnedbn in The Doctor, &c

Mark Storey labelledThe Doctor, & an odent @ut alioreBmg i t 6
Elaborating on thentertextuality withTristram Shandwithin the text, Storey
described it as O6an exercise iton di gress
with fragmented narratives Sout hey moves from one ‘top
blithe atandon, as happy in a digression as in anything more direct; in fact it

could be argued that t Werhiswhcoertaiely myor k i s
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view of the text and one of the arguments of this thesis. According to Laurence
Sterne in his mock declaratioin Volume One ofTristram Shandy the
connections between the narrative and the digressdecome unambiguously

unclear

For in this long digression which | was accidentally led into
[...] there is a msterstroke ofdigressive skill the merit of
which has all along, | fear, been oveoked by my reader [...]
Digressions [...] are the sunshinethey are the life; the soul
of reading! Take them out of this books, for instancgou

might as well take the book along with théfn

If the digressions infhe Doctor, &cwere taken out of the book, then there

would be no book. To some extent, the digressions in the text are given
continuity by being | oosely attached t
narrative. It is this narrative, as infrequently as it appedéisn the text, which

links the digressions and in doing so, reverses the relationship of the paratext

and the main text. By converting his experimental research practice into the

main text, Southeybds main text vea hen t ak

which can be identified as being postmodern.

The fir st -textoa space énsompasses a parody celebration of the
paratext . l'ts | ong epigraph, OPostscript
of content not only provide thiitle of each seprate sectionbut include their

brief synopsis and affixed epigraphs, which are again repeated in the main text.

Throughout the text, Southey regularly uses paratext in his narrative through the
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vari ous OPr-Rrf eafcecséds 6,0 Awlt reiotl ina hear pQ hear pstée r s

Interestingly, there is only a very small number of footnotes, which are mostly
short vocabulary explanations, translations or soteterences. Much like
By r oDod duan(1824), which only has twertyne footnotes in the total
15,808 ines, the constant int¢éextual digressions prevent the need for

footnotes.

The introductory note to the first chapter of Volume One begins with the
assertion: ONO BOOK CAN BE COMPLETE
printed in block capitals). Interestinglihe first chapter appears after the first

seven chapters in reverse order, wh i

i n a characteristically Shandean manne

WI TI

c h

(

decl aration is true. R e ¢ aof Hisipnosg wdks,ut hey o s

or even lyric collections, begin without a preface, an advertisement or argument.
The note then continues in a sgmairody but also in a sefformal vindication

of thepreface as a textual component

Who was the inventor of Prefaces®Hhall be obliged to the
immoral Mr Urban, (immortal, because like the King in law he
never dies) if he propound this question for me in his
magazine, that great lumbeyom wherein small ware of all
kinds has been laid up higglegiggledy by haHpenny
worths or farthingworths at a time for fourscore years, till,
like broken glass, tags, or rubbish, it has acquired value by
mere accumulation. To send a book like this into the world

without a preface, would be impossible as it is to appear at
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court withouta bag at the head and a sword at the tail; for as
the perfection of dress must be shown at court, so in this

history should the perfection of histories be exhidftéd

Southey reveals the editor of tkee nt | e ma n § Edwadd Cpeez(whase

pen name wa& SY|l vanus Udribsammi6s)s easn dhi s Bea gazi ne
randomand pointless collections that Oacaqu
However, he completely exults in his own collections of information and
ingeniously offsets this with contemporary crgieis, much like Francis

Jeffreyos.

I n the same way, -Ptrheef ag @elds eagruuesnitn gd A n tceor
comments about prefacing by Charles Blount, who was a Whig activist and
propagandist of the late seventeeoéimtury. His seditious works includeima

Mundi (1678), which is an essay on pagan doctrines and emphasises the nature

of the human soul and its destiny in the afterlife. In essenaggues in favour

of the immortality of the soul on moral and psychological grounds, which

alarmedhe Church ad state of England

OPrefaceséd, said Charles Blount, Gent
because the | aw would not all ow him t
widow 1 a law, be it remarked in passing, which is not

sanctioned by reason, and which, instead of being in

conformty with Scripture, is in direct opposition to it, being in

fact the mere device of a corrupt and greedy chdurch

Opref acesd s a-opdaionedyand untiappy mana nt , il
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Oever were, and still are but of two
fashions vary agshey please. Let the profane long peruke

succeed the godly cropped hair, the cravat, the ruff;

presbytery, popery; popery presbytery again, yet still the

author keeps to his old and wonted method of prefacing; when

at the beginning of his book he enteegther with a halter

around his neck, submitting himself
whether he shall be hanged, or no; or else in a huffing manner

he appears with the halter in his hand, and threatens to hang

his reader, if he gives him not his good word. Thigh the

excitement of some friends to his undertaking, and some few

apologies for want of time, books, and the like, are the

constant and usual shams of all scribblers as well ancient as

modern. &6 This was not true then, nor
proceced t o say, 6For my part I enter th
score,® so say | with hi%; and my pref
The éPAnetfeace b sensationali ses t he conter

Bl ountds suicide over the @do®hsbsteobpn b
written in a semearnest manner and directly criticises Blount albeit in a

somewhat playful way. Arguably, this is an indirect indication towards
Southeybs conservatism as it is then dir
quasiwhi g condemnation of &éthe greedy and c
theorisation on intsductory stylistics. Without a purpose to the ARtefaceas

well asthe opening to the ensuring narrative, within this peculiar style and
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thematic mixture, leaves hi s -PG¢ rftacc e 6 t o HOhle Dectorpar adi gr

&cb s -emcbmpassing disjointedness as well as defining its incoherencies.

The ePAretfeac e 6 i s foll owed by t he OPr e
conventional manner . Al t hougd iIIln hbeemsped
Sout heydos attack on Jeffrey, | would | ik

regards to it being a significant example to interpret, not only in relation to
Southeyds paratext, but within ahcies gener
IS an excessively long detailed account, which could either be considered to be a
mockher oi c cel ebrati on -oghteous cceldbratery @s qui |
Southeyds quill (as argued earlier I n
seraphas quilils above his ambition, i nst
t alf® hsdt is within his reach and in complete pride of his own abilifiés.

Doctor, &b s sati ri cal nature allows Southey
solemn prefaces where he would endeavo justify himself as a precise and

innovative collector. Instead, Southey is free to delight in ansetfking style

in an authorial pride he had always aspired to. Indulging in an imaginasy self

portrayal of himself, whereby he is a powerful writeg, moves his swortike

quill across the page creating works of criticism. It could be argued that this
swordlike quill reflects a Southey who finds it difficult to admit his nostalgia

for his long abandoned political radicalism or even an assertionhira may

still be a radical within.

Storey notes that the quilll pen was t he

| ogi cal that this not only becomes the 0
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it is also idolised®” The quill is not just @ymbolisation of his literary career, it

i's also a represent astheticwas Bduthely positseudb r kK s 6 s

versatile it is as the wildest wit; flexible as the most
monkeylike talent; and shouldst thou call it tender, | will
whisper in tlne eari that it is only too soft. Yet, softness may
be suitable for of my numerous readers one half will probably
be soft by sex, and of the other half a very considerable

proportion soft by naturé&®

The quill 60from a peacoekbdDsatiali € 6as whhe
witd as well as being o6flexible as the m
Southeybs own textbds versatile fragment e

narrative style before unequivocally establishing the literanyifsggnce of his
digressions by combining the metaphor of his quill and € i dge s or gat

poetic theory

And what can be more emblematical of the work | am
beginning than the splendid instrument wherewith the preface
is traced? What could be more happipify the combination

of parts, each perfect in itself when separately considered, yet
all connected into one harmonious whole; the story running
through like the stemrobackbone, which the episodes and
digressions fringe like so many featherlets, legdip to that
catastrophe, the gem or eg@r, for which the whole was

formed, andn which all terminat&®
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Hi s 6episodesd and O6digressions6 are cou
hang from the story and r unrhigigsimilaough | i k
to the digressions in this particular na
story. Perhaps more significant, however, is that they are presented to the reader

as indispensible parts ofi thehdefnitven ol e st ¢

purpose of the narrative.

Col eridgeds organic theory is the subje
second volume offhe Doctor, &wi t hin the OPrelude of )
i ncidentally, I's an appropriksioyofn of Jo
Manchester (177175)1% Thus, this becomes a theoretical framework for

I nterpreting andigregsivesnariative/structgre t he t ext 6s

The reader must not expect in this work merely the private
uninteresting history of a single person. He maypeet
whatever curious particulars can with any propriety be
connected with it. Nor must the general disquisitions and the
incidental narratives of the present workdwer considered as
actually dgressionaryin their natures, and as merely useful in
their notices. They are all unitedth therest and form proper
parts of the whole. They have some of them a necessary
connection with the history of the doctor; they have many of
them an intimate relation, they have all of them a natural
affinity to it. And the author has endeavoured by a judicious
distribution of them through the work, to prevent that

disgusting uniformity, andto take off thatuninteresting
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personality, which must necessarily result from the merely

barren and private annals of an obscaividuaf®*

It is crucial to note that the textual device (as well as space) that Southey refers

t o as being 6di gressionsé®o al so suggest
references mentioned to digressions and the organic theory occur in paratextual

spacest he &6Prelude of Mottoesd and the OPre
preface, the wjll, whose purpose serves assymbol of an unconventional

approach to a narrative structune constantly being interconnected to the

preface itself. Thereby, thigentifies the preface or the paratext as an essential

dimension of the narratides st ructure and interpretati

be it known unto all people, nations and languages, that with a

peacockds quilll t hi silterellgf ace hath bec
truly, and bondidely speaking [...] that such a pen has verily

and indeed been used upon this occasion | affirm [...] But

thou, oh gentle reader, who in this exercise of thy sound

judgment and natural benignity wilt praise this preface, thou

mayst with prefect propriety bow the richest epithets upon

the pen wherewith its immortal words were first clothed in

material form [...] And what can be more emblematical of the

work | am beginning than the splendid instrument wherewith

the preface is tracetf?

Though this passageom the text is significant, it has been widely neglected.

The authorial digressions, as well as the paratext themselves by implication, are
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clearly related to the romantic narrative and poetics. Subsequently, they are
identified as opartwhobdedomat har momian me
and irrelevant, or even intrusive frames. As Thomas McFarland has noted, the
paratext becomes a vital aspect of the discourse due to the inherent tension that
occurs between part and tweobase ofalfe t he t

Romantic theor¥ of hermeneuticso.

I n comparison to the textds structure,
narrative unity appear insincere. It could be argued that Southey wishes to mock

Col eridgeds or gani coretich dramework argd instead e mpt vy
celebrates the Shandean chaotic form and proliferation. This is true to a certain

extent but Southey also had an earnest authorial interest in narrative
consistency. In my opinion, havited his readers ttake his claims tparatext

and main text uni ty at face value. Besi
uni fying narrative within the text, Sout
demonstrated by the fact t hat he was Ve
disturbane of the reading process. Thus, he initially tried to avoid it. Southey

did not adhere to any absolute specific rules on the exclusive choice of footnotes

or endnotes (depending on various genres), but his common practice was to use
footnotes for prose andndnotes for poetry. This choice is indicative of his

judgment that the straightforward factual footnote causes less interruption to a

t ext than that to a sublime romantic p
endnotes in poetic texts is explained in teleto Charles Watkin Williams

Wynn in 1800, and illustrates his thoughts on his preferred choice of annotating

for Thalaba s f i r @€y noted wilt be manumerous & too entertaining to
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print at the bottom of the page for [MS torn] would be Igttihe mutton grow
cold while they ®agaitnse cSuwrurtahnety djse Iwiysth.e
dismay, the notes tdhalaba were printed at the bottom of the page as

footnotes.

Proclaiming his sensitivity to hshe not e
claims to narrative unity, both Southeyo
extreme lengths; in doing so, it upsets the conventional pdyremic that is

often seen between the main text and its paratext or, in other words, defies the

mai n assumed@uwhority. Therefore, the voluminous endnotes to his epic

narrative verses rival the length of the actual verses and establish a parallel
discursive narrative, which complements but also clashes with the main poetic
narrative. Likewise, the foothoes t o many of Sout heyds pr
Life of Wesley1820), regularly disturb the main text and threaten to consume it

entirely. As mentioned previously, the preface finishes with Southey choosing

birds for the quills of contemporary professionalsthors and critics. This gives

Southey a chance to expose two of his avowed enemies: Lord Byron and
Francis Jeffrey. It is a significant t e
humour, which reveals itself almost wholly in his paratext. A fact made eve

more importat whentaking into consideratiothat Southey was not usually

known for his humour, instead it was always assumed that Byron had a

monopoly on it.

As this chapter has demonstrated, comiplaicing is illuminating in regards to
literary use o paratext. Fragments, or paratexts, though commonly considered

as a peculiarity and eccentricity appeared to be a standard, indispensable part of
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Romanteper i od | iterary discourse. Sout heyos
is used as a means toaatit, occasionallyin a mocking wayhis enemies and

others. He frequently used it to showcase scholarly mind. It is often difficult to
determine whether he is wusing the authort
strengthens his text and demonstrates ihggenious way of controlling his
reader6s perception. Li kewi se, Southeyods
concealing his identity as the author Biie Doctor, &c Christopher Smart

assumed the identity of a female to hide his own so that he freelg write

about pol itical i S s u e sevada ncdnsorship cand | con
p uni s RA%PedrSouthey do the sads it has been established, there is no

evidence to suggest that Southey had ever readttieife, whether in his

personal correspordce, prose, poems or otherwise; however, the fact that both

texts mirror the other in structure cannot be ignored. The following chapter will

examine the origins of the tale in greater detail, and explore the possibilities of

how Southey came to hear bid tale.
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Chapter II: Southey, &c: an experiment for the masses

Whilst the notion thaThe Doctor, &i s a r epresentation of S
not be a new one, it is a claim that is hardly investigated further today. In 1941,

Else Nieblermde this assertion first by sugges
of Southeyb6s mind in WhindscHis oginons@edr t ai n i
thoughts to it. Virgil Nemoianu has since enhanced this argument by stating that

the text PreludedoB Riagraphigd3 Most recently, however, it is

David Chandler who consideide Doctor, &t o0 be i ndirectly pre
|l east as full & aspever carr be,ieven thdugh iSauthey wast hor 6
0t emp er aavessatotwaitind apout himselin the direct autobiographical

manner empl oyed on occasi on® ChapdlerWor d s wo
mai ntains that 0the bookds digressive |
variation on t h&andoelits thé abmnecton betweEdee | 0 ,

PreludeandThe Doctor, &cto be in thdorm of Samuel Taylor Coleridge

When Wordsworth wrot&he Preludehe effectively imagined
Coleridge reading over his shoulder; the poem is dedicated to
Coleridge, and in many ways a tribute to him. In writifge
Doctor, &c, it is likely that Southey, too, would have
imagined Coleridge reading over his shoulder, and had the
book been dedicated, it is extremely likely that Coleridge

would have been the dedicatee

If both The Preludeand The Doctor, &cdemonstrate aspects ofh e o6-myr i ad

mi nded Cdlherni dtgoe 6wh a't extent did Coleric
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towards Southeyods magnum opus, i f at a
primarily focus on two key factors: firstly, howhe Doctor, &cwas conceived

and secondly, to wdt extent it is autobiographical. | will be carefully and
pragmatically analysing key letters sent by Southey, from the years 1803 to

1815, in order to identify when the text was first perceived within his mind, and

to what extent Coleridge helped towatts. However, as the text was written

over Southeyds |ifetime, there is also
autobiographical elements of his life through the digressive manner in which it

is written and expresses his opinions and beliefs. Towerethe latter part of

this chapter will examine to what extehihe Doctor, &ccan be considered a

literary selfpor t r ai t . By considering what the
regards to genre) withirhé early part of the nineteentientury, | wish to
compare and contrast Sout heybds text t o
drawi ng on Il i nks bet ween Sout heyods aut
Wor ds wdPrelude§ 4 8 50) and Samu e | BioJrapkid or Col
Literaria (1818), the key question that liwbe asked is: what concept of the

novel had these Romantic writers envisaged for their texts? In doing so, | seek

to identify that all three texts are similar in their genre of writing. To begin,

however, the chronological timeline of the narrative ofctdoo Daniel Dove

must be considereds well as its origins in th®lidwife. Doing sowill give a

better understanding of how Southey came to hear of the tale.

2.1 The Midwife and The Doctor

In the beginning of the first chapter it was briefly mentioneat the tale of

Doctor Daniel Dove appeared ifthe Midwifein the eighteentttentury, but
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Southey made neeference tdhis during his lietime. There is no reference to

the original story in Southeydbds personal
he was naware of Smartds tale. It has bee
certainly heard the story of Nobs from C
to be 6as long winded as possibl® 6 and ¢
However, in saying this, thearrative of Doctor Daniel Dove did appear several

times in print from its original public
eighteentkcentury, to when it is seen withirhe Doctor, &cin 1834. In fact, it

was reprinted several times in various pcditions so the possibility that

Southey had not encountered it in some way seems unlikely.

Foll owing Smartods ver si onThe Nohparelist ory of
1757 where it was a reprint of the original tale. In the same year, the text was

(this time without the introduction) printed in the Dublin publicatidhe Merry

Fellow. Philip Lyman Strong has observed that tMé d widfeesbssay s and
poems were frequent | y Yardthattitésdikelpthat ot her
many other reprints existeddung t he 1750s. I n 1770, Sma
introduction and supplementary O6Proposa
appeared inThe New Entertaining HumourisHowever, instead of the tale

being written underthe personaf Mary Midnight (the eldeyl midwife who

narrates the tale), the nardn Aongust been ¢
1793, the tale is seen Tthe Kentish Registand was i ntroduced ac
fact extremely wel | k n d2althoughrsonte detads aree i gh b o
differentFor exampl e, in Smartodés tale NobsO a

being 6fast emduws e oDaohre [Bwheew e ] within NC(
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was a Tub full of Wine Lees, which he without so much as asdyieg e 6s t o

you, or using any other Ceremonyaf r | y swiggébd of f i n
Consequence of which wasBYettihTheKeriish f el | d
RegistefrNobsb6s death occurs when he is at t|

mor ni ng, t h e-malidlchadt boewed sa batral iofr syrong bé¢and]
carelessly left the door of the brdwo u s e “dvoreavéh, New Wit 6s
Magazine printed a copy of the tale, though without the introduction and
supplementary materials, again in 1805. The tale had appeared in print at least

six times before the timSouthey started to wriehe Doctor, &c

With so many publications of the tale in circulation, it is extraordinary to think

that Southey appeared to have known none of these published versions despite

being, as the first chapter demonstrated, excepljonell read. What is even

more extraordinary is the fact that from the original date of publication,
coinciding with Coleridgeb6s designed pu:
t wi c eliathe pkined versions that occurred from the years 173805.

Regarding the story, in a letter to Caroline Bowles, Southey merely writes he
believed that the tale had! ddwevern made
Sout heyds son, Cut hbert, h a dintemtiorv ague r
regarding the text) Wh the original story of The Doctor and his Horse was |

am not able to say accurately. | believe it was an extremely absurd one, and that

the horse was the hero of it, being gifted with the power of making himself
0generally wusef ul 06 riedafdthadrbeeh @eprived of hisl e ad at

skitno.
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Chandler has recognised that there is no evidence to suggest that Southey

hi mself had any knowl edge of Smartés t
personal correspondence or otherwise that directly connects $autke Do ct or
Dani el Dove to Smartds. Yet, Cut hbertds
must havel consciously or not heard, seen or in some way, shape or form

been told of Hidwafe;, Snmarswritea | e . I n t he

the Doctor, upon Inspection concludgNobs] to be absotaly

defunct, and had him fleddic], and sold his Skin to a Tanner

[ é] by this time restored to the mos:H
very prudently trots home to the Doct

whinnied with great Emphasfs

In both Cuthbeéer 6 s comment and the original tal e
his skin taken. I f Southey had not been

versions that appeared in print between the years 1757 to 1805, then how could

the character of Nobs in Cuthb@rs r ecol |l ecti on end up witdt
o f Smartés? Although there is no evider
Sout heybs and Smartés tales, Sout hey wa

life. He had even included Smart in the second volum@sdSpecimens of the

Later English Poet§1807) and wrote the following commentary on him:

Smart's was an unhappy life; imprudent, drunken, poor,
diseased, and at length insane. Yet he must not be classed with
such as Boyse and Savage, who were redeemad birtue,

for Smart was friendly, and liberal, and affectionate. His piety

87



was fervent, and when composing his religious poems, he was
frequently so impressed as to write them on his knees. In his
fits of insanity, it became his ruling passion, he waag his

prayers in the streets, and insist that people pray with him. He
composed a Song to David when in confinement, and being
denied the use of pen, ink, and paper, indented the lines upon

the wainscot with the end of a K8y

This passage indicates Soeithh 6 s acute knowledge of Sm
examples of what Smart was like. Speculation may be the only basis for
supporting this claim, but is it belialle, or indeed evearedible that for as

widely-r ead as Sout hey was, he defoneabeginmingt h e ar «
work on it himself? If the answer is no, then the question remains: did Southey

hear this tale from someone who thought he had invented the characters of

Doctor Daniel Dove and his horse Nobs by himself?

George Saintsbury, in the origihCambridge History of English Literature

(190721), initially made the connection between Southey and Coleridge whilst
discussing The Doctor, &c Saintsbury observed t hat
originally, to have be&Hlsedebemerpessed of Col
a similar view to Saintbury when she st a
Col eridge, who used t2bYett despite thede ealynong hi
claims, the link between the two has generally been ignored (with the exception
ofDavid Chandl er) by critics today. Il n ol
for writing this narrative, it is important to examine to what extent Coleridge

played a role in helping Southey conceive the idea for his bexterms of
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Doctor Daniel Dove, the are three direct instances that connect Coleridge to
the story. Firstly, Clement Carlyon, in his bodkarly Years and Late
Recollections(183658), appears to give the earliest form of independent
evidence by recalling a nonsensical story that Coleridge described in

Germaly to a group of friends in 1799

the story of Dr. Daniel Dodds, and his horse Kndb&ho
drank winedregs at lte Dapple Dog, in Doncaster; &c. &c
[Coleridge] concluded by giving the preference to a narrative

connected with the tditions of his own native parih

Secondly, Southey states in a letteCaroline Bowles in 1835 that

Coleridge used to tell it [the story], and the humour lay in
making it as longvinded as possible; it suited however, my
long-windedness better than hiand | was frequently called

upon for it by those who enjoyed it, and sometimes |

volunteered 2

The third and final example is from Coleridge himself in a letter heéewtmhis

wife on 24 April 1812:

Give my kind Love to Southey, and inform him thatave,
egomet his ipsis meis oculis [with my own eyes], seen Nobs,
alive, well, and in full fleeceé that after the death of Dr
Samuel Dove of Doncaster, who did not survive the loss of his
faithful wife, Mrs Dorothy Dove, more than eleven months,

Nobs wa& disposed of by his executors to Longman &
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Clementi, Musical Instruments Manufactufiesvhose grand

Pianeforte Hearses he now draws in the streets of London

[ é] Hi s | egs & h o-ehkepified, arel hisnor e t han ha
fleece richer than one sees everhia lLeicester Breed; but not

so fine as might have been the case had the merino cross been

introduced before the surprising accident amale surprising

remedy took placé

It is this letter that | would like to examine in more detail as it is significant f

several reasons. Not only does it show the tale to be a recognised joke between
Coleridge and Southey, but there also appears to be a serious undertone to
Coleridgeds words. For instance, althoug
the fate of Nobs o hi s wi f e, the fact t hat Col e
Clementi 6 as the place for the executor:
I nitially, this may not seem to suggest
was no longer in operation when Coleridgas writing the letter in 1812.

Clementi & Co was a musical instrument manufacturers established in London,

who collaborated with many partners during the time they were in business.

After acquiring the rights to Longman & Broderip in 1798, the founderziMu
Clementi, changed t he companyo6s name t
thereafter. However, they were forced to return to Clementi & Co after

Longman left in 1806° Clementi & Co was the recognised name of the

business from 1800 until 1820the period in whih Coleridge wrote this letter.
Arguabl vy, Coleridgebds o6inventiondé of Do «
can then be seento be asold ashthes i nes s d naime Qdladr iadpgpeeba:
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letter, which was established from 1798 to 1800. Following on frasn wWhat
appears next in the | etter strengthens
the beginning of the nineteenthe nt ur y by Col eridge and r e

original tale.
I n Smartdés original tale

Doctor Dove order 0dnstantanecousyheep to be |
and coverd6d NOBS with a Woolen Gar ment
my Story, the Nag recovered, and bore two Tod of Wool every
year, as many thousand Persons can testify, among which |
must include myself; who am now in Possession of a Flannel
Pettioat made of the very identical Wo o |

from the Back of ®r. Doveds Horse NOBS

Chris Mounsey, in his bookhristopher Smart: Clown of Go@001), has

argued that Smartdés tale of Doctor Dani e
criticismoft he government 6s failure to produce
re-clothing of the skinless horse with six sheepskins suggested that the English

flocks were able to produce up to six times as much wool as their French

c o unt e’flpisanottdiffidult to see why as the political significance within

the periodical is highlighted prominently. The tale of Doctor Daniel Dove is
sandwiched between two anecdotes. Preceding the tale, Mrs Mary Midnight
delivers a speech entitleadhdéa@ahd dihef Engi

in which she is extremely accusing
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And pray, what have you done to gratify the French? Why, is
it true [ é] you have suffered them t
unmanufacturedéd wool, and winkoéd at i
Manufactures and Shipwi ght s , and winkdéd at it t
Goods cheaper than you, and forestall you at your own

Mar kets, afd winkoéd at it

Following the tale, there areo further discussions entitlddA s er i ous Pr opc
for improving the Woollen Manufactory. The Hint takéom the above true

Storyé and O6A Catalogue of beneficial Cc
Schemeb. Li kewi se, in Coleridgebds Il etter
i ssue when he dGeandchoofdbassbeinflmbs é t-kBgn hal
sheepifiel, and his fleece richer than one sees even in the Leicester Breed; but

not so fine as might have been t*he case

In my view, Coleridge is referring to the several widpliblicised experiments

that took place withinhe first decade of the nineteentientury in crossing

merino sheep (which is a Spanish breed of sheep) with British breeds. Most

notable for these experiments was Caleb Hillier Parry, who began his natural

history experiments on wodlreeding in 1792 whehe crossed his Ryeland
ewes with Spanish merinoraffsHi s essays OCI othing Wool i
Essay on the nature, produce, origin, and extension of the Merino breed of
sheep: to which is added a history of 4
(1807)wee bot h driven by his 6firm convicti
unnecessarily importing materiRamns that \

rarely left Bath after 1779, but he was considered an influential physician and
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scientist within England ankhew the likes of Jane Austen, Edmund Burke and

even Robert Southey, with letters exchanged between the two in 1798 regarding

a print of Joan of Ar c. Even more intr
Charl es, was a companiondlonfon@Gel76x i dgeds
visit to Germany, during which Coleridge told the tale of Doctor Daniel Bove.
Therefore, Col eridgebs stance within his

the original tale by Smart, is political.

I n Col eridgeds nl a@atst eerh,att hNeo bismp Isi cwaetairoi n g
although the type of sheepbds wool I's no
richer than English wool (the O6Leicester
which originated from the Midlands in the 1700s). Bgntioning and referring

to Nobs6é fleece as being o6richer than o
Coleridge is suggesting that the wool i
6merino cross*®*bliesn imtaoducedbd. noef erence
breed British sheep with Spanish merinos so that manufacturers would stop

I mporting materials from abroad. The f a
tales have a political connotation imbedded within the meaning may well be
coincidental, yet it is atssuggestive that both tales have been deliberately told

i n a manner to portray each authoroés vie

Extraordinarily as it may appear, the letter itself, it could be argued, is a minute
version ofThe Doctor &c The tale of Doctor Bniel Dove and his horse Nobs

that Coleridge writes of to his wife has so much more meaning than the
playfulness that it is credited with. It demonstrates that Coleridge clearly

believed that the story was his invention, and illustrates that he was egingura
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Southey to publish the tale that had been in circulation between the twoyas earl

as the turn of the nineteentbntury.

While there is no denying that the tale of Doctor Daniel Dove was an original

invention of Smart in his periodicdhe Midwife this is not the only feature that

shows Col eri dgée€he Midwfe n Aecoirdmngoto Min W
Biographia Literariaand a bizarre musical instrument called theczgain or

6clmar psidChhdreddd@dge had, to a cwiththein exte
satirical prose wr i ivet,gt mast be Qbteditisat op her
although O6certain Midnightian echoes of
they cannot be taken as incontrovertible evidence that Coleridge knew [of] the

Midwife; they could just as well be sounding via other, more current

p er i ot Dustdike Séuthey, there is no mention or reference to Smart in

Col eridgebs letters, periodical s, noteb
difficult to ignore that there are sevem@bssovers between Smart, Coleridge

and Southey with the f or nedattegs.Thergfore,k ment i
theconnection between Smaeemstosbetlmough Sout he

Coleridge.

The most obvious, yet simple, link between Smart and @gleris that both

men were educated at Cambridge Universit
Watchmanand Friend a n d S nvadwite.6Despite these halubmerged

parallels between the two, both present themselves as occasionally engaging

within a literay subgenre that D.W Jefferson once famously called the
Otradition of | earned wito. Learned wit

sophisticatedn a preenlightened modef verbal play. If any one person was to
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be attached to this genre, Rabelaisilddoe a shining emblem of what learned

wit reads like. The first point | would like to raise is that Coleridge may have

read- or known of-Smart 6s periodical. As Wil d has
within the first philosophical volume d@iographia Literaia (1817), Coleridge

references a letter printed in December 1750 from Nhéwife by Mary

Midnight from the aptly titled chapted A L e t t Mary Mitlnigbt to the

ROYAL SOCIETY containing some new and curious Improvement upon the
CAT-ORGANOG . Caitaclesy what peeviewed to be, the shortcomings of

David Hartley s doctrine dbfet taesrs o Kindtwino na s 6 H
associationo. Coleridgeds change of hea
attack even more i mpassi ondichl machinehe wuses
(the catorgan) to illustratehis point. To combat the assumpti c
and with the will all acts of thought and attention are parts and produdlisidf

me ¢ h a nhhe srgu&son the contraryfor the presence ad di st i n,ct powe |
whose function it is to control, determine and modify the phantasmal chaos of

assoc./ mHartenéds account, Coleridge expl ain:

The soul becomes a mere ens logicum; for, as real separable

being, it would be more worthless and ludicrous than the

Grimalkins in the Caharpsichord, described in the Spectator.

For these did form a part of the ©pro
scheme, the soul is present only to be pinched or stroked,

while the very squeals or purring are produced by an agency

wholly independet and alief?
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I n Mr s. Mi dni ght 6 s ( adrdare cats ofivariaus 3exea c c ou n't
and sizes are imprisoned within a harpsicHdee box. Various pressures are

then applied to them so that they produce a range of sounds. These cats belong

to Ilvan Pavlov and they are responding to external stimuli. cfitieal point

here is thatthe Midwifed s -oogant simileis preferablet o 6 associ ati ol
a ¢ ¢ o {and is $imilar to what might happen by the laws of légibere is a

rational causative corection between stimulus and sound. By extending this

anal ogy, Coleridge stresses in his passa
silent and without purpose. The 6Gri mal k
Thus, Col eri dge 6s eaydheep designadaanshow ahatthd el i b er
soul itself in Hartley is an inert thing for something else is making the noises.
Moreover, Coleridge goes on to Hlsay t hat
own Odi s g wstraly shid to e wfittéri by St Pauls ¢ h u r meh , as by
for it is the mere motion of my muscles and nerves; and these again are set in
motion by causé&€l equbyl puprnagedeby Hart/l
from | ogi cal causati on, not | east beca
betweers ubst ances that have *“Coleridgea@sofelt operty

Hartley did not practice what he preached.

S ma r t-drgan is iavoked by Coleridge to demonstrate two crucial objectives

in regards to Hartl eyds d¢rfacemedagogisal o f as s
anal ogy for Col eridgeds case against w b
apathetic, unreflecting subject of associationist philosophy, in whom individual

will and identity i $Tmeaedtorganrapppagesitolhgve ack n o w
become part of hi*dn adetreeto Tharas Allsop in 1820)it e 6 .
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becane entangledwvith the digestiveprocess, which can be viewed as being

both entertainingly unfortunate and physiologically severe: in the early morning,

Col er i d g eheWwauriintwhish,the Gdbrgan of an irritable Viscerage is
substituted for the Br ai*nWha rsat ot he Mi n
acquaintance might Coleridge have had withNtgwife, Smart himself or even

eighteercentury periodicals?

In 1992, Brent Rycroft was the first to suggest that Coleridge had incorrectly
remembered the origins of the ¢atar psi chor d, and had S
Mi dni ght s contraption in miRFudhermohen wr i
this, Coleridge al SBiographa Literariewhilequotingoor S ma
a short trisyllabic rhyme of his to sup
and trisyllable rhymes, indeed, form a lower species of wit, and attended to,
exclusively for their own sake, may become a source of momentarseanent;

as in poor Smart ds d¥Thetcatargan andothistriyree We | ¢ h
were reprinted in several miscellanies throughout the later part of the
eighteentkcentury and, arguably, Coleridge may have come across them in a

variety of places. Bwever, just like Southey not encountering the original

publication of theMidwife or its reprints, is it by sheer coincidence that

Coleridge too was unaware? Like Southey, Coleridge was aa@dissed

61 i br ar y“ sodhatratr oh theseintellee men (and they were not

afraid to let their intelligence be known) did not know the origins of Doctor

Daniel Dove or the Catrgan in theMidwife is highly improbable.

While echoes of certain subjects discussed by Mrs. Midnight occur in

Col er i g ehéyscanpot be irrefutably taken as evidence that Coleridge
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knew of theMidwife because, as stated, there is no other mention of Smart in
Coleridgeds |l etters, periodicals or ot he

entry in Col enrl8l@,gvkich sontairs anertsmrediplagiarism of

Smartés most favourite remark. A young
Thomas Gray, decl ared that oO0he wal ks as
|l ooked as #Ihhismaebekn@detidgarites6d@Gui |t i s ever @

Look-out, quick nosed, fasighted walks as if it had fouled itself & looks as if it
smel®Cdlteréi dgeods playful and intolerant
provoked by what he considered to be the shortcomings oEdheurgh

Review Whilst this may be a mere appropriation of a throwaway witty

comment, it provides yet another link between Coleridge and Smart and also

i mplicates Southey as the entry in Coler
year in which Coleridge wasrging Southey to tell the story of Doctor Daniel

Dove.

Comparing Col eridgeods notebooks to Sou
revealingin that it demonstrateSout heyds essentially anecc
very wunli ke Col er i dge @ldnteligpneec On tlzetonev e and
hand, Coleridge thought and wrote with a view to understand himself and often

dealt with large philosophical and aesthetic subjegters On the other hand,
Southeyds mind worked as a stworkgtell er
which accumulated in collections of his materiadhandler has noted that

Wil liam Hazl i tparticglarlycsaggastvendf thig) Mr e Sout heyds
conversation has little resemblance to a corqmdna c e b ook 6 ; Sout hey
appears to me (ddirst saw him) withacommoep | ace book fnder hi :
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As discussed in the first chapter, his extraordinary noteJhalaba the
Destroyer(1801) not only anticipate the techniques of his later workrdeal

the mind that he fully disclosed irheDoctor, &c.

1812 was also the year that Coleridge and Southey completed work on their

final collaborative projectDmniana, or Horae Otiosiorg®bout Everything, or
LeisureHoury . Thi s was characterised by Jack
collection of miscellaneous anecdotes and comments on literary and

phil osophi?® Ee facs thatGmaianavead completed in the same

year that Coleridge urged Southey to wiiitee Doctor &c is indicative because

of the similarity of materials involvedmnismawas <c¢cr eated from Col
notebooks and Southeyds commonplheace bool
Doctor, &cwas encouraged by Coleridge as a way of not contributing anything

further toOmnianaas well as saving Southey from embarking on a carear as

historian and biographer and steering him towards imaginative litepature.

However, the part Coleridge played in influencing Southey to write the tale may

be as early as 1803.

Coleridge encouraging Southey to publish the tale in 1812 was by no means th

first time he had encouraged Southey to publish his work, or even help conceive

an idea for Southey to work updn. a letter to Southey in July 1803, Coleridge
proposes a scheme 6or rather a rude out

w o r SkTine leter reads

What harm can a proposal do? If it be no pain to you to reject

it, it will be none to me to have it rejected. | would have the
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work entitled Bibliotheca Britannica, or an History of British
Literature, bibliographical, biographical, and criticaé |

Then each volume would awaken a new interest, a new set of
readers, who would buy the past volumes of course, then it
would allow you ample time and opportunities for the slavery
of the catalogue volumes, which should be at the same an
index to the workwhich would be, in very truth, a pandect of
knowledge, alive and swarming with human life, feeling,
incident. By the by, what a strange abuse has been made of the
word encyclopaedia! It signifies, properly, grammar, logic,

rhetoric, and ethics and metggics?

As Col eridgebds | etter shows, he wishes !
detailed projectin which ad Hi st ory of British Liter at
bi ogr aphi c aWwil aroased@n ecw i it n taearinggswt s et of rea
al | ow at of&kpowladdecalive and swarming with human life, feeling,

i nci ¥whotbéiter to do so than Southey? Coleridge had afteredited

Southey with attempting O6al mos®inevery s
addition to introducing several new ones.efiéfore, Southey was the ideal

choice to help create a multivolume composition in which everything from

English poetry, prose and peetvere discussed ananhalysed in terms of

philosophy r el i gi on, science and metaphysics

to Southey, it is impossible to ignore the similarities between the proposed plan

for Bibliotheca Britannicaand The Doctor, &c In my opinion,The Doctor, &c

encompasses a variety of social, economic and religious topics that opens an old
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curiosity shop ofknowledge or a kaleidoscope of intellectual thought, which
appears to be exactly what Coleridgeproposing to Southeyhen he proposes

the Bibliotheca Britannica

It has been established that the ploTbE Doctor, &cis vague, disjointed and

occurs arely compared to the politics, religionandthe andect o% knowl e
that appears within it. It would seem befitting to consider that the failed
Bibliotheca Britannica (it was abandoned by the prospective publishers,

Longman and Rees, in August 1803dHeft Southey to not only work upon the
foundation of Coleridgeds notion, but d
The Doctor, & To some extent, | believe this to be true. My reasoning for this

is based on Sonte y 6 s p er s o n awith Coteridge dimmgelbGharlesn c e

Watkin Williams Wynn, Mary Barker and Grosvenor Charles Bedford between

the years 1803 to 1815. Be f Bibli®hecaepl yi ng
letter, Southey writes to Charles Watkin Williams Wynn on 23 July 1803 and

tellshimét he pl alni etf he had Biidm whi ch he procl ai

It has made me quite happy in the future tense, & given a
presentvalue to all stray readincpll the dormantcapital of
knowledge in my cerebrum & cerebellum is about to be made
productive. & my old sthgleanings to be sprouting out like

potatogsic]-rinds, into an uncalculated retdfn

From this letter, Southey appears to be excited about the work and glad to be
able to turn his 6dé&%intmaraductivitya¥ei, tyahe of Kk n

time Soutkey responds to Coleridge on 3 August 1803, apologising for his late
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reply and blaming 6those | ittle units of
come i n heisexpreasingdoubts about the proposed project and even

in his abilty to undertakesuch a venture

Your plan is too good, too gigantic, quite beyond my powers.

If you had my tolerable state of health, and that love of steady

and productive employment which is now grown into a

necessary habit with me, if you were to execute and would

execute it, it would be, beyond all doubt, the most valuable

work of any age or any country; but | cannot fill up such an

outline [ é] For my own comfort, and

mind, | must have a plan which | know myself strong enough

to executé?
Inaddii on to Southeyds belief that he does
the Bibliotheca he is sceptical about Col eridg:

Although, in saying this, he is adamant that if Coleridge were to execute it, it
woul d be O6tbhhe mwostk wvdl aay® Hepeatlinesthe any ¢ o
probl ems he sees bet weakng dtylermstrelsdme and Co

letter

| can take author by author as they come in their series, and
give his life and an account of his works quite as wekkeer

it has yet been done. | can write connecting paragraphs and
chapters shortly and pertinently, in my way; and in this way

the labour of all my associates can be more easily arranged.
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And, after all, this is really nearer the actual design of what |
purport by a bibliotheca than yours could bea book of

reference, a work in which it may be seen what has been
written upon every subject in the British language: this has

elsewhere been done in the dictionary f&rm

Beyond this date, there is no furtheommunication between Southey and

Coleridge regarding thBibliotheca Britannica However, just two years after

Coleridge and Southey discussed ®ibliotheca Britannica Doctor Daniel

Dove is first mentioned by Southey in a letter to Charles Watkin aifili

Wynn in 1805. Dated 8 January, Southey expresses his sadness at not being at

Wy nnos assuckehinbifthé werethenbes houl d have the stor
Dani el Dove of Donca%Her )i Rerms st her sal @
mysteries of the Drdis © and i s adamant t hat it 6 mu
wr i t% What @& the most intriguing is the fact that one year after his letter to

Wynn, Southey writers another to Mary Barker on 3/&ber 1806, in which

he states

But here | am Senhora workirgix hours at every sheet of
Palmerin & resting from that only to turn to something else. It
is very well as it is, but it might be better. It is better than law
I better than physit better than divinity; in short better than
anything else that | couldave done; but it may be better yet;

- & till it is I shall say Aballiboozobanganorribo, & when it is

better | shall say so sfi
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Al t hough Southey does not go into detai
refers to, it is my claim that this he Dodor, &c. | believe this to be the case

for two reasns. First, as Southey mentiods t i s b eitbetterrthat han | a
physici better than divinity in short better than anything else that | could have
doneo. Bearing i n mi nfdeDoctora & toShe his hey cor
magnum opus, the few sentences written by Southey to describe this particular

work that he has turned his attentiorstaggesthat it isThe Doctor, &cthat he

has in mind Understandably, this may not be grounds to make a strong.clai
Therefore, the second point rests upon S
being O60Aballiboozobanganorri bodTheThi s wo
Doctor, &whi ch Southey uses as an example to
unknown sjj n i f i%toawhichedéc 0 mme rsay ahat the meaning of these
initials ought % fhere is bne of two ways ® wiew thisl 6 .

Firstly, since this word becomes the title of his interchapter regarding his

opinions on the religion of Islam, wdne writing this interchapter in 18067 If so,

the text can then be viewed as a work in progress which contains
autobiographical elements of his life in regards to his views and opinions.
However, this claim | would like to explore in more detail towatus énd of

this chapter when | discuss the text as being a literarpedifait. Secondly, as

the narrative of Doctor Daniel Dove ggliite independent ofhe digressionghat

appear in the text, could it be the case that Southey had merged two ideas into

one to formThe Doctor, &®

2.2The PersonalCorrespondence concerningg The Doct or 0
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In a letter to CarolineBowles dated June 1835, Southey reveals that the

character of the Bhow Begum had been bascs
chapter is from the k& , and the Book grew out of tt
exactly as ®tTther e6 whell &t ecdibapt er 6 Sout hey
0Chapt er ftheltdxt.in whichihdéexadaims! was i n the fourt
the story of the Doctor and his horse, amdch br oken it o-ff [ é] I

five minutes aftéd&pftdonlppclockheogenheod?

and, turning to his companion, the Bhow
written in a book!d to whiodlhetthai mBlhyo wi |
ougfito.

According to Southey, the idea dihe Doctor, & was conceived on the

eveni n§Jwlfy  62D8136, in the company of Ma
r el &inéhedhapterSouthey goesontbec |l are: oObut to go f a
its history. There is a stor ¢indeédd Dr. D.

there is, and the history appears to date backrassfthe turn of the nineteenth

century with Coleridge. Although Southey states that the conception of the text

took placeor® 2'e f Jul y, in the year of our Lord
Southeyds |l etters that prove th8lz was mu
S o ut hcernespandence witMary Barker and Grosvenor Charles Bedford

helps formulate a better understiing of not only the conception of Doctor

Daniel Dove, but also the digressions that appear within the text. In order to

explain this clearly, | willalternate between the letters to both Barker and

Bedford, adhering to their chronological sequence.
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Thefirst letter to Barker, dated 3 November 1806, has already been mentioned.
In the same letter, Southey begins by explaining what the ngeanin

Aballiboozobanganorribo is

Senhora you mistake the orthography of
Aballiboozobanganorribo. You write it as ifvitere two words
making the first syllable an interjection & the remainder either
noun or adjective. In common cases the Ladies must be
allowed their privilege of having but one rule for spelling &

for every thing elsg&

This passage reflects a similar semnt written within the first few opening

lines of The Doctor, &wh er e t he -Auwvleomj natlkesrtayter t
onthe28July, in the year of our Lord, 1813
i n a "bSouhey hdd based the charactettef Bhow Begum on Mary

Barker, and the clear parallels between this letter and the beginning of the

chapter cannot be mistaken. For instance, where the authectsothe Bhow

Begum by statingg imustoe wr i tten in a bookd for o6th
tense was the same, but the graduation of meaning was marked in a way which a
Greek or Latin grammarian mi ghThe have el
playful tone in both letter and chapter reflects the relationship between the two.
Intriguingly, although @Gapter VII A.l appears first within the text, it is not the

first chapter relating to Doctor Dani el
The Subject of ThisKHit or y at Hmarks hisirst appe@ranasdthe

book The beginning of the book intradc es t he aut hordéds conver

Bhow Begum and begins a countdoivin terms of chapters until the plot of
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Doctor Darel Dove starts. Chapter Vthen followed byChapter VI which is

then proceeded by Chapter V &ande s o on
compl ete without a prefaced iIs -introduc
PrefacedandPo6EknhataepintedbéfagptCehrap@t er | P. I
Subject of This History at Home and Tea
from t héhaptnerndéd abackwards to Chapter VI I
sense. The seven chapters that appear before the plot has even begun are
digressivepr esent Sout heyds | usandiadpeactahtaveon f or
a common thread running through thesno will Southey dedicate his book to?
Southey asks his wifebs el dest sister i
permitting him to O6dedicate the Book to
youngest sister and fi na?Alyadidsiepect 6 wi f e
Southeybdbs request to dedicate the book t
6Concerning dedicati on, -fhatSoutheyregedls t ypes,
he o6wil |l have an | mperi al Dedicationdé wt

heccedi cates it td® the O0Bhow Begumo.

Southey first met Barker in Lisbon in 1796, considering her his intellectual

equal and, according to William Arthur ¢
hef"8outheyds relationship witlpicdarker h
discussion by both his biographers: Mark Storey and Speck. For Storey,
Southeyds relationship with Baeaciker i s no
heras a o0l i f @ Smeckgon the iothen tiahid, has explored this
relationship further anduggests that Barkdulfilled for Southeya far more

significant role in an emotional as well as an intellectual capacity. Therefore, to
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dedicate his selproclaimed magnum opus to the woman he once described in a
|l etter to John Maryclevangirll &l godd hammourpaedan g o6 a
head br i mf’Unbt ordyfdemonstaates teedutmost respect he held for
Barker but also, as Speck has insinuated

was greater than has previously been proposed.

Byl1804Bar ker had already becaftechelmdut heyos
pouredhis heart out tdieron hearing the deatbf his daughte#’ Speck has

noted thatThelifeoBNelsot A 841 83, O6treat ment of N
relationships with his estranged wifedahis voluptuous mistress was one of the

main challenges of 3Theaeasonforghiswashoyonlgf hi s
owing to the fact that both women were alive when he wrote the book and so he

had to proceed with caution, busadb d u e t @rivédeaalationshig \bith

his wife and BarkerRichard Holmes points out that while Southey does not
condone Nelsonds behaviour, he does conv
writes: Othat here was the grand passion
attacbme nt 0 of a s upr ®like Spgck,$hbelievedhht nat ur e 6 .
0Southeybés appreciation of the temptatio
wi fe by a b &daditdofigmd hismnmetatiodships with his

wife Edith and Barker because tissnot the only instance where Barker is

infl uenti al i n Sout heyds wRoderickrthg s . For e

Last of the Goth§1814), Southey writes
He took my hand

And said, Florinda, would that thou and |
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Earlier had met! Oh what blissful lot
Had then been mine, who might have found in thee
The sweet companiorf* and the friend

Roderick kisses Florinda again but, hearing somebody
approaching, he begs her to meet him again the following
evening. Florina is guHtidden, but agrees to ntedim
althoughshe has mada vowto enter a nunnery and remain a
virgin. When they meet, Roderick tells her that he would
divorce his wife so that he could marry her, but she tells him

of her vow and they quarrel about it:
Till in the passionate argumem¢ grew
|l ncensed, inflamed, and maddendéd or

For Hell too surély at that hour j

Although what follows is vague and ambiguous, it would seem that Roderick

forces himself on her. Arguably, this passage is one of the most astonishing in

the wholeo f S o ut h ewpdtshepeasert for this, as Mace Fitzgerald

pointsout, it here are few scenes in English p
f e e I8 Dmagnétic and intense as it may be, this passage seeoffetoa
sympatheticportrayal of a woman who is passionately in love with a married

man. Therefore, the question then arises of wieatwho - inspired Southey to

write upon a topic so sensitively? Speck has noted that a possible explanation is

Sout heyds own @i mtiitrha tMa®f rye IBatrikaem Hh i

109



In early 1813, Southey had been working on this book of the poem but was

having problems with it. Sending a draft to Walter Savhagndor, Southey told

himthat her e you have a part of theypoem so
that | verily believe if | had at first thought of making Roderick anything more

than a sincere penitent this difficulty would have deterred me from attempting

t he s % Boutkey tesblved the matter by making sure Florinda was partly

to blamei and esponsible f or R o d e r i lciknlyopingorthai thusn s .
resoltion and the words Southeyphoosedor Florindato speak appear to be

based on a womandbs experience as opposed
like Speck, | believe that the only wan who could have communicated such

emotions was a woman he thoughtsfbeing his intellectuaqual, avo ma n 6 s

opinion he respected and a woman who influenced his life greatly. This could

only have been Mary Barker.

Essaka Joshua, in her review of Sde Rabert Southey: Entire Man of Letters
(2006), makes an interesting comparison
and Mary Storeyo6s eRobeltiSauthey:bAi Ld€y9®7Q.p hy ent
Joshua states t hat Speckbés aldbenjporddlse
development from revolutionary rebel to reactionary apostate, focusing on his
experiences of both isolation f#om and
whereas Storey Osimilarly presents the |
and likewisecharacterises him as a private and conflicted man whose family

was the source of both h%Jpops measts amar dosf
only highlight key elements from both biographies but also describe the main
featuresof The Doctor, & As mentoned in the previous chapter, Southey
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engages with his scholarly friendad foes throughout the tex/ith regardto

his family, they are mentioneiah the firstseven chapters his explanation of

the conception of the text. Yet, there is a differenceopiion, with an

underlying tension, as demonstrated in Chapter VII. Al when the narrator is
deliberating whether to e the book in the first placé,i Wl wr i t e i t! 0 sa
the Bhow Begum, taking up her sminibx, and accompanying the words with a

nod of satisfaction and encouragement . N
wi f%€Tthi s exchange between the Bhow Begum

the nature of their strained relationship and demonstrates how conflicted

Southey felt between the two.

The next time Doctor Dani el Dove is ment
Barker on 27 September 1808, when he comphedaughter of Mr Horton to

6the hero of that noble st &Mpilethé Dr Dal
character of Mr Hdon remans unidentifiable in the accompaying notes,
according to Speck among the visitors that S umme
Horton, friend&®FopbmMS8o yt iBiaryifkteeriedes, & c r

canalso be certain that Southey visited the Hortonseabdlieved Borrowdale

was nothing compared to Dovedale and complained that the roads to
Borrowdale were oO6intolerable, %Heo bad f
describes Mr Horton to Obe alwifewahat i s ¢
0as untplwanarsas one shall meet on a summers dayt of humour

wi t h e v &The moshrenmagable aspect of this letter is the fact Southey

ni cknames the daughter of Mr Hort on O Mi
l i keness Oto the oferDmcdfort Rda@snSouhey Do vetdo |
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considered Nobs, who is Doveds horse, 1
comparing the daughter of Mr Horton to Nobs. What this shows is not only
Barkerds understanding of the eydadse, but
not l i ken the resemblance of Mr Hort on:¢
specifically mentions the tale of Doctor Daniel Dove. Arguably, if the
personality traits of people that Southey came into contact with reminded him of

the tale, then the stogppears to be prominent on his mind. Therefore, in 1808,

it is certain that the tale is intertwined with his daily life and he is thinking about

it regularly.

A year later, in a letter to Grosvenor Charles Bedtord9 May 1809, Southey

writes

| am reading Rabelais, & by the living Butler & the ghost of
Martin, 1 do know somebody who could beat Rabelais out of
remembrance, if | coul8eatbut beat him with a due conceit
of himself. Indeed indeed Grosvenor if there is one thing
which frets me more thaanother, it is that you will not what |

have so often & so earnestly prest upon®you

What has often been surmised from this letter is that Southey is referring to the
comic inventions he oftenteme d 6 B udriginatingsimite &chool stories

he andBedford created whilst at Westminster in the style of Rabelais. Although
Southey urged Bedford to publish these stories, Bedford did not. Nonetheless,
as explained by the supplementary notes to the online editibhedfollected

Letters of Robert Southegdited by lan Packer, Carol Bolton and Tim Fulford,
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the stories did | ater prhedDoctod & Thishie hi nt f
borne outin his acknowledgment preceding the tplage of the text (a form of

dedication it could be argued) T h e a kind bf physiognomy in the titles of

books no less than in the faces of men, by which a skilful observer will as well

know what b expect fronthe oneas t he Bot her & s® TRisimai ns 6.
included at the beginning of the united bound copy. Yethésingle bound

volumes, this O0dedicationd only appears

Mu c h i ke Col eridgeods e n c o Bibl@tgeeane n t f o
Britannicaand the story of Doctor Daniel Dove, Southey not only continuously

urged Bedford to writ¢ he short stories of their yol
ability to write such a tale to others his letter to Charles Watkin Williams

Wynn on 6 July 1809, Southey compl i ment:
once into a reputation surpassing that of ather man in what may be called

the grotesque sublimef ar i nfinitely far beyond Rab
6Grosvenor woul d ex c &eddrtheh praising&Bediord] ot her
Southey believed o6this tal ehMaginaxdhoul d be

his Contessad, iA°the O6Buterolgyd storie

In earlier correspondenedth Bedfordhimself, Southey frequently writebaut

theheroof 6 But | er 6, who appears to be the hel
example, in a letter to Bedford, writtsometime between 31 December 1805 to

1 January 1806, Southey states he | anguage and versific
[Madod are as full of profound mysteries as the Butler, & he | take it was as

full of profundit yoBymntimatimehatg heaté!| degp aige

and versiMadacdt18O0HBY ok as Oproftheindd anc
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Butler, Southey is insinuating, at the very least, that he has taken inspiration
from his schoolboy stories in writing h

Bedfordto write these stories is apparent. Continuing his letter, Southey wants

6t o hear of the Butl er, & Wil l i am, & of
the
B U T L E R &2

He even goesofarass ay t hat he does not want to 6
ofButl er, instead expressing his desire f
f or hi mibegini bdgia gasummethodicallp as he shoul d wis
6onl y Y%The coméction between the quote that Southey attributes to
O0Butl er 6 s ThRdotti, &candl Badford, can be seen as a form of

dedication to his friend and the stories that were invented between the two in

their adolescence. In this regard, it could be argued that the basis of the stories

could also have provided the structared style forThe Doctor, &c The stories

themselves were told in the manner of Rabelais and, as Southey stated in his

letter to Caroline BowlesThe Doctor, &was written with O0sol
R a b e *aThesfact that Southey had been disappointed withwibiks of

Rabelais (as mentioned in his letter to Wynn in 1809) may have encouraged him

to write a composition which Helt might improve upon Rabelais

Four years later, Southey writes to Bedford again on 2quéiul18136 | have

great hopes of Dr Daniédove, & think it will tempt you to interpose certain
partschapters of the Butler. It is to be The Bogkoooo—more emphatically

than that pretty coll ect¥dccordnftothes i dence

notes alongside the letter, this is a referelc€he Genuine Book, An Inquiry,
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or Delicate Investigation into the Conduct of Her Royal Highness the Princess

of Wales (1813)As explained in the previous chapter, Southey references the
investigation in his countdown chapters to the beginning of thpteh entitled

ONo book can be compl el ihighlightetibethighr a i pr e f ¢
regard in which Southey holds his opus, or at least the idea of it. Furthermore, it
signposts exactly which years and months each chapters were formed or thought

of.

It may be coincidental t hat wiloutdohey | ab:
the Delicate Investigationand then goes on to write about the investigation in

his text. There is nothing to suggest that Southey did write Chapter | A.l in this

year. Fbwever, there is equally no evidence that implies he did not. His letters

provide a framework as to when these thoughts were first starting to form in

Sout heyds mind. In saying this, however
correspondence when Southey doesntion what he has written. On 25 January

1814, in a letter to Grosven@harles Bedford, Southey stated have wri tt el
chapter this week in Dr DaniiedontaDoved t he

an account from Ogham inscription of the seconddiaEve & her eating the

forbidden Potatoe [é] | have ab%ut a voc
Five months | ater, on 5 June, Sout hey,
history | yesterday wrote Yhnyhapd ef ace
Finally, o n 2 June 1815, Southey writes t o

grievously. Here are some chapters of Dr Daniel Dove which would delight

y o &’% .
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Several critics have noticed that there is a strong similarity betWwastnam
Shandyand The Doctor, &c Althoudh | shall look at this in more detail in the
third chapter, | would like to briefly reference a letter that Southey wrote to

Grosvenor Charles Bedford on 19deenber 1815, in which he states

| have done something to Brazil since my return, & something
also to Dr Dove, a secret which we must keep as much as
possible,- for a half years secret | think would be very
probably worth half a dozen editions. There is so much of
Tristram Shandy about it, that I think it will be proper to take
the name Stephen Yokison Esqre in the title padethis is a

notion only half a day ofd®

From this letter, there is a strong suggestionthatont r ary t o critic
that Southey had based his work upbmstram Shandyi Southey had only

reflected on the likenesses bete n hi s own text and that
in 1815, after he had already written several chapters of his text. In his own

words, the notion of including Stephen Yorickson in the title page (because
there is 6so much of Tnliywthalmt Sdadaly albd
often attribute this phrase Tledoctoi, s i s a
&c and believe that Southey only started writing the text in December 1815,
based on this letter. Li onel SoMtbeglden st a
referred in a |letter to a O6énotion only
D o v€°&et, as clearly shown from his previous letters, he insinuated he was
considering writing the text as early as 1806, and had even sent one chapter of

The Doctor, &cto Grosvenor Charles Bedford as early as January 1814.
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Therefore, Southey could not have been referentimg Doctor, &cas being

half a day old. Within this context, he had to be talking about the similarity

between his text andristram ShandyThis isnot to say that Southey did not

write The Doctor, &cwith Tristram Shandyn mind. In a letter to Caroline

Bowl es, he explained that his work does
S h a n' KMdwever, as this letter was written in 1835 to Bowles, thgro

ti mestamp on when Tristram ShanTiheggy ent er e
Doctor, &c. The only written evidence, in terms of dates, is within this letter in

1815 when the notion of StepHwWhatisor ki nso
the significane behi nd this? This demonstrates t
such a composition had started, in my view, upon the foundation of Coleridge
suggesting the Bibliotheca. There is a
which he is discussing the Bibtheca, which disappears before Daniel Dove

and his horse Nobs materialises in the letters. There is no mentioisivhm

Shandywithin his letters prior to that of 1815. By this time, thougbuthey is

in full swing of writing his book, and entrustirgedford with chapters to read.

It would appear that Bedford and Barker are worthy of his dedication in his

opus, as well as being his true confidants. From the start of his correspondence

with them both, Southey mentions the Doctor but is unwilling toevaitything

regarding it.Later letters reveal ehangeof heartto do so and most of what he

has discussed with Barker and Bedford lataterialise within his text. Whilst

it appears that Coleridge planted the seed, it was Bedford and Barker that helped

grow it.

2.3A Literary Self -portrait
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Southey is ofterredited withc oi ni ng t he word O6autobiogr
in the Quarterly Review he described the life of the Portuguese painter,
Francisco Vieira, as 0t he pgalbyhtimeelf., t he b
Much has been written concerning the lives of the painters; and it is singular

that this very amusing and unique specimen of-aidggraphy should have been

over | &bAsemred Claxton has prominently highlighted, it would be
gratifyingt o t hi nk t hat the word Oautobiograp
writer for they were O6concerned with ma
e x p e r P%¥et,ahésdvas not the case. Twelve years prior to this, in 1797, it

first appeared in th&lonthly Reviewwhen Norwich essayist, William Taylor,

revi ewed | s Miacellaneg) ord.itermrg Rdacréasion(d796). In his

revi ew, he considered whether the term @
better term to wlsrei drda tsklébmdogdhfapdke y @ae e dh
doubt ful whet her-bt bgr aphyeél wer tdefbSemat
usual in English to employ hybrid words partly Saxon and partly Greek: yet

autobiographywoul d have sé®med pedanti co.

Linda Peterson has notedtlat t hough o6éautobi ographical w
tradition goes back at least to the Greeks and Romans gpeasically in the

nineteenthc ent ur vy t hat this 6dramatic rise

| i t e tCadally begdn. Southey had, in effetsken this word (which had

been given negative connotations when Ta
and turned it into a positive term which is why critics, such as Peterson, believe

that the early Victorian Eradbiogsaphigalan 0e xp

118



mo d&’&lowever, as Paul Delany claims, for an educated Englisttugng

the seventeenth century

a recognised I|iterary genre entitled
exist, any more than the word itself (which seems to have been

coined by Southey ii1809), yet we see in the seventeenth

century literature many kinds of autobiographical writings, to

which their authors gave such titles
Me 6 , OHi story of t he Life and Ti me

6Confession, and so forth

On the oe hand, Peterson argues that it was during the Victorian Era that a rise

in autobiographical works was seen. According toRbgodicals Index Online

even t he use of t he wor d 6aut obiograp
corresponds with the increasing noen of periodical articles and reviews that

can be found on the subject. In the 1820s, there are 34 mentions of the word
followed by 127 in the 1840s, 304 in the 1860s and 433 in the first decade in the
twentieth century®® Yet, on the other hand, Delany imi@ins that there were

many kinds of literature being written under this genre (under different titles)

prior to the Victorians, predominantly within the seventeashtury. | would

like to focus orandestablish what kindf autobiographical literatuneas being

published during this time. In addition, | will consider whether autobiographical

writing had an impact othe worldof letters. In doing so, what | would like to
concentrate on is the impact that the Romantics had upon this literary genre, and
devel op the notion that SeTheDoetor,&@s exper.i

is a reflection of himself anehight be thought of as a kind of autobiography.
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In his book,Autobiographical Writing and British Literature 178834(2005),

James Treadwellndde t hat o6it i s surprising that t
of Romantic autobiogr aphy WhisteEugeneah at ever
Stelzig agrees with Treadwell 6s statemert
correct oOoonly i n briegaradp htyo'?d &nd geasmtl iam daduy t «
to state that o6the foundational work of
from t he | at e eighteenth century: Ro
Confessiond'?? It is clear that Rousseau is writing in the tradition of

Au g u s t GomfesioaqA.D 397-400). While it may be argued that Saint

A u g u s tConfessibssis the first Western setieflective piece of work
written, it does however center pri mar.
Christianity. For this reason, ibald be considered to not be an autobiography.
Confessionar e a deli berate effort, within G
crucial episodes and events in which he can now see and celebrate the

mysterious actions of God®&%Roysseauyi®eni ent

contrast, emphasi ses a ouniqueness and
freedom, o f i néfi viUdhlalk ee Ap@muise n aned Rous
60to give a compl et e, uni nhibited and una

necessariiytomk e any point or even justify him

hi ms®l f 6.

Treadwell maintains that ¢he flourishing of autobiographical writing in
something like its modefform - a continuous narrative of individual self
representation has often beetinked, chronologically and thematically (or
i deol ogicall y)wegodsonRosayant i ci s mo .
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Late eighteenth and nineteergbntury accounts of

aut obi ographyods place in the world o
ORomantic autobi ogr amnggpgcific s not to do
texts with Romantic ideologies of sgifesence and

individualism; rather the term describes a tension in the

literary field between the idea of the private individual and the

processes of publication and circulatitiis

Under these circumstaes, what must be asked: what exactly is an
autobiographical piece of work and how can such a piece of writing be
identified? For Catlace Lang, the answer is simglea ut obi ography i s
everywhere one cares fnd it6'22 By this claim Lang is acknaledging a

significant problem facetty anyonewho studies this topiin that because a

0 wr is tlways, in the broadest sense, implicated in the work, any writing may

be judged to be autobiogr ap'®iTherafbre, depend
arguably any piece of work could be considered autobiographical. However, to

reiterate my earlier point, autobiography as a distinct literary genre had only

been recogised since the late eighteerthe nt ury and became O&6ar
testing ground for critical cdroversies about a range of ideas including

authorship, selfhood, representation and the division between fact and

fict onod.

The Fomantics, in particular, focused greatly on creativity, imagination and the
value of art whilst emphasisinte importance 66 t h e. Insthasl résgectit

can be difficult to discuss d®nantic period literature in terms of genre.
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Nevertheless, as Treadwell argues, by 6n
a genre [the Romantic writers] located its decisive evolutiontages its

decl aration of independenced and narrat
gen®¥leHe. gives the exampl es ©ohfessiomsan Jacqg
(17821 789) , Wi | | i a mPrelMie (1d981890) tamdo Johann

Wol f gang v érom ngdie:tPbetrydamd Truti{Aus meinem Leben:

Dichtung und Wahrheit]811-1833) asrepresentinghree of the best examples

of the genreln thisregardaut obi ography becomes a cons
sense that it serves a purpose all its own ofdistfovery ad reconciliation

wi t h ¥%That i§ t6 say it has concurrently established its own autonomy as

well as an independence of itstlaar and subject. As a result,oRantic
autobiography, arguabl vy, is created on
betveen R manti ci smdés persistent themati zing
the genreds for mal -eppee¥®sThe mlbtionship wi t h
bet ween theme and 1| iterar Prelfdemanhei s evi d

writes
Anon | rose
As if on wings, ad saw beneath me stretched
vast prospeabf the world which | had been,
And was; and hence this Song, which like a Lark

| have protracted, in the unwearied Heav&hs
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On 1 May 1805, Wordsworth wrote that he was nearing the end of completing

0t he Pwoyen ioffe [ é€] Two Books more wild/ CcC ol
less than 9,000 lines not hundred but thousand lines loingan alarming

length! and a thing unprecedented in literary history that a man should talk so

much abou®Wbi dis wthfotulgthst st here echo sl i gh
famous opening sentence of ldsnfessionso | have resolved on a
which has no precedent, and whi®h, once
Whilst Wordsworth consideret@ihe Preludeo be a poem of his lifeone critic

is not so sure. Philip Cox argues that although it is tempting to read the poem

6as an i mport ant¥tehdrsl igaddulenfailuie o gegistep h y 6

the fact that it can also be seen to deploy a range of other generic modes
including the pastoral, the ode, the romance, the poetic epitaph and travel
writing in addition to®tWeat mdroex 6ebwii euw
demonstrates is the difficulty wiiin this period of identifying Bmantic

autobiogaphies. Treadwell argues that

ore has to look very hard without leaving Britain in order to
find anything that resembles an instance of an efflorescing
genr e wi t h a Apur pose al | i ts ownao.
autobiographical writing in the period are usually quite

transparent, and have latto do withsele x pr e'¥®si on 6

In effect, beyond thee generic testaments, BritistoiRantic autobiography
begins to fade and blur. However, if there is such an autobiographical quality to
the social and intellegtl culture of early nineteenttentury Britin, then it is

due t o i ts 6articul ati on i n t he Il i terar
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forms of firstperson writing outside the generic borders of autobiography:

lyrics and novels of sensibility, perhaps, or the familiar journalism of the new

revi ew pelffiand iot the sfréquent characteristic gestures of
autobiographical writing within this period is the outright denial of -self
expression. For exampl e, QCohfessimsofdie Qui nc
English OpiurdEater ( 1 8 2 1) thé eptumeatéy, dott the opium, is the

true hero*'pg shmiltad edbo Coleridgebds ren
Biographia Literariat hat o6i t wi | | be found that the
concerns my s*¥IAd edippral conumerd In landiion of Gilbert

Wa k e f iMenhois@L804; first published in 1792) sums upstlslear sense of

the convention

Although his work was established Memoirs of himself, yet it
must be confessed that, like the work of many of his
predecessors in this depaent, the greater part of the book
consists of matter not immediately connected with the avowed

subject of it*3

At the turn of the nineteenth centuladame de Sta@laims 6t her e i s not h
at all in England memoirs, of confessions, of narratives of saifenby oneself;

the pride of English character Y efuses
Southey and Madame dstaél met several times in London in September
October1813 Writing to his wife of the encounter, lells her that hexpected

t o f ienydlevéravoman, & found what | had not expected a very sensible

& very pl.¥<slldue Stagnse 60 p iavei influescedIouthey

with regardto the form The Doctor, &ctook? The fact thatde Staékonsidered
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English memoirs to lack details andimipns and met Southey during the time

he acknowledges in his letters to writihge Doctor, &cdoes indicate this.

Madame de Staél, writing in 1800, could hardly have guessed that the English
autobiography was only just beginning. Yet, the editors of&Vak el d 6 s me mo i
state that they were aware of predecessors. Southey, writing a few years later for

The London Quarterly Review 1809, believed that the literary world was on

the edge of o6an e-pi dgmf Jhisyidageaof self f or au
writhng6é as a r a mif’aenutred ihil&2 e wehsbendlon Magazin@oted

that O6the mawraidyi nogf croendftWhatis snpottamtisr a g e 6 .
not how autobiography might be defined but the widespread understanding that

it was becoming a very importaliterary genreln my view, these conflicting

arguments concerning British Romantic autobiography, and the very little
research that has gone on regarding this, demonstrat€h@ddoctor, &cis a

perfect example of a mulgenre text. As Phillip Cox pois out, many of these

texts, whilst containing autobiographical elemerdlso incorporate generic

modes. Thkrefore,because autobiography igeatively newgenre it is testing

and exploring its boundaries.

To understand genre is not a simple mattercafaloguing and exploring
particul ar texts however. It i s a O6syn
t a x o n o mdt infolaes rdevolving conceptual arrangement, which is

attributed to a way of seeing things. This suggests that looking at Romantic

period autobiographies could actually mean looking at something other than
Romantic period autobiographies. Therefore, poetry can be considered to be

autobiography as a form of retrospective narrative. This is demonstrated by
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Wordsworth inThe Prelude Thereason for this is because it covers the first
thity-f i ve years of his | ife as wel/ as ex
endeavours to convey key moments in the history of his imagination and his

sense of personal identity in regards to nature. Béiisg the case, | would then

be inclined to question whether more Romantic lyrical and-red@iéctive

poems, as well as alternative forms of literature written by otherdén t
nineteenthcentury, can be read as autobiographical? If a Renaissance sonnet
sequence is compared to a Romantic lyric, there is a distinct difference. The
confessional statement s made in a Renai
correlated with the exper iewhereastheor f eel
speaker in a Romanticlyricsngaged i n O60a meditation in
[and] achieves an insight, faces up to a tragic loss, comes to a moral decision, or

resol ves an e dhisispeakad voiperisdhle duthon.d .

In an ageremarkable for whaStelzig hascalledthe &éaut obi ographi za
| i t e rMalyricalretudions from the early nineteerthe nt ury o6do not s
present the poetsd6 subjective feeling st
| i v¥Bhé close proximity in which their speaking voicesdo their actual

life-ex peri ences O6justifies their being cha
also, if not as autobiography, then in some instances at least
autobiodgwphidsawbdt hds o6éLines Composed &
Ti nt er n(1788) bomaynda narrative dimension that can defined as
autobiographical. In his poem, Wordsworth focuses upon his changing
relationship to nature and this can be viewed as an autobiographical reflection.
Wordsworth does this i npleasurescoemydvdyishges . Fr
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day’wshen nature to him was oOall i-n all 6 t
three year old visits the Abbey fdre f i r st t i meFlyiggfrom e | i ke

something that he dreads, tFan one Who s

Stelag has acknowledged that although it is unspecified in the poem itself, there

appears to be, through his biography, an acquired context for his dreadful and
disturbed site of mind in 1793n the Reign of Terror in Francé®’ The third

stage is the moment cbmposition in 1798 when Wordswokhowsthatheis
6changed, no doubt, from what |IY™was, wh
As the second stage suggest s, by the mot
schematic overview of his life wouldequire bographical information to

e x p | this nmemadrlike reprise of his relationship to nature that includes the

three di men &% and san onfy bet fullyn erderstood within a

biographical context

German Romanticist, Jean Paul, in his ndsiglbenkag179697), coined the

term O6doppel g2nger 6. Explained in a foot
are such peopl e *meaouslebeingtan irtenmleother ansl 6

not a supernatural creature). Remarkably, the thge Southey mentioned in

regards to autobiography 6écomes hand in |
fiction for dopplegangers and spéite | ¥%lrs Romantic autobiography, the

narr at or uporeHinsefcas then authod as well as the subject of the

narrative plays withtlli s ense of d o u' Wetingaloonthis i ousnes
childhood in The Prelude Wordsworth state® | seem/ Two consciou

conscious of mysel f ¥ KorWordsworths to talk abaut her be
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himself had nothing at all to do with providing a ten record of the guests he

had entertained or any symptoms he may have endured. Instead, he examined a
self that was invisible to himself and the past provided a form chaeifting.

Wh a 't Wordsworth | abelled as bridging
d a y®&ivHa common feature amongst romantic writers and became a means to
explore this idea of doublenes§homas De Quincey, in his sequel to
Confessiongitled Suspiria De Profundig1845), describes the experiences he

felt in remembering eadr versons ofhimself thus

An adult sympathises with himself in childhood because he is
the same and because (being the same) he is not the same. He
acknowledges the deep, mysterious identity between himself,
as adult and as infant, for the ground of his sympathd yet,

with his general agreement, and necessity of agreement, he
feels the differences between his two selves as the main

quickeners of his sympatHy

In bridging the vacancihetweerhimselfand those dayse is exploring a deep

and mysterious ideity between adult and infant. However, whathié vacancy

to be bridged is not between adulthood and childhood but between narrative and
identity? More specifically, Romantic autobiography could also incorporate
texts that focus etailtheir lifet Tdusstiiere cold bhed h o o d
autobiographical elements incorporated into texts that then can be considered to

be a form of autobiographyn April 1848, theEdinburgh Revievcommented

t hat Sout heyds cor doverspod plehsamEcngbsh pvasal | d o f
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[ €] as agpecinenaobunmnsaousneasobiographyin the forms of

|l etters, as a¥y in the | anguagebd

Southeyds correspondence makes him, as W
an entire man of letters and there is so much oorhat it could very well be
considered an unconsci ous biresgmaphy. 5
biography did noextendt o hi s own | i fed Frederick Bur
autobiographical accounts of his childhood in private correspondence, the
pubication that most representss character ane@xperiences idis multr

volume fictional work,The Doctod®” Therefore, the unconscious biography

that the Edinburgh Reviewinds in hisletters should also be extended to his
multi-volume fictional workas it includesseveral autobiographical elements.

This is chiefly through his opinions and thoughts as the narrator. However, what

you begin to see is Southey, as the unnamed narrator, becoming a character that
penetrates into the world with his own creaiaand generates confusion as to

the identity of the author.

As menti oned previously, Dawiwhs Chand]l
temperamentallyaverseto writing about himself in the direct autobiographical

manner employed on occasion by Wordsworth and @bigré®®%in so doing,

Southey incorporated and created an element to his writing that his
contemporaries did not. Southey is not only the interpolated narrator of the text,

but he is also arguably two characters within the tettiree separate entities

atoget her . He i s the <character of 6 Mr Sot
himself. Therefore, if Southey is all three characters, then the presence of the

author is neither unique nor reliablhis is one of the reasons whie Doctor,
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&c can be consideregostmodern. This will be looked at in more detail in the

following chapter, but what can be concluded from this is that Southey, in his

text, had gone beyond his contemporaries in terms of narrative and form.
Arguabl vy, he want ed e of edlatn shvies 6c a rhtee npproork
left unresolvedand so set out to write his own version. This would not be the

first time though. While Southey is praised for his modes of expressidn

wide-ranging experimental genres, he is also accused by many ofitiagting

an 6answer o6 to t heyriguBaldds(E'88s he felt was

Writing for the Critical Reviewin October 1798, Southey publicly criticised

Col er iThedRené sf the Ancient Maringrl 7 9 8 ) as Oa Dutch ¢
Ger man s 1¥°b His mriticisy 6has often been dismissed as a
6demonstrat i onCwithJatkiSismnmdns dedcribidus Wwoodsas 0
6doomed to wr etShoaid hiegmesr teaxlpirteysés.i on has
by the supposition that he attacked the poem in bad faitubeea of Col er i dg
treat ment of him three years wearlier as
found I|iterary and personal i nti macy wi
criticism, like all criticism, is personal to some extent. However, it is
questiomble whether Southey would have reviewdte Rime of the Ancient

Mariner any differently had it been written by anyone else.

Chandl er has observed that Southey O6took
radically neWoéKihrd Odfd Wolebayg ®.f ma@sgr be r e:
a deliberate answer to the problems he foundrire Rime of the Ancient

Mariner. This is not because he was jealous of the friendship formed between

Coleridge and Wor dswewhdcbncelvaedtis,poemasa Chandl e
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Opr aatgemastnst Col eri dgedbds peculiar developr
an attempt to r est ot®dn thermammer 6Gdfniechan Sub |
August Birger. This is demonstrated in his letter to Charles Watkin Williams

Wynn, on 15 January 1799, whenwe i t es t hat he Oshall har
|l have got a bal lSupapsorgdody &Cshabhedher &8 .
Nicola Trott and Seamus Peemglyd9bimt h agr e
6some ways Lygrical Balladsiw’eTrott and Perry evego as far to
suggest that Southeyds O6small poems, esp
on popular superstitions supply Wordsworth and Coleridge in part with models

for their joint collaboration i.yrical Ballads*/®

Writing for The Times Literary plemenon 12 October 1984, Grevel Lindop
compiled a | ist of ByoocaltBhlledg.dtss lidt bas,r o wi ngs
over the years, been revised by Mary Jacobus, Nicola Trott and Seamus Perry.
Though there were many findings, | will list only a fewgige examples of how

Southey adapted his work frohyrical Balladsand other works between the

years 1798 in the table below:

William Wordsworth and Robert Southey
Samuel Taylor Coleridge
6Lines Left Uj O6Henry THRoenis
Yew-T r e lgyrical Ballads 1799
1798)
0The | dLyocal Bany The Idiot(Morning Post 30
1798) June 1799)
60l d Man TLyricav € 060The Sai | dPpedns
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Ballads 1798) 1799

Frost at Midnight(Coleridge, Night (Morning Past, 26
February 1798) September 1798)
0The Compl aint The Song of the Old
| ndi an (Myocal8allais American WomagMorning
1798) Post 16 July 1799)

The Ruined Cottag@Vordsworth, The Ruined Cottag@?oems 1799
1797)

Marilyn Butler suggests thaBo ut h ey 6 s Tha Rimev ef the Anzient

Mariner is in Thalaba the Destroygrl801) when, in book 4, the hero, dying of

thirst in the desert cuts the throat of the equally suffering camel with a view to
gainingaccess toibhoar de d" Butlead @htm&. t hat & Sout hey
introduces parallels t Whahteis tablegapd ng o f
Butl er ds t heor y)Souwhsytsavw Himsalflag somethisig of & a t i f
pioneer, experimenter, or an authority in baltathted work by the timeyrical

Balladshad been published, this explains wh
contemporari eso6 Wawds a desire to show Hispeersbowi n g s

it should be done.

On 5 September 1798, in a letter to Williaraylor of Norwich, Southg wrote

dave you seen a volume of Lyrical Ballads &c? they areCbleridge &
Wordsworthbut their names are not affix@oleridgesballad of the Auncient
Marinere is | think the clumsiest®Aattempt

few days later, Southey began writing a new ballad of his own on the last day of
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his oOpleasant®Fhsst bat | &#lér wher ddhe Woma
Taylor thought the poem avs dunquestionably t he bes
b al F%addéshowed it to his friend Frank Sayers in 1798. Reporting back to

Southey enthusiastically, Taylor weo

We both like your ballad infinitely it is the bespossibleway

of treating the story it is everything that a ballad should be

old in the costume of the ideas, as well as of the style and
metrei in the very spirit of the superstitions of the days of

yore i perpetually climbing in interest, and indeed the best

original English ballad we knowf!82

Such high praise from both Taylor and Sayers convinced Southey that he
understood better what a ballad should be than Coleridge. The significance

behind this is all three poets, Southey, Taylor and Sayers, were interested in
supernatural ballads tha¢flected theBirger model. Taylor and Sayers both

wrote ballads on 0The Ol d Woman of Berke
juxtapose his and Tayl or aemsv eWlsii lomnts 46 Thh e
Ol'd Woman of Ber k el eyy The RimehoathedAngrentr e ad a
Mariner has become a key canonical téxtgely due to the very qualities that
Southey objected to. I n effect, t his ha
seem pointedly uranonicalto a moderrday reader. In a similar manner,

Biographia Literaria and The Preludeare key texts studied today whil§he

Doctor, &c has no relevance.
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Frederick Ruf has concluded thBiographia Literaria6i s one of t he

unusual and fr ust r3butitisg awo rakus oibm o Engphy

despt e Col eridgebds title, it i's more tha
with its extravagant col |l ect® Thekeypf f or m:
wor d i n Ruf 6s summary i s 6aut obiograph

autobiographical elements cdoe found in many texts during the Romantic
Movement , Co | s rmot cag auiobiographye lmaecommodates
autobiographicaklements to t6 Vewed as a mast epiece o
there are some parallels beEvwndamwmh Col eri d
Southey had criticisetlyrical Ballads it did not interfere with Coleridge and
Southeybds friendship. I n fact, only fiwve

venture ofBibliotheca Britannica

As | have explored in this chapter, Coleridgelrg ht t o Sout heyds at
only Doctor Daniel Dove but also the project Ribliotheca Britannicaln a

letter to William Taylor on 28 June 1803, Soutlvepte6 Col er i dge and |
often talked of making a dg%#suadtrongvor k upoc
claim is that Southey and Coleridge started out with one vigio@Bibliotheca

Britannica i but as this dream died obbth Biographia Literaria and The

Doctor, &c were indirect products dhe original projectl have touched upon

Col er i degt® &Geuthdy éentJuly 1803 earlier in the chapter, in which

Coleridge wanted to create a jomtr o j e c t t hat i nvol ved 0a
Literatur e, bi bliographical, bi ographi ca
s u b j% t hade. included a largesegment of the detailed letter below.

Coleridge wants the first volume to
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contain the history of the English poc
first half of the second volume should be dedicated to great

single names, Chaucer and Spenser, Shakespeare, Milton and

Taylor, Dryden and Popé Swift, Fielding, Richardson,

Sterne [ é] the second half of the sec
history of poetry and romances, everywhere interspersed with

bi ography [ é] the third vol ume | wo ul
English prose, consideteas to style, as to eloguence, as to

general impressiveness. These three volumes would be so

generally interesting, so exceedingly
the fourth volume take up the history of metaphysics,

thedogy, medicine, alchemycommon canon and Roman

l aw, from Al fred to HéemywnVI I [ é] the

metaphysics and ethics to the present day in the first half; the

second half, comprise the theology of
this (fifth vol ume), unathe di fferent 1
t heology of all the other parts of Chr

seventh volumes must comprise all the articles you can get, on
all the separate arts and sciences that have been treated of in

books since the Reformatith

Upon reading this, two thgs became apparent: Coleridge has an ambitious plan
for what he c al®aadnmostof&eatnhe mantions@@pdarsanod
both Southeyds and Coleridgeb6s texts | a

Coleridgeproposes are evideim the later works. For Coleridge Biographia
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Literaria is a discourse of literary criticism, discussions on philosophy and
views on religioni volumes four, five, six and seven of the proposed
Bibliotheca BritannicaFor SoutheyThe Doctor, &cis an amalgamation of not
ony a novel with a plot but of hi s
philosophy, religion, the history of the poetry, historical evéngl of which

are mentioned by Coleridge in his letter. LBi®graphia Literarig The Doctor,

&c then becomes aexperiment for Southey, encouraged by Coleridge, which
forms, consciously or not, an autobiographical work that explores the
boundaries of narratology and mixes genre and formdBiizgraphia Litararia

The only difference is that Southey, while answgran problem, is doing so
with his friends by his side. He may want to create a text bigger than his friends
but he is not critising their work in theprocess This is evident in a letter to
John Murray oM October 1817, when he writésB e s i d e uldtreally s |
very much like to take upColeridges book, & fight xxx—his battle &
Wordsworths& my own, in which if | do not thrasfieffreymore severely than
Copplestonad i #°®R.ef er r i ng tBiograghiallLitarariadhg eremy

is now The Edinburgh Reew who, led by Francis Jeffrey, continued their
hostility to Wordsworth, Southey and Coleridge. Southey achieved his revenge
in The Doctor, &&wh en he 6t h'Plateves sppaitenityffromehyso

Preface to chapter dedications.

On 29 August, 1837, dhithey wrote an anonymous letter to a lady he was not
acquainted with. Signing the bottom
t he Doctor 0, he simply referred t
6 S o me WP | higlétter, he told hed Wh a t e v eyrthinl af Dr Dava,
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the book represents hiisciple and biographer to the very life, neither less

playful, nor less pensive, nor more wise, nor more foolish than he is, an old man

wi t h a b8¥he sentimenaaf thiletter echoes another whichigu

wrote to Caroline Bowles muaokarlier and oné have referred tahroughout

this chapterHe claimed ofThe Doctor, &¢ that althoughdo wi t h s omet hi ng

TristramShandy, something of Rabelais, and more of Montaigne, and a little of

old Burton, the pdo mi nant char act e ilnsboth letters,s st i | |
Soutkey conveys hisinwavering insistenc both recipients that his text has

not only been written within a jovial S €
the vePwith f édhlmeanpr ecdchoamiaeliectiag sosmnudhc 6

about himself. Hischoice of word- biographer indicates that Southey thought

of himself as such a man writing about life. In this case, his very own.
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Chapter IlI: The Perception of the Mind: a postmodern narrative
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was, by now, known more as a historian than a poet. As William A8pack

has pointed out, Southeyds O6émajor poet i
and his main publicati on%Lkenasyrotlisf t er we
Romantic counterparts, Southeyodos I|iterar
manners of writig. Yet, unlike his Romantic counterpartsu8wy wagrolific

in all of them letter writing, essay writing, poetry, prose, scholar of Spanish and
Portuguese history, bi ographies and many
of I ettersd aaudaripswgringehs lifdtimet HisrfriemdySamuel

Taylor Coleidge, credited Southeyith havingattemptedd al| most every sp.
of ¢ omp o s i*iniaddition ko raddingiséveral new ones. Today, critics

still consider this to be true. Carol Bolton rergued thab Sout hey i s a wr
who provoked and who continues to provoke unease and who resists

cat e g ot whishElisaocBesber@ondar, in her booRWomen, Epic and

Transition in British Romanticisn2011), has suggested that Southey was a

6trenecdsein reinventing and gothicizing t

The Doctor, &ccertainly does not fit within any given category. It is a text,
according to Speck, t hdThe@imayreason®r ei t her
this is due to the fact that, on the surfaites text appears to be a distorted
fragmentation, with no clear narrative or plot, whidelvesi nt o Sout heyo:
thoughts and opinions. | have discussed in the previous chapter where these
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lines separate anddheret hey mer ge 1 n r el aefocasrof t o Sou
this chapter, however, explores how the
mind represent themselves on the pageshaf Doctor, &cin terms of critical

theory and literary response.

Tristram Shandy(1759) has beemiewed as a text in which Laence Sterne

6uses both graphic design and paratexts

genre itself, rearranging the conventional ingredients of an eighteentry

book to chall engé Far thia ceason]rigtrane Shpnelyst at i on 0 .
offenseen to be the O6pr tTherafosed6t hef et he pos e
of Tristram®Bbebatdrydctabhatut éven if Southey

wi || be proper to take t Hthenittoomshoudf St ept
be treatedsoi kef at lb@%Howeser, ihshduddr notte

treated as a postmodern text solely for this reason. As the beginning of this

chapter will demonstrate, there are valid and just reasons fofTayDoctor,

&c can be viewed as an early postmodern texsiown right.

This chapter will exploreThe Doctor, &© s Il i nks t o post mode
modernism. By looking at these two elements, | will show Tt Doctor, &c
accommodates multitude of several genres fused within a multivolume text. |

will explore eements of genre theory and examine Hdve Doctor, &cfits the

structure of a postmodernist tely highlighting these techniques and features,

this chapter, with more emphasis on the postmodern, will ultimately
demonstrate that S oiglid of eeqrlg postrhodexnt andi s c ha
modernist thoughtThis will be demonstratedhrough an examination othe

literary deviseghat can that be seen The Doctor, &cbut, as the end of this
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chapter will establish, Southey also exhibits this through the pdsimo

musical notation that he creates within the text.
3.1 A Modern Genre?

How can Mdemnism have any affiliation with &manticism? One is so

sceptical, fragmented, impersonal and oblique whilst the other was once
described as being a type of literatureat t depicts O6emotional
i magi nat!fGiven tHis@ would be preposterous to consider the notion

that Soubey has written a text that is Postmodern. ThenBntics evoked

subjectivity, emphasised inspiration but, primarilygcdesed orthe importance

of the individuabmoder ni s m, on the other hand, o
guestion of renewall or a d & pnt aaditbnp n o f t
Modernni st writers challenged many <conve

and reliability, a contemporary setting, representative locations, ordinary
speech, linear plots and exP¥adsheve use
notion that Modernismi or even Bstnodernism - is an extension of
Romanticism is not a new ondéeter Akroyd has reagnised that the
Romantics were o6i mportant because they h
the modern world. They helped to fashion the way in which we all now think

and i nm%This vievdis supported and develdpby Isaiah Berlin who

observes

Theimportance of Romanticism is that it is the largest recent
movement to transform lives and the thought of the Western

world. It seems to me to be the greatest single shift in the
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consciousness of the West that has occurred, and all the other
shifts whichhave occurred in the course of the nineteenth and
twentieth century centuries appear to me in comparison less

important, and at any rate deeply influenced by it

Therefore, what genre, if any, cdime Doctor, &cbe categorised under? It is

my belief thatit is oneof the early nineteertbent ur yés most exper.i
unique texts. Although written during a periodnsmered predominately

Romantic, Southey uses techniques ialn are considered both Modernist and
Postmodernist. To begin, | would like to disss what type of genre Southey is

using within his texand how this is applicable toddernism.

What is the difference between literary fiction and genre fiction? In its basic

form, l iterary fiction is i decolariséii ed as
of ¢ har a%Thesea dhaacteristissomay include, but are not limited to,

technique, tone and content. Many people find it difficult to classify or break

literary fiction down into subcategories. In comparison, genre fiction includes

many subcategories like: romance, science fiction, thriller or mystery and

horror. Simply put, literary fiction is anything that does not fit into a genre. This

debate has gone on for many years, and was recently ignited by the release of

Davi d Mit c8lalé Hoosg€201b) Mitchell has been shortlisted for

the Man Booker prize twice and has long been a beloved writer of the literary
establ i shment, wi t h many critics regard
| it er ar®Yet,im2014, bis bdaBone Cbcks( 201 4) won Obest ni

the World Fantasy Awards and a little over a year later, he publiSteete
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House(2015)7 a ghost story o r as the Chicago Tribune

on a classfic ghost storybo.

Anita Mason suggests that the fundataérdifference betwee literary and

genre fiction is6 i f a book slots easily into 1its
designed that way by a writer who knows
there is a differ en ?eMadsomcertaihereatee & e | of
convincing argument t hat 6genre i s gove.
the writerodos skildl iI's directed towards
those I imitations [whereas] a I|iterary n
wholeoft he writerés skill is direct?®d towar
From this it may be argued that a crime writer is aspiring to form a puzzle of

some kind and take the reader on a journey of suspense that builds up over the

course of the text. Heever, what is a literary nokve aspi ring to? 1In
words 0 i t i s extraordinary difficult to s
qualities, yet it fails in its own terms. Because it is reaching beyond. To what?

An epic canvas? A psychological depth? A eisiof the human predicament?

T he t% Bytthis?a6countThe Doctor, &cshould be recognised as an

exemplary instance of literary fiction precisely because it is so hard to define

what it is attempting to achieve.

Dani el Chandl er hadgenetomes fromehe Frencha(dnd 6 t he w
originally Latin) word for 0kindbé or 6c
rhetoric, literary theory, media theory, and more recently linguistics, to refer to a
distinctive type o f  £*eRelterd Allen has noted thdor most of its two

thousand years, genre study has been primarily nomological and typological in
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function. That is to say, it has taken as its principle task the division of the

world of literature into types and the naming of those tyipesuch as the

botanist divides the realm of flora into varieties of pl&AtSherefore, if the

worl d of | iteratureds chief task has be
different genres then is it as simple to define the genre of a tast Allen

suggests- by examining its content, plot and characters, or is it far more
complicated than this? David Duff, in his stubiipdern Genre Theor{2000)
believes it i s the |l atter. I n contrast
Du f fo@esing statement simply reads]n modern literary theory, few
concepts have proved more probl?®matic a
Li kewi se, Robert Stam believes that a 6n
theorydéd and questions whet herrifgteshnre r eal
6mer el y the c on s?tStam tutthers hisdine offquestionmg by st s ? 6
asking if there is a o6finite taxonomy of
Are genres timeless Platonic essences or ephemeralptiomal entities? Are
gemescultureb ound or t%latnsicsul ftaur ad €dsons such
notion of genre is one whose meaning, validity and purpose have been
repeatedly questioned i n?® Thése typpsadft t wo
guestions are precisely why genhedrists, according to Edwin Bryant, agree

on the 6éinherently unstat®le and generic

Duff notes that in the modern period the perception of genre has disappeare

steadily while in its place abaest heti ¢ progr aigpemsed has e
withét he doctrine of 3% Two enovaments whichnhdve or ge
given impetustot hi s OGaest het i cg esntearnicce 6¥ ehnrdee ntch ee !
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Romanticismand Modernism.In fact, Duff goes further in saying that without

0t he disgehuesdn ohe o6l iberating ambiti
radically opposed poeti c &wolfl neRohaent i ci sn
been merged. It is a view that is shared by many. Likié Bandall Stevenson

believes M der ni s mé s t r e a tam eecohomico &nd politicen t € mp o
hi story [ é] hel ps | ocate the movement w
hi st*Frofy6.t his reason, Stevenson argues t
seen as a late extension of romanticism, or perhaps a modified repiademe

i £56In his view, Moder ni sm 6of fers Ut opi an con

dehumani zing nature of | e in a | ate ph
Supporting Stevensonos argument , Mi c h a
Oi mpersonal ity of mode hthée suppospdopersonay was

expressive qualityf the romantic lyric [and]ts preciseuse of metaphor with

the supposed vVvague n¥wWhsitmaefbelievesnhatrctiticsc t hi n k
felt the need to clarify to what extent that madsts writers were indeéd to
Romanticism dédand the extent to which t#h
pr oj¥eHet 6a.cknowl edges Frank Ker momheds and
this topi c, whi ch he <considers to be
reminded critics of assumptie about the status of poetry and the poet that
modernism inherited from romanticism, via the late nineteeatiury

symbolist movement, while Perloff recognised that there were several distinct

strands within modernism each with different relations twet@entihcentury

pr ec ed énncordgrast, writingof the time when Modernism was first

introduced, Rolfe Arnold Sceftames, in his studilodernism and Romance
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(1908), f el t t hadftastethdve losothedhalidityifardgttie c anons
novelist gnor es t he earlier conventions o f
structur e, and © Hewascdoonxcye r mfe do gihmito ntoh.e m
fascination with the O0Oext edewedopmertdf psycho
charactersconstitutedd moder nt 8 m aw v Baptelanes wedved

Modernismas adangeroustool which could potentially ruin contemporary

literature. Stevensofinds ScottJ a me s 6 ¢ 0 mme lmetasse theytarei gui ng

written

at a time when it i's unusual to find
applied to literature at all. For any study of writing in the early
twentiethcentury, there is a good deal to be learned not only
from ScottJ ame s 0 s remar ks themsel ves but

surprisingly early date of their publicatitn

ScottJ ames 6 Vvi e wned byeEtizabetrs Drgap who, in 1926, had
published her own study entitledhe Modern Novel: Some Aspects of

Contemporary Fictiomand remarked that

The great majority of the present gen
have made psychology, conscious and delibgrayehology,

their engrossing interest, and it is natural that such an interest

should entail their finding the older technique too clumsy for

their new purposé3

What s known todayasblder ni st fiction is O6usually

its rejectiono f  t ec hni g u e s*aannddridcipalpart frthiede oaws 6

153



i nterests is wuswually hel di of beighterede been
concern with individu®Whie Scatfigmescmay ve c on

have used the term ddlernism prematurgl he certainly did not use it

approvingly.

Many critics today argue that Modernism is an extension of Romanticism, but

Modernist writers themselves believed otherwisesPeterCh i | ds & opi ni on
Omodernni st writing IS mexgetimen@@on, tits c ul ar |
complexity, its formalism, and f%r its a
Li kewi se, Rachel Potter argues that O0mo

creating new ki nds* Ino6therfwords, iModnearini 6 & abi s
determined revolt against traditional literary forms meant that they were
experimenting with expression, narrative and writing style. In doing so, most

literature of the arly twentiethcenturyis obedient toEzraPounddés maxi m t
Omake it n e war this, T hediever is no$ loeocausé it was a new
concept. The fact t hat Poundods motto w
significant. He had in fact translated the sayingntf the inscription onan

ancient Chinesée¢® Emperoros bathtub

| agree with Helen Mappe nni sd6 vi ew t hat for Pound 6
meant <creating Adnvthiswegardkas oOfnrackne oiltd onewd n
60t o roelmeak with the past, in order to respond to, or indeed sculpt, the
experience of l i ving i®nYet,aT.Sp Elivt pstillb |y mo d
maintained h a t 0t he theradigtiseascontinaal sel§acrifice, a
continual exti ARlamidon hat @Peoseomyl itsydmot t

emotions but an escape from emotion, not the expression of personalibeb
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escape f r om? Hpre rEbobis aefring t dhe emotive state of

Romanticism and believes that he and his fellow writers were escaping from

such matters. However, as Tim Blanning argues, this was preciselpgbsite

of what Eliot acheved6 i t i s di f f i c ul -tomdntc uttenareay i ne a |

or one that was so comprehensively contradicted by everything that Eliot

created, which is a8 original as it is e
Much | ike T.S. El iot, i n her (124),say 6 Mr
Virginia Woolf proclaimed O6that in or at

chany&€dé. essay was Woolfdos response to /
the novel was in crisis as a result of the failure of Georgian novelists in their

| ack afct éc hanma ki nngtdheliewed wasriicial ®resuccess in

novel writing. Furthermore, he felt that the Georgian novelists created
characters that were not real, true or convinclig.claimed that Edwardians

like himself, HG Wells and John Galswoythhad invented societies, perhaps

even utopias, in which recognised people lived. In contrast, Woolf believed that

a novel s purpose wasatedoBeepetseoabdbnechmc ¢
so well that there is a house, in every detail, that we beamnvinced that

there must be a*Todlussaterthe Hifferenca wptweeh the e 6 .
Edwardians and Georgians, Woolf invented the character of Mrs Brown. It is

the representative figure of Mrs Brown that is the key issue between the writers.

For example, Woolf decided that Bennett
dress, face and body without the reader knowing her in any meaningfuP%ense,

whereas Georgians were interested more in her mind and thinking. st

a challenged to mee awayfrom realist literature When compared to the

155



Edwardians (1901910, the period in which Edward VII reigned), the
Georgians (1910936, the period in which George V reigned) rejected the
traditional reakm that the Edwardians espouded experimental fons of
many different kinds. This resulted in literature which seemed devoted to
experimentation and innovation. Therefoféoolf believed that literature had to
change in response to the change in human charéttsaying this, it is still

debatable whe modernist literary techniques began.

Peter Ackroyd accepts that O0the concept
o n ¥ dnd critics have often disputed where thigios of Modernism lie. Most

critics agree that the movemesgars from the late ninete¢h century until the

early twentiethcentury. Amongst those Randd Stevenson who considers the

6roots of transf or nPtb reach asifanbackadHennyn i st w
James (1848916) with his novelThe Portrait of a Lady1881). Much like

Stevenson, Michael Gorra in his critically acclaimed biography of James

Portrait of a Novel: Henry James and the Making of an American Masterpiece

(2012)- underlines how radically James shifts away from the fietigpractices

of the nineteentltentury withhis emphasis changing more towards character

than plot and introducing what is considered one of the earliest examples of

stream of consciousness. Howewetics, such as Darrel Mansell, argue that

stream of consciousness can be dated back furthetoslila n e ABHnsntae n 6 s

(1815) most notably in theharacter of Miss Bas>® However, Tony Tanner is

|l ess convinced. He believes it 1is omisl
portrayal of 0 s atwaghhe ageestshca to uGinteasis® 6cer t
discontinued but connected jumble of fragments of conscious and semi
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conscious (and per h%Altbough it mustrbe rotedbtias ) t h o u
her consciousness is never represented, only her sp®ldh.the phrase itself

was not coined until 1& by William James in his boolrinciples of

Psychology it was still very much within literature, except under the guise of

anothernaméoi nt eri or monol ogued.

Claire Drewery believes that although stream of consciousness gained favour
particularly afte the First World War,the interior monologue technique
6predat es t h% m attemptng itof defina nhe longids of this

technique Drewery cites MartinfFriedman a® ac knowl edging the pr
the O6sil ent i panliertexsddiSoed aitesmdclshe writ
noticed it, and Plato described thought in several oDiaguesas a dialogue

of the sofl with itselféo.

If many writers had been employing the stream of consciousness technique
before the timeperiod that is assodied with Modernism, therdid Modernist
techniques in fact prexist the likes of Ezra Pound, Virginia Woolf, James
Joyce and T.S Eliot? | believe so as these techniquesimerastencebefore
Modernismand can be traced back as far as Plato. Peter Chilus tis up

perfectly when he states

Modernism is regularly viewed as either a tibmund or a
genrebound art form. When timbound, it is often primarily
located in the vyears 189®30, with a wider
acknowledgement that it develops from the -mideteath

century [ éJboundhModernigneia associated with
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innovation and novelty, and has been stretched to include such
British and Irish figures as John Donne, William Blake,

Samuel Taylor Coleridge and Laurence S#&tn

In contrast to the aforeméomed views of David Duff, who believes it was in

fact the o&édissolution addcongidenthelgks whi ch

between Romanticism and ddernism, Childs believes that it is genre based
techniques that connect the two. Both are right: Dufd iphilosophical sense
and Childs in a literary sensérguably, if Modernism is construed generically
rather than as a literary period, there is no contradiction in describing writers of
earlier periods as bHernists, because genre, unlike period, istinod-bound.
Therefore, my study on Southey is kdsepon genrdound forms of
Modernism (and not timbound) in arguing why Southey should dmnsidered

a genrebound early Mdernist.

One thing tlat immediately makes stalled Modernist writing appear fiicult

to read, isitsevi dent violation of narrative
stress upon the centrality of human consciousness demolishes the old standard
ways of representing character, breaking up narrative continuity, violating
traditional synaix and narrative coherence. The following three examples are

typical devices and literary tactics ofddernist writers:

i.  narrative fragmentation, which more strikingly causes the radical disruption

of the linear flow of narrative
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the frustratiorof conventional expectations concerning unity and coherence
of plot andcharacter and consequent caudavelopment, including the

wr i t e-qcahscious grdclamation of the practice of his art

the prominent use of irony and ambiguity, and the opjposiof inward
consciousness and the subjective to the apparently rational, bringing hitherto

habitually accepted norms into question

It is clear that Modernism is as much about ideas as about form. The
interdependence of the two [gain when the extenbtwhich Modernism puts

the human consciousness cefdt&ge is recognised. Virginia Woolf believed it
was important to convey the internal subjective reality and, as shifts in human
consciousness occur in a matter of seconds, Woolf recognised that neither
dialogue nor narrator would allow her to present toenplexity of human
relationships.Woolf accomplished this irMrs Dalloway (1925) with free
indirect discourse. This is a narrative technigue which exposes the
consciousness, dramatises impressions awtldps characters in ways that
simple direct and indirect discourse cannot. The following passaddrsn

Dallowaydemorstrates free indirect discourse

And this had been going on all the time! He thdugheek

after week; Cl & he tbaglat;éasd at onde e ; whi |l
everything seemed to radiate from him; journeys; rides;

guarrels; adventures; bridge parties; love affairs; work; work,

work! and he took out the knife quite operilyhis old horn
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handled knife which Clarissa could swear he had had these

thirty yearsi and clenched his fist upor?ft

The focus is on a single character, in this instance Peter Walsh; however, the
narrative seldom remains straightforda within that single character
perspective; instead it moves fluidly between characters. cAaracters

utterances can be in firperson narrative, it removes the speech tags and
linguistic indicators, thereforeidentifying the personis reliant upon the
character s voi c%Thaaeifart ofdhésis ndt gistto oreate at ai n .
smootht r ansition from Peter Walsh to CIl ari
the movements between the characters, and elsewhere in the text between
focalised narratives and passages of omniscient descriptions, make it difficult

for the reader to locate the soarof any given thought. Therefore, free indirect
discourse is used here to blur the distinction between Peter Walsh and Clarissa
Dalloway. Woolf refused to believe that there was a difference between the

male and female mind, insisting that the mind isdragynous® An
androgynous mind neither represents a specifically masculine or feminine point

of view. Therefore, | would contend that, by using free indirect discourse in the
passage, the interconnection between Peter Walsh and Clarissa Dalloway is
representing an androgynous mind and articulating that women are equal to

men.

Li ke Wool f, Southey believed 6t hat [ hi s]
its cogitations as s&dmrahet keapwadaot i p
thought comes; who indeed rca t ' ISduthey, in The Doctor, &¢

demonstrates these O6cogitationsdé by por
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through the literary technique of free indirect discourse. Although the theory of

free indirect discourse is typically associated withmode t ext s, 6Jane A
generally acknowl edged to be the*first E
of it through Othe represefbDani¢el Guoim of f i

makes a convincing argument t dofteruggest t
inhibit the discussion of f Guemakesdi r ect
his case usi ngmmaA(&lh),cut dis argunenteid equally
applicabl e t.d&irstSfreal indirectydscurse & xften held to be
incompatible withéaut hori tati ve n"a Secoadlyj @umn ¢ o mme n
argues that free indirect di scourse O6ha
di sruptive afThidestabhniiquea gdeompeews ot he
with and sounderminethe monologic authost of the narrator or the implied

aut Ror 6.

As my first chapter touched upon, this can be seenterchater VIl where

thereappear to bseveral voicegsompetingto be heard over the narrator when

asking wo the Doctor is. Thidisjointednarrative, agxplained, even led Edgar

Allen Poe tospeculatavhetherthere was more than one narrateree indirect

discourses a characteristiof Mrs Dallowayand many other modernist texts.

Yet , as Gunn points out rednadequatee andc har act
m sl eadi ngO6AuU Nt eneGsspercdv eolfs and earlier t
indirect discourse in conjunction with a trustworthy, authoritative narrative

voice and which repeatedly intertwine free indirect discourse with narratorial

commentary, sometinse i nsi de of ‘aThisiseguplyappleablat ence o .

161



to The Doctor, &cas it isa text in which the consciousness of thmarrator

intertwines withauthorialcommentaryithin the fragmented narrative.

32005tt er ni fying Sternebod

Virginia Woolf corsideredTristram Shandyo be a modern novel. In her essay

6The Senti ment al Jour neyNew (Yeorku Heralds h e d or
Tribuneon 23 September 1928 in whichA Wool f i
Sentimental Journgyshe remarked thdtristram Shandywvas &6 si ngul ar |l y
own &dbeke Wool f, Car ol WestramsShamdyssa s ugge st
thoroughly postmodern work in every sense except the period in which it was

wr i t'&Vanlot.er G  bel e X pandsTrisbam Shahdyss by ad«
generally regarded as a precursor to postmodernism, anticipating many of its

t e ¢ h n{ Time and historiographylay a significant role in bothThe

Doctor, &c and Tristram Shandyand the way thesdisruptionscan be viewed

aspostmodern.

When the fist volumes ofTristram Shandyvere published in 175% madean

6i mpact on the circl &3hetedlingfitaveked imtheab | e | i
public is perhaps best described by Thomas Turner, a local shopkeeper from

East Hoathly, a small Sussexllage. Writing on 24 September 1762, he

recors i n hi st hamneall gay and pretty busy. In the afternoon

employed myself avriting. In the even Mr Tipper read to me part ofla&know

not what to call 8iThetelbngbrea@ ni Fur amr 8aseénd
(6paritl oknaw not whati d @t ecsa btdhtustont 6§ ad e r €

regarding the text. In fact, ironically, Turner has written this sentence in true
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Shandean style by the use of thdeée hyphen.
i's due tdisrupt®Hnh @& estaldighed novelistic conventiofRsr example,

the figure of Parson Yorick dies in Volume One, his demise marked solely by a

blank page in the novel, yet reappears later for the rest of the story. Carol Watts

sums uprlristram Shandyvell when she states

the authorodés preface appears in volu
jumbled and missing, a dedication is hawked to the highest

bi dder [ é] the narrative appeared cur
numerous digressions and stories. Punctonasgm riot, with a

breathless use of dashes, asterisks, and squiggl§lines

Horace Walpole was intrigued by this wayward narrative. He decided that
Sternebs approach involvedaoktwar dwhpEE he
can conceive of man sayingt would be droll to write a book in that manner,

but haveno notion of hisperseveringi n e x e ¢ ®thers gverd lesé .

i mpressed. Samuel Johnson declared that
wi || d o 8 Yes, despiteotmisfristram Shandywasrecognised as being

6a creature of the market®[mnSitenvmud hseraw
words, TristramShandydo was made t o b andfwilleeentmreio cr i ti c
rest the book on this grouridthat it is either above the power or bethetine

attention of any critic or hypar r i t i ¢ WhManysnmeteerdiwedtury

English c¢critics agreed with Sterneds st
disgust with F.R. Leavis dismissing Sterne in the footnote of an essay as being

6i rresp@monmrs i6usrigviad notrugtibthe early tweieth century that

both writers and critics began to cel ebr
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Joyce, St er n esametragitioroof eodhic prdtest asd his fellow
countrymend buteknefv [ hes]s®whileofonah absu

Virginia Wool f, Sterneds writing brought

b %9 .

After being expelled from Westminster School in 1792, Southey found out that

he had been rejected from Christ Church, Oxfordveisity (instead being

accepted at Balliol CollegePpepressedy the reality of being expelled from

school, he began drinking heavily for two days in Brighton whilst on a sojourn

visiting his school friend Thomas Davis Lamb. It was after this hard dignki

session that Southey first decided to r@adtram Shandya novel that was to

become a favourite over the course of his lifetime, amelt thathas led many

critics to point out the Shandean humour that infodhe ut hey 6 s own att e
become a nalist in his rambling noveThe Doctod®° In a letter to Caroline

Bowles, Soathey admits that heintendédl i t t 1| e more at first t

in a way that nlibgthobn amuse the wisebd

perceived thatthere was no way in which | could so
convernently dispose of some of my multifarious collections,
nor so well send into the world some wholesome but
unpalatable truths, nor advance speculations upon dark
subjects without giving offense or exiting animadversion.
With something therefore of TristraBhandy, in its character,
something of Rabelais, more of Montaigne, and a little of old

Burton, the predominant character is still my &tvn
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For Southey, Sterneds work was so i mpres
his opus on it, but quote@ristram Slandyand referenced the text throughout

his private correspondence. In a letter to Grosvenor Charles Bedford May31

1792, Southey begs Bedford to te*ch him
The reason for thisgs hegoes on to explajns becaus he has O0been r ¢
Tristram Shandy & | want t WOnenwofti stl e a:
later, Southey talks abodtristram Shandyagain but this time in a letter to

Thomas Philipps Lamb in which he boldly declares

May all Doctor Slops curse thade critic goad who shall dare

t o find fault wi t h my wonder f ul ode
unpitied, let him howl, rage, and moan, till like Obadiah

repentance atone [é] May | beg you wil
pray tell if the sheep and the corporal both argequell, if

Mr. Matthews prevailed on his lady to call, and if poor

Obadiah got well of his fall. Some account, too, pray send if

hostilities stop, or if Widow Wadman has won Doctor $top

Southey is nbjust introducingcharacters fronTristram Shandynto his letters,

but treating them as if they are real life people that he has encountered.
Ironically, it could be argued this is true. Characters of much loved books are
figures readers wish could be tru.this passage is read with narior
knowledge & Tristram Shandyit may beimaginedthat Southey is talking
about real life people. Southey does the same in a letter to his brother, Henry

Her bert Southey, on 27 May 18dnder& when he
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Mrs Gonne used to tell me Mary Sealyh a d ai nbweaa Trist@m Shandy

says many persons have either % pumpkin

In December 1811, Southey writes to Grosvenor Charkeded. In his letter

he statedl shall take care to write fully as usu@lbutprint a string of asterisks

like—the-in like the recital ofxweex <what was said to> Tristrasnmisfortune

when the misfortune happedere Gouthegishi m at
ref er enci argum@sloravhen yhé window sash breaks. The event is

usually eferred to in the novel by the use of asteriSiauthey appears to be so
fascinated with Sternef6s text t hat he 1
referring to everyday minor incidents or comparing real life events to things that

have occurred in theowel.

It would appear that Southey, like Sterne, wanted to create a literary world in

which the boundariesf the self could be tested fandthe political, religious

and social establishments could be questiohitimately, both texts ask the
guestion:.what happens when you are born into a world of risk and imaginative
experiment? For Sterne, this provokedhacled reaction from the public. His

power to shock |l ay primarily in his text
the libidinal energies that anated eighteente e n t u r®yForlekamele) .
Sternebs writing is viewed by some to h
church and state as well as being a political allegory of its day. In addition to
this, it was al so seoen tahse Ofiawi cafdsu toef staht
Mar k Curri e has Tristatn 8handys b aovel abdbittthe forme 6 s

of the fictional narrative because it comically highlights formal conventions in

t he % whildt &outheyattempts something similahis text did not



receive the high praise that Sterneds di
and explore the boundaries of experimental writing as they distort reality and

make the reader enter a realm of literary uncertainty

According to Tatyana Fedosqvane of the essential aspects of postmodern
literature is the reflection %Immythe foll
view, everyone has their own reality. Thus, everything thateepted aseality

iIs amererepresentation of it, for languagees not only express reality but also

creates it. In this way, it is impossible to know reality as it really is, that is to

say, i ndependently 6o0of the structuring f
appear ¥ Textoanduimedmay be understood darly, and are so treated

within PostmodernismPremodern texts have their meaning in their relation to a

world outside the text, but in the postmodern text there are only other texts

outside the textTime, too, is not allowed to exist independent oftiad. It is
subjeciveConsequentl vy, it is viewed different
personal experience of time is given special attention when describing
sequential experiences. Philip Rosen has likehisdeixperience to a battlefield,

0 mo dtempaorality is like a battle terrain on which the disordering force of

time struggles with the need Yind desir
Postmodern literaturethis sometimes results imarrative chaoas o6 wr i t er s
intentionally break off a chronologal narration with reminiscences of
character s Mis this narsafive chaosinoregdrds to time within

thetext-t hat | would | i ke to explore in mor e
St er ne 6 s intordex tosshowa hot they exploand demonstrate this

Postmodern trait.
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3.3Time is Crucial

Time is a key theme within boffristram Shandyand The Doctor, &cand it

appears in many forms. Sterne is concerned with the nature of timbeand

considers time in many of its aspedime as duation, both chronological and
psychological, the time it has taken a reader to actually read the text in addition

to the time that the reader feels or accepts has passed within the text; the time it

takes for events to take place as well as time as amisag@nal device. | will

be exploring the idea of suspended time and how time is used as a structural

device within both texts. Firstly, however, | would like to focus on how time is
perceived through the eyes of thistne r eade:!
perspective, | will brieflydisclssh ow t he text és publicati on

this.

In May 2014, 19, Birkbeck Universityodés online |
Studies in the Long Nineteenth Century, launched a new digital reading project

call ed Ouirc k Mm s @ a | Copyng iite mdnéhly rhythm of

publication 150 years after it was published, from May 2014 to November 2015,

the Reading Projectos aixparimenate captre engage
nineteentkcentury modes of reawy through twentyfirst-century eyes.

Ultimately, it asked the question: what happens when a text is read in parts?

Literary invention is shaped by the formal constraint of the narrative units
reflected within each volume oThe Doctor, &c. The printing scheule
produces a narrative rhythm. Going against this rhythm and the immersive

possibilities of a bound book, reading at intervals interrupts the flow of
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narrative. Subsequently, this frustrates reading for the plot aradticalates
narrative and readingi me wi th the rhythm of product
Dickensian novel is often associated with the long form, but it-faudiarised

by the thirtytwo page units of attention contrived by its original mode of
publication. The fleeting paratext ofiertisements captures each instalment of
Our Mutual Friendin the marketplace, and anchors the text to its contemporary
moment of cultural consumption. Yet, its periodical publication articulates a
sequence of dispersed reading sessions separated byarrdagtérvals.
Therefore, if reading long form requires an extended investment of time
enunciated by the rhythm of work and recreation, then to read at yearly intervals
(as is the case withhe Doctor, &3 extends the experience of the text over the

courseof thirteen years.

How The Doctor, &ds read today in its one bound forni is entirely different

to how it would have been viewed during its time of publication. The first two
volumes appeared in 1834 with the third in 1835. The fourth volume was
published in 1837, the fifth in 1838 and the last two posthumously in 1847. This
raises one vital question: what form of text is it? It is now considered a book
because of the loose plot of Doctor Daniel Dove iésdeven volumes are read
bound into a singleolume.However, as the reviews at the time suggest, it was
difficult to identify exactly what this text was about. If the text was read as it
was originally intended, then it would certainly hinder the way in which it is
now viewed. Today, a bound book gs/the reader an option of deciding when

and where to stop the flow of narration. In the different years Southey published
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his volumes, this would not have been the cd$m flow of narration was

decided by Southey and separated by intervals at his pteasu

From his letters, it has been proven that he began writing this tetkie at
beginning of the nineteenttentury. According to his letters, the majority of the
material, if not all, had been written by the time the first two volumes were
published in 834. This raises one vital question: why had Southey decided not
to publish the text in its entirety? He deliberately isolated the volumes and
published them separately. To the modéay reader, there is a connection to
be made i n Sout hoetyeérthe vgeddin@ mudic of ahial ane ,
Deborah Dovein the second volume and the discussion in the sixth
posthumously published volume of the musicboMy Mi str ess, or Mr s.
becauseboth passages are now bound within one volumewever, this
conredion would have beelost on thecontemporaryeaderduring that time as
there is a thirteeyear gap betweenthese volumes being publishethe same

can be said for the reader Ofysses(1922) who read the text as it was first
published and would have é&e in the same position, as would the reader of

Tristram Shandyor, even, as | mentione@ur Mutual Friend

Reading in parts shapes the play of suspension, anticipation and retrospection
speculated by reader response. This is certainly the case f&@ Diské novel s t h
were published in instal ments or even t}
at young working class men. Yet, even more intriguing is thetfiattthesame

story appeared in more than one text, and wgminged in various publications

It wasso immensely popular that it was quickly translated from a periodical into
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book form, which was published in many editiolssit a matter of coincidence

that the same plot is engaged in two separate texts and told over a number of
publications? Fdhermore, was it a deliberate and conscious decision on

Sout heyds behal f {wmdedres bossible boethattiteifst as | ot

over thirteen years aradlows him tomanipulate time?

34Wr i t er 6s Ti me

Time has various functions within a literatgxt. On t he one hand, it
ability to set events in orderdo as well
or i e n t%aretjoa thé contrary, time can alsperate more fluidly in its
representation of thé movemeam t he pas®inanggverne fut ul
text, 6at the author s wovekflomtheeemdont s can
the beginning, step over certain intervals and stages, stop, and freeze stretch or
compress. They can even disappé&dr and at
this respect, postmodern time is unsteady, varied, and reversible. This is seen in

both Tristram Shandyand The Doctor, &c In terms ofTristram Shandythe

novel opens in 1718 but ends in 1713. Sterne takes the reader through a
historical journey that ranes fr om Henry VI I106s ti me al
1766. While Mrs Shandyds | abour begins i
Volume lll. Subsequently, even though Tristram is an eight month old baby, his

birth takes one year as this is the time thatpessed between the publication of

Volume | and Volume llI.

For The Doctor, &G Southey begins the text with the Doves in their home, the

next two chapters are focused on explaining to the reader who the Doctor is
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before Southey, in chapter four, intrads the birth of the Doctor who is
o0Daniel, the son of Dani el Dove and of I
in the West Riding of Yorkshire, on Monday the twesgcond of April, old
styl e 9By udng dhe narrative form of external analepsisutBey
narrates a past event (this being the birth of Daniel) later than its chronological
place in the story. In fact, it is a flashback before the narrative has even really
begun. As the reader is aware, the adult Daniel is currently, within the text at
this point, écshid®Pimidhmger one. Sduthey doasrnat return to
the adult Daniel again until chapter six. Therefore, Southey has suspended the
time and the plot related to him. However, as the birth of baby Daniel occurs
within this suspnded time period in chapter four, baby Daniel has been born at
the same time that adult Daniel is resting in his-ahair. Therefore, both baby

and adult Daniel exist at the same time.

Tristram refers to the time in which he is writing the novel, aratgd the

reader in the room where he is writing. He writes about the weather and
describes his activities. Ormarticular thought comes to him:t hi s very r ai
day,March26 1759, and between the hoéUrs of n
The year is the #&gal time when Sterne was writing this voluriiée narrator,

however, tells u¥ And her e | a"nday of Audgust,nl@6s, intahi s 12
purple jerkin and yellow pair of slippers, without either wig or cap on, a most
tragicomical completion of his prediion that | should neither think, nor act like

any other manés chitldheuponrtusatonverfytae
(and arguably Sterneds) time brings to t
as well as thefictionality of the charactar who have been, thus far,
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convincingly alive for the reader. Moreover, it raises the question of the
relationship between the actual writer (and not the fictional persona) and the

novel. In fact the narrator disrupts the narrative so persistently that Soaiy 6 s
characters fail to convince, a point madeJegn Raimond when she argues that

the text is a Ohybr ithe storpa Rr DanieltDove bfar d | y &
Doncaster is only a slender threadThe Doctoramounts to a collection of

endless digresons upon an infinite variety of topics, teeming with quotations

from innumetable authorso.

Thenarrator (within the seven chapter countdown tobaginning of the story)

states

| was in the fourth night of the story of the Doctor and his

horse, and &d broken it off, not like Scheherezade because it

was time to get up, but because it was time to go to bed. It was

atthirtyf i ve mi nutes after ten o6éclock, on
year of our Lord 1813 [é]- There had b
storm in the aftrnoon; and though the thermometer had fallen

from 78 to 70, still the atmosphere was chatéed

According to the narrator, the idea of writing this story came to him in 1813 on
the"®d20Jul yo-mandt é$ hiaft¥rHoveen thisi8cl ock o
known not to be true. Referring back to his personal correspondence, the
previous chapter demonstrated that the thought occurred far earlier than 1813.

As mentioned in a letter to Grosvenor Charles Bedford, da@e®ekcember

1815, Southey writes
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| have donesomething to Brazil since my return, & something
also to D Dove, 1 a secret which we must keep as much as
possible,i for a half years secret | think would be very
probably worth half a dozen editions. There is so much of
Tristram Shandy about it, thatHink it will be proper to take
the name of Stephen Yorickson Esq the title pagel this is

a notion only half a day old. | would give one of my ears, if |
could have both yours just now to try some of this book upon
them. So much of it is done, thiaghall very probably put it to
press in the spring. It is very doubthttthis-timewhether | do

not lose more than | gain by giving up so much time to
reviewing;i & whenever that ceases to be doubtful, huzza for

a joyful emancipatiortt®

Therefore, theconcept thafThe Doctor, &cresembledTristram Shandyonly

occurred to Southey in 1815two years after the narrator of the text insists that

the idea occurred in 1813. Although the volumes themselves were published
between the years 183¥847, two werepublished posthumously. In this
respect , t lcentinues afterdis deathlatkiComge has pointed out

that if Tristram Shandy s read in the right order, [
the same way that time is, since the present of the readomgnies a kind of

gateway through which words, descriptions and events pass in their transition
from the realm of possi'HPLikeSterye, Southeyo t he r
transports the reader through time periods blurring the lines between actuality

and possibility.
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3.5Suspended Time

In Tristram ShandySterne inserts digressions and flashbacks within a moment

that stops the charactersdé time while, t
supplements the plot of the novel. For instance, in Volnmee Uncl e Toby
reply to his brother isnterrupted,o | t hink, r Eopyl takiagdhismy unc |
pipe from his mouth, and striking the head of it two or three times upon the nalil

of his left thumb, as he began his sentende, t hi n k' Yet, @anyswo h e 6 .

pages later, Tristram returns to Toby without any time app&rkatliing passed

in TobydéBuwot | @ p rTgbg whomall this whilé vee have left
knocking the ashes “®luig notoutil olunse Twoe bacco p
where time is reersed- that Sterne brings the attention of the reader back to
Tristrambés fatherods questi OhitisadtiMeat can
moment that the reader learns what Toby has to say in response. It is neither an
explanation nor theory, but suggestion that they ask a servant. In similar
fashion, Sout hey begins the narrative of
St . Georgebs had stuck five. Mr s Dove ha
cup of tea. The Doctor was sitting in his acm a i*?% Hbwever, for the next

five chapters and eighteen pages, Southey takes the reader on a historical
journey i n whi ch he gi ves a detail ed
background as well as diverting off course with numerous digressive narratives

where he discusses philosophy, literature and religion. Between chapters one

and si x, it i's al most ashafrédheh®d®ocvan,]
from the narrative and is forgotten about. Yet, at the start of chapter

Southey begins by stagn
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Reader, you have not forgotten where we are at this time: you
remember | trust, that we are neither at Dan nor Beersheba;
nor anywhere between those two celebrated places; nor on the
way to either of them: but that we ar
that Mrs. Dove has just poured out his seventh cup of tea, and

that the clock of %Bt. Georgeo6s has str

Southey suspends time and interrupts the order of the narrative to present his

own digressive thoughts as welhdoings an i n
so, the technique functions for Southey, as it had for Sterne, to suggest how
experience might be accumulated more quickly than it can be written down, so

that all narrative moves backwards rather than forwards. Stepiairex the

problem very aarly.

| am this month one whole year older than | was this time

twelvemonth; and having got, as you perceive, almost into

the middle of the fourttvolumei and no farther than to my

first dayds dewonstrative that I have
and sixtyf our more days to write just now
reason should they be cut short? at this rate | should just live

364 times faster than | should wité

Southey has attempted to writeSt e r n e 6 s he lonlyklifereece being t
that Southey hasendeauur ed t o write his text on a
speaks well and wisely will nevé® be acc

Further more, Southey is creating a 6humc
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Caroline Bowles iagwisili®ed ias*Thebdsebloas.
achieves. He has created a tale so4angled that the plot isokt within the

digressionsTo go back to chapters one and six, the narrator explains why there

is a need O6to have gone babikhpt a’®¢de Doc
the reasonbeinphe Doctor o6énever <could have beer
t hat comfortable parlour [ é] had it not
fatherdéds books, his school master Guy, a
and which it was therefore indispensable that thou shouldst be made

a ¢ g u a t**rBoutheyds. manipulating the use of time and narration because,

as Tatyana Fedosova points out, in a postmodern sense, as time in a text can be
stopped or frozen, the order of eveat&ae N change or O6even disa
aut hor 6s wi 1% This agporatiendsr agam dost ifontbe. next twenty

two chapters, in amongst the politics, religion and philosophy, until the reader
encounters the Doctor astthow darstanbt have r y par
forgotten, Mrs. Dove was making tea for the Doctor on that ever memorable

af t e r?hab therénd of chapter twengyght. The narrator begins chapter

twenty-nine by proclaiming that

we have arrived at that point which determinesshee ne [ é ]
in our method of narration, nothing has been inartificially
anticipated; that, there have been no premature disclosures, no
precipitation, no hurry, or impatience on my part; and that, on

the other hand, there has been no unnecessary delapabut t

we have regularly and naturally come to this developtfient
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It would seem that after such a long and elaborated explanation, the narrator
would then proceed to go beyond the seventh cup of tea and the Doctor sitting
in his armchair. Yet, this is not thease. The narrator continues to lament
further on &%dilkis protessioni bafgre naentitwpthe Doctor

and his tea again

My good reader will remember that, as was duly noted in our

first chapter P.1 the clieck of St. Ge
when Mrs. Dove was pouring out the seventh cup of tea for

her husband, and when our history opens. | have some

observations to make concerning both the tea and the tea

service, which will clear the Doctor from any imputation of

intemperance in his usd that most pleasant, salutiferous and

domesticsing beverage: but it would disturb the method of my

narration were they to be introduced in this pldd¢ere | have

something to relate about the Clétk

This chapter finishes with the narrator descriktimg history of the clock of St.

George, which heontinues to do at gredngth for the next few chapters.

Much | i ke Uncle Tobyés response, there i
the Doctor goes onto his eighth cup of tea, whether he rises fsomir-chair or

what the next part of the tale is. Paul Cobley, in his bdakrative (2001),

offers a simple and straightforward analysis in regards to story, plot and
narrative. He defines 6storyéd as consi s
depicted** wi t hin the text whereas O6plot is

dictates that these events are somehow linked and that they are therefore to be
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depicted in rePanromtivecabbwewvker dd6i s t
telling of these events andeth mode sel ect ed ¥ ®hus,byhat t o
this point inThe Doctor, &G the reader is seventy one pages deep into the text

and, even though the story has moved on, the plot has not and remains in the

same place as if you were reading the firstepag

Though the plot has not advanced in its narration (in fact it has travelled
backwards in time), Southey does alter the use of tense each time Mrs Dove

pours out the cup of tea. In thestichapter, the narrator statesMr s . haBDo v e
justpoured outth Doct or 6s seventh cup of tea. T
armc h al¥®Th@ useot he past perfect simple tense
that the action has been complet8dy Chapt er  Shaxjystpoardtir s . Dov
out the seventh cup oftea, andthadh e cl ock of St. eorgeods
Past perfect simple has become present perfect simple, the tense for a past

action that remains incomplete.

The | ast ti me Mrs Doveods twentymineiweenencount
Southey writest he fcl 8t k @Geor geds had just struc
was pouring out the seventh cup of tea for her husband, and our history
opeli’sHhe.r e a Opast continuousdé6 tense s
imagine the tea at the moment when it is being pouiduht is interesting to

note is that the act of pouring the tea lasts over the course of the first three

single bound volumes published between 1834 and 1835. In this regard, the

pouring of the tea lasts for an entire year. However, this would not be nigiceab

to a reader who had a copy of giegle collected volume
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Both Sterne and Southey deal with two different kinds of time: the literal time

of the reader, which is measured by the
much (fictional) time has elapsed time lives of the characters. For Southey, if

the example of Mrs Dove pouring the tea is taken, fictional time has stood still

whilst the literal timeof the readermdvances for as long as it takes to r2&8d

chapters to be precis€he time it takes to e&l 71 pages will vary depending on

the readerés reading speed, but however
reader as active a participant in the text as the characters themselves. Given the
publication dates of the first three volumesTdfe Doctor &c, it would have

taken its first readers at least a year to have read the account of Mrs. Dove
pouring a single cup of tea&terne, on the other hand, demonstrates this
differently. Tristram observes that it would have taken the reader &fout

minutesto read what happened since Uncle Toby rang tHeabdlObadiah left

for Dr. Slop:6so t hat no one can say, with res
Obadiahtime enough, poetically speaking, and considering the emergency too,

both t o g &@Yatnmdfictional iraed the characters have performed

actions that require more than the ninet

Like Sterne, Southey proves &hows no regardfor the laws of the novel. He
begins his story with a single paragraph before disrgghe order antakesno
interestin the chronology of events. In my view, Southey was revoliggnst

the established conventions of supplying a novel witlegnning middle and
end. In this respect, the book almost reads as a parody of novele of t
eighteenth century and early nineteerimtury which presentedcarondogical
evolutionof the literary hero from his birth to his grave in a straightforward and
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simple mannerin the exaggerated appearance of disorder that it cultivates, and
in its dsruption of the normal order of eventdie Doctor, &cmay well like
St e r Tmigréns Shandybe considered an antiovel. This is evident within

the first three chapters.

The Doctor, & s f i rg§o6 Thbeapueyect of This Histo
Tead 1 begins in a conventional manner thatfasniliar from other novels.
Although it consists solely of one paragraph, Southey has written it in a

coheremnorder with a linear structure

The c¢clock of St. Georgebds had struck
pouredat t he Doctordés seventh cup of te
sitting in his arrachair. Sir Thomas was purring upon his

knees; and Pompey stood looking up to his mistress, wagging

his tail, sometimes whining with a short note of impatience,

and sometimes gently putg his paw against her apron to

remind her that he wished for another bit of bread and butter.

Barnaby was gone to the farm: and Nobs was in the $table

This chapter, the narrator tells the re
approvetcConfommeagd 6to the Horatian precept
mi ddl e ¢“ Southey asksshat in dhe few lines of the preceding

chapt er [exglanatiom?Who was Blobs? Who was Barnaby? Who

was the Doctor? Who was Mrs. Dove? Theplace, where? The time ,wher?

i The persons, who@&? What Southey is stating, within a satirical context, is

that he has begun his text in aiway ¢t hat
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6the most appif°Coeparappgr Sachbdeyods openit
popular eighteentitentury texts, it is easy to understand why he has done this
and what he means by it. Daniel DefoeRiabinson Cruso€l719), begins by

stating

I WAS born in the year 1632, in the city of York, of a good
family, though not of that countryny father being a foreigner

of Bremen, who settled first at Hull. He got a good estate by
merchandise, and leaving off his trade, lived afterwards at
York, from whence he had married my mother, whose
relations were named Robinson, a very good familyhat t
country, and from whom | was called Robinson Kreutznaer;
but, by the usual corruption of words in England, we are now
called - nay we call ourselves and write our nam€rusoe;

and so my companions always called'the

Likewise, Jonathan Swift, iGullive r 6 s  TL728)yatsd ksegis his text in a

similar manner

My father had a small estate in Nottinghamshire: | was the
third of five sons. He sent me to Emanuel College in
Cambridge at fourteen years old, where | resided three years,
and applied myselflose to my studies; but the charge of
maintaining me, although | had a very scanty allowance, being
too great for a narrow fortune, | was bound apprentice to Mr.

James Bates, an eminent surgeon in London, with whom |
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continued four years. My father now atiden sending me
small sums of money, | laid them out in learning navigation,
and other parts of the mathematics, useful to those who intend
to travel, as | always believed it would be, some time or other,
my fortune to do. When | left Mr. Bates, | wentvdo to my
father: where, by theassistance of him and my uncle John, and
some other relations, | got forty pounds, and a promise of
thirty pounds a year to maintain me at Leyden: there | studied
physic two years and seven months, knowing it would be

useful n long voyage¥®

Both of these opening paragraphs have one thing in common: even though they

appear to have been written depicting th

the reader the backdrop to it, they do,
t hi H%Tshou.s , |l eaving the reader asking: w h
1632, in the city YWdndrowtkat odc ar rgwmtdi d mar

to change his name f r'8SwiofCréuss ocepde ntion go Kpr ae
is slightly longer ad his hero leaves the reader intrigued as to where this
educated young fellowbds story wild.l end |
two, he has followed the rules in his fi
t he mi ddI*%as wds thé dommogractice for most novels before him.

Interestingly, the rules he follows are then disregarded in chapter three when he
begins by the narrator asking @e&awhho was
time the question is attempted to be answered, the mearnatinterruptd and

the linear flow disrupted
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Who was the Doctor? We will begin with the persons for
sundry reasons, general and specific. Doth not the Latin
grammar teach us so to do, wherein the personal verbs come
before the impersonal, and the Piagjue muribus precede all
other nouns? Moreover by replying to this question all needful
explanations as to time and place will naturally and of

necessity follow in due sequence.

Truly | will deliver and discourse
The sum of all

Who has the Doctor? Cahlbe necessary to ask?Alas the

vanity of human fame! Vanity of wvaniti
few, 0 says Bishop Jeremy Taylor, fhav
Veneat apadi[néod Weag i wand 6t he Doctor? Oh t
thou hadst known him, Reader! Then shoulthve answered

the question; if orally, by an emphasis upon the articlehe

Doctor; as if in written words, THE DOCTORthus giving

the word that capital designation to which, as the head of his

profession within his own orbit, he was so justly éadi{ € ]

para todos; porque es un aparator de varies materias, donde

el Filosofo, el Curtesano, el Humanista, el Poeta, el

Pridicador, el Teologo, el Soldadoé p Wh o was t he Doctor ?

The Doctor was Bbctor Daniel Dovebd
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There are three attempts made to arshve question of who the Doctor is dand
after switching to Spanish for a lengthy period of timéhe narrator finally

answers it. However, after his answer, the reader still does not know much more

than the heroés full n aamcetensioh overtthreey b u i |
pages only to reveal the herobés birth n;:
Def oeds opening paragraphs, it i s cl ea
conventional novel s®theyare writiea inThiaipyenyoved f o

remniscent of modernist writers who sought to break away from Georgian and

Victorian writing to create something new.

The narrator then refers back teetfirst chapter and asks agéirdo f or i n t he f
lines of the preceding chapter how much is there thitimes explanation?

Who was Nobs? Who was Barnaby? Who was the Doctor®who was Mrs.

Dove?i The place, whered The time, whef i The persons, who?!?
Southeyds use of the em dash here is od
substitute for a colm semi colon, commas or parentheses. However, to use an

em dash in the middle of the sentence to divide completely formed sentences is
perplexing since it would not be used when writing positive statements ending

with full stops. As the question mark acs the punctuation mark in this

instance, grammatically, there is no need for it. Therefore, | would argue that

the em dash is a replacement for the quotation mark to signify speech and
represents the readersd voi cesgnoreHowever
typographical convention. | n QGlanssg 1748 ed
even though he did use gquotation mar ks
b e g,&2¥néalsanarked his speakers by using dashes or lines.
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According to Keith Houston, the @f the quotation mark in the eighteenth
century oOcame f r ondWriters likel Daniel Befoé, dlenryr e al i s
Fielding and Samuel Ri chardsoncheschewe
filtered t hr ou gotesented reaaaearsr with dheir chaeag'

unvarnished words, and with this new directness came a need to separate speech

f rom n a¥ Whild Soathey does use quotation marks in places, he also

uses em dashes in others. Modernist writers, like James Joyce, also used em

dashes to represequotation marks. Today, em dashes and quotation marks

have become optional in some novels. Cynan Jones in his Hoeddig(2014)

uses none

We've had a report of fl§ipping. He waitedl just wanted to

ask whether you would know anything about that.

What did they tip? asked the man.

The policeman didn't respond. He was looking at the junk and

the big man saw and said, Does it look like | throw things

away?

Just wondered if you could help, sir, said the policéffan

What this demonstrates is thatiters like Southey, Sterne and Richardson were

experimenting with forms and words baak the eighteenth and nineteenth
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century. However, they were in the minority. dtnot until the early twentieth
century when the movement ofddernism appeared thdtelse forms became
acceptable or, at the very least, more common. Today, they are still being used.
What this suggests is that a progression of creative ideas started with Sterne and
Southey. To take the example of the em dash, although it was not commonly
used at the time, Southey and Richardson do use it in their work. They then
become the forerunners of what is considered modern for their time. To use
Sout heyds di gr eToesDostog, &Oh heghxT efpt omns i n
prove the rule, so the ocdéasal interruptions of order here are proofs of that
order, and i n % &authdy isatteropting torcigatet aditerary 6 .
universe where the disruptions of the narrator, including em dashes, béome t

reality because as he states

Whenlought o have been asleep the Aunborn
on my soul 06. dnitiad an€ pastmitiaé r s ant e
appeared i n del i ghtful prospect Al or
beginning, the middle and the end were evolved before me:

the whole spread itself forth, and thdmetparts unravelled

themselves and® danced the haysbd

36Sout heydés Postmodern Music

I n his oOlnteoncbampmniemg Xil ¥t erchaptersod, So
feels the need to include interchapters within the text. Just like Sterne writing
his Prefacen the middle ofTristram ShandySouthey has given his reasons for

including interchapters nearly half way
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some of my readers may perhaps desire to be informed in what consists the
difference between a Chapter and al nt er Chapter [ é] A Ch.
been explained, both procreated and procreative: an Interchapter is like the

h e b d o'Ra&s With all the chapters and interchaptersTine Doctor, &¢

Southey includean epigraphdirectly under the chaptgitle. Inte r c hapt er XI V6
guot at i ohwerpreserd a midgfpangle, our fault is to be excused,

because the whole world is become a hedge d % daken from the

Prol ogue of Midak(@587) tel qyotatson ip fullestates

Time hath confoundedur minds, our minds the matter, but all
cometh to this pass: that what heretofore hath been served in
several dishes for a feast is now minced in a charger for a
gallimaufrey.If we present a mingtenangle, our fault is to be

excused, because the wholerldds become a hodgeodgée®!

According to Daniel Vitkus,

Lyly jokingly excuses the generic mixing that characterizes
his play by pointing out that cultures, like plays, are no longer
pure or separate: English identity is being transformed by

imported forggn commodities and practices into a

N

gall i maufrey, 0 and the theatre, refle

N

is becompondf®e@ohodge
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Sout heyods i s, Ruarterty Ir @ivime wermas hafrerecogni
extraordinarily bookb®6ionnaf hteme ¥% uthjee cotn :

into chapters that is appropriate in ordinary books will not do for his.

A chapter is,® according to Southey, o]
Interchapter is like the hebdomad, which profound philosophers have
pronouncedd be [ é] mot herl ess a&*Heddsl as a
i nterspersed t hem gwbnghersthdappelltiort whichu g ht f i
they bear, to denote that they are no more a necessary and essential part of this

opus than the voluntary is of theghr c h s'®@Fwoi celdi s reason, S
text reads like a hodgepodge of ideas. However, it is not just the words on the

page that read in this manner. Southey has, on two separate occasions, included
musical scores ithe text. The first time it is enaatered is in Chapter Thiry

Two when it markDaniel Dove bringindis wife, Deborah, home for the first

time;

What said the Bells of Doncaster to our dear Doctor on that
happy morning which made him a whole man by uniting to
him the rib that he till thelnad wanted? They said to him as

distinctly as they spoke to Whittington, and to the Flemish

Window 166

Below | have included the musical score that appeaecty after the above

passage

189



' Nempt een man !—Take a Spouse, Take a
Spouse I” ¢ Aye Daughter!” said the Confessor,
when she returned to him with her report, ¢« If
the bells have said so, so say I ; and not I alone,
but the Apostle also, and the Spirit who through
that Apostle hath told us when it is best for us to

| marry !” Reader thou mayest thank the Leonine
poet Gummarus Van Craen for this good story.

i 3the»§1%l;s‘o B M{

(Figure 1,Southey,The Doctor, &,)

What is interesting in the rsical score above is that Southey has descended the

major scald®” The note placed above Danielodés na
However, Danields name is only two syl
note attributed to her is only two syllables wlasrder name has thr&€ What

Southey has done here is switched the syllables so, when played, it would make

no sense and would disrupt the flow of the music. In a similar manner, but in

more detail, the second time music is encountered is in chapter odetand

ninety-four, in which Southey write® Lady fair, play | pray you the following

lessonbygod Mast er Ma cthanfS# John¥Hawkinsno lyaving
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render ed

it from tabl ature

places the fdbwing musical score below the passage

- v utgun ;

My lute be still, for I haye done: *

It wtill Put you in tune for the story « i;ot

pertinent” concerning it, which he thoy
to relate, although, he said, many !mghj;
to smile at it. You may thank Sir
Hawkins for having rendered it from
ture into the characters of musical notat

(Figure 2,The Doctor, &0)

Southey then continues

AThi

S

Lesson, 6 says

hHe dhent h e

Master

Mac e,

shall not think it impertinent to detain you here a little longer

than ordinary in speaking somethingg o i t [

respect

On first readingit is easy to mistake this chapter for a man who has written a

A

d? I nventiono

é

]

c hi

e f

y

c ha

il

musical score for his mistress. However, this is not the case as towards the end
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of this chapter, Southey includes another musaresérom Thomas Maceé a
seventeentitentury musical theoristand music master at Cambridge

University.

(Figure 3,The Doctor, &¢)

This piece is eitled, according to Southeyg My Mi stress or Mr s
However, ori ginal | yMusiciktd si sMoffititBenmd¥iasc e 6 s

called 6The Aut horo6s Mistress©o:
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