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LIDMILA PANTOCKOVA

THE RELATIONSHIP OF W. M. THACKERAY
TO HENRY FIELDING

The rela/tionship of W. M. Thackeray to his great predecessor Henry Fielding
poses a stimulating problem in English literary history which has been in the
centre of interest of Thackeray and Fielding scholars, sinee Thackeray’s own
lifetime. And it is not only the natural interest in the relationship between two
great realistic novelists who appeared in two succdssive centuries in the same
country which makes this problem so attractive. In Thackeray’s attitude to Field-
ing lies the following paradox which made the search for solution even more
exciting: in the early years of his literary career Thackeray openly claimed
Fielding as his model and teacher, while in his later years his admiration and
even ‘his indebtedness to Fielding were considerably weakened and in some of
his judgments he was openly unjust to his former master. There have been
several attempts on the part of English and American scholars to evaluate
Thackeray’s rélatipnship to Fielding as a whole and to explain the surprising
change which took place in it in the 1850s. These attempts were successively made
by Frederic S. Dickson in his article ,,William Makepeace Thackeray and Henry
Fielding*,! Prof. Wilbur Cross in his classic work The History of Henry Fielding,?
Eva Beach Touster in her article ,,The Literary Relationship of Fielding and
Thackeray“,? and Rauph Wilson Rader in his study ,Thackeray’s Injustice 'to
Fielding.“4 The results of the research of these scholars are noteworthy but we
do not find them entirely satisflactory, especially as far as the motives of the
change in Thackeray’s attitude are concerned. The first Thackerayan scholar who
arrived at conclusions with which we can find ourselves in agreement was the
Soviet literary historian Prof. V. V. Ivasheva in her book Thackeray the Satirist.5
But as she could pay but small attention to this problem while concentrating
upon the whole development of Thackeray’s personality and art, we are con-
vinced that its fuller and separate treatment is still desirable.

L

Before atiempting to ascertain the reasons for Thackeray’s altered attitude to
Fielding in his later years, it is necessary to outline the whole development of
the relationship of the creator of Vanity Fair to the father of Tom Jones from the
very beginnings. In the following we shall be predominantly interested in
Thackeray’s critical opinions of Fielding and not in Thackeray’s indebtedness
lo Fielding as a novelist, though we shall pay attention also to -the latter aspect
of the relationship, if only cursorily.
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The exact date when Thackeray, began to read the novels of his great predeces-
sor is not known but we have evidence, in one of his later remarks, that he
had not read Fielding before he, was ten years old and that he regretted this,
being convinced that his English would have been much better if he had.6 It
seems probable that his firsl acquaintance with Fielding’s works might have
taken place while he was at Charierhouse and that the first novel he read might
have been Joseph Andrews but for this we have no reliable evidence.” Whereas
our information about books read by Thackeray at Charterhouse is scarce, we
know that during his university studies at Cambridge the 18th century novelists
became his favourites. As prof. Dr. William H. Thompson informs us, in the
students’ literary club Thackeray ,,chanted the praises of the old English novelists,
especially his model, Fielding“.?2 As follows from the above, the evidence we
possess about Thackeray's knowledge of Fielding’s works in these early years is
only indirect: there are no references to them in his early correspondence and
diaries, nor in his earliest works writien up to the middle of the 1830s. This lack
of direct evidence, however, should not precipitate us to the conclusion that the
influence of Fielding upon Thackeray in this period was non-existent. At the end
of the 1820s and at the beginning of the following decade Thackeray’s aesthetic
views began 1o develop and his very first literary judgments bear unmistakable
traces of his having learned in the school of the founder and the first theoretician
of the English realistic novel. His early diaries show that he preferred realistic
fiction (boih of the past and the present) to romanticism in every shape and
form. His éarliest contributions hear witness that Thackeray, like Fielding, from
the beginning of his literary career, adhered to the realistic conception of litera-
ture as ,,imitation” of ,,nature” and that he revolted, like his predecessor, whenever
he met with any idealization and distortion of reality in literary works or in works
of art. In the middle of the 1830s he began his sharp and uncompromising struggle
for realism in literature and art — both as a critic and as a writer — and, again
like Fielding, as his most effective weapons used burlesque and parody.

In the period of Thackeray’s polemic struggles with the representatives of anti-
realistic lileralure of his time his references to Fielding considerably increase in
number. His first direct references to Fielding may be found in his contributions
to The Constitutional and Public Ledger (1836—7) in which he several times
mentions with admiration Fielding’s character of Jonathan Wild and appreciates
the vividness of his satirical portrait of Thwackum by comparing this character
to thé French politicians of the reactionary July Monarchy.® More significant,
however, are his frequént ‘allusions to his great predecessor in his reviews of con-
temporary anti-realistic fiction published in the Times and Fraser’s Magazine
between 1837 and 1840. They all bear witness to his great admiration of Fielding’s
novels, which he recommends to the second-rate novelists as models to Imitate.
Thus for instance in his review of Bulwer’s novel Ernest Maliravers (The Times,
p- B, Sept. 30, 1837) he takes the revicwed author to task for the egotism and
vanity with which he inflicts his personal grievances and merits upon his readers,
and adds:

»How little in the works of Fielding, of Scott, of Cervantes, does the author intrude upon
the reader, and yet each had his woes, and wounded vanities, and his literary wrongs“.10

In his reviews of the so-called Newgate fiction and his polemic work Catherine,
published at the close of the 1830s,11 Thackeray measures the artistic value of the
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figures of historical criminals in the works of Bulwer and Ainsworth by confront-
ing them with Fielding’s masterly portrait of Jonathan Wild, and thus reveals
the abysmal differences hetween Fielding’s -art of characterization and that of
the two second-rale novelists.1? He also uses Fielding’s art as his critical standard
when evaluating some other aspects of the Newgate fiction. He castlgates the
popular novelists, in the hrst place, for their lack of knowledge of thé sphere
of life and characters they choose for their deplctlon, and extols IFielding as
a model to imitate in this respect:

wFielding, now, had some experience about such characters; and oh! with what a difference
of Humour and perception did he view and write about them*.13 ¢

In the second place he rebukes the Newgate novelists for the faulty moral of their
works, for their celebration and idealization of criminal characters, and highly
appreciaies Fielding as a novelist who knew how to handle the chosen milieu and
personages:

»In the dreadful satire of Jonatkan Wild, no reader is so dull as to make the mistake of
admiring- and can overlook the grand and heartv contempt of the nuthor for the character he
kas described . . .“1

The above quoted tribute to Fielding’s art along with others which we cannot
quole for lack of space!® clearly shows that it was espécially Fielding’s satirical
mastery and the power ol his irony that was admired by Thackeray in this early
period. That he laid so much stress upon Fieldirig’s Jonathan Wild in these years
and did not pay much attention to his other great works, was of course partly due
to the special direction of Thackeray’s interest at the close of the 1830s when
his struggle against the Newgate fiction was at white heat. Nevertheless the fact
remains, that he deeply admired the creative approach used by Fielding in this
novel and thal he regarded its titular hero as an immortal literary character.
Besides Thackeray’s occasional remarks scattered in his critical writings of the
1830y, we posséss an even more convineing document of his admiration of Field-
ing the satirist at the dawn of his literary career. In his polemic work Catherine,
written with the intention of ridiculing the prevailing Newgate fashion, Thackeray
attempted to imitate the devastating irony. of Fielding’s Jonathan Wild by realist-
ically” depicting his rogues and eriminals in all their brutality and hideousness
and by expressing clearly the horror and disjaste they excited in him. It is a fa-
miliar fact upon which all Thackerayan scholars agree that he did not succeed
in achieving the strength and sharpness of his teacher’s satire and that this work
ears many traces of ithe immalurity of his art. Nevertheless, it. stands among his
works as an indubitable evidence of his early indebtedness to I'ielding, of which
he was himself well aware at the time of the composition of the work. In a letter
to his mother he compared the ,grotesque humour” of Catherine to the humour
of Rabelais and Fielding, and added:

»1 don’t mean to compare myself to one or the other mind — but the style of humour is
the same.“10

Since Thackeray whole aesthetic creed and his method of creation had their
roots in-those of Ple]dmg (though with modifications conditioned by the changed
social climate) il is obvious thal his indebtedness to his predecessor in the earliest
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stage of his literary career was not limited only to his Catherine but that all his
other works written in the 1830s bear traces of it. Eva Beach Touster points out
that the broad humour of The Yellowplush Correspondence resembles the humour
of Fielding .in combining the blatantly burlesque and the delicately ironical”
and repeats the correct observation of Prof. Baker that Thackeray’s ironical
humour in the conclusion of ,Deuceace in Paris“ has much in common with that
of the author of Jonathan Wild.17

From our short summary of Thackeray’s attitude to Fielding in the 1830s it is
fairly obvious that his interest in the works of his predecessor was uncommonly
strong, his admiration deep and his indebtedness great. We cannot therefore
agree with the statement of Prof. Cross that Fielding meant little to Thackeray
up to 1840 and that his review of Fielding’s works, published in that year, is the
first convincing document of his admiration of the 18th century novelist.!8 There
is no doubt, however, that this review represents an important landmark in
Thackeray’s relationship to Fielding. For the first time he deals in it with the
work of his teacher as a whole, even if he pays only slight attention to Fielding’s
dramas (which he condemns as ,irretrievably immoral“)1? and devotes too much
space to Amelia, too little to Tom Jones and almost none to Joseph Andrews,
sc that his evaluation is by no means exhaustive. In spite of these limitations,
however, Thackeray succeeded in pointing out in his review the real and lasting
values of Fielding’s art. He highly appreciates the novels of his predecessor for
presenting to the reader ,a strong, real picture of human life” and endeavouring
to tell him ,the whole truth about human nature“.20 He finds eloquent words of
praise for the plot construction. of Tom Jones, in which he sees a marvel of
ingenuity and craftsmanship.2t The reviewer pays much attention, too, to the
moral principles embodied in Fielding’s characters and in this respect his evalua-
tion differs considerably from his later attitude. In 1840 he finds in Fielding’s
novels many positive moril values, a fair proportion of ,wise and practical”
virtues which shine out against the dark background of the depicted vices all the
more convincingly. Worth noticing, too, is the way in which. the reviewer tries
to grapple with the strictures of immorality levelled at Fielding’s novels by
Victorian bourgeois society. His polemic words clearly show that he preférred the
»coarse truth of life depicted by Fielding to the polished and falsely ,modest"
picture of reality presented by the sécond-rate sentimental novels popular in
fashionable society.?2 He comes to the correct conclusion that the strictures of
immorality should be levelled at Fielding’s time and society rather than at his
novels and accuses the Victorian reading public of hypocrisy.23 Although he does
partly identify himself with the society of his own time by praising the wisdom
of its prudery, his identificalion is not at this time of his life so complete as
Kathleen Tillotson suggests.2* Besides the! conclusion of the often quoted passage
from his review, in which his attitude is expressed, we have much evidence, early
and later, lhat he regretted the restraint imposed by the excessive squeamishness
of the bourgcois readers upon the writers of his time. Very conviacing is for
instance the following quotation fram his Shabby Genteel Story, written in the
same year as his review, in which he meditates on the young men-about-town
and their love-affairs:

»This point is, to be sure, a very delicate one to treat, — for in words, at least, the age

has grown to be wonderfully moral, and refuses to hear diseourses upon such subjects. But
human nature, as far as T am able to learn, has not much changed since the time when Ri-
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chardson wrote and Hogarth painted, a century ago. There are wicked Lovelaces abroad,
ladies, now, as then, when il was considered no shame te expose the rogues, and pardon us,
therefore, for hinting that such there be.“%

Much space in Thackeray’s review of Fielding’s works is devoted to the assess-
ment of the personal character of the novelist and in this respect — though not
deliberately — Thackeray is not entirely just to his master. As Prof. Cross points
out,® ihe reviewer allowed himself to be influenced by the biographical introduc-
tion to the edition he reviewed, written by the editor Thomas Roscoe, accepted
it as a genuine authority ,and painted a fictitious portrait of Fielding as a young
man with ,.véry loose morals indeed®, who ,led a sad, riotous life, and.mixed
with many a bad woman in his time*“.2? Thackeray is not so ungenerous, however,
as not to be able to find many positive traits in Ifielding’s character which amply
redeem these alleged weaknesses in his eyes: especially Fielding’s personal ho-
nesty, sincere .and manful philosophy, devotion, to his family and the courage
with which he struggled againsi adverse circunstances.?

After his review of Tielding’s works, up to the end of the 1840s, Thackeray
paid aitention to Fielding ouly in :occasional remarks, scattered through his
newspaper contributions and other writings of that decade. But there is a fair
number of these and all deal exclusively with Fielding’s works, not with his per-
sonal character. Taken as a whole, they bear witness to Thackeray’s sincere and
whole-hearted admiration for the great art of his predecessor. In several of his
remarks Thackeray highly appreciates the faithfulness of Fielding’s picture of life
and society and includes him among those masters of pen whose works give to
the reader ,.a better idea of the state and ways of the people, than one could
gather from any more pompous or authentic histories”.22 While in the preceding
decade Thackeray was more ¢oncerned with Fielding’s character of Jonathan Wild
than with the other great characters created by him, in the 1840s he devotes
much more attention to Fielding’s remarkable ability for vivid characterization
in general. In his works of Lhis decade we find several passages, very similar
to each other, in which he compares Fielding’s characters to historical personages
and expresses his conviction that the former are more real than the latter. He was
so strongly convinced of the reality of the personages created by his predecessor
that he was able 1o call them up in his imagination 2s human beings who once
really existed and even to people with them the streets of historical London and
evoke the long vanished milieu in which their creator had situated them.®

Besides paying generous tribute to Fielding’s remarkable power of creating
life-like characters, Thackeray also highly appréciates his sterling humour per-
vaded with warm sympathy for mankind and ranges him among the greatest
creators of comic figures, along with Shakespeare, Cervantes and Dickens.3! He
finds warm words of praise, 1oo, for Fielding’s simple and manly style and, in
one instance, gives preof of his intimate acquaintance with it. In his review of an
anonymous book for children, History of Tom Hickathrift, he shows considerable
clearsightedness in divining its authorship by comparing the ,strong® style of the
author to that of the creator of Joseph Andrews.32

One of the most important aspects of Thackeray’s attitude to Fielding in the
1840s is that he continues-to assess highly the strength and sharpness of Fielding’s
satire. Thus for instance in his article about the Queen’s bal poudré (Punch,
1845), he expresses his regrets that Fielding and Hogarth cannot rise from their
graves, for only they, as he is convinced, could write a sharp and effective satire
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upon the frivolity and bad taste of the royal court of his time.3 It is not in such
marginal notes, however, that we find the most convincing proof of Thackeray’s
deep reverence for his predecessor’s satirical mastery in the period discussed.
A more imposing document is his first novel Barry Lyndon, written, like.Cathe-
rine in the preceding decade, intentionally in imitation of Fieldihg’s Jonathan
Wild. That the imitation was conscious and deliberate is obvious not only from
the chosen theme and its handling but also from Thackeray’s aside to the reader
in the conclusion of the novel in which he explains his creative intentions and
aims, protests once more against the sentimentalized.depiction of life in popular
romances and again uses Fielding’s works as his critical measure of literary
excellence.¥* In Barry Lyndon Thackeray originally intended to provide an
effective conclusion to his polemic exchanges with the Newgate novelists by
satirizing both the rascal whom he chose for his titular figure and the criminal
novels which idealized him. Thus he actually attempted to do the same thing as
Fielding had done in his Jonathan Wild. But Thackeray’s novel, like that of his
master, outgrew the boundaries of a polemie work: the novelist not only presented
an effective contrast to the romantic criminals then in vogue in his truthful picture
of a cynical adventurer, he also realistically depicted the historical conditions
in which his anti-hero lived. In depicting his titular character, Thackeray at-
tempted to imitale Fielding’s ironical approach, but he toned it down and did
not adhere to it consistently. This was one of the reasons why he did not achieve:
that intense and venomous bitterness which renders his master’s Jonathan Wild
a grim satirical pictare of Swiftian greatness, révealing the rule of wrong, greed
and oppression which operates throughout bourgeois society. The modification of
his irony is not, however, the only reason for Thackeray’s partial success, as most
Thackerayan scholars helieve. Prof. Ivasheva convincingly demonstrates that the
causes of the comparative weakness of Thackeray’s satire must be sought for in
the different degree to which the two novélists succeccfully revealed the social
relationships and contradictions of the given period and intertwined the fortunes
of their heroes wilh those of great historical personages and with momentous
historical events.?®

Since we are interested rather in Thackeray’s criticism of Fielding than in his
indebtedness to IMielding’s art, we shall not discuss in detail all the traces of
Fieldingesque realismm which may be found in Thackeray’s works written in the
1840s. We necd not particularly stress that it is especially the gallery of satirical
portraits in The Book of Snobs and the satirical pictures in Vanity Fair which
clearly show in which school Thackeray learned his satirical mastery. The in-
debtedness of Thackeray to Fielding in Vanity Fair and other great novels is
discussed in detail by Eva Beach Touster who summarizes the relationship in the
following words:

»In the practice of the novel us well as in its theory, Thackeray owed something to Fielding.
Epical structure, with its element of the picaresque and its frequent digressions; Quixotic
humour; intellectual realism, with its satire on vanity and hypocrisy; and (in The Virginians)

the depiction of a genuinely eighteenth-century atmosphere — these are the characteristics
which Thackeray’s mature novels have in common with those of Fielding.“3¢

From the above outline of Thackeray’s relationship to Fielding in the 1830s
and 1840s it is fairly obvious that it was predominantly the relationship of
a sincere admirer and a more or less avowed disciple. All the more surprising,
then, may seem the remarkable change which took place in the 1850s and which
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was already signalled in some of Thackeray’s statements pronounced or written
at the close of the preceding decade. The following quotations from his letter to
‘Mrs. Brookfield of August 1348 clearly show how far Thackeray had retreated
from his youthful admiration of Fielding by that time. He writes about Amelia
and praises the heroine as ,the most delightful portrait of a woman that surely
ever was painted” but Joseph Andrews, one of his earliest favourites, seems to
bim ,both coarse and careless“. He is also irritated at Fielding’s making ,an
absurd brag of his twopenny learning upon which he values himself evidently
more than upon the best of his own qualities“.37 As time progresses, Thackeray’s
judgments about IFielding’s art come to contain more and more serious critical
strictures upon some aspects of his creative method, which are expressed much
more sharply than ever before. It is worth noticing, however, that in spite of his
grave reservations which we shall discuss below, Thackeray does not come, even
in this period, to a completely negative attitude to his former master. He continues
to praise the truthfulness of Fielding’s novels and his excellent art of characteriza-
lion and composilion and somelimes does so in very eloquent and enthusiastic
words, for instance in the oflen-quoted passage from his lecture on Fielding
(,What a wonderful art!...).?® These occasional warm tributes cannot counter-
balance, however, the more frequent and conspicuous proofs of Thackeray’s
altered attitude to Fielding.

The most significant aspect of this change, which is almost completely ignored
by English and American research workers and which was duly stressed only
by Prof. Ivasheva, is Thackeray’s tendency to present Fielding exclusively as
a humourist and to ignore the other important and inseparable aspect of his
creative approach, his satirc. Whereas in the earlier decades Thackeray highly
valued Fielding’s satirical mastery, the Fielding who emerges from his lectures
and individual statements of the 1850s and 1860s is predominantly a genial
humourist in whom he admires above all the qualities of mercifulness, pity,
kindness and benevolence.3 Tt is true that Thackeray does appreciate once more
Fielding’s novel Jonathan Wild as a ,,wonderful satire“ and praises his ,,admi-
rable natural love of truth, the keenest instinctive antipathy to hypocrisy, the
happiest satirical gift of laughing it to scorn“.“% But these rare remarks cannot
substantially affect the general impression of Fielding we get from Thackeray’s
later judgments. As Prof. {vasheva points out, ,the creator of , Jonathan Wild the
Great” and of satirical comedies, from whom Thackeray learned his satirical
imastery, is forgotten in the sketch of 1851 (i. e. his lecture on Fielding — L. P.).
The satirist Fielding disappears behind a fictitious portrait of a kind-hearted and
humane, cven if dissipated Fielding*.4

As we have suggesied above, the Thackerayan scholars who have so far dealt
with our problem concentraté their attention upon some other aspects of Thacke-
ray’s altered attitude to Fielding, rather than upon his underestimation of his
predecessor’s satirical mastery. The aspects they are interested in are, however,
also highly symplomatic and worth noticing. The most significant is Thackeray’s
severe criticism of the moral tendency of Fielding’s novels, Whereas in his review
of 1840 and his other early statements Thackeray did not find much amiss with
Fielding’s depiction of virtue and vice, in his lecture of 1851 he strictly condemns
the moral principles embodied in some characters created by his former teacher.
It is true that in the 1850s and even in the 1860s he continues complaining of the
squeamishness of Victorian society which regards Fielding’s novels as immoral
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and corrupt,mg,"2 but objectively he identifies himself with his milieu, praises his
society for its decency ant moral purity and accuses Fielding of a ,lax morality
in many a vital point“.43 It is especially the character of Tom Jones that irritates
him and excites his anger. VWhereas in 1840 he'was still able to appreciate the
positive moral values embodied in this personage and to realize that his foibles
were a faithful reproduction of the morality of Iielding’s time and society, in his
lecture he condemns both Tom Jones and his creator for their ,jmmorality*:

»I can’t say that I think Mr. Jones a virtuous character; 1 can't say but that I think
Fielding’s evident liking and admiration for Mr. Jones, skows that the great humourist’s moral
sense was blunted by his life, and that here in Art and Ethics, there is a great error4

Thackeray’s protest against the moral laxity of Tom Jones (especially his erotic
adventures with Molly Seagrim and Lady Bellaston) shows more than convin-
cingly how far his idéntification with the hypocritical Victorian bourgeois society
has gone by this time. What is more serious, however, is that Thackeray’s irrita-
tion leads him to endow this character with many negative traits which are
entirely of his own invention. By means of a detailed confrontation of Thackeray’s
fictitious portrait of Tom Jones and Fielding’s hero, Prof. Cross demonstrates that
‘Thackeray’s porirait is a composite one, consisting of some traits of the actual
hero, enlarged by lhose of Fielding, Captain Booth and Thackeray himself, and
adds the comment that by these little fabrications ,, Thackeray really did more
than any other than has ever done to stain the memory of Fielding"“.%5 Thackeray’s
biassed and unjust opinion of Tom: Jones leads him also to deny him the right
of holding the rank of hero. It is obvious that by the term ,hero” Thackeray
understood rather a character who is the bearer of positive values than a domi-
nant figure thalt merely fulfils the structural function of connecting the individual
episodes ol the plol into a coherent whole. Completely failing to realize that Tom
Jones for all his foibles and sins did embody a definite and clearly expressed
moral theory, namely that a good heart will redeem all sins, and that he also
reflected positive social values,i® he gives vent to this vehement protest:

»If it is right to have a hero whom we may adm{re, let nus at least take care that he is
admirable: . .. But a hero with a flawed reputation; a hero spunging for a guinea; a hero who
can’t pay his landlady, and is obliged to let his honour out to hire, is absurd, and his claim
to heroic rank untenable. I protest against Mr. Thomas Jones holding such rank at all.“4?

Besides undervaluating Tielding’s satire and condemning the moral tendency
of his novels, Thackeray continues in his attacks upon Fielding’s personal char-
acter. The portrait of Fielding the man that emerges -from his writings of this
period is considerably blacker than that which we know from his review of 1840.
He depicts his great predecessor as a man who bruatalized his life by assoctating
with bad women, undermined his health by heavy drinking bouts after which he
often ,reeled home to chambers on the shoulders of the watchman®“ and was
dishonest about money.’8 But for all these unjust strictures on Fielding’s person
Thackeray is still able to appreciate Fielding’s positive human qualities, and is
inclined to forgive him for his ,wild life“ on account of his Christian repentance,
his generous heart and his respect for ,female innocence and infantine tender-
ness”. He retains, too, his [ormer warm sympathy for the courage with which
Fielding bore all the hardships that were in store for him.%?

One of the most imporiant aspects of Thackeray’s altered attitude to Fielding
is also the perceplible weakening of his indebtedness to his predecessor in his
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works writlen in the second half of the 1850s and in the 1860s. Eva Beach
Touster finds many traces of this indebtedness especially in Vanity Fair, Pendennis
and The Newcomes, but obviously has considerable difficulty in tracing it in
Thackeray’s later works, since among them she mentions only The Virginians.

IL

In the above outline of Thackeray’s attitude to Fielding and its development
from his firsl acquaintance with the works of his predecessor up to the end of his
life, we have altempted to point out those aspects in which it changed and those
in which it remained essentially unchanged and to underline those changes which
were so far neglected by English and American scholars. What remains now is to
find out the causes of Thackeray’s altered attitude, for the explanations so far
offered seem to us inadequale, with the exception of those suggested by Prof.
Ivasheva. Ralph Wilson Rader, who was the latest Western European scholar
1o write on this problem, also expresses his dissatisfaction with the results af
research to date, and comes to the conclusion that the scholars who dealt with this
problem either ignored the motive of the change altogether (Dickson, Cross) or
did not succeed in finding oul the correct oné (Blanchard), or undervalued the
change (Touster). Rader himself finds the cause of Thackeray’s changed attitude
in his personal life. According to his opinion, Thackeray’s review of 1840 is an
apology for Fielding’s supposed misconduct on the grounds of jthe basic purity
of his relationship with his wife“50 and at the same time an apology based on his
own great love for his wife for Thackeray’s own ,,wild* life and his marital short-
comings. Rader finds confirmation of his opinion.in one of Thackeray’s later
statements, in which the novelisl recalls the circumstances under whizh his review
of Fielding’s works was written (the beginning of his wife’s mental illness) and
adds: ,,Doesn’t the apology for Fielding read like an apology for somebody else
100?51 As Rader further demonsirates, after the disaster in his family Thagkeray
developed feelings of personal guilt concerning his way of life in the years preced-
ing his wife’s illness and endeavoured to palliate them by condemning similar
foibles in Fielding’s heroes in whom he saw ,.the image of his own youth and his
own errors“.52 In spite ol the pains.taken by Rader to make his conclusions
convincing we do not feel, as he does, that Thackeray’s pangs of conscience
account for his altered attitude ,,almost entirely®. Certainly we cannot underrate
the influence of the private life of the author upon his work, but we must at the
same time bear in mind that this influence is only one of the numerous and
various factors that determine the development of his personality. There is no
doubt that the illness of Thackeray’s wife and the resulting tragic loss of his
family happiness were hard blows 1o the novelist and left indelible traces in his
mind and work, but these circumstances of his personal life do not explain
all the tendencies and changes in his development in later years, as some Western
scholars are apl to think. If we want to find an adequate explanation of the
problem, we must see it in a wider perspective and take all the existing factors
into account, nol only one of them.

For that purpose it is necessary to view the development of Thackeray’s per-
sonality and art as a whole, paying due attention to the social milien and climate
which conditioned it. If we do this, we can clearly cbserve that Thackeray’s



108 LIDMILA PANTOCKOVA

q

altered attitude to Fielding was not the only change which took place in his mind
in the later period of his lilerary career. Beginning with 1848, and increasingly
in the 1850s, significant changes took place in his political beliefs, views of
human nature, creative principles, aesthetic creed and critical standards. These
changes were certainly not a direct outcome of the disastrous happenings in his
personal life which took place several years before, nor can they be accounted
for entirely by Lhe ensuing great personal unhappiness and loneliness of the great
novelist. The most imporlant factor of those which conditioned his altered
attitude to life was the change of the whole polilical andsocial climate in England
after 1848 due to the defeat of the revolution on the Continent and Chartism in
England. The 1850s in LEngland are characterized by the general atmosphere
of compromise in political and social life, which was the outcome of the economic
flowering of England after 1848 and the ensuing wide diffusion of illusions about
the progressive characicer of the capitalist soclal order. Even if Thackeray mlght
not have been conscious of il, the general climate of this period exercised its
impact upon his views and opinions, upon his whole attitude to reality. Influenced
by his growing fear of any revolutionary changes in the society in which he had
at last secured for himself, by hard work, the place which belonged to him by his
birth and education, influenced, too, by his infirm health, continuous loneliness
and premature old age, Thackeray was gradually succumbing to the wide-spread
feelings of satisfaction with the existing affairs and was more and more inclined
towards reconciliation to the bourgeois society of his time and place. This change
was not instantaneous but slow and gradual, for even in his later years he
occasionally pronounced statements showing that his desire for some progressive
political drive was still alive and his attitude to English society still sharply
critical.53 Adequaié proof of the longevity of his former radicalism may be found
also in the novels published in the first half of the 1850s, especially in The New-
comes. But these progressive tendencies in Thackeray become rarer with the
advance of time and finally are drowned in the general trend towards compromise.

On the other hand, we have ample evidence, too, for the gradual strengthening
of the backward tendencics in Thackeray’s development after 1848. As early as
March 1849 the novelist defended the mecessity of maintaining class divisions
in society,% while in 1857 he already openly declared that he belonged to the
English bourgeoisie:

»1 do not hold any dangerous revolutionary opinions. . I belong to the class that 1 see
around me here, the class of lawyers, and merchants, and scholars, and men who are striving
on in the world, of men of the educated middle classes of this country. And, helonging to them,
my sympathies and my desires are with thém,“55

Thus the great satirist and merciless critic of the English ruling classes gradually
came to an almost complete identification with the English bourgeoisie, seeing
it as the class which guaranteed the safety and hope of his couniry, and thence
arrived at a conciliatory attitude to the social order maintained by that class (his
former hostile attitude to the English aristocracy did not undergo such radical
changes, but even here there were some later modifications).

Gradually drifting into a compromise with the bourgeois society of his time
and place, Thackeray begins to find positive aspects and values in that fair of
vanities which he formerly so fiercely indicted in his scorching satirical pictures.
Subjectively he was convinced that he found these new qualities in ,human na-
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ture” in general, but since he depicted exclusively the ruling classes and knew the
working class life and milieu only from hearsay and not from his personal
experience, his more lenient attitude to ,human nature“ objectively refers to the
English bourgeoisic and aristocracy. The signals of this change appear much
earlicr in his correspondence lthan in his works, the first of them as early as in
January 1847 in his letter to Mrs. Procter.%® The following quotations from his
letters of 1848 and 1849 conyincingly demonstrate how his more tolerant views
were gradually gaining ground in his mind:

»The world is much kinder and better world than some bilious-covered satirists have
painted it — I must give up the yello}v cover I think and come out in a fresher tone...”

»Every day I get more ashamed of my yellow cover and former misanthropical turn. The
world is a great deal better than some satirists have painted it — ... “57

Thackeray’s altering relationship to the English bourgeois as an individual and
as a member of society found due reflection in his aesthetic views and creative
method. During his whole literary career Thackeray described himself as an
imitator of ,nature* and follower of ,truth“, as a writer who honeslly endeavours
to tell his reader ,the whole truth“ about the depicted reality. In the 1830s
and 1840s he consciously and consistently adhered to these principles of realistic
aesthetics, -endeavouring to depict in his works the strict truth of life as he saw
it around him, even il he did not find it to be a pleasant one. Embodied in his
pictures this truth appeared as a realistic depiction of bourgeois society as a fair
of vanities where everything may be bought and sold for money and all huyman
relationships are changed into money relationships. Although Thackeray even
in the 1850s and 186G0s continued to call himself a novelist who strived after
a truthful depiction of 'life, in his conception of this ,truth®, and in his creative
approach to reality, considerable changes took place after 1848. To his former
postulate of ,the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth® which he
demanded from literature, he gradually began to add new aspects and to stress
especially ,kindness and love®” as the necessary aspects of the writer’s approach
to the depicted realily. There is ample evidence for this characterisiic change
of his aesthetic creed which we cannot discuss here as fully as it would deserve
{one of its aspects which would be worth noticing separately is for instance ihe
strong influence of Christian ethics upon Thackeray’s literary theory and practice
in his later years). Closely connected with this conspicuous alteration in the basic
priaciples of Thackeray’s literatury theory is his changed attitude towards satire
and humour. Having identified himself with the society in which he lived,
Thackeray gradually came to feel distaste for sharp, uncompromising social satire,
and began 1o prefer genial and loving humour. Among his many stafements upon
this subject one of the most illustrative is the following quotation from his letter
to James Hannay, written in Augusl 1854:

»I hate Juvenal, I mean I think him a truculent brute, and I love Horace hetter than you
do, and rate Churchill much lower; and as for Swift, you haven’t miade - me alter my opinion.
I admire, or rather admit, his power as much as you do; but I don’t admire that kind of power
so much as I did fifteen years ago, ov twenty shall we say. Love is a higher intellectual
exercise than Hatred; and when you get one or two more of those young ones you write so
pleasaalatly about, you’ll come over to the side of the kind wags, I think, rather than the cruel
ones.“

Having thus dissociated himself from the most essential aspects of satire —
indignation, anger and hatred — Thackeray came to identify it with humour alto-
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gether. This substitution of the conception of humour for the conception of satire
is for the first time conspicuous in his well-known' definition of humour in the
lectures on The English Humourists of the 18th Century,5 which he uses as his
critical standard for evaluating, inter alia, also Fielding’s art.

These modifications' of Thackeray’s literary and aesthetic views were duly
reflected in all his works written after Vanity Fair, though of course it was not an
instantaneous change but a whole process which culminated in the second half
of the 1850s and in the 1860s. Since an adequate treatment of these momentous
changes would require nothing less than a full-length study, we shall only point
out some of the most conspicuous tendencies in Thackeray’s creative method in
the period in' question. First and foremost it is his endeavour %o find a positive
hero in the bourgeois milieu: this is a process which has its beginnings as early
as Pendennis but which culminates in The Newcomes. This development is closely
connected with Thackeray's later tendency to-envelop his staries and personages
in an all-pervading atmosphere of mellow tolerance, sentimentality and compro-
mise by means of authorial commentaries full of tedious moralizings, thus blurr-
ing the hard edges of all his later critical pictures of English society. This de-
velopment shows how far he had retreated from the path opened up by his great
predecessor and former model, Henry Fielding.

*

Although the above general outline of some of the most significant changes in
‘Thackeray’s later development is of necessity cursory, we suggest that it provides
sufficient grounds for the conclusion that Thackeray’s altered attitude to Fielding
is closely related to the whole development of hjs political views, aesthetic creed
and creative principles in the later period of his literary career. Having reached
a compromise with the existing social order and changing accordingly his attitude
both to the reality he depicted and to literature and art in general, Thackeray
could not accept Fielding as whole-heartedly as he did previously. To be able to
accept him at all, he had to -forget Fielding’s sharp social satire and present him
exclusively as an ,infinitely merciful, pitiful and tender humorist® who in his
works intended to do no harm to anybody. Looking at Fielding’s works through
the eyes of his own society, he revolted from the ethical principles embodied
in them and severely condemned them. And, having identified the morals of
Fielding’s characters with those of their creator, he presented to this listeners
and readers without any compunction.a very vivid but almost completely con-
jectural porirait of the wine-stained and dissipated novelist, which did con-
siderable damage Lo Fielding's reputation in Thackeray’s time and in the sue-
ceeding generations.
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VZTAH W. M. TliACKERAYHO K FIELDINGOVI

V hlavni éasti &lanku awtorka rozebfra Thackerayovy kritické nazory na Fieldingovu tvorbu
od jeho prvnich étendiskych zkudenosti do konce literarni drahy a okrajové si vSima i zévis-
losti velkého kritického realisty 19. stoleti na Fieldingovi jako litcrarnim vzoru. Podrobnéji
s pak zabyva vziahem Thackerayho k jeho velkému piedchidei v obdobf polemického hoje
proti predstavitelim anti-realistické literatury a v tidobi umélecké zralosti, tj. ve tFicatych
a &tyficatych letech minulého stoleti. Na rozboru Thackerayovych recenzi podiadné literatury
tiicatych let autorka ukazuje, Ze Thackeray jako kritik pouZzival Fieldingova uméni jako kri-
tického méritka a predkladal je recenzovanym autorim jako vzor hodny napodobeni. Jak
autorka podrobné dovozuje, Thackerayovy rané kritické staté, jeho recenze Fieldingovych ds}
z r. 1840, polemické dilo Catherine, v némZ se po prvé pokusil napodobit tviré postup
aulora Jonathana Wilda ia koneén& celd jeho tvorba tFicAtych let nepochybné sv&déi o jeho
hlubokém obdivu k Fieldingové uméni, predev§im k jeho velkému satirickému mistrovstvi.
Ve svém rozboru Thackerayovv recenze Fieldingovych d&l autorka podtrhava ty aspekty
recenzentova hodnoceni, které se podstatné li§i od jeho pozdé&jiiho postoje a které nasvédéuji,
Ze 53. bThackeray v této dob& jeit¢ zcela peztotoZiioval se stamoviskem burZoasni spoleénost
své doby. ;

Jak autorka dovozuje na podrobném rozboru Thackerayovych piileZitostnych vyrokd o Fiel-
dingové tvorbé z let &tyFicatych, ani v tomto desflileti velky romanopisee svit) nizor na tvorbu
svého pfedchiidce podstatn& nekorigoval: vysoce hodnoull Zivetni pravdivost Fieldingovych
d&l, jeho skvélé uméni charakterizaéni, ryzi humor a Wtoénou ostrost jeho satiry. Autorka
zdiiraziuje, e také v tomto obdobi ngjdeme nejpiesvédéivéjsi doklady o ThackerayovE obdivu
k satirickému mistrovstvi Fieldingové v jeho vlastni umélecké tvorb& Thackerayiv romén
Barry Lyndon, v ném# se znovu pokusil napodobit Fieldingovu ironii, jeho Kniha snobit
a predeviim skvéla satirickd zevicobecnéni Trhu marnosti jasné dokazuji, u koho s¢ Thackeray
uéil svému satiristickému mistrovstvi.

Znaénou pozornost vénuje autorka zménam, ke kterym doslo v Thackerayové postoji k Fiel-
dingovi v letech padesatych. Za nejvyznamnéjsi aspekt této zmény. kiery byl doposud igno-
rovin zipadnimi védei a byl patfitné zdiraznén jen V. V. lvalevovou, povaZuje autorka
jednostranné hodnoceni Fieldinga jako dobrosrdeiného humoristy na tkor Fieldinga — sati-
rika. Viima si také ostatnich aspektit Thackerayova zmén&ného postoje: piikrého odsouzeni
morilnich hodnot Fieldingovych dél a negativnibo porirétu Fieldinga jako &lovéka, kleré svédéi
o tom, Ze se Thackeray v této dob& jiz pIlné ztotoZnil se stanoviskem viktoridnské burzoasni
spoleénosti. Autorka také upozoriiuje na zietelné uvolnéni umelecké zavislosti Thackerayho
na Fieldingovi, které se projevuje v jeho pozdé&jiich romanech.

V zavéreéné &éasti studie se autorka pokoudi najit divedy, které podminily tuto pFekvapi-
vou zménu v Thackerayové vzlahu k Fieldingovi. Na rozdil od R. W. Radera, ktery hledal
motivy této zmény vyluéné v Thackerayové soukromém Zivot& se autorka smazi zkouwrmat
tento problém v $irdich souvislostech: hledi odpovéd v ideovéin a tviiréim vyvoji Thacke-
rayho po r. 1848 a ve spolefenské a politické atmosféfe, kterd jej podminila. Ukazuje, Ze
viecbecnd atmosféra kompromisu p faleSnych iluzi o pokrokovém charakteru kapitalistického
Fadu, ktera se rozsifila v Anglii po poréZce chartismu, rozdreeni revoluce v Evropé& a nasledu-
jicim hospodaiském rozmachu, ovlivnila také velkého romanopisce, ktery se postupné stal-
vice piiklangl ke kompromisu s burZoasni spoleénosti své doby. S touto zikladni zménou
Thackerayova postoje ke skuteénosti t&sné souvisely zmény jeho estelickych nizorii a umé-
leckych i kritickych zAsad. Na zaldadg jejich rozboru dochazf autorka k zévéru, Ze zména
Thackerayova vztahu k Fieldingovi je v naprostém souladu s jeho celkovim vyvojem v le-
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tech padesitych a Zedesatych. Thackeray, ktery se s postupem &asu stile vice ztotoZiioval
s anglickou bur#oazii, dospival souéasné, jako kritik i autor, k zipornému postoji k ostré
spoledenské satife, kterou nakonec zcela ztotofnil s humorem. Nutnym dusledkem tohoto
vyvoje bylo zeslabenf jeho diivéj§iho obdivu k Fieldingovi jako romanepisci, kterého v po-
zd&jsich lstech zadal hodnotit jednostranné jake laskanvého humoristu, zeela opomijeje Fial-
dinga jako satirika. V souladu s limto vyvojem je také Thackerayovo zdporné stanovisko
k etickym principim ztélesnénym ve Fieldingovych dilech, jejich ztotoZnéni s morélnimi
vlastnostmi romanopisce a jeho fiktivni portrét prostopéiného Fieldinga, ktery znaéné uikodil
povésti tvirce Toma Jonese v Thackerayové dobé i u generaci nisledujicich,

OTHOIIEHUE B. M. TEKKEPEAl K SUNbINHTY

B oCHOBHO# 9aCTM CTaThH aBTOD HOLBEpraeT amalE3y KPUTHEYCKHe BIrAAAW Tekkepea Ha
TBOpuecTBO PUIBOMHTa, a AMEHHO — OT €r0 HayiJBHOTO ONMTAa KaK YHUTaTeJdd A0 KOHOA €ro
JETepaTypHOIO IyTH; aBTOP TaKXe rOBOPUT O BanaHud PHJALINAT2 H2 BEAMKOTO KPHTHYECKOTO
peamucra XIX nexa. lna Texkkepea Puapnuur 6w mpumepom TBopdeckoil mmunoctu. Boxnee
monpo6HO 3aHAMAaeTcA aBTOpP oOTHowmehueM Texkepes K BEAMKOMYy OpENmIECTBEHHHKY B TIeDUOX
€ro NMOJEeMHYECKOH H KPUTHIecKoii GoprOH NpPOTHB UPENCTaBUTEZEH aHTHPEaNUCTHIECKON JUTe-
PaTypsl M B NEPAOIL €ro XyHO)XecTBeHRoM speaoctd, T. €. B 30-x m 40-x romax mpomuioro
Bexa.

* Ha amanuae penenamit Tekkepea xacalomuxca sropopaspanmoit amrepatypu 30-x romos mokxa-
SEIBAa€T aBTOp, Ir0 TeKKepeit KaK KPETHK HCNOJABbIOBAA MCKyccTBo PMIBIMHT2Z B KadecTBe KPH-
TEpUA; OH NOKajhBaX BTO MCKYCCTBO aBTOpaM, NPOM3BENEHHA KOTOPLIX OH DPENERIEpOBAN, KaK
IpuMep IIA monpaxaHmA. ABTOp monpo6GHO NOKa3WBaeT Ha OCHOBE DaHe KPHUTMUECKAX CTaTeld
Texkepesn, ero peuenauit ma npoussenenus Pumpamura 184Q r., Ha OCHOBe NOJEMUYECKOTO
npouapeneuns Texxepes , Karpun', » xoTopoM oH Bmepsue 110TMPO60BaN NOXPaXcaTh TROPHUEC-.
KoMy MeToxy aBropa ,JxoHarawa Yaitasna', m HakoHey Ha ocHoBe Bcero TBopuecTtsa 30-x
TONOB, YTO BCE 3TO CBHIETENLCTBYET HECOMHEHHO O IAySOKOM BOCXMIeHHM TeXkepes MCKYCCTBOM
PuabIUHTA, MMEHHO €r0 BEJHKMM CaTUPHYECKMM MaCTepPCTBOM.

Ananuampyn penenann Texxepes Ha mnpoum3spenendsn OHALANHTA, apTOp NONYEPKUBAET Te
TOWKM 3PEHHA DEIeH3EHTA, KOTOPHE CYLIeCTBEHHHM O6pa’soM OTIMYAlOTCA OT ero §ojee MOIMHMX
BATJANOB, — MMEHHO €ro NOJOXXHATEAbHAf OLeHKa MODAJLHOTO HAMNDaBIeHHA poMaHoB Puis-
OMHTa — YW KOTOpHIE MOATBEPKIAIOT, YTO TeKKepefi B 9TOT IepHon eume He BroaHe 6BL1 corna-
ceH co.BaraggaMu GypiKyadHoro obllecTea CBOErO0 BPEMEHH.

ABTOp MHOKa3nRaeT Ha NONPOGHOM aHaldu3de caydadunx wapeuennin Texkepex o TBOpYecTBe
Duiasaunra XO—x TONOR, YTO NaXXe B 3TO NECATHMJETHE BEJMKMH pPOMAHMCT He W3IMEHMX Cylle-
CTBEHHRIM 06Pa3’soM CBOHX MHEHH#l O TPODYECTBE CBOETO MpPENMIECTREHHMKA: OH BLICOKO ONEHM-
Baj KMAHEHAYO NPaBAWBOCTS Npomapencuuit Puabnmura, ero 6GjecTAmiee MUCKYCCTBO XapaxTe-
PHCTURH, CAMODONHHI 10MOp M arpecCUBHYI0 Pe3KOCTH ero CaTUPH. ABTOp HOAYePKMBAaeT, YTO
TOXe M B STOT HNEPUOR MOXKHO HANUTH B XyNOXXECTBEHHHX INpou3neneHuAX camoro Texkepea
caMule yGexmTenbHEIC HOKAa3aTeAbCTBa €ro BOCXHINEHMA CaTMPMYeCKHM MacTepcTsoM Puabnuura.

Poman Texkepen ,Bappm Jlumzon", B koropoM on cHOB2 nNombiTanzcs OONPAaXATh MPOAME
Puneamuura, ero ,Kuura cnobop” m npexie Bcero Greciamee catupuueckoe oGobumenne B, fp-
Mapke Timecnasma acHo monrsepmnaloT, y koro TeKkkepeil Y4MJCA CaTHPUYECKOMY MAaCTepCTBY.
Oco6oe BEHUMaHMe aBTOp CTAaThA YHEJNAET USMEHEHMAM, KOTOphle OPOH30ONIIM B OTHOIEHMM TeK-
xepea K Puanamury B 50-x ronax. CaMHM IHAUMTENBHHM MOMERTOM HMIMEHEHMA, KQTODPHH 6bun
HMTAOPHPOBAH M0 CMX IIOP SaDaIHHMU YyueHHmMM (370 610 moxdepkHyro Toxnxo B. B. Hpanite-
Boit — CCCP), camraer aBrop ORHOCTOPOHRIOO ouenky PunpnAnra — a MMeHHo Xak HO6po-
cepreuHoro oMopEcra sa cuer PmapiuHra catupuKa. llasee aprop obpaljaer BHMMaHMe Ha Te
MOMEKTEI, B KOTOPLIX BHPa3MJOCh HAIMEHeHHe OTHOmeHMA Texkepen k PuAbLAKHTY: peakoe
OcyiIenuHe MODaNBHBIX MNEHHOCTed mnponssenceEEy ODHALIUHrA U OTPULATENbHHI ROPTPeT
PuaLauATa XaK JEJOBEKA — BCe 3TO CBHIETENLCTBYET, uTO TeKKepell B STOT IEPHOX Mepeuren
OKOHYATEJIBHO Ha MOSUIME BAKTODMAaHCKOTO Oyp:XyaaHoro o6mecTBa. ABTOp OTMedaeT TaKxe
yerkoe ociaabirenme samucumoctu Texkepea xynoxuuka or Puiasiunra, NpoABMBLIEECA B €r0
noanHeRMmMEX poMaHax. '

B saxaiouMTesNBHOM YACTM CTATBM ABTOP NMKTAETCA HAMTH NPUYHHEL CTOJNbh IODa3UTENBHONR me-
peMenn B oTHoweHuu Texxepes x Puasaunry. B oramume or P. B. Peitnepa, uckammero mo-
THBH STOTO M3IMEHEHMA B JUYHOM kuanum TexKeped, aBTOp CTaTBU, CTPEMUTCA Pa3ofpPaTh Ty
opoGiaeMy yuumThBas 60Jee WHPOKHAE BIAMUMOCBA3M: OHA HUIjET OTBET B UACHHOM M TBOPIECKOM
! paspurum Tekxepes mocne 1848 r. u B ofwecrBeHHO-MONUTHUECKOH arMocdepe O6yCACBHBIIEH
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9To passntHe. [lokasnpaer, uto ofmar artMocdepa KOMNPOMMCCOB M QOMAHYMBBIX MIIO3INA
O NMPOrpecCHBHOM XapaKTepe KANHMTAJIHCTHIECKOTO CTPOA, PacopOCTPaHHEBIIAACA B AHTAMuU HOC]KE
COKpYIIeRHA XaprhaMa, pasrpoMa pesoaongd B Ebpome u mocrenyomero 3KOHOMUYECKOTo
nenxbeMa, OKasala BAMAHHE TOXe HA BEJUKOTO DOMaHHCTA, CKJIOHABIIEroci NOCTENEHHO BCE
Goxee u Gosee k KoMnpomucey c GypxyasHwm obmecrsoM cpoeir smoxu. C aTHM OCHOBHHIM M3-
MeHeHEeM OTHOmeHAA Tekkepes K NefCTRUTENBHOCTH OHIIM TECHO CBABAHEI HIMEHEHKA €ro
SCTETHYECKAX H XYNOXKECTBEHHAX B3TJIAJOB M KPHTHYecKHX npmHuunos. Ha ocHope ux anamusa
aBTOpP CTaThd OPUXOIMT K BHBOLY, YTO NepeMeHa oTwomenmAa Texkepea K Puapaunry maxo-
AETCA B OONHOM COTJacym ¢ ero obmum pasputuem B 50-x u 60-x romax. Texxepeik oroxnect-
BIABMMACA B TeueHUe BpeMeHH Bce Gosee u Goxee ¢ anrnumiickoit Gypikyasmeil OIHOBPEMEHHO
OPEXOIUX — XaK KPUTUK ¥ XYNOXKHUK — K OTPHUIATEJIPHOMY OTHOUIEHMI0 K peakoil ofme-
CTBEHHON KPHTHKe, KOTOPYK HaKOHel oroxmecTsuu c oMopoM. HeobxoxumumM crexcTeueM sToro
PasPUTHA HBAANOCH ociabxerme ero mpexHero BocxuileHua Puianzunrom-pomauucroM. O ero
MOSKEe OLEHHWPaJ ONHOCTOPOHHE KaK MUIOTO IOMOPHCTa, COBEpuIeHHO 3ab6uBanx o Dmupauure-
CaTHpHKe. N

B corsmacuu ¢ STHM pa3BETHEM IIOHATHO TOXKe OTpMIaTelbHOe oTHowmeHue Tekkepea K oru-
HecKUM IPMHUHKNAM BOWJOIIEHHHWM B MNpom3penenuax Punpmiunra, Mx OTOXIECTRIEHHE C MO-
PalbHNMM KaYeCTBAME POMAHMCTA M €ro BHMHIULIEHHH noprper — OMILAKHT ObAHMIA ¥ pac-
OyTHAK —, KOTOpHIil OYeHb OTPHUATEJLHO MOBAMAN Ha OTHOIIEHHME K aBTopy ,, Toma momeca“
noxkoneHr®E TexKeped B NOCAEAYIOILETO NMOKOACHMS.

IMepesenu M. Kproyn u JI. C. flanxosa.



