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ABSTRACT

ARTHUR MURPHY'S THEATRICAL CRITICISM:
A CRITICAL EDITION

By
Robert G. Keesey

The edition provides an annotated text of the
theatrical reviews written by Arthur Murphy for the Lon-
don Chronicle during the years 1757-58. These pieces
have been considered the best sustained series of theatri-
cal criticisms produced in the eighteenth century, but
their publication in a tri-weekly newspaper and the
question of authorship have heretofore made them generally
inaccessible to the student of the London theatre of this
period. Since these essays have received little critical
attention, the Introduction includes pertinent biographi-
cal and theatrical background, an examination of the
critical premises underlying the reviews, and an attribu-
tion study-

All of the sixty unsigned or pseudonymously
signed introductory letters and reviews that appeared in

the London Chronicle of 1757-58 have been claimed for
London Chronicle
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Murphy by one scholar or another. The attribution study
argues that only the "Tragicomicus" letter of Jan. 18-20,
1757, the thirty-seven essays entitled The Theatre run-
ning from Jan. 20-22 to April 14-16, 1757, the "Atticus"
letter of Nov. 18-21, 1758, the unnumbered Theatre
column signed "Atticus" of Dec. 2-5, 1758, and the un-
numbered and unsigned Theatre papers of Dec. 7-9, 9-12,
19-21, 1758, can be ascribed to Murphy. The study adds
new external evidence connecting Murphy's Gray's-Inn
Journal, No. 8 (1754) with Theatres No. 16 and 17 of the
spring of 1757, and new internal evidence demonstrating
that the initial thirty-seven essays were the work of a
single writer, to the already substantial body of evi-
dence for Murphy's authorship of the first and most im-
portant series of Theatre papers. Based on the critical
positions taken by Murphy in writings that preceded and
followed the Chronicle essays, and on those taken in the
first series of reviews, it argues that except for the
final five papers of 1758 for which there is strong ex-
ternal evidence supporting ascription to Murphy, the
contradictions in the remaining pieces outweigh the
similarities of style and critical concerns upon which
earlier attributions were founded.

The examination of Murphy's critical premises
attempts to place his ideas in the shifting milieu mid

eighteenth-century critical thought, and to provide the
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reader with Murphy's particular concepts of the ambiguous
terms such as nature, taste, genius, etc., that dominated
the criticism of this era. The study reveals that al-
though Murphy was not a theoretical critic in the sense
of one who devotes works to the systematic exposition of
critical problems, when his total canon is taken into
consideration, he at one time or another dealt with the
major critical issues of the period. And though having
little merit as a theorist in his own right, most of his
views generally being derivative, his constant interest
in theoretical matters gave a solid foundation to his
practical criticism. Hence, unlike many periodical
critics, when Murphy used the conventional terms he had
definite ideas in mind, and, as much as is practicable,
his appeal was always to precedent, to premises about
the nature and ends of his subject, to aesthetic norms,
rather than to personal impressions or individual taste

as the basis of criticism.
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RATIONALE, BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH, AND THE
THEATRICAL MILIEU OF THE 1750'S

In the London Chronicle, a tri-weekly newspaper
founded in 1757, there appeared intermittently during the
years 1757 and 1758 a number of unsigned theatrical criti-
cisms under the title, THE THEATRE. Most of the fifty-
eight pieces that appeared under this heading have been
attributed, by various scholars, to Arthur Murphy. More
than thirty years ago, Charles Harold Gray, in what con-
tinues to be the standard survey of eighteenth-century
theatrical criticism, acclaimed these reviews as "the
first important theatrical criticisms written for a regu-
lar newspaper," and found them to "rank with the work of
the later critics, like Leigh Hunt and William Hazlitt,
a larger series than we have found in such a paper before
and one that is perhaps the best in the century.l Despite
Gray's pointing the way, in 1966 it could still be noted

by the editors of Aaron Hill's The Prompter, one of the

1Theatrical Criticism in London to 1795 (New York,
1931), pp. 106 and 142.




few important sources of theatrical essays to precede
Murphy's work, that "this aspect of the eighteenth-century
English theatre remains curiously neglected by modern
scholars. Except for the theatrical papers in the Tatler
and the Spectator, the bulk of this writing remains remote
and generally inaccessible to the student."2

It was in response to this state of affairs that
the present edition was undertaken. Its objective is to
make accessible to the student of the eighteenth-century
London theatre an important body of criticism, and to
save him the time and trouble of looking up relevant
background information by providing an annotated text.
Since this criticism has been largely neglected, it was
thought that a critical introduction containing pertinent
biographical and theatrical background, a study of the
critical premises underlying the essays, a comparison of
Murphy's work with that of his contemporaries, and some
new arguments for attribution, might prove useful to the
reader.

Although the Murphy canon includes a good deal of
dramatic criticism, this edition is concerned only with
his theatrical criticism, that is, criticism of the acted

drama, as opposed to that of the drama as literature

2William W. Appleton and Kalman A. Burnim (New
York, 1966), p. vi.



dissociated from theatrical presentation. Since all but
a few of the theatrical criticisms attributed to Murphy
appeared in the London Chronicle of 1757 and 1758, and
since those few which did not have been reproduced in a
well-annotated modern edition, this edition is confined

to his London Chronicle pieces‘3

Although he is the subject of two modern bio-
graphies, Arthur Murphy has received little critical
attention. For most students of literature, his name
evokes recollections of the Johnson circle; for some, it
suggests a minor eighteenth-century dramatist. Why Mur-
phy has been so little regarded is a puzzle. Possibly,
it is because he did so many different things well, yet
in each was overshadowed by the leading figure or figures
in that area. Dramatist, critic, actor, essayist, poli-
tical polemicist, student and translator of the classics,
biographer, lawyer partially responsible for the first
modern copyright laws, and intimate of Johnson, Burke,
Garrick, and many of the leading literary, theatrical and
political figures of his time, Murphy, more than most,
deserves the title, man of letters. Unfortunately, the

man of letters is honored mostly as an abstract ideal

3See New Essays by Arthur Murphy, ed. Arthur Sherbo
(East Lansing, 1963).




and critical attention is generally devoted only to the
superior individual in a particular field.

As a comic dramatist alone, Murphy has been over-
looked. His plays are seldom, if ever, anthologized or
studied, yet he, along with Foote, Colman, and Garrick,
began the revival of the Restoration comedy of wit and
manners that is usually credited to Goldsmith and Sheri-
dan. Ernest Bernbaum made this point many years ago:

"The drama of the 1750's showed a strong revival of the
comic spirit. A new group of playwrights--notably Samuel
Foote, Arthur Murphy, George Colman--raised comedy, not

to the high level on which it moved in the days of Van-
brugh, but much higher than in the depressing period
between 1730 and 1750."4 A. H. Thorndike found Murphy,

"a more loyal follower of the old tradition than either
Colman or Garrick," and ranked him with Goldsmith and
Sheridan as the leading late eighteenth-century proponents
of "the great tradition that began with Dryden and Etherege
but had been sadly lapsing after Farquhar."5

Though perhaps Sheridan's The School for Scandal

and The Rivals and Goldsmith's one success, She Stoops to

Conquer, may be considered superior to Murphy's best

4
P 2057

The Drama of Sensibility (Cambridge, Mass., 1925),

5English Comedy (New York, 1929), pp. 422 and 436.



comedies, The Way to Keep Him, All in the Wrong, and Know

Your Own Mind, the judgment is a nice one. Certainly
Murphy produced far more popular and consistently good
plays than either. For "sixty years between 1756 and
1815 not one passed in which audiences failed to see a
pléy or plays by Murphy."6 Professor James Lynch, sur-
veying the repertory of the London theatres between 1737
and 1777, informs us that in an era when a run of nine
or ten nights was considered successful, "More than four
hundred nights during the last sixteen years of the peri-
od were devoted to the plays of Murphy and Colman alone."7
As a periodical essayist Murphy was more than
competent, and "On Macbeth (8), Shakespeare Vindicated
in a Letter to Voltaire (12), King Lear (16, 17), On
Tragedy (48), On Comedy (49) and On the Burlesque Style
(50) are essays which lift the Gray's-Inn Journal above
the general level of its contemporaries."8 A contributor
to, among other periodicals, the Literary Magazine and
the Monthly Review, he was the latter's leading drama

critic from 1786 to 1789.

6Howard Hunter Dunbar, The Dramatic Career of
Arthur Murphy (New York, 1946), p. 294.

7Box, Pit and Gallery: Stage and Society in
Johnson's London (Berkeley, 1953), p. 28.

8Walter Graham, English Literary Periodicals (New
York, 1930), p. 124.




His two political journals, the Test (Nov. 6, 1756-
July 9, 1757) and the Auditor (June 10, 1762-Feb. 8, 1763)
are important documents in the history of the political
machinations that took place during the Seven Years' War.
Both are well-written, but Murphy's defense of the aristo-
cratic Whig position against that of the popular Pitt,
who was supported by the London trade interests, and his
later defense of the Lord Bute ministry, which was at-
tempting to negotiate an unpopular peace against the wishes
of a merchant class interested in expansion and empire,
earned him more enemies than friends.9 The latter exposed him
to a number of satirical attacks, and the supporters of
John Wilkes, the popular leader of the opposition who had
been prosecuted for his writings in the North Briton, the
anti-ministerial periodical which warred with Murphy's
Auditor, made their presence felt in the playhouse against
Murphy for a good while.10

Murphy's translation of Tacitus (1793) was "the
first good English version of the Roman historian and it

remained the standard one for nearly a hundred years."11

9See R. D. Spector, English Literary Periodicals
and the Climate of Opinion During the Seven Years' war
(The Hague, 1966), chaps. 1-4, passim.

10

Dunbar, Murphy, pp. 150-164, passim.

lrpia., p. 303.



His Essay on the Life and Genius of Samuel Johnson (1793)

includes some original material not "gleaned" by Boswell,
Hawkins, and Mrs. Thrale; his two-volume Life of David
Garrick (1801) contains much useful information for the
student of the eighteenth-century theatrical world and is
the best contemporary portrait of the great player. The

Essay on the Life and Genius of Henry Fielding (1762),

held in little esteem by modern Fielding scholars, was
the principal biography for almost a century. What is
often overlooked is that, despite the inaccuracies, sen-
tentious moral tone, and lack of completeness, Murphy
defended Fielding quite well against the charge of com-
plete immorality usually levelled against him in this
period.12
But a summary of achievements fails to capture
the man. From the perspective of our time he is a minor
literary figure, peripheral to the great men of the era.
But the tendency to fuse our literary judgments and our
concepts of the historical personage distorts our picture
of the man in his time. Unless a minor literary figure
has achieved distinction in another field, we too often
unconsciously relegate him to the same position, as a

figure of respect and influence in his time, that we assign

121pia., pp. 137-140.



him on our scale of literary values. Hence, we tend to
view Murphy as another litterateur attending the Great
Cham, Johnson, or as a minor figure in the theatrical
milieu dominated by Garrick and others.

It is easily forgotten that Murphy's portrait
hung at Streatham, the home of the Thrales and the
gathering-place of the Johnson circle, alongside those
of Johnson, Burke, Garrick, and Reynolds, and that he was
regarded as a social and intellectual equal by many of
the outstanding men of his day. Goldsmith dreaded Mur-
phy's wit, which due to Goldsmith's almost neurotic desire
to shine in conversation he was often subjected to, and
on one occasion after Murphy had baited him, not unde-
servedly, Mrs. Thrale recorded the incident and her
feelings: "I could not avoid pitying him [Goldsmith]
when I saw him so humbled under the lash of a man who
though so far superior to him in Friendship, Honour and
every manly Virtue, in Person, Address, and every pleasing
Quality, is not to be compar'd with him as a Writer."l3
It is a good indication of the esteem in which Murphy was
held, though it undervalues him as writer--not unexpect-
edly since Mrs. Thrale had little regard for the drama.

It was Murphy who introduced Johnson to the Thrales,

and far from being just another recipient of Johnson's

laJames L. Clifford, Hester Lynch Piozzi (Mrs.
Thrale) (oxford, 1941), p. 86.

—==_=7




dicta, he was regarded as a friend and conversational
equal. Boswell, no great admirer of Murphy, noted, "To
hear him [Johnson] and Murphy talk of literature gave me
an unusual relish for it; and I perceived there was
hardly any book which in a critical mouth might not be
made to appear of some worth."14

Tate Wilkinson claims that Murphy and Samuel
Foote were the only theatrical people not in awe of Gar-
rick and who could work the domineering Roscius to their
ends: "But Mr. Foote's knowledge of Garrick was super-
ficial when compared with Mr. Murphy's; for Mr. Murphy's
cool and sensible penetration made him a perfect judge
of the whole inward soul of Mr. Garrick."15 Later, Wil-
kinson remarks, "Mr. Garrick, though attached to subordi-
nation, was kept in order and decorum himself by our

& The

present ingenious writer, Counsellor Murphy."l
statements of his peers tell us that Murphy was more in-
fluential and respected in his time than modern literary
opinion might lead us to expect.

Born in Ireland, Dec. 27, 1727, the second son of

Jane French and Richard Murphy, a Dublin merchant, Arthur

14The Private Papers of James Boswell, ed. Geoffrey
Scott and Frederick Pottle (Privately printed, 1928-1934),
XI,:237.

15Hemoir5 of His Own Life (York, 1790), I, 22.

161pia., 111, 48.
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Murphy and his brother James (1725) were soon left to

the care of their mother when in 1729 their father died
on a trading voyage.l7 Mrs. Murphy's brother, Jeffrey
French came to her aid and on his advice she sold the
property in Dublin and in 1735 moved to London, where
French was a merchant. The family was dependent on French
and he promised to establish the boys in business or a
profession. Arthur was soon sent to France to reside
with his maternal aunt, Mrs. Arthur Plunkett, and in 1738
he was enrolled in the English college of the Jesuit mona-
stery at St. Omer, where for the next six years he dis-
tinguished himself as a student of the classics and devel-
oped an interest in the drama and the French critics.

In 1744 he returned to London and for the next
three years, while dwelling with his mother in the Strand,
pursued mercantile studies at Webster's Academy--apparently
at his uncle's direction. Though little enamoured of be-
coming a merchant, he now had the chance to explore London
and under the guidance of his brother James, who had
studied at Westminster School and was soon to enter the

Middle Temple, he was introduced to the coffee-houses,

17Unless otherwise noted, for the following bio-
graphical information I am indebted to Murphy's two
modern biographers, John Pike Emery, Arthur Murphy (Phila-
delphia, 1946); Howard Dunbar, Dramatic Career; and to
his contemporary biographer, Jessé Foot, The Life of

Arthur Murphy, Esq. (London, 1811).
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theatres, and a group of young bloods including Beau
Tracy, Thaddeus Fitzpatrick, William Havard, and Samuel
Foote.

In 1747 his uncle sent him to Cork as an infor-
mal apprentice to Edmund Harrold, an eminent London
merchant who had an establishment there. But two years
later, when French commanded that he go to Jamaica where
French owned a plantation, Murphy refused and returned
to London. Though tired of the drudgery of the merchant
world, he attempted to regain his uncle's favor by accept-
ing an assistant bookkeeper's position with Ironside and
Belchier, bankers in Lombard Street. But after a year,
when French failed to respond, he quit and plunged whole-
heartedly into the London literary and theatrical life
that had long attracted him. Since his return to London,
he had frequented the theatres, coffee-houses and taverns
where writers and actors gathered and had become acquainted
with many of them. Among these were Charles Macklin,
Samuel Foote, David Garrick, William Collins, and Chris-
topher Smart, many of whom, along with Murphy, were
members of the Shakespeare Club, a group that met at the
coffee-houses to discuss Shakespeare and literary and
theatrical topics in general.

It was probably at the Bedford Coffee-house,
sometime in 1751, that Murphy met Henry Fielding, who was

at this time projecting plans for his Convent-Garden
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Journal. And early in 1752, when this periodical actually
began to appear, Fielding took Murphy on as a second
assistant. His job was the humble one of scanning the
London papers for news items and arranging them for the
"Modern History" section of the Journal, but this work
under Fielding was a valuable apprenticeship for Murphy's
later literary endeavours. His contributions to the main
essays seem to have been slight: Emery credits him with
having a hand in Nos. 53, 62, 64, and 65; Sherbo concurs
in No. 62 only, while Dunbar feels there is not sufficient
evidence for attribution. There was an air of excitement
about the Journal during this period, for Fielding was
constantly engaged in verbal warfare with, among others,
Bonnell Thornton and the notorious John Hill, at this
time the subject of Smart's satirical Hilliad, which Mur-
phy contributed to, and a man for whom Murphy bore a
life-long antipathy.18

On October 21, 1752, more than a month before the

demise of the Covent-Garden Journal, Murphy became a part-

ner with "Charles D'Anvers," of whom virtually nothing is
known, in the publication of a weekly periodical called
the Craftsman, or New Craftsman. There are no extant

copies of this periodical. Using the pseudonym Charles

18Arthur Sherbo, Christopher Smart: Scholar of
the University (East Lansing, 1967), pp. 91-92.
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Ranger, taken from the name of a character in Benjamin
Hoadly's Suspicious Husband, Murphy wrote a weekly essay
in the Craftsman under the rubric Gray's-Inn Journal,
Almost a year later, on September 29, 1753, after forty-
nine issues of the Craftsman, he began to publish the
Gray's-Inn Journal as an independent venture.19 He
ceased publication of the Gray's-Inn Journal on September
21, 1754, after fifty-two issues, presumably to concen-
trate on his imminent acting career. However, Sherbo
credits him at this time with a periodical entitled, The
Entertainer, which ran from September 3, 1754, weekly
through November 19, 1754, overlapping both the final
issues of the Gray's-Inn Journal and Murphy's first ap-
pearance on the stage.20

In format and content the Gray's-Inn Journal was
in the periodical tradition of the Spectator, Tatler, and

the later Convent-Garden Journal. Like the last, the main

essay was followed by a section, in this case entitled
"True Intelligence," containing items of topical inter-
est, often of a theatrical nature. As an ddmirer of

Addison, many of Murphy's essays, like those in the

19For a history of the dating, revisions and
various editions of this periodical see Roland B. Botting,

"The Textual History of Murphy's Gray's-Inn Journal," Re-
search Studies of the State College of Washington, XXV
7), 33-48.

2oNew Essays, pp. 1-16.
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Spectator, were conceived as corrective satire aimed at
moral improvement in his readers. He satirized women,
coffee-house clientele, card-playing, the Royal Society,
affected travelers and what he deemed general foibles.
But his particular disposition was toward the theatre
and theatrical life; hence, a number of the essays are
concerned with dramatic criticism. In these he championed
natural acting, opposed pantomimes, and theorized about
comedy and tragedy. By and large, his style was lucid
and entertaining and his contribution to the periodical
essay notable.

Murphy had little profit from the Gray's-Inn
Journal though it was not a financial failure. He had
hoped to be one of his uncle's heirs, but when French
died in 1754 he left nothing to his nephews. Faced with
debts, a common state for Murphy throughout much of his
life, he was advised by his friend Samuel Foote to try
the stage. Under Foote's tutelage he prepared himself
and was engaged for the 1754-55 season at Convent Garden,
ostensibly as a replacement for Spranger Barry who had
gone to Dublin for the season. On October 18, 1754, Mur-
phy made a successful debut as Othello, a considerable
achievement since it invited comparison with Barry, who
was considered the finest Othello of the day. During
the remainder of the season he appeared as Zamor in Aaron

Hill's Alzira, Young Bevil in Steele's The Conscious
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Lovers, Archer in Farquhar's The Beaux' Stratagem, Hamlet,

Richard III, and Biron in Southerne's Fatal Marriage.
With the proceeds from his benefit night plus his salary,
he seems to have been able to pay most of his debts.

In the 1755-56 season he acted under Garrick at
Drury Lane and, besides repeating some roles from the
previous season, played Osmyn in Congreve's The Mourning
ggigg, Horatio in Rowe's Fair Penitent, Gothmund in
Brown's Athelstan, Bajazet in Rowe's Tamerlane, and the
lead in Henry Jones' Earl of Essex. He made few appear-
ances in the latter half of the season, for it seems he
and Garrick were at odds. Though Murphy was a great ad-
mirer of Garrick, the two men clashed a number of times
in their long relationship. But the season was a finan-
cial success and after paying debts, Murphy cleared about
£400,--a considerable sum at this time. He did not re-
turn to the stage after this season, and in later life
glossed over the fact that he had been an actor. As a
player he seems to have been quite competent; he had an
attractive appearance, good judgment, and a good voice,
but he lacked the power and magnetism of the great
performer.

One of the reasons for his financial success in
the 1755-56 season, was the production of his popular
farce, The Apprentice, written in 1753 but first per-

formed Jan. 2, 1756. A satire on spouting clubs, the
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gathering places of stage-struck youths, it held the
stage for almost half a century, and the great comedian
Henry Woodward "owned" the role of Dick the apprentice
until his death in 1777. Murphy's farce, The Englishman
from Paris, lost until recently, was performed with lit-
tle success in the spring of 1756.21 For Foote's The

Englishman Returned from Paris, utilizing the same plot

which he apparently took from Murphy in conversation,
beat Murphy's play to the stage by almost three months.

In retaliation, Murphy, in The Spouter; or the Triple

Revenge, a play printed early in 1756 but never meant

to be acted, satirized Foote along with John Hill and
Theophilus Cibber, who at this time was attacking Garrick
in a series of lectures on the drama.

These were productive years for Murphy. In ad-
dition to the three farces, he completed his first
tragedy, The Orphan of China, sometime in 1756 though it
was not performed until 1759. He wrote a mock elegy,
"Elegy Written in a London Churchyard," contributed a
review of Athelstan to his friend Smart's Universal

Visiter,22 revised the second edition of his Gray's-Inn

21See Simon Trefman, "Arthur Murphy's Long Lost
Englishman from Paris: A Manuscript Discovered," Theatre
NE%EBEOE, XX (1966), I37-141.

22Sherbo, New Essays, pp. 179-184.
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Journal and saw it through the press, and in November,
1756, undertook the Test in defense of the fallen New-
castle administration. This journal was soon answered

by Owen Ruffhead's Con-Test, whose raison d'etre was

contradicting the Test in support of the Pitt ministry,
and Murphy found himself embroiled in a full-scale poli-
tical paper-war.

Thus, in January 1757, when Murphy began his
first series of theatrical criticisms in the London
Chronicle, he was eminently qualified for such a task.
For the past eight years he had been intimately involved
in the literary and theatrical life of London. He was
widely read in the literature of the drama and in criti-
cal theory. He was a lucid and entertaining writer, a
proven essayist able to meet the demands of regular com-
position. Though his best work as a playwright was still
in the future, his experience as a writer and his two
years as a professional actor had taught him that works
meant for performance demanded critical standards differ-
ent from those meant only to be read--a lesson few critics
of the time had learned. That Murphy's London Chronicle
criticism was the best of its kind in the century should

not be surprising.

Though the mid-eighteenth century was not a re-

markable period for the creation of drama, it was one of
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the most eminent periods in the history of the English
theatre. Seldom before, and never since, has the theatre
played such a part in the life of its time. Murphy, re-
flecting on half a century's association with the London
theatrical world, commented that in Garrick's time, "the
theatre engrossed the minds of men to such a degree, that
it may now be said, that there existed in England a
fourth estate, Kings, Lords, and Commons, and Drury-Lane

23 There is more fact than hyperbole in Mur-

Playhouse.
phy's statement. More than a century and a half later,
George Winchester Stone, discussing the attempt of him-
self and his colleagues to reconstruct the London stage

as it existed from 1660 to 1800, wrote of the mid-century
theatre, "The institution which emerges is not a property,
a stage, an actor, a text, or an audience, but a complex
business enterprise of increasing prosperity, which took
its place as a constant in the daily life of London--as
much of a constant as the church, the government, the mar-
ket, the transport system, or the building and victualling
tradea."z4

The theatre had been a vital force in the first

quarter of the century under the acting and direction of

23Life of Garrick, II, 201.

241he London Stage 1660-1880, Part 4: 1747-1776
(Carbondale, 1962), I, Xix.
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Cibber, Wilks, and Booth, but by 1732 it had fallen into
a state of decline. At the end of this year, Wilks was
dead, Booth ailing, and Cibber retired. The audiences
flocked to see Rich's pantomimes, and legitimate comedy
and tragedy had few supporters. But in the 1740's, Gar-
rick and Charles Macklin revitalized the stage with their
natural acting styles, and in 1747, when Garrick and James
Lacy assumed the joint managership of Drury Lane, one of
the great theatrical eras began.

The London Patent houses of this era were above
all actors' theatres: "Because of its dependence on the
repertory system, the Georgian theatre had kept alive
the masterpieces of the older drama, and in presenting
them also fashioned a race of great actors whose equals

perhaps have not been seen before or since."25

Garrick,
of course, was the acknowledged master, but he was not
unchallenged in a number of roles. The handsome Spranger
Barry was his most formidable rival. They often appeared
in the same roles and their rivalry filled both houses.
"Barry was the most irresistible of stage lovers, and in
tenderness and majesty was as incomparable as Garrick was

in the grand and conflicting passions of humanity."26

25Appleton and Burnim, Prompter, p. V.

264, Barton Baker, English Actors (New York, 1879),

1, 204.
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There was also the irascible Charles Macklin who began
the theatrical reformation with his interpretation of
Shylock, a low comedy role until he restored the original.
His contribution to natural acting has been often over-
looked in the adulation of Garrick.27 Henry Mossop, a
tall and stately actor with a strong and harmonious voice,
was, despite a certain mechanical quality, a notable and
popular tragedian. Samuel Foote, actor, author, sometime-
manager, was the leading mimic. The great comedian of
the day was Henry Woodward. His Marplot, Bobadil, Touch-
stone, Mercutio, and Lord Foppington were unsurpassed and
he rivalled John Rich as Harlequin.

The women were no less regarded than the men.
Hannah Pritchard, who held the stage for thirty-six years,
excelled in both comedy and tragedy though she leaned
toward comic roles. Known for her portrayal of characters
of intrigue, mirth, and gaiety, and for those of the term-
agent, she was also a fine Queen in Hamlet and, until late
in the century, an unequalled Lady Macbeth. Susanna Maria
Cibber's forte was the tender and passionate heroine. = She
was an accomplished singer and though not a beautiful

woman, "her person was perfectly elegant“;28 at the age

27Alan S. Downer, "Nature to Advantage Dressed:
Eighteenth-Century Acting," in Restoration Drama, ed. John
Loftis (New York, 1966), pp. 339-340.

281he Thespian Dictionary (London, 1805), sub

Cibber.
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of fifty she could still play the part of a juvenile
heroine with plausibility. The expressive and vivacious
Peg Woffington excelled in roles of females of high rank
and in comic parts, but her most famous was the "breeches"
part as Sir Harry Wildair in Farquhar's The Constant
Couple. In this role she had replaced Robert Wilks, the
unrivalled "fine gentleman" of an earlier era. George-
anne Bellamy disputed Mrs. Cibber in the "love-lorn hero-

ines of tragedy."29

Acclaimed for her beauty, wit, and
passion, by 1760, at the age of twenty-nine, her beauty
had faded, and never quite having had the professional
competence that allowed other actresses to overcome this
loss, her stage career was over. The most famous comedi-
enne of the era was Kitty Clive. She acted from 1728 to
1769 and her only flaw was a penchant for playing tragedy,
a genre for which she was completely unsuited and one
which she often turned into burlesque.

A relatively stable, highly professional company
of actors was the sine qua non of the repertory system.
In a season which ran from mid-September through May, each
theatre gave approximately one hundred eighty performances
of fifty different plays. Only the most competent pro-

fessionals could meet such a schedule.

29Baker, hetors; I; 275;
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Though the Licensing Act of 1737 had restricted
the legitimate drama to the two Patent theatres in Drury
Lane and Covent Garden, the competition was intense. In
the 1750's, the two theatres were almost equal in size,
with Drury Lane having an estimated capacity of 1,268

persons and Covent Garden 1,335.30

That throughout the
decade Drury Lane had an average attendance of about one
thousand persons a day and Covent Garden only thirty to
fifty less, marks the equality of their offerings. Actors
could move freely between the two houses or, as they often
did, go to Dublin for the season. Hence, monopoly had no
adverse effect on the excellence of performance and may

in fact have aided it by concentrating the actors in a
circumscribed area. It did, howewver, severely limit the
outlets for new drama.

The audience came from all walks of life, though
the upper-middle class set the moral, social, and economic
tone of the theatre in this period. The lower classes,
workmen, sailors, servants, apprentices, all but the lowest
(who seldom had the price of admission), sat in the upper
or "shilling" gallery. The small businessmen, shopmen,

experienced clerks, and journeymen were divided between

3oFor statistics on capacity and attendance, and
for the following information on the nature of the audi-
ence, I am indebted to Harry William Pedicord, The Theat-
rical Public in the Time of Garrick (Carbondale, 1954).
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the upper and lower galleries. The gallery audience made
up the largest share of "after money," income from the
practice of admitting at "half price" after the third

act those who were either previously engaged, or, more
commonly, those interested only in the entertainment that
followed the mainpiece. Though the galleries were often
loud and obstreperous, a more critical audience sat in
the pit. Here gathered professional men, public servants,
men from the inns of court, and the young men about town;
this was, in general, a literate and interested audience,
many of whose members were regular theatregoers and com-
petent critics. 1In line with the change from an aristo-
cratic to a middle class theatre, wealthy traders and
employers now joined the aristocracy in the boxes.

Though some of the earlier abuses, such as the
seating of patrons on the stage, were gradually abolished,
by modern standards this was a difficult audience to play
for. As late as 1788, a critic in the Monthly Review
could still talk about "catcalls," the "vociferous im-
portunities of orange-women," and "the licentious clamours

3L

of the galleries." It was an axiom that, "Mr. Town and

John Bull would have their own way and not be in the least

n32

controlled. Surprisingly, these theatregoers were

3lrxxIx (July 1788), 79.

324ilkinson, Memoirs, II, 36.
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qguite generous to novice performers, a phenomenon often
remarked upon, but when displeased with a seasoned actor,
even one of their favorites, they were capable of halting
the performance with noise and a barrage of refuse.

They came to theatres heated by coal burning
fireplaces and lighted by Spermacetti and wax candles
and oil lamps. If they came for the full bill of fare,
they were in the theatre from six o'clock to ten. The
evening "consisted of a Prologue, a full five-act Main-
21222' an Epilogue, some form of theatrical dance (usually
narrative and comic), a two-act Afterpiece, a good deal
of popular music, and during the benefit season, a number
of specialty acts."33 The afterpiece was usually a farce,
a pantomime, a ballad opera, or a burletta. At Covent
Garden, the afterpiece would more often be a pantomime,
for its manager, the eccentric John Rich, was himself a
leading Harlequin and "revolved his afterpiece program
about a repertory of five elegantly got-up pantomimes
each season."34 At Drury Lane, satirical farces predomi-
nated but Rich's competition forced Garrick to offer more

pantomimes than he preferred.

33Stone, London Stage, I, xxiv.

34For this and the following information about
the theatrical repertory, I am indebted to Stone, London

Stage.
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Despite the accusations levelled at Rich by his
contemporaries that he corrupted the public taste with
his pantomimes and pageants, his mainpiece offerings were
similar to those at Drury Lane, and throughout the 1750's
the competition between the two houses in legitimate
drama was stiff. The edge held by Drury Lane was due to
its having a slightly superior company of actors headed
by the inimitable Garrick, rather than to its being the
last bastion of legitimate drama. However, it is true
that Rich was less amenable than Garrick to producing the
work of new writers.

Out of the one hundred eighty acting nights, each
theatre usually presented about sixteen different tragedies,
thirty comedies, and six miscellaneous types--histories,
tragicomedies, opera, masques. This was the period of the
great Shakespeare revival, and between the two theatres
generally fifteen or sixteen of his plays were produced
each season. The most popular tragedies of the period
were Shakespeare's, with Romeo and Juliet heading the list,

followed by Hamlet, King Lear, Macbeth and Othello. Second

only to Shakespearean tragedy was the pathetic variety with

Otway's The Orphan and Venice Preserv'd, Rowe's The Fair

Penitent and Jane Shore, and Congreve's The Mourning Bride

the most popular representatives of the type.
The ratio of comic offerings to those of tragedy

show this was an age of comedy. It far outdistanced
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tragedy in both the number of performances of old and new
works and in the quality of the plays being written at
this time. Though a good deal of critical attention has
been devoted to sentimental comedy in this period, comedy
of manners still dominated the stage, and performances of

this type alone almost doubled those of sentimental come-

dy. When Shakespearean comedy, humours comedy, and comedy of

intrigue are taken into consideration along with that of
manners, presentations of sentimental comedy constitute
less than one-fifth of the comic repertory.

Once again, the single most important author was

Shakespeare; his Much Ado About Nothing, The Tempest

(usually altered as an opera), As You Like It, The Mer-

chant of Venice, Twelfth Night, Measure for Measure, and

The Merry Wives of Windsor were among the most popular

plays of the period. The most popular single comedy was

Benjamin Hoadly's The Suspicious Husband, a combination

of manners, intrigue and sentiment. Season after season,
the plays that formed the basis of the comic repertory

included Farquhar's The Beaux' Stratagem and The Recruit-

ing Officer; Mrs. Centlivre's The Wonder, The Busy Body,

and A Bold Stroke for a Wife; Ben Jonson's Every Man in

His Humour and The Alchymist; Congreve's The Way of the

World and Love for Love; Steele's The Conscious Lovers;

Colley Cibber's The Careless Husband, his completion of

Vanbrugh's The Provk'd Husband, Love's Last Shift, and

She Would and She Would Not.
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The most popular work by far in the miscellaneous
category was Gay's ballad opera, The Beggar's Opera. It
was performed more times than any other work and topped
even Romeo and Juliet by a good margin. Shakespeare's

histories, Richard II, Richard III, and Henry VIII were

often played. A few comic operas, Burgoyne's The Maid of

the Oaks, and Bickerstaffe's Maid of the Mill and Love in

a Village, were perennial productions. A surprising entry
was the Covent Garden revival of Milton's masque, Comus,
which was given ninety-four times between 1747 and 1776.
It is of interest to note, and a mark of the prevailing
attitudes of the time, that tragicomedy had little suc-

cess in this period.




II
MURPHY'S CRITICAL PREMISES

That the eighteenth century was a period of criti-
cal turmoil, a period in which occurred some of the most
important and far-reaching changes in not only critical
theory but in the philosophical and psychological founda-
tions of such theory, is a common-place of contemporary
scholarship. The view, which regarded the criticism of
this period as a series of smug and self-assured procla-
mations based on unarguable and immutable literary laws,
is no longer tenable. The alterations and innovations
that kept critical theory in a state of flux throughout
the century have been well documented, though the mean-
ings and implications of these changes continue to be a
source of speculation and argument. For some modern
critics the new directions taken during this time herald
a "Romantic" aesthetic, for others, they are only shifts
and extensions within the framework of Neo-Classicism.
What is important here, to an attempt to place Murphy's
critical theories in perspective, is the necessity of
sorting from this welter of conflicting and contradictory

positions those elements with enough commonality to be

28
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used as characteristic marks of mid eighteenth-century
critical thought.

By the 1740's, the standards of French Neo-
Classicism, that had strongly influenced English critical
theory in the last quarter of the Seventeenth Century,
received little endorsement. From Dryden on there was a
growing realization that the "rules," which were the es-
sence of early neo-classical doctrine and which received
their authority from contemporary interpretations of the
maxims of the "ancients," were a set of after-the-fact
descriptions. They were derived from the model literary
works of classical antiquity, without regard for histori-
cal and cultural needs and differences, and they failed
to account for anything beyond, and even here not very
satisfactorily, the structural aspects of literature.

J. W. H. Atkins remarks:
Amid conflicting cross-currents there was already
an awakening to the need for something more than
the rules, a realization that the poetic appeal was
not to the intellect alone, but to the emotions as
well; and methods of appreciation, as distinct from
methods of composition, became now the main considera-
tion. Certain general principles, for instance, were
either emphasized anew or tentatively set forth for
the first time. Fixed rules, it was asserted, were

inconsistent with a changing environment; a distinction
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was drawn between the 'mathematical reason' and the
'poetical reason'; 'good taste' was advocated as
the test of literary excellence; and attempts were
made to clear up obscurities in the critical
terminology.35
The rejection of these "fixed rules" led the critics of
this period to search in new directions for a more viable
set of principles.

Why the rules came to be called into question
during this particular time remains a matter of specula-
tion. Hypotheses range from ideas about the rise of
"mechanistic"” philosophy destroying the special provinces
of poetry, hence, producing counter-arguments attempting
to preserve these provinces, to suppositions about chang-
ing social conditions creating a climate in which litera-
ture and criticism flourished. Obviously, there is no
simple answer, nor single factor, that will serve to ex-
plain this complex process. However, one phenomenon that
stands out, though always in conjunction with other factors,
is that a constantly growing body of criticism, both the-
oretical and practical, generated the examination of its
own principles. As R. S. Crane points out, "it was in a

period from Dryden to the end of the eighteenth century,

35En lish Literary Criticism, 17th & 18th Cen-
turies (London, 1951), p. 185.
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and to some extent under the influence of Dryden's example,
that criticism of poetry, painting, and the other fine
arts became, for the first time in English literature, an
important branch of learning, considered worthy of culti-
vation, for both practical and theoretical ends, by some
of the most distinguished minds of the time."36

Previous to this time, the existing body of cri-
ticism was largely theoretical. It was a body of deductive
literary precepts which were seldom applied to individual
works. With the rise of practical criticism the great
disparity between theory and practice became increasingly
recognized. This recognition received its initial stimu-
lus from the inability of the critics to reconcile the
excellences of Shakespeare with his violation of the
rules.37 From this point, it was a short step to the
realization that the rules explained little, if anything,
about the beauties and effects of English drama in gen-
eral. By 1702, though at this time still a minority
opinion, Farquhar could say, "All the Authorities, all
the Rules of Antiquity have prov'd too weak to support

the Theatre, whilst others who have dispenc'd with the

36"Enqlish Neo-classical Criticism: An Outline
Sketch," in Critics and Criticism, ed. R. S. Crane (Chi-
cago, 1952), p. 372.

375ee€1arence C. Green, The Neo-Classical Theory

of Tragedy in England During the Eighteenth Century (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1934), pp. 82-101.
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Critics, and taken a Latitude in the OEconomy of their
Plays, have been the chief Supporters of the Stage, and
the Ornament of the Drama; this is so visibly true, that
I need bring in no instances to enforce it."38

The ensuing search for a more serviceable set of
principles moved the source of these principles from its
locus within literature to stations outside of litera-
ture.39 This search took three general directions, though
it must always be noted that the directions were not
separate entities but were a matter of emphasis, each
always partaking of elements from the others. One direc-
tion was an attempt to ground the principles of literary
structures in that most ambiguous concept, "nature."
This direction emphasized the works themselves as the
focal point of critical theory. Another trend was toward
an audience-centered aesthetic, toward theories of evalua-
tion based on the "effects" of literature. The third line
of development was the renewed interest in theories of

creation. Here the emphasis was on concepts of "genius,"

38"Discourse upon Comedy," in Critical Essays of
the 18th Century, ed. W. H. Durham (New Haven, 1515;,
p. 263.

39

For the nucleus of the following ideas I am in-
debted to: M. H. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp (New
York, 1953); Walter Jackson Bate, From Classic to Romantic

(Cambridge, Mass., 1946); René Wellek, A History of Moaern
Criticism, 1750-1950 (New Haven, 1955), I- R. S. Crane,
op. cit.
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"imagination," and "invention," which allowed the artist
to transcend the rules.

As long as the source of the rules had remained
the literature itself, as was the case with the old
principles, which were essentially compositional or
structural precepts abstracted from individual works,
there was, at least theoretically, no problem with either
theories of creation or of evaluation. For if the source
of the principles is the literature, and if these princi-
ples are accepted as basic critical premises, then both
evaluation and creation work tautologically, i.e., in
order to create a work of art one need only follow the
compositional rules; to evaluate a work, one need only
determine its conformity to the rules.

It goes without saying that actual critical prac-
tices never approached this kind of simple-minded reduc-

tion. However, as a reductio ad absurdum of the self-

contained nature of those critical theories which were
based on notions of immutable structural rules, the over-
simplification may point to one reason for the number of
directions taken after rules-oriented theories were re-
jected. When the search for new literary principles
placed the source of these principles somewhere outside
of literature, e.g., in "nature," it broke the tautology
that bound together literary works, their creation, and
their evaluation, and thus allowed for differing, and

even contradictory, premises for each of these aspects.
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R. L. Brett points out, "With the breakdown of
traditional authority it was natural that criticism should
turn to the new philosophy of ideas and substitute psy-
chological explanation for the dictates of Aristotle."40
This psychological bias can be seen in the question of
whether a work of art appeals to the reason or to the feel-
ings; it was a question that remained one of the primary
concerns throughout the century. With this shift to the
"effectiveness" of literature there arose that battery of
ambiguous concepts that are interpreted by some as har-
bingers of Romanticism, and by others as logical exten-
sions of Neo-Classicism: taste, the 'sublime,' genius,
imagination, fancy, invention. These, along with nature
and imitation, became the important concepts of eighteenth-
century criticism.

What the fragmentation into a number of philoso-
phical and psychologically based theories means to an
attempt to characterize mid eighteenth-century critical
thought is, that by this time, what is generally termed
Neo-Classicism is no longer definable by a particular set
of tenets. In the 1750's, it is not ynusual for a critic
to propose that literary works follow at least those rules

of the ancients which are founded on universal humanity,

40,

The Third Earl of Shaftesbury (London, 1951),
P. 127.
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i.e., "nature"; to base his concept of artistic creation
on definitions of "genius," "judgment," and "imagination,"
largely borrowed from the associationist psychology that
had developed out of the thought of Hobbes and Locke; to
ground his theory of evaluation in both a Neo-Platonic
concept of "taste," and in the pleasure and moral utility
of Horace's utile et dulce. It is important to keep in
mind that generally these premises were implicit rather
than explicit. And that often, the critic, when dealing
with individual works or when theorizing about the various
forms, did not separate, or was even unaware of, such
categories as structure, creation, and evaluation. These
all blend in theevaluation of any given work and are only
tools that allow one to sort trends from the critical
complexities of this period.

If the Neo-Classicism of this time cannot be de-
fined by a particular set of precepts, it appears that
it may be defined by a commonality of critical approach
and a few generally held assumptions. One of the basic
aims of Neo-Classicism, as opposed to the impressionistic
tendency of Romanticism, was, "to discover the principles
or the 'laws' or 'rules' of literature, of literary
creation, of the structure of a literary work of art,

wdl

and of the reader's response. Despite the various

“lyellek, mistory, I, 12.
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directions taken in this search, and despite the ambigui-
ties of such concepts as imagination, fancy, taste, and
the 'sublime,' there were always implicit assumptions of,
"a stable psychology of human nature, a fundamental set
of norms in the works themselves, a uniform working of
human sensibility and intelligence allowing us to reach
conclusions which would be valid for all art and all
literature.“42

This then, was roughly the state of English criti-
cal theory, when, in the 1750's, Murphy began his career
as a practicing critic. By the last half of the eighteenth
century, any critic who had pretensions to more than per-
sonal opinion, had to confront, and attempt to solve for
himself, a multitude of critical problems. And as Murphy
appears to have been more aware than most of this critical
legacy, it is not surprising to find him subject to quite
diverse influences.

He had been educated in France, was a life-long
student and translator of the classics, and he maintained
a passionate and abiding interest in most aspects of Eng-
lish literature and its criticism--particularly that of
the drama. Throughout his early writings he makes refer-

ence to, among others, Horace and Aristotle, to Boileau,

421pia.
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Rapin, Bossu, Bouhours, Dacier, and Voltaire, to Locke,
Dryden, Shaftesbury, Pope, Dennis, Rymer, and Johnson.

In his common-place book, probably written in the 1780's,
there are notes on, or references to Lowth, Harris, Hurd,
Marmontel, Vida, Blair, Lord Kames, and Fontenelle.43 it
may be no exaggeration to claim that Murphy was as well
read in critical theory, in both that of the past and of
his contemporaries, as any critic in eighteenth-century
England. That he was aware of the various cross-currents
brooks no contention. That he attempted, often quite
successfully, to resolve many of these theoretical prob-
lems, will be demonstrated in the following survey of his

critical premises.

The primary objective of examining Murphy's
theories is to acquaint the reader of his theatrical
criticism with those assumptions upon which this criti-
cism is based. A second purpose is to provide the reader
with Murphy's particular uses and definitions of those
ambiguous concepts, "nature," "taste," "imagination,"
etc., that were fundamental to the criticism of this
period. Finally, there is the intrinsic interest in

examining the theories of a critic, who except for some

43.]. Homer Caskey, "Arthur Murphy's Common-Place
Book," SP, XXXVII (1940), 598-609.
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attention to his statements on the drama, has been largely
overlooked; and possibly finding he is a better critic
than has been supposed.

One of the main reasons Murphy has been overlooked
as a theorist, and the chief difficulty in attempting to
survey his premises, is that he was not a systematic
critic. This is not to impugn his logic in the handling
of specific critical problems, it is only to point out
that he left no single treatise, or group of works, in
which his critical theories were systematically set
forth. The closest he comes to this is in a few sequences

of essays in the 1786 edition of the Gray's-Inn Journal.

During a time span of almost half a century, he dealt, at
one point or another, with most of the critical problems
of the period. But his treatment of these problems is

scattered throughout the Gray's Inn-Journal, the Monthly

Review, the London Chronicle, and his lives of Johnson,

Fielding, and Garrick. It is surprising to find how
much space he devoted to critical concerns when he was
ostensibly writing biography.

This means, that in order to examine Murphy's
critical theories in the same way one would those of a
systematic critic, his premises must be collected from
the different sources, and juxtaposed in some logical
sequence. But it is important that no system be imposed

on these concepts that might alter their meanings. To
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avoid this problem, the various critical concerns have
been ordered in the same general patterns that most
eighteenth-century criticism appears to have followed,
i.e., to begin with his statements about the rules seems
the logical starting point; to move next to his ideas of
nature and imitation, which are premises of literary
structures; then to his notions of genius, imagination,
judgment, and invention, all concepts of artistic crea-
tion; after this, to the "affective" aspects--taste and
its alliance with morality, and the sublime; finally,
most of these converge in his theories of the different
literary forms.

As the survey proceeds, an attempt will be made
to place Murphy's ideas in the critical milieu of the
period, and to compare his concepts with the prevailing
ones. Where particular influences are obvious, they
will be pointed out. However, when dealing with a
critic as subject to the various cross-currents as Murphy,
the matter of influence is, at best, specious.

Even a casual glance at some of Murphy's state-
ments regarding the rules, particularly in those essays
where the limits of time and space precluded any con-
sideration of critical principles, turns up a number of
seeming inconsistencies. At times, he appears to advocate
almost a rigid French Neo-Classical adherence to the rules.

"The Plot is very far from being conducted artificially,



40

and in a just Subordinancy to the Rules of the Drama.“44

"The Rules of the Drama are frequently destroyed, and in

general it is such a Jumble of Banqueting, Rioting, Lov-

ing, Fighting, Drinking, and Quarrelling, that a worse

play could not be well chosen to suit the modern 'I‘aste."45
Opposed to these are a number of counter-statements

in which the inadequacy of these precepts is recognized.

Often, as for so many eighteenth-century critics, it was

Shakespeare's transcendence that made this inadequacy

most obvious. "The light of Nature was his guide. 1In

some instances he saw the beauty arising from the Unity

of his subject; in others, he chose to follow the chain

of historical events, and he felt, as his auditors always

féel, that the warmth, the spirit, and the rapidity of

his genius, could give even to wild variety all the

graces of connection."46
But Shakespeare was only the most conspicuous

example of the rules' inherent limitations as critical

principles. Of Otway's The Orphan Murphy remarks, "In

the Play now before us there are many admirable Strokes

of Genius, and the Story shews us how greatly those Critics

44

London Chronicle, Jan. 25-27, 1757.

45London Chronicle, Feb. 12-15, 1757.

46Grax's Inn-Journal, No. 41 (1786). Hereafter

abbreviated GIJ.
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are mistaken, who insist that the Subject of Tragedy
should always be some illustrious Action depending among

great and exalted Personages."47

And of the English
tragedians he can say, "Our poets are sufficiently pos-
sessed of the Spirit of Tragedy, but they are not atten-
tive to the minute rules of correct taste, and the trouble
of blotting. It may be added, that they have more real
fire, sublimer sentiments, and characters better marked
than any nation whatever."48

A number of his seeming inconsistencies are ex-
plained in those theoretical passages in which he examines
the limits and the usefulness of the rules. The following
quotations best summarize not only Murphy's position on
the rules, but the one commonly held by most late

eighteenth-century critics.49

In a review of Henry Pye's
translation of Aristotle's Poetics, he says of Pye's
projected commentary on this work that a dissertation of
this nature "may teach the critic not to adopt, with

superstition, rules of the drama, merely because they

are in Aristotle; for in the Greek writer many rules are

47London Chronicle, Mar. 8-10, 1757.

48:15, No. 73 (1786).

49A. Bosker in his Literary Criticism in the Age
of Johnson (The Hague, 1930), p. 64, uses one of Murphy's
statements on the rules (GIJ, No. 87) to exemplify the
common eighteenth-century position.




42

to be found, which are not fundamental, but adapted en-
tirely to the structure of the ancient drama."50 In one

of the Gray's-Inn Journal essays he makes his most cogent

statement on this matter:
That the rules established by Aristotle and Horace
are, for the most part, agreeable to nature, I am
ready to allow. Men of inferior genius may think
it in their interest, and, if they will, their duty
to conform to those rules. They may, in that school,
learn the economy of a just and well arranged fable.
But fable is but a secondary beauty; the exhibition
of character, and the excitement of the passions,
justly claiming the precedence. With the rules,
which theoretical writers have drawn into a system,
Shakespeare appears not much acquainted. Of those
rules some are valuable, because founded in NATURE;
others are of positive institution only, and like
many arbitrary acts of civil society, they cease in

51

time to have the force of obligation.

Hence, most of the time, when Murphy takes an author to

50The Monthly Review, LXXX (February 1789), 148.
For Murphy's contributions to this periodical I am in-
debted to Benjamin C. Nangle, The Monthly Review (1749-
1780): Indexes of Contributors and Articles (Oxford, 1934).

51513, No. 41 (1786).
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task for not following the rules, he is referring to
those general laws of "nature," not to the precepts of
the ancients--except where they are one and the same.

The obvious problem with this concept is the in-
consistency which manifested itself in the criticism of
individual works. Which are the rules of nature, good
for all time and place, and which are the arbitrary ones?
Each critic of the period seems to have drawn the line
at a different point. Not only might each critic draw
a different line within this general concept, but his
line of demarcation often changed at various times in
his career, or when dealing with different writers. Mur-
phy was no exception to this disparity. While he advo-
cated an adherence only to "those rules founded in
nature," he sometimes criticized on the basis of the
"arbitrary" ones.

Central to Murphy's discussion of the rules, and
central to‘any examination of eighteenth-century critical
theory is that problematic concept, "nature." But before
exploring the various senses in which Murphy used this
term, some of the critical directions implied in the
foregoing statements about the rules might be noted.

Implied here are the general directions taken in
the eighteenth-century search for more comprehensive
literary principles. The most apparent is the turn

toward "nature" in an attempt to ground literature in
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something more fundamental than arbitrary rules of com-
position. The recurring term, "genius," points toward
the interest taken during this time in the properties
and characteristics of artistic creation. And such
phrases as "real fire," "sublimer sentiments," and the
"excitement of the passions," suggest an "affective" or
audience-centered aesthetic.

"Nature" is one of the most important yet elusive
critical concepts of the eighteenth century. The shifts
and changes in the ideas of "nature" that took place dur-
ing this period have been viewed by a number of intellec-
tual historians as the key to eighteenth-century thought.52
Basically, "Nature and Reason are normally associated in
the earlier part of the century, Nature and Feeling in

the 1ater."53

But the meaning of the term was constantly
shifting and in the use of "nature" as an aesthetic norm
alone, A. O. Lovejoy identifies eighteen different senses
of the word.54

Murphy's use of the term falls into two general

categories: (l.) imitation of "nature" as a structural

52See A. O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being

(Cambridge, Mass., 1936); Basil Willey, The Eighteenth
Century Background (London, 1940).

33yilley, p. 207.

. 54"'Nature' As Aesthetic Norm," in Essays In the
History of Ideas (New York, 1960), pp. 70-73.
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principle, i.e., art as a representation of the usual or
probable in life, a representation in which the various
events must have plausible connections; (2.) "nature" as
an "affective" concept, i.e., only a "just imitation of
nature" elicits the desired response from an audience.
The following quotations illustrate the first category:
« « « and Scrub is justly drawn from Nature, though
not always acted so.55
It seems a kind of fatality in the literary World,
that fashion seems to govern, what should only be
directed by the Standard of Nature.56
. « « when Truth breaks in upon him, when he sees and
feels himself ridiculous, it is from irresistible
57

Circumstances, and without a Violation of Nature.

[that Jonson's Every Man in His Humour survived for

160 years] . . . shews us that the Painter's Pencil
must have been faithful to Nature, otherwise we should
hardly please ourselves, at present, with Portraits

whose Originals are no more.58

55L0ndon Chronicle, Jan. 20-22, 1757.

361pid., Jan. 27-29.

571pid., Feb. 10-12.

SSIbido ’ Mar. 31"Ap]’.’. 2 .
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For Murphy, as for most eighteenth-century Neo-
Classicists, "nature" was shared common experience. The
"improbably possible" violated common experience almost
as much as did the "impossible." However, the concept
of imitation, which was derived from a rather literal
interpretation of Aristotle's Mimesis, was not one of
"photographic naturalism."59 It did not limit the artist
to the known world, only to a credible one, to "the in-
vention of something, which, though not actually existing,
was in strict accordance with the laws of nature and

reason."60

Thus, Murphy could say of Shakespeare's
supernatural beings, "There is something so wild, yet so
solemn, in the Speeches of his imaginary Persons, that
we cannot help thinking them Natural, and must confess,
that if there are such Beings, it is highly probable,
their Manners and Vocations, their Sports and Pastimes,
their Delights and Resentments, must be such as he has
represented."61
Occasionally, Murphy uses the term "romantic,"

as an antonym of "natural." In its usual eighteenth-

Century sense the qualities designated by this term were

59Wellek, History, I, 14.

60Bosker, Age of Johnson, p. 10.

6lc13, No. 8 (1754).
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the "mere produce of unregulated imagination; they were
not reasonable, they did not imitate Nature, and they
were therefore condemned as Gothic, unnatural, ridiculous

62

and childish." It is in this sense that Murphy means

the word when he says of Jodrell's The Persian Heroine,

"That is made romantic which should have been rendered

probable.";63 or, when speaking of Delap's The Captives,

"An audience expects to see a piece, after all its turns
and revolutions of fortune, conducted to its final peri-
od by probable means. In the play before us the event
is romantic."64
In the second general category of Murphy's em-
ployment of the term "nature," a "just imitation of
nature" is a necessity if the artist is to move an audi-
ence. When he says, "without Nature it being impossible

to reach the Heart,"65

or, "The rest of the Piece is a
Succession of Miracles, unnatural and improbable Turns
of Fortune, and we are every Moment surprised with some

new Discovery to make us stare, but not reach our Hearts,“66

62Logan Pearsall Smith, Four Words: Romantic,

Originality, Creative, Genius (Oxford, 1924), p. 9.

63Monthly Review, LXXV (July 1786), 58.
641pia., 62.
65

London Chronicle, Feb. 12-15, 1757.

66Ibido ’ Jan. 25-270
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he assumes there is something inherently "affective" in
a just imitation. He states this assumption more explic-

itly in a review of Burke's, A Philosophical Enquiry into

the Origin of our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful:

"But surely in the imitative arts we can never lose the
idea of imitation. If the object be inconsiderable, or
even odious, it will please in a just representation; and
if the object be Sublime or Beautiful, it will please the
more on this account, if the imitation be just; but if
the imitation be defective, we revolt from it, not with-
standing the excellence of the original."67

Why the achieving of certain effects in an audi-
ence, "reaching their hearts," is so desirable is involved
with eighteenth-century premises about the ends of art.
In the audience-centered aesthetic of the period, the
ultimate end of art was moral instruction,®8 The most
effective means to this end, and sometimes an end in it-
self, was pleasure, i.e., through pleasure the audience
is made receptive to instruction. And a "just imitation
of nature" was posited as one of the primary sources of

Pleasure.

67The Literary Magazine, XIII (April 15-May 15,

68See Abrams, Mirror, pp. 14-21.
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When Murphy Mentions the creative artist, that
individual capable of creating those literary structures
which so "affect" us, the one recurring term is "genius."
It was genius that allowed the artist to transcend the
rules. Genius was one of Murphy's favorite terms, and
was used so often in his criticism of Shakespeare that
it almost functioned as an epithet: "He was not versed
in Aristotle's art of poetry; but he had what was better
than art; a genius superior to all mankind."69 For Mur-
phy, a genius was one, "who possesses the leading facul-
ties of the mind in their vigour, and can exercise them
with warmth and spirit upon whatever subject he chuses."70

What Murphy meant by this is set forth in his

Life of Fielding. Here he examines, what he calls, the

"principal efficient qualities" of genius: imagination,
judgment, and invention. The analysis begins with the
imagination which:
must, in particular, be very quick and susceptible,
. « « that it may receive the strongest impressions
either from the objects of Nature, the works of art,
or the actions and manners of men; for it is in pro-

portion as this power of the mind is wrought upon,

69:13, No. 89 (1786).

70Life of Fielding, p. 36.
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that the author feels in his own breast those fine
sensations, which it is his business to impart to
others, and that he is able to describe things in

so lively a manner, as to make them, as it were,
present to us, and of consequence to give what turn
he pleases to our affections. The Judgment also must
be clear and strong, that the proper parts of a story
or description may be selected, that the disposition
of the various members of a work may be used, as to
give a lucid order to the whole, and that such ex-
pression may be made use of, as shall not only serve
to convey the intended ideas, but shall convey them
forcibly and with that decorum of style, which the
art of composition requires. . . . Invention must
also concur, that new scenery may be opened to the
fancy, or, at least, that new lights may be thrown
upon the prospect of Nature; that the sphere of our
own ideas may be enlarged, or a new assemblage may
be formed of them, either in the way of fable or il-
lustration; so, that if the author does not disclose
original traces of thinking, by presenting to us ob-
jects unseen before, he may at least delight by the
novelty of their combination, and the points of view
in which he offers them. The power of mind, more-
over, which exerts itself in what Mr. Locke calls

the association of ideas, must be quick, vigorous,
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and warm, because it is from thence that language
receives its animated figures, its bold translation
of phrases from one idea to another, the verbum
ordens, the flowing metaphysical expression, which
constitutes the richness and boldness of his imagery;
and from thence likewise springs the readiness of
ennobling a sentiment or description with the pomp
of sublime comparison, or striking it deeper on the
mind by the aptness of witty allusion.’l
Imagination, judgment, and invention then, are the pri-
mary attributes of genius. An exploration of what these
terms meant to Murphy should give some notion of his
conception of both the artist and the creative process.
Murphy's concept of the imagination is a common
one in eighteenth-century critical thought. What he says
about it here is essentially a restatement of Addison's
idea;72 which in turn owes its genesis to Locke.73 That

Murphy was influenced by. both of these men is a matter of

fact. The Gray's-Inn Journal was, in large part, a con-

Scious imitation of both the format and the principles

"11pid., pp. 36-37.

72See Spectator, No. 417.

73Kenneth MacLean, John Locke and English Litera-
ture of the Eighteenth Century (New Haven, 1936), p. I1I.
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of the Spectator; and his references to Locke are numerous.
The reason for citing Addison here, rather than going di-
rectly to Locke, is that what Addison, and in turn Murphy,
label "imagination," comes under the general heading of

"perception" in Locke's An Essay Concerning Human Under-

standing.74 However, what is important here is that
Murphy's concept of imagination is a mechanistic one. It
is not a "creative" faculty in the Romantic sense but
simply one that perceives and associates sensations con-
veyed into the mind from external objects.

Much of the time when Murphy uses the term
"imagination" in his criticism it is in a slightly dif-
ferent sense. Rather than a faculty of perception, he
appears to mean what Locke defines as "wit": the, "as-
semblage of ideas, and putting those together with quick-
ness and variety, wherein can be found any resemblance
or congruity, thereby to make up pleasant pictures and

agreeable visions in the fancy.“75

Murphy is using the
term in this sense when he says, "To regulate and govern
the imagination, is recommended by a Greek Philosopher,

as a point of moment in the conduct of life. The

74II, ix, 183-192. All references are to the
New York, 1959 reprint of the standard 1894 edition, ed.
Alexander Campbell Fraser.

75Essax, II1, xi, 203.
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imagination is the liveliest faculty of the soul; it
gives to all objects the hue and colour, which they seem-
ingly wear; and we love and hate, hope and fear, accord-
ing to the scenes which are pictured to our fancy.”76
Implied in this quotation are two common

eighteenth-century aspects of imagination. One is the
use of imagination and fancy as synonyms; the distinction
between these terms belongs to later critical theory.

The second aspect is the distrust of the imagination.
Though imagination is necessary to the creative process
it must always be held in check, for an excess of it in-
variably violates "nature." Flights of fancy create un-

natural similitudes. Thus Murphy says of Congreve's

The Mourning Bride, "After this, the Remainder of Osmyn's
Part is all Rant and wild Poetry, the Ideas and Expres-
sions being drawn from the Store of Imagination, without
the Simplicity always natural to Emotions of the Heart."’7
Judgment is the faculty that holds fancy in check.
In Locke's theory of the association of ideas, it controls
the "tendency of the mind to join incorrect ideas to words

so that a true and correct taste might be established."’8

76513, No. 23 (1786).

771 ondon Chronicle, Jan. 25-27, 1757.

78Martin Kallich, "The Association of Ideas énd

Critical Theory: Hobbes, Locke and Addison," ELH, XII
(1945), 314, —
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Though Murphy does not mention Locke in connection with
his concept of judgment, his notion of this faculty of
discrimination seems to stem from him. Since Locke,

after delineating the properties of wit, opposes judgment
to it, "judgment, on the contrary, lies quite on the other
side, in separating carefully, one from another, ideas
wherein can be found the least difference, thereby to
avoid being misled by similitude, and by affinity to take

79

one thing for another,” and since elsewhere Murphy

80

quotes Locke's preceding definition of wit, the influ-

ence may be assumed.

Invention, for Murphy, could be separated into
two types: "one, primary and original, which could as-
sociate images never before combined; the other, secondary
and subordinate, which could find out for those ideas,
which had been assembled before, a new place, a new order,
and arrangement, with new embellishments of the most har-
monious and exalted language.“81 In the first, invention
opens "new veins of thought"; in the second, it places
"ideas, that have been pre-occupied, in a new light, and

lends them the advantages of novelty, by the force of a

79Essax, II1, xi, 203.

8015, No. 92, 1786.

8l;ife of Fielding, p. 30.
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sublimer diction, or the turn of delicate composition."82
Murphy placed no particular premium on the first type,
and, in general, found it quite rare and overrated.
"There is reason to believe, that of what we call Pri-

mary, or Original Invention, there has not been so much

in any one poet (not even excepting Homer) as has been
generally imagined.“83 In the second type of invention,
the poet availed himself of learning and brought history,
science, morality, and theology, to bear in placing ideas
in a new light. For Murphy, the charge of "lack of in-
vention" against an author often indicated both the crit-
ic's failure to recognize the merits of the second type,
and a misplaced emphasis on the first.

In the division of invention into two types,
Murphy is not implying an imagination-fancy dichotomy.
That dichotomy meant a difference in kind, and Murphy is
here talking about degree. In the imagination-fancy
split, one is a creative faculty, the other an associa-
tive faculty. Here, both types of invention are
associative.

In summary, Murphy's concept of "genius" is of

an individual who possesses superior faculties, not

821pid., p. 31.

831pid., p. 32.
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necessarily innately superior but raised to this level
by learning and experience, and superior to other men's
faculties only in degree, not in kind. 1In large part,
these faculties are predicated on the psychological prem-
ises of English empiricism, The artist is neither re-
garded as prophet, nor is he applauded for spontaneous
self-expression. His art is conscious, and learning is
regarded as a prerequisite. He is acclaimed for his
ability to create an artistic analogue of "nature" from
which an audience receives both pleasure and knowledge.
The nature of the aesthetic judgment, was one of
the major critical problems throughout the eighteenth
century. With the disregard of the rules and the empha-
sis on "effectiveness," the problem was inevitable. The
central question raised was whether the faculty of
aesthetic judgment resided in the reason or the feelings.
R. L. Brett claims, "It is not too much to say that the
development of critical theory throughout the eighteenth
century was determined by this question . . . It is a
question that is always in the background and it may be
truly said that the history of eighteenth-century aesthe-
tics is the chronicle of the attempts made to answer it."84
Taste was the term used most frequently in con-

Nection with aesthetic judgment. This ambiguous concept

84Shaftesbury, p. 136.
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could mean either "personal preference," or could signify
a "universal standard of judgment."85 In the first sense
it was allied with feeling, in the second, with reason.
The extreme of the first sense meant critical relativism;
the extreme of the second, an agreed-upon set of rational
standards. Shaftesbury's way out of this impasse was by
conceiving of taste in the same manner he conceived of
his "moral sense," i.e., as an innate faculty, partaking
of both reason and the feelings, which immediately per-
ceives and judges beauty in the same way in which the
moral sense immediately perceives and makes moral judg-
ments.86 In fact, he saw the same "sense" operating in

both. For Shaftesbury, "beauty and goodness are the

same and taste is as much concerned with morals as with

the arts."87

Murphy's concept of taste, a term he frequently
uses, appears to have been borrowed directly from Shaftes-

bury. In one of the Gray's-Inn Journal essays he says,

A taste for the arts is the highest embellishment
and ultimate finishing of an accomplished mind; it

gives an elegance to a man's way of thinking, throws

851pid., p. 130.

861pid., p. 132.

87 Ipia.
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a polish on his manners, and by insensible degrees
refines the passions and affections of the soul.

It may be added that a fine taste is the inlet of
some of the most delicate pleasures human life is
succeptible of, and may therefore properly be called,

in the language of Shaftesburian philosophy, the in-

ternal sense. By means of this faculty, we are ac-
quainted with many elegant sensations, to which the
generality of men seem entire strangers.88
Here, taste is an innate faculty but one which must be
cultivated if it is to reach its full development. Else-
where, Murphy explicitly connects taste with morality;
a connection that is implicit in most of his criticism.89
For Murphy, the difference between taste and
judgment is the difference between instantaneous percep-
tion and deliberate reflection. Taste combines reason
and feeling; judgment is purely rational. Someone with
only judgment can, after "mature" and "leisurely" de-
liberation, wherein the work of art is compared with
nature, "pronounce the piece to be like, without mani-

festing any particular relish or pleasure. It is not so

with the man of taste. He enters at once into the spirit

88517, No. 44 (1786).

89Monthly Review, LXXIX (July 1788), 82.




59

and stile of an author, sees in an instant how he selects
the circumstances in a description, enjoys the turn of
his expression, and his art in touching the passions."90
It apparently never bothered Murphy, nor his contemporaries,
that some of their concepts had a mechanistic basis, and
others, such as this one, were premised on innate, or a
priori, ideas.

One of the more pronounced aspects of Murphy's
criticism, one interwoven with the concept of taste, is
his moral sententiousness. In the later examination of
his theories of the various genres, the tendency to make
literary judgments on the basis of moral standards will
become apparent. A continual recurrence of statements
such as the following will be encountered: "The Author
has not inlisted himself in the Cause of Virtue, nor has
he endeavored, anywhere, to impress a proper Moral on the

Minds of his Auditors":91

"The Truth is, Sir John's Come-
dies are generally too licentious, and Vice is rather
exhibited in an attractive Garb, than in the odious and
forbidden Mien, which it should be the Business of Writers
for the Stage to represent, in order to serve the Pur-

poses of Virtue and good Manners."92

90613, No. 44 (1786).

31 ondon Chronicle, Mar. 29-31, 1757.

921pida., Mar. 3-5.
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This preoccupation with morality, as an important
criterion of literary excellence, appears to have its
genesis in two of the previously discussed premises. The
first, and more obvious, is the common eighteenth-century
supposition that the ultimate end of art is moral instruc-
tion. The second, and perhaps one that has sometimes been
overlooked, is the alliance of taste and morality; the
concept of a collateral moral and aesthetic sense that
immediately perceives the good as well as the beautiful.

Another significant aspect of the emphasis on
"effectiveness" was the concept of the sublime. From
the last quarter of the seventeenth century, when Boileau's

translation of Longinus' Peri Hupsous strongly influenced

English criticism, and through the eighteenth century,
sublimity was a paramount aesthetic idea. By 1757, when

Murphy reviewed Burke's A Philosophical Enquiry into the

Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and the Beautiful,

the sublime had developed from a rhetorical concept which
focused on the emotions evoked by a "high" or "grand"
Style, one in which these emotions were seen in terms of
their power to persuade, to an aesthetic concept in which
the emotions were regarded as the source of aethetic
Pleasure. However, it had remained one in which the
nature of the sublime was sought in the peculiar charac-
teristics of those objects in art and nature that raised

emotions, until Burke began the movement away from the
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idea that sublimity depended on gqualities residing in the
object, and toward a psychological and physiological in-
vestigation of the aesthetic experience.93
In his review, Murphy takes Burke to task and,
citing both Longinus and Boileau, asserts that sublimity
resides in the object which raises pleasurable emotions:
"The effect of the sublime is, as Longinus has told us,
to enlarge the mind with vast conceptions, and to trans-
port it with a noble pleasure beyond itself.”94 A few
lines later, he reaffirms this position, "Whatever fills
the mind with magnificant ideas is sublime." For Murphy,
the sublime resides in great thoughts, vast conceptions,
the extraordinary, the astonishing, in almost anything
that arouses strong emotions. And, unlike Burke who
bases his concept on the single emotion of terror, Murphy
claims, "all the other passions, grief, love, rage, in-

dignation, compassion, etc.,"95

as well as terror, to be
associated with the sublime. As an evocative force, the
sublime is immediately perceived. It strikes, it trans-

ports; it is not something that is deliberated and pondered.

93See Samuel Holt Monk, The Sublime (Ann Arbor,
1960), particularly pp. 84-100.

94Literary Magazine, XIII (April 15-May 15, 1757),

185,

95 1pid.
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Often, when Murphy uses the term in his criticism,
he uses it in the earlier rhetorical or stylistic sense.
When he says, "There are many elegant Touches of Poetry
in this Play, and Zanga often rises to the Sublime,"96
or, when analyzing Addison's Cato he singles out "the
Sublime soliloquy in the fifth act,"97 the emphasis is
on the evocative, and in turn morally persuasive, power
of a high or grand style. In this sense, the sublime
consists of an "emotional appeal wedded to loftiness of
thought and expression," one in which, "the fusion of
high feeling and thought imparts to the language an
eloquence that defies analysis."98 In his theatrical

criticism, Murphy uses the sublime as a rhetorical con-

cept to a far greater extent than as an aesthetic one.

Most of the premises discussed so far, form the
basis, either explicitly or implicitly, of Murphy's
theories of the various genres and forms. That Murphy
was particularly interested in delineating the peculiar
Characteristics and provinces of epic, tragedy, and comedy,

should not be surprising. As René Wellek points out,

—

96London Chronicle, Feb. 5-8, 1757.

97 1pia.

98Brett, Shaftesbury, p. 146.
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"The distinction between genres was basic to the neoclassi-
cal creed, so basic that its assumptions were never, to

my knowledge, properly examined during this time."99 Just
as the earlier neo-classical rules were prescribed in re-
lation to particular genres, the later Neo-Classicism
sought new principles relative to the different genres.

In a sequence of essays in the 1786 Gray's-Inn

Journal (Nos. 86-92), in which the basis and provinces
of the various forms are explored. Murphy comes closer
to a systematic exposition of his theories than in any
of his other writings. He begins with the assumption
that, "In order to decide upon the excellence or imper-
fection of any art, it is necessary to know the original
intent and aim of that art, with the various means by

w100

which it accomplishes its designs. He goes on to

say, "the author of the essays on characteristics" has

determined that there are "three primary branches of

nl01l

composition, poetry, elogquence, and argument. And a

"just coalition of all three forms the consummate beauty

99Historx, I, 19.

100Until otherwise noted, all quotations are from
GIJ, No. 86 (1786).

. 101These primary branches and their development
1s a rather loose interpretation of, and elaboration on,
Shaftesbury's concept, cf. Characteristicks, (London, 1732),
I, 236-240.
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of fine writing." It would be desirable for criticism to
distinguish "the respective graces of all kinds of writ-
ing. It would enable us to ascertain and fix the proper
criterions by which to judge of the beauties proper to
each different species."

With this goal in mind, Murphy then proceeds to
develop a rather elaborate theory about language and the
rise of the "three modes of writing" which will even-
tually serve as the basis for delineating the particular
provinces of each form., He begins with a theory of lan-
guage that is largely a paraphrase, though somewhat dis-
torted, of Locke:102

Man being a sociable creature, it was necessary,
that certain signs, universally agreed upon, should
be used for the reciprocal conveyance of his ideas.
Sounds, which we call words, were the quickest vehi-
cles, and therefore grew into general use. As the
stock of ideas enlarged, the demand for words became
more extensive: mutual intercourse begat further
acquisition, and language daily increased. That
every distinct idea should be expressed by a term
appropriated to it was altogether impossible. The
mind, therefore, soon found an expedient to supply
its wants. Reason began to compare, to distinguish,

———

102¢¢ . gssay, 111, i-iii, 3-32.
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and separate the various ideas, which had passed
through the senses, and were formed into different
combinations by the power of imagination. A simili-
tude was discovered between various images. It
followed, that things were expressed by borrowed
names on account of a resemblance existing between
them. The term thus transferred was called a meta-
phor, and what was thus introduced out of necessity,
became in process of time an absolute luxury.

He then leaves Locke's hypothesis and proceeds to elaborate

on Shaftesbury's concept.103

"The poets, who, it is prob-
able, were the first composers, were soon aware of the
beauty that results from metaphysical expression. They
were to lead mankind from huts and dens to a state of
civilization. By their songs and ballads the imagination
of their hearers was to be seized, and for this purpose
every thing was to be painted forth in the warmest color-
ing." But this idyllic state was temporary: ". . . cities
were multiplied, and states enlarged themselves: artifi-

cial passions began to operate; ambition grasped at power;

and envy, jealousy, revenge, and malice, sowed the seeds

of discord, of party and faction." Under these conditions,
control was needed; but, "There was not time for the mea-

sured writer to produce his composition, an immediate

103See n, 101,
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address was requisite to influence the passions of the
multitude: men of genius came forth, and, destitute of
number, addressed the people in humble prose."

However, in order to influence the passions, the
orator "could not divest himself of all the properties
of poetry," for the "least appearance of design upon
their understandings" would be self-defeating. Thus, the
orator need still "address the imagination" by the con-
tinual use of "ambitious ornaments" and "gaudy colourings";
but he would use these more sparingly. "The imagination
was addressed as it affords access to the passions. 1In
this manner eloquence deduced its origin, a less luxuri-
ant kind of peotry, disengaged from regular numbers, but
still filling the ear with harmony, and moulding the pas-
sions in its own end and use."

Finally, as "arts and manufactures increased and
science extended itself, it was not enough that poetry
charmed with its graceful combinations, and that eloquence
awakened and agitated the passions; reason began to exert
its influence, to look for utility and truth in every
composition, and stripping away the luxuriances of lavish
description, cooly and dispassionately to consider every
thing that was offered. Hence sprang the didactic, or
the argumentative form."

Thus, the principal intent of poetry is to please

and its appeal is to the imagination. Eloquence addresses
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the passions and its intent is persuasion. Argument's
province is reason, and its function is to compare,
affirm and negate. Murphy goes on to say, "there are not
in human nature any other inlets of perception, or any
other faculties of sensation, to which the art of a writer
could apply. The imagination, the passions, the reason
are the three springs of composition." However, "men of
refinement and reflection" have perceived, "that the
joint force of all three united, must carry the power of
genius to still a greater degree of perfection." Thus,
"eloquence has learned from poetry to warm and enliven
the imagination: poetry has marked the influence of
eloquence on the passions" and "both have found it neces-
sary to recommend themselves to reason." And reason,
"aware that a mere train of deductions would be too dry,
takes occasion to adorn itself with the flowers of imagi-
nation, and, in some speculation, endeavours to awaken
the passions."”

Though, "a concurrence of the primary branches
of writing is requisite in all works of genius," there
is a danger of their encroaching "on each others terri-
tories."” To avoid this, it has been the task of criticism
"to fix the boundaries of each kind." The "great masters
of this art" have taught us to "determine how far one
mode of composition may encroach upon another; and while

it borrows assistance, we know that the just colourings,
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which belong to the kind, must be always carefully pre-
served." Murphy closes the essay by remarking that the
various types of writing now practiced, "are modes of
poetry, elogquence and argument differently blended."
And an examination of the various blendings will, "per-
haps, enable us to see the peculiar merit of an Epic
Poem, a Tragedy, or a Comedy." His final statement im-
plies a typical eighteenth-century hierarchy of types,
and a certain lack of regard for the "lesser" kinds, such
as the various lyric forms: "The reader may at his
leasure carry the research into other subordinate branches
of writing."”

At the beginning of the next essay, before com-
mencing the examination of the various forms, Murphy ties
his tripartite hypothesis in with Horace's precepts about

the ends of art. Quoting from the Ars Poetica that the

aim of poetry, "is to afford at once utility and delight:
to offer what may be agreeable to the fancy, and conduces
to the advantages of human life," and that, "it is not
enough that a poem abounds in beauties; it must find its
way to the heart, and rouze the soul with what passions
it pleases," he points out that this description of the
"leading requisites" of poetry includes the three primary

modes of composition.104 For "to please, to persuade,

104::5, No. 87 (1786).
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to instruct," are the ends of poetry, eloquence and
argument.

With this elaborate hypothesis about the origins
of language, the subsequent rise of the primary modes of
composition, and the relation of these modes to generally
accepted premises about the ends of art, Murphy was at-
tempting to evolve literary principles more basic and
more viable than the old rules. These principles would
be founded on "nature"; and, as natural and immutable
laws, they would be good for all time and place and,
thus, avoid the temporal and arbitrary qualities of the
old rules. When he said, "There are not in human nature
any other inlets of perception, or any other faculties
of sensation, to which the art of a writer could apply.
The imagination, the passions, and reason are the three
springs of composition," the appeal was to "nature" as
the source of irreducible literary principles.

This becomes most obvious when, giving the epic
pre-eminence, he begins his examination of the various
forms. He first lists some of the rules of the epic as
laid down by Bossu and others, e.g., one entire action
with a beginning, middle and end, and the necessity of

taking up the story in medias res. Then, he points out

the limitations of such an approach:
They have treated largely of the machinery; of the

time the fable should include, with many other
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particulars, which, though proper to be explained,

do not any way conduce to the refinement of taste,

or the improvement of true genius. These rules, with
many others of equal moment, are no more than obser-
vations upon the practice of great writers; and what
great writers have done, critics have been willing

to convert into a law. Such laws may, in general be
convenient, but they are arbitrary at best. Those
rules only, which are founded upon the inward frame
and constitution of man, can be regarded as permanent,
105

and unalterable.

The reason Murphy gives the epic pre-eminence

among the different forms is that "it affords the freest

and most ample room for a display of the three original

species of writing." The epic writer has the most "un-

bounded latitude." He has the scope for "agreeable ex-

hibitions of nature, to please the imagination"; he may

"take occasion to improve his readers"; and the "whole

art of eloquence is like wise perfectly open to the epic

author." Murphy avers that all the great epics combine

poetry, eloquence, and argument. However, these are

combined in different proportions, and Homer appeals more

to the imagination, Virgil to the passions, and Milton to

reason.

1051p54.
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There is a touch of irony in Murphy's giving the
epic pre-eminence, for this was the position given it by
the seventeenth-century French critics, whose advocation
of a strict adherence to the rules he is here rejecting.
Aristotle had given tragedy the dominant place. However,
following the logic of his hypothesis about the "natural"
branches of composition and their particular appeals, and
the implicit assumption of the superiority of those forms
which give most latitude to a combination of these ele-
ments, he was forced to concede epic the prominent place
because of its scope. Despite its theoretical pre-eminence,
the epic was honored, by Murphy and by most eighteenth-
century critics, more as an ideal than as an immediate
and active literary form. The century theorized about
the epic, but wrote tragedies and comedies. Murphy com-
mended the epic, but his care and interest was the drama.

Tragedy can claim but second place, for only in

the epic can "the powers of genius, such as imagination,

eloquence, and reason," be executed in their full force.106

Tragedy "comes before the eye," which is both its limita-
tion and its power. A reader can be held with "florid
imagery" but not an auditor. Hence, "in the regions of

fancy," the appeal to the imagination, the drama "must

10615, No. 89 (1786).
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yield to the epic." But, "in the art of eloquence and
in all applications to our reason, tragedy can boast full
room for the most vigorous exertion." The chief reason
it can so powerfully affect the passions is precisely be-
cause it is visual, performed. Acting, "serves to render
the touches of the writer more striking, and more feeling-

ly expressive.“107

In the terms of Murphy's tripartite
distinction, tragedy appeals most to the passions and
comedy to the reason.

The end of tragedy is to arouse, "hope, joy,
terror, and pity, which are the true Tragic Passions."108
But the ultimate goal of appealing to the passions, is,
of course, moral instxuction: "We are taught by the
catastrophe to avoid the errors that involve the agents
in certajn.ruin, and to pursue the road that leads to

109

happiness." Tragedy, "addresses itself to our humanity:

It is the school of virtue, in which we exercise the
tender and generous affections."110
Since a just imitatigp of nature is a necessity

in "affecting" an audience, there are some rules, "which

our modern writers would do well to take into consideration,

107:1p5i4.

108, sndon Chronicle, Mar. 12-15, 1757.

109Life of Garrick, II, 165.

110515, No. 76 (1786).
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if they wish to form a regular, a probable, and a co-

herent plot."lll

In this matter of structure, Murphy
recommends following Scaliger's "idea of the constituent
parts of tragedy," which, he feels, is a more thorough
delineation than Aristotle's "beginning, middle, and
end." According to Murphy, Scaliger's four basic requi-
sites are: Protasis (the "opening of the business,"
introduction of characters, and necessary antecedent

transactions); Epitasis (the "working up of the plot to

a state of perplexity and impending danger"); Catastisis

(the "full growth of the fable"); Lysis (the "solution of
the Gordian knot").112

Murphy's concept of tragedy, with its emphasis
on effectiveness, has the advantage of being able to en-

compass non-classic types such as domestic tragedy. It

allows him to say of Otway's The Orphan, "the Story shews

us how greatly those critics are mistaken, who insist
that the subject of Tragedy should always be some illus-
trious Action depending among great and exalted person-
ages";ll3 or to champion Lillo, "who made the distress of

domestic life as interesting as the events that have

111; ife of Garrick, I, 260.

11241 ia., 254-260.

113London Chronicle, Mar. 8-10, 1757.
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attended heroes and unfortunate kings."114 However, his

hypothesis of the primary modes of composition each ap-
pealing to different faculties, imagination, reason, and
the passions, rules out tragicomedy as an acceptable form.
For the duality of this form lessened both the effect on
the passions, which was the particular province of the
elogquence of tragedy, and on the reason, which was the
province of comedy. The mixing of forms defeats the ends
of each.

Though tragedy and epic fill the first two places
in Murphy's examination of forms, they are given these
positions mostly out of convention: his acceptance of
common eighteenth-century assumptions about the hierarchy
of genres. The form he devoted most time to, both as a
critic and an author, was comedy. His reputation as a
dramatist rests on his comedies. And, if he is to re-
ceive attention for other than his practical criticism,
it will probably be as a theorist of comedy.

Though comedy was the paramount dramatic form of
the eighteenth century, critical theory was devoted mostly
to tragedy and epic. J. W. Draper, in what is still a
standard survey of eighteenth-century comic theory,
claims, that despite a greater interest in theorizing

about epic and tragedy, there was nevertheless a considerable

114Life of Garrick, I, 232,
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115 However, this corpus was dis-

corpus of comic theory.
proportionately small in comparison with the body devoted
to tragedy and epic. Out of approximately a dozen writers
cited by Draper in his attempt to ascertain the prevailing
concepts, Murphy is referred to nine times. And the only

source Draper seems to have used for Murphy's statements

about comedy was the Gray's-Inn Journal. When Murphy's

statements in the London Chronicle, the Monthly Review,

and the lives of Garrick, Johnson, and Fielding, are also

taken into account along with those from the Gray's-Inn

Journal, he appears to have given more constant considera-
tion to comic theory than almost any other eighteenth-
century critic.

The central problem of comedy in the eighteenth
century, one that Murphy attempted to solve both as a
dramatist and a critic, was to unite the excellence and
power of Restoration comedy with the moral utility posited
by eighteenth-century theory.

Every Age has a peculiar Characteristic to distin-
guish it: the last Century was remarkable for a
comic Genius, which sometimes run out into unwar-
rantable Luxuriances, and a Breach of Manners; the
present Times have acquired a politer Taste, but

cannot produce any work of Theatrical Humour. The

115John W. Draper, "The Theory of the Comic in
Eighteenth-Century England," JEGP, XXXVII (1938), 208.
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former transgressed through an Excess of Vigour;
the latter are decent, but they have that kind of
Decency which arises from a Want of Power, rather
than of Will.116
This dichotomy appears to have been the stimulus for
Murphy's continual investigation into the sources of
comedy; his attempts to isolate those elements which
produce the effects we call comic, and to define the
particular provinces of comedy. He sought those com-
ponents that would provide, powerfully and forcefully,
pleasurable and morally persuasive comedy.

In the sequence of essays on the primary modes of
composition and their relationship to the different forms,
he begins his discussion of comedy by pondering why com-
edy is not recognized as an achievement equalling epic

and tragedy.117

He supposes it is because comedy deals
with "known and familiar" ideas and therefore meets with
"less indulgence," for everyone thinks he can judge of
the familiar. But, he argues, a "just portrait" of the
familiar is a difficult achievement. It requires, "as
fine and as lively an imagination as any of the other

imitative arts." Comedy is only one of the imitative

arts, hence, as is true of the others, a "just imitation

116515, No. 50 (1756).

117613, No. 90 (1786).
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of nature" is one of its basic premises. Imitation of
nature is one of Murphy's two central comic premises and,
as will be seen later, many of his important distinctions
rest on this premise.

He is appealing to "nature" as an aesthetic norm
when he says, "The trick of an embarrassed fable and
perplexed incidents is worn threadbare. To see the per-
sons of the drama merely the sport of chance, of accidents,
and of mistakes, may divert in pantomime, but something
of more value is expected in comedy. We go to the theatre

118 Imitation

to see manners as they exist in society.'
of nature, in the case of comedy, means imitation of man-
ners, of common life, of probable incidents and resolutions
that follow logically. "We have often said, and we repeat
it, that comedy is an imitation of human life. The author
who gives anything else, may divert the upper gallery with
inexplicable noise, with bustle, business and turns and
counterturns of adventure; but he departs from his art,
and is no poet."119
What is called "business," a term that Murphy

often uses in his criticism when dealing with comedy, are

those turns, incidents and actions that hold an audience's

118y nthly Review, LXXVI (Jan. 1787), 8l.

119onthly Review, LXXIX (Oct. 1788), 371.




78

attention and that should move the plot forward to reso-
lution. "Business" is a structural necessity if a comedy
is to hold and affect an audience. However, "Business"
can be a writer's trick, something by which he holds an
audience's attention where there is no substance. Hence,
as a critical term, Murphy often uses it in this deroga-
tory sense. In its best sense, "business" complements
the principal action and does not in itself become the
point of focus. "In every comedy there should be a
principal action, and all episodic, or inferior concerns,
should move with that; sometimes crossing, accelerating,
or retarding the main event; and all either having an in-
fluence on that event, or brought to a conclusion by it."120
But imitation of nature goes beyond the probable
incidents and logical resolutions of structure. It is
inextricably interwoven with Murphy's other central con-
cept, "ridicule," and with his concept of the "humours."
And these are involved with the portrayal of character,
which is the essence of comedy. Comedy is that, "pro-
vince of the drama, in which the manners are the main
object. The poet of genius, who wishes to shew himself
a master in his art, makes it his study to exhibit the
turns and windings of the inward frame; the temper of the

man; the foibles that warp and distort his conduct; and

120Monthly Review, LXXVIII (May 1788), 371.
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the humours that gather to a head, and render him odd,
extravagant, and eccentric."121
In Murphy's search for pleasurable and useful
comedy, ridicule becomes the mainspring of his comic
theory. If comedy is to be morally instructive, it must
first give pleasure by appealing to, and raising, those
passions or emotions which are its particular province.
Murphy posits contempt and laughter as the comic emotions,
and ridicule as their effective cause.
In his theory of the primary sources of composi-
tion and their particular appeals, he views ridicule as,
a mode of eloquence, i.e., a rhetorical device affecting
the passions.
The comic writer, as well as the tragedian, must

derive his force from the primary sources of com-

position: he must seize our imaginations with strik-

ing pictures of human life; he must instruct our
reason by inserting sensible observations on the
manners of the world; and he must frequently apply
himself to those passions, which it is the merit of
his art to awaken. In the last-mentioned particular

consists the beauty of a well wrought comedy.122

121Life of Garrick, II, 169.

122Until otherwise noted, all quotations are from
GIJ No. 90 (1786).
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Both the tragic and the comic poet then, must select the
special mode of eloquence that will arouse those passions
which are the province of his particular art. And ridi-
cule is the agent of the comic passions: "Ridicule, by
which comedy works, is as much a mode of eloquence, as
the several arts of persuasion, and the several figures,
which rhetoric has reduced into a system for the excite-
ment of the more serious passions."

Murphy then attempts to find out the source of
ridicule. He is surprised that, "neither Aristotle,
Tully nor Quintilian, has given a just and adequate def-
inition of ridicule." Fielding had "thrown some light

upon the matter" in his preface to Joseph Andrews when he

placed its source in affectation. But, Murphy argues,
this is too limited an approach, for the ridiculous
"may be found where there is no affectation at the bot-
tom," and cites Parson Adams as an example. He thinks

Akenside in his On the Pleasures of the Imagination has

given the clearest definition: "the ridiculous always
arises from repugnant qualities, ill-paired and blended
together."

What is important to Murphy's "affective" theory
is that the ridiculous is not simply a matter of perceiv-
ing and comparing incongruous qualities. If this were so,
the appeal would be to reason rather than the passions.

It is here Akenside lends his greatest support, and
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Murphy quotes: "The sensation of ridicule is not a bare
perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, but
a passion or emotion of the mind consequential to that
perception.” And, Murphy asserts, "the emotions here
intended are laughter and contempt, and these it is the
business of comedy to excite." Thus, the perception of
the ridiculous, a blending of repugnant and incongruous
qualities, produces sensations that arouse the proper
comic emotions: laughter and contempt.

Ridicule, as a mode of eloquence, or rhetorical
device, that raised the proper comic emotions, was ulti-
mately an agent of moral correction. Murphy, in common
with many, viewed ridicule as an instrument of reform.
It had the power to correct the vices and follies that
were held up to it. But, in Murphy's theory, unless the
passions were affected, that is, unless the audience re-
ceived pleasure, was entertained, comedy would not be
morally persuasive. That it is only "by placing the
humours and foibles of human nature in a ridiculous
light, that the true comic force is created," led Murphy
to an examination of the proper subjects of comedy, to
seek out those characteristics that are properly ridicu-
lous. It is in this examination that his two central
premises, imitation of nature and ridicule, come together.

"In producing portraits of mankind, it is not

enough to display foibles and oddities: a fine vein of
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ridicule must run through the whole, to urge the mind to
laughter." For Murphy, the danger of displaying only
foibles and oddities, is that one chances exhibiting

only "disagreeable characters" without entertaining.

The presentation of only "humorists" does not "furnish

an agreeable entertainment." He sees this as a particular
failing of the "humours theory" of comedy. He points out
that Ben Jonson sometimes fails to entertain because of
his tendency to "draw deformity"; and, quoting Dennis,
adds, "Jonson is so eager to pursue folly, that he for-
gets to take wit along with him /123 Murphy cites Shad-
well as another example of this tendency: "His plays
exhibit Bartholomew-fair characters. He might say in the
title-page of every one of them, 'Walk in and see the
Monster.'"

However, the representation of "humours" is still
important to the "best of comedies." The distinction
Murphy wishes to make is between natural and unnatural
characters. The display of only "humorists" is not a
just imitation of nature. One cannot just present, "a
set of characters, in themselves absurd, and under the
dominion of some predominant humour, without one person

among them of sober manners." This would not be

123Until otherwise noted, all quotations are
from GIJ, No. 91 (1786).
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entertaining. For, "in the usual course of life," which
is the province of comedy, a set of such characters, un-
leavened by others of "common sense and common honesty,"
is seldom encountered. A second, and minor point, is
that without balance the charm of contrast is lost.
Since the representation of "humours" remains an
important comic element, Murphy's task is to define that
quality in human actions which the "best critics" have
named "humour," and to ascertain in what way it is a
proper subject of comedy. Acknowledging Jonson as his
basic source, he says "humour" as applied to the mind,
is a metaphysical expression of the bodily humours. And
just as one of the bodily humours predominates and thus
influences the natural temper, "when some quality,
opinion, prejudice, or absurdity, doth possess the gen-
eral cast and frame of thought, as to draw to it the
spirits, the affections, and ideas, out of their proper
course, so as to make them run one way: that may be said

to be a mental humour."

Carrying the metaphor further, he points out that
when a humour in the body causes minor imbalances an "al-
terative" is applied. Hence, when an individual, "has a
particular cast of thought, that warps his imagination,
and breaks out in distorted, odd, and irregular sentiments,
or actions, not immediately attended with danger," an

"alterative of ridicule" is called for. A mental humour
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is, "a disease of the mind, that does not rise to vice
or criminality, demanding only the correction of
ridicule."

But a mental humour must be more than just a
primary source of the ridiculous, a fit subject for ridi-
cule. It must be such that its portrayal is a just imi-
tation of nature.

It is not enough that the author has somewhere seen
it in real life: it should be of such extensive in-
fluence, as to constitute a species. We then acknow-
ledge it to be a character drawn from life. Our
pleasure arises from comparing the copy with the
original, and the truth of imitation is sure to give
delight. I shall only add, that though the humorist,
when faithfully delineated, is the richest entertain-
ment the poet can offer, yet comedy may well subsist
without any such character. There are in life a suf-
ficient number of follies, which, though they do not
rise high enough to deserve the name of humour, are
the proper quarry of the comic writer, and demand

the lash of ridicule. He, it is true, who exhibits
genuine humours will always bid fairest for success:
he shows the deepest insight into the inward frame,
and by displaying the ridiculous in the strongest
colouring, gratifies that love of laughter, which is

the first principle of comedy.
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The premises of ridicule and imitation of nature
are the distinguishing marks between true comedy and
sentimental comedy, between comedy and farce. Farce is
entertaining, it often uses the lash of ridicule and, in
so doing, is morally instructive. However, though farce
partakes of ridicule it is never a just imitation of
nature. "Farce cannot be deemed an exact and legitimate
species of the drama; it delights in exaggeration, and,
in every portrait, enlarges the features beyond their
true proportion; instead of real character, it gives an
overcharged caricature; but the strong colouring has its
moral use, and by the power of well-directed ridicule
contributes to the good of society."124

Sentimental comedy was the opposite side of the
coin. It was often a just imitation of nature but had
not the power and force of ridicule. J. Homer Caskey
has pointed out that, "It was Murphy who most persistently,
from the sixth to the last decade of the eighteenth cen-
tury, led the fight against sentimental comedy."125
Murphy's most cogent statement, one that may serve as a

summary of his position on sentimental comedy, follows

his essay on ridicule. Here, he takes the critics of

124Life of Garrick, II, 169.

125"Arthur Murphy and the War on Sentimental
Comedy," JEGP, XXX (1931), 576.
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his time to task for their failure to recognize ridicule
as essential to comedy, and their supposition that imita-
tion of nature provides a sufficient basis for comedy.
A faithful draught of the manners, and the general
characters, in the course of civil life, is suffi-
cient to answer their idea of comedy. Should the
several persons, represented in the drama, be in
their conduct correct and regular, of amiable man-
ners, and upon all occasions governed by principles
of honour and virtue, such pieces, in their judgment,
may be considered as legitimate. To this notion it
is that we owe that new fangled species of the drama,
called sentimental or pathetic comedy. . . . Compo-
sitions of this kind, while they give a transcript
from real life, may claim their share of praise; but
whether the mass of mankind affords, with probability,
those select groups of virtuous characters, may be
questioned. Persons, whose minds are warped by folly,
diseased by humour, or tainted with vice, are, I be-
lieve, more frequently seen. This is the condition
of life, and it is from the obvious manners of the
world that the writer of comedy professes to copy.126
And, as has already been seen, it is those persons warped

by folly and tainted with vice who are the primary source

of the ridiculous.

126515, No. 91 (1786).
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Murphy's comic theory came close to bridging the
gulf between the power and force of the Restoration comedy
of wit and manners and the moral utility of his own age.
By positing ridicule as the effective cause of the comic
emotions, his theory retained for comedy the correction
of vice and folly. And by insisting on a just imitation
of nature, and by defining this as the good leavened with
the bad, vice balanced with virtue, the probable rather
than the exceptional, he avoided the one-sided portrayal
of intrigue and licentiousness of which Restoration comedy

was accused.

The final premises to be dealt with here, ones
not usually a factor in the work of most critics but an
essential element in Murphy's, are those concerning
acting. By the 1750's Garrick and Macklin had made
natural acting the dominant style, but the transition
from the "exaggerated" school of Colley Cibber, Robert
Wilks and Barton Booth was by no means complete.l?'7 The
performances of James Quin, the last great proponent of
the exaggerated style, and those of a number of lesser

actors continued to be held in high regard. The books

and essays on acting popular in the period reflect the

127For information about the various "schools" of
acting in this period I am indebted to Downer, "Acting."
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transition. Though they generally agree that natural
acting is the preferable mode, there is not consistent
agreement about the methods for achieving such a style.
John Hill, for example, in his treatise on the
art of playing, advocates a balance between the stateli-
ness and dignity of the old style and the liveliness and
animation of natural acting with its ability to affect
forcefully the emotions of an audience. He lists the
commonly-held requirements of an actor as understanding,
sensibility, fire, good figure, and gaiety of temper in
comedians, but more importantly, he maintains that acting
can be methodized: "The intent of this treatise is to
shew what acting truly is; to reduce to rules a science
hitherto practiced almost entirely from the fancy." He
argues that, "Genius, we hear men say, is all; playing
is not to be acquired by study: As it is the representa-
tion of human life, they say it ought to be the sole
production of nature; and that to give it rules, is to
take from it all its spirit, But this is error."128 For
Hill, few actors possess the "discernment" and "under-
standing" to "represent properly" the ideas of the poet;
it is when they attempt solely to follow nature rather
than established methods that they are most likely to be

guilty of both misrepresentation and "bombast."

128The Actor; or a Treatise on the Art of Playing
(London, 1755), pp. 1 and 5.
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Aaron Hill's approach is almost diametrically
opposed to John Hill's. His emphasis is on the study of
"nature," particularly the inward workings and outward
manifestations of the various passions. The actor must
actually feel the passion if he is to portray it con-
vincingly: "To act a passion well, the actor never must
attempt its imitation, 'till his fancy has conceived so
strong an image, or idea of it, as to move the same im-
pressive springs within his mind, which form that passion,
when 'tis undesigned, and natural." For him, "This is an
absolutely necessary, and the only general rule." Though
he spends the remainder of his essay cataloguing the dif-
ferent facial and muscular reactions, the "outward marks"
that communicate the "ten dramatic passions" upon which
all others are only variations, he always returns to his
primary rule that the imagination must first conceive "a
strong impression of the passion." All else follows from
this, for "an idea cannot be strongly conceived without
impressing its own form upon the muscles of the face.

Nor can the look be muscularly stamp'd, without communi-
cating, instantly, the same impression, to the muscles
of the body. The muscles of the body, must, in their
natural, and not to be avoided consequence, by impelling
or retarding the flow of the animal spirits, transmit

their own conceived sensation, to the sound of the voice,
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and to the disposition of the gesture."129

Given the central premises of Murphy's literary
criticism, "imitation of nature" and "effectiveness," it
is not surprising to find his approach to acting similar
to Aaron Hill's. To advocate any mode of acting other
than a "natural" one based on a faithful portrayal of the
passions would violate Murphy's fundamental critical ideas.
It is not simply that stylized acting is the antithesis
of a faithful representation of nature. But as imitation

of nature is a sine qua non for eliciting the pleasurable

emotional responses that conduce to learning, so stylized
acting leads toward the opposite effect. It tends to dis-
tance the audience from the drama, to create a detachment
that seldom allows the audience to forget they are only
observers. As in much of his criticism, Murphy does not
make completely clear the link between imitation and ef-
fectiveness but it is implied when he says, "The skilful
performer imitates the voice of nature: he speaks the
130

same simple and affective language"; or of Mrs. Cibber

in Jane Shore, "There is such a Wildness of Exértion in

her Powers, and such lively Description in her Countenance

as almost make the Audience afraid the Roof is coming down,

129"An Essay on the Art of Acting," in Works (Lon-
don, 1754), IV, 339 and 340.

130515, No. 89 (1786).
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when she falls on the Ground and still seems to shrink
lower to avoid the Beam, which her distracted imagina-
tion makes her think is falling upon her."l3l
In much of hig commentary on acting, Murphy con-
centrates on imitation of nature. More often than not,
his statements are of a general kind: "Mrs. Pritchard
gave a specimen of the most natural acting that had ever
been seen. She did not appear to be conscious of an audi-
ence before her: she seemed to be a gentlewoman in domes-
tic life, walking about in her own parlour, in the deepest

nl32 And, "The

distress, and overwhelmed with misery.
composure of his Manner, and the Tones of his Voice, taken
exactly from Nature, are truly Comic, without any Stage
Trick, or over-acted Pleasantry."l33 However, in the
places where he gives a detailed description of a perfor-
mance, Murphy paints a more vivid picture and tells us
more about what was meant by "imitation of nature"” than
any theatrical critic of the period: "It was in Lear's
madness that Garrick's genius was remarkably distinguished.
He had no sudden starts, no violent gesticulation; his

movements were slow and feeble; misery was depicted in

his countenance; he moved his head in the most deliberate

131London Chronicle, Mar. 19-22, 1757.

132Life of Garrick, I, 234.

133London Chronicle, Feb., 12-15, 1757.
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manner; his eyes were fixed, or, if they turned to anyone
near him, he made a pause, and fixed his look on the per-
son after much delay; his features at the same time telling
what he was going to say, before he uttered a word. During
the whole time he presented a sight of woe and misery,

and a total alienation of mind from every idea, but that
w134

of his unkind daughters.

In the Gray's-Inn Journal (No. 4, 1754) Murphy

devoted an essay to the art of acting; here, he set forth
the concepts of acting that underlie his theatrical criti-
cism. He began by saying that "the Precept” which Horace
has "laid down for the good Writer," the "close and steady
Observance of Men and Manners" and the drawing from this
source of "exact Resemblance and the true Language of
Nature," is also the "best Rule for an Actor; for both

are Professors of imitative Arts." An actor must observe
and imitate the habits and actions of the various social
classes, but to these "external Circumstances of Carriage
must be joined a close and intimate Knowledge of the
human Heart; its most secret Movements must be unfolded,
and the Actor must be thoroughly acquainted with their
minutest Effects upon the human Body, in what Proportion
they agitate the Nerves and Muscles; how they impress

the Features with their respective Signatures, elevate or

134Life of Garrick, I, 27-28,
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contract the Brow, brace or relax the Sinews and command
the Attitude and Disposition of the whole Person." Here,
and in the assertion that each passion has its particular
"Adjuncts, its own Air, its own Look, and its own proper
Tone," Murphy seems to be considerably influenced by
Aaron Hill's work.

Like Hill, Murphy continually returns to the cen-
tral idea of studying the workings of the mind. Once an
actor has learned to distinguish the "Nature and Boundaries
of each Affection," he must study the "various Shiftings
and Veerings of the Soul" and "observe how the several
Passions rise and fall in quick Vicissitude." He must
"perceive minutely" the "very Point" where one passion
succeeds another. The most difficult to portray are what
Murphy calls "thwarting Passions," the "frequent occasions
in which the Breast is distracted by two different Passions
at once, both working the Heartstrings in one mixed Emo-
tion." These are the province of only the great actor,
for they are often "imperceptible" to even a "skilful
Observer" and their portrayal is the height of the actor's
art: "To express these complicated Sensations, where
several Passions at once agitate the Soul, requires such
a Command of Countenance and Voice, that it is certainly
the greatest Perfection of an Actor, and with a Kind of
magic Power it always leads an Audience into the most

pleasing Distress."
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Though he advocated the study and imitation of
the passions as the most important element in an actor's
development, Murphy never attempted to methodize the
portrayal of the affections as many critics did. From
his own experience as an actor he had learned that even
the best understanding and insight could raise an actor
only to the level of competence; that the great performer
possessed qualities that were ultimately ineffable. He
paid Garrick the highest tribute when he said that it
was virtually impossible to describe what made Garrick
so great as an actor. Others had an adequate understand-
ing of the passions and often had superior physical at-
tributes, but Garrick's "imagination was so strong and
powerful, that he transformed himself into the man he
represented, and his sensibility was so quick, that
every sentiment took immediate possession of him. Before
he uttered a word, the varying passions began to work,
and wrought such rapid changes in his features, in his
action, his attitudes, and the expression of his eye,

that he was, almost every moment, a new man."135

As a theorist in his own right, except where

comedy was concerned, there is little to be said for

135 ife of Garrick, II, 177.
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Murphy. His ideas were, in general, derivative. However,
he was aware of and contended with the major critical
concerns of the period. Doing so, gave his practical
criticism a solid theoretical foundation. That a co-
herent and well thought out body of theory underlies
their criticism, cannot be claimed for many newspaper
and periodical writers. When Murphy uses the ambiguous
terms that so cloud the criticism of his time, he has
definite concepts in mind. And though it is often im-
plicit rather than explicit, his appeal, as much as is
possible, is always to precendent, to premises about the
nature and ends of his subject, to aesthetic norms,
rather than to personal impressions or individual taste
as the basis of criticism.

His writings on comedy warrant more than the
cursory survey given them here. By mid-century the
theory that comedy was a satirical art, "an art that
shows people what to do by representing them on the stage
doing what they should not," had almost given away to the

136 The transition is

idea of "sympathetic laughter."”
reflected in Murphy's work. Though he continued to regard
comedy as an agent of moral correction, his efforts to

ascertain the proper subjects of ridicule reveal that he

136Stuart M. Tave, The Amiable Humorist (Chicago,
1960), p. 47.
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shared the prevailing concern for the misuse of this
weapon. Like Corbyn Morris, and probably to some extent
under the influence of Morris' work, Murphy appears to
have been trying to strike a balance between satire and
sympathetic laughter in his careful distinction between
ridicule and raillery, and in his opinion that a one-
sided portrayal of "humorists" often elicits contempt or
disgust instead of the pleasurable responses that should

be the province of comedy.137

When the impotence of
comedy that relies solely on sentiment, good nature, and
good humor is considered, Murphy's attempts to moderate
the excesses yet preserve the forcefulness of Restoration
comedy seem a felicitous compromise between the old and
new theories.

If only mediocre as a theorist, as a practical
critic Murphy was exceptional. His work in the London
Chronicle was the best series of theatrical criticisms

138

in the century. In many ways his Chronicle pieces

were sui generis. Quantitatively, not until late in

137An Essay towards Fixing the True Standards of
Wit, Humour, Raillery, Satire, and Ridicule (1744), ed.
J. L. Clifford, Augustan Reprint Society, Series I, No.
4 (Ann Arbor, 1947), pp. 34-38.

138For much of the following information about
theatrical criticism in the periodicals of this era I am
indebted to: Gray, Theatrical Criticism; Graham, English

Periodicals; Donald E. Keesey, "Dramatic Criticism in the

Gentleman's Magazine, 1747-1784" (Ph.D. diss., Michigan
State Univ., 1964).




97

the century can such a sustained series be found. Quali-
tatively, the series was unsurpassed until the early
nineteenth-century work of Leigh Hunt and William Hazlitt.
Most of the publications devoted to theatrical matters
that preceded Murphy's Chronicle criticisms were too short-
lived to provide any comparison. This state of affairs
persisted until well after the 1750's. The few that had
lengthy runs, such as Steele's Theatre and Aaron Hill's
Prompter, in actuality gave only a portion of their space
to theatrical matters. Steele, in fact, after the first
few issues seldom dealt with drama. Hill's theatrical
essays, particularly those on acting, were the most im-
portant precursors of Murphy's work; however, almost half

of the issues of The Prompter were given over to essays

of a general nature. Few of the numerous periodicals
modeled on the Spectator and the Tatler devoted more than

an occasional essay to the theatre. Murphy's Gray's-Inn

Journal was the exception, and even here only a relatively
small number of essays were concerned with the drama.

Newspapers, magazines such as the Gentleman's and

the London, and literary reviews like the Monthly and the
Critical did print a good deal of dramatic criticism. A
number of the reviews found in these publications are ex-
cellent. But they appeared sporadically and were the

wofk of various writers; hence, their quality was extremely

uneven and a sustained series by a single author infrequent.
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Most of the criticism in the magazines and literary re-
views treated drama as literature and seldom acknowledged
the distinction between the closet and the stage that is
so important to a just evaluation of a play. Though these
publications at times concerned themselves with acting,
often it was in relation to books and essays on this art
rather than to performances or particular actors. The
form of most of the dramatic criticism found in these
periodicals left much to be desired. Though it often
varied from review to review even within a given publi-
cation, in general it consisted of a plot summary, speci-
mens of dialogue, and critical comments. Sometimes the
comments were interspersed, often they were simply tacked
on the end. Except in the best criticism, the reviewer
commented on individual blemishes or merits and did not
proffer the principles upon which he based his judgments.
Murphy's excellence as a theatrical critic does
not rest on a handful of brilliant analyses that trans-
cend the usual views of his age. On the contrary, as
the examination of his premises has shown, most of his
opinions are the ones generally expected from a literate
critic of this period. What does set him apart is his
ability to comment lucidly and knowledgeably in paper
after paper on a wide variety of plays, and to communi-
cate vividly a sense of the actual performances. His

detailed descriptions of acting alone raise him above the
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mass of theatrical critics. Though criticism in general
at this time was beginning to focus on character rather
than fable, Murphy's analyses of the psychological moti-
vations of various dramatic characters are some of the
earliest and most illuminating. The unique structure
that he makes use of in the Theatre essays, background,
analysis, and commentary on acting, is far superior to
the paraphrase-example-comment pattern of most of his
contemporaries, and heralds modern newspaper and periodi-
cal practice. Most important, he is one of the first
English critics to remind his readers continually that
drama is a live art, that "what the players call business"
can make a work with small literary merit extremely en-
tertaining in the theatre, and that the converse is also
true. If this sounds like the most obvious commonplace,
most readers need only consider their own education in
the drama to realize how seldom such distinctions really
are made. It marks Murphy as a superb theatrical critic

in an era of competent drama critics.



III

INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXT

In the London Chronicle for Jan. 18-20, 1757,

there appeared a letter, signed "Tragicomicus," offering
to undertake a regular series of theatrical criticisms

and asking that space and the title, The Theatre, be re-
139

served for such pieces. The letter was followed by
thirty-seven unsigned essays under this heading, beginning
in the Jan. 20-22 issue of the Chronicle and ending, near
the close of the 1756-57 theatrical season, with the April
14-16 issue. The thirty-seven essays were numbered con-
secutively 1 through 34 with the numbers 24, 25, and 30
being repeated, though there was no repetition of the
essays. The repetition of the numbers has no bearing on
the attribution of this first series of essays to one
writer: for the second No. 30 appeared at a time when

the theatres were closed and continued an examination

briefly introduced in the first No. 30 of the influence

l39'1‘0 aid the reader in following the attribution
argument, a list of all the Theatre papers and introductory
letters printed in the 1757-58 London Chronicle has been
placed in Appendix B.

100
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of Jonson's Every Man in his Humour on Hoadly's Suspicious

Husband; and the first Nos. 24 and 25 were so short as
to be little more than announcements of performances,
hence, were obviously too inconsiderable to be regarded
as regular essays.

The following fall, almost two months into the
1757-58 season, a letter signed "Th.C.," regretting the
absence of the previous year's critic, containing speci-
mens of the letter writer's abilities as a critic, and
offering to replace the former writer as a regular con-
tributor, appeared in the Nov. 26-29 Chronicle. The
subsequent issue contained criticisms under the heading,

The Theatre No. 1, and though unsigned, appears to be

the work of the letter writer, "Th.C." The Dec. 3-6,
6-8, and 8-10 issues included Theatres No. 1 through 3
with the author of the second No. 1 taking "Th.C." to
task for his inadequacies as a critic. The last essay
of this series was signed, "Philomuse."

No more theatrical criticisms are found in the

London Chronicle until the fall of 1758, when a new

Theatre series began with the Oct. 3-5 issue. Once again
the essays were unsigned, and this time they were not
preceded by a letter of introduction. After an hiatus

of two weeks, Theatre No. 7 was printed in the Nov. 7-9
issue. It was introduced by a letter, signed "N.S.,"

regretting the sudden departure of the previous critic
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and offering to replace him. Theatres No. 8-1l1 followed
until Nov. 18-21 when, concomitant with No. 11, the last
of the series, there appeared a letter, signed "Atticus,"
attacking the theatre critics for their tendency toward
panegyric rather than discrimination and offering to
supply some future essays. Nothing further appeared
until Dec. 2-5 when the Chronicle printed an unnumbered
Theatre piece again signed, "Atticus." This was followed
by three more unnumbered Theatre papers, though unsigned
ostensibly by "Atticus," with the last occurring in the
Dec. 19-21 issue.

All of the series have been claimed, by one
scholar or another, for Arthur Murphy. There is little
doubt that Murphy was the "Tragicomicus" who initiated
and wrote the longest and most important series, the
thirty-seven essays that appeared in the winter and
spring of 1757. Howard Dunbar, C. H. Gray, Arthur Sherbo
and John Pike Emery, with varying degrees of assurance,
concur in the attribution of these essays to Murphy.140

The major piece of external evidence is Samuel Johnson's

letter, quoted in Boswell's Life, concerning his

140Since much of the attribution argument will be
concerned with Gray, Theatrical Criticism, pp. 128-142,
Dunbar, Dramatic Career, pp. 38-40, 56-60, 305-10, Sherbo,
New Essays, pp. /5-78, and Emery "Murphy's Criticisms in
the London Chronicle," PMLA, LIV (1939), 1099-1104, page
references to these works will be inserted parenthetically
within the text.
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proposals for an edition of Shakespeare.141

These pro-
posals were printed in Theatre No. 33 (actually the thirty-
sixth essay) with "splendid encomiums" by, Johnson be-
lieved, his friend Arthur Murphy. Dunbar (p. 38) also

cites the anonymous author of A Letter to M. deVoltaire:

With Contemporary Descants on the . . . Desert Island as

believing that Murphy had written for the London Chron-

icle.

Given this opening wedge, the case from here is
built on convincing similarities between the Theatre essays
and Murphy's other writings, and on the internal evidence
that the thirty-seven essays were the work of a single
writer. The arguments for Murphy's authorship of the
first series have been cogently set forth in the places
noted and Dunbar provides a sufficient summary of them:

Murphy, according to the evidence of Dr. Johnson,

wrote one of these essays, and he probably wrote all

of those in the first group. Their general organiza-
tion is similar; their critical comment is never
contradictory and often shows close resemblance; the
opinions set forth generally agree with those Murphy
expresses elsewhere; and they often refer to criticisms

in preceding numbers and promise forthcoming criticisms

141Ed. G. B. Hill, rev. L. F. Powell (Oxford,
1934), 1, 327-328.



104

which later appear. In other words, it seems obvious
that one author wrote all of the essays in the first
group. There is external evidence that Murphy wrote
one of them, and this external evidence, internally
supported, is nowhere contradicted, externally or
internally (p. 305).
I have little evidence to add to that of Dunbar, Gray,
and Emery for Murphy's authorship of this series, though
there is one piece that corroborates their almost certain
attribution.
Each notes the fact, that in Theatre No. 17 the

writer quotes from Johnson's Miscellaneous Observations

on the Tragedy of Macbeth and mentions that Johnson is

now working on his edition of Shakespeare. This, of
course, ties in with the proposals and encomiums in No.
33. What no one has pointed out, though Dunbar and
Emery have remarked on the similarity of the discussion
of "remorse," is that Theatres No. 16 and 17, which deal
with Macbeth, are a thinly veiled revision and expansion

of Murphy's 1754 Gray's-Inn Journal essay No. 8 on Macbeth.

Many of the same phrases, quotations, and even whole para-
graphs, from this essay form the basis of Theatres No. 16
and 17. Here too, may be found some of the same quota-

tions from Johnson's Miscellaneous Observations, though

here they are neither placed within quotation marks nor

is Johnson mentioned as is the case in the Chronicle
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pieces. It appears Murphy may have borrowed them at this

time by way of Mrs. Lennox's Shakespear Illustrated,

though there is no mention of her work either in the

Gray's-Inn Journal No. 8.142 It may also be of interest

to note that Murphy did not include the 1754 essay on

Macbeth in the 1756 edition of the Gray's-Inn Journal;

hence, he might plausibly have assumed that few readers
would remember it in 1757. Unless one can conceive of

another author borrowing the Gray's-Inn Journal essay,

rewriting it, and at the same time recognizing the John-
son quotations and crediting him with them, this essay
almost certainly ties Murphy to the first series of
Theatre essays.

The other evidence I have to offer does not sub-
stantiate attribution but is concerned with the argument
that the first thirty-seven essays were the work of one
writer. It is only of importance to the case for Murphy's
authorship of the first series in that by adding to the
already substantial evidence for internal consistency,
the whole series may be convincingly attributed to him
on the basis of the few external pieces of evidence.
However, this evidence assumes considerable importance
in the arguments for attribution of the later and more

doubtful groups of Theatre essays.

142 1 ondon, 1753), I, 278-290.
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The author of the letter that preceded the first
series of Chronicle essays set forth his criteria for
theatrical criticism:
I could wish to see a short Analysis of every Play,
with a summary Account of its Merit or Deficiency,
and whether it owes its Reception to Character, Wit,
Humour, and Incident combined, or to any one of those
Requisites detached from the rest. If to this it
were added by whom each Play was written, when first
produced, and what Degree of Success it met with, it
would prove an agreeable and not unentertaining Part
of your Paper, more particularly if accompanied with
Criticisms on the acting, not calculated to give
Pain to the Performer, but derived from the Source
of Nature, Taste, and Good Sense.

An examination of the thirty?seven essays that followed

this letter, shows that these criteria served as organ-

izing principles for the essays.

In almost every case where a play is considered
for the first time, each review follows a pattern that
begins with an introductory statement telling, "by whom
each Play was written, when first produced, and what
Degree of Success it met with." This is followed by "a
short Analysis of every Play, with a summary Account of
its Merit or Deficiency," and in turn, by "Criticisms on

the Acting." 1In a few places, the third basic element in
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the pattern, criticism of acting, is interwoven with the
analysis. Now and then, due to limits of time and space,
the criticism of acting is deferred until a future re-
view. There are also a few places where an essay was
obviously meant to span more than one issue of the Chron-
icle; hence, the organizational pattern is not repeated.
Later in the season, when a play is being performed for
a second or third time, the critic does not bother to
repeat the pattern unnecessarily but only comments on
the acting of a particular performance: wusually, he
refers the reader to a former paper for the information.
But in most of the reviews where these organizing prin-
ciples would be applicable, a particular structural
sequence based on the letter writer's criteria is followed.
More important than the organizational pattern,
for this in itself offers little support for attributing
the essays to one writer since once a pattern was set in
a newspaper or journal it might be, and often was, followed
in the reviews done by later critics for the publication,
is the Chronicle writer's constant use of specific sources
to fulfill his criteria. If he was to inform his readers,
"by whom each Play was written, when first produced, and
what Degree of Success it met with," in the numbers of a
tri-weekly paper, many of which would contain two or
three reviews of plays which were first produced over a

period spanning almost two hundred years, he needed a
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considerable body of theatrical history at his finger-
tips. Unless he had painstakingly accumulated and organ-
ized such information from his own study of dramatic
history, he would be forced to use theatrical handbooks
as his source: for these were the only readily acces-
sible repositories of the information he needed.

From the dozen or so theatrical handbooks and
dramatic play lists that were published before 1757,

143 Since most

there were only a few likely candidates.
of the handbooks were published prior to 1730, and since
the critic for the Chronicle gave the same kinds of in-
formation for plays produced after this date, it was
most likely that he used a more contemporary source.

The most plausible choices were William Rufus Chetwood's

The British Theatre (Dublin, 1750), Theophilus Cibber's

The Lives of the Poets of Great Britain and Ireland

(London, 1753), and A List of all the Dramatic Authors,

with some Account of their Lives; and of all the Dramatic

Pieces ever published in the English Language, to the

Year 1747, attributed to John Mottley and published in

1747 appended to Thomas Whincop's tragedy, Scanderberg.

One of the problems in ascertaining the use of a particular

143For the bibliographic information about the
theatrical handbooks of this period, I am indebted to
Carl J. Stratman, Dramatic Play Lists, 1591-1963 (New
York, 1966).
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handbook, is that in a number of instances they all con-
tain the same information. The later handbooks were
based on the earlier ones and often drew much of their
new matter from the same sources. However, the thirty-
seven essays contain sufficient information to isolate
one handbook from the others despite this overlapping.
There is little doubt that the author of the
first group of Theatre essays used Mottley's List through-
out as his primary reference work. In the places where
he did not employ Mottley, he apparently did not utilize
another handbook but took his information from other
sources, e.g., the acknowledged use of Whalley's edition
of Ben Jonson in Nos. 29, 30; or the use of Mrs. Lennox's

Shakespear Illustrated when dealing with Shakespeare's

plays. In the thirty-seven essays there are about twenty-
seven reviews where the use of a handbook is indicated,
that is, where the writer introduced a review with in-
formation about the author and early productions of the
work. This number does not include the reviews of
Shakespeare, a special case that will be dealt with
later. Out of the twenty-seven reviews, the information
given in twenty-one of them can be found in Mottley;

in a number of these, only the information given in
Mottley agrees with that in the essays. 1In only a few
cases where Mottley does not have the information given

in the essays does another handbook contain such matter,
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and in these instances, as has been mentioned, it appears
that other than handbooks were the source.

A brief comparison of the information given in
Mottley, Cibber, and Chetwood with that given in the

Chronicle essays, will demonstrate The Theatre author's

use of Mottley's List as his primary source of theatrical
history. Cibber's work can be quickly eliminated for
many of the dates are either not given or do not agree
with those in the Theatre essays, e.g., Theatre No. 1

says Congreve's Love for Love first appeared in 1691,

Cibber does not give a date; No. 1 says The Careless

Husband was first exhibited in 1704, Cibber does not list

the play; No. 1 says The Beaux' Stratagem was first

acted in 1710 and notes that the author, Farquhar, died
during the run, Cibber gives this information about the
author but dates the play 1707. This pattern persists
throughout the series, with the information given by
Cibber more often disagreeing than agreeing with that
presented in the essays.

With Chetwood's British Theatre, the problem is

a bit more difficult for most of the dates agree with
those in Mottley and those in the essays. However, much
of the information found in both Mottley and the essays
is not given by Chetwood. The Theatre critic's criteria
included not only the date of the first production, but

"what Degree of Success it met with." Only Mottley's
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List consistently gives this information, e.g., Theatre
No. 1 says, "with very great and merited success,"
Mottley says, "with very great and deserved success";

No. 2, "with great success," Mottley, "with great applause";
No. 7, "with great applause," Mottley, "with great suc-
cess"; No. 8, "with great applause," Mottley, "with great
applause"; No. 15, "exhibited with great applause for

the first time in 1681," Mottley, "acted at the Theatre
Royal in 1681 with great Applause." In most of the
places where the Theatre critic does not inform his
audience about the play's initial reception, the in-
formation is not given by Mottley.

There are more cogent examples that support the
arugment for the Theatre author's use of Mottley's List.
The following examples show direct borrowing and con-
tain information not included in the other handbooks:
Theatre No. 2 says, "the Author has availed himself pretty
much of the Tartuffe of Moliere, and a translation of it
called the Puritan in the reign of King Charles II,"
Mottley says, "It is taken from the Tartuffe of Moliere,

and the translation of it, called The English Puritan;

acted in the Beginning of the Reign of King Charles II";
No. 3, "This Night the Chances, a Comedy by Beaumont and
Fletcher, and in the Year 1682 revived with alterations
by Villiers Duke of Buckingham at the Theatre in Dorset

Gardens," Mottley, "The Chances, a Comedy. This Play was

revived, with great Alterations, by Villiers Duke of
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Buckingham in the Year 1682, and was acted with great
Applause, at the Theatre in Dorset-Garden." No. 21
begins with a lengthy discussion of Otway, noting,
among other things, that he was a neglected genius, had
a problem with excessive drinking, and that, because of
his connection with Shadwell, had no friendship with
Dryden. This is followed by a four line quotation con-

cerning Otway taken from Rochester's Session of the

Poets. Mottley gives the same information and the same
qguotation.
The most important example is found in Theatre

No. 6. Here, in a review of Mrs. Centlivre's The Wonder,

is mentioned her dedication of this play to the Elector

of Hanover, the "spirit" she showed in making such an
unpopular public declaration at this time, and the re-
wards she received after George I assumed the throne.
Mottley's List not only contains this information, which
the other handbooks do not, but Mrs. Centlivre's modern
biographer, John Wilson Bowyer, informs us that, "Mottley's
sketch is demonstrably accurate in many details not in-

cluded by other biographers."144

The Theatre critic
could have gone to no other source at this time but
Mottley's List for his information on Mrs. Centlivre.

When this is considered along with the foregoing examples,

there is little doubt that the author of the first series

144
p. 6, n. 9.

The Celebrated Mrs. Centlivre (Durham, 1952),
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of Theatre essays consistently relied on Mottley's hand-
book when he needed theatrical information of an his-
torical nature. |

The one constant exception to the use of Mottley
comes when the works of Shakespeare are being reviewed.
Here the critic slightly modifies his criteria. Instead
of informing his readers about the date and reception of
the play, he tells them something about the original
sources that Shakéspeare drew from and modified. The
theatrical handbooks do not contain such information.
For this information, the critic used Mrs. Lennox's

Shakespear Illustrated: or the Novels on which the Plays

of Shakespear are Founded. He himself more or less

tells us this by mentioning her work in Theatres No. 12
and 13. And a comparison of the information given in
her work with that given in most of the Shakespeare re-
views attests to the critic's use of her work throughout
the first series of essays.

When the evidence of the Theatre critic's con-
sistent use of Mottley's List and Mrs<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>