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PREFACE

THE present volume is the outcome of Some twenty years’ inter-
mittent exploration of the by-ways of eighteenth-century litera-
ture, for the most part in an endeavour to track the footsteps of
Pope, and his friends and enemies, hither and thither on their
lawful—and unlawful—occasions.

The resultant ‘discoveries’—a few of which have already been
published in various periodicals—will be seen to affect in a
greater or lesser degree many aspects of Pope’s life, character,
and works, hitherto regarded as established beyond question,
and to necessitate, in consequence, a reconsideration of much
current opinion. They may even add an impetus to the move-
ment—Ilong needed but now at last becoming perceptible—
towards a new appreciation of his poetry, which must inevitably
follow a better understanding of the man behind the poet.

In addition to the ‘new’ poems here attributed to Pope, some
of them now printed for the first time, the recovered material is of
many kinds, textual as well as critical, bibliographical as well as
biographical, the more important of which are enumerated, and
their significance in Pope’s life summarized, in the opening
chapter. And ifit cannot be pretended that this work has reached
the ultimate truth on all the subjects discussed, on some at least it
may justly be claimed to have travelled further from the accepted
untruth than any previous inquiry.

A book of this kind could hardly have been begun, much less
completed, without its author receiving more help and con-
sideration than one has any right to expect. First I must grate-
fully acknowledge my indebtedness to the private, but public-
spirited, owners of manuscripts and copyrights, who have most
kindly allowed me to examine, transcribe, and print verse or
prose from original autographs or texts in their possession;

namely, His Grace the late Duke of Portland, and the late
v
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Marquess of Bath, for the use of the Oxford papers at Welbeck
and Longleat respectively; the late Mr E. Riddell-Blount, for the
use of the Mapledurham letters and library; and Mr D. F. Hyde
of New York, for the Strafford letters; and also to public bodies
for similar permission, viz. the British Museum and the Bodleian
libraries, the Harvard College Library, and the PierpontMorgan
Library, New York, for the use of manuscripts referred to in the
footnotes.

For help of other kinds I have much pleasure in thanking my
friends the Professors of English Literature, at various univer-
sities, as follows: John Butt of Durham, D. Nichol Smith of
Oxford, James R. Sutherland of Queen Mary, London, Geoffrey
Tillotson of Birkbeck, London, and H. O. White of Trinity,
Dublin—all eighteenth-century ‘specialists’; and also Miss Edith
Sitwell, Mr C. G. Long, Mr Francis Needham, Mr C. H. Wil-
kinson, and Mr Harold Williams, for valuable criticisms or sug-
gestions, collations or transcriptions, and unfailing encourage-
ment; Professor George Sherburn of Harvard, for news of certain
Popeitems treasured at Longleat (including the unprinted poem,
‘The Six Maidens’), which led to my own fruitful search of
several days there amongst the Portland Papers; and lastly, the
Hon. Mrs Hugh Wyndham, from whom I first learnt of the
existence of Bounce’s portrait, and Viscount Cobham, her
brother, who has generously permitted me to include Richard-
son’s portrait of Pope and Bounce, at Hagley, as my frontispiece—
this being the first reproduction ever made of the whole picture
showing Bounce in the foreground.

Oxford, 1948. N. A.
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CHAPTER 1

NEW JUDGEMENT

I. THE ANONYMOUS POEMS

¢ ESCEND, in the name of God, to some other amusements, as
D common mortals do. Learn to play at cards, or tables, or
bowls; get talking females . . .’—Thus Swift once implored
Pope, in an attempt to lessen his habitual concentration on his work.
If only he had succeeded, it would have saved the writing of many
books—including the present volume. But the Dean’s alternatives
were not, it seems, attractive enough; and Pope’s unresting pen moved
satirically, or moralizingly, or even merrily, on.

This devotion to his craft had many consequences which can be
seen in his life and his work. Chief amongst them obviously is the
exquisite and unique distinction of his verse, which brought him
greater fame, both contemporary and posthumous (if the continuous
reprinting of a poet’s works is any criterion?), than has rewarded any
other English poet except Shakespeare. With this in mind, and re-
membering also, that, as editor followed editor throughout two hun-
dred years, the works themselves have been submitted to an intensive
study hardly matched outside Shakespearean criticism; and further-
more, that no other poet’s ‘life’ has been told and retold so often and so
diversely—it will probably be thought by many that there can be
nothing left to say.

The truth, however, is that so strangely compounded was Pope’s
personality that he has been misunderstood and misjudged more con-
sistently than any of the major poets; while as a satirist of society he
made so many enemies (both before and since his death), and con-
ducted his verbal warfare with such elusive and unpredictable
movements, that his work still abounds in numerous unsolved prob-
lems of text and date and allusion, and his life in as many apparent
contradictions of character, and secrecies of motive.

One of the most striking and persistent characteristics of Pope’s

1 Between 1744 and 1900, not counting separate works or the smaller collections,
no less than eighty editions of Pope’s Works, or Collected Poems, were published,
an average of one every two years; and no decade passed without at least one.
They represent the labours of some thirty known editors, many of them scholars
of note, besides much anonymous work.

I
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activity as an author was his practice of anonymity. Not counting the
Homer translations, the greater part of his work, both in prose and
verse, was first published without his name. Moreover, many of the
occasional and miscellaneous pieces first printed anonymously were
afterwards left unacknowledged for one reason or another, or simply
forgotten, and have only since his death been attributed to him, some
of them quite recently. And although to these must now be added yet
others identified for the first time in the following chapters, we still
cannot be sure that the whole of his ‘unofficial’ verse, in all its sur-
prising variety of form and style and bizarre occasion, has even yet
been recovered. For when it is remembered, on the one hand, that he
was immobilized in great measure and for long periods at a time by
‘the natural imbecility of his body’ (his word for his feeble physique);
and, on the other, that he was endowed with senses alert and acute
beyond the normal, and a restive and brilliant mind ever demanding
employment—it will perhaps seem scarcely an exaggeration to say
that Pope was always writing.

Swift, for instance, not infrequently complained that Pope never
had any leisure for conversation, was inattentive in company, and
loved solitude; that, in short, when Swift wanted to sit and talk, ‘Pope
walks, and courts the Muse’.! Thus, at times, the Dean would break
out into half-serious, half-humorous expostulation, as already seen;
and at other times would explain such strange behaviour to his friends
by saying that ‘Mr. Pope . . . hath always some poetical scheme in his
head,’*—a habit of mind for which there is ample evidence in their
correspondence and verse. On more than one occasion Pope reveals
his own attitude to the pursuit of poetry, but never more significantly,
perhaps, than when writing to the poet Fenton, he said:

I am a little scandalized at your complaint that your time lies
heavy on your hands, when the muses have put so many good
materials into your head to employ them.?

This, however, only repeated a generalization of his own experience,
which had appeared earlier in one of his Spectator letters, thus: ‘Who-
ever has the Muses . . . for his Companions, can never be idle enough
to be uneasy.’*

Pope refers to this constant preoccupation with poetry again and
again in his works. It filled so much of his life as to make him wonder
and question—

1See Dr Swyft to Mr Pope, in Miscellanies [1v], 1732. i Ball, v, p. 19.

3 Letters, 4to, 1737, p. 186.

¢ The Spectator, June 16, 1712; see Pope’s Prose, 1, pp. xxxiv, 42.
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This subtle Thief of Life, this paltry Time,

What will it leave me, if it snatch my Rhime?

If ev’ry Wheel of that unweary’d Mill

That turn’d ten thousand Verses, now stands still.

At other times he spoke asifit had brought him some ease in a world of
pain and infirmity, or was even a method of self-preservation, as it all
too certainly was: ‘The Muse but serv’d . .. To help me thro’ this long
Disease, my Life.’*

There were moments when he wearied of his pen and spoke loudly
against its tyranny (‘Heav’ns! was I born for nothing but to write?*) 3;
and others when he would pretend his verses were poured forth with
effortless ease (“Take it as you find it, y¢ Production of half an hour
’tother morning’)+; and yet other occasions when he would protest
against the idea that he had given up all for poetry (‘Those who think
Ilive in a study, and make poetry my business are . . . mistaken’).® But
all such denials of his habitual absorption in poetry were like wind
flurries on a river, momentarily ruffling the surface of his conscious-
ness but with little or no effect on the deep-flowing current of his being.

Indeed, only eighteen months before he died, William Murray
wrote to George Grenville: ‘Pope is at Bath, perched upon his hill,
making epigrams and stifling them in their birth.’* And barely two
years earlier (as Dr Johnson tells us in the well-known story),” ‘Lord
Oxford’s domestick . . . in the dreadful winter of Forty . . . was called
from her bed by him [Pope] four times in one night, to supply him
with paper, lest he should lose a thought.’ Full well had he weighed
the consequences of his ‘ruling passion’ years before, both for himself
and those about him, in a world that has little use and less patience for
such a strange devotion. One of his early sayings about poetry was:
‘No man can be a true Poet, who writes for diversion only’?; and four
years later we have: ‘No man ever rose to any degree of perfection in
writing, but thro’ obstinacy and an inveterate resolution against the
stream of mankind.’® And, ten years later still, he elaborated the idea
thus:

To write well, lastingly well, immortally well, . . . must not one be
prepared to endure the reproaches of men, want, and much fasting,
nay martyrdom in its cause? It is such a task as scarce leaves a man

! Hor. Ep. n, 1, Il. 76-9. 2 Epistle to Arbuthnot, 11, 131-2.
3 Ibd., 1. 272. ¢ Rawl. letters go, f. 46 v. 8 Polwhele, 1, p. 321.
® Grenville, 1, p. 16. 7 Johnson, 1v, p. 155.

8 Correspondence, 1, 1735, P- 303. 9 Ibud., p. 69.
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time to be a good neighbour, an useful friend, nay to plant a tree,
much less to save his soul.*

Such evidence of his application to his art could be multiplied; but
enough has perhaps been cited to suggest, that, with ‘man’ as his
‘study’, with the urge, the ability, and the endless opportunity to
write, and—still more to the point—with the almost complete repres-
sion or limitation of a man’s normal physical activities and distrac-
tions, the real problem is, not that Pope wrote so much, but that he did
not write more. And that problem, once stated, in turn suggests not
only that Pope wrote more than has yet been recovered (which is per-
fectly true), but also the probability that, although some pieces have
—Ilike his juvenile epic, Alcander—been destroyed, there are others
still awaiting identification.

Yet much of this verse was never intended for cold print at all, still
less for inclusion in The Works of Mr. Alexander Pope. For although in
one of the recovered poems, The Capon’s Tale,? he advised Lady Mary
Wortley Montagu, at the beginning of their quarrel, to ‘own’ as well
as ‘hatch’ her poetical ‘chicks’, he was very far from following his ad-
vice with his own occasional pieces. On the contrary, he usually took
such pains to conceal his connection with them, that if, with the eager
assistance of the piratical bookseller, Curll, a few of his own chickens
did somewhat embarrassingly come home to roost in his lifetime, ? it is
certain that he never dreamt of the day when they would return in
such a flock of wild fow! as in the present volume.

The reasons for Pope’s desire for anonymity were probably almost
as numerous and diverse as the poems themselves, and only a few can
be glanced at. It was not at that time unusual for writers to withhold
their names from political and topical contributions to the periodicals
and miscellanies where so many of Pope’s unofficial pieces first saw
the light: anonymity was accepted as ‘part of the game’. Another
reason for not acknowledging his work on publication could have
been—at least as regards some of the major poems—a desire to obtain
unbiased critical opinions, which would have been impossible had his
name been subscribed to them originally. (It is certain that he fol-
lowed this course sometimes in his letters, and submitted to friends
unsigned pieces for criticism.)* In other instances anonymity might be
explained by a wish to test the weight of opposition, or reprobation,
which certain ethical pieces would probably arouse, and thus be pre-
pared to deal with it, when, after acknowledgement of authorship, it

1 Oxford MSS. (EC, vu, p. 399). 3 See post, p. 244.
8 A lamentable example will be found in Chapter vi. 4 See post, p. 62.
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came to be directed against himself; while with some of his satires he
may have thought it would be in every way desirable if the first
resultant howls of execration and anger were dissipated on a nameless
author before it became known that he himself was responsible for
them:

But the chief and abiding cause of his withholding his signature
from the majority of the unsponsored pieces is, beyond question, to be
found in his life-long ideal of poetical craftsmanship, that conception
of correct and flawless verse, which had dominated his mind ever
since those early conversations of his, when he was ‘about fifteen’, with
the poet and critic, William Walsh. As the oft-told anecdote! goes, it
was his old friend’s reiterated advice—that the only way left of excel-
ling as a poet was the unceasing pursuit of classic correctness of versi-
fication—which so impressed the ambitious young poet that he ever
afterwards made it his ‘study and aim’. Thus, as the years passed, this
craving of his, or rather, this fundamental need of his soul—‘To write
well, lastingly well, immortally well’~—grew to be the ‘ruling passion’
of his life, and, more than anything else, compelled him relentlessly
and consistently to refuse his name to every poem that in any way fell
short of that ideal.

It would seem, however, that no explanation hitherto propounded
has yet reached the heart of the problem and told us why Pope’s inner
eye became so unwaveringly, so devotedly, fixed on the shining ideal,
that, in effect, his whole poetic life may be said to have resolved itself
into an Augustan version of the quest of the holy grail.

Pope himself never realized it to the full, nor did he perceive that his
need for perfection, in the one sphere where for him it was attainable,
was more deeply rooted in his being than the seed of Walsh’s early
sowing. His half-sister, Mrs Racket, once told Spence:

I believe nobody ever studied so hard as my brother did, in his
youth.—He did nothing else but write and read.

From other remarks Pope made occasionally, it appears that before
he knew Walsh his ‘early Bent to Poetry’, as he called it, was already
inducing him to study with a concentration beyond his years and
strength. Frail and feeble from boyhood, he suffered much pain from
constantly recurring bouts of headache and sickness; and in his letters
there is frequent reference to ‘my almost continual illnesses’. Accord-
ing to Sir Joshua Reynolds, even when full-grown, he was barely four
and a half feet high,® and deformed at that, with spinal curvature

1 Spence, p 280 % Jbud., p. 267. * Malone, p. 429.
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which grew worse with the years. Sensitive and perceptive beyond the
ordinary as Pope was, it is only too likely that his desire for perfection
sprang up and drew its miraculous growth from his bitter realization,
during the formative years of adolescence, of how much he was
doomed to be deprived of a man’s rightful heritage, not only of health
and strength and physical endurance, but also—and more tragically
—of ordinary human stature and human shape.

Small wonder if, with such an experience at the most impression-
able age, he early became obsessed with the idea of flawless perfection.
If that were so—and there is much evidence to prove it—then Walsh
did no more than confirm him in his resolve to excel in the only way
possible—in his poetry—at whatever cost of drudgery and applica-
tion. The cost was paid—paid in aches and pains and weariness
beyond telling, and a very definite worsening of his already fragile
bodily health—but the world has his poetry for ever. Surely he could
be excused if he thought of himself when he praised a certain prince
as one—

Whose little body lodg’d a mighty mind.?

But it was not only the poems which had fallen short of the ideal
Pope had set before himself, that he so steadfastly refused to acknow-
ledge, or admit into his Works. As already suggested, he also wrote
pieces of a very different kind; and however delightfully witty,
wicked, or absurd, we may think them, ‘classic perfection’ was ob-
viously the last quality they aimed at, and the last phrase ever to be
associated with them. For as there was never poet who studied more
assiduously the perfection of his verses than he, so there was never one
who at the same time wrote with so different a pen such ribald and
frequent poems in comment on the contemporary scene. Psycho-
logists doubtless have a word for these two reciprocating phases, and
would explain them as compensatory in effect—a continual uncon-
scious readjustment for the preservation of a sane mental balance.
Noteworthy instances of these alternating moods are remarked, in
passing, on subsequent pages, where some piece of rhymed absurdity
is shown to be not less authentically Pope’s for having preceded or
followed the making of some noble poem perfectly expressed.

With all these diverse influences at work to inspire his pen or govern
its performances, it is not very surprising after all that so many of
Pope’s miscellaneous poems should lack his signature. Nevertheless it
may astonish many readers to learn that a number of his best-known
occasional poems cannot be proved to be his at all—that they are

1 Iliad, v, 1. g99.
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nothing more than ‘attributed pieces’. Such a once famous (or
notorious) thing as the ‘Worm-Powder’ poem, for example, was never
acknowledged by him; nor was it incorporated in his Works until he
had been dead some years, at which time (1751) the charming but
unacknowledged trifle, On a certain Lady at Court, was similarly
accepted as Pope’s. Stranger still, the ever-delightful but authorless
Farewell to London was not printed before 1775, or found in the Works
before 1779; while the better-known but unclaimed pieces, The Court
Ballad (sometimes called ‘The Challenge’) and Sandys’s Ghost, were
not included in the canon until 1797 and 1824 respectively; not to
mention a dozen others still more tardily recognized—all perfect
things of their kind, though a few of them, perhaps, could not be
regarded by some of us, any more than by Pope, as quite ‘correct’, if
for different reasons. When we add to all those unacknowledged
pieces the burlesque version of The First Psalm, which Pope seemingly
repudiated by public advertisement, it becomes apparent that neither
the original, nor the continued, anonymity of many of his miscel-
laneous poems can be used as an argument against his authorship.

Because successive editors of Pope throughout two centuries have
automatically repeated some otherwise unsupported attribution to
him of this or that poem, the poem itself has not in fact been made
more authentic thereby. Conversely, an attribution now first made in
this volume and supported by evidence should not be suspect simply
because the ascription has not been parroted for two hundred years.

As might have been expected, different degrees of probability
attach to the attribution to Pope of these pieces written on such dif-
ferent occasions throughout the poet’s life; for the evidence that is still
extant after so many years naturally varies in quantity and con-
clusiveness from poem to poem. It is believed, however, that no piece
has been included in the following pages unless the weight of evidence
is in favour of Pope’s authorship; or, in other words, unless its rejec-
tion would raise greater difficulties than its acceptance. As each poem
is accompanied by the evidence for its ascription to Pope, and none
ascribed by mere assertion, it will perhaps be allowed that the attribu-
tions in this volume have been more carefully made than many in the
distant past, and some (a few of which are noticed in this work) more
recently. For the reader, the counsel of perfection regarding all the
attributed poems, new and old alike, is to be swayed neither by
familiarity nor by novelty; but, after weighing all the available
evidence, to judge each ascription separately on its merits, and decide
accordingly.

b
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II. PORTRAIT OR CARICATURE?

One of the most important results of a general survey of Pope’s ‘new’
occasional pieces—and of the incidental discoveries made during the
search for them—is the information they afford about the man him-
self. From Pope’s day down to the present century, his character pro-
gressively suffered more misrepresentation (wilful or not) at the hands
of his editors and biographers, than that of any other writer in our
literature. Recently, however, owing in great part to the sympathetic
championship of Edith Sitwell,* and the patient researches of George
Sherburn,? the popular portrait of Pope with its slightly Satanic
expression is, as it were, gradually fading on the canvas, and a recog-
nizably human countenance is beginning to peer out through the age-
old caricature. Furthermore, the work of the scholars on the ‘Twicken-
ham Edition’ of Pope’s poems (in course of publication) is also largely
helping to a juster appreciation of the man as well as the poet. The
discoveries described in the present volume throw new light on several
much debated questions of the poet’s conduct in certain connections
or events, for they not only prove the integrity of his friendships,
and justify in great measure his warfare with his enemies, but also
reveal little-known aspects of his character, as well as his work, the
total effect of which can only be still further to humanize that legend-
ary, many-sided, unaccountable creature called Pope.

Pope the pastoralist, Pope the critic, Pope the translator, Pope the
moralist, Pope the satirist, nay, also (as some have thought him) Pope
the hypocrite, and even Pope the Devil; and, master and servant of
them all, Pope the model of ‘correct’ versification and faultless style—
that man, whether execrated or praised, has been a familiar figure in
literary history for two hundred years. What is now emerging from
this collective examination of the news-sheets, miscellanies, journals,
correspondence, pamphlets, manuscripts, and pictures of the period,
and theresultant new additionsto his poetry (not tomention a freshsur-
vey of the whole Pope canon), is that two further aspects of his work
and character await recognition. The first is that his study of art was
so much more sincere than has hitherto been supposed, and affected
his poetry so much more vitally, that ‘Pope the painter’ must now be
added to his many ‘sides’; the second, not less important, being
the revelation of his gust for sheer irresponsible fun, which, in dif-
ferent circumstances, or under physical handicaps less embitter-

1 Alexander Pope, by Edith Sitwell, 1930.
3 The Early Career of Alexander Pope, by G. Sherburn, 1934.
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ing, would have justified yet another epithet—‘Pope the clown!’

That he allowed no hint of the clown to stain the classic perfection
of The Works is perhaps understandable after reading the foregoing
pages. Nevertheless, there it was; and it now becomes an aspect of his
complex personality that can no longer be overlooked. The know-
ledge that somewhere deep within him there sprang a fount of bub-
bling good-humour will not surprise readers familiar with such pieces
as The Court Ballad, or Sandys’s Ghost, which are so happily compacted of
it. What will astonish many people, however, is that the new attribu-
tions are lacking in those spiteful or scurrilous qualities which have
been regarded so long—too long—as Pope’s peculiar distinction
amongst the poets. His sense of fun is now seen to comprise the whole
gamut of wit and humour, from the keenest satire to the tenderest
raillery, from pedantic quips to broad burlesques, not excluding non-
sense that veils at times more meanings than his puns, and is as free of
all inhibitions. As he once explained in a whimsical apology ‘for all
this buffoonery’ in a letter to his old friend Cromwell: ‘I may as well
throw out what comes uppermost, as study to be dull’.* Whatever
Pope’s sins were, that, at least, was not one of them.

Besides laughing at the foibles of mankind in general, Pope could
also laugh at himself—which is pre-eminently the hall-mark of sanity.
Obviously, no one as sensitive as he could help being stung to the
quick occasionally by the brutal descriptions and mockery of his size,
shape, and bodily infirmities, put about by Dennis, Gildon, Curll,
Cibber, and a score of other enemies named and nameless. Normally,
however, he was capable of making fun (if, at times, a little wryly)
even of his physical shortcomings; and numerous instances could be
cited both in his prose and verse. He could smile as he likened himself
to a dozen things, animate and inanimate—to a dog,? a spider,® a
windmill,¢ a frog® (but—was it too bitter a draught?>—he seems
rarely or never to have likened himself to an ordinary human being).
He jested at his size—‘For Gay can well make two of me’; at his
deformity—‘One does not like your looks, nor tother my Shape’;
while jokes about his aches and pains and weaknesses abound in his
writings—‘They all say ’tis pitty I am so sickly, & I think ’tis pitty
They are so healthy.’

Another aspect of Pope’s character illuminated by these discoveries

1 Rawl. letters go, f. 29. 3 Jbid.,f. 1.
2 Pope’s Prose, 1, p. 125. 4 Ibd.
8 Rawl. letters go, f. 28 v. 8 The Court Ballad, stz. 6.

7 Add. 28618, f. g v. 8 Rawl. letters go, f. 22.
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is his practice of mystification, which is now seen to be less frequent
and more innocent than is commonly supposed; and even the admit-
tedly dubious affair of the Lesters when considered (as in the following
section) from a new point of view, such as Pope’s, seems to take on a
tinge no longer diabolically black but a very human grey. Thus the
well-known misquotation, that Pope could not even drink tea without
a stratagem, is after all no truer to the facts than such sayings tend to
be. As later pages show, concealment in literary matters, for example,
was frequently forced on him by the actions of others—by friends as
well as enemies. If, like one of his own Homeric heroes, he sometimes
made his way ‘dark thro’ paths oblique’, it was, more often than not, a
quite blameless ramble. And if| at times, his liking for mystification
was titillated by the publication of his unowned pieces, that, as we
have seen above, was not his reason for leaving them unacknowledged.

Nevertheless, for such a famous man as Pope to achieve anonymity
for his pen was not quite as simple as the phrase, ‘leaving them un-
acknowledged’ might suggest. In many instances it was an active
rather than a passive business, and called for both trouble and
ingenuity to accomplish; the simple reason being that for approxi-
mately the last eighteen years of his life what Pope wrote was ‘news’
as well as poetry. In common, therefore, with many famous people,
before and since, he doubtless felt himself entitled to some measure of
privacy, and supposed, as most people would, that he was justified in
going to whatever lengths were necessary to obtain it.

Clearly it would not have been much use for Pope to have withheld
his name from his unofficial verses, if they had been written in his
usual heroic couplets and finger-printed with his characteristic man-
nerisms. Even so, his own opinion, whether or not his work could be
recognized by his style, seemed to vary from time to time. Spence
records him once as saying:

There is nothing more foolish than to pretend to be sure of
knowing a great writer by his style.?

At another time when speaking of Wycherley’s Posthumous Works, he
said:
Those verses that are published, are a mixture of Wycherley’s
own original lines, with a great many of mine inserted here and
there, (but not difficult to be distinguished).

And again, in the Epistle to Arbuthnot, after talking of people who mis-
take other wsitcrs’ work for his, he breaks out—

#
1 Spence, p. 168, 2 Ibd., p. 151.
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Poor guiltless I! and can I chuse but smile,
When ev’ry Coxcombe knows me by my Style?*

It is, however, suggestive that the majority of his unacknowledged
pieces were written in metres other than the heroic couplet; the com-
mon street-ballad of the four-line stanza being one that he was par-
ticularly successful with, both as regards its verisimilitude and the
safe-keeping of his anonymity. (Incidentally, it is worth remarking
that the various forms of these miscellaneous pieces are themselves a
refutation of the old gibe that Pope was a poet of only one tune.) There
can be no question that their unlikeness to Pope’s known verse,
together with the absence of his name, explains why so many of them
escaped contemporary identification.

It should not be forgotten that Pope was the first man to make
poetry ‘pay’; that is, the first poet without patron or place, to live—
far from penuriously—on the proceeds of his work; for that, too, was
not without its bearing on his opportune practice of mystification. A
considerable amount of reticence on his part in literary affairs is there-
fore not only understandable but was actually necessitated by the
conditions of the time. There were pirates like Curll, and the nameless
compilers of the cheaper miscellanies, continually on the look-out for
any publishable trifle that might ‘blow’ their way:

To seize his papers, Curl, was next thy care;
His papers light, fly diverse, tost in air:
Songs, sonnets, epigrams the winds uplift . . .

Besides which, there were always the ‘Grub-street Verse-Writers’,
often the hirelings of the two political parties, ready, as Swift warned
Pope, to pick up any chance scribblings of his, and—

Sell them to Curl for Fifty Pound,
And swear they are [their] own.*

With so many and such various external reasons accounting in
great measure for Pope’s frequent recourse to concealment and sec-
recy, there was always present the still stronger personal urge (too
often forgotten by his critics) which derived ultimately from his
lamentable physical constitution. This was the instinctive defence
mechanism by which a hyper-sensitive soul attempts to avoid or
mitigate the rougher contacts of a society not too considerate of its
weaker members. With Pope the practice probably dated from early

1 Epistle to Arbuthnot, 11. 281-2. ? Dunciad A, n, 1. 105-7.
3 Advice to the Grub-street Verse Writers, 11. 19-20.
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youth, a period when some secret knowledge or concealed action often
brings with it a sense of power or superiority—about the only power
attainable by one so constituted. If, later on, he found the art of
judicious concealment useful at times in dealing with the world out-
side—that was no more than he saw to be the practice all round him
(but with far less excuse) of friend and foe alike. Thus it would seem—
with so many of his friends in politics practising secrecy professionally,
and so many of his enemies making anonymous attacks on him from
behind screens and covers —that Pope cannot after all be accused of
any abnormality, or even singularity, in his use of mystification,
especially when so much of it was only another, and sometimes
politer, way of saying, ‘Mind your own business!’

III. ‘PATHS OBLIQUE’

Propensity—idiosyncrasy—foible—many an act or habit that in
another person would be passed over with a smile, was charged
against Pope as misrepresentation or stratagem of the deepest cun-
ning. Take, for example, what have been called ‘Pope’s mischievously
erroneous dates’. Every student of the poet soon learns that he used
frequently to misdate former occurrences in his life when referring to
them in retrospect: such as the year when this or that poem of his was
written or published, or other literary events happened—not to men-
tion incidents of personal, or even public, concern. In subsequent
chapters statements by Pope about his early poems will be found,
which seem boastfully, or pathetically (much depends on one’s sym-
pathies), to overstress his undoubted precocity in poetry. Such a gif
for versification is very flattering in remembrance, and the poet seem:
to have been peculiarly conscious of it. His father is thought by some tc
have encouraged him to make verses too early and too continuously
but it is evident that the youngster did not need much driving:
lisped in numbers for the numbers came.’

Pope was no longer young when this craze for early dating over
took him; there had been one example in the 1717 volume of T#
Works, but it becomes most noticeable from 1736 onwards, when h
was beginning to reprint the contents of that volume, and was takin
the opportunity so provided of printing other early pieces for the firs
time. But, although he had still ‘a good memory’ for the printed worc
which, as Spence reports,* lasted his lifetime, his memory for figure

1 Spence, p. 285.
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was becoming untrustworthy several years before his death. This is
seen very clearly when there is a definite, verifiable date connected
with the particular poem referred to. For example, on reprinting
Windsor Forestin 1736, he inserted a note saying that the portion of the
poem celebrating the Treaty of Utrecht ‘was not added till the year
1710, in which it was publish’d.” Now, according to contemporary
newspapers, the poem was not published until the spring of 1713.?
Thisnot only disproves Pope’s statement that it was published in 1710,
but reflects doubt upon the date of composition—doubt that is justi-
fied by his untouched, unedited correspondence with his old friend,
John Caryll, which proves that he was working on the additions to
Windsor Forest during the winter of 1712-13,* that is, on the very eve
of the Peace Treaty.?

The same note of Pope’s says, further, that the early part of the
poém was written in 1704 ‘at the same time with the Pastorals’;
which is not impossible, if by ‘written’ he meant the first youthful
sketch of the poem. But it is virtually certain that Pope, tireless cor-
rector and polisher as he was, would never printin 1713 an untouched
poem of 1704. A case in point is The First Book of Statius his Thebais,
which is dated on the half-title 1703, but which on the following page
(in 1736) has a note saying, “This piece . . . was made almost in his
Childhood. But finding the Version better than he expected, he gave
it some Correction a few years afterwards.’” Indeed, as far as it has
been possible to ascertain, he rarely if ever sent a poem to press with-
out having found something to correct in, or add to, the last previously
printed text, or transcription; the extent of such alterations seeming—
at least with some of the earlier pieces—to have varied with the time
that had passed since his last revision of them.

Another reason why Pope’s late notes on the dates of the early
poems are a little suspect is that they leave so many years when he
apparently wrote nothing! Thus, if the ascribed dates are to be taken
literally, it would mean that 1704~5 were wonderful years in which
he wrote the four Pastorals, two-thirds of Windsor Forest, Fanuary and
May, and To a Young Lady; after which he rested until 1708-9, in
which years he wrote the Ode for Musick and An Essay on Criticism; then
nothing again until The Temple of Fame in 1711, and so on. But the
chief difficulty about compiling such a chronology would, of course,
be the dating of those dozen or more poems which, on different oc-

! Published March 7, 1713; see The Evening Post of that date.
! For further detail, see post, p. 32.
3 The Treaty was signed March 30, 1713.
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casions, he stated were written at different times. The strangest
example of this is his Epistle, To Mr Addison,* to which, after a lapse of
some twenty years, he ascribed four different dates at four different
times—all of which, incredible as it may seem, are probably correct.

Unquestionably such muddles as these cannot be the result of a
planned ‘stratagem’; nor—one would think—could they have been
caused intentionally by any rational being. It is thus more than
probable that, where our misunderstanding, or ignorance, of the facts
is not the cause, many of Pope’s alleged misrepresentations, with their
seeming deceptions, contradictions, and concealments, for which he
has been so hotly censured any time these two hundred years, are due
to no greater sins than an unreliable memory and a very human care-
lessness about details. Such details could hardly have appeared to
him, when adding these notes, very important for his work, either in
retrospect or in prospect. It is certain, however, that, while he was
preparing new editions of his poems and dreaming about immortal
verse and undying fame, he little anticipated that future editors and
readers would be greatly troubled by such varying details, and would
—being English and for the most part Protestant—account such dis-
crepancies as proofs of a grave moral defect in his character, if not his
religion, rather than as evidence of a deficiency in his physical make-
up, which too often allowed patience to lose the never-ending battle
with pain and fatigue, or (on good days) with fatigue only.

Much the same error of judgement which led to Pope’s careless
dating of his poems, probably accounts, at least in part, for his per-
plexing treatment of his letters before publication—treatment which
in the past has led to words like falsification and forgery being used to
describe it. On this count also, there are many who think that Pope
has been judged much too harshly. Although, since C. W. Dilke’s
articles in The Athenaeum of 1854, there has been no doubt that Pope
remodelled some parts of his correspondence before publication,
correcting, re-writing, conflating two or three letters into one, re-
addressing letters to different persons, and so on; the heinousness of
such crimes has been exaggerated out of all proportion even to the
motives suggested for them. A more reasonable, and therefore more
probable, explanation of the unquestioned facts, which will also cover
many, if not most, of the charges, is that Pope looked at his letters with
different eyes from ours. It cannot be too emphatically repeated that
the supreme compulsion of Pope’s life was his passion for literary cor-
rectness, style, and polish (about which something has been said on

1 See post, pp. 120-1. 2 See post, pp. 121—4.
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an earlier page); and this motive should never be forgotten in any
discussion about his printed correspondence, because it supplies the
chief clue that leads to the heart of that labyrinth.

In brief, when Pope came to publish his letters (which he had been
reclaiming from correspondents over many years), there is much
reason to believe that he regarded them as prose compositions, causer-
ies, essays—anything rather than as historical documents, which in
his eyes at that juncture they obviously were not. Indeed, there is
definite evidence that he thought of his letters as the raw material of
literature rather than the finished product. When, on the discontinu-
ance of The Spectator, Steele wanted him to contribute to 1ts projected
successor, The Guardian, he immediately wrote to Caryll asking for the
return of his letters, which, he explained, ‘may be of Use to me in a
Design I am lately engaged in’.* And, still more to the point, when he
had received his letters back he found numerous ‘Faults’ in them—
‘many things that would give me Shame ... many things freely
thrown outt. .. Thoughts just warm from the Brain without any
polishing or Dress, the very Deshabilée of the Understanding’. 2

Pope was an author by vocation; and in 1735, professionally speak-
ing, he had on his hands an accumulation of possible literary material
written over a period of nearly thirty years, and, for that reason, to his
experienced mind and eye, very uneven in quality and unequal in
interest. Two problems therefore confronted him: the first, with the
letters of Voiture in his mind, was how to lick that inchoate mass of
good, bad, and indifferent correspondence into impeccable literary
‘copy’ for publication above his signature; and the second, what ar-
rangements to make with the booksellers to ensure the author a profit-
able publication.

How Pope achieved the first is known to most students, if only by
the diatribes of Dilke, and, later, of Elwin. But his drastic handling of
the letters is of recent years beginning to be placed in a more reason-
able and convincing light by scholars whose pleas for a less censorious
attitude towards Pope in this matter are based on both evidence and
sympathy. Thus, if Pope ‘edited’ his letters before printing them, he
did not differ (except possibly in degree) from the majority of those of
his century who thus exhibited selected aspects of what purported to
be their private life to the public eye. Nevertheless, however much he
corrected or polished, abridged or expanded, divided or combined
this literary material, as wit, or taste, or discretion prompted, it has
been recently stated that ‘it is doubtful if Pope has so falsified his letters

1 Add. 28618, f. 10 V. 2 Ibid., f. 11.
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as to change the story fundamentally’—at least as regards his corre-
spondence with Addison and Wycherley.* This assertion is appositely
illustrated in the present volume.* Pope must have had much corre-
spondence with Steele and Addison, for example; but in those early
days he was not keeping letters or copies (the backs of them were, to
his thrifty mind, too useful for scribbling verses on, as the Homer
MSS. testify). On the other hand, he had an abundance of his letters
returned by the Carylls, some of them written at the same time as the
lost letters to Steele and Addison, and therefore presumably touching
on at least some of the same subjects, such as his current work, etc.
Pope, for instance, must have remembered writing to Steele as well as
to Caryll about the Hadrian verses, for there is the Spectator letter?
as well as the Caryll transcripts¢ as witness. But Steele of course never
returned his letters; and so, when Pope wanted to include a letter to
Steele in a series about the Hadrian poems, he transferred from one of
hisreclaimed letters to Caryll a paragraph which probably said much
the same thing in much the same way, and corrected its context to
what he thought he might have said, had it been written to Steele in
the first place. That some such proceeding really did happen in con-
nection with the Hadrian poems is shown on a subsequent page.® It is
therefore possible, even probable, that we have here a specimen ex-
planation of the way 1n which some—if not most—of the ‘concocted’
letters (which after all are relatively few in number) came into being;
and also the kind of motive which occasionally caused other letters to
be printed with address or date differing from the original.

Nevertheless, there is something to be placed on the credit side of
the balance sheet. For example, Dr Johnson said of these much criti-
cized writings, that, 1n them ‘there is nothing but liberality, gratitude,
constancy, and tenderness’*;—not a bad achievement for ‘wicked
forgeries’. Nor need it be always forgotten that the poet, Thomas
Gray (himself a famous letter-writer), would seem to have justified
Pope’s long editorial labours on his ‘Letters’ by the statement that
‘they were not good letters, but better things’.” Such opinions were
typical of the century.

Lastly, it should be noted, that, although we may still wish that
Pope had acted otherwise (his editors for example would have had an
casier task), the ‘documentary’ damage to the letters was not as wide-

! Sherburn, pp. 20~21. ? See post., pp. 6o fT. 8 See post, p 61

¢ Add. 28618—Copies of Pope’s letters made by the Caryll family before
returning the originals.

§ See post, p. 64. ¢ Johnson, 1v, p. 152. 7 Nicholls, p. g7.
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spread as is generally supposed; for much, indeed most, of his corre-
spondence has not been affected. Fortunately, some of the more im-
portant groups of letters (such as the two series to Cromwell and the
Blount sisters) have survived in autograph, others (like the Caryll
transcripts) in careful contemporary copies; while a large number of
letters were never returned to him, or were written later, and so
escaped even the risk of revision. Thus it follows that references to the
letters, to illustrate or prove some point of chronology, authorship, or
text, in the following pages, need not necessarily be regarded with
suspicion, as by far the largest number of references are to letters in the
Cromwell, Caryll, and Blount collections.

Turning now to the second problem, the publication of the letters,
with which we left Pope confronted: there is a considerable amount of
evidence to show that he had something of a flair for business trans-
actions; and we also know that besides the eminently successful con-
duct of his trade as an author, his friends, on occasion, were only too
glad for him to look after the business side of their publications—often
very much to their profit, as they afterwards found.! As regards his
second problem, then: to judge by the result, he seems to have con-
ceived the idea of anticipating the official publication of his letters*—
indubitably a literary event of considerable importance—by an ap-
parently unauthorized issue of much the same (but never identically
the same) material beforehand. Such a proceeding would not only
act as an advertisement of the authorized edition, but, being also a
foretaste of delights to come, would itself be eagerly bought; and,
moreover, being carefully incomplete, and therefore faulty, it would
provide an excuse (if one were needed) for the publication of a correct,
authoritative edition later. But in addition to the unprinted letters,
Pope also had on his hands the remainder sheets of an edition of his
correspondence with Wycherley, which, having found few purchasers
in 1729, he had bought from the publisher; and these too he thriftily
purposed getting rid of. Thus it came about that arrangements to
compass these ends were secretly made with Curll, whose piratical
raids on literary property were notorious, and who in 1726 had
acquired and published without Pope’s consent the original Pope-
Cromwell correspondence above mentioned. The story is still far
from clear. There was much secret coming and going, much manceuvr-
ing for position between unnamed people called ‘P.T.’ and ‘R.S.’, on

1 See post, p. 232 n.
3 See C. W. Dilke’s Papers of a Critic, 1, pp. 287 ff.; EC, 1, pp. xxvi fI.; and Straus,
pp. 154 ff.



18 NEW LIGHT ON POPE

one side, and Curll on the other. And when at last the ‘surreptitious’
editions began to appear on May 12, 1735, the House of Lords inter-
vened and impounded the books, only to release them three days
later; after which, publication proceeded merrily, some editions
having Curll’s name in the imprint and some having none.

In passing, it may be remarked that if in this business Pope appears
to have acted with more than one end in view (which in human
affairs is neither so rare nor so censurable as some of his critics seem to
imagine), and if in what has been called ‘the plot against Curll’ the
rascally old bookseller had happened to suffer some small incon-
venience or even slight damage (which has yet to be proved), it could
have been regarded as a piece of tardy poetical justice for the mani-
fold wrongs he had done Pope from time to time over a score of years.
However, what really happened was that Curll attempted to seize the
copyright, and was stopped; and about the same time Cooper’s name
began to appear in the imprint as a publisher of the letters, with Pope’s
connivance,! and, presumably, as part of his counter-stroke. Never-
theless, Curll continued to add volume to volume in what became a
series, which he called Mr. Pope’s Literary Correspondence, but which
contained decreasingly less, from little to nothing, of Pope’s unprinted
material.

Long before ‘Volume the Fourth’ (not to mention ‘Volume the
Fifth’) of Curll’s hotch-potch appeared, it must have become clear
that something had gone wrong with the obscure and shabby plan; for
it is impossible to believe that Pope had envisaged such a proliferation
of editions as sprang into being. No less than twenty separate editions
or variant issues, claiming to be either his ‘Literary Correspondence’
or his ‘Letters’, were published between May 12 and December 31,
1735%; and there were at least three more before the publication of his
long-awaited, much advertised, authoritative edition, in folio and
quarto, on May 19, 1737.* And because Pope, who in 1735 had
started to reprint his poetical works in various editions and with
various booksellers, began in 1737 to include the Letters in his Works
as separate volumes, it is obvious that still more editions of the Letters
must be added to those already mentioned, to make up the extra-
ordinary total published within the last nine years of his life. Such in
brief is the story of Pope’s Letters, and, when told without rancour or
self-righteousness, is seen, happily, to form not nearly so large or so
disgraceful an episode in his life as was formerly supposed.

1 Polwhele, 1, p. 322. % See Griffith, 1, ii, pp. 292-328.
3 See The London Evening Post of that date.
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In any true portrait of the poet, while it is essential that such
shadows be present, they should be present only in proportion to their
significance in his life, and not allowed to darken the whole picture,
and thus falsify the likeness. As Pope’s real character becomes more
clearly seen, the truth of what appears to be Spence’s final judgement
is only the more firmly established. Spence is sometimes said to be, in
a smaller way, Pope’s Boswell; from 1728 to the poet’s death in 1744,
he knew him intimately and made innumerable notes of his con-
versation, formal and informal. And Spence, after Pope’s death,
‘meditating the posthumous publication’ of his own volume of
Anecdotes, with nothing to gain by fair words, wrote on the first page of
his completed folio manuscript, as follows:

All the people well acquainted with Mr. Pope, looked on him as
a most friendly, open, charitable, and generous-hearted man;
—all the world almost, that did not know him, were got into a mode of
having very different ideas of him: how proper this makes it to
publish these Anecdotes after my death.?

IV. ENEMIES AND FRIENDS

A large part of a man’s character is revealed in his human contacts—
in his attitude to his foes no less than to his friends. In both these
relations Pope has been greatly maligned in the past; and epithets
like ‘false friend’ and ‘treacherous enemy’ have been all too freely and
unjustly hurled at him, and repeated without reference to all the
ascertainable facts, and so have added their contribution to the
general denigration of the poet.

Now the present chapter does not pretend to be more than intro-
ductory to the subsequent discussions of a number of poetical, bio-
graphical, and bibliographical ‘discoveries’ bearing on Pope and his
work, made by the writer in recent years. So far from attempting a
sketch of the poet’s life, it has to do only with those episodes, en-
counters, and circumstances which are affected by this new know-
ledge. Nevertheless, even this means that several considerable sections
of his biography must in future be re-orientated, if not largely re-
written; not least important amongst them being those chapters which
deal with his enemies and his friends.

In view of the old libels still current about Pope, the outstanding
fact about the new material is that in neither of these connections has

1 Spence, p. xiii (with no italics).
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anything been found in the least treacherous, or false, or otherwise
discreditable to him; but, on the contrary, some unlooked-for acts of
generosity to his enemies, and to his friends a loyalty and love beyond
the common. The documented story, for example, of the quarrel, or
rather discord, between Addison and Pope, very positively shifts the
lash of censure from the youthful poet’s crooked shoulders to the up-
right back of the man who was old enough, if not wise enough, to have
acted differently. Possibly Addison had been worked on by those of
his friends who were Pope’s enemies; but that could not entirely
excuse him. He was a man of the world, a recognized arbiter of con-
duct and of morals; one who not only ‘taught us how to live’ (accord-
ing to hisfriend, Tickell),? but also ‘how to die’2; and who, before that
happened, was assured—if not quite sure—of his position ‘in the
highest rank of wit and literature’,> and whose constant pose declared
himself above mean acts of petty jealousy—of which the new evidence
convicts him.

Pope’s well-known quarrel with Dennis was quite another matter.
It began earlier than the Addison affair, and ended many years later.
And though more than one benevolent act on Pope’s part towards
that irascible old critic now comes newly into the story,* Dennis him-
self—if the evidence is to be trusted—*‘never, never reached one
generous thought’, at least as far as Pope was concerned. Here again,
the fresh material not only ‘excuses’ but removes ‘some un-courtly
stains’ from Pope’s portrait, which have hitherto helped to make it a
caricature.

But when we find two such enemies as Dennis and Curll in con-
junction against Pope—which occurred at least once, and possibly
twice, in the earlier years—strange developments might well be
expected. This curious encounter, so far as can be ascertained, has not
only never been explained, but seems never to have been so much as
mentioned since it happened. Curll in his latter days we have already
met; in this incident we catch a glimpse of him not long after the pub-
lication of Pope’s second lampoon® against him, which also contains

1In his elegy on Addison’s death prefixed to the four-volume edition of Addi-
son’s works, 1721.

# Edward Young tells how, when Addison was dying, he sent for his rakish
step-son, Lord Warwick (for whom, sce Biog. Notes), and said to him: ‘See in what
peace a Christian can die.” Young’s Conjectures, 1759, pp. 101 f.

3 Johnson, 1, p. 395. 4 See post, pp. 294 fT.

8 A Further Account of the . . . Condition of Mr Edmund Curll . . . was published
about the end of November 1716. See Pope’s Prose, 1, pp. xcviii, and 273, for
date and text.
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several amusing references to Dennis, two of them in obvious anti-
cipation of his criticism of Pope’s Iliad. The first overt move in this
new episode, however, was a newspaper announcement, by Curll, of
Dennis’s forthcoming attack on Pope’s great translation. This had
been long threatened by the critic, and even longer expected, it would
seem, by Pope, not without apprehension; for he never forgot the
revolting treatment he had received (as he had much reason to
believe) at Dennis’s hands some nine months earlier in 4 True
Character of Mr. Pope. The new attack was announced in The Post- Man,
on Tuesday, February 26, 1717, thus—‘Next Thursday will be pub-
lished, Mr. Dennis’s Remarks upon Mr. Pope’s Translation of
Homer; . . . Printed for E. Curll.’ In spite of the repetition of this
announcement in at least two other papers! on Thursday, under the
heading, “This Day is publish’d’, something seems to have happened
between the 26th and 28th, though the first news of it was not heard
until the following Tuesday morning (March 5), when The Flying-
Post displayed this extraordinary advertisement:

Whereas Mr. Dennis’s Remarks on the Senseless Popish and
Jacobite Translation of Homer, were design’d to be publish’d on
Thursday last, This is to give Notice to the Publick, That no such
Book is to be expected. For the Popish and Jacobite Translator
having got the foresaid Remarks into his Possession on Wednesday
last, which was the Day before the intended Publication, made a
smart, a surprizing, and a knock down Answer to them; that is, He
immediately gave Orders to Bernard Lintott, to buy up the whole
Impression.

But a set-back like that (if it happened at all) could not stop Curll.
It would seem that he pocketed the money and immediately rushed
another ‘Impression’—probably a very small one—through the press;
and so was able to advertise in an evening paper? of that same day,
March 5: ‘This Day is publish’d, Mr. Dennis’s Remarks . . .” and all
the rest of it. This time he seems to have succeeded, because two days
later he began to advertise the work as ‘Just publish’d’.s

So the book, which was little more than a pamphlet ‘Price 1s. 6d.%,
was published after all; and Pope’s ‘knock down Answer’ (ifindeed he
took any steps in the matter) brought him no more than a few days’
respite. It is difficult to see how he could have expected more, and, for
that reason, difficult to believe the story exactly as it was told. It does

Y The Daily Courant, Feb. 28, 1717; and The Evgning Post, Feb. 26-28.
3 The Evening Post, March 2-5. 3 The Post Boy, March 5-7.
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however suggest, if there is a modicum of truth in the advertisement,
that Pope was not so indifferent to Dennis’s brutal attacks on his work,
his religion, and his physical disabilities, as he sometimes pretended
to his friends to be.?

Although Pope’s quarrel with Dennis exceeded in offensiveness
and duration his quarrel with Addison, they were at least alike at the
end, insomuch that Pope was again moved to make offers of recon-
ciliation to his enemy. The famous quarrel with Colley Cibber was
direly different: it lasted much longer, and piled up to the bitterest of
climaxes, and was ended only by Pope’s death. It was more a state of
being than a quarrel. It began in shame, and culminated in such
hatred as drove Pope in the last year of his life to undertake the in-
credible task of changing the whole aim and application of the already
published Dunciad, in order to pillory Cibber as mankind’s supreme
dunce. The real story of the quarrel, which includes some newly
attributed poems, is told in detail for the first time in a subsequent
chapter.*

Other of Pope’s enemies are encountered in the present work:
Horneck, Duckett, Gildon, Baker, Jacob, and Moore-Smythe—
tiny, obscure figures in the long story of our literature, who, like
minor characters on a darkened stage, are seen only when they come
within the bright spot-light circle focused on Pope. Him they
attacked and fought, usually without provocation or genuine cause;
and now to him alone owe their rare momentary escapes from obliv-
ion. The ‘new light’ is not for them; they appear and disappear in
these pages, and hardly anything fresh is to be said about them,
except perhaps Gildon, whose New Rehearsal is now shown to belong
to the Pope-Addison imbroglio. Frequenters of Grub-street and its
purlieus, hack-writers in and out of Gurll’s employ and unlucky either
way, titled poetasters, and literary pretenders, and scribbling cox-
combs of all kinds—most of Pope’s enemies were authors of sorts; a
fact which explains the greater part of his quarrels in a word. For with
Grub-street’s jealousy of one who lived so well by his pen, on the one
side, and, on the other, an impatience amounting at times to an almost
rabid intolerance of bad writing, who can wonder, with such pro-
vocative causes of friction ever present, that conflict was endemic
between them. Thus while Pope could never have mistaken bad style
and bad matter for other than what they are, the bad writers only too
frequently mistook his attacks on their bad work for attacks on them-
selves as private individuals; not perceiving that it was not a personal

1 See Spence, p. 275. 1 See post, pp. 298 ff.
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matter with Pope at the outset, whatever it developed into later. In
brief, Pope was all too often misunderstood into strife. It might also be
noted, while on the subject of Pope’s quarrels, that he was not, as so
many of his censurers seem to think, peculiar in disliking his enemies.
Many people besides Pope found them unlikeable, if not actually
offensive: Cibber, Dennis, Curll, even Addison—each had his own
ill-wishers in plenty who detested him on personal or political
grounds, and not as a partisan of Pope.

Even that striking personage, Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, was
no exception; for she, like Pope, had many enemies; and when she and
he slipped from friendship to hatred—for reasons which will probably
never be known—they simply had each one enemy the more. But
though we may never learn the real cause of their quarrel, what seems
to have been the first manifest move of Pope’s after their estrangement
is identified in these pages in the guise of a poem which is now shown
for the first time to have been written by Pope (or possibly Pope and
Swift) and originally addressed to Lady Mary.

Although Pope’s life at this point may begin to appear a long con-
flict as well as a ‘long disease’, mention must be made of one other
quarrel, as an example of those for which friendship rather than
enmity was primarily responsible. When, in 1716, Sir Richard Black-
more, physician and poet, made a violent attack on Swift in his first
volume of Essays, Pope grew so indignant for his absent friend (Swift
being then resident in Ireland) that he straightway took up the cud-
gels on the Dean’s behalf; and afterwards, whenever occasion offered,
made fun of the prosy old poet, whose wrath was thereupon trans-
ferred to him. As might be imagined, the consequence was that Pope
continued the quarrel at first hand; and, in addition to much inci-
dental jesting, he finally produced a choice bit of clownery (only
recently identified as his)! in which the baronet is awarded another
title, ‘England’s Arch-Poet’.

As one might expect from the incident just mentioned, Pope was
never backward in championing the causes of his friends. He regarded
their interests as his own, and rushed to their support as the various
occasions (not always literary) offered; for the quick flower of his
sympathy would burst into brightest bloom when skies were blackest
over them, in direct contradiction of the libels which called him fair-
weather friend and treacherous. When his friends fell on evil days, and
were imprisoned or exiled (like Atterbury), or self-banished (like
Bolingbroke), in marital trouble (like Mrs Weston?), or financial

! See post, pp. 248 f 3 Add. 28618, f 8 v.
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straits (like Deane,! and Savage,* and Dodsley?), in sickness and pen-
ury (like Mrs Cope¢), or bereavement (like Caryll*), Pope was ready
with succour, comfort, pity, or aid, to do for them everything he could.
And when the first Earl of Oxford and Mortimer, after a long im-
prisonment in the Tower, was living in retirement and disgrace in the
country, Pope characteristically chose exactly that time and those
circumstances in which to speak out for him publicly, and call him
friend. The original autograph of the great ‘Epistle’ which Pope sent
to Lord Oxford is still in existence at Longleat. It contains many
interesting differences from the published version, especially in the
last few lines which show the gradual desertion of the fallen states-
man by various classes of people one after another, and which are be-
lieved to be printed now for the first time. They testify, even more
poignantly than the revised text, to Pope’s emotion when writing
them.

Tho’ Int’rest calls off all her sneaking Train,
Tho’ next the Servile drop thee, next the Vain,
Tho’ distanc’t one by one th’ Oblig’d desert,
And ev’n the Grateful are but last to part;
My Muse attending strews thy path with Bays,
(A Virgin Muse, not prostitute to praise).
She still with pleasure eyes thy Evening Ray,
The calmer Sunsett of thy Various Day;
One truly Great thro’ Fortune’s Cloud can see,
And dares to tell, that Mortimer is He.

A. Pope.

Such examples of Pope’s loyalty to his friends, with others too
numerous to mention, have received little enough consideration in the
past. While as for his alleged treachery to them—the other point of the
popular two-pronged libel—the long chapters in this work on Gay,
and Swift, and Rowe, and Martha Blount, and, pre-eminently, the
story of Pope’s unbroken friendship with Henrietta Howard, later
Countess of Suffolk, in which he is completely acquitted of the old
charge of double-dealing®—all witness to his unswerving fidelity to
those he loved.

With his love for his friends there existed a keen knowledge and
appreciation of their characters, which could regard even their
idiosyncrasies with affection, as a number of the ‘new’ poems delight-

1 Add. 28618, f. 68. ? Roscoe, 1, pp. 534 fT. 3 Johnson, 1v, p. 160.
4 Add. 28618, f 68 v 8 Ibid., f. 54. ¢ Sec post, pp. 267 fI.
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fully show. We see him, for instance, fondly poking fun at Swift’s long
sermons, at Gay’s secretaryship, at Teresa Blount’s dislike of books,
or at Argyle’s modesty, and we cannot help liking both him and them
all the better for it. As he once wrote to Cromwell:

I find I value no man so much, as he in whose sight I have been
playing the fool. !

But with his friends it was not of course all play: Pope honoured
them and they him by discussing the work they had on hand, and their
plans for the future.

It is not therefore surprising that they should have collaborated
from time to time in various combinations of two or three, Pope
invariably being one of them; or that, with Pope and Gay being so
much together, the public should have fancied it could discern
Pope’s hand so frequently in Gay’s verses.

Once, and once only, was multiple authorship formally admitted by
them, and that was when Gay acknowledged the help of ‘two of my
friends’ on the third page of that extraordinary farce, Three Hours after
Marriage.® But although Gay had carefully left his friends unnamed,
they were very generally known to be Pope and Arbuthnot, even
during the short time the play ran. This is shown by an undated,
anonymous broadside in the British Museum, hitherto unrecognized,
which doubtless helped to spread the news. The farce was produced on
January 16, 1717, and although it made a great stir was withdrawn
after seven days. The play was published on January 21; and on
January 29* appeared the broadside, entitled, The Drury-Lane
Monster, identifying the three collaborators beyond question, and
apportioning to each his share in the play. The play was called a
‘Monster’, because it was a ‘three legged Beast’ produced by ‘three
Mongrels’ ‘in Triple Alliance>—which would seem to be a sufficient
reason. As satire the lampoon is a feeble effort, only wishfully strong
in its intent to hurt Pope and his friends, who are portrayed thus:

Near the Hundreds of Drury a Monster was shown

For five Days together, the Talk of the Town . . .

And such are the Marks of this wonderful Creature,
Each Parent is seen in each odd sort of Feature.

By his Crump, and his Paunch, and his Belly reclining,
By Bawdy and Blasphemy, Hand in Hand joining,

Y Letters, 4to, 1737, p. 68.
% Ior further details of this play, see post, pp. 298 fT.
8 See The Evening Post of that date.
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The first of them dealt in a Greek kind of Metre,
Tho’ he ne’er saw the Language and knew not a Letter; }
(For English translated from French is much better.)
By his Airs, and his Folly, and Gestures Fantastick,
By Conundrums, and Puns, and Quibbles Elastick,
The Second, of Pattens and Fans is a Chimer,
And of Childish Play-things, a paultry sad Rhimer.
But by the low Wit and the awkward Grimace,
By the false Terms of Art, and the clumsy dull Face,
The third and chief Parent ’tis easy to trace,
Who gang’d up to Toon without Muckle to eat,
With scarce Plod to his Back, or Shoon to his Feet,
A famous Physician as ever was seen,
Who once had a Patient, and she was a Queen.

Pope, as usual, was the hardest hit of the three friends—he was such
a figure of fun—for those who liked that sort of fun—that he could
never hope to escape even in a crowd, much less as one of three.

Other pieces, in the writing (or planning) of which Pope probably
collaborated with Swift, and with Gay, are found on subsequent
pages; and it may be remembered that he himself told Spence that he
had written other things with other friends, such as Arbuthnot,
Pulteney, and Parnell. But the most famous collaborations of all were
the discussions of the Scriblerus Club; for although most of their
literary projects ended up as works of single authors, at least they
began as collective ideas. It may also be noted that even the Club
invitations in verse to guests were ostensibly written by several
members. Occasionally, however, they appear to be by Pope alone;
and one of the latter is printed for the first time in the present volume.

In conclusion, before we leave Pope’s friends, one word must be
added about the most affectionate and least exacting of them all, and
a place be found here—as always at his fireside—for his dogs. For the
closing chapter shows the poet to have been their life-long champion,
not only in his letters and in numerous passages in his prose and verse,
but also in the ‘new’ poem, Bounce to Fop. And with this brief refer-
ence to the last and best-loved of all his dogs, Bounce, and to the long
‘heroick epistle’ her master wrote in her name, this introductory
chapter—lest the tale be told twice over—abruptly stops.



CHAPTER II

POPE’S FIRST MISCELLANY

I. POET AS EDITOR

OPE’s ostensible scorn of the ubiquitous poetical collections of

P his period was expressed in a number of passages in his works

as well as in his correspondence. For example, he wrote to
Wycherley:

This modern custom of appearing in miscellanies, is very useful

to the poets, who like other thieves, escape by getting into a crowd.!

And, in a letter to Henry Cromwell, he said:

Our modern Bards put forth in the Spring time in as great
abundance, as Trees do Blossoms . . . Thus the same reason that
furnishes Common Garden with those Nosegays you so delight in,
supplies the Muse’s Mercury’s & . . . Jacob’s Miscellanies wth
Verses.?

To-day his contempt of them is chiefly remembered by the lines in The
Dunciad, in which he satirically discovers their perennial source in
the purlieus of Bedlam:

Hence Miscellanies spring, the weekly boast
Of Curl’s chaste press and Lintot’s rubric post.®

More frequent still was his repudiation, explicit and implicit in pre-
faces, notes, letters, and at least one newspaper advertisement,* of any
responsibility for the compilation of miscellanies or the inclusion of his
poems in them. Nevertheless, Pope, like many another poet, owed his
earliest opportunity and encouragement to these despised collections.
He appeared in print for the first time with the publication of his Pas-
torals and two other pieces in Tonson’s Poetical Muscellames, VI, 1709;
and not a few of his better-known poems, The Rape of the Lock amongst
them, first saw the light in subscquent miscellanies. Indeed, it was
mainly due to them that his shorter poems obtained their widespread
recognition between the first two authoritative volumes of his col-
lected Works in 1717 and 1735. Moreover, from 1727 onwards, he
openly collaborated with Swift in the production of the famous series,

1 Letters, 4to, 1737, p. 21. ? Rawl. letters go, f. 11.

3 Dunciad B, 1, 39—40. & The Grub-street Journal, April 23, 1735.
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Miscellanies in Prose and Verse.* This opposition of word and act has
never been adequately explained. There must have been some reason
over and above Pope’s intolerance of poor work and the provocation
of Curll’s piracies to account for all this parade of ridicule and repu-
diation which ceased only with the poet’s life. Curll neither published
all the miscellanies, nor limited his attentions to Pope. Why, then,
should Pope, alone of his contemporaries, strive so continuously to
dissociate himself from these collections?

One of the most censured traits of Pope’s peculiarly complex
character was his love of mystification in literary matters. What was
at bottom the reason for it, is discussed in a previous page?: the only
tenable conclusion being that there was no one reason, but a dozen
reasons which varied in number and combination from occasion to
occasion. Recent discoveries,however, show that concealment of both
editorship and authorship was practised by him on a far greater scale
than has hitherto been suspected; and it is becoming increasingly
apparent that his wholesale disparagement of the miscellanies was
largely simulated to conceal the fact that he was, or had been, en-
gaged in producing them over a period of many years. The present
writer has argued elsewhere that Pope was entirely responsible, as the
unnamed editor, for a very rare miscellany published by Lintot,
entitled Poems on Several Occasions, 1717%; and that he took the oppor-
tunity to include in it anonymously at least twenty-four—and
probably more—of his own poems, with which, for various reasons, he
did not then wish his name to be identified; the result being that most
of them have remained unknown down to the present time. It is the
purpose of this chapter, first, to show that he was the editor and com-
piler of the earlier and better known collection generally called by its
publisher’s name, ‘Lintot’s Miscellany’; and, secondly, to prove his
authorship of an anonymous poem included in it, which has never
hitherto been reprinted or associated with his name.*

On May 20, 1712, Bernard Lintot, the bookseller, announced in
The Spectator the publication of a new miscellany entitled Miscellaneous
Poems and Translations. By Several Hands, which eventually ran into six
editions. The last of them, dated 1732, is of scant interest for us; there

1 See post, p. 224. 2 See ante, pp. 10 f

2 Reprinted as Pope’s Own Miscellany, N. Ault, Nonesuch Press, 1935

4 The substance of this chapter was written in 1934, and published in The
Nineteenth Century and After, November 1934, under the title ‘Pope and the Mis-
cellanies’ Six years later an article entitled ‘Pope’s Contributions to the Lintot
Miscellanies of 1712 and 1714’, by R. K Root, was printed in ELH (Balumore,
U.S.A.), for December 1940, covering practically the same ground as far as 1714.
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is little change of contents, and more than one reason for thinking
that Pope’s active direction of the miscellany ceased with the fifth
edition of 1726 (reprinted 1727), about which time he left Lintot for
other publishers. Our survey, therefore, is limited to the years 1712-
1726, during which the miscellany changed from an octavo volume
comprising fifty-one poems to two duodecimo volumes together con-
taining ninety-six, of which only eighteen had come down from the
original edition. This gradual transformation obviously could not
have been planned in advance; nevertheless, when the successive
changes which brought it about are examined, they suggest one
increasing purpose throughout, and one only, namely, the enhance-
ment of Pope’s fame—grounds enough, in view of the poet’s tempera-
ment, to create a suspicion that not only was he responsible for the
direction in which the miscellany developed, but also for the man-
agement of its contents to achieve that end.

Some seven months before the miscellany was published, an
advertisement appeared in The General Post for October 8-10, 1711,
and was repeated some half-dozen times during the rest of the
month, in these words:

A new Miscellany of Poems, most of which were never printed.
Four Songs written in 1683 . . . Several Poems written by Mr. Pope;
as also some Originals by Mr. Butler and Mr. Smith, late of Christ
Church in Oxford, and other great men. Those who have excellent
Copies by them, may command a Place in this Miscellany, if sent
before the 1st of November to B. Lintott? at the Cross Keys in
Fleet-street.

The last appearance of this invitation in the same paper was on
November 2. But on November 12 we find Pope writing to Henry
Cromwell, a common friend of his and Gay’s, to ask for a copy of a
poem addressed to Lintot by Gay, which had been mentioned by
Cromwell in an earlier letter. The poem, which was entitled On a
Miscellany of Poems. To Bernard Lintott, and was obviously written after
a sight of the above advertisement, arrived in due course; and Pope
acknowledged it on December 21, sending Gay his thanks ‘for the
favour of his poem.’ He then tells Cromwell:
His Verses to Lintot have put a Whim into my head, which you
are like to be troubled wth in the opposite page. Take it as you find
it, y® Production of half an hour *tother Morning.*

1 He spelt his name thus until 1715, and ‘Lintot’ theieafter.
* Rawl. letters go, f. 46 v.
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Pope’s poem was entitled, Verses design’d to be prefix’d to Mr. Lintott’s
Miscellany. Both poems were duly inserted in the miscellany. Again,
the letters show that in the preceding year Cromwell had sent Pope
some translations from Ovid for criticism; they are mentioned
several times, and one of them (4mor., eleg. 16, lib. ii) Pope deals with
at some length in his letter of July 20, 1710. Pope apparently kept
these poems by him, for we find that elegy and another by the same
pen included in the miscellany. Yet again, a letter from John Caryll
(dated May 23, 1712, but written before he had heard that the mis-
cellany was published) proves that Pope had previously told him of
the intention to include Betterton’s poems in it; and the same letter
also shows Caryll inquiring whether The Rape of the Lock would also
‘come out’ in it, or not. Both Betterton’s poems and The Rape appear
in the first edition.

But any doubt that Pope was concerned in the preparation of the
miscellany is settled by Addison, who, when speaking of the ‘rising
genius’ of Pope in The Spectator (October 30, 1712), definitely calls our
collection ‘the late Miscellany published by Mr. Pope’. Addison, if
any one, was in a position to know the truth of the matter. Then at the
height of his influence and producing with Steele the most celebrated
journal of the period, he wassituated at the very focus of literary news,
and was unlikely to make such a statement on inadequate grounds.
Furthermore, Pope had been known personally both to him and to
Steele for some time; he contributed to their paper before the miscel-
lany was published, and again after Addison had made that state-
ment; yet he left it undisputed.

In the miscellany—as in the thirty or more newspaper advertise-
ments of it between May 16 and July 21, 1712—no mention is made of
editorship; nevertheless, Addison’s attribution of it to Pope is con-
firmed by internal evidence which reveals the characteristic imprint of
his personality in a number of ways. Parallels can be perceived
between this and his later miscellany, Poems on Several Occasions, above
mentioned. In both most, if not all, of the living contributors were
his friends or personal acquaintances. In both he appropriated to
himself the largest share of the volume, amounting to something
between one-quarter and one-third of its pages. In both he disguised
the preponderance of his poems by partial or complete anonymity.
And in both he included work which he subsequently reprinted as his
own, and work which throughout hislife he would never acknowledge.

A glance at the ‘Contents’ of our miscellany, Pope’s maiden essay
at editorship, shows that he ascribed to himself only five poems,
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namely: Statius his Thebais, Bk 1., The Fable of Vertumnus and Pomona,
To ayoung Lady, with the Works of Voiture, On Silence, and To the Author of
a Poem, intitled Successio. Broome has the same number given to him,
plus two anonymous pieces; Fenton has four to his name and two
without it; Prior three, and the rest of the named contributors one or
two each. But of the remaining eleven anonymous poems in English
which cannot be attributed to other hands, Pope himself later acknow-
ledged two—the original two-canto version of The Rape of the Locke,
and the above-mentioned Verses on Lintot’s Miscellany, while yet
another, The Story of Arethusa, can be assigned to him (on evidence
presently to be adduced) with a certainty that lacks only the final
warrant of his signature. In passing, it should be noted that even at
the date of our miscellany, anonymity was not a new policy of Pope’s:
he had withheld his name from the Messiah which had appeared in
The Spectator in the preceding week, and also from the Essay on Criticism
in1711.

Further evidence pointing to Pope’s direction of ‘Lintot’s Miscel-
lany’ is to be found in the differences between the first and second
editions. In the first edition there is an omission of thirty-two pages
(pp- 321-352); and, as this gap occurs in every known copy without
any trace of mutilation or of hiatus in the text, it is certain that the
miscellany was published in this condition. The book is an octavo; the
‘signature letters’ run consecutively from B to X (pp. 1-320); Y and
Z (pp. 321-352) are missing; and a new series starts with Aa, Bb
(Pp- 353-376, plus eight pages of book advertisements). Thus, as a
poem ends on the last page of signature X (p. 320) and another begins
on the first page of Aa (p. 353), it is obvious that the signatures Y and
Z could have been, and were, withdrawn before the book was made up,
but apparently after the sheets had been printed, for the page numbers
following the gap are left unaltered.

The ‘Second Edition’, dated 1714, is a reissue of the unsold sheets of
1712 with certain clearly defined additions, among which are the
signatures Y and Z now inserted in their proper place. These restored
pages are entirely occupied by Pope’s Windsor Forest and Ode for
Musick, and it has been too rashly assumed that these two signatures
are the identical thirty-two pages which were removed from the 1712
edition, and afterwards restored to their original place in the second
edition.?

All the evidence is against that assumption; for a close comparison
of these ‘replaced’ pages with the pages before and after the gap,

1See A Pope Library, T. J. Wise, 1931, p. 8; and R. K. Root, op. cit., p. 271.
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reveals only too clearly that the Y-Z signatures are not uniform with
the rest of the book. For example, their pages are overcrowded, having
normally three extra lines to the page, besides which the caption-
titles of both poems are crammed into the top quarter of the page, in
marked contrast with the titles of similarly important poems in the
1712 setting, which occupy approximately twice the space and are
displayed in type roughly twice the size. The difference once pointed
out is obvious.

In 1736, Pope first revealed the fact that Windsor Forest ‘was written
at two different times, the first part in the year 1704, at the same time
with the Pastorals: the latter part was not added till the year 1710, in
which it was publish’d.’* Pope’s erratic dating of many of his early
poems has already been considered, and this particular example dis-
cussed.? It is therefore sufficient to say here that while 1704 is possible
for the first draft of the first part, it is practically certain that the
official text of it represents later careful, and probably extensive,
revisions; and also, that, as 1710 is demonstrably wrong for the year of
publication, it is apparently just as wrong for the date of the writing of
the latter part—as is shown both by its subject matter and by Pope’s
contemporaneous statements about it in his untouched correspon-
dence with John Caryll.

Thus, to begin with, we know from Pope’s letter of December 5,
1712, that his old friend had actually seen the early shorter version;
Pope’s words being—

The Poem of Windsor Forest has Undergon many alterations, &
receved many Additions since you saw itt, butt has not yett been
out of my hands to any Man.?

And from a later letter (December 21, 1712) it is clear that he is still at
work on the ‘Additions’, for he describes how, while shivering in the
midst of winter—

I am endeavouring to raise up round about me a painted Scene
of Woods, and Forests in Verdure and Beauty, Trees springing,
fields flow’ring, Nature laughing . . .4

And he immediately afterwards says that ‘Windsor Forest will come
out’ before the Temple of Fame, ‘butt I do not yett know when’. Then,
a couple of months later, he writes again to say: ‘I have just sent the
Poem of Wind: forest to the Press’; and goes on to remark that he was
both ‘glad and ashamed’ that Caryll ‘had more lines than one of yt

! Works, 1, 1736, p. 67. % See ante, p. 13.
3 Add. 28618, f. 11 v. 4 Ibid., f. 13.
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Poem by Heart.’* There can be no doubt, therefore, either of the
separate existence of the shorter early version (which amounted to
almost exactly two-thirds of the poem), or that the last third of it was
being written in the winter of 1712-13.

Calculations of lines and space show that if the early short version
of Windsor Forest (amounting, Pope implied, to 296 lines) and the Ode
Sor Musick were set up like the rest of the miscellany, they would
together exactly fill our missing thirty-two pages. It seems probable,
therefore, that the ‘copy’ supplied by Pope to Lintot for the first
edition included the original short version of Windsor Forest (incor-
porating of course the results of Pope’s normal, up-to-date revision
which usually preceded the printing of his works, early or late), and
the Ode for Musick, and that the whole book was sct up in type. Before
going to press, or, more probably, after the sheets were printed, Pope
withdrew these two poems, occupying the Y-Z signatures, for sep-
arate publication in folio, and the book was issued with the gap found
in all copies. But whether they were withdrawn for financial or
political reasons (two separate and single publications being probably
more profitable, or the moment unpropitious), or, as so often with
Pope, for reasons more complex, it should be noted that neither
poem could have been easily withdrawn without the other, once they
were printed. For although they occupied together two whole sheets,
Windsor Forest, being much longer than the Ode, took up one and
a half sheets. Consequently, even if Pope desired to expand only the
former (as expand he certainly did), the other had to be withdrawn
from the miscellany with it, unless it was to be reprinted on a separ-
ate half-sheet, which meant extra expense and delay. Then, or a
little later, when the prospect of peace (consummated by the Treaty
of Utrecht, March 30, 1713) began to fill all minds, Pope, seeing the
possibility of adapting Windsor Forest to celebrate the occasion, ccm-
menced to work on it; and, as is shown by his letter to Caryll? written
in November, he was well advanced with his additions when Tickell’s
poem On the Prospect of Peace was published on October 28, 1712. To
judge from Pope’s correspondence, it was about this time that Caryll
was first allowed to read the original version of Windsor Forest, not
improbably in a copy of the discarded Y-Z signatures; for Pope was
then actively employed on the manuscript itself, and we do not know
that any duplicate manuscript existed. From his letters it is clear that
from November to January he was still at work on it, which seems to
indicate that it could not have been, as has been suggested,? a mere

1 Add. 28618, f. 37 v. 3 Ibid., f. 34. 3 R. K. Root, op. ait., p. 271 n.
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correction or revision on which he was so long employed, but rather
the ‘additions’ celebrating the Peace. The expanded version was pub-
lished in folio on March 7, 1713, and not long after was followed by
the folio edition of the Ode for Musick on July 16. Five months later, in
the second edition of our miscellany (dated 1714, but actually pub-
lished on December g, 1713),! these two poems, despite an addition
of some 140 lines to Windsor Forest, are crowded back into the gap
which, it would seem, their removal had made.

The only accessions to the second edition are five poems, probably
all by Pope: three of these are attributed to him—namely, Windsor
Forest and the Ode for Musick in the inserted Y-Z signatures, and the
Essay on Criticism at the end; but he withheld his name from the other
two, Upon a Girl of Seven Years Old, and Epigram upon Two or Three,® both
short pieces, and printed there for the first time, though he afterwards
acknowledged the Epigram. (In some copies these two poems, which
occupy one leaf with duplicate page numbers, 321-322, have been
cancelled, leaving a stub.) The second edition was provided with a
new title-page on which Pope’s name figures. It reads:

Miscellaneous Poems and Translations. By Several Hands. Particularly
[Nine titles of poems by Pope follow, in two columns of smaller
type, then—] By Mr. Pope. The Second Edition. London: Printed for
Bernard Lintott . . . and Walliam Lewss . . . 1714.

Only Pope’s name now, and only Pope’s poems! There were no poems
mentioned on the title page of the first edition, and no name except
of course the publisher’s imprint. The presence of Lewis’s name with
Lintot’s in the 1714 imprint is due to the inclusion of the Essay on
Criticism, of which he held the copyright.

The newspaper advertisements likewise show that Pope’s active
connection with the miscellany was still maintained. In those an-
nouncements of the first edition which had mentioned any names
at all, Pope’s name was placed fourth in a list of eight contributors,
whereas every advertisement of the second edition cites the titles of
eight of his poems, and his is the only name to appear. Final proof (if
proof is still needed) of Pope’s editorial responsibility for the miscel-
lany is to be found in the book advertisements which Lintot and Curll
combined to issue early in 1714. One of their joint lists appears at the
end of The Count de Gabalis (published April 8, 1714), in which Lintot
gives the whole thing away in these words:

1 Not December 4 as generally stated: see The Englishman, December 1-3, 1713.

1 The case for Pope’s authorship of these two pieces is stated by the present writer
in the forthcoming Mascellaneous Poems of Pope (Twickenham Edition, Vol. vi).
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VIII. Mr. Pope’s Collection of Miscellany Poems. Price 5s.
IX. — — HisRape of the Lock. Price 1s.

There are several other curious features about the second edition of
Pope’s first miscellany, copies of which may vary. For example, there
are the old 1712 title-page and half-title, which are sometimes re-
tained and sometimes not; similarly, an errata leaf may be present
or absent; eight pages of book advertisements are not always in the
same place, and stubs appear in different positions; and there is one
leaf, Y8, which has been cancelled and replaced, and no one, as yet,
has been able to find a satisfactory explanation of it.

Six years elapsed before the ‘Third Edition’ was issued ; but midway
in this interval Pope anonymously compiled and Lintot published the
miscellany, Poems on Several Occasions, 1717, previously mentioned.
With its third edition, published August 15, 1720, ‘Lintot’s Miscel-
lany’ becomes two volumes in duodecimo; the title-page of the first
volume giving the titles of eight of Pope’s poems in two columns, and
mentioning his name alone, while that of the second volume names
ten other authors in two columns. Pope’s acknowledged poems,
which in 1714 amounted to nine, are now increased to no less than
twenty; and, in spite of the fact that he has now excluded his fifty-page
translation from Statius, they take up approximately the first two-
thirds of the first volume. But these are not all; elsewhere in the
volumes are five others lacking his name, two of which had been
implicitly acknowledged earlier, the remaining three having recently
been ascribed to him by the present writer.! Nearly half the poems
in the former editions have been discarded, among them most of the
anonymous pieces, the few still remaining being now ascribed to their
several authors. Among the new contributors, of whom some half-
dozen appear in this edition, are Nicholas Rowe and James Ward,
who were brought in by the transference of poems from Pope’s other
collection, Poems on Several Occastons, 1517, which had apparently met
with little success, to help to fill out the second volume. This pro-
cedure, in which fifteen pieces were taken over (three of his anony-
mous poems among them), points especially to Pope’s active con-
nection with the third edition. His hand seems also to be revealed by
the inclusion in the first volume of Buckingham’s panegyric, On Mr.
Pope and his Poems (reprinted from the commendatory poems of The
Works, 1717); for this was the introduction of a new feature in the
miscellany which he was later to develop further; and we may note

11In Pope’s Own, Miscellany mentioned above.
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that his portrait from now onwards figures as a frontispiece to the first
volume.

The ‘Fourth Edition’, published November 13, 1722, shows com-
paratively few alterations, although it has been wholly reset. What
changes there are, however, imply that Pope still directed its des-
tinies; for two former contributors of no importance have been
displaced and another shorn of a couple of pieces, possibly to make
room for two new poems bearing Pope’s name.

Between the publication of the fourth and fifth editions other
evidences of Pope’s control of the miscellany are to be found in his
correspondence.* On October 31, 1724, he wrote to Broome:

As to my Miscellany, I hear of nothing like it at present [i.e., no
new edition] . . . But whenever times and seasons are so composed
as to relish the old and polite arts, no opportunity shall be missed to
place your verse in the best lustre I can.

Again, on May 25, 1725, after Broome’s decision to withdraw his
poems from the next edition in order to print them in a volume of his
own works, Pope writes:

I only could be glad one copy of yours, that which you design to
me, as a memorial of our friendship, may appear not only among
your own, but attend also upon mine, in the new edition of my
things which Lintot is printing, together with the testimonies of
some other of my friends.

Writing again to Broome on November 22, 1725, he says: ‘I am going
to print your verses [i.e., the complimentary poem above alluded to]
in a Miscellany’; and yet again, on December 30, 1725: ‘I have put
your verses to me into a Miscellany, which will come out in two or
three months.’

The ‘Fifth Edition’, to which Pope was referring in the letter just
quoted, was published at some date before June g, 1726,* and re-
printed in 1727. The title of the collection is changed, and now reads:
Mascellany Poems, Vol. 1. By Mr. Pope. The Fifth Edition;—Vol. II. By
Several Hands. And both volumes alike are provided with a half-title

! For the following four letters to Broome, see EC, vi, pp. 87, 97, 104, 109.

2 According to an advertisement of another book in The Evening Post of June 9,
1726, which mentions ‘Pope’s Miscellany, Vol. r’. The Miscellany is also advertised
in a book list in Parnell’s Poems, published June 14, 1726. Its ‘Fifth Edition’ was
also being advertised widely in December 1926 in The Whitehall Eveming Post and
other papers; and again (this being probably the 1727 reprint) in March 17927.
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stating without any ambiguity: ‘Mr. Pope’s Miscellany.” The first
volume opens with forty pages of complimentary poems to Pope
(twelve pieces in all, the last being Broome’s eulogy, the subject of the
letters above quoted); then follow twenty-seven poems by Pope,
filling upwards of 200 pages, eight short poems by three other people,
two more pieces by Pope, both anonymous; and, to end with, another
flattering poem now signed by Broome, and now entitled 7o Mr.
Pope, On his correcting my Verses, which had appeared anonymously in
the previous editions with the less gratifying title: To a Gentleman who
Corrected some Verses for me. Moreover, in the second volume are the
attributed poems mentioned earlier. But that is not all the evidence
that he is still in complete control of the miscellany. Among the
dozen commendatory poems marshalled so impressively in the fore-
front of this edition, he has reprinted from his other miscellany, Poems
on Several Occasions, 1717, an anonymous panegyric, To Mr. Pope,
which there is no small amount of evidence to prove—and nothing to
disprove—was written by himself (as has been shown in the reprint of
that miscellany previously mentioned). He has also inserted for the
first time, as a prelude to Eloisa to Abelard, an excerpt of eighteen lines
from Prior’s Alma in praise of ‘Dan Pope’ and his poem; and has in-
cluded in the second volume yet another poem addressed to himself,
Occasional Verses to Mr. Pope, the author of which is unknown. Eulogies
of each other by the poets of this period are a normal feature of the
contemporary miscellanies; and even these tributes of praise might
have been passed over without remark, had any other living poet been
commended in these volumes. As it is, the inclusion of encomiums of
no one but Pope will doubtless be regarded by many people as a final
proof of his editorship.

Shortly after this edition had appeared, some question of editorial
responsibility seems to have been raised by one of the contributors.
The matter is first alluded to at the end of a letter from Christopher
Pitt, the poet, to Spence (dated July 18, 1726):

This is enough in conscience for this time; besides I am desired by
Mr. Pope or Mr. Lintot, I do not know which, to write to Mr. Pope
on a certain affair.

Pitt’s letter to Pope is lost, but, judging from Pope’s reply, it scems to
have been concerned with the unauthorized inclusion of his poems in
the miscellany. Whatever it was, Pope apparently found himself in a
rather embarrassing position. His letter (dated July 23), after some
compliments on his correspondent’s verse, goes on to say:
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As to my being the publisher, or any way concerned in rcviewix}g
or recommending of Lintot’s Miscellany, it is what I never did in
my life, though he (like the rest of his tribe) makes a very fx:ee use of
my name. He has often reprinted my things, and so scurvily, that,
finding he was doing so again, I corrected the sheets as far as they
went, of my own only. And, being told by him that he had two or
three copies of yours, which you also had formerly sent me (as he
said) through his hands, I obliged him to write for your consent,
before he made use of them. This was all.?

One of Pitt’s poems figures among the eulogies of Pope with which the
first volume opens, four others appearing in the second volume.

This disclaimer of Pope’s, for whatever reason made, has generally
been taken at its face value to mean that his connection with ‘Lintot’s
Miscellany’ was as temporary and slight as it seems to suggest. But on
examination it is seen actually to deny only irrelevant things like
reviewing, recommending, and some proof-correcting; and the word
‘publisher’ having several meanings, even at that date, a repudiation
of that office in its connotation of bookseller might, if carefully left
undefined, seem to cover any or all of the others—editor, author,
owner of copyright, or what not. Such a quibble might serve Pope’s
immediate purpose with a comparative stranger like Pitt; but it can
avail little in face of the foregoing evidence, all of which testifies that
Pope spoke no more and no less than the truth in his letter to his
friend Broome when, referring to the collection known as ‘Lintot’s
Miscellany’, he called it simply ‘my Miscellany’.

II. ‘THE STORY OF ARETHUSA’

Spence, in his Anecdotes, reports that Pope when talking about his
Jjuvenile verses once said to him:

In the scattered lessons I used to set myself. . . I translated above
a quarter of the Metamorphoses, and that part of Statius which
was afterwards printed with the corrections of Walsh.*

Now one of the strangest of Pope’s many idiosyncrasies, as the present
writer has shown elsewhere,? was his profound reluctance both to
destroy his early poems and to acknowledge them; of which the effect
was that he actually published a number of these juvenile pieces with-

1 Roscoe, vi, pp. 580 f. 3 Spence, p. 278.
3 Pope’s Own Mscellany, pp. xv ff., xxviii ff.
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out his name before he was thirty, and thereafter, while often alluding
to them in such general terms as we have seen, carefully suppressed
(with one or two exceptions) the fact of their publication and all par-
ticulars by which they might be identified.

Among Pope’s acknowledged poems in the first edition of ‘Lintot’s
Miscellany’, 1712, are two translations—Statius his Thebais, Book I.,
and The Fable of Vertumnus and Pomona (Ovid’s Metamorphoses, Book
XIV)—which he subsequently stated ‘were selected from many others
done by the Author in his Youth’. When, therefore, in this miscellany
of which he was the concealed editor his acknowledged translation of
Vertumnus and Pomona is found placed next to another translation from
the Metamorphoses, which, though unascribed, has much in common
with it, and, moreover, has never been claimed by or for any of his
contemporaries, the possibility that it is likewise by Pope’s hand
becomes apparent enough to demand further examination. The
poem, which hitherto seems to have been reprinted only once,? runs
exactly as follows:

THE STORY OF ARETHUSA,
TRANSLATED

From the Fifth Book of OvID’S METAMORPHOSES.

Eres desires to know the wondrous Cause
Why Arethusa now a Fountain flows.

The Streams their Murmurs hush’d and silent stood,
Whose Goddess strait appear’d above the Flood;
And dry’d the Sea-green Tresses of her Head, 5
And told Alpheus’ ancient Love, and said.

A Nymph I was, and of th’ Achaian Train,
That ne’er drew Bow, nor darted Spear in vain:
None bent more eagerly the Toils to set,
To chase the Boar, or pathless Woods to beat. 10
And tho’ no Toys, no Dress I made my Care,
Tho’ bold; yet was I still reputed Fair.
Our Female Arts I scorn’d, preventing Praise,
And simple, thought it ev’n a Crime to please.

One Day as from Stymphalus’ Wood I came, 15
Hot with the Chace, the Sun encreas’d my Flame;

1 Namely in The Nmneteenth Century, in the article aforesaid.
d
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Unruffled in its Course a Flood I spy’d,

So calm, so smooth, it scarcely seem’d to glide;
So deep, and yet so clear, that ev’ry Stone,
With borrow’d Lustre, from the bottom shone.
The pendent Banks with hoary Willows crown’d
Diffus’d a sweet, refreshing Shade around.

I came, and in the Brink my Foot I dipp’d;
Then to the Knee in dimpling Curls I slipp’d;
Nor cool’d, upon a Bough my Veil I hung:
And, on the Bank my airy Garments flung,
Into the bounding Tyde I naked leap;

And as I frisk’d and wanton’d in the Deep,
Amidst the bubbling Flood surpriz’d I hear

A hollow gurgling Noise, and struck with Fear
I shriek’d, and rushing made the nearer side,
When rising from his Waves Alpheus cry’d,

Oh! whither, Arethusa! dost thou fly?

Whither! he shouted with an eager Cry.

Just as I was, without my Cloaths I fled;
(Upon the other Bank my Cloaths were laid)
The more did he with raging Passion burn,
Naked he thought me fitter for his Turn.

As the Dove trembling from the Faulcon flies,
As his fleet Wings th’ approaching Falcon plies:
So hasten’d I, so he pursu’d his Prize.

Thro’ the Menalian Groves I sped my Flight,
And gain’d with weary Steps Cyllene’s Height.
Nor swifter he, but of superior Force

To lengthen out the long, laborious Course.
Yet over shaggy Hills with Brakes o’erspread,
And craggy Rocks and desart Wilds I fled.
Before my Feet I saw a monstrous Shade,
Unless my Fear that frightful Phantom made.
Howe’er his sounding Steps and puffing Breath,
That fann’d my Tresses, frighted me to Death.
Spent with the Labour of the Flight, (I said)
I’'m caught! Diana! oh! thy Huntress aid.

Help in Distress the Nymph that us’d to bear
Thy Bow, thy Quiver, and thy pointed Spear.
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The Goddess heard my Pray’r, and deign’d to shroud

My panting Body in a pitchy Cloud.
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Here tho’ I vanish’d from Alpheus’ sight,
Yet still impatient to pursue the Flight,
Twice he surveys the Cloud with searching Eyes, 6o
And Arethusa! Arethusa! cries.

To me what Strength! what Life did then remain?
No more, than to the Lamb, that hears with Pain
The howling Wolf around th’ Enclosure rove,
Yet from its helpless Mother dares not move. 65
Nor went he on, but kept the Cloud and Place;
For he my Footsteps cou’d no further trace.
O’er all my Limbs an oozing Sweat appears,
My weeping Eyes pour out a Flow of Tears.
Big azure Drops my dewy Hairs distil, 70
From every Pore descends a trickling Rill.
My whole dissolving Body liquid grows,
And where I mov’d my Foot a Current flows.
Nay, sooner than I now the Change relate,
I’'m all afloat. Yet conscious of my Fate, 75
The River-God dissolv’d his Form Divine,
And rcassum’d his Streams to mix with mine.
Diana cleft the Ground. Through winding Caves
Long time I stray’d unmix’d with Briny Waves.
At length, to kind Ortygia’s Shore convey’d, 8o
In silver Streams I rear’d my watry Head.

Before proceeding with our examination of the poem, a word should
be said about Pope’s extraordinarily retentive memory, and—what
appears to be connected with it—the charge of plagiarism brought
against him from time to time during his life, and after. In his youth
he was much concerned about this accusation, and alluded to it
occasionally in his letters. In 1706, for instance, he sought Walsh’s
opinion! on the question—‘how far the liberty of borrowing may
extend?’ Six years later he was still perturbed enough to write in
jesting complaint to Caryll* about these calumnious ‘whispers’—
which he was fated never to be quite rid of. Not long before his death,
and apparently during the same conversation about his early work?
as was quoted above, he told Spence he had ‘a vast memory’ in those
days; and, after talking about his boyish translations of Ovid and
Statius, went on to say:

1 Letters, 4to, 1737, pp. 31 f. 2 Ibd., p. go. 3 Spence, pp. 276-80.
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My first taking to imitating was not out of vanity, but humility:
I saw how defective my own things were; and endeavoured to mend
my manner, by copying good strokes from others.

It is worth remembering that this practice has been the self-
imposed training of many writers, early and late, of which the best-
known modern testimony is that of R. L. Stevenson,! who similarly
acknowledged having ‘played the sedulous ape’ to ‘many masters’;
but, being wiser perhaps than Pope, refused to submit his results to
the test of publication.

This practice accounts in great measure for the not infrequent
appearance in Pope’s verse of phrases from the older poets. As might
be expected, they are at the same time more numerous, and retain
more of their original identity, in the earlier, than in the later, work;
being especially abundant in the translations, where the parallels are
sometimes so long and so close as almost to suggest an actual trans-
cription from his exemplar. In certain instances, subconscious
memory probably played its unpredictable part; but there can be no
doubt that in the main these so-called plagiarisms were meant, not as
appropriations, but as recognizable quotations. In other words, they
were purposely introduced to enrich the quality of the verse by
nuances of association, echo, and suggestion, which should dimly
hover like poetical barmonics above the cadence of the metrical line.
They are thus only another illustration of the various methods by
which poets seek to capture in their verses more than the actual words.
Indeed, this motive is corroborated by an observation in a Guardian
essay, most probably written by Pope himself,? which was published
barely ten months after ‘Lintot’s Miscellany’. The passage occursin a
discussion on ‘Borrowing from the Ancients’, which having declared:

Now Nature being still the same, it is impossible for any Modern
Writer to paint her otherwise than the Ancients have done.

then goes on to assert in effect that judicious borrowing is commend-
able rather than blameworthy, because it means that —

Over and above a just Painting of Nature, a learned Reader will
find a new Beauty superadded in a happy Imitation of some
famous Ancient, as it revives in his Mind the Pleasure he took in his

1 Memories and Portraits, Chap. 1v.

3 The Guardian, No. 12, March 15, 1713. For attribution to Pope, sece Pope’s
Prose, 1, pp. Ixi fI.; and 88 ff. The idea of ‘stratification’ and ‘vertical variety’ in
Pope’s verse was first published by G. Tillotson in his treatise, On the Poetry of Pope,
pp. 141-59, where it is admirably demonstrated at length.
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first reading such an Author. Such copyings as these give that kind
of double Delight which we perceive when we look upon the Child-
ren of a beautiful Couple . . . observing the Resemblance trans-
mitted from Parents to their Offspring.

With those passages should be placed this from the ‘Introduction’ to
Pope’s Works, 1717:

All that is left to us is to recommend our productions by the
imitation of the Ancients.. . . For to say truth, whatever is very good
sense must have been common sense in all times . . . Therefore they
who say our thoughts are not our own because they resemble the
Ancients, may as well say our faces are not our own, because they
are like our Fathers.

Other passages could be cited to the same effect; but enough has been
said to show Pope’s views and thus explain the presence of borrowed
phrases in his poems: though it should perhaps be added, that, in
Pope’s use of the expression, ‘the Ancients’, he also included those
early translations of the classics in English verse, in which he first
became acquainted with them as a child.

Spence also recorded, as part of the conversation above mentioned,
that Pope, when speaking of the translations which best pleased his
young mind, said that Ogilby’s translation of Homer ‘led me on to
Sandy’s Ovid, which I liked extremely.’ It is not surprising, therefore,
to find that his two acknowledged translations from the Metamorphoses
contain very definite echoes of Sandys. Half a dozen or more approxi-
mations could be quoted from each poem, but the following will
suffice to prove the point. First from Vertumnus and Pomona:

A goad now in his hardned hands he bears,
And newly seems to have un-yok’d his Steers.
SANDYS.

Oft in his harden’d Hand a Goad he bears,
Like one who late unyok’d the sweating Steers.
PorE.

And from The Fable of Dryope (first published in The Works, 1717):

A Lake there is, which shelving borders bound,
Much like a shoar; with fragrant Myrtles crown’d.
SANDYS.

A Lake there was, with shelving banks around,
Whose verdant summit fragrant myrtles crown’d.
PopE.
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But not only were phrases from the older poets treasured up in Pope’s
‘vast memory’, to be borrowed, consciously or unconsciously, on
occasion; he seems to have remembered as clearly his own ‘good
strokes’ in his earlier poems, and borrowed them without explanation
or restraint.! Many of these echoes are the result of a deliberate re-
working of old material, but not all; for it may be supposed, that, out
of the innumerable verses he produced, he could not always be sure
whether, or where, such and such a phrase that sprang to his mind so
appositely, had been previously printed. But whatever the cause the
fact of repetition is indisputable, and of the utmost importance for the
identification of his unsigned poems.

Former editors of Pope’s works have recognized that in the episode
of Lodona in Windsor Forest he has transmuted the Arethusa fable as
told in the Metamorphoses, and incidentally adapted two passages from
Sandys. But our new-found poem, if Pope’s, was apparently written
before Windsor Forest, for he dated these early translations about 1702.
And, on that assumption, The Story of Arethusa is immediately per-
ceived to fill an intermediate stage between Windsor Forest and
Sandys’s translation, being at the same time nearer to both of them
than they are to each other. In other words, Pope seems, when writing
the Lodona episode, to have recalled and re-used the Arethusa poem
rather than Sandys’s Ovid. This becomes clear if typical passages are
read in their chronological order, remembering always that the
Lodona story does not profess to follow Ovid, but is supposed to be
Pope’s creation. First, of the maiden’s flight from the pursuing god:

As trembling Doves the eager Hawks eschew;
As eager Hawks the trembling Doves pursew;
I fled, He followed.

SANDYS.

As the Dove trembling from the Faulcon flies,
As his fleet Wings th’ approaching Falcon plies;
So hasten’d I, so he pursu’d his Prize.

Arethusa, 39—41

Not half so swift the trembling Doves can fly,

When the fierce Eagle cleaves the liquid Sky;

Not half so swiftly the fierce Eagle moves,

When thro’ the Clouds he drives the trembling Doves;

1 This idiosyncrasy of Pope’s is demonstrated in Pope’s Own Miscellany, pp.
xxxvii-xl; and 1n Pope’s Prose, 1, Introduction passim.
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As from the God with fearful Speed she flew,
As did the God with equal Speed pursue.
Windsor Forest, 185-go

Pope subsequently revised the last couplet of the Windsor Forest
quotation, diverging still more widely from Sandys:

As from the god she flew with furious pace,
Or as the god, more furious urg’d the chace.

It will be convenient here to note that he returned again and again to
thisimage:
Not half so swift the sailing Falcon flies,
That drives a Turtle thro’ the liquid Skies.
lliad, xv, 266—7
So fast, and with such Fears the Trojan flew;
So close, so constant, the bold Greeks pursue.
1liad, x, 431-2
Another incident from the end of the chase may be similarly com-
pared:

How-ere his sounding steps, and thick-drawn breath
That fann’d my hair, afrighted me to death.
SANDYS.

Howe’er his sounding Steps and puffing Breath,
That fann’d my Tresses, frighted me to Death.
Arethusa, 501

Now close behind his sounding Steps she hears; . .

And now his shorter Breath with sultry Air

Pants on her Neck, and fans her parting Hair.
Windsor Forest, 192, 195-6

Again, in passing, we should note a later parallel in Pope’s description
of the chariot-race in the funeral games at the close of the Jliad (xxiii,
457 459)"

Close on Eumelus’ Back they puff the Wind . . .

Full on his Neck he feels the sultry Breeze.

Regarding for the moment only the first two quotations in each set,
it is apparent that exactly the same use of Sandys’s translation has
been made by the author of Arethusa as by the author of Vertumnus and
Pomona (which accompanies Arethusa in our miscellany) and Dryope.
And again some half-dozen other parallels could have been quoted to
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the same effect. But over and above the similar debt to the older trans-
lation, these groups of quotations reveal affinities between Pope and
the anonymous poet which can hardly be explained by their separate
recourse to Sandys, and which seem to point to their being one and
the same person. Abundant corroboration of their identity is found in
the numerous parallel passages existing in A4rethusa and Pope’s
acknowledged work, of which the more striking are as follows
(Arethusa being quoted first in each case):

a
The Goddess heard my(P)ray’r, and deign’d to shroud
My panting Body in a pitchy Cloud.
(56-7)
The Queen of Love her favour’d Champion shrouds
(For Gods can all things) in a Veil of Clouds.

Rais’d from the Field the panting Youth. . .
Ihad, iii, 467-9

But present to his Aid, Apollo shrouds
The favour’d Hero in a Veil of Clouds.
lliad, xx, 513-14
Pope has at least three other couplets on this model; one of them, in
Statius his Thebais, actually appeared in our miscellany with Arethusa.

(6)
And tho’ no Toys, no Dress I made my Care . . .
Our Female Arts I scorn’d, preventing Praise.
(11, 13)
She scorn’d the Praise of Beauty, and the Care.
Windsor Forest, 177

No Arts essay’d, but not to be admir’d.
On Mrs Corbet, 4

c
... thoughtitev’na Cr(ixixe to please.
(14)
. . . whose Crime it was to please.
Hliad, iii, 234
()
To lengthen out the long, laborious Course.
(45)
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With oars to cut the long laborious way.
Odyssey, v, 181

Spent as thou art with long laborious Fight.
Iliad, vi, 327
Thence took the long, laborious march.
Iliad, xi, 296
()
The Streams their Murmurs hush’d . . .

(3)

. . . the Streams their Murmurs shall forbear.
Pastoral, iv, 57

()

So deep, and yet so clear. . .
(19)
. . . so loud, and yet so clear
Temple of Fame, 374

Big azure Drops my dcwfg Hairs distil
(70)
. . . big Drops of Sweat distill
Iliad, xvii, 835
(1)
From every Pore descends a trickling Rill.
(71)
The humid Sweat from ev’ry Pore descends.
Qliad, xxiii, 830
(i)
The pendent Banks with hoary Willows crown’d.
(21)
The fruitful Banks with verdant Laurels crown’d.
January and May, 458

It is hardly worth while, perhaps, to make a full list of the shorter
phrases in Arethusa, any one of which may have been used by any
other poet of the period, but all of which, in fact, find their exact
parallels in Pope’s works—phrases such as ‘superior force’, ‘searching
eyes’, ‘pathless woods’, ‘craggy rocks’, ‘silver streams’, ‘winding
caves’, ‘briny waves’, and the rest. Nevertheless, their testimony, while
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of the slightest if each is regarded alone, has a cumulative effect of
some weight. A little more unusual, however, is ‘th’ Achaian Train’
of the seventh line, which appears again in The Iliad (xv, 262). Lastly,
the vocabulary of Arethusa, though for the most part not very dis-
tinctive, is everywhere consonant with Pope’s usage.

Thus all the verifiable facts and all the probabilities point more or
less directly to Pope as the author of the poem; and, as there is no
evidence of any kind to suggest even the possibility of its being by
another hand, it would seem that The Story of Arethusa must hence-
forward be accepted in the canon of Pope’s poems—among the recent
discoveries of ‘many others done by the Author in his Youth’.



CHAPTER III

‘TO A YOUNG LADY.’

NE of the less puzzling aspects of Pope’s character was his
foible of stressing and, on occasion, of exaggerating the un-

deniable precocity of much of his juvenile verse; for
although it has unfortunately been responsible for not a few critical
and biographical errors, it was a very human trait and therefore
understandable. But when, as in the case of the first of Pope’s two
early epistles To a Young Lady, this idiosyncrasy was aggravated by a
touch of wilful mystification on his part, not to mention his habitual
carelessness about dates, the student may well feel baffled in attempt-
ing to relate these poems to the poet’s life. Who was the ‘Young Lady’?
and when were the poems written?—are the natural questions of the
reader, questions which (except for the approximate date of the
second piece) have received many answers in the past, most of them
contradictory and none convincing. And yet these two poems have
always been well known—the second of them indeed being regarded
by many people as the most delightful thing Pope ever wrote. A fresh
examination of all the relevant facts available is therefore proposed in
the present chapter in yet one more attempt to answer these ever-
recurring questions.
Amongst the poems which Pope included under his own name in
his first miscellany* in 1712, appeared the following epistle:

To a Younc LADY,
With the Works of Voiture

N these gay thoughts the Loves and Graces shine,
And all the writer lives in ev’ry line;
His easy art may happy nature seem,
Trifles themselves are elegant in him.
Sure to charm all was his peculiar fate,
Who without flatt’ry pleas’d the fair, and great;
Still with esteem no less convers’d than read;
With wit well-natur’d, and with books well-bred;
His heart, his mistress and his friend did share;

1 Miscellaneous Poems and Translations, 1712, see previous chapter.
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His time, the Muse, the witty, and the fair.
Thus wisely careless, innocently gay,
Cheerful, he play’d the trifle, life, away,
Till death scarce felt his gentle breath supprest,
As smiling infants sport themselves to rest:
Ev’n rival wits did Voiture’s fate deplore,
And the gay mourn’d who never mourn’d before;
The truest hearts for Voiture heav’d with sighs,
Voiture was wept by all the brightest eyes:
The Smiles and Loves had dy’d in Voiture’s death,
But that for ever in his lines they breath.
Let the strict life of graver mortals be
A long, exact, and serious comedy,
In ev’ry scene some moral let it teach,
And, if it can, at once both please and preach:
Let mine, like Voiture’s, a gay farce appear,
And more diverting still than regular,
Have humour, wit, a native ease and grace;
No matter for the rules of time and place:
Ciriticks in wit, or life, are hard to please,
Few write to those, and none can live to these,
Too much your Sex is by their forms confin’d,
Severe to all, but most to womankind;
Custom, grown blind with age, must be your guide;
Your pleasure is a vice, but not your pride;
By nature yielding, stubborn but for fame;
Made slaves by honour, and made fools by shame.
Marriage may all those petty tyrants chase,
But sets up one, a greater, in their place;
Well might you wish for change, by those accurst,
But the last tyrant ever proves the worst.
Still in constraint your suff’ring sex remains,
Or bound in formal, or in real chains;
Whole years neglected for some months ador’d,
The fawning servant turns a haughty lord;
Ah quit not the free innocence of life,
For the dull glory of a virtuous wife!
Nor let false shows, or empty titles please;
Aim not at joy, but rest content with ease.
The Gods, to curse Pamela with her pray’rs,
Gave the gilt coach and dappled Flanders mares,
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The shining robes, rich jewels, beds of state,
And, to compleat her bliss, a fool for mate.
She glares in balls, front-boxes, and the ring,
A vain, unquiet, glitt’ring, wretched thing!
Pride, pomp, and state but reach her outward part,
She sighs, and is no Dutchess at her heart.
But, Madam, if the fates withstand, and you
Are destin’d Hymen’s willing victim too,
Trust not too much your now resistless charms,
Those, age or sickness, soon or late, disarms;
Good humour only teaches charms to last,
Still makes new conquests, and maintains the past:
Love, rais’d on beauty, will like that decay,
Our hearts may bear its slender chain a day,
As flow’ry bands in wantonness are worn;
A morning’s pleasure, and at evening torn:
This binds in ties more easy, yet more strong,
The willing heart, and only holds it long.
Thus * Voiture’s early care still shone the same,
And Monthausier was only chang’d in name;
By this, ev’n now they live, ev’n now they charm,
Their wit still sparkling, and their flames still warm.
Now crown’d with myrtle, on th’ Elysian coast,
Ammidst those lovers, joys his gentle ghost:
Pleas’d, while with smiles his happy lines you view,
And finds a fairer Ramboiiillet in you.
The brightest eyes of France inspir’d his Muse;
The brightest eyes of Britain now peruse,
And dead as living, ’tis our author’s pride,
Still to charm those who charm the world beside.

* Mademoiselle Paulet.

When, five years later, this poem was included in the first collected
edition of Pope’s Works, 1717, it was directly associated with another
epistle immediately following it, entitled, To the same, On her leaving the
Town after the Coronation. As all the biographies of Pope relate, the poet
very early made the acquaintance of two sisters, Teresa and Martha
Blount, grand-daughters of an elderly neighbour, Anthony Engle-
field, the younger of whom, Martha, was destined to become Pope’s
dearest and life-long friend. It was thus perhaps only natural that one
or other of these ladies should have been identified with the ‘Young
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Lady’ of the two poems, even though Pope himself allowed her to
retain her official anonymity for the next twenty years or more. For it
was not until the 1735 edition of The Works that he changed the title of
the first epistle to To Miss Blount, With the Works of Voiture, while
leaving the title of the second piece unaltered, To the same, . . . But
besides naming the ‘Young Lady’, Pope also added to the title of the
first epistle the words, ‘Written at 17 years old’ (which would mean in
1705)—a statement which was repeated in 1736, but not in the later
editions from 1739 onwards to Warburton’s edition of 1751, whether
because it was a mistake or because it pointed too uncompromisingly
to Miss Blount’s age, does not appear. What, however, does appear is
that this long-delayed statement of date of composition is not com-
patible with the person addressed, whether ‘Miss Blount’ referred to
Martha or Teresa.

In 1749, on being questioned by Pope’s friend, Joseph Spence,?
Martha Blount made several attempts to recall and date the beginning
of her long friendship with the poet. The event having happened so
many years before, and Martha being then on the verge of sixty, it is
perhaps understandable that the actual date eluded her. Her replies
were (i) ‘My grandfather Englefield . . . was a great lover of poetry and
poets. He was acquainted with Mr. Pope, and admired him highly. It
was at his house that I first used to see Mr. Pope.’ (Pope’s acquain-
tance with Anthony Englefield has not been traced earlier than 1706,
when Martha, who was born in 1690, was seventeen years old.)
(ii) ‘It was after his Essay on Criticism was published?’ ‘O yes, sir,
—1I was then a very little girl, my uncle used to say much of him, but I
did not attend to it at that time.” (Martha was two years younger than
Pope; the Essay on Criticism was published on May 15, 1711, when she
was twenty-one and Pope twenty-three.) (iii) ‘My first acquaintance
with him was after he had begun the Iliad.’s (Pope told Spence ‘I
began translating the Iliad in my twenty-fifth year’s; that is, before
May 21, 1712; the ‘Proposals’ for the work were published in the fol-
lowing year. Thus Martha’s last statement would mean that she first
met Pope after he had not only written but published the epistle To a
Young Lady; and after the date of his earliest extant letter to her.4)
There is also Pope’s account of the beginning of their friendship in the
confessedly ‘witty’ letter he wrote to Teresa from Bath in September
1714,% in the course of which he remarks: ‘Even from my infancy I

1 Spence, p. 356. 2 Ibd.. p. 357 n. 3Ibd.,p 177
4 Letter dated ‘May y® 25. 1712’ (Mapledurham, 1).
5 Works, v (Cooper), 1737, p 125.
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have been in love with one after the other of you, week by week’, and
then proceeds by playful computation to show that he had met
Teresa some thirteen weeks earlier than Martha in the year 1707—
which, despite the extravagant tone of the letter, might be true, but
would still place the acquaintance two years later than the tempor-
arily ascribed date (1705) of the poem. The only other comment
Pope seems to have made about the date was the note added to the
Epistle to Fervas in the 1739 edition of The Works, thus: ‘This Epistle,
and the two following [i.e. the two epistles to ‘Miss Blount’], were
written some years before the rest [i.e. the epistles to Addison, Craggs,
Oxford, and Arbuthnot, and the Ethic Epistles], and originally
printed in 1717.” But, unfortunately, as neither the Epistle to Fervas,
nor any of ‘the rest’ was begun earlier than the winter of 1713~14, the
note is no help in determining the date of the ‘Blount-Voiture’
epistle, while that of the ‘Blount-Coronation’ epistle has—as we shall
see—never been in question.

Once again Pope’s foible, already alluded to, of ante-dating his
early work appears to have manifested itself with regard to the first of
the two epistles To a Young Lady; for if we put on one side (as Pope
later did) his temporary date of 1705, what little evidence has sur-
vived suggests rather that the piece was written some four or five
years later. For instance, in a letter to Henry Cromwell (one of the
youthful poet’s elderly friends) Pope seems to anticipate some of its
lines, rather than to be making a prose translation of them, when, on
August 29, 1709, he wrote:

Tho’ Life for the most part, like an old Play, be still the same, yet
now & then a New Scene may make it more entertaining. As for
myself, [T would] not have my life a very Regular Play, let it be a
good merry Farce, a G—ds name, and a figg for the Critical
Unities.?

In the Epistle to a Young Lady, With the Works of Voiture, the thought is
versified thus:

Let the strict life of graver mortals be
A long, exact, and serious comedy,
In ev’ry scene some moral let it teach,
And, if it can, at once both please and preach:
Let mine, like Voiture’s, a gay farce appear,
And more diverting still than regular. . .

(. 21-6)

! Rawl. letters go, f. 15.
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Again, more than a year later, on December 5, 1710, to be precise,
Cromwell actually discusses, and quotes from, the poem—not as one
would criticize anold poem by a friend, but a new production warm
from his brain and still under consideration. ‘Your poem’, he writes,
‘shews you to be, what you say of Voiture—uwith books well-bred.” Then,
after some flattery, he proceeds: ‘But hold, I shall lose. . . your opinion
of my sincerity; yet I must say, ’tis as faultless as the fair to whom ’tis
address’d, be she never so perfect.’?

It should also be noted that this letter of Cromwell’s throws some
light on the other problem—the identity of the ‘Young Lady’
addressed in these two poems; for it is practically certain, that, as
Pope’s friend, he had by this time been made acquainted with the
Blount sisters, exactly as he had become a friend of their grandfather
Englefield, their uncle Caryll, and others of Pope’s circle in the Wind-
sor Forest neighbourhood. That being so, it would seem significant
that when writing to Pope about the new poem, he shows not the
slightest knowledge of—or even the faintest interest in—the identity
of ‘the fair to whom it is addressed’. And that would appear to rule
out the possibility of either of the Blount girls being the ‘Young Lady’
apostrophized—the ‘Young Lady’ who, according to some of Pope’s
later editors,® was Teresa, and according to his more recent bio-
graphers was Martha,® while one or two other students of the poet
have regarded her identity as ‘an open question’.*

But the most important evidence of all seems to have been per-
sistently overlooked, namely, the letter which accompanied what was
actually, but accidentally, a present from Pope to Martha Blount of
this very Epistle only five days after it was published. On May 25, 1712,
Pope began a letter to Martha with these words: ‘Madam, At last I
do myself the honour to send you the Rape of the Locke’, and then
went on to explain the delay of its publication, and to deprecate the
fact that she and Teresa ‘must needs have been surfeited already with
this Triffle’. He then proceeds to mention ‘the rest of this Booke’
(which contains fifty-one pieces in all), some parts of which might
make her ‘Blush for it’; he next pays her a compliment on her blush-
ing, and ends the letter with a final touch of gallantry.®

It was therefore extremely interesting to discover, as the present
writer did, this self-same presentation copy of Pope’s first miscellany

! Works, v (Roberts), 1737, p. 106.

1 Ward (Globe Ed.), p. 451; and Boynton (Complete Poetical Works), p. 8o.
3 Sitwell, p. 88, and Sherburn, p. 98.

¢ EC, m, p. 223. 8 Mapledurham, 1.
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in the library at Mapledurham amongst the books that once belonged
to the Blount sisters. The volume is inscribed in Pope’s hand with
Martha’s name, his own initials, and a couplet hitherto unknown and
now printed for the first time—

Martha Blount; A: P:

Each pretty Carecter with pleasing Smart
Deepens the dear Idea in my heart.

(In passing, it is worth noting that Pope first wrote, ‘Deepens your
dear Idea . . .’ then crossed out ‘your’ and wrote ‘the’ above the line;
and also that by ‘Each . . . Carecter’ he meant Carect or Character,
that is, each letter in her name—possibly in conjunction with his own
initials.)

But the important fact about this presentation, for our immediate
inquiry, is that the book that contains The Rape of the Locke (which was
the only—or perhaps one should say the chief—reason for giving it to
Martha) happens also to contain amongst the fifty other poems, the
epistle To a Young Lady, With the Works of Vouture. And it is this fact
which makes it incredible, that, if the epistle had been addressed to
either of the sisters, Pope should not have at least mentioned it, or her,
on such an occasion, either in letter or inscription—for, after all, it
was his first full-dress poetical compliment to a young lady, and (pre-
sumably) would have been the young lady’s first public tribute from a
rising young poet.

In view of the existence at Mapledurham of this presentation copy
of Pope’s first miscellany, and of many other books given by him to the
Blount sisters,* 1t is certainly not without interest to find that amongst
them there is no trace of the copy of ‘the Works of Voiture’ which
originally must have accompanied Pope’s epistle, and which might
reasonably have been expected to survive, had either sister been the
“Young Lady’ concerned. Their only ‘Voiture’ apparently was a copy
published three years later, namely, The Works of the celebrated Mon-
sieur Voiture, 2 vols. 1715, which belonged to Martha, and which,
incidentally, contains a reprint of Pope’s epistle, To a Young Lady, in
its preliminary pages. No stress, of course, can be laid on the absence
of an earlier edition, but, for what it is worth, it tends to confirm the
foregoing argument.

The cumulative effect of all the available evidence, new and old,
makes it virtually certain that the first of the two epistles To a Young

1 Others are mentioned on pp. 166~7.
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Lady was originally addressed neither to Martha nor to Teresa, but in
all probability to a young man’s quite impossible she who could not
object when her beauty, learning, and virtue were publicly appro-
priated to ‘Miss Blount’ twenty-five years later. Pope, however, did
not explicitly indicate which Miss Blount was at that late date
addressed in the epistle; but after the wilful Teresa had provoked the
quarrel with Pope which led to their estrangement in the early seven-
teen-twenties, ! there was for him and his circle only one Miss Blount,
Martha; and there can be no doubt that from 1735 onwards the poem
was ostensibly addressed to her. But if this unfortunate though intel-
ligible wish of Pope’s publicly to honour his dearest of friends in this
way, has confused his readers for two centuries, his omitting to alter
the title of the second epistle at the same time (and presumably for the
same reason) so far from saving further confusion, has doubled it.

As has been seen, the first epistle, To a Young Lady, With the Works of
Voiture, was published in 1712, having been most probably completed
about 1710 (though that is not to deny that a first draft of the poem
may have been sketched out as early as 1705, for Popc’s acquaintance
with the Blount sisters is no longer a prerequisite for its inspiration).
The second epistle, To the same, about which a word must now be
said, was obviously written very shortly after the coronation of
George I on October 20, 1714, to which the rest of its title refers.

To the same,
On her leaving the Town after the Coronation.

S some fond virgin, whom her mother’s care
Drags from the town to wholsom country air,
Just when she learns to roll a melting eye,
And hear a spark, yet think no danger nigh;
From the dear man unwilling she must sever,
Yet takes one kiss before she parts for ever.
Thus from the world fair Lephalinda flew,
Saw others happy, and with sighs withdrew;
Not that their pleasures caus’d her discontent,

She sigh’d not that They stay’d, but that She went.
She went, to plain-work and to purling brooks,
Old-fashion’d halls, dull aunts, and croaking rooks,

She went from Op’ra, park, assembly, play,

18See post,p 171



‘TO A YOUNG LADY’ 57

To morning walks, and pray’rs three hours a day;
To part her time ’twixt reading and Bohea,

To muse, and spill her solitary Tea,

Or o’er cold coffee trifle with the spoon,

Count the slow clock, and dine exact at noon;
Divert her eyes with pictures in the fire,

Hum half a tune, tell stories to the squire;

Up to her godly garret after sev’n,

There starve and pray, for that’s the way to heav’n.

Some Squire, perhaps, you take delight to rack;

Whose game is Whisk, whose treat a toast in sack,
Who visits with a gun, presents you birds,
Then gives a smacking buss, and cries,—No words!
Or with his hound comes hollowing from the stable,
Makes love with nods, and knees bencath a tablc;
Whose laughs are hearty, tho’ his jests are coarse,
And loves you best of all things—but his horse.

In some fair evening, on your elbow laid,

You dream of triumphs in the rural shade;

In pensive thought recall the fancy’d scene,

See Coronations rise on ev’ry green,

Before you pass th’ imaginary sights

Of Lords, and Earls, and Dukes, and garter’d Knights;
While the spread Fan o’ershades your closing eyes;
Then give one flirt, and all the vision flics.

Thus vanish sceptres, coronets, and balls,

And leave you in lone woods, or empty walls.

So when your slave, at some dear, 1dle time,
(Not plagu’d with headachs, or the want of thimc)
Stands in the streets, abstracted from the crew,
And while he seems to study, thinks of you:

Just when his fancy points your sprightly eyes,

Orr sees the blush of Parthenissa rise,

G[al]y pats my shoulder, and you vanish quite;
Streets, chairs, and coxcombs, rush upon my sight;
Vext to be still in town, I knit my brow,

Look sow’r, and hum a song—as you may now.

This poem was first published in The Works of 1717, where it immedi-
ately followed the epistle above mentioned; and as it has always
retained this title and relative position in the many successive editions
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of The Works in Pope’s lifetime, any change of the person addressed in
the first must affect the second. Consequently, many readers and
some editors have been misled into thinking that this second epistle
was also addressed to Martha Blount—which is exactly what Pope,
late in life, wanted to be thought, or he would not have left its title
unaltered.

Nevertheless the poem was originally addressed to Teresa, as the
early manuscripts show. Ruffhead, for example, when speaking of
this poem in his Life,* plainly states that he ‘has now in his hand the
original copy of these verses, from whence it appears that our author
made some alterations . . . The seventh line in the original stood thus:

So fair Teresa gave the town a view.’
Carruthers also has a note on this same line: ‘In the original:
~ Thus from the world the fair Teresa flew.’
The text as Pope gave it to the world reads:
Thus from the world fair ephalinda flew.

Now, in a ‘fantastic’ correspondence which was carried on for some
time about the year 1713 between the Blount sisters and a certain H.
Moor (or Moore) of Fawley Court, Berks.,? Tercsa was called and
signed herself ‘Zephalinda’, and Martha ‘Parthenissa’, while Moor
took the name of ‘Alexis’. Pope, knowing the girls so well, knew of
this correspondence, and in this epistle uses those names for both.
Hence, in the forty-sixth line Martha was first alluded to thus:

Orr sees the blush of Parthenissa rise.

which, says Carruthers, is likewise the reading of the original manu-
script. Martha was also known by this name beyond the Windsor
Forest circle; Lord Chesterfield, for example, refers to her as Par-
thenissa twenty years afterwards in a letter to Lady Suffolk.® Pope,
however, altered the name to ‘fair Parthenia’ in later editions.

But the crowning confirmation that this epistle was first addressed
to Teresa, is found in a letter Pope wrote to Martha late in 1714 or
early in 1715, in which, after playfully praising her good humour at
the expense of her looks, he goes on to say, ‘That Face must needs be
irresistible which was adorned with Smiles even when it could not see
the Coronation.’* Therefore, as the whole point of the poem lies in the

! Ruffhead, pp. 404-5.

* See J. T. Hillhouse, Modern Language Notes, 1925, pp. 88-91.
3 Suffolk, 11, p. 114. Letter dated Nov. 2, 1734.

¢ Mapledurham, 32.
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effect the coronation had on the ‘Young Lady’ who saw it, the poem
cannot have been written to Martha who did not see it. There can be
no doubt whatever that the epistle was originally addressed to Teresa
in 1714; and consequently, no doubt that the phrase in the title, To
the same, whether it seemed to refer to the visionary ‘Young Lady’ of
1712, or the ‘Miss [Martha] Blount’ of 1735, was in both cases—the
poet not being on oath or compelled to reveal more than he wishes to
—nothing more nor less than a convenient fiction.



CHAPTER IV

THE ‘HADRIAN’ POEMS

short poems which Pope based on Hadrian’s famous ‘last
words’, namely the translation, Adriani Morientis ad Animam,
and the adaptation, Christiani Morientis ad Animam. This has been due
in part to their curiously delayed appearance in print, but chiefly to
Pope’s ‘literary’ methods of editing his early correspondence for pub-
lication, described on a previous page.* By these methods, portions of
letters written to his old friend Caryllin 1712 and 1713—letters which
were subsequently reclaimed by Pope—were found, on publication
twenty years later, to be addressed to Steele and Addison under dif-
ferent dates. Fortunately, however, before the letters were returned
to Pope, some one in the Caryll family carefully transcribed them; and
it is these ‘Caryll transcripts’, now in the British Museum, which con-
tain the earliest extant version of the ‘Hadrian’ poems, as well as the
original and indisputable date of the letter containing them. Never-
theless, while the Caryll transcripts have been of extreme value to
those students of the poet who desired first and foremost reliable facts
and dates concerning his life and works, there have also been others
who seem to have made use of them chiefly to accuse Pope of ‘manu-
facturing a fictitious correspondence’ and all kinds of reprehensible
practices. These charges have already in no small measure been ex-
ploded or explained away, thus reducing a nightmare mountain of
complicated wickedness to little more than a molehill of peccadillo.
Since the middle of the last century, when C. W. Dilke’s discovery
of the Caryll transcripts first made them generally known to students,
there have been so many varying suggestions put forward about these
two poems that it is now impossible to give an account of all the various
hypotheses, and approve, or correct, or refute them, in gross or in
detail, without taking up a wholly disproportionate amount of space.
The present writer (himself not guiltless of advancing fresh evidence)
has therefore cut the knot, and retells the whole story as directly as
possible, according to the information now available, without at-
tempting to say who first noted this particular point or was respons-
ible for that particular proof or fallacy.

1 See ante, p. 15. * EC, v1, p. 187 n.
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THERE has been much confusion in the past about the two
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The story of the Hadrian poems begins with The Spectator of Nov-
ember 10, 1712, which prints a letter from Pope (with a few words of
introduction by Steele, of no importance for our purpose), as follows:

MR. SPECTATOR,

I WAS the other Day in Company with five or six Men of some
Learning; where chancing to mention the famous Verses which the
Emperor Adrian spoke on his Death-bed, they were all agreed that
’twas a Piece of Gayety unworthy that Prince in those Circum-
stances. I could not but dissent from this Opinion: Methinks it was
by no Means a gay, but a very serious Soliloquy to his Soul at the
Point of his Departure; in which Sense I naturally took the Verses
at my first reading them when I was very young, and before I
knew what Interpretation the World generally put upon them.

Animula vagula, blandula,
Hospes Comesque corporis,
Que nunc abibis in loca?
Pallidula, nigida, nudula,
Nec (ut soles) dabis Foca’

Alas, my Soul! thou pleasing Companion of this Body, thou fleeting Thing
that art now deserting 1t! whither art thou flying? to what unknown Region?
Thou art all trembling, fearful, and pensive. Now what is become of thy
Sormer Wit and Humour? thou shalt jest and be gay no more! I confess I
cannot apprehend where lies the Trifling in all this; ’tis the most
natural and obvious Reflection imaginable to a dying Man; and if
we consider the Emperor was a Heathen, that Doubt concerning
the future Fate of his Soul will seem so far from being the Effect of
want of Thought, that ’twas scarce reasonable he should think
otherwise; not to mention that here is a plain Confession included
of his Belief in its Immortality. The diminutive Epithets of Vagula,
Blandula, and the rest, appear not to me as Expressions of Levity, but
rather of Endearment and Concern; such as we find in Catullus, and
the Authors of Hendeca-syllabi after him, where they are used to
express the utmost Love and Tenderness for their Mistresses—If
you think me right in my Notion of the last Words of Adrian, be
pleased to insert this in the Spectator; if not, to suppress it.
I am, &c.

The next step was a letter from Pope to Caryll (apparently in
answer to one from him no longer extant, commenting on Hadrian’s
verses above), which is not dated but almost certainly was written in
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the latter half of November. A paragraph in this letter, after acknow-
ledging Caryll’s opinion of the Latin verses, continued the discussion
of what they mean in much the same vein as the Spectator letter, but
added nothing of immediate interest to us.! (The real interest, as we
shall see,* comes later with the printing of this paragraph in 1735.)

Then on June 12, 1713, we arrive at another indisputable stage,
with Pope concluding a long letter to Caryll by transcribing three
anonymous poems having to do with ‘the verses of Adrian’; at the end
of which he adds the request: ‘I desire your Opinion of these verses, &
which are best written. They are of three different hands.’® The first
of the three pieces is Prior’s now well-known translation, beginning,
‘Poor, little, pretty, fluttering thing . . .’ (with which we have no
further concern); the second and third pieces ran as follows:

Adriani Morientis ad Animam

Ah fleetting Spirit! wandring Fire,

That long hast warm’d my tender Breast,
Must thou no more this Frame inspire?

No more a pleasing, chearfull Guest?

Whither, ah whither are thou flying!
To what dark, undiscover’d Shore?

Thou seem’st all trembling, shiv’ring, dying,
And Wit and Humour are no more.

Xani Morientis ad Animam.

Vital Spark of Heavenly Flame!
Dost thou quit this mortal Frame?
Trembling, hoping, lingring, flying;
Oh the Pain, the bliss of Dying;
Cease, fond Nature, cease thy Strife,
Lett me languish into Life.

My Swimming Eyes are Sick of light,

The less’ning world forsakes my Sight,

A damp creeps cold o’er ev’ry part;

Nor moves my Pulse, nor heaves my heart;
The hov’ring Soul is on the wing;

Where, mighty Death! oh where’s thy Sting?

1 Add. 28618, f. 16 v ! See post, p. 64. 3 Add. 28618, f. 17.
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I hear around Soft Musick play;

And Angells beckon me away!

Calm as forgiven Hermites rest,

I’ll Sleep, or Infants at the breast,

Till the Trumpett rends the ground;
Then wake with pleasure at the Sound.

Considering that Adriani Morientis was repeatedly printed and
implicitly acknowledged by Pope from 1735 onwards, and Christiani
Morientis from 1736 onwards, the sentence with which Pope con-
cluded the letter—‘They are of three different hands’—was appar-
ently no more than an experimental deception, and cannot be taken
seriously. It was, in fact, meant for Caryll’s eye alone; for although
Pope revised and printed two paragraphs from that same letter (as
part of an undated letter to Addison), this final sentence was never
published in Pope’s lifetime. It was in all probability no more than
a young poet’s private and temporary expedient to obtain an un-
biased opinion—the hardest thing in the world to get from a friend.
Eleven days later he confessed to Caryll that he had written the
Christiani Morientis.

Nothing more is known of the poems for seventeen years. They had
neither been printed, nor had they been circulating in manuscript,
to judge from the fact that no contemporary transcripts, except the
Carylls’,have been recorded. They appeared in print for the first time,
together and anonymously, in the second volume of D. Lewis’s col-
lection, entitled, Miscellaneous Poems, By Several Hands, which was
published on May 5, 1730.* And as at least three other anonymous
poems of Pope’s are also first printed there, and as in an unpublished
letter® to the Rev. Samuel Wesley, dated April 24, 1730, Pope invites
Wesley and Lewis to stay with him at Twickenham for ‘two or three
days’, it can be taken for certain that Lewis published these poems
with Pope’s full knowledge and consent, and, presumably, from
manuscripts supplied by him. Collation of the original texts in the
‘Caryll transcript’ of 1712 with the 1730 texts shows the poems to have
received only slight revision: in the first piece quoted above, ‘shiv’ring’
is changed to ‘fainting’ (line 7); and in the second, ‘Till the Trum-
pet’ is changed to ‘Till the last Trumpet’ (line 17), and in the last line
‘Pleasure’ becomes “Transport’. The texts are otherwise verbally
identical. These two anonymous pieces seem not to have attracted any

! See The London Evening-Post of May 2, 1730.
! In the Harley MSS. at Welbeck Abbey.
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attention in 1730; and it was not until five or six years later that they
first became associated with Pope’s name.

So far the tale is straightforward; for it is not until the publication
of Pope’s letters from 1735 onwards—in different editions of which
the two poems are included—that textual and bibliographical prob-
lems arise. As, therefore, the general opinion of Pope scholars seems
now to be that he was in some measure involved in all the editions of his
letters above mentioned, both the so-called ‘surreptitious and incor-
rect editions’ as well as the ‘authorized editions’,! it is assumed that
the inclusion, or not, of either poem in any edition was not uncon-
nected with Pope’s wishes at the time, however much, or for whatever
reason, those wishes might vary from edition to edition. But for our
present purpose, the exact degree of his responsibility does not greatly
matter.

In 1735, then, Pope reprinted—or caused to be reprinted—in
various early editions of his correspondence, his letter to The Spec-
tator of November 10, 1712, given above. And the fact that it had been
revised for reprinting to the extent of at least nine verbal corrections,
not counting the change of address from ‘Mr. Spectator’ to Steele
himself, or the addition of the date, ‘November 7, 1712’; and further
(and still more to our purpose), that now for the first time the letter
ends with the Adriani Morientis poem, in a text which follows that in
the original letter to Caryll, then unpublished, and not the printed
1730 text—it would seem practically certain that all these alterations
are due to the hand of Pope. It is also obvious that the position of the
poem was meant to suggest that it was a part of the original letter, and,
therefore, by the same hand.

Also in 1735, a paragraph from Pope’s letter to Caryll written in
the latter half of November, as mentioned above,*® was printed as a
second letter to Steele further discussing the Hadrian lines. It has been
much rewritten in parts and is now dated ‘November 29, 1712°. The
probable explanation of this change from Caryll to Steele, as the per-
son addressed, has already been discussed on a previous page. ?

Early in the following year, the second poem—now called an ode
and entitled, The Dying Christian to his Soul—was included amongst
the early poems in the octave edition of The Works of Alexander Pope,
Esq; Vol. 1., 1736. But, except for the first stanza, which has been only
slightly corrected, the ode is practically a new poem, the text of which
now runs as follows:

1See ante, p 17. 2 See ante, p. 62. 3 Sec ante, p 16
p 17 p
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The Dying Christian to his Soul.

ODE

I
Vital spark of heavenly flame!
Quit, oh quit this mortal frame!
Trembling, hoping, lingering, flying,
Oh the pain, the bliss of dying!
Cease, fond Nature, cease thy strife,
And let me languish into life!

11
Hark! they whisper; angels say,
‘Sister Spirit, come away!’
What is this absorbs me quite?
Steals my senses, shuts my sight,
Drowns my spirits, draws my breath?
Tell me, my Soul, can this be death?

111
The world recedes; it disappears!
Heaven opens on my eyes! my ears
With sounds seraphic ring:
Lend, lend your wings! I mount! I fly!
O Grave! where is thy victory?
O Death! where is thy sting?

But the problem only begins to get really involved with the pub-
lication of Pope’s correspondence, in folio and quarto, on May 19,
1737, entitled, Letters of Mr. Alexander Pope, And Several of his Friends.
For this, at last, was the much heralded, handsome, authoritative
edition for which the earlier ‘surreptitious’ editions are supposed to
have acted as a whet; and from this official collection the two Hadrian
poems were excluded. Then, about a month later, they reappear in
another volume, namely, The Works of Alexander Pope, Esq; Vol. VI.
Containing the Remainder of His Letters. (Roberts) 1737, the first poem
being appended to the ‘Spectator’ letter as before, and the second,
The Dying Christian, following two fresh introductory letters, which
then appeared in print for the first time, thus:
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: Letter VIII

From Mr. Steele. December 4, 1712.

This is to desire of you that you would please to make an Ode as
of a chearful dying spirit, that is to say, the Emperor Adrian’s
Animula vagula put into two or three stanzas for musick. If you
comply with this, and send me word so, you will very particularly
oblige your, &c.

Letter IX

I do not send you word I will do, but have already done the
thing you desire of me. You have it (as Cowley calls it) just warm
from the brain. It came to me the first moment I waked this morn-
ing: Yet you’ll see it was not so absolutely inspiration, but that I
had in my head not only the verses of Adrian, but the fine fragment
of Sapho. &c.

After which follows immediately the poem, The Dying Christian to his
Soul, in the extensively revised text given above. Much play has been
made in the past about the absurdity, or even disingenuousness, of the
sentence in Pope’s letter, where, speaking of The Dying Christian, he
says to Steele: ‘You have it. . . just warm from the brain.’ Because the
version he ostensibly sent with the letter in 1712 is, beyond any dis-
pute, the much revised text which, presumably, was not in existence
even so long afterwards as 1730, when, as we have seen, Lewis was
given the original ‘Caryll’ text to publish. But those censurers must
have forgotten that such statements were no more than the general
practice—Pope’s, as well as other people’s—of dating a poem from its
first sketch or version. Thus, all that this letter to Steele (whether
genuine or not) implied, is that the poem was written in such and such
amannerin 1712 (the date of Steele’s letter); and the fact that a later
version was printed with the original letter has nothing whatever to do
with that point.

Towards the close of that same year, the two poems are found once
more in another edition, the title-page of which reads: The Works of
Alexander Pope, Esq; Vol. V. Containing An Authentic Edition of his
Letters. The Second Edition. (Cooper) 1737, in which the Adriani
Morientis poem has a remarkable footnote (not in the first edition)
saying, ‘The Author seems to have but a mean opinion of these
verses, having suppressed them in his Edition.” This note appeared
again in 1742; and it is difficult to conceive what reason Pope